THE BOUSTROPHEDON SACRAL INSCRIPTIONS
FROM THE AGORA'

(PraTES 29-32)

ETWEEN the years 1936 and 1939, the Agora excavations produced a col-

lection of 26 similar fragments of Pentelic marble inscribed boustrophedon,
all found within a limited area on the northwest slope of the Akropolis,” immediately
east and west of the Panathenaic way at the point where it makes a marked bend,
preparatory to skirting round the steep northwest angle of the citadel and ending at
the Propylaea. Two isolated fragments had been found previously farther to the
northwest,® bringing the total number found in the Agora to 28. Judged by the
circumstances of discovery and the general similarity of material, content and letter-
forms, they all appear to belong to a limited number of closely related documents,
which from their content, fragmentary though it is, and epigraphical technique are
of peculiar interest to all students of early Athenian history.

To summarize briefly the conclusions drawn tentatively below, they belong
apparently to two monuments (altars?) erected ca. 510-480 B.c. in the precinct defined
in inscriptions of the fifth century and later as the EXevoiviov év doret, or simply the
’Elevoiviov; * although they are inscribed boustrophedon, the appearance of the
letter-forms, coupled with the use of Pentelic marble,’ indicates a date when this
method of writing had already ceased as a normal practice in Attica; in the history
of Athenian leges sacrae, they form a link approximately midway in time between
the lost prototypes of the early sixth century, generally ascribed to Solon, and the
comprehensive re-edition of the calendar by Nikomachos in 403-399 B.c.; and finally,
they provide at length companionship for the lone fragment of Attic boustrophedon
preserved since 1781 in the British Museum (B.M. 74=1.G., 1%, 839), over the
restoration of which there raged a Homeric duel between Boeckh and Hermann in
the early nineteenth century.®

*I wish to express my gratitude to Professor B. D. Meritt for permission to study these
fragments and to publish the results here, and to the members of the staff at the Agora, especially
E. Vanderpool and Miss L. Talcott, for their kind and unfailing assistance in every problem that
arose. I also owe a further debt of gratitude to Professor Meritt, E. Vanderpool, and A. E.
Raubitschek for their kind offices in reading this article in MS; their helpful suggestions are
acknowledged in the notes, but the responsibility for errors must remain solely my own.

2 The area shown as Sections AA, BB, ZZ, ®®, and II on the City Plan, Hesperia, VI, 1937,
p. 335, fig. 2.

3 Nos. 66 a and 67 n, found in Sections O and II of the same plan.

*1.G., I?, 6, line 129; 313, lines 14, 20; 314, lines 19 (restored), 26; I.G., 112, 204, line 7;
333, line 20; 661, line 32; 1072, line 3; 1078, lines 14 f., 41; 1672, col. I, line 6 (?—at Eleusis?),
col. I, lines 162, 166, 167 £., 171, 183, 194-5, 203 ; *EAevowiaxd, A’, 1932, p. 177, lines 25-6.

8 C{. Richter, Sculpture and Sculptors®, pp. 137 {., note 11.

¢ Boeckh, C.I.G., I, no. 9 and pp. xxv {.; Hermann, Leips. Lit. Zeitg., nos. 238-241; cf. Hicks,
B. M. Inscr., 1, p. 137. ,
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The exact provenance of 1.G., 1%, 839 is not known. In the year 1765 Richard
Chandler returned to England from a tour of Greece made at the expense of the
Society of Dilettanti, bringing back with him for the Society several inscriptions
acquired in Athens and the Peiraieus, our fragment being among them. In the first
publication of the stone, nine years after its acquisition, Chandler gives only the
following account: * En! fragmentum Bovorpodnddév inscriptum; in muro repertum;
nunc penes Societatem Dilettanti. The wall into which it had evidently been built may
have been almost anywhere in the eighteenth-century area of Athens; but, inscribed
as it is boustrophedon on Pentelic marble in letters which correspond in size and shape
with those of the Agora fragments, and containing subject-matter of the same
detailed nature, the probability that it comes from the same monument or group of
monuments seems so strong that it is included here with the rest. A cast, made by
the technical staff of the British Museum with the kind permission of the Trustees,
was brought out to Athens for comparison, but no actual join could be made.

Chandler further reported that he had seen another boustrophedon fragment
built into the wall of a house in a square not far from the Capuchin monastery where
he was staying,® but evidently he made no copy. Another fragment, 1.G., I?, 838, was
copied by Ross and first published from his copy by Boeckh in 1835,° no provenance
being given. This piece, never rediscovered, is known only from Ross’ copy, but from
the content of the surviving lines it was clearly of the same type as I.G., I?, 839, as
subsequent editors have agreed.’ Indeed, it appears likely that it joined the left-hand
side of one of the Agora fragments (No. 67 f below).

A further minute piece (No. 6717 below) is preserved in the Epigraphical
Museum at Athens. Its original provenance is unknown,™ but here again a close
similarity with the Agora fragments seemed to justify its inclusion with them,
although no join could be made.

This provides us with three more additions to the series from the Agora, and
raises the total number of fragments attributed to the inscriptions to 31.** In spite

* Chandler, Inscriptions, 11, 1774, no. 28, pp. xxv and 54.

® Inscriptions, II, p. xxv: Aliud, sed minutum, vidi in platea non longe a monasterio capu-
chinorum, in pariete infixum. The monastery occupied the area immediately round the monument
of Lysikrates, below the southeast slope of the Akropolis.

® Hall. Allgemein. Lit. Zeitg., 1835, 3-5, p. 18, no. 36. It may possibly have been the one seen
by Chandler, but can hardly have merited the description “ minutum.”

1 Franz, Elementa Ep. Graec., 1840, p. 99; Kirchhoff, 1.G., I, 532.

1 E.M. 101. For permission to publish it here, I am indebted to M. Mitsos, Ephor of the
Epigraphical Museum. G. Stamires, who kindly verified the details of its acquisition for me, tells
me that it was presented by C. G. Oikonomopoulos, with no further recorded information except
that it came from the estate of A. Postolakis.

2 was unable to find the fragmentary inscription I.G., I, 529 (not published in I.G., I2) in the
Epigraphical Museum, and cannot venture a reading from the I.G. illustration. It is said, however,
to be inscribed boustrophedon on Pentelic marble, and to have been found in Athens, so that there
may be a connection here.
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of this, only ten certain ** and three probable ** joins have been made, which leads to
the conclusion that the main parts of the monuments may still be scattered below the
built-over site adjoining the excavated area in question on the east and northeast sides.

This area was first identified as the site of the Eleusinion in 1938,*° a conclusion
which has since been confirmed by further discoveries, though the limits of the pre-
cinct are still unknown.”® The boustrophedon fragments bring further proof, since
No. 66 mentions the Greater (and Lesser?) Mysteries, and also one of the officials
of the Eleusinian cult, the ¢padvrmis (see below, pp. 92 £.). No, 67 n mentions pioro-,
and other references to pdorys or pvoripia can be tentatively restored on No. 67 b
and d.

