GREEK INSCRIPTIONS

This report on the epigraphical discoveries made in the American Excavations of the
Athenian Agora continues those which have appeared in previous volumes of Hesperia,
and gives a preliminary discussion of seventeen texts arranged approximately in chrono-
logical order.

HARMODIOS AND ARISTOGEITON

1. Two contiguous fragments, forming part of a base of Pentelic marble, found on
March 23, 1936, in a modern or Turkish fill in Section P. The upper surface and a small
portion of the right lateral face have been preserved.

Height, 0.104 m.; width, 0.323 m.; thickness, 0.12 m.

Height of letters, 0.019 m.

Inv. No. I 3872.

The inscription is not sfoichedon, but the last eleven letters of line 2 (measured on
centres) occupy a horizontal space on the stone of 0.230 m. The tops of the letters in
line 1 are 0.015 m. below the level of the top surface of the stone.

No. 1. Upper Right Corner of the Tyrannicide Base

Line 1 [ uéy AfBevaioioe gdog yéved &vix’ Agiovoysitov hinmagyov xtsive »ai] h.Aguddio[c]
Line 2 [-----------mmcmmm e e oo na]toida y&v &0évey

American School of Classical Studies at Athens S@J&“

is collaborating with JSTOR to digitize, preserve, and extend access to ©

P

7

Hesperia KON
www.jstor.org




356 BENJAMIN D. MERITT

The inscription contains the ends of the pentameter lines from two elegiac couplets,
and is to be identified as the dedicatory epigram cut on the base which carried the
statues of Harmodios and Aristogeiton in the Athenian Agora. The first couplet of this
epigram has been preserved in Hephaistion's “Eyyeoidior in the chapter entitled meol
amobéoewg pérowy (Hephaistion, 16 [29] = Bergk, Poetae Lyrici Graeci, 111, Simonides 131),
where it is quoted to show the metrical difficulty of using the name ’4gwozroyelrwr in
hexameter verse:

Hay péroov eig tehsiov megavovrar A& Gbey émilpmvd dove vé Toette Stuwvidov
S T@v dmuyoauudrwy
75 uéy’ Abypvaioor pdwg yével, fwin’ ‘Agioro-
yelvwy “Imwmagyor wveive nal Apuddiog
xai wdly Nixopdyov vob vy mwel @y {wyedquwy leysiav memopudrog
obrog 0% oov & xhewdg &v’ ‘EMdde macay ‘Amold-
dweog® ywawoxsig Totvoue Totro xAlwy.
Tavra pdv oby &yévero Oiy Ty T@Y Groudiwy Avdyspy—ob Yo vexdget.

Hephaistion’s quotation makes possible the restoration of the first couplet of the Agora
text, and the Agora text supplies part of the second couplet which was not quoted by
Hephaistion. The discovery of the inscription shows that the epigram was genuinely
ancient, but its attribution to Simonides does not rest on good authority, and it should
be classed with those anonymous epigrams collected by the compilers of anthologies and
grouped under the name of the great poet.

For the present text, especially, the long-standing association between Simonides and
Hipparchus makes Simonidean authorship more than usually dubious.?

The approximate width of the base which carried the inscription can be determined
by the spacing of the letters, for we know that the first couplet was written entirely on
one line, and that it contained (in Attic script) sixty-six letters. Since eleven letters can
be measured from the stone as requiring 0.230 m., the sixty-six letters of line 1 must have
required approximately 1.38 m. This is ample width for a statue base for two statues,
and indeed would be an argument, if there were no other evidence, that the base
with which we have to deal supported a group rather than a single figure. Probably
the inscription began with the left edge of the stone, just as it ended with the right,

1 See Geffcken’s article on Simonides in Pauly-Wissowa and the extensive bibliography there quoted;
also Oliver, Hesperia, 11 (1933), p. 490.

2 Aristotle, X40. ITod., § 18, 1; (Plato), Hipparchus, 228 C; Aelian, Var. Hist., VIII, 2. Sandys, in his
commentary on Aristotle, makes what seems to me a misleading statement when he says that Simonides
(with this poem) “celebrated the death of his patron Hipparchus.” Many stories have been told of
Simonides’ love of wealth (cf. Aelian, loc. ¢it.) but so far as is known he was not by the ancients accused
of ingratitude. Geffcken (Pauly-Wissowa, s. . Simonides 2) follows Wilamowitz (Sappho und Simonides,
p- 211) in claiming these verses as a toast, a “Trinkspruch,” but the discovery of the epigraphical text
vindicates them, as they were claimed in antiquity, as a dedicatory epigram.
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and the spacing of the letters was so calculated as to span the available distance
evenly.! A further deduction may be made that the two figures, which must have
taced the spectator as he read the inscription, stood side by side®? and not one behind
the other.

The question naturally arises whether the base now in part preserved should be
associated with the earlier group of the tyrannicides made by Antenor or with the later
group made by Kritios. The choice of date for the inscription must thus be either 510/09
(Pliny, Nat. Hist., XXXIV, 17) or 477/6 (Marmor Parium: &gyorvog 400vow Adsiudyrov).
In spite of the fact that letter forms alone cannot give formal proof one way or the
other in the last years of the sixth century or in the very early years of the fifth century,
there are certain close similarities between the inscription here published and the Marathon
epigrams, the Hekatompedon inscriptions, and the Leagros base (No. 2, below) which
make the later date the more probable. There are also differences between this inscription
and known earlier documents, like the first Attic decree (I.G., 1%, 1) and the Kallimachos
dedications (I.G., 1%, 609) which seem to exclude it from a date so early as 510.

The Leagros base can be dated with great probability not long before the Persian
capture of Athens.® Leagros died while serving as general in 464, he was a contemporary
of Themistokles, his name appears on xaAdg-vases of the late sixth century, and he could
hardly have been of age to make an important dedication by the altar of the Twelve
Gods in the very centre of the Athenian market before the time of Marathon. This is,
of course, somewhat hypothetical reasoning, but the span of his life is well-known, and
it is fairly well established that Leagros could have been only about thirty-five years of
age in 490.4 His dedication to the Twelve Gods is recorded below as No. 2.5 One can
see in the photograph that the letter theta is made with a circle which contains at its
centre another much smaller circle. This very exceptional form of the letter occurs also
on the Harmodios inscription here published, and gives the first close link in time between
them. Furthermore, this theta is not a variant of the cart-wheel theta (®) but an elegant
form of the dotted theta (©), in which the dot was replaced by the small circle. This
again is an argument for the late date of the Leagros base and of the Harmodios dedication,
for the cart-wheel theta was still being used in the first Attic decree (Kirchner, Imagines,
no. 12) which was passed after the dedication of Antenor’s group of the tyrannicides, and
it continued to have favor down into the fifth century, appearing in both the verses for
Kallimachos, before and after Marathon (cf. Kirchner, Imagines, no. 17).°

t As, for example, was done with the Peisistratid inscription on the altar of Pythian Apollo. Cf. LG.,
1, 761 = Kirchner, Imagines Inscriptionum Atticarum, no. 11,

2 For this judgment see also Richter, The Sculpture and Sculptors of the Greeks, p. 199.

3 For Leagros, see P.A4., 9028.

¢ See L. Langlotz, Zur Zeitbestimmung der strengrotfigurigen Vasenmalerer und der gleichzeitigen Plastik,
pp. 48—5H4.

5 See also Shear, Hesperia, IV (1935), pp. 356—357.

¢ Cf. Wilhelm, Anz. Ak. Wien, 1934, pp. 111—-117.
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But in private dedications, the dotted theta can be found in the late sixth century,!
though it is rare, and one would have to content himself with the admission that the
letter-form is not necessarily characteristic of 477 as against 510, were it not for the
fact that this very exceptional form found on the Leagros base and in the Harmodios
dedication has the elaborate small-circle dot, which in a more elaborate form still is also
found in the punctuation of two other definitely dated inscriptions, both of them after
Marathon, where we wish (from our knowledge of Leagros’ life) to put the Leagros base.
Instead of the usual dot-punctuation both the Marathon epigrams (Kirchner, /magines, no. 18)
and the Hekatompedon inscriptions (485/4: Kirchner, Imagines, no. 19) use the tiny circle
with a compass point in the centre. All the known examples on stone of a very peculiar
epigraphical eccentricity are thus dated after the battle of Marathon,* one date being
definitely 485/4. It is probable, therefore—and so much may, I think, be legitimately
claimed — that the Harmodios and Aristogeiton base here published was made for the new
statues of Kritios to replace the old base which had been destroyed or damaged when
the Persians carried off the first group made by Antenor. The other letters are not so
significant, but they are not out of place in 477.

The epigram on Antenor’s base, like the epigrams of Simonides and of Aeschylus on
the cenotaph for those who fell at Marathon, was not available to the collectors who
made the anthologies.? But the Marathon monument was not replaced after the Persian
destruction, as were the statues of Harmodios and Aristogeiton. The natural assumption
is that the inscription from the old base was carved again on the new, so that even
though the stone and the lettering of the epigram are of 477 the epigram itself is probably
the same as that of 510.

DEDICATION BY LEAGROS TO THE TWELVE GODS

2. Inscribed statue base of Pentelic marble found on March 19, 1Y34 n situ set
against the west face of a poros foundation, the temenos wall of the altar of the
Twelve Gods, in Section H'.

Height, 0.56 m.; width, 0.56 m.; length, 0.785 m.
Height of letters (not stoichedon), 0.016 m.
Inv. No. I 1597.

1 See Kirchner, Imagines, no. 13; Wilhelm, op. cit., especially p. 115.

2 Two inscriptions on bronze bowls from the Acropolis, published with facsimile drawings in J.H.S.,
XIII (1892/3), pl. VI, nos. 11 and 12, show the same form of theta, but give no help in fixing the date.
Precise comparison between stone and bronze is hazardous. I am indebted to Mr. Raubitschek for calling
these bronzes to my attention. He also informs me (by letter) that the same theta appears in I G., 1% 745.

3 Oliver, Hesperia, 11 (1933), p. 490.
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For the topographical significance in identifying the altar of the Twelve Gods, see
Shear, Hesperia, 1V (1935), p. 356, and photograph, p. 357.

ca. 490—480 n.c.
[A]éayoog : dvébexey : I'adrovog
0ddexe Beolory

The date of the inseription, and the identification of Leagros, have been discussed
in the commentary on No. 1. The following notes are added in order to give a more
detailed description of the stone itself. About the bottom of the stone a band about
0.13 m. high was left unfinished on the three exposed sides. This projects ca. 0.025 m.
beyond the finished surfaces above, which would seem first to have been dressed smooth
all over, and then to have been stippled by a fine pointed chisel driven with short
vertical strokes. Along every edge, however, a band (0.025-0.03 m.) was left smooth.
The back of the stone was treated differently, being first picked fairly smooth and then
given a drafting of ca. 0.04 m. along the edges.

The top of the stone is smooth; in its surface are dowel cuttings for a statue which
stood facing west with right foot slightly advanced. For each foot there were two
dowels, one from the heel and one from the ball. The lower ends of the bronze dowels
for the balls of the feet remain in place imbedded in lead; of the other dowels only
the lead packing remains. It appears that the statue was carefully removed, with the
rear dowels chipped free and those in front broken off.

It is evident from the hard-packed stratification that was found by the excavators
above the base that the removal had taken place not later than early Roman times;!
it may well have been at the time of the Persian invasion.

The inscription runs along the smooth band at the top of the front face. In
the upper line the tops of the letters have been worn away by traffic over the
base after the disappearance of the statue. The writing starts at the extreme left
edge of the stone, but the upper line occupied only 0.48 m. of the total length of
0.785 m.

! T am indebted to Homer Thompson for this report.
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PRAISE OF THE SIGEIANS

3. Fragment of a stele of Pentelic marble, with the original back and left side
preserved and also a part of the moulding above the inscribed face, found on January 31,
1934 in the loose earth close to the surface in Section K.

Height, 0.21 m.; width, 0.16 m.; thickness, 0.112 m.
Height of letters, in line 1, 0.014 m.; in lines 2ff., 0.009 m.
Inv. No. I 1276.

The inscription is sfoichedon. Five lines occupy a vertical space on the stone of 0.077 m.
and five columns (measured on centres) occupy a horizontal space of 0.071 m.

The fragment belongs with a piece already published as I.&., I% 32 and now in the
Epigraphical Museum at Athens (EM 6800), though there is no point of contact between
them. Photographs of both fragments are given on the opposite page.

451/0 B.c. CTOIX. 23
Siey[ééov]
[(#]0oyoey TE[L BokiL wal oL 0€)
[wloe: Olve[i]g [émovraveve . . . .]
[Js éyoouudr[eve . ... 0. ... &

5 meovdve Av[tidorog Zoye . . .]
[o]yideg e(i]m[e * dmavéort uév)
[Etjysteﬁ[o] w [6g dowv @vdedat]

[v dylabois & [tov dFuov Tov A0)
[evaloy = = - === === == - — - - ]

10 [-------------- &r o]
[zéher Mbi]ver T[édear Toig )
vys[Lo]y xal xevabévo du mwd[le]
v xaldmwep adrol déovrar bmo
¢ ¥y & yeyoauuévov xal ué ad

15 bvrow pedd dg’ &vog Tov v T
% dmelpot vacat

The lettering is characteristic of the middle of  the fifth century, and the three-
barred sigma indicates a date earlier than 447/6. Within the available period the only
archon whose name begins with “4» - - - (line ) is “4vzidorog, and the inscription may
thus be dated definitely in 451/0.

In lines 5—-6 one is tempted to restore the name of the orator as [L4vdox]ideg, who
was general in 446/5 and one of the envoys sent to Sparta to negotiate the Thirty



No. 3. Praise of the Sigeians (Agora I 1276 above and EM 6800 below)
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Years’ Peace in the same year (cf. P. A., 827). But the letter before the iota, though
only faintly discernible on the stone, seems to have been chi rather than kappa, and
I attempt no restoration.

In lines 11-12 more can be read than is given in the Corpus, and I restore [Z]eys[t5].
The contracted form here is normal for the fifth century,® though I suspect that the
uncontracted form appears in the heading, where a symmetrical arrangement of the
letters demands Ziy[etéor] rather than Siy[edv].

From lines 13-16 it is evident that the Sigeians were anxious to secure and have
always a ready chance for appeal to Athenian protection. The prospective enemy was
not named, nor in such decrees was it the practice to name him, but the danger was
expected from the landward side, where effective encroachment that would need Athenian
help would be most apt to come from the king of Persia or his satraps, and doubtless
the Sigeians had the Great King especially in mind when they asked for a guarantee
of protection from Athens.

Inasmuch as protection against Persia had been the very reason for the founding of
the Delian League, it is surprising that Sigeion should have to make such a point of
protection in 451/0 if she were already a member of the League, and it is a fact worth
noting that the name Sigeion first appears in the tribute-quota lists in 450/49 (cf. S. L. G.,
V, 5 [col. IV, line 25]), just one year after the date of the decree here published, and
in the first year of the so-called second assessment period. Although the body of the
decree is lost, the preserved beginning and end make it seem possible that we possess
part of the official documentation which attended Sigeion’s entry into the League. The
decree shows at the same time how Athens extended her control at the expense of
Persia before their relative spheres of influence were fixed in Anatolia by the Peace of
Kallias.

THE STATUE OF ATHENA PROMACHOS

4. Two fragments of Pentelic marble containing part of the accounts for the statue
of Athena Promachos (I.G., I3, 338).

Fragment X was found on November 28, 1934 in the wall of a modern house in
Section II. It is broken on all sides and at the back.

Height, 0.115 m.; width, 0.18 m.; thickness, 0.093 m.
Height of letters, 0.01—-0.012 m.
Inv. No. I 2228,

The writing is sfoichedon, with some irregularities. Five lines occupy a vertical space
on the stone of 0.06 m.; eight letters, measured on centres, occupy a horizontal space
of 0.10 m.

! Meisterhans, Grammatik der attischen Inschriften®, pp; 141-142.
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Fragment Y was found on October 1, 1934 in the wall of a modern house in Section Z.
It is broken at the back and on all sides except the right, where the badly battered
surface seems to represent the original edge, though none of the actual smooth surface
is now preserved.

Height, 0.30 m.; width, 0.13 m.; thickness, 0.16 m.
Height of letters, ca. 0.01 m.
Inv. No. I 2181.

Fragment X of No. 4, belonging with I.G., 12 338

The writing is stoichedon, with irregularities. Ten lines occupy a vertical space of
0.133 m.; eight letters, measured on centres, occupy a horizontal space of 0.09—0.10 m.

