NOTES ON ATTIC DECREES
1G, I 1

Recent articles about “ the earliest Attic decree ”” have brought new restorations
and new interpretations to the text of the famous inscription which deals with affairs
on the island of Salamis. A short discussion by Wilhelm* has given a new text of
the first two and one-half lines and has shown, in my opinion, that the versions of this
document which appear in the Corpus and in Tod’s Greek Historical Inscriptions
(no. 11) cannot be correct in either form or meaning. Kahrstedt® also has raised
compelling objections against the Corpus text, but in the matter of interpretation
he has come to conclusions quite the opposite of those set forth by Wilhelm, and
which Wilhelm makes no attempt to refute. The question at issue was whether the
decree refers to the original inhabitants of the island of Salamis (restoring oixkévras
at the end of line 1) or to Athenian klerouchs resident on Salamis (restoring x\epéxos
at the end of line 1). Wilhelm’s suggested wording for the opening clause is as
follows:

"Edoxoev 7oL dépor- [T0s € Sallap[tre oikdvras]
oikév éa. Salauive |kal Te|\év, [xovv "Afevaio.]
o €[ \]€év kal orpar|edeal]ar.

The part of this restoration which is new grew out of an observation made by
Bannier * that decrees not infrequently have a breaking down of a specification into
several sentences in which the following repeats the verb of the preceding and adds
a more exact specification, or that they show a development of the sentence through
repetition of the verb and the addition of another verb with a co-ordinating con-
junction. Hence Wilhelm restores [re|\év in line 2 to be repeated by the verb re[A]év
in line 3, to which is added the more exact specification [xovv *Afevaiot]oe and the
additional specification of the verb kal orpar|edecf]ar. The most persuasive example
which he cites in support of his restoration is to be found in the addendum (op. cit.,
pp. 96-97) where the following quotation is given from a decree of Cyrene:* amo-
méumev és Tav | AyBldav Bdrrop pév dpxayéralv | t]e kal BaciMa: éraipovs 8¢ Tovs
Onpaiovs mA\év- ém T loalv k] |al TaL Spolar mhév katd TOV olkov.

t Attische Urkunden IV, pp. 5-11 (Sitsb. Ak. Wien, 1939).

2 Staatsgebiet und Staatsangehirige in Athen (1934), pp. 358-361.
3 Rh. Mus., LXVII, 1912, p. 522; ibid., LXIX, 1914, p. 494.
+S.E.G., IX, no. 3, lines 26-28.
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302 BENJAMIN D. MERITT

In spite of this the new suggestion must be rejected. If the clause states that
those who dwell on Salamis are to be allowed to live and pay taxes there, according
to Wilhelm’s interpretation, it is not an elaboration of this simple statement to say
in the epexegetical clause that they are to pay taxes and serve in the army with the
Athenians. The two clauses as they stand side by side are contradictory in that the
first grants a privilege while the second imposes a restriction. If the verb reAév means
that the inhabitants of Salamis are to pay taxes with the Athenians, it ought not to be
construed in both categories, and if one insists, as evidently Wilhelm must, that there
is no paradox, then in the short terse phraseology of this early Attic decree the
restoration which Wilhelm offers is a verbose and roundabout way of saying a very
simple thing. One wonders why the verb reév was repeated when the scribe had
already written enough to convey the supposed meaning: [re|\év [xovv *Afevaiot]ot.

This objection to the asyndeton and to the repetition of the verb is equally valid
if one were to restore k\epdyos instead of oikévras in line 1, so we are forced to the
conclusion that the new type of restoration suggested by Wilhelm has led to no
positive result. Kahrstedt’s statement of the case against oikévras in line 1 is of more
importance. The arguments he advances have been unanswered and seem to me
unanswerable, though it does not necessarily follow that the word to be restored must
have been khepéyos. I believe it much more satisfactory to assume that this decree
defines the status of all Athenians living on Salamis, whether they had been sent as
klerouchs or not, and that the restoration in line 1 should be ’Afevaios.

The evidence for the sending of klerouchs to Salamis is ambiguous. Pindar’s
second Nemean ode honors the victor Timodemos of Acharnai, and some of the
scholiasts have tried to explain Pindar’s reference to his having been brought up
on Salamis by saying that he was one of the Athenian klerouchs there. But there
were other explanations, like that of Aristarchos, who attributed the references to
Salamis to the supposed fact that Timodemos belonged to the tribe Aiantis. This was
nothing more than an unhappy guess, for Acharnai belongs not to Aiantis but to
Oineis. The scholion on line 19 should be read in full:® {nreirar 8ia 7 Svymore Ta mepl
Sakapiva els Tods mepl Tupddnpov Aéyovs mpooikrar: ob yap Sfjmov Zakapivos v
dvrikpvs yap adrov "Axapvéa dmol Tév Sjpwy. *Aplotapxos uév odv Tis Alavridos dulijs
€lva, ovk dplds: oi yop *Axapvels tis Oivnidos dulijs eiow. of 8¢ mepl "Ackhymddny
baciv 8 eikds éorw adrov €var TGV ™Y Salaulva karaknpovxnodvtey "Afnvaiov:
€ikds ody avrov yevwnbévra *Abhvmo Telpddphar év Zalauive.

The school of Asklepiades, like Aristarchos, seems to have been guessing, but
the scholiast confirms that their view was a guess by reporting it after eixés éorw
and eikés. Moreover, when he supposedly went to Salamis, Timodemos would seem
himself to have been too young to be a klerouch in his own name: yevvnfévra. "Abnmo

5 A. B. Drachmann, Scholia Vetera in Pindari Carmina, I11 (Teubner, Leipzig: 1927).
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relpdpfar év Salauive; and the very fact that he was wealthy enough and prominent
enough to win a victory that was celebrated by Pindar removes him from the class
of citizen that was usually chosen for purposes of colonization.

It is our belief that Timodemos was not a klerouch, but an Athenian citizen whose
family may have lived on Salamis, and where indeed he may himself have spent his
youth, as the scholiast conjectures. So far as the scholion gives proof, our guess today
may be just as valid as the guess of Asklepiades; and this leaves the direct evidence
for the klerouchy very tenuous indeed.’

On the other hand it is reasonable to suppose that Athenian settlers did go to
Salamis when the island was conquered and again when the island was finally ad-
judicated to Athens after the expulsion of the tyrants.” Even so, there is no reason
to suppose that the decree must deal with klerouchs alone. It must have been passed
after the restoration of democracy at the end of the sixth century, and it is best
interpreted as giving evidence of the way in which all Athenians on the island, old
settlers as well as new, were to be incorporated in the structure of the Athenian state.
They were to be guaranteed possession of their residences and property on the island;
but inasmuch as the phrase oikév éav implies not only the guarantee of their residences
but also the management of their own affairs, this grant of privilege was qualified
with the provision that the Athenians on Salamis would have to pay taxes and serve
in the army at Athens.

The logic of the context calls for an adversative particle between the first and
second halves of the sentence. The letters -\ev in line 2, therefore, should be restored
not as [re]\év but as [#|\év. With the interpretation here given I propose the fol-
lowing restoration for these first two and one-half lines of the decree ending with
the full stop of punctuation in the middle of the third line: ®

é8oxoev 161 Sépor 7[0s é Z]akau[tre *Afevaios |
oikév éa Salapive [aiel m|\év [hér Sl "Abéve]
oL TeNéy kal orpar|evect|ar:

This restoration is achieved with a stoichedon length of line of 35 letters, an
arrangement which must be followed in the first six lines of the inscription. Wilhelm
(0p. cit., p. 8) has done well to call attention to the unhappy circumstance that many
restorations proposed for this text have not yielded the same number of letters in

¢ Beloch, Gr. Gesch., 1%, 2, p. 314, seems to feel more confidence in the evidence of the scholiast,
and Kahrstedt, who supplied kkepdyos in line 1 of I.G., I?, 1, calls Timodemos “ wohl Sohn eines
Kolonisten von ¢. 510.” Cf. Staatsgebiet und Staatsangehirige in Athen, p. 358.

7M. P. Nilsson, A.J.P., LIX, 1938, pp. 386-387, argues for an exchange of population earlier
in the sixth century.

¢ A tip of the lambda is on the stone in reAév in line 3. It is clearly visible in all the published
photographs.
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each of the first six lines. This introduces us to considerations of a purely physical
nature with respect to which considerable advance has been made within recent years.
Austin, in his book on Stoichedon Style (pp. 20-21 and 45), has made a careful study
of this text, particularly of the first six lines of it, and has urged very strongly that
restorations which do not yield the same length of line are very unlikely to be correct.’
One must therefore undertake to see that any restoration proposed conforms to the
necessary requirements of the stoichedon pattern.

As is well known, the letters of the last six lines of this document are not
stoichedon. Yet in spite of their apparently haphazard arrangement it is possible to
observe a certain plan and order in their general disposition. This is a fact perhaps
not quite so compelling as the rigorous pattern of stoichedon order but nevertheless
a fact which must be taken into account when restorations are proposed. One can
show, for example, that the verb /o[ m\ile|v which appears in 1.G., I%, 1, in lines 10-11,
is too short by three letter spaces to fill the amount of space available on the stone.
The question of disposition which affects these latter lines can best be seen with
reference to a reconstructed drawing. If one studies the dispositions shown in Fig. 1
he will note in a general way the following phenomenon: the first letters of all lines
at the edge of the stone run through in a continuous column from top to bottom.*
The second letters of all lines form another column which runs continuously from
top to bottom, though it swings slightly toward the right in the later lines and to a
perfectionist seems somewhat straggly. It appears as if the stonecutter was reluctant
to break away from the stoichedon order in the beginning of line 7 but that he was
anxious to shift the letters toward the right so that the second letters of lines 7-12
might come below both the second and third letters of lines 1-6. It is a significant fact
that the third letters of lines 7-12, if we may call the mark of punctuation in line 12
a letter, form a fairly vertical column beneath the fourth letters of lines 1-6. This
progression is now continued across the face of the stone in such a fashion that one
may trace continuous columns of letters from top to bottom if he will begin his column
with those letters in any one of the following sequences of letter spaces: 1, 2, 4, 7,
10, 13, etc. One will note with particular interest the perfection of the pattern as it
appears in the column marked by the thirteenth letter space. This was noted by Austin
(op. cit., p. 21), though without reference to the general disposition. If this scheme
is carried across the face of the stone, the sequence of traceable columns will come to
its conclusion with the following column numbers: 28, 31, 34, and 35. The normal
length of line in the lower part of the inscription is thus determined as the equivalent

® See also Cl. Phil., XXXIV, 1939, p. 384.

10 Right to left in the drawing. The monument was a tapering pillar with the lines of the
inscription reading from top to bottom. For the sake of following the text we here refer to the
top as the left side, the bottom as the right side, the right side as the top, and the left side as the
bottom. See Wilhelm, Ath. Mitt.,, XXIII, 1898, pp. 466-467.
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Bk of twenty-four letter spaces. There is a possibility of

variation with an excess of one letter in line 10, where I
have ventured to restore 8p[axwmov]. The restoration I
believe certain, and the excess of one letter is made neces-
sary by comparison with restorations in lines immediately
above. However, one will note that the initial letters of
dp|[axpov] are unusually close together and that the two
letters which follow the word are also crowded. The excess
of one letter space in this line which seems called for by
the proposed restoration is confirmed by the actual dis-
position of the stone itself. One will note in the last line
that there is a similar crowding in [ér]i 7és. Here the
preceding mark of punctuation usurps one letter space, and
the slight crowding compensates for this to make possible

again a line of twenty-four letters.’
Wilhelm has already observed that the mark of punc-
o tuation in line 3 must be taken as separating two distinct
m?“—{? —<—0O1 clauses of the inscription and he uses this observation as
O —Axmmw | one of the arguments against a proposed restoration of

W2 +m 3 o '

i

i ( Luria, which was adopted by Tod, where the mark of
=1 mva? eIV, punctuation has no organic function. A similar observa-

2 - - X' tion may be made about the mark of punctuation in line
PP WP n

12. These triple dots do not belong midway within a single
clause. On the contrary, they separate a clause which
follows from one which precedes. The phrase, therefore,

which begins in line 12 with [ém]i 7é&s B[o]\€[s —— must

:mjs—-z? mam—% ! stand alone and cannot be part of a sentence which has
OR®W—— " been traditionally read as radr &oxoler : [ém]i rés

>r PT>200p> 2 Blo]\é[s———. I suggest for this last line the reading:

2PN \mA 2 3v-m® ! [én]i ré&s B[o]N\é[s radr’ éyvdobe]. It is not part of the

34 O~mp—ml decree, as is proved by the fact that it stands in asyndeton,
107 ® 42 »%3P> 2! not connected with what precedes by the particle 8¢. It is
‘V\vmopo——o—@>' merely a statement of record, and I believe it shows that
| W — ?”"" the decree was brought up for discussion in the Demos as
®—2wT 2EBO““—EO a probouleuma or yvdun of the Council. Scholars have
,m}O—|—i>O§>§mV\| commented (e.g., Tod, op. cit., p. 14) on the absence of

! | any mention of the Council in the opening formula of this
Fig. 1. 1.G., I, 1 decree. The interpretation here given of the last line sup-
Drawn by A. E. Raubitschek plies this deficiency, and we see already the familiar pattern

of Athenian legislative machinery. The democracy was still young and one notes
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merely that the phrase éoxoev r€w Boléw kal 76t dépor, which we find in the fifth cen-
tury, had not yet become the stereotyped method of expression in the opening lines
of a decree.”

