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INSCRIPTIONS HONORING PRYTANEIS

During the last few years many “prytany decrees” have been discovered in the
Agora, particularly while the excavations were laying bare what has since proved to be
the area about the Tholos. This area, as Koehler and Kirchner long since maintained,
and as the excavator, Eugene Vanderpool, has now proved, was the Prytanikon. In the
Prytanikon there once stood rank upon crowded rank of these inscribed stelae, of which
nearly a hundred pieces have survived. Students everywhere had always considered
such documents uninformative, as perhaps they appear to be when read one by one,
with the result that the “literature ” of any value on the subject amounts to just eight
pages, by H. Francotte,! who treats only one aspect; and even these pages are in need
of revision.

The present study was begun as a publication of a new prytany decree.? It seemed
to me that not much could be made of the document by itself, and that comparison
with other prytany decrees might be the only way of exploiting such content as they
have. Three of the earlier findings indicated the type of result which might be expected.
The problem of the “single officer ” of administration, a problem of which the only
honest solution had been the theory of several chaotic changes in the government, was
solved, and theorizing about governmental chaos is no longer necessary. The principle
of precedence was established, and Meritt discovered a tendency toward regular step-by-
step changes, which is helpful for chronology. It therefore seemed likely that when once
they had all been collected, read, and restored; when the contents had been tabulated
and inductions made; and when finally the inductions had been applied once more to
the separate documents, the “ prytany decrees ” would be more useful than in a series
of isolated publications.

When the relevant inscriptions had been collected, they were found to constitute the
longest series of homogeneous public decrees from any Greek city. The particular historical

! De la Législation Athénienne sur les Distinctions Honorifiques, reprinted at Louvain in 1900 from the
Musée Belge, vols. III and IV, pp. 21—29 in the reprint.

* Acknowledgment is made to T. Leslie Shear, Director of the Agora Excavations, for the privilege
of studying the inscriptions found in the Agora. Professor B. D. Meritt, who has charge of all epigraphical
material from the Agora, has helped with the study of the texts and has read the entire work in manuseript
and in proof. Professor Edward Capps, Chairman of the Managing Committee of the American School,
has cordially assisted the work. Some of the problems have been discussed with Professors J. Kirchner
and W. 8. Ferguson. The manuscript has likewise benefited from suggestions by C. F. Edson, E. Schweigert,
and E. Vanderpool. Gratitude is expressed to Professor David M. Robinson for publishing herein (No. 92)
an inscription in his possession.



2 STERLING DOW

results obtained from studying them are set forth in the following essay. Since the texts
include a larger number of words restored with certainty than in any other comparable
body of texts, a general discussion of methods is included at the -end (p. 29). Apart
from such historical and epigraphical lore, there is doubtless much of a broader nature
which is yet to be learned: the language, the use of formulae, the practices of the city-
state’s legislative bodies, secretariat, and stone masons—practices which changed constantly
but remained deeply conservative—are only touched upon in this study.?

The inscriptions specified under 74 (p. 136) were at first thought to be concerned with
prytaneis. This view proved to be erroneous, but the stones in question, which had
never been seriously studied, presently revealed themselves as actual Athenian machines
for performing allotments. When this theory was demonstrated by observation of a real
prytany decree (79), it was decided to include a final chapter dealing with all the allotment
machines which search disclosed. A

Lists of bouleutai, and the various findings in regard to the representation of the
demes, a subject which needs as complete data as the excavations may provide, have
been reserved for future publication.

Scope of the Present Study. Decrees in honor of the prytaneis may have been voted
frequently from the time of Kleisthenes, but the first preserved inscribed decree is of
327/6 B.c. (1). The earlier practice had been for the tribe honored to set up mere lists
of the prytaneis who had been praised (I.G., 1%, 398; I.G., II2, 1740-1753, etc.), omitting
entirely the public decree. This practice, resumed in the first century s.c. (98), was
continued until ca. 225 a.p. (I.G., II% 1832) at least; but these later lists sometimes
leave us in doubt as to whether the prytaneis had been honored by any one; in most
cases they merely set up their own names.

The present study is concerned with the intervening period, the period of the inscribed
public decrees. Beginning at 327/6 ».c. and ending at the end of the reign of Augustus,
all known documents of whatever sort relating to the prytaneis have been included, both
decrees and other inscriptions. The study therefore includes all such inscriptions previously
published, and all those from the Agora Excavations which have been identified among
inscriptions discovered down to August, 1935.2 The public decrees proper continue
even into the time of Hadrian (121), thus overlapping in time the lists set up by the

! L. Robert has recently pointed out the need for, and the value of, intensive synthetic studies of
completec bodies of related inscriptions (Revue de Philologie, 1934, pp. 406—408). It may be doubted
whether his words will find stronger confirmation than in the present study. The question should be
raised, whether the arrangement of the Attic Corpus ought to be modified in any future edition, so as to
groyp together all the inscriptions such as those relating, for instance, to prytaneis, or to ephebes, each
group being published in a chronological series of its own. The old system was useful for calendar
studies and the like, but the divisions were quite artificial. With equal reason the same text is published
first as part of a decree (IG., II2, 1059), then again (I.G., I1? 1758) as a catalogue of prytaneis; whereas
one cannot say positively what the original document was like.

* The consecutive inventory numbers of inscriptions examined run from Agora I 1 through A gora I 3054.
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prytaneis themselves. Of these later lists none is included after the time of Augustus;
of decrees, only one (121) after his time is preserved.!

General Analysis of the Inscriptions. There were four bodies which might be likely
to honor the prytaneis: the Demos and the Boule of Athens, their fellbw-tribesmen, and
those who had dined with them for a month, the deioizo.. The honors by the two latter
groups, which were of less consequence, can be studied more conveniently below,
pp. 24, 47.

The first decrees to be inscribed were those passed by the Demos. The list of prytaneis
and other officials was of course added, below the decree: the list of names is indeed
the permanent feature of all the inscriptions for prytaneis, the one part never omitted
in any period. The Demos regularly praises the group as a whole, not individuals in it.
By virtue of this antecedent decree of the Demos, the Boule was provided an occasion
for praising individual prytaneis and other officials,? who were, of course, either members
of the Boule, or functionaries thereof. We do not know when the Boule first began
this practice; doubtless early, long before 9 of 260/59 B.c., the first preserved instance.
Below the two decrees and the list of prytaneis were added the names of the persons
particularly praised in the second decree, that of the Boule. These names were carved
each within a wreath (the wreath itself was generally painted), and above the name
was inscribed the designation of the body conferring the crown. These symbols of special
honors may be conveniently termed “ citations,” and the list of prytaneis (to pick a dis-
tinctive word) is called herein the “ register.” '

Between the two decrees were inscribed the three most important citations: in the
centre, the crown awarded the prytaneis by the Demos; to the left, the ecrown awarded
the Treasurer of the prytaneis by the Boule; and on the right, the corresponding crown
for their Secretary, also awarded by the Boule.

The whole design, in a developed form which may conveniently be regarded as typical,
is shown on p. 4. For about 250 years, from ca. 327 to the time of Sulla, this design
was followed, though with numerous minor variations (p. 26). After the time of Sulla,
the whole scheme was changed, and for that period a separate discussion is needed

(p. 25).

t A list of prytaneis follows the last preserved Athenian decree, I.G., 112, 1077, but the substance of
the decree has little connection with the prytaneis, and study of it here would not be in place. The
stone itself, set in the courtyard of the Museum, has been exposed to the weather for decades. A pre-
liminary examination convinced me that thorough study would be lengthy and probably fruitless.

Hesperia, 111 (1934), p. 7, no. 8 has been restored as if it had been set up in the Prytanikon. The
formulae, now that we have many to compare, do not suggest a prytany decree. In the crucial line 18,
merely the top of a round letter (8, 0, Q) shows. Just before it comes Y or T; just after, the upper end
of I (or ®, ¥). Whatever it is, the phrase seems not to have been met with hitherto.

Hesperia, 111 (1934), p. 36, no. 23 is doubtful. The spaces between the lines seem too large for a decree
honoring prytaneis.

* Irregularities: 23, a first decree by the Boule and the Demos (see p. 22); 84, the first decree by the
Boule alone. 96 is transitional to the post-Sullan form. Cf. pp. 21-22,



DESIGN OF A DEVELOPED INSCRIPTION: No. 64 OF 178/7 B.c.

Acroteria
Pediment
Moulding
References References
p. 3
First DECREE
Passed by the Demos
Awarding a gold crown to the prytaneis
as a group
Special citation 1. General citation. Special citation 2. pp- 3,
Crownawardedbythe  Crown awarded by  Crownawarded by the lfi’) 1201’
Boule to the Treasurer the Demos to the Boule to the Secretary ’
of the prytaneis prytaneis of the prytaneis
pp. 3
SecoNp DEcrEE 13£
Passed by the Boule
Awarding an olive crown especially to the
p. 13 1. Treasurer of the prytaneis, then to the 5. The Undersecretary, p. 16
p- 15 2. Secretary of the prytaneis, 6. The Herald of the Boule and the Demos, p. 17
p- 16 3. The Priest of the Eponymos, 7. The Flutist, and p. 17
p- 16 4, The Secretary of the Boule and the Demos, 8. The Treasurer of the Boule p. 18
) I - I
Reeister oF THE Frrry Pryraness Pp. 3,
ARRANGED IN COLUMNS UXDER DEMOTICS 28
General scheme:
p. 14 A. The demotic of the Treasurer of the prytaneis  E. The Secretary’s name
B. The Treasurer’s name F. The other prytaneis from the Secretary’s deme
C. The other prytaneis from the Treasurer’sdeme  G. The panels for the larger demes p. 28
p- 15 D. The demotic of the Secretary of the prytaneis H. The panels for the smaller demes
[ L J
Special citation 3. Special citation 4. Special citation 5. Special citation 6. pp- 13,
Crown awarded Crown awarded 194

Crown awarded by
the Boule to the
Secretary of the
Boule and Demos

by the Boule to
the Priest of the
Eponymos

Special citation 7.
Crown awarded by
the Boule to the
Flutist

Crown awarded by
the Boule to the
Herald of the
Boule and Demos

by the Boule to
the Under-
secretary

Special citation 8.

Crown awarded by
the Boule to the
Treasurer of the Boule

Setting line
Part of stele which was set into base
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In sum, the main types of inscriptions honoring prytaneis are the following:

1. List of 50 prytaneis. Some officials of the Boule also listed. Fifth and fourth
centuries, to ca. 327 B.c.

2. List of 50 prytaneis preceded by a decree of the Demos. Some officials of the
Boule and of the Prytany cited. Ca. 327—ca. 260 B.c. 1, etc., to 8.

3. List of b0 prytaneis preceded by a decree of the Demos honoring the prytaneis,
and a decree of the Boule honoring officials of the Boule and Prytany, particularly the
Treasurer of the prytaneis. Citations of officials of the Boule and Prytany. Ca. 260-
88 B.c. 9, etc., to 96. See design, p. 4.

4. List of 50 prytaneis preceded by a decree of the Boule, honoring the Treasurer of
the prytaneis alone. Citations of officials including others than officials of the Boule
and Prytany. Ca. 88 B.c.—ca. 120 o.p. 97, etc. See pp. 25 ff.

5. List of 50 prytaneis inscribed on the base of a statue of some official. Citations
of officials including both officials of Boule and Prytany and high officials of the state.
Mostly first century B.c. 98, etc.

6. Lists of 50 or fewer prytaneis. Some officials (dsioizot) of the Boule and Prytany,
and some other officials, listed, and occasionally cited. First, second, and third cen-
turies A.p.

Those inscriptions which fall outside these six types will be readily understood as
they occur in the series. Our detailed, elaborate knowledge is derived mostly from the
second and especially the third of these types, with which the following commentary is
mainly concerned.

Distribution of the Honors Among Tribes. The number of inscriptions honoring prytaneis
is so large that the statistics of tribes honored may have meaning. One might expect
Aiantis, for instance, to be a favorite, in view of its “privilege,”! or that the tribe with
the greatest population would get most honors, or again that the honorary tribes would
receive numerous awards. Out of 79 decrees which can be positively assigned, we find
that Erechtheis leads with 12, and that Pandionis and Antiochis have least with 3
decrees each. Erechtheis was of medium size, so far as we know, and the other two
were next to the smallest.? Aijantis, the smallest, has 8;3 Aigeis, of which the most
members are known, has 4. In the period of Antigonis and Demetrias, we have 28 as--
signable decrees: Antigonis received 2, and for Demetrias none has survived. Ptolemais
was honored only 3 times;* Attalis 4.

! Ferguson, T'ribal Cycles, passim. See also Hesperia, 111 (1934), p. 183,

* A. W. Gomme, The Population of Athens, p. 50.

* If we go back to include fourth century lists, we find none for Aiantis, and among the many lists
of Imperial times, only 4.

¢ There is only one list under the Empire for Ptolemais.
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Conclusions can only be tentative. Honors may have been given for conduct in
actual crises, in which case the figures are not significant. Yet the small number of
awards to Hippothontis, Antiochis, Antigonis, Demetrias, and Ptolemais does seem to mean
something in the way of lack of popularity and influence. The facts suggest that awards,
especially in later periods, were for other reasons than conduct in historical crises.

Date of Passage within the Year and Prytany. No doubt all the prytaneis of any given
year could be honored in their tribal groups. Actually no more than two tribes are
known to have been honored in any given year (260/59, 159/8 or 157/6, 125/4 B.c.).X

The data on whether awards were more likely to be made in any one period of the
year rather than in another are too limited to yield a conclusion; the existent dates
are well distributed.

Within the prytany, knowledge can be more definite. Here we have to consider first
the decree of the Demos, then the subsequent decree of the Boule. The Demos might wait
until the prytaneis to be honored were out of office; in 10 instances they did so, even
delaying in one case (91) until the 24th day of the next prytany; there is no recorded
instance of longer delay.? In an equal number of instances, plus one which is very
doubtful (55), the Demos introduced its measure and made its award under the auspices
of the very prytaneis who were to be honored. This occurred once as early as the
18th day of the prytany (69); the other such dates are all in the third decade of the
prytany.?

In the matter of the honors conferred by the Boule on the officials a strict rule was
observed. The “second” decrees regularly date from the next prytany: the officials
might vote for, but could not propose in the Boule, honors for themselves. One sur-
viving decree of the Boule was passed on the 13th; the rest are earlier, mostly in the
first five or six days.

No prytaneis were honored in the year after they left office; the next Boule was
presumably concerned only with honors for its own members. The last prytany of any
given year, if it was to be honored at all, must be honored in its own term by both
Demos and Boule. One such instance has survived, 49, in which the Demos conferred
its award on the 30th of the prytany; the preamble of the decree for the Boule is
missing. Here it is notable that the normal order of decrees is reversed: the decree of
the Boule stands first. The explanation is inevitable that the Boule had actually made
its award first, especially since the decree of the Demos was passed on the last day of
the year. In 48 also we find the order of decrees reversed. The same explanation is

! Francotte, op. cit., p. 22, has the references for the earlier contest among the prytanies of each year
for an award by the Demos at the end. This contest is not evidenced by any text herein included,
though it may have lasted into the third century.

? The examples are 21, 23, 30, 38, 71, 84, 85 90, 91, 93

3 6, 29, 36, 49, 55, 64, 69, 72, 79, 88, 92,
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to be applied, the formulae for the date being obliterated. Later on, usage may have
become looser: 75 is a “second” decree in first place.

Place of Sessions of the Ekklesia. It is amply clear that the Ekklesia could meet in
any place, even in the Piraeus (38, 71, 79) for the purpose of honoring the prytaneis.
The meeting could, but need not, be an &zAnoia xvola. '

The Sacrifices. The sacrifices were offered by the prytaneis or their officers (a) on
behalf of certain official bodies, (b) to certain deities, (¢) for the “health and safety ”
of certain third parties. This is recorded in the first decree; we shall examine the
second presently.

The sacrifices were offered (a) mgeo z@v &xxdyoi@v. Down to the time of Sulla, the
phrase is never once modified or omitted. The sacrifices, then, were an act of the whole
body of members of the Ekklesia (which evidently constituted the state in its relation
to the deities), an act delegated by the Ekklesia to the successive prytanies of the year.

As to (b) the deities to whom the sacrifices were made, it happens that the first two
inscriptions which preserve this detail, 4 and 6, are exceptional. In them the emphasis
is on two festivals of Pyanopsion, the Stenia and Chalkeia, which never reappear in
these documents. By 178/7 B.c., the time of 64, which is also of Pyanopsion, either the
prytaneis no longer offered these particular sacrifices, or (less likely) mention of them
is suppressed. In 4 it is said that the prytaneis offered the traditional” sacrifices,
but none of these, which evidently for the prytaneis stand in distinction to the Stenia
and Chalkeia, is specifically mentioned. In 6 the offerings were to “ Apollo Prostater
“and the other gods to whom it is traditional.” In the next instance, 27, we meet z@:
AméMon tin Tgoorarneiwt xai vel Aoréuide vei Bovdalow wel toig &ldowg Oeolg oig mdwgiov
7v. Down through 92 these words are invariably present. The only change is by way
of adding items, usually after the word Bovlaiw:. We shall deal presently with the
Soteres. The next addition, that in 48, has not been restored. The second expanded
list, that of 55, is the longest. It includes first a missing name of a deity, then Artemis
Phosphoros, and finally Athena with an epithet restored as Archegetis. Of these, the
only one we meet again is Artemis Phosphoros, who always hereafter is simply 1) Pwopdgog.
Her appearances are semi-regular: she is absent in 59, 64; present in 69, 71, 72, 79;
absent in 84, 85; present in 88, 91.

From this it is clear that soon after 182/1 s.c., Artemis Phosphoros came to be looked
upon as important in the state cults. Legend had connected her shrine at Munychia
with the events of 411 m.c., so that her cult there seemed to have had a political origin.
She was certainly worshipped in Athens earlier than 411, but our knowledge is fragmentary.!

! References in Pape-Benseler, Handwdirterbuch, s. v. See, for instance, Euripides, Iph. Taur., L 21;
Aristophanes, Lys., 1. 443; Kallimachos, Hymn III, 11. 11, 204; Anth. VI, 267. Other references in Pape-
Benseler, Gr. Eigennamen®, s.v. Modern treatments, L. R. Farnell, Cults of the Greek States, II, p. 458;
8. Bolders, Die auperstidtischen Kulte, p. 23. A dedication to her by the prytaneis appears as 99. In
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No. 93 of 122/1 B.c.,, in which we find Apollo Prostater alone, introduces the next
period (the first century =».c.), when the gods are forgotten, so far as honors to prytaneis
are concerned, interest having shifted to the beneficiaries of the sacrifices. How great
was the interest in the deities themselves prior to the first century? Were the deities
just listed carelessly, or do the formulae have real meaning? It seems clear that in the
beginning (4, 6) the sacrifices are important in the eyes of those conferring the honors.
It seems highly probable that in the long intervening period, the presence, or absence,
of Artemis Phosphoros does mean, in each case, the performance, or neglect, of sacri-
fices to her.

The regular phrase for (¢) the list of beneficiaries is 8¢’ dyieiar xal owznolon wijg
Bovliig xai Tob dfjuov, with the optional addition of zo? Abnvaiwr,! or xal waidwy xal yvveindv.?
These two optional additions are merely rhetorical and insignificant. The other additions
deserve full consideration.?

The Boule and the Demos continue to hold first and second place in the list of
beneficiaries down to the time of Augustus. After ca. 200 B.c. they are never alone.
Seven times we have g’ ysion xei cwrngiar tiig Sovhiic xal Tob Ofuov xatl T@v cvppdywy.t
It is apparent that the mention, or omission, of the children and women is a variation
of no consequence. The mention of the allies, beginning with 48, our first preserved
formula after 200 B.c.,, can hardly be so regarded, in view of the complete absence of
such mention before 200, and its numerous occurrences thereafter. This accords precisely
with historical facts. In the middle of the third century (262—-229), subjugation to Macedon,
acknowledged in the sacrifices as we shall see, was followed by thirty years of neutrality,
real or nominal. In 200 B.c., Athens committed herself to close relations with Pergamon,
Rhodes, and Rome. The nature of these relations has lately been much debated, the
question being whether Athens entered into a cvuuayia (societas) with Rome. Since the
decrees have now revealed to us that Athens had a cvuuayie with at least one party (the
plural might not be significant), and since they reveal also that that party was sufficiently
important to be included in the list of beneficiaries of the official state sacrifices, the
presumption is reasonable that Athens was formally an ally of Rome.?

the later period, ca. 180 a.p., the same official could be iegeds Pwopdpwy xal énd Zxuddos (I.G., 112, 1795,
1796, 1798; Hesperia, 111 [1934], p. 56, no. 43; Hesperia, 1V [1935], pp. 47—49, no. 11). The plural form has
never been satisfactorily explained: Schéll (Hermes, VI [1872], p. 18) suggested the Dioskouroi; Marindin,
in 'W. Smith’s Dictionary s. v. Prytaneum, thought of a connection with the deities honored in the
Lampadedromia.—See also Roussel, Cultes, p. 105.

! Only in 27 and 96.

2 Only in 36 of 2121, then in 49 and 69 only, before their regular appearance in 84 ff.

3 The first is that of the Antigonid royal house in the period 263—229, to which we shall return
presently.

4 Once (72) we have the Boule and Demos x[al zav &hwv dmdvrwy dv adrois meoloérurrov—evidently
an erroneous clerical variant. :

5 Cf. A. Heuss in Klio, Beiheft XXXI, Neue Folge, Heft 18 (1935), pp. 33—35 and notes; and the references
there given. A decree of 343/2 m.c. in honor of a bouleutes (I G., 11?, 243) praises him for his attitude
toward the Boule, the Demos, and the ¢duueyoc. This too is probably significant.



10 STERLING DOW

As time went on, Athens found herself a party in relationships more hearty than
mere alliances. To the formal allies, who remained steadfast, were added various phil-
Athenian kings. For all such the term was ¢fidor, and it denoted in most cases, if not
all, an element of gratitude for substantial gifts. This attitude presently found expression
in the state’s list of beneficiaries of the official sacrifices. In I.G., 112 929 of “c. init.
s. IT” we find that an Archon had distinguished himself for sacrifices for the Demos of
Athens, the children and women [xai - - - Gooc eloi @id]ow zai elvovg [T@L Ojuwe T@L “Abpalwy].
The sacrifices of the prytaneis were conservative in this respect. Evidence for the preceding
twelve years is lacking, but the preserved decrees begin in 155/4 (84) to have the full
list zfjg BovAfs xai zo¥ dfuov xei mwaidwy el yvwor@y el tév Qilwy el cvppdywy. From
this time on there is no variation. We have six preserved instances! and no exception
down to the time of Sulla.

Thus it appears that we have, in the “first” decrees for prytaneis, throughout two
centuries, an accurate reflection, hitherto unnoticed, of the city’s foreign relations. In
the “second” decrees the Treasurer is praised by the prytaneis for the same set of
sacrifices. The phrases did not need to be, and regularly were not, explicit. The
Treasurer is not said to act (a) on behalf of any one, and (b) no deity is specified. Bene-
ficiaries (e¢) are regularly omitted down to 223/2 B.c.; after that, the Boule and Demos
alone appear in nearly every instance.?

In the light of these findings we may go back to examine the sacrifices of the period
of Macedonian domination, 262-229 B.c., when sacrifices to the Soteres might be made,
and when the royal house might be specified as additional beneficiaries. There are now
six inscriptions honoring prytaneis to be considered:

260/59 9 The end of Decree I, with gidoriuiag, »7A.; no mention of the royal
house, and none called for in this part of decree. Decree II,
complete, mentions no beneficiaries.

260/59 10 (Decree I missing.) Decree II, with edoefelag, »zA ; no mention of
the royal house, and none called for. Decree III, special honors to
the Treasurer of the Boule, probably mentions sacrifices to the
Soteres: [Swrijo]ow. This decree, passed in the last prytany, refers
to the whole year.

ca. 260-240 22 (Decree I missing, and doubtless never passed) Decree II, honoring
the Treasurer, mentions sacrifices dmdp i SovAfg xai 7o duov (the
first occurrence of this formula in a second decree), and then the royal
house in what is now a rasura of ca.75 (or at least 65), or more, letters.

! The last, 96, has ot d7uov rot ASyrelwy.

? Exceptions: the peculiar 31 with children, women, and ca. 30 unrestoved letters; 39 with ro ASyvalwr;
48 with the children and women; 73, 79, and 84 with no beneficiaries named. The last-named proves,
incidentally, that its list of six parties in the first decree is not mere expansion for the sake of rhetorie;
otherwise the second decree would likewise have a list. This applies to the lists of beneficiaries generally:
the friends and allies are not just rhetoric.
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ca. 250240 20 (Decree I missing.) Decree II mentions no beneficiaries.

235/4 23 Decree I, complete, mentions sacrifices to the Soteres. The bene-
ficiaries of (all) the sacrifices appear as follows: 3¢’ dyelae »ai
swrnelar wijg BovAijc #al To¥ dfuov and then the royal house in what
is now a rasura of 54 letters. Passed in the eleventh, the decree
refers to the tenth prytany of the year. (Decree II missing.)

234/3-230/29? 27 The body of Decree I complete. The usual sacrifices, to Apollo,
Artemis, and the traditional gods, &p’ dyelon xai cwrngiar Tig Soviijg
xal To¥ Ofuov vob AOpvaiwy. No Soteres, no royal house mentioned.

The last of these, which from its letter forms and the general fulness of formulae
should belong in the 230’s, could be earlier than 235/4. Apart from this decree, we
have only one “first” decree, 23; this shows as late as 235/4 the observance of all the
honors to the Macedonians. Nothing prevents our believing that such honors were
observed and recorded in decrees for prytaneis throughout the period 263/2-236/5.

Study of the other sacrifices has shown that a high degree of regularity is to be
expected. It should be noted that we are dealing with two different things. One is
sacrifices to the Soteres, Antigonos I and Demetrios I, a sacrifice which meant a ceremony
and an expense over and above the ordinary obligations.! The omission of this rite
might be forgivable. Quite different is the mention or omission of the royal house from
among the beneficiaries. To include them cost nothing; it was merely a matter of in-
seribing a few words. The absence both of sacrifices to the Soteres, and of any mention
of the royal house, in 27 is accordingly a serious reason for dating that decree in the
days of Macedonian weakness which preceded the liberation in 229 s.c.?

The Officers Who Paid for the Inscribed Stelae. The public decrees for prytaneis were
set up at public expense. The titles of the officers who made the payments, thanks to
Dinsmoor and his predecessors, are clear and intelligible down to 229 B.c. Thus in the
late fourth century, payment is by the zauieg 700 d7juov;® in the years of domination
by Demetrios, 303-301, and 295—288, the single officer of administration (6 &mi zijt
diorxnjoer) makes his appearance; in the third century, during the period of independence

! We do not know, but it seems unlikely, that sacrifices to the Soteres were offered only in the tenth
month (23).

* A closer dating is possible. Mr. Charles F. Edson writes: “If the omission of sacrifices for the
Antigonid king is to be taken as evidence for a date late in the period 268—230 B.c., 27 must be placed
later than 233/2, for in Aratus’ seventh generalship (233/2) he was badly defeated by Bithys of Lysimacheia,
the general of Demetrius II (Beloch, Gr. Gesch., IV?, p. 226 and pp. 529—530; Tarn, C. A. H., VI, pp. 746—747).
I.G., IT% 808 (no archon or secretary) is a decree in honor of Bithys and was clearly passed after Bithys’
victory over Aratus and because of it (Tarn, loc. cit.). 1f in 283/2 the Athenians honored a Macedonian
general, they would hardly omit to sacrifice on behalf of the Macedonian king. It therefore seems most
probable that 27 is to be placed at the very end of the period of Macedonian rule, in the years 231
or 230 when the Dardanian menace forced Demetrius II to abandon the Athenians to their own devices.”

% In the present series, only 1.
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from 288 to 263, payment is by a plural board of administration (ot i =it drowerjoet);?
and in the period of Macedonian domination, 262-229, by a single officer of adminis-
tration (6 &mi vfjt diowwijoer).? These appear to be rigid principles, applying not only to
decrees for prytaneis, but to all public decrees of whatever kind. In the period of
freedom, a plural board made payments; in the Macedonian period, a single officer,
presumably under the control of the king.

It seemed to scholars that, when the yoke of Macedon was cast off in 229, the single
officer should have been abolished, and such appeared to be the fact.® The single officer
was admitted to have made payments only in five scattered instances thereafter, begin-
ning about 200 B.c. or later.*

This picture, such as it was, was spoiled by the date of 30, which was set up by
the single officer, just seven years after the Macedonians left (Hesperia, II [1933], p. 436).
Soon there were instances, in one and the same period, of the single officer, of the
Taulag Tév orgatiwtixdy, and of this zauiag assisted by the old plural board.

The confusion of officers, with the possible implication of a chaotic series of régimes,
seemed hopeless until the present study quite early revealed the solution. It became
apparent that after 229 B.c. decrees for prytaneis are paid for by the single officer: the
concluding formula is &g dc vy dvayoagdy viig ovijlyg psoloar Tov 2mi wijt Ototwfjose 7o
yevduevor dvdlwua. This formula oceurs or should be restored in every decree for prytaneis
down to an indeterminate year after 178/7 B.c. (64) and before 169/8 B.c. (71).> In that
period the burden of payment was assumed by the Treasurer of Military Funds. In
decrees for prytaneis, he is never assisted by the plural board, and his title is shortened
only once to zo» zauiev (77). He appears in the last preserved formula of payment, in
104/3 B.c. (96). :

Going further, it is possible to formulate a fairly rigid principle about the payment
for decrees after 229 m.c. other than decrees for prytaneis. At present only two such
decrees are known to have been paid for by the single officer.® These two constitute
unintelligible and probably unimportant exceptions. Apart from them, the single officer
paid for all decrees of the prytaneis dated 262-169 B.c.; all other decrees of 229-169

! W. B. Dinsmoor, Archons, pp. 65-66; in the present series, 5 and 6.

* Dinsmoor, op. cit.,, p. 1115 9 and 10.

3 Dinsmoor, op. cit., pp. 203—204.

* Dinsmoor, op. cit., p. 251. Without examination of the stones, Dinsmoor has in this passage reduced
the number to an absolute minimum. The five instances were stubborn. Better many more, if all could
not be abolished: Dinsmoor was led to suggest that the phrase was an error for the alternative phrase.
A. C. Johnson had already tried to show to what conclusions the evidence, taken logically, pointed
(4.J.P, XXXIV [1913], pp. 412—415; XXXVI [1915], pp. 448—449). Neither the evidence, nor historical
facts generally, bore out his results.

5 The difficulty in 58, where an error is probable, should not be overlooked.

¢ 1 G, 11, 398 published as part of I G., II%, 978 (see below, p. 104); and I G., 112, 991, now part of
Hesperia, IV (1935), pp. 71—81, no. 37, dated to 127/6 B.c. The latter shows that the office had persisted
some 40 years after the last previous record of it. Possibly some small funds had accumulated and lain
idle, which finally were appropriated for the expensive stele in question.
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were paid for by other officers (the Treasurer of Military Funds, the plural board, or
both). Why the decrees for prytaneis should be set apart and paid for separately, is
not difficult to understand: they were numerous and they were a well-defined class. Why
the officer paying for them should continue to bear the name of the officer who had
paid for all decrecs under the Macedonians is also not a hard question: his position
may not have been particularly odious under that régime, and the office simply was
not abolished. But it is perplexing that ¢ émi w#jt drotwfjoee should co-exist with ot émi
tijt diowxrjoer. The latter appear almost always as assisting the Treasurer of Military
Funds; their position is subordinate. It seems probable that the title is a product of
the effort to segregate decrees into classes for payment,—a new departure,—without up-
setting too much the established institutions.!

The “Second” Decree: Place of Session of the Boule. In respect to the “second” de-
cree, we have already examined the period of its origin; its dating and position relative
to the “first” decree; its mention of sacrifices; the officer paying for its erection, who
is always the same, as would be expected, as in the first decree; and its specification
as to the place of setting up, in which again it copies the first decree. The mention
of @elowror will be considered below, pp. 22-24, and also the crowns, pp. 20-21.

The sessions of the Boule which honored the prytaneis were held in the Bouleuterion.
Special circumstances once caused an adjournment elsewhere (36). The only real ex-
ception appears to be the queer fragment 44, which seems to record a meeting in Piraeus.
In sum, Bovds év (later 8u) BovAevenoiw:, if missing, is always to be restored.

The Officials Honored. The “second” decree contains honors to certain officials, who
are also cited, and some of whom appear yet a third time in the register of prytaneis.
Hence the discussion of each official must go beyond the bounds of the decree.

In regard to the offices, the principle observed throughout every document is that
precedence of mention connotes superiority in prestige, and, conversely, that superiority
in prestige carried with it the privilege of priority of mention. A secondary principle
is to group together at the top the officials of the prytany or tribe (Treasurer, Secretary,
Priest), as distinct from the delgirocr (the others).

The Treasurer of the Prylaneis. The Treasurer, whom they elected from among them-
selves, was necessarily one of the prytaneis. A seemingly contrary instance is explicable
as an error (47). His title is merely 6 rauiag except in two instances, where he appears
as 6 replag ijc @vAs. The first instance (1.G., II%, 1749) is from a period when such
honors were infrequent, and the need was felt for a full title. Of course the possibility
has to be admitted that there existed two different offices, the Treasurership of the
prytaneis, the tenure of which was necessarily for about a month, and the Treasurership
of the Tribe, which might be tenable for a year. Our second instance tends to refute

! Ferguson (letter) has suggested that ¢ &ml 7 dioxfoec was one of a board containing as many
members as there were tribes. In the matter of erecting stelae for the prytaneis, one member, presurnably
the member representing the tribe honored, acted alone.

2
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this view: a man honored in an Augustan decree as Treasurer (of the prytaneis) is cited
later in the document as Treasurer of the Tribe (113). The citations also show that
the terms ¢@uAézat and movrdveig might in certain contexts be interchangeable (p. 20).

The earliest decree to mention his title is I.G., 112, 1749 of 341/0, in which his fellow
tribesmen confer honors first of all on him. His name and demotic are not first, how-
ever, in the list of prytaneis. In 1 of the present series he receives the most prominent
citation. In 10 the Treasurer of the prytaneis is also Treasurer. of the Boule: he is
listed first and cited first and also third, the second citation being that for the prytaneis
as a group. From the very beginning of the record, then, the Treasurer’s position is
that of the chief prytanis. This is recognized thereafter in the following ways: (1) He
is not only the first to be praised in the second decree; he is singled out for special
praise apart from the other officials.! (2) He is cited in the first citation, namely the
citation on the left among the three citations between the two decrees.?

(3) He is the first prytanis in the list of 50 prytaneis, thereby causing his demotic
to head the list. Of this the stones themselves preserve six clear instances, and thereby
establish the principle, which happens not to have been noticed hitherto. It has enabled
readings, restorations, or interpretations in eight instances, always in conformity with
spatial and other requirements. A breach of the rule may perhaps be interpreted as a
slight. In any case, the stones force us to admit two clear exceptions, 20 and 39; the
only other exception is 110, in which the Treasurer was conceivably cited but not listed,
so as to save space. (4) Mention of officers betrays by its degree of fulness the prestige
of the officer. Thus a title might, if lengthy, be cut down; and the patronymic, or
even the demotic, might be omitted. The only qualifications to this principle, which I
believe to be a new observation, are scribal variations, which are rare, and the demands
of space, which might pinch the designation of one official as much as of another. Of
course his title (6 rauiag) could not be shortened. His demotic was invariably present.
His patronymic was omitted only in 22, 46, 78, and 96, in all of which it is apparent,
or is to be inferred, that no patronymics of any officials were given. Obviously in all
of these space was being conserved.® It is notable, on the other hand, that in 71, where
none of the other seven officials is mentioned with a patronymic, the Treasurer’s patronymic
is specified.

The Treasurer’s primacy, emphasized thus by all the means available, rhetorical and
epigraphical; is not difficult to explain.* The second decree states plainly that it was

! The Secretary may be grouped with him for special praise: see the discussion of that office.

? This observation throws light on a problem in I @, I1?, 1750 of 384/3, where two prytaneis are cited
without titles. Koehler's suggestion, that they were Treasurer and Secretary, was doubted by Kirchner.
They were certainly officials, but which was Treasurer and which was Secretary—they are listed third
and second—cannot be said.

? Patronymics are omitted in one of the two mentions of the Treasurer in 31, again to save space.
In 48 the omission appears to be a clerical error.

* Another aspect of the Treasurer’s position, namely his prestige in the government as a whole, might
be studied from the prosopographical data on the various Treasurers.
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the Treasurer who offered the sacrifices. Probably he bore at least part of the expense,
even in earlier times; eventually, in some three instances, he is stated to have borne it
all (113, 119, 120). The decree was doubtless mainly his reward for a generous outlay.
In post-Sullan times, the sole decree fittingly specifies honors only to the Treasurer.
Politics may have made him eminent in certain cases; one cannot say. Ability and
willingness to pay the bill were presumably the regular prerequisites.

The Secretary of the Prytameis. Also elected from among themselves, and, in every
instance which can be tested, one of the prytaneis, the Secretary (6 yoauuareig) is paired
with the Treasurer, in certain instances, for special praise (10, 30, 36, 95, 96). These
instances are exceptional. Comparing his honors to the Treasurer’s, we note (1) generally
no special praise; (2) the Secretary’s citation is the third, namely the citation on the
right among the three citations between the two decrees. His position in the list (3) is
regularly first under the second demotic. The stones preserve five clear instances, but
also one clear (36) and one probable (31) exception; one would expect somewhat less
rigid adherence to the principle than in the case of the Treasurer. Four readings or
restorations have been made on the authority of the principle, and all fit the other
conditions. The Secretary’s patronymic (4) may be omitted when the Treasurer’s is not
(39, 71, 75), but in all three of these instances the Secretary was presumably not alone
in being slighted. In sum, the Secretary appears always as second only to the Treasurer,
but definitely inferior.

The Priest of the Eponymos. The other officers whom we have to consider do not
always occupy the same places, relative to each other, in the decree. Thus the Priest
(6 iegedg Tob émwripov), when he first appears in our records (28 of ca. 229-227T), holds
fourth place, following the Treasurer of the Boule. We shall notice that the Treasurer
of the Boule declines gradually from third to eighth place. The Priest had ousted him
from third place by 203/2 (40), and third place thereafter belonged to the Priest.

His title may have been shortened to 7o» iegéer in 37,* 48, 75,® 80.2 His patronymic
is omitted in seven instances. More peculiar is the fact that his name simply is not
given, though the title appears, in 37. In 47 and 81 there is no mention of him, either
by name or by office. The natural inferences from these data are that the office was
respected insofar as to give the Priest precedence over all but the prytany’s own members,
the Treasurer and Secretary; but that from time to time no one could be found to fill
the office of Priest. This latter inference may help in the understanding of a peculiar
fact. The Priest served the tribal eponymos, of course; one would expect that the Priest,
of all people, would necessarily belong to the tribe whose eponymos he served. No. 64
itself shows that this was not always the case: the decree honors prytaneis of Hippothontis,
but the Priest appears clearly as @gp[d]oiwnor Kaokiov I'egyijzzior. Gargettos was originally

! Only six officers in all: the decree was curtailed to a minimum to save space.
? Evidently most patronymics were omitted.
9%
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of Aigeis, was transferred to Antigonis, and then returned to Aigeis. There is no whit
of evidence that it was divided or that it ever belonged to any other tribe. The same
Priest’s name, moreover, can be restored where the Priest’s name should occur in 60,
which also honors Hippothontis. It seems probable that in 31 and 61 also the Priest
was not of the tribe honored; and indeed it happens that we do not have, between 229
and 169 B.c., any clear instance where the Priest does belong to the tribe honored (unless
in 36). This is the very period when he is praised once, as we have seen, but not
named, and twice he is omitted entirely, title and all: the period, that is, when there
were few candidates for this Priesthood. The gross irregularity whereby an outsider
became Priest is thus placed in a setting which makes it at least partially intelligible.
One man may have held office for several years, and for several tribes.!

Beginning in 169/8 (71), and continuing no doubt regularly thereafter, the Priest belonged
to the proper tribe. In 36 and 77 he was certainly not a prytanis, but nothing prevented
his taking a seat in the Boule: 71, the one instance known, has him listed second (i.e.,
after the Secretary) under the second demotic, an exact indication of his inferior status.

The Secretary of the Boule and Demos. The Undersecretary. The yoauucreds wijg Sovlig
xai To¥ Ofjuov and the dmoyeauuarels are always listed and cited in succession without
any officer intervening. Their place is last ca. 260 B.c. (9 and 10), and they precede
only the Flutist when he first appears. The Herald presently moves down next the
Tlutist, and the two secretaries rise to fifth and sixth places (39). The final step in the
decline of the Treasurer of the Boule promotes the secretaries to their permanent places,
fourth and fifth, about 178 B.c. (64).

The title of the major secretary is shortened to yoaupazsic zot drjuov in 1 (where
other titles are abbreviated to save space), and in the citations of 10, 34, 37, and 89;
never in a decree. Their patronymics are omitted whenever space is needed; but see
37, a curious exception. The patronymic of the Undersecretary might be omitted when
his superior’s was given (84), but the patronymic of the Undersecretary appears only
once when his superior’s was omitted.?

A history of the offices is not called for here.®* In the period we are studying, the
Secretaryship of the Demos and the Boule became a political post to which a man graduated
from the Undersecretaryship, and so to better things (see for instance 48, the career of
Euthymachos, son of Ergochares, of the Kerameikos).4

! It may have been in this very period that the Priesthoods of the Eponymoi were created; there is
no record of them earlier nor mention in such decrees as 9 and 10, where they should appear if they
existed and if they were concerned with the affairs of the prytaneis.

? The exceptional instance in 9, being a citation, is explicable on the grounds of space within the wreath,

¥ Ferguson, Tribal Cycles, p. 160, n. 1, will lead the reader to the relevant discussions.

* Curiously enough, the demotics of the Secretaries of the Boule and Demos in 169/8 (71), 166/5 (73)
and 155/4 (84) follow each other in the reverse of the official order of the tribes. That this Secretary
was not chosen according to any cyclical order of rotation seems to be certain. 77 is only one of several
obstacles to a cycle in reverse order.
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The Herald of the Boule and Demos. The Flutist. These are the only officers in the
present study who held office longer than a year; in the nature of the case, they were
skilled professionals. It is the more notable that, despite their long terms, in which they
had no rivals, their prestige was low for centuries. Toward the age of Augustus, when
the Herald of the Areopagos was becoming a leader of the state, the Herald of the Boule
and Demos (Kallikratides was his name) became more prominent, but until then no holder
of the office had realized its potentialities.

‘0 xfjor§ ijg Sovdiic wal To¥ drpov is cited third when he first appears (9) in the regular
group (cf. 1, where he is in second place). By 203/2 (40) he is sixth, and a decade
later, seventh (48). In the end, the degradation of the Treasurer of the Boule saved
the Herald from remaining next to the last (64). ‘O addnzfg does not appear before 28
of ca. 229; he is omitted in 36 and 37; finally he occupies seventh place. In other
words, the Herald declines from a better position to precede the Flutist, who always
remained, when they bothered to mention him, at or next the end.

Naturally their patronymics were often omitted. Twenty-five mentions of the Herald are
extant; in seven the patronymic is given. Twenty-one mentions of the Flutist reveal only
two instances where the patronymic was given. It is notable that the Herald’s title is only
once abbreviated in pre-Sullan times: in 58 the restoration has to be zé» uifovxe simply.

Their chronological value to us is out of proportion to their contemporary prestige.
The Heraldship was held generation after generation by the famous family from Trinemeia.
Meritt has listed the members in Hesperia, II1 (1934), p. 27. Since I.G., II%, 678 (=10)
has now been dated 260/59 B.c., it seems likely that (Philokles III) had a brief career,
since in ca. 229 we meet another Eukles (28). The alternative is that the two named
Eukles are the same man, whose active career extended from 260/59 to 212/1 (36).

Without attempting to decide the matter, we may list the known Heralds of the period
covered by the inscriptions of our series:

DATE HERALD INSCRIPTIONS
321/6 Edxliig Didoxdéovg Towvepesis 1
260/59 EdxAfg Dihondéovg Torveuseis 9,' 10
229-212/1 Evxdfjg Didoxdéovs Towvepests 28, 31, 36!
203/2-post-178/7T  EdxAijg Edxdéovg Begevixidng 37, ete.,? through 581!
169/8-166/5 Dudoxdijc Tovepeevg® 71, 73
161/0-145/4 Ev«Aiic Towveuseig® 75, etc., through 86
40’s—30’s Keldixpazvidng Svwdeduov Toixoetaiog 106, 107, 108
ca. 29/8-22/1 Oivégpirog Suvvdpduov Steiprevgt 110
ca. 20 B.c. M------ widfor] - - - - - - 4 116

1 Omits patronymiec.

? The patronymic appears in five of this series.
3 No patronymic ever given. ‘

4 Title: xjové 7ijs Povdi.
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The Flutists also are important for dating inscriptions:

DATE © FLUTIST INSCRIPTIONS
229-ca. 215 AeEidaog ‘Ahaietg! 28, 31
ca. 210/9-ante-178/7  Neoxdfjg - - - °% 2% - - -2 Begemnidng 39, etc., through 60
178/1—ca. 158/7 Kaldingdrng Kaldirpdzovd Oogixiog 64, ete., through 80
155/4 Téypwv Onyaistg? 84, 82
T T 86
ca. 40-30 B.c. Ai6dwgog A - - - - ov Alwmexijfey 105

The Treasurer of the Boule. The basic changes in the order of the officials reduce
themselves practically to two. One change is the lowering of the Herald to a position
just above the Flutist. The other change is the lowering of the zauleg g BovAfg from
a position near the zauiag of the prytaneis to eighth place. The latter process was gradual
but not steady; hence the chronological value of his position in any given list is less
than the value of other criteria. :

From the very beginning there are irregularities in his position: see the commentary
on 1. Thus in 343/2 s.c. there are two Bovdfig rauiar; in 335/4 there is one zauiag wijt
Bovidjt, in sixth place; by 327/6 the zaulag 7fig Fovdfg could hold third place. The latter
form of the title was not changed again.

In one isolated year, 260/59 B.c. (10), this Treasurer was also Treasurer of the
prytaneis. He seems to have paid for sacrifices during the entire year: an extraordinary
third decree was passed in his honor. Even allowing for unusual circumstances, it is
apparent that the office was itself no obstacle to such glory as a prytanis might enjoy.

In 228/7 B.c. (29) our Treasurer occupies the second magistrate’s citation, but in 28,
31, 36, and 39, he is listed third. Next, in 37 and 40, he is entirely omitted. No. 47
has him in last place, but 48 lists him fourth. By 178/7 B.c. (64) he has reached the
eighth place, where he remains until after Sulla.

His title could not be shortened without danger of confusion with the other reuieg.
His patronymic was frequently omitted, but not quite so often as those of the Herald
and Flutist. They, to be sure, were well known persons, and the slight involved by
omitting their patronymics was less serious than in the case of an annual officer. There
can be no doubt that the Treasurer of the Boule lost power; presumably he lost control
of whatever funds he once did control. Like 6 &l 7t diorxrjoer, who ceased to pay for
decrees for prytaneis at about the same time that the Treasurer of the Boule reached
eighth place, his rival was the zeuleg 7@v organiwriv@y. The latter probably acquired
considerable influence with the bouleutai: after Sulla he appears more frequently in
citations than does the Treasurer of the Boule, who continued to be appointed, and even
became zaulag g Bovific xai Tob duov (116).

! No patronymic given.
2 In 60 only.
3 In 70 only.
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The Checking Clerk. The principle that position in the list was determined by prestige
seems to be confirmed by the facts about the Checking Clerk (drztypagets). For his low
position in the fourth century s.c., see 1 and commentary. He appears at the very
end of the list, in ninth place,. and without patronymic, on the one occasion when he is
praised (86). It is likely that he was admitted at about this time to the deigizoi, for his
name appears in certain decrees of the period! and he is present in all later lists of
delotror of which the relevant part is preserved (105; I.G., 112 1773, etc.).

Spokesmen of the Decrees. It might be thought that law or custom would forbid a
member of any given tribe from proposing honors to prytaneis of that tribe. In 13 pre-
Sullan instances we are able to judge whether the spokesmen of the “first” decree belonged
to the tribe honored. In two of these they did belong (49,2 88). For the “second”
decree we have 12 instances by which to judge. Again two of the spokesmen were
members of the tribe honored, and were in fact necessarily among the very prytaneis
honored (64?7, 96);° the latter document has other peculiarities (p. 165). From this total
of 21 out of 25 instances, it seems fair to suppose that custom opposed what amounted
to self-honors. Ten of our instances fall before 200, and in no one of these instances
did the spokesman belong to the tribe honored; the four exceptions come in the second
century. If the regular custom then or later was to urge honors for one's own tribe,
we should have far more instances.*

Spatial Position of Citations. Various periods may be distinguishéd:
1. Fourth century B.c. No inscription arranged like 1 has been discovered.
2. Third century to 229 B.c. The order is: decree (or decrees), register, all citations.®

3. 229—ca. 88 B.c. The order is: “first” decree, three citations, “second” decree,
register, six or fewer citations (cf. design, p. 4).

4. ca. 88 B.c. to the end. The order is irregular, but never can a register precede
a decree.

Aside from the three exceptions mentioned in the foot-notes, the above principles are
never violated. It will be noted that the periods generally synchronize with historical
periods and with changes in the content of the inscriptions themselves.

1 85, 86; Hesperia, 1V (1935), p. 74, line 58 (cf. ¢bid., p. 719); I.G., 112, 1014. Cf. also 58.

2 No. 49 was passed on the very last day of the year, and the circumstances may have been unusual
(p- 7).

3 The name of the spokesman of 64 is preserved in the register, line 83. His demotic fell in an
obscure position, and under it, among only three names, his is second. See p. 123.

4 It may be noted that in some four instances the same man proposed both the first and the second
decrees (36, 79, 84, 86). All four involve much restoration. In 64 and 71, the only other inscriptions
preserving the names of both spokesmen, each decree has a different name.

5 An exception is 20, in which (three?) citations followed the second decree and preceded the register.
No. 45, of uncertain date, is similar.

6 An exception is 93, in which three (?) crowns precede the first decree.
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The Citations as Representations of Crowns. The crowns! were regularly painted, not
carved, down to ca. 125 B.0.2 There appears above the decree 93 of 125/4 B.c. an elaborate
crown; some form of carved crown is regular (87, 89, 96, etc.) from ca. 125 on. The
date when carved crowns became regular is thus close to the date of the first known
monumental stele honoring ephebes (Hesperia, IV [1935], pp. 71-81). A comparison is
fair, because the costly items were elaborate crowns, many letters, and large stelae. The
decrees for prytaneis, though they became grandiose at the same time as those for ephebes,
did not become so long, large, costly, and numerous as did the latter in the period
ca. 130—ca. 30 B.c. Each decree for ephebes honored some one or two hundred of the
sons of the wealthy, and all their teachers; the decrees for the prytaneis honored only
fifty citizens of lower status, and their Treasurer. The forms of the monuments are
therefore in themselves a true reflection of social facts.

The Crowns and the Bodies Which Awarded Them. The crown awarded to prytaneis
as a group is always specified, and is always to be made of gold, from the beginning
down to the time of Sulla. After that, the prytaneis are no longer “ praised and crowned ”
until the solitary instance 116 of Augustan times, which merely praises them.?

The crowns, if any, awarded by the Boule to the Treasurer and the other officials
are regularly specified, and are always to be made of olive, from ca. 200 B.c. to the
time of Sulla. When, after Sulla, honors to the Treasurer replaced all other honors
whatsoever, the Treasurer’s crown is still to be of olive, not of gold.* In view of such
exactitude, it is curious that prior to ca. 200 B.c., the decrees merely praise the officials,
without specifying any award of crowns except those granted by the prytaneis. The
strict interpretation would be that no crown was awarded by the Boule.

To test this view, we must turn to the citations themselves, of which about 150 in
all are preserved. The name of the body conferring the honors is regularly, in the
earlier periods, inscribed within the crown. In such instances as are preserved down to
260/59 B.c., the body awarding the crown is stated to be ot guAérar (1, 10)% or oi movrdverg
(9 with its unique general heading for citations; 11, 12). For this early period, then,
the strict interpretation holds. The Boule awarded no crowns; otherwise # Sovdj would
appear in citations, along with, or supplanting, the tribesmen. The crowns which appear
as citations are those mentioned at the beginning of the decree, where it says meidy) oi
mwovrdrele, xrk., émoauvécavres xal oTEPAVHOAVTEG, ATA.

! An explanation of the baffling fragments 13 and 16 is that the crowns were represented as straight
sprigs. This was done, as on the Salaminian list, to save space; 13 and 16 are both in minute lettering.

* The exceptions are scattered: 1, 12, merely incised outlines of leaves and stems; 25, the usual way
of indicating a gold wreath in that peuod 37 and 61, just incised circles.

% The gold crown awarded to prytaneis is tw:ce represented sculpturally (25, 96). Gold crowns of
this type, if not of this use, have survived.

¢ In 121, where Herodes and Vibullia are praised as edepyéras, the crowns were probably of gold, as
currently restored.

® Such decrees of the tribesmen are preserved in I.G., 117 1749.
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At some time in the third century after 260/59, the Boule began to award crowns,
but such awards were not specified in the decrees of the period.! The inscribed decrees
are to be thought of, therefore, as being condensed from the measure as actually passed,
as indeed their brevity throughout would lead one to think. There can be no doubt
that the crowns were actually awarded by the Boule, because 7 Sovds) begins? to appear
regularly in the citations, and indeed is only twice (24, 89) absent therefrom down to
the time of Sulla.

Gradually crowns awarded to the officials by the Boule began to be specified in the
decrees, at first only for the Treasurer (28? and 31 of somewhat uncertain date: note
that 36 and 37 mention no crowns; then 39 crowns the Treasurer). No. 40 of 203/2
is the first decree to specify crowns for all the officials. The crowns are regularly specified
after that date.?

The principle already stated, that the order of mention of the various officials in the
decree is always observed in the order of the citations, admits of no exceptions.

This completes the main study of the bodies which praised the officials down to the
time of Sulla.* Yet to be examined are the bodies which praised the prytaneis as a whole,
as tested by the citations. We have seen that regularly the prytaneis are praised and

! A transitional form, 33, exhibits the only use of a connective in a citation, and the only instance
when the Boule and the prytaneis united in crowning an official. No. 29 is remarkable as the one
preserved instance in which the Demos, as shown by the citations, crowned individual officials. The
citations of 96, although the second decree is explicitly stated to have been passed by both Boule and
Demos—our only instance, besides 20—are headed merely # Bovisj. Cf. p. 3, n. 2.

¢ The early instances are 13, 16, 28, 36, etc.

3 The only exceptions are 58 and 60, both of condensed form.

¢ In this note the citations of officials are treated with particular regard to principles of restoration.

There were only three possible elements in each citation: first, the name of the body which conferred
the crown; second, the title of the man or group honored; and third, the name of the man or group
honored. The third element, the name of the recipient, naturally had to appear. It is Jacking only when
the man’s name was not given in the decree above. Of this we have full evidence in only one proved
instance (37): the Priest is mentioned in the decree, and cited below it, merely by title and not by name.
(An easily explicable exception is 13.) A man might be cited with patronymic and demotic, or without
the patronymic; space was a factor.

No name ever appears alone, i.e., without either the name of the body which conferred the honor,
or his title. Many citations exist as fragmentary inscriptions which bear a man’s name alone: they are
all from other forms of honorific inscriptions, not from inseriptions for prytaneis.

The name of the body conferring the honor is present in all save four insignificant exceptions (10, 24,
89, 110) and all texts where that element is broken away or illegible are to be restored accordingly.

The presence or absence of the title of the official honored is governed by an equally strict rule:
the title can be omitted only when it has already appeared in the decree itself. Thus, for instance, titles
are regularly given to the Treasurer and Secretary in their citations, which generally precede the
“second” decree, in which they are first mentioned. Having no official "title, a man crowned éx zav
prierav is cited without a title (1). See also 12. )

Until ca. 230 5.c., in actual practice, the title is always given in the citation except in 11; after that
date, the officials are often cited without repetition of the title. Such repetition had been made unnecessary
by the introduction of the “second” decree with its explicit list of honors. After ca. 200, the minor
officials, cited below the second dceree, always appear without titles, The titles re-appear in the ornate
inscriptions of the later part of the second century n.c., and remain.
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crowned (in the “first” decree) by the Demos. The citations show that in the early in-
scriptions of the series, the probouleutic part played by the Boule was also recognized.
The regular heading is not ¢ dfjuog by itself, as always after 223/2 s.c. (30), but # Boviy
| 6 dfjuog (9, 11, 25, 29).1 Consonantly, 23 is evidence that at least one first” decree
was recorded as passed by both Boule and Demos. Other “first ” decrees may have been
so passed, prior to ca. 223 (30); but 6 and 21 were recorded with mention of the Demos
alone in the formula of sanction.

The @eloror. It will be convenient to mention here the deigizor, of whom in the
pre-imperial periods little that is definite has been known. The word appears just twice
in the third century B.c., each time as the heading of a citation of the Treasurer (9,
10). Next we find ot defazor in the first clause of the second decree, émetdy) oi movrdrerg
Tig - - - - ol ol delowror dmouvéoavreg ral orepardoavres dmogaivovowy, wrdh. This form
begins to be used in 210/9-201/0 B.c. (39), and thereafter is regularly present.? In the
similar forms used after Sulla, oi deioizor are invariably present.®* Apart from these two
uses, the word never appears in the present documents. Only in Roman Imperial times
do we have labelled and complete lists of d(e)icizor. The earliest complete list is I.G.,
IT2, 1774 of 167/8 a.p. It invites comparison with a typical list of the fourth century
(see under 1) and with typical lists in “second ” decrees of ca. 260-ca. 88 B.c.t

FOURTH CENTURY (1) HELLENISTIC ROMAN
yoauuarels Bovids xal  yoauuateds Tig Sovdiis  tegopdyrig
dfuov xal 70D dfjuov
xfjovE Bovkijg xal dfuov  dmoypapuarelg dadodyog
Tapieg Tijg Bovlig wijovE Tiic PBovliic xal  iegoxfors
To¥ drjuov
rawd wouravelay alhyrig xijovs Bovdfjg xal Oruov
&l 10 avdbnua rapiag tig Sovkij yoauuazedg BovAijs xal drjuov
avaypapelg avrvyoapets® yoauuatedg rate: mouravelay
éni T Ynplouara dreLypagpets
dvrLypagelg Legarbdng
vroyoauuoTelg

émi Swniadog

Whether each of these lists is actually complete for its period does not greatly matter.
What does matter is the fact that they are substantially the same group in each list.
They are specifically called &(s)[apoI in the Roman period. The Hellenistic decrees which

1 10, as read by Pococke, is the only exception. 76 and 77 seem to have lacked citations at the end.

* The exceptions, 48 and 96, have other exceptional, but unrelated, features.

* No. 116 does not come within the scope of this principle.

¢ The names in the first and third lists do not appear in citations because they were not crowned.
They were merely “ praised” or “honored ” along with the prytaneis.

5 First mentioned ca. 145 B.c. (p. 19).
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list their titles refer to @sioiror.! The point is that throughout more than five centuries
of our records, certain functionaries, who were early called deiotzor, receive honors in
the same documents as the prytaneis, in such a way as to suggest the most intimate
official relationship. The duties as well as the honors of the functionaries are also closely
related to those of the prytaneis. In fact no one should doubt that the functionaries,
from the time when the state began to provide their board, dined in the Tholos with
the prytaneis.?

Yet today the accepted view is apparently that, for instance, of Kahrstedt,® who would
group the deiowzror with those other permanent state boarders, who dined in the Prytaneion.

We know with equal exactness the composition of the group which was given board
for life in the Prytaneion. They were descendants of famous men, the greater contemporary
statesmen and generals whom the people had thus honored (toward the end of their
careers), the victors in the great games, and so on; and in the Prytaneion were entertained
foreign ambassadors.> The diners in the Prytaneion, in other words, were persons of
very considerable personal distinction, and of no official duties as state boarders-for-life:
they did not earn their meals, that is, by their present services to the state. The dsicizo
were mainly clerks, young fellows on the make; or Heralds and Flutists, men with strong
lungs and vocal chords. Like the prytaneis, they were given a food allowance in return
for active services during a fixed term.

To think of these two groups as dining together is to mistake the character of each.
It is also to conceive that the Athenians would allow a small group of permanent boarders
to exercise influence, year in and year out, over the annually changing Secretaries and
Treasurers of the public assemblies.® It is to suppose, finally, that the group which
dined in the Prytaneion undertook from time to time to praise an official of the prytaneis,
as if the acts of the prytaneis were subject to their approval. Even Marindin (op. cit.),

! Whether they had begun to be called by the same title in the fourth century is immaterial. Since
Aristotle does not mention where the secretaries ate, it may be that in his day the state did not provide
their board.

* This point is to be found in G. E. Marindin’s article “ Prytaneum ” in William Smith’s Dictionary
of Greek and Roman Antiquities, 1891, in the revision of which W. Wayte and Marindin collaborated.
Koehler had briefly indicated the same view (Hermes, V [1871], p. 340), but, like Marindin’s, his reason is
not political.

3 Staatsgebiet und Staatsangehorige in Athen, Teil 1, Gottinger Forschungen 1V, Stuttgart-Berlin, 1934,
p- 336. .

* We do not know, except from late sources, any term for the boarders in the Prytaneion. They also
may have been called defoeror.

® A convenient summary in Marindin, op. cit. The chief document is I.G., 12, 77, the chief articles
Scholl in Hermes, VI (1872), pp. 14—54; and Preuner in Hermes, LXI (1926), pp. 470—474. A related problem
is that of the ‘“ Hellenistic,” or “third,” Prytaneion, in which Judeich believes (Topographie®, p. 304). The
theory is that the prytaneis went up there to dine; the Tholos was abandoned; the area of the “new”
Prytaneion was the “ Prytanikon.” For the Hellenistic period all these propositions are false, and probably,
though evidence is scant, for the Roman period also.

¢ Not to mention the opportunity which would be given to foreign ambassadors to influence the
officials of the Boule and Demos over the wine.
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who advanced the philological and chronological objections to this view, did not realize the
large political implications of a corps of permanent boarders at the heart of the govern-
ment. Obviously, there were two distinct groups, and they had no official contact. The one
group was the grandees of Athens, who dined in state by the city hearth. The other was
the group of some six to twelve officials, and some 50 members of the Boule, all of whom
took their meals, worked, conferred honors, and received honors, together in the Tholos.?

The difficulty is the meaning of de/, which has a second meaning less simple than
“always” or “ever.” Thus a common expression is of the type ol del mouvravevorreg
(I.G., 11%, 223, B, line 12; several others in Liddell-Scott-Jones, s.v.). The translation
is usually “for the time being,” or more accurately, in Marindin’s understanding of
defaror, “for the times of their (various) offices.” The objection to this as a translation is
that it emphasizes the wrong aspect of this second meaning of dei; the limitation of time
is stressed, so that it seems to mean the opposite of “always” or “ever.” The meaning of
the Greek, however, is clear enough: the expression ¢ i followed by the name of an office
means “for the term of the office, tenure of the office by a series of persons being con-
tinuous.” (Our nearest equivalent to o ¢el movravetovreg, e.g., is “the then prytaneis.”)
Aeiotrog need not mean “always fed,” but rather “fed during the term of the office,
tenure of which by a series of persons was continuous.” It will be seen that those who
dined in the Prytaneion were only dsioizor in the sense of “always fed.” Pollux (IX, 40)
can apply the word to those who ate in the Prytaneion, and it may have been so used.

History of the Pre-Sullan Decree. In brief outline we have noted the six main types
of document (p. 6). The earlier decrees (type 2) divide naturally into those of the
fourth century (1) which probably recorded a victory over the other prytaneis, and the
somewhat full decrees of the early third century (6). As soon as a “second” decree
is introduced, the phraseology is shortened or at least is always very curtailed in the
“second ” decree (9). There is some expansion and some regularity before 200 B.c., but
actually the whole century seems not to have found a stable form until near the end.?
Stability was attained soon before 200; by that date the second decree had become explicit
as to crowns; the officials honored were eight in number; the defoizor, along with the
prytaneis, were mentioned in it as having praised and crowned the Treasurer, a thing
which they had doubtless been doing for some time; and the citations were regularly placed.

In the present study there appear 42 documents from the whole period from 327/6 s.c.
to 200 B.c. For the succeeding period, documents actually dating from ca. 200 to 155/4 B.c.
are also 42 in number, an average of about one a year. The first half of the second century
is obviously the time when the Athenians were most interested in the prytaneis. It was
not until 169/8 (71) or thereabouts that the documents became, so to speak, “regular.”

! The inside area of the Tholos was close to 250 square meters. That seems large enough to accom-
modate prytaneis and defoeror.
? It is notable that the year230/29 marks no definable change.
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The order of officials was stable from then on; the Priest henceforth belonged to the
proper tribe; and the Treasurer of Military Funds began to pay for the stelae. It was
not until 155/4 (84), however, that the full “ regular ” list of beneficiaries of the sacrifices
was included; and only in 145/4 was the évziyoageis honored.

The documents from 145/4 (85, 86) to the time of Sulla are all fragmentary; they
usually show “irregularities,” which, after a lacuna of some years, are very pronounced
in 104/3 (96). From this half century we have only 12 decrees. It is no accident;
interest has shifted to decrees for ephebes, which began long before 128/7 (Hesperia, IV
[1935], pp. 7L ff.), a far more gaudy development. '

The Post-Sullan Decree. The post-Sullan decrees (type 4 in the whole series, p. 6)
appear first along with some degree of recovery from the severe shock of Sulla’s attack,
and persist through the reign of Augustus. The form is based on the old “second”
decree, in that every one is a decree of the Boule, and every one praises a particular
person.

All the details, however, bespeak a new age. The preamble, including even the name
of the spokesman, is omitted. The reason for this is not that another decree, like the
old “first ” decree but not published, had been passed, and had contained the proper dating
and other details. Other decrees of the period regularly have preambles. The explanation
seems to be simply that in this age no need was felt, in this class of monuments, for
all that the old preamble had certified—for an exact date, and for the names of persons
and assemblies responsible. More than this, the Demos had lost its position.

The only compensation for the lack of preamble is a date by the year in which the
prytaneis were serving. Honors are awarded to the Treasurer of the prytaneis, and to
him alone. This is done, as before, on the basis of a good report by the prytaneis and
the deloiror. The deioiror individually receive a few citations, and in general hold a position
subordinate to that of the greater dignitaries and the Treasurer. The reason given for
praising the Treasurer, as before, is the sacrifices; but (a) he is never said to offer them on
any one’s behalf; (b) no deity is mentioned by name, but only the traditional ones as a
group; and (c) the beneficiaries are the Boule and the Demos (cf. 113, 116, 121). In all
of these respects, the old “second ” decree is strictly copied; but, in the absence of any
“first ” decree, the unspecific character of the “second” makes it seem that no one
cared to tell or be told the various particulars of the sacrifices. The whole document
is devoted rather to the Treasurer, who is praised (without forgetting the patronymic)
and crowned, as before, with olive. Now, however, the main point is a request by the
prytaneis to be allowed to erect a statue of him in gilded armor, with an inscription on
the base; the Boule grants the request without mentioning the cost of inscribing the
decree. The Treasurer, one suspects, often paid for both statue and stele. The decree
was followed by the inevitable list of 50 prytaneis, and by citations. The citations are
now, however, crowns awarded by the prytaneis, as in the third century before
ca. 229 B.c.; and the most prominent are now awarded to the great dignitaries of the
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state, to the Hoplite General and the Treasurer of Military Funds, as well as to some
of the dsloiror.!

It is not the fashion at present to pronounce on the general moral quality of a period,
and in any case the decrees for prytaneis are only one part, though they are one of the
most definite parts, of the evidence. Suffice it to say that the post-Sullan decrees for pry-
taneis form the natural prelude to the period when the prytaneis praise themselves.

Meaning of the Decrces. From all of this it should be clear that there was just one
major break in the whole series of inscriptions for prytaneis, the break at the time of
Sulla. It is also clear that, although there were real types of decree before and after
his time, there was never any really rigid, stereotyped, “ regular ” form which endured.
As soon as such a form seemed to have been attained (ca. 169 B.c.), it began to be
modified. Through five and a half centuries the story is one of ceaseless change, usually
of only one or two features at a time, mostly independent of historical crises, making
in general a gradual, vital sort of development.

In spite of this, the Hadrianic decree is recognizably a descendant of the earliest in
the whole series; a careful reading will prove it. Two aspects of the decrees as a whole,
two family traits as it were, may be noted. One is their formal, abstract character,
their refusal to mention personal, specific actions by the prytaneis. In almost every
period one meets nothing but austere formulae, as in no other group of decrees: contrast,
for example, the decrees for ephebes. No immediate historical occasion has been connected
reliably with any decree for prytaneis.

The second notable aspect is their piety. Always the first reason for praise is the
sacrifices they have offered. After that, vague clauses speak of their having tended to
the meetings of the Boule and the Demos, and other routine duties.

Doubtless the mention of sacrifices, especially after Sulla, became a mere form. Doubtless
also the formulae had varying degrees of real meaning from one age to the next. One
cannot help asking, nevertheless, what was the real reason for the passage of such decrees?

The true initiative in the passing of the decree did not lie with the Boule; at least,
in point of time the “second” decree follows resolutions by the prytaneis themselves,
and the deiowror, in praise of the Treasurer. The “second” decree also follows the
“first ” decree, that of the Demos; and the “first ” is normally (cf. 96) not probouleumatic
in form. In the fourth century the prytanies of each year had competed for a crown
awarded by the Ekklesia to the most deserving prytany (I.G., 112, 1142, 1741, 1742, etc.).
In that time the true initiative obviously had lain with the Ekklesia, though the actual
business—as a routine matter of form—may have been put on their docket by the Boule;
and if the winning prytaneis had already crowned their Treasurer, or proceeded to do so

! For purposes of restoration particularly one should note that there are at least two kinds of decree,
in the period. The earlier (97, 101, 112, 115) begins like an old “second” decree; the later begins émeid
ngdaodor mownoduevor, xtd, (113, 114, 119). No. 116, the new and complete decree from the Agora, is in
many respects sui generis. Different from all is the last of the series (121).
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later, such action was immaterial. After the time of Sulla, on the contrary, it was plainly at
the request of his admiring fellow-prytaneis that the Treasurer was crowned by the Boule.

For the period between the fourth and first centuries B.c., we have significant data.
The contest between the prytaneis is never mentioned. The distribution of awards among
tribes seems uneven. In four instances the spokesmen belonged to the very tribe to be
honored. These are few items and of little weight. The spokesmen were mostly of
other tribes. The reason some tribes were not honored may have been the lack of large
demes and rich Treasurers who could offer praiseworthy sacrifices.

Beyond this it might be rash to venture. It is to be pondered, however, that the
decrees do seem to give some real reasons why the prytaneis were honored. The whole
discussion of the sacrifices tends to make them seem a real thing. The work done by
the prytaneis in preparing for the assemblies was of course even more real. Praise for
these actions would come more naturally as a genuine expression of gratitude from the
Demos, rather than from the prytaneis themselves. It seems that on the whole the pre-
Sullan decrees should be taken in most instances as meaning exactly what they say;
merely personal, petty self-honoring is post-Sullan.

Places of Setting Up and of Discovery. In a recent article, E. Vanderpool has combined
the literary evidence, the specifications in the texts of decrees, and the data on the places
of finding of the decrees, to prove that the Prytanikon, in which the decrees for prytaneis
were set up, was the area which included also the Tholos.! Since this article appeared,
further study of the decrees has confirmed the epigraphical basis of his article, and has
brought to light some further details.

Beginning with 5 of 280-275 B.c., and continuing with no exception through 76 of ca.
160 B.c., all the decrees in which this part can be read, or where a restoration is possible,
were to be set up & 7@t movravz@r. There are some 30 such texts in the present collection.
None had been taken far; none was found, for instance, on the Acropolis.

The new data concern first 1 of 327/6 8.c., which was to be set [umgoofier Tot] Sovievey[g]iov.
It is evident that the custom of setting up the decrees in the Prytanikon (c.alled b'y that
name) began in the period 327/6—ca. 280, which means in the period soon after decrees
for prytaneis began to be inscribed.

The first decrees for prytaneis to be set up elsewhere are 79 and 80 of 159/8 or 158/7, which
will be considered in the chapter on xAnewerore. Nos. 81 of ca. 169/8 -156/5 and 84 of 155/4
were to stand in the Prytanikon. No. 88 was to be set of & émiriideror eivar paivirer. Nos. 97
and 101 were to be set & 7@t BovAevineiwt, which probably means what it says—actually
within the building itself. The various places considered in the present paragraph show that
the regular practice before 159/8 B.c. gave way after that date to confused irregularity.

There is no inscription after 155/4 which actually preserves the phrase & z@t movravixdr.
It fits the space required in 96 of 104/3 B.c., of which fragment B was found on the floor
of the Tholos. The same old phrase also fits neatly in 93, which, like the fragment 90

' Hesperia, 1V (1935), pp. 470—475.
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of three years previous, was found on the Acropolis. In the case of 93, we can only
hazard the guess that yet another place, or places, were found for setting up the decrees.
It is not impossible that 90 and 93 were carried up to the Acropolis for use as building
material. The case of 16 may be revealing, since part was found on the Acropolis and
part in the Agora, and according to its date it should have stood in the Prytanikon.!

The Register of Prytaneis.? The full number of fifty prytaneis, arranged under the full
number of demotics proper to the given tribe, is regularly present or to be supplied.?
Two exceptions only have to be admitted. The first (1) is from a year of famine,
327/6 B.c., when it seems that five small demes were unable to send bouleutai, and the
larger demes made up the deficiency. The second (36) is from 212/1 s.c., when all the
demes seem to have been represented, but by a total of only 46 prytaneis: there is no
obvious explanation. One conceivable reason may be rejected: the names of the missing
prytaneis are not lacking because the men had died during their term. Our records of
prytaneis show clearly enough either that names were regularly inscribed as if the men
still lived, or that their place was taken by suffecti, whose names alone appear.

There are eleven lists in which it is certain or probable that all 50 prytaneis and all
the requisite demotics were present.® Since these lists are well distributed as to periods,
and cover seven tribes (all Kleisthenian), the conclusion is permitted that Athens maintained
a population sufficiently large to supply at least 600 or 650 new bouleutai every other
year. Yet the number was not so great that the requisite number of bouleutai could
always be secured in a critical period. The data here considered thus agree perfectly
with actuarial computations based on the census figure 21,000 citizens in ca. 311 B.c.6

The amount of data is now so large that it is possible to form an exact idea of how
the registers were drawn up. The general principle was again that of precedence, as in
the list of officials in the “second” decree (p. 13). The Treasurer and Secretary have
already been dealt with (pp. 14, 15), also the Priest (p. 16).” The principle of precedence
was carried out to some extent in the order also of the demotics. Tabulation shows
that (1) most of the demes with only one or two representatives appear in the last column;
(2) demes with large representation almost never appear in the last column. There is a
general tendency (3) for large demes to appear early in the list, according to their sizes,

! The foregoing discussion mentions all prescribed places for erecting stelae, and all notable data on
the places where they have been found, and the related problems. Only the decrees have been dealt
with. As to the other decrees and monuments for prytaneis, no collective treatment would be of value.
The commentary to the individual texts contains the appropriate notices,

? A study of the representation of demes will be published shortly in Hesperia, in connection with
the publication of certain new lists of bouleutai.

s Cf. 10, 47, 77.

* Substitutes alloted for bouleutai: G. Gilbert, Constitutional Antiquities (Eng. trans., 1895), p. 266, n. 1.

59, 10, 28, 37, 48, 64, 71, 73, 77, 84, 116.

¢ Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens, pp. 54, 97 n. 2, 316.

T Also the Treasurer & 7@r ¢guvierar, 10, first under his demotic; likewise the various men prominent
in the decrees of I.G., 112, 1749. The man cited last in 9, however, has no precedence under his demotic.
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and for small demes to appear late. No. 37 has the only register in which the order
is perfectly graduated from beginning to end. In a word, the principle of precedence,
applied to demotics, will sometimes, but only sometimes, enable positive restorations.!

The principle that the demotics of Treasurer and Secretary must appear first and
second often advanced such demotics to a place higher than that which they would
normally hold. In this connection it is interesting to enquire to what extent the large
demes were able to elect their members to the Treasurership. The fact is that many more
. Treasurers were of small demes than of large. Membership in any except the smallest
demes was no obstacle whatever; the big demes did not “ run the government.” Before Sulla
there is no proved instance, indeed, of a Treasurer and a Secretary from the same deme.?

The Texts. It is my hope that certain advances in the craft of reading inscriptions
and of restoring texts may appear in this study. Here it must suffice merely to outline
the methods used.

There are new readings, sometimes of as many as a hundred letters, in nearly every
text which was already published. These readings have been obtained chiefly by the
use of better squeezes, of which as many as six have been made for each of the more
difficult documents. It cannot be claimed that every letter which might be read has
been read; but the results show, I think, how improvements may be effected.

Nearly all the inseriptions we have to deal with are not stoichedon. These texts, both
new and old, have been copied on square-ruled “ graph ” paper, the letters being spaced
so as to give iota half a space, in contrast with “full ” letters or spaces, by which is
meant the breadth of every letter except iota. The lengths of lines are always stated
in terms of full letter-spaces: thus if a line has 28 “full ” letters and 4 iotas, its length
is given as 30 (full) letter-spaces. This would be a useless refinement if iota occurred
regularly the same number of times in every line, as it would tend to do, for instance,
in lines a thousand letters long.

-It will also seem to be a useless refinement to those who believe that an inseription
which is not stoichedon is necessarily so irregular that counting half-letters is idle. The
answer to this is that some inscriptions are irregular (up to a general maximum divergence

! Other principles for restoring the register are helpful. Thus patronymics are omitted, except when
given to distinguish one prytanis from another of the same name (and not always even then), in the
whole period from ca. 229 n.c. (28) to ca. 80 B.c. (97). Before ca. 229 b.c., and after ca. 80 n.c. the patronymies
are always present in the documents here studied. The only exceptlon is 20 of not later than ca. 240 n.c.,
which has no patronymics.

In the period down to 229, the presence of patronymics made each column in the register so wide
that only three columns could be accommodated on the stele, and three is the invariable number in that
period. After 229, the absence of patronymies made room for four columns (the minimum, and the usual
number), or five, or six (the usual maximum). Only 39 has seven.

No column should end with a demotic. The only exception is once in 71. The demotics are never
omitted from a register.

* The Secretaries tend to come from the larger demes, but the office was decidedly inferior, as we
have seen. Demes with only one representative never elected a Secretary, and only one Treasurer was:
the sole representative of his deme (10).

3
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of about ten percent between the extremes), but that most show a high degree of regularity.
The only accurate procedure is obviously to discover first how regular the lettering in
question really is, and to make allowances according to the observable spacing in the
preserved part of any given line. This procedure has been followed for all the texts
contained herein, and has justified itself throughout, bringing certainty where before there
was uncertainty or mere probability.

A second principle of restoration concerns the ends of lines. The general use of the
stoichedon design broke down gradually during the third century. The change was
accompanied by the growth of a principle, always inherent in the minds of those who
laid out inscriptions,! that lines should end with the ends of complete words, or of syllables.
This principle, which we may call that of syllabification, has long been known,? but
exceptions have been admitted after 230/29, in a period, that is, when very few need be
admitted.> In the following pages, the principle will be found to have been applied
regularly and, I would claim, successfully, both in readings and in restorations. A con-
comitant principle is that blank spaces are left at the ends of lines when there is
insufficient space for the next syllable, or else the next syllable is crowded in. The
choice between crowding and leaving blanks is almost always determinable.

The documents are presented and numbered (bold-face) in actual, or approximate,
chronological order. The presence of the Agora inventory number (e.g., Agora I 1997)
after the bold-face number means that the document is published for the first time.
Otherwise the most recent place of publication is given. The date is not exact when
preceded by ca.; the commentary explains the basis for the date in doubtful cases, unless
the evidence is from the style of lettering alone.

Texts republished here are meant to supplant previous editions throughout, and minor
changes are not specifically noted; as to previous commentary, etc., facts which are
correct are generally not repeated, but are assumed to be known. The republications,
for this reason, have a critical tone which I hope my predecessors, seeing the need for
brevity, will not misunderstand.

All of the names have been looked up in P.A. (J. Kirchner's Prosopographia Attica,
including the Addenda thereto), in N.P.A. (Sundwall's Nachirige zur Prosopographia Attica,
Ofversigt af Finska Vetenkaps-Societetens Forhandlingar, LII, 1909-1910), in P. Graindor’s
“Les Athéniens & 'époque d’Auguste,” Musée Belge, XXVII (1923), pp. 261-264, and in the
indices Hesperia, 111 (1934), pp.115-122, and Hesperia, IV (1935), pp. 93-99. The expression
“new in Athens ” will be understood to mean that the name is absent from the above
prosopographies, and from the indices to I.G., II and III. If a name is said to be “new”
to Greek, it will also be absent from Pape-Benseler, Worterbuch der griechischen Eigennamen
(third edition of Pape), and from F. Bechtel’s Die historischen Personennamen des Griechischen.

! Wilhelm, Beitrige I, see index.
* Meisterhans-Schwyzer, Grammatik?, pp. 7—8.
3 Thus in I @G, 112, 860.