In the list of fragments which follows, some explanation is needed for the method
of grouping adopted. No. 66, Frags. a-d evidently belong to a single stone (Block I),
of which only parts of one wide and one narrow face are preserved, the wide con-
taining the end of the inscription with a vacat of 0.155 m. below, while the narrow,
as far as it remains, is blank. These fragments are distinguished from the rest by
the lettering, which is appreciably larger and more deeply cut, being mostly 0.02 m.
high, with an occasional diminution to 0.015m. Apart from this diminution, the
appearance of the letters on the fragments of No. 66 is fairly uniform; the most
characteristic is the acute-angled rho, which on a is P until the penultimate line, which
has R (compare 67 ¢, where the variants P and P are both used). No. 66 ¢ also has R.
In general, the letters agree with those on. certain public monuments usually dated
in the late sixth or early fifth century (see below, p. 102) ; it may well be that the same
stonemason was responsible for them all. The punctuation : is used between phrases.
To hazard any reconstruction of its original proportions from the present measure-
ments of its lower left-hand corner, which is all that is left to us apart from three
small floaters, is hardly profitable. On an average, 8 letters occupy ca. 0.22 m., and
the fragmentary readings suggest that at least another 8, and probably more, are
missing; so that the existing width (0.24 m.) may represent only half, or less, of the
original front face. Among the other fragments, it may be noted that the combined
width of Nos. 67 f-h, if they indeed belong together, gives a restored front face
at least 0.54 m. wide (pp. 97, Fig. 2, and 102, Fig. 3).

The remaining fragments show certain minor differences in the letter-forms.
They also vary in the way in which they have split away from the main core. They
may be all from a single block, inscribed on three of its faces, the fourth face being

2 Nos. 66 a (3 fragments), 67 a (2 fragments), 67 j (3 fragments) and 67 p (2 fragments).

4 Nos. 67 f + g -+ h. ‘

15 Hesperia, VIII, 1939, pp. 207 ff.

16 Hesperia, 1X, 1940, pp. 97 ff., and 268; X, 1941, p. 258; XI, 1942, pp. 251 and 260 ff.;
X1V, 1945, pp. 81 and 89. For earlier theories as to its position, cf. Judeich, Topographie v. Athen?,
pp. 287 ft.
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still blank when the stone was broken. In view of this, the fragments are listed in
three groups A, B, and C, tentatively assigned to the three inscribed faces of a
hypothetical Block IT (see Fig. 3); but it muist be stressed at the outset that this
arrangement is in no sense suggested as final, since the discovery of further frag-
ments, or a better interpretation of these, may well result in a different restoration.
We know definitely from the corner fragments 67 # and o that there was at least
one block inscribed on at least two faces, and from the corner fragments 67 ¢ and d
that there was at least one block with at least one blank face; and of-these alternatives,
either to postulate an unknown number of similarly inscribed monuments all from
this area, or to attribute all the fragments to a single monument, the latter course has
been adopted here, the grouping being as follows.

No. 67 a-¢ (Face A) have all broken away irregularly at the back. The letter-
forms are neat, somewhat shallowly cut, and fairly closely spaced; the forms P and X
of rho and chi are used, except on 67 ¢, where they change halfway down to P and +
(cf. No. 66 a, with P and R ; also 67 g, which has P at the top and X lower down,
indicating that here too the lettering changed as on 67 ¢). No. 67, Frags. a and b are
badly discoloured, ¢ is also dark, d has a good colour still. The latter pair, both right-
hand corner fragments, show a blank adjacent face, and as d also preserves part of
the top; it follows that this whole face of the stone was uninscribed. Face A was
therefore one of the wide faces, since the mason would begin his cutting on one of the
wide sides, and, whether he continued onto the adjacent narrow face and thence round
to the other wide face, or whether he inscribed both wide faces béfore resorting to
the narrow, the face left uninscribed at the end would still be one of the narrow ones.

No. 67 f-o will then be from the other wide face (B), since the conjectural
restoration f + g + h gives a minimum width of 0.54 m. for the original face.” These
fragments have split off smoothly from the core, in flat slabs whose width exceeds
their thickness, the straight-sliced breaks resembling the right-hand break of F rag. q
(Face C). Because of this, the first attempt at restoration put C on the left-hand
side of B. No joins, however, could be made, and this disposition of the faces was
given up; firstly, because if the flat backs of the B fragments were indeed to be laid
against the right-hand side of g, it would follow that g must be very close to the
right-hand edge of Face C, with only a few letters missing from the line-endings—
which is evidently not the case (see below, p. 101) ; secondly, because the corner frag-
ment d cannot belong to B, according to the present restoration (Fig. 2, f + g+ h)—
as it would have to, if the face between A’s right side and B’s left were inscribed ; and
thirdly, because the lettering of ¢ and d seemed closer to the A than to the B fragments,
and that of the wider faces of # and o closer to the B fragments. The third reason
can hardly be pressed, however, since such judgments, based only on the general
appearance of lettering on fragments whose surfaces vary greatly in their state of
preservation, are bound to be open to question. The polished surface of most of these
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fragments is preserved, but the actual grooves of the letters, which are more deeply
and widely cut than those of A and C, are considerably corroded. The exceptions are
1, g, 1, and o, whose surfaces are much more worn. The letters are slightly larger
and more widely spaced than those of A and C, and the forms of rho and chi are P
and +; the epsilon has a small tail; & preserves part of a one-line vacat about halfway
down it (cf. also s), after which the lettering begins again in the same direction
(R. to L.) as the last line above it. Three lines from the bottom of &, the lettering
becomes noticeably smaller and neater, though no less deeply cut, as though towards
the bottom of the face the mason was trying to fit in as much as possible. No. 67 n
and o, the two right-hand corner fragments preserving part of the adjacent Face C,
show the same characteristics in the few remaining letters of their C sides. The most
noticeable is the neat epsilon, with its vertical bar tall in proportion to the horizontal
crossbars.

The same epsilon occurs on the next and last group, p-t, attributed to Face C.
Most of this latter group have broken away in tall, narrow slivers whose thickness
sometimes exceeds their width; the most obvious example is ¢, with a width of
0.095 m., which extends back to a depth of 0.22m. The letters are slightly more
crowded than those of the other faces, and smaller than those of B. The form P
of rhois used on p, P on g and , and X for chi on ¢ and s; the mason was evidently
using the variant types at will.

One last but important point must be raised in this preliminary survey: that is,
the nature of these two blocks. It will be observed that in both cases the lines are
restored as running horizontally, whereas one might rather expect them to run
vertically, like the lettering on the two contemporary secular documents known to us; **
particularly since it appears probable that the lines, on the two wider faces at least,
were of considerable length. In the case of Block I it seems most unlikely that it
should be read vertically (the blank face being then the top), with so large a vacat
between the last line and the left-hand edge; it is, however, not impossible. But in
the case of Block II, the evidence of the four corner fragments makes it impossible
for the inscriptions to be read in any way but horizontally.