As already observed, a new provision of this decree begins after the mark of
punctuation in line 3. The Athenians resident on Salamis are not to rent out certain
property (?) except under certain conditions. It is very difficult to discover from the
preserved letters how to make a restoration that will define with reasonable certainty
what this property was and what these conditions were. I offer a text below by way
of example. It is based upon the assumption that no Athenian of Salamis was to rent
property on Salamis unless the lessees also lived there. It would be rash indeed to claim
that this is the only interpretation that may be made for these lines. But whatever
the provision, a penalty was attached (lines 4-7) for anyone who did rent his property
in violation of the terms of this decree. These lines, down through line 6, are now
restored with a uniform length of 35 letters.

Except for the irregularities already noted of an extra letter in line 10 and of
assigning one space to the mark of punctuation in line 12, lines 7-12 should be restored
with 24 letters each in order to give to them the same amount of space on the stone
as that occupied by the first six lines. The provision in lines 9-10 is that the Athenians
on Salamis shall provide their own arms to the value of thirty drachmai. Naturally
this applied only to those who had the necessary property qualification to make them
eligible. With the old restoration of lines 10-11, ho[m\ile]v 8¢ [70]|v dpxovr[a], it was
assumed that the archon supplied the arms because, supposedly, the recipients could
not afford them themselves. Kahrstedt writes (op. cit., p. 360): Man konnte nicht
warten, bis der neu angesetzte Bauer den Kaufpreis fiir die émAa bar zuriickgelegt
hatte, und ihn so lange von der Wehrpflicht entbinden; der Mann hatte dann bloss
sein Geld zu vertrinken brauchen, um von der Heerespflicht verschont zu bleiben:
ein Preis auf schlechte Wirtschaft.

For purely physical reasons we have just seen that the restoration ho[w\ile]v is
not permissible, so there is no evidence in any case for the archon furnishing the arms.
But to suggest that a landowner would drink away his substance merely to avoid
liability to furnish arms is a specious bit of special pleading which needs for its
refutation only the reminder that the same might be said of the Athenians in Attica.
Nor do I see any reason to suppose that all the Athenians on Salamis were ‘ neu
angesetzt,” and that they cannot, some of them at least, have had available capital
with which to buy arms. The difficulty disappears when one assumes that many of
them were probably of long residence on the island.

11 The use of radr” &édoxoer Téu 8o in 1.G., 1%, 3 and 4 of 485/4 B.c. is found in the postscripts
and is by implication of its position a proof that the decrees came to the Demos as probouleumata.
But even at this date it is apparent that the later phraseology had not become established.
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Instead of ho[m\ile]v I have restored in lines 10-11 the participle /o[ mAiopévo ],
which fills the requirements of space in line 10, and I interpret the clause to mean
that after the eligible Athenians had armed themselves the archon was to pass judg-
ment on the arms which they provided.

This brings to a conclusion the body of the decree proper. The statement in the
last line that the decree was formulated as a probouleuma in the Council has already
been noted above. The entire text is as follows:

édoxaev Tou Sépor- T[0s € Z]akap[tr *Afevaios]
oikév éd Sahapive [aiel w|\év [hére S *Abéve]
ou Te\év kal orpar|evedd]ar T[a & € Salapive p]
€ w|o@]ov éa pe oik[6ot kal h]o[v pmoBouevor: éa |
5 v 8¢ wobou dmori|vev 76 mobéuevov kal o p ]
wlovra hexdre| pov 70 Tpurhdoov 76 oo |
és deudoio|v: éompdrer 8¢ Tov 4|
pxo|v]ra, éav [8¢ ué, ebf]V|vealar: 7]
o 6¢ [h]émha w[apéxeo|falr adros : 7]
10 pud|[k]ovra: 8p[axudv:]| ho|mhouévo]
v 8¢ [r]ov dpxovr|[a Ta hémha kpiv]
ev: [ém]i rés Blo]|\é[s Talr éyvdole].

1.G, 1% 24

In Harvard Studies in Classical Philology,”* Robert Schlaifer has undertaken
a new study of the first decree which refers to the priestess of Athena Nike. The text
which he proposes reads as follows:

IGTI* 24

n lapide supra contuncto
[———— éypappdreve]
[— —— émpurdveve]

wn lapide conservato

4

[€8oxaev 7€ Bohé kat 76]v [6é]polr, .. .]

[.... émeordre, Hurmdv]ikos elme- [7€l]

5 ['Afevaiow Téw Ni]kew huépeav heé a[ore]
[éxs dorov éor ] (7) éxs 'Abevaiov hama[od]
[v kabioraloOar: kTA.

12 Vol. LI, 1940, pp. 257-260.
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Appended to this text is an apparatus criticus which gives in compendious form some-
thing of the history of the document and the various readings and restorations
proposed.

There has been some insistence lately on the desirability of publishing such an
apparatus with the text of every inscription. In particular, I.. Robert ** advocates even
the inclusion of erroneous restorations, because one profits from the mistakes of his
predecessors. For many inscriptions it would be obviously a waste of space to print
all readings and restorations now known to be incorrect. This holds true, for example,
of the many decrees from the archonship of Anaxikrates (307/6 B.c.) and for many
of the fragments of the Athenian tribute-quota lists, though Schlaifer has himself
insisted upon the desirability of an apparatus criticus even for the tribute-quota lists.**
Some justification might be offered for a compendious apparatus of very simple texts,
especially where earlier transcriptions have been published in inaccessible sources,
or where the originals have been lost and cannot themselves now be studied. But it
should be remembered that a student can derive profit from the mistakes of his
predecessors only when he has some explanation of how the mistakes came to be
made. This requires commentary which may serve to clarify the problems that have
to be discussed. But more often it is necessary to refer to the original publications
themselves and to follow with some care the line of argument set forth by each editor.
The text of an inscription differs from the text of a classical author in that its proto-
type is usually available at least in photograph or squeeze, so that a demonstrably true
text can frequently be established by applying sound principles of epigraphical study.
Some of the difficulties and some of the shortcomings of the compendious apparatus
criticus are so well illustrated in that offered by Schlaifer on /.G., I*; 24 that it seems
worthwhile to make some further comment upon it.*

As a note on line 4, Schlaifer gives [lmrmov] Korte: [I'ha]vkos West; and it
will be observed that in the text proper he adopts Korte’s restoration of the name
[Hurmdv | wcos for the orator of the decree. There is no reference in the publication
at our disposal to clarify the reasons for the divergent restorations made by Korte
and West. One must perforce go to other publications to find the reasons that lay
behind these two suggestions. The reference to Korte can be found by consulting the
commentary in the Corpus on 1.G., I?, 24; but the reference to West hangs completely
in the air, and one would be at a loss to discover anything about it if he did not have
information quite extraneous to that offered by Schlaifer’s article. In point of fact,

13 Revue de Philologie, X, 1934, p. 407 ; and L’Epigraphie grecque au Collége de France, p. 8.

4 American Historical Review, XLV, 1940, p. 370.

15 Dow has recognized the shortcomings of an apparatus criticus so keenly that in his publication
of I1.G., 112, 2336 (H.S.C.P., LI, 1940, p. 111) he declares, “it is clear that the eventual com-
mentary has to be so interrelated that the discussion of variant readings cannot be detached for
publication here.”
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W. B. Dinsmoor in 1924 noted the sloping stroke of an alpha before the preserved
upright which Korte had read as the second iota in the name of Hipponikos. Only
the lower part of this upright vertical stroke is preserved; so Dinsmoor restored it
as an incomplete upsilon and read the resulting name as [T'A]avkos. In the summer of
1925 Allen West was in Athens with Dinsmoor. At this time Dinsmoor showed to
West the traces of the name as he had read them, and West confirmed his interpreta-
tion. A note from West was communicated to Tod when he was preparing his edition
of Greek Historical Inscriptions, and in his publication (p. 79) he reports: “ Professor
A. B. West informs me that the traces on the stone point to I'\atikos as the proposer
of the decree and rule out "Immdr]ikos.” It must be supposed that this is the source
from which Schlaifer derived his knowledge of the reading [I'Aa]dkos, though in
fact, in following the principle of suum cuique, it would now be correct to attribute
the reading in line 4 to Dinsmoor rather than to West and to write the form not as
Schlaifer has written it but with the alpha outside the brackets and indicated as
doubtful or incomplete by a dot beneath it: [T\ ]atkos. In the meantime, the certainty
that [Hurmdv|wkos is a false restoration was also affirmed by Wade-Gery."

The difficulty of setting forth these facts in the compendious terminology of an
apparatus criticus will be obvious to anyone and is further demonstrated by the fact
that the note which Schlaifer does give does not represent the history of the reading
at any time. So far as the restoration of the text itself is concerned, we note that
Dinsmoor, West, and Wade-Gery, who have all seen the stone, declare the reading
of the name Hipponikos to be impossible. Had Tod in his publication had full notes
from West, undoubtedly he would have read [I'\]abkos instead of [T'Aa]dkos, as the
form now appears in his publication. The improved form is that which should be given
in line 4, and the name of Hipponikos should be relegated to a footnote. In both
cases the apparatus criticus in the traditional literary form is useless, and the history
of the reading cannot be understood without an adequate commentary.'” Schlaifer
may have made use of Tod’s commentary, though he makes no reference to Tod and
has not profited by the implications of his discussion.

So much for line 4. In lines 5-6, there appears the phrase he d[ore éxs dorov
éor|u (7). This is now offered as a substitute for the reading of Kavvadhias: he a[v
aore exs aorov €| or for that of Ziehen: /e a|v 8o Bio luepara]r. Against the restora-
tions of his predecessors Schlaifer has advanced epigraphical arguments*® to show
that the letter following the last alpha preserved in line 5 may have been iota, or
possibly alpha, gamma, or delta. So much of the surface, however, is preserved that

16 JH.S., LI, 1931, p. 78, note 80. See also H.S.C.P., Suppl. Vol. I, 1940, p. 152, note 2.

17 Welter, in his discussion of the chronology of the Nike bastion (Arch. Anz., 1939, p. 14),
has also ignored the fact that the name Hipponikos must be abandoned. So also Arvanitopoulos,
‘Ervypaducs), p. 62, and A. B. Cook, Zeus, III, p. 813, note 5.

18 [oc. cit., p. 260, note 1.
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one may not restore the letter nu.”* The same objection which Schlaifer offers against
the traditional nu may also be offered with some probability against the sigma which
he himself suggests, but the principal objection to his new restoration is linguistic
rather than epigraphical and amounts simply to the fact that it is not good Greek. If
this clause is final or serves to describe a definite person (usually with doris), a future
indicative might be used; if it is generic, or if the modal force so common after an
imperative in the leading clause is present, then dv with the subjunctive is necessary.”
It is impossible to make sense of it with a verb supplied in the present indicative.
But let us return to the epigraphical considerations. Granted that the stone is
so well preserved after the final alpha of line 5 that the next letter cannot have been
nu and probably was not sigma, one may restore it as gamma, the form being con-
ditioned by the initial letter of the following word. Under these circumstances it is
possible to read:
'\ ]adkos elme [ 7éL]
[’Afevaior T€v Ni]kew hiépeav hé &|y ko]
[wér houpede | éxs *Abevaiov hama|od|
[v kabiora]obar.