TEXTS

1. Agora I 1997. Group of connected fragments of Pentelic marble found on May 16,

1934, in a wall

broken on the spot into brick-sized building blocks.
finding will appear in connection with forthcoming topographical studies.
part of the stele is well represented, including the setting line at the base.

at 9/AE in Section B, 22 m. west of the Tholos. The stele had been
The significance of the place of
The lower
How much

is lost above cannot be determined.
Height, 0.83 m.; width (original), 0.49 m.; thickness (original), 0.10 m.
Height of letters, 0.006 m.

Missing in the
first column:
Names
of 14 prytaneis,
and 4 demotics,
namely :
Kepausig
Xolagyeis
Ayvovoio
“Eopetot

ARAMANTIS
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0 [------mm - o - - 1deovs Oihiridng [ Jio[- - - - - - - - ]
[F---------=---- - Jov Abroxdijs Adro[xAéorg?]
R it 1éhov Iiorwy ‘Axrg[drov]
------=--==---=--- Jov Dihorgdrng Of- - - - - - - - - - ]
[F---------------= Jv 6 Tohuidng A[--- - - - - ----]

45 [-- -Name_ _____ Patronymic _ _] MY . xheldng [---------- ]
[------- lg Tod[----- ] Qaingrolg ----------- ]
[---------- 1deldov B] o ¢ [{ » ¢ o 1]
[F------=--- O] soxdéovg “Alo)pmmolg - - - - - - - - - - ]
(IT 9 o0 @] ¢ A Tt o1 10 _Aveousionls "Auspiov)

50 [- -2 5_ Jog AMIOY Kyguoddor[og - - - - - - - - - - ]
-2 rog Kellixgdzov Eddodwy M[- - - -------- ]
(&3] {ag ITolvevrrov Noavagyoe N[- - - - - - - - - - - ]
[@]eopdrng Kodl[[1azo]]dTov E¥Bovdog A[----------- ]
[M]weiozearog [M]ryouxed[zo]v vacat

5[K] ¢ ¢ o [A] ¢ T g
ca, 4

Middorearog N[-+ -losredrov

raze mo[vravelayv]
Avro[xdijg Alriov ‘Ayagreg)
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No. 1.
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------- l¢ EdolABiov Avaungdry[g Av]oibéov ént 7[0 dvabyuea]
80 [------ Tvg ‘Ao[t]orwrinlov] Anporgdrng My[no]iggyidov dqpl------------ - ]
x5 ¥ vacat av[ayoapeig]
[yeauuar]sis fovlig xa[i] drjuov In an olive wreath: o0 EOW[----------- 1A
[F------- Jwvog &y Muogty 8 oL puAéTat e[l ve Ynpioulare
[#fgvé Bov]A[fig #]ai dj[u]ov Tov Tauloy NG[-------- Jvog detg
35 [Edudiic ®ih]oudé[o]vs Totveuesig 7oy [Equr@v] a[revyoa] pedg
[vauialg tiig B[ovAi] A[------- ] [----- 1 Hoeckiréhov Kuday
[----- 1 dmolo[- - - - - - ] [------ ] vacat
vacat 90 [----- ]
In an olive wreath: Citation missing

[ot guA]érae
©0[v yoo]uuatéc
o[y éav]T@y
Ke[Ar]e[]
% Avoudyov)
“Eoustoy

The concluding formulae (lines 6-9) are those of a public, not a tribal, decree. The
content may have been an award to the prytaneis of Akamantis for conduct in office
superior to that of the other tribes (p. 7, n.1). In line 6 the restoration gives one letter too
few; dittography may have occurred.

Decrees were only rarely set up before the Bouleuterion (1. G, 112, 298, a mere fragment;
1.G., 11% 304, honors for services to the Boule; no others). So far as we know, this was
one of the earliest prytany inscriptions to be set up in the Agora.!

The register of demes provided for 58 items—demotics and names of prytaneis. Since
Akamantis contained 13 demes, the possibilities are (1) that there were 50 prytaneis,
distributed among 8 demes, the 5 other demes being unrepresented; or (2) that the entire
13 demes were represented, the total of prytaneis being only 45; or (3) that the number
of demes represented, and the total number of prytaneis, were both sub-normal.?

It is particularly notable that Kephale has as many as 12, and Sphettos 10, repre-
sentatives. Quotas so unusually large for these two demes (Kephale, of moderate size,
should have had about 8, while Sphettos had 7) suggest that five of the little demes—

! 1.G., 112, 1750 of 334/3 was found in the Valerian Wall and probably was set up somewhere in the
Agora.

? The normal requirement being space for 63 items, the register would naturally be arranged in three
columns of 21 each. Actually the mason set out as if to inscribe a complete number; he made two
columns of 21 each and at the end of the last he left 5 blank lines. Had there been an omission of
5 items merely by error? -Probably not, since the quotas sent by Kephale and Sphettos, as we are about
to see, presuppose a complete list.



34 STERLING DOW

namely Eiresidai, Iphistiadai, Poros, Kikynna, and Eitea— were unable to send prytaneis,
and that the quotas for the larger demes were accordingly increased to make up the
total of 50.

It seems clear that, however the deficiency be explained, the stable conditions reflected
in lists of bouleutai down to 336/5 had been seriously upset.! The cause in 327/6 B.c.
was doubtless the great famine; we know that in 328 Demosthenes had served on a
commission then created to meet the need, and it was only in 325 that conditions improved.?

Several of the names require comment.

Line 57: cf. Avo[- - - - - ] Kegaldfifer in a list of bouleutai(?) of ca. 330 B.c. (I.G., II?
2411, line 28). For possible descendants see P.A., 9460.

Line 58: the name Mynoieyidng is new to Greek; Mimoiegyos is known.

Line 59: I.G., I1% 2441, a list probably of bouleutai, dated ca. 330, contains the name
Meyed- in line 26, which is probably to be restored as the name of the present prytanis.
The name Msyaloxlic is new in Athens.

Line 61: probably a relative (uncle?) of the famous comic poet (P.A., 14356; stemma
under P.4., 14546).

Line 64: a grandson(?), @ulonodrng Kepodifer, was ephebe in 269/8 (I.G., II% 665,
line 57).

Line 70: the father was possibly *dueupiag Avrousdovs, who was Treasurer of Athena
in 376/5 (P.A., 710). ‘

Line 72: Eddodwr @ogixiog had been Trierarchos in 342/1 and was to be again in ca. 323
(P.A., 5444).

Lines 94-96: the name may be restored from P.A4., 7829, a comic poet of the fifth

century, KeAlieg Avoiudyov (deme unknown), who has been conjectured to be an ancestor
of P.4., 1861, Kelliag Avowudyov “Eguetog, rogator of 1.G., 112, 659, a decree of 285/4.

Below the first and third columns there are listed, under an illegible line (31) which
may be mere scratches, eight officers of the assemblies. The space was small, so that
compressed titles are to be taken as abbreviations for epigraphical convenience, rather
than as full official designations. Only two comparable lists are preserved to us. In I.G.,
112, 223 the list, which is preserved entire, reads:

(1) [yoeuuar]e[v]s nazve 7mw[ovra]veiay,

(2) émi v Yngiouare,

(3) énmi w6 Bewoixdy (abolished in 339),

(4) Pfovriig Tepiar (two names under this title).

The date is 343/2.

! We know positively only one other deficient list of bouleutai in all periods (p. 28).
* C.A.H, VI, pp. 448449,
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The other list, which dates from 335/4 s.c. (I.G., 112, 1700) is also complete, and may
be compared with that of the present document:

335/4 n.c. (LG., 112, 1700) 327/6 (1)
yoouuoTedg #QTG TTEUTAVELQY [yeauuar]evs Boviic xeli] d7juov
yoauparedg TdL Onfjuwt [xfjovE Bov]A[fis x]ai drj[u]ov
avayoapedg [rapla]g i BlovAic] =
i T Yupiouara oz mwo[vraveiov)
avtypapels émi 'r[b. évdlnua)
tapliog i Bovhij av[ayoagpeig]
Teulog tév &g 10 drvdbnua érn[i v Ynploulara
xfjové d[veyea]pevg

In line 76 enough letters are preserved to show the name of a secretary who dates
the Agora document in 327/6 (cf. Hesperia, III [1934], no. 5), eight years after I1.G.,
II%, 1700, and sixteen after I.G., I1%, 223. It seems probable, since other preserved lists
of bouleutai and prytaneis do not contain all eight officials, that there was too little
opportunity in this period for the order to become fixed in detail. It will be noted,
however, that the ygauupareds rard movreveioy oc-
cupies a prominent place in all three. The yoap-
pezedg tiig Bovdije xai Tob dyjuov, absent in I.G., 112
223, holds first place in the new list, second in
1700, and appears alone of the whole eight, or
with one other, in 1740, 1741, 1744 (yoouu[azreds] |
Bovdiig), 1747, 1750, 1751. The order of the clerical
officials in 1700 is seen also in the new list, where
they appear last: dvayoagevs, &ri 1& Yypiouare, and
dvriyoapevg. The grouping and the priority are
doubtless significant. It was the drvaygageds who
supplanted the Prytany Secretary in 321/0-318/17.

In a suggestive foot-note, Ferguson points out
that the dvriyoagevs of 109/8 B.c. followed him of
145/4 in tribal order, the tribe being III in each
case.! The order could equally be the reverse of
the official order. The new drwiypepets is of II,
so that he follows him of 335/4, who is of X, in
the reverse of the official order. Hence it is this
direction of cycle, not the regular, which we must
look to see confirmed or refuted by new evidence.

1 Tribal Cycles, p. 160, The later clerk was of Phegaia,
which can only be III, not II or III (Dow, Hesperia, 111
[1934], p. 189). No.1. The combined fragments
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The new document shows that the cyeclical order of the officials éni va ynpiopere,
which Ferguson (ibid.) observed for the two years 343/2 (I) and 335/4 (IX), is either a
cycle abandoned before 327/6, or a mere coincidence. The reading of line 82 is perhaps
none too clear; but quite definitely the letters fit no demotic of VIL

2. I.G., II?, 6566 with Addendum. 286/5 B.c. AIGEIs.

For a photograph of the lettering, see Kirchner, Imagines Inscriptionum Atticarum, no. 76.

Wilhelm (Atkh. Mitt., XXXIX [1914], pp. 177 ff.) insisted that this was not a decree of
the demos. A bit of external evidence can be added: the stone was found on the Acropolis.
Significant also are the script and the non-stoichedon arrangement, both of which differ,
as in I.G., 112, 659 of 285/4, from the work of masons employed on public decrees of
this period. The stele likewise was smaller than any known public inscription for prytanéis:
there were probably only two columns in the register of names, and there may have
been only the one decree. The text, in any case, unlike that of any public decree, honors
the tribesmen primarily as bouleutai.

Line 7 should end TA[Y], line 8 beginning [TA]. The only lines which do not begin
with syllables appear to be 7 and 12.

Line 21: probably [@7ye]iei[c] rather than ['Eox]iei[c] or ["Eoria]iei[g).

()

Line 22: the treasurer was - -**2 - A ?].

3. Agora I 2553. Fragment of Hymettian marble, with part of the left side preserved,
found on March 6, 1935, in mixed red fill at 47/I4, 16 m. south of the Tholos, in Section B’

Height, 0.12 m.; width, 0.218 m.; thickness, 0.098 m.

Height of letters, 0.005-0.006 m.

O1nNEIS
ca. 290—280 s.c.
A4 yaoveic Some ten
Some eight lines missing, One column
lines missing including the missing
[Aewialg - - - - - ] demotic ’Offer
[K]agrsiox[og] Os[- - - - - ] Lg------------- ]
Daidwy Oladd?]lov - Oovxhe[idng- - - - - - - - - ]
Anuaiver[og] Anuay 15 Bgofov[h - ------~-- ]
5 ITvboxrdig [...]voZev Kad[---=-=-=- -~ ]
Nwdorgazo[g] 1Iv[6o]dwe Ocodwo- -~ ------ - - ]
Osdgirog °E [xea]ze[d]7o Edgpid[nrog - -~ - - = - - - ]
Nixiag *Exeorodro (o]l @ o [t ¢ 0 ¢ 0 (]
Nevwgdrng Navourg 0 @gf-----------=-- ]
10 Osoyérng Ocoyviro L ]
ITcgoeidar
[...5 . Jog Kalluxhé

[vacat?]
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The preserved side and the thickness are suitable for a small stele bearing honors
to one tribe. The difficulties which the text presents are not to be solved by the theory
that the fragment comes from a list of the entire Boule.

The lettering is not easy to date, but it will be seen that the period suggested accords
well with the theory that several grandfathers of the men named are known.

The restoration of the first demotic also depends on the following identifications of
ancestors: Line 1: N.P.A., pp. 46—47: delvwv Adewviov ‘Ayogvelg was a treasurer in 349/8.

No. 3

Line 5: P.A., 12440: ITvBoxAfjg ‘Axcovedg was thrice trierarch ca. 325. Line 6: P.A4., 12413:
ITvBddweog Nixooredrov Ayagvevg flourished ca. 353/2. The association of the names in lines
5-6 confirms Kirchner’s view that the families were related. Line 8: note the brother
in line 7. P.A., 10795, Nixiag *Eyeorodrov Ayoovedg appears on a grave monument of the
fourth century. Line 10: P.A. 6703: @soyérns 'Ayagvevg flourished in the latter part of
the fifth century. '

Incidentally, the names [ K]agveiox[oc] (line 2) and @ovxle[idng] (line 14) are new to Athens.

Beyond any reasonable doubt, then, the names in lines 1-10 are to be assigned to
Acharnai. The two demotics which are actually present on the stone are less certain.
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Line 19 appears to have begun with a circular letter, which seemed to the mason
too small for the dot in the middle; he made a slight erasure, apparently, and began
again.! Thria was of Oineis.

Line 19 was intended to begin even with the margin of the other lines. Line 11,
also a demotic, likewise begins even with the same margin; but no deme named ’Eggeidae
is known in any tribe. That a deme hitherto entirely unknown should appear now is
most improbable. We have, for instance, one complete (I.G., 112, 1745) and six partial
lists of bouleutai of Oineis. If we accept ’Eggeidat, the difficulty might be eased a little
by noting a peculiar fact. The quota for Acharnai in the fourth century was 22. If
we admit 22 Acharneis in Column I, then that column would have at least 25 items. This
is impossible, because the whole register must have at least three columns, and the total
number of items should be 61, which means columns of 21, 20, and 20 items. Hence
Acharnai cannot have had more than 18 prytaneis in the present list. The difficulty
from this source increases if we remember that quotas in the third century should be
increased over those for the fourth; Oineis had given three demes with a total quota of
5 bouleutai to Demetrias. Now Acharnai, the largest of the demes, was so large that
by itself it constituted a trittys. To have prevented it from attaining a near-majority
of the votes, some section of it may have been given separate existence as a deme.?

4. Agora I 2448. Fragment of Hymettian marble with inscribed face only preserved,
found on February 23, 1935, in late mixed fill at 42/I0, some 15 m. south of the Tholos,
in Section B’

Height, 0.105 m.; width, 0.09 m.; thickness, 0.044 m.
Height of letters, 0.006 m.

ca. 290275 v.c. Axamantis ca. 43
e Morpaxzyor]
[@vog dexdrer toréplen, u[ié xol elxoorel wijg movravelag]
(éxxhola wvgle: t]av moo[édowy meympibey - - - %18 - — _ - ]
[----- el - Jtog xai o[vumededoor ® Edokey T@r dnjuwe )
[- - - %Y~ - - - w]vog Eirea[iog simev: megl bv amayyéihovary)

5 [oi movrdve]g wiig ‘Axcualvridog tmée wav iegdy v vov]
[vd 7 oo T@v dxxd]noid Toig B[eois oig wdToLoy Ty Euoay O¢ xai]
[za Swijme vei 7é¢] Xelnsio xave ©¢ ndroie dmép ve Tijg Bovliig)
[xai To¥ djuov: Tiyler dyabel d[eddybar T@r Ofuwe To: uév dyabir]
[0éxeabar & @ao]iv yeyovév[ew & wolg iegolg oig ¥bvov émi ¥)
10 [pelo xal owrnei]er wiig BlovAig xel Tob Ofuov, xrd.)

! The reading Gog[ixwor], to fit Akamantis, seems unlikely. No name in lines 110 will fit a known
member of any large deme of Akamantis.

? An alternative theory. Though it would stand in the margin, the posmbxhty cannot be denied
absolutely that a M preceded the letters preserved in line 11; there is a small nick in the stone spaced
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The lettering is of the early third century,
and the restoration, based on 6 of 275/4 =.c.,
offers no difficulties. The fact that sacrifices
to Apollo are not specified, though doubtless
they were performed, dates this inscription
earlier than all others in which this part of
the decree is preserved. Emphasis is placed
rather on two of the festivals of Pyanopsion:
the Stenia, celebrated on the ninth (Deubner,
Attische Feste, p. b2), and the Chalkeia, on the
last day of that month (op. cit., p. 35).

5. Agora I 625. Four fragments of Pentelic
marble, preserving the right side of the stele,
found on March 30, 1933. For the place of
finding, see Vanderpool, Hesperia, IV (1935),
p. 474.

Height of C-D, 0.44 m.; width, 0.175 m.;
thickness, 0.136 m.
Height of letters, 0.005 m. No. 4

ca. 280—275 s.c. ARAMANTIS 33 (see below)

FrAGMENT - - - - - - - ______ EYS - - - -
A

Gap of uncertain length

Fracuent [&v adroig mwoosérarr]o[y of Te véuor xei Té Yy]
B [plouara zob Ofuov,] ém[awéoar wodg movrd]
[vetg xai oregpav@]oar [adrodg yovodt orep]

10 [dvae xatd Tov »ouoly elo[efeiag Evexa Tijg)

[medg Todg Beodg xei plidote[ulag Tic medg . ]

[....7 ... %al ©ip Bo]vkiy xa[i Tov dfjuov 7]

rather too close to the E. This would give a new spelling of ITepo/dar, not a single demesman of which
is known. Its tribal affiliation is dubious (Pauly-Wissowa, s. v. 47juor, p. 95), but it has never been
connected with Oineis. This solution, which involves an irregularity by the mason, seems preferable.
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Of the original text there remain to us part of a decree of the Demos, a citation,
and the beginning line of the register of names. Most of the decree was doubtless
stoichedon, as Fragment B indicates. The mason presently abandoned that framework
more or less, and tried only to make his final letters of the lines fall in an even column
vertically. In doing this, rather than trying to end each line with a syllable, he was
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providing one of a very few exceptions to the general rule (p. 30). The irregular
lettering of Fragment A suggests that the bit is from near the right edge, but not at it.
Fragment B cannot be placed within the lines; the position given in the text is arbitrary.
Lines 8-9 lack one letter, probably from the end of line 8, if the restoration is correct.

Lines 29-36 can be restored, however, as if the order were exactly stoichedon, allowing
only one letter too few in line 31. The upper lines, above 29, offer difficulties both of
reading and of restoration. In line 23 a letter seems to have been restruck. In line 24
zijic movtlavelag is of little help. Line 20, clear enough on the stone, is manifestly a
reference to King Ptolemy, part of a narrative with specific historical details of what
the prytaneis had done to deserve praise.! Probably the »o» of the previous line was
part of the same sentence.

The lacuna in line 33 is a puzzling gap to fill. The usual title, zo» yoouuarée tov
xord mouravelay, is five letters too long. The usual alternative, zov yoauuoréa vod druov
(I.G., 1%, 660, 696, 710, 712, 725, 741), is four letters too short. The space can be
exactly filled by zov yoauuarée tov i SovAij, but that officer is unknown in this function
since the fourth century, and is never, or very rarely, mentioned in this precise form
(Ferguson, Secretaries, p. 8; Dinsmoor, Archons, p. 362). It therefore seems that some five
letters were accidentally omitted from the prytany secretary’s title.?

The general period of the inscription is given by the designation of the board which
paid for the stele, zovg &t zfjt diowxsjoer. This (plural) board paid for prytany inscriptions
only in the period 288-263 (Dinsmoor, Archons, p. 65), and it is near 275 that we should
attempt to date the present document. The Ptolemy in question might be Philadelphos
of Egypt; in that case the date would be 280-275 s.c., when Athens was free of direct
Macedonian control. It is equally probable that the reference is to Ptolemy Keraunos,
who in the years 281-279 (after he had murdered Seleukos and before the Gauls had
killed him) was dominant in Europe and could well have been an object of consideration
on the part of the Athenians.

6. 1G., II% 674 with Addenda, p. 663. 275/4 B.c. AwriocHIs.

None of the letters read by Oikonomos has disappeared, though this is denied in
1.G., 112, Addendum.

For the broad significance of the arrangements for payment in lines 16—21, see Meritt
in A.J.P.; LVI (1935), pp. 317-319.

Since there is no known instance of a decree inscribed below the register of prytaneis,
this becomes our last dated example of the type of document which regularly has one
decree only (type 1, p. 6).

! In lines 1112 the restoration 70v Buculée would fill the gap, but is probably out of the question,
because there is, I believe, no instance where a king is given precedence in an inscription over the
Athenians.

* The space would be exactly filled by the words xal t& dvduare t@r movrdvewy.
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7. Agora I 603. Fragment of Pentelic marble, found on March 24, 1933, in loose
filling at 30/= in Section H'.

Height, 0.132 m.; width, 0.04 m.; thickness, 0.128 m.
Height of letters, 0.006 m.

KEkroPIS

Early third century

Mmoo mm e ]
[Meof- -~ -~~~ - - ]
v[----------- ]
Tw[----------- ]

5 Now[---------- 1
o[- - -~ - == - - - - ]
Edo[----------- ]

[4] ¢ § [w » & © g]
Al----------- ]

No. 7

The list is probably of prytaneis, with patronymics (p.29, n.1). The style of the lettering
is the only evidence for the date.

8. Hesperia, 11 (1933), p. 498, no. 14. Anticonis. The thickness is original: unlike
No. 13, the monument was a stele; hence it was smaller, and the list may have been part
of a register of prytaneis following decrees. The large margin is unusual in any case.

The lettering is of a kind which occurs from the 280’s to the 230’s. A more exact
dating will depend on study of Agora I 249 (the No. 13 mentioned above; Hesperia, 11
[1933], p. 497), a list of bouleutai of which several more fragments have been found.
(The hand is not the same in Nos. 13 and 14: note particularly O and X.)

9. Agora I 1024. Fragment of Pentelic marble, broken only at the top, found on
June 26, 1933. For the place of finding, and photographs of the stele and base, see
Hesperia, IV (1935), pp. 473, 474. The stele is leaded into its original heavy rectangular
base of limestone. The base is roughly dressed on all its faces; the stele is dressed
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with a toothed chisel on the sides, rough-picked behind. Cement has been cleaned from
certain parts in order to establish readings, but as little as possible of this delicate work
has been attempted.

Height of stele above base, 0.71 m.; height of base at left, 0.285 m.; at right, 0.22 m.;
width of stele at bottom, 0.425 m.; width of base, 0.55 m.; thickness of side at bottom,
0.118 m.; greatest thickness, 0.138 m.; depth of base, 0.39 m.

Height of letters, 0.005-0.006 m.
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"Avroridng Nevrgdr
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diwv Aoddgov
Spunglag Edurjdov

30 Edwrouelsg
Ieowdfs Haoiwvog
Ielbagyog Hetbidnu
’Emngdrng "Ardgoxhé
A16dweog Aupidov

3% Tiuoxrijc Aeoxpdro
Twuoxdfic Tepodruo
Awovvorog Avrdrov
Keal[A]loroarog Kahlio
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Igwrduayog Ilpwro
ITvboxdijs I'ovmwvo
Avriu[a]yog “Avrindé
Mevddurg Dihoxgdro
Avayvodator
‘Tegdvvpog “Iégwvog
NuxdBovlog Agioei
Swolovparog SdAwro
‘ABppoxdis Navoiud
ITogeidiwmog Ocogpdy
Myyouxdijc Meveoro

AéEavdoog Ae5drdo
[O)quaxeis
S )uwvidng Spwri
IeppBwrd[dat]
Aebroirog Didivov
SvBoldat
Etgovdog Evdinov
*Ayovleig
Xagpiag Xagtofuov
Onoap[é]ymg Xeaglov
Dgvviyog Emingdro

Dildaroarog Swobhé

# TOYSAE ESTEGANQSAN Ol NPYTANEIS

[z]ov Tauiay 85 1) B[o]vdy ol dslotrot 7oy yolau]
NixoxA[7y] 6 dfjuog 0 U0 Taulay 95 peré[e]
‘Arolloddgo[v] Todg 1V Nuxordijy Haowxiy
Aaumrgéa ThVElg ’Amolhodd Heoiwvog
Aauntoé Edww
0V #rovre T0v yoaupa[Tée] 70y DrEoyg of[----- 1]¢
100 z°fjc Bovij 105 ¢°fjg Bovhij 10 aupotia 15 Aiovieioy
xai 700 dijufov] xal 10T Ofuov "Emuxdiy Avrérov
EdxAijy Neomrrdlepo KaAlipayo Edwvvuéa
Towveu Aetgade Ipiorid

The stone-cutter several times disregarded the vertical oroiyot, with the result that
in certain instances a group of letters occupies one less than its proper number of spaces.
This is true of AOXGAI in line 12, KAIQIA in line 14, EIS and the first MAZI in line 16,
IKAIOZYN in line 17. We shall find reason to suspect that a similar compression occurred
in the missing part of line 5.

The lettering, in which lines normally curved are rendered by strokes with the
(straight) edge of the chisel, is evidence for a date in the middle decades of the third
century. '

The second group of evidence for the date is prosopographical.

Line 20: the Treasurer’s family is probably represented four generations earlier by
NixoxAfic Aaumnvgevg, trierarch in 373/2 (P.A4., 10904). His own son would seem to be
2Amollddweos [A]aum(toels), thesmothetes in 2143 (P.A., 1427).
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Line 27: KeAllizéhyg Koalkiov Aaumteets (N.P.A., p. 108) is praised as Secretary of
doaviorel in the document now published as I.G., II1?, 1322. The date of this is uncertain.?
Prominent mid-fourth-century relatives are P.A4., 1873 (a trierarch of 353/2) and 8213.

Line 32: IT¢lfagyos is a new name in Athens.

Line 41: cf. Xapauarridng Swhéovg Edwrvvuets (P.A., 15284) of ca. 323; the name
Xoapuonodrng Swrléovg may be inserted as that of a grandson in a branch of the siemma
(P.A., 13070) which can now be extended two more generations.

Line 46: cf. P.A4., 4531 of the early fourth century.

Line 53: a son, ‘Iowy ’A[va]yv[ed]o[t]og was ovumededgog in 229/8 (I.G., 112, 832).

Line 64: evidently a mis-spelling for “4vdoxidng.

Line 66: a son, [IT]v6ddnuog ITv6[o]dwgov &x K[n]d@r, was an ephebe in 2554 or 243/2,
the year of Polyeuktos (P.4., 12385). Supposing that Il96wr (III) was the grandfather

of our prytanis, we may reconstruct generations IV-VII in the sfemma of this notable
family (P.4., 12471) as follows:—

6wy (1II) Dated ca. 318 by the floruit of his grandfather
ITvbédnuog (I)

ITvbédwoog (II) Prytanis in 260/59 (9)

ITvbédnuog (II) Ephebe in 255/4 or 243/2

Line 67: the name E¥y»wrog is new in Athens.

The third body of evidence for the date is offered by 10, and a summary of the
data is presented with that inscription.

The deloizor appear for the first time in these documents; they reappear in 10. These
occurrences are isolated (p. 22). Line 114 contains, beside the first and last letters, traces
of others in an erasure. I cannot decipher the original, which was presumably oi dsioizor
or oi guAérat.

10. I.G., II% 678. 260/59 (?) B.c. - Atceis. The Figure reproduces Pococke’s printed
transcription. Boeckh’s principal emendations (C.I.G., 15) have all been accepted by
Koehler (I.G., II, 329) and by Kirchner. The fact that all the lines begin with syllables,
if we supply a pi at the beginning of line 5 rather than at the end of line 4, assures
us that the original was not sfoichedon. Pococke’s transcription contains upward of
seventy-five proved errors, and a tabulation of these helps towards improving the
text. Thus at the beginning we may perhaps read [émeidi oi movrdveg wig Alysidog]
dma)rioavre[g ret] | [orepardoavieg 16v’ Taplay by gidovro & fovedv] dmopalvovewy el wiy

! The lettering of I. G., 112, 1322 has no counterpart known to me in Athens. For the names:
Column I. Line 36: N.P. 4., p. 160, has an erroneous reference; no ancestor is known. Lines 37—38: the
long stemma on N.P.A., p. 18 needs adjustment to the proper period for Polyeuktos, but this will not
settle the date of the inscription. Column II. Line 35: cf. P. 4., 3062, an ancestor of 340/39 r.c.

4%
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Bo[vAyy] | [zag Ovolag Tebuzé]rer [&ﬂ&aa]g oo xalimor & it movraveial, [Smipsue(d]fofa
08 7y ¥AA[wy zad@g Te xal quloti]umg ® dyabel wiyet, »tl., but not all the errors involved,
namely those which are indicated.bﬂr do.ts, can be paralleled elsewhere in the transcript.
By a clerical error in I.G.2 76[»] is omitted before &[n’] in line 11. The date in that
line is represented by E..YBOYAOY, which has always been understood as [z’ E]dSovAov.
To question this may be idle, but it is the part of caution to note that Pococke gives
other upsilons for | or K, other omicrons for ©, I, or @, and other lambdas for A A,
or P; and he made several interpolations or omissions of one or two letters each.!

In lines 14-15 a tempting restoration is zoig [------- Swrijo]low. The third decree
is stated to have been passed in the twelfth prytany: i.e., it reviews the entire year.
Sacrifices to the Macedonian deities should have been made, and should probably, in
this explicit decree, be mentioned (ctf. p. 10).

We come to the problematical line 15, the history of which is as follows. Feeling
that the sense demanded more words than seemed to exist at the end of line 14 and
the beginning of line 16, Boeckh inserted our line 15 exactly in the form in which
it now stands in I.G., II2. “Excidit enim integer versus,” he explained, and the excision
came to be grouped among those made in the year 200, when many references to things
Macedonian were erased. The inscription was dated before 271/0. Gradually the other
inseriptions in which references were made to sacrifices to the Macedonian King, such
as Boeckh thought had been erased in our line 15, were removed from the period before
the Chremonidean War. At length line 15 was the sole remaining instance, providing only
that Polyeuktos and his group of Archons were dated later, for in an inscription of this
group such reference occurs, and was in fact coupled by Kolbe (Hermes, LXVIII [1933],
p. 463) with our line 15 in an effort to support the earlier date for Polyeuktos. In this
connection it was suggested by me that the line was in fact cut on the stone, but that
Pococke’s eye was misled by MA at the end of line 15 as well as of line 14, so that he
omitted one line (A.J.P., LV [1934], p. 318, n. 4); and Ferguson added (ibid.) that the
stone-cutter may have made the error. This is not unlikely: a parallel may be Broneer’s
Hesperia, 11 (1933), p. 406, no. 24.

It we turn to page 56 of Pococke’s publication, we find no indication that he omits
a line at this point. He seems to indicate carcfully such an omission in line 26, column III.
Ferguson (ibid.) points out that parts of line 15 were innocuous; whereas in Boeckh’s
theory the entire line, including part of a word at the beginning and part at the end,
was erased. Since Ferguson wrote his article, a bit of research lends considerable weight
to his observation. We have now sixteen inscriptions with erasures of things Macedonian?
(references ibid.); the list is I.G., II%, 665, 677, 81, 682, 766, 775, 780, 81, 790, 791,
198, 825 (see rather 1.G., I1, 5, 374 d); Hesperia, IV (1935), p. 526, ne. 39 ; Hesperia, 11 (1933),

! Incidentally, the demotic in line 9 was probably spelled Towreueén, as always in this period.

* It is always stated that the decree of the garrisons, I.G., II% 1299, found in Eleusis, bears an
erasure which deleted the name of Queen Phthia (line 11). Actually the letters were obliterated by some
form of erosion, quite accidentally. The name of Demetrios is preserved in line 36.
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No. 10. Photostatic copy of Pococke, Inscriptiones Antiquae, p. 63
Courtesy of the Harvard University Library
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p. 497, no. 13, and p. 500, no. 15 (22 of the present series); A.J. 4., XXXVII (1933),
p. 46. In six of these, excisions are merely of the tribal names. As to 775! and our 22,
we cannot judge.? All the others are erasures in continuous texts, and every one of
these is a careful erasure, so far as we can determine, of precisely those words which
referred to things Macedonian, and of no more. There is not a single proved instance
of the erasure of one entire isolated line, to set against twelve erasures of the type just
defined. In this neatness one perceives a calculating venom; for to destroy the context
of an erasure might have made it impossible to tell who was contemned. One is impelled,
then, to doubt whether the document in question ever at any stage contained Boeckh'’s
line 15. We may not be able to construct a sound text on the shifty foundation given
by Pococke; but at least we need no longer burden ourselves with the drastic theory
of erasure of an entire line.

If we turn yet again to the photostatic copy, we may note that the text in lines 14
and 16 has three peculiar difficulties. In line 14 Koehler gave up on Q=, setting it down
merely as &g. In line 16 the first verb is an aorist; not a perfect in the series of
perfects, but possibly subordinate in some way. Thirdly, the editors have all expanded
the first A of AKAI into é[vjdwoe d¢]. Pococke’s text never errs otherwise by more than
two spaces, and the resulting line as a whole is unduly long. Hence this emendation,
also Boeckh’s, is excluded. In addition, we have the fact that line 14 connects with

line 16 without emendation, to form md|oeg.

Though it seems we can never be certain how the original document read in these
lines, some meaning can perhaps be grasped. It may be suggested thus:
' 4. - - - - zai adeog ovvempe[ué]Myron &g adrav wd
16. ocg 1ég Bvoiag Ebvoev, [m]doag éx Tav idiwy, xal, z7h.

This has words certainly incorrect, but the notion that the manner of his codperating
consisted precisely in sacrificing all the sacrifices at his own expense may be valuable.
Whether this action by the Treasurer of the Boule was mentioned as a regular part of
his duties, or as being extraordinary, we cannot be sure; more likely it was extraordinary
(see p. 18). It appears that Nikokrates in his capacity as Treasurer of the Boule had
continued throughout the entire year, perhaps in a bitter period for Athens, to bear the
expense. In the last days (presumably) of the last prytany a special decree (lines 10-19)
cast appropriately in the perfect tense, was passed in his honor. It was to emphasize
the fact that his beneficence was forthcoming all the year that the name of the year,
possibly memorable in other ways, was inserted.’

From this point we may follow the explanation given by Kirchner in 1.G., 11
Nikokrates is plainly entitled Treasurer both of the prytaneis of Oineis, and of the Boule.

! Line 15 shows only a rasura; the words in I G.? should be bracketed.

? Johnson included doubtfully I.G., 112, 708. The stone shows no trace of erasure.

® It is notable that the enthusiasm for Nikokrates was not shared by his fellow-bouleutai of Erechtheis,
who did not include him in their list of honors (9).
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The special decree (lines 10—19) in his honor was inscribed below the two regular decrees,
of which we have only part of the second. The tribesmen had honored, besides their
officers, a member who held no office: Kallikrates of Kollytos, who is designated merely
as & t@v guler@v; the Boule also honored him (lines 7-8, 45-48). Parallels for this
appear in 9 and in I G., II%, 1749.

The register!' contains only 45 prytaneis; as Kirchner has seen, it also has 5 gaps.
It appears that Pococke omitted names of which he could make no sense; or possibly
they had been erased (cf. 77 and p. 28).

Ferguson has given four important prosopographical items in A.J.P., LV [1934],
p. 319, n. 5. One may be elaborated. Line 28: a stemma for the Erchian family based
on a date ante-271/0 is given under P.4., 8165. A later date yields a simpler scheme:

KealMoroarog
e
]
267/6 Sdorparog Telegivog
Chairman of proedroi {
(I.G., 1I*, 687) Kahriorgarog prytanis (present
l No.) chairman of
! proedroi (I.G.,
I‘ 112, 791)
ca. 215 Teleoivog proposer of a de-

cree in or shortly
before 215/4
(1. G., 11?2, 1539)

A fifth item may be added. Line 35, column I: presumably the father of that
Pythodoros of Erchia who appears in 29 of 228/7, lines 42-44.

Meritt first noticed that the new Agora inscription 9 is of the same year as Pococke’s.
The proof lies in the probable identity in each of the Secretary of the Boule and of the
Demos, Neoptolemos, and in the possible identity of.-the Agora Epikles with Pococke’s
. SIKAHS, the Undersecretary. The proof is compelling: if we were to doubt the second
identification, and to suppose that the name Neoptolemos occurred twice by mere coin-
cidence, we should nonetheless be forced by prosopographical evidence to place the two
inscriptions within one short period.

A certain Euboulos was Archon before 271/0.2 We have seen that there are reasons
for believing that the two inscriptions do not date from before 271/0. We may now

! The register of prytaneis and the citations were doubtless inscribed in letters of the same size as
the rest. Pococke’s printer set them in small type to get the whole on one page.

* Philodemos in Herc. Pap. 1005; Crénert, Ith. Mus., 1901, p. 617; Dinsmoor, Archons, p. 80. Ferguson,
Tribal Cycles, pp. 44, 46, 55—56; idem, A.J.P., LV (1934), p. 338. Meritt’s date is 2721 (Hesperia, IV [1935],
p. H84).
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sum up the evidence on each side. Among arguments for the earlier date, the “rasura”
has been dealt with above, with a reference. More serious is the spacing in line 5 of the
Agora inscription, where one must suppose crowding of one letter to accommodate
uggioar, whereas dotvar fits perfectly. The latter formula, however, belongs in 289/8 or
earlier, which is impossibly early for the Archon Euboulos of I.G., II?, 682, line 58 (the
son of Phaidros as Agonothetes). One might think of crowding two letters, so as to
attain the formula of 289/8-263/2, usgioor vodg émi, »rk. This would be admissible only
if it were compulsory. Not quite so drastic, but still undesirable, would be the abandonment
of Pococke’s reading of the Archon’s name. A second Euboulos, moreover, would have
to be dated near the first. The orator of I.G ., II2, 780 (Archon Kallimedes) was identical
with the secretary Neoptolemos, and we may assume a career rising, like that of Aischines
of the Attic canon, from a secretaryship to prominence in the Demos: this would place
our inscriptions earlier than 246/5. The floruit of the Herald Eukles should also fall as
early as possible. Hence a second Euboulos should be dated ca. 260 or a little later,
and it becomes perplexing that the date in line 11 is not &[n’ E]d8ovlov &oyovrog [rob
HETG = = = - = = =~ = = - 1-

The case for the later date is based on the restoration zér éxi, on the style of the
lettering, and on the phraseology and arrangement especially of 9, which are more
developed than those of 6 of 275/4 (p. 6). There is no need to discuss these points
further, nor to dwell on the favorable prosopographical arguments to be derived from 9,
lines 20 and 66, and the five others from the present text. This evidence appears to
be the more weighty, and Meritt’s exact date, 260/59 (Hesperia, IV [1935], p. 584), has
been inserted. The difficulties remain. The important consequences of the later date,
or of abandoning the theory of a rasura, have been properly‘ stressed in Ferguson’s
article already cited (4.J.P., LV [1934], pp. 318ff.).

11. Agora I 1884. Group of joined fragments of Hymettian marble, with toothed
left side and rough back preserved. The surface is eaten away at the top by acids.
Found on April 27, 1934, in a modern bothros at 29/E in Section B, ca. b m. southeast
of the Tholos. '

Height, 0.27 m.; width, 0.242 m.; thickness, 0.08 m.
Height of letters, 0.008 m.

ca. 260 B.c. Ornes

[-------- ] ----- Jvoiov DA[--- - - ]

[ ] [------ 18ous Yo - - - -]
5 [0l mevrd]verg [6 dfulog (ot movrdvsig)

G 0 [ foluly [-------- ]

Ocozléorg [zodg molvraverg [F------- ]

[Ao]voiéa S ]
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oL ToLTdVEL 20  0f 7TEUTAYElS ot mo[vrdveg) [0t mourdreg)
[ X]twridyy Sworgatoy 25 Ilgo[- - - - - ] [EdxAiv]

[- - - -1A%liov Eﬁq’gc@vogog (- R -] 30 [@iloxléovg]
[@g?]aarov ITegiboidny ------ ] [Towveusée]

The lettering resembles that of 9; the text is close to 9 and 10. The citations in
the first row of the present inscription (lines 5-15) are in larger letters than those of
the second row. This fact, and the analogy of 9 and 10, clearly identify lines 6-8 as
the Treasurer and lines 13-15 as the Secretary. The Herald probably appeared in
lines 29-31, since the other three citations do not contain either of the familiar names
(p. 17). Since in line 23 we have a demotic of Oineis, its bearer may have been cited
as éx v guler@v. The demotic in line 19 can be restored to fit Oineis; one thinks first
of the Priest, but he is absent from 9 and 10. In them, however, there appear the
Secretary of the Boule and Demos and the Undersecretary, who should probably be

No. 11
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given places in the present text. Hence the assignment of the citations in the second
row should probably be: first, the éx 7@» guder@wr; second, the Secretary of the Boule
and Demos; and third, the Undersecretary. -This leaves the fourth place free for the
Herald.

The reversed order of Boule and Demos in lines 9-10 is unique (cf. p. 22).

12. Agora I 828. Two fragments of Hymettian marble, with both sides preserved,
and the original back. Fragment B was found on May 20, 1933, in a late wall at b4/IE,
some 11 m. east of the Tholos, in Section Z. Fragment A was found on January 30,
1934, in House 636a/16, in Section A.

Height, 0.157 m.; (restored) original width of stele, 0.40 m.; thickness, 0.10 m.
Height of letters, 0.005 m.

No. 12

LeonTis or ANTIOCHIS

Middle of the third century n.c.

Fracuent ot mourdvelg ot mourdvelg Fracuest
A 0¥ Taploy [ BovdAy] Hveylwva B
*Enciyeouov (6 dijuog] 10 ITveylwvog
Kedloroaridov Tod[g movrdv]elg Aounroée

5 Kolwrijfey

The lettering is of the early or middle third century, but the hand has not been
identified, and we must work from the names. The Treasurer, or a man of the same
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name, proposed I.G., 112, 650 of 288/7 m.c. and 685 of 266/5 (P.4., 5017). A relative
of the other official cited may be IMveyiwy ‘Ayaliceyov Aaumreetg, chairman of the proedroi
in 1.G., 112, 672 of 279/8 (P.A., 12487).

The Treasurer, and hence the prytaneis honored, were of Leontis or Antiochis. The
-other official cited, who was of Erechtheis, or Antigonis, was therefore not the Secretary
of the prytaneis, and preferably not the Priest. He may have been Treasurer of the
Boule. The absence of a title is peculiar (p. 21, n. 4).

Carved wreaths are unusual in this period (p. 20).

13. Agora I 775. Fragment of inscribed stele of Hymettian marble, broken all
around, found on May 5, 1933, at 22/KXIT in Section H.

Height, 0.05 m.; width, 0.10 m.; thickness, 0.10 m.
Height of letters, 0.005 m.

Middle of the
third century =.c.

[ Bov]ly zov
[Yeleuuaria
vacat
[to]® dpuov
[vacat] vacat

e e

No. 13

This bit is irregular because of (1) the omission of zfg fovAig zai, (2) the omission
of the name, and (3) the blank line. The lettering is of the middle of the third century,
when the formulae of the citations had not been regularized. The blank line may have
been left for a straight sprig, painted: contemporary parallels appear in I1.G., II2
1317b, ete. See also 16 and pp. 21 (note 1), 22 (note 4). The irregularities are all due
to lack of space.

14. Agora I 974. Inscribed fragment of Pentelic marble, with part of left side,
smooth-picked, preserved. Found on June 17, 1933, with marble fragments in front of
the Propylon of the Bouleuterion in Section Z.

Height, 0.078 m.; width, 0.042 m.; thickness, 0.037 m.
Height of letters, ca. 0.005 m.
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Middle of the third century n.c. CTOIX. 39?
------------ elg 08 Ty dvayoagiy Tig 07]
[(F]Ay[c =ai iy moinowy uegicar Tov &mi &l drovn])
oeL T[0 yevduerov avalwuc]

vacat

vacat [Demotic]

Eg[------------ ]
5 Eo[------------- ]

Koa[- or KA[------- ]

No. 14

The formula restored in the first preserved line is unusual, but the alternative seems
to be a line of 84 letters, too long for this period. A break in the stone might be
taken for the first stroke of ‘Y[Badar] (Leontis), were the mark a little higher. Pre-
sumably Edo[- was the Treasurer.

15. Agora I 999. Fragment from upper right corner of a stele of Hymettian marble,
the front part of the corner akroterion broken away, the left side and bottom broken.
Found on June 22, 1933, in late walls at 6G/IXT, some 22 m. northeast of the Tholos, in
Section Z.

Height, 0.223 m.; width, 0.18 m.; thickness, 0.178 m.
Height of letters, 0.005 m.

Middle of the third century m.c. ca. 4548
[0 € 0] {
CEnri - - - - ¥gyovrog émi tig - - - - idog Exvn]g movraveiog ©
Hr------=- afleasb27__ __ _ . . Syoapu]d[t]evey: IToou "
[dewrog - - - - - - - - mmm e m—m e o— - i mwov]Tarelag *
5 [8xxndyoio - - - - - Ty meoldowy Emeyiipiley - - -]abog *Emt
[-------- xal ovumededoor * Edolev T@L Oruwr veer] veeat
[----- - tleastB0 cimev: &meldy] oi wlov]

[zdveig Tijg, 2Th.]

The spacing in line 1 and the minimum-length restorations in line 2 show that the
lines had at least 45 full letters. The name of the spokesman in line 7, which therefore
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had at least 30 letters, can hardly have been much
longer, and thus fixes the upper limit as ca. 48
letters. The two gaps in line 2 must have con-
tained in all ca. 9-12 letters.

16. (A) I.G., 112, 2434 plus (B) Agora I 1636.
The Agora fragment (B) is of Hymettian marble,
with part of the right side preserved, smooth at
the edge, then toothed. Found on March 23, 1934,
at 18/I' at ca. 1.50 m. above the Tholos, in late
fill, in Section B.

(A) Height, 0.14 m.; width, of face, 0.09 m.;
thickness, 0.06 m.

Height of letters, 0.003-0.004 m.

The relative positions of the fragments in the

photograph are approximate rather than exact. No. 15

No. 16
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LEeonTIs

Middle of the third century s.c. (after 269/8)

[Sroepfowvidar?]

R s ]

[mmmmmm ]

[ ]

e Inl--]
[Sovvileig

[- - “%% - -lwr Stoavopiv:

[..%. ]y dopdvov

(2] épavrog dioxhéovg

[Sw]oifios Swordéorg

[. .t Judis ITooxAéovg

[‘Hyroalvdeos ‘Hynodvdgov
[Elraelelsg

[- -$- -1idng ITooxAéovg
[Poledooror

[- - =& - Jog >Aotezr0dinov

[- - - -% Y- - - Jgpdvrov XoA[A]eid[ad]

[----e@ll____Jdlyguidov 40 dewidng Adewvido[v]

[----- e 12 _ - Jp@vrog Hdugidog *Emyévo[vg]

[F------------- 1lov Diddéevog Edudeid[ov]

[ I ]

oo (I ]
[vacat]

25

30

335

[KhTtrio1?]
[’IJeaio g
[. Jumidy[e
Mehdvw[mog - - - - - - - - -

*Agtorong[ - - - - - - - - - - ]

Aev[rovoelg)

doviorog [--------- - ]

Tpongdrng [- - - - -- -~ -
Osdrgirog Av[- - ----- -
Swrélng Alup[édovrog]

Ozoydons Xa[[to[epivrog]]]

IHphn[reg]
Avoaviag Av[odvde - -]
Auplwy Ay[uo]u[élovg]

Citations missing

[Matovidat?]

________________ ]
________________ ]
________________ ]
[(4Aipodoior?]
________________ ]
________________ ]
[Mordputor?]
________________ ]
[mmmmmm e ]
[Edmvoidat?]
R ]
o mee ]
[ OTov?]
________________ ]
[Kolwreig?]
[- - @t - (EQ]‘l.lO}»l;%OU
- - - @8k oxdéovg

[Kow]nw'idat

[- - =% - ¢ @cofovdov

[(YBd]dat

- - < T _ g Avourhéorg
vacat
vacat
vacat
[ BovAy] 7[ov] yoau
(uoréar - - - - - - I
__________ Ik

Pittakys, in his original publication of Fragment A (Eg. ’Agy., no. 1371), is fairly
explicit as to the place of discovery: Hfgov adeiy w6 1848 Magriov 2 mhnoiov ot Bdboov
ép> ob 3 IToduayos foraro.l It appears unlikely that the stele was set up on the Acropolis.
This would be exceptional for a public decree honoring prytaneis (p. 28), although the
decree might have been merely tribal (cf. 2). The provenience of the Agora fragment
is helpful, since it was found just over the Tholos.

A register of Leontis requires 66 items in the period 307-200. Had there been
four columns, the first two must have had 17 items each, and the other two must have

had 16 items each.

This is impossible by reason of the citation preserved (line 67),

1 Rangabé follows this (Antiquités Helléniques, 11, p. 808, no. 1273): “trouvé en 1848 derriére les Propylées.”

Frac.
B
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which must have been level with the other citations. Now between it and line 66 intervene
only 3 spaces; there would be, with four columns, only 2 spaces between the ends of
the columns and the citations. This is too small a space for circular wreaths to be
painted. Hence the scheme given provides the correct number of columns. It follows
that after the five preserved names of Phrearrhioi, and before the four names at the head
of Column II there intervened 5 items. If these 5 items were all Phrearrhioi, that deme
would have in all 14 bouleutai, whereas it had 9 in the fourth century and only 10 after
Ptolemais was created; 14 Phrearrhioi, moreover, would reduce the other demes unduly.
Line 25 was therefore a demotic. Isaios, a rare name, is not helpful; the Melanopos
mentioned below is the only clue to the demotic. The position of Fragment A as a
whole is probably correct, since 5 Cholleidai is the usual number, and Column II could
not end with a demotic; the restoration of Skambonidai in line 1 gives that deme also
its normal number. The larger demes are thus provided for, as is proper, in the first
two columns. The scheme as a whole, then, would seem to be correct, and the arbitrary
elements are merely the restorations of a few demotics.

The quotas of prytaneis suggest a date later than 307 B.c., and the occasional square
shapes of certain letters, such as the & in line 38, agree with Koehler’s date, the middle
of the third century. Kirchner is therefore right in identifying .Zveavieg Avedvde- of
line 37 with an ephebe of 269/8 s.c. (I.G., 113, 665, line 54).

Line 28: cf. P.A., 9791, Meddvwmog Mékavog Kijwziog, on a fourth century grave
monument.

The irregular arrangement of the citation is explained under 13. Which secretary was
here cited it is impossible to say with certainty, probably the Secretary of the prytaneis.

17. Agoral966. Fragment of Hymettian marble, broken on all sides, found on June 15,
1933, from late walls at 66/l, in front of the Propylon of the Bouleuterion in Section Z.

Height, ca. 0.205 m.; width, 0.29 m.; thick-
ness, 0.132 m.

Height of letters, 0.006 m.

ca. 260—240 w.c. AxamANTIS
v a ¢ a t

[------------ ] s S[pirrio]
[ ------ ] vacat Tioxhiig[------ - - ]
[-------- ] vacat Tiplw)yy A[------ ]
(-------- ]6zov Myvioivayog [-- - - - - ]
ITgoxdijs Ne[------ ]
At least five lines 10 Si[ule)s Mowor[- - - -]
missing [--<%- Jog O[----]

[-------- ]xt[————] No. 17
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The lettering places the fragment in the middle of the third century. The demotic
restored in line 5 is undoubtedly correct; no other deme in I - - - - - can have had so
large a representation as eight.

Line 6: An ancestor may be P.A., 13739.

Line 7: Tiuwv ZS¢hrei(og) appears in a list of contributors in the year of Diomedon
(253/2, or possibly 241/0 or 232/1): I.G., 112, 791, d, line 25; P.A., 13852,

18. Agora 11967. Fragment of Hymettian marble, with left side preserved; otherwise
broken away. Found on May 7, 1934, at 27/KB, near the church of the Prophet Elias
and Saint Charalambos, in an area dug by Dorpfeld (Judeich, Zopographie?, p. 333) in
Section K.

Height, 0.145 m.; width, 0.087 m.; thickness, 0.047 m.
Height of letters, 0.004 m.

Middle of the
third century wn.c.

[..2% Jye[--------- ]
[Avoi]eroa[rog? - - - - - - ]
Avgio[relafrog - - - - - - - ]
“Avdplwy] 2[-------- ]
5 Aox[die] K[-------- ]
Aowg[v]dylpog- - - - - - - ]
Aoy [éot]ealros- - - - - - - ]
Edxdiic Edul--------- ]
.vacat

No. 18

The list comes from the end of the first column of a register. The first line is
probably [*Aotoro]yé[wg -] or [24giozo]ye[irwy -]. The number of possible demes is of
course limited; comparatively few demes have so many as S representatives. Even so,
the names are too common to permit restoration of a demotic. The lettering is good
evidence for the date,
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19. Agora I 1764. Fragment of Hymettian marble, broken on all sides, found on
April 11, 1934, at 20/AB, in late fill 15 m. west of the Tholos, in Section B.

Height, 0.25 m.; width, 0.166 m.; thickness, 0.10 m.
Height of letters, 0.005 m.

Hirrorirontis
ca. 250—230 ».c. » [Demotic]
[Melvex[- - - - - - - ]
10 [‘d]otoroy[e - - - - - - ]
‘Iegdywoufog - - - - - ]
-] Aulcaavreig)
-1 "Oyuddng &[----- ]
-Joxdé Odhavlog [-- - - - - - ]
-]dzov 15 )Eéq[tddaz]
-o]v Adwovborog [- - - - - - - ]
-Jagidov Aloyivgg [----- - - ]
5 -]exhéovg Kei [o1¢den]
-lgilov Xagpuow([v - - - - - - - ]
"~ -] » @sbgirolg Geodéror]
vacat ] vacat [ vacat ]

No. 19

Since the smaller demes are listed at the end of the second preserved column, that
column was the last.

In line 20 we probably have the son of the secretary, @sddorog @sopilov Kstoddrg,
in the year of Diogeiton, who has been dated by Meritt in 270/69 (1. G., II%, 771, 772;
Hesperia, 1V [1935], p. 582). The lettering strongly supports the date thereby suggested.

20. Agora I 1999. Two fragments of Hymettian marble. The inscribed face only
is preserved on Fragment A, with part of a clamp cutting at the back; Fragment B is
broken off above, below, and to the left. The right side of this fragment is preserved,
with the back broken. A was found on March 20, 1935, about 24 m. south of the

Tholos, in Section B. B was found on May 15, 1934, in a marble pile in Section I
5
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(A) Height, 0.185 m.; width, 0.203 m.; thickness, 0.091 m.
(B) Height, 0.219 m.; width, 0.15 m.; thickness, 0.098 m.
Height of letters, 0.006 m.

The relation of the fragments in the photograph is not correctly shown.

FraeMerT

A

FraeMenT

B

10

250’s or early 240’s B.c. AnTI0CHIS

ca. 42

[F---------- ] xa[i orfoar & v@r movravixde ")
[elg 08 wiy evayoaqiy] i o[thhyg pegloar vov &ni tel diod]

[xfoer T0 yevduev]or drdlw[pe

vacat

]

[Neomzdhepos @id]éov Adeiga[didzng eimey *™ Emedy) of]
[movrdvelg tiig ‘Av]tiogidog émau[vésartes xal orepavd)]

[oavteg dmogaivo]vowy eig Ty Bovly T[ov Taulay Tég Buoicg)
[zeboréver mdoag &]v vel movraveiar " Gya[Bel Tiyer de]

[0dybar wei Bovdel &]mavéoar tov Tauiav dv e[fhovro & Sav)

[z@y - -“F- gy - %2 _1ddov ‘uguroniiber * x[al Tov yoou]
[natée - 2% - Ialdy]véa * xai & Ty qule[tay - - - @S- - ]
[- - %8t - - v yal vov T]apiov Tiig BovAii[g - - - - - i ]
[F----estd_____ v &lmouvéoar 0% [xel Tov yoauuarée i)
[BovAig xai Tob drjuov] I'[..Jea [---------------- ]
[-------m- - lo[-
End of decree missing
vacat
15 [oi mourdvelg]
Missing : [zov yoapuaréa)
Citations of Treasurer and prytaneis E ________ %
[Tl ]n[vé]e
vacat ’
Two columns of demotics 20 [@f]uioriog
and names, the first of 21, CExé?]uoovoc
the second of 20 items. [. .. .Juzog
The end of [Exéup?]eotog
Column IT is [ 2Augplirgormareig
to be restored: e [--®5_ _Jyg
[ Alyidieig] - e
followed by [--2C0_
2 (+?) names, [---%D__ 7
in addition to [ov S TRemetieN ) g

the 4 Aigilieis
in Column III.

Missing: 10 items

Also missing: the other citations
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The first fragment bears parts of two
decrees. The margin on the left is given
by the name of the proposer. Restoration
has to be as curtailed as possible, giving
in lines 6—7 an unusual compression: &oet
zabijxov, or Tag xabnrovoeg is omitted.

The Treasurer’s name presumably ap-
peared in line 25 (cf. p. 14), and the Secre-
tary’s in line 17. Apparently the Treasurer of
the Boule received his patronymic (cf. p. 18).
In line 13 the traces will not fit the names
of a known Herald (cf. p. 17). In the re-
gister, [@¢]uioriog may be connected with
P.A., 6645, a fourth century occurrence of
the name Osuioriog Alyiiehg on a grave-
stone.

The orator, Neorzdheyog Dihéov Aegadir-
756, was Secretary of the Boule and Demos
in 260/59 B.c. (9 and 10), and in 246/5 B.c.
he proposed a decree (I.G., 112, 780). The
lettering would fit a date in the 240’s. With
this period the compressed formulae (cf. 9,
10, and 22; and p. 24) exactly agree.

21. I.G., 113 702 = Agora 1 1125. The
fragment was rediscovered in the Agora.
Letters lost since the stone was first edited No. 20
are underlined. Fragment with pediment
top, of Hymettian marble, the right side of the gable preserved; the stone broken away
below and on the left. Found on October 28, 1933, in House 635/9, in Section K.

Aigers or OINgis?

2387 B.c. ca. 45
(0] 3 0 (]
CEni...7... &eyxoviog éni vijg Iavdiovidog Extng movra

[velag 4u-. . .Jov Miduddov 'Ahwmexijbey Eyoauudrever *
[Meaipaxzyor)@vog dexdrer otéoan, Evdexdrer 1ijg mouta
[velag &xxdnlola wvole &v T@L Oedrowe’ T@v meoédowy érme
7 0 4 00¢0¢
(Wigiley Ayulirotog Anumreiov Dodneeds xai ovumed *
[edeot] vacat EFdofev Td: djuwe vacat
vacat
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[retg tiig - -2 J - - ] dmép vy Bvoway Gv E[Brov T med THV dnxdyod]

(@v T ve ‘Andlhwn] Tar MMoostatnelwt [xai Tijt Aeréuidt wit Boviet]
[ae xal Toig &Ahorg Beoilg oig mdte[tov 2w, zrl.]

No. 21

The lettering within each line is regular enough to enable approximate determinations
of missing parts. Thus the length of the Archon’s name agrees with Kirchner’s estimate
in I.G., 1I%, and with Meritt’s in Hesperia, IV (1935), p.556. The name of the tribe
honored was brief, perhaps one of the shortest. Meritt’s dating is here adopted. His
arguments from the style of the decree, which are substantial by themselves, may be
reinforced by noting the position of the #do&er-clause. Not only is this clause set in
the middle of the line; it is also separated by a quite unusual blank space from the
body of the decree. Set off thus, it belongs in a period as late as 255/4 B.c. and
preferably later (4.J.4., XL [1936], p. 66). The lettering itself suggests 194/3 n.c.
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22. Hesperia, 11 (1933), p. 500, no. 15. The second upright of N is as long as the
first in two instances, but in two others it is shorter. Hence in the first preserved line,
where we cannot safely disregard the small trace at the beginnihg, and where a second
upright of N may be visible but cannot be proved, we should prefer the restoration
[0d]ysidog or [Al]ysidog to [Eoexf]etdog. The third line begins with a trace which may
be assigned to 3; hence the restoration must be altered. Apparently the secretary was
praised, as was usual soon after this time, in clauses which followed dyafsi Toyer, »7d,
and the resolution to praise the Treasurer. We may restore line 3 with certainty, except
that there are only eight spaces at the end of line 2 for the patronymic and demotic
of the Treasurer—i.e., his patronymic was omitted. Possibly space was being saved:
thus in line 1 the otherwise invariable dmawésavreg rai orepaviioavreg was omitted. The
part following the erasure can only be restored, as by Oliver, exempli gratia; the last
line however cannot have contained only the clause of passage, unless this inscription
was unique; instead, restore with only two or three blank spaces before and after.

Neither margin can be determined. In the following text, the fragment is located
near the right side merely for convenience.

OINEIS or AIGEIS?

Late 240’s or early 230's m.c. ca. 52
------ eimev: émeldi) ot mouvrdvag tiic Olvetdog(?) dmogpe[ivovary]
[elg v Bovly Tov vaulav Ov ihovro & Savr]av Apuayédmy [- - -93- -]
[vdg ve buoiag vebuxévar mdoag tag xabyrotoalg & it movre[veiar Gmig)
[zijg BovAig »al Tob dfuov [[------------ - Ll oo 1
5 [-------- e — at least ca.43 __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____ 11- _at most ca. 9 _ -]
[F------------+- e e 1y fmwg [By - - -3~ -]
[----------- LB - Tl 0fjuwr T@ - - - -4 0- - o ]

—————— =1 - - - Gyalie Toym deddybor T Bov]AG v [xzh.]

The mention, erased in 200 B.c., of the Macedonian royal house as beneficiaries of
the sacrifices indicates a date after 263/2 B.c. (10 and references). Occurring thus in a
“second ” decree, such a mention is unparalleled in any period (see p.10). A second
unique peculiarity is the absence of the phrase émawvioavres #ai ovepavaoavreg. This is
not to be taken as a clerical whim, but as proof that the prytaneis actually had not yet
praised and crowned their Treasurer (p. 27). Our fragment is therefore from the very
first decree which was passed.! Normally, that is, when there were two decrees, the
reference to sacrifices in the second decree could be a compressed version of the passage
relating to (the same) sacrifices in the first decree; in the compressed version it was
permitted to omit the Macedonian royal house. In the present decree, where no passage
relating to the sacrifices had preceded, omission of the Macedonian royal house would
have appeared to be an intentional slight. Hence the mention here of the royal house
is explained by the absence of the phrase dmawvéoarres nai orepardoavreg.

' As the sole decree in the form of a “second” decree, 22 anticipates the post-Sullan type (p. 25).
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The length itself of the erasure is a matter of some interest. In the first edition, the
text is printed as if the formula preserved in I.G., 112 1299 (and only there) could be
accommodated. That formula demands 58 full letter-spaces. The version above shows
that some 75!/, at least were available, and perhaps many more. The only possible
reduction of this total would result from inserting zot ‘46mpaiwy after dfuov,—a rare but
a permissible addition (p. 9),—yielding 65 full letters as a minimum for the erasure.!
Hence the formula of I G., II% 1299, or a similar formula for Antigonos, cannot be
restored without elaboration. Every other formula hitherto proposed for any erasure of
the Macedonian royal house as beneficiaries in Athens is likewise too short. It will
appear again from 23 that restoration of such erasures, at least in decrees for prytaneis,
is at present impossible. In fact it becomes highly dubious to what extent the formulae
at Athens for the royal house as beneficiaries were regular in every passage of every
inscription (cf. Tarn, Class. Quart., XVIII [1924], p. 19); but that is another field of
investigation.

23. I1.G., II%, 790. 235/4 B.c. Panpronss. This decree is unique among “first”
decrees in being certified as passed by the Boule along with the Demos, instead of by
the Demos alone (p. 3, n. 2).

The text is one of two which preserve mention of sacrifices to the Soteres (see p. 10).
The other reference to things Macedonian, namely the erased mention in lines 16—17 of
the royal house, has been the subject of much discussion. Tarn restored the gap [[xei
700 Baotléng Anunroiov xel vijg feoidio(o)ne Dbiag xai T@v dyydvwr]].? This contains 56 letters,
omits a sigma, and omits edz@v at the end; but the subsequent students of the problem,
Dinsmoor? and J.V.A. Fine,* have accepted Tarn’s restoration.

The estimate of 56 letters was based on the assumption that the stoickedon order was
“ abandoned ” after line 17. This assumption is quite wrong.? The present document is
regularly stoichedon through line 18, except at the ends of lines. In line 19 two letters
stand outside of their stoickoi; in line 20, nine; in line 21, nineteen; in line 22, four;
in line 23, five. In all these cases the irregularity is early in the line. Only when we
reach line 24 do we find a line entirely out of the stoichoi. Hence there is no good
reason to assume that lines 16 and 17 were anything but perfectly stoichedon, unless at
the end of line 16. Here one extra letter could be added (making 45 in line 16),
providing such an addition involved iota and brought a syllable to its end, on the

! The theory would be that our fragment preserves almost the entire part of the inscription in which
the erased lines overlap; in other words that the beginning and end of the erasure lay just outside our
fragment.

% Class. Quart., XVIII (1924), p. 20.

S Archons, p. 104, The omission of edr@v, Dinsmoor suggested, tactfully left unspecific the parentage
of the children.

* Class. Quart., XXVIII (1934), pp. 101—102.

® The historians have been misled. The epigraphists have failed to recognize a class of modified
stoichedon insecriptions.
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authority of lines 11 and 13;' or one letter could be omitted (making 43 in line 16),
providing such an omission brought a syllable to its end, on the authority of line 3.
The erased gap was therefore certainly of 54, 55, or 56 spaces; preferably of 55.
Tarn’s restoration demands 56 letters: the addition involves no iota, and forces us
to break xat thus, xa|i. Hence that restoration is contrary to the evidence from the stone.
Careful study of the text reveals another important fact. Each clause in the decree
proper is regularly marked off—punctuated—from the preceding and following clauses
by a single blank space. The uninterrupted succession of two clauses in line 26 is false:
lines 25—26 read as follows: xai wov dfjuo(v zov ‘Abpval(Jwy * [@]vayodpar, xzh. The only
other exception now admitted occurs at the end of the erased area in line 17. The
reader will note here two spurious marks which fit no letter, and are in fact too thick
to be strokes; their position also is wrong. Clearly the space was left blank for punctuation.
Hence the whole erased passage was certainly of 53, 54, or b5 letters; preferably of 54.
Trial will show, I believe, that no relevant formula preserved in any Athenian
inscription will fit the gap. Hence no argument can be based on its former contents.

24, Agora I 664. Fragment of Hymettian marble, all sides broken except for the
left, which is finely picked. The left edge of the inscribed face is damaged; it has a
smooth band of 0.015 m. in width at the edge. Found on April 6, 1933, in the main
drain at 10/AZ, from the channel proper, in Section H'.

Height, 0.09 m.; width, 0.15 m.; thickness, 0.065 m.
Height of letters, 0.005 m.

AI1aNTIS
ca. 240—230 .c.
[0]s0d[-------- ]
Aowovouémls - - - - - ]

Mevenpdrng Z[- - - -]

[Ar?]Tioyidng Edgid
5 Moagabdviot

dnuopdy  vacat

Tov Taul
[av zig Bov]
(g - - - - - ]

No. 24

! Extra letters are regularly added only in lines 21ff.
? Without violating any published fact or any current conception of stoichedon, Dinsmoor (lvc. cit.)
could estimate the limits at between 55 and 59 letters.
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The fragment, which is dated by its lettering, is from the end of the first column of
the register. Citations follow; the Treasurer is probably of the Boule (28, 31). In line 4
the first two letters must have been crowded.

25. Agora I 1551. Fragment of Hymettian marble, broken on all sides, found on
March 12, 1934, in the wall of a late pithos at 8/I, 4 m. north of the Tholos, in Section B.

Height, 0.076 m.; width, 0.13 m.; thickness, 0.044 m.
Height of letters, 0.006 m.

ca. 240—230 B.c.
In a gold crown:
[ Boloki
[6 8)fuos
[zod]g mov
[zar]eg

No. 25

The lettering and the technique of the crown (p. 20) permit a date ca. 240-230, or
soon after 200 B.c. The presence of the Boule points decisively to the earlier date (p. 22).

26. 1.G., 112, 2427, ca. 240-230 B.c. Lroxtis. Published among the lists of uncertain
nature, the fragment seems to have been found in an excavation by the Greek Archaeological
Society about the year 1879. The thickness (0.06 m.) is original, which means a small
stele: hence the list was not of bouleutai. Since, moreover, the representation is normal
for Hekale and Kolonos, the list is undoubtedly of prytaneis.

Line 1: - x]Afj[¢ A)e&[-.
Line 5: -]Jodvyg A1 [-.
Line 7: -Jogpadv Adrof[-
Line 8: [Kow]mwida.
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27. Agora I 1679. Fragment of Hymettian marble with part of toothed right side
preserved; otherwise broken. Found on March 26, 1934, at 20/A’, in wall trench of the
Tholos, behind the porch, in Section B.

Height, 0.265 m.; width, 0.077 m.; thickness, 0.13 m.

Height of letters, 0.005 m.

ca. 234/3—230/29 ».c. CTOIX. 48
[ mm o Jo
[F-----mmm e m e - xal ovurmededpor] - vacat
[ vacat g0ofev T@L Ojuwe Vet ] veat
[eeeeeinnn A S cimev' tmép v amalyyéhhov
[ow oi movrdveg Tijg ... .5 . .. e T@v vy &y Evov v

[z& 00 T SxudnoLdy Tén te’ Amwbrhwvi Tt ITgooTa] vneiwe nal
o7 2Apréud Ti Bovdala xai toig &Aowg Oeoilg oig mwd *
L AoTEL Y
[vowov v, émiueuéhyprar 0 nai ijg ovldoyfjs Tijg Te] Bovhijg ©
xal 0T 07ov xal Ty ¥hhwy &éndvrwy v adroig] meosé ™
/s (4
[zazrov of Te vduol xai T& Ynpicuata od djuov **]° dyabei
[zvxet 0edbybar T@e Ojuwe ® & uév dyaba déxeobar &) ayysh
[Aovaty oi mourdveig yeyovévar &v Toig isoig oig] ¥buvoy *
(g’ Syrelan vl swrnoion Tig BovAig xal Tob dijuov To)d Abny [af]
wv draréoar I Todg mouTdvEIg THG - - - - - - - vifigx]al ofze
(4 7 PuAL)
av@oeL YOUODHL OTEQPAVWLL %aTe TOY vuoy edoefelag E]vex[a] *
2 0 ¢ t
[zig el Tovg Beodg xai pihoTiulag Tiig &g Tov dfjuov 7]ov [2461)
[velwy, nTh.]

The restorations proposed involve certain difficulties.
Lines 5, 6, and 7 have each one letter too few, and
line 9 lacks four letters. The others are regular in
length, but lines 11 and 12 have restorations not to be
paralleled exactly.

Despite these difficulties, it is clear that no sacrifices
to the Saviour Gods were mentioned. This fact points
to a date earlier than the Macedonian domination (263
—230 B.c.), since the stoichedon order virtually excludes
a date after 230. The lettering, however, seems to be
of the 30’s, not of the 70’s or 60’s. At the ends of
lines the stoichedon arrangement is modified in order to No. 27
end each line with a syllable: this too was a practice
of the 30’s. The design of the preamble, with the 2do&sr-clause set by itself in the middle
of the line, is unknown before ca. 255, and is frequent in the 40’s and 30’s (Dow, 4.J.4.,
XL [1936], pp. 57-70, and especially pp. 62—-65). These facts hardly permit an earlier date.
For the importance of this finding, and a closer dating, see p. 11.
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28. Agora I 1640. Fragment of Hymettian marble, with part of toothed right side
and rough back preserved, found on March 23, 1934, in a late Roman wall at 38/AZT,
some 23 m. west of the Tholos, in Section B. The stone appears to have been trimmed
to a roughly rectangular shape for its use in the wall.

Height, 0.435 m.; width, 0.372 m.; thickness, 0.17 m.
Height of letters, 0.005-0.006 m.

Ar1ANTIS

229/8 or 228/7 B.C. ca. 36

------- zal 7)oy [O]m[oyoauuaréa Tiporgdryy Kv]
[Babmpaiéda] za[i 7)oy addnr[y deéihaor Ahaide dve]
[yodwar 0¢8] 16d[e] ©0 Wihgio[ua Tov yoouuetée Tov %a]
[ze mourev]elay & orfher [Mbiv]er xai or[foar & van]
5 [movrav]xan, &lg 0¢8 iy [avayloagiy wis oT[hhg]
[ueoloar T)ov émi wel dwowx[njoer 7]0 yevduevov dvd

[Awua]
One col- Towrogboror  Z[. %" Jge 50 Kahhuayog
umn miss- Aveieg K[iuw]y Swrlii
ing: ©cddweog Og[65e]vog ‘A\éEavdgog
[‘Pauvovoior] 25 ’Agysiog An[uo]pay StedTwy
and 10+ A1é0weog w0 A [vd)owy ‘Hoandelong
names, Aloyvhog d)[tlo];tlﬁg 55 “EMy
(‘Agidvaiod] Anwirotog Ai[o]yévg Audvreg
and 2 F Dalnects M[eJoabavioe  Olvaiot
names: - 30 Zwilog EQAINHE > Eveoxhijc
lines “El&og 15 Mevexgdrng Agpiorongir[wy]
8 DildEevo[g] M.YINOZ & ’Eonrvué[»]n[c]
to Idrowy N[{]#rwr Ocoyérng
21 Nixdheo[g] B[4]%b0g Nuxonliig
————— 35 " OAdur[rog) O¢[y]immog Eevdpilog
[ Bovii] N Bovky) 7% Bovky
6 [----- ] ITod&evoy Edudijy
[----] 0 Apidva Towe
[---] Tov 7 ueéa
[% BovAi) 80 9 Bovky % “Bovky)
----- ] Tipoxpc 85 Ae&ida
[----l¢ Ty Kvde ov ‘Al

[----] byvaué éa
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Line 23: Cf. P.A4., 9381, a fourth century ancestor, a dJiawzqusg of the same name.

Line 24: Avoibzog Ocoddgov Totrogiotog was priest of Asklepios in 344/3* (P. 4., 9407,
who is now to be identified with 9408).2 In 269/8 a descendant, Osddwgog Avoibéov
Towogiotog, was prytany secretary (I.G., II%, 661). Oeddweos Totrogiotog, a son or
nephew of the present prytanis, also served as a prytanis (48, line 96). Yet another
Lysitheos was Ambassador from the Tetrapolis in 128/7 (N.P.A., p. 122).

Line 25: Presumably an ancestor of the well-known ’doysiog ’Aoyeiov Totxogbatog
(P.A., 1586; also 1581?), prominent in the period ca. 100 B.c.

Line 28: Possible descendants are P.A., 3447 and 3448 of the first half of the first
century s.c.

Line 31: A son or nephew, “Ediéog @alrosis, appears as prytanis in ‘48, line 77.

Line 45: The prytany secretary for 160/59 was Sworyérmg Mevexodrov Meagabidviog
(I.G., II1% 953). Cf. also P. 4., 13211, another Sosigenes of Marathon, evidently a grandson
of the Secretary. ’

Line 53: @¢ddwoog Stedrwvog Meagabariog was a Delian official in ca. 156/5 3.c.
(P.A., 6880).

Line 54: For descendants see P.A., 6473, also Hesperia, III (1934), p. 169, line 11.

Lines 69-71: The Archon Basileus of 227/6 was ITgd&evog “Apidv (I. G, 112, 1706, line 22).
It is probable that he is the Priest of the present text, which, in that case, should
antedate 227/6. Proxenos has been taken to be a descendant of the tyrranicide Harmodios
(stemma, P.A., 2232).

Lines 81-83: A possible ancestor is P.4., 13773.

The lettering is of 229-ca. 210, and the identification of the Priest (lines 69-71) can
be taken as fixing the date more exactly. Aphidna was transferred to Ptolemais when
that tribe was created, ca. 224/3 B.c., a fact which strengthens the dating proposed.

The order of officials parallels that in 31 if we restore the Treasurer of the Boule
in lines 65-67, and the Secretary of the Boule and Demos in lines 77-79.

29, Agora I 787. Upper half of a stele of Hymettian marble, found on May 8, 1933,
in a late fill in Section Z. (See Hesperia, IV [1935], p. 474.) The arrangement is stoichedon
except for line 30 and other minor irregularities; each line begins with a syllable, and
the ends of lines were arranged accordingly. The inscription is therefore a perfect
example of the transition from the stoichedon to the nonm-stoichedon style.

Height, 0.58 m.; width near bottom (stele tapers slightly toward the top), 0.375 m.;
thickness, ca. 0.11 m.
Height of letters, 0.005 m.

! Dinsmoor, Archons, p. 456.
* I.G., 112 1934,
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9298/7 n.c. Kexroprs
’Eni Agoydgov &oyovvog &mi vijg Kengomidog *
devtégag mouravelag i Oszoxglotog Ilasiw *
vog & Olov &ypapudrevey “Exaroufor@vog [Ho]
tégov Exlx}rer upev’ elzddag dufollpwr, ué *

86: see above

xal ToLoko0tel Tiig mouravelag® xxyole &v °

Tt Bedrow’ Ty 1w00édpwy Emeyripiley NI v
2wy Nixwvog *Eootddng xal ocvumededgor ® &[do]
§ev v Ofuwe Xdorg Edyagiovov Agidvailog ]
cimev* Omée dv dmayyélhovew ot movrdv[[e[¢] *]]
viig Kexgoridog Smég t@v Bvow@v &v Evoy i [¥]
o T@y xxhnoidy T ve Amélwwn téL ITgoo
otarnolwe xal vei ‘Aoréutd vei Bovdalow wei

tolg &Moig Beolg oig mdzgtov v dyabel 76 [*]

x&t dedoyber T@r Muwe, ve uéy dyebd déxeobor

T yeyovére & voig isgoig oig Ebvov &p’ byl

av xal owtnolor Tijg Bovriic xal 10T Ofuov: éme

07 8 ol movrdveg Tdg e Bualag roar Gmdoel[g)
ooar xabijxov v vel movrarelow xaldg xal ¢t
hotinwg® Emipsuéhprran 82 xai Tig ovvloyii

Tijc Te Bovkijg xal ToD dfuov ral v@v &Awy dnd[v]
Twy Qv abrols meosérarrov of e véuor kel T[&]
ymplouare tod duov: émawéoar Todg movr[d °)
vewg wijg Kexgoridog xai orepav@oar yovo[dd]
oTepdvwL xeTe TOV vouov sbosfeiag Everey [vijg)
mg[[dg Tod]]g Beods nai qihotiuiag Tig &lg Ty [Sov]
Ay xal ©ov Ofjuoy vov ‘ABpvaiwv: dvayediwar 0 *]
76de 70 Yigpioue TOv yoauuavée Tov xevd 7wlovra]
velav &v owilet Mbiver xal ovijoan & v [mev)
Tavxdi, elg dé Ty avaygagiy tig otidng uleol]
[oa]e ©ov émi el drownfos, ©6 yevduevov dva[Awuc]

(% BoJedyy 6 07 3 4 Bovky 7 Bovky 6 JF
[unog] zov 0 Ofjuog w0 uog oV Tt
————— Howe Todg TUTd ulay wig B
————— Po velg ovAijg ITvié
[----] dwgor "Eoyt
o

Second decree: modified CTOIX. 37
[‘Exatoufardvog bovégov méunmrler per’ el [xddag,]

[xzd.]
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The Archon Leochares is fixed in 228/7 B.c. by the list I.G., II%, 1706. The Secretary,
unknown hitherto, fits the cycle.

The first calendar equation is Hek. II, 25 (?)=Pryt. II, 31. The day in Hekatombaion
may be a day earlier, or a day later, depending on the length of the month, and on
the meaning of wer’ sixddag (Meritt, Hesperia, IV [1935], pp. 525-561): duBodiuwe may be
redundant, referring to the fact of an intercalary month. The day cannot in any case
be later than the (real) 27th of the second
month. If the first month had 30 days, then
the first prytany had 26 days, assuming that
the civil and calendar years began on the
same day. This assumption, almost in-
variably made, is borne out by I.G., II2
833, which shows exact correspondence in
the eleventh month of the previous year.
Since @t zai votanoarel would scarcely have
been written by error for a number in the
twenties, we are left with the anomaly of
successive prytanies of 26 and 31 (4 ?)
days. The irregularity was presumably
connected with the decision to intercalate a
second Hekatombaion; even so, the arrange-
ment must seem to us one of the most
irrational in the whole docket of calendar
problems.

The second equation offers a possible
date méumrer per’ enddag, which must follow
the day (lines 3-4) &xrar per’ eixddag. It
is here assumed that the count was back-

ward, but forward count is also possible.

