GREEK INSCRIPTIONS

ATTtic TRITTYES

In Hesperia, VIII, 1939, pp. 50-51, I published a ‘ marker” which named
Thorikos as the Coastal Riding of Akamantis. There is now some new evidence about
the trittyes of this tribe, which I present here together with three other stones that
name trittyes in other tribes. General reference should now be made to Hommel’s
article in Pauly-Wissowa, R.E., s.v. Trittyes, a copy of which the author has very
kindly sent to me in advance of publication.

1. Fragment of Pentelic marble, found on October 15, 1937, in Section Q.

Height, 0.20 m.; width, 0.095 m.; thickness
(original), 0.093 m.

Height of letters, 0.017 m.

Inv. No. I 5053.

Tpurt [ Vs ]

Siper [ riov]

This inscription shows that Hommel’s identification of
Sphettos (Pauly-Wissowa, R.E., s.v. Trittyes, p. 367) as the
Inland Riding of Akamantis is correct. The Coastal Riding is
named as Thorikos in the text published in Hesperia, VIII, 1939,
pp. 50-51. The evidence for the City Riding is ambiguous, for
both Cholargos and the Kerameikos are named in other inscrip-
tions. For Cholargos the epigraphical evidence is to be found in
1.G., T?, 900: Aeipe Aiavris|@vhé reNevrs, Tlerpamoléov 8¢ | Tpurrds, *Akapalvris 8¢
PvAé dp|xerar, Xohapyé|ov 8¢ Tpurrvs.’ The epigraphical evidence for the Kerameikos
lies in I.G., I?, 833: [Kep|auéov | [rp]urris.?

There cannot at the same time have been four trittyes of this one tribe. Hommel
(0p. cit., pp. 366-370) suggests that I.G., I?, 883 should be restored as [Ac]ouéor or

No. 1

* Klaffenbach assures me, by letter, that the reading Xolapyéov is perfectly clear on the squeeze
now in the Berlin Academy. It should be noted that this text is not to be associated with I.G., I?,
901, new readings of which are now offered by Wade-Gery in Mélanges Glotz, pp. 886-887.

* The reading was given by Rangabé, Antiquités Helléniques, II (1855), no. 639, as — — —peo—
| [mp]urrds (see Rangabé’s note), but the squeeze now in the collection of the Institute for Advanced

Study in Princeton shows clearly part of the alpha and all but the final stroke of the nu in
[Kep]apuéov.
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54 BENJAMIN D. MERITT

as [Ilor]apéov, so changing the tribal connection from Akamantis to Aigeis or
Leontis, but this solution of the #mpasse cannot be right because the letter before
the nu is clearly alpha and not omicron and because there is no demotic Ilorauevs.
The demotic of Potamos is always Ilorduos, as Hommel himself notes in his com-
mentary. Although the reading [Kep|apéov is partly restoration, there is no other
name known among the Attic demes that satisfies the epigraphic requirements.

If the reading is to be retained it will be necessary to assume an error in the text
of either 1.G., I?, 883 or 900. The alternative is to assume that [———]apuéor should
be so restored as to yield the name of a trittys as yet unknown in some tribe other
than Akamantis. Attractive as the restoration [Kep|apéov is, this interpretation does
least violence to the available evidence, and perhaps Cholargos should be kept as the
City Riding,® leaving I1.G., I?, 883 with its tribal connection undetermined and with
some restoration different from [Kep]auéov still to be discovered in line 1.

2. Poros stone with the top, right side, and back preserved, found on Septem-
ber 17, 1938, in the wall of a modern house in Section BB.

Height, 0.27 m.; width, 0.18 m.;
thickness, 0.18 m.

Height of letters, 0.047 m.

Inv. No. I 5564.

[Aebpe] A..
[...7]perr
[Vs 7€]hevr
[as, Ppe]app

5 [iov 8¢ 7p]
[rrs dpxe]
[Tad]

No. 2

This document names two of the trittyes of Leontis, both hitherto unknown.
The restoration [®pe]app[iov] seems sure; I have no restoration to offer for the name
in lines 1-2, though it seems to begin with delta, and in all the name should contain
six letters. Phrearrioi was the Coastal Riding.

8 See the comments by Gomme, The Population of Athens, p. 60, note 2.



GREEK INSCRIPTIONS 55

3. Poros fragment preserving the left side and top crudely finished, found on
November 18, 1933, in the wall of a modern house in Section M.

Height, 0.257 m.; width, 0.156 m.;
thickness, 0.129 m.

Height of letters, 0.035 m.

Inv. No. 11191.

3TOIX.
Ae[Dpe Tle]
S éov 7p]
urr[ Vs €]
Nev[7d . |

This document confirms Wade-Gery’s res-
toration of the text of 1.G., I?, 899 as published
in Mélanges Glotz, pp. 883-886, naming the
Inland Riding of Oineis as Pedieis. The other
two Ridings of this tribe are known from I.G.,
I?, 884 as Lakiadai (City) and from I.G., I?,
899 itself as Thriasioi (Coastal). The table in
Hommel’s publication (Pauly-Wissowa, R.E.,

s.v. Trittyes, pp. 367-368; cf. p. 370)
should be emended accordingly.

No. 3

4. Part of a marker of poros, found
on November 6, 1934, in the wall of a
“modern house in Section 3.

Height, 0.53 m.; width, 0.38 m.;
thickness, 0.24 m.

Height of letters, ca. 0.035 m.

Inv. No. I2197.

ca. 450 B.c. NON-3TOIX.

[Aebpe . ... ]
[...5..] 7[p]
[rm0s 7]eMDe[vr]
[dc TIal]Aev[éo]

[ 8]¢ dpxer[ae] 5
[7] perris.

No. 4
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The inscription is of the type of 1.G., I?, 889. Pallene was the largest of the
inland demes of the tribe Antiochis, and the text of lines 4-5 here is the first epi-
graphical evidence that the inland trittys had the same name. The normal formulae
of such documents require the words ————— TpurTVs Tehevrdr in lines 2-4, where the
restoration can be made, on the assumption that the stone-cutter omitted the lambda
of relevrdr. The name of a second riding of Antiochis must have appeared in lines
1-2, but no trace of it is now preserved; one can only infer that it contained approxi-
mately ten letters.

The 7purrds MaAAnréov may now be added to the list as given by Hommel in
Pauly-Wissowa, R.E., s.v. Trittyes, p. 367. Solders, Die ausserstidtischen Kulte,
p. 115, had already suggested that Pallene was the Inland Riding of Antiochis. See
also Sundwall, Nachtrige zur Prosopographia Attica, pp. 174-175; Wade-Gery,
Mélanges Glotz, pp. 883-887; and Meritt, Hesperia, VIII, 1939, no. 16.

DEMESMEN orF HIPPOTHONTIS

5. Fragment of Pentelic marble, found on September 19, 1934, in Section A.
The bottom, smooth-picked, is preserved; at the left the lateral face seems to have
been dressed back originally at an angle of forty-five degrees, thus making an
octagonal monument, but only part of the beveling is preserved; the stone is other-
wise broken.

Height, 0.215 m.; width,
0.37 m.; thickness,
0.121 m.

Height of letters, 0.01 m.-
0.011 m.

Inv. No. I 2024.

No. 5

The inscription is stoichedon. Five lines occupy a vertical space of 0.098 m., and
ten letters (measured on centres) occupy a horizontal space of 0.147 m.
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First Half of Fourth Century B.c.

Ho\JoTpodos — — — — —— —— — — — —
’Apewias Avoo————————
‘E p o ¢ a4 & [a ]

5 Xapioavdpos Xapik[\ ————]
K € ¢ p ¢ da [ a ]
Ipwrépaxos Epp[————— ]
‘Eppokiéns ‘Eppo[————— ]
vacat

The inscription presents names, followed by patronymics(?), of members of
the tribe Hippothontis, and is probably to be interpreted as a list of the prytaneis of
that tribe. There was one representative from the deme Eroiadai, and there were two
representatives from the deme Keiriadai.

For Eroiadai a representation of two in the third century and of one in the
second century is attested by Dow, Hesperia, Suppl. I, no. 19, lines 15-17, and no. 64,
lines 103-104. Keiriadai seems to have had two representatives at some time in the
third century, and one representative in the second century (Dow, loc. cit., no. 19,
lines 18-20, and no. 64, lines 91-92). A list of councillors of the early fourth
century (I.G., IT?, 1698) names three members from Keiriadai.

List oF PHYLARCHS

6. Fragment from the top of a base of Pentelic marble, with a cutting in the
top for the insertion of some object, found on October 31, 1935, in the wall of a
modern house in Section N.

Height, 0.165 m.; width, 0.25 m.;
thickness, 0.18 m.

Height of letters, in line 1, 0.02
m., in lines 2-4, ca. 0.015 m.

Inv. No. 1 3188.
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Fourth Century s.c.
® v A [a p x o ¢ ——-]
Evfvkpdrys : Hepy[aoifer] ——————
Mowpayévns : ’Ika[peds] ——————
[‘A]yvédnuos i Ma[wavieds] ——————

The inscription is cut on a projecting fascia below a moulding about the top of
the base. Part of the left face of this upper fascia is preserved, making an angle of
sixty degrees with the inscribed surface. The base may, therefore, have been hex-
agonal on top. The inscription as preserved seems to be from the beginning of a
dedication by a board of phylarchs. The three names listed belong to the tribes
Erechtheis, Aigeis, and Pandionis; presumably the representatives of the other seven
tribes were also recorded where the stone is now broken away at the right. The
first line may have contained the date by archon, émi 706 deivos, which can be fixed
by letter forms only within the fourth century B.c. For the board of phylarchs, see
(e. g.) Busolt-Swoboda, Gr. Staatsk., p. 1128.

DEebpicATION TO ATHENA ERGANE

7. Small dedicatory base of Pentelic marble, found on March 29, 1934, in
Section K. Part of the top, the face, and the right side is preserved; the face is
badly weathered, though the original finish was quite smooth. The right side is picked
with a fine-tooth chisel. In the top is a rectangular cutting presumably to receive the
dedication.

Height, 0.115 m.; width, 0.16 m.; thickness, 0.08 m.
Height of letters, 0.01 m.
Inv. No. 11732.

Before 350 B.c.