Attention may be called to the fact that final nu before an initial kappa fre-
quently changes to gamma,” and if one objects that there are already instances in
this inscription where the same combination occurs without change, it may further
be observed that such change is by no means always uniform.*

This clause in the decree provides for an open election of a priestess for Athena
Nike from the entire body of Athenian women. It is difficult to see how the Greek
can be made to refer only to a change in method of election for an already existing
priesthood, as Schlaifer (loc. cit., p. 259) would have us believe. It is true that few
details are given, that even necessary details are omitted, but these may have been
given elsewhere, possibly in the amendment which followed or in another decree. This
fact should not prevent our translation of the proposal of Glaukos, and its interpreta-
tion, in the light of the Greek text that can be recovered on the stone. Schlaifer admits
that “ scholars have always thought that this text is the record of the creation of the
priesthood of Athena Nike.” Rightly so. Of particular significance is the absence
of the definite article with /épeav. The Athenians were to elect a priestess, not make
some change in the status of the priestess, i.e., in the status of a priestess whose

¥ In view of this fact it is difficult to understand his affirmation (loc. cit., p. 259, note 3)
that Ziehen's restoration is “ satisfactory epigraphically.”

20 See Gildersleeve, Syntax of Classical Greek, 1, §§ 267, 369, and 387. Cf. the examples cited
by Meisterhans, Grammatik®, pp. 236, 241, and 247.

2 Meisterhans, Grammatik der attischen Inschriften®, p. 110. Cf. Lademann, De titulis Atticis
quaestiones orthographicae et grammaticae, p. 73.

22 See, for example, 1.G., 12, 372, lines 41 and 44, and 67 and 68.
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existence already could be postulated.” This does not mean that the sanctuary of
Athena Nike on the acropolis was without the services of a priestess before this decree
was passed. The necessary functions were probably performed by the priestess of
Athena par excellence, the priestess of Athena Polias.** But by the provisions of this
decree the reconditioned shrine of Athena Nike was to have a separate priestess
of its own.

The preserved portion of 1.G., I?, 24 was surmounted by a separate stone. The
two pieces were joined by the strongest form of splice or scarf-joint, sloping down
toward the back. Dinsmoor has argued on architectural grounds that this joint is
quite unsuited to receive the bottom moulding of an acroterion or relief.*® The upper
stone, now lost, must have been an additional piece added on to increase the height
of the stele and consequently there was room above the splice for lines of the inscription
to be restored before the first line which appears in the lower fragment. In this first
line of the lower fragment there are preserved parts of three letters which fall into
proper position for the reading: [édoxoer 7€ Boléw kal 6]t [3é]uo[e...]. If this is
correct, then the normal prescript could not have been recorded in its entirety on the
lower portion of the stone; for two of the three clauses naming the prytany, the secre-
tary, and the epistates would have to be omitted for lack of space. Schlaifer recognizes
this irregularity and suggests that all elements necessary to the preamble of a decree
can be accounted for if the prytany and the secretary were named on the upper stone.
Since they could themselves hardly have occupied enough space to justify an upper
stone, he assumes that there was also a relief there carved which presumably occupied
most of the space. He attributes this ‘almost certainly correct answer” to Dow,
though it should be noted that a similar suggestion had been previously and inde-
pendently made by Tod.* It is further clear that one of the items on the superimposed
stone must have been the name of the prytany, for reference to Leontis in the body
of the decree shows that this was the prytany in office when the decree was passed.
Only in the ninth prytany of any year could the name of the following prytany be
known in advance. So unless the prytany of this decree happened to be ninth in order
within the year, Leontis must have been its name.”” Inasmuch as the formula [Aeovris
émpurdveve | cannot be restored in the lacuna at the top of the lower stone, it must have
been one of the two items relegated to the upper fragment.

23 'The significance of the article in implying previous existence has been noted in another con-
nection by Meritt, Classical Studies Presented to Edward Capps, p. 248.

2¢ The moneys of Athena Nike, even after this decree, continued to be stewarded by the same
board of treasurers as the moneys of Athena Polias. See, for example, Meritt, Athenian Financial
Documents, p. 93 (lines 18-19 and 21), p. 140 (line 51), and p. 143 (lines 116-117). Cf. Ferguson,
Treasurers of Athena, p. 21, note 1.

% 4.J.A4., XXVII, 1923, p. 319. 26 Greek Historical Inscriptions, p. 79.

27 See Ferguson, The Athewian Secretaries, pp. 19-27; Brillant, Les Secrétaires Athéniens,
pp. 23-24; Meritt, A.J.P., LVII, 1936, pp. 180-181; and Dow, Prytaneis, p. 210, note 3.
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Schlaifer supports his argument for this disposition by noting that examples of
the name of the secretary in this preliminary position are common and that the name
of the prytany in a similar position is possible, though rare.”® He cites quite correctly
I1.G., I?, 78 as an example of the latter disposition. The two citations which he gives
for the secretary are without probative value. Schlaifer has failed to observe that
the text of 1.G., I?, 22 (to which he refers) no longer names the secretary Eukles
in the first line. The correct reading of this line has been given by Oliver as
[Mc]Neot[ows xovy|yp[adai]| in an article published by him in the Transactions of the
American Philological Association, 1L.XVI, 1935, pp. 177-198, and more recently
referred to in detail in Epigraphica Attica, pp. 49-53, and note 3. If one will glance
at the text of 1.G., I?, 31, which Schlaifer cites as another example for the preliminary
position of the name of the secretary, he will realize how hazardous and unjustifiable
it is to base any argument on the one single preserved letter of the first line of that
inscription.” '

Nevertheless, many examples may be cited where the name of the secretary does
appear in a conspicuous position before the opening formula of decree.’* But the
normal arrangement was for the name of the secretary to be repeated in the body of
the inscription proper. So these examples do not afford exact parallels to the proposed
arrangement of the present text. It would be so far a unique document if the name
of the tribe in prytany and the name of the secretary were both to appear on a super-
imposed piece of stone with neither one recurring in the preamble of the decree below.

The alternative can best be visualized if we remember Dinsmoor’s note on the
architectural characteristics of the splice and the desirability of assuming that the
face of the superimposed stone was available for inscription. There is also another
physical characteristic here to be noted for the first time. The distance to be computed
from the top of the first line of the lower fragment to the thin edge of the splice is
only 0.003 m. This measurement has been provided by the kindness of McGregor
from the marginalia of West’s copy of the Corpus and it is confirmed by Dinsmoor
from his own notes.”” This amounts to exactly one-half of the normal interspace
between lines, and the disposition suggests that the text ran continuously from the
upper to the lower stone and that the lines were so calculated that the joint might
evenly divide the interspace. Furthermore, the proximity to the joint of the first line

28 Loc. cit., p. 259, note 1.

2% This is especially true since the one letter (kappa) falls to the right of the preserved omicron
in the line below.

30 1.G.,12,77,81, 82,84, 87,96, 109, 110, 115, and 119; Hesperia, 11, 1933, no. 12 (cf. Wilhelm,
Attische Urkunden IV, pp. 81, 97).

81 The perspective of the published photographs (Kavvadhias, "E¢. *Apx., 1897, plate 11; Kern,
Inscriptiones Graecae, plate 14; A. H. Smith, Journal of the Royal Institute of British Avrchitects,
XXXIX, 1926-1927, p. 129; Arvanitopoulos, *Emypapus, p. 62) gives a wrong impression of the
top line of the stone. For such photographic distortion, see Meritt, Epigraphica Attica, pp. 37-41.
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on this lower fragment makes it extremely improbable that the inscription was cut
before the two stones were spliced together. The danger of breakage along the thin
edge would have been considerable, when the letters were cut, if the upper piece was
not already in position to sustain the impact of the chisel. From this consideration
alone it appears that Schlaifer’s thesis runs into serious difficulty when he suggests
(loc. cit., p. 259) that one stonecutter set to work on a sculptured relief and the names
of the prytany and the secretary on one stone, while another cut the text of the in-
scription on the other stone. In such an event it must surely have been a more normal
procedure to let one man do all the sculpture and the other do all the lettering; and in
any case, if the two stones were worked separately, the beginning of text on the lower
stone should have been at a greater distance from its top margin. Normally, in Attic
inscriptions of the fifth century, the distance from the top margin to the first line of
the text was greater than the interspace between lines, not less than the interspace
as in this inscription, and this is true even though the normal stele has a rectangular
top or protecting moulding and not the thin edge made by the acute angle of a
scarf-joint.

Our conclusion must be that the two pieces of this stele were doweled together
before the inscription was cut, and the evidence of disposition indicates that the text
ran continuously from the upper fragment to the lower. This implies that the main
inscription was cut principally upon the upper fragment, now lost, and that the motion
of Glaukos was an amendment to it. Under these circumstances the partially preserved
letters which have been restored with the reading [76]¢ [8é]pme[¢] cannot belong to
the sanction-formula; they must come, rather, from the concluding lines of the
principal text before the amendment begins. Such a restoration is entirely possible
and by way of example one may suggest for it the following wording :

[ T0s 8¢ mpurdves xpew],

[aricar mept Tovrov év 761 [0é]po|e év 7]
[€ mpdrer hédpar ¥ T\ |adkos eime |- 7éi]
etc.

This solution of the problem takes full account of the physical peculiarities of
the stele itself and avoids an extraordinary preamble from which two essential ele-
ments have been relegated to a separate stone affixed above it. It must be remembered
that the stele, consisting of upper and lower fragments firmly joined together, should
be conceived as a unit even before the inscribing of the text. It was dealt with by
the stonecutter who cut the letters just as he would have dealt with any stele, with
the exception that he so arranged his letters as not to have any of them fall upon
the line of juncture between the two pieces. First he inscribed the main decree for
which we now have only parts of three letters preserved. Then he inscribed the
amendment proposed by Glaukos and finally he inscribed the amendment proposed
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by Hestiaios. There must be some misunderstanding in Schlaifer’s assertion (loc.
cit., p. 258) that if 1.G., I?, 24 as we know it was an amendment it would have been
cut on the back of the stone carrying the decree it was calculated to amend. Apparently
Schlaifer in this part of his argument is attempting a new definition of the term
“amendment.” It would be extraordinary to claim that amendments, as epigraphists
commonly understand them, were cut on the back of their stelai.

The rider proposed by Glaukos is punctuated, according to the restoration pro-
posed above, by one uninscribed letter space between the end of the first decree and
the beginning of his name. The rider proposed by Hestiaios was punctuated as a new
paragraph. For both devices there are parallels in the fifth-century inscriptions of
Athens.”” There is apparently no other fifth-century inscription where both systems
of punctuation were used in the same decree, but this is merely a matter of disposition
and we have no assurance that a stonecutter acquainted with both styles could not
have used them both if it pleased him to do so. With the motions of Glaukos and
Hestiaios both considered as amendments, it is now possible to assume that the formula
of publication appeared in the lost decree of the upper stone. Its omission would
have to be considered an irregularity if the motion of Glaukos is to be interpreted as
the original decree. The following text of /.G., I?, 24 is proposed in order to illus-
trate the arguments advanced in the preceding discussion: **

1.G., 12 24 STOIX. 29
[€8oxoer 1éL BoléL kal T6L Sépor- Aeo]
[vris émpurdveve . ... ... Lo ]

lacuna to the end of the upper stone
[c....2 ... T0s 8¢ mpurdves Xpeu ]

[arioar mepl TovTov év 6]y [O€é]pmo[L év 7]
5 [& mpére héSpar ® T\ ]adkos eime [-7éL]
["Afevaior Téw Ni]kew hiépeav he d[y ko]
[we hawpebe | éxs "Abevaiov hama|od]
[v kabiora|oOa kai 70 hiepov Bupooa
v kabére dv Kadhikpdres xovyypdpo
10 e- dmomofooar 8¢ Tos moleras émi T

%2 From inscriptions of about the same date, cf. 1.G., I?, 19, 58, 59, 70b, 70a 4 ¢ (Wilhelm,
Attische Urkunden IV, pp. 52-58, 71-72; see below, pp. 320-326), 94, 95, 118, and 148 for the letter
space, and 1.G., 1%, 39, 65, 76, 84, 139, 144, and 152 for the paragraph. It may be well to note here
two corrections that should be made in the published texts: in 1.G., 12, 94, line 11, and in 1.G., 12, 118,
line 26, there should be indicated in each case a blank space on the stone before the name of the
orator. 1.G., 12, 70, fragment b, line 10 has been corrected by Wilhelm, Attische Urkunden IV,
p. 54; see below, p. 322.