The name of the secretary (line 2), Theo-
krisios, is new to Athenian prosopography.
The orator (line 8) may be related to P. 4.,
6144 of ca. 450. The orator’s father, [E]¢ydoiorog Xdonrog ‘Agidvaiog, was chairman of
the proedroi in the year of Lysiades (I.G-., 112, 775, line 31; P.A., 6145). The orator
himself, proposer of this decree of 2287, was already an Areopagite in 221/0 (I G-,
112, 839, line 52); he was one of the archontes in 2232, 221/0, or in some year previous
to 229/8, since I.G., I12, 1706 excludes him from the intervening years. The Treasurer
of the Boule, cited where later we expect the Secretary of the Prytany (lines 40-44),
was presumably the son of  Auguxdfic IMvboddgov ’Eoyielg, a prytanis in the year of
Euboulos (I.G., 1I%, 618, line 35; P.A., 766); for the bearing of this on the dating
of Euboulos, see under 10.

No. 29
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In line 45 the second decree begins; the
first two and a half lines are omitted, pro-
bably to save space; see also No. 30.
The citations prove that the second decree
was passed by the Demos as well as by
the Boule (p. 22).

30. I.G., 112 917. Editors since Boeckh
have adopted an arrangement of the text
in which lines 2-6 project to the left in
a way which is unexampled in any Athenian
decree; in such an arrangement the body
of the text is made to disregard the centre
of the stele as fixed by the pediment; and
violations of the rule of syllabification are
tolerated. All of these difficulties are over-
come in the following version, which is mainly
based on the observable slightly closer spacing

of lines2—6, compared with the body of the text. No. 30. Fragment A
293/2 n.c. AxaMANTIS ca. 4b
Fraemenr (@ &] 0 : [l'] )
A CEmi .. .2 %%, .. &oyovrog émi wig] ‘Immobwvtidog éBdourns mev *
[zaveiog, it ... ... AL &) Knd@r éyoauudrever: Ilogide
[@vog .. ......5%% (... ... dlexdrer tijg movravelag: éxxdy
5 [ola wvgle &v Tdn Bedrowe: @Y meoé]dowr dmeynipiley ‘Hoddwoog Os
I AU nal ovumeds]dpot
doéey 7@t difpupowe
[beveeenn Bl &)tg elmev: dmép Gy dmayyéhhov

(atv oi movvdieg 1ijg ‘Anapavri]dog b T@v Ovor@v &y Ebv

10 [ov T& 790 @y Sxxhnordy t@r te) ‘Andlhwre tanw Igostaryei[wt]
[xai vei *Aoréuide tijt Bovkelow we]i Toig &Aotg Beoig oig mdr[piov]
(v, émeuehibroay 08 »ai tiig ov]Ahoyfis Tiic Bovkijs xeal Tob [di]
[uov xoi wév Eldowv dmdvtov &]v adroig mpodérartov, of t[e ¥d]
[wor zal & Ympiouate Tob OfJuov, * &yabel Toyer Jedd[xbar *]

15 [2@ Ofuwr Emawésor Todg mov]tdverg Tiig Arauav(tidog xei v]
[oteqpav@oar yovodL oteqdrwr w]atd Tov véuov [g]do[efeiag Eve]
[xe Tfig modg Todg Bgods xal quho]ruiag [T]ij[c elg Ty Bovdiy xai]
[zov dfjuoy wov ‘Abpaiwv: évayledpa[r 08 T6de TO Yrigiope ToV]
[yoauuatéa tov ware movravelay &v oriler Mbiver nai otij]
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oar & T@L mwlovtavin@e” elg 0€ Ty dvayoagiy Tig oTihig]
ugoioar Tov [l i dlowfoer To yevduevoy dvdlwuc].
vacat 0.032 m.

7 Booli w [ Bovks]
Ty TOul 6 d[fuoc] [zov yoau] Citation
av Avuge ro[dg mov] [uarée *Arn] missing
s vra “Eou rd[reig] [0ALdédwgov] ' ?
Loy [--2f--]

ITooide@vog devié[p - - - - - - - - I - Tijg movraveing]*
Bovdy) &v Bovhevey[olwe: Tdy meoédowy dmeympiley - - - LT — - -

Oavosrgdtov Dry[awedg »al ovumpdedoor” &obey wijL BovAi]
*Aoreoileg Sworg[drov .. %7 . . simev: &merdy oi movrdvelc]
tiig ‘Anapevridog &[mavécavreg wal ovepavdoavreg Amogal]

~ ~ \ ! 5~ b ~ <« \
vovawy tel Bovdel Tov [raulay adrdy Avtipavre  Eoustov xot]
Tor yoauuarsa Amod[Addweor? mdoag wig Bvoiag Teburévor]

1ég nabprovoag &v T[fL movtavelow Vrep wijg BovAis xal Tob 07)]
pov, dmusueriobor O[& nal oy ¥MAwy Grdviwv xehig ol @ilori]
pwg * ayabel wo[yle[t deddybor ThH BovAiL émewvéoar Tov Tauiav)
[CAlvripdvee Eg[:? “Eoueiov nai wov yoauuctéa Amoddddweor?]

CAm]odhod [d]gov [. .c* 5. . edoefelag Evexa Tfg mog Todg Beotg]
[xal] guAlomipiag wijg elg vy Bovhyy xai wov Jdfjuov, x»zl.]

7

This document was moved back to 223/2 B.c. by the evidence of the lettering (Dow,

A.J.A., XL [1936], pp. 57-60; Hesperia, 11 [1933], pp. 436—438; more elaborate study of
the spacing yields a slightly greater probable length for the name of the archon). That

date now finds support in the circumstance that the second decree, as in 29 of 228/7,
likewise begins abruptly with the date by month.

31. Agora I 1860. Two joining pieces of Hymettian marble, with the original left

side preserved. Fragment A was found on February 22, 1935, in Section N; Fragment B
was found on April 24, 1934. For the place of finding of B see Hesperia, IV (1935), p. 475.

Height, 0.32 m.; width, 0.123 m.; thickness, 0.069 m.

Height of

Fraement

A

letters, 0.006 m.
ca. 215 m.c. Knxroers ca. 40
[K]ieoabévy[g - - - - - - @ ld _ __ . eimev: &metdy) ot mwev]

[z]dverg i Klexgomidog Exouvéoavreg wal  ovepe]
[v]woavie[¢] dmo[paivovoty wel BovAel wov Toulay Ov &f]
[Aloveo & éavr[@v Ocogdviy - - - <% - - - *Ematnidny]
[t]dg we Ovoiag t[ebvnévar mdoag wag wabnrotoeg)
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[8]» wel movravei[aw trwde wijg BovAifig xal Tod druov xai)
[mlaid[wr] zal yova[trdy - --—----- %24 o ___ ]
[--25--], miueulerijofon 08 xai tav Ahwy drdrrwy we]
[A@g ve x]ai gihor[iuwg: dyabel toyer deddybar el Sov)
10 [Ael émouv]éoar 1[0y Taplay Osopdvyy Emieixidny voi ove]
[paviea]t Bak[lob orepdvuwr sdoeBelag Evexa Tijg mooc]
[zodg Beodg xai grhoTipiag Tijg elg TOV dfjuoy Tov Abpyaiwy]

Frac. [émav]éoalt 08 nal wov yoapparée - - ---- %16 ]
B [. 0]¢ Albwr[éa xal Tov Tauiar Tfg fovfg - - - -@-11- -~ -]
15 [ awaviée [xai Tov isgéa Tob dmwvipoy ----<=1% -]

[0]doov Mozd [piov xai Tov xijpvra Tijs BovAis xai ToD 01))
pov Edxdijy [Didoxdéovg Teweusée rai tov yoouuaté]
a 17jg Sovdii[g xal Tob ONpov - - ----- <18 __ ‘Pa]
uvotowoy »a[l Tov dmoyeauuarée ------= - ]
20 Quidoov xa[l Tov ablyriy debihaoy Ahuia: dvayod]
Yau 08 Tdde ©0 [Yiguopa Tov yoauuatée TOV xatk moura]
velay 8v orid[ne Mbivg xal otfoor &v Tl mEuravindL]

’Ememnidar DY[- - - -]
Ocopdvg 0 ’Ao[----]1 [Two columns
25 Svmakjrrior K[----- ] of 15 lines
Swolag [12 lines each missing]

[12 lines missing] missing]

[Six citations missing]

As restored above, the normal order of mention
for the officials (cf. 28) is preserved. This arrange-
ment is the most normal interpretation. Neither it
nor any other will avert certain difficulties which
must be accepted as peculiarities of the document. No. 31
These are: (1) the Secretary of the Prytaneis was
not listed first under the second demotic;! (2) the Priest of the Eponymos was not of:
Kekropis, the tribe honored.? One notes also (3) that the formula signifying that the
Single Officer was to pay the expense is omitted, by error, presumably; in any case it
should already have occurred at the end of the first deeree.

The beneficiaries of the sacrifices, finally (4) include the children and women, a
formula of rare occurrence in a “second” decree; the gap which follows, moreover,
cannot be filled by any known formula (p. 10).

! P. 15. Since 'Emtsix(dar, though it has but one representative, stands first in the register, that
representative is almost certainly the Treasurer (pp. 14, 28 -29).

2 Cf. 36 lines 51, 52, 125—127, where the Priest is also of Potamos, EdfovAidys Hordueos, and see above,
pp- 15—16.
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For the Herald and Flutist see pp. 17-18.

The order of officials is the same as in 28, but the lettering warns us against so
early a date. In any case, the date must be earlier than that of 39, where the Flutist
is different; and probably earlier than 36 of 212/1, which omits mention of the Flutist
altogether.

32. Agora I 1423Db. Fragment of Hymettian marble with part of the left side
preserved, but otherwise broken, found in a marble pile in Section B on March 13, 1934.
The place of finding makes it probable that the list is of prytaneis.

Height, 0.13 m.; width, 0.135 m.; thickness, 0.029 m.
Height of letters, 0.005 m.

229-214/3 s.c.

[Kvdabpraieig?]
Uncertain number
of lines missing
[Elmixefe - -]
Etgilyz[og]
doyévig
Klewviag

5 Kaeoyévng

[2A]vdedvixog
[..2. Jwvidyg
[- - a8 _ -Ing
Uncertain number
of lines missing

No. 32

The deme can only be conjectured: Kydathenaion had 12 representatives earlier, and
the following identifications are possible. The chief is that of the uncommon name
Kleoyévng: a thesmothetes of 214/3 B.c., Kleoyéwg Kvdabyparetg (P.A., 8563). The common
name Awoyévyg belonged to a thesmothetes of 96/5 s.c. (P.4., 3834), of Kydathenaion.
Edgilyrog, also common, is known in that deme in the late fifth century (P.A., 6071).
‘Avdgdvrinog is a name attached to no other large deme: Av&gdnxog Kuvdabnpaiedg, whose
daughter is known (P.4., 8610), may be the prytanis.

The lettering is of 229-206 and the date given is based on the identification for line 5.
o6*
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33. Hesperia, 111 (1934), p. 10, no. 13. ca. 230-215 B.c. ErecurrEss. A citation from
between the two decrees. The lettering is of 229-206 B.c., probably from about 215.
The unique mention in one crown of the Boule and the prytaneis, each of which groups
conferred a crown, has been commented on above (p. 21, n. 1); it confirms the date given.

34. Agora I 1655. TFragment of Pentelic marble, broken on all sides; the face
covered with plaster, which flaked off easily, disclosing red color in the letters. IFound
on March 21, 1934, built into the wall of a tomb
below the church of the Prophet Elias and Saint
Charalambos, in Section K.

Height, 0.08 m.; width, 0.085 m.; thickness,
0.035 m.
Height of letters, 0.004 m.

Late third century s.c.
[ Bovki) T]ov y
[oau]uatéa =

[ot] drjuov IIr

[o]Aeucior
5 Toweu
The fragment is part of one of the lower cita- — e —_—
tions. On abbreviations of the title, see p. 16. No. 34
0.

35. Agora I 2897. Fragment of Pentelic marble with inscribed face only preserved,
found on May 21, 1935, in Well 7 at —15.50 m., 40 m. south of the Tholos, in Section B’

Height, 0.125 m.; width of face,0.09m.; thickness, 0.075 m.
Height of letters, 0.006 m.

ca. 215 B.c. ca. 35
[v@t ve ‘Anddowv]y 7@t Mooorarnolwt xai el *Ap)
[zéuede Tei Bolvhalor [xel Toig ¥Ahotg beoly oic]
[dzorov %v- dyablel toy[er deddyfon T@w Onjuwi]
[ta uev dyaba 0éylecba[L Ta yeyovére & voig ie)
[oois oic #]vor 8@’ dyilela rai swrroiar Tiig fov)
[Afjg =ai ToD] Ofuov * éxledy 0¢ ot movrdreg Tig):
————— (dog} Tdg te Bu[olag Ebvoay émdoag o]
[xabfixov] &v el mov[ravelor wod@g xai qiloti]
[uws, dmue]ué(Iylvralt 02 xat v@v EAdwy &rdviwy Gr)
10 [abroig moloo[érarr]o[v of Te vduot nai T Yypioua)]

[z zoF dfuov'] dma[wéoar wodg mevedvers, xrl.] No. 35

o
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The locations suggested for the edges are merely illustrative; actually neither edge
can be fixed.

The lettering is of the latter part of the period 229-ca. 206 s.c.

36. I.G. II2 848. Fragment A, listed in the Acropolis Catalogue (1369) had either
been carried up there, or more likely was found on the slopes. TFragment B was found
in the German excavations on the north slope of the Acropolis. Wilhelm (Urk. Dram.
Ausf., p. 214) saw that they were from the same stele, but hitherto the pieces, both of
which are ponderous, have evidently never been moved into close contact. They do in
fact join across the entire breadth of the stele. The whole, thus virtually complete,
measures 1.13 m. in height. In the period before it was broken in two, it was used as
a threshold block; hence the present condition of the lettering. In this period some one
reached in next the door post and cut ©E, decided on larger letters and cut SEOPPASTOS,
and finally began a small portrait head.

It has been possible to establish a virtually complete text.

212/1 s.c. Lzotrs ca. 46 (irregular)

Fraeuext  "En’ Agy[ehdov &gyovrog éni iy Asw]veidos voltng mouravel
A ag e[i Mdoyog Mooyiwvog "Avahi]O[ev &yoauuldrever Boudeo
(1)@ [vog Terodde per’ gixddag, dydder xai &)ixoor(el wijg mw)ouravel
afs duxdnoic wogla & t@ bedrowt? Téw meoédewy émeipile]y Kallioroazog
5 [IANG[-------- xal ovumrededgot ]
[(Ed08ey 7@ 09 uwt]
["Ex]pe[vrog Edpdvov Ogiéoiog simev* drmég v drmayyélhovow oi mourdvelg Tiig Aswvri]
dog [brwéde wav Bvoway dv Ebvov v med T@y dxxdnoidv] Tdr te Amélhwve Tin Tlgo
[o]7ew [nolwe nal vei "Aoréuidr v&l Bovhala]t #a[i voig ¥]Ahoig Beoig oig md
10 [t]otov [fy, émeuehibnoay 9¢ #ai vijg ovAdoyiic ©ig] Bovlijg xai To[v]
dfuov [xal 1oy ¥wy émdvrwy &y advoig moooérartov ol yduol]* Gyabei b
xet 0edd[y]0a[t T@r Ofuwt t@ uév dyabe déyesBlaer (&) yeyovdra
& wolig isgols oig ¥vov @ Syelar xai cwrnel]aw 17j[g] Bovdii
[#]ai zo[t dfju]ov x[od maldwy wal yovarx@v: Ema]i[v]éear 0¢ Todg mov
5 Td[veg 7] Aew[vridog xal orepavioer yovedi olTepdror xave
©o[v] vd[uov eldo(efleli]als Evexa wfg modg Todg Beodg] wai @ihoTiuicg
tij[g &lg Ty Sovkipy xal Tov dfjuov vov ‘Abyyvaiwy: dva]yedyar 0¢ 16de vo Wi
pro[ua] wov yloauuarée vov xave movravellav & orhhe
[Mbiver nol ovijoat & tor movravinde: eig d1¢ iy drayoa
20 [giy is ol usgiocer Tov dmi vel diownrf]oer 1o yerd
[u]evor év[dhwuc)
vacat
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 Bovki 0§ fouki

T0v Taul [0 dfjuog)] T0V yoou

av ITargo Todg TIQU patéa A

25 xAijy Sov Tdvelg olhogdvyy

viéo ' Kijzziov
vacat

3 Em’ ’Aoyehdov ¥oyl[ov]vog [éni wig) Alevvidog v[er]dorng movra
velag 1 Mdoyog Moo [ylwvog “AlvxvAifey Syoauudrever: Bo
ndooudvog EB0[8Juler uer’ e]ix[adals, [voliver wig movravelag
Bovhi) v [Bo]v[Ae]ve[nolwe xai éx] Tob Bovhevegoiov & wd “Ehev
oot @[y mweoédlowy [8]m[eynipiler] Navoixhijg ‘Amwolloddgov Ke

10 godfley x[al ovumededgor]

[1do&e[v 7]el Boviel
" Engpavrog Ed[pdvo]v Ogudaiog eimev: &merdl) oi movraveg tiig Aewy
tidog émawvé[oavreg) wa[l or]egavioarreg ¢mopaivovor Tel
Bovhel t[ov vlaui[av] Ov ecilovro &[§ Sovr@]y Ilavgoxdiy Sovwié

5 o wal 1oy yoo[upalrée Amolhopd[vyy Kiguio)ly wég bveiag vebu
«évar mwd[oag Tog x)abyroboag &v T[el mov]raveion dmép Te vijg Sov
Afjg na[i] v[oD dijulov, [dmipsue]dijlober 08 x]al T@v EAMwy Grdvewy
7A@ (g #al @ihorinwg” Gye]fel T[vyer deddy]bar Tel Bovhel, dmauvé
[0]e zov Taluilay H[avgoxdiy . JA[. . % . . Solumée xai ©ov yoauu[a]

5 [r]éa Amolhopdy[ny Amol]hog[dvovs Kiwri]ov xal tov ta[ulev]
[z]5g Bovhic “Exgevrov Ogud[o]iov x[ai tov t]egée o dm[wvipov ED)
[BlovAidny ITovdutoy xai wov wifovre [tig f[lovAis wai [Tob dijuov)
[Ebxdijy Toweueéa] rai wov yoauuctéa tig Bovkij[c xal o dfuov]
CEx-------- @1 - xal T]0v dmoygau[uarée Advopov)

5 [Begemnldny: dvayodpor 02 T6de 10 Wigpioue Tov yoouuetée Tov)
[xard movtaveiav v orhher Mibiver noi ovijoon & T@r movrav)

Fracuenr @’ elg 08 iy dvdBeowy xal Ty dvayoaqyy vijg ovihng usoloat]
B [z0]v émi v¢[T] dro[tenoer To yevduevoy dvdlwpa]

[Sov]wieig 5 B[, .Jod[- -] [5 Oiov] [ ITjAnreg]

60  [Iaze]oxlie . XoMeidat [-------- 1 [-------- ]
Mouédwy Avovioio[¢] [Kijrzi]o[i] ZY[.IN[-
[Z]dr[c]#og Sey[o] aydoag [Amoll]opdvng 110 E&/wgl' dat
[.3e[..160-] [Mleréploloy Me s [E¥]Eevog Mohdxwr
Kle[]rogpa[v] 80 Zdmvgos Eev I [a]oviden Nixoaévn[g]

6 [@]oedoot[o]e Dilwy Dido[0]€ Tipwy Tiuo Hozrduot
(2] ot [-] Aevrovoeig Ocopdrig Mdoyog
@iA[i]v[o]s IIgvdiog Kaldi&evog 115 "Olvusmiddweo(g)

['OJAvumiddweog ‘Hoa[10]76[d]w[eog] 100 [S%] apflw] vider  Kolwveig
o[- 8 Oeoyévng Nuxriang Aeo ‘EpudAvrog
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0 [---1---Inc Zr[o]drwy "I0vyizovidng Kowmidou
[- = -Jo[-] LAByvoyévng Avaiueyog Mowraydeag
[E]dpioTog ‘Alyotoior Aé[Ea]vdeog vacat
[.]Jme%%AL-] Médw[olog ‘H[d]g? 105 ‘YBddou vacat
Dilwvy w0 [‘Eglulag Arovvaddweog vacat

vacat
120 [ Boviy] 7 Bovks) 9 Bovky)
"Ex[pevror] 1% EdfovAi Eexdiy
. Op1 [dot] dyy Ilovd 130 Toweue
ov weov
i) Bov[A7] i Bovki)
Er[- -2~ -] 135 _Advouor
C[-- Sl Begevini
ony
vacat

The lettering, though regularly spaced in most of the lines, is crowded in the
preserved portions of lines 7, 9, 10, and 38. Hence in these lines one would expect to
restore more letters than in other lines, and line 7 does in fact require many, even if
the proposer of the second decree is not the correct restoration. Line 8 is also necessarily
long, whereas 9 and 10 are not; 11 is, and likewise 17. The irregularity thus evident
is more extreme, so far as I know, than in any Athenian decree. The spelling is as
irregular as the spacing: note the month; also & and #, in lines 2 and 36. Spaces are
freely left blank at the ends of lines; the rule of syllabification, as careful study has
shown, was not violated. There is no gap between lines 40 and 41; the measurement
recorded in I.G., II?) is between lines 39 and 41.

Apart from spacings, the decrees are apparently regular in formulae. Meritt’s
solution of the calendar problem is adopted (see Hesperia, IV [1935], p. 557). Restorations
have hitherto confused the Secretary and Undersecretary, whose order of citation, lines
131-137, leaves no doubt as to how the text at lines 54-55 should be read. ’

For the spokesman, “Expevrog Edgpdvov @gidoiog, see the references in I.G., IIZ
Wilhelm’s proposal to identify him with the Archon of 236/5 B.c. is less tempting now
that the present inscription is dated 24 years later. Besides, the spokesman of the
second decree is necessarily a bouleutes. It is generally assumed to be unlikely that an
Areopagite would thus accept a seat in the Boule. He may have done so; he may also
have become Treasurer of the Boule (lines 51, 121-123). The latter, ”Expavrog Ogidatog,
was thought by Wilhelm to be the son of the Archon—general—spokesman Ekphantos.
If so, then father and son were prytaneis together. More likely the spokesman and
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Treasurer were the same man, who also
had been, or was to be, an honored
strategos (1.G., 112, 1958).

Line 63: Three earlier Phrearrioi of
this name are known (. 4.,11412-11414).

Line 74: A son, - - - - - Dilwvog
Docdgoiog, appears as chairman of the
proedroi in I.G., II2, 8§90 of 188/7 p.c.

Line 80: A possible descendant is
P. 4., 14566, ephebe in 107/6.

Line 84: A grandfather may be P. A.,
6565.

Line 85: A possible grandson, @so-
révis Kalludyov Agvrovosls, was rogalor
of a decree in 134/3 (P.A., 6715). The
family was greatly distinguished in
several generations (Hesperia, 111 [1934),
pp- 1561-153 has all references).

Line 87: A possible grandson was
rogator of a decrec in 144/3 (P. 4., 249).

Line 106: A possible descendant
was ephebe in 101/0 (P.A., 12056).

Line 117: A possible ancestor ap-
pears as a prytanis in the earlier part
of the fourth century m.c. (P.4., 5141).

The register is even more difficult
to read than the decrees (witness I.G.,
II?), and several names have defied re-
peated efforts. It will be noted that
the Treasurer’s name can be deciphered
(line 6O), in its normal position. The
Secretary’s, in line 94, is merely the
first under his demotic, the position
of which, but for his name, might not
have been detected. Thus there can
be read decisive parts or the whole
of every demotic, except & Olor and
IjAyneg, which are absent entirely on
the portions of stele preserved.

No. 36
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The register is arranged in three columns of 16 items each, followed by one column
of 13: it comprises in all 61 items. Leontis at this time contained 15 demes, of which
13 are now fixed in position on the stone. This means that only 48 prytaneis at most
were listed; if the two missing demotics be supplied, then there were but 46.!

To decide between these alternatives, we note first that column IV should begin with
a demotic, so as to keep the larger demes first in the column, the successive quotas of
prytaneis being 2—-2-2-1-1. This means that Hybadai, at the end of column III, had
its probably normal quota, which was one bouleutes. Of the two missing demes, Pelekes
normally had two bouleutai, and Pelekes is the logical demotic to restore in line 107.
For Oion there remain two possibilities. The first is line 71, where the difficult traces
tavor a longer word. In line 74, moreover, we have plausibly identified a known member
of Phrearrhioi. Hence line 91 is where Oion should go. Placing it there correctly limits
Halimous to two representatives; Halimous had three earlier and two later.

The scheme given allows both Phrearrhioi and Oion their normal quotas of ca. 365—
335 B.c., in contrast to those of 77. The same considerations make it probable that
demesmen, not demes, were omitted.

Whether, however, the prytaneis listed were 46 or 48 is less important than the
inescapable conclusion that the register was published incomplete. We have one other
positive instance of this (p. 28).

The four missing prytaneis may well be from the quota of Cholleidai, which had nine
after 200 B.c.

37. 1.G., 112 913 of 211/0-202/1 B.c. Erecururss. The lettering is similar to that
of 1.G., 11% 844 and others of just after 200 B.c.; the style began as early as 217/C s.c.
More exactly, the name of the Herald fixes the date after 212/1 (see p. 17); and the
quotas of the demes, practically identical with those of 9, show that Antigonis was still
in existence, so that the later limit is 201 B.c. The sequence of the officials would place
the document before 39.

The omission of the «dAyziig, who re-appears in 40 and is always present thence-
forward, would suggest a date certainly ante-203/2; but this indication has less than
full value because the formulae of our inscription are extraordinarily curtailed. No
Treasurer of the Boule is mentioned, and the Priest’s name, as well as 7ot dmw»duov, are
omitted. The Flutist also may have been omitted to save space. The Secretary of the
Boule and Demos and his Undersecretary, curiously enough, appear with patronymics
(cf. 39 and p. 16).

From indubitable restorations, the length of line may be fixed at 421/,—441/, letters.
Within these limits, the name of the first prytanis can be restored as Treasurer (line 2).

! It is worth noting that the deficiency is not due to accidental omission by the mason of four items
in the course of cutting the list. If his copy had contained the full 65 items, he would have planned one
column of 17, followed by three of 16 items each. Since the register was actually allowed to stand as
incomplete, it is likely that the discrepancy was not a clerical error at any stage of publication.
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‘Hyrolev Flovopée, and the Secretary should be [Swm]argor Aeumreée (line 3).! In
line 6 the patronymic may have had less than 9 letters, and in line 7 the restoration

Turning to the register of prytaneis, we note that the erasure of the Treasurer’s
name (line 13) was probably occasioned by a careless error, as in lines 20 and 23;
certainly if there was a change of Treasurers, the name originally inscribed and erased
was too long, as the erasure shows, to have been inserted in line 2. In line 20, Col. I,
the last four letters are not im rasura. Line 26: the space shows that three and a half
letters are to be supplied; in line 27, four and a half; in line 28, three and a half;
in line 29 read 2! ANQP, as for [@id]dvwe; in line 31, ['E]Aixwnr. '

Thin incised circles indicate the positions of the (painted) wreaths, as in 61. It is
notable that Eukles alone is cited without his title, as if every one knew it; and that
the title of the Secretary of the Boule and Demos appears simply as zo» yoauuoazée; and
particularly that the Priest, as in the decree above, was cited by title alone, and not by
name.

38. Agora I 2498. Fragment of Hymettian marble, used where it was exposed to -
footwear, broken off diagonally from the upper right corner. Found on February 28,
1935, at 65/IT, built into a Late Roman wall, at 38 m. south of the Tholos, in Section B'.
The lengths of the lines increased, from. 37 (line 1) to 41 (line 13) full letters. All of
the first 16 lines can, however, be read or restored exactly, except for the name and
patronymic of the chairman.

Height, 0.52 m.; width (complete at upper right corner), 0.45 m.; maximum thickness,
0.125 m.; thickness of stele proper, 0.10 m. .
Height of letters, 0.004 m.

210/9 () n.c. Krexrorss ca. 40
1 Emi Ayxdhov &oyovvog émi wijg ITavdiovidog dex[d]
(tng movtavelag ML - - - = - - - - - - - dyoapudrevey:

Movviyt@vog? Oend)

2 TeL VoTéoou, TETGTEL #ol &lx007Tel T movrare[lag 8x)
xhyolo 8u I{et)pasl" t&v mwooédowy émenigile[y Kwueiog]
[X]dpyrog Aanddng xel cvumededgor’ :

5 Zokev T@L dfuwe
[Elevogav Eigpdvrov Bepewnidng eimev: Oméo [dv dmay]
[7é]llo;)aw ot movraverg tiig Kexgomidog H[mée t@v Buoi]
[@y dv Evoly va meo @y Suxdyoidy @ ve Am[6AMwve va Tlgo]
[orazno]iwe xal vel ‘Apréuidr vel Bovdaiew [xai voig &Alotig)

10 [Beoig olg] wdzet[o]¥ v v dyabel toyer de[ddybar T duwe,]

! The only alternate might be the second prytanis listed, but spacing excludes doudxgirov Edwrvuée.
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No. 38
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[td wédv &)yab[d] déye[o]bar w&: yeyovdra év [voig iegois oig #u]
[ov 3¢’ byre]i[on nai ow]T[ne]i[ar] iig BovhAij [xai Tob dfuov: émerdy)
[0¢ oi movrdreg Tdg e Buoliag E[v]oay [dndoag Goar xabi]
[xov &v el movrave]lor xaddig xal @iAor[luwg Emipeuéingy]

5 [1er 08 xal 1ijg ovAdolyfs g ve Bovkfj[s xai rob dhuov xai]
[zaw &Mwr drdvrwv dv] alroig me[ooérartov of e vduor, xTd.]

The document gives us an archon hitherto unknown, Ankylos. This is also the first
known occurrence of the name “4yxvdog in Athens. The lettering is in the “ disjointed ”
style of the late third century, and the particular crude forms here visible should fall
between 215/4 (I.G., II%, 846-847) and 206/5 (I.G., 113, 849). The years available are
210/9 and 208/7;! of these we might prefer 210/9 on account of the orator (line 6),
[Elevopav Elpdveov Beggewixidng. He appears in some year very soon after 211/0 as one
of a committee of four charged by the various garrisons with the duty of erecting a
statue to the general Demainetos of Athmonon (I.G., II2 1304, line 52).

The name of the chairman of the proedroi occurs on a columella which had been
dated “s. IT ut videtur ” (P.A., 8953). We have also the grave monuments of his wife
and daughter (I.G., II, 2259, 2260). All three were buried in the Dipylon cemetery.

It seems that after line 1, more than an entire line was omitted. It is plausible to
guess that the mason’s eye jumped from the numeral defining the place of the prytany
to the (similar) numeral denoting the day of the month. The year was evidently ordinary,
with a discrepancy in the tenth prytany of three days between month and prytany dates.

39. I1.G, II? 912, 210/9-201/0 B.c. Anticonis. The lettering is of a style first
known in 215/4. The Herald and the tribe honored fix the date more exactly; see
further under 37.

The formulae of the present decree are notably full; hence the small letters and the
long lines (contrast e.g. 37). No. 39 is in fact the first document in the series to show
the lengthy phrases characteristic of the seconrd century.

The lettering is spaced in a fairly regular way: one can be certain that the prytany
secretary (lines 1-2) had a long designation, close to 30 letters; that some 14 letters
are missing from the name and patronymic of the orator; that line 6 began xei oi, and
line 7 -av; and that the Herald’s patronymic EdxAéovg should be supplied in line 16. In
line 13 the name, as Kirchner saw, is from *Ogé[dag] or 'O@é[Awv]; the second letter is
not rho. Spacing compels a short demotic and o patroﬁymic; and the name of the
tauleg tfig Bovdfg, which should also be supplied in that line, must also have been of the
briefest, and without patronymic.?

! The archon of 209/8 had a name of ca. 10—11 letters in the genitive, as a squeeze of Kern, Magnesia,
no. 37 shows. Various factors prevent an exact calculation.

? The Treasurer of the Boule was a member of it. In the register below, the first place—the place
of honor—under Ikarieis is held by a name of only 5!/, letters, dugles. Since the Treasurer was an
Ikarian, the suggestion seems natural that he was Amphias.
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The demotic (no patronymic was given) likewise of the Priest ‘Iépw»! (line 14) must
have been of about 9 letters; the Undersecretary’s name may have had 11 letters (line 15).
It was probably some descendant who set up an athletic dedieation, I.G., 112, 3145, the
type of which is later. For the reading of line 24, (E]zausiy[wv], see Hesperia, II1 (1934),
p. 189; it should be added that Gargettos normally had more than two representatives,
so that the reading of a name, instead of a demotic, is confirmed.

The register of prytaneis had seven columns. The Treasurer, by exception, was not
listed first (p. 14).

40. 1.G.1II% 915 joined-to Agora I 764. Three contiguous fragments of Hymettian
marble preserving the original back and sides. A=1.G.,1I% 915, B=11764, C = 1.G.,1I?,
915. The Agora fragment was found on May 5, 1933, at 38/I, in a late wall, 5 m. east
of the Tholos, in Section Z.

Height, 0.75 m.; width (original), 0.54 m.; thickness (original), 0.085 m.
Height of letters, 0.005 m.

203/2 b.c. Orxers ca. 48
--------- avaygdpar 0 Tdde T Yigioue v oriine)
Fracuest [Mbivre xei oleioa(r & T@L movravzan: elg 08 wiy dvayee]

A [piy nei vip] molnowr w[ig ovidng usploen vov &mi Tij Jioxfioer]

[z0 yevé]uevoy évadem[ua)

5 9 Bovk) 6 O[fjulog [ Boviz] FracuENT
ov Tapioy 10 Todg 7YV [zov yoauual B
KdArwmoy Tdveg t[éa KdAir]

*Ofifey 15 mwo[¥? - - - -]

"Envi ITgoSevidov &gyovvog dni tijc ‘Immobwrridog devrépals mov]
taveieg T E¥Rordog Edfovdid[o]v Alfwveds dyoouudrev[ev]:
Meraysizviavog devrépen iotauérov, méumrn viig mov[ra]
velag® Bovky) &u Bovdevenelwe: t@v meoddpwy Emeiipiler Ninlag

20 [Nix]iov Mibedg xai ovumededoor ¥ #okev vei Bovhei * Tipoxhig At
[. 4 Jov Ayvolorog cimev: merdi) oi meurdverg tiig Olveidog xei ok
[deloror éma]wéoavtes xai ov[e]pavioavres dmopairovoy
[zel Bovlel Tov Tauliov Ov elhovro [0]i mourdverg KddMmmov *Ofjfey -
[vds e Buoiag Teburévar] mdoag Tig xabynovoag &v wijt moure

% [veler drdp tijg Bovdijg #al Tob dfuov, miusuediober I ol Taw
[y Grdviwy xahig zal @ulotinwg: dyabel T0]yer deddybar vei Sovlet

! The name is not uncommon, but a suggestion may be ventured for the demotic, namely a member
of a prominent family of Aithalidai. ‘Iépw» (II) had been a Secuodérss in 220/19 (P.A., 7527). He, or a
son, may have held the Priesthood somewhat later. The deme is of Antigonis and the space is correct.
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FRAGMENT [rawvéoar Tov Tauioy Kdllimwmov] Didiotido[v] Offier edoefeiog &rve
C [xe zfig 7edg Todg Oeodg xal ¢ihor]iuiag wijg elg To[dg] QuAérag
[zal ©ov dfjuov tov ‘Abpyaiwy' dmawéoa]t 08 xal vov yoauparée KdAl[imm?]loy
80 [---------feflo 1 #ai wov iegéa Tob Emwvipov Aver[.r]
[---<93- - - xol ©ov yoauuaré]e 1ig fovdig xal 10b djuov Sweiwmoy

[@Avée wal wov dmoygapuatéa I1]owvouévyy Elteaiov wol Tov xioune
[tfjg Bovhijc »ai wod dfuov Etx]Afjy Begevetxidny xai vov addyiiy Ne
[oxAfjy Begeveuridny xai ove]ga[vi]oor Ewacrov avrdy Gadlot ove

3  [pdvar évayodipar dé Téde 10 Yigiloue Tov yola]uuatéa Tov raré mov
[vaveiav &v ovhhye Mbivie xai orfj]oar & v@e movramnde: &lg 08
ey arayoagiy zal iy avdbeow tiig] ovihng ueoloar Tov émi vel
[drotnr'oer T0 yevduevov avddwpa]

(5 Bovhs] [ Boviy] 7 Bovdy)
0 [zov legda]  »  [Tov yoau]ue Tov Hmo
[Avor - -] [téa Tijc] Bov yoauuatéa
----- ] [Afig »ai] wob ITowrouévyy
[---] [0quov] S 55 Elreal
lotwr] ov ov

50 [DA]véa

The fragment from the Agora is welcome because it brings us the demotic of the secretary
in the year of Proxenides, who has hitherto been dated only approximately. The deme
Aixone remained in Kekropis, which furnished the secretary in 203/2 and again in 198/7.
The calendar equation, Pryt. II 5= Metageitnion 2, is decisive, since obviously only an
ordinary year of the period of thirteen tribes will do. The tribes were twelve in number
after 200 B.c., hence Proxenides is necessarily to be dated 203/2.

As a fixed point, the document is helpful in several ways. It shows us that in
203/2 B.c. the ¢eiorror were mentioned, and that the zouieg zijg BovAjc was not. We may
note that the arrangement is conventional throughout, if we assume that the register of
prytaneis, preceded or followed by citations of Herald and Flutist, is missing at the end.

As to the names, one notes that the prytaneis chose a Treasurer and a Secretary of
the same name, or perhaps merely of similar, names—for lines 29 and 15 leave doubt.
The Undersecretary’s father ITowrouévyg Eireaiog was Polemarchos in 224/3, as Dinsmoor
observed (Archons, p. 253). A descendant of the spokesman (lines 20-21) is probably
P.A., 13730.

41. Agora I 1871. Fragment of Pentelic marble, with toothed left side preserved.
Found on April 25, 1934, at 23/KZ in late fill, 10 m. west of the Tholos, in Section B.
The surface is slightly pitted from acids of the bothros near which it was found.

Height, 0.14 m.; width, 0.155 m.; thickness, 0.054 m.
Height of letters, 0.005 m.
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ca. 200 B.c. KEexror1s ca. 49
[% Bovis] [ Bovy]
[vov Tauiay 5 [0 Ofjuog] [zov yoapueréa)
[£%*] Aoy [zodg mov] 0 [------ 1
MMie6ée [zaveg] ----- ]
’Eni Edbungivov &oyo[vrog - - - - - @vog - - ------ , ue?]

@ xall elixoorel Tig mlpvraveiag® Bovdy du Rovhevinpiwi: T@dv meoé)
(dowr Ermey]pilev [xzd.]

No. 41

This fragment from the beginning of a “second ” decree attests the existence of a
second Archon Euthykritos, hitherto unknown.! The beginnings of the “second” decrees
in 29 and 30 are even more curtailed, since even the name of the year is omitted.
Hence a date between 223/2 (30) and the full formulae of 212/1 (36) might be considered.
The year 222/1 alone is available.?

The lettering is by the same hand as that of 40 of 203/2 and 48 of 199/8--189/8.
Hence it is better to regard the shortened preamble as a mere indication that the stele
was none too large for the text (ef. 22), and to consider a later date. The years not
positively assigned at this writing are 210/9-207/6, 205/4, 202/1-197/6, 195/4, 194/3, etec.

42. Agora I 515. Fragment of Hymettian marble, the left side, picked fine, with
a smooth-dressed band along the edge, being preserved. Found on March 3, 1933, in a
marble pile; probably from late walls at M—ME, in Section H'.

! Euthykritos I was Archon of 328/7 n.c.
2 Hesperia, 11 (1933), p. 437.
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Height, 0.173 m.; width, 0.056 m.; thickness, 0.07 m.
Height of letters, 0.007 m.

ca. 215—180 n.c.
7 Blovig]
Zyly - - -]
Me[- - - -]

This is a citation of one of the minor officials, i.e., one
who appeared at some point in the list after the Secretary.

No. 42

43. Agora I 2987. Fragment of Hymettian marble, found on June 4, 1935, in
Seetion II. The right edge, though badly battered, seems to be preserved.

Height, 0.133 m.; width, 0.097 m.; thickness, 0.036 m.
Height of letters, 0.005-0.006 m.

The restoration given accords best with all the
traces, but too few letters are preserved in the last
four lines to permit a substantial version of the list
of officers. The lettering is reliable evidence for a
date soon before or after 200 B.c. The Berenikid
Herald is first known in 37 (p. 17), and there is a
strong presumption that the name of the Flutist has
been correctly restored .(p. 18).

No. 43
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ca. 205—179 p.c. AlGEIS ca. 62

R e Tdg v& Bvolag vebun]évar mdoag)
[zég nabyxovoag &v vel movraveiar Pmép 1 Bovlic xal ToT dfuov: ém]iueuedij[obad]
[d2 zal v@v ¥Mhwv Grdviwy xaddg xal @ilotinwg ® dyabel toxer ded]dxbar el Bovlei]

[drauvéoar Tov Taploy - - - - - - - - - = e xel otv]epavioe[t Bal]
5 [AoD ovegdvar’ Emawéoar 08 xal Tov yoaupoarée - - - <% M- - - Jo @uda[idnpy xaei]
[zov icgéa TOT dmwrdpov - - - - - L8 _ - xal Tov yoauueréa tig B]oviijs % [al Tob]
[0fuov - - - - - - - - Bt - xei Tov dmoyeauparée - - - -1 . HT[- - - -]
[------- xal ©0v wijgvxa tijg Povliis #al Tob Jdfuov Edxdiy Edwd]éovg [Bege)
[ponidny #al 1oy adhyriy Neowhijy - - 22 - - Begennidny? nai oregavio]et [Exaaror)

[#7h.]

44, Agora 1 1680. Fragment of Pentelic marble, broken on all sides, found on
March 26, 1934, at 16/A’, in a stony fill above the wall trench of the Tholos, in Section B.

Height, 0.069 m.; width, 0.088 m.; thickness,
0.019 m.
Height of letters, 0.006 m.

Early second century s.c. ca. 39 ’
R JAE[-- - e oo oo ] |
-------- @vo]g &fd[ouer - - - - - ---- - 77g] I
[movrareiag: PBovdy &u ITewpalicd vacat ]

[ vacat g0oke]y el Bo[vdel vacat 1 ;
[---- 18- -~ Nalog eing[v: &weidy) oi movrdveig] I
[zig - <*5" - nal oi] delowror &[mavéoavres xai are)

[pavioarreg dmo]paivovey [zel Bovkei wov Tapiar)
. i ’ ’ No. 44
—————————— tag te] Ovalag T[ebuxévar, wzh.]

The lettering is of the early second century B.c., and with this period accord the
mention of the defgiror and of a meeting of the Boule in the Piraeus. Beyond these
facts there is considerable uncertainty: the mrgdedgor cannot be accommodated, and line 7
(or 8) should contain more formulae; but the length of line seems to be defined by
lines 5—7, so that the proper phrases cannot be admitted.

45. Agora I 2010. Fragment of Hymettian marble, with smooth left side preserved,
but otherwise broken. Found on May 29, 1934, in a marble pile, in the west central
area in front of the Tholos in Section Z.

Height, 0.152 m.; width, 0.142 m.; thickness, 0.078 m.
Height of letters, 0.006 m.
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AxaMANTIS Or ANTIOCHIS

First half of second century? s.c.

Small trace of

citation?
vacat

Eireqior M[-
(4] 6mrédweog 10 Ouf-
Hévaw eeee [Demotic]
(K]ngrod[dw]eos Iog[-

5 MevenodTng T(-

[@:]hoxedrrs

[. % Dl [-]
[cat]eo[- - -]

Several lines lost

A row of citations evidently pre-
ceded the register (cf. p. 19), of which
the beginning is preserved.

A6pvddwmgog Elreaiog was presum-
ably the Treasurer. Line 4: an
ephebe of 84-78 B.c. may have been
a descendant (P.A4., 14280). The
reading of the demotlc in line 1 seems certain; we must admit that in the period of
this text Eitea—one part of it or the other—had at least 6 bouleutai. The lettering
has puzzled me: it may be considerably earlier.

No. 45

46. I.G. 112 864. The stele is remarkable for its great thickness (0.27 m.), which
seems to have been due to the inferior quality of the marble.

The preserved line of the central citation gives us the approximate centre of the
stele, so that the regular formulae of lines 21ff. enable a fairly close determination of
both edges:—

AKAMANTIS

200—ca. 185 B.c. ca. 62

[ Bovki)] [6 dijuog] [ Bovii]

[zév Tauior] [zodg] 10 [zov yoau]
[Zwikov] [rwovd] [potée - - -]
[---- ] vetg [~ ]

5 [ZgirTiov] [------ ]

vacat 0.05 m.
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CEri -7 12 oyovvog dmi i += V' ]yridog devrépag [movravelag fu - - @11 - -]
5 [----- R dyoauudrev]ev: Pfovkis ymplo(uata - - - - - 18 _ . ]

[zel BovAel v - - - - @18 - _ ‘Pe]uvovotog etrwe[v" dmeudy) oi movrdvelg wijg Anauar]
[zldog xai ol dslotror dmawvéaarreg] nal orepavacelrreg dnopaivovory el Bovlel Tov]

20 [zoulay 6v eldovro oi mourdves & &lavidy Zwthov [Sgirriov tdg e Bvolag TeBunéva]
[wdoag Tog wabnrotoag év el movrav]eie dmép T[e] vijg fo[vAfic vl T0T dfuov, émipeueds]
[oB0u J¢ xai T@v ¥hAwy GredvTwy val]dg xal pilotiuwg ® & [yabel viye deddybar tel Sovaet]
[Brawéoar Tov Taulay Zwihov Serf]rrior xai ovepa]vid[dat baklot orepdvwe sdoefelag)
[évexev Tiig modg Todg Beodg x]al qulotiuiag wijg [elg Tov Ofjuor wov Abypraiwy: dma ¥

%5 [véoar 0¢ wal v yoouuoatée Ov] eidovio oi mov[rdvec & Eavray - - - <o+ 14 - - )
(@2 xai 10v iegée TOT Emwvipov ‘Im]mongdrn(v - - - - uzh.]

The Archon’s name was evidently not one of the longest, whereas the Secretary
of that year had a name of almost maximum length. The lettering is of the 190’s;
and it so happens that in the very same decade the system of double reckoning of
the date —=xaz’ Hyorze and xare 6edv—begins. This may explain the lengthy gap in
lines 15-16.1

Of the Treasurer’s demotic we have only - - - zziog: Gargettos, Kettos, and Sypalettos
might be considered (though no Zoilos appears in any of them), but Wilhelm's identification
of Zoilos with the Sphettian who appears in a list of contributors of 183/2 (I.G., II?,
2332, line 142; P.A., 6246) is convincing. This is our authority for believing that the
prytaneis honored were of Akamantis. '

This text has the full formulae and long lines typical of the period. Thus the formula

in line 25, specifying the Secretary as elected by the prytaneis from among themselves,
is usually reserved for the Treasurer alone.

47. Agora 1 1462. Two groups of fragments of Hymettian marble, preserving the
toothed right side, part of the bottom, and the rough-picked back, but otherwise broken.
Fragment A was found on April 13, 1934, B on April 18, 1934, both in Section B. For
a detailed account of the place of finding see Hesperia, IV (1935), p. 475.

(A) Height, 0.42 m.; width, 0.225 m.; thickness, 0.14 m.
(B) Height, 0.32 m ; width, 0.40 m.; thickness, 0.16 m.
Height of letters, ca. 0.005-0.006 m.

! Meritt (letter) has confirmed this. *“The dating” (he writes), “is double dating of the characteristic
-early second century variety, i.e., the words xat’ &gyovre are omitted from the first date by month.”
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A

15

20

PRYTANEIS
200/199—190/89 s.c. Erxceraets ca. 51
CEri - -7 - - Hoyovrog 3mi wijg ’Arra]Midog évdexdrng movt[avelag,)
(fe--------- B &]vg éyga,uyo’ztsvav Oagyn[Mdvo]
R i ©]ijc movravelag® BovAy 2 Blov]
[Aevenolwe” T@v 7rgoadng eyl ]ev Mevengdrng Mnyvodagovl. .]
----- R xal ovurededoor © edo]é'ev vel Bovdel © Aanodrng °
(Méizogog - - - 10 - - - gimev' &merd))] ot mourdverg xal o celoiror &
[mawéoavteg #ai orepavdoavreg] dmopeirovoy Tel Bovlel Tov Ta
(ulev By eihovro & Eoviav <**]mov dioxhéovg ‘Ayyehijfev wag
[Bvolag Tebunérar mdoag wog wablynotoag & vel movraveler ©
(wéo we wijg ﬂovh’]g xal To¥ dhuov, dmiusue]Aijobor dé ol Tow EAAwy dmdy
[twr vahds xai guloripwg: dyalel 1iye deddy]Ber vel Bovlel émewvéoon
[zov waplgy -+ - mov Aioxhéovg Ayyelr)&sv ral] oveqpavioar Hallod
[orepdvon Emawréoar 06 xal vov yoauuatée I1vbaydeev Tiuciov
[---*3- - - xal 0y yoauuaréa ijg BovAic »ai] tob dfuov Kiuwre *
[----- - xal Tov Omoygapuarée E00)uayov ’Egyoydgov &x
[Keoauswy xai 16v afguxe wijg Bovdijg xai 710D (5].1jy.qv Ed«Afjy Begew
(%0 wai Tov adhyziy Neoxdfy Bepeviridny x]al ©ov tauiev tiig Bovhis
(‘@2 d0auoy - -% 5 - - Ayvodaioy nal orepavioalr xal TobTwy Exacroy
[Bodhob oTegdrot: arayodipar dé T6de To Ynpiolua Tov ypauuctée TOV
(xave: movtavelay &v otifher Mbives voi oTfjojon & T@L movTaviRdL’
[t0 0¢ yevduevoy dvdlwua elg wiy molnow xai Ty dvayeagiy tig 0Ty
[Ayg ueoioar wov &mi vei Jiotxrioet]
vacat
[Restore here one [- - Forless ] Ogdowr
column of 16 and 5 [~ - -Serles_ ] 70 Heoyaoeis
one of 15 lines, viz., [- - - orless __ A&i6rixog
the demotics [- - - -ttocles __ ] Kellioroarog
‘A ygvheig [- -F- Jeig Aooriwy
Kygpuoteig [----*%=%---I¢ Kxdoi
Dnyolato 60 [---%% - Jarog B Audvrag
and either [---*%%--Jog Du)dbreog
Edwvoueig or (- _:_::_::: -] Xo’ugéqulo€
Aaurgsic --* c—a—s --] ,Amyvgao'tm
(cf. line 58); and -7 e Aewr
27 names. Lines 23 ® [--= ,_ - -Jeos ® Tipdtaog ,
53] [ZvBoid] e ITauBorddat
[- - %" - -]Af [Z]wnodrng
[--f- g
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FracMeNT
B

PRYTANEIS 99

vacat
vacat
Four citations missing [% Blovhy
[£*-%-] ddapioy ¢
8 _Ayvovol vaca
o to
edge
vacat to
base

The lettering is not perfectly regular; hence the spacings caleulated are approximate
only, except in lines 62 and 63, where no demotic of Erechtheis can have occurred.

No. 47. Fragment B
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The proposer .is probably that .Zaxedrng Mértogog (P.A., 8973) who served as chairman
of the proedroi in 188/7 (I.G., II%, 891), and who proposed a decree (I.G., II% 889)
which the lettering dates in the 170’s or 160’s, or even later.

In line 8 we meet a treasurer of the prytaneis from Angele, a deme of Pandionis,
rather than from the tribe honored, Erechtheis. So definitely was the Treasurer [6»
ethovro & éovr@v], the chief of the prytaneis (p. 13), that his membership in another
tribe is virtually out of the question. It seems necessary to suppose that a scribal error
was committed, whereby  4yyeAffer was inscribed in place of >4ypvAjjfer.! The Secretary
was from Euonymon, Agryle, Kephisia, Lamptrai, or Phegous. The Priest is entirely
omitted. Since the Undersecretary’s patronymic was given, that of the Secretary of the
Demos and Boule was also given (p. 16). The Undersecretary appears as Secretary in 48,
and his identity, along with the date of the present inscription, are discussed under
that number.

The register of prytaneis should probably be restored with the irregularly long first
column, so as to give the full number of 50 prytaneis. [Edwrvu]elg rather than the
larger deme [Aeumre]eig is probably to be restored in line 58; [Kygiot]eig, which should
have about 7 bouleutai, is virtually excluded by the spacing.

In any case the preserved quotas, particularly that of Anagyrous, plainly indicate a
date after the tribal re-organization in 200 B.c. The lower limit is set by the data on
the Undersecretary, which prove that the inscription precedes 48 of ante-1887.

Line 71 has a name, >4&idénxog, new in Attica.

For line 73 cf. P. 4., 1752, possibly a remote relative.

For line 82 a more certain connection is P.4., 8236 + N.P.4., p. 108, Kedlgaov
Swrgdrov IMoufwrddng, agoranomos in 124/3.2

The sole remaining citation is evidently that of the Treasurer of the Boule.

48. Hesperia, III (1934), no. 16, plus a new fragﬁlent (B). -

For the place of finding, see Hesperia, IV (1935), p. 475, n. 3. Two contiguous frag-
ments, both preserving the original right side and thickness of the stele. The lower
fragment preserves the original tenon from the bottom.

Present total height, 1.01 m.

! It seems not to have been widely noticed that by a similar error 'Aygvdj®» was inscribed for
Ayxvdi9ev in 1.G., 117 1028, line 124. An unlikely type of error, of course, for an Athenian: but the stone-
cutters might be foreigners (Hesperia, 1V [1935], p. 87).—The reading of 1.G., 112, 1028, line 124 is “HpaxAe(dys
Baxylov Ayovdii%ev. The demotic may of course be correct. In that case he was entered under the wrong
tribe, an error even more flagrant, since it must have been committed by a secretary.

* In I.G., 11*, 840, which should be dated about at that time, the same Kollpay Depfuwtddys is stated
to have been elected as one of three who were to repair a shrine.
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199/8—189)8 z.c. AranTis ca. 66
R TGy ngo&'d‘gr{)w dreypnpll]ey A[- - - - - - R ]
-------- xal ovumededoor® &dobev el fovdel - - - - - 1s Swyouydelov - - %" - -]

[“%% elmey: emerdy oi mourdvaig tijg Alavtidog Emawéoa]vreg xai ovegavd[cavreg dmo]
[paivovory w6t Bovdel wov Tapiav Oy &lhovio 3 fav]rdv ‘doiorouévyy Magab[dviov Tdg)
[ze buoiag Tebukévar mdoag wig xalbyxoloag &) vel movravelar bmip tijig Bo[viig »at]
[zob dijuov xai waidwy xal yovaixdv, émususdijoblar 08 xai tdv ¥ldwy drdvrwy [xadds xai)
[pudozinwg: dyabet woxer deddyber vet Bovkel émlau[v]éoar 7oy Taulav xai orepa[vioer ob)
[z0v Baddot orepdvwr’ Emawéoer 08 ral ovepavioall Tov yoeuuarée v &lo[vro &)
[éevzdpy - - - - - R ‘Peuvoioiov: dmauvéoa]e O[] el oregevioar xai vov ie[pda]
[z07 émawvipov - - - 18 _ _ _ xel 7)oy Teplilav i fovdis ‘Hyjroge AgiaroBotio[v OI)
[voiov xai Tov yoauparéa tijg Sovdiig xai Tob dfuov E]36[6]uayor *Egyoydeov 31 Keoauéwy [xai]
(v0v dmoyeauuaréa dnuijreior Krijowrog Moofakiotov xai] tov wigvxa tiig Bovdis xai To[d)
[duov Evxdiy EbxAéovg Begevinidyy xai 6v] adlyriy [NeoxAi] Begewuidyy: dvayodier [*]
(02 7dde To Yigiopa ©ov yoapuarée Tov nard mourlav(eiay & alehher Mbiver nei otijoa[i]
(& Tdv mourariudn: elg 02 Tiy dvaygagyy xal Ty évibeow] tij[g o]ihng peoloar Tov dm[i]
[zel diotnioer ©0 yevduevov dvadwpc]

vacat 0.05 m.

ovhd) ¢ o o [vAn]
[? Fouki] (6 dfjuog] 1 polhil
[zov Tauiav) % TOv [yoauuaric]
, , [zodg mov)
[AotoTouévyy] i [------- ]
20 [Magabdvior] [zdveic] ‘Pau[vovaiov]
vacat 0.05 m.
CEnt ------ &oyovrog éni tiig Alaveidog dwdex]d[tne? movravelag fit - - - - - - - - - 1
[----------- éyoaupdrevey - - - - - alvolg . . JAAG[- - - - - - - - - oo - ]
- m e duxdyoie wvole & @ Bedrowi? Tav meoé)
[Jowr émeyrmgpiler - - - - - - - - - - - ____ xai ovumededg]or E0of(ev T@e O]

--------- LB glmey dmdp Gv amayyélhovowy) of mourdve[ig Tig Al

[avzidog drép Taw Buariy by Ebvoy Te: oo TeY Ewxdyordy T ve A dheww v IT [eooTaTyei]
[ %al 76l Aoréuidu el Bovdaiar xai - - - - - - - LB Jaow xai voig [&Ahoig be]
[ofg oig mdToLov v, dyabel TiyeL deddybar Th]e djuwe & uév dyab déyeober T [yeyovdra]
[ Toig iegoig olg o dp’ byteion wai ow]erolor tijg 16 Bovkijg vl Tob dijuov xal [z@v ovu]
(udywy" Eredy) 02 oi mevrdverg Tdg vs) buoiag Buoay dmdoag Soar xabijrov &v T[el movta]
[veier xaddg xai gidorinwg, Emepel]Onoay 0¢ xai vijg ovhloyig Tig ve Bovhiig [xei Tob]
[drjuov xai Tésv Eldwy &rdvrwy Gy adrol]g mpooérarior of Te vépo nai T Ynpiouat[a 1ot dhuov]
[Emawvéoar todg mpvravelg tiic Alav]ridog wai oTEPavioQL XQUOWL OTEQPdvwL %a[Td TOV ¥d)
(uov ebosfeing Evexa wijg modg T]odg Beodg xai gihoriuiag wig elg iy Bovky [xail Tov 97
[wov wov ‘Abypaior: évaypdpar 08] 76de T YWipiona Tov yoauuatéd vov xava mo[vravelay)
[év ovider MibBiver xal oTiioon 8]y TG movravine: elg J8 iy avayeagiy Tig o [ifAng xel Tiv]

[dvdbeoy usgioen Tov &mi vei] diotwijoer 70 yevdusvoy avddwpe
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[Maoabaorior] [- “=% ]g @codw  ZnwdBeuss ‘Inniag Zyp[- - -]
[“Aoworouévg] [....]» Abowy Anuiworog Tiue 90 Totxo[gvatod]
[. . Jeg ‘Aolotwy Aruy 80 ITivdegog Aaul- - - -]
Aolotimog 10 AnudEevog TTvbéag "Aori[ag)
Some seven e Z@cog Anuntol A pbdvyrog Anpirerog Ay Ocddw[poc]
lines to be Mijzrowy Dalreeig Aoxrdymiadng Aowot[- - - -]
supplied Aroorovgidng Mevédnuog Zjavdgog % dowor[- - - - - ]
Nixéeg " Arralog 8 Iwvy ITvbiwy
((4]Aéavdoog B Tipaeyidng ’Enauvéeg dovy[o - - -]
[‘Pepvovoior] e [IT]otauwy “Eouummog ’OMdusiog Dida[- - -]
[----- ] [@]¢hoberidng “EM&og Didoxedrng vacat
[% Bovdi] %) Bovdy) 105 % Bovdy 7 [fovky) 7 Bovky) [ Boviy)]
[------ 1 [‘Hlpfroge  wov yoauparéa 110 7oy dmoypauuarée  Edxdiy [NeoxhAij»]
[----- 1 [O]vaioy Ed6duayov Anuiroroy 115 Begevin{ony  Be[geviniony]

éx Kepauéwy Hgopaiaioy

As in Nos. 49 and 75, the decree of the Boule stands first, probably because
the prytany was the last of the year (p. 7). Traces of the second preamble appear
on both fragments (lines 28-31), but so vaguely, except for the three letters printed
without dots, that further attempts at reading would yield nothing substantial. The
lengthy dating may well have been xaz’ &oxovra and xazd Oedv.

Sacrifices were made to deities not mentioned elsewhere in these texts (line 34).

Line 2: The name 3znoiyop[og] is new in Athens.

Line 10: Since all the demotics of Aiantis are lengthy, probably no patronymic
appeared.

Lines 11, 107-108: The name Ed6duayog Eoyoxdgov éx Kegauéwy had been restored by
Wilhelm and Woodward, independently (letters to Meritt), before the discovery of Frag-
ment B. In 47 we have met him as Undersecretary; and in a third decree of this
period he appears as chairman of the proedroi.! A distinguished grandson of the same
name, and his descendants, are given under P.A4., 5636.

Lines 12, 111-112: The Undersecretary, druiwoiog Kvijowvog ITeofeliotog, like Aischines
of the Attic canon, and the spokesman of 9, rose to be an orator: he proposed I G.,
112, 891 of 188/7 and 897 of 185/4 (P.A., 3441).

Line 60: The name S@oog [‘Pauroveiog] appears also in the register of 73, line 35.

Line 61: The name Mjrowr is new in Athens.

Line 62: A grandson, Aiooxoveidng Aiooxoveidov ‘Peuvovoiog, was gymnasiarch in Delos
in 127/6 (P.A., 4361; N.P.A., p. 64; Roussel, Délos Colonie Athénienne, p. 197).

1 See mote on p. 104.
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Line 64: ’42éavdgo; ‘Peuroborog is to be related to - - - - 4Aefdvdgov ‘Papvovoog,
Undersecretary in 39 (N.P. 4, p. 9, possibly identical with P.A4., 516).

Line 66: A son (?), 2dolorwy ®idoEevidov ‘Pauroboioe, was an epimeletes ca. 130 (I.G.,
112, 1939, line 56). The name @iAofevidrg ‘Paproborog appears also in the register of 73,
line 30. See also under line 69.

Line 69: The patronymic is doubtless to distinguish this 4gicrwy from the father of
Dihobevidng, line 66.

Line 71: cf. P.A., 2774: °AgpBdvyzog "Apbormjrov ‘Pauvoleiog on a columella, I. G., 112,
2524-2525.

Line 77: “Eléog Meagafdriog, tather or uncle, appears in 28, line 31.

Line 81: cf. P. 4., 12354, - - - ¢ ITvbéov @alypets, of the late fourth century.

Line 84: The name Zdavdgog is new in Athens.

Line 92: ’Aotiag Aoviov Toinogioiog, a son or grandson, was Priest of Sarapis in
136/5 (P.A., 2643; Ferguson, Tribal Cycles, p. 157).

Line 93: For the father, or an uncle, and numerous others, see 28, line 24.

Line 96: In Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, p. 17, no. 7, an ambassador from the Tetra-
polis is listed as ITvBiwy [II]vb(wrog, the year being 138/7. N.P.A., p. 147 restores the
demotic as Maegafiwriog, on the authority of a Pythion of the late fourth century, P.A.,
12371, More likely he was a son of our prytanis.

There can be no doubt that the names in lines 56—71 are of Rhamnousioi. The exact
apportionment of Column I is of course uncertain. Perfectly certain is the fact that no
demesmen of Oinoe appear in the register. That deme was transferred to Attalis in 200 B.c.
Hence the document is after 200; it should not be as late as 188/7, because the Under-
secretary, as we have seen, proposed a decree in that year. Within the period 200-188/7,
the date must follow that of 47 by an unknown interval, on account of the career of
Euthymachos, who was successively Undersecretary and Secretary of the Boule and Demos.

The Priest’s citation is missing; the others follow in the order of mention in the
decree.

Note on 1.G., 11 978,

[Eveuy]axog "Eoyoydgov éx Kegauéwy in I.G., 112, 978 has hitherto been dated ca. 130 B.c.
because of the identification of this Ergochares with the one whose career, given under
P.4., 5636, undoubtedly dates from that period. The lettering shows rather that I.G.,
I12, 978 belongs in the period shortly after 200 B.c., and hence the Ergochares in question
is the onme now known in the two Agora inscriptions. The stemma of the family can
be extended back two more generations, making five in all.

The correct dating of 1.G., 112, 978 involves moving the Prytany Secretary Képahog
Kegadov . .."5. .. ng back to the period shortly after 200 n.c. The demotic cannot be
restored. The Archon’s name had ca. 9 letters, and the year was intercalary. .

For improvements in the restoration, see Wilhelm'’s contribution in Ath. Mitt., XXXIX
(1914), pp. 307-310, also given in the Addenda to I.G., II?, 978, on p. 670 of that
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volume. Wilhelm conjectures that I.G., II, 398 is part of the same decree. The style
is certainly similar; but a disparity in the vertical spacing forbids the union.  Retaining
I1.G., II, 398 in the same period, we have to reckon with an instance of payment by
the Single Officer for a decree not in honor of prytaneis. The text may relate to an
officer of the ephebes (line 11), and may have been set in' the Agora (it was found near
the Stoa of Attalos, whereas I.G., 112, 978 was found on the Acropolis). If so, then it
relates to Hesperia, IV (1935), pp. 71--81, no. 37, which also honors ephebes, has the
Single Officer, and was set in the Agora.

49. I1.G., II? 916! (Fragment A) plus Agora I 973 (Fragment B). The Agora
fragment is of Pentelic marble, with part of the smooth right side preserved, and the
back, rough-picked. Found on June 17, 1933, in late walls at 66/I, in front of the
Propylon of the Bouleuterion, in Section Z.

Height, 0.275 m.; width, 0.18 m.; ‘thick-
ness, 0.101 m. '

Height of letters, ca. 0.007 m.

! For a photograph and squeezes of the published
fragment, now in the British Museum, I am indebted
to Mr. E. J. Forsdyke, Director of the Museum.

No. 49. Fragment A No. 49. Fragment B
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Early second century Prorema1s
(191/0?) B.c. 4146/,
FraeMent [ - ---------- zal 10v addyry)]y Neoxdij[v Be]

A [oevnidny xol oregpav@oar Exac]tov Badldot oveq[d]

[rwe evayodpar 0¢ T6de 10 Yrpiloue Tov yoauuaéc
[zov xave movtaveiay &v orhhler Mbiver ol orijoar

5 [y v@ movtaviain, sig 08 Tip] dvaypapiy xol 1y moly
[ow Tijg ovfhyg upegioor Tov &)mi Tel droxnoer ©o ye
[vduevov drclwpc]
[Gap 0.005 m. greater than the normal inter-space]

ca. 6—17

CEmri - - 87— - doyovrog Tob perld Davagyidny émi vijg
[[Troheucidog dwdexding movr]avelag fu ITgoxAis Mot ¥

10 [----- R &ppapudrever]: Swigopootdvog Ever wal vé
[at, TotanooTel Tijg movravelag: 8x]zAnola &v Tt Oedrowe *
[z@v mooédowy Emepigiley - <% -1rog Kodinrog ’Elevoiviog
[vai ovumededpor © &doSev T@r djuwi] " Hevogdv Edpdve[ov)
[Begennidng eimev: Smép v dmayyéhd]ovowy oi movrdveg tijg I[vo)

15 [Aepcidog dmép v@v Ovawiiv Gy E]vov Td med T@v dundyoid[v]
[z@e 1 *Amélove vin IMoostarneiwe wai )&l ‘Aoréude vet [[Bovd]]ei[et xei)
[zoig &hhog Beoig oig mdteiov v ] dyabel Toyer deddybalt Tae 07)
(uwe, T pév dyabic déyeobar v ysyovdlra év wolg isgoig oig [Ebvov &p’]
[Oyrelon xal owrneion tiic BovAis xoi v]ob drulov #]al maid[wy xel yvvar)

20 [x@v émeidy ¢ oi movrdverg tog Buat]ag E0[vov dmdoag Soar xabi)
[xov & wijt movraveloar xaddg wol @iloripwg, xrd.]

55 Four other lines missing, ending: [xai gidoti]

Fracuenr  [uiag ijg elg wiy Bovkyy xal vov dfuov tov A8y]vaiwy: évayodwor 08
B [tdde 70 Yigiopa Tov yoeuuatée Tov xerd molvievelay (v ori ?)

[Aee Aibiver xoi orfioar & vdL movravxdn, ellg 08 Tiv dva[yeagiy]
[xal iy moinow vijg orilyg ueoioar tov] émi vel diowrrio[el] 7o

30 [yevduevor arddwuc)

[ fovti] [6 diuog] i Bovki
[----- ] [zotg mov) w0 A6dwgoy
[----- ] ‘ [zdveg) “Avdgoxdé
[----- ] otg ’Agidval

s [~ o
Four columns missing - ---- xog Kallixgdrng
B - - og Ilgoomddzior
[Sw]oloroatog

[. .. JAeidn[c]
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The chief peculiarity in the text is the reversed order of the decrees, which caused
the citations usually set between the decrees to follow the two of them, thereby pre-
serving the order: (1) decree of Demos, (2) citation by Demos (inscribed between
citations by Boule). The reversed order of the decrees themselves is explained above,
p- 7.

The official in the one preserved citation, doubtless the secretary of the prytaneis,
may be a distant descendant of P.A., 858, 4vdgoxdig ’A¢pidv(aiog), a trierarch of ca. 323,

For a probable fragment from the register of prytaneis, see the following inscription (50).

To secure a date, one’s first impulse is to locate the document as near as possible
to the other year, which we have conjectured to be 210/9, when Xenophon son of
Euphantos of Berenikide proposed another decree honoring prytaneis (38). Yet there
are obstacles: (1) the lettering is by the same hand as that of 73 of 166/5; (2) the
numeral for the (last-in-the-year) month, as Kirchner saw, seems to have been shorter
than zeioxatdexdryg, hence the period was one of twelve tribes—after 200 B.c.; and
(3) a date very soon before or after 200 suits best the facts about the Flutist Neokles
of Berenikidai. We know that the orator Xenophon was prominent, in the eyes of the
garrisons at least, in 211/0; his career may have extended well into the second century.
The date of the present inscription is therefore about midway between 211/0 and 166/5,
the date of the inscription by the same hand. The eligible years are 195/4-194/3,
192/1-191/0, and 181/0-180/79. Of these we might prefer 192/1 for Phanarchides, and

191/0 for his successor! - - &1 - -

50. Agora I 1690, part of 49(?). Fragment of Pentelic marble, broken on all sides,
found on March 27, 1934, in a late fill, 22 m. west of the Tholos, in Section B.
Height, 0.138 m.; width, 0.077 m.; thickness, 0.055 m.
Height of letters, 0.006 m.
Proremais?
ca. 215—-190 =.c.
[T)ehiwy
Aroxheldng
Ai60weog
Avoaviag
5 [A)etenidweo(c]
. . . 6Bovlog
2 drwy

No. 50

! Since the mention of his predecessor implies a second archon of the same name within a generation
preceding him, and since we know five (or six) archons named Dionysios within this century, it is natural
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The fragment is probably part of the register in 49: style, width of column, and
spacing of letters are the same. If so, the demotic was almost certainly ’4¢gidraior or
Dvldotot.

In line 4 the scribe spaced the fourth, fifth and sixth letters too far from the third;
he made a partial erasure so as to keep the long name within the small column limit.

51. .G, 112 890 of 188/7, known from Fourmont’s copy. Line 4 should begin »eiag,
preserving syllabification. In line 13 restore ¢idorinwg in place of ueyakomoemwdg. In
line 22 restore v[ov &m[i it drowxijoer, nrk.].

52. Agora 11029. Fragment of Pentelic
marble, with part of the right side dressed with
toothed chisel preserved; otherwise broken.
The edges and face are water-worn. Found
on June 27, 1933. For place of finding see
Hesperia, 1V (1935), p. 474,

Height, 0.202 m.; width, 0.106 m.; thick-
ness, 0.068 m.

Height of letters, 0.005 m.

The formulae are identical with those of
No. 51, which dates from 188/7. No difficulty
occurs except in line 6, which exceeds the
average length by six letters; perhaps three
of these letters were crowded in at the end
of the preceding line. Otherwise the spacing
is so regular! as to necessitate, for the name
of the tribe in line 8, one of the longer
names: ‘Irmobwvridog fits exactly.

to investigate Ilomolle’s old suggestion that the archon’s name in the present inseription might be Dionysios.
Spacing is opposed; and even if the name could be supplied, he would be a sixth (or seventh) Dionysios,
not one of those already known (Hesperia, IV [1935], p. 78). Kolbe (dArchonten, pp. 90-92) suggested émi
dilovog, in agreement with his correet determination of the spacing. This involves virtnally creating two
Philons; but see below, p. 122,

! Maximum excess, 1 letter; maximum deficiency, 1!/, letters.
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ca. 188/7 B.c. ca. 52
[--------"-""-“"-=--=------ ayolel Toyer deddybon] Té[e 1)
[uwe 76 uév dyabo Jéyeabar T yeyovdre &v woig isgois oilg Ebvov &[¢’]
[byieion xai owrnelar wig Bovlic xal Tob dpuov xal T@v o]vuudywy *°
[émeidy) 08 ot movrdverg tdg te Buoiag Evoay dmdoes Gloar xabimov v
5 [rel movravelor xeddg xal @ilotipwg” Emeuelibnoay J0é xai Tig ovAlo ®
[yiis Tijg Te SovAig xal To¥ djuov xai vy ¥Awy &rwdviwy v o]drolg meooérar
[zov of Te vduor zai Ta Yngiouare tob dfuov: dmavés]ar Todg movrdve[ig)
[efg - - - - e xal OTEQavEoaL adTodg yovowL o]Tepdvwe kot TO[v]
[¥duov edocfelag Evexey il modg Todg Oeods xal @lihotiuiag wijg &lg
10 [zhy BovAdy xai Tov dfjuov ©ov Abpraiwy: dvayedpar 0] T6de TO YiipLoua
w0y yoauuarée TOv xard movtavelay &v orhher MBivler wol oriicor ™

roapp 0 7 i
(& v mouravinin, &ig 08 Ty draygagiy Tijg ovilig xai] Ty dvdfe ©

o usploar Tov émi vel dioiniioeL 16 yevdueror avdlwpuo vacat

uee f yevou t
: vacat

53. Agora I 632. Fragment of a stele of Hymettian marble, with part of the right
side, picked fine, and back, rough-picked, preserved; other edges broken. Inscribed by
the hand of 73. Found on March 31, 1933, in a marble pile, 5 m. north of the Porch
of the Tholos, in Section Z.

Height, ca. 0.195 m.; width, 0.215 m.; thickness, ca. 0.103 m.
Height of letters, 0.007 m.

186/5? n.c. ArraLis ca. 45
[f Bouti] [ Bovii]
[zov zapiar] 5 [0 dfjuog] T0v yoauuaréa
[- -reme- -] [zodg mo]v 10 Tiuéay
[- demetic ] [zar]eg Arpée

vacat 0.035 m.
CEmi - - <=8 - - ¥oyovtog émi il A(i)yeidog &vdeng movrarsia[g]
[fe-------- R .—]iig dyoapudrevey: "EhagrnBol[i]
[@vog- - - - - - - - R et [wijg] movraveiag® Bovky) &[u]
15 [Bovhevemoiwe® @y mooédowy Emeynipl]ley Qéwy Aixaiov Mel[d]
[zedg xal ovumededpor” Edofev el Bovdei - - %5 - g Nunavd[g -]
[----- ----- eimev: &metdi) oi movrdverg Tig ‘Arradidog, xti.]

This fragment, which preserves parts of the first wreaths and of the second decree,
has lettering similar to that of 73. Possibly we should allow a date as much as twenty

years earlier, for the brother apparently of the chairman of the proedroi was praised in
8
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a decree of 186/5 (P.A4., 6268; I.G., II?
896), and in fact the fragment can and
perhaps should be restored to fit the
Archon, Secretary, and calendar (Pryt. IX,
20 = Elaph. 5) of that very year. The
name of the tribe honored is determined
by the Secretary’s deme, Atene, line 11.
That part of this deme did not belong
at this time to Antiochis was shown by -
me to be probable (Hesperiu, III [1934],
p. 180) and seems now to be certain (see
below, p. 133).

No. 53

54. 1.G., 112, 899. TFoot-worn: hence, as usual, numbers of “new ” letters to be
read. From these a text continuous except for names has been built up.

185/4 B.c. LeontIs ca. 55
b fouti] [ Bouk]
[vov T]aui [6 d7juog] 10 [zov yoou]
[av A)mod [zotg mov] [nazée - -]
Addw [zdrveg) [----- 1
s oo -]
vacat
Eni Edmoléuov &gyovt[og émi wijg - - - - - - R 7gv]
15 zavelag i Steardémnog [Stearovinov Auckavretg Eyoeu]
udrevev: Bovig Ymploulata: - - - - - - - - @B iora)
uévov Exver tijg movrave[lag® Bovk) du Bovlevingion® Tiv)
meoédowy Smeyiipilley Iloxr[- - - - - - - - - - e ]
[*2 xai ovume]dedgor ** Thhep[dyng - - - - - - - e &l

20 [mev' &meudy o)i movrdves T[ijg Aswvridog xai ot Gelotzor Emawvé]
[oavteg %ol oreplavicavi[eg émopaivovary it Bovkijt Tov Ta]
[piav Ov &ldov]vo & Sovia[v Amoddddweoy - - - - - e ]
2 gdg te OBug] t'ag rebuxé[rar mdoog vag wabnprotoag dmée Tig)
[BovAfic ®]ai zob Ofuov, ém[iueuediobor 08 xai t@v ¥AAwy Gmdv]

% [twv xekdg xal gu)A[o]Tinws: dy[abel Toyer deddybor 77t Bovdij dmat)

[véoar wov Taulay ‘Amr]oAdédwgov - - - - - - R xal TOV]
[yoeupevéa - <2 JNO  AB[- - - -2 L1~ - - - ol Tov iegéa TOD]
[émwripov - - - -4 10~ - - “Jov E[Snmveldyy? xai Tov zauiav zig Sov]

[Afig - - - - - R xal 70]y [yoouuaréa wig Bovdis xai Tod]
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% [dfuov - - B2 - -] Te[ibpdor]o[v? xal Tdv dmoygauuaréa - <** -]
[- %24 - xai Tov whovra T]fg BovAij[g xai Tob dfuov EdxAijy Begevixi]
[0y xal oTegavioor fs'%ao]r.ov atz[@y Oallob oTepdvwr: dvayoed]
[Yar 08 ©6de ©o Yiguope T]ov yoauue[tée Tov xavd mouraveiav)
[8v azphpe B #el orijoe]e & Td[L movravixde: &l 08 Ty dva]

85 [yoaghy xal wiy dvdle]ow uspicor ©o[v éni wijt drouxioer To y&vd]
[uevoy evilwue] -

vacat 0.02 m.

‘AoioTouéing
Columns I and II Mevéorgarog Columns IV and V
missing Atbalido missing

0 X[aJo[i]ddng

The proposed readings and alterations in the text, notably at lines 6-8, 16, 17, 20, 23
(before dmée the phrase & wijt mevraveior was omitted for brevity, or by error), 26, 33-36,
and 40, show that the formulae were in the main regular. The spacing tends to become
more crowded, so that the lower lines have more letters; the change is not very regular
nor can it be gauged. Thus line 15, the shortest, has 52 “ full ” letters, and line 25, the
longest, has 58.

The ecrux is of course the list of officials in lines 26-32. Near the beginning, in
line 28, a secure reading gives us the end of a patronymic and the first letter of a
demotic.? These can belong only to the third official. Equally secure readings give us
part of the title of the last official, who is either [zdv zauior 7]fig BovA7j[¢] or the Herald,
as given. The choice depends on line 30, where the two secure letters will not permit
the known Herald and Flutist of this period; nor will they permit the Herald alone.
The Herald must, however, be included, and in this part of the list. Evidently then it
was he who was last, and the Flutist was omitted (as in 36, 37). The Treasurer of the
Boule probably came fourth at this time, just after the Priest, for whom one demotic
alone will do, provided he was of Leontis (see p. 16). Since the list was compressed
by the omission of one official, the officials after the third must have lacked patronymies;
in the scheme given, short names are called for. By the omission, as in 58 and 80, of
any name at all for the Undersecretary the other names could be lengthened.

55. 1.G., 112 902. The letters are small, crude, and half are water-worn. In I.G., II3
where 13 lines are read, 6 of them do not begin with syllables, and the restoration
allows a variation between 64 and 70 letters to the line. As it stands, the document
contributes nothing except half a preamble. Careful study of the spacing in the first
13 lines shows that each of them began with a syllable. In a (new) fourteenth line the

! Rather than parts of 7w iepée 1]o¥ é[mwvduov, because this restoration would force the Secretary to
have a name of some 36 letters.

8*
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prineiple of syllabification, thus upheld, confirms the reading for the first time of the
name of the tribe honored. The spacing of the letters throughout is highly regular, the
maximum variation being between 63 and 65 full letters.