[Tewoieri)]s Tewoieréos
[(Addr]atos ™ "Abyrdar
[’Epyd]vme dvéOnke amap
[x1v] vacat
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Teisikles is known to have been diaitetes ca. 325 B.c. (P.A., 13484), so the
present document must be dated from the prime of his life twenty-five or more years
earlier. With the help of this inscription it is possible to restore also another dedica-
tion to Athena Ergane, now published as 7.G., 1I*, 4329, for the symmetrical
arrangement of the text upon the stone can be preserved by reading:

[Edvk]ripov
[Tetov] khéovs
[Aditd]vaios*

["Af]npvdar

5 ["Ep]ydver

[a]véblnker

Euktemon (P.A., 5788) was a brother of the Teisikles named in the new text, and
at some time near the middle of the century both of them had made dedications to
the same goddess. It is perhaps legitimate to assume that both sons of the elder
Teisikles were business men (possibly manufacturers of bronze) who had been suc-
cessful in their calling. The great festival in honor of Athena Ergane was the
Chalkeia, celebrated each year on the last day of Pyanopsion. See Deubner, Attische
Feste, pp. 35-36.

ErraEBIic INSCRIPTION

8. This inscription is made up of many pieces of Hymettian marble, all dis-
covered in Section ¥ in 1935 and 1936, and all but two of which unite to form a
composite group here called fragment a. The monument was a dedicatory base, the
upper surface of which still retains the cutting made to receive the dedication.
Fragments b and ¢ are from the upper right half of the base, but have no point of
contact either with fragment a or with each other.

a: Total height, 0.63 m.; width, 0.57 m.; thickness, 0.345 m.
Inv. No. I 3068.

b: Height, 0.13 m.; width, 0.18 m.; thickness, 0.082 m.
Inv. No. I 3068 ¢c.

c: Height, 0.25 m.; width, 0.13 m. ; thickness, 0.11 m.
Inv. No. I 306817

Fragment a preserves much of the left side of the monument as well as the top

4 Part of the nu is on the stone in line 3.
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No. 8. Fragment a
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and bottom, but is broken at the right. The rectangular cutting in the top measures
ca. 0.20 m. wide and 0.10 m. deep. Fragment b is broken on all sides except the top.
In its top surface appears part of the same cutting that is preserved on fragment a.
Fragment ¢ is from the upper right corner.

The height of letters in the
first two lines and in line 39 is
0.0l m. In the other lines the
height of letters is 0.006 m.
The text is inscribed stoichedon.
Line 1 has 73 letter spaces, of
which the last two presumably
were left blank. Beneath the
heading of lines 1-2 the main
body of the inscription was dis-
posed in three columns. Columns
I and II each contained 26 let-
ters-on a line; Column III began
with a stoichedon line of 34
letters, which was changed in
line 10 to a stoichedon line of No. 8. Fragments b and ¢
42 letters.

The marks of the drove chisel are particularly noticeable in the surface treatment
of the lower part of the inscribed face.

The placing of fragment b in its relation to the group which makes up frag-
ment a depends primarily on the necessity of restoring the phrase aperfjs éve[ka kai
owdpo]avrys in line 2. In the tribal decree the sophronistes was praised dperijs éveka
(I, 18-19) while the taxiarch and his lochagoi were praised dperijs kai ow|$pooivnys
&ve]lka (I, 30-31). It will be observed that lines 1 and 2 are stoichedon with respect
to each other, and that this arrangement is maintained in the lacuna between frag-
ments @ and b by restoring in line 1 [émi] N[i]k[oxpdros kai 6 Tafiapxo]s.® Mention
of the taxiarch is also desirable in order to allow the plural form o[redpavwbdévr]e[s]
at the end of the line. The necessity for supplying the plural form is indicated below.

On fragment b the final sigma of [owdpo]ovvns falls over the theta of
[-—]pobeo[———] in III, 3. On fragment a the central epsilon of: éve[ka] falls
approximately over the mu of ynjdwou[a]. Although the letters of lines 1 and 2
are not spaced with perfect regularity, it is nevertheless possible to estimate the
approximate span along line 2 from the central epsilon of éve[ka] to the final sigma of
[cwdpo]aivvms (15 letters) as 0.193 m. This same distance represents, therefore, the

¢ A possible restoration is [éri] N[i]«[okpdrov——]. Cf I.G., II%, 4594 a.
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span along line 3 between the mu of ymdiopu|a] and the theta of [-——]pobeo[———].
Six letters in line 3 require about 0.067 m., and the number of letters to cover the
span thus amounts to eighteen. We allow the necessary three letters at the end of
column 11, one letter space for the interval between columns IT and III, and so place
the rho of [———]pofleo[———] in the twelfth letter space of the stoichedon text in
the upper part of column III. This position for fragment b may be considered
approximately correct.

In the tenth line of column III the stoichedon order changes, but the length of
line may be determined as 42 letters by the restorations of lines 11, 12, 15, and 16.
So far as this spacing can be compared with the more open spacing above, the
measurements indicate an upper stoichedon length of line of 34 letters. This deter-
mines the lacuna between fragment b and fragment ¢, for there was room for
approximately nine letters between the final omicron of [———]pofeo[——~] and the
initial alpha of ’Afnro ——— in line 3.°

If the above determinations are true, the measurement from the final sigma
preserved on the stone in line 1 of fragment b to the stroke which looks like the lower
part of epsilon or sigma on fragment ¢ should in turn be estimated as the equivalent
of 12 letters. So much space makes the restoration o[redavwfei|s highly improbable.
Furthermore, if the form o[redpavwlei]s is to be restored, one finds it difficult to
explain why the word vmdé, which now begins line 2, was not inscribed after it in
the available space at the end of line 1. The more satisfactory restoration epi-
graphically is o [redavwbdévr|e[s ], a word which better suits the lacuna and which
comes near enough to the edge of the stone to force ¥mé over into the beginning of
line 2. This plural form here, as well as the formula dperijs éve[ka kal ocwdpo]oivns
in line 2 (see above), implies mention of the taxiarch together with the sophronistes
in line 1 and confirms the stoichedon restoration [émi] N[¢]k|okpdros kai 6 rafiapyo]s.

The propriety of the joint dedication by the sophronistes and the taxiarch is
enhanced by the fact that they were father and son. The sophronistes Philotheos,
son of Philokles, of Sounion (I, 4, 15-16; IT, 14-15; TII, 11, 14-15) must have been
more than forty years of age (Aristotle, ’Af. TIo\., 42, 2) in the archonship of
Nikokrates (333/2 B.c.), enough older, in fact, so that his son Philokles, son of
Philotheos, of Sounion (I, 21-22; II, 15-16) could be of age to serve as taxiarch in
the same year. This younger Philokles (P.A4., 14559) was the husband of Philia
(P.A., 14296), who is known from a dedication to Demeter and Kore (I.G., II?,
4025) and father of Philylla (P.A., 14795), known from the same dedication. The
present inscription is evidence that the father of the sophronistes was also named
Philokles. His floruit should be dated at the end of the fifth or beginning of the
fourth century.

¢ The physical requirements of the stone necessitate here a space of at least eight letters.



GREEK INSCRIPTIONS 65

The lochagoi were appointed by the taxiarch (Aristotle, ’Af. IIo\., 61, 3: odros
& Nyetraw 7y pukerdy kal Noxayovs kalbiocryow), and in the present instance numbered
five. Some of them are otherwise known.

Pandaites, son of Pasikles, of Potamos (I, 23; II, 16-17; II1, 10-11; cf. P.A4.,
11572) is named on a dedication found on the Acropolis (I.G., IT% 3829) ; Nikoxenos,
son of Nikokles, of Cholleidai (I, 26-27; II, 20-21; cf. P.A., 10987) appears as
secretary in the heading of a decree published as 1. G., IT?, 159; and Timokrates,
son of Timokles, of Potamos (I, 27-28; II, 21-22; cf. P.A., 13756a) is named on a
columnar grave monument (/.G., I, 4188).

The text of 1.G., II?, 159 should be read as follows:

() € o i
[N]wbéevos Nuikokhéo|[s]
XoM\nidys éypapudreve

Only scattered letters of this decree can be read on the badly worn surface of the
stone below line 3, though in line 4 enough can be made out to show that the text
proper began with the formula [é8]o[éev] 7[———~—— ], perhaps [&8]o[fev] 7[7
Bohfj kai 7ét Sjuwe]. The name of the archon is lost, but the date cannot have been
349/8 or 339/8, where the secretaries are already known,” and so must fall definitely
in the first part of the century before the secretaries were chosen for a full year in
cyclical rotation by tribes. In spite of the difference in date between I.G., IT?, 159 and
the present text, it is nevertheless probable that the Nikoxenos mentioned in the
earlier inscription is to be identified with the Nikoxenos of the later document.

The two teachers of the tribe were praised in I, 33-38. One was an Athenian of
the deme Pallene, and the other was a foreigner from Methone, but their names cannot
now be recovered. At the top of column II appear the authorizations for inscribing
the decree on the dedication. Comparison may be made with 1.G., 1I*, 1156, lines 43,
49, and 02, for the phrase émypdpor (or dvaypdpar) 768 70 Yrjduopa ém (es) 7o
avddnua. :

Beginning in II, 9, is a list of officers, followed by a list of the ephebes of
333/2 B.c. The list continues as far as line 10 of column III. At the head of the list
is the general appointed for the Peiraeus, Konon, son of Timotheos, of Anaphlystos
(P.4., 8708)." His name was followed by that of the general in charge of the
countryside, Sophilos, son of Aristoteles, of Phyle (P.A., 13422), and that of the
kosmetes, whose own name has been lost, but whose father was Ainesistratos of
Acharnai. Next came the officers of the tribe, the sophronistes, the taxiarch, and the
five lochagoi. In II, 22, began the list of ephebes, arranged by demes, and probably
preceded by the heading épnpBo..

"1.G., 117, 206, 208; Hesperia, VII, 1938, p. 291.
¢In the *A6yvaiwy IMohirela (61, 1) Aristotle states that there were two generals elected émi
rov Iepaéa, one for Mounichia and one for Akte.
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In II, 29 Presbychares is probably a relative of P.A., 12186, for the name is
unusual and is attested for Halimous, one of the demes of Leontis. If this is true,
then Sanneides (11, 30) was also a Halimousian.

The spacing shows that there was one ephebe each from Upper and Lower
Potamos (II, 30-33) and that there were three ephebes of Leukonoe (II, 33-35).
The first of these was [Kn8eidns| @pacuuidos, son of P.A., 7366. There must have
been other deme names in II, 35, 36, and 37, but the next demotic that can be
identified is [IIat]ovidae, in I11, 5.

I have interpreted III, 10-19, as part of a decree of the lochagoi honoring the
sophronistes. In the last line the spacing shows that there were originally five cita-
tions in all, and I have restored [oi édnBoc] and [oi Aoxayoi]. These restorations may
be compared also with the text as restored in IIT, 18.