The discovery of these two fragments makes possible a more satisfactory reconstruction
of the entire document than has been attempted hitherto. In particular, Fragment X
exhibits along its upper surface the same curiously smooth line of cleavage in the marble
that has already been observed along the upper surface of Fragment B and the lower
surface of Fragment A of I.G., 1%, 338. Dinsmoor (4.J.4., XXV [1921], pp. 118-129)
showed the significance of this fracture for the correct placing of the fragments, and
these two pieces have been correctly disposed in relation to each other in the text now
published in the Corpus. Four years ago Meritt identified two additional pieces of the
same stele (4.J.4., XXXVI [1932], pp. 473-476), and by virtue of the same fracture
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Fragment Y of No. 4, belonging with I.G., 12, 338

along the bottom surface of one of
them (EM 6722) was able to place
them accurately in the composite
inscription. The small piece now
published as Fragment X under the
present number can also be placed
by means of this line of fracture,
and in its proper position it unites
the text of the old fragments in the
Corpus by bridging the gap between
the last column and the column im-
mediately preceding it. The single
omicron preserved in the first line
of Fragment X is, in fact, the first
omicron of the word mgozégo in line 13
of the text in the Corpus, and the
numerals of lines 15 and 17-18 in
the Corpus represent the value of the
copper and tin, respectively, described
in Fragment X. The proper dis-
position of the fragment is shown in
the facsimile on p. 366.

Fragment Y does not make any
contact with the other pieces of the
inscription, but its position along the
right edge of the stele seems assured,
and I have given to it in the facsimile
drawing and in the text here published
a location which must be approxi-
mately correct, though it might well
be shifted either higher or lower by
a few lines. Aside from the fact that
the battered right surface seems of
itself to represent the original edge
of the stone, one may note that the
proximity of the edge is indicated
also by the crowding of letters in
the word &lef[ov] in the third line

from the bottom. The lines of text throughout the document were so arranged as to
end regularly in complete words or syllables, and account of this fact must be taken

in making the restoration.
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Inasmuch as the new fragments can hardly be studied apart from their relation to
the old, I have thought it best to present a drawing which shows the relative position
of the eight pieces which can be definitely placed. This drawing, with the restorations
shown in dotted letters, appears on p. 366. The mere physical process of arranging the
drawing has contributed much to the determination of restorations, for, even though the
inseription is in large part sfoichedon, the irregularities are numerous and the spacing
(both horizontally and vertically) varies considerably in different parts of the document.
Almost every line must, in consequence, be considered as a separate problem. Fragment D
is so preserved as to show that at least one column must have existed to the left of it.
Since the drawing here given represents the last two columns of the inseription, it is
clear that there were originally at least three columns in all. One small group of
numerals from the first column has been preserved (Fragments F+ E: I.G., 12 338,
Col. I, lines 1-11), but I have made no attempt to include these in the drawing. They
play no part in the restoration of the rest of the inscription, and in any case the
fragment could not be accurately placed, even laterally, because it is not certain whether
there were merely three columns, or perhaps more. I believe three the probable number,
but it cannot be considered absolutely certain. For the sake of completeness, however,
I give the text of these numerals from Col. I here:!

AT - - -
~ vacat
MMMXIZ - -
AAAFIII
5 vacat
FXFRAA
MEFEFI
HRAAAATFH - -
MMMXXXX
10 PHHHINF-
FXHHHIN - -
vacat

The text of 1. G., 1?, 338 must be supplemented by reference to 4.J. 4., XXX VI (1932),
pp. 473-476, where two additional fragments were published, and where some changes in
restoration and reading of the already known pieces were suggested. One of these new
pieces seems to preserve the rough top of the stele, and the numbering of the lines in
the present text, which for convenience will be called Cols. II and III, has been made
with reference to this original top of the stone.

! In line 3 the numeral following X was either A, H, or IN. The left hasta is preserved.
25
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Texr or I.G., 1%, 338
Col. I

12 lines lost
[évBoaxs]s #[al yodda naborpe)
[kl Susloa[v wiobol, wabol xavd mov)
[vavei]av, u[iobol émdmayg)

.2 . deoy[----------~- ]
[utobot] émiovdreor - - - - - - - ]
.2 et h[----------- ]
[..2.0eu[------~----~- ]
[xepdd] cio[v avedduarog]
[obvma]vro[g]

[rwege] yévevo] 10 Aé[uuarog)
[éc w0 h]doz[eg]ov &ro[g]
vacat

[v3 doy¥r Klal[Aiov]oarog &yoauud

[Teve

...... Jalg..?. Jg émi[ovdrar]

(Ehapo]y 7 age xohax]oe[Tov]
[Aupa] mwelouyevduevor)
[éx 76 7]oo[zégo &viaved)

367

Col. 111

22 lines lost

[utaboi éniordre]ow nal yolop]
[uozel &v wou e [[é”[SL]]
[xeqpddatoy av]eAdparog
Lovvravrog]

[megieyéver]o 0 Aduparog

[é ©o hvore]goy #rog

.5 J¢-------~~- ] vacat
————————————————— [78 aoyz .. .5 . Jg : yoauudreve
————————————————— [..... % 0000y émovdren
————————————————— [éAaBor rwa]od rohaxoeTdv
—————————————————— [ebvmay)
————————————————— [AZupa meoy]ev[duev]ov : [z 4]
————————————————— [7wo]o[zégo &viaved]
[.... e ld . & oL ggylot M---  andoro.70-------
[.... a1 L. & olxo]dopiay XH - - -kl yodub : vdha[via : - - - - - - ]
[xauivov] vacat  Twué rovro vacat
[vOganss xai yobda »]aboiua HH - - - [xa]Teizégo : v[dhavre - - -]
————————————— vacat Al - - - [niu]é tovro vacat
[teobol xal’ éudoay welobol naze HIM - - [....] vdhavre [---- - - ]
[moveavelay wiobol &lmdmayg - - [zeue 7o]vz[o]

vacat e e I
[wolol émwordrest x]al yoo[u] e oo
[uorel &v T &red) e e
[doybotov &oeuov 8] morntdi Sm - m e e — oo
[av 0 aydiuarog] Moo o

30
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45
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[xepdAator dvalduat]og o
[ovvmavrog] s
[rweoteyévero 0 Aduu]arog Xo-m oo

(4 70 hdoregov &rog]

[évOganeg nai yo]vda xedorule]

vacat [utolol xab’ Euéoar] uiobol rar[d]
(780 doyZe ... 7. .. dyoauu]dreve [movrawelay wob]lol amémayg
S S war[od] [bovnnn. oo 1 vacat
[EAaBov maga noda]xger[6v] [uoboi émiordreo]t nal youu[a]
[Agupe mweouyevd]uevoy [vel & 70 &rel]
[éx 70 mporéoo é;/] LoVt [xepddator evaldu]atog ovvmalv]
[oo.e. B Joa [wegueyévero 15 Aéuluarog
(xadxd vdhevra:] ATTTT E[8foird] [éc ©0 hboregor &vog]
[ziué Tovro] vacat
[rartiréoo vdh]avwa: MTT - - [2& doyZe ... .5 ... &ouu]udreve
[ziué zodro] I S émiordr]on ElafBov]
Loonnn B &y wov Eyole .. 2. ] [ wohangsrdy ovv]may
[....5 ... & oix]odouiav xal[uivor) [v0 megiyevduevor &n 1o mo[o]
[....]JAAATE [- - - 8vlparsg wlal yotde wa[botua] [zégo &viowrd] vacat
L XIMHII u[mﬂ?i xal’ é‘u\é]gav wabol wlave mov] 0 e mmmmmm—m---- -
’ vg[velov wobo]l dndmayg 00000000 mmmm e mm—— o -
[.]alk y----- ] vacat
[.JHHIRAAA  ¢[oyvoiov doesu]ov &g mot[nhiar]
[N 7o [dydAuarog) remainder of Col. Il lost
XPHHHH wltobol émior]dreot xa[l yoauual
NAFFFI vl To & 101] el

MXXHHAFE [ xepdhaov] dvalduar(og]

MHHINAAA
..

rw[eoeyéver]o ©o Aupar[og]
(¢ 70 hvoreglov &vog
vacat

Dinsmoor’s interpretation of the inscription (4.J.4., XXV [1921], pp. 118-129) as the

record of the overseers who had charge of the statue of Athena Promachos is made even
more secure by the discovery of the new fragments.! TFor the first time copper and tin
are actually mentioned among the supplies purchased for the work (Col. III, lines 38 and
40), and the purchase of coals and firewood, evidently used in the smelting operations,
was continued at least as late as the eighth year of the record. If it is granted that

1 E. Pfuhl, “Die grofle eherne Athena des Phidias,” Ath. Mett., LVII (1932), pp. 1561157 (especially 156),
doubts Dinsmoor’s attribution of the inscription. On stylistic grounds which depend largely on repre-
sentations on coins and on possible adaptations in terracotta he argues for a date for the Athena Promachos
in the 'forties shortly after the Peace of Kallias. The difference in date is slight, but the epigraphical
evidence places the statue quite definitely in the ’fifties, before the Peace of Kallias.

50

65
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the disposition of the inscription in three columns is correct the making of the statue
occupied nine years, for each column seems to contain the accounts of three years.
This is certainly true of the last two columns, of which the text is given here.

From year to year there are recurring phrases which give aid in restoring the text.
The verb &lafov, which appears in Col. 1II, line 63, may now be restored in Col. II,
lines 27 and 56 and in Col. III, line 33. Of more importance is the fact that the first
purchases of the eighth year were copper and tin, and that the formulae of the record
may also be restored in Col. II, lines 60 and 62, where the weight of the copper and
the tin purchased in the sixth year has been preserved.

These items belong to the expenses of the year, not to the receipts as Dinsmoor sup-
posed. Surely, the calculations of amounts of metal required could hardly have been
so far wrong during the early years of purchasing as to make possible the sale of un-
necessary material in quantity as early as the sixth year and again in the eighth year,
especially since the use of coals and firewood (Col. III, line 52) shows that smelting was
still going on in the eighth year. There is, I believe, no separate rubric heading dividing
receipts from purchases unless one can be restored in Col. I1, lines 30 and 59, and in Col. I1I,
line 37, by a combination of the readings to give #[...% ..] dné zo[d]vo [..?. .Joa.!
Expenditures are also recorded in Col. II, lines 37—39 and 6465, where the two entries
in the record can be given an identical wording by utilizing the space at the end of
lines 64—-65. The expense was concerned with the construction of something (xe - - - -)
intimately connected with the making of the statue, for which the conjecture xa[uivor]
“ furnaces ” may be hazarded as probable. There is exactly room for five letters after
the preserved xe - - - - of line 65; the word appeared alone in the more generously spaced
text of line 39 above.

The text here given differs from that of Dinsmoor in the numerals of Col. II, lines 66,
67-68, and 69. In line 66 the offset of the phrase [#vfgaxeg x]ai yodde xe[vowue] toward
the right can be explained only by the assumption of a long numeral. Since the space
between the preserved portion of the numeral and the words cannot all be filled with
obol signs (no more than five would be allowable), the vertical stroke immediately after
M must be interpreted as k. In lines 67—68 the numeral occupies a bracket position
before both lines and two figures are to be restored before the preserved FHIl. There
is no cross-bar cut on the stone to justify the reading MHH and the reading of two obols
is preferable to assuming here, for no apparently good reason, an error for one hundred
drachmai. TIn line 69 only one figure is to be supplied before the preserved Ak,

The second of the two missing figures in the numeral of lines 67-68 can be restored
exactly. Neglecting for a moment the unknown expense of the copper and tin of lines 60
and 62 and of the building of the smelting furnaces in lines 6465, one finds that the

! The initial letter pi in Col. III, line 87, is very uncertain. I have thought also of kappa or tau,
neither one of which is possible here as a numeral showing an amount of money. If either is correct, it
should be interpreted as part of a word in some heading defining the expenses listed below it.
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minimum of the preserved figures in lines 66-73 amounts to 2898 Dr. The sum is
obtained by the following addition:

Line 66 36 Dr.
Lines 67—-68 6001/, Dr.
Line 69 16 Dr.
Lines 70-71 2821/, Dr. (restoring F)
Lines 72-73 19631/, Dr.
2898  Dr.

When this amount is subtracted from the total expenditure (maximum, restoring F) of
12218 Dr. in line 74, the remainder (maximum) is 9320 Dr. It is obvious, therefore, that
the complete numeral in lines 67—68 cannot be supplied as [MX]MHII, for the figures
thus restored would exceed the maximum possible. The only restorations that can be
made are [XX]FPHIl and [FX]MHIl; the supplement is given in the text now published
as [ X]PHIL

After the numeral of weight in line 60 appears the letter epsilon, which can be no part
of the record of the following line, for that must have contained the phrase ziue rovro
(cf. Col. III, line 39). This unique epsilon must modify in some way the expression
yohni vdhavea ATTTT of the line in which it stands, either as adding some further
fraction of a talent to the weight expressed in figures, or as defining the standard or
kind of talent employed. The normal way to express the weight of half a talent after
the figures ATTTT would be by the addition of the figures XXX, so the possibility of
reading #futov or fuwdlarrov seems excluded. In any case the word furdlarror is too
long for the space left at the end of the line, and for both fjutov and fuizddarror an
initial rough breathing should be written. The alternative explanation is the more prob-
able. The copper was bought and weighed out with talents of the FKuboic standard,
and the epsilon in question is the initial letter of the word E[380ixd] which defines
the standard and exactly fills the available space at the end of the line (cf. drawing
on p. 366).

It is of interest to find in the sixth year that fourteen talents! of copper were pur-
chased together with seven talents of tin. The amount of tin may, of course, have been
greater, for the numeral may be restored to show a weight as high as nine and a half
talents (MITT[TTXXX]). There is no room here to supply the word Edfoixd after the
numeral, even assuming that the numeral was [TTT; the conclusion is, then, that the
copper was purchased in a market that used the Euboic standard and that the tin was
purchased on the Attic standard. In this case the difference of standard does not affect
seriously” the relative proportion of the metals, for the Euboic was only slightly heavier
than the Attic talent.

1 It should be noted that Pittakys, doy. *Eg., 1859, no. 3481, read a second A in this line. If more
of the stone was preserved when he saw it, I believe the letter must have been the final A of zdlovre.
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An alloy of bronze made with fourteen talents of copper and seven talents of tin is
extraordinarily high in content of tin. It is practically bell metal. Donald Liddell in
The Metallurgists and Chemists’ Handbook (New York, 1930) gives a table of bronze alloys
showing for the old bell metal of Rouen the following analysis:

Copper 719y, zinc 1.8/, tin 26°/, lead 1.2°/,.

In the same table for the bell metal of Harbohn he gives the analysis:
Copper 60°/,, zinc 5%/, tin 35°/,.

Kurt Kluge (Die antike Erzgestaltung, Berlin and Leipzig, 1927) laments our lack of
knowledge about the alloy of large ancient bronzes (op. cit., p. 217), but he does give
the alloy of certain mirrors, which contained two-thirds copper and one-third tin (op. cit.,
p. 218). The color of this alloy is bright yellow; its melting point is low; it is more
easily poured than modern statue bronze; it is hard, not malleable, but may readily
be engraved.!

It is, of course, not necessary to infer from the proportions of the metal purchased
in any given year that this was the proportion of the alloy. Both copper and tin may
have been left over from some earlier year, and out of the present purchase some part
at least of either or both might not have been used until a subsequent year. Fortunately
a control over our deductions as to the alloy is given in the records of the eighth year
of work on the Athena Promachos, in the prices paid for the copper and tin as recorded
in Col. I1I, lines 38—41. The copper cost XH - --FI, not less than 1100 Dr. and not
more than 1500 Dr.; the tin cost HH - - - A - -, over 200 Dr. but less than 500 Dr.

It is fortunate that we no longer have to depend for our knowledge of the value of
copper on the Homeric ox-talent and the ratio of gold to copper of about 3000 to 1.2
It is also fortunate that we do not have to follow the chain of evidence outlined for
Italy and Sicily by Ridgeway,® by which he sought to show that the ratio of silver to
copper was as 300 to 1. Our interest is in Athens of the fifth century, before the influx
of Persian gold raised relatively the value of silver,* and there are preserved two very
valuable references, one giving the price of copper, and the other the price of tin, in
the record of expense for the statues of Athena and Hephaistos about 420 B.c. In I.G.,
I2, 371, lines 3—4, we find that a talent of copper was worth 35 Dr. and in lines 7—8
we find that a talent of tin was worth 230 Dr. It is probable, therefore, that the amount

! T am indebted to 8. Casson for the additional information that a high content of tin makes the
bronze hold its surface and patina better. The gleam when seen from afar, for which the Athena Promachos
was famed in antiquity, may have been due in part to the high percentage of tin in the alloy.

2 Charles Seltman, Greel; Coins, p.b.

3 William Ridgeway, The Origin of Metallic Currency and Weight Standards, p. 135 and p. 848.

* With gold to silver as 14 to 1 in 440/39 (I.G., 1%, 8555 ef. Meritt, Ath. Fin. Doc., p.41), the gold to
copper ratio of 3000:1 corresponds to a silver to copper ratio of 215 to 1 (approximately). In 409/8
(I.G., 1%, 301; cf. Wade-Gery, Num. Chron., X, Series V [1930], pp. 16—38 and 333—334; Mevitt, Ath. Fin.
Doc., pp. 61—62) the gold to silver ratio of 10 to 1, combined with a gold to copper ratio of 3000 to 1,
gives a silver to copper ratio of 300 to 1.
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of tin recorded in the present text in Col. IIL, line 40, was two talents. Allowing for
some variation in price between the middle of the century and 420, the numerals of
lines 40-41 can best be interpreted as representing the value of two talents of metal.
A close estimate of the amount of copper recorded in line 38 is more difficult, but the
weight probably lay between 31 and 42 talents. Inasmuch as the space on the stone
at the end of line 38 is limited it seems probable that, if the talents were still weighed
on the Euboic standard, the exact amount was either thirty-five or forty talents. If the
word EtBoixd is restored after the numeral, then the numeral itself can hardly have had
more than four letter spaces (AAAL[ or AAASH). It is perhaps not surprising that the
copper was bought on the Euboic standard at a time which was earlier than the Athenian
decree for uniform standards of coinage, weights, and measures, especially since Euboea
was one of the very early and prolific sources of copper in the Aegean area.l

Now, the fact that in the eighth year of work on the statue at least thirty-five
talents of copper were purchased and only two talents of tin shows that the proportion
of fourteen to seven found in the record of the sixth year does not give a direct key
to the metal alloy of the statue itself. It is only legitimate to say, I believe, that the
inscription will give no evidence for the actual alloy used until (if ever) further frag-
ments are found with the records of purchase of copper and tin in other years.