182/1 n.c. Arranis ca. 64
"Ent Twurowdvaxtog ¥oyovrog émi tiig [Arradidog(?) - - - - - movtavelag it - - - - Aot]
oroudyov IlpoBalkiciog Sygapudreve(v - - - - - - - - @rog - - - - - - ----- - - - - - - ]
(x]ai elroorsl wijg movravelag: &xxhrno[ia wvola' T@v mweoédowy Emeyipiley - - - 2 - - -]
[AJvoimdvov Towrog[V]otog zai ovumeded[por” Edokey Tdr Onuwi: - - - - - 80 ]

5 []70ev eimev: tm[io Gv dmayyédd]ovaty ofi movrdverg Tijg ArTalidoc S T@y Buor@y Gy &)
Bvov Té: w00 t@[v Sxxhnoi@]y t@ e "And[AMwrt v@r Mgoorarneiwt xal vel ‘Aoréuid vel fov]
lalow rai tois &ldowg 6[eoi]g oig md[roiov v, {bvoav 08 rai - - - - %10 - _ nol Tel]
[Ao]réuide vl Dwopdowe xai vel “Abypw[de 167 ‘Aoymyéride wijg mélewg® dyabel 1yer 9edd)
(k6] [7]@e djuwe T u[&]v dyab déye[obar 1& yeyovdre dv woig iegoig oig &bvov g’ Syieiad]

10 [«]ai owrrola t[ﬁ]g Bov[Aijlg xei ToD dijulov xal T@Yy ovuudywy* dmedi 08 ot wovTdvelg Tég)
[6]volag E0v[o]ay [érd]oag] ot wabijov [y Tel mouravelar xaldg xal @ihotinwg, Emeueds)]
[6]noay 0& xai Tijg ov[AA]oy[fic wijc BovAiic xai Tob dfuov xai Ty FAhwy Grdviwy Gy adroic)
mooé[ra]rtov of Te vduol wal & Yyplouare Tob dfuov” dravéoon Todg movrdvelg Tijg ‘At)

[z]aki[dog, »zh.]

The document is unique in the extent of its list of sacrifices. The chief question is
whether the list following xai zoig &Alotg 6eoig oig mdrgiov 7v defines those words, or
supplements them with a list of unusual sacrifices; or
whether in fact the whole passage is to be taken strictly
and literally. From 6 one may judge that sacrifices
which certainly were “customary” might be offered by
the prytaneis and might then be enumerated after the
routine phrase just quoted. Two other reasons enforce
this interpretation for the present passage: the Phos-
phoros was later often included before the routine
phrase, never after it (p. 8); and the spacing accom-
modates the restoration in line 8, which 6 also supports.

56. Agoral2145. Fragment of Hymettian marble,
of which the left edge is preserved, found on December 15,
1934, in House 637/2, in Section =.

Height, 0.17 m.; width, 0.09 m.; thickness, 0.175 m.

Height of letters, 0.005—0.006 m.

The lettering being of the first quarter of the

second century, the archon must be Dionysios II or III
(see the table in Hesperia, IV [1935], p. 78). No. 56
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First quarter of the second century b.c. ca. 61
vacat
"Eni Awov[voiov &pyoviog Tob perd - - - - - dni wig - - . _ rumenl
movtavs[lag Hu - - - - - - - - - - - - - gyoaupdrevey: - - - - @vog - - - - - ]
Svare us[v elxddag - - - - - 16 Tijg mouravelag® Fovki) du BovAsvrroiw]
T@v 7eoédp[wy Enerpiley - - - - - - - - - - - - _ _ #al ovumededgor vacat]
vacat [ vacat &0oev Tel Lovlel vacat ]
Oedowy EY[- - - - - - - - - - - - glev' &meidl) oi mourdvers Tiig - - - - - {dog]

#ai ot ¢[sioiol dmavéoavres xai oTepavieavteg dmopalvovaty Tel BovAst Tov Ta)
piav [Ov &lhovro 8 Savrawy - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - __ tdg e Ovolag Tebv)

[()év[at, x7d.]

57. Agora I 2967. Fragment
of Hymettian marble, with inscribed
faceonly preserved, found on May 10,
1935, on the Bouleuterion Plateia,
in a late pit beneath the foundation
for the colonnade of the Bouleu-
terion, in Section B.

Height, ca. 0.121 m.; width, ca.
0.146 m.; thickness, 0.045 m.

Height of letters, 0.006-0.008 m.

Attention should be called to the
peculiarity of formula in line 2, and
to the difficulty provided by line 7,

where the seemingly plural form -

will not make part of any demotic.
It is barely possible that the last
letter is A, not Z.

The lettering is good evidence

for the date. No. 57
First quarter of the second century =.c. ca. 56
[----21---Jévov Ieg[- - - xal Tov voplor Tiig Bovdfg - - - - @11 ___ ]
[--- -2 - - - “Flousiov AN[--------- e o xal ore@pavioar)

(ExaoTov adr@v] Boddob ofrepdvwr @vayedipar 08 Téde TO Wipioua Tov yoeuuc]
[zéa 7oy xard movlraveiav &[v ochher Mibiver ol ovfioar dv T@L movrarixd: elg O¢)
[z évayoagipy t]ijg orfihyls i Ty dvdbeowy usoioar ©ov i el diowwfoer 76 ye]
[vouevov dvddwu]e
-JONEIS[-
-1ddng
-1yo[s]

113
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58. Agora I 1813. Two fragments of Hymettian marble. The toothed left side of A
is preserved; otherwise broken. B is broken on all sides. A was found on April 19,
1934, at 20/KO in late fill, 12 m. west of the Tholos, in Section B. B was found on
May 7, 1934, at 16/IB, in a Turkish pit in the floor of the Tholos in Section B.

(A) Height, 0.108 m.; width, 0.063 m.; thickness, 0.024 m.
Height of letters, 0.006 m.
(B) Height, 0.132 m.; width,
0.16 m.; thickness, 0.029 m.
Height of letters, 0.006 m.

T O

No. 58. Fragment A No. 58. Fragment B
Soon before 178/7 n.c. ca. 46
Frae. ye[l gilotiuwg* dyabel tiyer deddybar el Bovdel Emawéoar]
A ©ov [Toploay - - - - - - - - w25 _ _ _ __ ___ zal TOv yoauuc)
téa [-------- e xal T0v isgéa TOD Emwvi]
Frae. pov I[- %5 gy [- - - - - - xal Tov Taplav Tig Rovkig - - -]
Bos sow[- %% JJZAIN[- - - - vai 70¥? - - - - - - oo e oo ]
nal [tov yoaupa[téa tig Bovdi xai vob Ofupov - - 12 - -]

véa [xal ©ov) dmoyoau[uarée wal Tov wifovre Edxdijy Begew]
23 [y xai T]ov adhyuiy [NeoxAfy Beoevinidny® dvaypdipor 08 vde ©6]
Yi[groua T]ov yoauuar[ée 1oy xavd movravelioy &v arnler Mibi)

10 [r:u xal otfjjoa &v T@L [movrevixiy: &lg 0€ Ty dvayoaply Tijc oTi)
[Ang usgioot] Tov &ni {8[mi} vei drowxrioer T0 yevduevor dvddwua)

The formulae were evidently compressed (cf. 30, 37). Lines 9-11 give us the most
reliable restoration, with a line so short that (1) patronymics must have been omitted
for several of the officials; (2) uniquely, the Herald’s title omits zfg BovAiig xai Tob Onjuov;
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(3) the Undersecretary cannot have been named; (4) the Flutist’s name, as supplied,
makes the line 4!/, letters too long; (5) after his name the phrase xai orepav@ocar Exagrov
abr@v must have been omitted.

The occurrence of a ninth official in the midst of the list (line 5) is unique. The
only candidate is the dvriygageig of later decades (p. 19).

The date is certainly ante-169/8, because the Single Officer paid, and probably
ante-178/7, because the zauieg zig BovAfig is not listed last, and no Berenikid Herald is
positively dated after 178/7.

59. Agora I 1712. Three fragments of Hymettian marble. Part of the smooth right
side of A is preserved; on B part of the toothed left side; on C part of the smooth
right side. Otherwise broken. A was found on April 18, 1934, at 19/KI' in late fill of
Section B. B was found on April 19, 1934, at 19/KA, in late fill of Section B. C was
found on March 28, 1934, at 12/KH in late fill of Section B. All about 10 m. west of
the Tholos.

(A) Height, 0.088 m.; width, 0.069 m.; thickness, 0.024 m.
(B) Height, 0.093 m.; width, 0.058 m.; thickness, 0.028 m.
(C) Height, 0.097 m.; width, 0.073 m.; thickness, 0.022 m.
Height of letters, 0.009 m.

A B Cc
No. 59
Soon before 178/7 m.c. : ca. 36
Opening lines of a first decree
[F------ - - - - - - - B?]othov  Fraament
[- - -2 _ _ gimey: dmée v dmayyédhov]low of ° A

[movraverg Tijg - - - <%= - - - dmép @Y Bvcli@y
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[bv #vov Td med T@Y Ewnhnorey T And]Adw °
5 [m za Hpootarneiwe xal vel _Apréuidr 1ei Bloviai
[ xai zoig ¥Alotg beois oig mwdzgiov v+ dyablij 76
[xne deddybar T@we Onuwe, xTh.]
Concluding lines of a decree

[F----------- avayodar 08 vdde 70 Yipi]
Fracuenr  glua w0y yoouuarée Tov xare mouravelav )
B ow & a[viher Mbiver %ai otfjoar v Tin movralvxde ¥ Fraeyest
elg [08 iy dvayoaqiy wic othlyg xai Th]y dvd ¢
[6]eqtv pegioor Tov émi vel Jrotnjoe 16 yerd]uevoy
[dvdhwua]

The hand is the same as in 58, whence the date, but the spacing is different. The
letters are extremely regular. Their forms as well as their date suggest that the mason
was only just learning the use of serifs (“ apices ”).

The three fragments are undoubtedly part of the same document, but B and C may
come from the second decree.

60. I1.G., II2, 914.

Soon before 178/7 s.c. Hiproriontis ca. 40
[------------- x]a[i ©ov icode Tob Emwviuov Ggd]
[otwmov Kelkiov I'legyizz(iov xai 1ov yoauuazée tig)

[Bovkijc »ai wob d]7uov Davo[- - - - - - - - R ]
[-%2- xai zov ﬁ]ft.oygayya'ré[a ——————— e ]

5 [*- wal 7oy wijgluxe wijg Bovdiic [xal Tob dfuov Etxdiy Ed)
[#Aéovs Begevi]nidny rai Tov q[t’;l'r;'n)v NeoxAfjy - 2 -
[-"= > Begevixi]dnv: dvayoder [0]¢ [vdde ©0 Wihgiopa wov)
[yoouuaréa ©6lv xare movrav[eliav [év ovhler Mibive]
(vl orfoar & win] movravixdn: &ig 08 [wiy dvayoagiy Tijg)
10 [owglyg xal ©iv] dvdBeory uegloar 1[ov dmi vel Sioiwfoer 0]
[yevduevor av]dhwua
Column Iepaueig Column
missing Krpuooxlis missing
except 15 Blowv
Kryouxdijg
12 [-------- IS Sdrvgog
Aoioro[- - - -]
Siuog
20 Moyt - - - -]
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The restoration of this fragment made with the assumption that the left edge is
preserved has led to violations of the rule of syllabification and to the assumption that
there was a margin before the first column. When these peculiarities attracted attention,
and examination of the stone showed that the left edge is post-classical, it also appeared
that one letter of a preceding column can be read in the “ margin,” as indicated in the
line numbered (for convenience) 12. To judge by measurements, there were three columns;
we have the central, and the restoration given in the text conforms exactly to the
measurements and to the principle of syllabification.

The name of the Priest is supplied, with precise conformity to spacing, from 64
(g. v.) of 178/7, where also he was not a member of the tribe honored. The wouing wijg
Bovdfig is certainly absent (p. 18). The Flutist, however, is not Kallikrates of Thorikos,
who appears first in 64. The dating is based on these two facts.

The Treasurer of the Boule is omitted, as in other inseriptions of the period down
to 178/7 B.c. (p. 18). :

61. Agora I 838. Lower left corner of large stele of Hymettian marble, the back
rough-picked and much worn; the left side rough-picked, with a toothed chiselled band
ca. 0.075 m. wide along the front edge. At the bottom, the start of a tongue for setting
is preserved; above this the lower part of the stele is left rough for ca. 0.06 m. Top
and right broken. Found on May 20, 1933, at 20/MI, in a Byzantine wall in Section O.

Height, 0.345 m.; width, 0.27 m.; width of face, 0.105 m.; thickness, 0.224 m.

Height of letters, 0.006 m.

ca. 180 —160 n.c. Krxroe1s
[“Aeueis?) [------- ] Missing :
[------- ] [------- ] 3 columns
Awedbeog L----- ] of 10 items
Mevexdig Nux[- - -] each, and
5  Qavdorearog 15 Ebd&[ev - - -] 1 column
Stodrwy No'y[— ---] of 9 -
[24ot) gwdEevog No[- - - - - ]
[Moo]unblwy Baxy A[----- ]
[ A wveis Eo[----- ]
10 ’AgioTorgdrrg 20 He[- - - - - ]
In an incised circle Missing:
7 Bovky Trace of an 4 citations
Kalkikey incised circle

ov ‘Aviyé
o
Vacat to base
of stele
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The incised guiding lines plainly indicate the design: a column of names above each
citation. There should be 6 citations, all in one row, or part in a second row. That all
six were in one row is proved by the unusual thickness of the stele, which is appropriate
for a stele at least six times as wide as the preserved column-citation. Since Kekropis
had at this time 9 demes, the list of
59 items was drawn up in columns of
10 each, except the last, which had 9.

The panel for the large deme Aixone
undoubtedly extended through the second
column; hence Aixone had 11 (4 ?) re-
presentatives. The7prytaneis inlines 2—-8
must be of either Melite, Xypete, or
Halai. The preference for Halai is based
on the identifications of two names.?
The date is suggested by the second of
these, and by the style of the lettering.

Line 3: cf. P. 4., 4602, 4603, and
4604, possible relatives of the fifth,
fourth, and first centuries.

Line 4: P.A., 9918, Mevexdijs A[io-
xlowvog ‘Ahaieds, yoapuereds Gyogavéuwy
8l Zakevnov &oyovrog (159/8-147/6 B.c.).

Line 15: The names Edevidng (P.A.,
5882) and Etfevog (P.A., b891) are both
known in Aixone.

Lines 22-24: A descendant, Nuxd-
Bovhog Kalhi&évov ‘Avmreds was ephebe
in 107/6 (I.G., 11% 1011, line 105).

The citation preserved should from its position be that of the Priest: if so, it is
notable that he was not of Kekropis (p. 16).

No. 61

62. Agora I 1561. Fragment of Hymettian marble, broken on all sides, found on
March 14, 1934, at 10/I, in a late wall, 2 m. north of the Tholos in Section B.

Height, 0.242 m.; width, 0.135 m.; thickness, 0.075 m.
Height of letters, 0.004 m.

! Tt is possible that only 7 officials were praised: in that case, there would be 4 columns of 12 each,
plus one of 11. The thickness favors the scheme given above.

2 There is no possible identification in Xypete. Melite had 7 representatives earlier, and Straton is
a name known in that deme; hence it is the second choice.
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Early second century s.c.

-Is
-Jvkog
vacat

0.03 m.

) Boviy)

‘Aotardgiloy

5 Xolag.ye'a
vacat

0.125 m.

The fragment bears a citation beneath the register
of prytaneis, which is represented by five letters. The
small lettering, and the blank beneath, indicate that
a single row of five or six citations extended across
the stele. The preserved citation cannot have been
either the first or the last in this row. No. 62

63. Agora I 907. Fragment of a stele of Pentelic marble, broken away on all sides.
Found on June 1, 1933, at 28/10 in Section H.

Height, 0.075 m.; width, 0.07 m.; thickness, 0.05 m.
Height of letters, 0.007 m.

LeonTis

Early second century Bs.c.
[ *"]dnu [og]
[ 24 Joue (- -]
(42 dduod[eeod
[£%%]g @ale[- -]

5 [-@4 :]g vacat

No. 63

The wide spacing in line 3 must indicate a demotic. This being so, the list is not
arranged as if for ephebes, and it must be taken as being probably a list of prytaneis.
The style fixes the date.

In this period patronymics are given only to distinguish homonymous demesmen
(p. 29, n. 1), and apparently we must admit one such in line 4.
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64. Agora I 1025. Photograph, p. 5. Stele of Hymettian marble, with the upper
left akroterion broken away; broken also at the lower left corner, but here there is a
small joining fragment with a few letters. Found on June 26, 1933. For the place of
finding see Hesperia, IV (1935), p. 475.

Height of stele, 1.285 m.; width near bottom where it is widest, 0.61 m.; thickness
near bottom, 0.145 m.

Height of letters, 0.005-0.006 m.

TIi
178/7 s.c. HiprornonTs ca.72

CEni ®ilw]vog ¥oyovrog Toi peve Mevédnuov émi viig ‘Immobwvtidog vevdgrng movravelag, fii Didiowl
[wy ®d]ioziwvog IMotduiog &yeepudrsvey ¥ IMvavoyndvos éviter per slxddes, Touaxoorel wijg mwou
[zaveliog: &uxhoia & T@L Oedvowr” T@dv meoédowy Emeynpilev ‘Hoaxheidng Tnpheudyov 3x Keoaué
[wr x]ai ovumededoor ® Edober van dtpwe * Koadluadng Ilavoipdyov Aanddng simev: dmdp dv dmay
[yéM]dovory ot movrdveis tiig ‘Immobwrridog e T@v Ovow@y v &vov T& mEd THY Eanhioidy T
[ve] ‘Andlhov Tdr Ilgoocarngiwt xai Tl ‘Aoréuide vei Bovhalow xai toig &hhoig Beolg oig mdTgiov v ¥
[dy]abel Toyer deddyBow Tin Ofuwe, T uév dyabe déysabar T yeyovdra év Tolg icgoig oig &Hvoy *
[Elg’ byieler " xai owrnoiew iy e Fovkis xai Tob uov xai TGY cvuudywy, dmedy 02 oi mev
[r]dveg vde ve Ouvolag EéBvoay dmdoag Soor xabixov &v el movravelor rehidg xal qilotipwg, émsus
[A)6noay 08 zai ijg ovhhoyfic Tijg ve Bovkig xal Tob Ofuov xai T@y EAAwy dmdviwy &v atroig meo
aératrrov of e rduor xal T& Ympiouare Tob Ofuov, émavésar Todg mourdvaig Tig Immobwyridog
zal OTEPaV@OaL YQUOWL OTEPAvWL #aTé TOV rduov sbosfelag Evexey Tiig medg Todg feodg wal gulo
tiulag Tijg &ig [Ty Bovkiy xai Tov dfjuoy tov Abnpraiwy: dvayedipar 02 Téde ©0 Wipioue Toy yoauueté
« 70y xard mwouravelay &v oriher MOiver xai oot &v T movtavix@i® elg 08 Ty dvayoapny 1ijg ®
ot[]Ang xai Ty dvdbeowy psg[i]ger Tov émi Tel diotwiost 70 yevdusrov dvdlwya.

vacat
7% Bovky) 70 Boviy
70V Tauiay 20 6 dfjuog 10y yoauue
Ozcddoroy Téa
éx Koilng T0dg TTQUTAVELG %5 Aoyéoroatoy
’Elevoivioy
vacat

"Erri [@)ikwvog Foyovrog Tob [usc]e Mevédnuov émi tig [\Axau]avridog méuntng movravetag, fu MiA[i]
[oz]iwy [@A]ioz[{Jwrog ITozduo[g] dyeauudrevey: Marpaxtngiivog Exter iotauévov, dexdrel Tijg mo[v]
t[a]veiag™ Bovki) éu Sovhevenglwe: Tav meoédowy [m]eynpiley ITvbéag MMvboxdéovg ‘Ayagredg wai ovu
mgdedgot * EédoSev vet Bovket ® ITgo[xA]fg Ilgox[A]éovg Ovuarvadng simey: émady) ot movrdverg wijg ‘Iwmo
bw [v]zidog xai ot &[eloir]ow [§]mary [doav]T[eg xai grepalvdoar[veg] dmogaivovory Tel fovhel Tov Tapiay &y
eidovro [&5] éavr@y @eddoroy Oeoddrov dx Koil[1c] vdg ve Ovoiag vebuxévar wdoag vag nabyroioag [8v]
tel movravelaw [D]mde Tig Bovkijs xal 00 dfuov, Emueuelijolon 02 xai vav EMdwy drdytwy xadig xall @i
hotipw(g] v dyalel Tiyer deddybar vei Sovsi ® émauvéoar vov rauiav Ocddoror Geoddrov éx Koilrg xali]
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[o]repavicar Gaklod orepdvwe © émai[véo]ar 08 zai oy yoauuaréa 'doyéoroarov Daviov ’Ehlevaiviov ™
xol 70y iegée To¥ [8]mwvipov Op[dlotwmoy Kaddiov I'agyfrrior xal 1oy yoeuueséa wig fovlig xai®
70t dijuov [I]owzé[uc]yov Mowro[udylov Hoaraviée rai 10y Smoyeauparée Anuoxedryy Aipilov Xo
lagyéa wai Tov wiguxa tig Bovdi xal 107 oruov [E]ox[Afj]lv EvzAéovg Begevixidny xai tov adly
vy Kelluxgarny Oogixtov xal ©0v tauiev [tig] Bovkis KdAhiwmov Aéoviog Aifwvée rai orepar[d]
gou ot} robrwy Exaorov fahlob ovepdvwe ® dvayedpar 08 Téde TO Wihgioue Toy vacat

[y)oauuatée ©ov xare movraveiav &v ovfher Mbiver xal orfoar & TdL movravin@e: &lg 08 Ty dva
[Yoagip tic otplyg xal iy dvdbe[o]iv pegi[oalr vov émi vel diowwfjoet 10 yevduevov dvddwua.

vacat
éx Koilg 60 Sipvlog IToAbuvrarog Keprddar
®sddorag Ocoddrov *Aysgdatotor Nixwy IoAbwy
Ha[od]norog Eduoigov Etvixog Nuxozhig "ACywieig
3n[uw]vidns Ed6dxgizrog IavgoxAig Swyévng
Khéwy Anudrotog Mevexdé 80 Sdpilog 95 Novuiviog
"EAe[v]aivio 6 Sulag Ouuairddar Abgida
‘A oyéoroarog Azovro[ué] g ‘Avdgéeg ’Enivizog
Kledpavrog Meriorog IgoxAig Oihwyidng
Oéwoog Auidvrag DiAdbeog Aloyivng
Tipoxgdryg ‘Apioroxric &  Elatotatol 100 ITowragyog
Ayvdbeog Edp[d]vrov 70 Aexelesic DA wvidng Avarousig
Swotreding ) “Iegoxlijg Xaugiwy Aeupirodrng
‘Auatavreig Hetgousic " Arredog ’Egotddon
Aiédorog OedBordog Kallriorparog Nuxoxgdrng
‘Hpdnlgiog ©Oeddweog %0 ‘Hpaxldeldng Mywd 105 Kdmpetol
‘Amolddviog % @sddorog ’Ovnoingirog
Nexddnuog
vacat
1) Bovky) 10 7 BovAy 7 Bovdy 1) Boviy
Ogdoirmoy Ipwrduayoy Anuoxgdrny Edxhijpy
TagyiTTioy Haaviéa 115 Xoheogyéa Begevinidny
vacat
(9] Bovdy % Bovky
120 [ KeAdi]rodeny KdArirwmoy
[@oginiov] Alkwvée
vacat

This inscription, dated, normal in structure, and almost perfectly preserved, forms a
useful fixed point (p. 4). The lettering is by the hand of 75, and the peculiarities in
spelling introduced by the mason are discussed under that number.

The Archon Philon was known already. His date is so well established by Delphian
evidence, and so generally accepted, that we need not hesitate to place the inscription



122 ' STERLING DOW

in 178/7 B.c.; Dinsmoor’s exposition is clear and final.! Philon’s secretary, on the other
hand, is new to us. The demotic ITorduiog shows that he was of Leontis (IV), which
according to Ferguson’s scheme? did in fact furnish the secretary in 178/7. Dinsmoor’s
scheme, which called for an Archon from Tribe V in this year, is thus proved for the
second time to be wrong. In fact it is difficult not to regard the cycles for the period
in question, 200—-158/7 B.c., as finally established. This conclusion was first enforced by
the inscription of the year of Eunikos (Meritt, Hesperia, III [1934], no. 18, p. 20; cf. also
Hesperia, V [1936], no. 17), and is confirmed again in an inscription of 196/5 (Hesperia, V
[1936], no. 15).

It was unknown hitherto that the predecessor of Philon was a Menedemos. A Delian
dedication has the name of an archon Menedemos who must be dated after 106/5 B.c.3
There were therefore two archons of this name; to the period of one of them must be
assigned the papyrus Herculaneum 1780, an elaborate, fragmentary, and largely illegible
account of the Garden, which mentions an archon Menedemos near its present end.
Cronert assigned the document to the period ca. 210—180 s.c.# His clue was merely a
name, and when the Delian dedication appeared, scholars disregarded Cronert’s reasoning
and gave the papyrus the later date. The discovery of an earlier Menedemos opens
wide the possibility that Cronert was right.?

Since it was felt necessary to distinguish the Philon who dates the present text from
a predecessor, we must consider dating a new archon Philon within the generation which
preceded 178/7 B.c. We have seen (p. 107, n. 1) that the name can be supplied, as Kolbe
suggested, in 49; the supposition of a third Philon is unobjectionable, since the name
was very common. Kolbe’s daring suggestion may well have been correct. Several years
are available for this, and perhaps for yet a third, Philon.

For calendar equations we have

I Pryt. IV, 30 = Pyanopsion 22 (backward count)
= Pyanopsion 29 (forward count)
II Pryt. V,10 = Maimakterion 6

v Archons, pp. 256—257, with references.

* Athenian Tribal Cycles (1932).

3 Dinsmoor, Archons, pp. 289—290.

¢ W. Cronert, Kolotes und Menedemos (Studien zur Paldographie und Papyruskunde, ed. C. Wessely),
pp. 8187, 181.

% It seems clear that any study of the question should be preceded by painstaking scrutiny of the
papyrus. Crénert admits (op. cit., p. 181) that his reading of the name of an archon otherwise unknown
needs to be checked: [¢n’ ’Iooxgdrovs dolyorrog), in a context where a date might occur. If the reading
is correct, then we must consider moving Isokrates also back again from his present date ca. 94/3 (cf.
Dinsmoor, Archons, p. 289). The name might be supplied in the difficult I.G., 112, 934/5 (archon's name,
in genitive, - - - - 7ovg), which is currently assigned to 189/8 B.c.

¢ At this writing they are 208/7, 205/4, 202/1—197/6, 195/4, 194/3, 190/89, 184/8, 180/79 (of which the
latter two are improbable in view of possible confusions).
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From these it appears that the interval between the two decrees was at least ten
days; hence the forward count in I is excluded. The interval (Pyan. 22 to Mai. 6) must
have been at least 14 days. This means that Pryt. IV was of at least 34 days. Since
in an intercalary year the prytanies should have averaged 32 days each, it must be
assumed that the year was intercalary, and that at least one prytany had as many as
34 days. But the disposition of the early months and prytanies of the year leaves
problems that are still unsolved and in need further of study.

Lines 1 and 27: the archon Menedemos is probably the mint magistrate, P.A., 9889.

Line 3: two daughters of Herakleides of the Kerameikos: P.A4., 6438 and 10430.

Lines 17-19, 34, 44: ©e¢ddorog &« Koidyg was elected member of a committee of three
éml vy ouneay (P.A., 6795).1 It was presumably his grandfather, @e[ddorog @coddro]v
éx Koilng (as we should read in line 8 of I.G., II%, 838) who served as chairman of the
proedroi in 226/5.

Line 30: the spokesman is listed in a low position in the register (line 83). See p. 19.
He appears again, as spokesman of 73.

Lines 36, 108-109: the Priest @pdouwmog Kadliov I'egyiwriog, whose tribal membership
has been discussed above (p.15), belongs to a family of which five generations are known.?

ca. 273 Ogdowmog (1) T'agyirriog, known merely as the father of

240 Kasiiag (1) Ogasinmov (1) I'agpirriog], spokesman of I.G., 112, 784: the restoration
Soon before of the demotic by Oikonomos (" Eg. Agy., 1911, p. 224) is fully confirmed.

178/17 [Bgdoinmog (11) Kaiiiov (1) I')agyire[wg], Priest of the Eponymos (60). The same
178/1 is Ogaoinmog (II) Kailiov (I) T'agyijrriog, Priest of the Eponymos in the present

inseription.
Early second ptio

century Ogdounnog (11) Kaii[i]a (1) [A]9nva[iog], the same, was made a proxenos(?) of a
Cretan city, I.G., 112, 1130, lines 2, 11.

ca. 1787 Kaiiiag (I1) Ogacinmov (I1) Atyetdog puiig, vioas tov ayiva tév lavadyvaicov
anoparyg, I.G., 112, 2314, line 37 (P.A., 7835).

ca. 156 Kaziiag (I1) Ogacinmov (I1) T'agpijrmiog, the same, éni ra iegd in Delos (Roussel,
D.C. A, p. 186).
ca. 158/2 Bgdaoimo[s] (II1) Kaiiiov (II) Aipetdog puiiis, vuioag tov dyiva tédv Onoeiov év
. Yvgedr xai payaiga Tijg meong hiwiag, I.G., 11%, 958, line 70 (P.A., 7295).
124/8 The same, Agoranomos in Delos (Roussel, D.C. 4., p. 183: N.P.A., p. 99).

! The inscription, I.G., 1I% 1707, has always been dated ca. 250—200 by its style, but the lettering
belongs rather ca. 217/6—180. Hence Tiuoxpdtns Gopflxios (line 7) is identical with, not an ancestor of,
Tupoxgdrns Tiuwoxgdrov Boglrios, Emeuelytis of the mouns in 186/5 (I G., 112, 896, line 48).

? The first prominent member occurs in an inscription published after N.P.A4., and the genealogy
has not before been compiled. Roussel suggests connecting the grave monument I.G., 11, 5, 1967 D, with
this family (B.C. H., XXXII [1908], p. 344: N.P. A., p. 103).
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Lines 37, 114—-115: the Undersecretary is known from I.G., 112, 2332, lines 128-130,
as having made a contribution in 183/2 B.c. on behalf of himself, his wife, and his son
Diphilos (P.4., 3540, 4488; cf. also 10020, 10021, grave monuments of Mevéorparog
Anuoxgarov Xolagysvg and his daughter).

Lines 39, 122-124: KoAmmog Aéovrog Alswrele, himself hitherto unknown, was the
son of one of the leading statesmen of Athens and a member of one of the most prominent
houses of the period. For the stemma of the family, see P.A., 8445; for Leon the father,
P.A., 9108 and N.P.A., p. 117. The name Kallippos occurs in another famous family of
Aixone (P.A., 14825 has the stemma; add N.P.A4., p. 106). The occurrence of the name
in Leon’s family suggests that the two houses were allied earlier by marriage. It is
notable that Kallippos, presumably at the beginning of his career, did not scorn to be
Treasurer of the Boule.

Line 45: a grandson is known from I.G., 1I? 2452, line 12, IMagduovog E[du]oigov éx
[K]oidyg.

Line 50: a possible ancestor is P.A4., 8633.

Line 51: a possible ancestor is P.A4., 7226.

Line 52: a possible ancestor is P.A4., 13765.

Line 53: a possible ancestor is P.A4., 6031.

Line 56: possible relatives are P.A4., 3894, 3895.

Line 59: the same man was probably elected &ni wijy gvhaxiy 7@y ieo@y yonudrwy in
Delos in the archonship of Archon, 147/6 B.c. (P.A4., 10866).

Line 63: a possible grandson, Et6ixeirog Ocarvévov ’Aysedovorog, was ephebe in 123/2
(P.A., 5618; N.P.A., p. 7).

Line 66: the name _Zeovrouérg is otherwise known in Athens only from a mint
magistrate of 186-146.

Line 69: a descendant is probably ‘deisroxdic ‘Ayepdovorog, dmieérne dpjfwy in 1054
(P. A., 1860).

Line 73: possibly related to P.4., 6679, who was prominent in the preceding generation.
Line 75: a prominent family which had this name is P.A., 6802, etec.

Line 80: possible ancestors: P.4., 13419, 13420.

Line 83: See under line 30.

Line 87: a possible descendant was ephebe in 101/0 (P.A., 15262).

Line 91: the name IToAdwy is new in Athens.

Line 99: the name Aioyivyg Kléwvog Adgidyg appears in a list of émiuelyzal of
ca. 130-128 (I.G., I1%, 1939, line 9: P.A., 346).
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65. Agora I 1057. Fragment of a stele of Hymettian marble, with the upper left
corner, including part of the pedimental top, preserved. Side worked with tooth chisel;
back rough-picked. Found on November 23, 1933; for place of discovery see Hesperia,
IV (1935), p. 474.

Height, 0.25 m.; width, 0.108 m.; thickness of pediment, 0.131 m.; thickness of in-
scribed part, 0.102 m.
Height of letters, 0.006 m.

177/6 B.c. 65—68
"Ent Zmevoi[mmov ¥gyovrog éml wijg - - - - 1dog - - - ¢ movravelag Fu - - - - - - - - ]
vog @Avelg [éyoauudrevey: - - - - @0g - - -~ — = = == = = = =~ =~ - -~ - - Tijg 7wev]
vavelas' &[xxhyole - - - - - - - - - - © T@v eoédowy Emeipiley - - - - - - - - - xai)
ovumededp[or vacat ¥dofer r@e Sfuwe vacat - - - - - - - - - - - - simev dmdg Gv)
5 dmayyéldgvow ot mourdvers Tig - T - Smdp vdv Ovordy Gy oy T& med T@Y dxnh]

ooy i tle ‘Anéllwre T Igoorarygiwe, xTh.]

The letters are by the same hand as I.G., II%, 904, archon Hippakos, of 176/5. The
archon and secretary, neither of whom has hitherto been known, must have served in
a year when Ptolemais (V) provided the secretary. The very year before Hippakos is
eligible, whereas we must ascend to 201/0 (latter part) or descend to ca. 153/2 in order
to find room elsewhere for a secretary from Phlya. The stele and text probably
resembled 64.

Only three Athenians are known to have been named
Speusippos: one mentioned by Andokides (P.A4., 12845);
the philosopher, Plato’s nephew, of Myrrhinous (P. 4., 12847);
and a Speusippos of Azene, on whose behalf his brother
Alexion contributed in 183/2 B.c. (I.G., 1%, 2332, line 15:
P.A4., 12846). The archon Speusippos was probably the
Azenian, or an elder, homonymous relative.

66. I1.G., 1I% 919. Soon after 178/7 .c. Oinris. The
stone has suffered since Sundwall read it; not all he saw
can now be made out. The style should keep the date as
early as payment by the Treasurer of Military Funds will
allow; i.e., soon after 178/7 s.c.

In the register, only abbreviated patronymics were given
when necessary. Thus we have in line 10 @sddorog A[-.
There were probably four columns of 15-16 items each
(63 in all). We have the third, and a bit of the second,
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since lines 5—6 are Acharneis, and that deme had over 20 representatives. Line “20”
appears—the stone is difficult—to be blank, giving 15 lines in the preserved column.
Bits of strokes in lines 25 and 26 may belong to a citation.

67. 1.G., 112, 920. Soon after 178/7 B.c. Erecmtarss. The stone is broken on both
sides. In the text, as drawn up by Koehler, we have a first decree, and one citation
following it: the person named must have been either the Treasurer (cited on the left)
or the Secretary (cited on the right). Between should be the crown given the prytaneis
by the Demos. Actually, two letters of this central citation are preserved. Hence between
the first and the (lost) second decree, we have:

[ Bevhi)] [6 do7ju]og i Bovky
[name and [zovg mov) "O(0)0aydo[av]
demotic of [zaverg] Aour[roéa]
Treasurer)

The text should be re-arranged accordingly, with the bulk of the words shifted to the
left of the citation of the secretary. Restorations are not affected. Line 1 is probably
-Jxa[i vel ‘Aoréwidr vei BovAalar, x71.]. Line 2 is correctly restored: the preserved letters
are ONHN. In line 6 the adverb was [gidotiuwg]. Since the secretary was of Lamptrali,
the prytany honored was of Erechtheis (restore in line 8). The style might seem earlier,
ca. 200 B.c. in fact, but payment by the Treasurer of Military Funds probably imposes
a date after 178/7 B.c. (p. 12).

68. I1.G., 112 921 (lost). Ante-
169/8 B.c. ArravLis. In line 1 Pittakys
read AMNANTA. The arrangement was
peculiar, since after the (preserved)
first decree there were cited the
treasurer, the prytaneis, the secre-
tary, and a third official, the Priest(?);
cf. 84. The latter is not a member
of the prytanizing tribe; this by itself
suggests a date ca. 178/7 (p. 16).
Lines 8-9 should be shortened by
substituting zov éai vel diowioer for
Tov  topiay T@vy orgatiwtin@r. This
gives a date -ante-169/8.

69. Agora I 656. Upper left corner
of a pediment-topped stele of Pentelic
marble, with the back rough-picked,
the left side somewhat smoother, and No. 69
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the surface at the left side rather flaky. Found April 5, 1933; for the place of finding,
see Hesperia, IV (1935), p. 474.

Height, ca. 0.265 m.; width, ca. 0.25 m.; thickness, ca. 0.135 m.

Height of letters, 0.005 m. to 0.006 m.

The patronymic of the secretary is shown to be Biorélov, as was formerly believed,

and not Bid[zz]ov, as lately.
It is notable that already on the eighteenth day of the prytany, the councillors
were honored by the Demos. No others are known to have been honored quite so

early (p. 7).

175/4 B.c. Kexropis ‘ ca. 55
['Eni] Swvixov ¥oyovrog émi tiig Kengomid[og - - * % - - movvavelag i Ilavoa]
[via]g Biotélov ITegiboidng éyoauudre[vey: - - - - - - - - - R ]

[8yd]der nai dexdrer tijg movrareiag: &[xxAnoia éu Ileipatel” Ty mooédowy érme)
[wi)gley “Avoiydons “Emilihov Ayy[edibey wai ovumededoor ° ¥oev Tioi]

5 [d]7uwe ®  Ovifioavdeog *Ovirogog Kv[Sabiyeusis simev dmig by amayyéhovory]
ot moutdrelg vig Kengormidog d[mwée @y Ovardv &y &vov td med vy dxxhyot]
@v Tin ve Anélhove vé Hgoor[arnolwe rai vel ‘Aotréuide vel Bovdaiar xai vel]
[®]wopdowe xai Tolg &Mhotg Be[oig oig mwdToLov v * dyabel ToxsL deddybor Tid]
[0f]uwe v& udv dyabd Oéys[oben Te: yeyovdra &v volg isgoig olg oy 3’ ]

10 [pele]e zal cotnolor tijg v BovAfis xal ToT dfuov kel maidwy ral yvraindy]
[dmedy d]¢ oi movrave[ig wdg e Ovolag Ebvoay Gmdoas Tég wobyxovoag &)
[zl movt]aveioar 2ak®[g xal horinwg, émeuehibnoay d& xol i ovAlo]
[yfig =iig ve Bo]vA[fjg »al Tob Orjuov, xzh.]

70. Agora I 2913. Seven broken pieces of Hymettian marble. Fragment D and
another tiny uninscribed bit were not photographed. The larger part of Fragment A is
in places badly discolored by burning. Some smaller pieces fit directly on to a discolored
face of the other. Found on May 23 and 24, 1935, at 54/NH, under a Late Roman wall,
in wall trench of the Odeion, in Section Z. Fragment A is broken on all sides and on
the back. B and C preserve the left edge. D and G are from the sides. G is not

inscribed.

(A) Height, 0.17 m.; width, 0.22 m.; thickness, 0.082 m.
Height of letters, 0.005 to 0.006 m.

ProreEMA1s? or AntiocH1s?

182/1-170/69 (nearer the latter) s.c. ca. 43

Frae. [0t dijulov, émueulerijofor 08 xai Ty Elhwy dmdvrwy we)

[A@g »oi qi]lovinwg: dyablel tiyer Jeddybar vei Bovdel &)

[rai]véoar Tov Toulay S[- - - - - - - - L2 ________
9%
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[xel o)repav@oor adrdy Oe[AhoD orepdvwe’ Emawvésar d&]
5 [xai] 7ov yooupovéa ‘Amod[- - - - - - - - ce2B__ - ]
[..] ® %ol Tov iegéa vob Emwvifpov - - - - - - cald - ]
[...] Syuayidnyy xai wov yoou[uavéa vijg Bovlic xai Tob)
[07Gu]ov Dikwva Didwvog Edmvold[ny xai wov dmoyoauuaréa]

10 [Mjg el 7]ot Ofuov Edxdijy Edxdé[ovs Begevixidny xai 7ov]
[eddnziyy Kadd]ixpdrny Keldixg[drov @ogixiov xai Tov Ta]
[wiay Tijg Bovkiig 1. 6]zpavoy [Ni?]xo[- - -*% % - - xai orega]
[v@oar Exaorov ad]r[@]y Baldot [ore@dywe’ drvayodpar 08 T60E)
[z0 Yigioua ©ov yealuuar[ée Tov xerd movraveiay év otr))

15 [Aet Mbiver zal otfioa]t & [v@ movravixit, xTh.]

Fraa. [@]: 10;;902 ['”79] Fraa. by Frae. Al v
B [@)coqay[- - E kA F  AHs
‘Hyéhoy[og) A b
Nixagy[og] w
20 [...]Jul- Frac. A
) D
Fraa. %
C A
Y

The officials praised were either of Ptolemais or Antiochis, if we may judge from
the demotic of the Priest (line 7), a doubtful criterion (p. 15).

No. 70 B F
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The name of the Treasurer of the Boule (line 12) might be [E¥o]rparog, for instance,
or merely [3]zodrog.

The Secretary of the Boule and the Demos, ®ilwy ®ilwvog Edmveidng, appears in
I.G., 112, 2332, line 211, where we read that on behalf of Philon (no patronymic given)
of Eupyridai a certain ‘dgyxAfjg ‘Aroauvt[n]»[ds] made a contribution. Philon was
presumably a minor at that time, 183/2 B.c. Our inscription probably dates from his
akme in the 170’s (P.A., 14840), not in or after 169/8, when Philokles of Trinemeia
was Herald.

Line 9: an Aoioroxedrng *Agidvaiog appears in a votive tablet of the first half of the
fourth century (N.P.A., p. 29). A possible grandson of the latter is [....1°.... Aoo]7o0-
xodrov ‘Agidvaiog, chairman of the proedroi in 307/6 B.c. (Hesperia, III [1934], p. b, no. 6,
lines 6-7).

71. 1G., II2, 910 (Fragment A) plus Agora I 600 (Fragment B: two joined pieces).
The stele is of Hymettian marble; the pieces do not join, but the hand is the same, the
spacing (vertically, 0.009 m. to a line) is identical, the thickness is equal, and the width
is 0.02 m. greater in the Agora piece, as would be proper in a tapering stele. Fragment B
was found on March 23, 1933; for the place of discovery see Hesperia, IV (1935), p. 475.

(B) Height preserved, 0.73 m.; width at bottom, 0.472 m.; width at top, 0.445 m.;

thickness, 0.11 m.

Height of letters, 0.006 m.
169/8 n.c. AnrrocHs 4447
Fracuenr  ["E]mi Edrizov &oyovtog dmi tiig Olveidog *[**"] &[8]dduns mlovra]
A velag, Nt ‘Isgdwvpog Bofbov Kyguowsts &yeauudrever: Ieunli[@vog]
(€]uzer per’ sixddag Osvrépen [ral elroorel) i movravelag ]
dxxhyole du Iepauisi* 1@y mo[oédowy dmehgiler - - - - - - - - - - ]
5 ‘Eouifov ‘A]n[o]Mwreds nai ovum[odedgor” ¥okey Tan Orjuwe’]
Hevoxgdrng Hevoxodrov ’Elsva[iviog eimev: dmée v amayyél)
Aovowy ot movrdveig tijg ‘Avr[ioyidog mée T@v Bvowiv Gy brov]
©e 70 vy dnnhnordy t[dr ‘Amélhwn tée Igostarnelwe nal Tt
"Apréuidr vei Bovdai[er nai 76T Dwopdpwe wai toig ¥Adoig beoig oig)
10 ;wdrolov fv* ° cyal[sl wiyer deddyber T dfuw, ve pdv dyabe 0é]
xe0[0]er T [yeyovdra év zolg isgoiy olg ¥vov &p’ Sytsion el owrry)
oilow ilg o[e fovlic - - - - - ]
Supply end of Decree I, wreaths, and beginning
of Decree II, as in 64.

Fraguent [ -e= Ll _ 2y K[yd@v elmev' &maidy) ol movrdvelg tijg “Avrioyidog)
B [xai oi dsiowol] Emewv[éoavres xal oTepavdoevreg Gmogaivov]
15 [ow 76l §lovAsi ©ov Tauliav Ov cilovro & faviay Xalgummov Au)



No. 71. Fragment A



No. 71. Fragment B
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[pergor]ibey Tdg ve Ov[olag Tebuxévar Gmdoag
[-@4- §oler nabijxov &v 1[fjt moviavelaw dmép tijg Povkijs #ai
[0fuov,] Emiucuelfobor 08 x[al wdv ¥hwv &mdviwy weddg
[pthotiluwg: dyabel viyxee JOe[ddybor vei PBovhel Emavéoar
0 [taulev] Xalgiwmov Gsopilov [‘Augirgondler, dmauvéooar dé
[tov yoe]uucrée EVdguov IT[alhppéa wai Tov iegée 70T Emawvi]

xatl)

[wov ’Avt)uxdiy ITahdmpée xal [v0v yoopuorée Tig Bovkis xai]
rob dfulo]v Aoyévew Kuvdab[yraiéa xei] £[0]r dmoyoeuuaréa A . .
ov Aharée [#]ai Tov wigure Tig Bordig xal Tob drjuov Didoxhiy Tlot]
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Minor differences between the text above and that of I.G., II%, 910 need not be
specified. Certain stubborn peculiarities in the text call for brief comment. In line 1
after the name of the prytany I find no clear trace of any letter, and for at least two
spaces there is no erasure. The spaces apparently blank occupy in all 0.005 m. less than
§[B1ddungs, so that apparently a blank was left for the numeral to be inserted, and it did
not fill the space. In lines 16-17, an irregularity must be the explanation of the gap.—
The mason wrote STEQANAIZAI in line 26, SN for EN in line 28, SA for =Q in line 80.

Line 34: The same man, or a relative, appears on a columella: E260dixog Eddinov
‘Augurgoniey (I.G., IV, 2, 1839D).

Line 39: The Priest is listed immediately after the Secretary. It is notable that the
Priest is also a prytanis (p. 16). For his father, perhaps, or his son, see the grave
monument I.G., II, 2429, ‘dvriyévng ‘Aveixdéovg ITaAdvevg.

Line 42: Two Palleneans named Sosibios, apparently of different families, contributed
in 183/2 (I1.G., 11%, 2332, lines 62, 134).

Line 50: An uncle, or perhaps the father, was thesmothetes of 183/2: *O¢élag ‘Ava-
prioriog (I.G., 112, 2332, line 125).

Line 53: Sélevrog Avdgovivov Avaglioriog was an ephebe in 119/8 m.c. (I.G., IIZ
1008, line 93).

Line 56: Tyepdin[c ‘AN wmexfiber, icgomorioag t¢ 'Abfpera in 157/6 (I.G., 112, 1937,
line 7) is probably the same man.

Line 58: Anufroiog Othddov ‘Ahwmexfibev, kosmetes of 105/4 and mint magistrate (P. 4.,
3377), may have been a grandson.

Lines 63, 67: The presence of two Timons in Alopeke is noteworthy; see also under
line 42. No patronymics whatever appear in the present register.

Line 64: Various possible relatives are collected under P.4., 6236: one is Prytany
Secretary of 226/5.

Line 81: ‘dotoz[- -] Spuaxidng, who proposed a decree in or before 168/7 (I.G., II2,
945, lines 5-6), may be the same man.

Line 82: The letters are clear: is ITd¢mvlog a name new to Greek, or a more radical
error than we have in line 80? See also line 91.

Line 91: Here the first letter is uncertain and the third might of course be lambda.

The register of prytaneis is to be completed as indicated: we have all the demotics.
The absence of Atene now substantiates the theory recently advanced that Atene was
not subdivided (Hesperia, III [1934], p. 180).

72. Agora I 3054. Upper part of an inscribed stele of Hymettian marble, broken
off diagonally at the bottom, found on June 24, 1935, in a modern fill in Section N'.

Height, 0.87 m.; width of pediment, 0.62 m.; width at first line, 0.57 m. ; thickness, 0.16 m.
Height of letters, 0.007-0.009 m.
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167/62 Ot ca. 45
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The citations are obliterated.
Traces of some four lines of
the second decree are illegible.

On the somewhat uncertain date of Nikosthenes the new decree throws no light. The
lettering fits the period, and the year can be restored as ordinary, though with a slight
preference for a numeral which gives the forward count.

The erasure of line 6 was probably made in order to include some phrase omitted
by error.

73. Hesperia, 111 (1934), p. 21, no. 19. 166/5 B.c. Aiantis. The stone was found as
a cover slab of the great drain in front of the Metroon (see Hesperia, IV [1935], p. 475).
The first decree and the citations of the treasurer, prytaneis, and secretary, are altogether
broken away; that the stele originally bore more text is proved by the amount of un-
inseribed stone above the preserved decree. The spacing of the letters is none too
regular, but it seems certain that the name of the tribe in prytany (line 1) was of the
shortest, probably Olveidog. Stamires (letter to Meritt) corrects the reading BovAft to
Bovky) in line 3. The name of the spokesman, line 5, should be read as ITgoxi[fjg Ilgo-
x]Aéovg Ouuarrddng, who proposed the second decree of 64. In line 8, in'place of oi
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mourdvelg xal Tov yoauuevéa, read the name -- %% -- g . ol - - éo Daknoéex. The
Secretary’s name, in line 13, had in all some 26 letters. For the Priest, Meritt’s suggestion
’Alesi|ova Magabavior (P.A., 566) is reasonable, but the space excludes any demotic,
since the title of the Secretary of the Boule and Demos is never abbreviated in the body
of the decree (p. 16). The Flutist, line 17, was Kallixgdryy @Qogixtov (p. 18).

The mu at the beginning of line 5 belongs (in brackets) at the end of line 4; so also
the nu at the beginning of line 21 should be restored at the end of line 20, where the
marble is chipped. Hence the principle of ending lines with syllables was not violated.
In line 24 the third preserved letter is delta, not mu.

The register contained four columns of eleven items each, and a fifth of ten; the
total, 54, correctly permits the appearance of the four demotics Phalereis (which came
first owing to the Treasurer), Marathonioi, Trikorusioi, and finally, as the names show,
Rhamnousioi. Since the demotic was probably not the last entry in column III, there
were at least 22 Rhamnousioi. Of these, Meritt has identified two; Méwllog (line 37) is
a name known in only one other deme. Four identifications may be added.

Line 29: read ‘Péduwmog;' a possible grandson, ‘Péduwmog ‘Pauvovoiog, appears in
103/2 B.c. in a list of Sabasiastai (I.G., 112, 1335, line 54; P.A., 12535).

Line 30: a son, 2Aoiorwr ®ihokevidov ‘Pauvovoiog, is known from the list of epimeletai,
I.G., 112, 1939, line 56, dated ca. 130 B.c. (P.4., 2175). An uncle(?); @udoEevidng [ Pou-
vovaiog], appears in No. 48, line 66.

Line 34: for a possible ancestor of the fourth century see P.A., 154517.

Line 35: the name S@cog ‘Pauvovaiog appears also in No. 48, line 60, possibly an
uncle (see note on line 30).

The missing citations in the first row were for the Priest and the Secretary of the
Boule; in the second row, for the Flutist.

74. 1.G., 11? 2864, mentioning a treasurer éwi vd movraveie, is treated below, p. 198f,,
where it is shown that this treasurer has no relation to the prytaneis.

75. I.G., 1I% 952. 161/0 B.c. Aieeis. The preserved decree is the one normally
second. Here it was set at the top of the stele, as the (preserved) moulding shows.
The reason is probably that it was passed in the last prytany of the year, though unlike
other similarly placed “second” decrees, it honors the next-to-the-last prytaneis (p. 8).

The letters were inscribed by the same hand as 64. It is instructive to note what
are presumably the mason’s personal preferences in final consonants: oy yeeuuerée (both
texts), v@u meoédpwr (only the present text).

! The reading seems to me certain in itself. In any case IZéduwmoc would be a name new to Greek.
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The name of the Treasurer should be restored in place of xai ©dy yoouuarée in line 7.
The name of the Undersecretary began with A, A, or A. The Herald was Ed«Ajg
Towveucets, the Flutist Kedlixgdrng Gopixtog.

Lines 9-10 should be divided dedd|[x0ac].

76. Agoral 728. Fragment of a stele of Hymettian marble, preserved at the bottom
and to its full width. The sides were dressed with a toothed chisel; the back was rough-
picked, but worn smooth near the top where there is a shallow rut worn by wagon
wheels. The surface of the stone is very crumbling. The stele formed part of a late
Roman street paving, and was found on April 25, 1933, at 48/KTI, in Section Z, over the
fork of the Great Drain.

Height, ca. 0.81 m.; width, 0.465 m.; thickness, ca. 0.105 m.
Height of letters, 0.006 m.

The water-worn surface makes squeezes impossible, and readings have to be made
from the stone or from photographs. One photograph was taken in diffused natural
light, and three others were made by artificial light, each with the rays directed from a
different side. The photograph here published reveals clearly the exact number of lines
in the decree. (It will be noted that 84 has 24 lines with about 44 letters in a line.)
On this finding the text is based.

160/59? n.c. AxaMANTIS? ca. 48
1 [Emi Tvy]dv[deov? &oyovrog, xrd.]
L I I 1 e
R e eirev: dm)etdh) oi movrav[ets [ijc)
9 [------------ tdg e Ovoiag veburévar mdoag) Tég [«]a[Byrovoag]

10 [év Tel movravelar, Emiusuediobot] O[¢ wal] T [&'ﬂwv] amdve [wy]
1t [xeddg xai @idotipwg ® dyabel] tiyer [xzd.]

20 [---- dvayedipar 0¢ Td0s TO Yigioue Tov yeauularée oy [xavd mev)
ot [ravelev & orher Mbiver «]ai otiig[an] & v[@ mlovr[evixie el 0&]
22 [zy dvayeagiy xai Ty dvdbeoty r;jg oty pegioar o Toul]

28 [av T@v oTeaTiwTIA@Y TO yevduevoy év]d[Awuc)
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The reading in line 1 is rendered highly doubtful by the absence of letters nearby;
but the date suggested accords well with the dates of other slabs used as covers of the
drain (169/8, 166/5, and 163/2: see Hesperia, I1 [1933], p. 16). The letters that have been
read conform exactly to the formulae of a second decree, and establish the nature of
the document beyond a doubt. t

The limits of the register are vague at the end of Column V, and Column IV was
abnormally long. There were, then, 61 items at least. Since no tribe should have 62,
the length of Column V is fixed, and the number of demotics, if all was regular, was 11,
fitting Akamantis and Oineis. The reading given for line 50 appears to be easily the
best interpretation of the traces, whatever the tribe. Cholargos was of Akamantis. In
line 83, where a demotic should appear, the best reading of traces, which are indented
as for a demotie, will fit none.

There were no citations after the register. Here the stone is comparatively well
preserved. The citations are omitted also in 77, which has been dated on entirely other
grounds to this very period. Above the decree also no citations appear, but in this area
the stone is heavily worn.

77. LG, 112, 918. ca. 160 B.c. (same year as 78). Lrzonms. In the widely spaced
last line of the (second) decree, vov émi 1&f diotxfoer has been supplied, but the spacing
excludes it. The line must read [zov rauiav 6 yevduevov d]védwua. This abbreviated
formula is unique in the decrees for prytaneis, but is common in other decrees of the
period. The year is the year of 78, as is proved under that title. Several restorations
of names thereby become possible. _

Line 1 ends with the name of the Treasurer; it reads [- <% -]». This should be
supplied in line 17, as the first prytanis. In lines 6-7 the Secretary should not be
identified with the “4p/o7wy listed under Aithalidai but rather with the first prytanis listed
under the second demotic, [. £~ .Jwr. This is the correct spacing in line 20. Lines 6-7
should read dgicrwve ‘Aot|[- - ¥8 - - Asvxovoée]. The patronymic may be *Aoi|[orwrog].

The register of prytaneis has names in erasures, col. III, lines 27 (where the erasure
is as long as the next name), and 29 (where the erasure does not extend beyond the
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name now in it); and line 30 has an erasure now almost empty (read [[...?...¢])),
as is also the first line of col. IV. The erasures are all similar in appearance, and
presumably are the work of the scribe who cut the text, for it was he who inscribed
the two names in erasures. There are only 48 prytaneis apart from the two erasures.
It seems preferable to regard the latter as incomplete corrections in a list intended to
contain, among 50 prytaneis, 9 Cholleidai.

Another apparently careless feature of the list is its arrangement in columns succes-
sively of 17, 15, 15, and 17 items each. A point of some importance is whether we
should connect with these errors a third possible mistake. The Phrearrhioi were 10 in
212/1 (36), and are here 3; whereas the Paionidai were 3, and are here 10. Gomme
suggested that the mason cut GPEAPPIOI for MAIONIAAIL and then made the opposite
error (Population, p. 51, n.); but in his table (p. 59) he entered the figures given on the
stone. Those who are tempted by the emendation must remember that it involves two
uncorrected confusions of names which resemble each other only in length. The difficulty
increases when we recall that corrections actually were made in the next two columns.
The suggestion none the less has weight, especially when we recall the other apparently
careless details, and when we note that the one demotic succeeds the other in the list.
At present the names of the prytaneis involved give us no help, but there is light to be
had from other sources. P.A. lists a total of only 59 demesmen from Paionidai. None
of the individual lists of annual boards of archons contains a citizen of Paionidai, nor
did the deme furnish one known Archon Eponymos under the Roman Empire.! In the
lengthy record of small contributions in 183/2 B.c. (I.G., II2, 2332), no Iawovidng appears;
there is none in the shorter lists I.G., I12, 2333 and 2334 ; the extensive record of officials
L G., 1I% 2336 contains two. In the seven substantial panels of ephebes from Leontis,
dated from 128/7 to 38/7 B.c., there are preserved 50 demotics; 7 demotics are lacking.
Of the 50 preserved, only one is Iaworidng, and that one is in the list of 38/7. Every
other deme of Leontis sent more than one ephebe, except Oion (1) and Pelekes (0).
Paionidai, therefore, can hardly have outnumbered every other deme in Leontis in the
middle of the second century. The text is to be emended, substituting Iatovider for
Dozdgotot, and vice versa.

The list as it stands contains no Potamioi (2 bouleutai in 212/1 B.c.), no Potamioi
Deiradiotai (2 in the fourth century, subsequently a member of Antigonis, and now, of
course, in Leontis), and no Koloneis (2 in the fourth century, 1 in 212/l B.c). It is
virtually out of the question that the first erased space contained a demotic (the second
space itself immediately precedes a demotic). Were the two names erased so as to inseribe
two other names, under other demotics, in another part of the list? If so, the intention
was not carried out, as careful examination of the area under columns I and II, where
the stone is injured, clearly shows. In any case it could not have been the mason’s

! In IG., 112, 1706 two Paionidai had been listed. For the demes which furnished Archons Eponymoi,
see Graindor, Chronologie, p. 306.
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error, for the roll of prytaneis would be in final form when placed in his hands, certainly
as respects demotics. The conclusion is that in this particular year three small demes
simply were not represented.

The inscription was published after N.P. 4., and the data on the names seem not to
have been examined in detail. Thus for Col. I, line 29 (reading difficult and insecure)
cf. 1.G., 112, 2442, line 4 (P.A., 13703), possibly identical; that inscription is otherwise
known only to be post-200 B.c. Other readings are secure:—

Col. II. Line 17: Ksgoivog is not found elsewhere; I cannot explain it, unless an error
for, or corruption of, Kegxivog (in Bechtel, p. 582; not in Athens).

Line 21: Swxgazivog is absent from P.4. and N.P.4. Chandler read the same name
in 1.G., II?, 1927, line 177, but Boeckh (C.1.G., 172) corrected it to Swxgazi(d)ov. Pape
(s. v.) objected to the emendation, rightly, as it now appears.

Line 23: Read [4]duwy.

Line 25: Mei§wy is unique in Greek (Bechtel has this instance, p. 303) but cognate
forms are not uncommon.

Line 28: Edrbidyg is new in Athens.

Col. III. Line 28: Possibly descended from a
notable family (stemma, P.A., 5003).

Col. IV. Line 19: The name Zdozgwv is new
in Athens.

The surface of the stele below the register is
little if any more damaged than the rest of the
surface. The stele is preserved almost completely
at the bottom. No slightest trace of a citation can
be detected : although there was ample room (0.33 m.),
the citations simply were not inscribed, probably
through mere neglect, although there is one con-
temporary parallel (76).

78. Agora I 1325. Fragment of Hymettian
marble, broken on all sides except the right, found
on February 10, 1934, from a modern house wall
at the northwest corner of the excavation, actually
belonging to Section ©.

Height, 0.189 m.; width, 0.092 m.; thickness,
0.084 m.

Height of letters, 0.006 m. No. 78

10
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In both No. 77 and the present document, the name of the Secretary of the Boule
and Demos appears as Ajun-, and the Treasurer of the Boule as - ---»
assumed that they are of the same year, and when the various restorations of names
are made from one document to the other, the assumption is confirmed. Its most im-
portant result is that study of the spacing in both yields a preference for the shorter
name for the Herald, rather than the longer (@iloxAfy Toweuséa). This would determine
the date as 165/4 or later (p. 17); the lower limit is the Flutist’s, 156/5—a period which

STERLING DOW

ca. 160 b.c. Arraris? ca. 36
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suits the distinctive style, familiar to us in Nos. 84, 71 and 77 itself.

79. Agora I 2539. Fragments of Pentelic marble. The descriptions of fragments,

proveniences, and measurements are discussed below, p. 206 f.
Height of letters, 0.008 m.
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It may be
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The relation between the fragments is approximately correct, except that the mass
at the top should be higher
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[edoefsiag Evexa tiig mods T]odg Beodg [ai giho]
[rwpiag Tijg &ig Ty Bovhip *]ai Tov dfjuo(y vov A ¥]
[(Oyvaicwy: evaypdipor dé Tdde] 10 Yigiou[e oy o °]
[eppatéa Tov xavd movrave]iav el xAno[wriol 7]
[ov Aibvoy xai orfoar ad]zd & TaL rey[:s'vet st
[beennn. Lo, &lg 0] wiy avaypag[iy xal viy]
[@rdbeory 10D #Anowrnoilov ueplioar o[y Tauiav]
[z@v orgatiwtixdy ©o ylevduevov dval[wue]

vacat
vacat

CEni ....7. ... &oyovvog &]mi 1fjg Aewvr[idog dy]
[doing movraveiag Ht Arovv]oédwgog Di[Aodriuov?]
[....7.... époauudrever: Bolvlfis Ympi[ouara *]
[ArvBearnoidvog Teteddl ioTaus]vov e [rdormni]

[vijg] movray[eiag: Rovls) du Boviev]Tnoiw[i T@v 7 ]
(o] 0édowy Eme[yhgpiley ... .20 . JU[..] S[--*4- -]
“Eoustog xai ov[umededoor © ¥dokev wei Bovhei)
Avboavdgog Oclourdov Kvdabppausdg eimev: 3mei]
0% ot movrdv[eg tiic "Egeybelidog [xal oi asior *]
Tor dmouvéc[avreg wal oreplavwoar(teg amopal]
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vovow &l [Sovel Tov Taui]av v ei[dovro & éav)
5 Ty Kdomoy [... 5 ... rdg v Olvolafg Tebuxévou]
zog nabpr[ovoag &v vel movralvele[t, dmipeueds]
abae 02 #[al T@y ¥Awy drdviw]y vak[@g xal giloTi]
pwg® &y[abel vixe Jdeddybar e]l Bol[vdel dmawé]

oot o[y roplay Kdgmov . . .. .. Jdzov [... 5 ... "]
50wl o[regav@oar atrov Ballot olrep[dvwr: émauvé]
oot 08 xal Tov yoappazée .. % . Jov[a - - -*B- - -]
[--- %ol 70v iegée TOT Emawvipov - --------- ]
[----Y- - - - xal ov yoepuarée 77 Bookis xai)
[zob oquod ------------ Inl. . . wed Tov dro)
5% [yoauparéa - ---- R Jréa w[ai Tov ufovxa]

[tfig BovAiig xai Tod dfuov Edx]Ajy To[wveuséa xai)
[zov addqriy Kellxgdrnyy Ologinio[v %al 7oy va]
[uioy Tiig BovAiig .. oxAfjy ‘A]yagvée x[al orepoavd]
[oow Exaaroy atr@y Oadlol o]repdvwe: &[veyodipor)

60 [d2 zdde 16 Yijproua oy yeauu]evée Ty [xatd mov]
[zaveloay &lg wAnowrijptor Ai6li[v]ov [xai orfioed]
[xzh.]

Frac. ‘Separate fragment with heading of a citation:
B [ Bov]dy

The arrangement is definitely stoichedon. We can observe on Frag. C that there was
a wide margin between the left edge and the first stoichos. A similar wide margin on
the right of the text is to be inferred; but it is also clear that this margin was generally
neglected in the interest of syllabification. Thus one space (or, in line d, two) might be
left blank before the right margin proper; or the right margin might be invaded, but
apparently only by one letter.

This is what one would expect, granted the sfoichedon; but the arrangement is also
violated by an excess of one letter in the missing first parts of lines 32, 56, and 59.
Syllabification is violated in lines 28-29 and 38-39. Vital parts of the restoration are
not affected by these irregularities, and there can be no doubt, for instance, that the
Herald was Eukles of Trinemeia and that the Flutist was Kallikrates of Thorikos. The
date must therefore be after 166/5 and before 155/4 (pp. 17-18). o

The stoichedon arrangement was generally abandoned in the period after 230. Modified
as in the present instance, it occurs a very few times in the course of the second
century (I.G., II2, 973; another at the Agora). Whether or not such instances are
evidence of conscious archaizing, the models for the stoichedon design were of course
abundantly visible on the Acropolis.

The document gives us the name of a hitherto unknown secretary; his patronymic
may be guessed (N.P.4., p. 63), but the name Dionysodoros is common, and names in
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@i~ are numerous. Inspection of the list of archons (Ferguson, Tribal Cycles, pp. 29-30)
shows that the year must be 159/8 or 158/7. :

The numerals for the tribes in prytany have been restored as being the most likely.
They yield proper equations for an ordinary year.

The Treasurer of the Boule in 80, which is dated by its lettering to the period
ca. 180-150, was from Acharnai, and accordingly that inscription may be dated in the
same year as the present document. The Treasurer (line 58) was probably named
Diokles, Theokles, or Neokles.

The spokesman appears to be the same in both decrees (lines 8 and 41). A relative is
presumably Zvoavdgog Avedvdpov Kvdabyvaievg, known from a grave monument attributed
to the second century s.c. (1. G., II, 2242).

Among the other names, that of Kdgmog, lines 40 and 49, is new to Athens.

A peculiar feature of the text is that the document, like 80, is to be inscribed eig
xAnowrreiov Airov. This has enabled identification of one type of Athenian xAnowwioror,
for which see below, pp. 198ff. With this in mind, the long gap between Fragments A
and B has been restored (lines 11-24). Although the restoration offends against neither
the stoichedon arrangement nor the formulae of the period, it can only be claimed that
the number of lines restored is within one of being correct.

80. I1.G. II% 972. See p. 207 below.

ProrEMA1s

159/8 or 158/7 B.c. ca. b7
[ T80 -]
[F-m - &mius[uerijobar 2]
[#ai T@v EAAwy drwdrtwy vakis xai prlotitwg dyabel 1oye 0eddyb]ar Tel BlovAet mar]
[véoar tov Taulay - - - - - - - - - O rai oreglavicar 6[aAhot ]
5 [otepdvwr: mawvéoar 08 xal TOv yoauucréa - - - - “'1 - - - Jawérov Aly[ihiéa ]
[xai Tov iggéa Tob Emwriyov - - - - - - - R xal 710y yoouuarée [17g *]
[Bovkiic rai ToT drfpov - - - - - - - - - - A oo #]al 10y dmoyeauualré]

[e xai oy wihoura wijg Povlig xal vob dfuov Eixdiy Tot]veusée xal wov avd[r]

[wiy Kolluxodryy Ooginiov xai wov vouley wig Bovkic . Joxdiiy ‘Ayegvéa w[ei]
10 [orepav@oar Exaovoy adriy Oodhob orepdvwr """ @v]ayediar ¢ Tdde ®

[t0 Wigioua Tov yoouuaréa TOV waTe muTavelav P glc] xdnowrigloy Alb

[vov xail orijoar Quvro &v T@L Tepérer - - - - - - - e leov: elg 08 iy v

[Grayoepiy wei iy dvdBeary 105 xApowrrolov useloar T6]v Taulay @y ™

[oTgaTiwTIv@y TO yevduevor dvilwua)

Register of prytaneis missing, except: 15 [- - -]dwgog

[~ ML
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The right side of the stele is preserved, as I.G., 112, implies. The use of slightly
larger letters for the register is a sign of lateness; the lettering agrees with the date.

In the portion preserved, the lettering is very regular. The gaps left in lines 10
and 11 are explained by the assumption of dittography rather than of irregular spacing.
The part missing in line 12 is probably to be restored from 79 which is of the same
year (see commentary on 79). That inscription, with careful study of spacing, is the
basis of most of the new restorations. It is clear that the Undersecretary was not
named in the body of either decree. From the Secretary’s demotic in line 5 we learn
that the prytaneis honored were of Ptolemais.

81. Hesperia, 1I (1933), p. 162, no. 8. ca. 169/8-156/5 B.c. Most of the lines have
close to 48 full letters, but line 5 has 51. No violation of syllabification need be admitted
(lines 3, 5, 15, 18). Line 4: allow for the patronymic. Line 5: the letters preserved are
PYTANEL Line 8: no blank spaces; insert alzov after orepav[@oet. Line 9: the Secretary
was not Me - - but My - -. See the photograph (loc. cit.): as often, anything except a
good squeeze is deceptive. Line 12: the Herald: [@idoxAijy Toweuseéa] or [Edxdiy Toveusée).
Line 13: the Flutist’s demotic: [@ogixior]. Line 15: no blank spaces. The Priest was
not cited even by title (see p. 15).

82. Agora I 706. Lower part of stele inscribed in three columns, of Hymettian
marble; the left side is smooth-dressed with a shoulder cut near the bottom; the right
side is more roughly dressed, the back rough-picked, the bottom jagged. Found on
May 8, 1933, in the wall of a late pit, inside the colonnade of the Hellenistic Metroon.

Height, 0.365 m.; width, below, 0.467 m.; width, above, 0.4 m.; thickness, 0.11 m.
Height of letters, 0.005 m.

The fragment preserves only the lower three of a probable six citations below the
register of names:

ca. 169/8—ca. 148/7 B.c.

7 Bovky) 7% Bovky) N Bovky)
EdxAipy Téyv{w)ra Avxioxov
Towvsuséa Dnyousa é§ Oiov

—the Herald (p. 17), the Flutist (p. 18) and
presumably the Treasurer of the Boule. The
latter is listed in a catalogue of hieropoiot
of the archonship of Lysiades (ca. 148/7?):
1.G., 112, 1938, line 43 (P.4., 9225). The
lettering would by itself favor a date slightly
earlier, since the style appears in 71. No. 82
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83. Agora I 1582. Fragment of Hymettian marble made up of two joining pieces
broken all around, found on March 16, 1934, in a late fill 15 m. northwest of the Tholos,
in Section B.

Height, 0.10 m.; width,
0.166 m.: thickness, 0.047 m.

Height of letters, 0.005-
0.006 m.

The spacing in the version
given does not work out per-
tectly, and it is possible that
more syllables should be sub-
tracted from the ends and
added to the beginnings of
lines. The uncertainty is so
small as not to affect the re-
storation, which accords with No. 83
the period, ca. 180-155 Bm.c.,
to which the lettering belongs. It is in this period that the health and safety of
the parties mentioned in lines 3—4 begin to be specified (p. 10).

ca. 180—155 B.c. ProLEMAIS ca. 56

[fel Toyer deddybor T O]fulw]e v¢ [udv ayabo déyecbor e yeyovdra év woig)
[iegois olg #brov &g’ ﬁy]tét'at xal ow[tnelar g ve Povkic wal o dnjuov]
[xal T@y ovupdywy, éxledy d0¢ oi mol[v]rd[veg vdg e frolag Evoar dmdoag)
5 [foar xabfxov & wiji m]evravelow woeddg [re xai pihotinwg, Emeuehibinoay]
[0¢ xai tig ovMhoyfig] tijs te Bovdig xal wob J[fuov xai Ty FAlwy dmwdy)
[twy Gy adroig moooé]rartor of Te ¥éuor nal T[& Yypiocuata Tob dnuov)
[érawvéoar Tods movlr[dly[elic w[i]g IIvodeug[idog nal oreqavisoar ob]
[zolg youvodt oTepdvwe xaTd: r‘d]y vouov sv[oefelag Erenct, wth. - - - - - - - ]

84. Iesperia, 111 (1934), pp. 31-35, no. 21, plus four new fragments. There are now
seven connected fragments of Hymettian marble from a stele broken near the bottom and
preserved on the right edge very nearly to the moulding, the beginning of which, a slight
outward curve, is preserved at the top. The thickness is original. The lower two fragments
were found late in 1932 in the wall of a modern house 632/1B in Section Z, and on March 30,
1933 in the same place a third fragment was discovered. These were published by Meritt in
Hesperia, 111 (1934), pp. 31-35, no. 21. On June 29, 1933, too late for more than brief notice at
the end of Meritt’s article, four more fragments were discovered in the removal of more of the
foundations of the same house, which had not been accessible theretofore. It appears likely
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from the freshness of the breaks that the builders of this house found the stele at a classical
level in digging for their deep cellar, and broke it up for use in walls. The same vicinity
produced several other prytany decrees. For the place of finding, see Hesperia, IV (1935), p.474.

The fragments have been joined and measured as one.

Height, 0.84 m.; width, 0.43 m.; thickness, 0.135 m.
Height of letters, 0.005 m.

10

20

25

155/4 B.Co - Panpronis ca. 44

CEmi Myai8éov &oyovrog émi vijg ‘Inmobwrridog devr]éoa g mov]
[zavelag fu Didionog Kodtyrog Mowariedg Syoauu]dreve[v Me)
[taysizm@rog teTpdde ioraudvov Tevdgrer vijg mov]tavelag °
[Bovky) &u Bovhevenpiwi: @y meoédowy Emeyniplilev Aya
[“% Swoiov *Ayogvedg wal ovumededgor ® &dofev] wei Sovlsl
[ HodxAstzog Stodrwvog Dlvedg glmev: dmég dv dmlayyéMAyova[w]
[0t movrdverg wig Ilavdiovidog Smép t@v Bvoi@y &]v Evov v[d]
(w00 T@v Sxxhyoiy tin ve ‘AméAwye T ITgootarn)oiwe wod Tel
[ Aoréwde vei Bovkelow xei voig &\owg Beoig oig mdt]owov fv v
[Gyabet viyer 0eddyBar vel Bovhel ® v udv ayabo O&]yeobou T
[yeyovdra v Tols isgolg oig ¥bvov &p’ dyelar xai cwt]neler Tijg
[ze BovAfig xal ToD dfuov xai waidwy el yvv]awx[@v] xal T@v @i
[Awy el ovpudywy: émeudy) 98 ot movrdverg 7]dg t[e] Buaiag Ev
[oav émdoag Soouw xabijrov & vel movraveia]r xedidg xai gilo
[vluwg, émeuehibnoay J0¢ xai tiic ovAhoyig] Tijig Te PBovlijg *®
[xai zoT drjuov el T@y ¥ldwy drdviwy dv adt]ols moooérarToy

- [0t 7& oo xai ve Ymplouara Tob djuov’ dm]awvécar Todg mev

[zdveig wig Havdiovidog xai orepav@oat] abrots xovedt oze
[pdvwe etoeBeiag Evexev Tiig medg wodg Beo]ds xal gihoTiuiag
[tvfic &lg ©ov Ofjuoy 1oy ‘Abpalwy: dvayeliper 0 1de T0 Ynj
[popa oy yoouuerée Tov nave movraveliov & ol M
[6iver %ol ovijoer &y T@w muravine: &lg 08 T]iy dvaypagiy
[xal Tiy] avdbeowy [wijg owjdng uepioar Tov] Touior T@v ovew
[stw]Tindy ©0 yevduev[ov dvdlouc]. '

vacat
‘0 d7uog ‘H Bovky) [(H Boviy)] ‘H Boviy)
Tobg 0y Toulay [zov yo]aupe Nuxbuayov
movrdvelg 30 “A1éEavdgoy 7[é]e " # Muvgowovet
Stagiée 3 [Sd]qrov oy
[M]qromié
o

vacat



No. 84
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’Emwt My[50]16éov &oxyo(vroe) dmi wijg Immobwyridog devtégag mov
tavelag ft Didionog Kodryrog ITawevietg éyooupdrevey: Me
TayaTridrog TETEd0L iorauévov Terdgrer Tig mout[ave]iog:

15 Bovky) du Bovlevinglwt: T&v meofdewy dmewigile[v ‘dya <% %]
Swolov Aycgredg wal ovumg[d]edoor U Edokev vel Sovdel ¥
‘Hodxhettog Stedtwrog Q)lv[s;)]g cimev: émeld) ol mourdy[eig]
tiig Iavdioridog el oi deio[iror] émawvéoavieg xal oTePave)
oavteg dmopaivovay Tov ta[ullay By ellovio & éaviay ANEay

50 dgov Staigiée tag ve Ouoialg te]burévar mdoag Tag wabyrovoag
(8] vel movravela, mipeue[Aijollow 08 xal tov EAAwy émdvrwy
[xa]Adg nai gihotipwg ® dya[Bei] wiyer deddybar vel Bovhel émon
[véo] o vov Taulay ANésa[vdoo]v EdBothov Stetgiée nal oreqpard
[oat] BaddoD oregavae, éma[wéc]ar dé el Tov yoauuarée Silnyov

55 vt JTgaviéde wei tov [leoéle ol émwrbuov Nixduayov Tele
. .%. . Mugotvovaiov zai 1ov [yoau]uarée wijg Boviijs xai Tob drjuov
[Xau]oédy[u]ov Yt [Aeum]roée xai Tov dmoyeauuerée Tob
[8huov] [ [Ty[6a]ydoar]] Auate[vré]a xal vov nijgure vig BovAig el {[[z]]}
[zo?] diuov Et’mlfp; Toweu[eda] nai 1ov adlyriy Tépwva Opyaié[e]

60 [xai] 7ov Tapiav vig Bovdig [ A€ aygov Aorddmwvog Mergaiée narl
[o7)eqpav@oor Exaotov Bak[ho]T orepdvor. dvaygdpar dé T6de T0
[Wiplioua Tov yoaupatée Tov [x]avd movraveiar & orhler Mibiver
[#ai] ovioa 8y Tén movrarik[@]e" &lg 08 Tiy dvaygaqiy xal Tiy dvd
[6e0tr] 1djg oviidg pspicar To[¥] Tapiar @y 6TQETIWTINGY TO yev

6 [d]uevor drddwpuc.

vacat
Sreagueig Alavtidng Nixwy Aixatog
"AéEavdoog Alwy Davieg Siuwvidng
[N]uslag ITooeidimwmog Kodrwy Novuijviog
Houavieig Nixdoroarog SwxpdTng [T]ipaoibeog
0 Silyvdg 8 Amolddw[glog 100 Swaifiog 115 Elvouog
Etpodriog Kubigoe[ot] " Agyirvog Keldiog
Zwmreog SwrpdTng Holvrgdrng “Ayyelijbey
NixdBoviog Aeyidnulog] Oedprog *Amolaviog
Aovvooyévig Kléaoy[og] Aydbagyog “Avimatgog
» Xdong 90 Anuihreliog] 105 Droraiog 120 “OcBey
Tiuwy Astarg[avog) Neo[#A]7g [Eévarr
Sdatgarog Aoworou[- - -] [Moaotsic) [4]eovv[o - - -]
Kaldipeyog Kvda[Opaisic] [--------] --------
Kourdhaog Nixay[doog] [Mvgotrovaiot]
80 [A)lwy 9% Amok[- - - - - 1 10 [Nixduayos?]

vacat 0.05 m.
Five citations missing

151
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The text given above is complete in that it includes the part previously published
by Meritt; but his discussion is naturally not repeated here, since further work has merely
confirmed his conclusions. The restoration of the first decree may seem somewhat bold
in view of the small number of letters actually preserved. This impression is not
deceptive, but more can be said for the restoration as it stands than appears at first
glance. It is based on a careful study of the spacing of the letters as determined by
the (preserved) second decree; the spacing is highly regular. Even so, not certainty but
mere probability has been attained. The name of the proposer, for instance, supplied
in line 6 from line 36, gives a line of 45!/, letters, and the chairman of the proedroi,
supplied as ’Ayacieg (or some such name) conforms to requirements equally well. There
is more uncertainty in connection with the numerals in line 3, which has been restored
exactly as line 44, where however the space available was greater.

A peculiar circumstance is to be noted in connection with the probability, yielded by
the spacing, that the decrees were passed on the same day. The first decree, instead of
being passed by the Demos, was passed by the Boule. This is a unique instance (p. 3, n. 2).
Since the Demos did in fact crown the prytaneis (lines 25-27), the constitutional
irregularity is slight. It becomes intelligible in any case that the two decrees, one
honoring the prytaneis and the other their officers, should have been voted in the same
session, and even proposed by the same orator.