At the end of I, 31 the final iota of [ka]i is not a vertical stroke. One must
assume that the chisel which cut this letter lost its position when the stroke was made
and that in consequence the iota was cut awry. In I, 36 the final letter in the
patronymic "Ap| . . |awé[o] may have been, epigraphically, omega as well as omicron,
indicating a name in —— aivews. At the top of column II better restorations will
perhaps yet be found, but I believe it certain that the secretary of the phyle was to
inscribe the decree, that the epimeletai of the phyle were to pay the expense, and that
the inscription was authorized on the dedicatory base, where in fact we now have it
preserved.

This is one of the earliest of the documents bearing upon the organization of
the ephebic corps, being dated only a year later than 1.G., IT?, 1156, the oldest Athenian
inscription of this character so far preserved. The ephebes of the year of Nikokrates
are known also to have awarded a crown to one Theophanes, son of Hierophon, of
Rhamnous (I.G., IT?, 4594a).

THE WALLS OF ATHENS

9. Part of a stele of Pentelic marble, with the right lateral surface and the
original back preserved, found on March 23, 1936, below the floor of the Church of
Christ in Section HH.

Height, 0.49 m.; width, 0.48 m.; thickness, 0.17 m.

Height of letters: in lines 100-118, 0.006 m., in line 119, 0.009 m., in lines 120-
130, 0.005 m.

Inv. No. T 3843.

This inscription forms part of the stele already published as 1.G., II*, 463, and
makes a direct join with the known portion at the lower right-hand corner. The
lines are numbered in the present transcript as in I.G., II%, 463. Lines 100-118 are
written stoichedon. Ten lines occupy a vertical space of 0.135m., and ten columns
(measured on centres) occupy a horizontal space of 0.135 m.
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No. 9. New Fragment of I.G., I12, 463
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The determination of the text of this important document presents many diffi-
culties, and frequently the surface of the stone is so badly preserved that no reading
can be made with assurance. As soon as the connection between the new fragment and
I.G., T, 463 was discovered, it became apparent that many changes in accepted
restorations would have to be made. This circumstance rendered necessary a re-
éxamination of the lower lines of 7.G., I1*, 463, so that doubtful readings there might
be verified. In many cases this new study has been of no help, for the progressive
weathering of the stone has obliterated traces of letters once seen by earlier editors,
and in general much less can be made out now than formerly; but in some cases enough
is preserved to give confirmation to one or another variant reading, and several new
letters can be read for the first time. The following paragraphs will serve to give
some commentary on changes proposed from the text as it now appears in the Corpus.

Line 102: After v[a] épya the doubtful letter is possibly I, and may be restored
as 7[avra]. At the end of the line évrelf) k[ara Tds ovyypadds] is suggested by the
similar phrase in lines 107-108.

Line 103: The initial letters of the line can be distinguished as |€A; hence the
reading should be I2APX, as in Rangabé, Antiquités Helléniques, 11, no. 771, and
not IZTE APX as in I.G., IT?, 463. The intrusive letters TE have had a long though
rather tenuous claim on our attention, and the reading need be no longer perpetuated.

Line 104: For the restoration [Afoloy]roas see line 114,

Line 105: The word dmohoyds is clear on the stone, and this reference to it may
now be added to those cited by Van Herwerden in his Lexicon Graecum suppletorium
et dialecticum, s.v. vmohoyy (= fundamentum). The foundations were to be com-
pleted in the second year. At the end of the line there are letters which must refer to
other parts of the wall scheduled for completion at the same time. After the definite
article 7d, I read EZEPPEIQ [...°...], though I have as yet no convincing explana-
tion for what the word or words may be.

Inasmuch as the following line begins with a complete word (kat), the six spaces
here indicated as unrestored should be filled to form part of one phrase with the
now enigmatic letters which precede them.

Line 106: The clear text dA\idrv confirms the reading d\[¢]¢dnv in line 5. Cf.
also August Frickenhaus, Athens Mauern (Diss. Bonn, 1905), p. 42; Frickenhaus
urged the spelling aA[¢]¢pdv in the earlier passage on the basis of the stoichedon order
of the document, as against the incorrect restoration a\|[ot] v of earlier editors.

Lines 108-109: In the word m\eiw at the end of line 108 the two letters El are
cut in a slight erasure and in one letter space. The accepted restorations of these lines
have had to be changed in the light of the new evidence offered by the Agora frag-
ment. The verb o[vvrelel]v repeats the idea of [ov]v|[rer]ele[opn]éva earlier in line
108, and its use here allows épy[a] to be read in line 109 instead of [r&]v épy[a]rdv.
The words r@v a[more]r[aypé]v|wv eis] Tov énla]vrdy continue the comparative idea



70 BENJAMIN D. MERITT

initiated with wAeiw in line 108. This new text we believe to be a considerable improve-
ment over the old.

Line 110: This is one of the few lines where more can be read from the stone
today than has been won from it in the past. The initial sigma of o[dum]av is
entirely preserved and quite clear (so also in Rangabé, Antiquités Helléniques, 11,
no. 771), so the reading 8[oov] dv may be with certainty rejected. Where the reading
wpos 7a €| pya] has been given near the centre of the line the distinguishable letters
are MPOTTAEZH ——— 1In restoring mpos ra é7j[ s yevd|peva, I assume that the total
payments to be disbursed by the treasurer, in case some of the contractors elected to
complete more of their work than was required in any one year, were to be paid in
proportion to and in sequence with the parts of the work as they were finished.

Lines 110-111: For the restoration mapéfovow 8¢ atro[i éavr]ols, kr\., cf. 1.G.,
II%, 244, lines 105-111: wapexduevor adrol av|[7o|is kail Tois Mborduois dvaypa|délas
kal Té\\a mdvTa &v av déwvra[i €]is 70 épyov: Tods Nbovs Tovs €l[s 7)o mAjpwua TéL
mUpywt mpooder|ai] adrds avrdl dmavras Sowy dv [6énr|ar. Such clauses relating to
the furnishing of materials were common in contracts and specifications; cf. also,
e.g., 1.G., VII, 4255, lines 28-33: Aik>ows 8¢ xprioerar Tols ék Tod fedrpov 70D KaTa
70[p] Bwpdv, mpooayduevos alrds adrd mpds 70 Epyov: éav 8é w1 ikavol Gow, wapéfovow
8owy 4v mpoodel of émpernTol Tpos TéL Epywr.

Lines 111-112: T have restored the phrase w\[v éd]v v péxpt 700 Nboloyfuaros
méon | 1) kara ] méNe[u]ov kB[ ]e. The initial letters have been variously recorded:
as [MAPE in 1.G., IT%, 463, as M'A[P] in 1.G., 11, 167, as AP in Rangabé, Antiquités
Helléniques, 11, no. 771, and as ["AN by Pittakys.” Koehler’s text in I.G., II indi-
cates that he did not see the rho given by Rangabé, and that the letter read as alpha
might equally well have been lambda. My examination of the squeeze today sub-
stantially confirms Koehler’s reading, though I believe that part of the third letter is
still visible. The initial pi is quite clear; the second letter preserves only two sloping
strokes coming to an apex at the top, and so far as present indications are concerned
it may equally well have been alpha or lambda; of the third letter a vertical stroke
may be seen. This stroke, which Rangabé took for rho and which Pittakys took for
nu, may also be restored as part of a broken eta.

At the left edge of the new fragment, the initial nu is doubtful, but the letters
Tlare certain. In view of the subjunctive verbs which follow, the restoration @Ay [»
éd]v m is here suggested in spite of the divergence of the readings from those of
Rangabé and Pittakys. I suspect that the reading MAPE in 1.G., 1I?, 463 does not
represent a new determination from the stone, and that the final epsilon there given is
the result of a typographical error in the Corpus, where map[é€ovrar should be read
in place of mwapé[Eovrar.

® Cf. August Frickenhaus, Athens Mauern (Diss. Bonn, 1905), p. 53.



GREEK INSCRIPTIONS 71

The whole phrase lists exceptions to the clause in the specifications which requires
that the contractors must furnish for themselves whatever they need for their work.
An exception in the case of damage during war-time is readily intelligible, but the
exception in the eventuality that some portion should suffer complete collapse seems
to contradict the earlier provision of lines 47-48: é[a]v 8¢ 7 mroparioce. péxpt T0d
Mbohoynpar[os ... .. ... 2 | mapéfer kai é€owkodoprnoe. Either the
contradiction must be allowed to stand, with the assumption that the later provision of
line 111 had validity, or a different interpretation from that usually given must be read
into lines 47-48.

Line 115: At the end of the line the letters are again very difficult to read, and
I suggest no restoration.

Line 116: Further study has made possible an interpretation of the letters in
this line which have so far defied attempts at restoration. They record a guarantee
of exemption from military service which was given to the contractors for the period
of four years covered by their contract. The significant words are [wap]|éorac 8¢ kai
[a]7[é]Aewa o7[pa]retas ———. The text does not depend on new determinations for
every letter has been recorded, in whole or in part, for many years. I note merely that
Koehler’s reading "EIAZ (taken into 1.G., I1*, 463, as MEIAZ) was less satisfactory
than the reading "EIAZ (= TEIAZ) of Ross and Rangabé (cf. August Frickenhaus,
Athens Mawern [Diss. Bonn, 19057, p. 53).

Lines 117-118: It appears that here the record of the contracts was to be set
forth. The scribe evidently followed his copy, which was left incomplete after the
citation of the first section of the south wall. The record, therefore, was not inscribed
in the main body of the text proper, but was added as an appendix under the heading
of line 119.

Lines 120-130: The lower part of the large stele now in the Epigraphical
Museum is so badly worn that an effective control over the readings of 1.G., IT%, 463,
is no longer practicable. The text here printed in cols. I and II is taken from that
of the Corpus without change. Parts of cols. III and IV are provided by the new
fragment. Frickenhaus (Athens Mauern [Diss. Bonn, 1905], p. 31) has shown that
the sections of wall for Athens and the Peiraeus were probably recorded in cols. I11
and IV. If this is true, then the record for the Peiraeus must now be sought in the
lower part of col. IV, for the third column was devoted to the first four sections of
the city wall, and the upper part of col. IV contains mention of sections five and six,
apparently also from the wall of the city. Inasmuch as in lines 117-118 there seems
to be mention of the first section of the south wall, it is evident that when the
tabular record of lines 120 ff. was cut the subdivisions were differently made. The
first section of the long walls was assigned to the north instead of to the south wall.