The restoration of Col. III, line 42, is difficult, and I offer here a suggestion in the
hope that others may find, perhaps, some way of confirming it, or of substituting
another and better word. The commodity, whatever it was, must have had four letters
in the genitive of its name; it must have been sold in bulk and used in sufficient
quantity by a bronze caster so that it could be measured in talents; and the price
must have been (I believe) less than 100 Dr. per talent. Possibly meld “ clay ” might
be restored.? Clay must have been required in considerable quantities for both the
inner and outer cores of each part of the statue before casting.

There is, I believe, one other item of the inscription which can be interpreted with
reference to the technical process of making the statue. In Col. I, line 16, occur the
letters [..?. .Jwoux[- - - -], which seem to be part of the word zeiysc, meaning “hair.”
If this supposition is correct, the explanation is probably that the hair (presumably
goat’s hair) was mingled with the clay of the statue’s inner core to prevent its

! Seltman, Greel; Coins, p. 16, calls Euboea the “ Greek copper-island.” The mines were near Karystos
(ct. Pauly-Wissowa, s. vv. Eubota and Karystos).

2 A possible restoration is xe9d “wax.” An objection to this supplement is, however, that the amount
seems unduly great—especially in view of the fact that the wax used for modeling the statue over the
clay core could be recovered after each separate part was cast, and then (unlike the clay) it could be
used again. Most of the wax purchased, surely, must have been bought in the early years. I am much
in debt throughout this discussion te Mr. Stanley Casson for helpful suggestions about the technique of
bronze-casting. Mr. T. Leslie Shear informs me that the bronze head from the Agora in Athens (Hesperia,
II [1983], pp. 519—527) contained a core of clay mixed with a high percentage of beeswax. Could this be
the “cire perdue” which took the place of the combustible material of the core during the process of
casting? See note on p. 373,
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solidifying into a solid lump that could not be broken up and removed after the bronze
was cast. The hair itself would be carbonized, leaving a somewhat porous clay mass,
easier to break to pieces and remove when the bronze had cooled. Also, for the making
of the outer core the addition of hair would add tensile strength to the clay and help
to hold it together.!

The date of the inscription is a matter of some concern, and the only evidence from
the stone itself is that of the forms of letters. Dinsmoor (4.J. 4., XXV [1921], p. 127)
quite correctly assigns it to the period earlier than 447/6 because of the three-barred
sigma. His judgment is that the series of accounts belongs “slightly earlier than the
middle of the century.” Later (op. cit., p. 129) he attributes it to the period from 465 to
456 B.c. I cannot escape the feeling that the letters belong in the late ’fifties and that
the accounts represent the very last years of that period when the three-barred sigma
was used. Unfortunately the characteristic letter phi which might help to decide as
between 455 and 450 or 449 does not appear a single time in the preserved fragments.
But the letter alpha does occur many times. The cross-bar has surprisingly little slope
(if any) for a date in the early ’fifties, showing even in the accounts of the fourth year
a less antiquated form than, for example, the alphas of I.G., 12, 191 of the year 454/3.
Rho and beta are consistently rounded. So far as one can tell from the lettering itself
the whole document may well have been cut by one hand at the conclusion of work
on the statue, a recapitulation on stone of the yearly records kept by the several
boards of epistatai. The fact that there is no change in the character of the writing,
although the nine years of the record must come at just that time in the middle of the
century when changes in letter forms should be particularly noticeable, is an argument
in favor of this view. So also is the fact that the inscription is symmetrically spaced
upon the stone, as though the stone-cutter knew before he began to cut the first list
just how much stone would be required and just how to dispose his text upon it. It
must be admitted that such evidence is not conclusive, but from the purely epigraphical
point of view it would be most satisfactory to include the whole series of accounts
within the span from 460 to 450 rather than to push them back to an earlier date,
and to assume that the entire stele was inscribed about 450.

Admittedly non-probative in any formal sense, the evidence for date, such as it is,
deserves consideration, for it seems to show that Pheidias, who made the Athena
Promachos, had the responsibility for it in the period immediately before his work on

' I owe the following information to a communication from Casson. Even today in old-fashioned
foundries hair, rope, tow, straw, and hay are used in making the core of some hollow castings. The
outer core (or mould) is lined on the inside with a mixture of special sand and clay, and then stuffed
with hair, tow, and rope. The outer matrix is then removed and the inner core cleaned down on the
outside to make room for the poured metal. When the outer matrix is replaced and the metal poured,
the core thus stuffed allows gases to escape and permits the casting to cool on the inside at the same
rate as on the outside. Blow-holes are reduced to a minimum. When the casting has cooled it is shaken
to break the inner case, which is removed through holes at the top and bottom.
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the Parthenon and on the Athena Parthenos, and that the famous Zeus at Olympia,
also the work of his hand, must be dated either before 459 (which seems improbable)
or after the Parthenon. This problem would here lead us too far afield, and I give
the evidence of the present inscription as I understand it and refer the reader for
further discussion to Miss Richter’s book, The Sculpture and Sculptors of the Greeks,
pp. 220-225.

The arrangement of the fragments has made possible a correction of the long accepted
restorations xere[uéme] in Col. II, lines 42—43, and «[erouérne?] za - - - - in Col. II,
lines 67—68. In fragment Y (Col. IIl, lines 53—54) a new rubric dealing with the expense
of wages has been discovered, with the reading xaz[------ ], which might of course
be interpreted as woz[apéria] also, but I suspeet a similar rubric in Col. II, lines 14-15
where the restoration seems to end with a word in - - --a». The items are regularly
of two lines each and (without restoration) may be tabulated as follows:

Col. I1, lines 14-15: [- <%~ -Joa[------------~ ]
.2 ey pl----=------- ]

Col. II, lines 42—43: [t LK labor »ave
[oovennn LK Jmérays

Col. II, lines 67—68: 7] oo, Joav weabor »[- -]
el ... 10000 ] émdmayg

Col. III, lines 53-H4: [ovenn. oo 1 weabol »az[.]
[------ e ld . Jov dmdmeys.

It is, I believe, apparent that the reading xarouére is in every case incorrect, and
that in its place must be substituted the phrase xaré movrevelav. This fills the space
perfectly in Col. II, lines 42—43 and lines 67—68, where we read:

\ > ¢ 4 \ A\
[ueafol »a® suéoar wi]obor nare

[movravsiay poloi &]mdmayg
and

pfiobol #al éuéloay uobol %[azd mwov]
va[velay uiolo]i andmayg.

In Col. III, lines 53-—5H4 the actual stoichedon order is violated, but not seriously so,
and the restoration can be safely made:

[wobol xal éudoar] piobol nor[é]
[movravelay pioblol amdmayg.

In Col. II, lines 14—15, not only is the stoichedon order violated, for six letters have
to be put into the space of five in the uppermost of the two lines, but the order of
words is different. It may be observed, however, that the crowding of letters in the
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upper line is in one to one correspondence with the next line above: [&vOoaxe]lg »[ei
yovha wadowua], and that even though the order of words is different the phrases remain
the same. The restoration seems certain, as follows:

[2af’ éuéloaly wiobol, uiolol xave mev]
[vavel]av, u[wobol drndmaeyc].

Each rubric records the summation of the yearly wages given for work by the day,
by the prytany, and by the job. Whereas the overseers of the Parthenon and the overseers
of the Propylaea made payments of wages by the month (I.G., 12, 339, line 30; I.G., 17
346, line 67; I.G-, 12, 352, line 37; I.G., 12 363, line 48; I.G., 12 364, line 31) the overseers
of the statue of Athena Promachos made payments of wages by the prytany. It follows
from this that the year of the accounts was coterminous with the year of the prytanies,
the conciliar year. The knowledge of this fact is a step forward of considerable significance
in our understanding of the nature of the Athenian calendar in the fifth century s.c., and
its importance is enhanced by further evidence from this same inscription which has been
for years at our disposal, but which I, for one, have not until recently recognized.

Side by side with these items of expense, which may properly be called “ wages,”
was given in each year the item of “salary ” for the epistatai and their secretary. The
record was listed under the rubric: wwobol émiordreot nar yoouuarsl (vor) dv ot &rer.! Now
the money thus paid out as salary was not for labor by the day, or prytany, or job,
but for the entire year during which the epistatai and their secretary were responsible,
and the annual character of the expense is emphasized not only by the fact that the
money was listed separately from the mere “ wages,” but also by the addition of the
phrase év zét &ret. Such salary was reckoned on a daily basis, and accumulated steadily
day after day throughout their year of office. In the year 408/7, for example, we may
determine from the building accounts of the Erechtheion the number of days in the sixth
prytany of the year as thirty-seven because we know that the architect received a salary
of one drachma a day and the assistant secretary a salary of five obols a day for thirty-seven
days, and similarly we may determine the number of days in the eighth prytany of 408/7
as thirty-six because the same officials received the same daily wage for thirty-six days.?
In the inscription here under discussion we could determine the number of days in the
year for which the epistatai and their secretary were responsible if we could know the
amount of salary which they received and the daily basis for its computation.

The accounts for the statue of Athena Promachos were more compendious than those
for the Erechtheion, and the pay of the epistatai and their secretary was summarized in
one item. Fortunately, however, the total figure for the sixth year is preserved in Col. II,

! In Col. 111, line 25, the word ¥re:r was cut twice, and then the superfluous word was imperfectly
erased. There is no room for the traditional restoration &v zodroc ¥ree. 1 suspect here merely [8v 13: ¥r]e,
as seems required by the spacing, and similar restorations in Col. II, lines 46 and 73 and in Col. 11I, line 57.

? I.G., 12, 374, lines 108-112, and lines 256—260; cf. Meritt, The Athenian Calendar, pp. 99—100, and
Ath. Fin. Doc., p- 108; cf. also Ferguson, Treasurers of Athena, p. 28.



376 BENJAMIN D. MERITT

lines 72-73, as XPHHHHNAFFFI.  All the numerals are clear on the stone and there
is no need for restoration and its attendant uncertainty. The yearly salary amounted
to 1963 1/, Dr. This sum should represent, therefore, the exact product of the daily
rate multiplied by the number of days in the year. We know neither, but the number
of days in the year must surely have been somewhere between 330 and 400, and one
expects the daily rate to come out at least to an even number of obols. It is a comparatively
short exercise in arithmetic to reduce the 1963 1/; Dr. to obols and then to divide the
resultant number (11780) by every integer in succession from 330 to 400 to see how many
even quotients can be obtained. The discovery is that there is only one: 11780 = 380 = 31.
The number of days in the year was 380 and the daily rate was thirty-one obols. Even
if one were to assume that the daily rate may have been some figure ending in half-obols,
or even quarter-obols, the result is no different, for 4 X 11780 divided by any integer
between 330 and 400 except 380 does not yield an even quotient. It is perhaps problematic
how the thirty-one obols were divided between the two epistatai and their secretary, but
I suggest two drachmai each per day for the epistatai and seven obols for the secretary.
Reference should be made to the fact that in 408/7 the architect of the Erechtheion received
one drachma a day and the assistant-secretary received five obols a day (cf. I. G, 12, 374,
lines 108—112 and lines 266—-260). In the latter part of the fourth century an overseer
of building operations at Eleusis received two drachmai a day and the antigrapheus received
two obols a day (L. G., 112, 1673, lines 60-61).

The year of 380 days cannot be interpreted as a conciliar year of the type now
known to exist in the period of the Archidamian War, and yet we have just found that
these records were kept on the basis of the year of ten prytanies. The conclusion is,
I think, inevitable that at the time of this inscription—shortly before the middle of the
century—the separate conciliar year had not been introduced and that the conciliar year
was regularly cquated with the civil year, just as it was after 409.t I have long argued
that there was definite evidence for the separate existence of the conciliar year as early
as 447 B.c.,, and in the absence of evidence to the contrary I have postulated its intro-
duction by Kleisthenes at the time of the creation of the ten tribes.”? It now appears
that the evidence for which I had searched in vain from the first half of the fifth century
has been found. We have to deal in the present instance with an intercalary civil year
of thirteen months coterminous with the year of the ten prytanies. The separate conciliar
year was introduced at some time between the year VI of the Athena Promachos accounts
and year I of the Parthenon accounts. The date of its introduction is thus removed
from the time of Kleisthenes, but rather definitely fixed to a time very close to 450 s.c.,
perhaps a year or two later, or even several years earlier.

It is true that the number of days in the intercalary civil year was 384 and not 380,
but the explanation of this discrepancy in the inscription is that the year was reckoned

U Cf. Meritt, Clas. Phil., XXV (1930), p. 243.
? Meritt, Ath. Fin. Doc., p. 153.



GREEK INSCRIPTIONS 3117

by prytanies for the purpose of caleculating salaries. Since the normal prytany of the
intercalary year had thirty-eight days (there were six prytanies of thirty-eight days and
four of thirty-nine days) the total reckoning was 10X 38 =2380. In the late fourth
century (I.G., 112, 1673, lines 60—61) thirteen months at two drachmai per day were
reckoned as 780 Dr., indicating a year of 390 days. This of course was not correct,
and the figure was obtained by multiplying the number of days in a “normal” month
(there were seven months of thirty days and six months of twenty-nine days) by thirteen.
In the late fourth century, the paymaster used a more generous method of computing
the salary and paid for more days than there were; in the fifth century the paymaster
was less generous, and in an intercalary year underpaid by four days. The difference
in results obtained may, of course, be due to the fact that the prytany-count of our
Promachos inscription gave a “mnormal” 10 X 38 = 3880, while the month-count of the
fourth century gave a “normal ” 13 X 80 =390. Whatever our explanation of the details
may be, I consider the fact established that the epistatai of the sixth year in the Promachos
inscription held office for the period of the civil year, that this particular year was
intercalary, that it was coterminous with the prytany year, and hence that the conciliar
yvear which we find in the period of the Archidamian War corresponding closely to the
solar year and containing approximately 365 or 366 days had not as yet been introduced
in Athenian political institutions.

The evidence that the separate conciliar year existed as early as 446 is found in the
formula of date of the expense account for the second year of work on the Parthenon
(1.G., 1%, 340). It seems probable that the dating of the years of the Parthenon record
by the name of the first secretary of the Council began in 447, for in 437/6 appears
the phrase [émi vég hevdendwelg Boldg, hév II[e]ibiddeg modrog &[yoaupdreve], implying that
the record of the first year (447/6) was dated also by the BovAs) and its first secretary.
There is no need here to give the argument in detail again, for I have presented it in
The Athenian Calendar (pp. 124—126), and reference has been made to it elsewhere.!

It is now possible, I believe, to add still another argument to show that the separate
conciliar year, which did not exist at the time of the Promachos accounts, did exist
when the Parthenon accounts began. This depends on the observation that the divisions
of the year for purposes of scaling pay were made by month in the Parthenon and
Propylaea building inscriptions, and by prytanies in the Promachos and Erechtheion
inscriptions. In all four cases the public work involved was under the direction of epi-
statai. There were, then, four separate boards of commissioners, all with similar respon-
sibilities, and two of them divided their year by prytanies and two of them divided
their year by months. We now know that the separate conciliar year did not exist at
the time of the Promachos and Erechtheion records (where the division was made by
prytanies), and the change to a monthly division of the year at the time of the Parthenon
and Propylaea records can best be explained as motivated by the existence of a separate

1 Meritt, Clas. Phil.,, XXV (1930), p. 243; Glotz, Rev. Arch., XXIX (1929), p. 196.



318 BENJAMIN D. MERITT

and distinet conciliar year which no longer coincided exactly with the term of office of
the epistatai. If the epistatai were chosen throughout for the period of the civil year,
a prytany division for purposes of calculating pay was possible before the separate
conciliar year was introduced and again after the separate conciliar year had been
abandoned. When, however, the year of the Boule was not coterminous either at beginning
or end with the civil year, the epistatai (holding office for the civil year) could not
without confusion make payments by the prytany. This explains the change of system
which is observable in the Parthenon and Propylaea records, and is further evidence
that the separate conciliar year had actually been introduced as early as 447, for the
first record of monthly payments occurs in the very first year of the Parthenon accounts
(I.G., 1% 339, line 30). This agrees too with the fact that these Parthenon and Propylaea
records were awkwardly dated; we have now not only the awkward date but also the
monthly division as evidence for the introduction of the new conciliar year.