33 For the date of the inscription see Wade-Gery, H.5.C.P., Suppl. Vol. I, 1940, p. 130. For a
recent discussion of the legislative aspects see Atkinson, Athenian Legislative Procedure, pp. 35-37.
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€s Aeovridos mpuraveias: Pépev d¢ T
ev hiépeav mevréxovra Spaxuas kal
76 oké\e kal Ta Oéppara Pépev Tov Oe
pociov - veov 8¢ oikodopueaar kabdér
15 d&v Kalhikpdres xovyypddoer koi o
pov Aibwov.
hearialos eime: Tpes dvdpas hekéol
at &y Lolés: TovTos O¢ per[a] Kalikpd
[70]s xovyypddoavras ém|ideixyoar T€]
20  [v BoX]&w kabBére dmop|woBobéoerar . . |
[...... lee To0[——————————— ]

1.G., I?, 27 and 143

Wilhelm has now published a new text of 7.G., I?, 27 and called attention once
more to the chance that /.G., I*, 143 is related to it.** The relationship depends partly
on the names of men honored by the Athenians and their disposition on the stone
and partly on the fact that the preambles of both decrees can be restored with the
same tribe in prytany, the same secretary, and the same epistates. The orator also
may have been the same, though no trace of his name is preserved in 1.G., I?, 143.*®
Presumably, therefore, 1.G., I?, 143, which is later in date than 1.G., I?, 27, is a copy
or a reaffirmation of the earlier decree.

For the sake of the record it may be well here to note that the brackets indicating
restoration have not always been properly placed in the new text of 1.G., I*, 143. These
can be controlled by the excellent photograph published by Wilhelm (op. cit.) and
from the earlier published majuscules of the first editions.

1.G., I*, 143

————————— tot [ ] Td<8do
————————— ["A]poyos: ‘Id[wdd]o
————————— "Apdvrop’ "I ud|do
————————— *AXe[ x| oope[vd]s} “Tduddo
5 [mpéxoevor avrol] kai ol To¥[7]ov.
vacat
[€8oxaev Té Boleé]e kal 76|t &]épor- A STOIX. 27

8 Attische Urkunden IV, pp. 25-31 (Sitzh. Ak. Wien, 1939).

35 Wilhelm’s latest text of I.G., 1%, 27 is incorrect in showing four letters instead of three to be
restored in the name of the epistates at the end of line 2. In his text, and in the Corpus, the letter
after eime in line 5 should be alpha, not nu. This appears clearly on my squeeze.
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[eovris émpurdvev]e, "Apio|To|KkpdrTe

[s éypappdreve, Nwkdor]|p|aros]| ém[eo|

[fdre = — - ——— — — == —— = —— — — ]
lacuna

10 ....af....5% ... €lvow 8¢ kai dréke]
[t]av o[Tpareias adrols kal ékydvo]
v Tots [mpeaBurdrois aiel mh\év dp ]
opds [1€s heavrdov - éav 8¢ Tis avrov]
amobld|[ver Buator Bavdror év Tov 7|

15 dheov [€ivar adrols Tas Tuyopias ]
hat 8[édovraw *Afevaiois - kal édv 7]
v Bého[vrar Nayxdvey mapa 16 Sépo]
wpdo [odov elvaw avrols kTN, ——]

In lines 10-13 the text of the Corpus has been corrected by Wilhelm to read:

8 ]
12 X7 [P ]
3\ / 3 ~
opac|.......... éav &€ Tis avToV ]

The use of dots which Wilhelm advocates to show the number of missing letters even
in a long lacuna (op. cit., pp. 41-42) is not in the present instance correct, for they
show here 26 letters in line 10, 25 letters in each of lines 11 and 12, and only in line
13 the correct number of 27 letters. One further correction in the Corpus text may
be made, for part of a sigma is on the stone in line 12 to give the reading rots. The
combination of letters in line 11 suggests very strongly a grant of freedom from
military service, dré\ei]av o[rpareias, which would be quite appropriate as part of
the inscription immediately preceding the better-preserved formulae which deal with
the punishment of anyone who might cause the death of these proxenoi of the
Athenians, and such an interpretation is made to seem even more reasonable by the
appearance of the letters OPAZ at the beginning of line 13. These should probably
be expanded as ¢plopds. In the new text of 1.G., I*, 154 which Wilhelm publishes
(0p. cit., p. 33) we find for example the clause dré]hewar elv|ar adroty *Abéveoiv? kal
¢ |popds kal [orparetas. There is difficulty in the present instance of restoring the
same wording of the formula, but that the clause deals in some way with a provision
for exemption from military service seems nevertheless apparent. Taking into
account the new reading in line 12 I suggest the following restoration:

10 o eivar 8¢ kal dré\e|
[t]av o[Tpareias avrols kal ékydro ]

v Tols |mpeaBurarois aiel mhév pp|

~ ! ~ ~ 3\ / 3 ~
opds [1es heavrdy - éav 8¢ Tis adrov |
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If this reading is correct, the decree grants to the several men honored and to
their oldest sons in perpetuity freedom from military service except for garrison duty
in their own city.

The clause which begins here in line 13 with the words éav 6é 7is avrov has been
restored by Wilhelm to read: éav 8¢ mis adrov]| dmofd|[ver Biator Qavdrol év T6v 7] SNeov
[elvar adrols Tas mupopias| hai 3[éSovrar Tols moliraus]. In the main this is surely
correct, but Wilhelm allows it to be followed by an amendment for which he proposes
the following text: [....]{Bo\[os €ime: €lvow 8¢ avroior kai] wpdo[odov kr\. It is
impossible to make the restoration in this way. If in fact the letters IBOA are to be
taken as part of the name of an orator, then the first clause of his proposed amend-
ment ought not to contain the particle 6é. Even with 8¢ the line is so short that
avrots has to be given the unusual spelling avrolor to make up the necessary 27 letters.
Nor is it possible to compensate for the loss of 8¢ by assuming a longer name for the
orator. Part of an omicron is still preserved at the edge of the stone so that the letters
in line 17 on which a reconstruction must be based are IBOAO rather than IBOA.
These preclude the possibility of writing any form such as [....]Bo\[des for the
orator’s name.

There can, I think, be no doubt that if this clause is interpreted as an amendment
then 6 must be omitted. It is appropriate only if the orator has prefaced his remarks
with the conventional 7o peév dA\\a kafldmep 7€ Bolé, or some similar introductory
phrase. The amendment of Hestiaios in 1.G., 1%, 24 begins, for example: heorialos
elme - Tpés dvdpas hehéoBau éy Bolés, and the amendment of Alkibiades in 1.G., I*, 116,
again without the particle 8¢, begins as follows: kafa yovvéferro Se[Avpn]B][ptav]ol
mp|os *Af]evaios, kara Tabra mowey kal karabévar krA. There is in the published text of
LI.G., II%, 55 a suggested restoration [...".... elmev: éNéoBou O¢ kal mpeoPeiav] but
this has no probative value and in principle it merely shows the same inaccuracy
which we have already observed in Wilhelm’s proposal for the present inscription.

" Here it is best not to try to restore an amendment and not to try to read the
letters at the beginning of line 17 as part of the name of an orator. With a different
division into words they can, and I believe should, be made part of the reading xai
édv 7|v Boho[vrar. This can be expanded with a stoichedon line of 27 letters as part
of the formula granting the men honored access to the Council and Demos in case
they wish to seek any favor: kai édv 7]v BéNo[vrar Nayxdver mapa 76 6éuo]| mpdo|odov
eivar avrols kr\. This restoration necessitates the reading ’Aflevaiows instead of rols
wolirars, as by Wilhelm, in line 16.

I.G., T% 45
Some improvements have been made by Wilhelm in the text of the decree con-
cerning the colony at Brea.*® In lines 1-2 one is now able to read: [..... oL, he

38 Attische Urkunden IV, pp. 11-17 (Sitzb. Ak. Wien, 1939).
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8¢ dpx |& mpos hev dv dalive & ypdderar éo|ayéro, and Wilhelm has suggested for the
sentence immediately following the restoration: éav 8¢ éodye:, évéy|vpa dxoia ? Béro]
ho ¢évas € ho ypapaauevos. This avoids the embarrassing assumption that had to be
made under the old restoration, which need not be here repeated, to the effect that a
magistrate who introduced a case into court was compelled to post surety by the man
who laid the information or brought the charge.

Following immediately upon these provisions which involve some kind of court
action, the next provision in the decree as restored in the Corpus reads as follows:

o[ tura |
[8¢ aiyd|v avrols mapaoxdvrov hou dr|owkior]
S5 [al kah\]iepéoar hvmep Tés amowkias [homdoa]
[dv adro]ls Sokel.

To this Wilhelm raises objection. One would not, he claims, offer for sacrifice herds
of goats in some yet to be specified number, and he notes further the implication that
the use of moiurwov in this restoration presupposes that a herd had a more or less
determinable number of goats, which in itself does not seem reasonable. His objections
are directed against the restoration mo|iurma and in place of the Corpus readings of
these lines he proposes the following text:
wlp>d| Bara €]
[s Bvoia]v adrols mapaoydvrov hov am|owior|
S5 [al kal\]epéoar hvmép Tés amowkias, [homéoa]
[dv avro]ls Sokél.

Citing examples in which the letter rho in words like mpdBara has been omitted by
the stonecutter, he attempts to justify the omission here under influence from the
rho in the preceding and following words ypagoduevos and wapaoxévror. None the
less, the omission remains an irregularity and it must cast doubt upon the validity of
the restoration. A more serious difficulty is encountered in the asyndeton which
Wilhelm must assume at the beginning of the sentence. In his restoration, the particle
8¢ has been omitted. This omission, too, he attempts to justify by citing numerous
examples of asyndeton in other Athenian decrees (op. cit., pp. 14-15). These supposed
parallels do not have for the present case much probative value. One should justify
asyndeton in a case of this kind not by citing occasional examples from other decrees,
but by showing that the practice of the scribe who cut this particular inscription
was to use asyndeton when the subject matter changed from one provision to another.
In this decree concerning the colony at Brea the student will observe that the scribe
invariably introduced each new provision with the particle 8, no matter how far
removed from what preceded its subject matter may have been. The examples are
all clear and may be read in lines 2, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 17, 19, 20, 26, 29, 30, and 39.
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It would be extraordinary to find the particle 8 omitted in line 3, so extraordinary
in fact that lack of room for it in Wilhelm’s restoration may be considered evidence
that the restoration is not correct. The doubt first cast by the misspelling 76| Bara |
for wpd [ Bara] is confirmed by the absence of the connective. For the sake of example
I suggest the following reading for these doubtful lines: *

w6 pov & €]
[s Bvoia]v atrols mapaoxdvrov hov amo|ikior]
5 |at kah\]epéoar hvmép 7€ dmoikias [kabdTi]
[dv avro]ls SokéL.

In this restoration the word @4 [ pov] has been taken from Boeckh (loc. cit.) and
the restoration [és Gvoia]v from Wilhelm. One may inquire why the provision calls
for furnishing “ means for a sacrifice” and does not specify the particular victims
and the number of them. As I have restored the final words of the sentence the
assumption is that these details were to be determined by the dmowkiorat to whom
reference is made by [adro]?s in line 6.

1.G., T2, 49

In the Corpus three fragments are united as parts of one inscription under this
number with comment in the introduction “composuit Wilhelm nec tamen edidit.”
It has been known for some time that fragment ¢ of this inscription belongs elsewhere
as part of the constitution of restored democracy, /.G., I?, 114, which must be dated
in 410 B.c., and Wilhelm now dissociates the other two pieces, fragments a and b.**
He expresses surprise that they were brought together in the text of the Corpus
supposedly according to his determinations but actually in contradiction to a recon-
struction which he discovered and proclaimed as long ago as 1898.*° 1t is difficult for
the student now to recover the substance of Wilhelm’s argument in 1898, for the
reference which he gives to it merely states that on January 19 of that year he read
a paper entitled “ Zwei attische Inschriften (C.7.4.1120. 1V, 1S. 23,116b.)” These
two inscriptions are 1.G., I, 55 and 1.G., I?, 49a. There is no reference to the sub-
stance of his discussion nor does Wilhelm give any further indication of it in his new
publication except to say that the editors of the Corpus made restorations in contra-
diction to those earlier made by him.

37 The last visible letter on the stone in line 4 is omicron. This was read by Boeckh, Kleine
Schriften, Vol. VI, p. 173, and plate IX. Part of it is still visible on my squeeze.