The first section of the wall of the city, which is listed at the beginning of col.
ITI, comprised the span which began at the point where the inner crosswall (Swarei-
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xwopa) joined the south wall (vériov retxos) and continued as far as the Itonian Gate.
Evidently the wall of the city was marked off in counter clockwise fashion. The
terminal point of the first section depends somewhat on restoration, but the phrase
péxpr T@v |....|#8wr mvhdv may be restored with some assurance as uéxpt TGV
[Trov]8wr mvhév. The adjective applied to the Itonian Gate in [Plato’s] Axtochus
(364 D) is ‘Trwvia, but the possibility of the alternative form ’Irwvides is amply
attested by Apollonios Rhodios, I, 551 (’Afnvains Trevidos).

The name Philistides, son of Aischylos, of Perithoidai (cf. P.A4., 14449), is
already known from a grave monument of the fourth century, but the contractor
whose name appears in col. IV, line 122 was probably the grandson of the man named
in the funerary inscription.

The bondsman Megakles, son of Menippos, of Acharnai was probably the son of
Menippos, son of Megakles, of Acharnai (P.A., 10038), whose name appears on a
grave monument of the fourth century. The father’s tombstone should be dated
presumably near the middle of the century, because of the spelling MeyakAéos instead
of Meyaxhéovs in the patronymic (I.G., II, 1927). This date agrees well with the
fact that the son Megakles in 307/6 B.c. must have been well advanced in years,
himself old enough to have a son (bearing the grandfather’s name) who also served
as bondsman along with his father. Cf. col. IV, line 124.

It is possible that the Euktemon of col. IV, line 125 should be identified with
Euktemon, son of Aision, who is named in P. A., 5787.

I have followed Ferguson (A.J.P., LIX, 1938, p. 230) in retaining the date
307/6 for the inscription, as against the suggestion of Kahrstedt (Untersuchungen
zur Magistratur, pp. 13-14) that it should be assigned to 304/3 B.c.

DeMES oF DEMETRIAS

10. Seven fragments of Hymettian marble, which belong together, but which
do not have any contact surfaces in common. Fragments a and b have the top surface
preserved, and fragments f and g have the bottom surface preserved. This lower
surface is picked and has a dressing along its front edge. The upper part of a wreath
appears on fragment a, with the lower part of a wreath on fragment f. The type is
characteristic of a gold crown, but there is no certainty that these pieces were broken
from the same wreath.

All fragments were found in Section HH between February 3 and June 1, 1936,
with the exception of b, which was recovered from a marble dump in Section M on
February 27, 1934.

a: Height, 0.051 m.; width, 0.087 m.; thickness, 0.09 m.
Inv. No. 4008 d.

b: Height, 0.065 m.; width, 0.065 m.; thickness, 0.09 m.
Inv. No. 3917.
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c: Height, 0.077 m.; width, 0.14 m.; thickness, 0.067 m.
Inv. No. 4008 c.

d: Height, 0.086 m.; width, 0:094 m.; thickness, 0.056 m.
Inv. No. 1490.

e: Height, 0.06 m.; width, 0.092 m.; thickness, 0.062 m.
Inv. No. 3311.

f: Height, 0.06 m.; width, 0.05 m. ; thickness, 0.057 m.
Inv. No. 4008 b.

g: Height, 0.058 m.; width, 0.043 m.; thickness, 0.052 m.
Inv. No. 4008 a.

The height of letters in the first line is ca. 0.015 m., in the last line 0.011 m., and
in the other lines ca. 0.006 m. The text is not stoichedon, but five lines require a
vertical space on the stone of 0.054 m. '

e ) e, (g

No. 10. Fragment a No. 10. Fragment b

g"

No. 10. Fragment ¢
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No. 10. Fragment d

> Ao $
Y
WASY

No. 10. Fragment f

No. 10. Fragment e

No. 10. Fragment g

b
e Joov[~— ~ ~ -]~ ~--]
—————————— [0l émi]lhextor [-————]¢ ’Apxe———-—
—————————— wreath [-——Me]N Awp———-
lacuna
¢ d
[CApt]JorvA[hos———-] = @ ———————— o——
5 [...]dpworos Me[Mireds] [-===]s [M]e\red|s]

[...]ometfns Me\ [creds] [——=]ns Me\er

[...]ok\ijs ®vhdo[ios] [——=]s éx Koiry

[Sdo]rparos Aar[8aNidns] 15 [- ———00] paeis

[....]x170ns ®[vAdaios] [-———éx K]oi\y

o --—————-—- [--——- ] épeo|s]

lacuna
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e
[ —————— = ] vge  —— e
__________ )

20 [-———— Awop | €€ Ne——————————
__________ 25 o
lacuna
f g
wreath

[-————- Jer[-———————= Jyo[-==—~- ]

Except that fragments a and b must belong to the top of the monument and
fragments f and g to the bottom there is no certainty about the relative positions of
the preserved pieces. In line 2 the restoration [oi émi]Nekror (with letters more widely
spaced than elsewhere) seems probable. The émilexror are mentioned in I.G., II?
680, line 12, as part of the contingent sent by the Athenians to fight at Thermopylai
against the Gauls in 279/8 B.c. They numbered there one thousand (Pausanias, X,
20, 5: mevrakboow 8¢ és 70 immikdy, Xiho 8¢ érdooovTo év Tols melols), and were under
the command of Kallippos, son of Moirokles, of Eleusis.*

The present document belongs also to the third century, and it may be assumed
that it records an honorary dedication by members of this elite corps. I believe that
it must be assumed further that all the demotics named in the text belong to the
tribe Demetrias. This attribution of Melite (line 3, 5, 6, 13), Koile (lines 14, 16),
Xypete (line 18), and Diomeia (line 20) has been long known. The assignment of
Poros (line 17) to Demetrias is now proved by the inscription from the Agora here
published as No. 12. The new facts which are revealed by this text are that Daidalidai
and part, at least, of Phyle belonged in the third century to Demetrias.

Phyle was large enough so that it may have become a divided deme when the
reorganization was effected in 307/6 B.c. Daidalidai was so small that its division
between the tribe of its former allegiance (Kekropis) and the new tribe seems im-
probable. There were, for example, only two representatives of the deme Daidalidai
in the prytany list of ca. 128 B.c. published by Dow in Hesperia, Suppl. I, no. 89, and
only one representative in the bouleutai list of 335/4 published as I.G., II?, 1700
(lines 163-165)."* There has been until now no specific evidence for the tribal affilia-
tion of Daidalidai between 307/6 and 201 /0 s.c.

10 See Threpsiades, Hesperia, VIII, 1939, p. 180.

1 See Gomme, The Population of Athens, p. 62. It must be observed, however, that Atene,
Amphitrope, and Semachidai were small demes, and that the first two of these were probably
divided in 307/6 (cf. Dinsmoor, Archons of Athens, pp. 447-448), while there is evidence of a
late date for the division of Semachidai between Ptolemais and Antiochis.
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On the other hand, it has been assumed that Phyle belonged entirely to Oineis.
This has been inferred from the mention of ®\orddns dvAd as polemarch in the
archon list 1.G., IT?, 1706, and this attribution, which gives the tribal distribution of
the nine archons in the year of Leochares (228/7 B.c.) as XII, V, VIII, I, TV, VII,
IX, X, XTI, has been used by Ferguson to establish the end of one cycle of allotment
between 228 /7 and 227/6. He was led to do this in part so that the tribe Oineis might
not in two consecutive years supply the polemarch.”” Now that we know part of
Phyle to have been assigned to Demetrias, the distribution of archons in 228/7 may
equally well be given as XII, V, II, I, TV, VII, IX, X, XI, and there exists in this
archon list no evidence which compels the end of one cycle and the commencement of
another at precisely this point.

The polemarch of 224/3 belonged to Antiochis (I.G., II*, 1706, line 53:
Ipwrouévys Eire) as did also the polemarch of 220/19 (I.G., II*, 1706, line 73:
K\eopédwr *Arnp).** From this evidence Ferguson (op. cit., p. 53) deduced that a
new cycle was begun between 224/3 and 222/1 (now corrected to 220/19 for the
date of the archon Menekrates). A new cycle is also indicated between 228/7 and
220/19 even in case Atene in 1.G., I1*, 1706, line 73, belonged to Demetrias, provided
Phyle in 1.G., II*, 1706, line 13, should also be so assigned; and in any case the new
cycle must have commenced at some time between 226/5 (archon Ergochares) and
216/5 (archon Hagnias), because in both these years the polemarch was from
Leontis.”” The actual date of the new cycle probably fell in 223/2 B.c., after the
creation of the tribe Ptolemais (Ferguson, op. cit., p. 53).

A conservative evaluation of the evidence suggests that 1.G., TI*, 1706, line 13,
does not prove whether Phyle belonged part to Demetrias and part to Oineis or
wholly to one or the other. But the present text, together with another new inscrip-
tion from the Agora, decides the issue in favor of a divided deme. The demotic
@[ v\doos | must be restored with the name of the secretary in a text of the archon-
ship of Mnesidemos (298/7 ®B.c.; cf. Hesperia, VII, 1938, p. 132; the full text is
published here as No. 13), where the tribal affiliation must be with Oineis to conform
to the necessities of the tribal cycle. The present inscription shows that part of
Phyle belonged to Demetrias.

The new assignment of Daidalidai to Demetrias has far-reaching consequences,

12 [.G., 112, 1706, lines 11-20.

18 Ferguson, Athenian Tribal Cycles, pp. 50-52.

4 Ferguson, op. cit., p. 51, note 2, and Dinsmoor, Archons of Athens, p. 448, agree that
Atene belonged both to Demetrias and Antiochis. In this case the latter affiliation is necessary to
prevent double representation of Demetrias in the board of archons of 220/ 19. For the date of
Menekrates, in whose archonship Kleomedon was polemarch, see Dow, H esperia, 11, 1933, plate
X1V, line 91.

15 See Ferguson, Athenian Tribal Cycles, p. 53; and for the text of I1.G., 112, 1706, see Dow,
Hesperia, 11, 1933, plate XIV.
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for the tribal cycle is no longer served by restoring the demotic in the name of the
secretary for Diomedon’s year (I.G., II?, 791) as A[amdalidns]. The disturbing
consequences of this discovery on the problem of the secretary cycle through the
archonships of Polyeuktos, Hieron, and Diomedon need not be debated here. We may
rather point out that the initial letter of the demotic, which has been variously read
as alpha, delta, and lambda,'® may once again be given the reading alpha, to which
it is best suited epigraphically, and that whatever may be the result in subsequent
studies of the archon tables, the desired demotic should be of ten letters, yielding
for the secretary of Diomedon’s year the name ®opvokidys 'Apiorouévov A[....° . ... ].