Also irregular are the citations between the two decrees. Besides the customary
three, there is a fourth, for the Priest; possibly this additional honor was due to his
having served as a prytanis (line 110). The citations for the other five officers probably
followed the register.

Meritt’s restoration of the secretary of the year of Mnesitheos in I.G., II%, 979 is
now confirmed, and with it the new early date for the expressions ez’ ¥pyovre and
#ar Oedv. As has already been noted, the discrepancy of three days which these phrases
specify in the sixth or seventh prytany had not appeared in the beginning of the second.
The tampering with the correct astronomical calendar, which xez” &oyovre implies (Meritt
in Hesperia, 11 [1933], p. 26), therefore took place at some time between the date of the
present decree and of I.G., II%, 979. The total divergence of three days suggests an
accumulation due to one day of discrepancy in each of three successive months, or
in each of three pairs of months. For the count wer’ elzddag, see Meritt in Hesperia, IV
(1935), p. 559.

Line 54: the patronymic of Nikomachos may have been, from the spacing, Tele|[alov].

Line 58: the whole word 7zod is accommodated in line 59, and the traces of T at
the end of 58 are in a careless erasure.

Line 68: P. 4., 10823, possible relatives of the fifth century s.c. and the second century a.p.

Line 80: The restoration has been made by Gomme (letter to Meritt), with reference
to P. 4., 4513, 4514.
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Line 106: the third space from the end is scratched, forming one bar of a spurious
sigma.

Lines 114 and 121: two misspellings, Eiuasifeog, and Sévwr. The same mason inscribes
0¢ddobee in I.G., II% 979, line 31.

Lines 107-110 and 123: there can be no doubt that the missing lines are to be restored
as indicated. Gomme (by letter) has made the same determinations independently.

85. 1.G., II% 967. 145/4 B.c. Erecmrreis. Erosion by moisture has ruined most
of the surface, and one cannot read the two or three more lines for which there is
room on the fragment. The design, so far as one can observe, is normal: in particular,
there is no gap of one blank line after the &doSev-clause. The phrase dmép e ijg SovAiic
el 70D Oruov is unusual in line 11, and is doubtless a mere clerical variation.

For the patronymic of the proposer, who appears as Tiuegyog *Emt . . . o[v] Seiutiog
in I.G., II% the space available actually calls for close to 10 letters. An inscription
from the Agora recently published (Hesperia, IV [1935], p. 71, no. 37), contains five
decrees in honor of ephebes, of which the third honors the kosmetes, Apollonios of Sounion.
The decree was proposed originally by Tiueoyog "Emiux)eazidov S¢[#zriog] (line 59).
Obviously it is he who, seventeen years earlier, had proposed not only ‘the present decree,
where the patronymic fits exactly, but also 86 of the same year, in honor of prytaneis.
It seems likely enough that he is the Timarchos who was Archon in 138/7, and possibly
he had also been a mint magistrate (P.A. 13628). An ancestor, Tiuagyog ’AoiLiAov
Sprirriog, was conspicuous in Athens in the fourth century (P.A4., 13636).

86. Agora I 737. Two fragments of Hymettian marble, preserving both the original
sides of the monument; A4 preserves the top, dressed to receive a block above; part of
the smooth right side is also preserved. Found on May 16, 1933, in a late Roman fill
directly in front of the Tholos, in Section Z. Fragment B was found on April 29, 1933,
also in a late fill of Section Z. Part of the left side is preserved.

(A) Height, 0.13 m.; (restored) original width of monument, ca.0.36 m.; thickness, 0.10 m.
(B) Height, 0.125 m.; thickness, 0.285 m.
Height of letters, 0.007—0.012 m.
145/4 B.c. Exzomrasis? ca. 41
Frae. [Eni Mrzeopdvov &gyovrog émi tiig - - “# - -1%idog Os
[xdTng movraveiag fu "Emiyévmg Mooylwrog Ao]unteeds &
[Yeauudtevey ° Gvriypapeds Anuorodrrg my]yoxgé"rov Kvdg
[Bppracedg * Bovriis Yygiouare * "Elagnfol]@vog * Tiuce
5 [xog *Emixgavidov Sgijrtiog simey ° &meidy) oi] mourdverg
[tfic *Eoexbeidog xai oi delowror émeuvéoavt)eg xei ¢[ve]
[pavaoavreg émogairovery el QGovel] wov Touiav [..]
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————— S12 - - gdg re Ovolag teburév]aw tag nalfngrod)
[oag év wel movravelar, xTh.]
Gap of several lines, the same decree continuing:

Frac. 10 go[y dmoyoopueréoa - - - - - - - - - LB oo ral ]
B [z]ov x[fovea 1fig FovhAijc zal tob djuov ElxAijy? Totveueé]
(o] val ¢[ov adhyriy - - - - - - - L - wetl TOV T

uier wig Blovdig - - - - - ee A zal oy avriyga@éal

Anuorgdry[v  Kvdefipraiée zal  oteqavicor Exacror at]
15 Ty fodho[T orepdvwe ¥ dvaypdar Jé T6de T Yi]
Qioua T[ov yoauuarée Tov ratd movrareiav &lg orij)
Ay [Mbiviy, xzd.]
On the right side of the monument, opposite line 3, in smaller, crude letters:
i Bouls
vacat 0.015 m. to break

No. 86

The physical appearance of the monument is important for understanding the problem
which it presents; for, unlike 85 of the same year, for instance, it is a monument, and
not a stele of the regular type. The thickness, the bevelled edge and flat top, and
particularly the citation on the side! are parts of a design otherwise unknown to us
since the fourth eentury. The original, in fact, was a comparatively thick and narrow
slab inscribed -with the second of two decrees only, and below the decree citations and
the register. Doubtless a dedicatory offering, in the form probably of a statue, was set
in the top. The monument was, in other words, a statue base erected by the prytaneis.

! The citation was of course surrounded, like all others, by a painted wreath. Apparently the letters,
in this instance, were carved after the monument was erected —so rude are they compared to the others—;
it is as if they had been done by the painter of the wreath as he put the last touches on the stone.
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A copy of the tirst decree would have been superfluous,! and in repeating the second,
the one inscribed, it was not necessary or appropriate to specify the exact day, or the
chairman of the proedroi with his colleagues. Finally, the lettering itself, cuneiform,
ornate, laid out carefully between incised guiding lines, with small gaps in the text for
punctuation, is monumental, in contrast to the lettering of the regular stele 85.

The present inscription therefore pre-supposes decrees honoring the prytaneis similar
to the decrees regularly inscribed on regular stelae. Whether the decrees passed, having
been thus inscribed, have survived as 85 itself, is the problem.

85 is in fact a first decree of this very year, and the orator (spacing confirms the
restoration) was the same. That decree was passed éni zijg ‘Axauaveidog dexdrng movravelag.
The present decree is from a prytany the numeral of which is AE[-, that is to say, the
second or tenth. It was not, however, Akamantis. The tribe in prytany had a name
not in -TIAOZ, but in -EIAOX (Erechtheis, Aigeis, Oineis), or -AlaOX (Ptolemais), or
-X1A0ZX (Antiochis), or -AlAOS (Attalis).

On this evidence, the preference might be for dating the decree in the second prytany:
-l1A0X AE[YTEPAZ]. It will be observed, however, that after the A there is fair space

for one letter only. Only the most ungraceful crowding, which the author of this monument
would avoid (line 3, the most crowded, has 11/, letters in an equal space), will accommodate
EY at the end of line 1. AE|[YTEPAZ] would violate the principle of syllabification. On
this additional evidence, which tends to prove that the numeral was the tenth, the pre-
ference is for looking upon the decree as a copy of the lost second decree of 85, and
for assuming that an error was made in recording the name of the tribe in prytany.
This error may have been made either in 85 or in the present text.

In sum, the combined circumstances of spacing, of the nature of the monument, and
of the name of the proposer, outweigh, though only by a little, the ordinary assumption
of seribal rectitude.

In the present decree the antigrapheus makes a unique appearance among the officials
listed. His name was already known from the preamble of 85.

87. Hesperia, III (1934), p. 38, no. 26. ca. 140 B.c. There were at least six, and
probably eight, wreaths. The wreaths and letters were cut by the same hand as in
1.G., I1% 971 of 140/39. In this period an ephebic inscription would have crowns in one
row, not in two; nor can the decree have been similar to the decree of I.G., 112, 971.
Quite certainly then the citation is of an officer of the Boule, and was appended in the
regular manner to a pair of decrees honoring prytaneis. For carved wreaths see p. 20.

88. I1.G., II?, 977. 131/0 B.c.? Arraus. This decree is notable as the first in
which we can read that it was to be set up, not in the Prytanikon, but of &» [émizideior

! The suggestion might be made that the first decree was inscribed on the reverse face. Such a
scheme, requiring that the stele be visible from four sides, is rare after the fifth century.
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sivae gaivyrae] (p. 27). Frag. A was found in Ceramico exteriore, and B came from the
Library of Hadrian; the stele most likely stood in the Agora.

The year of Epikles, who dates this inscription, is not precisely fixed (the latest
treatment is Ferguson, Tribal Cycles, p. 179). The Secretary appears in I1.G., II? as
[I'ogylidog T'ogyidov /4, from which it would appear that demotics in 4, 4, or 4 were
possible. A demotic in 4 would narrow the number of possible tribes to four (131/0,
for instance, would be excluded); so likewise a demotic in Z; with .4 any tribe except
Akamantis might be eligible.

Klaffenbach, at my request, has kindly examined the fragment in Berlin; as well as
photographs, squeezes, and a plaster cast, and he has sent me the cast. He found, and
the cast shows, a small stroke (not an accidental break) which can only be the end of
one bar in a (broken-barred) A. The stroke in question is visible in the photograph in
Kirchner, Imagines, no. 106. Hence, if the year is 131/0, the demotic is 4[yovA7fer] or
‘A[rayvodorog]. The latter, being the larger deme, is somewhat the more probable.

The lettering on the preserved portions is so regular as to permit a reasonably precise
restoration of the preamble.

Honors to prytaneis were seldom voted by the Demos as late as the latter third of
the next prytany. They were often voted in the latter third of the term of the prytaneis
who were praised (p. 7). Hence Azradidog is the correct*restoration in line 1. This
means a numeral of close to 8!/, letters: only zerdgorng (8), and évdexdwng (9) need be
considered.! Since the names of the months involved are of equal length, both are

possible:
ca. 57

['Ent] "Emixdéovg * &[oxovrog émi vijg *Avvelidog ém""f’] ng movravelag, Nt °

vdenar
, dotog

I . oo 247270
[I'ogy]idog I'ogyidov A[VevlﬁeﬁV?
[xd]deg, Exter xei eixoorel v[fig movravelag® &xxdyola & vid] Bedrowe ¥ pevaybel
[oa] & Hepauéwg xare: ©o Yig[opa - - <*-12'2 - - &in)ey * T@y mooédoww &
5 [me]lygiler ddpwy Swyévolvg - %% - xal ovumededg]or ™ Edokey T@ dfuwe’

, , Mvavoyn] _ > 2
&yoapucrevey @ag;mlt] @vog dydder uer” &l

The discrepancy which the stone attests between the day of the month and the day
of the prytany points to an intercalary year. Meritt has shown (Hesperia, IV [1934],
p. b60) that the later date means backward count in a hollow month (Thargelion 22).
The earlier date is equally correct for the backward count in a full month (Pyanopsion 23).
Neither possibility at all favors the forward count, which is thus virtually excluded.

89. Agora I 138. Three fragments of a stele of Pentelic marble: Fragment A is
broken all around; Fragment B has the right side preserved, and all others broken away;
Fragment C preserves part of the interlacing stalks of a wreath, with parts of five lines.
A was found on March 1, 1933, built into a bothros, at 17/KA, in Section I. B was

! Had the numeral been dwdexdrys, the decree of the Demos should appear second on the stone (p. 7).
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found on April 26, 1933, in the fill of the “ Valerian ” wall, disturbed in later times, in

Section 1.

C was found on February 6, 1932, in Section A.

(A) Height, 0.18 m.; width, 0.17 m.; thickness, 0.12 m.
(B) Height, 0.195 m.; width, 0.082 m.; thickness, 0.058 m.
(A) and (B) Height of letters, ca. 0.01 m.

(C) Height, 0.12 m.; width, 0.065 m.; thickness, 0.06 m.

Height of letters, 0.009 m.

The position of the fragments in relation to each other cannot be precisely fixed.

ca. 128 s.c.

F RAG. [ _____ ]og
A Three lines blank

vacat

No. 89. Fragments C, A, B

KExroris
5 -]g Frac.
[- - - - #]edwng B
[- - - -] vacat
[dat]dedidar
[- - - -yémg
10 [----] g
CEmuex] (o
Kolrw[v] [------ Trog
Anuijr [guog] [------- ik
Aloye[- - -]
[vacat]

11
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[ Bolel 2ov yoauule] T V& AL- -]
[zov vaullar viig 20 téa TOb J[Huov] ¢ [------ 1y ®al 7[- -]
15 [Bov]Afig . ’ 9 Bov]dy tov Tlaplar]
In an olive crown: Olive crown In an olive crown:
[----]m [-]vdowve
[omemmme- ] s [ -Jutol- -]
[---- e ] - - -]

The fragments are evidently part of an elaborate inscription like Hesperia, IV (1935),
no. 37, which is by the same hand. The phrases in lines 21 and 22 are puzzling.

90. I1.G., II% 1003. 125/4 B.c. The subject was identified by Meritt, and the text
was restored by him so far as that is possible, in Hesperia, II (1933), p. 165. The
restoration stands the test of the more refined procedure for restorations outlined above
(p. 30), line three occupying 58!/, full letter-spaces, and line six, 58. The numeral of
the tribe in line 1 should have about 5!/, letters. '

91. Hesperia, 11 (1933), pp. 163—165, no. 9. 125/4 B.c. Erecmrurss. The text was
restored successfully throughout by Meritt, with but two exceptions. The rule about
division of syllables need not be violated at the end of line 16: sigma should begin the
next line. The end of line 14 is more difficult. In the drawing line 15 is over-crowded. The
solution is probably to move the letters AT back to the end of the previous line, where
the crowding becomes no worse than at the end of line 6 (in line 6 the final sigma is
visible). It would be better to leave the place of setting up the stele unrestored (see p. 28).

92. An Unpublished Inscription from the Collection of David M. Robinson. (The
following is by Professor Robinson.)

Some years ago there came into my collection of antiquities in Baltimore through a
dealer an inscription said to have been found in Athens. It is of Pentelic marble and
originally had a moulding at the top. It is now 0.215 m. in greatest width, 0.145 m. in
greatest height, 0.035 m. thick (cut down perhaps from 0.085 m.). The letters are from
0.007 to 0.01 m. high.

124/3 B.c. ca. 58
ni Nixlov] Hoyovvog &ni 1fig Immobw[rtidog - - - - - - movravelag N - - - -
[)E \ N ’ &I é \ 7 (I e VJ 0 ’
L84 ) Jowrog Dadnoste  Eyoauud[tevey, - - - - - GYog - - - - - = - - == -
Yowrog ¢ yoouy ) S
[- “%% e wijg mwoveavelag duxhoi[a xvola & T@L Oedtowi” T@Y mEoédowy dre)

[wipile]y “doyidagiog "Aoytdduov *Otgu[reds xai cvumededgor’ Edokey tin dfuwe’]
5 [Emyévlng diov Meliredg simev: Smég [ov dmayyéllovawy ol movrdvelg wijg ‘Ir]
[oBwvzid?]og Srée Taiv Buardy dv Ebvo[v Te med TV Exxdnoidy Tin Te Amiliwvi]
[zt Mgoor] arnelwe wai Ti] LApréuide ©ij Bo[vAaiar xal ©ij Dwogpdewt xai Toig ¥Alotg]
(6eoig olg m]dToioy fv* ™ dyabel wixe[t deddyber T Suwe ™ - - - - - - - - - - ]
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The inscription is non-stoichedon but had about 58 letters in a line. Most of it can
be easily restored from formulae used in other inscriptions of this category. 88 and
Hesperia, 11 (1933), p. 163, no. 9 have the addition of Phosphoros, an epithet of Artemis!?
which seems to be needed to complete line 7. The letters resemble in their beauty and
fixed ornamental forms with apices those of 88, which dates from the year 131/0, and
those of Hesperia, loc. cit., which dates from 125/4. The letters of 93 from the year 122/1
are also similar. The character of the lettering, then, indicates a date in the latter part
of the second century s.c.’

The date is more accurately given by the demoticon of the secretary. According to
the cycle of secretaries possible dates are 148, 136, 124, 112 B.c., etc. The date 148
scems too early for the writing and the date 112 is impossible because Lamios is already
known as the secretary for that year.t
The approximate date 136 or 124 is also
indicated prosopographically from the
name of the orator in line 5. An ’Emi-
yévng diov Melizevg is known as an ephebe
ca. 80 B.c. from I.G., II% 1039, line 88
(P.A., 4813) and probably he is the same
man as the ’Emyérmg Alov Melirelg who
appears as a thesmothete in I.G., 1I2
1717 of 56/5, and in I.G. II?, 1716,
line 30, under a heading for 54/3 (Dow,
A.J.A., XXXVII [1933], pp. 586, 588). The
orator of our present document is evidently
the grandfather. If then we restore his
name in line 5, the left margin of the
stone is determined. The phrase &ofev T dfjuwt, which must have preceded the name
Epigenes, came as a rule either at the end of the preceding line or on a separate line
of its own, so as to allow the orator's name to begin a new line.5 Now the archon of
136 B.c., Timarchides, has too long a name to be restored in line 1, where the left
margin is determined by Epigenes in line 5. But the name of the archon of 124, Nikias,
is possible in line 1, as Meritt has suggested to me, and should in fact be restored there.
The date is thus definitely fixed as 124/3 B.c. In line 2 the name is undoubtedly " Ardowy

1 Cf. Paus. 1V, 31, 10; and 55.

® Cf. photograph in Wilhelm, Urkunden dramatischer Auffilrungen in Athen, p. 228.

® The use of n without iota in line 7, although we have wi, also points to the end of the second
century n.c. For example, Schwyzer-Meisterhans, Grammatil: der attischen Inschriftens, p. 67 gives only
five examples of 7 for the second century m.c. but 108 for the first century m.c. as against 161 cases of 7
in the second century.

¢ Cf. Dinsmoor, The Archons of Athens, p. 33.

5 Cf. 90.

11*



160 STERLING DOW

rather than 4ioyewv, as the traces of 4, not X, seem to remain. It may be that we
should restore the name ITdggiyog! at the end of line 1 and the beginning of line 2 or
that the end of line 1 was short and that the secretary’s name was [“d»dpwy "Av]Jowrog
Dalrnoeelg. Such a man was ephebe in 119/8 B.c.2 He could not have been the present
Secretary, but may have been his son, and he may be related also to “4vdewv ITveixov
Dalneevg.

The margin fixed by the restoration of Epigenes as orator and the necessity of
supplying Nikias as Archon raise two further points. The name of the tribe honored
should be one of the longer names: Aigeis, Leontis, and Oineis are excluded. The
restoration of Nikias, rather than of his suffectus Isigenes (I.G., 112, 1713, line 7) suggests
that the decree was not passed at the very end of the year. The Archon Isigenes (4mi
Elouwyérov &pyovrog) alone dates a dedication in Delos (Roussel, Cultes, p. 138).

93. I.G., 112, 1004. 122/1 B.c. Erecuraeis. Above line 1, part of one of three(?)
carved crowns is preserved (cf. p. 20). Minor changes in the text:.line 9, the first letter
belongs at the end of line 8; line 10, a ‘
similar correction; line 18, the first two
letters belong at the end of line 17. Line 12,
in place of ugyadomeenr@s restore zadig xal
pthotiuwg. At the end (as lines 17-18)
restore and read: zij[g ovijdyg | peoloar Tov
Taplay TGV OTQATIWTIRGY TO 7]gvdulevoy
avdlopa].

94. Hesperia, 111 (1934), p. 35, no. 22.
Late second century B.c. Oisers. Further
study has contributed little toward the
decipherment of the decrce itself. The
photograph shows a squeeze marked?
with such readings as seem reasonably
certain in this area. In line 9 we may

T fai v -t s ¢ b

i

!'In IG, IT?, 2609, we have "Avdowr ITvg-
olyov baldnosvs.

2 I.G., 11%, 1008, Col. 111, line 120.

3 The reverse of the squeeze is shown. The
pencilled markings are not on the strokes, but
beside them, as if in the shadow cast by a light
from the left. This method of marking has the
advantage that no stroke of a letter is destroyed
by the pencil; readings can still be verified and
corrected. No. 94. Reverse of a marked squeeze
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detect -Joov Aau[mreéa. In line 13 no regular formula, it seems to me, can be read.
Hence we lose a clue to the date.

The letters of the decree are a third smaller than those below. This by itself is a
sign of late Hellenistic date. The letters of the register have small apices, so that again
we must consider a late period, ca. 150 B.c. or rather later.!

More exact data are to be found in the register. In line 18 a few more letters
give Aawmddat. The tribe honored was therefore Oineis, and line 14 must be read as
[Ao]Jvoieig. The treasurer, line 15, seems not to be otherwise known. [Bo]olog Botdo[v],
who is listed next, is the father of, or even identical with, an homonymous ephebe of
the late second century s.c. (I.G., I, 2981; cf. I.G., II% 2986). The next line is
puzzling: [..]1610=6AF[- -] In line 20, since space excludes R, the name would
seem to be [‘4)otovop[d]yng. The prytanis of line 19, [@]eddweo(c] - - - - - Aexidong,
should probably be identified with @eddwgog @sodwgov Aaziddrng, one of the émiuednral
honored in ca. 130-120 B.c. (I.G., 112, 1939, line 11).

95. Agora I 1773 a. Fragment of Pentelic marble, broken on all sides. Found on
April 12, 1934, at 24/B, in late fill on the floor of the Tholos, in Section B.

Height, 0.15 m.; width of face, ca.0.028 m.; thick-
ness, 0.048 m. »

Height of letters, 0.005 m.

Although most of the estimates of space are highly
conjectural, we have some check on the length of
the archon’s name. The trace of olive crown is
sufficient to show that the name can have been
little, if any, shorter. We can tell also that the
formulae in line 5 were compressed. Otherwise the
details of spacing are so unreliable that one cannot
know, for instance, whether the é» at the end of
line 6 may not really belong at the beginning of
line 7. In general, the restoration and date depend
on 96, which was cut by the same hand. That the
present decree is the earlier is suggested by its
having been passed by the Boule alone, and by its
mention of the asloiror.

1 The size of the lettering in the preserved decree also
proves that there were originally two decrees. This sets
a limit to the date. Our last two-decree document is of
104/3 B.c.; our first single decree is of the middle of the first
century B.c. No. 95
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Shortly before 104/3 s.c. Trace of olive erown ca. 67
CEni - - -3 - - -Jov &[pyovrog émi wijg - - - - - - - - movravelag, M - - - - - - - - ]
[--- %% - - lebg &yloauudrevey - - - - - - - B oo v Bovky) du PBovleven]
[olwt * T@v gloédp[wr Emeipiley - - - - - - i xal ovumededgot * Edo&ev]
[rei Bovhei] ™ EB[- - - - =~ - - - - - - elrwev: &meldi) ol mevravelg Tijg - - - - - - xai]
5 [ot deloro] éma[wéoarteg xal oTepavioarreg dmopalvovowy Tov Taulay -°% - xai 1ov)
[Yoauua]vée C4[- - - - 2L - - - - wdg e Ovoiag velvxévar dmdoag Tag xabyroboag &v]

[zel mov]Tare[iow trép ve vijg Bovlijc nal 0T duov * mipsuerijobar 08 ral tdv Aoy &)
[arvrwy xe]lig [rai grhotinwg  Srwg 0By xai 4 fovdy) galmrar volg “-'2 Tdg Aaivovg]
[ylag én]oréu[ovoa vy moooirovoay ydowy ® dyalel viye deddybor vel BovAel drawvéoar]
10 [zow Topllay [- - - - -~ -------- %0l TOV YOQUUOTER - - - - - - = - = = =~ — - - ]

[- - <=7 - JA3[- - nzh.]

96. I1.G., 11% 989 (Fragment B) plus Agora I 1773 (Fragment A, joining the top of B;
and a small unconnected Fragment, O).

Fragment A was found on April 8, 1935, in late Roman fill, 45 m. south of the
Tholos, in Section B". Fragment C was found on April 12, 1934, in late fill on floor of
the Tholos, in Section B.

(A) Height, 0.088 m.; width, 0.11 m.; thickness, 0.119 m.
(C) Height, ca. 0.05 m.; width, 0.097 m.; thickness, 0.048 m.
Height of letters, 0.006 m.

104/3 v.c. Erecnries ca. 50

Frae. [------ yrouny 0¢ Svufdhecber lijs Polviie elg wov dfjuov &t
[Joxei 7el Bovdel wd pev dyabo 0éyec]bar ta yey[orvéra év Toig ie]
[eoig oig #voy 2p’ yisiar xoi owerelet] Tig e fovh[fg el Tob dfuov]
[vot “Abyppaiwy xal mwaidwy xal yovaix]@dy xei t@y @ilwy zal cvuudywy]

5 [émawvéoar 08 wodg mevrdverg 17]g *Egeybeidog nai [ovepavioar atrodg]
[xovodn oreqpdvwr vavd Tov vouov sbolefeiag Evexey tij[g modg Todg Beodc]
[xal gilotiuiag i &g wiy BovA]iy wal wov Ofjuor [° dvayedpar 98 4]

Frac. [de 70 Yijpioua Tov yoauuarie t]ov xate movrav(elaly [ otifler Mbived]
[xat ocfjoar &v vt movravixd ® T0] 08 yevduevo[v ellg adr[ip dvdlwua]

10 [usopioar Tov tauiav t@r oTeaTi]wTizdy U 7 Bo[viy]

[ Borly] [6 8)Fuog In olive crown:

[In olive crown: In gold crown: A [”0’1]
Name Lo[pct]

and dem- [zo]tg (]
otic of [mov]zd - » Ilegye
15 treas- 20 [V]ewg o7jfe[v]
urer]
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No. 96. Fragment C, upper left, is not in position
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[Eni @coddrov? &oyovrog &lmi wijg Havdiovidog Exrng mov[ravelag ]
S oo “Elouctog Eyoauudrsvey ITootdewv[og - <%= -]
[----¢ “12 - 7iic mov]varelag® Sxxhrole xvoie &v Tt Be[drowt 7]
80 [r@w meoédowy Emeyyigiley K]dhAwy Avrimdroov Svmalire[i0]g xat [ovumed]
[edoor  vacat  &]doSer it Bovdip xal wdt dfuwe  vac[at ]
[---- -l . Javiov Acumreedy eimey * Emeid) oi m[o]v[zdverg)
[zijic *Eopeybeidog] dmouwréoavreg »ai orepevaoavres énlopal ]
[vovowy it BovA]fi oy wrauiav Ov cilorro & Eavtav P[- - -<¢F- - -]
% [---2F-- - xal t]ov yoauparéa ‘Amolhopdyyy Ilegyao[ffey tdg ve 7]
[volag webun]évar Gmdoag zés xabproboag & w[ft movraveliar © 7]
[méo wijg Bovdfile »al vob Orfuov’ émpeuedijobar 0¢ [xal vav EMwy Gmd]
[ty zaehdg xai] @ilotipwg * nwg o0y xal ¥ Rovk[y gabvirar Tolg <% *]
[- - - %" - - - z&g] Aewrovgylag dmovéuovsa [y mooyxovoay xdgtv]
w0 [dyabei Tiye]e deddybar i BovAfL ® wovg [Aaybvrag meoédgovs &lg wiy]
[3miotoay zx]dyoiav yomuarvicor megl [tovrwy, yvouny 0¢ Evufdrleo]

[Bae 7ijs Bovdil]g elg Tov dfjuoy BT dox[ei wijL Bovhii émauvéoar Tov Taplar]

[------ 16 _ _ - ] #ei 79y yog[upatée Amolhopdvyy ITegyaoiber]
[#zA.]
Gap of several lines, the same decree concluding:
Frac. [rai 10v Taulav wijg Bovdijc - - - -]y M[- - - dvayeder 0 ©6de 10 Yigio]
C

5 [ua Tov yoauparée tov xave molyrav(elav &v orhler Mbiver i otigar &v]
[ movTavinde ® elg 08 Ty avalyoaqn[v nai wiy dvdbeoty Tijs orilyg ueel]

[oot Tov Tapiay T@v oTgatiwtin]@y T[0 yevduevov dvdlwuc]

vacat

Fragment B (1.G., 1I%, 989) is important as bearing the demotic of an otherwise
unknown secretary. Koehler’s opinion, that the date was “med. s. II,” was accepted as
authoritative, but his reason—he wished to avoid conflict with documents of the type
of 97, 101 now dated “med. s. I,”—is of no weight.

The lettering of the present inscription is by the hand of I.G., II2% 1028 of 101/0 B.c.,
of 1.G., 112, 1023 (A.J. 4., XXXVIII [1934], p. 102, n. 4), of 95, and of others. The
demotic of the secretary, “Eguciog, shows that the year must be one in which Aka-
mantis (VI) furnished the secretary. The only year available is 104/3; if we recede,
the latest date would be 157/6-147/6 (and here in fact he has been located most
recently); if we choose to descend to the period when we are ignorant of whether
the cycles went on, we find obstacles in 91/0 (archon’s name too brief, I.G., II2

1054 already assigned to that year). The date 104/3, therefore, accords exactly with all
the evidence.
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In this period the cycles of the Secretaries were synchronized with those of the
Priests of Asklepios, so that in 104/3 the Priest should also have been of Akamantis (VI),
and in fact Roussel proposed to date the Priest ®idjuwy Muyzoodwgov “Epueiog in that
year.! The date has been considered acceptable, if not compulsory.> It is interesting
that both Priest and Secretary for the ycar should have been chosen from the little
deme of Hermos, which is not known ever before or after to have furnished either
Priest or Secretary; though one would not press the fact as confirmation of the
Priest’s date.

The archon Theodotos has been dated in 104/3 (Dinsmoor, Archons, p. 278, etc.), and
his name fits the space exactly: a name more than -one letter longer or shorter could
hardly be admitted.

The document itself has many peculiarities which accord well with the position now
given to it as the latest in the series of regular dated decrees of Type III. Thus the
phrases of lines 43 ff. are not known in earlier members; the crowns are represented by
incised outline (p. 20); the name of the body conferring the honors is set above the
crown; the Secretary as well as the Treasurer is specially honored (cf. p. 15); and
both decrees appear in probouleumatic form, it being explicitly stated that the second
was passed by the Demos as well as by the Boule (p. 3). This irregular and quite
isolated appearance of the Demos in a “second” decree is at least curious, in
view of the impending constitutional changes;® 95, however, seems to have been
regular.

The text given differs in many particulars from that in I.G., 112 The changes are
all supported by refined determinations of spacing.

It seems reasonably certain that the stele was erected in the Prytanikon (see p. 27).

97. I1.G. 1I% 1050. Early first century (ca. 80 B.c.?). Panpionis. The lettering is
crude, but still fairly regular: line 1 may have had wider spacing (omitting the word
guhijc, not here used at this date), and the letters of the register are larger than those
of the decree. Lines 3, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, 16, and 17 should all begin with the syllables
which now end the preceding lines. Line 4 is obviously too long and the words zaw
dwy ¢rdvrwy should be omitted; the line ended with émipe. In line 12 the word guifg
should again be omitted. Even apart from these changes much of the restoration is
dubious.

The register reads as follows:

! B.C.H., LII (1928), pp. 1f.
* Dinsmoor, Archons, pp. 248—250; Ferguson, Tribal Cycles, p. 32.
% On which see Ferguson, Tribal Cycles, pp. 147ff.
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[ ZSrvet]otelc oow [ _demotle __ 71 The third
[Oivégpihoc] Adwo[------ ] and fourth
g0 [~ Thorles ] Al------- ] of four
[--=PEk- g [-------- ] columns
[KaAkio ?]roazog 3 S[------- ] are
[--<T--]¢ wi------- ] missing
[- -~ -]ig
% [--2f--og
[~ -~ -Jog
[- =% -]ie
[- =& Jinog
[0 Jamg

g0 [- =% Jo[c]

About one line missing

From this version it is clear that Steiria sent at least eleven bouleutai; since column II
begins with a demotic, very likely the quota of Steiria filled all the first column, giving
that deme about thirteen in all. It is also clear (for the last time in our series of in-
scriptions of prytaneis) that patronymics were omitted. This fact favors a date early
rather than late in the first century. The treasurer Oinophilos son of Syndromos of
Steiria is probably not the man of the same name who was prominent later (110), but
an otherwise unknown son of Syndromos I (P.4., 13038).

98. Hesperia, 111 (1934), p. 54, no. 41. The stone was found in front of the Tholos.
Its original thickness has not been preserved.

Further study has made possible a much improved text, which is printed here:

Soon before 60 s.c. ATANTIS

The demotics Mapa- Seven names missing
6ovior and ‘Paurov- O ------mmmmm ]
gror and twenty-five Aevx[1o]g Nix[- - - - - - ]
names of prytaneis Idowy *Ida[o]»[oc]
missing, i.e. the entire Dalnoeig

first column. In all, 5 Avriogog O[------- ]
there were 22 Mara- Alavtg[dwgog - - - - - - ]

thonioi and 13 Rham-
nousioi (cf. 102).

Aloyivyg Aloy[ivor?]
Aoa . . thyg diove[o - - -]
Ocdgihog Anu[- - - - - - ]

10

! The demotic was Hataveeis or Kvdadnvaueis.
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Méigx[o]g IIA[ov]zdox[ov]
Onoau[évng - 2iov
) Tgt.nogt}(,n,m
[ 2] nog Agt[or]ox[- - -]
15 v _dddorog Khéwrog
Sovriddng vacat
Ogdow(v) Tiodvdgov
dioviciog 3t [pd]twrog
Tipongdrng Vet
20 Aglotwy ‘Aglotwrog

Two citations miss- (ot movraverg] Tov & eiardy Tauiay Tov émi todg bm[Aeirac]
ing, perhaps of the In an olive wreath: In an olive wreath:
Herald and of the .. AN 30  [o7ga]
Treasurer of the ....N L] yyov
Boule ... NAN 70 t[€]rag
5 ... TOWIY v oy v
.. NMEA ‘Hoddny
.. AHN 35 Evd[x]Aéovg
. NON Meao]afuw
[]o[r]

Line 5: the last preserved letter may be @. Cf. 114, line 15.

Line 6: a possible ancestor is P.A., 291.

Line 7: possibly identical with, or father of, fioyivye Aloyivov Madneetg, 102, line 50
(see also P.A., 367).

Line 8: dgaridrg would not quite fill the space.

Line 12: the reading is mostly doubtful, but there can be no doubt that the line existed.

Lines 16, 19: since in line 3 the father’s name, which is the same as the son’s, was
inscribed in full, it seems unlikely that in lines 15 and 18 the sign for a parent of
identical name was used, whether reversed or in its normal form. I can find no trace
of such. It is likely rather that in each line a gap was left to be filled in by the father’s
name, and that, as often, it was never filled in.

The type of monument — a base for a statue—is known in other examples of this
period (99, 102, 103, 106).

The reading of the third citation (lines 22-28) is difficult throughout. A slight gap
separates lines 22 and 23, but I cannot say whether it represents a line. The demotic
Magafivovioy or ‘Peuvobsiov ought to appear, but it has proved impossible to find either.
Such letters as can be guessed at are recorded in the text. Part of the citation is
completely broken away.

The last citation records the fourth Hoplite'Genera,lship of ‘Hoddng Edwhéorg Magabdwiog,
whose descendant in the fifth generation was the famous Herodes Atticus. After the
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researches of Graindor! and Kirchner? there is little to be added about the other members
of the family, which is known to us in twelve generations.? The present Herodes is most
notable in our eyes because it was he to whom Julius Caesar entrusted the building of
the great Forum of Caesar and Augustus: the inscription (I.G., II1%, 3175) is still extant
of the dedication to Athena Archegetis on the surviving entrance colonnade. Eukles, his
son, according to the inscription as interpreted by Graindor, led the embassy to Caesar
after Pharsalos (47 Bc.) and received the initial grant. The Forum was dedicated in the
year 10/9 B.c. or shortly thereafter: the son’s career was, as is believed on other grounds,
very lengthy.* Except where his name appears as a patronymic, this is the only positive
mention of Herodes. He has been plausibly identified with the Archon of 60/59 B.c.,> and
with a correspondent of Cicero who also taught Cicero’s son Marcus in Athens.® As in
these instances, the demotic is absent also in I.G., II% 1051b, lines 1-2, which should
read [- émi ‘H)|oddov ozgarnyotvro[c émi todg émheirag -]. The reading in the Agora
inscription streﬁgthens all these identifications, especially the last. We can see in
Herodes the leading Athenian, i.e., the leading pro-Roman Athenian, of his age, a
position precisely equivalent to that which another Hoplite General, Antipatros (below,
p. 190) was to fill again soon after.

Herodes sent Eukles to Caesar after Pharsalos: taken together with the fact that he
also handed over to his son the superintendence of the building operations, the inference
. is that after ca. 47 B.c. Herodes was no longer in his prime. The theory may be conceived
that the Archonship of Herodes in 60/59 p.c. marked his retirement from generalships to
the Areopagos. This would agree with such other evidence as exists for dating the in-
scription, namely the spelling of Mdgrog with one alpha (see commentary on 7.G., 112,
2461), and the absence of the sign for a parent of identical name. The fact that Herodes
is cited last by himself favors a date comparatively early in his career. The similar list
102 follows after an indeterminate interval.

If this dating is correct, then the period assigned to I.G., II%, 1051 (see commentary)
must be reconsidered. Its present date, post-38/7 B.c., is based on historical reasonings
too elaborate to be reviewed here.

99. I.G, 1%, 1735. Middle of the first century B.c. Prormmats. This post—not a
herm, for no attribute of a herm is preserved’—was a dedication by the prytaneis of
Ptolemais in honor principally of the Priest of the Phosphoroi, and accordingly the

! Hérode Atticus, especially pp. 1-17; Athénes de Tibére & Trajan, and Athenes sous Hadrien, passim.

? Especially the complete stemma under I.G., 112, 3595, with references.

® New items are 1.G., 11% 3979 a; Hesperia, IV (1935), pp. 58—59, no. 21; and under 121 below.

* References and some data in Hesperia, III (1934), pp. 155 —157.

5 I.G., 1I%, 1716, edited in A.J. 4., XXXVII (1933), pp. 585—5H88.

¢ Pauly-Wissowa, Suppl. 111, p. 1130. Cf. Hesperia, 111 (1934), pp. 152—153.

" The first herm bearing an honorary inscription appears to be I G., 112, 1095 of ca. 112 o.p. There
are other inscribed posts of ca. 100 n.c., such as I.G., II% 1941, which also lacks attributes. Such posts
probably bore appropriate offerings set in the top.
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monument was erected in Demeter’s precinct. The occasion for the dedication was
doubtless the fact that the Priest was himself of Ptolemais. Just above line 1 are
traces of a pair of smaller wreaths set side by side. The traces of line 16 are sufficient
to make it clear that a name, not a demotic, was inscribed there.

Oivépidog ‘Aupiov Aqidvaiog was doubtless the Treasurer; Kirchner has seen that a
man of the same name became Archon Basileus (1. G., 112, 1714) in the year now fixed as
88/7 B.c. (Dow, Hesperia, III [1934], pp. 144-146). The evidence on line 13, as given in
1.G., 1I?, fixes an early limit at 101/0. The lettering, it seems to me, is of the middle of
the first century B.c. The Treasurer was possibly a nephew or grandson of the Basileus.

In any case the text contains an early, isolated mention of the Priest of the Phosphoroi,
otherwise mentioned—the same man is later &zl Suddog in addition—only in the second
and third centuries a.p. (references under I.G., 112, 1755, and on p. 8, above).

100. Agora I 2320. Fragment of Hymettian marble, with the inscribed face and part
of the bottom edge, only, preserved. Found on January 31, 1935,-in the foundation of
a mediaeval wall, south of the Tholos, in Section B.

Height, 0.18 m.; width, 0.223 m.;
thickness, 0.05 m.
Height of letters, 0.007 m.

Middle of the first century ».c.
Trace of In an olive wreath:

olive wreath [% Bovdy]

[zov - - --]

‘Hoa[----]

dnu[---]

5 ov Kngliod]
é[c]
vacat
Base of stele

No. 100

The citations might equally well be assigned to some one of the ephebic inscriptions,
were it not that in those the title of the official honored (lines 1-2) was usually inscribed
above the wreath.

101. 1., 112, 1049. 57/6 B.c. OiNEis. Since as many as four archons named Diokles
have been dated within nineteen years (57/6-39/8) of each other (Dinsmoor, Archons, pp. 284
—286), it is of some interest to know whether the archon’s name in line 1 was qualified
by a demotic, or by the name of the immediate predecessor. Study of formulae and
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particularly of spacing enables us to do this, and likewise to remedy the defects of a
text allowing such disparities of lengths of line as I.G., II? admits.

The preserved fragment shows that the first three lines were the longest. In line 1
one may insert the words xai ot dsloizor in their usual place, giving the line a length of
531/, letters. In line 2 the phrase ot mpvrdveig should be inserted before &, also giving
531/, letters. In line 3 insert ze after zdg, giving 521!/, letters. This close agreement
is not fortuitous. Although the lines are otherwise broken with syllables, we find line 17
beginning with an isolated sigma. This indicates that the full breadth of the stele was
being filled, and that (since the sigma was not crowded in at the end of line 16) the
lettering remained regular to the ends of lines.!

In line 12, accordingly, add xati voig dewoitog; in 15, zov rapiav before the name; in 16,
zai evolag after Evexa. The one serious difficulty is with line 6. This line has the loosest
spacing of any line in the preserved part, yet it has been restored with the most letters.
It may be suggested that the mason omitted &avroig moifoachet, thinking for the moment
that he had completed the second infinitive, whereas he had merely cut dmiywefjoar.

The main point is settled: the archon Diokles appeared without qualification. Pre-
sumably he was the first (57/6 B.c.) of that name in this period.

102. I.G., II? 1756. Aiantis. Mr. Alexios Pales, who inherited the inscription as
part of a collection which goes back several generations,? has kindly allowed me to
examine the stone, and thus to recover the scheme of the original.

The preserved thickness, 0.115 m., is original, and shows that the fragment is from
a stele. Such a thickness would ordinarily imply a width of at least 0.46 m. (Hesperia,
III [1934], p. 143). Since each of the carved wreaths occupies 0.12 m., four of them would
require a stele of normal width, 0.48 m. This in turn would accommodate the ideal
arrangement of the register, namely three columns of 18 items each.

Undoubtedly a decree, and probably four citations, preceded the register, of which
a more exact text may be given:

ca. 50 m.c. ' A1anTis
[Magabarion] 5 lines 5 lines
[Treasurer] missing, missing
[40-------- ] plus
15 lines
missing [Towrogvarol] AY[- - - - - ]
in addition % [-------- ----o]v Aox[A- - - - - ]

! Note that iota “subseript” is suppressed in the inscription when it might follow omega (lines 11,19),
but not in relation to eta (line 3, etc.). In line 17 read &arods (cf. efar@y in 98, line 21).
? B.C.H, V (1881), p. 951.
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[F------------ Ik Amod[- - - - - ]
[----- el Jwvog 45 Zékwz[og - - - - - ]
[---=---T¢) Oaly[oeis]
[----211_-_- Jodgrov Aloyoaiog [- - - -]
0 [---%2- - Aplunrolov Havraxdig[- - - - - ]
[- - -8~ - > Aor]euddoov "Aoiorwy ITooéo[vg)
[ Paurot]qio 50 Aloyivig )
[- - -*%% - - ] Tewyévov Aowotduayos Ozag[iwrog]
[-=24-0v ) Osaplwy “Agioroud[yov]
8 [ 3:]orparog Sinwvog Mégxrog Kogvihiog
[@ovx]otrog Ocoddgov Sdoroarog *Emaivoy
[ot mourdverg TOV] [oi movrdverg T0]v ol movrdvelg Tov ol mourd[vetg ToOV]
--------- 1 [F--------- ] Tautlay TGV oroX Sardv [yoouparéal
[---------- ] F--------- ] TLWTIRDY
[In a wreath:] [In a wreath:] In an olive wreath:  In an olive wreath:
[ [ P [ SRR 1 s dorl -]
o ] & [ 1 [ ] Merg[cti]
[ I | S ] o]

The Marathonians are likely to have elected the treasurer, especially since that deme
was listed first, but this element of the restoration is conjectural.

Line 24 is restored on the basis of 98, which is slightly earlier and has 8 Phalereis,
as in the present list.

In line 36, we may have a son of that @eddwgog Ozouévov ‘Peuroborog who was an
ephebe in 107/6: for the stemma see N.P.A., p. 18,

Line 50: the same individual, or his father, appears as Aioyivyc Aloy[ivov?] in 98,
line 7.

Line 75: the last letter is probably I or T (cf. P.4., 4390). The evidence adduced
in 1.G., 1% on lines 49, 51, and 54, together with the new finding on 36, points to a
date close to 50 =.c.

108. I.G., II% 1754, Middle of the first century B.c. Lmontis. Broken away
behind, the block is still thick enough to show that it was a monument base, like 98
and 106, i.e., there was no published decree. This confirms Kirchner’s opinion of the
date of the lettering. '

A Dbit of the left side is preserved, just 0.05 m. from the first letter of _4i6adidet.

The demotic in line 8 was probably [ITozdui]or. Line 9 reads [---Jovg. The line before
the last was a demotic.
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104. 1.G., II®, 3211
Middle of the first century =.c.

In an olive wreath:
[0t o]y
[zd]veg

Tov Taulay
[¢a. 3'] d0wgov

The fragment, which is broken away on all sides, bears a citation from a decree
which can be dated only by the lettering. Lolling read -¢édwgov, wishing to restore
[Kngt]oddwgor, but no trace of sigma remains, and the letters would be crowded. There
are slight but decisive differences in style between this inscription and 111. The hand
may, however, be the same, and likewise the Treasurer honored.

105. I.G., 112, 1059, which also found its way into a later fascicle as I.G., II2, 1758,
Part of the left edge is preserved, but the stone is elsewhere broken away.

ca. 40-30 =B.c.
- 06 Mew[i]gy veet
Evdarpoxgdrng Myvopilo[v - - - -]
avAyeig Aiédweog Ay[- - - - - ]
ov Alwmexijliey veert®
5 yoauatedg ware mov[ralvpilay - - - -]
vriypapedg Kleduayog [- - - - - ]
dmoyoapuatedg Ildrowy ° [V8%]
DulAjuovog lerrovgyotve[og veert]
ol movrdvelg
In an olive wreath: Trace of an olive wreath
10 T0v émi Todg
bredeltag
[oT]oatyyoy
CAv]vimazoor)
[@A]véa

15 [ot movr]dverg
Trace of an olive wreath

In line 3 the patronymic was first omitted by error, and the demotic was inscribed,

running over into line 4: [[4A[wme|«]f6ev]]. These letters were only partially erased;
12



174 STERLING DOW

they make it quite clear that the number of letters missing in each line was only about
five. There must have been abbreviations, to make room for a second column.

The reading in line 13 of ), which is perfectly clear, assures us that this is the
Antipatros by which the inscription is to be dated (see under 116). 110 records his
third generalship, and 116 his fifth.

106. I1.G., 1I1% 1757. ca. 40-30 B.c. Erecurueis. The block served as the base of
a statue, doubtless of Kallikratides. No decree was published on the monument: we
have nearly the entire block. Accordingly, the treasurer (line 3) had to be specified as
such. Kallikratides and his title—the title compressed and patronymic omitted to save
space—were inserted after the list had been cut. The lettering is similar to 116, but
probably is not by the same hand.

Line 5: the reading seems good. Nedlaog is unique in Greek.

Line 8: read IIwAliwy[-.

Line 17: the double lambda is inscribed M.

Line 34: read T[uox]Afg ). Cf. the grave monument TipoxAfig Tipobéov Aeumzoedg
(P.A., 13135).

Line 48: read “Avvioggg ), no erasure.

Line 49: read dwoi@.sog, which confirms Graindor’s restoration in Musée Belge, XXVII
(1923), p. 277, where also his descendants are indicated.

Graindor pointed out that the name in line 4 was the same as that of an ephebe in
1.G., II?, 1963, line 16: ..%.. dwog Iomhiov Edwvvuedg. Since the list of ephebes I.G.,
IT2, 1963 is dated 13/2 B.c., Graindor inferred that the list of prytaneis must be later.!

This argument is not recognized in I.G., II2. Instead a contrary argument, one
which escaped Graindor, is put forward: ‘deyafog Tiudoyov Ieuforddrg (line 44), old
enough at least to have a son who served in the same prytany (line 45), became thesmo-
thetes in 14/3 B.c. (1.G., 112, 1721). In the interval between his being Councilman and
Archon, we should allow enough time for him to be kosmetes (I G., II%, 1964). Argaios
also headed his fellow tribesmen in the great list of Amynandridai, I.G., 11?, 2338,
line 13, dated in the period 27/6—18/7. This implies seniority.®

Either horn of this dilemma might be seized, but it is preferable to suppose that the
prytanis ..%.. dwog (106) is the grandfather of the aforementioned homonymous ephebe
of 13/2 s.c. (1. G., 112, 1963). This permits dating 106, and the Heraldship of Kallikratides
in the late 40’s or in the 30’s (cf. 107, etc.), and hence as long before 14/3 as seems
reasonable to allow Argaios a career which culminates with his archonship in 14/3.3

! Musée Belge, XXVII (1923), p. 261.

# It is notable that his son does not appear in the (complete) panel for Erechtheis.

° The alternative is to identify the ephebe ..?..dwwos with the prytanis, dating 106 after 13/2, as
Graindor proposed. This would make it necessary that the thesmothetes of 14/3, Argaios, should have
had an homonymous grandson, the prytanis of 106. But since this grandson must himself have a son who
is of age, this alternative solution is improbable.
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Kallikratides was succeeded, probably, in the Heraldship by his brother Oinophilos
(110 of 29/8-22/1).

There is also a problem connected with the Herald Kallikratides, son of Syndromos,
of Trikorynthos (line 1). He appears as Herald also in 107 and 108, and as Hoplite
General in I.G. II% 3500. A Kallikratides, son of Syndromos, of Steiria, appears as
gymnasiarch in I.G., I1%, 2875, and in the list of notables, I.G., II% 2464. Is this the
same man, who changed demes by adoption, without indicating the fact in the insecrip-
tions, and without altering his patronymic? The archon of 38/7, or slightly later, also
named Kallikratides (an uncommon name) was probably the same person. The effect of
our dating of 106 is to place the Trikorysian in the period when the Steirian is known
to have flourished, for the list of notables, I.G., II? 2464, would seem by the names to
date from the twenties. For references on Kallikratides see Graindor, Musée Belge,
XXVII (1923), pp. 285-286; for descendants, I.G., 112, 3546 and 3548a.

107. 1.G., 11?, 3502. From the three copies in Le Bas, Mégaride et Péloponnése,
p. 21, no. 88, the disposition of the lines can be accurately recovered:

LEonTtis
ca. 45—30 =.c.
In a wreath:
oi 1oV
TarUelg
OV Toul
av Tig Qv
5 Mg dnwp
Totov &
Oiov jf(
ol mouTdrely TOY wiguna
In a wreath:
(4714
10 Bovdijg
xal To¥ 07
u’ov Kak
Mixgati
ony Tou
15 %0QV01
ov

The original was doubtless a statue base with two wreaths. For similar long inscrip-
tions in wreaths, see 98. The only uncertain detail in the text is the abbreviation at

the end of line 7 for uésog. The best copy gives the lunate mu, as above; in the others
12+
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the strokes are. straight, and in all the epsilon is not lunate. We may take the mu as
an early cursive form in epigraphy, rather than as a reason for questioning the date.

We have found that Kallikratides was Herald probably in the late forties and early
thirties (see under 106). The Treasurer, Demetrios of Oion, who is qualified as the
second of three consecutive scions all bearing the same name, is known from I.G., 112,
2461, line 36, a list which we shall find reason to date toward, or just before, the
beginning of the Augustan Age (see p. 191, n. 1).

The inscription itself is similar to those which are specified in decrees of this period
(97, lines 12-14, etc.).

That the block should have been taken to Corinth and up into the Acrocorinth, where
it was last seen, is not surprising, for Corinth has no marble near at hand. It is curious
rather that no other Athenian inscriptions should have been discovered in Corinth.

108. 1.G, II*?, 3503. Late forties or early thirties B.c. The fragment is from the
lower right corner of a regular stele; the original thickness of 0.10 m., part of the right
side, and part of the base have been preserved. Below the decree and the register of
prytaneis, both missing, there were two rows of citations, the upper probably of four,
the lower of five (painted) crowns. Each had a heading: the first citation should be
restored to correspond to the others. Restore [ze] at the end of line 8.

The date is approximately fixed by the Heraldship of Kallikratides (see Nos. 106
and 107).

It is interesting that the leifourgos, a foreigner, did win a citation, but at the end of
the series, and without the superscription ot movrdreig to show that they had praised him.

109. Agora I 1508. Fragment of Hymettian marble, with the back rough, and broken
on all sides. Found on March 10, 1934, in a late wall at 6/IA, 7 m. north of the Tholos,
in Section B.

Height, 0.28 m.; width, 0.22 m.; thickness, 0.115 m.
Height of letters, 0.013 and 0.009 m.

30/29? n.c. Kexrorms
R e ]ANAI'PAYAI[AETOAETOYHd)IZMAENZTH]
[AEIAIOINE]IKAIZSTHSAIE[NT-
‘ [----- ] Melize[ig) (Columns IIT and IV
[------ ] 4in[g] Be[otheidov] missing)
5 [------ ] I'dgy[1wmog Etdruov)
[- - =T - -Jolov 20 MeA[---------- ]
[- %% - Slyuudyov Ziply - ---- - - - ]
[- - <= - -] dyuyrolov dvovv[o - - - - - - - - ]
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[ g T ]
10 [------ ] Amroldov[- - - - - - - ]
[Svral] ol s ’loldotog [- - - - - - - ]
-] Xeugipivfs - - - - - - ]
[Bvmera]idveg ’Entn[x]og V[- - - - -]
[--*=% - -Ing Iérdfio)g [- - - - - - ]
[T ApL- e ]
[
30 [OINPYTANEIZOIENIAP[XITIMOY? APXONTOS - - - - - -------_-__ ]
[ 20— - Jog
[~ -5~ Jrog duod[- - - - ]
s P A ]

The estimates of spacing in Column I are in all cases minima: the actual length may

in each case have been greater.

It seems clear that there were four columns. The first has 14 lines, the second 13;
there may have been vertical crowding in the other two; in any case small demes like
Trinemeia and Epieikidai were probably
omitted. The first demotic (line 3) should

be Halaieis or Athmoneis.

Line 18: the grandfather was moumo-

otélog (N.P.A., p. dl).

Line 19: The same Gorgippos was xfov§
toi Anélwrog in the year of Architimos,
—the restoration in 109 is conjectural,
and his tenure of two offices dubious,—and
he was Treasurer of the prytaneis in the
course of some year soon before or after
(110); see also P. 4., 3079 with addendum,
and for the family, N.P.A., pp.45-46;
further Kourouniotes,’ EAevowiaxd, I, p.225,

line 15 and p. 229.

Line 21: possibly the family of N.P.A4.,

p- 86, ete.

Line 25: the same man is possibly *Ioi-
dovog Iag[- - -] Melzelg of 110, line 95.
Line 28: an ancestor is probably
ITémhiog Aevriov Mehrevg, an ephebe of
107/6 B.c. (I.G-, 112, 1011, line 105). See

also 110, lines 83, 91.
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The date given by restoring line 30 is based on line 19 and on Dinsmoor, Archons,
pp. 292-293. Line 30 probably indicated that the prytaneis, listed above, crowned the
gelowror, listed below: titles for the latter seem to have been omitted; for the nominatives
cf. 105.

110. I.G., 11% 2467. The left side and the bottom are original. In the period
ca. 170-180 a.p. a list of prytaneis of Kekropis, I.G., II% 1790, was inscribed on the
reverse face. The preserved portion, one column plus a third of another, shows that
half as much again of the total preserved width may be missing. Now the arrangement
of the obverse face suggests four crowns in a row at the top, disposed symmetrically
over the two crowns preserved at the bottom. The width indicated by the inseription
on the reverse plainly shows that this symmetrical scheme was followed.

From this determination of the width, it follows also that a decree is missing above
our fragment, because a considerably greater height is needed to conform to the
proportions observed in shaping stelae. The inscription on the reverse confirms this
deduction also, since about the latter half only remains.

The trimming down of the stele was to enable it to serve as a flat member of a
monument. The left side bears the (unpublished) later Roman inscription O ACWNIA
which was then added. Subsequently erosion by water (the neighborhood of the Sacred
Gate is the wettest spot in Athens) made the main inscription a source of despair to
modern editors. Pittakys, the first editor, published readings which were adopted by
Koehler and Dittenberger who, because of them, declared it was impossible to ascertain
the purpose of the inscription; in particular, they rejected the theory that it was for
prytaneis. Kirchner expunged the demotics in question but found no evidence for the
nature of the document. With the aid of squeezes and of Wagner’s photograph, it is
now possible to establish not only the nature of the document—oi movrdreig has been
read in three places—but also to settle all major points except the distribution in demes
of the prytaneis.

KEKRrOPIS
ca. 29/8—22/1 s.c.

Decree missing
[0t mouzd]

O NN e S B N G
- e [z0]v whovra Tijg én[i v 8he] [z0y  zapiov]
70"y Ta " ulay o - \ - -
| 10 8 ovl iis otpa[Tnyov) [zfls  Bovhig]
In an olive wreath: In an olive wreath: In an olive wreath: [In an olive wreath:]
I'do [Oc]vd 20 70 [---]
YLTTTOY p[]hov Tolroy ----- ]
5 Eddnulov] Swvded Avtina 0 [----- ]
[Me]Ae pov Srer To[ov]) @ : ---- ]

[zéa] 15 giéa A[véle [---]
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[Demotic] Seven lines Four lines One column
[name] illegible 80 illegible missing
35 [patronymic] |
[name] l
w [JEIA[- - -] 65 Aevwog [- - -]
[’Ioidorog v Eod @212 0g [- -]
v [patronymic] 8 Aswo[0émg?]
0 [------ Jog v *E[me]nidon *A\éEavdgog [-]
v Mdonov ‘Aoiordyinog » 1. . 0V
[Name, patronymic] 0 Ollwrog LIEZNINGD Y,
[- - --Joms .. g Nig------ dioviorog Zyy[- -
v ’Ao10T0%04TOV v gov 0 0 Zwxedrng [)]
5 [- - - -Jihog Melizeig Asbwiog “EAé[vov?]
[- - - -]@eov Kalléeg Ay Mévavdeog [- -]
v °Enivetxog B " gloy v 7000g
[‘Eo] uoyévov Anunrorog D Kellxdfis Se[- -]
[Joz[. . .]0[w]oos v Alrrwov 9 'Ioidorog ITag[- -]
50 [...Jwalov Davddirog [)] Aovveddweog [- -]
[. . .Jeog I'kavriov vacat o[t] movrd[veg]
[ .. Jwme[- -] ot mourdv[eg] 105 7oy za[uloy TEOY)
©@cddwgog *Ermiveinov T0v yoauuatéa oroat [twTiniy]
['Iloidovog’ Eriudé ovg] In an olive wreath: In an olive wreath:
s [4]TQIAS[IRMAPA [ -] [ Ake]
vog * vmoygaupc 100 [----- ] Sav
v géa Ilvolke [----] doov ‘A
v paioy v Sovnt 110 yoBond
[ M]évavdpog Mey [£le ‘ éovg Ae
60 [drdgov] Ahaielg v%0Y0
ot

vacat to base

The six citations (lines 1-32, 97-113) are read and restored on the analogy of the
new Agora document 116. The order of citation is not the same, but similar. The
title and name of the Undersecretary (lines 56-58) are not, I think, later additions, as
is the stray prytanis of lines 59-60. It is notable that the Undersecretary received no
carved wreath, and it is especially remarkable that, as for a slave or metic, only his
name is given (p. 16).

The clue to deciphering the register proved to be the more or less regular alternation
of names and patronymics in successive lines. The sign ) for a parent of identical
name might interrupt this sequence. Column III, becoming irregular in this respect,
must have overlapped the area of Column IV, at least at the bottom. Of prytaneis and
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demotics we can read forty-one, or assign space on the preserved stone to them. Hence
a fourth, crowded, column is a necessary assumption. We have seen that there was
space. The result must have looked awkward, but the inscription, as we shall see, was
a tribal, not a public, monument. The later addition of the prytanis in lines 59-60 is
by the same hand as the rest. Whether or not the list, when thus amended, had
50 prytaneis, we cannot be sure; there is no reason to doubt it.

The first demotic (line 33) baffles me. In line 68 we have a demotic: there were
possibly two or three others between lines 33 and 68. Probably Column II began with
a demotic (cf. 116, 109). All of Column III should be assigned to Melite.

Lines 3—7: Gorgippos is a known figure of the period (109, with commentary).

Lines 11-15: For Oinophilos see Graindor in Musée Belge, XX VII (1923), p. 294; also 97.

Lines 20—24: Antipatros is fully treated under 116, which records his fifth generalship.

Lines 59—60: cf. I.G., 112, 1789, Mévavdgog Mevdvdgov “Ahaistg, a grave monument.

Lines 83, 91: cf. IIémhiog Asvriov Mehizevg, an ephebe in 107/6 B.c. (I.G., 1I% 1011,
line 105), and IIdndiog [- - - -] Mehizedg of 109, line 28.

Line 95: in 109, line 25, we have a prytanis ’loidozrog [- - - -] Mehizedg, possibly the
same man.

Lines 104-113: ‘4Aé8avdoos ‘Ayaboxdéovg Aevrovoels was zauleg iz dwdexfidog in the
years 25/4—18/7 B.c. (Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 61, line 7). This is interesting in view of
the new reading of his title in lines 105—106 of the present inscription. His Treasurership
of Military Funds probably preceded his Treasurership of the Dodecade. He appears
also in Kourouniotes, EAevowiaxd, p. 225, line 29. A son was an ephebos in 13/2 s.c.
(Graindor, Musée Belge, XXVII [1923], pp. 262—263).

Kirchner correctly fixed the date of the document, by the evidence of the names, in
the early part of the Principate of Augustus. If the restorations in 109 are correct,
the career of Gorgippos gives 30/29 B.c. as the early limit, and the career of Antipatros
points to a date somewhat earlier than 20/19 B.c.

In the period 170-180 a.p. the catalogue of prytaneis of Kekropis I.G., 112, 1790
was inseribed on the back of the stele. Since it is now abundantly clear that the
obverse face also listed prytaneis of Kekropis, the hypothesis suggests itself that the
stone was the property not of the Demos, but of the tribesman of Kekropis. A heavy
block, it was found not in the Agora, but near the Sacred Gate in the Kerameikos. It
seems not unlikely that a precinct of Kekrops, used by the tribe, was near.

111. Hesperia, IV (1935), pp. 40-41, no. 8. ca. 40-20 B.c. Axamantis. The stone
was found 14 m. east of the Tholos. In line 1 read preferably XOAAEN or alternately
(dotted letters) KOAAEIO. No combination of these possibilities has suggested a solution.
Line 10 is probably the first of the register.

The lettering suggests the period, and the variations of formulae between this text
and 116 may be held to confirm the earlier date for the present text.



182 STERLING DOW

112. Agora I 866. Fragment of Pentelic marble with part of the smooth-picked
right side preserved. It is otherwise broken, but apparently preserved near the top,
where there are traces of the start of a moulding, at the top of the right side. Found
on May 25, 1933, in the wall of a late pit at 52/IE, 12 m. east of the Tholos, in Section Z.

Height, 0.157 m.; width, 0.098 m.; thickness, 0.087 m.
Height of letters (average), 0.01 m.

ca. third quarter of the first century =.c. ca. 377
[’Ematdy) oi movzdveig tijg - - - - - - zal] oi dslowro
[oi émi ------- ¥oyovrog éEmawvécavrleg wal oTe
[pavdoavreg amopaivovoy tel PBovkel ©ov 8§ éavt@w
[capioy - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - tag te Ovail]ag Tebv
5 [wérar macag tag vabproboes bdmie tiig Blovdis xal
[zob dfuov, émususdfobar 08 t@y ¥AAwy Gy xa]Ofxov v
[xedidg »al @ihotipwg, xai dte tabta magaxe]dotoy

[y Bovhiy - - - - - - - - - - - - oo - - - - - ] veide
[F------- - - oo Jov zav
10 [---- s s e e e e oo 1TPO4[]

The type of the decree is evidently that of 97, etc.,
but the regular formulae cannot be restored; no one line
can be definitely fixed. No. 112

113. I1.G., 11% 1048 plus Hesperia, 111 (1934), p. 39, no. 28. ca. 46—20 B.c. EREcHTHEIS.
The text in I.G., II? is correct, except that z¢ should be supplied at the beginning of
line 6, moving zeg to the end of 5. This preserves the usual formula and the rule of
syllabification. A new text of the Agora fragment is given here:

End of Column I:

[ JZE[-------- ]

& [Kydar]
[@e?]gha[0g? - - - - - ]
[--Joe[--------- ]

s [Mo?)guenlog - - - - - - ]
vacat

[ot molvrdvei[g Tov Tapi]
[er] zfig @rA[i]
In a crown:
[S]wxedz[ny )]
[(Kn]gio1[éa]
The crown contained space for 3 more lines
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The letters are by the same hand as those of I.G., 112, 1048; the vertical spacing
in lines 1-5 is greater, but since these lines now appear to contain the register, the
difference of size is not, in the first century B.c., a reason against associating the two
fragments. Meritt’s assumption that the two fragments are part of one stele is therefore
correct. I.G., 112, 1048 had wandered as far as the Royal Gardens.

The restoration of the demotic is indubitable, but the names cannot certainly be
restored. That in line 5 might be Xefoiwmog, etc. There are difficulties in the citation.
The heading is slightly asymmetrical. For the title 6 zauiog zfjc guify see p. 14. Below
the name in the crown there was space, which would normally be filled, for many
letters: one thinks of ydvwe ¢, xzld., a form which occurred first in 60/59 s.c. (I.G., 112,
2992, partly restored but reading correct: see photograph in A.J.4., XXXVII [1933],
p. H84).

The archon Apolexis (designated without patronymic, demotic, or pezé and his pre-
decessor) who dates I.G., II?, 1040 and 113 (I.G., II?, 1048) was placed by Kolbe
(Archonten, pp. 148 -150) in the years 47/6-43/2 B.c. The reasoning was historical, and,
since the sources are scant for the period, the result was conjectural. An archon
Apolexis (likewise without other designation), who appears in Delphian records, was
securely fixed by Graindor! in the years 25/4—18/7 B.c. Graindor twice suggested (loc. cit.),
that I.G., 112, 1040 and 113 should perhaps be assigned to the Apolexis of 25/4-18/7, i.e.,
he suggested that there was only one archon Apolexis who appears without additional
designation.?

If the reader will turn to I.G., I1% 1048-1050, he will find there three decrees dated
in the middle of the first century. Of these we have found reason to date 1050 earlier
(97), and to put 1049 in 57/6 B.c. (101). 1048 is obviously different in formulae, as
well as in length of line, from the other two. The new Agora documents show where
its affinities are: the formulae, the place of erection, and the length of line also, are
generally similar to those of 114, 116, etc. The long list of beneficiaries, which is that of
ca. 155-100 B.c., is met with after Sulla only in 116 and 121 (p. 25). The formulae them-
selves are perhaps somewhat earlier than those of 116. The lettering seems to be earlier,
but not much earlier. At this writing it is impossible to decide whether there was an
Apolexis of ca. 4 B.c.,, and whether 113 should be dated in that period. It is amply
clear, however, that 113 belongs after 97 and 101, and probably before 116.

114. Agora I 995. TFour fragments of Pentelic marble. Fragment A is made up of
two joining pieces, found on March 24, 1934, and June 19, 1933, one in a stony fill over
the porch of the Tholos and the other in a marble pile in the northwest corner of
Section Z. Fragment B was found on April 2, 1934, in the brown earth on the floor of

! Chronologie, pp. 37—38; Musée Belge, XXVII (1923), pp. 265—266.

2 Both Dinsmoor (Archons, p. 286) and Ferguson (Tritbal Cycles) have tacitly adopted Graindor’s view.—
For the later Apolexis, who always appears as Andlnfis ¢ Olov, see Graindor, Chronologie, p. 51; Roussel,
Mélanges Bidez, p. 822.
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the Tholos. Fragment C was found on April 18, 1934, in a late fill in the wall trench
of the Tholos. Fragment D, preserving the left edge of the stone, was found on April 11,
1934, in a late fill over the Tholos.

(A) Height, 0.065 m.; width, 0.21 m.; thickness, 0.07 m.
(B) Height, 0.066 m.; width, 0.087 m.; thickness, 0.029 m.
(C) Height, 0.041 m.; width, 0.07 m.; thickness, 0.023 m.
(D) Height, 0.081 m.; width, 0.137 m.; thickness, 0.068 m.
Height of letters, 0.011 m.

D

No. 114

AranTIs
Age of Augustus (ca. 30—20 B.c.?) ca. 33
Frae. ['Enecdy) mod]oodov monac[uevor mwedg i)
[BovAiy oi mev]vdvelg wijg Ala[vridog xai ot &t]
[otzor oi &mi - =% “Jov &oyov[ro]g [dmopaivovary)
[zdjt Bovhij Tov Taulay Ov eihov]o ¢[§ avidw, - - -]
Gap of several lines



PRYTANEIS 185

5 [------- & t@]e Bovls[venolwe: dyabije Toym]
Frac. [0eddybar Tfie fo]vAij &mlawéoar - - - == 10~ - - -]
B [---%8--- Qallnoéa nai o[repavidoar otrov]
[BaAdob oTepdver] & md[Tody doTty - - - - - - - ]
Gap of several lines
Frae. ------- olrepe[v@oar ¥rlwt Oadlot oreqdyvomr]
C w [tov] Tauioy [--------------------- ]
[---JAIZA[- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - oo - ]
Gap of several lines, including the end
of the decree and the beginning of the
register. Among the @alypsis:
Frae. S[------- ]
b “Heal ------ ]
‘Tuéo[arog - - - - - ]
5 Avrloyolg- - - - - - ]
Aolorwy T[------ ]

The four fragments seem to be by the same hand, but B shows some differences in
style, while C is more closely spaced vertically than the others. Such variations are
not serious in the Roman period, but doubt is possible as to whether all four belong
together. The tribe Aiantis is honored in A; the demotic in B can be restored to give
Phaleron, a deme of Aiantis; and in D the name Himeraios, rare in Athens (four in all
are now known) can be connected with P.A4., 7578, Himeraios the brother of the famous
Demetrios of Phaleron. In 98, moreover, the list of Phalereis is headed by an Antiochos;
and an Ariston appears under the same demotic in 102 (see commentary in I.G., II?)
of the same period. Fragment C is thus the most dubious member. Line 11 may end in
Y or X; in the latter case, it should be a proper name (cf. 102, lines 47 and 50 for
possible restorations). The restorations from this fragment are all uncertain.

115. Agora I 877. Two fragments of
a stele of Pentelic marble crowned by a
moulding. Fragment A was found on May 22,
1933, in a marble pile in Section H. Frag-
ment B was found on February 27, 1934, in
a late Roman-Byzantine fill, in Section H'.

(A) Height, 0.11 m.; width, 0.105 m.;
thickness, 0.045 m.

(B) Height, 0.125 m.; width, 0.113 m.;
thickness, 0.0 m.

Height of letters, 0.008 m. No. 115
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In line 3 the spacing is observably closer, but even so the regular formulae, those
restored below, make too long a line.

The dating of the one or two archons named Apolexis (without qualification) is a
problem which cannot be settled at this writing. The lettering fits the date proposed
by Graindor in Chronologie, pp. 37—38.

25/4—18/7? ».c. HrerorHONTIS Lines one and two, ca. 32;
line three, 49
Frae.  [Emedi) oi movrd]veig tijg [ Immo]bwrridog [xai] Frae.

[0t deloiror oi émi "Am]ohi&ud[og Hoyo]lvrog dma[1vé] B

[oavreg xal orepavioavieg dmopaivovaty Tel Bovhe]i Tov Tal[ular]

[xzh.]

116. Agora I 807. Stele of Pentelic marble, broken at the bottom and rough-picked
at the back, with a pediment at top with akroteria, mostly broken away. On the right,
the side is original; on the left it has been cut back with filled flutings and a clawed
foot, probably a Byzantine re-use. Found on May 12, 1933, in a loose fill some 35 m.
east of the Tholos, in Section ©.

Height, 1.015 m.; width, 0.492 m.; thickness, 0.11 m.

Height of letters, (upper), 0.01 m.; (lower), 0.007 m.

ca. 20 n.c. Paxronts ca. 34—44
Anéhngic @idongdrovg & Olov eimev: émeidi
medeodoy monoduevor wedg Ty Bovhiy ot mev
vaveig Tiig Ilavdiovidog ot i Anuéov Alnriéwg
doyovrog SugpaviCovery Tov Taulav T@y meuTdre

5wy Oy atrol TAevro Oidwva ‘Hyeldyov IMereviée ém
dekduevoy ©o debr[[egov Ty Taueiov Tdg Te Oral]]
[a]g Tebuxévar wolg Beo(i)g 8 mdrorov Gy dmée ve T@v °
movtdrewy xol tiig Bovlic zal wob dfuov xal maidwy
[xat] yovarx@y xai T@v @ikoy xal ovpudywy, xai xedliegr

10 [oa]vte & Emaot voly lisgols dvesTodgbar ueyalousods
[xet] dEiwg Tijg w0g Todg mouTdvElg edvolag, 010 xal wagaxalod
[ovr] oi movrdveg iy BovAy Tiy meoorovoay moujoaclor ¥
[mod]votay * Toyy dyabf deddybar tijt Bovkf émawéoar Todg
[mo]vedverg Tig HMavdiovidog émi ©fj modg todg Beolg edoe ¥

15 [Bellq émouvéoar 0¢ wal Tov dmouslvavra Toulay abtdv To
[de]vzegor Didwve ‘Hyeddyov Meueviée émi te Tidt Terehené
[var] vog Bvoiag 1oig Beois oic mwaToLoY v, 20i OTEParBOCL D
[20]y OcAdoT oTe@dve v mwdTeLdr 0Tty aTEarody TOg 4



No. 116
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25

30

40

[0t movrdves TOv] Taul
%0 [av T@v mourdvewy]

STERLING DOW

[yablodg Tav evdodv iva Toltwy cvvvelovuévwy gaiviral

20 [ @lovky) Ty meoaijroveay medvotay mwoLovué).

Iowavieis
®ilwv ‘Hyeldyov
[[T]ooeddviog Asipidov
[4]16dwgos )
[Xc]eibevog ‘Epudioxov
[ M]évwv ‘Hoa[xA]éwvog
Aédotog Asi[vi]ov
Adioviaog Zyo[d]weov
Dudeivog Mevexodrov
I'vaiog Kdgriog
Milwy ZSeletnov
Adwoviorog T'hedxov
Sékrog )

Nelxwv ogy[lwvoc]
[[EAmiveivog Z[- - - -1]]
dioviorog *An[- - - - - ]
‘Eouci[[onog @eud[- - -1]]
Kaluxhijg “Podox[1]4[0]vg
‘HodwAetvog )
OiMjuwy Edragridov
IMowroyévng Asvriov
Mevexdijg ‘Amordwvido[v]
Kdivvog Sworyévg
‘A molddviog Aveiov
Hupidog Aliov
BOcédorog ‘Aheklwvog
vacat
vacat

80

9% piay vijg fovdig nal

vacat

50
ol mouTdvels TOV oTgw
N I \ <
Tyov TOV &t Tobg O
nwhelvag 10 méumrov

In an
olive
wreath:

Avtrimargor
Avi[nd]Toov
Dly[€]e 60

[ot movrdv]gig ToV
[xfove Tijg Bolvdfls 65

In a
laurel
wreath :
M-~ -~ - - ]
[-1zid[ov - - - -] 70
W -- ]
[-----e-- ]

<
0L TTQUTAVELG TOY Ta 100 0L TTQUTAVELS TOV Taulay

55

TAY OTOOTIWTIAGY

2Telpielg
Avoyévng Xatgéov
Ocddwoog Anumzeiov
"Ovaciwy ’Olvumioddgov
"Ohvuriwy *AdeEdvdoov
Kéldowy )
‘Ayaboxdis )
Magrog ' Ogprog “Epuoxgdrg
dnyuirotog Nelxwvog
Avvimargog )
‘Hypowotddwgog ~Alekdvigov
Arovioiog )
Ave[i]uévmg Zwilov
Muvgotvoiotor
[A)ia[xilvms Myzeod[d]eov
de‘aeiyv&tg?g
Adnurrotog Kewéov
[Avxo[. .5 Jiw[- - - - - ]
[A] eionin[m]og A[wo]v[v]giov
A[nulijzorog “Amohe[vi - -]
[.3%2.]&evog )

L AP - - - ]

[Line 71 or 72: a demotic,
probably “4yyeliber or *Oaueig]

[- - - -1~ - Mavxedrov
Kvbie[ot]ot

Tovgpwy ‘H[gax] éwvog

Kdorwe )

ot movrdvelg Tov y[oay]
petéa Tob Ofuov

[In an olive wreath:] zo% d7uov In an olive wreath: In an olive wreath:
In a laurel wreath: Ocoyévyy
[@ihwve] [----- Tny Ocoyévov ------ ]
[‘Hyeléyov] [----o]u yovep 08 10 [- - - - - - ]
[Hawaviée) [------ ] 105 _AheEdvdgov [------ ]

Edrveid[ov]

[vacat to base]
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As good as complete, the decree has revealed one peculiarity after another as this
study has progressed: (1) The spokesman is mentioned (cf. 121). (2) The delowror are
not mentioned as such. (3) As beneficiaries of the sacrifices, the prytaneis themselves
are mentioned, and in first place: the mere mention of them in this connection would
have seemed shocking in the pre-Sullan days, when the theory (at least) was that the
Treasurer offered the sacrifices as the agent of the prytaneis, and as one of them.
(4) The long list of beneficiaries is otherwise that of ca. 155-88 B.c.; cf. also 113 and 121.
(5) As in no other post-Sullan decree, nor in any decree passed by the Boule alone, the
prytaneis receive praise; but it is to be noted that the Boule refrains from conferring
any crown upon them. Hence they are not cited. (6) No statue of the Treasurer is
contemplated.

The tenor of all of these peculiarities is the same: they are an attempt to combine
the old “first ” and “second ” decrees: the document is deliberately archaistic in form,
with modern improvements in the text and in the stele. The language itself, and the
orthography, reveal what the spokesman, Apolexis of Oion, evidently considered to be
elegant style.

The archon Anuéag ‘ACppedg has been hitherto unknown.! The two archons named
Apolexis, who served less than a generation apart in the early Augustan period, were
distinguished by the addition of the patronymic, and once of the demotic also, to the
name of the second. It is not unlikely, though in this period by no means certain, that
the demotic of Demeas similarly may have been specified to distinguish him from an
earlier archon Demeas, until now unknown to us. His own period must be fixed, in
any case, by the evidence of names, which we may conveniently set forth line by line.
A date in the later 20’s B.c. will be seen to be probable.

Line 1: the spokesman, 4mdAnSig @idongdrovs &5 Olov, was known as the archon
dating F. Delph., II1, 2, no. 63. The year is 8/7-2/1 B.c. (Graindor, Chron., p. 51; Musée
Belge, XXVII [1923], p. 266; I.G., 11? ii, 2, p. 789). At some time previous to this the
ephebes had honored him as zeuiag (I.G., 112, 1965),— doubtless z@v orgatiwrixdv. His
name occurs again in a list of tribesmen of Leontis, 7.G., I1% 2461, line 5, which has
been taken to be the name not of the archon, but of an otherwise unknown uncle or
grandfather; but see below. The same archon also dates I.G., 112, 2997, 3505, 3909.

Lines 5, 16, 22, 91-93: Relatives, uncertain and somewhat remote, are recorded in
P.A., 14861, 14862. Philon himself is otherwise unknown.

Line 6: the rasura is a mere correction,
Line 23: cf. P. 4., 12144, ephebe in 1232, possibly a grandfather.
Line 27: cf. P.A., 3905, ephebe in 119/8, possibly a grandfather.

! Unless in a dedication of post-9/8 m.c. (I (., 112, 3505), where a Demeas (restore demotic) appears
with Apolexis of Oion, spokesman of 116. Demochares of Azene (I.G., II? 8176), an archon of post-9/8 s.c.,
was presumably a relative of Demeas of Azene.

13
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Line 28: for possible ancestors cf. N.P. 4., 60.

Line 29: for possible ancestors see P.A., 7543.

Line 31: for possible ancestors see P.A4., 12622, 12623, N.P.A., 151.

- Line 32: Novuégiog (read by Koumanoudes) I'Aad[xo]v ITowarie[ig], evidently a brother
of Dionysos, was an ephebe in 38/7 B.c. (I.G., II?, 1043, line 94).

Line 34: for a possible ancestor see P.4., 6890.

Line 35: N.P.A., 46 has a grave-stone conjectured to be of the first century: we
may now restore [I'Jogylwy [Neix]wvog [Ila]iavievg. This might be the father. I have
not found the stone.