From this time on to the end of the century the citation of a year caused trouble
to the Athenians. In 446/b (I.G., 1%, 340) the date éni 73[g devréoag doy¥c] h&e E[... .5 ...
Syoapudreve] holai[edg] was correct, but it could not be equated accurately with the
conciliar year defined in the same inscription as [¢& BoA% “Avt]ido[eog mwoedrog Syoauudreve].
None the less, the mention of the first secretary of the council served the practical
purpose of confirming more specifically in point of time the dsvzéoar doyy. The confusion
was here not quite so great as in the date of the borrowings in the Archidamian War
(e.g., 1.G., 1% 324, lines 2-5) where the year was defined in three different ways, only
one of which was actually exact,’ and by 437/6 a more correct denomination was given
by adding the name of the archon, who spanned in his term of office the same civil
year as the epistatai. The text of I.G., 12, 349 reads:

[voig émiovdreor h)olg 2Avr[id¥g yov]veyoauudve[ve],
[éri 18 hevdexduelg Bolds, h¥w II[e]ibiddeg modrog &[yoau]
[udzeve, éni Evbvuélvog Hoyoviog Abevaiotow.

The actual date by doyy is gone, for Antikles was secretary for more than one year,
but the approximately equivalent fovds; is mentioned and the exactly equivalent &oywr.

At this point it may be well to consider the calendar character of the year 433/2
in Athens, for the above arguments have a direct bearing upon it. Once granted that
the separate conciliar year was in existence from the middle of the century, its projection
back from 426 and its known correspondences with the civil year, particularly in 433
(L.G., I% 295) and in 432 (the Milesian parapegma) show that the Attic year 433/2
must have been intercalary. IFor the proof of this, reference may be made to Meritt’s
The Athenian Calendar, p. 88. Recently, however, West has given a much needed study
of the Delian accounts preserved in I.G., I% 377 and has drawn the conclusion that

! Meritt, The Athenian Calendar, p. 95.
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the year 433/2 must have been ordinary.! There exists, thus, a paradox which must
be resolved unless our conception of the calendar is to remain hopelessly confused.

West has been able to establish from the equations between Delian and Athenian
months recorded in I.G., 1%, 377 the following set of correspondences:

Athens Delos
(Archon Krates) Posideion —I.G., 1% 377, 1. 17—  Lenaion (Archon Eupteres 433)
434/3 Gamelion Hieros
Anthesterion Galaxion
Elaphebolion Artemision
Mounichion Thargelion
Thargelion Panamos
Skirophorion Hekatombaion
(Archon Apseudes) Hekatombaion Metageitnion
433/2 Metageitnion —1I. G., 12, 377, 1l. 14—15—Bouphonion
Boedromion Apatourion
Pyanopsion Aresion
Maimakterion Posideion
Posideion Lenaion (Archon - - - ros 432)

Gamelion  —1I.G., 12, 377, 11. 21-22—Hieros

These equations depend on restorations in the text of I.G., I% 377, as follows:

1. Lines 16-18: [yodvog &oyler ITooudnmiiwr wip ’Abijvoer oyovvog Kodvyrog, &[v Afdw ¢
Arnpaiioy ui)]v Foyxovrog Edmrégog.

2. Lines 14—15: yodvog doyer Mevayeizvidw iy ‘AOfv[now ¥oyovrog Aeidog, &] Ajhwr 02
Bovgoviwy uy #oyovvog Ednrégog.

8. Lines 21-23: yodvog [Soyer *Abiwyowr Toumhiiw] uiy &eyorrog “Aweidog, dv Afhwe “legdg
[ugp &oyovrog . . . .- oo, Joo

The arguments which have beén advanced by West for changing the restorations of
the Corpus are cogent, and with the text of equations (1) and (2) I can see no possibility
of error. The conclusion that 433/2 must have been ordinary depends, however, on
equation (3). As West observes, the year can be made intercalary at Athens only by
equating Hieros (Delian) with intercalary Posideion (Athens). Since this month would
have to be written ITootdnpdw &uBdlipog (or II. Toregog or II. debregog) West concludes
that the space available for restoration is too small to allow its substitution for I'eunlid»,
and hence that the month following Posideion was not in fact a second Posideion, and
that the year must have been ordinary.

It must be noted, however, that in the lacuna available for restoration West has
supplied not only the word I'euyhd» but also the word “46fpmow. The normal place
for ’46jpmow to appear, as is shown by equations (1) and (2) where this particular part

1 A.J. A, XXXVII (1934), pp. 1-9.
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of the text does not depend on restoration, is after the word uy». As a matter of fact
the word 46forr does not occur after the word wfr in equation (3), and whether or
not there is room to supply it out of order in the preceding lacuna must depend on
what other words are to be restored there. With our knowledge that the conciliar
year existed as early as 447, and with the further knowledge that this necessitates an
intercalary year in 433/2, the restoration of equation (3) should give the name of the
intercalated month in the lacuna, reading yodvog [¥oyer dupdlimog ITogidniisv] wip. The
fact that 46/»mow does not appear in its proper position after wfy is no proof that it
must be restored elsewhere, but merely evidence that it was omitted. Normally, as in
equations (1) and (2), the contrast was drawn between the month at Athens and the
month at Delos by the antithetical Z46fmow,—é& Afdwe 64. But in equation (3) where
Abpyowy was omitted the appositive particle dé was also omitted after & APlwe, and
we have merely yodvog [doxsr &uBdhipog ITooidnan] uip &oxovrog ‘Aweidog, &v Mjhwe ‘Iegdg
[uiy Foyovrog . . . . ¢ Ao, Joo. In spite of the omission of 248fwyowr there is no ambi-
guity about this definition of time, for the name of the archon Apseudes shows that
the month Posideion II belonged to the Athenian, and not to the Delian calendar; and
the Delian calendar is specified in its turn adequately by the modifiers & A7iwe and
[&oyovrog . . . .11, .. Jeo.

The table of correspondences for 433/2 which West has given for the two calendar
systems should be revised to read as follows:

Athens Delos
(Archon Apseudes) Hekatombaion Metageitnion (Archon Eupteres
433/2 Metageitnion—1. G, 12, 377, 11. 14—-15—Bouphonion 433)
Boedromion Apatourion
Pyanopsion Aresion
Maimakterion Posideion
Posideion Lenaion (Archon - - - ros 432)
Posideion II —1.G., 12, 377, 1l. 21-22—Hieros
Gamelion Galaxion
Anthesterion Artemision
Elaphebolion Thargelion
Mounichion Panamos
Thargelion Panamos II
Skirophorion Hekatombaion

The reconstruction of 433/2 in Athens as an intercalary year indicates that 434/3
was ordinary, and the year 432 in Delos should probably be made intercalary to prevent
too great a divergence between it and the Athenian calendar and the dates of the
solstice. On both counts, the Delian year 433 should be ordinary, not only to preserve
the correspondence indicated by I.G., 12, 377 with the Athenian months, but also to
avoid at Delos a succession of two intercalary years.
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PROXENY DECREE

5. Part of a stele of Pentelic marble, with the smooth-picked left side and rough-
picked back preserved, but otherwise broken, found on March 25, 1934 in the wall of
a late Roman building in Section Z.

Height, 0.245 m.; width, 0.23 m.; thickness, 0.073 m.
Height of letters, 0.009 m.
Inv. No. 1 1674.

The letters are arranged stoichedon. Eight lines occupy a vertical space of 0.095 m.
on the stone, and fifteen letters (measured on centres) occupy a horizontal space of
0.175 m. The letters are made with chisels of 0.008 m. and 0.006 m. in breadth.

415/4 =B.c. CTOIX. 23
[€]d0Eer wijt Bokijt xai [T@e Orju]
wi* Avrioyic émovrdr[eve . . ]
opoddng Sypauuarevfe .. % . .]
&g &meordre: Xapialg Toxs” K]
5 aloBévng slme: lAv/[. . 5. . ]
v xal 705 moaidag éme[1dd) & o]
[t]et wiy mwoly xai A6[praiog @]
vayodpar mwodkevo[v xal eleg)
[y)éemy Abpraiwy v [orhidne Ad]
10 [6i)mpe zé[Aec]i[v Tolilg faved . .]

The inscription may be dated in the eighth prytany of 415/4 because of the name of
the archon, which appears in line 4, and because it is known that in this year the tribe
Antiochis (line 2) held the eighth prytany.! The name of the man, however, who received
the rights of proxeny cannot be restored. The first two letters appear in line 5 as AN,
and these are followed by the tip of a stroke which may be interpreted as A or &; only
the lower left corner is preserved. The end of the name appears in line 6 with the letter N.

! See the text of I.G., 1% 302 in Meritt's Ath. Fin. Doc., p. 163, lines 71—77.
26
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Whoever the new proxenos and benefactor may have been, we know that he had the
stele inscribed at his own expense (line 10). This circumstance accounts for the fact
that Ionic letters were used and indicates that the man himself came from some part
of the Greek world where Ionic letters were regularly employed.

I should like to point out here the coincidence that in the eighth prytany of 415/4
an Athenian general was at Eph - - -.  Unfortunately the name is broken away after the
partially preserved ¢ in the inscription where it appears (I.G., 1%, 302, line 79; cf. text
as given by Meritt, op. cit.) but a probable restoration gives the reading Eph(esos). The
coincidence lies in the fact that in the same prytany we have an honorary decree for some
man who had been a benefactor to Athens and who was himself accustomed to the Ionic
alphabet. There is of course no proof, but the suggestion should be made that the recipient
of honors in the text here published may have been an Ephesian who had rendered some
service in the early days of the prytany to the Athenian general stationed at Ephesos.

If the restoration of the name in I.G., 12, 302 as Ephesos is correct, it is the last
reference we have to this city as loyal to Athens before it went over to Tissaphernes at
some time before 412, Perhaps the Athenians with an army on guard and with a
diplomatic use of proxeny decrees from Athens, were trying to hold a wavering city,
which ultimately took advantage of the exhausting preoccupation of the Athenians with
Sicily to break away from the empire.

SALE OF THE PROPERTY OF ALCIBIADES

6. A. Fragment of Pentelic marble, broken on all sides, but with the back preserved,
found on January 22, 1934 in the wall of a cellar of a modern house in Section K.

Height, 0.18 m.; width, 0.26 m.; thickness, 0.11 m.

Height of letters, 0.008 m.

Inv. No. I 236 b.

Ten lines occupy a vertical space on the stone of 0.11 m., and five rows of letters
(mostly stoichedon) occupy a horizontal space of 0.046 m.

- - [-- -3 ] 95  —em e -
-- --- [...5...] vacat I - ---]
-- - [ooox]epahaia vacat

5 [vacat] [oxdze]ve T nma---
- == [uvé]palioy vacat
-- - [xv]épalioy o I AP - -
-- --- [p]aoicbor TN vacat
- == voaréle |l mn---

0 -- --- rodmela ni---

1 Cf. Pauly-Wissowa, s. v. Ephesos, p. 2790.
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dipeog
trege 11
ddov &vev orvean(og)
dogdrioy
digoog
ogavig
xdodomog
xegoue [#€)
nctodorz[og]
AeBive

Aoz [égrov]
A

35

No. 6 A

26*
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This fragment belongs to the same inscription as that found in Section =T in 1932,
and now published as Hesperia, III, 35. It is a record of the poletai from the latter
part of the Fifth Century, recording the sale of the confiscated property of one of the
Hermokopidai, quite probably of Alcibiades. When the fragment first discovered was
published, it was found possible to unite as parts of one monument the new piece and
several other pieces already known and now preserved in the Epigraphical Museum at
Athens (I.G., 12, 329, 330, and 334). The fragment here recorded has no point of contact
with any of the other pieces, but probably belongs to the middle and last columns of
the stele as reconstructed in Hesperia, III, p. 48. Some question has been raised as to
whether the two fragments of I.G., I% 330 do actually join each other as I have claimed,
and as shown in the photograph in Hesperia, 111, p. 49, or whether they should be kept
in the relative positions assigned to them by Wilhelm in his publication in the Jakres-
hefte (1903, p. 236). I wish to take this opportunity to state that I have again examined
the stones in Athens, and that Sterling Dow has also examined them independently for me.
The disposition as indicated in Hesperia is correct, for the stones do join with a very
considerable area of contact between them.

Restorations in the present text, where necessary, may be made with reference to
Pollux. I owe lines 21-22 to a suggestion of Woodward. The entry in lines 4-5 may
have been, in part, the occasion for the statement (cf. Pollux, X, 40): & wzoig 4Axtfiddov
mwémoarar 1weooxe@dlaior oxvrirov wal Avoty wal &geodv. The ialior of line 8 are also
mentioned by Pollux (X, 43). In front of each item was the price of sale, preceded by
the amount of the émwwror. The figures of lines 26—36, as here printed, belong consequently
to items listed in a column to the right where the stone is now broken away.

Another fragment from the Agora and still a further piece from the Epigraphical
Museum may be added to the composite document, and I give them here as fragments B
and C under the present number. ‘

B. Fragment of Pentelic marble, broken on all sides, found on October 10, 1934 during
the demolition of a modern house in Section O.

Height, 0.163 m.; width, 0.093 m.; thickness, 0.118 m.
Height of letters, ca. 0.009 m.
Inv. No. I 2040.

Five lines occupy a vertical space on the stone of 0.058 m., and four rows of
letters, measured on centres, occupy a horizontal space of 0.034 m. The writing is
stoichedon.

The back of the stone is rough, but the original thickness seems to be preserved.
The fragment makes no join with any other piece of the inscription, and its exact place
in the original document cannot be determined. The restoration of the word wzgifor has
been given in the text; an alternative and equally possible suggestion is zoi3dv[tov].
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C. EM 2765. Fragment of Pentelic marble, broken on all sides. Wilhelm has noted
in the inventory in the Epigraphical Museum that the piece belongs with the poletai
records, but no indication of its association with this particular document is given.

Height, 0.225 m.; width, 0.166 m.; thickness, 0.115 m.

Height of letters, 0.005-0.007 m.

Ten lines occupy a vertical space on the stone of 0.097 m.

I have suspected a join with I.G., 12, 329, but it cannot be considered certain. When
the stones are so placed that line 26 of I.G., I2 329 (in the first column) falls at the
same level with line 12 of EM 2765 (which thus becomes column II, the middle column
of the document) there may be a slight contact surface. If so, the line which carries
the item Ke¢g maig in the first column is continued in the second column with the item
F PFasA - -,

With reference to the present publication, to the Corpus, and to Hesperia, 111, 35, the
various fragments of the inscription may be noted as follows:

Col. I Col. II Col. III
1.G. I% 329 4@ 6C Hesperia, 111, 35
6A — 6A
1.G., 12 330

(cf. Hesperia, 111, p. 49)
No. 6B and I.G., 12, 334 cannot be accurately assigned.

THE TRIBUTE ASSESSMENT OF 410 B.c.

7. Five small fragments of Pentelic marble, found between May 15 and 25, 1933 in
Section H' in front of the Stoa of Zeus. TFragment A was found in a burnt stratum,
fragments B, C, and D just above the classical floor, and fragment E just above bedrock.
They have no point of contact in common, but are obviously part of the same original
monument.

Frag. A: height, 0.08 m.; width, 0.05 m.; thickness, 0.04 m.

Frag. B: height, 0.105 m.; width, 0.105 m.; thickness, 0.042 m.
Frag. C: height, 0.13 m.; width, 0.085 m.; thickness, 0.045 m.
Frag. D: height, 0.08 m.; width, 0.095 m.; thickness, 0.033 m.
Frag. E: height, 0.09 m.; width, 0.071 m.; thickness, 0.035 m.

Inv. No. I 832,

The height of letters is ca. 0.006 m., and four lines occupy a vertical space on the
stone of 0.06 m., while five letters (in Neardo[eifig] of Fragment D) oceupy a horizontal

space of 0.057 m. The strokes of the letters are made with chisels of 0.006 m. or 0.004 m.
in breadth.
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The readings from the stone are fairly clear, so far as they are preserved at all, and
show that the fragments belong to an assessment list of the Athenian empire distinct
from that of 425/4 (I.G., 12, 63 = Meritt and West, The Athenian Assessment of 425 p.c.)
or of 421 (I.G., 12, 64, fragments y+2z”). In this document the amounts of tribute
followed the names and were separated from them by marks of punctuation. The writ-
ing shows some Ionic characteristics, like the etas in Zwij[ywot] and Midywo[mokiver] of
fragment D and the lambda of Midyro[mokiren] in the same fragment. In fragment C
(line 6) the letters - - - geeg must be taken as the ending of a name, nominative plural,
in place of the usual - - - - g8 or - - - - gfic. This form is attested only after 378 =.c.
in the examples collected by Meisterhans-Schwyzer,! but any other restoration here seems
difficult. Possibly the form Neavdo[etfig] in fragment D should be read as Neavdo[eig].?
The form - - --e¢ in fragment B shows that 5 was not always employed for & The
restoration here may be [Biodvf]e, for this city was supposed to pay also in 421 a tribute
of two talents (I.@., 1%, 64, line 87).