11. Small fragment of Hymettian marble, broken on all sides but with the
back preserved, found on May 28, 1936, in Section I.

Height, 0.186 m.; width, 0.086 m.; thickness, 0.095 m.
Height of letters, 0.005 m.
Inv. No. 14221.

Ten lines of text occupy a vertical space of 0.105m. The inscription is not
stoichedon.

Late 3rd century B.c.

‘Trmor | opddas]
"Av8porijs — — — —
Acope] ets |
5 Apiorapyos ————
é€ Oio[v]
Avorvoédwp [os — — —]
‘Ayv|[odoio]
[X]apiorpa[Tos — ——]
10 ["A]pworox[———]
[K]iAps ——————
[A]npairp[ros ——— ]
bottom of column?

No. 11

1¢ See especially Dinsmoor, Archons of Athens, pp. 96-99 ; Ferguson, Athenian Tribal Cycles,
pp. 16-19.
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The deme Oion is here found associated with Hippotomadai, Diomeia, and
Hagnous, and so it also must have belonged to the tribe Demetrias. The fragment
seems to have been broken from a decree honoring the prytaneis of this tribe, and
it must be dated before 201/0 B.c. when the Macedonian tribes were abolished. The
writing, especially alpha and delta with open tops, is characteristic of the last quarter
of the third century. Olov Aekehewdy is known to have belonged in this period to the
tribe Hippothontis, an attribution which has recently been demonstrated anew by
the discovery that the secretary of the archonship of Leochares was from Oion, in a
year (228/7 B.c.) when the secretary-cycle demands a secretary from tribe X.''
There is, however, no evidence that Otor Kepauewxdér, which belonged to Leontis in the
fourth century, continued in the years from 307/6 to 201 /0 with the same affiliation.
The present inscription now gives the proof that this Oion, which was probably too
small to be divided, was one of the demes taken over for the creation of Demetrias.

It must, therefore, be assumed that the demotic é€ Ofov will be absent from the
lists of prytaneis of Leontis during the period of existence of the tribe Demetrias.
That it returned to Leontis in the time of the eleven tribes is shown by its listing
in 1.G., 11?, 2362, and that it remained in Leontis subsequently is amply attested.*®

In the publication of /.G., 11?, 848, which Dow has made in Hesperia, Suppl. 1,
no. 36, the demotic [K#rrioe] should be restored in line 91,* followed by four
demesmen. The demotic [é€ Olov] is thus eliminated, and the representation of Kettos
in the Council is made the same as in Hesperia, Suppl. I, no. 16, where again four
names appear (lines 26-29). The demotic [é€ Ofov] should also be eliminated from
line 58 of this latter inscription.”

As the available evidence increases, it becomes apparent that Demetrias was not
created solely out of demes taken from the latter tribes in official order from the
original ten. The known demes of Antigonis were drawn from tribes I-V, and the
demes known so far of Demetrias were drawn from tribes V-X, with one exception
in the case of Diomeia, which belonged originally to tribe I1.** In addition to its proof
that Demetrias had at least one deme (Oion) from tribe IV, the present text settles
any misgiving there may still have been that Diomeia belonged to Antigonis.* The
entry in line 4 is decisive in favor of Demetrias. It seems safe to say that the supposed
division in the original ten tribes cannot be applied strictly to the composition of either
of the Macedonian tribes. But exceptions in the case of Antigonis have yet to be
found.

17 Cf. Hesperia, VII, 1938, p. 137.

8 For the second century, see especially I.G., II?, 918 (= Dow, Hesperia, Suppl. 1, no. 77).

** My observation of the squeeze shows that line 93 should be restored [....%...]Jos, with the
omicron falling above the second alpha in [*AwoAX]opdwys of line 94.

20 Pritchett publishes below (No. 22) a new fragment of Hesperia, Suppl. I, no. 16, and gives
a new arrangement of the catalogue of prytaneis.

2t See Dinsmoor, Archons of Athens, pp. 450-451. 22 Cf. Dinsmoor, op. cit., p. 450.
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12. Fragment from a base of Hymettian marble, with part of the bottom, face,
and left side preserved, found on Nov. 4, 1936, in the wall of a modern house in
Section X. The lower part of a wreath is preserved on the left lateral face.

Height, 0.19 m.; width, 0.201 m.; thickness, 0.278 m.
Height of letters, 0.007 m.
Inv. No. I 4320.

O T 2 - ¥ o R P ———
Edepyérys ék Ko 0 @6m————————

‘Tepdvvpos Mépe R
Iavayns Mekur Avoio[rparos — —]

10 *Epexfeidos "Avnipdr[ns———] 10
Epwko| . |s "AypvA Xawpéor | patos — —]

This monument was quadrangular, like several bases found in the Agora which
carried dedications made by ephebes. The lettering suggests a date in the third century,
and within broad limits this date is demonstrably correct, for the ephebes named in
lines 6-9 of col. I are all from the tribe Demetrias, which existed only from 307/6
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to 201/0 B.c. A more precise date early in the century seems probable, if Euergetes
from Koile (line 7) may be identified as the son of ‘Emvyévns Edepyérov ék Koilns
(P.4.,4804) who flourished late in the fourth century.

The inscription is important for the evidence it gives that Poros belonged to the
tribe Demetrias. This fact is further confirmed by the inscription here published
as No. 10, q. .

GRANT OF CITIZENSHIP

13. Fragment of Hymettian marble, broken on all sides, found on May 6,
1937, in Section OA.

Height, 0.095 m.; width, 0.15 m.; thickness, 0.075 m.
Height of letters, 0.006 m.
Inv. No. I 4812.

The inscription is stoichedon.
Five lines occupy a vertical space on
the stone of 0.065 m. and five columns
(measured on centres) a horizontal
space of 0.065m., though there are
some slight variations. Schweigert
has found that his fragment is part
of the decree already published as I.G.,
IT*, 643. The combined text is pub-
lished here.

No. 13. Fragment belonging to I.G., 112, 643

298/7 B.c. STOIX. 29

[Emt Mymodipov dpxovros émt s . .|

[ .vridos évdrns] mp[vravelas e . .. . ]

[...... o |vovs ®[vAdoos éypapu]

[pdrever: ‘Elagm]Bolidv|[o]s évd[rer per’]
5 [eikddas tpirel] Kkai eixoore[T s mp]

[vraveias: éxkAn]oia kvpia 76 [v mpoéd ]

[pov eﬂe\[md)l,lev Alvripaxos "A[. . .5 . ]

[....5% ... kal ovpmp]dedpor - [esofev 7]

[ djpeoe ... .5 .. ... Jv[... % . ]

lacuna
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[-——————- dotvar 8¢ Tovs| 1.G., 1T, 643
[mpurd]ve[s] 7[7s . ..v7lBos mept Tis 7] (E.M. 7348)
o\urelas av|Tov v Yijdov TéL dnpwt |
eis 7[)]|v émoboar ék|kA\nolav: dvaypa |

15 ac 8[€] 768¢ 70 Yymdiop|a Tov ypauparé]
a 1ov [ka]Ta mpuravetav év [omiher Mif ]
[{]ver kai oThoaw v omiy | év dkpor ]

6] \e[ ] mapa Ty érépav oriAn|[v év N oi]

20

m corona m corona

6 8[7 | pos 6 dnuos
25 ’Apwordi|alv SwoTparov

The new fragment gives the name of the secretary [.......M . ...... lvovs
®[vAdoos], hitherto unknown, for the year 298/7.* The calendar equation in lines
4-6 has been restored on the assumption that backward count was employed in the
date by month ** and on the assumption that the year was ordinary. In any case, the
month Elaphebolion contained 30 days, for only in a full month is the count évdret
per eikddas possible, whether the direction of the count be backward or forward.”
A full Elaphebolion does not agree with the ideal scheme drawn to cover this year
by Dinsmoor (Archons, p. 431) and some readjustment in the sequence of full and
hollow months must be made in his table.

With a regular alteration of months after Elaphebolion, Mounichion and Skiro-
phorion must have been hollow, so, if the first six prytanies of the year had 30 days
each and the last six 29 days each, Elaphebolion 22 (évd uer’ eikddas) may be equated
with Pryt. IX, 23.

Requirements of space limit the choice of name for the prytany in lines 1-2 and
12 to Aewvridos or Alavridos (see note on I.G., IT%, 643), and the same name must be
restored in both lacunae. In line 21, I note that the letters A® of dvaypadiiy were
crowded so that they occupy the space of one letter in the stoichedon count. The
uprights of the H following were then cut correctly in their stoichos, but the letter

23 Cf. Hesperia, VII, 1938, p. 132.

24 The tabulation of dates in Hesperia, IV, 1935, p. 561, shows that backward count was
more probable in the early third century.

25 See the table in Hesperia, IV, 1935, p. 535.



No. 13. I1.G., II%, 643




GREEK INSCRIPTIONS 83

was subsequently recut slightly to the right so that it now falls about midway
between ¢ and final N.

The inscription falls within the period of military oligarchy when the expense
of stelai was borne by the exetastes and the trittyarchoi.

PRrRESCRIPT OF A DECREE

14. Upper left corner of a stele of Hymettian marble, which has been lying
for some years in the stoa of Attalos, brought into the Agora museum in February
of 1936.

Height, 0.230 m.; width, 0.146 m.; thickness, 0.095 m.
Height of letters, 0.006 m.
Inv. No. I 3460.

The writing is stoichedon. Five lines occupy a vertical space of 0.065 m., and
five letters (measured on centres) occupy a horizontal space of 0.068 m.

287/6 B.c. STOIX. 23

émt Avorip|ov dpxovros émi 7]
fis Kexpomi|[dos 7pirns mwpvra]
velas iz Avoi[oTrpatos "Apiorop]
dxov Iawav[ieds éypappdrev]

S €[v-Blondpop[ibvos évdrmu ior]
[apévo]v év[dm s mpuravel]
[as ékk]Ano[ia kvpia: 7év mpoéd]

[pwv émelyri[guler — — — — —]

No. 14

In line 3 the name of the secretary was first cut, apparently, as Adorparos. The
correction was made by crowding back the beginning of the word and inserting the
necessary letters, without erasure, for the original true stoichedon (but incorrect)
spelling is still perfectly legible.
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PryTaANY DECREE

15. Stele of Hymettian marble, with the top, left side, and original thickness

preserved, found on January 25,
1937, in the wall of a modern house
in Section ©0.

Height, 0.46 m.; width, 0.32 m.;
thickness, 0.157 m.

Height of letters, 0.0065 m.

Inv. No. I 4424.