Line 39: for a possible ancestor see P.4., 7934,

Line 44: for possible ancestors see P.A., 13215, 13216.

Line 45: for possible ancestors see P.d., 15568, 1559; N.P. 4., 121, 122.

Line 46: for possible ancestors see P.A., 11565. The name of the father, .4iwog or
Alac seems to be new to Greek in that form; _4ioiog and Aloieg are known.

Line 47: for a possible ancestor see P.A., 6799.

Line 50: the same @sddwgog Apunzeiov (P.A., 6901) was paidotribes in ca. 387 B.c.
(L. G., 112, 1043, lines 56, 127).

Line 52: an ephebe of 107/6 is possibly the father (P.A., 517). The Treasurer of
prytaneis honored in 155/4 (see 84) was ‘4AéEavdoog EtBotlov Stetgietg.

Line 55: 240ivaiog Mdgrov Steiguetg, thesmothetes in 14/3 B.c. (I.G., 112, 1721) may be
a son: if so, the immigrant Roman gave his son a patriotic name favoring his new
country. Descendants: P.4., 230.

Line 58: a possible ancestor is P.A4., 6566. See also under line 52.

Line 62: In the first name two letters, the spacing, and the total length are sure;
the name suggested is itself very uncertain.

Line 64: Ayufroiog Kwéov (as read by Montfaucon) Kvdabypraiedg was a thesmothetes
in 9/8 B.c. or shortly thereafter (I.G., II% 1722). For possible ancestors see P.A.,
3415, 3416. '

Line 67: for possible relatives see P.A4., 3415, 3416.
Line 73: No Havxgdrng has been known hitherto in Athens.

Lines 80-82: _4»timatgog ‘Avrimdrgov ®lvelg, who as Hoplite General held one of the
three highest offices in the state, has been recognized by Graindor (Musée Belge, XXVII
[1923], p. 265, with reference and enumeration of descendants; add his son, the present
list, line 57) as the proposer of I.G., 112, 1071. The date would seem to be close to
27/6 B.c. (Graindor, Ath. sous Aug., p. 26). It is more to our purpose that he appears as
Hoplite General in the first crown of 105. Since no record of another tenure is given,
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this was presumably his first. His third tenure is recorded in the third crown of 110, which
we have dated in the 30’s. Our document, in the first crown, proclaims his fifth tenure.

In line 84 the title xfové zfig Bovdfic has been restored from 110; possibly xei 7ot
dfuov ought to be added, to give this Herald’s full title (cf. 106).

~ In lines 85-87 a tempting restoration is the name of the familiar Herald of a decade
or more earlier, Ka[Ahixga]|zid[ny Svvded|uov] Z[zeoiée]. The traces of letters in line 85,
slight though they are, all but exclude this interpretation. Why the Herald and the
Treasurer of Military Funds should receive crowns of laurel is not apparent.

Lines 102-106: Theogenes is known as Hieromnemon in an inscription at Delphi
(F. Delph., 111, 2, no. 63), which we can now restore O[c]oyévrc O[eloyévov ydvwe J¢
[“4AeEdvdoov] | Edmvoidng. The date, given by the archon, who is the same as the spokesman
of the present inscription, is 8/7—2/1 B.c. The suppression of the demotic of the adoptive
tather in both the Delphian and the Agora inscriptions suggests plainly that the adoptive
father was also of Eupyridai, and in fact @coyévng Ocoyévov Ednvgidng, presumably the
adoptive father himself, appears in a list of members of Leontis (I.G., I1%, 2461, line 70
—he heads the list for his deme—; in line 85 appears a son, Zopyros, and in line 77
another son, [@e?]dleg). The list is commonly dated to the middle of the first century B.c.!
The same inscription at line 71 gives us the actual father, 4Aéavdooc ); at line 87,
a brother, >4AéEavdgog ); and at line 92, another brother, [@]ed[«]otvog ~4Ae&dvdgov. For
some reason Gcoyévng, the son, was himself not recorded.

The period of our inscription is obviously late in the first century B.c. The precise
year should probably be earlier than 9/8 B.c.,, because the archon is not specified as
being also Priest of the Consul Drusus. In any case the archonship in 8/7—2/1 of the
rogator, Apolexis, in our inscription a member of the Boule, fixes a lower limit (cf. also
line 64). A vague upper limit is set by the careers of Apolexis and of Theogenes
(lines 102-106) both of whom were active after 8/7. The year 10/9 is occupied only by
a conjectural candidate; earlier than 10/9 there is no opening until 18/7 or before. The
evidence is not decisive between these two possibilities, but there is a small presumption
in favor of an earlier date, ca. 20 B.c.

Such a date brings the third and fifth generalships of Antipatros near to the time
when he proposed the important decree I.G., I1%, 1071. He thus emerges as one of the
first citizens of Athens at the opening of the Augustan period.

! The date is based on the spelling Mdagxos (line 97), and on prosopography. Neither forbids setting
it ca. 35 n.c. The Apolexis son of Philokrates (line 5) could then be the rogator of the present decree, not
an otherwise unknown uncle. A similar hypothetical duplication could be avoided for line 117 also. With
such a dating, one must suppose that the men listed in lines 4, 39, and 117, who. are attached to earlier
dates, were fairly old: but each of these heads the list for his deme, and in each case he was probably
the senior member of the group. Line 78—the only real difficulty—must list a very old man (cf. line 79;
also 110). The lettering favors this later date. In any case the slemma under P.A., 1361 needs to be
re-examined. The date proposed would allow the Apolexis son of Apellikon, whose prominence is attested
by his place at the head of the whole list, to be identified with the archon Apolexis of 25/4—18/7.

13#
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117. I1.G. 112 2877. Early in the reign of Augustus. The block is still preserved
where Wilhelm rediscovered it, serving as part of one step in a stairway in the house at
20 Tripod Street. A rectangular block, the inscribed face is 0.53 m. wide and 0.20 m. high;
the text just fills this area, and shows that the dimensions given are original. The depth
of the stone at present is 0.50 m.: doubtless it was nearly square. The block was part,
therefore, of a base of some sort, for an offering or a smallish statue.

The officer émuelyrig morraveiov is not otherwise known. The social position of
Theophilos, and the style of the monument, would both suggest that the position had
come to be, as it very well might, one of moderate consequence and dignity.

The monument would naturally have been erected in the Prytancion. Its weight and
condition suggest that it has not travelled far, and in fact, the block is now not far
from the neighborhood where Pausanias (I, 18, 3) saw the Prytaneion.

118. Agora I 1252. Fragment of Pentelic marble, inscribed in two columns; part
of seven lines in the left hand column and of ten lines in the right hand column have
been preserved. Found on January 29, 1934, in a late fill, 15 m. northwest of the Tholos,
in Section B.

Height, 0.176 m.; width of face,
0.10 m.; thickness, 0.072 m.

Height of letters, 0.009 m.

Late first century s.c.

e o
[ o AL
oo 0 AL
------ Jxedzov Al-
5 [----- Jaydbov 15 Ig[-
[----¢g v [Dem.]
[------ Jokyos X[-
[--- - ] M-
------- oJv (-
10 [-------- ] 20 OG-
AL-

Lines 3, 6, 8, and 16 presumably
were demotics, preceded in each case
by a short blank space. No. 118
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119. I.G., 112, 1070. Early Christian era, before 19 a.p. Omris. The stone is
EM 638. Lattermann’s reading in I.G., II?, would seem to provide for an over-lengthy
decree, whereas the stone shows clearly that line 24 belongs to the register of prytaneis:
read -Jevog ). Line 22 is probably the first entry in the last, which was the third, column.
Read [®vk]deior or [@gi]dotor. “Line 21”7 is blank; the decree ended in line 20. Of
the text of the decree itself I have not made a strict examination. The list of the same
demesmen continues at least through line 27, which reads -]J¢). Graindor’s date, not
long before 19 a.p. (Chronologie, pp. 2—b4), seems acceptable.

120. Hesperia, IV (1935), pp. 38-40, no. 7. Early first century a.p. A few minor
points may be noted. In line 5 the first letter is M, perhaps of [yerd]uevor. Lines 2 and
11-14 should each begin with the three or four letters restored at the end of each previous
line, the division being by syl]ables. The length of line is thus fixed as close to 49 letters.
As Oliver noted, the restorations cannot be rigidly determined, but those of lines 9 and
11 should hold. In line 1 the words xai o deioiror should be restored, omitting guiig,
which never occurs; the name of the tribe in prytany was therefore of the shortest.
The date should perhaps be late in the reign of Augustus.

121. 1.G., 112 1073 +1074. As between 1073 and 1074, the closeness of date and
subject had already led Graindor to declare that “il parait bien certain que les deux
décrets ont été votés 4 la méme occasion ” (B.C.H.,, XXXVIII [1914], p. 415, n. 3).! The
contours of the moulding are precisely the same in each. Mouldings on different stelae
are rarely identical in contour. When a quantity of baked mud had been cleaned from
the bottom of 1074, the stones joined.

Fragment C, of 1073, not found by Kirchner, has been located: it is EM 5723.
The right side has been trimmed straight in post-classical times. The small frag-
ment D is still lost; the letters on this fragment are underlined in the text here
given.

The total preserved height is now 0.73 m. The thickness is original, 0.14 m. There
was certainly a third column: the length of line is such as accommodates three columns
each as wide as the (preserved) first column. On this basis the original width may be
reckoned at 0.74 m. over all. In the third column were probably listed the celoizor (cf.
I.G., 112, 1759 of 90-100 a.p.).2

! Graindor has used these inscriptions in Hérode Atticus, p. 20, n. 1; p. 28, n, 4; p. 31, n. 2; p. 235; and
in Athénes sous Hadrien, especially pp. 87—88; see also his Album, pl. XXXVII, 47 and p. 35. S.E.G., 111,
no. 106.

* It is interesting that the next preserved deeree with a list of prytaneis, I @G., 112, 1077 of 209/10,
has precisely this scheme. On this decree see p. 3, n. 1.
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ca. 120 a.p. AIANTIS ca. 54

Qeidicg ) [ Peuvololog yoouuetedg t@v movrdvewy?  gimev)
’Emeidy) o movvd[verg wijg Alavridog ot &mi - - - - @12 _ - _ _ Foyovrog xai]
ol dslowror &ma[wéoavreg el oTepevdoavreg TOv doyegée T@v Scfac)
t@y dud Biov Ti ® K[Aavdov ‘Arrindv Megabiviov émopaivovory wov tauicy)
it Bovdijt tdg v[e Bvoiag vebvxévar dmdoag Tdg wabprovoag &v Tijt mwovra)
velar xol Ty yv[veixe adrod Odifovdhay 'Adwiay vebvwévar? Omég wob)
Abroxgdrogog [Kaioagog Tociavod -Adgievoi Sefacrot - - - - - el ]
xal Tod mﬁvn;xv['rog olxov avtrod xal Tdy mourdvewy xal deoitwy wal Tig 8 4]
gelov rdyov Bov[Afjg xel wijg Bovrijs Ty Eaxociwy ol Tof dfuov Tob Abyvei]
wy, émpepelijo[far 02 xai peyolomoenig t@v ¥AAwy drdviwy Tdv xave T
movravelay Gv [adrolg meoostatTov ol ¥uor xal Td Yrglouave, otdéy 08 &y]
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Aeimewy el Ty [owTneloy - - - - - - - - - - - - - - oo x]
0 &i0g elg ThG [- - - - - - - - - - - — oo ]
HeQUOMOY %0l TH[¥ = - - - - - ]
SKQAESTATAS[- - - - -« - - - oo oo - e ]
T0ig yaAxdv Gy[doLdvTwy - - - - - - - - - - - oo dra]
YOOPRY  TTONG[QUEVOVG - - - =~ = = = = - - - - - - - oo oo 07]
RovMi[a]y lAA[wiay - - - - - - - - - oo oL ]
Tl ]
dya[6f Thyy deddyber i BovdfjL - - - - - - - - - - - - R ] Frac
émawv[éoar todg elegylérag v mlohrdy xai cwrijpag Tifégrov Klavdiov Ar] C
oy Ma[gabdvio]y xal OdiBovAhi[av ‘Ahxiey xai orepavioar adrods yovodi]
orepdvw [ G mdrel]d[r] domy orepavo[iy Todg edegyétag Tob Ffuov: émirergd)
@er 98 xeli volg molvrdveot Tijg Aler(vidog xel volg dewsivolg dvaoijoar adriv]
dvdgudrr[ag xalb]dg meoéygamtar: [dvayediar 08 ©6 Yipioue Tov xavd movravel]
av yoepue[véa &y oumjhy kbivy xell orfoow 8 dxgomdler]

Maoa[b6dvi]o Elonvaio[g - - - - - - - - - - ] [One column,
K< Arrndfg - - - - - - - - 1 % Ayddedg [---------- ] containing the
Di< Quldrefipog - - - - - - ] Advovioto[g - - - - - - - - - - ] aelowror,
DA< Awedbleog - - - - - - - ] ‘Pau[vovorot] missing]
@i« IérA[iog - - - - - - - ] Deidiog )
i< Kedd%[- - - - - - - Jov Agdvres[yog - - - - - - - ~ - ]
Qi< Zwiko[¢ Zwm]dgov 60 Ki° Xopome[ivog - - - - - - ]
Hou< Didor[-------- ] Kk @dwvi[dng - - - - - - ]
K< ddgro[g - - - - - - - - ] E¥wnoog [----------- ]
dvovigiofg - - - - - - - - - - ] ‘Agpoodei[oiog - - - - - - - - ]
Adwovbowo[g - - - - - - - - - - ] dnuireliog - - ------- ]
Eiusgrog [- - - - - - - - s el

Hémmog G- - ------- - ] Novuui[og Mipig? - - - - - ]
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10 Olagog K[alduidog?] K< Adoyi[---------- ]
dovborofg - - - ------ - ] K< Aoqu[---------- ]
Eloidweog [- - -------- ] Aoioro[ - - - -------- ]
Ioképw[y - --------- ] 0 Aoveo[------------ ]
‘Agwotdfolvhog - - - - - - - ] Mévavd[gog - - - - - - - - - ]

» Kl Zarepfog - - - - - - - ] *Eodrwy [- - - - - - - - - - - ]
Aiédotog [---------- ] K< Avoalb[- - ------- ]
2 ] et [NDA -]
(- ) I R ]
[----mmmmmmm - ] [Tewnogvoiod]

U ] [------mm - ]
[mm [ S ]
[(-----mmmm - ] - ]
(- ] 80 [ ]

We arrive, then, at an original width almost exactly equal to the height now preserved.
There is no such thing, to my knowledge, as a square stele; it can hardly be doubted
that the boriginal height was considerably greater than the height preserved. Doubtless
space must be allowed for elaborate carved crowns containing citations. There was
room, accordingly, for the list of prytaneis to continue below the preserved last lines 47
and 74.

Whether the list did in fact so continue is important for the date of the whole. In
124/5 A.p. the tribe Hadrianis was formed, and Aiantis gave to the new tribe the deme
Trikorynthos. The Boule was at the same time reduced to 500 members, which meant
38 or 39 from each tribe.! Now it so happens that our fragments bear the names of
just 39 prytaneis; also that Trikorynthos is lacking, but its place, as the smallest deme, -
would naturally be last. We have seen that there was space for more names, and in
fact eleven names and one demotic can be restored, so as to give Trikorynthos the-
number of representatives which it had under Hadrianis (I.G., II%, 1793), and so as to
preserve columns of equal length. Since the stone offers a small presumption that the
list did continue, it has been so restored; but the alternative, namely that the preserved
39 prytaneis may be the correct total, must of course be kept in mind.

This reasoning has not before been advanced, and the difficulties in line 7 have like-
wise been neglected. Hadrian did not become ’OAdumiog until ca. 132 a.p., according to
Graindor, who would omit that word from line 7. If it be included, the line is still some
b letters short of the ideal requirement; that is barely allowable in a carefully cut in-
scription with lines of ca. b4 letters. To omit ’Olvumiov, however, is to leave a gap of
ca. 12 letters. It is surprising to find that this gap, which must have contained a full
list of official titles, cannot be filled, so far as I can see, by any obvious restoration.

! See Graindor, Athénes sous Hadrien, pp. 301, 73 ff.
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The possibility remains open that the proper date is ca. 132, with *Olvumiov restored in
line 7, and the register limited to the 39 names now preserved. The preference for the
early date is nevertheless clear, particularly since it accords with the date, 101 a.p,
assigned by Kirchner as the akme of Claudius Atticus (I.G., 112, 3595, stemma).

Whatever the exact date may be, it does not seem to have been realized that what
we have is a modified post-Sullan, “ second ” decree (cf. 116). Hence the date appeared in
line 2, and the list of beneficiaries of the sacrifices, a list more elaborate than in any
previous decree, explains the genitives in lines 7-10. Hence also Claudius Atticus, listed
first (line 28), is not (as scholars have supposed) the famous Herodes Atticus, but his
father, who is specially honored in the decree, as the Treasurer of the prytaneis (line 4).
Phidias probably proclaimed in line 1 the title suggested by his position in the register
(line 58; see pp. 14, 15).

In line 6 Graindor would insert a reference to tenure by Claudius of the gym-
nasiarchate of the gymnasium of the deified Hadrian, yv[uvaciar, xzA. This is opposed
by the spacing, because it leaves very few letters with which to introduce the reference
in the next line to Hadrian. Since the wife of Claudius is mentioned for large honors
in the resolution proper (line 22), it seems that her name should appear early in the
preliminary statement of reasons for honors. She is mentioned, to be sure, at the end of
that statement (lines 17-18). In any case it is clearly necessary, on the analogy of 113,
116, and the pre-Sullan decrees, to introduce a list of beneficiaries about at this point.

Line 15: attention should be called to this unexplained series of letters.

Line 26: with but very few exceptions, inscriptions found on the Acropolis were set
up there.

In the register patronymics probably appeared regularly, though most are lost;
systematic restoration is futile until the appearance of indices for I.G., II% The stemma
for the family of Herodes Atticus, whose father is honored in the present decree, has
been drawn up by Kirchner under I.G., 112, 35951

! Tt may be noted that the lost inseription from Corinth, which honors Claudius Atticus, now appears
in Corinth, Vol. VIII, Part II, Latin Inscriptions, no. 58.



ALLOTMENT MACHINES

The text in 79, lines 29-30 and 59-61, as also in 80, lines 9-11, of the same year,
reads dvayodwar 98 véde 0 Yipioue &lg xAjowrioiov Aivor. The reverse side of 79 bears
rows of slots precisely similar to rows of slots in certain other peculiar monuments,
three of which have lorig been published. Study of these monuments had already
suggested, before 79 was observed, that they were to be recognized as actual Athenian
machines for performing allotment. 79, which proved that this identification was correct,
stimulated search for others, with the result that at this writing eleven Athenian
allotment machines are represented by the preserved fragments which have been re-
covered.’

Since no ancient author describes the operation of a wAnowwigior, the process has to
be inferred from the details of the various preserved stones, of which a catalogue follows.
The dates and the administrative uses can best be discussed afterward.

I.2 The first specimen, which is the simplest and most nearly complete, provides
clues for an understanding of all. The general appearance of the object is that of a
small grave monument from which the sculpture has been omitted. Merely as a convenient
frame, and as decoration, the sides are treated like pilasters, and the top like a Doric
entablature, with three regulae having six guttae each. The top was cut to receive
one end of a hook clamp,® in order to fasten the whole in an upright position against
some stone backing, presumably a wall. The back of the object itself was naturally
left rough.

These details are all incidental. As a xAnowziotov, the stone received in front a
vertical row of slots. The slots in this, and in all the other machines, are slightly ir-
regular in dimensions. They average 0.02 m. in length, 0.02 m. in depth and 0.006 m.
in height: such dimensions as would permit the ends of a row of four or five lead
pencils to be inserted together into each. Some slots have a slight inclination downward
into the stone, so that a pencil stuck into one would protrude upward; all the rest are
cut at right angles to the surface. In other words, an object which fitted into a slot
would not fall out. No slot in any machine has revealed any trace of lead by which

! Doubtless others will be discovered; hence the following account is offered as subject to correction.
My search for these objects.has been restricted to Athens.

* I.G., 11% 2864a (*Instrumentum cuius usus incertus est”). Found in the Library of Hadrian.
Hymettian marble. First published by Koumanoudes in gy. Eg., 1862, p.25. Height 0.49 m., but broken at
the bottom. All the other original dimensions are preserved. Width below the pilaster capitals, 0.32 m.;
thickness at the same point, 0.157 m.; diameter of cone at top, 0.065 m.; diameter of hole at bottom of
cone, 0.025 m. The slots, 12 in number, are spaced 0.018 m. on centres.

® Hook clamps date from the latter half of the fourth century n.c. and all subsequent classical periods.
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objects would have been fastened in. Clearly therefore the slots were intended to hold
removable objects, objects which might be removed for the purpose of changing their
order in relation to each other.

At the left side of the front, close to the pilaster, there appears a rounded groove,
having almost no depth at its bottom end. The groove deepens evenly toward the under
side of the cornice. Here it widens into the shape of an inverted cone, passes through
the cornice, and opens out to the top of the stone. The scheme may best be realized
by noting that a straight rod or tube could be lowered into the top of the stone, down
through the inverted cone, to emerge in the groove on the front below. At the top of
the groove, the tube would lie half enclosed by stone. When lowered to the bottom end
of the groove, the tube would fit close against the straight back of the groove. The
lower end of the tube, since the groove is there very shallow, would be almost entirely
exposed.

The inverted cone, open at the bottom, suggests immediately that objects in a group
were to be dumped into the cone as into a hopper, so as to emerge singly through the
hole at the bottom. This is not the only use conceivable for a cone-shaped opening,
but it commends itself particularly if one imagines a tube emerging from the lower end
of the cone. A tube in this position has already suggested itself from observation of
the groove; and the particular attraction of the notion is that the lower end of the tube,
where the groove is shallow, would be so nearly free of the stone that whatever had
fallen into the tube from the hopper (cone) above could emerge from the end of the
tube, clear of the stone, below. In sum, the stone has cuttings, namely a cone-and-groove,
as if spherical counters of some sort were meant to be dropped into a hopper-and-tube,
so as to be taken out at the bottom in an order determined thus by “ chance.” The
stone also has a row of slots as if for the insertion of objects in various changeable
orders from time to time. Even before it was known that the monument was in fact a
rlnowrietoy, the various cuttings had indicated quite easily that spherical counters marked
with symbols were dumped into the hopper, removed from the tube one by one, and
recorded by plaques inserted into the slots.

A detailed theoretical reconstruction of I is offered in the diagram on p. 201. The
plaques can have been of wood or of metal suitably inscribed, with tabs for insertion.
The tube was certainly of metal; its diameter is given by the size of the groove, and
the spherical counters would be slightly smaller than the inner diameter of the tube.
The tube was held in place by two cleats set into deep cuttings in the groove, one to-
ward the top, the other at the bottom end. Above and below the lower cleat cutting are
nail-holes, which show that this cutting served for something more than mere support:
doubtless for a catch which would release one ball at a time. The simplest form for
this catch, though not the only device which is conceivable, would be a hemisphere
operated by a crank.

The tube was probably a separate piece of metal, since it would be difficult to set
it in place if it were joined to a metal hopper fitting the cone above. The cone itself
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need not have contained any metal lining. Whether it did or not, a notable aspect of
the xAnowzroiov is that in it the balls could not be mechanically juggled so as to make
their order a matter of chance. Since this juggling is really the essential feature of a
machine made for allotments, doubt must remain as to whether some device was not
mounted on top of the stele. Such a device could consist, for instance, of a revolving
sphere, or of a stationary sphere the contents of which could be churned from outside
by a crank. Since, however, a device of this sort is more complicated in its nature than
the rest of the machine, and since no cutting attests its presence, it is more reasonable

View of the Top of No. I, Showing Hopper and Cutting for the Clamp

to suppose that the spherical counters were merely shaken publicly in a separate vessel,
which was made to fit neatly into the cone, thus releasing the counters out of sight into
the hopper and tube.

As a whole, the machine was designed only in part for the actual allotment. The
more prominent place is given to the row of slots for plaques, that is, for the publication
of the results of the allotment. The xAnowziotor is essentially a public notice board with
a mechanism on one side for determining the content of the notice.

Of the inscription, one line is entirely missing (cf. II).

162/1  [é]mt Ioocerdwviov &pyovrog dvébymar
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II.! The second monument differs from the first in having two rows of slots, 7 being
preserved in the first row, and 8 in the second. The proportions of the stele suggest
that each row originally had as many as 10 and not more than 15. The groove at the
left side, though its edges are rounded, is nearly rectangular,—a remarkable feature, as

No. I1

will be shown. Two deep cleat-holes were cut to secure the tube in place. Since one
cleat-hole would be enough, and since the second is probably too high to serve as backing
for the device which released the balls, some mechanical peculiarity must be inferred,
the nature of which is uncertain. The cornice shows how I, and probably all the others,

1 Annuario, IV[V (1921/2), p. 63, no. 124 and fig. 6; also under I.G., 112, 2864. Found by B. Tamaro
on the Acropolis, and now in the courtyard in front of the museum there. Pentelic marble. Marks of a
toothed chisel on the back. Effective thickness through pilasters, 0.1 m. Diameter of hole for tube at base
of cone, 0.032 m.
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should be reconstructed: enough over-
hang to shelter the face from the weather,
suggesting that the machines may have
stood out-doors.

Traces of a new first line of the
inscription can be detected:

Y% NAHTT [ - oo o ]
Tauevorrog Eml T mouravela
Med. s. 11 “4Powrog toi Kalliov Batijfey

The Top and Front of No. II

IIL.! Traces remain of four rows of slots; and a fifth and final column is to be
inferred from the spacing, although the top slot must have been cut some 0.003 m. lower
than the other slots in the top row. The cone was cut to hold more balls than in I

No. I1I

and II; it is several times as large, and a cutting is preserved such as might serve to
fasten a metal lining in place. A peculiar feature on the face of the machine is the
shallow depression above the slots, roughened, and curving at the left end to a tab-like
projection. The rough surface might hold paste, perhaps to attach a piece of papyrus
on which was written the heading of the allotment, such as the name of a tribe; or
the papyrus might be colored, to indicate, for instance, a particular jury-court.

' 1.G., 11% 2864c. Found in the church of Demetrios Kataphores, part of the “ Valerian ” Wall just east
of the Roman Agora. Pentelic marble. Height, 0.25 m.; width, 0.46 m., original; thickness just below pilaster
capital, 0.153 m., also original. Space between the rows of slots, 0.04 m. The cutting for the tube is as much
as 0.035 m. deep; deeper than in I, where it is 0.01 m. The back and top of the machine are evenly rough.
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Of the inscription, a first line is probably again missing. The hand is the same as in IIL

[zauie]dorrog éni ve movvaveia
Med.s. 1T [“4Bowv]og Tot Kalliov Bavijfey

IV.! Two fragments from a xAyewzierov similar to III in every essential respect so
far as preserved, except only that the depression in the centre is not roughened. The
taper of the pilaster suggests that the lower fragment comes from far enough down on
the stone to necessitate a minimum of 20 slots in each column, or of at least 100 in
all. The inscription is by a different hand from that of the others.

[zauteborrog] Eni to mouraveia
[“ABowrog Tot Kal]Aiov Baribev

V.2 Agora I 3965. In this fragment the workmanship
is excellent. The slots were unusually long (0.035 m. at
least) and were cut carefully to slope slightly downward

1 1.G.,11% 2864b. Found
in the same place and at the
same time as III. Pentelic
marble. Slots spaced vertically
at 0.023 m. on centres. The
thickness under the pilaster
capital would be ca. 0.135 m.,
thus 0.015 m. thinner than III.
The width was the same or a
little greater. Other measure-
ments vary from those of IIIL
by small amounts, and it is
clear that the two were not cut
to the same pattern. Thus
the space between rows of
slots in IV is 0.035 m. (in-
creasing to 0.04 in the lower
fragment); and the cornice
had four shorter regulae in-
stead of three longer. The
back and top, just as in III,
are evenly rough.

? Found in the spring of
1936 in a marble pile near the
southwest corner of the Odeion
(Section M). Pentelic marble.
Height, 0.17m.; width, 0.08 m.;

No. IV. thickness, 0.10 m. Broken on
Showing the Approximate Rela- all sides. Remains of 7 slots,
tive Position of the Fragments spaced 0.25 m. on centres.
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heavier black. The stone seems to have accommodated six
rows, and there was space for as many as 50 slots in each
row; hardly for more than 50. For the tube, part of one
cleat-cutting remains, opposite lines 32ff.

VII. 80 above. No trace of any cutting for a »Ajowzjoiov
is preserved on the back. The stone was hardly a counter-
part of VI, though the side inscribed with decrees has a similar
text of the same year. VII differed in being Hymettian, and
especially in being only about 0.52 m. wide, some 0.13 m.
narrower than VI. The text likewise is compact, so that the
total height was considerably less than that of VI. It is
doubtful whether the original can have held the possible
300 slots of VI.

VIIL.! Agora I 3966. Fragment of a xljowwsjotor of
moderate size, possibly with as many as 300 slots.

IX.2 Agora I 3272. Poor marble and poor workmanship: large drill holes were left

at the end of each slot. The spacing suggests some 600 slots.

fragments of this inscription were found during
the year 1935 in Section O along the south
side of the Odeion. Some of the pieces were
actually found in the débris on the floor
of the ecryptoporticus of the building, and
most of the rest can be associated with this
same fill.

! Pentelic marble. Height, 0.19 m.; width,
0.11 m. The thickness is original, 0.119 m. in the
middle; there is some taper. The back shows
tool marks and hence was not inscribed at the
level from which the fragment comes. There are
traces of the last 3 slots in the column, spaced
0.023 m. on centres. This column was the first,
since no slots show on the left side, 0.04 m. distant.
The present left side was cut when the block was
re-used: the pilaster and all the stone behind it
were cut away. The present top was trimmed
for the same re-use. Found in the autumn of
1935 in a marble pile in the southern part of the
Odeion (Section O).

* Found in the autumn of 1935 in the
demolition of houses in Section E. Hymettian,
or greyish Pentelic marble. Height, 0.19 m.;
width, 0.13 m.; thickness, 0.08 m. Broken in
back and on all sides. 'I'races of 21 slots,
spaced 0.02 m. on centres, the columns being
separated by ca. 0.028 m.

No. IX

14%
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X.! Agora 1 3967. The preserved fragment was nearly half of the original, since in
nearly all the 11 columns, 19 slots are preserved, and the original doubtless had 50 slots
in a column. This xAzewrreior stood free, being set into a base, as the preserved tongue
shows. Pilasters, which have been chiselled away, originally reached down to the base.
Two deep cuttings on the left show that the tube extended about as far down as the

No. X

slots; a long tube was necessary, in order to contain at one time as many balls as
there were slots in each column. Two smaller cuttings below where the tube ended
may have held in place a receptacle for the balls as they dropped out.

! Found toward the close of the season of 1935 between the Metrotn and the Tholos, near the Bouleu-
terion (Section B). It had been re-used to form the bottom of a pit in Turkish times. Pentelic marble.
Height, 0.59 m.; width, at top, 0.725 m., at bottom, 0.74 m.; thickness in centre, 0.083 m. The slots, spaced
vertically 0.18 m. on centres, the columns being separated by only 0.02 m., are crowded. The back, having
been used as a threshold, is so foot-worn that its original condition cannot be established.
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XI.! Agora I 3968. This was the largest of the preserved sAnowrroie, if one may
judge from the width of the pilaster, and from the fact that the thickness without the
pilaster is 0.136 m., whereas the corresponding thickness of X, which has eleven columns
of slots, is only 0.083 m. The original total
of slots may have been as many as 1000,

When the monuments are considered as
a group, it appears that I and II, the best
preserved, were much smaller than the rest;
consequently, though they illustrate how
#Anowtiote worked, they may not be typical
in every detail.?

As to the dates: I was dedicated, as
we learn from the inscription, in 162/1 s.c.
VI and VII were inscribed on the reverse in
159/8 or 158/7. 1II, III, and IV all mention
the year when Habron, son of Kallias, of
Bate was zaulag émi ¢ movraveia. The same
person is mentioned as iggomotfoag Té ‘4bivaia
in the year of Kallistratos, 156/5 5.c.® Thus
six of our preserved xAyowrrgre—all those
which bear inscriptions—are associated with
a period of seven years. Approximately in
this period, I was dedicated, and doubtless
also II, since it was found on the Acro-

! Found in the autumn of 1935 in a marble pile
in the southern part of the Odeion, a pile which
also contained fragments of VI. Pentelic marble.
Height, 0.308 m.; width, 0.149 m. The thickness is
original, 0.163 m. at the top end, 0.167 m. at the
bottom. The side was worked smooth like the front.
The back was left with tool marks showing; it
was not inscribed, unless above the preserved part.
The taper of the thickness is repeated in the pilaster,
which is 0.086—0.083 m. in width. There are traces
of the last 7 slots, spaced 0.022 m. on centres. The No. XI
bottom end has been reworked in post-classical times. '

2 We have as yet no fragment from a large xinow-

Tijotov to show details of the hopper. It is notable that in X the tube was not sunk into the face of the stone;
to cut so long a groove with an even slanting inclination would be difficult and wasteful. The spacing of
the slots is naturally closer on those machines which had most slots. This principle has been used above to
suggest the original sizes of some of the machines. Again I is an exception, with its narrowly separated slots.

3 1.G., I12, 1937, line 9. See commentary on this inscription, also on I G., II? 2864, for references to

the other members of the family.
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polis. This probably means that these two machines were then retired from use. VI and
VII were inscribed with decrees and, since a place of erection is specified, they were
moved from where they had stood. The prytaneis had been able to utilize two stelae
which had been used theretofore as xAnowzrete, but evidently were now no longer needed
for that purpose.! These two machines were not moved into the Prytanikon, however,
but either into some temenos from outside, or possibly the formula merely means that
they were to stand near where they had been used. In any case it appears likely that
these two machines also had been retired. Thus four of our eleven xAnowrfoia—the
only ones about which we have information of this sort—seem to have been retired at
about the same time. No explanation can be more than merest theory.?

The specific administrative use of each of the preserved machines, unless the inscription
happens to reveal it, is also conjectural; but a possible use ought in each case to be
discoverable.

I has 12 slots, and would naturally serve for allotment among the tribes, which had
been 12 in number since 200 B.c. The simplest way of using the machine would be to
dump 12 balls into the hopper and to draw them out at once, registering in the slots
the order of emergence from the tube. Two variations on this process were practicable.
Let us suppose that one of the most usual functions of allotment was to be performed:
the determination of the order of tribes in prytany during the year. It has been shown
by Ferguson that the order was not determined in advance for the whole year; instead,
the tribe which was to function during any given prytany was regularly determined
only in the last days of the prytany immediately preceding.? The operation of I, as

 If they had been made anew for simultaneous display of decrees and for use as xAnpwzspe, then the
decrees would be expected to say something about the making of a xAngwrdgeov. It is clear that the
stele VI, with its wide stoichedon lettering, was made as a xdngwrrgior primarily, not for bearing decrees
for prytaneis. It is also clear that VII, which was about a fifth smaller, was not designed as a mate
for VI.

* Possible explanations are that allotment was being abandoned on a large scale; or that a new type
of machine supplanted the marble-and-metal devices; or that several machines were worn and needed
replacement. For none of these propositions is there any evidence. Several slots are broken in such a
way that they can be examined for wear. The top (or bottom) surface in each case is fairly smooth, as
if from use, but the wear is not heavy.

® The Athenian Secretaries, pp. 19—27; resumed in Brillant, Les Secrétaires Athéniens, pp. 23-24.
Kirchner (I.G., II% 103 and 448) independently, and Meritt (Am. Journ. Philol., LVII [1936], pp. 1801
are of the same opinion; but Ferguson's argument seems to have been overlooked in Busolt-Swoboda, and
some consideration of it is called for in Tod's Greek Historical Inscriptions, p. 90. The decisive text is in
LG, 11%, 553, restored with the help of LG, II% 652: xal dovwae mepl adrod THY Wijpov Tods TEUTdVEL[S 0f
@y Tvyydve]oe movtevedovres pere tiw Olvide @uldy. Clearly the successor of Oineis was unknown to the
orator, and was to be determined in the future by chance.

The point is of considerable importance. To have allotted simultaneously the prytanies for the entire
year would have been to open the doors wide to all manner of collusion. The successive allotments of
the prytanies, one at a time, just before each tribe was to serve, is wholly in accord with the spirit of
the Athenian constitution: a precise parallel is furnished by the courts. The Athenians allotted not only
the office, whether of dikast or of prytanis, but also the task to be performed by those on whom the lot
fell, whether the task was a legal case or a specific period of councillorship.



PRYTANEIS 211

inferred from the cuttings, would lend itself to this function. If, for example, Aiantis
is now in prytany, serving as the second prytany of the year, the xAnowzioior will
appear as it is shown in the diagram of I on p.201. When the time comes to deter-
mine the tribe for the third prytany, one ball is released. Merely for the purpose of a
diagram, a cross-section of the tube is shown, so that to us the order is visible; in
actuality it would not be known, before the turn of the crank, that Kekropis was to
prytanize third. Immediately upon the release of the ball for Kekropis, the proper
plaque will be inserted in the third slot, and the bouleutai from Kekropis will learn that
they are to make preparations to dine for a month in the Tholos. The other balls
remain in their allotted, but as yet unknown, order, waiting to be released, each at the
proper date.

A machine with 12 slots could also be used to choose the membership of a commission
of 12 men from among groups of candidates, when there were several candidates from
each tribe. Thus, for instance, to begin with the first tribe, Erechtheis, as many balls
would be used as there were candidates from Erechtheis. The ball to emerge first,
when all of that group had been poured in, would represent the successful candidate.
A plaque with his name would then be inserted in the first slot, the slot for the first
tribe in the official order, i.e., Erechtheis. The rest of the balls would then be drawn
out, their order being disregarded. Another group of balls—or the same balls, numbered,
each number being assigned to one candidate—would then be used to choose the com-
missioner from the second tribe, Aigeis; and so on.

II quite possibly had 12 slots in each of its two columns, and thus could serve for
selecting a board of 24 members. Since most Athenian boards in periods of 12 tribes
had 12 members, a more likely alternative is that the allotment was, so to speak, double:
in the first column, the order of tenure, or of precedence, might be posted; in the
second, the men chosen. No candidate, previous to the allotment, would know that he
was going to be selected, or if selected, for what position or in what order. Such a
double allotment may have been called ovyxdjowoig. For this particular xdyewrporor,
II, a specific use will be suggested presently; but it is convenient to point out here
that its type would suit the mechanical needs of guvyxdiowoig.

Except for X, the other surviving machines which are not identified by an inseription
can hardly be discussed with profit, since in every case the size cannot be definitely
established. X doubtless had 550 slots, and is to be associated, because of the place of
finding as well as the number of the slots, with the Boule. Its most probable use was
to allot the seats, since we know that the bouleutai were under oath to sit in the placé

! The word does not occur in Aristotle, but a definite instance of the practice is specified by him
(see below); the notion was familiar, and there can be no doubt that ovyxAfgwsic was often practiced.
Thus Demosthenes, megl 1@y ovuuogudv, 18, proposes to allot squadrons of 15 ships to each of 20 boards
(ovyxAnodoa: cvuuoply cwudtwy éxdory Thy meviexadexavoaiey). In Plato’s Laws, T45¢, the word is used
for allotting two plots of land to each citizen (dfyo Teueiv éxdorov xel Evyxlnodoe: dvo Turucrc).
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allotted to them.! If the allotment of seats was annual, then this machine must belong
in the year 201/0, the brief period in which there were eleven tribes (550 bouleutai).
In that case each bouleutes kept the same (allotted) seat during the entire year; the
prytaneis, who sat together in a special section, would leave their regular seats vacant
during the term of their prytany. It is quite possible, however, that seats were allotted
afresh for every prytany. In that case the seats for the then prytaneis could be omitted
from the allotment, and only the remaining bouleutai would receive seats. On this theory,
our machine with 550 slots implies a Boule of 11 non-prytanizing tribes, plus 1 tribe in
prytany: any date in a period of 12 tribes would be satisfactory. A positive choice
between these theories is impossible. The length of the tube shows clearly, in any case,
that a whole column of 50 was to be allotted at once.
More informative are III and IV, both of which are inscribed

Tapedovrog &mi Td morTavela
“ABowvog tot Kalkiov Bawijfev.

Since the inscriptions are cut on the principal obverse areas, it is safe to assume (as is
not the case in VI and VII), that the inscriptions “ belong,” i.e., that both machines came
within the sphere of action of Habron as Treasurer &mi vé movvaveie. This treasurership,
of which almost nothing has been known, has been considered to be a treasurership con-
nected with the affairs of the prytaneis,® but the title vauiag éni To mouraveie never occurs
in the now numerous decrees for prytaneis. The term za¢ movraveie was familiar in Athens
in both technical and popular usage as denoting the deposits made with the state prior
to lawsuits,® and Lipsius (Das attische Recht, III, p. 825, n. 75) plausibly claimed that
meaning for the present inscriptions. If it' can be shown, then, that these particular
xAnoweihote, namely IIT and IV, have to do with the courts, we shall learn that the treasurer
in charge of the prytaneia had also within his sphere the xAnowzfote. He is perhaps the
most likely official to have to stand the expense of new machines, since the Thesmothetai
undoubtedly had other burdens.

! Philochorus, Frg. 119 (F. H.G., I, 403).

2 Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens, p. 471.

* Aristophanes, Clouds, 1136, 1180, 1191; Wasps, 659. Demosthenes 43;,, 47s,. The other occurrences
in inscriptions are I.G., 1% 8, 22, and 28; and 1.G., II% 971. On LG@. I? 22 see now Oliver in Trans.
Am. Phil. Ass., LVI (1935), p. 179, 1. 83, where the mouraveix are deposited mods [rds &gyovrag], a restoration
of Lipsius. If the restoration is correct, it would seem that a special treasurer for mouvraveiz was created
in the interval ca. 450—150. At the latter date, we know of two holders of the treasurership: Habron, as
above, who was evidently a man of family and of means, and the Telesias of I.G., 1I 2 971. Telesias, a
citizen of Troezen, was awarded Athenian citizenship in 140/39. At some time thereafter he erected on
the Acropolis a stele (I.G., 112, 971) bearing (1) the decree of citizenship, (2) doubtless other decrees now
missing, and (3) representations of at least 20 crowns. The inscriptions in the crowns record his honorary
offices (i.e., his gifts) in Troezen, Thebes, Orchomenos, Thespiae, and Epidauros. In Athens he had been
crowned (after being made a citizen, since he could not have held public offices before) for his services
as priest, as marshal in the Dionysiac procession, and as treasurer of the deposits (reuuedoavra novtavElwy).
The latter office is thus shown to be one of dignity. Aristotle makes no mention of it; probably therefore
the post was created between his time and ca. 150 .c.
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In discussing the relation of III and IV to the courts, we are helped by specific
literary evidence, the only defect of which is that allowances must be made for the fact
that it is some 180 years older. Aristotle, in his Constitution of the Athenians, uses the word
#Anoweiotoy (or its plural) in three passages, all dealing with the courts. The meaning is
clearest in the third passage (ch. 66), which describes the allotment of magistrates to courts.

“ When all the courtrooms are full, there are placed (viferar) in the first courtroom two
winowrioia, together with bronze dice (x¥for), on which are painted the colors of the court-
rooms, and other dice, on which are inscribed the names of the magistrates. Two of the
Thesmothetai, chosen by lot, separately (yowgis éraréoev) throw in (&upaiiovew) the dice, the
one [Thesmothetes throwing] the colored dice into the one xAngwrigiov, the other magistrate
the [dice with] names into the other [xAnowrigiov]. The magistrate whose name is first drawn
(Adyy) is thereupon proclaimed by the crier as assigned for duty in the court which is first
drawn, and the second in the second, and similarly with the rest.”!

Several points are worth noting. In the first place, the passage with zifsrar suggests
plainly enough that two xAnowrijore were brought into the “first” courtroom. A stone
#Anowrrjptor is not convenient to move about—the difficulty is as much the danger of
chipping the edges as the clumsiness of the sheer weight—; hence it would appear that
the xAnowrore referred to here by Aristotle were of wood. It is notable also that cubes
(dice) were thrown in, and not balls. The funnel-and-tube device known to us would be
likely to become clogged if operated with cubes. Probably, therefore, the machines used
in the courts in Aristotle’s day were different in construction from those of 180 years later.?

It is nevertheless a striking fact that if we read the passage in Aristotle with II in
mind, thinking of it as a permanent fixture in the court, and supposing that balls were
now used instead of cubes, it could be made to serve admirably. The two columns of
slots in II have already suggested the process of ovyxAdfjpowoig, which Aristotle describes
without using the actual word. He says, to be sure, that the Thesmothetai performed
their allotments separately; but with the machine in question, II, which may have been
an improvement on the older ones, the danger of collusion by the Thesmothetai could
easily be averted. The reason for urging that II fulfilled this function in the courts
is the inscription, which is identical with those of III and IV, and was in fact cut by
the same hand as that of IIL®

! Based on Kenyon's translation.

? Combining the data from this passage, one may guess at the nature of the xinowzrjprov as it was
known to Aristotle. (1) It was portable, hence mostly or all wooden. In confirmation, it will be recalled
that VI and VII were to be inscribed on “stone” xAngwrijoee. (2) It was so imperfect that two officials
could not be trusted to perform a ovyxlijowois near together because of the ease of collusion. (3) The
counters were cubical, hence they could hardly pass through an opening without often clogging it: the
opening must have been accessible to fingers, i.e., it was the lower end of a hopper with almost no tube.
Probably the archon shook the dice in one hand, held the opening with the other, and tossed the dice
into the hopper. Then he let them drop out one at a time.

3 The tube in II, as has been noted, was almost rectangular, and therefore suggests the possibility that
dice were still being used. If so, a congestion in the hopper could only be remedied by reaching in from
above; and in place of a hemispherical catch on the tube, a human hand must have controlled the exit.
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The word xAnewwioiov in the above passage has always been taken, necessarily, to
mean “ allotment machine,” or something of the sort. Aristotle mentions xAnewriete in
another passage also, where the meaning has been disputed. The equipment for the courts
(ch. 63), begins with &igodor ¢ elowy elg vax dixaovigie déxe, uie vjj QuAfj éndory, xal xlrw-
wijoLe &ixoot, 0vo tfj Qudj éxdory. Here the standard current interpretation is “rooms in
which the dikasts have their several courts assigned to them.”! The consequence is
that no fewer than 20 rooms are called for, each large enough to provide standing room
for half of all the candidates for the juries from each tribe.

The use of these xAnowzrgia is described in ch. 64. They are used to select the
dikasts who are to serve on the day in question. First the tickets (mwdwma) of the
candidates who are present are inserted (éumiyrvor) by the dikast allotted for this
purpose, 6 dumixryg, in the xavorides. The word éumijxeng is usually translated “ ticket-
hanger,” and &umiyrvor is given as “hangs”; but the root really means to insert, to
plug in. Kavorig has to be rendered “bar”; there is one bar for each of the ten sections,
designated by a letter (e—x), into which the dikasts of each tribe are divided. Hence
there are 10 xavovideg in all, and the next sentence has been correctly restored eloi d¢
ravovideg [mévre 8]y Exdorg v@v xAnowrneiwy, i.e., the two xinowrieie, assigned to each
tribe, together contain accommodation for all the tickets of that tribe. Dice (xdfot) are
thrown into (again the word is #ufdAy) the zAnowzsotov. White and black dice are used:
one white die for each five jurors to be chosen, one black die for each five of the
number of candidates who will be rejected. The archon draws out (4[§édy], a plausible
restoration) the dice one at a time; if the first die is white, then the five dikasts whose
tickets are set in the first places of the five xavovideg are selected; if the die is black,
the same five are rejected.

We note that this account also specifies x980t, cubes, and again it must be argued
therefrom that the preserved uAngweiote, which are not suited to cubes, are different
in respect to the tube and hopper from the machines known to Aristotle. It is curious,
however, that III and IV each had 5 columns of slots, and that the slots are in even
rows horizontally. Substitute balls for dice, and III and IV fit the text of Aristotle,
except for one difficulty: it would seem unnatural to refer to a column of slots as a
xavovig, a word more properly meaning “bar.” Our xAjowziore appear, then, to he
descendants, rather than copies, of those used 180 years earlier.?

! Kaibel and Kiessling, Poland, Haussoullier, Lipsius, Kenyon in his translation (1920), Sandys, and
most recently Hommel in his admirable study Heliaia (Philologus, Supplementband XIX, Heft II, 1927).
The form is considered to be analogous to that, e.g., of cpaigioTiigion.

* The depressed areas at the top in each of III and IV, as noted above, would be suitable for a
colored or inscribed paper to indicate the tribe, as if in the later period the same tribe did not always
use the same pair of machines. The slots are of the right width for holding dikasts’ tickets. One might
expect a letter to be inscribed over each column of slots, but it must have been felt to be superfluous:
the Greeks were quite familiar with the numerical positions of the letters of the alphabet.

In Aristotle’s day, the dikasts of each of the (ten) tribes were divided into ten sections. Whether the
creation of two new tribes caused a new division, each tribe into twelve sections, has never been known. It
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The question remains whether the current translation of xAnowriote as Losungsriume
(or an equivalent) is correct. The discovery of objects certainly called xAnowzigie has
suggested that the machines themselves, rather than any rooms, bore the xavorideg, and
that two each of the type of III and IV would serve the needs of each tribe. Aristotle
says nothing of a machine contained in each xAnowzioiov; if the word referred to a
room, he would certainly have specified also the most important article of equipment in
that room. The word therefore means a machine, here as well as in its every other
occurrence.!

It is appropriate merely to note here the topographical significance of the finding-
places of the various fragments. II, from the Acropolis, was probably dedicated there.
I III, and IV, from the church of Demetrios Kataphores, are therefore associated with
the masses of inscriptions taken there from the eastern part of the Agora. X, from
close to the Bouleuterion, had not been moved far from where it was used. The other
six all come from débris thrown in near the (later) Odeion, i.e., from the central part
of the Greek Agora. It was somewhere in this region that the allotments to the courts
were performed. It was in this area also that the statues of Harmodios and Aristogeiton
stood, and it is here that part of a base of the statues has actually been found (Hesperia,
V [1936], no. 1). Aristophanes, in the Ekklesiazousai (681-683) makes allotment take
place near the Tyrannicides, quite as if that were the natural place:

BA. wi 0¢ shjpwerpte mwol Toéeg;

IIP. elg Ty ayopty rarabfow:
»gra orfioaca mag Aouodip xlpedow mdvrag, Ewg Ay
eldwg 6 Aaywv aniy yolowy v 6moly yoduuart Ostmvel.

would have been unnecessary: each member of the new tribes could have been assigned one of the (ten)
letters «—x and the system would have continued to function as before (except of course that new equipment
would be needed for the new tribes). It is incredible that in each succeeding change of the number of
tribes, a new division of dikasts into a new number of sections, involving new xldyowtigee, should have
been made. Hence the ten columns of slots in IIT and IV are no obstacle to their assignment to a period
of 12 tribes.

! Th. Reinach alone maintained the correct view; Kenyon's earlier translation was correct. The literary
references are given by Sandys in his commentary on ch. 73. The three which seemed to favor the meaning
“allotment-room " are easily compatible with the meaning “allotment machinc.”

In inscriptions found outside of Athens, the word occurs once: 0.G.I.S., 229, line 53: émxinowsdrwsay
d¢ o[ detaor]al els Tas Pulis Té @veveydévie dvdueta mévte xal dvaypapdrwoay &g Té ¥Anpwtigie. Boeckh
(C.I1.G., 3137) and Dittenberger take the word to mean “lists,” but clearly the prescription is that the
names obtained by the allotment are to be inscribed on the machines which served for the allotting.
Liddell-Scott-Jones is also to be corrected.
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NAMES OF MEN AND WOMEN

A[- - - -], prytanis late 1st cent. B.c., 118 1.

A[- - - -], prytanis late 1st cent. B.c., 118 13.

A[----], prytanis late 1st cent. B.c., 118 1.

A[- - - -] (HTaravievg or Kvdadnvaieig), prytanis
ca. 80 B.Cc, 97 33.

A[- - - -] (Ilegyacetg), father of Agiororleidng,
9 62.

A[- -+ -]oovgarog (Kepaiidev), father of dids-
oroatog, 1 s6.
ABowv Kaliiov Bariyev, Treasurer &ni vd mov-
raveia ca. 160 B.C., T4, pages 204, 205, 205.
Ay[- - - -] (MeAwreds), prytanis ca. 30/29, 109 2.
Apa [ 1] Zooiov Ayagvevg, chairman of proedroi
in 155/4, 84 [4], 45.

‘Apadagyos (Kvdadnvaiedg), prytanis in 155/4,
84 104.

Apadoriijs ‘Agioropdvov ("Egueevs), prytanis in
260/59, 10 s34

Ayadoriiis > Egyoyagov (Kijrriog), prytanis middle
1st cent. B.C., 103 16.

Ayadoulijg (Kguwebg), prytanis in 169/8, 71 1.

‘Ayadouing (Aevrovoevg), father of Aiéfavdgog,
ca. 29—21, 110 109.

Apadoriijs (Sregievg), father of Apadoriig, 116 s4.

Apadoriiis ) (Jregievg), prytanis ca. 20 B.C.,
116 54.

Aywviog, Archon in 210/9, 38 1.

Ayvédeog Edpdvrov (*Eievoiviog), prytanis in
178/17, 64 ss.

Ayvev diovvoiov PAvedg, legeds Towv Pwopowy
middle 1st cent. B.c., 99 4.

Avroxgarwg Kaicag Toatavog Adgtavdg Zefactog
[----%¢12-_-_-.] (the Emperor Hadrian),
ca. 120 A.p., 121 7.

Asioroarog (Kvdnggios), prytanis in 155/4, 84 a1,

A9jvarog (Aauntoedg), father of Avrioyog, 106 3s.

A0ivarog  Avmpoviovos (Aauntoedg), prytanis
ca. 40—30, 106 3.

A9pinmog (Alaievg), father of Adiwnmog, 10 2.

Adpmmog  Adnwvinmov (AAaevg), prytanis in
260/59, 10 2.

A9nvoyévng (Aevrovoedg), prytanisin 212/1, 36 s7.

A9vidweog Avagmodrovg *Elevoiviog, Secretary
xata mpvraveiav, 90 1, [91 2].

‘A9nvédwgog (Eireatog), prytanis first half 2nd
cent.? B.C., 45 2.

A9y édwgog (" Egyievg), father of Zéiwv, 10 s4.

A9nvorlils Navowudyov (’Avayvgdocog), prytanis
in 260/59, 9 s6.

Ay[----], prytanis of Leontis middle 1st cent. B.c.,
103 2.

Alavridng (Ilatavevg), prytanis in 155/4, 84 s1.

Aiavrédogog (Paingevs), prytanis shortly before
60 B.C., [98 ¢].

Avéiag (Iaaveis), father of Idupiiog, 116 4.

Aloyivyg (Adoidng), prytanis in 178/7, 64 9.

Aloyivng ("Egoddng), prytanis ca. 250—230,
19 17.

Aloyivng Myrgodegov (Muggwoioiog), prytanis
ca. 20 B.C,, 116 62,

Aioyivyg (Paingeig), father of Aioyivng, [98 1].

Aloyivng (Paingevg), father of Aisyivyg, 102 so.

! The Index covers all the inscriptions which are treated in this study (viz, nos. 1-121 and the texts
insceribed on allotment machines), including the texts of inseriptions which are not reprinted herein.
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Aioyivng Aloyivov (Padngeds), prytanis shortly
before 60 B.C., 98 7.

Aloyivng ) (Paingevs), prytanisca. 50 B.c., 102 s0.

Aioyo[- - -], prytanis of Kekropis ca. 128 B C,,
89 4. )

Aloygatog (Palnoevs), prytanis ca. 50 B.C., 102 47.

Aloyoovidng (Znuayidng), prytanisin 169/8, 71 se.

Aioyviog (Towogvorog), prytanis in 229/8 or
228/7, 28 o

Alov (Ilatawviedg), prytanis in 155/4, 84 se.

Anadnuog NeowAéovg (éy Muvggwovrrng), “prytanis
in 260/59, 10 s.

Awigarog (Kepaiidev), father of Ilictwv, 1 es.

‘AAéEavdgos Edmvpidng, Treasurer rtiig ieodg
oardfewg ca. 40 B.C., 108 19.

AréEavdgog (Edmuvoidng?), father of Oeoyéryg,
116 105.

AAgEavdgog (Knrriog), father of [- %2 -], 77 .

Aiéavdgog (Knguoievg), father of dioviaiog, 106 16.

‘Arégavdgog (Knquowetg), father of Mévavdgog,
106 23.
ArEavdgog Apadoniéovs Aevrkovoehg, Treasurer
TOV oTgaTieTIKGY ca. 29/3—22[1, 110 107,
Arésavdgog (Magaddwiog), prytanis in 229/8
or 2287, 28 5.

‘Arégavdgos [- -Jral. .Jov (Meiretg), prytanis
ca. 29/3—22/1, 110 s.

‘Aréfavdgog ("Pauvoioiog), father of [- - 211 -],
39 1s5.

‘AAégardgog (‘ Papvotoiog), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 o4,

‘AAéEavdgog (SrauPwvidng), prytanis ca. 160 B.c.,
77 2.

‘A2égavdgos EdPoviov Sraigevg, Treasurer of
prytaneis in 155/4, 84 so, 49, 53, 1.

‘AAéfavdgog (Sreipuevg), father of * Hpaisrédweog,
116 s58.

‘AAégavdgog  (Zreipietg), father of *OAvumicow,
116 s2.

Aiebiddng, father of °Emmpdryg, 6 2.

‘AAeSinayog (Bnoaevg), prytanis in 169/8, 71 1.

Adefig (Snuayidng), prytanis in 169/8, 71 si.

Ale§iov, Priest of the Eponymos of Aiantis in
166/5, 73 1s.

Axegiov (Maanevg), father of Oeddorog, 116 47.

Acia, nomen of Ovfovidia, [121 s, 18, 22].

Ahuédeov (Aevnovoedg), father of Swréing, 16 s4.

Auerpiag (Ooginiog), father of Avkoundng, [1 10].

Apudviog (Avayvodoiog), father of Kidavdgog,
106 5.

Auvvrag (‘Ayedovoog), prytanis in 178/7, 64 cs.

Audvrag (éx Kndév), prytanis 200/199—-190/89,
47 15,

Apbvrag (Magadawiog), prytanis in 229/8 or
228/1, 28 5.

Apdvrag (Iawovidng?), prytanis ca. 160 B.C.,
77 2.

Auwdvrag (Doedgglog?), prytanis ca. 160 B.c.,
T

Appiag (Apidvaiog), father of Owépiiog and
Ebuisg, 99 s, 9.

Aupiag °Inagiedg, prytanis, and Treasurer of
the Boule(?) 210/9—201/0, 39 [13], es.

Augpiag (Melirevg), father of Kaliéag, 110 74.

Aupuedijs  Tvdodagov (*Egyievg), prytanis in
260/59, 10 s5.

Auginazos (Aauntoeig), prytanis 211/0-202/1,
37 30.

Apgicv Aquouéiovs (IMjAng), prytanis middle 3rd
cent. B.c., [16 38].

Ay [-2P-1g PiAaidyg, father of [- <% 1L ], 75 10.

Avagwgdrng (*Eievoiviog), father of A9nrédwmgog,
90 2, [96 2].

"Avdonidng, see Avrowidng.

‘Avdgéag (Ouuairadng), prytanis in 178/7, 64 se.

Avdgoring (Apidvaiog). father of M6dwgog, 49 41.

Avdgoriis (Edovvuedg), father of * Emugdrng, 9 3s.

‘Avdgdviog (Avapivorog), prytanis in 169/8, 71 s3.

Avdgdvnog (Kvdadnvaets), prytanis 229/8—
214/3, 82 c.

Avdgov Q[- - - -], prytanis middle 3rd cent. B.c.,
18 4.

‘Avdgwv (Paingevs), prytanis in 229/8 or 228/7,
28 4o0.

Avdgov Dalngevg, father of [- - - -], 92 2,

‘Avraiog (Aauntgevg), father of Avraiog, 106 37.

‘Avraiog ) (Aaumroebg), prytanis ca. 40—30 B.c.,
106 s7.
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Avravdgog (Agapiviog), father of KaAimmog, 1036.

Ki(avdog) Avni[- - -] (Paingeig), prytanis ca.
120 A.D., 121 7.

Avripévng (Aiwmerqdev), prytanis in 169/8, 7157,

Avuyoviov (Aauntoeds), father of Avvaiog,
106 35,

Avriyovog (Soumedg), father of Avrdépgowv, 91 5.

Avridwgog Adwonidovs ("Eoweeds), prytanis in
260/59, 10 s3.

Avridwgog (Tedodowg), father of ‘Agiororéing?,
10 s6.

Avruediig (Kngpuoweds), father of Awriuayog, 9 so.

Avvaeisis Hlaiinvedg, Priest of the Eponymos of
Antiochis, also prytanis, in 169/8, 71 22, s, ss.

Avridig (Pnpaieig), father of Avrmodryg, [10 s7].

Avrugdaryg (Aidalidng), father of [- - -]9émg,
103 4.

‘Avrngarng (Alomexidev), prytanisin 169/8, 71es.

Avrikgdrng (Knguwoedg), father of Avrmgdryg,
9 4.

Avrtingaryg Avmkgdrov (Knguoedg), prytanis in
260/59, 9 4s.

Avringaryg Avniigovg ? (Pnpaevg), prytanis in
260/59, 10 s7.

Avrinayog (Aifovevg), father of Sroarov?, 15 4].

Avtinayog Avrwiéovs (Knguoietg), prytanis in
260/59, 9 s0.

Avriuayos Piioriovs (Kyguoedg), prytanis in
260/59, 9 .

Avripévng Zwiiov (Zraigievg), prytanis ca. 20 B.C.,
116 so.

Avrioyidns Edpuiqrov, prytanis of Aiantis ca.
240—-230, 24 4.

Avrioyog AVmwaiov (Aaumrgevg), prytanis ca.
40—-30, 106 3s.

Avrioyog (Maufotadyg), father of Avrioyog, 106 4s.

Avriogog ) (HlauPwradyg), prytanis ca. 40—380,
106 4s.

Avtiogog O[- - - - - 1 (Painoevs), prytanis soon
before 60 B.c., 98 5.

Avrioyog (Paingebg), prytanis ca. 30—20?, 114 15.

Avtinavgog (Ayyeiidev), prytanis in 155/4, 84 110,

Avtinavgog (Kowmnidys), prytanis ca. 160 B.C,
7 24.

‘Avvinatgos (Zrewoieds), father of Awrimargog,
116 57,

Avrimatgog ) (Zrewoueds), prytanis ca. 20 B.C.,
116 s57.

Avrirnatgog (Svmaiirniog), father of Kaiiov, 96 so.

Avtinargog (PAvedg), father of Avrimargog, 105 13,
110 23, 116 s1.

Avrirargogs Avmimdroov PAvedg, Hoplite General,
first term ca. 40—30, 105 13; third term ca.
29/8-22(1, 110 22; fifth term ca. 20 B.c., 116 so.

Avuic¥évys * Ovnowpavrog Tewpdoog, Secretary
of prytaneis in 260/59, 10 s, 23, s0.

Avripdvng (XoAAeidng), prytanis ca. 160 B.C., 77 24.

Avnpey FEo[<™-%] “Fouewog, Treasurer of pry-
taneis in 228/2, 30 21, 40, .

Avapev  Iloivedkrov (Pyppaiedg), prytanis in
260/59, 10 s6.

Avnpev (XoAleidng), prytanis ca. 160 B.C., 77 21.

Avviyaons *Emigilov Ayyeiidev, chairman of
proedroi in 175/4, [69 4].

Avroxidng Navrgdrovg (Ilegpacevg), prytanis in
260/59, 9 6.

“A&bviog (Ilegyaceig), prytanis 200/199—190/89,
47 1.

An[- -] (Magadeviog), father of digiiog, 121 41.

An [~ -] (Haavevg), father of Awvisiog, 116 s1.

Amod[- - - @22 _ — -] Secretary of prytaneis
182/1-170/69, 70 5.

"AmoA[- - -] (Kvdadyvawedg), prytanis in 155/4,
84 95.

Amoi[- - -] (‘Pauvovowog), prytanis ca. 50 B.C.,
102 4.

Andingg, Archon ca. 25/4—18/7, 115 .

‘Anéinbis Pdongarovg & Olov, orator ca. 20 B.C.,
116 1.

Amoido[- - -], father of [----], 1 a7

Amoliddwgog, Treasurer of prytaneis of Leontis
in 1854, 5 3, 22, 2.

AmoAiddwgog, father of [- - -]gog, 6 25.

Anoiiddwgog (- - F--), father of Amoiis-
dwgog?, 30 4.

AmoAiédmgog? Amoiiodagov (- -4 - =) Secre-
tary of prytaneis of Akamantis in 223/2, 30 s,
41, 45,
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Amoiiédwgog (Kepaliidev), father of Navowiisg,
36 39,

. AmoAAddwgog Nixoidov (Knguoiets), prytanis
ca. 40—30, 106 2.

Amoiiddwgog (Aaumroeig), father of Nuowiig,
9 13, 20, 83, 92.

Amoirsdwgog (IMmavievg), prytanis in 155/4,
84 ss.

Amoiiédwgos Bondov  (XoAAeidng),
middle 1st cent. B.C., 103 13.

‘AmoAdopavys Amoiiwviov (Avapyvgdeiog), Pry-
tanis ca. 40—30, 106 s2.

‘Anoiropavyg (Kirriog), father of Amoiiopavyg,
36 45, 50.

Amoiiopdvns Amoriopdvovs Kirriog, Secretary
of prytaneis, 36 s2, 45, 50, 94.

Amoidopavys (Ilegyacidev), Secretary of pry-
taneis, 96 22, 85, [43].

Amodde[vi - -] (Kvdadnvaieig), father of Anuz-
10105, 116 1.

Amorrovi[- -] (MeAwseig), prytanis ca. 30/29,
109 24.

AnoArevidng (Ilataveds), father of Mevexiig,
116 4s.

AmoAieviog (Aypeidev), prytanis in 155/4,
84 us. .

AnoAicviog (Aiwmexidev), prytanis in 169/8,
71 e9.

Amoiidmiog (Auagavreig), prytanis in 1787,
64 38,

Amoiieviog (Avayvgdeiog), father of ‘Amoiio-
@avyg, 106 s2.

Amoriovios  Edagyidov (Knguoweig), prytanis
ca. 40—30, 106 1s.

AmoAidviog Anvaiov (Knpuotedg), prytanis ca.
40—-30, 106 17.

Amoirrdviog (*Ondev), father of Oedyng, 119 s,
10, 13. '

Amoiidwiog  Avoiov (Iawawetg), prytanis ca.
20 B.C., 116 45,

Ag[- - - -], prytanis of Kekropis ca. 215 B.c.,
31 40.

Aga . . iAng dovv[e - - -] (Paingevg), prytanis
shortly before 60 B.c., 98 s.

prytanis

Agyatog Twdgyov (IlauPwradng), prytanis ca.
40—-30, 106 44, and father of Agppodisiog,
106 45.

“Agysiog (Towogvsiog), prytanis in 229/8 or 228/7,
28 25.

Agior[- - -] (Zpirmog), father of Zuiag, 17 1o.

“Agiot[- - -] (Tamogiorog), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 94.

‘4giot[- - -] (Tamogvotog), prytanis 199/8—-189/8,
48 95. )

Agioraydpas (Aaumroevs), father of Zdorgarog,
106 ss. ‘

‘Agioraiyuog (IlauPwradng), father of Mévavdgog,
106 4s.

Agioreidns (Avapvgaciog), father of NukéBoviog,
9 54.

Agioréwv Iloivrodrov (KoAivredg), prytanis in
260/59, 10 ss.

Agioriag (PiAaidng), father of Mévaiyuog, 10 s,

Agiotimmog  Aovvsiov  (Kvdadnvaieig), prytanis
ca. 20 B.C., 116 ss.

“Agioninmog (* Pauvovoiog), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 9.

‘Agworiov (Ilegyacevs), prytanis 200/199—190/89,
47 7.

Agiotiov (Znuayidyg), prytanis in 169/8, 71 s1.

Agioro[- - -] ([ewparevs), prytanis shortly before
178/1, 60 1s.

Agoro[- - -] (Paingevg), prytanis ca. 120 A.D.,
121 e9.

“Agiordfoviog (Magadowiog), prytanis ca. 120 A.D.,
121 a4, :

‘Agiordpoviog (Oivaiog), father of * Hyjrog, 48 10.

Agiovoy[e - - -], prytanis of Hippothontis ca.
250-230, 19 10.

“AgisTédnuog, prytanis middle 8rd cent. B.c., [186].

Agiotddnuog (Knpioievg), father of diidpowv,
9 44,

‘Agiotddinog Posdggiog, father of [- -5 _]oq,
16 16.

Agwotor[- - -] (Towogvotog), father of [<*£]yog,
98 14.

Agqiotonieidns A[- - -] (Ilegyaceds), prytanis in
260/59, 9 62
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*Aguotoniis (Ayeedovotog), prytanis in 1787, 64 es.

Agiorong[- - -] (Kijrmiog), prytanis middle 3rd cent.
B.C., 16 29.

*Agiorongdryg, father of [- - - -Jome .. og, 110 44.

*Agiorongarys (Atkwvedg), prytanis ca. 180160,
61 10.

“Agiororgdryg (Apidvaiog), father of [.. 2. Jayog,
70 9.

*Agiorongdrng (Gogateds), prytanis in 169/8, 71 9.

*Agiorongatyg (Znuayidng), prytanis in 169/8,
71 ss.

*Agiororgdrys (XoAAeidng), prytanis ca. 160 B.C.,
77 e8.

‘Agiorongitov (Olvaiog), prytanis in 229/8 or
228/7, 28 5.

‘Agiotéiag, Archon in 161/0, 75 1.

“Agiorou[- -] (Kvdnggios), prytanis in 1554, 84 92.

‘Agiotduayog (Ilgopaiiowg), father of [- - - -],
55 1.
*AgioTouayog Oeagiovog (Paingevs), prytanis ca.
50 B.c., and father of Oeagiwwv, 102 51, 52.
*Agistoudvng, prytanis of Leontis in 185/4, 54 st.
‘Agiotousvng, prytanis of Aiantis ca. 240—230,
24 2.

*AgioTouévng Magadaviog, Treasurer of prytaneis,
199/8—-189/8, 48 4, 19, 4.

“Agiorovinog Pidovog (Emewidng), prytanis ca.
29/8—22[1, 110 eo.

‘Agioréfevog (‘Aauets?), prytanis ca. 180—160,
61 7.

Agiototéing? “Avudodgov (Tewgaoios), prytanis
in 260/59, 10 s.

‘Agioréniuog (Aaumroevg), prytanis 211/0—202/1,
37 12.

‘Agioropavys (*Eouweevg), father of ‘Apadorig,
10 34.

Agwropavys (Aanadng), prytanis in late 2nd
cent. B.C., 94 20.

Agworépriogs (*Egyietg), father of Jowifg, 10 se.

Apiorogiios Xolagyevs, official cited in late
2nd cent. B.C., 62 4.

Agioropiw  (*Pauvoiolog), prytanis in 1665,
73 36.

Aglotwv (Aldalidng), prytanis ca. 160 B.c., 77 20.

*Agiorov (Aaumrgeig), father of diovisiog, 106 a1.

“Agiotev (Aevrovoevg), father of Aoisrow, [17 6].

Agiotev ‘Agiotewvog Agvkovoedg, Secretary of
prytaneis, [77 s, 20].

*Agiotev Anunroiov (‘Papvoiotog), prytanis 199/8
—189/8, 48 e.

‘Agiotewv (Toxogvoog), father of Agiorwv, 98 20.

*Agiorov Agisrovog (Towmogiotog), prytanis shortly
before 60 B.C., 98 20.

‘Agiorov Iloséovg (Paingebs), prytanis ca. 50 B.C.,
102 49.

Agioteov T[- - - -] (Paingeds), prytanis ca.
30—20, 114 16.
“Agiorévvuog, father of [- - - -Jvyg, 1 0.

‘Agiotdwupog O[- -*P- -], orator in 260/59, 9.
Agiordwvuog Ogidatog, prytanis soon after 178/7,
66 12,
Agioravvuog (Aauntoeig), father of Agisrdwvvuog,
[9 23] ’ _
‘AgtoTaovvuog "AgisTwviuov Aaumtoedg, prytanis
in 260/59, 9 5.

‘Agreoilag Zworgdrov [- -2 - -], orator in 2232,
30 ss.

Agréucv (Aaumrgeig), prytanis 211/0-202/1,
37 15.

Agréucv (Pnyovowog), prytanis 211/0-202/1,
37 s1.

Agréucv (Pvidowog), father of Newdvwg, 101 s,
10, 16.

"Agrepidwgog, prytanis of Ptolemais? ca. 215—
190, 50 s.

Agreuidwgog (‘Pauvovoiog), prytanis in 166/5,
73 4.

Agreuidwgog (Towogvorog), father of [- -48- ]
102 s1.

‘Agyépiog (‘Avayvgdsiog), prytanis 211/0—202/1,
37 26.

“Agyednuidng "Agyiov (Aaumroevs), prytanis 280’s
—240’s, [8 12].

‘AgyéAaog, Archon in 212[1, 36 1, ss.

Agyéuaygos (Pypaweds), father of Nuworgdryg, 2 s.

Aoyévewg Kvdadnvaievg, Secretary of Boule and
Demos in 169/8, 71 23, [96].

Apyéorgarog, prytanis middle 8rd cent. B.C., 18 7.

15
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Apyéoroarog Paviov ’Elevoiviog, Secretary of
prytaneis in 178/7, 64 25, 35, 49.

KA(avdog) Aoyi[- - - -] (Paingevs), prytanis
ca. 120 A.D., 121 e1.
KA(avdog) ‘Agyi[- - - -] (Paingebg), prytanis

ca. 120 A.D., 121 ¢s.

Agyias Koirovog (‘Eomaisdev), 'prytanis in
260/59, 10 2.

Agyiag (Adaunmoevg), father of Agyednuidng, [8 12].

‘Agyidauog (" Otouvevg), father of ‘Agyidauog, 92 4.

Agyidauogs ‘Agyidauov ’Otguvedg, chairman of
proedroi in 124/8, 92 4.

Agymifis Oeobigov Ooginog, Secretary wxard
mouraveiav in 188/7, 51 2.

Agyimvog (Kvdadpvaiebg), prytanis in 155/4,
84 101.

“Agyinmog (Ooginiog), prytanis in 327/6, 1 6.

‘Agyitog, Archon in 30/29?, 109 so.

Aoywv (Kvdadnvaieig), father of Mevédnuog,
39 7, 11,

Aox[A - - - -] (“Pauvovorog), prytanis ca. 50 B.C.,
102 4.

Aoriamew (Ileoaieds), father of Agaygog, 84 6o.

Aorinmadns (Agpidvaiog), father of “Iowyévng,
99 1s.

‘Aorinmadng [..2..]00v (Aauntoevs), prytanis
ca. 40—30, 106 39.

Aowninmadng (HMauPwradyg), father of Awoideog,
106 49.

Aokinmadng (‘Pauvoioiog), prytanis in 166/5,
73 s8.

Aorinmadng (Paingebs), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 ss.

Aoviag (Towogiog), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 92.

‘Aotvioyog (‘ Pauvovorog), prytanis in 166 /5, 73 o.

Aorvioyogs ‘Hynoiov (‘Pauvovoiog), prytanis in
166/5, 738 44.

Avraiog (" EAawobotog), prytanis in 178/7, 64 ss.

“Arvaiog (Paingevs), prytanis 199/8—189/8, 48 14.

Artidg, cognomen of Tirog Kiavdog Magadd-
viog, 4. 0.

43[- - -] (Zpirriog), father of Tiueow, 17 7.

Avtiag (‘Agagvevg), father of Avroniig, 1 6.

Avrof[- - -] (‘Eraievg), father of [- - -Jopaw,
26 7.

Avronliig Adviov Ayagvevg, Secretary xard mov-
raveiay in 327/6, [1 7).

Avroriig? (Kepaipdev), father of Adrowiis,
[1 e2].

Adroxiiig Adroriéovg? (Kepalidev), prytanis in
827/6, [1 62].

Avrévovg (Edwvvueig), father of diovvoiog, 9 37,
116.

Apdovyrog (* Pauvovoiog), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 1.

Apgodeiotog (* Pauvovetog), prytanis ca. 120 A.D.,
121 es.

Apgodioog Aevriov (Knegiotetg), prytanis 40—30,
106 19.

‘Aggodiciog  ‘Agyaiov  (IapuPordadns),
40—30, 106 45.

‘Ayaidg, Archon in 166/5, 73 1.

prytanis

Bddviiog (Knguoiedg), prytanis 211/0—202/1,
37 ea.

Bayy[- - -] (AAaevg?), father of Igoundiow,
61 s.

Baoticidns (Melwedg), father of Aing, 109 1s.

Biotéing (Illegwoidng), father of Havoaviag, 69 1.

Biov (Ilewasig), prytanis soon before 178/7,
60 15.

Bénvog (Kngowevg), father of ‘Iegcvuuog, 71 2.

Béndog (Magadawiog), prytanis in 229/8 or
228/7, 28 1.

Bondog (Xorieibyg), father of Amoiiédwgog,
108 1.

Bowiog (Aovoetg), father of Bowvlog, 94 1s.

Boviog Boviov (Aoveievg), prytanis late 2nd
cent. B.C., 94 16.

Bovidorgarog (‘Ayguiqdev), prytanis 211/0—
202/1, 37 1.

Mdviog Bodxwog (XoAlsidyg), prytanis middle
1st cent. B.c., 103 14.

Iavxiag, father of [...Joog, 110 s1.
Ilavwnmog, Archon in 275/4, 6 1.
Thatrog (Haavedg), father of Awvioiog, 116 se.
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I'v[- - - -], prytanis of Kekropis, early 3rd cent.
B.C., 7 3.

I'vaiog, see Koptiog.

Togyiag KoaAiwgaridov (Aaunmtgevg), prytanis
40—-30, 106 se.

Togyidog ‘Avayvodoiog or ‘Aygviidev, father of
Togyilog, [88 2].

Togyilog I'ogyidov ‘Avayvgdoiog or ‘Aygviidev,
Secretary xavd mouraveiav in 131/07?, [88 2].

I'égymmog Eddnuov Melrevg, prytanis ca. 30/29,
109 19; Treasurer of prytaneis, ca. 29/8—22/1,
110 s,

T'égyts (éx Kndéw), prytanis 211/0—202/1, 87 1.

Togyiov (Iawavietg), father of Neixwov, 116 s5.

I'gvmov (Knpuoiebg), father of IIvdowiijs, 9 9.

A[- - - -], chairman of proedroi, 199/8—189/8,
48 1.

A[----] (Aifovevg), prytanis ca. 180—160, 61 1.

A[----] (‘Auagavrevg), father of >Oyradng, 19 1s.

A[- - - -] (Kepaiidev), father of ToAuwidng, 1 6s.

4?[- @ % -]déorgarog (Kepaiiev), father of
duAooToarog, 1 56.

dau[- - -] (Tomogioog), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
438 9.

daudwgirog (Bowvuuedg), prytanis 211/0—202/1,
37 14.

dduow Zoyévovg [- <% -], chairman of proedroi
in 131/0?, 88 s.

Aducv (Ilawvidng?), prytanis ca. 160 B.c., 77 23.

dagvog ([- - -]vog), father of *Emir[- - -], 108 4.

KA(abdiog) dagvog (Magaddviog), prytanis ca.
120 A.D., 121 3. :

4e[- - - -] (‘Ayagvedg), prytanis soon after 178/7,
66 7.

dewiag (‘Ayagvedg), prytanis ca. 290—280, 3 1.

dewiag (Ilatavedg), father of Awédorog, 116 1.

dewias (Piiaidng), father of Edaityg, 10 4.

dewidns (Xoieidng), father of Aewidng, 16 4.

dewidng Adewidov (XoAleidng), prytanis middle
3rd cent. B.c., 16 40.

dewdorgarog (Aauntoevg), father of devow, 9 2.

deivov  dewootgdrov (Aauntoeds), prytanis in
260/59, 9 2.

dsipiiog (Iaavietg), father of Hosadcviog, 116 2s.

def[- - -], father of [- - -]udsg, [26 1].

Aégavdgos  (ZrauPavidyg), prytanis in 212/1,
36 104.

AéEavdgog (Dyyovarog), father of Aéfavdgog, 9 es.

Aékavdgog Aefavdgov (Prmyovoiog), prytanis in
260/59, 9 6.

Ae§lAaog ‘Araievg, flutist in 229/8 or 228/7, 28 2,
85; ca. 215 B.C., [31 20].

a[- - - -]s (Aionexiey), father of Aiédwgog,
105 s.

Anu[---], Treasurer émi v dvadnua in 327/6, 17.

Anu[- - -] (Knquowedg), father of * Hoa[---], 100 4.

dpu[- - -] (@aingevs), father of Oedpriog, 98 s.

dnuayévng [- -2 - -], Treasurer of prytaneis
of Oineis? or Aigeis? late 240’s or early
230’s B.Cc., 22 2.

Anuaiverog (Ayagvedg), father of Anuaiverog, 3 4.

Anuaiverog Anuawétov (Ayagvetg), prytanis ca.
290-280, 3 4.