The full width of Block I must remain conjectural, but may have been at least
0.48 m., or more. The minimum restored width of Block IT (Face B) would be 0.54 m.
(pp. 88 and 102) ; it may well have been much wider, since 0.54 m. would leave only

7 Salamis decree, .G, I%, 1 (for latest literature, cf. Wade-Gery, Cl. Qu., XL, 1946, pp. 101 ff.) ;
legal text from Marathon, side A (Vanderpool, Hesperia, XI, 1942, pp. 329 ff.). Horizontally cut
inscriptions occur on stelai of the archaic period in other States; cf. one side of the Chios “ kurbis ”’
(Tod, G.H.I.% no. 1), the stele from the precinct of Herakles at Miletos (Milet, I, 3, pp. 276 .,

no. 132), and two sides of the “hymn to Athena ” from the Akropolis at Sparta (B.S.4., XXIX,
1927, pp. 45 ff., no. 69).
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room for a six-letter word, e.g., xpif6v, to precede the [heu]wekréa of line 1, and so
abrupt an opening seems unlikely, unless of course B were a direct continuation of A.
The thickness of Block I (incomplete) is 0.235 m.; that of Block IT (incomplete) is
0.185 m. In short, if these blocks are stelai, they are abnormally thick (Block I) and
wide (Block IT).* Tt is therefore suggested that they are, in fact, not stelai but
altars,’® consisting each of a squared block of Pentelic marble, probably mounted on
a low step or steps, and bearing ritual instructions cut on their vertical faces. The
closest parallel would be the contemporary example at Eleusis, I.G., I’, 5; this is best
interpreted as the top slab of a plain altar, which has no architectural crowning
feature, but only three hollows, a rectangular betweeen two circular, cut in the top,*
and ritual instructions, headed by a preamble, cut horizontally in five long lines from
L. to R. across the wide vertical face, which has a restored length of 1.509 m. Similar
cuttings appear on the tops of both fragments of 1.G., I*, 596, which likewise formed
the top slab of an altar.® No traces of cuttings are visible on the preserved top frag-
ments of Block IT (67 d and f) ; but as little more than the edge remains, this is hardly
to be expected.

Only in this way, I venture to think, can we account satisfactorily for the
abnormal length of line indicated by the restoration of Block II. One further point
may strengthen the case. If the lower edge of 66 a is original, as it appears to be
(see Plate 29), the smoothing’ of the inscribed surface right down to the bottom
indicates that the stone was not bedded into a base or-into the ground, as a stele would
be, but set directly on the ground or on another stone.

I know of no other certain examples of an altar containing such long and detailed
instructions on its vertical faces; but the Eleusis altar shows that the idea at least
existed, and there are several later examples bearing shorter inscriptions, from Athens

18 The proportions of the contemporary stelai are: Marathon stele: width (original), 0.44 m.;
thickness, 0.20 m. ; height, 1.20 m. Salamis decree: width (average), 0.22 m.; thickness, 0.135 m.;
height (existing), 0.54 m. (ca. 1.00 m. as restored by Meritt, Hesperia, X, 1941, p. 305, fig. 1). The
famous decree concerning the Mysteries, I.G., 1%, 6 4+ 9 (Meritt, Hesperia, XIV, 1945, pp. 61 ff.,
and XV, 1946, pp. 249 ff.) has width, 0.32 m. ; thickness, 0.20 m.; height (existing), 0.85 m.

"~ 1 For archaic altars, cf. the literature in Reisch, Pauly-Wissowa, R.E., I, s.v. Altar, 1640 ff.;
inscribed altars, Stengel, Griech. Kultusalt.?, 1898, p. 15; Reisch, loc. cit., 1681 {.; Welter, 4.4.,
1939, 23 ff.

20 Described as the lowest slab in the publication by Prott, 4A.M., XXIV, 1899, pp. 241 ff., the
cuttings being interpreted as for supports for a top slab; but it seems more likely that they have some
connection with the ritual offerings made on the top of the altar. Professor Meritt notes: “ The
two altars in the Eleusinion at Athens remind one that there were also two altars at Eleusis, I.G.,
12, 5 being a doublet of I.G., I?, 818 (Raubitschek). The number is undoubtedly significant, and
related to the worship of the ¢ Goddesses’.” Cf. Exevowiaxd, A’, p. 177, lines 16-17 (épdoavras
peraxoV Toiv Bopoiv "Edevain), and p. 179.

% To be published, with Agora I 5220, as no. 331 in Raubitschek’s forthcoming work on the
archaic dedications from the Athenian Akropolis.
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and elsewhere; ** and, if detailed written instructions are demanded at all, it is un-
deniably a reasonable place on which to inscribe them.*

66. BLOCK 1.

a (Plate 29). Agora12470a 4 b. a: two join-
ing fragments, found 21 February, 1935, in
modern fill, Section O, and 13 October, 1938,
in house, Section BB. b: found 22 February,
1939, in modern wall, Section BB. Maximum 2
width, 0.24 m.; height, 0.52m.; thickness,
0.235 m.; height of letters, 0.02 m. Height of
vacat at bottom 0.155m. Broken at top, right
side, and back; part of left side preserved
(uninscribed) ; the bottom edge appears to be
original, since it is parallel to the lowest line
of letters, the underside roughly finished; but
the stone was evidently re-used later (cf. socket
near lower edge), and might have been recut
then.

Kkas: 8[———
——— pvareplov: 76]v pe-
{ovoy [——-
S ———xpt]06v he-
pédywloy? ———
——=]v: herépov
heuédup[vov? ———
~—~]eviov hex-
10 [r]eds: r0 pe[——

- -] pas: pvo [re—

plolv: oy [-——
———1&v h]iépe[a] v [kai
Tov] padv[vrey Toiv feolv ———
vacat

Line 1. Nothing is visible but the tip of a verti-
cal stroke above the sigma in line 2.

Line 2. The first letter may be K or RB; K is
perhaps more likely, since the next two rhos
are tailless. Perhaps [K]¢é[pv]|xas: 8[¢].
Lines 3-4. For the comparative form pélwv in
early Attic, instead of the later peffwv (derived
by analogy from éAeilwv), cf. I.G., I%, 22, line
65. In I.G., I, 6, lines 93-5, the spellings are
reversed, to pelfoor and 6Aéfoor; cf. Meritt,
Hesperia, XIV, 1945, pp. 66 f.

Lines 5-6. Or heuédip[va rpla]? Cf. the sacral
inscription from Kos, Herzog, Heilige Gesetze,
no. 3, line 11: kpBav rpia Hpédipva kai omvpdy Tpeis
rerapris. On the amounts of grain mentioned,
see below, p. 105, note 52.

Line 12. After the v of rév I thought I could
see the left side of a curved letter just visible
in the break, é[Aedvov]; but this is very un-
certain.

Line 13. Part of a slanting stroke is visible
above the phi of line 14, which prevents the
otherwise possible restoration here: [7ov émi
6 Boude h]wepé[a] x[ai | 70v] paduvréy Toiv Beoiv,
as in I.G., 12, 6, lines 130 {. (restored).

Line 14. The restoration of the ¢adurrjs here
and in 66 b, line 3, refutes the theory first ad-
vanced by Robert in connection with the ¢ai-
Suvmps of Zeus at Olympia (Hermes, XXIII,
1889, pp. 452 ff.), and maintained by Hanell
(Pauly-Wissowa, R.E., XIX, s. v. Phaidryntes,
1559 £.), that the title, both at Olympia and in

22 Athens, I.G., 112, 4986-8; Paros, I.G., X1I, 5, 1027 ; Thasos, I.G., X1I, 8, 358. The fourth-
century ritual calendar of Kos (Herzog, Heil. Gesetze, nos. 1-4, pp. 5 ff.) was inscribed on four
(originally twelve) slabs of marble, which Herzog suggests (op. cit., p. 5) may be from either a
“ Tempelwand oder Altarsockel,” pointing out that one or other would be the most suitable place
for an official calendar of offerings.

28 T would suggest further that the corner fragment from Corinth, inscribed horizontally with
part of a sacral inscription, may be from a similar altar of poros (Corinth, VIII, 1, no. 1; A.J.A4.,
XLVI, 1942, pp. 691t.); also the archaic inscribed blocks with peculiar cuttings from Phleious
(Hesperia, V, 1936, pp. 235 ff.), containing apparently instructions for oaths, may be from a large
altar to Apollo, rededicated in the Augustan period.