The inscription is stoichedon.
Ten lines occupy a vertical space of
0.14 m.; and ten rows (measured on
centres) occupy a horizontal space of
0.14 m. The surface of the marble is
not entirely smooth, but still shows
the marks of the tooth-chisel. In
line 5 the stone-cutter inscribed first
évarnu kal eikorie as the date by
prytany. To make the correction
four letters, beginning with iota of
kai, were erased (not very success-
fully) and the letters IEl were in-
serted where |E had formerly stood,
a kappa was cut over the old iota, and
the once omitted omicron was cut
over the old kappa. Line 5 now con-

No. 15 tains, therefore, forty letters.
285/4 B.c. STOIX. 39
6 € [o i

10

"Eni Edfiov dpxov{xov}tos [émi tijs Alavridos dwde]
kdrns mwpvraveias Mt Nav|[owwévrns Navoubidov Xo]
Napyevs éypappdrever [Skipodopidvos éver kal |

véa évdrmu kal eikooTi) [ Ths wpvravelas: ékkAno |

la- 76V Tpoédpwv émepmd[lev . ... 0 ... .. ]
évos *Afpoveds kai ovpr|[pdedpor®® Eofer T 4]
pot- Kallias Avoyudyo[v “Eppeios elmev: mepi dv Né]
yovow ol mpvrdvers T[7s Alavridos vmép T@v iep]

&v v Ovov 76 wpd ékk\ [nadv év T mpuraveiar *]
dyafet Toxe deddxfa[t TdL dpwr Ta pév dyalba Oé]
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xeoOas Tov dfjpov & dmr[ayyé\ovow yeyovévar éd’]
vyieloan kai ocompialt s BovAis kal Tod Sjpov 7]
[0]D *Abnvaiwy, éned[n 8¢ oi mpurdvers s Alavrid]

15 [os Olvoias Tefvkac |t kakds kai Puhoripws kai Tdv]
[@N\ov] émpepnérny|[Tar amdvrowy dv avrols kabijxo]
[v fv ém] awéoar Tov[s mpurdvers Tis Alavridos 8]
[katoo |9vms Evexa [kal duloTipias Tis eis Tov dHu]
[ov kai o] redpavdoar [adrods xpvade oreddvar kard.]

20 [7ov véulov: dvaypdf[ac 8¢ 768e 70 Ymdiopa Tov ypap]
[paréa 70]v kata wpy[raveiav év omiAne MbBivne ka]
[t orficar] mpods & B ovAevrnpiwe: eis 8¢ ™y dvayp]
[adiy s o]riMys p[epioar Tods ém Tt Stoukrored |
[A 8paxpds] wvacat

The decree was passed on the same day with 1.G., IT?, 659, and the same Kallias
(P.4.,7861) appears in both inscriptions as the orator.

It should be noted that the letters of the invocation fe[oi] were spaced with
perfect symmetry over the body of the text below.

FRAGMENT OF A DECREE

16. Small fragment of Pentelic marble with the smooth top preserved, but
otherwise broken, found on April 28, 1934, in
Section B.

Height, 0.10 m.; width, 0.048 m.; thickness,
0.025 m.

Height of letters, 0.008 m.
Inv. No. I 1886.

The date is approximately determinable by
the character of the writing, and by the fact that
the place of meeting of the Bovlyj is specified. In
line 3 part of the name of a secretary hitherto
unknown is preserved; the spacing of the lines on
the stone shows that [A]nuoxN[e—-] was the
patronymic.
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ca. 200 m.c. NON-3TOIX. ca. 39
[0 € o] i
[Emi —% 20 — dpxovros émt Tis == 2] €ldos | . .S€]
[ kdTns mpuTavelas M —— — =% E— —— — Almuok [e. . . |
[ %2l — éypappdrever — L 2D 1§ |pos €k | Teu €]
[l 8éka, éxter kal Sexdrer Tijs mpuTav |etas: B[ ovA ]
[én Bovhevrypiwe: &V mpoédpwy émedi |dulev | .. . . ]
[-———— X kal o |vpapd| edpot |
[vacat | [€8ofev T BovAi] vacat
[-——— === eimev: ————|

TuE GENOS OF THE GEPHYRAIOI

17. Three fragments of a stele of Pentelic marble. The upper piece (a) and
the lower piece (¢) both join fragment b to make a composite group.

a: Published in Hesperia, VIII, 1939, pp. 80-81.

b and ¢: Published as S.E.G., I11, no. 108 from Wilhelm’s study in Anz. Ak.
Wien, 1924, pp. 119-126. This publication supersedes that in 1.G., IT*, 1096. Frag-
ment b was copied by Pittakys and published by him in L’ancienne Athenes, p. 129,
with the omission of what is now line 9. The publications of Rangabé (Antiquités
Helléniques, 11, no. 819) and Le Bas (Voyage Archéologique: Inscriptions Grecques
et Latines, 1, Attique, no. 373) are but copies of Pittakys’ text. Le Bas omits the
final lambda in the next to the last line. This stone was rediscovered in the Agora in
1936. The left margin is preserved.

Height, 0.45 m.; width, 0.229 m.; thickness, 0.127 m.
Height of letters, 0.007 m.
Inv. No. I 2044.

Fragment ¢ bears the Epigraphical Museum inventory number 2652.

ca. 37/6 B.C.
® € o [£]

*Ayali Toxme émt Oeomeiflov & [ pxovros, Tov b€ yé |
vovs 70 Tevpaiwr ®lwv|idov dpxovros Tla]
[a]viéws ¥ Skipodopidvos ¥ [———————————— ]

5 [émoToN) mapa Tob yévovs mpos Aekdois |
[Tedvpaiwr 70 yévos Aehdpdv Tols dpxovor kal mé\ew xai]
[pew dme|ord|[Nueba eis émepdnow 100 Oeot Beddihov |
Awoddpov ‘Ahaiéa |Mappérny Ziywvos Mapabdvior |
kal\eprjoovras |kal émepwrioovras T0 pavreiov |

10 kabds éorw & yé|vew wdTprov vmep Tob Bov{vyov]
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No. 17 (The Position of the Fragments is Not Quite Correctly Shown)
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kal tepéws Aws éu Ila|Madior Avoripov Tod Awoddpov ]
3 / v e ~ s ~ / 1) / 3
Alatéws® * Duels odv kalds |morioere amodefduevor av |
TOUS Kal eloayaydvres els [0 xpnomipov kal Tov dmodo |
Oévros xpnopod Siameps| due Jvor 76 yé|vew o dvriypadov]
15 émoTol\n) mapo AeNdd|[v mplos 10 yévos
Ae\dpdv ol dpxovres kal 7| 6] Ms Tdu yéver @ T | edvpaiowv |
’ v ’ \ > ’, e 15 e A FYERN
Xaipew:  ywdokere Tovs |adm |eoTakl{u>évovs v’ | pudv émt]
Tay pavretav kal <&mepdrac|w V|meép T0d Bov{dyov k[a]i i[epéws]
[A]ios éu Hadhadimwe Awor|ipov] Tod Awoddpov ‘Alatéws | O¢]
20 [6¢iN]ov Awobddpov ‘AN| aiéa] Tappuévmy Zivwvos Ma| pa]
[ @dviov dmr]ode| dwrdras dp]elv Ta map’ Tudv meudbévr|a]
[ ypdppara mepl 7ds pavret]as kal dvavevewuévovs Tay
[Vvmdpxovoay mori Te Tav]| woAw dudv kal Tov Beov ol
/ ~ /’ \ / \
[ kewdrara T@v Tedvpaiov| kal kekalhiepmrdras kai
| émepwraxéras T0 pavr](€)tov: Tav odv émepdraciy
\ \ \ ~ ~ / > ¢ \
[ kal TOv Xpnouov Tob feod ame|ordhpefa m[o] @ Vue
[odpayioduevor TaL Sapooiar appa]yeide.

25

The text of fragment b as copied by Pittakys exhibits several marginal letters
that are no longer on the stone. This does not necessarily mean that Pittakys himself
saw these letters, for it is well known that he sometimes made a restoration which
seemed to him certain without indicating it as such, so that the student who uses his
copies now frequently has to decide whether to accept or reject a marginal reading
on the basis of evidence that may seem entirely subjective. In line 7 Pittakys reads
TAI, but the letters seem to be part of 2 followed by TA. In line 10 Pittakys reads
TQIFENEI; the stone preserves today only the letters TQITE. In this instance I
assume that the additional reading should have been noted as a supplement, for in
lines 8 and 11 Pittakys read no more and no less than is now visible. We have no
way of knowing what he saw in line 9, for this is omitted in his copy entirely.

Similarly, in line 13 the text given by Pittakys as EIZTHN should be interpreted
as an expanded form of the letters EIZT which he saw upon the stone. Pittakys gives
no more in line 12 than can be seen now, and in line 14 he did not record part of the
marginal letter psi which is still preserved. To assume that he read EIZTHN in its
entirety would imply an awkward salient of marble jutting to the right in line 13
only; this is extremely improbable. One may note that in line 13 Pittakys read
EIZATATONTAS incorrectly instead of EIZAFATONTEZ.®

At the beginning of lines 16-18, on the other hand, Pittakys read letters which I
believe to have been on the stone in his day and which have now disappeared. In line 16
his letters EMXPON must be interpreted as AEAPQN. The letters PQN are still

26 His reading is incorrectly reported as elodyovres in 1.G., 112, 1096, note.
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clear (see the photograph on p. 87), and there is room before them for three addi-
tional full-spaced letters. Pittakys’ rendering shows that he did not see these initial
letters clearly, but for the very reason that it is so corrupt I believe his text indicates
that he was attempting to put down on paper, and perhaps interpret, strokes that he
actually did see. One might be in doubt as to whether Pittakys’ reading in line 17 of
the entire word XAIPEIN involved restoration, since only the letters EIN are now
visible, except for the fact that he gives the unintelligible initial letters TAY in line 18.
Here he was clearly not attempting restoration. These letters TAY have now dis-
appeared, but it seems clear that Pittakys saw TA and the upper part of N, which
he mistook for Y. I conclude that the first letters in all three lines 16-18 have been
lost from the stone since the date of Pittakys’ publication. The final letter on frag-
ment b in line 16 is TT; Pittakys read Ol. At the end of the same line on fragment ¢
the initial letter of the name of the genos is partially preserved. Roussel (B.C.H.,
LIII, 1929, p. 181, note 1) reports a lower angle that can be interpreted equally well as
E or B. It may also be interpreted as the lower tip of the vertical stroke in gamma,
with the usual short finial cross-stroke at the bottom. Wilhelm (Anz. Ak. Wien,
1924, p. 122) describes the cutting as “ das untere Ende eines senkrechten mit dem
Ansatze eines wagrechten Striches.”