Anugag ‘Afpvigvg, Archon ca. 20 B.c., 116 s.

Anuiguog, father of [- - %7 - -] 109 s.

Anunrowog, prytanis of Kekropis ca. 128 =.c.,
89 s.

Anunroog ‘Amoiiowvedg, Secretary of Boule and
Demos ca. 160 B.C., 778, 78 13.

Anurroiog (AAomeridev), prytanisin 169/8, 71 ss.

Anuijrgrog (‘Avayvedatog), prytanis 211/0—-202/1,
37 1.

Anuitgiog Meveridovg (‘Ayegdovioiog), prytanis in
178/7, 64 es.

Anuirgrog (Edovvuedg), prytanis 211/0—202/1,
37 21

Anuiraog AmoAdawvi[- -] (Kvdadnvaievg), pry-
tanis ca. 20 B.c., 116 67.

Anuirgiog Kewéov (Kvdadnvawevs), prytanis ca.
20 B.C., 116 s4.

Anuijrgrog (Kvdnggtog), prytanis in 155/4, 84 so.

Anuirarog (Aaumtoedg), father of “Eouatog, 106 s0.

Anwimgiog  HomAiov (Aaumvgeds), prytanis ca.
40—30, 106 40.

Anuirgrog  Puilmmov  (Meirebg), prytanis ca.
29/8—22/1, 110 7.

15%
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Anuirgrog &6 Olov uéoog, Treasurer of the Tribe
ca. 45—30, 107 5.

Anuiroog &5 Olov, father, also a son, of the
preceding.

Anuirgrog  Edvagmidov (Iauforadng), prytanis
ca. 40—30, 106 47.

Agunrgiog Iléglog, official ca. 140 B.C., 87 2.

Anunroog Krijowvog Ilgofaiiciog, Undersecretary
199/8—189/8, 48 12, 111.

Anuirgiog (* Pauvovorog), father of ‘Agiorav, 48 6.

Anurorog (*Papvovoog), father of Zocog, 48 eo.

Anuigiog (‘Pauvovotog), prytanis ca. 120 A.D.,
121 e4. R

Anuirgiog (Zreigiedg), father of Geddwgog, 116 so.

dnuigrog  Neivwvog  (Zveiguetg), prytanis ca.
20 B.C., 116 36.

Anuirgrog  Myvodogov (SvPoidng), prytanis ca.
40-30, 106 se.

Anuyroog (Toeogiorog), prytanis in 229/8 or
228/7, 28 2.

Anuigiog (Tawogvoog), father of [- - 8- -]
102 so.

Anurmotog (Paingevs), father of Ayuiroiog, 21 6.

Anuirorog  Anuntoiov  Palngevg, chairman of
proedroi in 288/7, 21 e.

Anuirgiog (Paingeds), father of Anurroiog, [48 s2].

Anuijrgrog Anunroiov (Paingevg), prytanis 199/8
—189/8, 48 s.

Anmirgrog Twé (ov?) (Painoevs), prytanis 199/8
—189/8, 48 1.

Anuoxing (Knguowevg), father of Ayuoniig, 106 10.

dnuorlijs ) (Kngpiowedg), prytanis ca. 40—30,
106 1o0.

Anuoxisig (Kvdavidyg), father of Ayuorisg, 10 s1.

Anuordiis Anuoxiéovg (Kvdavridng), prytanis in
260/59, 10 s1.

Anuongdrns Myvnoiegyidov (Kepalidev), prytanis
in 327/6, 1 ss.

Anuoxgarng (Kvdadnvaieis), father of Ayuorgdrng,
85 3, 86 3.

Anuoxgatng Anuoxedrov Kvdadnvaieg, dvriygapedg
in 145/4, 853, [86 s, 14].

dnuorgarys Mpilov XoAagyeigs, Undersecretary
in 178/7, 64 37, 114.

Anudgevog (“ Pauvovotog), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 0.

Anuocdévyg  Zavigov (*Iwwidng), prytanis in
260/59, 10 21.

Anuouging (Ijing), father of Aupiwv, prytanis
middle 8rd cent. B.c., 16 ss.

Anuogavns *Emiiov ‘Alaeig, orator in 285/4,
238 s.

dnpopavyg (Kyguoiebg), prytanis 211/0—202/1,
37 1.

Anuopav (Magadowiog), prytanis ca. 240—230,
24 s.

dnuopéw (Paingevs), prytanis in 229/8 or 228/7,
28 39,

A[- - - -] (Koiwvevg), father of [- - -]pdvyg,
26 5.

A~ 4 -Jov (Apvovorog), father of Tiwowaig, 40 21.

ding (Mehwevg), father of °*Emyévng, 92 5.

ding Baotieidov (Melredg), prytanis ca. 30/29,
109 1s.

dixarog (MeAwevg), father of Géow, 53 15

dixarog (Mvgowotoiog), prytanis in 155/4, 84 111.

o[- - -] (Matanedg or Kvdadnvaieig), prytanis
early 1st cent. Bc., 97 s2.

4wo[- - -] (daunvoevg), father of Kaiiodévng, 8 11.

o[- - -] Magadeviog, Secretary of prytaneis, ca.
50 B.Cc., 102 [3], .

dioyévng (Knguoweis), father of Xaguidng, 106 25.

Adwoyévng (Kguwedg), prytanis in 169/8, T1 .

dwoyévyg (Kvdadnvaievg), prytanis 229/8—214/8,

. 32,

dioyévng Xaigéov (Zretgevg), prytanis ca. 20 B.c.,
116 49.

droyévng (Zvfoidng), prytanis 211/0—202/1, 87 2.

Aopévns (Padngeds), prytanis in 229/8 or 228/7,
28 42,

410d[- - -], father of [- - - -], ca. 30/29, 109 s2.

416do7og (‘Auagavrevg), prytanis in 178/7, 64 s6.

Ai6dorog (Magadidwiog), prytanis ca. 120 A.D.,
121 4.

di6dorog dewiov (Iaarvievg), prytanis ca. 20 B.C.,
116 e7.

A6dwgog, prytanis of Ptolemais?. ca. 215—190,
50 s.
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A6dwgog (‘AAaevg), father of Oedpilog, 117 1.

Médwgog ‘HOw[- - -] ‘Aluodorog, prytanis in
212/1, 36 s.

A16dwgog An[- - - -Jov Aiomexiev, flutist ca.
40—30, 105 s.

Ai6dwpog Kgoioov (’Avayvgdotog), prytanis ca.
40—30, 106 54.

A6dwgog Avdgoriéovs Apidvaiog, Secretary of
prytaneis in 191/0?, 49 4.

Ai6dwgog (Edwvvuedg), prytanis 211/0—202/1,
2287, 87 1.

A168wgog Aupitov (Edavuuedg), prytanis in 260/59,
9 34,

Ai6dwgog (Aaumroedg), father of diwv, 9 2.

Ai6dwgog (*Orguvedg), father of didiozidng, 10 s9.

A6d0gog (Maravievg), father of A6dwoog, 116 24..

4160000g ) (ITaraweig), prytanis ca.20 B.C., 11624

A6daxgog (Towogioog), prytanis in 229/8 or
228/1, 28 2.

AorAeidng, prytanis of Ptolemais?, ca. 215—190,
50 2.

AwovAfig, Archon in 57/6, [101 1, 15].

MovAfjs K[- - - -], prytanis middle 3rd cent. B.C.,
18 5.

Awowiijs  (Ayyeindev), father of [-%+-]nog,
47 8, 12.

Aondig (" Egueevg), father of Avridwgog, 10 s3.

Aroniig (Sovmetg), father of [-22*-]6pavrog, 16 9.

dougdow (Zovwmelg), prytanis in 212/1, 36 61

wov[ve - - -], prytanis of Antigonis, 210/9—
201/0, 39 a1

Aovv[o - - -] (MeMrevg), prytanis ca. 30/29,
109 22.

Aovv[o - - -] ("Oadev), prytanis in 155/4, 84 122.

dovv[o - - -] (Towogvowg), prytanis 199/8—
189/8, 48 o,

dwovv[e - - -] (Paingebs), father of Aga . . 1ins,
98 s. '

ovvo[- - -] (Paingevs), prytanis ca. 120 A.D.,
121 vo.

Awovioog, Archon 1st quarter 2nd cent. B.C,
56 1.

Moviotog [- - 2 - -] Avanaieis, Secretary of
Boule and Demos 211/0—202/1, 37 s, s4.

dwoviciog Melitwvog (Agpidvaiog), prytanis middle
1st cent. B.C., 99 11.

doviowg (*Egouddng), prytanis ca. 250-230,
19 1.

Aoviorog Edmvgidnyg, Priest of the Eponymos of
Leontis, ca. 160 B.C., 77 7.

dovisog Avrévov (Edovvuedg), prytanis cited
in 260/59, 9 s7, 115.

drovioiog Adegavdgov (Knguowevg), prytanis ca.
40—30, 106 1o.

dwvioog Z[- - - -] (Knguaieds), prytanis ca.
40—30, 106 12.

doviorog (Kvdadnvaweds), father of Agistimmog,
116 e6.

dwovioiog Agiotwvog (Aauntoeds), prytanis ca.
40—30, 106 41.

Aovioog  (Aevkovoevg), prytanis middle 3rd
cent. B.C., 16 s31.

dioviorog (Magadawiog), prytanis ca. 120 A.D.,
121 se.

doviorog (Magadowiog), prytanis ca. 120 A.D.,
121 s,

Movioiog (Magadovog), prytanis ca. 120 A.D.,
121 4.

Aovioog Zny[- - -] (Melredg), prytanis ca.
29/8—22/1, 110 s.

dovioog Am[- - - -] (ITatamedg), prytanis ca.
20 B.C., 116 3.

Aoviowog TAavkov (Ilawamedg), prytanis ca. 20 B.C.,
116 se2.

Aoviotog  Zmvodegov (Iawavetg), prytanis ca.
20 B.c., 116 2s.

Aovioog (“ Pauvoioog), prytanis in 166/5, 73 41.

Aoviowog (Zreoietg), father of Aovieiog, 116 so.

dioviotog ) (Zreioiedg), prytanis ca. 20 B.C.,
116 s59.

doviorog  Zrpdtevos  (Towogioog),
shortly before 60 B.c., 98 1s.

Aoviorog (DAvedg), father of Uyvow, 99 s.

Aovioiog (XoAieidng), prytanis in 2121, 36 .

Movvooyévng  (Ilamaviedg), prytanis in 1554,
84 .

Movveddwgog PAodruov? [- - - - - 1, Secretary
xard mouraveiav in 159/8 or 158/7, 79 s, 8.

prytanis

9
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Aovvoodwgog (Edovvueds), prytanis 211/0—
202/1, 37 2.

Movvaddwgog (Knpuowevs), father of Zegamicw,
106 24,

Arovvaodewgog (Mediredg), prytanis ca. 29/8—22/1,
110 gs.

Aovvoodawgog (“ Ypadng), prytanis in 212/1, 86 106.

Aomeidns (Aauntoevg), father of Nuowgdrng,
[8 13].

Aroorovgidng (dewgadicdrng), prytanis ca. 160 B.C.,
17 32.

Aroorovgidng (‘ Pauvoiaiog), prytanis 199/8—
189/8, 48 62

Mémuog, Archon in 287/6, 2 5, 12.

Mbtipog Meiavdiov (Pidaidyg), prytanis in
260/59, 10 4.

dwopavng (Sovmevg), father of [. .25 . ]ng, 16s.

Aigpidog, see also Aeipilog.

diprios (BEdovvuedg), father of Ai6dwgos, 9 34

dipidog An[- - - -] (Magadeviog), prytanis ca.
120 A.D., 121 47,

dipiiog (XoAagyevg), father of dnuonodrng, 64 s1.

diov (CAyrviidev), father of Nixorodryg, 10 s, 21.

diov (EBbovouedg), prytanis 211/0—-202/1, 37 1.

diov (Ogiaciog), prytanis soon after 178/7, 66 1s.

dicov (Koiivtevg), father of Aiwwv, 10 s2.

diov diovog (KoAlvretg), prytanis in 260/59,
10 sz

diwov M0digov (Aaumroevs), prytanis in 260/59,
9 28,

diov (IMaaviedg), prytanis in 155/4, 84 so.

dowbs (Knpowedg), father of dio&g, 9 .

diogg Mogdog (Knguoiets), prytanis in 260/59,
9 4.

Aoguis (Tewpdorog), father of MoAvergarog, 10 2.

AweéYeog (‘AAaievs), prytanis ca. 180—160, 61 s.

DA (dplog) dwgddeog (Magadiniog), prytanis ca.
120 A.Dp, 121 3.

Awoideos Aowinmadov (IauPoradng), prytanis
ca. 40—30, 106 49.

E[----](Enpoetg), father of Avoiuayog, 116 11.
*EdéAavdgog (‘Ayagveds), prytanis soon after
178/1, 66 6.

Eidewv?, prytanis of Akamantis?, 160/59?, [76 s1].

Eiuegrog (Magadeviog), prytanis ca. 120 A.D.,
121 s3s.

Eioidowgos (Magadovog), prytanis ca. 120 A.D.,
121 42.

" Bxgavrog Edpavov Ogiaciog, orator, and Treasurer
of Boule, in 212/1, 36 [1], 42, 51, [121].

“Ehevog ? (Meretg), father of Aevwmog, [110 o1].

‘Eiinov (Aapmrgedg), prytanis 211/0—202/1,
37 s1.

“Eugos (Paingebs), prytanis in 229/8 or 228/7,
28 s1.

“Bhgos (Paingevs), prytanis 199/8—189/8, 48 11.

"By (Magadowiog), prytanis in 229/8 or
228/7, 28 5.

*Einivewog Z[- - - -] (Ilataviedg), prytanis ca.
20 B.C., 116 36.

> Bumediov (Edovouedg), father of Eduniog, 23 s.

Ey[---], prytanis of Akamantis? in 160/59?,
76 s3.

*Eénkectog (Apovifdev), prytanis ca. 280—240,
8 s.

*En[- - -~ -~ ], Secretary of Boule and Demos
in 212/1, 36 54, 132.

*Endpados Eipgoovwov (Knpiowetg), prytanis
ca. 40—30, 106 1s.

"Enawéag (Paingeds), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 ss.

*Enawog (Painoevs), father of Zderoarog, 102 54,

*Enaucivov (°Egyietg), father of *Emwévyg, 10 so.

' Emausivov (agyirniog), prytanis 210/9—201/0,
39 24, )

* Braueivov (Ilgofaiioiog), father of Osduvyorog
and of [....]agyog, 73 14, 1.

*Em[- - -], father of [- - - ~]adog, 15 5.

"Emiyévng ° Enausivovog (*Eoyievg), prytanis in
260/59, 10 so. '

*Emiyévns Mooyiovog Aaunroetg, Secretary xard
mouraveiav in 1454, 85 2.

"Emyévng diov Medredg, orator in 1248, [92 5).

*Emyévng (XoAAeidns), father of Iaugiiog, 16 41.

"Erifniog (Ayyeindev), father of Avriydong, 69 4.

*Enifniog (‘Alaevg), father of Anuopavng, 23 s.

"EmwAfis, Archon in 131/0(?), 88 1.
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> Enwiiig, father of *Isidorog, 110 54,

*EnwAiig Kaiiwdayov *Ipiotiadyg, Undersecretary
in 260/59, 9 111, 10 2.

*Enacodarng (‘Apoviipdev), father of dotwiyog, 9 1.

*Enwgdryg (Aidalidyg), father of Ziuog?, 10 1o.

*Ermwgarng ‘Ade&iddov, prytanis of Antiochis in
275[4, 6 2.

> Erucodtng ‘Avdgorisovg (Edwvuuedg), prytanis in
260/59, 9 ss.

*Enwgaridng (Zpnrnog), father of Tiuaoyog,
[85 5, 86 5].

*Enivewog, father of ©eddwoog, 110 ss.

*Enivewcog ‘FEouoyévov, prytanis of Kekropis
29/8—22/1, 110 1.

*Enivicog (Adeidng), prytanis in 178/7, 64 o

*Enivicog (Melwrevg), prytanis ca. 30/29, 109 7.

*Enifevog (*EAsvoiviog), father of [- - =T - g
46 17.

* Emr[- - -] dagvov [- -]vog, Aeirovepds ca.40 B.0.,
108 2.

*Enmugag[- -] (Kvdadnvaietg ?), prytanis 229/8—
214/3, 32 1.

*Emiyaons Jooinmov (Aaumvoedg), prytanis in
260/59, 9 s.

"Emyagidns Avo[- - -] (‘Adaedg), prytanis in
260/59, 10 2.

* Eniyaguog Kaioroaridov Kolwvidev, Treasurer
of prytaneis, middle 8rd cent. B.c., 12 3.

Eo[<**], father of Avmpav, 30 4.

*Foaowpav (‘Ayguifidev), prytanis 280’s—240’s,
[8 5].

> Egavoxgdryg (Adaumtoeig), prytanis 280's—240’s,
[8 14].

*Fodrwy (Paingeds), prytanis ca. 120 A.D.,
121 7e.

*Eoyoydons (éx Kegaugwv), father of Evdvuayog,
47 15, 48 11,

> Eoyoydons (Kirrog), father of Ayadoriig, 103 16.

*Eonwvugvyg (Oivaiog), prytanis in 229/8 or
228/7, 28 .

“Eguatog Anunrgiov (Aaumvoedg), prytanis ca.
40—-30, 106 30.

‘Eguaiorog Pawd[- - -] (Hatawedg), prytanis ca.
20 B.C., 116 3s.

‘Eguatoxos (Iaamedg), father of Xagifevog,
116 25.

‘Eouiag (‘AAwovotog), prytanis in 212/1, 36 so.

‘Eouiag (‘Amoiiowietg), father of [----], 71s.

‘Bouiag (Knquoevg), father of *Eguiag, 106 0.

‘Fouiag ) (Knguotedg), prytanis 40—30, 106 so.

“Egunmog (Paingevg), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 7.

‘Eouoyévng, father of °Emivevog, 110 4s.

‘ Eguoxlfjs [- -*- -] Aeibov “Epuetog, Treasurer of
Boule in 166/5, 73 17, 4.

"Eouoxgarng, cognomen of Magrog *Ogfog, see
" Opprog.

"Egudivrog (KoAwvidev), father of [- <Gz ]
16 61.

‘Eouéivrog (Koiwviidev?), prytanis in 212/1,
36 117.

"EreouAfjs (Ovaiog), prytanis in 229/8 or 228/7,
28 s8.

ESAINHE? (Magaddmog), prytanis in 229/8 or
228/1, 28 u.

*Eyéufoorog ?  (Alpthielg), prytanis 250’s or
early 240’s, [20 2].

*Eyéupoorog? (Aiytiiedg), prytanis 250’s or early
240’s, [20 23].

*Eyéoroarog (Ayagvevs), father of Oedpiiog
and of Nixiag, 3 7, s.

Ed[- - - -], prytanis of Oineis middle 38rd
cent. B.c., 14 5.

Ei[- - - -], orator shortly before 104/3, 95 4.

E[- - - -], father of Gpdowv, 56 s.

Ej[- - - -], father of [- - -Jwidyg, 26 2.

Ed[- - - -] (Aifwvebg), prytanis ca. 180—160,
61 19.

Eo[------- Jaz[- - -], avaygapeig in 327/6,
1 79,

Ebaitng dewiov (Priatdng), prytanis in 260/59,
10 41. i

Ebavdgog (AAwmexqdev), prytanis in 169/8, 71 .

Eiavdgog (Evevvuevg), father of Osddwmgog, 87 17.

FEbagyidns (Enpiowetg), father of Amoiidwiog,
106 1s.

Ebprog Edmoiéuov (" Egyetg), prytanis in 260/59,
10 3s.



228 STERLING DOW

Edpiorog (Poedooiog), prytanis in 212/1, 36 7.

EdPoviidng (Aikoveds), father of Edpoviog, 40 11.

Eipoviidys Iloramog, Priest of the Eponymos
of Leontis in 212/1, 36 51, 125.

Eipoviog, Archon in 260/59, 10 11.

Eipoviog Edfoviidov Aifwvedg, Secretary rxard
movraveiav in 203/2, 40 17.

Eifovios Knpioodirgov (Apidvaiog), prytanis
middle 1st cent. B.c., 99 15.

Ebpoviog 4[--] (Oogixiog), prytanis in 327/6, 174.

Eifoviog Ilgofaiiciog, Secretary of prytaneis
shortly before 169/8, 68 12.

Ebpoviog (Zreigievg), father of ‘AAésavdgog, 84 3.

Ebpoviog Eddirov (Zvfgidng), prytanis in 260/59,
9 7.

Evpvorog (éx Kndav), father of Eipnuog, 9 e1.

Eod[“2']og (Melzebg), prytanis ca. 29/8—22/1,
110 s4.

Eddawongdrns Myvopilov, listed in 40—30 B.C.,
105 2.

Ebdnuog (Melirebg), father of I'dgynmog, 109 19,
110 s.

Ebvdnuog Iarinvevg, Secretary of prytaneis in
169/8, 71 21, ss.

Evduwog (Svpoidng), father of Eipoviog, 9 1.

Ebdgaev M[- -] (Boginog), prytanis in 327/6, 172,

Eimvidng (Poedogiog ?), prytanis ca. 160 B.C.,
77 28.

E®9[- - -], prytanis of Kekropis early 3rd cent.
B.C., T 6.

Ev9[- - -], prytanis of Kekropis early 3rd cent.
B.C., T 1.

Ebdunmog (Evmeraiov), father of Evdvuayog, 6 4.

Eidowvog [. .. .Jugltov Muggwovsiog, Secretary
xard movravelav in 275/4, 6 1.

Ev9vdwog  (Augrrgomidev), prytanis in 169/8,
71 s4.

Ebdvvrgarns (‘AAawetg), father of HEodduayog,
10 21.

Ev90rgirog, Archon ca. 200 B.c., 41 12

Ev9irgwog (‘Ayegdovoog), prytanis in 1787,
64 e3.

Ebdvuayos Eivdvkgdrov (‘diawevg), prytanis in
260/59, 10 21.

Eddbuayos °Egyoydapov éx Kegauéwv, Under-
secretary 200/199—190/89, 47 15; Secretary
of Boule and Demos 199/8—189/8, 48 1,
107,

Evdvuayos Evdinmov Svmerawdv, orator in 275/4,
6 4.

Evdvpowv (Tewpodowog), father of Oedmoumog,
10 25.

Evbragmidng (Ilaavievg), father of didiucv, 116 41.

Eﬁua@ﬁi&ng (Happoradyg), father of Anuwiraiog,
106 41.

Eixngog (*Pauvoioiog), prytanis ca. 120 A.D.,
121 6.

Edbrisidng (* Pauvoveiog), prytanis in 166/5, 73 sa.

Eiricidns (XoAreidng), father of duldgevog, 16 42.

Edulfis Edu[- - -], prytanis middle 8rd cent. B.c.,
18 8.

Einiig Aupiov (Apidvaiog), prytanis middle 1st
cent. B.C., 99 9.

Eiriijs (Begeviidng), father of Evwiig, 39 15,
43 8, 48 13, [60 5], 64 37, 17, 70 10.

Edrifjs Edrléovg Begevwidng, Herald of Boule
and Demos from ca. 203/2 to post-178/7,
37 5, 33, 8916, 4033, 438, 47 16, 48 13, 114,
54 31, 58 7, [60 5], 64 38, 117, 70 10.

Ebuiiis (Magavawog), father of  Hoddng, 98 34.

Ebudijg draoniéovs Toweueeis, Herald in 327/,
[1 35].

BorAijs Prioniéovs Tawsueevg, Herald in 260/59,
9 102, 10 50, [11 29].

Eondijg Drionisovs Towseuseig, Herald 229/8—
2121, 28 13, [81 17], 86 53, 129.

EBowniis Toweueevs, Herald 161/0—145[4, 75 11,
77 10, 78 16, 79 56, 80 8, [81 13], 82 2, 84 s9,
[86 117].

Eiugdrng (Znuayidng), prytanis in 169/8, 71 7o

Eiugirog (Ayguafdev), prytanis 211/0—202(1,
37 16.

Eixraiog Eixriuwvog Iltededoiog, chairman of
proedroi, 235/4, 23 e.

Ebxrijuwv (Ilveiedoiog), father of Eowraiog, 23 s.

Ebu[- - -], father of Eixifig, prytanis middle
3rd cent. B.C., 18 s.

Eouidns (Aaunvoevg), father of Jumgiag, 9 2.
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Eduniog > Eumediovog Edovvuels, Secretary xard
movraveiay in 235/4, 23 3.

Ebuniog (XoAAeidng), father of diiduniog, 103 12.

Eivuniog (Xoileidng), prytanis ca. 160 B.c.,
77 2.

Eiuotgog (éx Koidng), father of Ilagdvouog, 64 4.

Etvcog, Archon in 169/8, 71 1.

Etvinog (‘Ayegdovoiog), prytanis in 178/7, 64 ez

Eiwvouog (Mvgowoioiog), prytanis in 155/4, 84 115.

Eigev[- - -] (Aifovets), prytanis ca. 180—160,
61 15.

Eigevog EvEwéov (" Egyuetg), prytanis in 260/59,
10 29.

Eigevog (Kirriog), prytanis in 212[1, 36 s.

Eogideog (*Eoyuevg), father of Evgevog, 10 2.

Evo[- - -], prytanis of Kekropis, early 8rd cent.
B.C., T 8.

Ed6Apog, father of [- - - -]g, 1 2.

Ebndisuog, Archon in 185/4, 54 1.

Edndieuog ("Eoyievg), father of Eifiog, 10 ss.

Edg[- - -], prytanis of Oineis, middle 8rd cent.
}é.c., 14 4.

Edpdvng (Oguicog), father of “Expavrog, [36 1,
42].

FEbpavrog Begeviidng, father of Zevopawv, 38 s,
49 13.

Edpavrog (" EAsvoiviog), father of 4yvddeog, 64 53.

Ebpnuog Ebvyvétov (éx Kndov), prytanis in
260/59, 9 or.

Ebgilyrog, father of Avwioyidnyg, 24 4.

Ebpiiqrog  (Eoyetg), father of Avowodryg,
10 se.

Ebpiinrog Avowgarov ("Egyedg), prytanis in
260/59, 10 1.

Ebpidnrog (Kvdadnvaieds?), prytanis 229/8—
214/3, 82 2.

Ebpiinrog (*Ofdev), prytanis ca. 290—280 B.C.,
3 18,

Edpodvag (Evovvuetg), father of Ocdriuog, 9 9.

Ebdpoavewg (Ilegioidrg), father of Sdorearog,
11 e

Ebpgéviog (6guisiog), prytanis soon after 1787,
66 11.

Edpgowiog (Ilawameis), prytanis in 1556/4, 84 11.

Edpodovvog (Knguaiets), father of *Emayadog,
106 15.
Evygagorog (Apidvaiog), father of Xdong, 29 s.

Z[- - - -] (Kngpoedg), father of Arovioiog, 106 12.

Z[- - - -] (Hawawmedg), father of ’Eimivewog,
116 36.

Zmv[- - -] Ie[- - - -], official ca. 215—180, 42 e.

Zny[- - -] (Mewrevg), father of Aovdoiog, 110 s9.

Znv[- - -] (Painesis), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 s9.

Znvédagog (Maavedg), father of dovisiog, 116 2s.

Znvédgwg (‘ Papvoboiog), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 e1.

Zivov (Meiwelg), prytanis ca. 30/29, 109 2.

Zivov (XoAleidg), father of Zyvow, 108 1.

Ziywv ) (XoAleidng), prytanis middle 1st cent.
B.C., 103 11,

Zdsavdgog (Paingevg), prytanis 199/8-189/8,
48 s4.

Zwirog (AAomexidev), prytanis in 169/8, 71 ca.

DA (afog) Zwidog Zwmigov (Magadidwog), pry-
tanis ca. 120 A.D., [121 33].

Zwidog (Zrewguedg), father of Avrwuévng, 116 co.

Zowidog (Sprrrog), Treasurer of prytaneis 200—
ca. 185, 46 3, 20, 23.

Zotlog (Paingeds), prytanis in 229/8 or 228/7,
28 30.

Zamvgog *Ovdcov (Agidvaiog), prytanis middle
1st cent., 99 14.

Zdmvgog (1) (Kngraievg), father of Zdomvgog (11).

Zonvgog (I1) ) upéoog (Kngioiedg), prytanis ca.
40—30, 106 13.

Zdymvgog (1IT) (Kngraietg), son of Zomvgog (I1).

Zdnvgog (Magaddviog), father of ®i< Zoidog,
[121 s3].

Zomvgog (IMawavietg), prytanis in 155/4, 84 7.

Zomvgog Eev[- - -] (XoAdeidng), prytanis in
212/1, 36 so.

‘Hyéioyog, prytanis of Ptolemais? or Antiochis?
182/1-170/69, 70 1s.

‘HyéAoyog ‘Afpvievg, Undersecretary ca. 160 B.c.,
779, 78 14.
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‘Hyéroyog (Iarameig), father of diwv, 116 s,
16, 22, [92].

‘ Hynjoavdgog (Sovwiets), father of ‘Hyneavdgog,
[16 12].

‘Hyfoavdgog ‘Hynodvdgov (Zovwelg), prytanis
middle 3rd cent. B.c., [16 12].

‘Hynoiag Edovvuevg, Treasurer of prytaneis
211/0-202/1, 37 2, 13.

"Hynoiag (‘Pauvovoiog), father of Asriloyog,
73 44.

‘Hynoidoyos Kneueoddrov Ileaievg, chairman
of proedroi in 275/4, 6 s.

‘Hyjreg Agiotofodiov Oivaiog, Treasurer of
Boule 199/8—189/8, 48 10, 103.

‘H[8%]eo[- - -] (AAwodorog), father of Miédwgog,
36 9.

‘Hvioyog (®Pgedgorog?), prytanis ca. 160 B.C.,
77 19,

‘Hoa[- - -] aqu[- - -] Knpowevg, official middle
1st cent. B.C:, 100 3.

‘Hoa[- - -] (®Paingevg), prytanis ca. 80—20,
114 1s.

‘HoaxAeidns Miyvidog (*EAawiolog), prytanis in
178/7, 64 5.

‘Hoawletdns Tnisudyov éx Kegauéwv, chairman
of proedroi in 178/7, 64 s.

‘ HoarAeidng (Magaddwiog), prytanis in 229/8 or
2287, 28 54

‘Hodrlewg (‘Auagavredg), prytanis in 178/7,
64 7.

‘Hoawniewog [- -°% 2°- -], chairman of proedroi
in 159/8 or 158/7, 19 .

‘Hodrieivog Knepuowedg, Secretary of prytaneis,
ca. 230—215, 33 5.

‘Hoaxisiwog (Iaravieds), father of “Hoawierog,
116 40.

‘Hoaxisirog ) (IHawawmeds), prytanis ca. 20 B.C.,
116 40.

‘Hoarxdewos (Illaupwradng), prytanis 211/0—
202/1, 87 24.

‘Hpadwieirog Zrodtwvog DAvedg, orator in 155/4,
84 [s], 47.

‘HgaxAéwv Navvdxov Ebdmvgidyg, Secretary xara
mouraveiav in 166[5, 73 1.

‘ Hoaxiéov (Kvdrogiog), father of Tovpwv, 116 15.

“Hoaxléov (Iawaviedg), father of Mércww, 116 2.

“Hoddwog (*Enuwneiowog), father of Xagidnuog,
108 11.

‘Hoédwgos Oe[- - - - &1 _ _ _ ] chairman
of proedroi in 223/2, 30 5.

‘Hpwdng ?, father of [- - -]Awg, [103 1].

‘Hoodng Evuiéovs Magadovwog, Hoplite General,
fourth - term shortly before 60 B.c., [98 3¢].

 Hpaiotédwgog (Aevkovoevg), prytanis in 2121,
(36 s4].

 Hpaiorodwgos AAefavdgov (Zreigieds), prytanis
ca. 20 B.C., 116 38,

6[- - - -], prytanis late 1st cent. B.c., 118 20.

O[- - - =12 - _ ] father of Agwrdrvvuog, 9 .

O[- - - -] (Kepaiivev), father of diiowgdryg,
1 64,

6[- - - -] (Magadiwviog or  Pauvoveiog), prytanis
soon before 60 B.C., 98 1.

6[- - - -] (Sprrriog), father of [-F-Jog, 17 11.

Oa[- - - -] (Aovewevg), father of [..Judog, 94 17.

Oaliagyos (Ilegyacevg), prytanis 211/0—202/1,
37 20.

Oagotvwv (XoAieidng), prytanis ca. 160 B.C.,
77 23,

Oe[- - - 16- _ 7 father of ‘Hoddwgos, 30 s.

Og[- - - -] (Ayagvevg), father of Kagveioog, 8 2.

Oe[----- ] (6guioog), prytanis ca. 290—280,
3 20.

Oedyyeiog (Knpuoedg), prytanis 211/0-202/1,
37 es.

Oedyng Amoliwviov *Ofdev, Treasurer of pry-
taneis ca. 1—17 A.D., 119 3, 10, 13.

Ocaitnrog (Edwvuueig), prytanis 211/0-202/1,
37 22.

Ocagiov (Dainoevs), father of Agiorduayog,
102 s1.

Ocagiov Agisroudyov (Painoeds), prytanis ca.
50 B.C., 102 52.

Oguioriog (Aiyidielg), prytanis 250’s or early
240’s, 20 20.

Oco(- -] (Kepaiijev), father of Ocongaridng, 1 co.

Bgopovi[--] (*Ofvev), prytanis ca.290—280, 3 15.
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Bedpovios (Kowmidng), father of [- T g
16 64.

Oedfoviog (Ilewgaiets), prytanis in 178/7, 64 13,

Bedyvyrog (Ayagvevg), father of Gsopsvyg, 3 10.

Ocopévng Ocopvirov (Ayagvels), prytanis ca.
290—-280, 3 10.

Ocoyévns (Bomvgidng?), adoptive father of the
following.

Beoyévng, adoptive son of Ozoyévng (Himvgidng?),
actual son of ‘4Aégavdgog Edmvpidng, Treasurer
OV oreaneTkdY ca. 20 B.C., 116 102.

Ogoyévng (Aevrovoedg), prytanis in 212/1, 36 ss.

Ocoyévng (Oivaiog), prytanis 229/8—228/17, 28 61.

Beddorog?, Archon in 104/3, [96 27].

©c0d ?[- - -], prytanis of Aiantis ca. 240—230,
24 1.

Beddorog A[- - - -] (Oguaoiog), prytanis soon
after 1787, 66 1.

Beddorog (Keiguadng), father of Gedgiiog, 19 2.

Osddotog (Knquowedg), prytanis 211/0—202/1,
37 20.

Oeddorog (Knguoievs), father of Oeddorog, 90 4.

Ocddorog Oeoddrov Knguotevg, chairman of pro-
edroi in 125/4, 90 4.

. Beddorog (ér Koiirg), father of Oeddorog, 64 s2,
34, 4.

Ocddotog Oeoddrov k. Koidng, Treasurer of
prytaneis in 1787, 64 18, 32, 34, 44.

Oeddorog Adckiovog (IMawaweds), prytanis ca.
20 B.C., 116 41.

Oeddotog (Iletoarevs), prytanis in 1787, 64 .

Oc0dwg[- -] (' Ofvev), prytanis ca. 290—280, 3§ 17.

Be0dwo[- -] (“Pauvovoog), father of [- -&5- g
48 se6.

Oeddwgog *Emweixov, prytanis of Kekropis ca.
29/8—22/1, 110 3.

Oe6dwgog Hidvdgov (Edwvuuedg), prytanis in
211/0——202/1, 37 17,

Oeddwgog (Ooginog), father of Agymiig, 51 e.

Oeddwgog (Aanddyg), father of Oe6dwgog, 94 10.

Beddwgog Oeoddgov (damadng), Secretary? of
prytaneis, late 2nd cent. B.c., 94 19.

Be6dwgog (Mararievg), prytanis ca. 20 B.c., 116 s4.

Oeddwgog (Ilewgatevg), prytanis in 178/7, 64 .

Oeddwgog (ITAwdels), father of Nixwwv, 10 .

Oeddwgog  ("Pauvovowog), father of BOoiwrgirog,
[102 s6].

Oeddwgog  Anunmroiov (Zrewguevs), prytanis ca.
20 B.C., 116 50.

Oeddwgog (Towogiatog), prytanis 229/8—228/7,
28 24.

Be6dwgos (Towogvoog), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 9.

Bsdfevog [- -]ew|. .Joog Ayagveig, chairman of
proedroi in 166/5, 73 4.

Ocdevos (Hdavvuelg), prytanis 211/0-202/1,
37 23

Osogevog (Paingeds), prytanis in 229/8 or 228/7,
28 ss.

Ocorleidng (‘Pauvovorog), prytanis in 166/5,
78 21.

Ocoxiijs ("Egoddng), prytanis in 169/6, 71 ss.

Oconlijs (Aovowevg), father of Ilgoxisg, 11 1.

Beoriiis (Zgrrriog), father of [- - - -], 1 4s.

Ocongatidns Oeo[- - -] (Kepaiidev), prytanis
in 327/6, 1 0.

Ocongiotog Iaciowvog 8& Oiov, Secretary wxata
movraveiay in 228/7, 29 e

Oedroitog  Av[- - - -] (Aevrovoedg), prytanis
middle 8rd cent. B.C., 16 s3.

Oediaog? (éx Kndov), prytanis ca. 45—20, [113 3].

Bcoundns (Kvdadnpvaietg), father of Adoavdgog,
79 8, 41.

Ocduvnorog *Enaucivovog Ilgofaliciog, Secretary
of Boule and Demos in 166/5, 78 1.

Ogomournog *Ipwonadng, father of Paowog, 5 47.

Oedmoumog  Eivdvpgovog (Tewodotog), prytanis
in 260/59, 10 2.

Oedriuog Edpodvogog (Edwvvuedg), prytanis in
260/59, 9 .

Beogav |- -], prytanis of Ptolemais? or Antiochis?
182/1-170/69, 70 17.

Ocopavns (‘Aiwovorog), prytanis ca. 160 B.C.,
77 22.

Osopdvng (Avayvgdotog), father of Iooeidizmog,
9 s1.

Ocopavng [- - 2 - -] *Emewidng, Treasurer of
prytaneis ca. 215 B.C., 31 [4, 10], 24.
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Osopdvyg (Hawvidyg), prytanis in 2121, 36 9s.

Ocopdvng Kaliiotodrov (Hgoondﬂ.ﬂog), prytanis
in 827/6, 1 3.

Ocopavng (Kvdadyvaieis), prytanis in 155/4,
84 103.

BOedpliog Modogov Alaedg, EmueinTng movra-
veiov early in reign of Augustus, 117 1.

Oséqpuiog (Augirgomidev), father of Xalgummog,
71 20.

Oedpiiog *Eyeovodrov (Ayagvevg), prytanis ca.
290280, [3 1].

Oedpiiog  Oeodérov (Kewguddng), prytanis ca.
950-230, 19 20.

Oedpiiog Aqul- - -] (Paingevs), prytanis soon
before 60 B.C., 98 9.

Ocoydons Xawgepovrog (Aevkovoevs), prytanis
middle 8rd cent. B.c., 16 35.

Oégowy (Bdwvuueds), prytanis 211/0—202/1,
37 16.

Oéwv Awaiov Meiwwedg, chairman of proedroi
ca. 186/5, 53 15.

Béwgog (*EAevoiviog), prytanis in 178/7, 64 s1.

Onoauévns Xagiov (Ayguijdev), prytanis in
260/59, 9 1.

Ongauévng? [“2liov (Paingebs), prytanis soon
before 60 B.c., [98 12].

Ooivog (Arnvedg), father of Ooiwvog, 88 6.

Boivog Ooivov Arqvevg, orator in 131/0?, 88 a.

Bovrieidng (*Ofdev), prytanis ca. 290—280, 3 14.

Botrgirog Oc0dagov (‘Pauvoiolog), prytanis ca.
50 B.C., 102 36.

Oovydons KaA[- - -], prytanis of Antiochis in
275/4, 6 .

Ogaoummog Kaliiov I'agyyrriog, Priest of the
Eponymos of Hippothontis soon before 178/7,
[60 1]; in 178/7, 64 s6, 108.

Ogaovioyos (Edvovvuedg), father of Zevoriig,
9 42,

Opdowy EY[- - - -], orator 1st quarter 2nd
cent. B.C., 56 6.

Ogdowv (Zvfgidng), prytanis 200/199-190/89,
47 e9.

Ogdswy Tiodvdgov (Towogvowg), prytanis soon
before 60 B.C., 98 17.

I[- %% -]ng, Priest of the Eponymos soon
before 178/7, 58 4.

*Iac[- - -], prytanis of Kekropis, early 8rd cent.
B.C., [7 2].

*Iaowv, Archon in 125/4, 901, 91 1.

*Iaowv (Magadoviog or ‘Pauvoioiog), father of
*Idcwv, 98 3.

"Iaowv "Idoovos (Magadaviog or °Pauvoioiog),
prytanis soon before 60 B.c., 98 3.

Ig[- - - -], prytanis late 1st cent. B.c., 118 15.

“IegorAng (dexeieevs), prytanis in 178/7, 64 .

‘Iegoriijs (Ogudorog), prytanis soon after 178/7,
66 14.

‘Iégwv (Aiaiidng?), Priest of the Eponymos
210/9-201/0, 39 14.

‘Iéowv (Avapvgdciog), father of “Iegdwvuog, 9 53.

‘Iepovvuog, prytanis of Hippothontis ca. 250—
230, 19 1.

Tegivvuog “Iégwvog (Avapyvodorog), prytanis in
260/59, 9 ss.

‘Tegdvyuog Borndov Kyguowebg, Secretary wavd
mouraveiav in 1698, 71 =.

*Idvyrovidng (Sxaupovidng), prytanis in 212/1,
36 102.

‘Ixéowog (Aidaiidyg), prytanis ca. 160 B.c., 77 1s.

‘Iudoatog (Paingevs), prytanis ca. 30—20 B.C.,
114 14.

“Inmiag (Paingevg), prytanis 199/8—189/8, 48 1.

‘Inmoxgdrng, Priest of the Eponymos of Aka-
mantis 200—ca. 185, 46 2.

“Io[- - - -] (Poedgotog), prytanis in 2121, 36 6.

“Ioa[- %% -Jo[- -] (Painoevg), prytanis soon
before 60 B.c., 98 10.

*Ioaiog, Archon in 286/5, 2 2.

*Ioaiog (K#rriog), prytanis middle 3rd cent. B.c.,
16 26.

*Iowévng ‘Aokdnmadov  (Apidvaiog), prytanis
middle 1st cent. B.c., 99 1s.

*Iowyévyg (‘Pauvovoiog), father of [- %% -]
102 ss.

“Ioidorog, prytanis of Kekropis ca. 29/8—22/1,
110 ss.

*Ioidorog °Emmiéovg, prytanis of Kekropis ca.
29/8—22/1, 110 s54.
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*Ioidotog Nixoorodrov (Knguotetg), prytanis ca.
40—30, 106 21.

*Ioidorog (Meredg), prytanis ca. 30/29, 109 es5.

*Ioidorog Ilag[- - -] (MeAwevg), prytanis ca.
29/8-22/1, 110 9.

* Ioidwgog (Aaumtoevg), father of Zouuayog, 106 s2.

*Ioo[- - -], father of Avoipdvyg, 61 1.

“Iov (Paineebs), prytanis 199/8-189/8, 48 ss.

K[- - - -], father of Awxriig, 18 5.

K[- - - -], prytanis of Kekropis ca. 215 B.C,
31 a1

Ka[- or KA[- - - -], prytanis of Oineis middle
3rd cent. B.C., 14 ¢.

Ka[- - -] (Koiwvevg), father of [- - -]ddwpog,
26 4.

Kai[- - -], father of Govydagng, 6 2.

Kdiaug (Magadoviog), father of dAdgog, 121 0.

Kauedévyg dwo[- - -] (Aaumroedg), prytanis
280’s—240’s, [8 11].

DA (apos) Kadd[- - - - - Jov (Magadewiog), pry-
tanis ca. 120 A.Dp., 121 3.

Kaliéag Augpiov (Melrebg), prytanis 29/8—22/1,
110 7.

Kaik[- - -] (" Ofpdev), prytanis ca. 290—280, 3 16.

Kaiu[- - -] (Ilegyacevg), father of IoAvkisidng,
9 63,

KaAdddng Havowudyov Aamddyg, orator in 178/7,
64 4. :

Kailiag (Barijdev), father of Ufowv, 74, pages
204, 205, 205,

Kaiiiag (Tagyirriog), father of Ggdoinmog, 60 2,
64 36.

Kaliias Avowdyov “Houeiog, Secretary of pry-
taneis in 327/6, [1 94].

Kalliag (Aapmrgevg), prytanis 211/0-202/1,
37 13.

Kaldiag Kailwéiov (Aaumrgeig), prytanis in
260/59, 9 er.

Kaldiag (Mvgowoveiog), prytanis in 155/4, 84 1.

KaAdwing Ze[- - -] (MeAwedg), prytanis 29/8—
22/1, 110 o

Kaiiwiiig  *Podoriéovs (Ilmavesg), prytanis
ca. 20 B.c., 116 3.

KaAuwgdrng, prytanis of Ptolemais early 2nd
cent. B.C., 49 46.

Kaldwgadtng (Ooginiog), father of Kariwodrng,
70 10.

Kaiiwmgdrys Kaliwgdrov Oogiviog, Flutist 178—
ca. 158/7, 64 39, 120, 70 10, 71 25, 106, [78 11,
75 15], 17 10, 78 16, 79 57, 80 9, 81 13.

Kaliwgarng Ivdodijiov Koilvrevg, prytanis
praised &x vov uierev in 260/59, 10 1, 30, 4.

KaAlwgdtyg (Ilegyacevs), prytanis 280°s—240’s,
8 8.

Kallwgdryg (llgosndinog), father of [<% 4] Jizog,
1 51,

Kaliwgaridns (Aaumvgevg), father of Togpiag,
106 3.

Kadlimgatidns Zvvdoduov Towogboog, Herald
ca. 40—30, 106 1, 107 12, 108 4.

Kaldipayos (*Ipwmigdng), father of *Emumdig,
9 nz.

Kaiiipayos (Magaddmog), prytanis 229/8—
228/17, 28 so.

Kaidipayos (Hawaveis), prytanis in 155/4, 84 1.

Kaiiifevog Arnvedg, Priest of the Eponymos?
of Kekropis ca. 180—160, 61 2.

Kailifevog (Ilatovidng), prytanis in 212/1, 36 99,

Kaikurmog?, Secretary of prytaneis of Oines,
203/2, [40 14, 3]

KaAummog Aéovrog Aifwveig, Treasurer of Boule
in 1787, 64 39, 125.

KdAknmog Avravdgov (‘Agagimog), prytanis in
260/59, 10 s,

Kdidnmog Prheridov °Ofdev, Treasurer of pry-
taneis in 203/2, 40 17, 23, o1.

Kaliodévyg, see also Kaliodévg.

Kadhovévng Pavoudyov (Agapivog), prytanis
in 260/59, 10 s7.

Kalhorgaridng (Koiwvidev), father of °Emiyao-
uog, 12 4.

Kaiziorgarog, chairman of proedroi in 212/1, 36 4.

Kaldisrgarog ('EAatovoiog), prytanis in 178/7,
64 s9.

Kalliorgatog Teiesivov (*Eguebg), prytanis in
260/59, 10 2.
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Kalio(vearog?) (Edwvvuevg), father of Kaiii-
otparog, [9 ss].

Kaldiorgarog Kailorgdrov (Edvwvuueig), pry-
tanis in 260/59, [9 ss].

Kalhiorgarog (éx Kndov), prytanis 211/0—202/1,
37 2.

Kaliovgarog (Ilegpacedg), prytanis 200/199—
190/89, 47 1.

Kaldiovearog (Ilgoomairiog), father of Oeopdrvyg,
1 s3.

Kaliisrgatog (Zretoiedg), prytanis early 1st cent.
B.C., 97 22.

Kallréing (Aauntoedg), father of Kalldiag, 9 2.

Kdaiiov (Srageig), father of Kdaideov, 116 ss.

Kdiiov ) (Sreigebg), prytanis ca. 20 B.c., 1186 53.

Kaidov Avumdrgov Zvmaiijrriog, chairman of
proedroi, 96 3o.

Kagdryog (‘Araevg), fatlier of Kagdiyog, 906, 91 6.

Kagadiyos Kagalyov AAaiets, orator in 1254,
[90 s, 91 ¢].

Kagveiokog Oe[- - -] (Ayagvevg), prytanis ca.
290-280, 3 =.

Kagnddogog (Avapivoriog), prytanis in 169/8,
71 s1.

Kagnddwgog Awvaiov (Kneuoedg), prytanis ca.
40—-30, 106 22.

Kagmog [.. 5. Jarov [... 8 ...], Treasurer of
prytaneis of Erechtheis in 159/8 or 158/7,
79 5, [49].

Kaorwg (Kvdiogog), father of Kdorwg, 116 1.

Kaorwg ) (Kudijggiog), prytanis ca. 20 B.cC.,
116 7.

Kewéas (Kvdadmvawedg), father of dyuiraiog,
116 e4.

Keggivog (Aivaiidng), prytanis ca. 160 B.c., 7717

Kndeidng, Archon? late in reign of Augustus,
120 [1], 1.

Kygionmog (T'agpirriog), prytanis 210/9—201/0,
39 2.

Kngusodorog (Ooginog), prytanis in 827/6, 1 71.

Kngioddorog (Ilegaiets), father of *Hynoidoyog,
6 3.

Knguoddwgog (Agpidvaiog), father of Efoviog,
99 15.

Knpuoédwgos (Eireatog), prytanis 1st half of
2nd cent. B.C., 45 4.

Knguooxifis (Ilewgaiedg), prytanis soon before
178/17, 60 14.

Kipwy (- - -°%13- - ) Secretary of Boule and
Demos 200/199—190/89, 47 1.

Kiuwv (Painoevg), prytanis in 229/8 or 228/7,
28 s1.

Ki(avdog), see Avm-, Agyi-, ‘Arnxdg, ddgvog,
Zoreog, Piovidng, Xagoreivog.

Ti(vog) Kiavdog Artieds Magaddniog, Treasurer
of prytaneis, and agyiepets Tow Sefactaw;
husband of OdBoviiia, 121 4, 21, 2.

Kieaiverog Twdvogog (- - # - -), Secretary of
prytaneis in 161/0, 75 1.

KAéandgos Aupeviov (Avayvedoiog), prytanis
ca. 40—30 B.C., 106 53,

KAdavdgog (Poedggiog or IHaiovidyg), prytanis
ca. 160 BC., 77 21,

Kiéagyos (Knguowedg), prytanis 211/0-202/1,
37 a1,

Kidagyog (Kvdrogwog), prytanis in 155/4, 84 s.

Kasgidnuog (* Papvovoiog), prytanis in 1665, 78 ss.

Kiewiag (Kvdadmvasig?), prytanis 229-214/3,
32 4.

Kieinmmog (‘AAaietg), father of MoAvgniog, 10 2s.

KAsitng Nixwvog (KoAvrevg), prytanis in 260/59,
10 s1.

Kisropaw (Sovviedg), prytanis in 212/1, [36 6.

Kaieoyévng (Kvdadnvaievg?), prytanis 229—214/3,
32 s.

Kisouayog, avriygapeds ca. 40—30 B.c., 105 6.

Kieoodévyg [- - - - M- - — - 1], orator ca.

215 B.C., 31 1.

Kaedpavrog (" EAevoiviog), prytanis in 178/7, 64 so.

Kiéov (éx Koling), prytanis in 1787, 64 4.

Kigwv (Towogvotog), father of Addorog, 98 1.

Magrog KAiwdwog (Avapvgdoiog), prytanis ca.
40—30, 106 st.

Iéniog Kiwdiog (Pnyoverog), prytanis ca. 40—30,
106 es.

Kovrog, see Jwoiyévyg.

Magrog Kogviiog (Paingebs), prytanis ca.

50 B.C., 102 s53.
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I'vaiog Kégnog (Hawawmedg), prytanis ca. 20 B.C.,
116 3o0.

Koawg (EAevoiviog), father of [-"*P-]rog, 49 12.

Kodrng (Iawavievg), father of @udiorog, 84 2, 43.

Koanordieng (Poedggtog or Iawvidng), prytanis
ca. 160 B.C., 77 20.

Kodrov (Kvdadnvaieig), prytanis in 155/4, 84 9.

Kouréiaog (ITawameds), prytanis in 155/4, 84 9.

Koirov (‘Eoniaiddev), father of Agyiag, 10 9.

Koirwv, prytanis of Kekropis ca. 128 B.c., 89 2.

Kgoioog (Avapvgdatog), father of 4166wgog, 106 54.

Kujoagyog (‘Avapvedowog), father of Kriocww,
[9 60].

Kmjoagyos Twavdgov (Edwvvuedg), prytanis in
260/59, [9 0].

Kwyoiag (Aaunvoeds), father of Krypowgdryg,

9 o2,
Kwyoiag Priodjuov (Aauntoedg), prytanis in
260/59, 9 2.

Kvnowisg (&£ Olov), prytanis ca. 160 B.C.,
77 29.

Krnowiijg (Ietgarevg), prytanis soon before 178/7,
60 16.

Krnowgarng Krnoiov (Aaumrgedg), prytanis in
260/59, 9 e.

Kwnowpow (Ilaiiqvedg), prytanis in 169/8, 71 4s.

Krijowy Kwyodgyov (Avapvgdoiog), prytanis in
260/59, 9 co.

Kmjowv (Ilgopaiioiog), father of Aymwyjrotog, 48 1.

Kvdiag (" Pauvovoiog), prytanis in 166/5, 78 ss.

Kouaiog Xaonrog Aanddng, chairman of proedroi
in 210/9, 38 s.

A----- ] prytanis in late first cent. B.c.,
118 1.

A[-------- ], Treasurer of prytaneis of
Akamantis in 327/6, 1 ss.

A[----- 1 (‘Papvoverog), prytanis ca. 50 B.c.,
102 42.

A[- -Jog ‘Araets, Undersecretary in 169/8,
71 23, [99].

A[----- 1 (6guastog), father of Beddorog, 66 10.

A[------ Jvog deigaduirng, Secretary éxfi vd
yygioulara in 327/6, 1 s

A[- 24 -]6or0arog (Kepalidev), father of diis-
oroarog, 1 s6.

Aadorog Kiéwvog (Towogiotog), prytanis soon
before 60 B.C., 98 15.

Aaxgdtng Mévrogog [- - <*-1¢ - -]
200/199—190/189, 47 5.

Aaupwgarng (Avaxawedg), prytanis in 178/7,
64 102. i

Advouog Begevinidng, Undersecretary in 2121,
36 54, 135.
Aéaypog Aokiimevog Iletgaistg, Treasurer of
Boule in 155/4, 84 co. _
Ago[- - -] (ZwauPaovidyg), father of Nueyg,
36 101.

Agoxgarng (Edvwvvuedg), father of Tiwowisg, 9 s5.

Aedkarrog  Ddivov (Hauforadng), prytanis in
260/59, 9 1.

Aeovreiyog (“Papvovorog), prytanis ca. 120 A.D.,
121 5.

Agovrougvng (Ayegdovoiog), prytanis in 178/7,
64 66.

Agoyagng, Archon in 228/7, 29 1.

Aevmog (Knquoetg), father of Aedmiog, 106 9.

Aetumog (Knquotedg), prytanis ca. 40—30, 106 9,

Aebuog (Kngroievg), father of Aggodisiog, 106 19.

Agbmog Nw[---- - ] (Magadeviog or ° Pauvoo-
otog), prytanis soon before 60 B.c., [98 2].

Aedmog  (MeAirebg), prytanis ca. 29/8—22/1,
110 s3.

Aedwuog “Eré[vov?) (MeMreds), prytanis ca. 29/8—
22/1, 110 a1

Agbrog (Mawavedg), father of Ilgwropévig, 116 42,

Aegidnuog (Kvdigotog), prytanis in 155/4,
84 ss.

Aéwv (Aifovevs), father of KdAlmmog, 64 so.

Aéwv (Avapvgdsiog), prytanis 200/199—190/189,
47 9.

Aewwidng (Avayvodsiog), prytanis 211/0—202/1,
37 om.

Adewo[9évns?] (Meiwweds), prytanis ca. 29/8—
22/1, 110 ss.

Anvaiog (Knguotedg), father of *Amoridmiog, 106 17,

Awaiog (Knguowedg), father of Kagmddweog,
106 22.

orator
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Av[- - - - - 1 (Asvkovosvg), father of Oedrgirog,
16 33.

Avxiorog &¢ Oiov, Treasurer of Boule ca. 169/8—
ca. 148/1, 82 s.

Awvko[. . ? . Jw[---- - 1 (Kvdadpvawevg), pry-
tanis ca. 20 B.C., 116 o5.

Avioundng “Apeapiov (Ooginiog), prytanis in
3217/6, 1 1o,

Avképgov ‘Avmydvov Sovwmelg, chairman of
proedroi in 1254, 91 4.

Avo[- - - -] (ITlegyacevg), father of Avoiuayog,
89.

Avoavdg[- -] (IMjang), father of Aveaviag, 16 s1.

Avoavdgog Oeoundov Kuvdadnvaievg, orator in
159/8 or 1587, 79 s, 41.

Avoaviag, Archon in 235/4, 28 e,

Avoaviag, prytanis of Ptolemais? ca. 215—190,
50 4.

Avoaviag Aveavde[- -] (IIping), prytanis
middle 3rd cent. B.0., 16 37.

Avor[- - €12 - ) Priest of the Eponymos of
Oineis in 208/2, 40 s0, a1

Avor - - - - (diawedg), father of °Hmiyagidng,
10 2. )

Avoiag (Ilatavievg), father of Amoiicwiog, 116 4s.

Avoiag (ITAwdevg), father of Iegiavdgog, 10 24.

Avoiag (Tomogiatog), prytanis in 229/8 or 2287,
28 2s.

Avoideog (Kepaiidev), father of Avomodrng, 151.

Avowiig (éx Koiwvov), father of Avowiig, 10 2r.

AvowAfls Avowiéovs (éx KoAwvod), prytanis in
260/59, 10 1.

Avowpdryg [- - - - - 1 (Ayguisvey), prytanis
280’s—240’s, [8 4].

Avowedtng (*Eoyievg), father of Fipiiyrog, 10 31.

Avowgdrys Eiguinrov (*Egyetg), prytanis in
260/59, 10 s6.

Avowgdrng Avodsov (Kepaifidev), prytanis in
327/6, 1 5.

Avoinayog Alaietg, Priest of the Eponymos? of
Erechtheis ante-169/8, 68 11.

Avoipayos E[- - - -] (Knguoebg), prytanis ca.
40—30, 106 11.

Avoinayog ("Eguewog), father of Kailiag, 1 o

Avoiuayos Ave[- - - - - 1 (Ilegyaceig), prytanis
280°8—240’s, 8 9.

Avoiuayos (Sraufeovidyg), prytanis in 212/1,
36 103.

Avoirovog (Toumogiorog), father of [- - -], 55 4.

Avoiorealrog? - - - - - ], prytanis middle 3rd
cent. B.c., 18 2.
Avoio[tg]a[rog - - - - - - ], prytanis middle

3rd cent. B.C., [18 3].

Avowpavyg “Ioo[- -], prytanis of Antiochis in
275/4, 6 .

Adowv (‘Papvoioiog), prytanis 199/8 —189/8,
48 6s.

M[------ ], prytanis of Akamantis or An-
tiochis 1st half of 2nd cent. B.C., 45 9.
M[{------ Jeid[ov------- 1], Herald of Boule

ca. 20 B.C., 116 ss.
M[- - -] (6ogiriog), father of Evdodww, 1 7.

M. . uietbyg [- - - - - ] (Kepalijev), prytanis in
327/6, 1 6.

M.YINOZ (Magadowog), prytanis in 229/8 or
228[7, 28 .

Maiinov (Edmvgidyg), prytanis in 212/1, 36 1.

Maviog, father of [- - -]g, 105 =

Maviog, see also Bpdxwiog.

Mave[e-- - - - 1 (Hewgauev), prytanis soon before
178/1, 60 2.

Magrog, see Kiwdiog, Kogviiwog, ~0gfrog, MAov-
Tagyos.

Magrog, father of [----- Jos, prytanis of
Kekropis, 110 41,

Magrog IAovragyov (Paingevg), prytanis soon
before 60 B.C., [98 11].

Me[+% 4] (Kuwwvedg), father of Twowdig, 37 7.

Me[- -] (Xorieidns), father of Mevépowy, 36 9.

Meyai[o]uiis Meravid[iov] (Kepadidev), pry-
tanis in 327/6, 1 .

Médov (Apidvaiog), father of Medirwv, 99 1.

Meifov (Iaovidng or Pgedgolog), prytanis ca.
160 B.C., 77 25.

MeAl- - - - - 1 (Meuredg), prytanis in 80/29?,
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Meiavdiog (Kepaiidev), father of Meyaioniijs(?),
1 s59.

Meidvdiog (Drraidng), father of Aémyuog, 10 0.

Meidvnmog (Oguiotog), prytanis soon after 178/7,
66 16.

Meidvo[mog - - - - - - 1 (Ksjrmog), prytanis
middle 3rd cent. B.C., 16 es.

Meiirov Médovrog (‘Agpidvaiog), prytanis middle
1st cent. B.c., father of Awviowg, 99 10.

Mévaiyguos ‘Agior[i]ov (PiAaidng), prytanis in
260/59?, 10 9.

Mevaiung Piongaro(vs) (Knguowevg), prytanis
in 260/59, 9 s1.

Mévavdgog [- -]rogog, prytanis of Kekropis ca.
29/8—22/1, 110 92—s3.

Mévavdgog (Aiaievg), father of Mévavdgog,
110 s9.

Mévavdgos Mevavdgov (AAaevg), prytanis ca.
29/8—22/1, 110 5.

Mévavdgos A[Ac] Edvdgov (Kngrowedg), prytanis
ca. 40—30, 106 e2s.

Mévavdgog "A[o]woraiyuov (Ilaupwradng), prytanis
ca. 40—30, 106 46.

Mévavd[gog - - - - - - 1 (Paingevs), prytanis ca.
120 A.D., 121 71,

Mevédnuog, Archon in 179/8, 64 1, 1.

Mevédnuog Aoyovros Kuvdadnvaietg, Treasurer
of prytaneis 210/9—201/0, 39 7, 1.

Mevédnuog (Painoevg), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 7.

Mevex[- - - - - - ], prytanis of Hippothontis in
ca. 250—230, 19 9.

Meveniijs (AAaieds)?, prytanis ca. 180—160,
61 4.

Meverdijs (‘Aipovoiog), prytanis ca. 160 B.c.,
77 21,

Mevewa(fjg) (Ayegdovarog), father of Anurroiog,
64 64.

Meverijs ‘Amoriawvido[v] (Ilaawevg), prytanis
ca. 20 B.C., 116 43.

Mevexgdtns Myvodgov [- - - -3~ - ]  chairman
of proedroi 200/199—190/89, 47 4.

Mevexgdrns Z[- - - -], prytanis of Aiantis ca.
240-230, 24 3.

Mevexgarng (Eirealog), prytanis in 1st half of
2nd cent.? B.C., 45 5.

Mevengdrns (Magadamog), prytanis in 229/8
or 228/7, 28 .

Mevergamg (Iaavietg), father of dudeivog,
116 29.

Mevexgarng (Ilaiinvedg), prytanis in 169/8, 71 41.

Mevexgarns (Ilegyacedg), prytanis 211/0—
202/1, 87 a1

Mevéorgarog, prytanis of Leontis in 185/4, 54 ss.

Mevéorgarog (AAwmenidev), prytanis in 169/8,
71 62,

Mevéorg[arog] (Avapvgdctog), father of Mwy-
oAijg, 9 s8.

Mevéorgatog, prytanis of Antigonis in 210/9—
201/0, 39 a1.

Mevéorgarog (XoAAeidng), prytanis ca. 160 B.C.,
77 25.

Mevépoowv Me[- - - -] (XodAeidng), prytanis in
212/1, 86 .

Meviorog (‘Ayegdoiaiog), prytanis in 178/7, 64 er.

Meviokog (Kouoetg), prytanis in 169/8, 71 3.

Méviwg (- -°% 10~ =), father of Aawgdrng, 37 e.

Mévviiog ("Pauvoioiog), prytanis in 166/5, 78 s1.

Mérwv ‘Hoaxiéwvog (Ilaavieds), prytanis ca. 20,
116 2. i

Midorog (‘Avayvgdoiog), prytanis 211/0—
202/1, 87 2.

Mipg or Mywid(- -) ("EAawdowog), father of
‘HoaxAeidng, 64 90,

Noduutog Mipng (Paingedg), prytanis ca. 120 A.D.,
121 es.

Myvédagog (- -°% 13- ), father of Meverodrng,
47 4.
Myvidwgog [- - - - - ], Treasurer of prytanis of

Akamantis ca. 40—-20, 111 3.
Myvédwgos (Aaumroevg), father of Mywédwgog,
106 s1.
Myvédwgog ) (Aaumrgevg), prytanis ca. 40—30,
106 s1.
Mnvddegog (SvPoidns), father of Anuprotog, 106 5.
Miipiiog, father of Eddawongdarng, 105 2.
Mireddweog (Mvggwovaiog), father of Aisyivyg,
116 ce.
16
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Myroopdvyg, Archon in 145/4, 85 1.

Mirgwv (Pauvoveiog), prytanis 199/8-189/8,
48 o1,

Miimadng (Adomexidev), father of [. . Jwv, 213,

Midov Seietwov (Ilatavievg), prytanis ca. 20 B.C.,
116 s1.

My------- , Secretary of prytaneis ca. 169/8—
156/5, 81 s. ,

Mvdainmog (Aiaieig), father of Mwyaidoyog,
10 e2. :

Myyoaydgas Mvicovos (Aiaievg), prytanis in
260/59, [10 =],

Mvnoagyidns (AAaiebg), father of Myroagyog,
10 24. :

Myvijcagyos Mwnoagyidov (‘Aiaievg), prytanis in
260/59°?, 10 24.

Mvyoiegyidng (Kepalidev), father of Anuorgdrng,
1 s8.

Mwvnoideog, Archon in 155/4, 84 1, 42

Mynowlis Meveorgdrov (’Avayvgdmog), prytanis
in 260/59, 9 ss.

Mvnowgarng (Igoomaiviog), father of Myvyoi-
otoarog, 1 54.

Mvnoiiogas Mvasinmov (‘dAmevg), prytanis in
260/59, 10 22.

Mvyoipayos (Zerrriog), prytanis ca. 260—240,
17 8.

Mynoisrgarog Myvnougdrov (Ilgoomditiog), pry-
tanis in 327/6, 1 s54.

Myioev  (AAaiedg), father of Mwnoayigalg],
[10e7].

[Mo ?)iginm[og - - - -] (éx Kndow), prytanis ca.
45—-20, 113 5.

Mooyiov (Aviviidev), father of Mdoyog, 36 e, ss.

Mooyiov (Aauntoevg), father of *Emiyévng, 85 e.

Mdogos Mooyiwvog “Avkviiidev, Secretary xard
mouraveiav in 212[1, 36 2, 36.

Mdoyog (Knguowevg), prytanis 211/0-202/1,
37 19.

Mdoyog (Hovdumog), prytanis 212/1, 36 114.

Na[----- 1 (Z@rjrriog), father of IMgordig, 17 9.
Navvaxog [Evmugidng], father of ‘Hpaxiéwv,
73 2.

Navaggos N[- - - - -] (Bogixiog), prytanis in
327/6, 1 1.

Navkparng Navoikgdrov (’Azagvsz')g). prytanis ca.
290—280, 3 9.

Navrgdrng (Hegyaam’:g), father of Awroridng,
9 e4. ‘

Navowiijg Amoriodogov Kepalfdev, chairman
of proedroi in 212/1, 86 s.

Navowgadrng (‘Ayagvevg), father of Navkgarng,
3 9.

Naveiuayog (‘Avapvgdorog), father of Adnpvoriig,
9 56. :

Newdvwg ‘Agréuwvog Pvidoog, Treasurer of
prytaneis in 157/6, 101 3, 9, 15.

Neivov T'ogy[iovog] (Ilatavedg), prytanis ca. 20
B.C., 116 35,

Neivow (Zreigievg), father of dnuiroiog, 116 s6.

Neowdiig [- -"% 27~ -] Begevidng, Flutist ca.
210/9—ante-178/7, [89 17], 40 23, 43 v, 47 17,
48 13, 17, [49 1], 58 8, [60 ¢].

Neo[rA]fis (Kndadnvaieig), prytanis in 155[4,
84 106.

Neowijs (éy Mvgowovrrng), father of *Axadyuog,
10 39.

Nedraog (Fowvvuevs), father of [..2..]g, 106 5.

Neomroisuog Asgadidryg, Secretary of Boule
and Demos in 260/59, 9 107, 10 51

Ni[x - - - -], prytanis late 1st cent. B.C.,
118 1s.

N[~ - -] (Aifwveis), prytanis ca. 180—160,
61 14.

Nw[------ Jeov (*Emwewidng), prytanis ca.
29/8—22(1, 110 7.

Nuw[- - - -] (Magadoviog or “Pauvoverog), father
of Aebuog, 98 2.

53 16.

Nixavdgog (Kvdadnvaieig), prytanis in 155/4,
84 9.

Nwavoyp, see Newdvog.

Nixagyog, prytanis of Ptolemais? or Antiochis?
182/1—170/69, 70 19.

Nuwéag (“Pauvovotog), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 e3.
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Nudjrng (‘Pauvovotog), prytanis in 166/5, 73 st

Nuajrng Aeo(- - -) (SxapPevidng), prytanis in
2121, 36 1o1.

Noa[------- ], prytanis of Kekropis early
3rd cent. B.C., T 5.

Nuwiag, Archon in 124/3, [92 1].

Nuwiag ° Eyeovgdavov (‘Ayagvedg), prytanis ca. 290
—280, 3 s.

Nuwiag Ziuov Iegatevg, Secretary of Boule and
Demos 210/9—201/0, 39 15.

Nuwiag (Idsvg), father of Nuwiag, 40 20.

Nuwiag Nwiov IIdevg, chairman of proedroi in
208/2, 40 1.

Nuwdag (Zrveiguevg), prytanis in 1554, 84 es.

Nuwépoviog “Agiorei(dov) (‘Avayvodoiog), prytanis
in 260/59 (?), 9 5.

Nuwdpoviog (Ilatavievg), prytanis in 155/4, 84 3.

Nuwodnuog (‘Auagavreig), prytanis in 178/7, 64 5o,

Nwowiijg ‘Amoiiodidgov Aauntoevg, Treasurer of
prytaneis of Erechtheis in 260/59, 9 13, 20, s2, 91.

NuwonAijg (Olvaiog), prytanis in 229/8 or 228/7,
28 2.

NikorAijg (Hecgawi;g), prytanis in 178/7, 64 1s.

Nuworgarng diovog (Hyuvi.ﬁﬁsv), Treasurer of pry-
taneis and of Boule in 260/59, 10 5, 10, 21, 44.

Nixowgdrng (" Egouddng), prytanis in 178/7, 64 104.

Nwoxpdrng Adwomeidovg (Aa,unrget’:g), prytanis
280’s—240’s, 8 13.

Nuwonpdrns ‘Agyeudyov Snyaieig, orator in 286/5,
2 3.

Nwdiaos (Knpuwoeig), father of Amoiiddwgos,
106 27.

NwdAaog (DPainoevg), prytanis in 229/8 or 2287,
28 34,

Nwduayos? (Mvggwoiowog), prytanis in 155/4,
[84 110].

Nwduayos Teie[. r..] Mvgowovoiog, Priest of
Eponymos of Pandionis in 155/4, 84 so, 5.

Nwoodévng, Archon in 167/6 (?), 72 1.

Nwoodévng (Edmvgidng), prytanis in 212/1, 36 1s.

Nuwdorgarog Ivdodargov (Ayagvevs), prytanis
ca. 290—280, 3 s.

Nwcsorgarog (Enguoeig), father of *Isidorog,
106 e1.

Nwdorgarog (Hatavedg), prytanis in 155/4, 84 sa.

Nwdpavrog (‘AAwmenijdev), prytanis in 1698,
71 8.

Nixwv, see also Neixow.

Nixov ("Egouidng), father of Nixow, 29 1.

Nivov Nixovog *Egowdng, chairman of proedroi
in 228/7, 29 6.

Nivov (KoAdvrevg), father of Kieirng, 10 s1.

Nikov (Kvdadyvaievg), prytanis in 155/4, 84 .

Nixwv (Magadawiog), prytanis in 229/8 or 228/7,
28 41.

Nixov (Ilewaieig), prytanis in 178/7, 64 .

Nirov Oe0dcgov (H}.wz?evg) prytanis in 260/59,
10 2s.

No[----- 1 (digewvevg), prytanis ca. 180—160,
61 17,

Nofjuwy (Aaunrgevg), father of Norjuwwv, 106 2.

Nonuwv ) (Aauntoedg), prytanis ca. 40—30,
106 4.

Nou[- - - -] (difwvevs), prytanis ca. 180—160;
61 1.

Novuiwiog (‘ASywedg), prytanis in 178/7, 64 os.

Novurpiog  (Mugewoveiog), plytams in 155/4,
84 118.

Novuuog, see Miprg.

Eavdimmog (Hdwvuuedg), prytanis 211/0-202/1,
37 2.

Zev[- - - -] (XoAdeidng), father of Zomvgog, 86 so.

Zévagyos (Kowmidng), prytanis ca. 160B.0., 77 2.

EevorAils Ogacvidyov (Hdwwvvuevg), prytanis in
260/59, 9 4.

Eevoxgdrng Eevoxpdrov ’FAevoiviog, orator in
169/8, 1.

Eevoxgdrngs ("Eievoiviog), father of Zevongdrysg,
71 s.

Eevépriog (Oivaiog), prytanis in 229/8 or 2287,
28 es.

Eevopov Edpavrov Begeviidng, orator in 210/9
and 191/0(?), 886, [49 13].

Zévewv (Eirealog), prytanis 1st half of 2nd cent.?
B.C., 45 3.

Zévov (Oguioiog), prytanis soon after 178/7,

66 9.
16*
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)

évov ("Oadev), prytanis in 155/4, 84 121,
svov (“Pauvovorog), prytanis in 166/5, 73 so.

Ix

63

O[- - - -] (Paingevs), father of Avrioyos, 98 s.

Owvdpiiog Augpiov Agidvaiog, Treasurer of pry-
taneis middle of 1st cent. B.c., 99 s.

Olvépiiog Zvvdoduov Zreigietg, Treasurer of
prytaneis ca. 80? B.C., [97 3, 8, 13, 19].

Oivopiiog Zvvdgduov Zrewievgs, xijovs i Poviis
ca. 29/8—22/1, 110 11.

*OAvumiédwgogs  (‘Augiroomidev), prytanis in
169/8, 71 .

> OJvumiddwgog (Ioramog), prytanis in 212/1,
36 115.

*OAvumiddwgog (Zretpievg), father of *Ovaciow,
116 s51.

> OAvumiddogog (Poedootog), prytanis in 212/1,
36 ss.

*Oidumiog  (Painoeds), prytanis in 229/8 or
228/7, 28 s.
*Oidumiog (Painoebs), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 s7. '
*OAvumiov ‘Adefdvdgov (Zreigiedg), prytanis ca.
20 B.C., 116 52.

> Ovacioy * OAvumioddgov (Sreiguevg), prytanis ca.
20 B.C., 116 51.

"Ovacog (‘Agidvaiog), father of Zomvgog, 99 14.

* Ovijoavdgog *Ovirogog Kvdadnvaietg, orator in
175[4, 69 5.

" Ovnoirgirog (Kémoetog), prytanis in 178/7, 64 106.

*Ovnowpay (Tewgaoiog), father of ‘Avriadévng,
10 5, 23.

" Ovijtwg (Kvdadnvaiedg?), father of * Ovijeardgog,
69 5.

Magrog ~ Ogprog “Eguorgdrng (Zreigievs), prytanis
ca. 20 B.C., 116 5.

"Ogéomys (Knquoetg), father of ®idew, 106 1.

*Ogdaydgas Aaumrgedg, Secretary of prytaneis
soon after 178/7, 67 1s.

OtBovidia “Aiwia, wife of Tv KA Arvndg Maga-
ddviog, 121 [6], 18, 2.

Opé[- - - - - - - -], probably °Ogé[iag] or
*Opé[Aav], Secretary of prytaneis of Antigonis
210/9—-201/0, 39 1s.

*Opéiag (‘Avapivoriog), prytanis in 169/8, 71 so.
*Oyuadng A[------ ] (pagavrevg), prytanis ca.
250—230, 19 1s.

n------ ], prytanis late 1st cent. B.C., 118 19.

Héupiiog Aigipv (Ilawaviedg), prytanis ca. 20 B.C.,
116 4s.

Hapgiiog *Emipsévovg (XoAleidyg), prytanis
middle 3rd cent. B.C., 16 41.

IHavainiog Piiovog (*Egypetg), prytanis in 260/59,
10 31,

Havdiog (Aevkovoelg), prytanis in 212/1, 36 ss.

Havrgdrng, father of [- - -**11- - -] 116 us.

Havraxiis (Paingebg), prytanis ca. 50 B.C.,
102 4s.

Hanmog (Magadmog), prytanis ca. 120 A.D.,
121 39,

Ildmviog (Znuayidng), prytanis in 169/8, 71 sa.

Ilag[- - - -] (Mehwevg), father of °Isidorog,
110 95.

Hagduovog Eduoigov (éx Koiing), prytanis in
178/7, 64 1.

Haowiiis Iaclwvog Edwvvuetg, Secretary of
prytaneis of Erechtheis in 260/59, 9 16, 31, 9.

Hasiov (Ebwvuuedg), father of IHaowAfg, 9 16,
81, o7,

Haoiov (& Olov), father of Oeongiciog, 29 2.

IHlat[- - - -], chairman of proedroi in 185/4, 54 1s.

Hargowiijs (Ilegaisvg), prytanis in 178/7, 64 1.

IlavgonAfis Sowwmedg, Treasurer of prytaneis
in 212/1, 36 24, 44, 49, 0.

Ilargwv, Undersecretary ca. 40—30, 105 1.

lldvgwv (Painoetg), prytanis in 229/8 or 228/7,
28 ss.

Hlaveaviag Biotéiov Ileguoidng, Secretary wxatd
mouraveiav in 175/4, 69 1.

Iaveinayog (Aanddng), father of Kaiiuddng, 64 4.

Ie[- - - - - ] (digwvevs), prytanis ca. 180—160,
61 20.

Iediondsjs [Z]uucidov (AAaevg), prytanis in
260/59?, 10 2s.

Ileidagyos Hewidju(ov) (Bdwvvuedg), prytanis
in 260/59?, 9 sa.

Hewidnuog (Evavuuedg), father of Ieidagyog, 9 s2.
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Ilegi[av]dgos Ave[ilov (ITAwdeds), prytanis in
260/599, 10 21.

Ileguyévrs (Aevrovoedg), prytanis ca. 160, 77 24.

Mlivdagog (Painoebs), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 so0.

Hiotev “Aung[arov] (Kepalidev), prytanis in
827/6, 1 3.

ITiovragyos (Paingevs), father of Maor[o]s,
98 11.

IloAéuwv (Magadiwiog), prytanis ca. 120 A.D.,
121 4s. :

Iloivevnrog (IlgoomaAmiog), father of [=*2'%)iag,
1 s2.

Ilovevkrog (Pnpaieis), father of Xaigéorgarog
and of Avuipav, 10 35, 36.

HoAvgnios Kiewinmov (‘AAarevg), prytanis in
260/59?, 10 ss.

Iloibgniog (Iaupwradng), prytanis 211/0—202/1,
37 23.

HMoAvkAeidng Kaiiu(- - -) (Ilegyacebs), prytanis
in 260/59, 9 es.

Iloivigarng (Kvdadnvawevg), prytanis in 155/4,
84 102.

Hovrgaryg (KoAivredg), father of Agioréww, 10 33.

Ilolvrev (Squayidng), prytanis in 169/8, 71 ss.

IloAbuvyorog  (Iletgatedg), prytanis in 178/7,
64 7.

Iloivgevog (Ayguifdev), prytanis 211/0—202/1,
37 15.

Iloivergatog ("Pauvoioiog), prytanis in 166/5,
73 2.

IToAvowgatog dogréwg (Terdodciog), prytanis in
260/59?, 10 2.

IToadev (Kewguadyg), prytanis in 178/7, 64 .

Iou(meiog), see ddor[- - -].

IIércAog, see KAwdiog.

Momiog (Edwvuueig), father of [ . 7. .Jdwog,
106 4.

II6mAiog (Aaumvgedg), father of Aurroiog, 106 s0.

Di(dpog), MonAfog - - - - - 1 (Magadoweog),
prytanis ca. 120 A.D., 121 31.

HomAog (Mehweis), prytanis ca. 30/29, 109 ss.

IIos[- - - -], prytanis of Antiochis or Akamantis
1st half of 2nd .cent. B.C., 45 12.

Hooeidinmog Oeopav (ov) (Avapvgasiog), prytanis
in 260/59, 9 s7. '

Ilooeidinmog (Ilatavevg), prytanis in 1554 B.C.,
84 ss.

Ilooetdoviog, Archon in 162/1, 74 (p.202).