Other readings call for some comment. In line 4 the letters after - - - - xo are re-
presented only by three vertical strokes which are broken away at the top. The first
two cannot be combined to make a single letter but the last two may represent either
one letter or two. The letters in line 7 may form part of the word [KAalou)évi[oi] or
perhaps of the phrase [@souaior] & ’I[xdgoor] or [Oivaior] 8 "I[xdgot]. In any event the
names of fragment C seem to belong to the Ionic-Caric group, while those of fragment D
belong to the Hellespont, and those of fragment E to the Islands. This consideration
renders the restoration Midyro[wolizan] rather than Milyro[c] necessary in line 12. In
line 14 the traces of letters preserved are so spaced as to make necessary the supple-
ment [K]v0r[coc].

All the fragments except E are mere chips broken on all sides. Along the left edge
of E is an ancient beveled cutting very much like that which appears along both sides
of I.G., 1% 63, but in the present instance the marble once continued toward the left
even below the depth of the beveling. It is now broken away, and the original left edge
of the stone is not actually preserved—only the line of margin which was decorated by
the beveled surface. The arrangement suggests, however, that the names of the Island
district were listed in Column I of the catalogue, as was the case also in I.G., 1% 63.

In date the document is the latest of its kind that we now possess. The numerous
Tonicisms make a date in the latter part of the century almost inevitable, and I suggest
that it represents the assessment of 410/09 B.c. It is known from Thucydides that there
was no assessment in 414/3, for in that year the ¢@doog was abandoned in favor of a
five per cent tax on commerce.> The normal time for a new assessment after this date
was the Panathenaic year 410/09, when a restoration of tribute payment by the “allies”

b Grammatik der attischen Inschriften®, p. 141.
2 Cf. Pape, Gr. Eigennamen, s. v. Neavdoevs.
3 Thue., VII, 28, 4; cf. Meritt, Ath. Iin. Doc., pp. 16—17.
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may have seemed particularly appropriate after the great viectory of Kyzikos in the
spring or early summer of 410. Indeed, it must be assumed that an assessment had
taken place before 409/8, for we read in Xenophon's Hellenica (I, 3, 9) of the imposition
of @dgog on Chalkedon in that year on the old scale and the exaction of arrears. This
reassessment of tribute was recognized by Koehler years ago,® and the epigraphical
evidence for it has now come to light in the fragments here published. The new item
Midyro[morizen] from the Hellespont reflects the victory of Kyzikos and lends additional
support to the date here suggested in 410/09. The site of Miletopolis lay not far to the
southeast of Kyzikos. The restored democracy evidently planned a restored assessment
of the tribute, including cities within their sphere of interest, some of which, like Mileto-
polis, had not—so far as we know—been assessed before.

The fate of the five per cent tax is uncertain. Aristophanes (Frogs, line 363) speaks
of an slxooroldyog in Aigina in 406/5, but Aigina did not pay tribute and had not, in
fact, payed tribute since 431 (Thue. II, 27). Whether the allied citics were compelled
to pay the tax as well as the tribute after 410 we do not know. Evidently the tax
was continued where tribute was not collected. Incidentally, the resumption of tribute
assessment after a lapse of four years shows that the substitute tax was not so great
a financial success as the Athenians in 414 had hoped it would be.

TREASURES OF ATHENA AND THE OTHER GODS

8. Fragment of grayish-white marble, found on January 9, 1934 in the wall of a
modern house in Section A. It is broken on all but two faces, which have independent
inscriptions.

Height, 0.165 m.; width, 0.197 m.; thickness, 0.077 m.
Height of letters (on the principal face) 0.007 m., (on the lateral surface) 0.047 m.
Inv. No. I 1182.

The original thickness of the stele is preserved, with the back rough-picked. The
lIateral surface was used as a horizontal band for a later inscription, of which only two
letters (- - - EA) are preserved.

In the principal inscription the letters are arranged stoichedon. Four lines occupy a
vertical space of about 0.06 m., and eight letters, measured on centres, occupy a hori-
zontal space of 0.11 m.

I am indebted to Woodward, who has studied my copy, for the information that the
new fragment must join fragment ¢ of I.G., II2, 1395. When trial was made in Athens
it was found that the stones actually do join, as Woodward surmised, and a photograph
of the two pieces together is given here.

1 Urkunden und Untersuchungen, pp. 152—153.
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No. 8. I.G., II? 1395¢+ Agora 11182

[------- 7letne [0]i[e]A[i]0w x[ovod Il oTab)
[uor AbAA .. xwu]Bia relall} yovo[d .. .] ora[Ouoy]
[.. .5 .. yovloiov émirnxzov orabulo[y AICIII Fdd

[tov doyvedy] nothov ovabuoy P[Il w]érade yovo

[@ Ul @6 15 ovepldvo Ov ) Nixny Eyer [é]mi wijg ye00
[c 10 dydAuarog] orabuoy MFIl dax[z]dAiog orge
[7wwog xovods ‘Aorélutdog Boavowvicg oTalud]

[» FULN ovBiy hegalveivy mage [M]ybvuvel[iwy &]
[miyovoog dwnwvdxnyg &lmiyovoo[g] 3mé &[vev da]
[xzvAio Fovazog & wold]ywid[e - - - -- - - - - ]

The right margin of the stele is determined by the néw fragment, and the lines have

been numbered as in the text of I.G., 112 1395. New readings in lines 19, 20, 22, 23,
and 28 of the old fragment have been made by Woodward and Meritt.

The record is an inventory of the treasures of Athena and the Other Gods from the

Parthenon taken over by the board of treasurers of 395/4 from their predecessors.

SALES OF CONFISCATED PROPERTIES

9. Two fragments of Pentelic marble which belong together, but which do not join.

The piece on the left has the left edge preserved but is otherwise broken. It was found
in January of 1934 in Section 0.
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Height, 0.163 m.; width, 0.15 m.; thickness, 0.056 m.
Height of letters, 0.008 m.
Inv. No. I 1092.

The piece on the right is broken on all sides. It was found on March 30, 1933 in
Section Z. On it the ends of the lines of text are preserved, but the stone has no margin.
It extends beyond the break to the right enough to indicate that the inscription originally
contained another column of text in addition to that which is partially preserved in the
two fragments here published.

Height, 0.112 m.; width, 0.095 m.; thickness, 0.056 m.
Height of letters, 0.008 m.
Inv. No. I 627.

The inscription is stoichedon. Five lines of text occupy a vertical space on the stone
of 0.05 m.; six letters (measured on centres) occupy a horizontal space of 0.05 m.
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First half of the Fourth Century CTOIX. 32
- m e e e o %o
TOBOM) D= = = =~ = = = e —
FERE w0 dmdvia - - - - - - - m e oo
" Mhdrwy Ap[idvaiog améyeetps . ... % . .. .]
5 ¢ xal ovufollor ratexbowoay . ...7....]

70 Adwded[ido ovvorriay xai Eoyaticy(?) &)
PHA i oie Ogilen netudvag alg yellvwu mweds 1

Mo éviévrfog ..... ... .. 1deg Bogoat
gy Knpuoddw[gog . . . . ! e whébee 1111
10 molavo *Agé[oaryuog (?) Thymo)Aéuo Edwruu
edg Syyvt war[afol) HAAFF(?)] vacat
Pl wa émdme B[ ... 20 ... let vacat
‘Aoyédnuolg . . ... o ar)éyoape Xaol
otog »ae[b adpBolor ravendow]oay dgavoy
15 wifdo ..., S Jwe adron
PHHR - - goen(]

The document is a record of the mwwiyrei containing accounts for the sale of confiscated
property. It belongs in the same category with I.G., 112, 1579 and Hesperia, IV (193b),
no. 41, with which the text here given should be compared. The length of line is de-
termined as thirty-two letters by the restoration of line 14, where the verb narerdowoay
is taken from Aristotle, >46. ITol., § 47, 3 and the noun oduBolot = gdufBovlot from line b
above.

Aristotle speaks of the sale of the property of those who have been exiled by the
court of the Areopagos and of debtors, remarking that the poletai conducted the sale
in the presence of the Council, and that the nine archons ratified it (xaraxveodor &* oi
dwéa Hoyorrsg). Our document contains one record of such a sale and parts of two
others, reflecting the procedure as described by Aristotle. It is improbable that the
words 6 dsivog xai ovuBovhor (cf. lines 4-5 and 13—14) are the equivalent of the board
of nine archons; rather the named official was one of the board and the odufovior were
his advisers. Presumably any one of the nine archons had authority to ratify such a
sale. The three major archons had each two paredroi’ who were sometimes called
ovuBovlor as were also the advisers of the six other archons, though these had no official
status and were not recognized in the constitution.?

In the record given in lines 4-12 of the present inscription Platon of Aphidnai re-
gistered the property for sale, (....?....)s and his advisers ratified the sale, and the

1 Cf. 46, Iod., §56, 1 and LG, I1% 1696. In the very early fourth century (394/3) the number was
only one. See I G., II%, 2811.
t See Smith, Dictionary of Greek and Roman Antiquities, s. v. paredri.
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property belonged to some one from Daidalidai (lines 4-6). One can only conjecture
the real nature of the property, it must have been in part at least land, for the dimen-
sions of the plot are given in line 9 as four plethra. It was located in Thria, and the
restoration suggested here tentatively in the text assumes that it was a large house and
estate. A further definition of the locality of the property is given by the bounding
properties on the east and north (lines 7-9). Then follow in order three items: the
name of the man who made the purchase, the amount of his deposit, and the record of
the sales tax (lines 10—12).

Recently, in discussing another record of the poletai, I have argued against connect-
ing &yyv with xavefol).r The argument still seems to me valid, especially in view of
the fact that in I.G., 112, 1579 the words &yyv and xarafolsj are separated by blank
spaces upon the stone. I wish, however, to suggest still another possibility for explain-
ing &yyv as &yv(yrig). The bondsman may have been himself the purchaser, so that in
lines 10—11 of the present inscription the reading should be émelaro ’4oé[oaryuog(?) TAnmwo]éuo
Edwvopsts &yyv(nengg): “Aresaichmos, son of Tlepolemos (the name is uncertain), of Euony-
mon, the bondsman, bought up the property.” Such must have been a common event
when the first purchaser failed to meet the instalments on his payment when they became
due. With this interpretation one can understand why no space was left for a new
name after &yv in line 11, and why &yyv might appear in abbreviated form, which would
be most odd if the sense to be reconstructed demanded &yying xarveRols).

LEASES OF MINES AND SALES OF CONFISCATED PROPERTY, INCLUDING THAT OF
PHILOKRATES THE HAGNOUSIAN

10. An opisthographic stele of Hymettian marble, with one edge preserved, found on
April 2, 1934 in a heavy Roman wall in Section B.

Height, 0.735 m.; width, 0.445 m.; thickness, 0.09 m. at the top and 0.094 m. near the
bottom.

Height of letters, 0.004 m.

Inv. No. I 1749.

The inscription is stoichedon on both faces. On the obverse face (the one better pre-
served) ten lines occupy a vertical space of 0.075 m. and ten rows (measured on centres)
occupy a horizontal space of 0.075 m. On the reverse face (less well preserved) ten lines
occupy a vertical space of 0.067 m.; and ten rows (measured on centres) occupy a hori-
zontal space of 0.067 m.

1 Hesperia, IV (1935), pp. 570—-HT1.
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396 BENJAMIN D. MERITT

The stone is part of the same original stele with a fragment already known and published
as I.G., 112, 1582, which has the same slightly tapering thickness,! the same marble, and the
same writing on both its obverse and reverse faces. The better preserved face of 1.G., 112,
1582 has the closer script and belongs with the face less well preserved in the present text.

The tapering thickness (ca. 0.09 m. at the top to ca. 0.094 m. at the bottom) shows
that these two large fragments must be placed side by side rather than one above the
other in any attempted reconstruction. Along the left edge of Face A of the Agora
piece (cf. photograph on p. 394) there are drill holes made by some post-classical workman
who wanted to cut the stele in two. On the right edge of Face B of I.G., II% 1582
there are still discernible one or two similar holes, and they determine the line of cutting
when the stone was divided. The two and
one half columns of I.G., II? 1582 must
be added to the one and one half columns
of the Agora fragment to give a recon-
structed stele four columns in width. This
is, in fact, the disposition of the stone which
Oikonomos deduced from the spacing of the
columns on the original fragment, where his
very shrewd observation of a minute epi-
graphical detail gave the conclusion now
here confirmed.?

Fortunately it is possible to estimate the
original width of the stone, for the distance

Inv. No. 817 (obverse) from one margin to the centre can be mea-

sured on Face A of I.G., 112, 1582 as 0.533 m.

The total width was therefore 1.066 m. This determination plays an important part in

the reconstruction of the text of the Agora fragment. On the better preserved face the

last column and one interspace take 0.27 m., so there is left ‘a span of 0.263 m. for the

original Col. III and half the interspace preceding it. This width is exactly right for

the restoration of Col. III with a sfoichedorn line of thirty-five letters, and shows that in
fact Col. III had the same number of letters in each line as Col. IV.

The text now published in the Corpus as I.G., 112, 1582, lines 140-187, becomes Col. I
of the obverse face of the Agora stone, and should be restored with a sfoichedon line
of thirty-five (not thirty-nine) letters. The text of the Corpus now published as Cols. I,
II, and IIT of Face A of I.G., 112, 1582 becomes Cols. II, III, and IV of Face B of the
Agora stone, which preserves in legible form only a part of Col. 1. Each of these four
columns should be restored with a stoichedon line of thirty-nine letters.

! The thickness of the stone is erroneously recorded in Ath. Mitt., XXXV (1910), p. 274, and also in
the lemma in the Corpus, I.G., 112, 1582.
* Oikonomos, Ath. Mitt., XXXV (1910), p. 274.
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To this same stele belongs also a small fragment found in the Agora on May 16, 1933
in a late fill in Section Z.

Height, 0.13 m.; width, 0.128 m.; thickness, 0.094 m.
Height of letters, 0.004 m.
Inv. No. I 817.

The stone has one edge preserved, is opisthographic, and belongs below the large
piece (I 1749) described above. It makes no join. The text of the obverse face is given
below in lines 200-203, and of the reverse face in lines 295-308.

Inv. No. 817 (reverse)

Texr

Col. IIT (Face A)

349/1 B.c.(?) CTOIX. 35
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TRANSLATION

Lines 3-10: Mnesidamas son of Aristodamas of Myrrhinous (listed) an old [mine]
re-opened (name lost) in Amphitrope, [with a column, in the fields of] (------- yon
of Kytheros, bounded on the north by [------- , on the south] by the fields of Mne-
sidamas [of Myrrhinous, on the east by the fields of] (- - -)thenes of Kytheros, [and
on the west by the] fields of Mnesidamas of Myrrhinous. The lessee was Mnesidamas,
son of Aristodamas, of Myrrhinous, the amount being twenty drachmai.

Lines 10-16: The following [of the confiscated properties were sold].
On the second day of Pyanopsion: first [court] sitting for the new (offences); [ratifier
from the prytanes] Kephisodoros, son of Hagnotheos(?), [of - - - -].
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Case T

----- , son of - ---, of] Euonymon and Sosias, son of Kleinias(?), [of - - -, re-
gistered for confiscation a plot of ground] and house situated in Hagnous, etc.

Lines 45-50: - - - - to be [confiscated all] these above-mentioned [properties of Philo-
krates, son] of Pythodoros, of Hagnous, [since Philokrates did not appear] for the trial
[of the indictment to which] Hypereides had summoned him by laying information [be-
fore the demos, but] was convicted in absenlia in the [court - - - - - 1, ete.

Case I111(?)

Lines 74-81: (- - - -)ron, son of Euthyphron, [of - - - -, registered for confiscation
a plot of ground and a house belonging to - - - - - ,] son of Euktemon, bounded on the
north by the road leading to the Peiraeus, [on the south by the property of] (- - - -)ides
of Sphettos, on the [east by - - - - - , and on the] west by the property of Aristo(- - -)
[of - - - -, this (name of owner of the house lost) owing] to the public treasury [one
thousand drachmai and being] written down on the Acropolis - - - - ete.

Case (?)

Lines 101-115: [- - - bounded on the] east [by - - - -, and on the west] by the road
[leading to - - - - and the] workshop of [Hierokleides] of Hermos. [The purchaser was
--~-- son of ---- of ----, the amount being] one thousand drachmai. In addition,
two workshops in [Melite, bounded on] the east by [a house] of Philokrates [of Hagnous,
on the] west by a workshop of Hierokleides of Hermos, [on the north] by a house of
Philokrates of Hagnous, and on the south by the road [leading from the sanctuary] of
Herakles Alexikakos to the Agora. [The purchaser was] Hipponikos, son of Kallias, of
Alopeke, the amount being fifteen hundred drachmai—all the properties of Philokrates,
son of Pythodoros, [of Hagnous, being confiscated] since Philokrates did not appear for
[the trial] according to the public indictment which was brought against [him] by Hyper-
ides, son of Glaukippos, of Kollyte, but was convicted in absentia in the court.

Lines 115—190: Skirophorion second; the middle court sitting for the new (offenses);
ratifier from the prytanes Euthykles, son of Eukles, from Kedoi.