24 The width and height in all cases are those of the fragment as a whole, not of the inscribed
face alone.
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the Eleusinian cult, is a late creation of the
Imperial period. The Eleusinian official is men-
tioned without detail in 1.G., 112, 1092, line 29,
and in the decree passed ca. 220 a.p. for the
restitution of the ancient Eleusinian ritual,
1.G., 113, 1078, lines 16 ff.: ‘O ¢aduvris roiv
Oe[oiv] dyyéler kard 1o mdrpia T iepela THs
‘Abpvas as [Fre 78] lepd kal % mapamépmovaa
orparid. The use of the phrase kard & wdrpua,
to which Hanell maintained that little impor-
tance need be attached, is thus vindicated. For
the general duties of the ¢aduvrys, cf. Foucart,
Les Mystéres d’Eleusts, 1914, pp. 206 ff., and
Toepffer, Att. Geneal., 1889, p. 159.

b (Plate 29). Agora I 4724. Found 16 April,
1937, in sarface fill, Section ®®. Maximum
width, 0.073 m.; height, 0.10 m.; thickness,
0.055 m. ; height of letters, 0.02 m. Broken on
all sides.

1 ——=Jau[--- —
——=Jv: k[-—= _—
———]?acﬁ[vvre’s?———
——=Jho.[-—~

5 —-Jorl--

Line 1. The end of a vertical is visible, fol-
lowed by two slanting strokes, as for alpha or
gamma.

Line 3. Cf. 66 q, line 14.

Line 4. There are traces of a slanting stroke
in the right-hand break.

¢ (Plate29). Agoral2470c. Found 20 March,
1939, in a modern house, Section BB. Maxi-
mum width, 0.135 m.; height, 0.19 m.; thick-
ness, 0.105 m. ; height of letters,0.02 m. Broken
on all sides.

R S
-] ma[-— ———
——=Jv: &[~—-

——=]pia xa[-——

S ——=Jov dpx[———

——~]woxo[-——

——=Jue[-——

Line 1. The letter might also be gamma.

Line 3. Ed[uoAms-]?

Line 7. The strokes of the y are cramped to-
gether, as if the mason were trying to correct
an error here.

d (Plate 29). AgoraI 4721 c. Found 17 April,
1937, in surface fill, Section ®®. Maximum
width, 0.045m.; height, 0.085 m.; thickness,
0.065 m. ; height of letters, 0.018 m. Height of
vacat at bottom, 0.04 m. Broken on all sides.

SR, P

vacat

The fragment is assigned to Block I because
the punctuation-dots and letter-stroke are more
widely and deeply cut than those of Block II.

67. BLOCK II.
Face A.

a (Plate 30). Agora I 4721j. Two joining
fragments; upper found 14 March, 1939, in
modern wall, Section BB; lower found 23 May,
1938, in east wall of Hypapanti church, Section
II. Maximum width, 0.16 m.; height, 0.35 m.;
thickness, 0.125 m.; height of letters, 0.013-
0.015 m. Broken on all sides.
1 -—~—] Ly[—~— —
——— wév]re x[ot’vu(ec?-——— ——
——= d\]giro[v: h? ———
——— ol]vo Te[rdpre? ———
5 ——=Jv: :: xop[orpddpoi? ——~
-] heepéac [-—-
- o]i'vo ‘rcr[dp‘rc? -
——~] &vos |[-—-
——— éX]plrov: h[———
10  ——=Jpre he[-——
———]y wévrle ———
——]: xpc0§[v -
———? Bact]Aebor: y[———
—==]Avrpo[—~~
15 ——-Je: 8l[-—--
—] i -—=
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Line 1. The final letter starts with a stroke,
slanting at the angle of the nu as elsewhere
written.

Line 3. Cf. line 9. The amount of barley-meal
may have been one (or more) Humexréor (=4
xolvikes), Huirerapréov (== 06 xolvikes), Or ékrels
(=8 xolvkes) ; 25 for dApirwv éxrels, cf. I.G.,
112, 1358 b, lines 45 ff.

Line 4. Cf. line 7, where the amount of wine
must be one or more réraprac. The rerdpry (=3
xdes) was % of a perpyrijs or dpdopeds. It is not
attested elsewhere as an Attic measure, but it
was used in the Doric states of Thera (/.G.,
XII, 3, 450, line 18, otvo Tcra'.[p'r——]), Kos
(Heil. Gesetze, p. 10, no. 2, lines 18 and 25, oivov
rerdpra), and Lakonia, where the wine offered
in sacrifice by a Spartan king was a rerdpmy
Aakovyy (Herod.,, VI, 57); the qualifying
Aakonks here indicates that there was a rerdpry
of a different standard elsewhere. The Pelopon-
nesian measure was probably 1} times the Attic
(cf. Johnston, J.H.S., LIV, 1934, p. 181).

Line 5. The triple punctuation is evidently used
throughout to mark the beginning of a new
clause (for paragraphing, see p. 99 below), and
from the evidence of No. 67 b and ¢ it appears
likely that we should restore the name of a deity
here. Kép[e is equally possible. Traces of the
bottom of a vertical stroke occur after the
omikron, so that the rho, though not certain,
seems reasonably likely. On the connection of
Kourotrophos with Demeter, cf. Prehn, Pauly-
Wissowa, R.E., XI, s.v. Kurotrophos, 2215,
and Kern, R.E., IV, 5. v. Demeter, 2737 f. She
received a sacrifice, with other minor deities,
before the Skira (I.G., I1%, 1358 b, lines 30 ff.,
51 ff.; cf. Deubner, Attische Feste, pp. 40 ff.),
and possibly also before the Mysteries (I.G.,
112, 1358 b, lines 5-6) ; she was also connected
with the Thesmophoria (Ar., Thesm., 296 ff.;
Prott-Ziehen, Leges Graecorum Sacrae, 11, p.
8) ; cf. also Herzog, Heil. Gesetze, p. 22, no. 8,

III B, lines 24-5, where the priestess of Deme-
ter (?) performs the ritual to Kourotrophos in
cases of pollution of sacred ground.

Line 6. The final letter appears to be a vertical
stroke, but is uncertain.

Line 8 The émvos was a thick pulse soup, an
everyday form of diet (Ar., Acharn., 246;
Batrach., 62, 506; Hipp., 1171) ; but it could
also be offered to a“deity, since it formed the
offering which gave its name to the festival
Puanopsia in honour of Apollo (Photius, s. vv.
Tvavoyia, Ivavejiiv).

Line 13. The only possible restoration here
seems to be [pvroBaci]Aebor or [Baot]Aebor; the
simple term seems to have been used for the
compound in the archaic period (Plutarch,
Solon, 19, 4; Andokides, Iepl 7év Mvor., 78;
cf. Arist., *A6. IIo., 8, 3, ed. Sandys, 1893, pp.
311t.). For the duties of the ¢vAoBacileis, cf.
Arist., Pol., VI, 8, 20; Pollux, VIII, 111 and
120; Prott-Ziehen, L.G.S., II, pp. 63 ff.;
Dittenberger, S.I.G .3, no. 111 (=1.G., I?, 115),
line 12; Oliver, Hesperia, IV, 1935, p. 26. As
they had no specific connection with the Eleu-
sinion, the reference here may be to the yépa or
perquisites to be given to some other officials
[6oa rois Baoi]Aebor.