In line 18 Wilhelm reads kaimepdrac|w ——].

In lines 19-21 there is not very definite evidence for what Pittakys did or did
not see. It is possible that he read the letters 102 of AlOZ at the beginning of
line 19. He reports the letters TOYZ, which Kirchner (I.G., II*, 1096, line 11)
has interpreted as part of the phrase [Aws] 70D éu ITaNadiwe. Wilhelm (Anz. Ak.
Waen, 1924, p. 121) suggests [Aws] 7od{s} éu IlaAhadiw:. The stone now shows the
reading [Aw]s éu HMalladiwe, just as the words Aws éu Tla[Aadiwe] appear in line
11 above. It is my belief that Pittakys may have seen the upper parts of the letters
10 of [A]igs where the left edge of the stone was once preserved down through
lines 16-19, and this interpretation is given in the present transcript. The beginning
of line 20 is now preserved approximately as Pittakys saw it. I have accepted the
final letter A on fragment b in line 20 as reported by Pittakys, for the stone may
have suffered damage since his reading was made and the extent of his restoration
is indicated.

In line 21 Pittakys read QAE. My conviction is that in all three letters Pittakys
saw only the tops, and that they belonged to the letters OAE of [dn]ode[dwréras].

The number of letters varies somewhat in different lines of the inscription, but
it may be observed that syllabic division is invariably employed at the ends of the
lines. Furthermore, it is possible, now that both sides of the stone are preserved, to
plot with some degree of accuracy the amount of space available for restoration.
Even without fragment & at his disposal Wilhelm has made many improvements over
the version printed in /.G., IT°, 1096, and the essential correctness of his general
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disposition is now proved by the rediscovery of the lost piece. I note only a minor
change in the division of lines 19 and 20, the necessity of reducing slightly the
length of one or two lines (8, 10, 20), and the necessity of somewhat longer restora-
tions at the beginning of line 24. Wilhelm’s restorations have been made, as always,
with care and skill.

In line 25 Kirchner read the first preserved letter as epsilon (/.G., 1I?, 1096,
line 17), restoring [uwavr]etov; Wilhelm gives no reading of the letter in question
(Anz. Ak. Wien, 1924, pp. 121-123), but restores [uavre|tov. The entire top stroke
is preserved, joined by the upper part of a vertical stroke at the very edge of the stone.
There is no trace of a central stroke, and the letter can be interpreted as epsilon only
on the assumption that it was imperfectly cut, with the central bar omitted, as in
{&mepdrac|w] in line 18. Part of the lower stroke seems to be visible on a squeeze,
and I should have no hésitation in reading an imperfect epsilon except that Schweigert
felt confident when he examined the stone that the letter was gamma.”” The evidence
at present is conflicting. I restore [mavr](e€)tor, but remind the reader that possi-
bilities of restoration with [———]ywor must not be left out of account. If the lower
stroke was cut, the letter must have been epsilon; if there was no lower stroke the
letter was of course gamma. Unfortunately the photograph does not offer a sufficient
control over the divergent records of those who have seen the stone.

Fragments a and b join in such a way as to show that only two lines of text
(5-6) have been lost between the preserved upper and lower surfaces. In the first of
these two lines one must supply the heading for the letter sent by the genos of the
Gephyraioi to the Delphians. This heading balances that inscribed above the reply
sent by the Delphians to the genos (line 15). In lines 6-7 was the greeting of the
Gephyraioi to the archons and citizens of Delphi. The phraseology of the restoration
is based upon the form of greeting used in the Delphic response (lines 16-17):
Aeddv of dpyovres kai w[é]Ms. The reading [dmeordhkaper émi] rav [pavreiav]
suggested in S.E.G., I11, 108, must be rejected.

The letter of the Gephyraioi gives the necessary credentials for their two envoys,
states that they are being sent to renew an old custom of consultation, and asks that
the Delphians receive them, introduce them to the oracle, and send to the genos a
copy of the oracular response given to their question.

The letter of the Delphians is a covering letter which the envoys carried back

27 Schweigert writes from Athens under date of April 21, 1939: I have very little doubt that
the letter is gamma. It certainly should not have been bracketed by Wilhelm, for the vertical stroke
and uppermost horizontal are well preserved. All the letters in this inscription are deeply cut,
and since there is preserved marble surface the middle and lowest hastae of an epsilon should
appear. It will be noted that there are two kinds of epsilon in this inscription, one with isometric,
the other with shorter middle bar; but in neither case is the middle stroke so short as not to
appear on the preserved part if the letter was epsilon.”
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with them to Athens. It informs the Gephyraioi that their envoys who had come to
consult the oracle had renewed the existing close associations of the Gephyraioi with
Delphi and with Apollo, and that they had been admitted to the oracle. The Delphians
returned also a copy of the question asked of the oracle by the envoys and a copy
of the response, sealed with the public seal.

The stone is broken away below line 27, but it is reasonable to assume that the
lost portion contained the epigraphical record of the question and the response,
followed by an appropriate resolution of the genos of the Gephyraioi.

Inasmuch as the envoys were called rods [am|eoraA{u>évovs in line 17, T have
restored [ame]ord[Auefa] in line 7, employing the same form that appears in line 26.
I have also adopted the suggestion of Wilamowitz eis 7[0 xpnoripov] in line 13 and
the suggestion of Cronert [mept tds pavrei|as in line 22 (cf. S.E.G., 111, 108). For
reasons of space, the restoration ot[ ketérara 7&dv Tedupaiov] is preferable to ol ketérara
kat ¢iliav] in lines 23-24.

The envoys of the Gephyraioi were Theophilos, son of Diodoros, of Halai, and
Pammenes, son of Zenon, of Marathon. In the inscription they were named in
asyndeton; there is no room for the connective xai between the words ‘AN [aéa] and
Moupévnr in line 20. They were to consult the oracle dmép 700 Bov{dyov kai iepéws
Aws éu Talhadimwe (lines 10-11 and 18-19), whose name was Diotimos, son of Dio-
doros, of Halai.

Although it is not specifically stated in this inscription that these men belonged to
the genos of the Bouzygali, this inference was made by Wilhelm from the two frag-
ments known to him, and he restored the name of the Bouzygai in two other
inscriptions which name Pammenes and his father Zenon: **

(1) B.C.H., 111, 1879, p. 156 (3) = S.E.G., II1, 667.

. ie[ péws ToD *AméA\\wvos |
€k 70D yévovs 10| D Bovlvydv]
Iappévovs Tob [Znvwvos Mapabw |

viov
(2) 1.G.,, X1I, 5, 271 (Add,, p. 312); cf. S.E.G., 111, 745.

6 3fjuos 6 [ Abyraiwy kail

ol Ty vijoov [karoikodvres |
Znjvwva Tapp [ évovs Mapalivior]
Tov tepéa 70D [ Amé\\wvos ]

éx o yévovs [10D Bov{vydv]

3> ~ 4 \ > /’
aperijs évek|ev kal edoefeias]
"AméAwve A [ prémde Anrot].

28 Anz. Ak. Wien, 1924, pp. 126-127.
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Diotimos is named as Bouzyges. It is known also (Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2,
no. 60) that in the archonship of Architimos®* Diotimos was énynris é€ Evmarpiddv
6 Umo Tob Opov kabearauévos in the Dodekais sent to Delphi from Athens in that year.
In the belief that he could not have belonged both to the genos of the Bouzygai and to
the genos of the Eupatridai, Wilhelm suggested that the designation é¢ Evmarpiddv
must be conceived as a general term covering membership in any of the old Attic gene,
and that there was in fact no one yévos Evmarpddv mutually exclusive with respect
to all the other gene.” There seemed, therefore, no objection to the assumption that
Pammenes, Theophilos, and Diotimos were all members of the genos of the Bouzygai.

But in 1929 Roussel published two Delian inscriptions which proved that
Pammenes belonged to the genos of the Erysichthonidai®* These now appear in
Roussel and Launey, Inscriptions de Délos, nos. 2517 and 2518, in the following form:

(1)  [ém lepéws oD 'Amé\\wv]os Sia

[ Biov ék 70D yévovs 70|30 "Epvo

[ xOoviddv Maupuévov|s Tod Znj

[vovos MapalBwvio|v Tob kal

[émipernBévros s dvaoTd |oews. 5
(2) kal ow|THpa————]

émi lepéws To| 0 "AméN\wvos dia Biov]

éx 10D yév|ovs 10 "Epvoiyfovt |

dav Hauu|évovs T0d Zijvwvos |

M| apaboviov]. 5

Roussel also noted that the name *Epvouyfoviddv should be restored in one of the
Delian texts discussed by Wilhelm, and S.E.G., 111, 667 is now published by Roussel
and Launey, Inscriptions de Délos, no. 2516:

iep[ éws Tob *AméAlwvos |
> ~ ’ A 1a A
éx oD yévovs To[D "Epvotxforddv |
Mappévovs Tob Z[ rwvos Mapabo |
viov.

Similarly, the Delian text from Paros (S.E.G., 111, 745) should probably be restored
as follows:

6 dfpos 6 ['Abnraiwr kat|

ot ™y vijoov |kaTowkobvTes |

29 30/29 B.C. according to Dinsmoor, Archons, pp. 292-293 ; cf. also Wilhelm, Anz. Ak. Wien,
1924, p. 124.

80 Wilhelm, Anz. Ak. Wien, 1924, pp. 124-126. See also Wade-Gery, Cl. Quart., XXV, 1931,
p. 84; Daux, Delphes, pp. 551-554; and Ferguson, Hesperia, VII, 1938, p. 51.

st B.C.H., LIII, 1929, pp. 181-182. Ci. S.E.G., III, 667.
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Znpvova Mapw [ évovs Mapaldviov |
Tov lepéa Tob [ AméAwvos Sia Biov]
5  ék 100 yévovs |10 "Epvoixforidiv |
aperns €vek|a kal evoefeias? |
"Amé o "A | préude Anrot].
Cf. Inscr. de Délos, no. 1624 bis.

Tnasmuch as the name ‘Epvotxforidév, for reasons of space alone, cannot be
restored in line 16 of the present text, Roussel suggested that Pammenes may have
passed from one genos to another by adoption, or perhaps that there were two men of
the same name, one in one genos and one in the other.”