Case I

Euthykles, son of Euthymenides, of Myrrhinous, registered for confiscation an apart-
ment house in Peiraeus below Mounichia which is bounded on the north by a house of
Eukles of Myrrhinous, on the south by a house of Protarchos of Peiraeus, on the east
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by the road to the city, and on the west by a house of Euthymachos of Myrrhinous—
this apartment house belonging to Meixidemos of Myrrhinous who owes to the public
treasury of the Athenians a bond which he guaranteed for Philistides, son of Philistides,
of Aixone who shared in levying the metic tax in the archonship of Pythodoros (343/2):
the sixth and seventh and eighth and ninth payments, these four, each of 100 drachmai;
and another bond on the mines for the five drachmai tax: the sixth and seventh and
eighth payments, these three, each of 125 drachmai; and another bond which he guaran-
teed for Telemachos, son of Hermolochos, dwelling in the Peiraeus, who shared in levy-
ing the five drachmai tax for Theseus: the fourth and fifth and sixth and seventh and
eighth and ninth and tenth payments, these seven, each [of 100] drachmai; and another
bond for a stone-quarry in the Peiraeus: the fourth and fifth payments; these two, each
of 1151/, drachmai; and another bond which he guaranteed for Kallikrates, son of [Kalli-
krates], dwelling in Besa, who shared in levying the [one drachma] tax for Asklepios:
the seventh and eighth and ninth and tenth payments, these four, each of 362/; drachmai;
these sums having been [doubled], since neither Philistides nor Telemachos nor Kallikrates
paid to the [city] the purchase price of their tax-farming nor did Meixidemos pay the
bonds which he had guaranteed to the city, but was written down on the Acropolis.
R(atifiers): Phyakines, son of Kephisophon, of - - - -, and Charias, son of Elpinikos, of
Potamon. The purchaser was Telemachos, son of Theangelos, of Acharnai, the amount
being 3705!/, drachmai. This sum was deposited in full in one payment.

Case IT

Timarchos of Aphidnai, Amphikles, and Ersikles of Aphidnai registered for confiscation
a field of Nikodemos, son of Aristomenes, of Oinoe, situated in Aphidnai in the district
of the Petalidai, which is bounded on the north by the field of Euthymenes of Euonymon
and the rump, on the south by the field of Demostratos of Aphidnai and the field of
Apemonides, on the east by the ravine, and on the west by the field of Euthymenes of
Euonymon—this Nikodemos owing to the public treasury 1000 drachmai and being written
down on the Acropolis as having incurred a penalty in that after he became steward
of the tribe Aiantis and had collected the sacred money of the tribe he has not paid it
back, and being written down on the Acropolis as owing also to Ajax 6662/, drachmai,
this sum, furthermore, having been doubled for him in the archonship of Archias (346/5).
R(atifiers): Theophrastos of Eleusis and Demokles of Aphidnai. Claim: the stewards of
the tribe Aiantis, Dion son of Noumenios of Phaleron, Timokrates of Aphidnai, and
Polyphilos son of Polymedes of Oinoe laid a claim on behalf of the tribe Aiantis that
there was due to the tribe Aiantis a sum of 6662/, drachmai secured on the field of
Nikodemos son of Aristomenes of Oinoe, which is bounded on the north by the field
of Euthymenes of Euonymon and the rump, on the south by the field of Demostratos of
Aphidnai and the field of Apemonides, on the east by the ravine, and on the west by
the field of Euthymenes of Euonymon, since Nikodemos did not pay back this money to
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the tribe Aiantis when he had become steward and had collected the sacred money of
Ajax, Nikodemos having incurred also the penalty (even after losing all his possessions
if he should not pay back the money according to the laws of the tribe Aiantis) of
owing in addition to the public treasury a fine of 666 2/, drachmai. Nikostratos, son of
Xenokrates, of Rhamnous as purchaser paid off the claim so far as the tribe was concerned,
the amount being 680 drachmai. This sum was deposited in full in one payment.

Case 111

Registration for confiscation. Promethion son of Aischraios of Kedoi registered for
confiscation an estate in Thria which is bounded on the north by the road leading to
the - - ? - - and the two mountains - - - - - - and to the walled - - - -, on the south by
the sanctuary - - - - - ete.

COMMENTARY

It is probable that the inscription on face B is earlier than that on Face A, for the
latest archon mentioned there is Theophilos (348/7: I.G., II2, 1582, lines 76, 79) while
the name Pythodotos (343/2) appears in line 126 of face A. In any case the records of
the Laureion mines seem to have preceded on the stone the records of sale from con-
fiscated properties. The better preserved face of I.G., II% 1582 is entirely concerned
with the mines, beginning even in the first column now published as FFace B, lines 201—287,
of the present text and continuing over to the other side of the stone in lines 140-187
of I.G., 1%, 1582, Face B. This first Column of Face B in the Corpus text is continued
by Col. II (illegible) and Col. III of Face A in the Agora stone, where the record of the
Laureion mines is continued down to line 10. These first nine lines of the present text
have been restored so far as possible with reference to I.G., II% 1582, Mnesidamas son
of Aristodamas of Myrrhinous registered the mine (lines 3-4), owned property on the
north (line 7) and west (line 9) and himself purchased the lease (lines 9-10). The man
who listed and the man who bought the lease were frequently the same (cf. I.G., II%
1582, passim). The verb ameypdparo should be restored in line 4 but the space is too
short by two letters; I hesitate to restore dméypaye. The lease price was the customary
figure of 20 drachmai, a sum which appears frequently in I G., 112, 1582, Mnesidamas
was probably the son of that Aristodamas listed in the Prosopographia Attica as no. 1794
and brother of Polydamas (P.A4., 11917). His grandfather was Kallisthenes, also a
Myrrhinousian (cf. I. G, 112, 1152 add.).

From line 10 to the conclusion of the document as preserved are the records of
confiscated properties introduced by the phrase vdde ém[odfy v@v dpuomedrwy]. The
restoration is made from Pollux, where the recurring phrase & zoig djuiomedroig (e.g. X,
36, 96, etc.), particularly with reference to the posted lists of Alcibiades’ property, gives
justification for the epigraphical use of the word dyuidmoare here. The subdivisions
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under this general heading were made first by the date and specification of the court,
as in lines 11-13 and 115-117, and then by the individual registries for confiscation,
several registries appearing under each date. With each registry the verb dnéyoayer
appears in the singular, although, as in lines 152-153, as many as three people may
have listed the properties to be sold. These separate registries I have called “ cases”
in the translation above, and different case beginnings may be distinguished for the
confiscation of Pyanopsion 2 in lines 14 and 50, and for confiscations of Skirophorion 2
in lines 118, 153, and 185.

Lines 12-13: The court was called [dixaoeijgior] medwov @y »atvéiv, and this item is
to be compared with that of lines 116117 where the court which sat in Skirophorion
was called dicaorioiov ©6 péoov T@ ]y xawv@y. As 16 péoov is known as one of the Athenian
law courts,! so medrov, or 7o medrov, which is here attested for the first time, should
(I believe) be taken as the name of a court. The words z@» xaww@r seem to refer rather
to the function of the court than to its location, and I quote with reference to them
the grammarians’ note on the eloayyedio: xavd xaw@y xai dyodpwy Gdxnudrwy. ablry udy
odv ¥ Kavudiov 06§a (Lexicon Cantabrigiense; cf. Lipsius, Das atlische Recht, p. 185, note 26).
The connection is doubtful, as is also the relation to 70 Kawvdr of Aristophanes, Wasps, 120.
From the context of this inscription it is evident that in Pyanopsion the court mentioned
dealt, infer alia, with cases referred to it in consequence of an eloayysdic (line 48).2 The
cases which came before the dixaozioror 6 uéoov v@v xouv@v in Skirophorion (lines 116-117)
were concerned, so far as the evidence of this inscription shows, either directly or
indirectly with tax-farming and the collection of sacred money.

Line 13: The restoration xvowzig ek movrdrvewy is taken from line 117. The ratifier
from the prytanes was in attendance at the session of the court. This word xvewrig
appears also in I.G., II%, 1678 A 27, where the restoration should be given as wwowzig
é[x] @y r[o]v[rdvewr t]otrw([y - - - etc., and where also a court action involving monetary
transactions is recorded. In the present instance the ratifier was Kephisodoros.

Lines 14—15: The men who registered for sale the properties of the following lines
were two in number, but the verb to be supplied in line 15 was probably dméyearer.
Cf. line 154.

Lines 15-16: The final three letters of line 15 have been restored as part of the
locative Ayvotvre. From line 16 down to line 45 there are no preserved designations
of ownership of the properties sold, while the recurrence of &egor and ézégar (lines 20,
23, 34, 39) and the summation with zedr[e &movra] in lines 45—46 imply that they all
belonged to one man. If so, it is clear from line 46 that he must have been Philokrates
the Hagnousian, for whom the location of the house and property in Hagnous (line 15:
Ayv[otvrt]) is not inappropriate. Probably the name Philokrates is to be restored in

1 See scholia on Aristophanes, Wasps, 1203 also Pollux, VIII, 121.
2 For such reference to a dikastery see Lipsius, op. cit., p. 182 (also, e.g., Pollux, VIII, 51).
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line 16. It may be inferred from the item &rego[r ywelov] of lines 20-21 that the noun
ywolov should also be restored in line 15 (cf. also lines 23 and 34).

Lines 22-23: @» = @v(yz7g). The purchaser was apparently the same both in lines 22-23
and lines 33-34, the difference in the entries being that the price paid was listed after
his name in line 23 and before it in line 33.

Line 28: The letters AO in Kvdef are cut very small in the interspace to the right
of the column, and lie outside the stoichedon framework of the inscription.

Lines 29-32: The property described in these lines was bounded by the sanctuary
of Artemis (lines 29, 30, 32) and the field of the FEixadeig (line 31). These Eixadeig were
a religious club dedicated to the worship of Apollo (cf. Poland, Gesch. des griech. Vereins-
wesens, p. 64), with their sanctuary in the neighborhood of the modern Markopoulo in
the Mesogeia.! Since Markopoulo marks the site of the deme Hagnous, we are justified
in making the deduction that the Hagnousian property of Philokrates is here being sold
(cf. commentary on lines 15-16), and that the Eixadéw» ywelov of lines 31-32 is in fact the
same as that delimited by the boundary stone I. G, 112, 2631: &gog yweiov xotvob Einedeiwy.

Line 37: The fact that the property is described as a ywoior (line 34) and that it
probably lay in Hagnous (cf. commentary on lines 29-32) militates against the tempting
restoration [- - - “4get]og mdyog.

Line 42: See commentary on lines 29-32.

Lines 45—46: The word zebre here summarizes the properties of Philokrates listed
in the lines above (15-44). The appearance of [dyud]oie lends color to the restoration
[dquooiwy] in line 110, while the appearance of d&wdrvrwr in line 111 gives credence to
the restoration [dmeavre] in line 46.

Lines 46—-50: These lines may be restored by comparison with lines 111-115, though
the exact wording in both cases is not the same. Philokrates, son of Pythodoros, of
Hagnous (P.A4., 14599) was the celebrated Athenian whose name is connected with the
Peace of 346 m.c., and who fled into exile rather than stand trial when indicted by
Hypereides. These facts are known from the literary tradition (Hypereides, IV [III], 29;
Demosthenes, XIX, 116ff.; Aischines, II, 6 and III, 79, 81; Dinarchus, I, 28). That
Philokrates was tried in absentia and condemned, and that his property was confiscated,
is also known. The present inscription gives a concise statement of the facts of indictment,
trial, and condemnation, and records the sale of the confiscated property. It also adds
to our knowledge the name of Philokrates’ father, Pythodoros (lines 46 and 111). Hypereides
son of Glaukippos of Kollyte (lines 48—49 and 114) was the famous orator (P.4., 13912).

Line 50: With this line a new rubric begins. The restorations for the rest of Col. III are
difficult and for the most part no attempt has been made to give supplements in the text.

1 Cf. 1.G., 117, 1258, about which some uncertainty exists whether it was found at Markopoulo in the
Mesogeia or near Oropos. The document I.G., 112, 2631 was found near Markopoulo in the Mesogeia.
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Lines 67-73: The record is involved with rentals, yearly rates, interest, principal,
and loans. In line 73 dav = dav(etowr).

Line 71: Possibly du]gpogpBide, related to dugdeBior. 1 have no satisfactory explanation.
Lines 79-80: The formula of lines 159-160 can be recognized here.
Line 103: The name ‘Isgoxdsido is restored from line 107.

Line 105: The restoration &[u Meliryi] fills exactly the available space, and is justified
by the fact that the southern boundary was the road leading from the sanctuary of
Herakles Alexikakos to the Agora. This shrine was in Melite, and a boundary stone which
may belong to it was found recently in the Agora excavations (Hesperia, 111 [1934], no. 56).

Lines 106 and 108: For Philokrates (P.A4., 14599) see the commentary on lines 46-50.

Lines 108-109: The course of the road is uncertain but it probably entered the
Agora south of the Tholos.

Line 110: For Hipponikos son of Kallias of Alopeke see P.A., 7669. The present
text gives the first sure evidence for the deme of the famous family of Hipponikos and
Kallias. They belonged to Alopeke of the tribe Antiochis, and not to Ankyle of Aigeis
as has been thought hitherto (cf. Kirchner, Hermes, XXXI, pp. 2568-259). The grandfather
of the present Hipponikos, also called Hipponikos, son of Kallias, was general in 427/6.
Our knowledge that he belonged to Antiochis (X) instead of to Aigeis (II) enables us to
avoid the assumption of double representation for Aigeis in the strategic list of this year
(cf. Beloch, Gr. Gesch., 112, p. 263), and to secure a more nearly correct basis of evidence
for the study of tribal representation in the Athenian strategia.

Lines 110—-115: See the commentary on lines 46-50. With these lines a second section
dealing with the confiscated properties of Philokrates is brought to a close.

Lines 115—118: See the commentary on lines 12-13 and on line 13. A new sub-
division of the record is begun by the new date, the name of the court, and the name of
the ratifier from the prytanes. Euthykles son of Eukles from Kedoi may be the grandson
of that Euthykles listed as P.A., 5583 and nephew of the Pythokles listed as P.4., 12443.

Lines 118 and 120: For Euthykles son of Euthymenides of Myrrhinous see P.A4.,
5644 (s.v. Edbuusvidng). Euthykles was a brother of Eupolemos (P.4., 5928), who was
active ca. 340-330 B.c.

Lines 121-122: The “city road ” was evidently the main road from the Peiraeus to
Athens, leading out through the “City gate” in the walls of Peiraeus. OCf. Judeich,
Topographie (1931), pp. 430-431 and Plan III.

Lines 124-125: &yyoyp [j]v veyvioaro. The verb is usually éreyvijoero (lines 125,
133134, 141) but once #yyvioaro (lines 148—149). Cf. Liddell and Scott, s.v. &yyvdw.

Line 125: Philistides son of Philistides of Aixone was probably the son of that

Philistides listed as P.A., 14441 and brother of Pausistratos (P.4., 11743) who is known
to have belonged to the tribe Kekropis.
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Line 126: Philistides had been one who participated in the collection of the metic
tax in the archonship of Pythodotos (343/2). The purchase price which he was supposed
to pay for the privilege of gathering the taxes is described in line 148 by the technical
word &»). For the farming out of taxes, see Aristotle, 240. ITod., § 47, 2 (Busolt-Swoboda,
Griechische Staatskunde, p. 1230). An informative passage which illustrates the text of
this inscription is found in Andokides, I, 133-134:

‘Aybgorog yag obroal, 6 nakdg xdyalds, doxwrng &yévero

vijg mevenrooijg volvov &rog, wal émelavo voudrovte Tohdy-
twy, peréoyor & adr obror mdvreg oi magaovAheyévreg Srd
oy Aebwyy, ofg dusic Tove olol elow: of dud Tobro

guorye doxotior ovldeyivar dxslos, U adroig dupdreoa 7,

xal uy dmeeBdAlwor Aafeiy doydorov nai Shiyov moalbeiong
pevaoysiv. xepddvevreg 0¢ vole vdhavia, yvovreg ©o

medyua olov &y, &g wolhot ¥Eiov, uvéoTyoay mdvveg, nal
uetaddvreg voig ¥hhoig dwvolvto mwdlw Toidrovre Taldvrwy.
¢mel 0 obx dvvwveito oddelg, mapelbiw dydr elg iy

Bovlay dregéfadhov, Swg Emorduny €& nai voudnovre Talddvrwy.
ameldoag d¢ Tovrovg xal waraorhoag duiv dyyvyrag dEéhsSa T
xorparo ol wevéfalov Tf wokst wel avvig ot Elnuidbny,
aAde nal Boayéa Grensodaivousy ol peraoydrreg: - -.

In this passage from Andokides it appears that several people had grouped themselves
together, first with Agyrrhios and then others with Andokides, to pay the price of the
avi), and that Andokides in overbidding Agyrrhios and getting the contract for himself
had furnished guarantors. Meixidemos, in the present inscription, was a guarantor for
Philistides, who was in turn one of the group that bought the privilege of farming the
metic tax. This tax falls in the category which Aristotle describes as za #ély v eig
vavrdv memgaudva, for Philistides was collector only in 343/2.