Line 14. No satisfactory restoration can be
offered. In a late fifth-century list of accounts
of the Eleusinian deities (Hondius, Nov. Inscr.
Att., 1925, pp. 91 ff., no. XIII; cf. S.E.G., III,
35, and Raubitschek, Hesperia, X1I, 1943, pp.
34 ff.), one of the items is [Sexdre] Airpov,
which Hondius suggests may be from the ran-
som of captives in the Peloponnesian war; but
whether there was a custom of apportioning
one-tenth of all ransoms to the Eleusinian god-
desses, and, if so, whether it dates back as far
as the early fifth century, and so could be re-
ferred to here, is pure conjecture. The final
letter might possibly be alpha, not omikron;
the stone is damaged at this point.

# On the subject of dry and liquid measures, cf. Hultsch, Gr. u. Rém. Metrologie?, 1882, pp.
99 ff.; Segre, Metrologia, 1928, pp. 130 ff.; Broneer, Hesperia, VII, 1938, pp. 222 ff.; S. Young,

Hesperia, VIII, 1939, pp. 278 f1.
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Line 16. Here presumably was the name of

another deity, now lost but for the initial
E——-

b (Plate 30). Agora I 4721h. Found 26
February, 1938, in modern wall south of Hypa-
panti church, Section II. Maximum width,
0.13 m.; height, 0.245 m.; thickness, 0.095m.;
height of letters, 0.015 m. Broken on all sides.
1 ———Jo[——-
——Ja: [-=-
———Jore[~——
——=]::: "Epe[xfi? ———
5 ——-] vacat oly[-—-
———]ev-r[——--

L s
 —

———]owg[———-

Line 3. Faint traces of a slanting stroke appear
in the break before the X; [u]vore[-—-? Cf.
67 d and n.

Line 4. Although the cult of Erechtheus be-
longs properly to the Akropolis, he appears to
have had a certain connection with the Eleu-
sinian deities. Thus the Eleusinian rites were,
according to one tradition, established during
his reign (Marmor Parium, lines 28-9; Escher,
Pauly-Wissowa, R.E., VI, s.v. Erechtheus,
4081.) ; and in the Skira the priest of Erech-
theus, or Poseidon-Erechtheus, took part in the
procession (Schol. Ar., Ekkl., 18; cf. Deubner,
Att. Feste, pp. 45, note 6, and 46, note 13).

Line 5. The unoccupied space here may be only
an oversight by the mascn, if (e.g.) he left his
spaces for punctuation to be filled in subse-
quently with the punch, and overlooked this.

¢ (Plate 30). Brit. Mus. 74. Purchased in
Athens, exact provenance in the city unknown.
Maximum width, 0.07 m.; height, 0.285 m.;
thickness, 0.185 m.; height of letters, 0.015 m.
Broken at top, bottom, back and left side; the
right edge is preserved, with part of the ad-

joining face (uninscribed).?® Width of right
margin, 0.013 m.
Chandler, Inscriptions, 11, 1774, no. 28, pp. 54
and xxv; Boeckh, C.I.G., I, no. 9, pp. 22 ff.;
Rose, Inscr. Graec., 1825, p. 22, pl. III, 3;
Franz, El. Ep. Graec., 1840, pp. 981.; I.G., I,
531; Hicks, B.M. Inscr., I, no. Ixxiv, pp.
136 ff.; 1.G., I suppl., p. 53; Mommsen, Feste,
1898, pp. 512, note 1, and 521, note 1; I.G., I?,
839; Deubner, Att. Feste, 1932, p. 162; S.
Young, Hesperia, VIII, 1939, p. 279, note 34.
1 B
_.__]XP-
WBloy ———
——— hepie]xr-
5 éolv ———
———Jovp-
wi[-—-

P A—
—_———

10 ——— Bo]rin-

——=Ja::: A-
! oA i ———
———~]rpis x-
15 oin[xes ———
——e:

Lines 4-5. The forms Huékreor and Huiexreiov
were both used in the fourth century and later;
cf. Meisterhans-Schwyzer, Grammatik®, p. 128,
15 and note 1146; Dittenberger, S.I.G.3, no. 83,
p. 105, note 3; Michon, Mém. Acad. Inscr.,
XIII, 1923, p. 6. The form #juexréov is used,
however, in Ar., Neph., 643, 645. Cf. also 1.G.,
12, 76, line 7, and [.G., 112, 1184, lines 8-9.

Lines 5-6. As Hicks suggested (op. cit., p.
137), this may be a reference to the Proark-
touria (= Proerosia; Deubner, op. cit., pp.
68 f.) which, as a pre-sowing festival, had
particular reference to Demeter and Kore.

*¢ In the top break of this side are visible the marks -/, which at first sight suggested to me
the remains of a final line of letters; but they are more shallow than the decisive chisel-strokes of the
inscribed face, and similar in general appearance to the other casual scratches on this side. The
photograph on Plate 30 is by kind permission of the Trustees of the British Museum.
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Lines 10-11. I leave Hicks’ acute restoration
here, because I cannot suggest a better one;
but one would expect to find the Bovriwos, as
an official of the Dipolieia, following the refer-
ence to the latter deity, rather than in the pre-
ceding clause.

Lines 12-13. Al Tiolel is restored here in
preference to Aurohweiors (Hicks, op. cit., p. 137),
because the other two similar clause-openings
(67 a and b) suggest the names of deities rather
than festivals. For the old dative form Af, cf.
Hicks, op. cit., p. 138, and Deubner, op. cit.,
p. 158.

Lines 14-15. The form rpis, usually taken as
an accusative 7pis, is restored here and passim

as the nominative form; cf. Boisacq, Dict.
Etym.2; p. 981, s.v. rpeis.

If this fragment is indeed to be connected
with the others, the inclusion of Zeus Polieus
in any Eleusinian list of sacrifices seems curious.
It can only be suggested that, as members of
the Kerykes clan undoubtedly took part in the
Dipolieia (I.G., I?, 843; Deubner, op. cit., p.
166; Ferguson, Studies presented to E. Capps,
1936, p. 148, note 20), they may have made an
offering to Zeus Polieus on that account in
the Eleusinion as well. Even if the fragment
should prove finally to belong to another con-
temporary monument, it would still be neces-
sary to reject Hicks’ restoration of it as part
of the narrow side of a stele, with only 2-3
letters lost in each line:

———]xpl:ﬂ[&v he!,u.thc]xr!e'o[v, Hpolapxr]ovplc’oc[q (" ... l .o ] kali o [ﬁlo]fﬁwlou
x[oﬁ!)&]a HR Afmo)t[loclm or —uweflois], Tpis, x!ofn[xts I wévr]e: [.LI[———
Not only is the sense dubious, but the spacing irer[———
of the letters would be impossible, since we ——=].v:
should then have a length of line varying be- 10 Ae[-—-
tween 4 letters (lines 9 or 10) and 7 (lines 5 —== pléor-
or 6, 13 or 14, 15 or 16). ]e[e? ==
Ty
d (Plate 30). Agora I 4721 m. Found 29

April, 1939, in Byzantine fill, Section BB.
Maximum width, 0.105m.; height, 0.245m.;
thickness, 0.13 m.; height of letters, 0.013 m.-
0.015 m. Broken at left side, back, and bottom ;
top and right edges preserved, with part of
adjacent face (uninscribed). Width of right
margin, 0.01 m. Inscribed face and right side
very much worn. The fragment has the ap-
pearance of tapering slightly towards the top,
but this may be due to the battered state of the
top right-hand corner.

? vacat

.....
......

......

—==] .&alo

e[~~~
15 -
The topmost line here is restored as a vacat

(height 0.016 m.) on the analogy of the similar
vacat at the top of fragment f, lines 11-12. For

the restoration piore- here, cf. fragments b

and »n.