38 Attische Urkunden IV, pp. 48-52 (Sitzb. Ak. Wien, 1939).

3 0p. cit., p. 48: * Wie es kommt, dass dieses Bruchstiick [fragment ¢] . . . und ein anderes
b in dem Abdrucke IG I? 49 so verbunden sind, dass sich, im Widerspruche mit der von mir langst
gefundenen und in einer Sitzung des Deutschen archdologischen Institutes in Athen am 19. Januar
1898 (Ath. Mitt. 1898 S. 167) vorgelegten Herstellung, fiir die Zeilen 10 ff. dusserst bedenkliche
Lesungen ergeben, weiss ich nicht zu sagen. . . .”
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The text of fragment a as Wilhelm restores it now lies before us, but it is still
uncertain what disposition should be made of fragment b. In 1937 Schweigert pub-
lished a new reading of this smaller piece,* noting that its left margin is preserved
and attempting a restoration showing fragments ¢ and b in the relative positions
which they have in the Corpus and which he believed to depend on unpublished notes
of Wilhelm. Fragment b cannot be assigned to this position, yet Schweigert has made
it clear from a new reading in its first line that it deals with Eretrians as does also
fragment a. It seems probable, therefore, that both fragments ¢ and b belong to the
same inscription, though their relative disposition in the reconstructed text must
remain uncertain. The net gain is Wilhelm’s new text of fragment @ and Schweigert’s
new readings and discovery of the margin on fragment b.

1.G., 1,70

At last Wilhelm (op. cit., pp. 52-72) has published the new fragment of I.G.,
I*, 70 which he discovered in June of the year 1903. He points out that even as late
as 1924 the previously known fragments of this inscription were published incorrectly
by Hiller von Gartringen in the position to which they had originally been assigned
by Koehler in 1896, dnd that Bannier in 1927 made suggestions which are now defi-
nitely proved wrong by the evidence of the new fragment.

It must be regretted that so important a stone has had to wait so long since its
discovery for even preliminary publication. The student must lament particularly
the fact that Hiller, who was editing a volume of the Corpus destined to serve as a
standard publication for a long time, could not feel free to use the discovery already
twenty-one years old when his volume was published and so avoid the perpetuation
of many errors. The notes in the Corpus refer to the discovery of the new piece by
Wilhelm with the appended remark “ qui novum fragmentum addet.” This promise
is now belatedly fulfilled in the text at our disposal, which is published with the accom-
paniment of three excellént photographs on plates VI-VIII.

The letters of the inscription are beautifully cut, but the surface of the stone is
not always well preserved and there is considerable difficulty in reading some of them,
particularly near the edges of the original stele and at the top and bottom of fragment
b. This fragment b can no longer be associated with fragment a as was assumed in
the Corpus, but must be assigned to a position in the upper part of the stele. Wilhelm’s
text of it appears in his new publication on page 54. I have several changes to make
in the readings from this stone, for I made a careful study of the three fragments
in Athens in 1927, and have my own transcript and good squeezes of them.

In line 4 Wilhelm reads: émed|a|v hékoor? The verb cannot be read in full, and
I suspect that, in printing, an angular bracket to denote restoration has dropped out

4 Hesperia, VI, 1937, pp. 322-323.
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after the second letter of it. From my own transcript and squeeze I read émeidav
he[-———, and I note that the final letters which Wilhelm gives without sign of
restoration would in this liné extend beyond the preserved edge of the stone. Of more
importance in the establishment of the text is the reading in line 14, where an iota
precedes the delta which Wilhelm restores as the initial letter of 8[éovrar]. This is
represented in the text of the Corpus, line 27, as the bottom half of a vertical stroke,
but enough of it is preserved so that it must be interpreted either as iota or tau. Inas-
much as tau is out of the question before delta, the letter must be read as iota. It is
not possible to construe it as a normally shaped upsilon; so unless one wishes to
attribute an error to the stonecutter, he must here reject Wilhelm’s suggested restora-
tion: hérav [rov| 8[éovrar]. There must in fact be a considerable change in the com-
plexion of this whole sentence, lines 13-16, for which Wilhelm has made these
restorations:

....... mpooay |ayd|vrov 8¢ Ilorauddopov kai Tov hu
[ pooay|ayé[vrov 8¢ Morapddopov kai Tov hwi]

ov Edpvriova| hérav [rov éovraw mapa ‘Abfevaiov hov o
\ E >p 4 ] ’ 8 4 p \ :Ae ’ h
Tpateyol kal]| hov mwp[vr|dv(es hou aiel Svres mpos Tév

p ’), \ \ h p / . l 3 N\ S/ p\ \
[o\év kal Tov 8€]|po|v mpdros pera Ta huepd. |

In the last line two strokes of the nu are preserved in the word 8¢ ]uov after which
my transcript shows a complete epsilon. These readings are partially given in the
text of 1.G., I*, 70, line 29, and I feel so confident of the epsilon that I believe the
restoration wpdéros perd td Juepd cannot be correct. Beneath the epsilon there is the
upper part of a triangular letter like alpha, gamma, or delta in a line for which Wilhelm
and his predecessors had no reading.

The objection which we have raised against reading hérav [rov] 8[éovrar in
line 14 by showing that the letter before the delta was iota and not upsilon is
strengthened by the fact that in this inscription the genitive ending in ov is regularly
written with simple o. Even if the indefinite Tov were to be restored in this line it
should be restored and written 7o. This does not fill the space of the stoichedon
order and some substitute for it must be found. I suggest that the word is [ém]e-
d[epoow] and that it was followed probably by the adverb *Afévecw. The generals
and the prytaneis were to bring Potamodoros and his son Eurytion before the Council
and the Demos when they came and were living in Athens. The provision is one of
general nature, so I suspect also the use of a present tense mpoo |ayé[vrov instead of
the aorist mpooay]ays[vrov in the opening line of the sentence. The general char-
acter of the provision is further emphasized by the fact that one may now restore
hov aiel orpareyoi instead of hou orpareyoi. Inasmuch as the generals were annual
officers, access to the Council and Demos was envisaged not only for the current
year but for years to come, whenever they happened to be in Athens. The sentence
may now conclude with the familiar formula é[dv 7o 8éovrar map’ *Afevaiov, which



322 BENJAMIN D. MERITT

makes use of the preserved epsilon in the last line but one, and which should replace
the previously suggested mpdros wera 7a Juepd. Or the conditional phrase may intro-
duce a new sentence, for which the restoration can be carried over into the succeeding
line: é[av 8¢ To déovrar évar avrols evpéabar dyaBov hé,m] &[v Stvovrar krh.

The first provision of the amendment made by Archestratos has been restored
to show that Potamodoros should have right of possession and freedom from taxes
in Athens: évou 8¢ [Iorauodspor kai éykreaw *Afévecw rai| dréhe[wav] hfos evepyéres
yevopévor "Afevaiov. In such provisions when right of possession was granted it was
customary to specify what it was that the beneficiary should have the right to possess,*
and it was also frequently specified to what taxes the exemption was specifically
applicable. There is no provision for either of these restrictive definitions in the
restoration above suggested. Rather, we find once again the statement of motive
(Wilhelm, op. cit., p. 56) which must have been amply treated in the decree proper
to which the motion of Archestratos was a mere amendment. | suggest, therefore,
that the lines in question should be read: évar 8¢ [Iloramoddpor yés éyxreaw *Aféveowv
kat] arée[wav]| h|doovmep kal Tols dANois evepyéraus, and that the following text should
be proposed for fragment b: **

e ]
[....0. ... (L7 T I ]
[....% ... lavre.o. v .o SN ]
[....5% ... | émebav hé[koon? ........ W ]

5 [....5...]1% mpocgalylaydv|[rov adrov how orpareyol kai]

[hov mpurd |ves mpos Téu PBo[Név kal Tov deuov evpéofa]
[ 18,7 dv 8 |Yveraw dyabov a[vri hov éorw dvep dyabos ]

[ept "Abevalios: tév 8¢ oréN|ev ... ... 2% ... .. ..., ]
[....5%...]7..c Horamodopo .......... e ]
10 [...".... orpa]reyols * *Apx|éorparos €ime: 7o wev dA\ha]

[kafdmep téL Bo]Nér- évaw 8¢ [Ilorapoddpor yes éyxreo]
[v 'Abéveocw kai] aréle[wav] h[doovmep kal Tols d\Nous €]
3 / ‘ / \ /7 \ \
[Vepyéraws -+ mpoo|ayd[vrov ¢ Horauddopov kal tov hui]
[ov Edpuriova] hérav [ém|d|endow "Abéveocw hov aiel o
15 [7pareyol kat] hov mwp|vrldv|es hot aiel dvres mpos e B]
[oAév kal Tov O€|pov- é[av &3¢ To déovrar évar adrols elp]
[éofar dyabov hé,m] &lv Svvovraw ... ..... Yo ]

“lacuna
41 See, for example, the index in Dittenberger, S.I.G.2, IV, p. 302.

2 To avoid confusion I retain Wilhelm’s numbering of the lines though I believe it extremely
unlikely that any sure stroke of a letter can be read in line 1.
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To avoid too great separation of the texts I give here a transcript of fragments a
and ¢ with continuous numbering of the lines. The changes in restoration from those
proposed by Wilhelm (op. cit., pp. 57-58) are discussed later.

20

25

30

35

40

45

[o|ramod[opo — — — = — = — = — — — — — — Edpv|
’ 8\ 3 8 \ 4 ? 7 4 ]
[7]iova O¢ ér|edav héker? mpooayaydvrov hov wpurdve |
\ \ \ \ \ \ \ ) 3 /-
s kal hov arpar|eyol mpos Teéw [Bolév kal TOv Oemov émd |
< / / N /. S5 / v 4 h
vaykes evpéol|aw hé,ru dv Svverar dyaldy * édoxaev |
& Boléw kal 761 Séulov: *Akapavtis émpurdveve, Pailve
wros éypapudreve, "Ayal...". ... émeordre, he|puédopo
s elme* émauvéaar Tlorau| 68opov Tov hepxo|uéviov kal
rov hvov Evpuriova hére [éorov dvdpe dylafo mept *Abe
/7 \ ~ o ~ ) /7 / \ ~
valos kal vov kai év T6u mp|Safev xp|dévor kal d6var Ilo
Tapoddpor mevrakoaias 8| paxuds 7]0s kohakpér[als 7O
3 \ ~ 3 Ve 3 ~ 3> A 3 / \
s éml 1€s 'Axapavtidos év 7| € avreL]| éuépar hou &€ 7] pv
rdves émuehedévrov hé|mos dv avr|oL 86w hov [k]ola
kpérar Tavra pev Tép Po|Név daedio |achar- éav 6é To 8é
erou Torapédopos hé|os av (& & Edpur |tov ho hvos av|7]
~ 4 5> A 3 \ \ \ AN a
6 mpdaodov avrol év|aw wpos e Bokév| kal Tov 6€[plov: h
[o]c 8¢ orpareyol ka[i how mpurdves émd |vaykes mpo|oay ]
/ 3\ / 3 ~ b)) / N 3> 7
v]rov: éav 8¢ twals airdrar & Ioraud|8opos &€ Edpv[r]i
o|v *AfBevaiov 76 [xpéos? 16 év 1oL mpdolbe|v xpdvor éy|yey]
ve|puévo? ue éxe[v amodovar adrols, Ta ov|duara avré|v am
/ \ \ / \ \ 37
o|ypapadvrov [mpos 1os orpareyds: hou] 8¢ orpareyol [é]

o|vraw hém|os av 10 xpéos MNvbeL P he 8¢ Bo|\e, édv To &é[ovr|

v

"Apxéorp|a]
7]os €lm[e: 7o pev d\Na kafdmep € Bolér+| Edpuriove 8[é]

|

|

|

|

[ k]| mpdrrovre[s dmodiddvrov Tpémor ho]molow av émic |7 ]
|

[at,] adro[kpdrop éoTo 70 Séov Poedilea|fa

|

[ka]t o[ Tamodpor Tots hepxopeviors k]ai Tvfilker [6]
[ob]va[e T0s Kohakpéras ék Sepooio xihilas Spaxuas |éx]
[d]or[ot oo B év 7] hodpio|v €]
[pépar ———————————————————— | 7€ Bokéw [..]
[--———— | hémos av a|. . |
[--— - ————— ——————————— Jaw és rev [..]
[

———————————————————————— Jpo ho [h]v[és]

In line 21 begins the formula of a new decree which was passed in the prytany
of Akamantis of the year 424/3.* This decree gives a vote of praise to Potamodoros

43 This was the eighth prytany of the year, a fact which Wilhelm notes with reference to articles
by West and McGregor. The reference to West is incorrect and McGregor makes no mention of
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and his son Eurytion and directs that the kolakretai of the prytany of Akamantis
shall give to Potamodoros 500 drachmai. The restoration according to Wilhelm reads
as follows: kai 86var Iloramoddpor mevrakooias 8| paxmds 7]os kolakpér|[als 70s ém
7€s "Axapavtidos év T[€de TeL| éuépar. The prytaneis are then instructed to see that
the kolakretai give the money to him.