Iloseidaviog (Knguoiets), prytanis 211/0-202/1,
37 1s.

Hooedawiog (Kouwedg), prytanis in 169/8, 71 6.

Iooabaviog  dewpiiov (ITatavievs), .prytanis ca.
920 B.C., 116 23.

IToofis (Paingedg), father of Agiorwv, 102 4.

Hotduwv (‘Pauvovoiog), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 es.

Ilp[- - -] (Ppedgoog or Iawovidng), prytanis
ca. 160 B.C., T7 29.

Igafiwéing (‘Avapivomog), prytanis in 169/8,
71 s4.

ITga&itéing (Kvdavridng), father of [- - - -], 1 84

Igo[------ ], Undersecretary(?) ca. 260 B.c.,

IIgogevidng, Archon of 203/2, 40 1.

Ilgégevog ‘Agudvaiog, Priest of Eponymos of
Ajantis in 229/8 or 228/7, 28 6.

Mooxiiis IMegi[- - - 12 - - -], Secretary wxaza
movraveiav in 191/0?, 49 9.

Igonifis (*Ewaievg), father of [- - <% - -Jidyg,
16 14.

IIgowiqs (Ovuarradng), father of ITgokAdis, 64 s,
[78 5].

Ilgokiijs IlgorAéovs Gvuarradng, orator in 178/7
and in 166/5, 64 30, [73 5], and prytanis in
178/7, 64 ss.

Ipoxlij; BGeoxiéovg Aovoteig, Treasurer of
prytaneis of Oineis ca. 260 B.c., 11 6.

Hgoxiiig (Zovwmevg), father of [. .. Juwdng, 16 11.

Igoxifis Nal[- - - - - 1 (Zpirnog), prytanis ca.
260—240, 17 9. i

Igoundicoy Baxy(- - -) (Aiawevg ?), prytanis ca.
180—160, 61 s.

Ilgwraydgag (Kowmidyg), prytanis in 212/1,
36 119,

Ilgé>ragyos (Adgidng), prytanis in 178/7, 64 1.

Howropévns Aevkiov (Hawavietg), prytanis ca. 20
B.C, 116 42,
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Ilgwrduayos (Knguoievg), father of Ilgwrduayog,
[9 4s].

Ipwréuayog Ipwro(udyov) (Knguoiedg), prytanis
in 260/59, 9 4.

Igwrduayos (Hawavedg), father of Ilgpwrduayog,
64 37.
Ipwrduayog IMpwroudyov Iatamedg, Secretary
of Boule and Demos in 178/7, 64 37, 111
Ipwvouévns Kiveaiog, Undersecretary in 203/2,
40 32, 54.

IIvoieuato[-], Ptolemy II Philadelphos or Pto-
lemy Keraunos, ca. 280—275, [5 2].

IIvoAguaiog, Undersecretary ca. 29/8—22/1,
110 s7.

IIvoiguaiog Toweusetg, Secretary (of Boule and)
of Demos late 3rd cent. B.c., 34 s.

Ivdapdgas Twaiov [- -2 - -] Secretary of
prytaneis of Erechtheis 200/199—190/189,
47 13,

Ivdaydgas Auagavreig, Undersecretary in 155/4,
84 ss. ‘

IIvdéag IIvdoxiéovs ‘Ayagvedg, chairman of
proedroi in 178/7, 64 9.

Ivdéag (Paingevg), prytanis 199/8—189/8, 48 s1.

Ivdiov, prytanis of Ptolemais? ca. 215—190,
50 1.

IIvdieov (Tawogiotog), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 96.

Ivdsdnios (Koilvreds), father of Kallwgdryg,
10 7, s0.

ITvdsdnuog (érx Kndow), father of IIvdsdwgog, 9 6.

IIvdsdwgos (Ayagveds), father of Nidorgarog, 3 6.

Ivdsdwgos (" Eoyuevs), father of Augpuiig, 10 3.

Iv9ddwgog * Egyietg, Treasurer of Boule in 228/7,
29 42 :

Iv9ddwgogs IMvdodiuov (éx Kndéw), prytanis in
260/59, 9 6.

Ilvdokiss (Ayagvevs), father of IIvdéag, 64 2.

Ivdorlijs [...]Jvo[.]Jev (‘Ayagveig), prytanis ca.
290—280, 3 s.

IvdoxAijs I'gvmevos (Kngiowevs), prytanis in
260/59, 9 1.

Ivdéugirog (Tagyirriog), prytanis 210/9—201/0,
39 es.

Ivgyioy (Aauntoes), father of Ivgyiow, 12 10.

ITvgyioy Ilvgyiovog (Aaumtgevs), cited by pry-
neis middle 3rd cent. B.C., 12 9.

Ioiiiov (Kngwoweds), prytanis ca. 40—30, 106 s.

‘Pédunmog (‘Pauvovoiog), prytanis in 166/5, 73 2.

‘Podowifis (latavievg), father of Kaiiwiig, 116 9.

Tirog “Povgpog (Knpuoievg), prytanis ca. 40—30,
106 ss.

----- ], father of Mevengdrng, 24 3.

-------- ], Treasurer of prytaneis of
Ptolemais ? or Antiochis ? 182/1—170/169, 701.

J------ 1 (Iatawevg or Kvdadnvaieds), pry-
tanis ca. 80 B.C., 97 35.

S------ 1 (Paingeig), prytanis ca. 30—20 ?,
114 1.

2[. 2% Jns (Painoevs), prytanis in 229/8 or

228/7, 28 ss.

Zarvgogs (“Iwvidng), father of Anuoovévyg, 10 21.

Zarvgos (ITetoarets), prytanis soon before 178/7,
60 17.

Ze[- - - -] (MeAwretg), father of KaAdimAsg, 110 oa.

Zédeviog (Iatawmevs), father of Miiww, 118 s1.

2ékur[og - - - - - 1 (“Pauvoverog), prytanis ca.
50 B.C., 102 45.

Zékrog (Mawameig), father of Zéfrog, 116 ss.

Zékrog ) (IMaawietg), prytanis ca. 20 B.C., 116 33,

Zeganmiov  Aovvoodagov (Knpuowedg), prytanis
ca. 40—30, 106 24.

Znuevidng (éx Koidng), prytanis in 178/7, 64 4.

Sumpog Hauavievg, Secretary of prytaneis in
155/4, 84 35, 54, 10.

Ziuiag Agiot[- - - -] (Zprrriog), prytanis ca. 260
—240, 17 10.

Ziag (Ayegdovoiog), prytanis in 178/7, 64 es.

[2t?]uog * Emuwgdrov Aldaiidng, orator in 260/59,
[10 10].

Ziuog (Ilewaevs), prytanis soon before 178/7,
60 19.

Siuog (Ietgaict), father of Nuwiag, 39 15.

Ziuwvdog (Auagavrevg), prytanis in 178/7, 64 co.

Zinwv (‘Papvoiorog), father of [<%%2]grgarog,
102 s35.
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Swovidng (Onuaxeis), father of Suwvidyg, 9 u.

Swevidng  Sweovidov (Onuaxevg), prytanis in
260/59, 9 1.

Zwwvidng  (Mvgowoiowog), prytanis in 155/4,
84 112,

Sucgiag  Edundov (Aaumvoedg), prytanis in
260/59 (?), 9 .

Suirvdog (Aiaedg), father of Iediowdis, 10 2.

Suixvdog (“Avayvgdoiog), prytanis 211/0—202/1,
37 s0.

J0Awv A9nqvodagov  (CEHgyielg), prytanis in
260/59°?, 10 s4.

26iwv (Avayvodoiog), father of Swoistoarog, 9 5.

Zovwiddng (Towogiorog), prytanis soon before
60 B.C., 98 1.

Znevaumog, Archon in 177/6, 65 1.

Zraciomog (Ilaiinvebg), prytanis in 169/8, 71 41.

Zrnoapdgag (XoAleidng), prytanis in 212/1, 36 1s. -

Znoiyogog, father of [- - -]g, 48 2.

Zrodriog ("Pauvovaiog), prytanis in 166/5, 73 .

Zrgavévuos (Auatavreds), father of Srgardvunog,
54 15.

Zrgaréviwog Zrgatovivov Apafavreig, Secretary
xatd movravelav in 185[4, 54 15

Zroaropiv (Joumedg), father of [- - *:T - v,
16 7.

[Zro ?]drwv Avniudyov AiSwvedg, chairman of
proedroi in 161/0, 75 4.

Zroarwv (AAaevg?), prytanis ca. 180—160,
61 6. ‘

Zrpdrov (Asvkovoedg), prytanis in 212/1, 36 se.

Zrodrov (Magadoviog), prytanis in 229/8 or
228/17, 28 s3.

Zrodrov (Towmogioiog), father of Aoviciog, 98 1s.

Zroavov (PAvedg), father of “Hodrietrog, 84 [6], 1.

Zrgovpi(- -) (Aauntoevg), father of Tiorodzyg,
37 1.

Zvuuayog, Archon in 188/7, 51 1.

Zouuayog, father of [- <% -], 109 7.

Zbupayos *Iowdagov (Aaumroeds), prytanis ca,
40—30, 106 3.

Zvuuayog (Iegyaoevg), prytanis 211/0—202/1,
37 19,

Zowdgouog (Sreigieig), father of Oivégpriog, 110 1s.

Zovdgouos (Zrewguevg), father of Owdgidog, 97 s,
[13]. '

Zovdgouog (Tomogvoiog), father of Kaiimgaridng,
108 5.

Zoyévyg (- <% -), father of Aduwv, 88 s.

Zoyévng (Afpnedg), prytanis in 178/7, 64 .

Zoyévng (Ilaiiqveig), prytanis in 169/8, 71 4.

Zounifg ‘Agwropilov (*Egyiwevs), prytanis in
260/592, 10 ss.

Zorifis (Fbovvuevs), father of Xaguowgdryg,
94,

Jwrins (Magadoviog), prytanis in 229/8 or
228/7, 28 51.

Zongarns (Knpuowedg), father of Jwwugdryg,
1138 5, 15; frg. b, 8.

Jorgdatys Zorgdrov Knguowedg, Treasurer of
prytaneis, and of the phyle, ca. 45—20, 1135,
14, bs.

Jougdrng (Kvdadnvawevg), prytanis in 155/4,
84 99.

Jowgarns (Kvdijggios), prytanis in 155/4, 84 s1.

Zowgarns (Melredg), father of Swrgdrng, 110 so.

Jorgdrns ) (Meliredg), prytanis ca. 29/8—22/1,
110 so.

Jwxgarng (Iauforadng), prytanis 200/199—
190/189, 47 s2.

Zoxgdrns (Znuayidng), prytanis in 169/8, 71 so.

Zongarivog (Aidalridng), prytanis ca. 160 B.C.,
77 a1.

Zdwkog, Archon in 175/4, 69 1.

Zavkog (Joumedg), prytanis in 212/1, 36 e

Zomavgog (‘YPadyg), prytanis ca. 160 B.C., T7 s2.

Zonargos (Aauntoevg), Secretary of prytaneis
211/0-202/1, 37 3, 2.

Jomargog 8y Mugowovrryg, Treasurer of Boule
in 169/8, 71 26, [109].

2w6[- - - -] (dovaedg), father of [.. .. d]reavog,
94 15.

Zoodévns (Avapvgaadiog), father of @iidorgarog,
9 s59. .

Zooiag (Ayagvevg), father of Apa[®-%], 84 5], 45.

2ooiag (Zvmainrriog), prytanis ca. 215 B.0., 31 2.

Zooifiog (Kvdadnpvaiedg), prytanis in 155/4,
84 100.
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Jwoipiog (Marinveds), prytanis in 169/8, 71 .

Zooifog Zoowiéovg (Zovwmevs), prytanis middle
of 3rd cent. B.C., 16 10.

Kotvrog Zwoiyévng (IIazawsz}g), prytanis ca.
20 B.C., 116 44.

Zoowifs (Sovwevg), father of Sweifiog, 16 10.

Zoomgars ("Eievoivog), prytanis in 178/7,
64 54.

Zooummog (Aaunvoeis), father of “Emiyagns, 9 2.

dadounmog Pivedg, Secretary of Boule and Demos
in 203/2, 40 31, 4.

Zdorgarog [- =28~ -], father of Agresiiag, 80 ss.

Zwoiotgatos ZéAwvos (Avayvedsiog), prytanis
in 260/59, 9 ss.

Zwoicrgarog (ITgoomaitiog), prytanis of Ptolemais
in 191/0?, 49 .

2@00g ("Papvoveiog), prytanis in 166/5, 73 ss.

2&oog Anunrgiov (“Pauvoiotog), prytanis 199/8
—189/8, 48 6o

Zdotgarog ‘Agiorayégov (Aaumtpevs), prytanis
ca. 40—30, 106 3s.

Zdorgarog (Iawavieig), prytanis in 155/4, 84 7.

Zworgarog Hdpedvogos ITegoidng, Secretary of
Boule and Demos(?) ca. 260 B.c., 11 21

2oorgaros (1IfAné), prytanis ca. 160 B.0., 77 18.

Zoorgavogs Ermaivov (Paingevg), prytanis ca.
50 B.C., 102 54.

Zoorgov (IMjang), prytanis ca. 160 B.c., 77 19.

Ydérag (“Pauvovoog), prytanis in 166/5, 73 .

Ki(avdog) Zorewos (Magadowog), prytanis
ca. 120 A.D., 121 45.

ZotéAng Aduu[édovrog] (Aevkovoevg), prytanis
middle 3rd cent. B.C., 16 34.

Zotigog (Aidaridng), prytanis ca. 160 B.c.,
77 19.

Joguiog, prytanis of Antigonis 210/9-201/0,
39 a1.

Zopuiog ) (‘Avapvedsiog), prytanis ca. 40—30,
106 5.

Zopuiog (Avapveasios), father of Soguiog, 106 55,

Yopuiog (Ilewaiets), prytanis in 178/7, 64 so.

T[- - - -], prytanis of Akamantis or Antiochis
1st half of 2nd cent. B.C.?, 45 13.

M------ 1 (®ainoevs), father of Agiorow,
114 1.

Tede[<%*] (Mvgowodowog), father of Nwduayog,
84 39.

Teleoidnuog Xagwisovs (Agidvaiog), prytanis
middle 1st cent. B.C., 99 12.

Teieoivog ("Eoyuevs), father of Kalliovgarog,
10 2s.

Téyveov Pppaevg, Flutist ca. 155/4, 82 5, 84 s9.

Tniduayog (éx Kegaugow), father of ‘Hoarieidng,
64 3.

Tniepavng [- -“=-*1- -], orator in 185/4, 54 1.

Tniepavys (Aiomexidev), prytanis in 1698,
[71 s6].

Tw[------- ], prytanis of Kekropis early
3rd cent. B.C., 7 4.
Tiparog (- -**8--), father of Ivdapdgas, 47 1s.

-Tipavdgog (Edwvvuevs), father of Kmjoagyog, 9 .

Twdveg (- -*%2 - -), father of Kieaiverog, 75 11.

Twagyidns (Paingedg), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 15.

Tipagyos (ITauBwtadyg), father of Agpaiog, 106 4.

Tipagyog *Emigaridov Zpijrriog, orator in 145/4,
855, [86 4].

Twacideog (Mvggwovatog), prytanis in 155[4,
84 114.

Twe(- - -) (‘Papvovowog), father of Anusmotog,
48 .

Twéag Arnvelg, Secretary of prytaneis in
186/5(?), 53 10.

Twnoiavag, Archon in 182[1, 55 1.

Two[- - -] (Imovidng), father of Tiucw, 36 9.

Tuddnuog (Evevvuedg), father of Twoxiig, 9 s6.

Tiuddnuog (Pgedggiog or Iawovidyg), prytanis
ca. 160 B.C., 77 16.

Twédeog (Edmvgidng), prytanis ca. 160 B.C., 77 2.

Twowiig 4[-4'2 -]ov Upvovoiog, orator in 203/2,
40 20.

Twoxifls Asoxgdrovg (Edwvvuebg), prytanis in
260/59, 9 s5.

TiowAfis Twodfuov (Edovvuedg), prytanis in
260/59, 9 s.

TwoxAfjs Me[- "2 -] Kwvvveig, Undersecretary
211/0-202/1, 37 7, ss.
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Tworlijs ) (Aaumroevg), prytanis ca. 40—30,
106 s4. .

TyowAijs (Aauntoeig), father of Tiuoxiig, [106 34].

Twoxig (Zprprnog), prytanis ca. 260—240, 17 .

TuowAfis (XoAAeidng), prytanis ca. 160 B.c., 77 2.

Twoxgdrng (‘Avayvgdctog), prytanis 211/0—
202/1, 87 s1.

Twoxgarns (" EAsvoiviog), prytanis in 178/7, 64 s2.

Twoxparnys Kvdadnvawedg, Undersecretary in
229/8 or 228[7, 28 1, s1.

Tworgdtng Zvgovpi(- -) (Aaunmvoeds), prytanis
211/0—202/1, 87 1.

Twongdrng (Aevrovoetg), prytanis middle 3rd
cent. B.c., 16 s2.

Tworgarng (Towogiowg), prytanis soon before
60 B.C., 98 19.

Tiowgdrns (Pgedggiog or Iawovidng), prytanis
ca. 160 B.C., 77 30.

Twdiaog (‘Avayvgaciog), prytanis 200/199—
190/189, 47 so.

Tiwvirog (*Egyuetg), father of Tiuviiog, 85 6.

TiuvAiog TwdAiov’ Epyielg, chairman of proedroi
in 145/4, [85 ¢].

Tiuwy (Alomexidev), prytanis in 169/8, 71 e1.

Tiuowv (AAomexidev), prytanis in 169/8, 71 es.

Tiuwv (Et’)awv/tsbg), prytanis 21 1/0—202/1, 3719,

Tiucwv Ad[----- - 1 (Zpsjrmog), prytanis ca. 260

Tiuov (Haawveis), prytanis in 155/4, 84 7e.

Tiuov Two[~ - -] (Iawovidng), prytanis in 212/1,
36 97,

Ticavdgog (Tomogvaiog), father of Opdowv, 98 17,

Tirog, see Kiavdog Artmdg, "Poigog.

To[------ ], Treasurer of prytaneis late in
reign of Augustus, 120 1s.

ToA[- - - -] (Zprrriog), 1 6.

ToAuidns 4[- - - -] (Kepaiidev), prytanis in
3217/6, 1 6.

Tobpov ‘Hoaxiéwvos (Kvdngowg), prytanis
ca. 20 B.c., 116 1.
[Toy)av[dgos]?, Archon in 160/59, [76 1].

‘Yne[------ s prytanis of Oineis ca. 260 B.c.,

P[------ ], prytanis of Leontis middle 1st cent.
B.C., 103 1s.

Pad[- - - -] (Humareig), father of ‘EHouaionog,
116 ss.

Padviog (Ayagvevg), father of dPaidew, [3 s).

Paidov Padviov (Ayagveig), prytanis ca. 290
—280, [3 s].

Paivrmog (Kepaifdev), prytanis in 327/6, 1 61

Paiavdog (Auafavrevs), prytanis ca. 250—230,
19 14.

Pai[- - -] (AAwmovoiog), father of [“%%]g, 63 4.

Pavagyidng, Archon ca. 192/1, 49 s.

Paviag (Kvdadyvaieig), prytanis in 155/4, 84 or.

Paviog (" EAgvoiviog), father of *doyéoroarog, 64 3.

Pavinmos (Magadédviog), prytanis in 229/8 or
228/7, 28 1.

Pavo[- - £ 24 -], Secretary of Boule and Demos
soon before 178/7, 60 s.

Pavéduwog (Melweds), father of @avédwog,
[110 s].

Pavddiog ) (Meirevs), prytanis ca. 29/8—22/1,
[110 1s].

Paviuayog (Agapiviog), father of Kaiiodsvyg,
10 sv.

Paviorgarog (Aiaievg?), prytanis ca. 180—160,
61 s.

Paviéorgarog (Pyyaevg), father of [- - <7 - -],
30 sv.

Pediag ‘Pauvoioiog, father of deidiag, 121 1, ss.

Padlag ) (‘Pauvovorog), Secretary of prytaneis?,
and orator, ca. 120 A.D., 121 1, s8.

Pf----- , prytanis of Kekropis ca. 215 B.C.,
31 3.

@[~ - - -], prytanis of Antiochis or Akamantis
1st half of 2nd cent.? B.c., 45 10.

DUA[- - - - - - ]» prytanis of Oineis ca. 260 B.C.,
11 s.

Puia[- - -] (Towogvoiog), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 98.

Piidag DPiioufodrov, prytanis of Antiochis in
275/4, 6 .

Duievog Mevexgarov (Ilawavieds), prytanis ca. 20
B.C., 116 29.

DuAjuov, Asitovoydg, ca. 40—30, 105 s,
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Dduliuey  Eixagnidov (Iaavers), prytanis ca.
20 B.C., 116 41.

duuvog (Poeagoog), prytanis in 212[1, [36 e1).

Duiivog (Ilapfwradng), father of Aedroirog, 9 7s.

Dimnidns [Jewo[- - - -] (Kepaiidev), prytanis
in 327/6, 1 61

Didarridng (Aauntoevs), father of Dilimmog, 9 21.

Didinmogs Prhummidov (Aaumroeds), prytanis in
260/59, 9 21.

Pilummog (Melirevs), father of Aquyzotog, 110 76-17.

Draiorog (Aevrovoevg), prytanis ca. 160 B ¢., T72s.

Puiiokog  Kodrnrog Haaweibg, Secretary wxara
movraveiav in 155/4, 84 e, 4.

Pukotidng (*Odev), father of KaAlmmog, 40 2.

DLioTidng  Aoddgov  (Orguvedg), prytanis in
260/59, 10 s9.

Driuoriov (85 Olov), prytanis ce. 160 B c., 77 21.

Puuotiov (Ilotamog), father of drlisricow, 64 2, 2s.

Pidiotiov Dulistiovog Iorduog, Secretary wxard
movraveiav in 178/7, 64 2, 2.

Duotiov  (Poedogiog or Ilawovidyg), prytanis
ca. 160 B.c., 77 18,

PuAddnuog? (... . 7. .. .), father of Kovvesdwgog,
[79 e, s5]. '

DLA6dnuog (Aaummoeds), father of Krnolag, 9 25.

Duiode[- -] (Xordeidng), father of Bilww, 36 si.

PAd0e0g (Ovuarrdadng), prytanis in 178/7, 64 ss.

PAdOngos (éx Kndev), prytanis 200/199—
190/189, 47 1.

Diiorlijs (Knguowetg), father of Avriuayog, 9 ar.

Dudorlijs (Toweueevs), father of Hiowifg, 1 35.

Puiondiig, father of Eiwifg, [11 s0].

Duiorlis (Toweueevs), father of Hiowijg, 81 1.

Puiorlils Towseueevg, Herald 169/8—166/5,
71 24, 102, [73 16, 52].

DudokAfs (or Evriig) (Toweueevs), Herald ca.
169/8—156/5, 81 1.

P[tAo]wAfis (Painoevg), prytanis in 229/7, 28 41,

Piiorpadrng, prytanis of Ptolemais? or Antiochis?
182/1-170/69, [70 16].

Puiongarng (Eireatog), prytanis 1st half of
2nd cent. B.c.?, 45 o.

Duioxgarng O[- - - - - ] (Kepaiidev), prytanis
in 327/6, 1 64

Driorgdtng (Knpuoevg), father of Mevdaiung, 9 51.

Duiorgarng (86 Olov), father of Amdingig, 116 1.

Puioxgarng (Paingeis), prytanis 199/8—189/8,
48 ss.

didupoorog, father of diiéag, 6 2.

Puiduniog (Knguoiedg), prytanis 211/0-202/1,
37 2.

DLAsuniog Eduidov (XodAeidys), prytanis middle
1st cent. B.C., 103 12.

Duiogevidng (“Pauvoiorog), prytanisin 166/5, 73 so.

Duiokevidns ("Pauvoboiog), prytanis 199/8—
189/8, 48 ce.

DuAdSevog (€€ Olov), prytanis ca. 160 B.C., 77 s0.

PuAdgevog (Paingevs), prytanis in 229/8 or 22817,
28 s2.

PuAdEevog Edxicidov (XoAeidns), prytanis middle
3rd cent. B.C., 16 42.

didoTgarog Zwodévov (‘Avapvedotog), plytams
in 260/59, 9 9. A

Piidorgatos A[- % -Joorgdrov (Kepaliider),
prytanis in 327/6, 1 s.

Ilou(meiog) Praor[- - - -] (Magadamiog), prytanls
ca. 120 A.p., 121 34,

PA(apiog) DAdtepog (Magadiviog), prytanis ca.
120 A.D., 121 2.

DiAdpowv Agiotodiuov (Knguoedg), prytanis in
260/59, 9 4.

®iiwv, Archon in 1787, 64 1, 2.

Pidov (Avayvodoog), father of Pidow, 37 2.

Pidov Pidwvog (‘Avayvedoiog), prytanis 211/0—
202/1, 37 2.

@idov (" Emewddng), father of Agisrdmrog, 110 10.

Dijwv ("Eoyuevg), father of Iavaimog, 10 s1.

Diiwv (Edmvgidng), father of ®idww, 70 s.

Pilov Pilovog Edmvpldng, Secretary of Boule
and Demos 182/1—-170/69, 70 s.

Pidov (Knpuowedg), father of [- <22 ] 755,

Pilwv * Ogéorov (Knpuoievg), prytanis ca. 40—30,
106 14.

Pidwv (& Ofov), prytanis ca. 160 B.c., 77 8.

Qiiwv ‘Hyeidyov Ilatavedg, Treasurer of pry-
taneis of Pandionis ca. 20 B.c., 116 5, 16, 22, [o1].

Piov (Znquayidng), prytanis in 169/8, 71 1.

Piov (Poedggrog), prytanis in 212/1, 36 7.
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Pidov (Poedgowg), father of [- - - -], 51 5.

Bidwv Puiodéov (XoAleidyg), prytanis in 2121,
36 s1.

Puawvidng (Adgidng), prytanis in 178/7, 64 es.

PuAwvidng ("EAaovotog), prytanis in 178/7, 64 ss.

Duawvidns (Eievoiviog), father of [- - - - - 1s,
161/0, 75 =.

KA(avdwg) Puiavidys (" Papvovorog), prytanis
ca. 120 A.D., 121 61,

Dudovidng (Poedogiog or IHaiovidyg), prytanis ca.
160 B.C.,, 77 21.

A (dpog), see dwgddeog, Zwti.og, Kali[----]ov,
IIémAtog, PtAdretuog.

PAdgog K[aidudog?] (Magaddwiog), prytanis
ca. 120 A.D., 121 40.

Poiviyog Emmpdrovs (‘AygvAidev), prytanis in
260/59, 9 1.

Pugraiog (Kvdadnvaiedg), prytanis in 155/4, 84 105.

Pvorog (Avapiioriog), prytanis in 169/8, 71 se.

Pawog Osondumov *Ipotiadyg, Secretary of pry-
taneis of Akamantis ca. 280—-275, [5 471].

X[- - - -], prytanis late 1st cent. B.c., 118 17.

Xaigéag (Zraigietg), father of Aoyévng, 116 9.

Xawédnuog Aauntoedg, Secretary of Boule and
Demos in 155/4, [84 57].

XateAsidng (‘Avapvgdsiog), prytanis 211/0—
202/1, 37 12

Xagéorgarog Ioivednrov (Pyyaieds), prytanis
in 260/59, 10 ss.

Xawéprios (éx Kndiv), prytanis 200/199—
190/189, 47 7.

Xaepav (Aevkovoeig), father of Oeoydong,
[16 s5].

Xaruo[v - - - - - - ] (Keouddng), prytanis ca.
250—230, 19 19.
Xawouyévy[g - - - - - ] (Meurevs), prytanis ca.

30/29, 109 2.
Xaigiwmwog  Ogopiiov Augpuroomidev, Treasurer
of prytaneis in 169/8, 71 15, 20, ss.
Xagiow (*Elawovbaiog), prytanis in 178/7, 64 sr.
Xaludevg, father of [- -]9vg, 5 s1.
Xdons Edyagiorov Agidvaiog, orator in 2287, 29s.
Xagns (Aamadng), father of Kwuaiog, 38 4.

Xdgns (Ilatavedg), prytanis in 155/4, 84 .

Xaguadng (Aivaiidng), prytanis in 185/4, 54 4.

Xagiag (Apguindev), father of Ongausvng, 9 1s.

Xagpias Xagiuov (‘Apgvifdev), prytanis in
260/59, 9 .

Xagidnuog (‘Aygviidev), father of Xagiag, 9 1.

Xagidnuog “Hpodivov °Emunpiocog, Treasurer of
Boule ca. 40 B.c., 108 10.

Xaguwiis (Apidvaiog), father of Teleoidnuog, 99 12.

Xagivog ("Pauvoioiog), prytanis in 1665, 73 sa.

Xagifevog "Eouaiorwov (Ilataweig), prytanis ca.
20 B.C., 116 25.

Xaguidng Awyévovg (Knguoietg), prytanis ca.
40—30, 106 25.

Xaguoxgdtng Swriéovs (Edwvvuevs), pl‘ytanls
in 260/59, 9 1.

K (abdog) Xagomewog ("Pauvoioiog), prytanis
ca. 120 A,D., [121 60].

Xiovidng [- -]a[.Jiov Bgudoog, cited & raw
pvidrov (?), ca. 260 B.C., 11 16.

Q[- - - -], father of Avdoww, [18 4].

.wA[- - -], father of [- - - -], 110 7.

.w0[- -] (Kepaiidev), father of duiwnidyg, 1 1.

. ttnidng (Krjrriog), prytanis middle 3rd cent. B.c.,
16 27.

JA[- -8 - og (Goudoiog), prytanis soon after
178/1, 66 17.

.qu[..]a[- -] (Poedgorog), prytanis in 212/1, 3673,

. ot[...]dwgog [...]Jwaiov, prytanis of Kekropis
ca. 29/8—22[1, 110 4.

. vaxng (Oogaievg), prytanis in 169/8, 71 91.

.. at[- - -] (Ebdmvgidng), prytanis ca. 160 B.C., 77 30.

.. t9w0g Bal- - - -] (dovoeig), prytanis late 2nd
cent. B.c., 94 17.

.. okAfjg Ayagvevg, Treasurer of Boule in 159/8
or 158/7, 79 55, 80 9.

2" avwg (daumtoevg), prytanis 211/0—202/1,
37 2.

22 agyog (Iadnveig), prytanis in 169/8, 71 s.

? drov, prytanis of Ptolemais? ca.215—190, 50 1.

dpaviog Aoxiéovg (Sovwmevg), prytanis middle

3rd cent. B.C., 16 9.

2‘]1
2112
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... dwgog (Aevrovoeig), prytanis ca. 160 B.C.,
77 22,
... muagog (Aevrovoevs), prytanis ca. 160 B.C.,
7 21,
... oxAfig (Edmvgidng), prytanis ca. 160 B.C., 77 2.
.. walog, father of [.Jor[...]dwgog, 110 s0.
.. vdgog (‘Augiroonmidev), prytanis in 169/8,
T1 3.
...vo[.]ev[- -] (Ayagvevg), father of Ivdoriig, 3 5.
.. 6fovidog, prytanis of Ptolemais?, 50 6.
.. 00§ TAavkiov, prytanis of Kekropis ca. 29/8—
22/1, 110 s51.
... 0v Minddov Alomexidev, Secretary wavd
nouraveiav in 238[7, 21 s.
LU0 gevog (Kvdadyvaievg), father of . ' &ewog,
116 es.
M. gevog ) (Kvdadyvaievg) prytanis, ca. 20 B.C.,
116 8.
U gevog (daumrgetg), prytanis 211/0-202/1,
37 gs.
... wAflg ITgoAgovg (Zovmevg), prytanis middle
3rd cent. B.C., 16 11.
. .. . ¥rog (Mvggivoioiog), father of Eédowog, 6 1.
....xtog (Aipidieig), prytanis of Antiochis 250’s
or early 240’s B.c., 20 s2.
... Agidng (ITgoomaAwiog), prytanis early 2nd
cent. B C., 49 47.
... Mjdng ("Papvoioiog), prytanis in 166/5, 78 2.
...vye[- -], prytanis of Kekropis ca. 29/8—
22/1, 110 5.
... 670at05 2wo[- - -] Aovoietg, Treasurer of
prytaneis late 2nd cent. B.c.; 94 1s.
.. ayog Apioroxgdrov ‘Agidvaiog, Under-
secretary 182/1—170/69, 70 11.
.2, 0ng (Aaunrgeig), father of Aowinmadyg,
. 106 39,
..... ns Aopdvov (Zovmevg), prytanis middle
3rd cent. B.C., 16 s.

106 s. .

.. 2. opog ) (Edwvyueis), Treasurer of prytaneis
ca. 40—30-B.c., 106 3.

..7..ov, Secretary of prytaneis of Erechtheis
in 159/8 or 158/7, 79 51

.2 ovidyg (Kvdadnvaieig ?), prytanis 229/8—

214/3, 32 1.
5

..2.. dviog Ilomiiov (Edwvuusig), prytanis ca.

40—30 B.C., 106 4.

“2nog Aaworox[- - -] (Temogiotog), prytanis

soon before 60 B.C., 98 14.

225 nodrng Jovwevg, Treasurer of prytaneis of

Attalis ca. 160 B.c., 78 4, 9.

<%% Jwog Ieds, Treasurer of prytameis of

Kekropis ca. 200 B.C., 41 3.

< 8 jg¢ Tolvedrrov (Igoonditiog), prytanis in

8217/6, 1 52

<% 84z §dwgog, Treasurer of prytaneis middle

1st cent. B C., 104 4.

%2 groarog Jiuwvog (‘Pauvovolog), prytanis

ca. 50 B.C., 102 3.

-2 _ qoyos 'Enaueivovog Ilgofaiiciog, Under-

secretary in 166/5, 73 15, 46.

-4 _ Jirog KaAdwgdvov (Ilgoomditiog), prytanis

in 327/6, 151

-4 _ gdapog [- -%¥- -] Ayvovaiog, Treasurer

of Boule 200/199 ~190/89, 47 13, ss.

-~ @24 _ mog Aoniéovg ‘Ayyeiidev, Treasurer of

prytaneis 200/199—190/89, 47 s, 12

- @42 _ §puog, prytanis of Leontis early 2nd

cent. B.C., 63 1.

- @A _ groarog (Aaumroevg), prytanis 211/0—
earog

202/1, 37 e

- %5 _ 105 Kparyrog “Elevoiviog, chairman of

proedroi in 191/0?, 49 12.

- -8 _ - g (Zregevg), prytanis ca. 80 B.C.,

- -5 _ _yng (vPoidng), prytanis 200/199—

190/9, 47 s

- -8 _ - (dng ITgoxidovs (‘Eralieig), prytanis

middle 3rd cent. B.C., 16 14.

- -8 grng (Zreguevg), prytanis ca. 80 B.C.,

97 29,

- -@8%_ _ wog (Jretgueds), prytanis ca. 80 B.C.,

- - %T- - - 2iis (ZvBgidng), prytanis 200/199—

190/89, 47 ¢1.

ca. 7

——————— wv Jrgaropovrog (Zovmevg), prytanis

middle 3rd cent. B.c., 16 7.
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----- 8 '~ — 61 éx KoAwvod, Priest of the
Eponymos of Aigeis in 161/0, 75 1.

---%%___105 Aw0d[----], named in an
inseription honoring prytaneis of Kekropis,
ca. 30/29, 109 s

- - dyadog, father of [--- -], 118 s.

- - - - ddng, prytanis 1st quarter of 2nd cent.
B.C., 5T s.

- - - - adog 'Em[- - -], chairman of proedroi
middle 3rd cent. B.C., 15 5.

- - - aiverog (dipheig), father of [----], 80 5.

- - - - awog, father of [- - - -]dwog, 103 2.

- - - - davog ), prytanis of Leontis middle 1st
cent. B.C., 103 2.

- - - - amog (Aaumroevg), father of [- - - -], 96 s2.

- - - agidng, father of [- - --], 19 4

- - - - drng (Aamadyg), prytanis late 2nd cent.
B.C., 94 21.

- - - - yévng (dadadidg), prytanig ca. 128 B.C.,
89 9.

- - dnuidyg (Poedggiog), father of [- <=6 -],
16 1s.

- - - - dns (Kvdadnpvaievg), father of [- - - -],
116 7o.

- - - dwgog, prytanis of Ptolemais in 159/8 or
15817, 80 1.

- - - dwgog (Iordmog), father of [- - - -], 31 17.

- - - enlijg, father of [----], 19 5.

————— evog (Pvadoiog or Ogidctog), father of
————— gvog, 119 24.

————— evog ) (Pvidotog or Bguicog), prytanis
of Oineis before 19 A.D., 119 24

- - -0 .. gog (‘Ayagvevs), father of Bedfevog, 734.

- - - 9étpg Avmparov (Aldalridng), prytanis
middle 1st cent. B.c., 103 4.

- - Jvug Xalx[déwg], prytanis of Akamantis ca.
280—-275, 5 s1.

- - - - dog [- - - -]dgov, prytanis of Kekropis
ca. 29/8—22/1, 110 4.

- - - - kAfjg de&[- - -], prytanis of Leontis 240—
230, [26 1].

- - - - xog, prytanis of Ptolemais in' 191/0°?,
49 4.

- - - ugawyg, father of [- ---], 118 4

- - - - xpdng, prytanis of Kekropis ca. 128 B.c.,

89 .

- - Aeidyg (Zprrriog), father of [- - - -], 1 4z

- - - Mog ‘Howdov, prytanis of Leontis middle

1st cent. B.C., [103 1].

- - pov (Aivaiidng), father of [- - -Juwv, 108 6.

- - - pov ) (Aidalidyg), prytanis middle 1st cent.
B.C., 103 6.

- - - uwv Iepaietg, Treasurer of Boule ca.

160 B.C,, 77 11, 78 17.

- vaowy [- -]uo[- - -], Treasurer (of Boule?)

ca. 127 B.o., 89 21

----- vis AgisToviuov, prytanis of Akamantis
in 327/6, 1 so. '

- - - - vibyg Ed[- - -], prytanis of Leontis 240—

230, 26 2.

- - vaddng (Kownidng), father of [----], 269.

- vog ("Emewidng), prytanis ca. 128 B.C., 89 12.

- - - 60wgog (Aidalidng), father of [- - -]6dwgog,

103 5.

- - 6dwgog ) (Aialidng), prytanis middle

1st cent. B.c., 103 5.

- - - - 00wgog Ka[- - -] (Koldwvevg), prytanis
240-230, 26 4.

- - - oxlijg, father of [- - - -], 19 1.

16 2.

- - - - omg..o05 ‘Agioroxgdrov, prytanis of
Kekropis ca. 29/8—22/1, 110 1.

- - - - opowv Avrof[- - -] ("Exaievg), prytanis
240-230, 26 1.

.- - - @og ‘Amoliodixgov, prytanis of Antiochis

in 275/4, 6 2. ‘

- - 10 (Melrevg), father of Mévavdgog, 110 s2.

- - - - vivog, prytanis late 1st cent.B.C.; 118 7.

- - vAog, prytanis early 2nd cent. B.c., 62 2.

- - - - gavng M- - -] (Koiwvedg), prytanis of

Leontis 240-230, 26 s.

- pavrog (Poedgotog), father of [- <% =8 -, 16 17.

- - - - puog, father of [- - - -], 19 .

- - - - pow (Pgeaggrog), father of [- - - -], 16 19.

- - - yog, prytanis 1st quarter of 2nd cent. B.C.,
57 9.

- - - wgog, father of [- - -Julog, 110 4.



250 STERLING DOW

BUILDINGS, DEITIES, DEMES, FESTIVALS, MONTHS, TRIBES,

TRIBES HONORED

Ayyedipdev, 478, [12], [69 42]; in registers 84 117,
[116 71 or w22].

Aprviidev, 10 55 Avivifdev, 36 2, [36]; Aprviels,
10 20. .

Ayvovoiog, 40 21, 47 18, 85; Apvoiciot, 1.

Apguiqdev, [88 2¢]; Apovielg, [83], 976, 3714,
[1+7]

Afpwedg, TT 9, [18 15], 116 3; Alpweig, 64 93,

Adyvaiog: Adnvaiev, 610, [92], [28 2], 27 13, [16],
29 26, [8018, 3112, 8617], 899, 4029, 48 42,
49 26, 5119, [5210], 6413, 676, [72 16, 84 20,
8817, 9118, 96 4].

Adypva: Adnpvar el Agynyéndi, 6 16, [55 s8]

Alavtig: Alavridog, 231, 36 35, [48 3, 28, 32, 40],
73 6, 114 2, 121 2, 24.

A1aNTIS HONORED, 24, 28,48,73,98,102,114,121.

Alynig: Alyetdog, 2 4, 10 1, 53 7, 75 5.

AGEIsS HONORED, 2, 10, 217, 227, 43, 75.

Aipiagvg, 80 55 Aipetg, [20].

At9aiidng, 10 10, 39 14; Aldaridar, 54 39, 77 16,
103 3.

Aifovevg, 31 14, 39 4, 40 17, 64 39, 124, 75 4;
Aifoveig, 79, 61 9.

Axauavtis: Axauavidog, 45, 52, 30 [9], 15, 39,
[46 18], 64 27, 851, 111.

AKAMANTIS HONORED, 1, 4, 5, 17, 30, 452, 46,
76?, 111.

Adaiebg, 238, 282,86, [8120], 6712, T1 24, [100],
906, 91 [6], 117 2; ‘AAauelg, 1020, 6112, 110 ¢0.

‘Adpovoror, [16 492], 36 ss, [63 3], 77 2.

Adomexidev, 21 3, 105 4; in register, 71 ss.

‘Anafavrevg, 54 15, 84 s8; Auagavreig, 19 12, 64 55.

Aungirgonipdev, T1 15, 20; in register, 71 s2; Adugr-
Toomatelg, 20 24.

Avayvgdowog, [88 21]; Avapvodoior, 9 52, 37 25,
47 78, 106 s50.

Avaraietg, 37 6, 36; Avaxaicig, 64 101.

Avaplioriog: Avapiicrior, T1 49,

Avideornoiov: Avdestngidvog, [T19 31].

Aveviidev, see Ayxviiidev.

Aveiyovig: Avriyovidog, 39 s.

ANTIGONTS HONORED, 8, 327, 39.

Avnioyig: Avrioyidog, 6 1, 5, 14, T1 7, [13].

AnTiocurs HONORED, 6, 12?2, 20, 45?7, 70?, 71.

AnéAiov 6 Ilgooratigiog, 6 6, 16, [21 10], 23 10,
[27 6], 29 11, 80 10, [85 1], 86 8, 38, 48 33,
[49 16], 51 7, 556, [59 4], 64 6, [65 6], 69 7,
[718], 728, [7T911, 84 8], 8510, 887, 917, 926.

‘Amoriwvietg, T1 5, 178, T8 14,

Apagnrog: Apaprpvior, 10 35.

Apetog mayog, 121 s.

Aoreus ) Bovlaia, [21 10], 28 1, 27 7, 29 12,
[80 11, 851, 86 9], 389, [48°34], 49 16, 51 8,
(65 6], 59 5, 646 [671, G97], Tl9, 72s,
(79 12, 84¢9], 85 10, [88'8, 91 8], 92 7.

Aoremg ) Pwopoégog, 55 8. Cf. also Pwopdgog.

Agynyéng, see Adnva.

Aoxinmeiov: Aokinmeion, 120 1.

Aryvedg, 53 11, 61 23, [78 11], 88 6.

Avralig: Avralidog, 471, 53 17, [18 2], 55 [19, 5],
13, 684, [78 2], 88 [1], 7, [15].

ArraLis HONorED, 53, 55, 68, 787, 88,

Avgidyg: Adgidar, 64 .

Agidvaiog, 28 10, 29 8, 49 42; Agidvaior, [28 19], 99 7.

‘Ayagveds, [1 6], 64 29, 73 4, 79 58, 80 9, 84 [5],
45; Ayapveig, [3 1, 66].

‘Ayepdovoior, 64 1.

Batijdev, T4, pages 204, 205.

Begevinidng, 36 [55), 136, 37 5, 34, 38 6, 89 16, [17],
43 8, 9, 47 16, 17, 48 13, 13, 115, 118, 49 1, 14,
54 31, 58 7,8, 60, 7, 64 38, 118; Begevewidyg,
40 33, 34,

Bnoateig: Bnoatelg, 71 70.

Bondgoudv: Bondgouivog, 36 36; Botydgouivog,
36 2.

Bovﬂ.aldg, see Aoremg.

Tapniodv: Tauniievog, 71 2, 19 4.
Tagyitriog, 60 2, 64 36, 109; T'agyyrrioy, 39 21.
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Adadaridnyg: Adadaliidat, 89 s.
Aetgadiootng, 182, 9 108; Adeipadidrar, 17 31,
Aeuedetg: Aexeleig, 64 10,

AnunTno: Anunzoe, 6 1.

Eireaiog, 4 4, 40 32, 55; Fireaiot, 45 1, [71 46].

‘Eraievs: ‘Eraleig, 16 13, 26 6.

‘Exavopfaicv, ‘Exavoufauivog, 29 3, [45].

*EAawovoiog: *Eiawovatol, 64 ss.

*Elagpnforcv: *Elapnforidvog, 53 13, 85 4.

*EAcvoiviog, 46 17, 49 12, 64 2,35, 716, 752,
90 2, [91 2]; *EAcvoivior, 64 1s.

*EAevaiviov: *Eisvowiot, 36 3s.

*Erwewidng, [31 4, 10]; *Emewidar, 31 23, 89 11,
110 6s.

’Enmnq)iolog, 108 12.
*Eoeyvnis: *Eoeydeidog, 9 [1],8, [678], T11, [10,24],
12, 859, [19], 911, [16], 965, [7], 113 2, 21,
Erecurrers HonorED, 9, 33, 87, 47, 67, 79, 85,
862, 91, 93, 96, 106, 113.

*Eouwkeevg: *Eguweeig, 10 s2.

“Fouetog, 194, 80 25, 57 2, 73 [18], 50, 79 39, 96 28;
“Egustot, [1].

’Eoowdng, 29 1; *Egowddar, 19 15, 64 103, T1 s7.

*Eopeidnyg ?: Eopeidat, see Ileggeidng.

Eoytevg, 29 43, 8114, 85 6; *Eoysig, 10 27.

‘FEonaiédev, 10 2.

Ebmvgidng, [54 28], 782, 777, 108 20, 116 106}
5E1’mv9¢'6az, 16 55, 36 110, 77 27, 103 17.

Edovvueig, 9 16, 98, 117, 23 3, 37 2; Fowvvuelg,
9 30, 37 12, [47587], 106 2.

Oagyniicv: Oagynidvog, 23 4, 47 2.

Onuakeis: Onuaxeig, 9 70.

Oogaievg: Oopateig, 71 89.

Ooginog, 512, 64 39,121, 71 25,107, [73 17, 75 15],
7710, 7817, 79 57, 80 9, [8118]; Oogireor, 1 68].

Bgiactog, [11 197], 36 7, 42; Ogudotor, [8 19], 66 s,
[119 ee2].

OGuuairadng, 64 30, 73 15; Guuairadatr, 64 si.

*Inagietg, 39 14; *Ixagueis, 39 2.
‘Inmodowvtis: ‘Inmodovridog, 30 1, 40 16, 64 1, 5,
11, 30, 751, 84 1, 42, [90 7], 921, [6], 115 1.

HipporHoNTIS HONORED, 19, 60, 64, 90, 115.
*Ipioniadng, 5 47, 9 113,
*Towidng: "Ievidar, 10 20.

Kewuidng: Keuddar, [19 18], 64 o1.

Kenpornig: Kexgomidog, 29 1, 10, 23, 31 2, 69 1, 6,
[91 1].

Kexrorrs HONORED, 7, 29, 81, 88, 41, 61, 69,
89, 109, 110.

Kegaueig: éx Kegauéwv, 47 15, 48 11, 108, 64 3;
Kegaueig, [1].

Kepalipjev, 36 39; Kepaleig, 1 55,

Knddg: éx Kndodv, 303, T113; Kndoi, 9 65, 47 14;
8x Kndowv in registers, 37 25, 118 2.

Kneuowetg, 335, 712, 755 904, 100 5, 113 5,
15 and b 9; Knpuoteis, 9 43, 37 16, [47], 106 6.

Kijrniog, 36 34, [45, 50], 77 2, 5; Kyrwor, [16 252,
86 93, 17 16], 103 15.

Kuwevvvevg, 37 1, 35.

8x Koiing, 64 19, 32, 34; in register, 64 43.

KoAlvredg, 10 8; KoAAevreig, 10 29.

Koiwvetg: Koiwvelg, [16 60?], 26 3, 36 116.

Kolwvijdey, 12 5.

& Koiwvod, 10 25, 75 12,

Komgeog: Kompetor, 64 105.

Kopn: Kopget, 6 1.

Kowwelg: Kowwelg, T1 12,

Kownidnys: Kowmnidar, 16 63, 26 8, 36 118, 77 23.

Kvdadnpraedg, 281, 82, 89 7, 11, 69 5, 71 23 [97],
79 8, 41, 85 3, 86 [14]; Kvdadpvaieig, [327],
84 93, [97 312], 116 ss.

Kvdavzidng, [1 s4]; Kvdavridar, 10 so.

Kvdnoptog: Kvdnogtor, 84 86, 116 14.

Aaniddng, 21 8, 38 4, 64 3; Adamddar, 94 18,

Aaumroevg, 9 18, 84, 93, 12 11, 37 3, 67 17, 84 57,
852, [94 9], 96 32; Aaunvoeig, 8 10, 9 19, 37 25,
[47 587], 106 29.

Asgvrovoedg, 17 6, 110 111; Aevrovoeig, [16 30],
36 82, 77 19.

Aeovrls: Aewtidog, 361,71, 15,42, [54 20], 771, 79 34.

LEoxtis moxoren, 12?, 16, 26, 36, 54, 63, 77,
103, 107.

Aovoisvg, [11 8]; Aovoieig, 94 14].
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M[----- ], demotic, 96 4.

Mawpantnguyv: Mawartngiivog, [4 1], 21 4, 64 28,
73 2.

Magadoviog, 48 4, 20, 98 36, 102 75, 121 4, 22
Magaddmor, 24 5, 28 43, 48 45, [98?, 102 1],
121 ev. ‘

MeAiredg, 53 15, 92 5, 110 6; Mehwreig, 109 17,
110 7.

Merayerrmidv: Merayeirmavog, 40 18, 84 [2], 43,
91 2.

Movwigidv: Movwiyiavog, [38 12], 85 4.

Mvggwovaoiog, 61, 84 39, 55; Mvgpwoiatot, 84 109,
116 61.

8y Muvgowovrrng, 1 33, 10 38, 71 2, 110.

Evmerawdv, 6 4; Svmeraidveg, [109 13].

"Oadev, in register, 84 120.

*Oaweds: *Oaeig, [116 71 or 127].

*Ondev, [8], 40 8, 23, 27, 119 3, 10, 13.

Oivaiog, 48 10, 104; Oivaiot, 28 s51.

Onig: Oiveibog, [22 17], 40 21, 711, 721, [1],
14, 101 1, [14], 119 2.

OrNErs moNoRrED, 8, 11, 21?2, 22?7, 40, 66, 72,
94, 101, 119.

&€ Olov, 29 3, 828, 107 7, 116 1; in registers,
[16 582, 86 91], 77 26.

*Orouvedg, 92 4; " Ovouveilg, 10 ss.

Hawavievg, 31 15, 64 37, 112, 84 2, 36, 43, 55, 116 5,
16, [92]; Hawawvieig, 84 69, [97 312], 116 21.
Hawovidng: Ilatovidar, [16 452], 36 96, [77 222].
IIaaneﬁg, 20 19, 71 21, 22, 37, 94; IladAnyveig, 71 31.

IauPortddng: lapforadat, 912, 37 22, 4781, 106 43.

Havdiovig: Ilavdiovidog, 21 2, 9, 23, 38 1, 84 [, 18],
48, 96 27, 97 1, [12], 116 2, 14.

Panprosts noxowrep, 23, 84, 97, 116.

He[- - - - - ], demotic, 42 2.

Heg[- - - - - 1], demotic, 57 1.

Hlewaieds: Ilergatéwg, 88 4; Ilewarel, 38 3, 44 3,
514, [693], 714, 79 5; demotic, 6 35, 39 15,
1711, 78 [18], 84 60; Iewgawels, 60 13, 64 72.

Ilegyacevg: Ilegyaceis, [8 7], 9 61, 37 18, 39 22,
47 0.

Hegyacidev, 96 25, 35, [43].

1Ieoidoldng, 11 23, 69 1.

Hepgeidns ?: Ileggeidar, 3 11.

Injiné: Ijinueg, 16 36, [86 107], 77 17.

1Iievg, 40 4, 20.

IR wYevs: HAwdeig, 10 22.

IIégiog, 87 4.

Toswdecw: Ilootdeivog, 153, 303, 35, 513, [71 3],
96 2s.

Iovduog, 31 15, 36 52, 126, 64 2, 25; Ilorduor,
[16 52¢], 86 113, [108 s2].

Igaowevg: Ilgaoieis, [84 107].

IIgofaiiowog, 48 12, 12, 552, 67 13, 73 15, 15, 47.

ITgoondAriog: IlgoomaArior, 1 49, 49 47..

Ilgooratiglog: see Amdiiew.

IIreAeaoiog, 23 s.

ITvoAsuais: ITtoAsuaidog, [49 9, 14], 83 s.

ProLEmats wHonorep, 49, 50?, 70?, 80, 83,
99.

TIvavoyidyv, Ilvavoypiivog, 6 2, 64 2.

‘Papvoioiog, 3118, 39 16, 46 18, 489, 25, 121 [1];
‘Pauvovoior, [28 8, 48 51, 73, 98?, 102 s2],
121 57,

Sefacrog: epactav, [121 3].

Znuayidns: Znuayidar, 71 11.

ZuapPovidns: SwauPovidar [16 12], 86 100, 77 2.

2rigopogiwv: xipopogiivog, 49 10, 75 2.

Zovwmevg, 36 25, 44,49, 516, 784, [9], 91 5, 110 102;
Sovweig, [16 6, 36 39).

Zreiueg, 84 31, 50, 53, [97 3, 13], 110 14; Sreiguets,
84 66, [97 18], 116 4s.

Zriva, [4 7], 6 1.

wpeidng in register, 106 s56; Jvfoldar, 9 14, 87 28,
[47 66].

Zvmaliirriog, 96 30; Jvmaljrnor, 31 25, [109 11].

Zphrniog, 46 5, 20, 23, 85 5, [86 5]; Jpnrrior, [1 38,
17 s5].

Zoto: Zetigow, 10 13, 23 13,

Tewgaorog, 10 5, 54 30; Tewgdoior, 10 22.
Tawogioog, 554, 106 1, 107 14, 108 4; Towo-
gvotor, 28 22, 48 90, [98 13, 102 21, 121 76].
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Toweuceevg, 135, 9103, 28 13, 3117, 345, 36 [53],
180, 71 24, 103, 73 16, 53, [75 14], 77 10, 78 16,
79 56, 80 s, 81 13, 823, 84 59, [86 11].

‘Ypddng: ‘YPadar, [16 65], 36 105, 77 s1.

Painoevg, 21 6, 78 [g¢], 11, 92 2, [114 73],
Painosig, 28 29, 48 12, 98 4, 102 46, [114,
121 65].

Pypaieds, 23, 8031, 826, 84 59; Pypaeis, [2 21,
10 s4].

Pypovotog: Pypovorot, 9 63, 37 30, [47], 106 2s.

Diatdng, 43 5, 75 10; Ddaidar, 10 3s.

PAvedg, 40 32, 50, 65 2, 84 [6], 47, 99 6, 105 14,
110 23, [1186, s2].

ALL OTHER

dpadig: dyadei, 64 1, 3¢; dyadov, 10 12; dyadovg,
[97 10], 116 19; dyada, 64 7.

deiowrog: delotror, 9 89, [89 6], 40 22, [46 19], 47 s,
54 20, 567, 64 31, 7114, 786, [756, 78 2],
7942, [8132], 8448, [866, 955], 1011, 15, 1121,
[114 2], 1152, 119 2, [14], 121 3; diotzor, 10 42,
971,12, 113 2, 21; Geoivaw, [121 s]; dewsitolg,
[11917, 121 24]; dvoérorg, [9T10, 10112, 113 15, 21].

alpéw: &ldovro, 64 32; aloedeig, 10 13.

diotrog, see deiotrog.

aitéw: alvovvrar, [97 11].

argémodts: axgomoier, [121 ],

dAAog: dAlov, 64 10, 33; dAdog, 64 6.

dv, [5 29], 6 1s.

dvaygapedg, [1 19].

avaygapi): dvayoapny, 64 14, 11.

avayodpw: dvayodwar, 64 13, 40.

avadeos: avadeow, 64 15, a2, [97 6, 11].

avadnua, 2 20.

avaliono: dvaMonousvev, [1s, 5 1.

avdioua, 64 15, 42,

dvaoTeépw: aveorodpdar, 116 10.

Poedggrog, 39 5, 51 5; Poedgowor, 16 15, 36 65,
[77 222].

Pvidotog, 3120, 101 3,10, 16; Pvidoor, [119 22].

Pwopogos: Pwopdgor, (698,719,729, 79 12], 88,
918, [927]. Pwopogwy, 99 3. See also Agreusg.

Xalneia, 4 17, 6 16.
Xodagyevg, 62 5, 64 31; Xolagpeis, [1, 76 502].
XoAAeidng: XolAleidar, 16 39, 36 16, 77 22, 103 10.

[_0“_- 4_] dwo[¢], demotic, 76 se.

[~ -$- ~]veds, demotic, 58 7.

[- £%T - £z, demotic?, 20 2.
[- - - &i]g, demotic, 118 s.
[- - - -]qev, 55 4.

WORDS!

dvatidnm: avédnrav, T4 (p.202), [97 u]; dva-
detvar, 97 16.

avdguag: avdguavrow, [121 16]; avdgidvrag, 121 2.

avije: dvdga, 119 ¢; avdodv, 97 10, 116 19; dvdgag,
[97 8], [119 12]. .

aviornue: dvaocriicar, [121 24].

dvaygagevg: [1 s3], 85 2, [86 3], 105 6; dvm-
yoapéa, [86 13].

dgog: afieg, 116 11.

amwayyéiio: amayyéilovow, 64 4.

dmag: arnavrov, 6410, 33; dnaot, 116 10; andoag, 64 9.

amoloyiSouat: dmoieidmorar, 10 17.

amovéuw: dmovéuovoa, 959, 96 39,

arogaive: amopalvovow, 64 31.

doyiegevs: doyiegéa Tow Zefacraw, [121 s].

doyev: dgyovrog, 64 1, 21, [109 30], 116 ¢;
xat doyovra, 85 4, [93 s].

doknotg: doxnor, 119 19.

adinrig: adAqriy, 28 2, [31 20], 39 17, 40 s3,
[48's, 47 17], 48 13, [49 1, 58 8, 60 6], 64 38,
(70 1), 7125, 781, [7515], 77 10, [79 57),
80 s, 8113, 84 59, [86 12], 105 s.

v ! No. 64 is exhaustively indexed, except for the definite article. Every variant from No. 64 is included,
but only the earliest instances of such variants are given. The officials and most of the other features
discussed in the introduction (pp. 1-80) are exhaustively indexed.
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adrég: avrov, 97 6, 11, [111 4, 121 6, 8]; admw,
96 9; adrd, [79 s0]; adrol, 119 3; advrolg, 2 15,
64 10; adrovg, 2 8, 13.

Poviy, 64 1s, 22, 29, 107, 110, 113, 116, 119, 122; BovAT,
64 ¢, 8, 10, 33, 36, 38, 39; Povdel, 64 30, 31, 34;

Poviy, 64 13, [97 14). # 8&E Ageiov mdyov

Povaz, 121 8. 4 Povlds) tev éfanociov, [121 9].
Povievrioiov: PovAevrnoiot, 1 6, 30 36, 36 ss, 38,
893, 4019, [41 13, 4617], 473, [63 15, 54 17],
64 20, 73 3, 75 3, 79 33, 84 [4], 45, [95 3],
97 7[16], 101 8,19, [111 4, 113 18], 114 5.
Povievrig: Povievrai, 2 3; Povievrdg, 2 11.
poviebw: Poviedew, 10 11, :

yiyvouar: yevduevov, 64 15, 42; yeyovéra, 64 7;
yeyovévar, 4 9.

woun: yvouny, [96 4.

yoauuarevg of the prytaneis, 1 92, [121 1];
yoauuaréa, b 46, 915,94, 105, [16 67, 209, 16],
80 [31], 41, [45], [81 18], 384, 86 31, 45,49, 373,
39 13, 40 [13], 29, [41 9, 435, 46 10, 25, 47 13],
488, 539, [54 10, 26, 58 2], 64 23, 35, 68 11, 70 5,
71 21, 78 12, [78 11, 79 51, 80 5], 81 9, 84 33,
54, [89 23, 956, 10], 96 35, 43, 102 73, 110 9s.

(voauuaredg) émi va wypiouara, [1 s1].

(yoauuaretg) vard movraveiav, 1 15.

yoauuatels: Tov yoauuatéa Tov xard movraveiay,
[15], 6418 24, 105 5.

yoauuarevg Tijs Poviiis xal tov dnjuov (in ace.),
9 104, 20 12, [31 17], 86 53, [37 5, 39 1],
40 31, [45], [48 6], 47 14, [48 11, 54 29, 58 s,
602 707, 712, 73 14], 7512, [T78, 78 13,
7953, 806, 819], 84 56; yoauuaréa alone, 37 33;
voaupatevg (tig) Povisg xai (tov) Sijuov, 1 s2;
yoauuaredg (tiis Povifis xai) tod Snuov, 10 49,
13 2, 34 1; yoauuaredg rod dnuov, 89 19, 116 107.

YOAUUATEDE éygayudrevsa;, 64 2, 28.

yoantdg: yoamriig, [97 6]

yoapn: yoapnyy, 121 11.

yvuvdoiov: yvuvadiot, 119 s.

povip: yuvaika, [1216]; pvvawev, 817, [36 14,
486, 4919, 6910, 79 17], 84 12, [85 14, 88 u].
9111, 98 10, [96 4], 1135, 116 9.

STERLING DOW

38, 64 s, 10, 13, 14, 33, 35, 40, 41.

o¢et, 6 18.

Oéxa: émi Oéna, 23 3, 91 s.

dénarog: denxdrng, 381, [2], 851, [86 1]; dendrer,
[41], 214, 234, 304 [513], 6428 693,
[79 4], 903, 91s.

delregog: Oevré[o - -], 30 35; Osvrégag, 29 e,
40 16, 46 14, 84 1,42, 911; Oevrégat, 6 2, 40 13,
71 3, [72 33, 8]; ©0 devregov, 116 ¢, 16.

d8youar: Oéyecvat, 64 1.

dfjuog, 64 20; dfjuov, 64 s, 10, 11, 33, 31, 38; Ofjuwt,
[22 7], 64 4, 7; Ofjuov, 64 13.

&a with gen., 119 11, 1214; with ace., 2 7,
112 1.

daradig: Oarafews, 108 1s.

diareléw: dareréienev, 10 11.

dayelgotovén: duayeigotovoiv, [5 29]; dayergo-
Tovijcat, 6 18.

Sidoe: dovwar, [1 7, 2 14].

dweatoovvn: dwmatocvvng, 9 11.

o6, 116 11.

doinnotg: Tov émi vel Srowrjoer, [9 5, 20 2], 286,
29 30, 30 21, 36 [20], 58, 8710, [89 19], 40 [3], 37,
[47 22], 48 15, [44], [49 6, 29, D1 22, 52 13,
5435, 57 5], 58 11, [59 12, 60 10], 64 15, 42,
[68 8]; tods émi el dowroer, b 35, 6 20, 23;
dwoiunow, [6 18].

donée: dowet, [96 2]; 6L, [5s0], 619; &dofev,
64 4, 30; deddydar, 64 7, 34,

doayur: dgayudg, [18], 2 17

dbvauar: Hdvvaro, 10 12.

dwdénarog: dwdewdrng, 10 10, [48 28, 49 9], 75 1;
dwdendret, 85 4, 5.

éavrod: éavtdv, 64 32; darav, 97 13; éarolg,
(97 1]

&Bdouog: &Bdcuns, 30 1, 70 1, [79 2]; £Bdduer,
[29 457], 86 5.

&yleinw: 8yleimew, 121 12.

elnag: per einadag, 6 2, 29 4, 45, 36 [3], 37, 513,
[56 3], 642, 713, [723], 854, 882

&lnooTdg: eiroorei, [4 1], 36 3, 38 2, 41 13, 55 3,
[7138], 723, [79 4], 88 s.

einaw: eiedvog, 97 [6], 11; évog, 111 7.
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gluiz v, 64 .

glg, 2 5, 64 13, 14, 41.

elg: war, 41, 29 4, [41 127], 79 4.

8r, 10 16; 8§ [64 s2].

&racrog: €xactov, 64 4o0.

uxlinoia, 64 3; éxxinoiov, 64 5.

fxrog: &wrnpg, [15 1], 21 2, 72 1, 96 21; &xren,
29 4, [393, 511,3], 54 17, 64 28, 713, [78 3],
88 s.

8ufoiuog: &uBoiiuc, 29 4, [98 3].

&umgoodev, [1 ¢].

gupavifo: dupavifovow, 116 4.

&v, 643, 7,9, 14, 14, [32], 41, 41, [97 6, 11, 121 26];
8u, 64 29.

&varog: évarng, 53 12; évdve, 56 3, 64 2, 85 4,
93 3, [3].

8vdénarog: évdendrng, 23 2, 47 1; &vdendret, 21 4.

&veney, 64 12,

&ravtdg: émavrén, [120 7]; émavrov, 10 1.

&vog: &ver wnai véar, 49 10.

éfandotor: éfanooiov, [121 9].

gnawéw: dmawécavres, 64 31; &mawécar, 64 11,
34, 35.

éreldn, 64 s, 30.

Emequ: émovoav, [96 a1].

éni with gen., 64 1,1, 27, e7; with dat., 64 s, 15,
42; &’ with dat., 64 s.

éni tda ywnpiouara, see under yoauuarsvg.

émi 16 avddnua, see under vauiag.

gmipalie: émPaltioioag, 101 s.

émygapn: émyoapny, [97 12].

dmipodpe: émiygayar, [119 9].

gmidéyouar: dmdelauevov, 116 5.

gmpuéieta: émueielag, 9 17.

émueAdouar: Emeueininoav, 64 9; Emyususinvra,

29 19; émueAncougvovg, 2 16.

Smpuelyris: mueinrag, [2 15].

rmuelntng movraveiov, 117 2.

émrndelog: &mrndeov, [88 19].

émirpéper: émrergdpdar, [121 23]

émiyovoog: émygvowt, [97 ¢].

dmywoéw: dmywefoat, [97 5]; émmeywoidoar,
97 10.

émynpite: émepnpitev, 64 3, 2.

dnwvvuog: Emwviuov, G4 3.

&rog, 121 1s.

dvegyétng: évegyérag, [121 21, 23],
giivowa: edvoiag, [101 16], 116 11.
elvoog: ebvovg, [6 10].

evoéfeta: evoefelag, 64 12.

‘edoefng: evoefirs, 119 4.

&yt &yel, 6,175 Egoveav, [97 11]; éyovreg, 119,
Huéoa: Nugoals, 23 1s.

dalidg: daliod, 64 35, 40.

Jéargov: Yedrgen, 215, 296, [305, 36 4, 48 307],
49 11, 643, [724], 855, 883, [903, 914, 923,
93 4], 96 29.

Jedg: Vebv, 85 4, [93 3]; Veoi, 21 1; Veoig, 64 6,
deovg, 64 12.

Yveia: Yveiav, [2 15]; Jvoiew, 64 55 Jvoiag, 10 13,
64 9, 32.

Yw: &vov, 64 5,7, &voav, 64 9; Fewow, 6 16,
redunévar, [22 5], 64 so.

oiog: 10iwv, 10 16, 113 7, [120 7].

legevs: icgéa (tod émaviuov), 374, s2; icoéa Tod
énwviuov, [8115], 86 51, 3733, 3914, 40 30, [40],
43 6, [46 26], 48 9, [54 27, 58 3, 60 1], 64 36,
706, [T121], 7813, [T512, 777, 7812 7952,
80 6], 84 55.

legets: icpéa TtV Pwopdgwv, 99 2.

iegomowds: iegomoroig, 10 14.

iegdg: lepdg, 108 17; icgaw, [4 5]; iegois, 64 1.

iva, 97 16, 116 19.

lotnui: ovioat, 64 14, 41; loTausvov, 2 1, [39 2],
4018, 54 16, 64 28, 673, [75 3], 79 37, 84 [3], 44,
93 o, s.

xavnre :

xadijxov, 64 9,

xadnrovoag, 64 32.

xadnroioatg, 23 13,

xadog, 121 2.

ral, 64 4, 6, 6, 8, 8, 8, 9, 10, 10, 10, 11, 12, 12, 13, 14,
15, 29, 81, 81, 33, 33, 33, 34, 85, 36, 36, 36, 37, 38, 38,
38, 39, 39, 41, 42.

raAMEQE®: ralliegnoavta, 116 9.

xaidg: xadovg, [119 i1]; xaidg, 64 9, 33.
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xard with acc., 64 12, 14, 41, 85 4, 4, [121 10].

KNQUKEV®: KNQUKEVOVTOS PBovAijg ai dnuov, 106 1.

ufjov§: unovra Tig Poviig, 110 9, 116 sa.

wnovra tijs Poviilg xai tov dyuov, 9 99, 10 8, 49,
[81 16], 86 52, [37 4], 89 16, 40 32, [43 8, 47 16],
48 12, 54 31, [58 7 (wijovra alone)], 60 5, 64 ss,
[709], 7124, [T 16, 7514], 779, [79 55], 80 s,
[81 12], 84 53, [86 11], 1078, 108 2.

wijové (tiig) Poviss xai (tod) drjuov, 1 s4.

kingotijoov: 79 2, [61], 80 11; xAngwrygiov, 79 s,
[80 13].

rowog: xowin, 120 s,

wvgia, [4 2], 21 5, [30 5, 36 4, 48 307, 55 3],
855, 914, [923, 93 4], 96 2.

Aayyave: Elayov, 2 1; Aaydv, 10 11; Aaydvrag,
[96 40].

Aaumoog: Aaumodg, 119 5.

Ayw: eimev, 64 4, 30; Agyowv, 10 12

Aewwovgyia: Aswovgyiag, [95 8], 96 3.

Agtrovpydg, 108 e2.

Aidwog: Adiver, 64 14, 41.

ueyaiiueog: ueyaloueods, 116 1o.

uév, 64 1.

uegibo: ueudoweev, 10 14; ueoioar, 64 15, 42.

ueQLouog: ueotouov, 121 14.

uerd with ace., [49 8], 64 1, 27. See also under
ginag.

ueraye: ucrtaydeioa, 88 s.

véog, see under é&vog.
vopog: vouov, G4 12; vduot, 64 11.

opdoog: oydoing, [19 s4]; dpdder, [36 3, 69 3],
883, 93 2.

60e: Tiwde, 97T 12; t6de, 64 13, 40.

olkovougw: aowovounrey, 10 17.

olrog: olwov, [121 s].

omieityg, see OmAltyg.

OmAityg: bmiirag, [98 29], 105 1.

Srndov: Smior, [97 ¢]. See under orgaryydg.

o6moc6og: Omooov, 6 18.

dnwg, 6 16, [95 8], 96 38, [97 7].

dp06g: ogvdg, 10 17.

8¢t i, 64 1, 215 8y, 64 31; Dy, 64 4,5, 10; olg,
64 7.

doog: ooov, 2 18; Goat, 64 9.

bw, [5 29], 10 12, [96 1].

oddeig: ovdev, [121 11].

otv, [95 s8], 96 ss.

ofrog: vovro, [531]; tavra, 27, [112 7]; TovTwy,
64 40, [96 46, 97 16].

mayog: mdyov, 121 9.

maig: maidwv, 31 17, [36 14, 48 6], 49 19, [69 10,
79 17, 84 12, 85 14, 88 11, 91 11, 93 10, 96 4,
113 7], 116 s.

maganaiéow: magaxalovow, [97 5], 112 7.

mdg: mavrdg, 119 11; mavrov, 10 17; mdvrag,
97 8; macag, 64 s2.

margtog: mdtpov, 64 ¢; mdroa [4 17].

méunrog: méumtyg, 64 21, [13 1]; méumrer, 2 1,
[29 452], 40 18, 67 3.

megl with gen., [4 4], 64, 96 41.

motde: mwomjoaodat, 97 ¢, [11]; morovusvy, 111 9;
wowoduevor, 1181, 1141, 116 2; momcausvovg,
[121 1].

molyoig: soinow, 14 2, 47 21, 49 5, 68 6, 78 20,
93 17,

moALg: moAewg: 6 17.

nmoAitng: molwdv, [121 21].

moAddmtg: 5 13.

molvredng: molvreddg, [119 5].

mégog: mogov, [ 30], 6 20.

mEdTTe: modrtrwv, 10 12.

76, 64 5.

TOOYRAPw: moéyoamTar, 121 25.

m6EdQOS: MO0EdowY, 64 3, 205 mE0ESQOVS, [96 40].

moovora: modvotav, [111 9], 116 13.

meds with ace., 64 12, 119 .

mQOoNKe: moooiket, [119 11]; moooikoveay, 95 9,
[96 39, 111 9].

me666dog: sedcodov, 1131, 1141, 116 2.

TTPOOTATT®R : TEoGETartov, (4 10.

TOOOPEQ®: meooevyvéydat, 119 5.

movraveia: mouraveiag, 64 1, 2, 27, 28; wovraveiat,

64 9, 33; movravelav, 64 14, 41.
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movTaveiov: mEuTaveiov,
pages 204, 205, 205.
muTaveve: émgordvevoay (sic), 2 c.

117 3; movraveia, 74,

mouTavGy: mouravikét, 5 34, [6 23], 201, [28 1],
29 28, 30 20, 31 22, [36 19, 56], 379, 39 1s,
40 36, 47 20, 48 [15], 43, [49 5, 28], 51 21, [H4 34,
574, 588, 59 10], 609, 64 14,41, 663, [67 12,
687, 73 20, 76 21], 77 13, [81 16], 84 [22], s,
[93 12, 96 9].

hgz’;mwg: movrdverls, 33 2, 64 5, 8, 30, 97 8, 12
movrdvewy, 116 8, 120 13, 121 8; movraveot,
[97 10], 1014, 121 24; movrdveig, 64 11, 21,
97 8, 12.

otépavog: orepdvol, 64 12, 35.

orepavée: otepavodv, [97 9], 121 23; éooTepdve-
oav, 2 8; éoTepavwoay, 9 80; orepavioat, 64 12,
35, 39; OTEQPAVWOAVTES, 64 31.

othin: otihing, 64 15, 42; orpie, 64 14, 41.

orparnydg: oroarnyév, 105 12, 116 8; Tov émi
tovg OmAeitag orgarnyov, 98 29, 105 10; Tov
éni va 8mia ovgarnydv, [110 7], 116 .

oviioyn: oviloyiis, 64 10.

ovufaiie: Evupdiiecdar, [96 1].

ovpuayos: ovuudyov, [48 36, 51 11], 52 3, [55 10],
648, 674, [79 13, 834, 84 13], 85 14, 88 11,
[91 12, 98 11, 964, 113 8], 116 9.

ovumpdedpog: oGvumpededoot, 64 4, 29.

owdgywv. ocvvagyovrag, 111 5.

ovvemueléouat: ovvemusuéintat, 10 4.

ovvmag: ovvmavrog, 121 8.

owvteléw: ovvtelovugvov, [97 16], 116 19.

coTHo: owtigas, [121 21].

cotngia: owtngial, 64 8; cwmnoiav, [121 12].

taucia: tausiav, 116 s.

I rauiag of the prytaneis: rauiav, [5 3s], 9 13, 81, 89,
10 35, 43, 43, 12 2, [20 6], 22 2, 30 23, [40, 44],
[81 3, 10], 36 23, 44,49, [87 2, 396, 10], 40 5,
23, [27], [41 2, 48 4, 46 2, 20, 23], 47 7, [12],
48 [4], 7, [18], [53 2], 54 2, [21, 26), [58 2],
64 17, 31, 34, 70 3, 71 15, [20], 737, [11], [75 6, 10,
71,5, 78 4,9, 79 44, 49, 80 4], 813, 7, 84 2,

19,53, 861, [95 5, 10], 96 34, [42], [97 2, 13],

I
1v

VI
VII
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98 21, 101 [2], 9, [15], 104 3, 106 3, 110 2,
[111 3, 112 4], 118 4, 114 10, 115 3, 116 4,
15, [89], 119 ¢, [10, 13], [120 13].

tauiag aloedels vmd tig Poviiig, 10 13; Tauiav
tijs Povifg, [1 36], 20 11, [24 7], 29 40, [31 14],
36 50, [39 18], 47 17, 48 10, [54 23, 5T 1, 58 4,
7011], 7125, [7817, 7515, 71711, 78 17, 79 57],
809, [81 18], 84 60, 86 12, 89 14, [96 44], 108 3,
[110 26]; wamiag tijs Poviils wxai o Ofuov,
116 c4.

(vapiag) éni to avadnua, [1 17].

tapiag tijs legdg datafewgs, 108 16.

tapias Tis @A, 107 3, [118 6]

tauiag tod duov, 1 [4], 7.

Tauiag TV oTgaTIOTRGY, [D 28, 6 19], 66 4, 67 14,
7130, 7219, 1821, [76 22, 7715 79 32], 80 13,
[81 17], 84 23, 64, [88 20, 93 18], 96 10, [47],
102 68, 110 105, 116 100.

Tauedw:  Taueovra, 120 ¢; Tawedovrog, T4,
pages 204, 205, 205. ’

ve, 64 [6], 8, 9, 10, 11, 32.

télstog: teAsiag, [120 10].

teléw: terelendvar, 116 16.

téuevog: teugvel, 79 30, [80 13].

téraprog: terdotng, 6 1, 36 35, 64 1, rerdore,
234, 382, 753, 79 31, 84 3, [44], 91 3.

veTodg: terpddy, 23 4, [36 8], 75 2, [79 s1],
84 [3], 44, [91 3].

Tuaw: rewuooa, 97 17, rauodvreg, 97 8.

Tomog: Tome, [97 u].

T01aK0070g: Totakootel, 29 5, [49 11], 64 2.

Tolrog: voirns, 86 1, [89 1, 93 1]; voire, 36 31,
[89 2], 46 15, [51 3]; woitov, 120 4.

Toym: Toyer, 64 7, 34.

Opela: dpelar, 64 8.

brdoyw: drdoyew, 5 so.

tnéo with gen., 64 4, 5, 33.

b6 with gen., [5 s1], 10 13.

droyoauuatels: dmoygauuaria, 9109, 1051, [281],
8119, 8654, 377,383 3915 40 [s2],52 [487],
4715, [48 12], [54 30], 587, 604, 64 37, [70 8],
7123, [71815], 7513, [T79, 1814, 79 5], 807,
8111, 84 57, [86 10], 105 7, 110 56.
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dmopsve: dnéuswey, [120 13]; dwropsivavra, 116 15. QuAémg: & TV Quietaw, 107, 20 10; pvidrar, 1 85,
boregog: bovdoar, [4 1], 214, 293, T9 4. [01], 10 42, 45, 48, 43, 48; @uiérag, 10 7, 40 s.
. . Quin: puiijs, 25, [11,15]; puiel, [210]; pviay, 107s.
paive: gaivirar, [88 19], 958, 96 33, [97 16];

paivovra, [97 7], xarog: yaiwov, 121 1.
pnui: @acw, [4 9]. zaos: yaow, 95 9, [96 s9].
@iiayadog: @iiayadwog, 975, 119 5. xonua: yonuarwv, 5 s1.
pidog: pidov, [1911], 84 12, [85 14, 8811], [9112], yonuatife: yonuavicat, 96 41
98 10, [96 4, 118 8], 116 9. y000g0g: yoUoGL, 64 1.
@riotdonar: mepiiotiunrat, 10 1.
pulotiuia: piiotyiag, 64 1. wigwoua (ace.), [51 2], 64 13, 40, 88 &3 pypiouata,
QUAOTIHOG: PLioTiueg, 64 9, 33. 46 15, 64 11, 6732, 79 3, 36, [86 4].

INSCRIPTIONS PREVIOUSLY PUBLISHED

Inscriptiones ~ PRYTANEIS Inscriptiones ~ PRYTANEIS Hesperia, 11 'PRYTANEIS

Graecae, 112 No. Graecae, 11° No. No. No.
656 2 977 88 8 81
674 6 989 96 9 91
678 10 1003 90 14 8
702 21 1004 93 15 22
790 23 1048 113
848 36 1049 101 Hesperia, 111
864 46 1050 97 No.
890 51 1059 105 18 33
899 54 1070 119 16 48
902 55 1073 121 19 73
910 7 1074 121 21 84
912 39 1754 103 99 94
913 37 1755 99 9% 87
914 60 1756 102 M 98
915 40 1757 106
916 49 1758 105 Hesperia, IV
917 30 2427 26 : No.
918 77 2434 16 7 190
919 66 2467 110 8 111
920 67 2864 74
921 68 . 2877 117
952 K6} 3217 104
967 85 3502 107

972 80 3503 108
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