¢ (Plate 31). Agora I 4721 e. Found 23 April,
1937, in late wall, Section ®®@. Maximum width,
0.025 m.; height, 0.05 m.; thickness, 0.015 m.;
height of letters, 0.013-0.015 m. Broken on all
sides.

D-—lpol-mm ——
I FY] (e E—
———JaA[-—~
——=]eA[-—=

5 ———Jo[———
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Face B.

f+g-+h Agoral 5318 ¢+ Agora I 4721 1
+ I.G., 12, 838 (lost).

f (Plate 31). Found 19 November, 1938, in
modern house, Section BB. Maximum width,
0.095 m.; height, 0.12m.; thickness, 0.025 m.;
height of letters, 0.013-0.015 m. Broken at both
sides, bottom, and back: top edge preserved,
with part of top surface (uninscribed), extend-
ing back 0.025m. Height of margin at top
0.016 m.

g (Plate 31). Found 12 May, 1937, in modern
fill, Section ®®. Maximum width, 0.11 m.;
height, 0.11 m.; thickness, 0.04 m.; height of
letters, 0.013-0.015 m. Broken on all sides.

h (Fig.1). Seen by Ross in Athens (exact spot
unknown) before 1835, built into a wall. All
subsequent publications are based on Boeckh’s
transcription of the copy in Ross’ notebook,
which is given in majuscule type in I.G., I, 532

lEKIEAP
AO+I M3
TEYSME
o+ IM3H
| TETAP
OMAY
>Is+o0
A 11U

Y o

Y

Fig. 1. Frag. h

(Fig. 1). Boeckh, Hall. Allgemein. Lit. Zeitg.,
1835, 3-5, p. 18, no. 36 (= Kleine Schriften,
V1, 1872, xix, p. 431) ; Franz, El. Ep. Graec.,
1840, p. 99;1.G., 1, 532 ; Meisterhans-Schwyzer,
Grammatik®, p. 127, note 1137; 1.G., 12, 838;
Peek, Ath. Mitt., LXVI, 1941, p. 176, note 3.
Maximum width (of combined three), 0.32 m.;
height (=of I.G., I2, 838, as restored here),
0.185 m.; thickness unknown.

L+ P ® O A sH E/V:{l

Fig. 2. Frags. f, g, h

vacat
1 xpibov?: hep]iexréo hlelwrd: 9[7,'1/0: X- —>
des hé]xs: xali hlepixov[: ——— «—e

——— hex]reds: pé[A]iros: K(}[Tl;/\a-
v 8x]70: éhalo[ :] hepixo[v? ———

5 ———v: hep]urerap[r]éov [:] rvps [rp-
is] :I'G/Ta[p]‘{'gf: [«]vdpo[v ——— oeod-
pov Aevkdv: t]pis xolivikes:] per[d-
vov: Tpis xof]uke[s ———

——— §]do[L 1212

10 ca. 112 M

As Plate 31 shows, the join of Frags. f (I
5318¢) and g (4721 f) is not certain ; the break
at the back is not continuous, g being the thicker
of the two. Nor is there any direct evidence
that the top edge of 1.G., 12, 838 was preserved ;
it seems reasonably likely, however, from the
fact that no traces of any letters were copied
by Ross above his first line, although the line
is 7 letters long; also, it is described by Kirch-
hoff in I.G., I, 532 (quoting from Boeckh or
Ross) as “ Frustulum tabulae marmoreae,” and
the existence of a top edge might account for
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the use of the word “ tabula.” The hypothesis
of the triple join rests mainly on the similarity
of the lines as restored to those of I.G., II2,
1184, a decree of the fourth century B.c. de-
fining the amounts to be contributed to the
priestess for the sacrifices at the Thesmophoria
by the two women chosen to be the dpyovoar
from the deme Cholargos (lines 3 ff.): Tas 8¢
dpxovoas kowel dudorépas 8iddvar Tijs iepelas (sic)
els ™ éopry kal T émpéleav Tév Ocopodopiov
HpekTeiov kpldy, fHuiekreloy Tupdy, HuexTéor CApi-
Tov, Juekréov dA[e]dpoy, ioxdSwv Huiexréov, xod
olvov, fuixovr é\aiov, &0 korvdas wéAiros, onodpwv
Aevkdy olvika, peldvov xolnka, [plixeves yoivika,
Tvpod 8o Tpogaidas uy élarrov % orarnpali]av
ékarépav kal oxdpduv 8o crarfpas kal 8ad[a] uh
éxdrrovos 3 Svelv 8BoAoty, kai dpyvpiov FHHF Spaxpuds.
Line 1. If we restore (e.g.) xpévr before
[hep]iexréa, this would give a minimum width
of 0.54 m. for the whole face; but there may
be considerably more missing from the left-
hand side (see above, pp. 90 f.). H is restored
for the 7th letter instead of Ross’ P, on the as-
sumption that the break cut across the letter
(Fig.2). Three and a half ékrels (= 28 xolvixes)
is a larger amount than any identifiable on the
rest of these fragments; the same applies to
the amounts of the other offerings as restored
here—6 (or 64?) xdes of wine, 8 xordAac of
honey, 3 réraprac of cheese, 6 yolvikes of sesame
seeds. They may perhaps represent a sum total
of smaller amounts; but whether they are to be
connected specifically with the Thesmophoria
is uncertain.

Line 5. The wmrerapréov (for accent cf. Husex-
réov) occurs passim in the fifth-century lex
sacra from the deme Paiania (cf. Peek, loc. cit.,
where the restoration heu]irerdp[ reov is suggested
independently for I.G., 12, 838).

Line 6. Cheese is usually specified by weight
(cf. Michon, Mém. Acad. Inscr., XIII, 1923,
pp- 12 ff.; Kroll, Pauly-Wissowa, R.E., X, s. 7.
Kise, 1489 ff., esp. 1494). The Liddell, Scott,
Jones, and McKenzie, Greek-English Lexicon,
$.v. rerdpry quotes only a late source (Pap.
Mag. Leyd., V, 6, 24) for an example of the
word used for a weight.

i (Plate 31) E.M. 101. Provenance unknown;
presented to the Epigraphical Museum by C.
G. Oikonomopoulos. Maximum width, 0.04 m. ;
height, 0.095 m.; thickness, 0.03 m.; height of
letters, 0.015 m. Broken on all sides.

iyl

_
___]pa[[___. e

——e: [-——

j (Plate 31) Agora I 5318b. Joined from
three fragments, found 6 and 11 October, 1938,
in modern houses, Section BB. Maximum width,
0.11m.; height, 0.24 m.; thickness, 0.025m.;
height of letters, 0.013-0.015 m. Broken on all
sides.

—_——
———

L el
= dlpal-—-
v he[——-

N A

R
——Jxa[——-
—==]oy[-~~
S Y
———Jo[~——

10 === ar]¢i[ror ———
—~“Jyol-—-
B -
S 1Y

-__J9[_ -

Line 2. [6]Be)-, if correct, may refer either to
a money payment, as in 1.G., I?, 6, lines 83 and
95, or to the price of one of the requisites, as
the torch for the Thesmophoria in I.G., II2,
1184, lines 13-14; or it may refer simply to a
spit or spits, as in the provisions for the An-
theia and Pr(o)erosia, in the Paianian lex sacra,
Peek, Ath. Mitt.,, LXVI, 1941, p. 174.

k (Plate 31). Agora I47211. Found 20 March,
1939, in Turkish fill, Section BB. Maximum
width, 0.12m.; height, 0.295m.; thickness,
0.05 m. ; height of letters, 0.014-0.016 m. (lines
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1-13), 0.012-0.014 m. (lines 14-16). Height of
vacat in centre 0.02 m. Broken on all sides.