This part of the decree is followed by the clause radra pev 7éu Bo[\eév dpoedio |ao-
far, which Wilhelm notes (op. cit., pp. 66 and 71) as dividing the decree of the
Council proper (lines 24-30) from the subsequent provision of lines 30-40, which
was moved by the orator Hermodoros.

It must be admitted that the decree as it exists has a form which is quite ex-
ceptional. The phrase radra pev réu Bo[Név doedio |achar is not a historical record
which indicates that the preceding provisions were a decree of the Council and that
those which follow were not. The use of the infinitive here implies that a motion
was being made that the Council should pass the provisions just outlined. Inasmuch
as Hermodoros (lines 23-24) is given credit for the probouleuma of the Council,
we may assume that the exceptional clause was part of the motion as he offered it on
the floor of that body. He then proceeded with his own addition to the probouleuma,
modifying it so that it had, when finally passed in the Council, the form which appears
in our inscription. We are seldom able to follow in the preserved texts the course
of the debates in the Council chamber, but in this instance one should understand
that the provisions of lines 24-30 were originally put forward by someone whose
name is no longer preserved to us. They were taken over by Hermodoros and, in his
opening remarks as he addressed the Council, approved by him with the recommenda-
tion that the Council ratify them. He then proceeded with his own additions to the
probouleuma (lines 30-40).

It was a complete probouleuma (lines 24-40) as thus amended which was brought
to the Assembly for ratification by the people. The unity of the probouleuma is further
attested by the formula employed in the first amendment offered in the Assembly
(lines 40-41) ’Apxéorp|a]ros €im|e: 7a pev d\\a kabdmep Té Lolé]. Presumably
subsequent amendments, if there were any, should have been introduced with the
usual formula ra pev dA\a kafdmep—nomen—, giving the name of the man who had
proposed the preceding amendment. This is one justifiable reason for not restoring
a formula of amendment before the words 7€ Boléw in line 45.

Wilhelm’s restoration év 7[é&de 7€ | éuépac in line 28 implies that the probouleuma
was to be acted upon in the Assembly on the same day that it was passed by the Council,
for otherwise its provisions could not have been carried out with the sanction of the
Demos “ on this very day.” If we may suppose for a moment that the probouleuma

Akamantis in the passage cited, but formal proof that Akamantis was the eighth prytany was given
by Meritt, The Athenian Calendar, pp. 87-88. See the text of 1.G., I?, 324 as published in his
Athenian Financial Documents, p. 139, line 33.
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was passed in the morning and ratified by the Assembly in the afternoon and that
before evening the kolakretai were to give five hundred drachmai to Potamodoros,
it would seem unnecessary to specify that these kolakretai were to be the kolakretai
of the prytany of Akamantis. With the assumption of payment év 7[€de €] éuépar
there could be no possible ambiguity as to the identity of the board of kolakretai and
consequently no reason for defining them as 7]0s kohakpér|a]s Tos émi 7€s *Akapavridos.
The fact that they are so defined indicates the intention of the probouleuma to guar-
antee that its provisions should be carried out before the end of the prytany. But it
indicates also that there was envisaged the delay of a day or perhaps more before
the probouleuma could be ratified by the Assembly. This is not surprising in view
of the fact that the Council met every day, save for certain exceptions, while the
Assembly had regularly only four meetings during a prytany (Aristotle, ’Af. IIo\.,
43, 3).

I suggest in place of the restoration év 7[€de ré] éuépar that one should read
év 7| & avré] éuépar. The first clause of the decree provides that a vote of praise
shall be given to Potamodoros and to his son Eurytion. At the time when the Council
was deliberating this provision as a part of its probouleuma the actual date upon
which the provision was to be ratified by the Demos lay somewhere in the future;
and the phrase év 7[€ avrél]| éuépar as used in connection with the grant of money
means that the grant was to be made on the same day that the vote of praise was
ratified by the Demos.

Lines 30-32 were restored by Wilhelm as follows:

3\ /7 4

éav 8é To Oé
[€]rar Morapédopos ) E[dpvriov {€ Evpur|iov} ho hvos ad|7]
~ / 3y A~ 3 \ \ \ . \ \ ~ .
6, mpéaodov avToL €v|ar wpos Tév PBolév| kal Tov 8€[po]v.

Here it is assumed that the name of the son Eurytion was accidentally inscribed
twice by the stonecutter. This is a very unlikely assumption, particularly. so since
Wilhelm must assume the Ionic use of % instead of Attic € on that part of the stone
which is preserved in line 31. This is an inscription without any other example of
Tonicism, and it would be better here where the interpretation is doubtful to restrict
one’s suggestions to the evidence offered by the stone. The letters near the middle
of line 31 cannot be restored to read 4 E[vpvriov ——] ; they must be restored as part
of some word beginning with a rough breathing, like 1e[————]. The precise phrase
may be doubtful, but I suggest /#é[os av (& ] as fulfilling the necessary epigraphical
requirements. The implication must be that Potamodoros at the time of this decree
was already well advanced in years, an implication which is borne out by the fact
that his son Eurytion was named before him in the amendment of Archestratos
(line 41), perhaps because Eurytion was already factually the head of the house
(see Wilhelm, op. cit., pp. 69-70).
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The changes which I have introduced into the text of lines 34-40 are of minor
importance and do not change the general sense of Wilhelm’s restorations. The
supplements in these lines are admittedly difficult to make. I regard the genitive
70 | xpéos? 76 év 761 mpdole v xpdvow éy | yeyve|uévo of lines 35-36 as a partitive genitive
depending upon dmodévar, and I believe that some form of this verb should be repeatec
in line 38.

In line 43 Wilhelm has restored /exdooror with doubling of sigma in order to
comply with the necessary stoichedon arrangement of the letters, and at the beginning
of line 44 he reads the letters [ . ]er without restoration. I have recorded these letters
in line 44 in my own transcript as |.]or———, and I believe that they should be
restored as part of the word |éxd]|or[ow. This word will, therefore, not be restored
also in line 43, so I suggest there in place of the anomalous reading hexdooror the
phrase éx demooio. The last preserved letter of the inscription (line 48) is clearly
either upsilon or chi, not alpha.

1.G., I% 83

The restoration of this inscription which has now been given by Wilhelm (op.
cit., p. 79) is undoubtedly correct in principle and even in much of its phraseology.
His text for lines 15-25 reads as follows:

[corei it P ] Novro
[t S © avaypddoar] 8¢ kal
[mpélevov kai edepyérev *Afevaiov]| év oré\-
[er MBiver kot Bevar éu mohew Tov ]| ypappar-
/ \ ~ ~ 14 > \
[éa Tov T€s Bohés. . ..... 2. .. ... | eime: Ta p-
20 [év d\\a kabBdmep Té Boér- évou 8¢ II]oNvorp-
[drov 65 Sy mpoxaévor (oder: evepyérer ?) 76
/ ~ 3 /7
Sépo 6] Abevaio-
3\ / \ ~ \ s 7 3 3
[v éav BoNeraw kai yés kal oikias éy]|krecw "A-
[féveaw, evpéoBor 8¢ kai dANo hér|o dv déra-
5 01 . 4 0 8: 3\ p ~
[¢ ayaldv: ovvempéNealar & avrov? 7]ois o[7p-]
[areyols? kTA.

The necessity for assuming an lonic spelling mpdé€evorv instead of wpdyoevov in
line 17 makes one wonder whether the readings should not in fact be given throughout
with a length of line longer by one letter than that which Wilhelm employs. His line
which seems to call more than all others for only 34 letters is line 22, where, however,
he admits that the restored phrase éav Béheroaw has no parallel. It implies as Wilhelm
suggests that Polystratos might have the privilege of possessing land and a house in
Athens if he wished it, or if he asked for it, and Wilhelm cites an example of later
date, 1.G., II?, 907, line 7, to show the phraseology sometimes used with reference



NOTES ON ATTIC DECREES 327

to such an application: 8edéofar adrdr yiis kai oikias éykmmow airmoapévor kata TOV
vépov. If the participle airnoapéveor to which reference is here made is substituted in
line 22 in place of the phrase éav Bé\erar the length of line is increased by one letter;
and I propose this standard of restoration with 35 letters in a line as somewhat
preferable to the standard with 34. '

If T understand correctly the supplement indicated above in line 24, it means that
Polystratos was to share some official duty with the generals. This seems to me
extraordinary, and I should prefer to read hevpéofar 8¢ kai dA\ho hér]o av Oéralc
dyalov mapa 6 dépo dmodaivovra T]ois o|rpareyols krA. Under these circumstances
the generals could have performed their normal function, along with the prytaneis
and the council, of looking after ‘the honored benefactor: émueNéofov 8¢ adré hou
orpateyol k7h., but there is too little preserved to say how or where this provision
appeared on the stone.

No restorations have been made for the fragmentary upper lines of the document.
Following Wilhelm’s example I begin the text here with line 15:

STOIX. 35

[ ] Novro

T L A dvaypddoar] de kal

[mpéxoevor kal evepyérev *Abevaiov] év oré\

e Mbiver kal Oeivar éu méNer oV ] Ypappar

[éa Tov 7€ Bohés ....... % .. ..., | €ime: 7o p
20 [e&v d\\a Ka0a7r€p 7€ Bolér: elvar 8¢ I1]oAvorp

[aror hos 8vri mpoxaévor 76 dépo 76] *Abevaio

[v alrecapévor kai yes kal oikias &y]krecw ‘A

[ Oéveow, hevpe’crﬂou, 8¢ kal dA\\o hérlo dv déra

[v ayabov mapad 76 Séuwo a'n-quawowa 7]ots o[7p]

[

25

OTEYOLS — — — — — — — — — — — — ]

1.G., 1% 116

This inscription contains an amendment by Alkibiades, one of the provisions of
which is that the Selymbrians shall pay the expense of erecting the stele on which
their treaty with the Athenians was to be made public (lines 27-32) : ["AN] kB[ 1dSe]s
etme, kaba xovvéfevro Se[hp]B[piav]ol mp[os *Af]evaios, kara Tabra mouly, kai raro-
Oevar é[p moN]e dvaypddoavras Too7[pareyds T)as owbé[k]as perd 76 'ypapp.a*re'os

T[és BoNés ........% . ....... | & oréhe Nbi[v]e Té\egv Tois adré[v Kk]ai 70
(;bO‘E(/)w';La 760e. Wilhelm has suggested (op. cit., p. 89) that the lacuna of 18 letters
in the foregoing restoration be filled by the supplement kal Tov Se\vuBpravér thus
giving a closer antecedent for adr6[v] in ré\eo ols adrd|[v] to refer to than would be
the case if it had to refer back to Se[Avu]B[piav]oi at the beginning of the sentence.
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There are several notes to be made on this text, the first being that the lacuna
is by no means determined as exactly 18 letters. This part of the ingcription is not
stoichedon, and actually the lacuna here in question is the equivalent of 18 letters
in the line above it while it corresponds to only 17 letters in the line below it.

The second observation is that the letters still preserved on the stone are not
correctly shown in the Corpus text because of incorrect use of brackets. One should
read 7007 [ p|areyos ras ovwbé| k| as instead of Toor|pareyos 7]as ovvbé|k]as and 7[é&s]
Bolés instead of 7[€s Bolés]. The letters indicated are all clearly legible today and
appear on the squeeze in Princeton.*

The third observatlon is that the supposed lacuna of 17 or 18 letters after 7[és]
Bolés is an erasure.*

Hence the text of this part of the inscription upon which an interpretation can
be based should be read as follows:

———[’AN]keB[dde]s €lme: kaba xovvéfevro Se
[Ap] B[ prav]ot mp|os *Af |evaios, kara TadTa moLey,
kal katabévar é[p wON e avaypadoavras To0T

30 [plareyds ras ovvbé|[k]|as pera 6 ypapparéos T
[és] Borés [——— - ——— | év oréhe Nl

[v]e Téheot Tols atro|v k]al 70 poéduopa TE0e.