Lines 127-129: Aristotle (46. ITok., § 47, 2-3 and b) tells how the records of the
taxes farmed out were kept. If the payments were to be made in instalments, one for
each prytany, the amounts were listed on ten whitened tablets and each record expunged
only when payment was made. The present document lists payments that were due
evidently in ten instalments (xazefolal) and records those instalments that remained
unpaid (cf. Gilbert, Greek Constitutional Antiquities, pp. 352—355).

Line 130: Reference to a five-drachmai tax on the mines.

Lines 132-134: The form of the name shows that Telemachos was a metic. He
participated in collecting a five-drachmai tax for Theseus, here attested for the first time.

Lines 141-143: The form of the name shows that Kallikrates was a metic. He
participated in collecting the one-drachma tax for Asklepios.
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Lines 145-150: Aristotle (240. ITol., § 48, 1) says that if a payment is not made when
due the record of it still stands and it must be paid double. This doubling of the
amount is recorded in line 145, where the word JdizA@» may be shown from the com-
putation of the items to be a necessary restoration.

The calculations are:
Amount of Number of

Reference Instalments Instalments Total
line 129 100 4 400
line 132 125 3 375
line 137 [100] 7 700
line 140 1151, 2 231
line 145 362/, 4 1467/,
18527,

The figure 18522/, when doubled (line 145) amounts to 37051!/,, the sum preserved on
the stone in line 152.

In giving possible reasons for driuic Andokides (I, 78) lists those people émdoor - - -
# dvag moidusvor éx ol dnuociov ui) raréBadov T yojmeve, ¥ dyybag fyyvicavio mwedg ©o
dnudorov: wobrorg §) udv &xwetorg Ny mi Tig &vdrng mouraveleg, &l 08 wi, dimddoroy Sgsilety
xal ©& wwijuare adr@y nemedobar. Although two of the principals concerned in our present
document were metics, the classes are the same. Philistides (line 125), Telemachos
(line 133), and Kallikrates (line 141) were the @rdg moidusvor who did not pay their instal-
ments (lines 146 -148) and Meixidemos (line 123) was the dyydag &yyvnoduevog (lines 148—149).
Andokides uses the word #retoig for the settlement of the debt; the inscription (line 146)
has odx Suretodvrwy.

These lines give our best evidence for the date of the inscription on the better
preserved face of the stone. Instalments as late as the ninth prytany of 343/2 were
overdue (line 128). It is probably true, though not absolutely certain, that the overdue
instalments of the tenth prytany (lines 136, 144) belong also to 343/2. In any case,
there was a period of grace before the confiscation of the property, and it is difficult
to date Skirophorion of line 115 earlier than 342/1. Pyanopsion of line 11 probably
belongs to the same year, and it thus appears that the property of Philokrates was
being condemned and sold as early as the autumn of 342. This agrees well with other
evidence for the date of Hypereides’ indictment which Schaefer dates not earlier than the
autumn of 343.1 If there were no undue delays in the proceedings against Meixidemos
as described in lines 118-153, then the sloayysdia brought by Hypereides against Philo-
krates can be dated in 343/2.

Line 150: » — x(vowrai). Phyakines is a name new to Attic prosopography. Cf.
line 166.

1 Schaefer, Demosthenes und seine Zeit, 112, p. 368, note 1.
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Lines 151-152: Telemachos, son of Theangelos, of Acharnai is already known
(P. 4., 13562).

Line 153: Three men registered the property of Nikodemos, the record of whose
case begins in this line.

Line 155: & ITgvahidwr: cf. I.G., 1% 1594, lines 46, 48. Tor the genitive, cf., e.g,
8y Kvdavridav and 8y Kobwwidav in I.G., 112, 1597,

Line 161: As epimeletes Nikodemos was one of a board of three. See lines 167-170.

Line 166: Archias was archon in 346/5. x==u(vowral); they were two in number,
as in lines 150-151.

Line 167: Demokles of Aphidnai is known (P.4., 3495). The tribe Aiantis was
interested in the property of Nikodemos registered for sale by the state and made a
claim (dvemiownuue) in order to guarantee the payment of its own debt. See Lipsius,
Das attische Recht, p. 934 and note 17, also pp. 464, 493.

Lines 168—-170: The epimeletai of the tribe were three in number.

Lines 176—-185: The amount of money which Nikodemos owed to the tribe Aiantis
was 6667/, drachmai. Nikokrates evidently had purchased from the city the privilege
of collecting the 6662%/; drachmai due to Aiantis and also the 6662/, drachmai due the
public treasury when the amount of the debt was doubled in 346/5. He paid for this
privilege 680 drachmai to the public treasury and satisfied also the claims of Aiantis.
The city profited slightly by the transaction, and we may be sure that Nikokrates did
not lose. Either Aiantis was satisfied with a sum less than its original debt, or (more
likely) Nikokrates collected more than enough to pay the amount in full and to re-
imburse himself for the 680 drachmai listed in line 185. The restoration of line 183 is
uncertain. Nikokrates son of Xenokrates of Rhamnous was apparently of the same
family as Xenokrates son of Xenokrates of Rhamnous (P.4., 11250).

Lines 187-188: The letters at the end of line 187 and the beginning of line 188 give
the word KAEY=ON. I have no satisfactory explanation, but the context calls for a
topographical definition near Thria.

Lines 206-308: These lines belong with the record of the Laureion mines and are
the first column on that face of the stone for which I.G., II2, 1582 gives columns II,
III, and IV. Only a few letters can be made out in that part of column II which ap-
peared on the Agora fragment.

DECREE

11. The upper right corner of a stele of Pentelic marble, with mouldings and part
of the pediment preserved, but broken away at the left and at the bottom. The stone

was found on May 15, 1933 in the curbing of a late well in Section H'.
28
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Height, 0.175 m.; width, 0.122 m.; thickness, 0.095 m.
Height of letters, 0.006 m.
Inv. No. I 830.

Four lines occupy a vertical space on the stone of 0.05 m., and six letters (stoichedon),
measured on centres, occupy a horizontal space of 0.075 m.

332/1 B.c. CTOIX. 31
[0 & 0] {
CEri Nuifrov &pyovrog énmi wijg] Kexgoni
[dog méumrng mevravelag fu “Agliordrov
[c ’Aowsvdvov ’Arayvedoiog éyolauudre[v]
5 [ev' IToowdedvog évdendrel, méum]rer nai
[dexdTeL 1iig movtavelag® T@v mwe)oédowy
[rmeysjpiley nomen 16, demoticum] v F5[of)

The inscription may be assigned to the
year of Niketes because of the name of the
secretary which appears in line 3. The
spacing of the letters (stoichedon 31) shows
that the number of the prytany was either
fifth, seventh, or tenth and that the date by
prytany in lines 5—6 must have fallen be-
tween the thirteenth and nineteenth day of the

No. 11 prytany. In the year of Niketes (cf. I. G, IT?,

344-347) such dates in the seventh and

tenth prytanies would yield corresponding dates in Anthesterion and Skirophorion which

could not be restored in line 5. For the fifth prytany, however, a restoration is possible,
and has been made in the text here given.

DECREE

12. Part of a stele of Pentelic marble, made up of two contiguous fragments and of
one piece which can be placed exactly in relation to them. One piece, already published
as Hesperia, 1II (1934), no. 7, was found in the wall of a modern cistern in Section A;
the smaller piece adjoining it was found on May 23, 1933 in a late fill in Section Z.



Height, 0.15 m.; width, 0.17 m.; thickness of the inscribed portion below the mould-

ings, 0.035 m.
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Height of letters, ca. 0.007 m.
Inv. Nos. I 219 (see also Hesperia, III, no. 7) and I 860.

Four lines occupy a vertical space of 0.057 m. on the stone, and ten letters (stoichedon),

measured on centres, occupy a horizontal space of 0.149 m.

The second new piece, with left edge preserved, was found on February 26, 1936 in

a mediaeval storage pit in Section KK.
Height, 0.28 m.; width, 0.13 m.; thickness, 0.047 m.
Height of letters, 0.007 m.

Inv. No. I 3619.

10

No. 12

302/1 s.c. CTOIX. 26
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The discovery of the new fragments confirms the attribution of the inscription to
the year of Nikokles, and makes certain the reading of the date by month in lines 5-6
as IToowded[vog dsvtéloar uetr’ [el]xddag, with backward count in the reckoning of the days.
This was suggested in restoration in Hesperia, IV, p. 546, and is now proved correct by
the new fragments here published. The calendar equations of this insecription and of
I.G., 112, 499 give again a formal proof of the backward count, such as was first af-
forded by Hesperia, IV, no. 39 and I.G., 112, 838 (see Hesperia, IV, pp. 529-5H31).

PRAISE OF AN ARCHON AND HIS PAREDROI

13. Fragment of a stele of Pentelic marble, broken on all sides, found on April 29, 1933
in a loose fill above bedrock in a Roman building of Section H. The left margin of
the inseription is determined by a beveled edge, to the left of which the flat surface of
the stone is still partially preserved on a lower plane.

Height, 0.169 m.; width, 0.20 m.; thickness, 0.057 m.
Height of letters, 0.005 m.—0.006 m. (¢ = 0.008 m.).
Inv. No. I 749,

Eight lines occupy vertically a space of 0.10 m., and ten letters (measured on centres)
occupy horizontally a space of 0.113 m. The letters are arranged stoichedon, but with
syllabic division at the ends of the lines.
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288/7-263/2 B.c. CTOIX. 39
[vo]dg 8ni [¢f]e [Grovwioer . ... ... 20 ol ]
[.Jduevor &x wob véulolv [ émouvécar 0¢ nal vodg mwa ")
[o]édgovg adrob ® Ggal........... . ]
Kenowpavre Kenou[. ... ... % 00000, ral 0T€]

5 povoar Endrego[v abTdy nard TOY vouov' dvayed ]
Wou 08 ©d0e 10 Yy[gioua TOv yoapuarie TOv rard © °)
mwovtavelay &y [ovilne MBiv xel orfjoct Eumoo]

[o]0ev wijc vob A[10g ovodg elg 08 viy dvaypaiy vijg]
[o]wing ueo[loar vodg &mi wijt diowngjoer ° A ° Joay]
10 [udg) vacat

The character of writing is eminently suitable for the first half of the third century s.c.,
and the payment of money by the administrative board (line 1) serves to date the in-
scription more accurately between 288/7 and 263/2, when Athens was free from Mace-
donian control.!

The specification of the number of drachmai for the inscribing of the stele (line 9) is
also characteristic of the early third century (see, e.g., Hesperia, IV [1935], p. 562, no. 40,
line 32). There is no room in the last lines of the present document for the formula
70 yevdugvoy dvdlwpo.

The name of the man in whose honor the decree was passed has not been preserved,
but evidently he had two paredroi (lines 3-H), and they were given praise along with
him and had their names inscribed on the same stele. The Athenian officials who had
two paredroi were, par excellence, the three major archons (246. ITod., § 56, 1), and I
suggest that the present decree was in honor of one of these. The decree was to be
erected “before the Stoa of Zeus” (line 8). It is natural to suppose that the decree
honoring an archon would be erected before his political office. For the Archon Basileus
this was the Royal Stoa,? and it follows that if this decree was in his honor the Stoa
of Zeus should then be identified with the Royal Stoa, as has recently been argued by
N. Valmin.®* However, the Archon Eponymous also had his office in the Agora,* and it
is probably premature to draw conclusions concerning the topography of the Agora from
this document, other than to say that if the Stoa of Zeus and the Royal Stoa are not
to be identified, then this document belongs to the Archon Eponymous and is prima facie
evidence that his office was in the Stoa of Zeus.

! Dinsmoor, Archons of Athens, p. 65.

2 Cf. Pauly-Wissowa, Realencyklopddie, s. v. Basileus, Vol. III, p. 73.

3 «“Die Zeus-Stoa in der Agora von Athen,” Kung. Humanistiska Vetenskapssamfundet i Lund,
Arsberittelse, 1933 —1934, pp. 1-7.

* [Andocides], 1V, 14; cf. Busolt-Swoboda, Gr. Staatskunde, II, p. 1074, n. 3.
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THE YEAR OF PEITHIDEMOS

14. Large stele of Hymettian marble, which has been preserved almost entire in its
over-all dimensions, but which has been foot-worn and battered until the surface is
almost completely lost. The opening lines of the decree can be partially read. The
stone was found on July 8, 1933 built into the wall of a Byzantine building in Section H’,
where it had served as a threshold.

Height, 1.40 m.; width of face across the top, 0.46 m., and across the bottom, 0.53 m.;
thickness, 0.155 m.

Height of letters, 0.005 m.
Inv. No. T 1051.
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267/6 B.c. CToIX, 43
[0] € [o (]
*Emi IT5[0)0107%[u]ov &ox[ov]Tog &ni vii[g Alxauavridog o[l ¥ ¥]
[eng movra]si[ag] vacat
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5 [efig morravelag - = = - - = - - - - - - - — oo ]

Remaining lines illegible
The determination of the year of Peithidemos as 267/6 was made by Ferguson (4.J. P,
LV [1934], pp. 330-331). Cf. Hesperia, 1V, p. 584. The name of the secretary was not
inscribed on the stone either in the document here published or in the other known
decree of Peithidemos' year where the opening lines have been preserved (I.G., 112, 687).

DECREE IN HONOR OF KEPHISODOROS

15. An inscribed stele of Hymettian marble, together with three small pieces, two of
which join together but no one of which joins the larger block of stone.

The stele proper was found on March 24, 1933 in a hard earth filling in front of the
South Byzantine building in Section H'.

Height, 0.85 m.; width of pediment, 0.526 m.; width at line 1 of the inscription, 0.468 m.;
width at line 29 of the inscription, 0.479 m.; greatest thickness, 0.15 m.; thickness of the
dressed edges, 0.075 m.

Inv. No. I 605.

A fragment which contains parts of lines 44-54 was found on May 9, 1933 in Section E.
It bears the inventory number I 605 ¢ and has the following measurements: height, 0.132m.;
width, 0.091 m.; thickness, 0.032 m.

The two fragments which join together, and which give parts of the text in lines 47—56
were both found in Section H'. One piece bears the inventory number I 834 and was found
in the lowest layer above the classical floor on May 18, 1933 the other piece bears the in-
ventory number I 909 and was found in a burnt layer on May 29, 1933. The combined frag-
ments have the following measurements: height, 0.12 m.; width, 0.171 m. ; thickness, 0.035 m.

A small piece inventoried as I 605b was found at the same time with the stele proper,
but does not, apparently, belong with this inscription.

The marble of all the fragments has a mottled coloration, shading irregularly from
milky white to a very dark bluish slate-grey. The top of the stele is ornamented with
a pediment with central and lateral finials; the back is rough, thinned at the edges; and
the sides are picked with a fine-toothed chisel.

The height of letters throughout is ca. 0.006 m. Ten lines of the text occupy on the stone a
vertical space of 0.116 m.; the writing is not sloichedon. Between clauses of the text a space of
one or sometimes two letters is left uninseribed. The writing is characteristic of the early second
century B.c., alpha having consistently the cross-bar with its centre depressed but not angular.

Reference to this text has already been made in Hesperia, IV (1935), p. 56, note 1.
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No. 15. Inv. No.I605¢

No. 15. Inv. Nos. I 834+ 909
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196/5 m.c.
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TRANSLATION

In the archonship of Charikles, in the ninth prytany of Aigeis for which Aischrion,
son of Euainetos, of Rhamnous was secretary; decrees of the Demos; Elaphebolion 13th,
according to the god (the 18th), 28th of the prytany; assembly with full power in the
Peiraeus. The chairman of the proedroi Antipatros, son of Potamon, of Lamptrai, and
his fellow proedroi put the question to a vote. Resolved by the Council and Demos;
Sodamos, son of Timasitheos, from Oion made the motion:

Inasmuch as Kephisodoros has on all occasions exerted strenuously his good will
toward the Demos, has engaged honestly and incorruptibly in political life for nearly
thirty years, and has never avoided either trouble or danger for the common welfare;
and has performed all the liturgies to which the Demos appointed him, in particular
serving well and honourably as treasurer of the military funds and discharging the
duties of stewardship of the grain-fund in the years of Apollodoros and Proxenides
respectively; has given advantageous laws for the concord of all Athenians; has advised
sources of revenue that were fair and just; has explained how the Demos might keep
firm in their faith existing friends and gain also others in addition; has foreseen the plots
being prepared by outsiders and has set himself to oppose them; and has recommended
good alliances advantageous to the Demos; and has gone on embassies of the greatest
importance for the safety of the cities and the countryside; has contributed money and
grain and many other gifts; has proposed many decrees that were useful, bringing glory
and achievement and adornment to the Demos; has kept magnanimously to the same



424 BENJAMIN D. MERITT

policy throughout; and by the continuity of his action and thought has been most
particularly responsible, along with the good will of the gods, for the preservation by
the Demos of its autonomy and for the conferment on many of the other Hellenes as
well of the greatest of blessings; and now for all these reasons [showing] that it is just
for him to receive honor according to the law, inasmuch as he asks that the Demos
[grant] a bronze image of him in the Agora and [a bronze image] in the harbor-market
and food in the prytaneion for himself and for the eldest of [his descendants] forever
after him and a front seat in all [the contests which the city] holds, and inasmuch as
he has made his request to [the Council and Demos] with due regard to his accomplish-
ments—{in order that the Demos may be seen] to honor good men and [in order that
others] zealous in the same policy [may know] that they always receive fitting [honor
from the Demos of the Athenians, with good fortune] be it resolved by the Council
that the proedroi [who are chosen by lot to preside in] the assembly which meets with
full power [in the prytany of Aigeis deliberate] about these matters [according to the
law and] submit [the resolution of the Council to the Demos, that the Council resolves]
to praise [Kephisodoros, son of - - - - - , 0f ------ , and to crown him with] a golden
[crown according to the law for the valor and good will which he] constantly [holds
toward the Demos of the Athenians, and to proclaim] this [erown at the celebration of the
new tragedies at the] City-[Dionysia and at the gymnastic contests of the Panath]enaia,
[the Eleusinia, and the] Ptol[emaia; that the generals] and the treasurer [of the military
funds] care for the [making] of the crown [and the proclamation]; further, that a bronze
image [of him] be erected [in the Agora and another in the Peira]eus in the harbor-
market; and that he and the eldest of his descendants for ever after him shall have
[food in the prytaneion and a front seat in all the contests which the city] holds; that
the thes[mothetai shall introduce his scrutiny] when [the days required] by [law for the
request] shall have elapsed; - - - - - - ---------

COMMENTARY

The decree honors that Kephisodoros who, as leader of the Athenian Demos in the
late third and early second centuries, exerted his efforts against Philip V of Macedon.
A memorial to him was seen by Pausanias just outside Athens on the Sacred Way, and
a brief account of Kephisodoros’ services to Athens is given by Pausanias when he
mentions the monument (I, 36, 5).