R -
S -
———Jer[-—=
———Tvo[——-

5 ———Jai[-—-
-==lur[---

T A==
——— ko7 ]vAa[——~
——-] heux[érvAa? ~—— —o

vacat

10 -—-—]oroZt[-——
——=lv: w[-—-
——=]Jvo: [-——
——-] allo ———
——=Js: ro[———

15 ———Je: r[-—-—

-—=Jow[-—-

This is one of the key-fragments, showing as
it does how the cutting changes on the same
face from the coarser appearance, as on Frags.
f-g, 1-j, to the smaller, finer lettering typical
of the right-hand adjacent Face C (see above,
p. 90).

Line 8. For heuk[érvha], cf. the commentary
on o, Face B, lines 2-3. Whether the vacat is
part- or whole-line is uncertain (cf. s, where
the line below, as here, runs in the same di-
rection as that above). In boustrophedon in-
scriptions of any considerable length, where the
sense requires that there shall be a pause, e. g.,
between a preamble and a following paragraph,
or between two paragraphs, the mason would
complete the first sentence,and then begin again
in the same direction as the line above, to denote
the beginning of a fresh point. For examples
of this practice, cf. the Dreros laws, B.C.H.,
LXI, 1937, pp. 333 ff. and Rev. Phil., XX, 2,
1946, pp. 131 ff.; the Gortyn laws, Mon. Ant.,
II1, 1893, pp. 1 ff.; the Eltynia law, I.C., I, x,
pp. 90 1I., no. 2 (unless the top line here is to
be interpreted as an omission, rectified by in-
sertion at the top); the sacral law-fragment

from Miletos, Milet, I, 3, pp. 276 ff., no. 132;
the temple-accounts from Ephesos, Hogarth,
Excav. at Ephesus, pp. 120 ff.

! (Plate 32). Agora I 4390. Found 17 Janu-
ary, 1936, in modern house, Section ®®, Maxi-
mum width, 0.10 m. ; height, 0.14 m. ; thickness,
0.095 m.; height of letters, 0.012-0.015 m.
Broken on all sides.

R ¥ .
——Tgel-—-
=t ey [
——=]re[-—~
5 ——-lu: é[————
B, T
S, B Y

e[

Line 6. The strokes of the upsilon are curved,
as in m and n. The lettering of this fragment
resembles the finer cutting of Face C, but the
corrosion of the strokes is similar to that on
Face B. It is therefore concluded that it came
from the lower part of B, as typified in the last
3 lines of %.

m (Plate 32). Agora I 4432. Found 26 Janu-
ary, 1937, in débris of modern house, Section 00,
Maximum width, 0.082m.; height, 0.165m.;
thickness, 0.05m.; height of letters, 0.013 m.
Broken on all sides.

1 =] [-—-

5 ——-]8[o ——~
——=dA¢]iro[y ———
—==Ixo[-~~
—--1$[---

The surface is very battered, but the deep cut-
ting and small size of the letters indicate that
it may belong, like /, to the lower part of B.

Line 5. The strokes of the upsilon are curved
as in / and ».
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n (Plate 32). Agora I 2253. Found 22 Decem-
ber, 1934, in modern house, Section II. Broken
at top, left side, back, and bottom; right edge
preserved, with part of adjoining Face C (in-
scribed). Maximum width, 0.085 m.; height,
0.125 m.; thickness, 0.03 m.; height of letters
of B, 0.015-0.017 m., and of C, 0.012-0.014 m.
Width of right margin of B, 0.014 m., and of
left margin of C, 0.01 m.

Frag. n
B C
—> ——— heu]ir- 1 -
—— e‘ra.[p‘re/ov? - o[-— -
-———]reo— —--]0
s: olfvo P ——= -
——=J]o : pi- 5 -
Frag. o
B
— € f[-——
e ——— hep]kéTv-
Aa: hlerrd? ———
——— &]Aoir-
ov: [———
_—-—-]: ov-

B, lines 2-3. The form fuwdrvrov is not other-
wise attested ; later writers give fukoridy and
Hucorvhoy. There is no doubt about the read-
ing here, however; hence in I.G., I?, 842, a
sacral inscription of the first half of the fifth
century, the readings of faces A, line 2, and D,
line 4 should probably be rp]hepxdrvr[ov and
rpthewkdrur[ov. The reading of D, line 4 as
rpthepukorde- in 1.G., 12 is incorrect; it should
be 7pihepéTvr—, as given in I.G., I suppl., p. 5,
and confirmed by an examination of the stone
itself in the Britism Museum.

C, line 3. If the last letter is gamma, there may
be a reference here to yofpos, an archaic word
for a form of cake flavoured with lentils, which
occurs in Solon’s verse (Athen., XIV, 645 {.;
Diehl, Anth. Lyr., 1, p. 38, no. 6).

Face C.
¢ (Plate 32). Agora 4721b - d. b: found 16
April, 1937, in surface fill, Section ®®. d:
found 20 April, 1937, in sand fill, Section @®.

oro[——— —_——
——=Jor.-

cov[———
B, lines 5-6. The reference is undoubtedly to a
mystes or mystai, but in what connection it is
impossible to say. For the curved upsilon, cf.
I and m.

o (Plate 32). Agora5318a. Found 14 March,
1938, in east wall of Hypapanti church, Section
II. Broken at top, left side, back, and bottom ;
right edge preserved, with part of adjoining
Face C (inscribed). Maximum width, 0.104 m. ;
height, 0.12m.; thickness, 0.06 m.; height of
letters of B, 0.015 m., and of C, 0.011-0.015 m.
Width of right margin of B, 0.015 m., and of
left margin of C, 0.01-0.015 m.

C
1 —].. -
ey[——— —_—
st y-
el
5 -

Combined maximum width, 0.08 m.; height,
0.22 m.; thickness, 0.12m.; height of letters,
0.013-0.015m. Broken on all sides.

1 ——-lal---
SR, i
———]: ol [-——
——=]s: &A[-—-
5 ———Jav[———
——Tyepol-—
B 4
——~Jeard[-—-
~—~]aroy[———
10 ——-7? képJuka[——-—

—_—— ?1,-—.__

q (Plate 32). Agora I 5033. Found 3 No-
vember, 1937, in modern house, Section AA.
Maximum width, 0.095m.; height, 0.32m.;
thickness, 0.22 m.; height of letters, 0.014 m.
Broken on all sides, the break on the left side
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being slightly irregular, that on the right almost
flat.
1 ———]qs‘: ﬂ’[———
———]wo[-—~
R, Y -
=]y 0[-—-
5 —==Jvye[-—~
—--—]1:00a[——-—
- hql.]tex‘_r [éov P
~=~Jo: xe[-~~
——=Joxo[-——

10 ———Jex[-—-

The height and narrow face of this fragment
are typical of those grouped under Face C, and
in particular its thickness should be noticed.
No joins, however, could be made between
either its left side and the backs of the B frag-
ments, or its right side and the backs of the
A fragments, nor wice versa, although the flat
backs of the B fragments resemble the break
on the right side. This was perhaps to be ex-
pected, since, had there been a join, it would
have meant that this fragment came from near
the left or right edge of C, whereas, as far as
one may judge from the remaining letters, there
is a good deal of the line missing on either side,
indicating that it came from somewhere nearer
the centre of C.