There being here no question of erasure because of damnatio memoriae, the
normal explanation is that the stonecutter inscribed something by mistake which he
later decided to expunge. But if this is true the supplement can hardly be kat 76v
SehvuBpuardr as Wilhelm has suggested. Rather, there should be no supplement at all,
and the text as now read, corrected in antiquity by the engraver, gives the complete
version of this provision of the amendment.

I suggest that the erasure may have contained the words kai 70 doédurpa T6de
(17 letters), which were repeated in line 32. If this was so then the engraver corrected
the duplication by erasing one of the phrases. The awkward position which the pre-
served phrase [k]al 70 dpoéduopa 768 now has at the end of the sentence indicates
that even in making the correction the wrong set of words was erased, and that the
orlglnal text may have been intended as: kail karafévas eu mON€L avaypad)o'av'rag 70§
orpareyos Tas ovvbékas werad 76 ypauparéos Tés Bolés kal TO Ppoédioua 760€ év oTé\er
Mbivew Té\eat Tols avTow.

I1.G., T*, 144

In commenting upon the text of I.G., I?, 28 as it now appears in the Corpus,
Wilhelm has again reminded us that fragments @ and b do not belong to the same

41 Michel, Recueil, 1437, has an almost correct reading.
5 Noted also by Michel, Recueil, Suppl., p. 11, and Tod, Greek Historical Inscriptions, p. 219.

Tod also notes that the erasure is one of 17 or 18 letters.
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inscription.* He offers many improved restorations of both fragments, that of a

having a length of line of 28 letters, and that of b having a length of line of 33 letters.
Some of the phraseology of 1.G., I?, 28a is much the same as that of 1.G., I*, 144,
fragment ¢, which I have recently united with 7.G., 1%, 155 and with a new fragment
from the Athenian Agora in the publication of the text in Hesperia, VIII, 1939, no. 22.
Wilhelm makes two additions to this text, reading 7ov 8[€ at the beginning of line 13
(op. cit., p. 35) instead of wv 8|, and reading [7]ovrov A[ayxdvew] at the beginning
of line 22 instead of a]vrov N[ ayxavéro]. These readings do not appear on the photo-
graph published in Hesperia, loc. cit., p. 68, and I should hesitate to claim them as
certain from my examination of a squeeze. However, Wilhelm has made these notes
after examination of the stone, and I believe that his readings should be accepted and
used in any attempted reconstruction. My published restoration of lines 21-24 read
as follows:
[éav 8¢ Tis aduke ]

[v a]drov N ayxavéro "Abévecw mpos|

[T]opm moNé[ papxov Tas Sikas dvev mp|

UTaVGiO[V.]

For this Wilhelm substitutes the following proposal (op. cit., p. 20):

[kara]
[7]ovrov N[ ayxdvew Tas dikas mpos]
[7]op moNé[ papxov dvev mp ]
vraveio | v kal émdexdrov ?|

Surely the precise form of this restoration cannot be correct, for the required
length of line of 27 letters is obtained in line 22 only by inserting an iota into the
infinitive ending of A[ayxdver], and something has dropped out of the text in line 23
where Wilhelm’s restoration shows only 19 letters. Possibly he intended to insert
here the locative ’Afévecww which he has removed from the previous line, as I had
published it, to make room for ras dikas. It seems to me to make very little difference
in which of the two lines respectively these two phrases go, but I believe that the
stoichedon order requires the use of both of them and that it would be better satisfied
by the retention of an imperative form A[ayxavéro] in line 22.

These lines from 13 down to 24 may, I think, be still further improved. The
letters that can be read on the stone have been fairly well deciphered with the ex-
ception of those in line 21 where the fracture between the two fragments occurs.
Here, in 1939, I read rwor[a]:, but repeated examination of my squeeze and photo-
graph convinces me that the letters may equally well be ero[ .. ]v. One may exercise

% Op. cit., pp. 17-23.
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a control in some measure over this reading by referring to the photograph in Hes-
peria, VIII, 1939, p. 68.

I adopt Wilhelm’s readings for lines 13-14 but make some changes and additions
in the following lines to give a new text of lines 13-24:

7oV 8| € amokrelvavra évéxeotar 7| s mo\i[Tous év T6v mé\eov mpoeip |
ols av|rols hdmep hvmép "Abevaiov] 20 erar éa[v 8¢ aduké Tis & *Afevaiov]
15 époéd|ioror éav Tis amobaver Pua ] ¢ 70[v o |v[ppdxov Tov *Afevaiov kata.|

tov Bav|dror: Tév Oé Tipoptav kota | [7]ovrov \[ayxavéro *ABévesw mpos |
\ N 3 >/ 8/ A 3 7 - \ 7 \ ’ 57

70 av10 |évauw éav Tis Oéoel € amdye ] [7]opm moNé| papxov Tas ikas dvev mp |
- , , 5 ’ 7 )

v Hpoxo | evidev. hémep *Abevaiov 7o vraveio [ v. etc.

The remainder of the text, including that of an upper separate group of fragments,
may be found in Hesperia, loc. cit., pp. 65-67. 1 do not accept Wilhelm’s suggestion
[kal émdexdrov?]| for line 24.

1.G., T*, 154

Wilhelm has now placed at our disposal a much improved text of this inscription
(op. cit., p. 33), but some change for the better may still be made in its concluding
lines.

As published in the Corpus the last three lines read:

[...%..] hobep BS[Novrar * Tov 8¢ ]
[ pappar|éa Tés [ Bolés avarypddoar é]
[omé\er M| by|et — — — — — — — — — — ]

The final letters preserved on the stone cannot be restored as part of the word A ] fiv[e,
for enough is still visible to show that the supposed nu was either alpha, gamma, or
delta. Wilhelm read it as delta, and restored:

[ac.. Tov 8¢ ypapparé]a Tés [Bohés a-]
[vaypddoar év améle]i?, oi 8[é mokera-]
[t dmomofoadvro (sic) krh.]

This arrangement violates the stoichedon pattern of the text, for the final iota of
oré\e]u falls under the final alpha of ypopparé]a and must be made the eighteenth
rather than the seventeenth letter of its line. In any case it is not a complete iota,
being only the upper tip of a vertical stroke, and its position argues rather for H,
which may well be part of some such phrase as hot &|v.

In the line above, the text of the Corpus gives ypappar|éa; Wilhelm now reads
ypapparé]a. When the bracket is employed in this way one gets the impression that
there is no epigraphical evidence as to what the penultimate letter was as cut upon
the stone. In fact, the top horizontal stroke is preserved, very much as represented
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in the majuscule text of the earlier publication in /.G., I, Suppl,, p. 23, no. 116 a. It is
incorrect either to enclose it in brackets or to write it in the transcript as a certain
epsilon. It may equally well have been tau, an identification which I believe is now
confirmed by the photograph published by Wilhelm (op. cit., plate II1).*" This line
contains the phrase oi 8¢ mpvrdves pe|ra 7é€s [Bolés]| and makes no reference to the
secretary. Examples which show the prytaneis acting as a part of the Council and
yet with the Council are known from 1.G., I?, 91, lines 9-11 : dmodévrov [8¢ 7|a xpépara
hov mpurdves pera tés Bolés kai éxaalewpdvrov émer|dav| dmodéow, and from 1.G., I?, 65,
where the text as read by Meritt, Documents on Athenian Tribute, p. 28, lines 52-54,
is as follows: 7os 8¢ ké| pvkas héoou dv T |es [6]ow b5 &v how mpurdves pe[rd Tés Bolés
héhovra | méudoar és Tas méhes. The new restoration, moreover, has the added ad-
vantage of eliminating the uninscribed space of two letters which had to be assumed
in this line of 1.G., I?, 154 in earlier versions. I read and restore:

[ac of 8¢ mpvrdres pe|ra Tés [Bolés h]
[eNéaBov Tpés dvdpas]| hol d[v — — — —].

I suggest here a provision for the selection of a special committee of three who
were to carry out an assignment the precise nature of which we do not know. For
the number three, see 1.G., I*, 24, lines 16-17: 7pés dvdpas heNéobfar éy Bolés, and
1.G., I?, 39, lines 64-67: 7a. 8¢ huepa Ta ék T6v xpeoudv hvmeép EdBotas Odoar 6s TdxioTa
pera huepoxhéos Tpés dvdpas hos dv é\erar fie Solé ooy avrov.

1.G., 1%, 156

Since Schweigert published in Hesperia (VII, 1938, pp. 269-270) a new frag-
ment of this inscription it has been clear that the text can best be restored with a
stoichedon line of 42 letters. Wilhelm (op. cit., pp. 83-87) has made some improve-
ments in the restorations as offered by Schweigert and by Hiller von Géartringen.
I believe it possible to make one further improvement which depends on a different
reading of one of the letters preserved near the right edge of the Corpus fragment.
A vertical stroke in line 2 of 1.G., I?, 156 has been interpreted as iota so that
Hiller’s reading gives €i[vac 8¢ avrols hevpéobfar hov dv 8é|ovraw mapa *Afev|aiov. This
implied a length of line of 39 letters. The only change made by Schweigert was to
insert kat before the word avrols, thus bringing the length of line to the desired number
of 42 letters, but Wilhelm writes (op. cit., p. 84) “In Z. 2 des anderen Bruchstiickes
IG I* 156 wird statt mit Schweigert: €i[vow 8¢ kal avrols hevpéolfar hov dv 8é|ovrar

47 In Wilhelm’s text me]moékarov in line 7 should be = ]eroékarov, k[al in line 13 should be xali,
and one lambda should be omitted from [BAAaBéoi] at the end of line 13. A similar incorrect use
of brackets occurs in Wilhelm’s text of 1.G., I?, 53 (op. cit., p. 34) where he notes the iota of
ddv in line 6, criticizes Schweigert for not recording it, and then restores e[idv]. The reading
should be €[ d.
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mapa ‘Afev|alov erginzt werden konnen: el[var 8 avrols kal dA\\o dyabfov dro av
déJovrar kr\.” This supposed iota which has appeared as the second letter in €i[va
may be seen from the excellent photograph which Schweigert publishes (op. cit.,
p. 270) to be not iota but rather part of the letter nu or pi. The stroke is not cen-
tered above the epsilon below it but is placed well to the left in proper position to
belong to one of these broader letters. Consequently I restore év[ac] and call attention
to the fact that the verb evpéoflar which is customary in this particular phrase and
which Hiller and Schweigert both restored may still be retained. With this exception
the text as determined by Wilhelm reads as follows:

é\eolar 8¢ adTov T€ o\|év kal T0s oTpareyds hémo
2 paTey

[
[
[s v pe ddukbvrar- \] 3¢ doé|piopa dva’ypdql)o-m Tov ypa|
[uporéa Tov T€s Bol|és év O'T[G)\ﬂ Mbiver kai Oevar éu]

[

méher amomofooa ]l 8¢ Tos [moNerds — — — — — — — — — — — — ]

lacuna

[ B év Sudov?|
3 / 3 \ \ 3 / /

T+ émalwéoa Te adros kal dvaypdpoar wpoxoévos ka |

N 3 /7 3 3 > ~ c 7/ ) \ 14 A 4

i edepyéras: év[ar & adrols evpéofar dyabov Sro av 6¢]

ovraw wapo. "Afev|alov: dvaypddoar 8¢ Sidoaios(?) év oré]
10 \e evepyéros *Af[evaiov év méhew TOv ypapuaréa TS|

Bokés .-.  wacat

1.G., T2 166

A new text of this inscription now lies before us supported by an excellent photo-
graph and so completely different from all preceding texts that they are rendered
obsolete.”® The better preserved portion of the text has been given by Wilhelm,
though he has omitted some of the fragmentary lines; my copy of the complete in-
scription reads as follows:

........... 70] 8¢ apy|dp-|

o\os 7|&s [éuépas]| hexdor|e-
wv d6var T0s Kk |ohakpéra- 10 €L

[
[s ode\]dv[rov ie]p[os] 7]

s 705 émi Tés Ai]yeldos: av [eoe- 8d]6vr[ov 8¢ — — — — — ]
[
|

]
0-]
...... Whl.........Q«[..]

|

[

[

[8¢ pe 860, émalvaykaoavr-
5 [ov oi véor mpur]dves éuepo- '

[v mévre ad’ és dv] éoéNfooi- [...... leor[-———————— ]

[v edBvvovres T]ov kohakp- 15 [...... | £ I«[..]