Lines 1-4: The date of the inscription is definitely fixed as 196/5 by the name of
the secretary from Rhamnous who falls into place in the secretary cycle in this year.!
A more precise date is given in the opening lines of text, as on the twenty-eighth day

1 Cf. Ferguson, Athenian Tribal Cycles, p. 28. Ferguson’s cycle has been confirmed by the inscription
found in the Agora and published first as Hesperia, III, no. 18. A more complete text is given on
pp. 429—430 below.
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of the ninth prytany of the year, and in the month of Elaphebolion. Unfortunately the
date by month is not clear, for the actual number of the day xazc 6edv seems to have
been omitted through oversight, and we are now able to supply the missing words only
by inference, with considerable uncertainty because of the lack of real knowledge as to
what the calendar counts xaz’ ¥gyorze and xere Osdv signified. From the preserved
examples of such double dating (especially L G., 112, 967 and 1006) it is apparent that
the first date given was that xat’ &oyovre, even though this distinguishing phrase was
here omitted (as also in other early inscriptions with double dating; cf. 1. G., 112, 946, 947).
The date xaze Oedv was given after the date xaz’ ¥gyovre, and was contrasted to it by
the use of the particle dé.! But in the present instance the date which follows the
words xezd Oeov 0¢ is the date by prytany. I suspect a haplography which may be
resolved by the addition of the words &mi déxe dydder after the word dydder now preserved
in line 3. The emended text thus reads: *ElagnBoliévog voilver émi déna (not’ Hoxovte),
zare: Ogoy 0 dydder (dmi Oéna, Gydder) nai elnoovel vijg mouravelag. Inasmuch as the prytany
dates corresponded regularly with the month dates xezd 0Osdr, some support is given to
this suggestion by the fact that the equation so established is exactly correct for an inter-
calary year. If all the prytanies had thirty-two days each, then Pryt. IX, 28 is the
two hundred and eighty-fourth day of the year; and if the year began with full Heka-
tombaion and contained the intercalated month Posideon, then Elaphebolion 18 is also
the two hundred and eighty-fourth day of the year. We do know in fact that the year
contained intercalated Posideon, because another decree, passed in the sixth prytany
(I.G., 112, 785) mentions the intercalated month and gives the equation ITooide@vog
2uBoriuov év[dendrer, dva]rer nai elnoorel wijg (Sntng) movre[veiag]. A regular succession of
prytanies of thirty-two days each brings the twenty-ninth of Prytany VI to the one
hundred and eighty-ninth day in the year, but the regular alternation of months beginning
with full Hekatombaion brings Posideon II, 11 only to the one hundred and eighty-eighth
day of the year. The commentary in the Corpus on I.G., II%, 785 suggests an irregularity
in the lengths of the prytanies, but the assumption of such an irregularity is not necessary;
for both the now known equations of this year, that of the present document and that
of I.G., 112, 185, can be satisfied if it be assumed that the civil year began with full
Hekatombaion and that the order of full and hollow months was reversed before
Posideon. With the sequence (e.g.): 30 29 30 29 30 30 29 30 29 30 29 30 29 the year
still contains three hundred and eighty-four days, and Posideon II, 11 is the one hundred
and eighty-ninth day and Elaphebolion 18 is the two hundred and eighty-fourth day.
The prytanies may now be disposed with a regular number of thirty-two days in each.?

Lines 7-10: The statement that Kephisodoros had been in political life for nearly thirty
years makes tempting the identification with [K]y[¢tod]d[w]eo[s “Aoto]rodiuov Bvmer[cn] v,

! Tn No. 16, published below, the date x«z’ &gyovre was not recorded at all.

2 This type of alternation in length of months has been demonstrated by Dinsmoor (Archons of Athens,
pp. 3091ff.). The sequence here suggested is earlier by one month, probably, than Dinsmoor’s record of
the “normal” forecast (op. cit., p. 436), but the sequence is exactly the same.
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who was orator of a decree (I.G., I12, 832) passed in the year of Heliodoros (229/8), and
the name as thus restored would conform well to the requirements of space at the end
of line 45. But this earlier decree falls more than thirty years before 196/5. One would
not expect the account of Kephisodoros’ services in an honorary decree to minimize the
extent in time of his political activity, so in the present text the identification has not
been made, and the patronymic and demotic are left without restoration in line 45.

Lines 12—15: There is no absolute certainty that the stewardship of the grain funds
came in the year immediately following the stewardship of the military funds, but the
close association of the names of the archons in the phrase & ze vav éni “A4moldoddoov
xal ITgo&evidov eviavr@e makes it seem probable. The archon Proxenides is already known
from I.G., 112, 915, to which a new fragment from the Agora has recently been added
giving the name of the secretary for the year and the calendar character of the year:!

*Eri ITgo&evidov &oyovrog &nl tiig ‘Immobwrridog dsvrépals mov]
rarvelag fu E¥Boviog EdBovAid[o]v Aiwrveds &yoauudrev[ev]
Meraysizvidvog devréoar iorauévov méumene vije mwov[ra)

1 REhim = === mmmmm e m e —

With the calendar equation Pryt. II, 5 = Metageitnion 2 the year was evidently an
ordinary year in the period of the thirteen tribes, and the demotic of the secretary
serves to fix the date exactly in 203/2.2 Apollodoros is therefore to be assigned to the
year 204/3. What the other liturgies undertaken by Kephisodoros were (lines 11-12)
we are not informed, but his treasurership and his stewardship of the grain-funds must
have been important services, and in the very last years of the century expensive ones.
With them I associate the gifts of money and grain listed in lines 23—24, though naturally
all Kephisodoros’ contributions need not have been made when he was in office.

Lines 17-23: The preservation of existing friendships probably refers to the Rhodians,
Cretans, Attalos, the Aitolians, and Ptolemy; the new allies are principally the Romans.
The whole passage must be read in the light of Pausanias I, 36, 5.

Lines 19-21: The plots being made by outsiders were principally those of Philip V,
and the orator of the decree must have had Philip in mind when drafting this clause
of his citation. The Romans in 201 were afraid that Philip with his naval power would
become master of Greece,® and Kephisodoros was evidently of the same opinion. His
alliances and embassies (mentioned in lines 21-23) bear witness to the vigor—already
attested in Pausanias, I, 36,5 and Polybius, XVIII, 10, 11—with which he opposed the
encroachment of Macedon.*

! To be published in full by Dow, Hesperia, Suppl. I (1937), no. 40.

? See Ferguson, Athenian Tribal Cycles, p. 28.

3 G. T. Griffith, “ An Early Motive of Roman Imperialism,” Cambridge Historical Journal, V (1935),
pp. 1-14, especially pp. 8—9.

¢ 1 have had the privilege of reading this decree with A. H. McDonald of Nottingham, who has
prepared a discussion of the historical problems concerned with Athens, Rome, and Macedonia at the
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Lines 29-31: The mention of the preservation of the autonomy of the state and of
the blessings for the other Greeks which followed the successful outcome of Kephisodoros’
policy has here its appropriate historical setting not long after the proclamation of freedom
for the Greek states by Flamininus at the Isthmian games in the autumn of 196. The
present decree was passed in the early spring next after the proclamation, an opportune
time for voting honors to the Athenian statesman who had done most to oppose Philip.

Line 38: For {yiwrai cf. Ditt., Syll.%, 675, lines 27-28.
Lines 42-43: The restoration has been made in such a way as to agree with the
facts of date as given in lines 1 and 4.

Lines 43-44: TFor xawe wov »duov cf. 1.G., 112, 657, line 56.
Lines 50-51: A parallel for the restoration may be found in 7. G., 112 900, lines 10-11.
Lines 56-b7: ecf. I.G., I11% 657, lines 54-55.

The restorations throughout the document are fairly certain, except perhaps in line 37,
even though the small fragments which carry the text from line 44 do not actually join
the larger piece.

The archon Charikles, whose name dates the decree, must now be listed in the
chronological tables in 196/5 instead of 239/8 where he has usually been dated hitherto.
To the arguments already advanced for a date for this decree in 196/5 may be added
still another against the earlier attribution: the Ptolemaia are mentioned in line 49, and
they were probably not celebrated in Athens before the introduction of the Ptolemaic
tribe in 224/3 or 223/2.' The decree praising Aristokreon, the nephew of the philosopher
Chrysippos, must also be dated in 196/5 (I.G., II% 785) since archon and secretary
are both the same as in the decree for Kephisodoros. This means that the sojourn of
Aristokreon in Athens must be placed about forty years later than has until now been
customary. Not only I.G., II2, 785 but also I.G., I12, 786 is involved in the readjustment,
for it too is a decree in honor of Aristokreon and, according to Wilhelm (4oy. *Egp., 1901,
pp. 53-H4), must be later than I1.G., II%, 785. If this is true, the “freedom ” mentioned
in I.G., 112, 786, line 3, and the “strengthening (of the harbors)” mentioned in line 6
probably refer to the defence of Athens in the time of Philip V and the preservation
of that “autonomy ” which is mentioned also in the decree of Kephisodoros. In any
case Aaumolag Aaumpiov Oopauelg of I.G., 112 185, line 9, is to be identified with the
Lamprias of I.G., 112, 2332, line 86, rather than with the father who was one of the
proedroi in the archonship of Heliodoros (I.G., 112, 832, line 6) and thesmothetes in the
year of Ergochares (I.G., 1%, 1706, line 36).

Taken by itself alone, I.G., 11, 786 seems best interpreted as following the recovery
of freedom in 229/8 B.c., and I am informed by Dow that the lettering of the inscription

very close of the third century. The paper will, I understand, be published in an early number of the
Journal of Roman Studies, with reference to the bearing of the present inscription on the events of that
period.

1 See Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens, p. 242; Athenian Tribal Cycles, p. 53.
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seems earlier than that of I.G., I12, 785,—in fact, quite appropriate for some year close
to ca. 215. So for the present it is perhaps best to leave uncertain the exact date of
I.G., 112, 7186 and to say merely that I.G. 1I%, 785 quite definitely belongs in 196/5.
The secretary’s name should, of course, be restored from the text here under discussion
as [Aloyolwy] Edawérov ‘Pauvovoiog.

DECREE

16. Fragment of Pentelic marble with the right edge preserved, but broken at the left
and bottom and elsewhere much battered. The stone was found on February 10, 1934
in the wall of a cellar of a modern house in Section A. It is the upper right corner of
a stele with crowning moulding, with the preserved side smooth, and the top and back
rough-picked.

Height, 0.15 m.; width, 0.074 m.; thickness, 0.097 m.

Height of letters, 0.005 m.—0.006 m.

Inv. No. I 1318.

Six lines occupy a vertical space on the stone of 0.06 m. The inscription is not stoichedon.

f’_'
& 179/8 .c. () NON-CTOIX.
B CEmt - - - -*% 10~ - _ _ ¥oyovr]og én[i]
[zijg - - - =% 19~ - - - 8yddng w]evra
[velag ft - - - - - .13 1 Hoe[o]eedg

[éyoauudrever: ‘4vbear]roi@rog
5 [&vdrn ioveubvov ot 6eldv, évd[tii]
[zijc movraveiag ExxAno]ie xv[ole]

[zav mooédowr Emeymjpilley E[- -]

The inscription seems to belong to the first
half of the second century B.c., and is of interest
in that it gives the demotic of a secretary hitherto
unknown in this period. Since the deme Prasiai

No. 16 belonged to the third tribe in the official order

(Pandionis) the years 191/0, 179/8, and 167/6 are

available (cf. Ferguson, Athenian Tribal Cycles, pp. 28—29). At present it does not seem
possible to choose among these three years. Nor does the irregularity of the calendar,
which is attested in line 5, offer any help. There were similar dates xaza 6edy in 196/5
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(see No. 15 obove) and in 166/5 (see I.G-., 112, 946, 947) and obvious irregularities in 178/7
(a new document will be published in Hesperia, Suppl. I [1937], no. 64).

THE BATTLE OF PYDNA

17. The honorary decree for Kalliphanes of Phyle, who brought to Athens news of
the Roman victory at Pydna in 168 B.c., has been the subject of constant study since
its first publication in Hesperia, III (1934), no. 18. TFrom the photographs as published
there, Woodward was able to read the names faoidéwg E[2uév]ovg in lines 14-15 and the
word magaoxzevalery in lines 16-17. He very kindly communicated these readings to me
by letter, and at the same time pointed out the beginning of the formula of sanction in
lines 27-28. Quite independently I had made similar readings from new photographs
prepared for the Agora records by Mr. Wagner. Inasmuch as almost nothing can be
made out from the stone itself or from a squeeze, these separate determinations are
valuable, for the text as given below does not depend entirely on my readings alone
from an almost obliterated surface.

169/8 s.c. NON-CTOIX. ca. 30
C} & 0 i
*Ermi Edvivov Hoyovvog émi wijg ‘Avvadi
dog dwdexdrng movravelag fu “leodvv
pog Borov Kngiowedg éyoauudrevey,
5 Swoopootdvog Ever wal véou, &vdwel
el elxoovel Tijg movraveiag, Exnhy
olo du Isipauet, v@v mwooédowy émeipr
Lev vacat
vacat
10 vacat
¥Jokev Tel Bovdel xal T dhuwe
Sdwvgog Sarvgov & Kod[wv]ob elmev: dmat
0y Kallugdyng Quldoiog oroarevdus
vog uerd ‘Poupai[wr] ol tév [t]of feoidé
15 wg E[d]uévovg &dedpdv "Arvdlov xal
Abyvalov ol yoforuoy favioy maga
oxevdlew BovAduevog TijL maroid
ovur[agliy T[]t yevoud[vyle [¥]lop ‘Popalowg
du Ma[x]ed[o]vion nal qihotipodusvog &v []d
2 70g dmayysihor voig molir[a]ig o y[eyo]v[d]
i

29
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- _——— -
[-------- Jwv v ayalet ziysr d[e]dd
[xfox vel Boviel 7]o[d]g [A]aydvt[ag] mooé
[doovg &lg wiy émi]o[B]oay Sxnhyoiay

30 [yoqua]ricar mepl [vod]rwy, yyvoouny dé
[Svupdile]obar wijc Bovdi elg wov
[07]ulov] &7 done[T] vel Boviel Emawvéon[i]
[Ke]AA[vp]dvmy Kerdipdvov @vrdoio[y]

[xal ovepavioor atrov Oaddob] ore[pdvmr &b]

3 [volog Evener nlal gulomiplog [-------- ]

[Wou] 02 z[d0]e ©0 Yipioua ©ov yooupeté|e]
0 [20]y [ratd] moveave[iev] év ownder Mbive

[- - --] 0 d2 yevduevor dvdlwue

[els Ty yoaqy]y xai vy dvdleowy Tig

[o7]Ang uspioar ©ov vauiey tév ovgle)

5 [TiwTi]@v.
 Bouh
0 Ofjuog
Kollpdvyy
Koldwpdyov
50 @vi[doio]y

The new text brings the additional information that Athenaios also was with Attalos
at Pydna (line 16), and gives the motivation for Kalliphanes’ return to Athens. He was,
in fact, the man who brought the news of the victory (see Hesperia, III [1934], p. 21).
Whether more of the inscription can be read is problematical, but the effort will surely
be made. In the meantime it seems best to present without delay the results so far

achieved.

BenxsAMIN D. MERITT

Note: For the sake of complete final publication, students of the documents here
printed are earnestly requested to send suggestions by letter or reprints of articles they
may write concerning them to Professor Benjamin D. Meritt, Institute for Advanced Study,
Princeton, New Jersey, U.S.A.
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