With the discovery of the new Agora fragment we now learn that the letter sent
to Delphi by an Athenian genos was despatched not by the Bouzygai or the Erysich-
thonidai but by the Gephyraioi (lines 3, [6], and [16]). This introduces the name of
still another genos, for one may now suggest that all three men named in the letters
were members of the genos of the Gephyraioi. If so, then Diotimos was both
Bouzyges and Gephyraios, Theophilos was Gephyraios, and Pammenes was both
Gephyraios and Erysichthonides.®

One Pammenes of Marathon had a son who was adopted by Theophilos of Halai
and whose name appears in an inscription published in the ’Apyawohoyikn "Ednuepis
(1911, p. 254) as Awédwpos Beopilov ‘Alaievs, yévar ¢ Hauuévov Mapalbwviov. Wil-
helm comments on this text (Ansz. Ak. Wien, 1924, p. 124), but reserves judgment
on the exact identification of the names in question. The genealogical tables for both
families are so complex that this caution must be commended (cf. the stemmata in
Sundwall, Nachtrdge, pp. 56 and 85), but it is possible that he may have been the
son, natural and adopted, of the two envoys named in this inscription. The Bouzyges
and Priest of Zeus Diotimos was evidently the brother of the envoy Theophilos. In
any case, the close family associations apparent in the present text add to the proba-
bility that all were members of the genos of the Gephyraioi; the Bouzyges and Priest
of Zeus certainly was, or there is no valid explanation for the concern of the Gephy-
raioi in the question at Delphi which they were to ask for him kafds éorw 7@ yé[ver
mdrpiov] (line 10). It is difhcult, furthermore, to believe that the Gephyraioi should

82 B.C.H., LIII, 1929, p. 182 and note 2. Cif. Daux, Delphes, p. 551, note 1. The Pammenes
named as archon (éri Happuévov) in the text published by Rhomaios, ‘EAquikd, 1928, pp. 233-243, and
again printed by Roussel in R.E. 4., XXXII, 1930, pp. 5-8, is probably the Pammenes of the
present text, archon in the latter part of the first century. The use in the inscription published by
Rhomaios and Roussel of the symbol ) for the homonymous patronymic argues against a date so
early as the archonship of Pammenes in 83/2 B.c. (cf. Larfeld, Handbuch, II, 2, p. 535). The
archonship of the earlier Pammenes is correctly dated by Shear, Hesperia, V, 1936, p. 42, but
incorrectly inferred by Roussel-Launey, Inscriptions de Délos, 1592, note, as 82/1 s.c.

# Diotimos was archon ca. 26/5 B.c. (Graindor, Chronologie, pp. 30-34), and Theophilos was
archon in 11/10 B.c. (ibid., pp. 40 and 48 [no. 14]) ; for the archonship of Pammenes see note 32.
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have sent envoys from outside their own number on a mission so closely connected
with their own tradition, and that by an extraordinary coincidence these envoys,
though outside the genos, should yet be so close in family relations to one of their
own number. I take this inscription as proof that Diotimos, Theophilos, and Pam-
menes were all Gephyraioi.

Diotimos is named also in an Athenian decree published recently by Threpsiades
(in Kourouniotes, "EAevowakd, I, 1932, pp. 223-236) ** as one of a commission of
twenty men appointed by the genos of the Kerykes. His personal prominence is
emphasized by the fact that he was named first of the twenty, and by the fact that
he proposed the motion embodied in the decree. In spite of Roussel’s hesitation to
accept this as evidence for his membership in the genos,*”® I believe that Ferguson is
right in claiming that all members of the commission were Kypuvkes.*

This Eleusinian document and the new Agora fragment show that a man might
belong to the Bouzygai, the Gephyraioi, and the Kerykes. The Delian inscriptions
prove, unless we assume a transfer of allegiance on the part of Pammenes, or Zenon,
or both, that a man might belong to both the Erysichthonidai and the Gephyraioi.
Furthermore, Roussel has called attention to a double allegiance in the family of
Leonides of Melite, who was of the genos of the Amynandridai (/.G., I1*, 2338,
line 59) and one of whose immediate descendants belonged to the Kerykes.*” The
evidence indicates plainly that at least by the beginning of the Empire a man might
belong to more than one of the old Attic gene.*

The connection between the Gephyraioi and the priesthood of Zeus in Palladion
has not been known before. There was a court in Athens named after the Palladion,*
and Aristotle (A#. TIo\., 57, 3) says that the cases tried there were those of involun-
tary homicide, conspiracy (involving homicide), and the slaying of a slave, metic, or
foreigner. The site is placed by Judeich in the southeastern quarter of the city, not
far west of the Stadion.*” Here also were the cults of Zevs éu Ilal\adiwe (or émi
ITaAhadiwe) and *Afnvaia émi Mlarhadiwe.* It is worth noting that the trials for homi-

8¢ Republished by Roussel in Mélanges Bidez, pp. 819-834.

35 0p. cit., p. 827.

3 Hesperia, VII, 1938, p. 51.

37 Mélanges Bidez, pp. 827-828 ; cf. also Ferguson, Hesperia, VII, 1938, p. 51.

% For possible cases of double allegiance between Eteoboutadai and Kerykes or Eumolpidai
cf. also Ferguson, Hesperia, VII, 1938, pp. 50-51.

3 For émi Mahhadip see also Aristophanes, frag. 585; Pausanias, I, 28, 8; Pollux, VIII, 118;
Harpocration, s. v.; Suidas, s. v.; Bekker, Anecdota Graeca, I, p. 311. Cf. Schol. Aeschines, II, &7.

* Topographie von Athen? (1931), p. 421. Studniczka’s suggestion (Jahrbuch, XXXVIII-
XXXIX, 1923-1924, p. 116, note 3) that the lost Ionic temple on the Ilissos was the temple of
Athena éri MaAladlo has been refuted by Hans Méobius, Ath. Mitt., LX-LXI, 1935-1936, pp. 234-
268, especially p. 243.

1 Cf. I.G., 12, 324, lines 73 and 90 (as in Meritt, A.F.D., pp. 141-142) ; I.G., 112, 3177 (ém
IMaAradiov) ; 1.G., 112, 5055 (é IaAradie).
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cide of metics and aliens were held in a court closely connected with a cult controlled
by the Gephyraioi, for this genos was itself foreign in origin and had come to Athens
by way of Eretria or Boiotia.”

The report which Herodotos gives of the Phoenician origin of the Gephyraioi
(V, 57) has been defended by Doérpfeld against Toepffer’s insistence that it was a
“handgreifliche Hypothese” and ““ Méarchen,” ** and he points out the Phoenician char-
acter of the first settlement in Melite and subsequent migration to Diomeia. Not only
was the Palladion probably in Diomeia, but here were also the sanctuary of Herakles
and the gymnasium known as Kynosarges.** This gymnasium was used by Athenians
of doubtful citizenship (véfor), and in its service of non-Attic interests in Athens
probably was related to the settlement of the Gephyraioi in a way similar to that of
the court by the Palladion in matters of homicide.

The envoys of the Gephyraioi were to consult the oracle at Delphi in a way which
was traditional with the genos and they did this on behalf of the priest of Zeus in
Palladion. It seems to follow from this that the connection of the priesthood of
Zeus with the genos of Bouzygai was also traditional, and the evidence of this inscrip-
tion shows that it was an established fact in the archonship of Theopeithes.* How
soon the association was made one cannot tell, but once effected, the priests of Zeus
in Palladion must have been both Bouzygai and Gephyraioi. The epigraphical evi-
dence is so far all of Roman date, being derived, in addition to the present document,
from the lost dedication I.G., I1?, 3177, and an inscription on one of the seats of the
theatre, 1.G., IT*, 5055

1.G., 11% 3177

—
evs 700 Aws 70D émt Iahhadiov kai Bov(dyns IIol [vai]vov Mapabwviov
xpioavros tob Mvbiov *AméAwros 8rv xp1) €repov €do[s] s IlalNddos kara
oxevaoaofa ék Tdv idiwy moriocas Tols Te feols kai T moNer avéfnkev.*®

** Toepffer (Att. Gen., pp. 293-300), cites the tradition that Tanagra, onetime home of the
Gephyraioi (Herodotos, V, 57), was also called Té¢upa, and he associates this with the name of the
genos and with the Athenian worship of Tegvpala Aqujryp. Cf. Hekataios, frag. 118 in Jacoby, Frag.
der griech. Hist., I, p. 23: Tépvpa* mohis Bowrlas. twes 8¢ tovs adrods elvar kal Tavaypaiovs paoiy, os
SrpdBov (IX, 2, 10) xai ‘Ekaralos. ¢’ o kai Tedupala % And ; Suidas, s. v. Tepupis: Eévy kal éreivaxros*
oi yap Legpupaior &évor kal émjluror dvres Abjvnow prnoav; Etym. Mag., s.v. Tepvpeis: djpos *ArTixds,
6fev kai Tepupaia Anuwprnp. Eiperar dmd Tob éxev yédupav, 8¢ s én’ *Elevoiva kdreow oi pdorar.

* Dorpfeld, Alt-Olympia, pp. 414-425, with references. The inferences made, e.g., in Alt-
Athen, pp. 30-31, do not affect the issue of origins and settlement.

** Judeich, Topographie von Athen* (1931), p. 423 and notes.

** Tradition records the guardianship of the Bouzygai over the Palladion; cf. e.g., Polyainos,
Strategica, 1, 5.

*¢ Graindor, Athénes sous .Auguste, p. 146, suspects the omission of ém before the word
HoA[vai]vov in line 2 and assumes that Polyainos of Marathon was archon at the time of the
dedication.
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1.G.,I1%, 5055 *
Bov{vyov
iepéws Aws év
Mal\adie

A further indication of close connections between the Gephyraioi and Delphi in
the Imperial period may be found in the fact that the so-called oracle of Harmodios
and Aristogeiton, who were members of the genos (Herodotos, V, 57), was inscribed
at this time in archaistic letters on a pedimental stele which has been found in the
Thriasian plain.*®

The present text is dated by the name of the Athenian archon Theopeithes
(ca. 37/6 B.c.) and by the name of the archon of the genos Philonides of Paiania.*

BExjaMIiN D. MErRITT
INSTITUTE FOR ADVANCED Stupy

7 The priesthood of Zeus Teleios was also held by a member of the genos of Bouzygai (/.G.,
112, 5075 iepéws Aws Teleiov Bovliyov).

4 ].G., 112, 5007. Cf. Graindor, Album d’Inscriptions Attiques, no. 7 (photograph on plate
V1) ; Athénes sous Auguste, p. 147. On the basis of letter forms Kirchner prefers a date in the
age of Hadrian to that in the time of Augustus supported by Graindor.

49 Cf. Hesperia, VIII, 1939, pp. 80-81.
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