[erov hékaorov] & évvéa [68-]

48 Wilhelm, op. cit., pp. 62-63.
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In lines 3-5 Wilhelm restored
av
[8€ né 860, éma]vaykaodvr-
[ov {8€?} how mpur]dves

assuming that the particle 8 had been inscribed a second time by mistake in the
apodosis of the conditional sentence. If an error is to be assumed here I should prefer
the reading: ol véor mpur]aves which is one letter in excess of the amount of space
available but which is in keeping with the meaning of the document that the new
prytaneis shall take forceful action to secure payment by the kolakretai within five
days of the time when they enter office.

In lines 10-11 I have restored 7[& fede- 8:8]évr[ov in place of Wilhelm’s 7[&
"Afevar- 8]6vr|ov, where he thinks that’Afevd: may have been a mistake for ’Afev<aid>au.

1G., T3, 171

In the first publication of this fragment by Koumanoudes (CE¢. *Apy., 1887,
p. 218) two letters were represented at the very bottom of the preserved part of the
stone separated from the main body of the text above by an uninscribed surface.
These same letters are shown also in the majuscule publication of 7.G., I, Suppl.,
p. 196, no. 116°. Beneath them Koumanoudes had placed a row of dots indicating
that in his opinion other letters may have existed even below these last two which
he recorded. There is no indication in 1.G., I, Suppl., as to whether the editor had
any opinion on this possibility. Hiller in /.G., I?, 171 interprets these last two letters
as the end of a one-line postscript, and now recently Wilhelm (op. cit., p. 89) wishes
to return to the idea of a continuous text. His restoration of the monument shows
that one decree came to an end in line 8 just above the uninscribed surface and he
assigns these two letters below the uninscribed surface to the opening line of a second
decree. With this assumption he asks “Ist es Zufall, dass sich erganzen lasst:
["Edoxoev €L Bolér kal 16t 6éuot, Tlavdi]ov|is émpurdveve|? ”

There is some mistake about this suggestion, for to restore the text of a new
decree as Wilhelm has indicated it would require a stoichedon line of 33 letters. He
has observed that the earlier published majuscules give to these two letters ON the
same stoichedon arrangement that is exhibited by those of the upper lines, but he
has himself demonstrated that these upper lines should be restored with a stoichedon
line of 23 letters. One wonders even if Wilhelm can have confused 23 with 33 at
some time in the course of his study and then finally failed to notice the discrepancy.
However the error arose, it is evident that this last line does not represent the opening
line of a new decree naming Pandionis as the tribe in prytany. In fact, the letters
preserved cannot be reconciled with the opening line of any decree, for the normal
formula & oxoer 7€ Bolél kal 76u déuor would occupy the entire first line and three
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letter spaces of the second line in a stoichedon text of 23 letters. This phrase does not
contain the combination ON.

Under these circumstances we believe that the suggestion made by Hiller that
these letters be taken to represent part of a postscript may still be accepted until some
better explanation is put forward for them. This seems imperative if the length of
line is to be restored with 23 letters. In lines 2-4 Wilhelm reads [..... kaléoau
8¢ adrd] 2s €l[s 7|0 mpuravetov émi Seim|vov [ei|s adpiov: ———]. The letter here read
as iota in line 2 lies so far to the left in its stoichos that it should be completed rather
as pi or nu. Any restoration must be quite tentative, but the following satisfies the
known epigraphic requirements:

[....0 ... évou 8¢ mapa| 7[6 O€] [ abevaw éu méhew TOV ypa | ppat-

[mo (?) kot edpéoBou adrol]s ér|a] [éa Tés Bolés Téheot Tot |s Neo-

[ recauévors hé,m v 89 |vov[ra] [-——-]

[v dyabév: avaypdpoar 8]é 70 o Uninscribed space of several lines
5 [épioua 168€ éoréle k|al kat- [-———— = ——— Jov

1.G., I*, 179 + 169 + 61

By dividing the words differently in the second line of /.G., I*, 61 Wilhelm has
shown that the text of this composite inscription does not refer to an otherwise
unknown Sikan but rather to a group of people, named with ethnics in 1.G., I*, 179,
who were honored together by the Athenian Council and Demos.* Instead of reading
oL Sukay|ou, one should read a[¥]7roloe ka[{, and all reference to the Sikan disappears.
I give the following text, taken with some modifications from Wilhelm’s publication:

[€8oxaer TéL BoléL kal T Géu | 15 [fiver hov 8¢ mokeral dmou|iot
[0+ Kek]po[mis émpurdveve . ... | [oodvrov: hou 8¢ kohakpéraw] 86
[...]os éyplappdreve ... .5 .. .] [vrov 70 dpydpiov: hémos & av] pe
[éme|ordre: A[..%" . eime..". . ] [ ddukbvran, émpeNdobov alvro
5 [...]ov rov Alivedrer ? kai ..". . ] [v hov orpareyol hou aiel] orpa
[..]av 7ov Ai[vedrer ? kal .. ... .] 20 [r]eyovre[s kai é Boké- évar 8]¢ a[D]
[.... 7]ov ®e[ydvriov? émedé €D ] rolot ka [l mpdaodov mwpos Tev B]
[WOLOO‘]L "Af¢| vaios émawéoar u] o\év édv [Tov Séovran, kal 70s T |
[&v kal ava‘ypadw'ac mpoxaévos | puTdves |mpoodyer avTos eis |
10 [kai edepyéras ——— krh. ———] év Bolév [kal Tov 6euov émdvay |
lacuna 25 kes mpdr|os pera Ta Juepa éme |
[... évau 8¢ adrolor kal ¢po]pd dav he [ Bolé mept adrov és Tov & |
[s kai O'TpaTeLag dré\ewa]v: ho 8 Euov é| xoevéyke |
[e 'ypa;L;LaTevg ho 7és Bolé|s ava vacat
[vpagpodro éu mé\ew éoméhe]e M

9 Attische Urkunden IV, pp. 41-48 (Sitzb. Ak. Wien, 1939).
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In line 8 the preserved letters are not merely AO, as given by Wade-Gery,” and
repeated by Wilhelm (op. cit., p. 42) as part of a phrase which he suggests by way
of example: os Svras dvdpas dyalos mepl Tov déuov Tov 'Afevaiov. The letters are
'A© =, as reported in I.G., I, Suppl., p. 167, no. 116u, and repeated in 1.G., I*, 179;
they must be interpreted as IAOE.

Evidently the names of the benefactors of Athens were concluded before line 8
was reached, for the letters AOE ought properly to be expanded as some form of
"Afevaios and not as a foreign name or ethnic. Considerations of space show that
there were three names of foreigners. I have suggested that two of them may have
had the ethnic Aivedrns and one the ethnic ®eydvrios, representing neighboring towns
of the Athenian empire in the Chalcidic peninsula,” and that after the names there
appeared the motivating clause émede €0 moido | *Afe| vaios, which satisfies the traces
of letters on the stone and the stoichedon arrangement. It is necessary also to restore
the verb érawéoar and probably some phrase indicating that they were to be made
proxenoi and benefactors of the Athenians.

If this is true, then lines 11-12 may not be made to read kai éva ]t a|[vrds wpoxoévos
"Afevaio|v (cf. Wilhelm, op. cit., p. 44). On the analogy of Wilhelm’s new text of
1.G., I?, 154, lines 15-17 (kal perowkio? dré|Newav €iv|ar avroiy "Abéveocw? kal ¢]popas
kal |oTpareias ——) 1 suggest here évau 8¢ atrolor kai ¢ppo]|pd[s kai orpareias drékea]v.
The preserved letters in line 11 which Wilhelm reads from his transcript and squeeze
as |F appear similarly on my squeeze except that only the lower tip of the iota is pre-
served. Even this is so spaced that it may perhaps be completed as rho better than
as iota.”

1.G., 1T%, 38

This inscription was published by Eleanor Weston in A.J.P., LXI, 1940, pp.
347-352, as part of the same original monument with 7.G., IT°, 71, a document once
known and lost and now recovered in the American excavations of the Athenian
Agora. The association of the two pieces depended on an observation made by
Schweigert and communicated to Miss Weston.

Wilhelm’s restoration with a length of line of 32 letters * is so persuasive that
this connection with 7.G., II?, 71, which required a line of 28 letters, must be aban-
doned. It should be noted that the stones do not join, and that they were associated
only on the basis of the general appearance of letter forms and the supposed lengths
of line of 28 letters in both fragments.

% B.S.A., XXXIII, 1932-1933, p. 133.

1 See Meritt, Wade-Gery, McGregor, 4.7.L., I, pp. 464 and 560.

2 For the reading of line 14 cf. also Meritt, E pigraphica Attica, p. 147, note 26.
8 Attische Urkunden IV, pp. 23-24 (Sitzb. Ak. Wien, 1939).
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In the last line Miss Weston read [pedye|v §[¢ mev méh\w . . . .. ]. Here Wilhelm
says (op. cit., p. 24) that the letters clearly visible are ONO, though they are not
published in the Corpus or in Wilhelm’s editio princeps (Eranos Vindob., p. 246, note)**
on which the text of the Corpus was based. However, a photograph just received from
Athens confirms Wilhelm’s reading, except for the fact that only parts of the omi-
crons, not the whole letters, are preserved. Following his suggestion that these letters
form some part of the word ¢dvos, one might restore in lines 3-6, for example:

7[év 8¢ Tipwplar évar e
[pl ad76 ka|fdmep é|dv tis Twa "AOnraiwy €]
[v T Ymepo | ptar Bl ratwr Bavdrwr amokre |
[ kai 76 ¢ |dvo |karadikacOif vel sim.]

Hesperia, VII, 1938, p. 275, no. 10

The inscription here published consists of three fragments which join together
and which were all found on the north slope of the Acropolis. They were edited by
Schweigert, who restored the text with a stoichedon length of line of 31 letters.
Wilhelm now wishes * to attribute these fragments to the same stele with 1.G., I?, 55.
He claims that they undoubtedly belong together as one may see from the photographs
which show the same Ionic writing and the same weathering of the white marble.

This attribution shows the danger of studying inscriptions from photographs
alone.” T have squeezes of fragment b of 1.G., I*, 55 and of one of the small frag-
ments of Hesperia, VII, 1938, p. 275, no. 10. These show indeed the same Ionic
lettering which is visible also in the photographs, but the squeezes show also the relative
size of the letters and their relative spacing. In I.G., %, 55 three lines occupy a vertical
space of 0.04 m., while in Schweigert’s fragments three lines occupy a vertical space
of 0.052m. The horizontal measurements give about 0.009 m. for each letter space
of 1.G., I*, 55 and about 0.012m. for the new text published by Schweigert. It is
obvious that the association suggested by Wilhelm is impossible and that the new
inscription has nothing to do with 1.G., I*, 55.

Under these circumstances it seems best to retain the stoichedon line of 31 letters
suggested for the new text by Schweigert and thus to avoid some anomalies in spelling
which appear in Wilhelm’s restorations. There is no longer any need to develop a line

54 Wilhelm’s first text posited a line of 28 letters: *Afyvailo kpar[éow . . . 8]peiher Af[yw .
&w . . . am]ofdvy [y Tipoplay dvar . . . ka]Odrep é[dv Tis *Abypvaiov & T repo ] plar Blulor Gavdror
amrofdvn kTA.

55 Attische Urkunden IV, pp. 37-38 (Sitzb. Ak. Wien, 1939).

56 See, for example, Meritt, E pigraphica Attica, pp. 66-68.
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of 32 letters to agree with the length of line in 1.G., I*, 55. I change the wording of
Schweigert’s restorations in two places and suggest for lines 9-14 the following text:

[...... o Js+ #v 8¢ Bua]tw favdrwr]
10  [mo dmofdvmu €i|var ™y 7| pwpior adrdi]
[kabdmep 7y Tis]| "Abnpaiwv [Twa amokTév|
[ne: kaNéoar 8¢ a]drov kal [émt Eévia és 10 ]
[mpvraveiov és| avpiov- [...5 .. elme: Ta pu]
[év aAha kabame]p ™y BloAqe ... .. Moo

BenjamiN D. MERITT
INSTITUTE FOR ADVANCED STUDY
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