Line 3. The use of p here, and X in line §,
suggests that the mason varied his letters here
as in 67 c.

Line 4. The double punctuation here may be
an error for the triple,

7 (Plate 32). Agoral4721k. Found 24 Febru-

ary, 1939, in Turkish fill, Section BB. Maximum

width, 0.05 m.; height, 0.15 m. ; thickness, 0.12

m.; height of letters, 0.013-0.015 m. Broken

on all sides.

1 ——=]¢[-~-

———]oxo[-——

——~TIrao[-——

——=Juw[-—-

5 ——=]pay[-—~

——Jar[-——

——Jvr[-—-

—==1: [-—-

——ef---

s (Plate 32). Agora I 4721 g. Found 9 Febru-
ary, 1938, in modern fill Section AA. Maximum
width, 0.08 m. ; height, 0.145 m. ; thickness, 0.05
m. ; height of letters, 0.013-0.015 m. Height of
vacat in centre 0.018-0.02m. Broken on all
sides.

1 ——Jh[—e —
——= 1p]is x[olvkes? ——— —uus
vacat
——— he]mexr[éoy? ——— ————s
——=]6vs: o[-~ —
5 ——Jeual-—-
——Jgmo[~~-

e[ ——
For the wvacat, cf. j.

t (Plate 32). Agora I 4721i. Found 16 April,
1938, in modern fill, Section AA. Maximum
width, 0.07 m. ; height, 0.10 m. ; thickness, 0.045
m.; height of letters, 0.012 m. Height of vacat
at bottom 0.07 m. Broken on all sides.

RS, PY: | — ——
——Je b - ——
vacat

Presumably from the bottom of one of the
faces. As far as can be judged, it resembles
most the fragments from C.

u (Plate 32). -Agora 14721 a. Found 15 April,
1937, in surface fill, Section ®®. Maximum
width, 0.025m.; height, 0.105m.; thickness,
0.07 m.; height of letters, 0.014 m. Broken on
all sides.

1 ~—Ja[-—=  —s
o[- —
L —
——Jou[-—=

5 ——=]:: [-——

. 1

This fragment may belong to any of the three
inscribed sides.
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Fig. 3. Block II

The date of these blocks, judged by the letter-forms, falls somewhere at the turn
of the sixth and fifth centuries. Material for comparison is provided by: (1) an
Agora boundary-stone, dated by the pottery in its bedding to ca. 510-480,* whose
letter-forms, including the rho R and epsilon E, compare well with those of our
Block I; (2) the archaic stele from Marathon,* of which Vanderpool has shown that
side A is probably to be connected with the reforms of Kleisthenes; it also has the
R and E ; Side B, dated shortly after the battle of Marathon, and cut stoichedon, shows
already the theta O, tailless E, and alpha with almost horizontal crossbar; (3) the
Eleusis altar, 1.G., I%, 5, where the form of the preamble suggests a date shortly after
the reforms of Kleisthenes, and the lettering resembles that of Block I; (4) the Sala-
mis decree, 1.G., I°, 1, dated by different authorities as shortly before * or shortly *°
after 500, which again resembles Block I; (5) the second epigram for the fallen of
Marathon.™ The first, cut by an unusually gifted mason with a style of his own,*
cannot be used for comparison, but the second bears a general resemblance to Block II,
which itself appears to be slightly later than Block I. On these grounds, a date ca. 510-
500 is suggested for Block I, and ca. 500-480 for Block II. The natural conclusion
then would be that they were broken up by the Persians in 480/79.%

2" Hesperia, VIII, 1939, pp. 205 1., fig. 4; H. A. Thompson, Hesperia, Suppl. IV, pp. 107 ff,,
esp. p. 110, where a tentative date is suggested as “ last decade of the sixth century.”

28 Hesperia, X1, 1942, pp. 329 ff., figs. 1-4.

2 Kirchner, I.I.4., no. 12, pl. 6; H. A. Thompson, op. cit., p. 110; Wade-Gery, Cl. Qu.,
XL, 1946, pp. 101 ff.

30 Raubitschek, J.H.S., LX, 1940, p. 52.

81 Kirchner, op. cit., no. 18, pl. 9.

32 His masterpiece, as is well known, is the Hekatompedon pair, I.G., 1%, 3-4. Another fragment,
unmistakably from his hand, from the Peiraieus area, is published in Polemon, 111, 1947, pp. 17 ff.

8 E. Vanderpool points out to me, however, that none of the fragments were actually found
in the Agora “ Perserschutt,” but all in modern walls or fill.
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The main epigraphical peculiarity of these inscriptions is that they were cut
boustrophedon, at a time when the practice had ceased to be normal in Attica, though
not elsewhere.® It is true that the impression given by the older textbooks ** that Attic
boustrophedon had ceased entirely by the middle of the sixth century is exaggerated;
thus, in some cases, it was still used even in the last quarter of the century to round
off an inscription in which the final line was not full length.** But the accumulated
evidence of two series of monuments—the Acropolis dedications and the grave-
monuments of Attica—makes it clear that by ca. 530 the practice of writing in con-
sistent left to right was predominating.

How then are we to account for the use of boustrophedon here? The answer
seems to lie in the nature of the monuments. They are religious documents, and so
may provide an example of religious conservatism such as would not prevail under
the same circumstances for secular matters. They deal with the ritual of one of the
oldest sanctuaries of the State, and probably replace earlier documents, dealing with
the same matters, which were themselves inscribed boustrophedon. It is even possible
that our inscriptions—particularly Block I, which has the air of a homogeneous
document—may be literal copies, transcribed from earlier texts on wood or poros.
But the continual repetition of similar detail on most of the fragments of Block II,
and the division into paragraphs and clauses, suggest that it may rather have formed
a compilation of various shorter boustrophedon inscriptions dealing with the different
sacrifices to be performed in the temenos; that it is, in fact, an early attempt to
synthesize various sacrificial instructions into a sort of code, written boustrophedon
from religious conservatism because the inscriptions from which it was made up
were written in that way.’” The lex sacra from Paiania (second half of the fifth
century) offers a later Attic parallel for this kind of synthesis; here too, although
the sanctuary from which it came is not known, there is a lack of cohesion among
the cults mentioned, which suggests, as Peek points out,*® an attempt to compress onto

8¢ In Crete, as is well known from the famous Gortyn code, it persisted through the fifth and
into the beginning of the fourth century, when the Ionic script had already replaced the epichoric;
cf. Annuario, I11, 1916-20, pp. 196 ff., and VIII-IX, 1925-6, pp. 20 ff. In Lakonia also it appears
to have lasted into the fifth century (I.G., V, 2 and 721).

35 Roberts and Gardner, Introd. to Greek Epigraphy, 11, p. xii; Larfeld, Handbuch, 11, p. 401.

8¢ Cf, 1.G., I?, 990, where the last line is stoichedon as well as boustrophedon (Raubitschek,
J.H.S., LX, 1940, pp. 51 1.); also the grave-stele, Richter, Archaic Attic Gravestones, 1944, pp.
109 ff. There is also the RF sherd by Onesimos, ca. 480 B.c., showing a school scene with a papyrus
roll written boustrophedon and stoichedon (Beazley, A.R.F., p. 222, no. 55); but in the similar
scene by Douris, of the same period, the scroll reads normally L. to R. (Kirchner, I.I.4., no. 21,
pl. 11).

37 A parallel case for such conservatism may be cited in the history of English printing, in which
the use of Roman type became general soon after the middle of the sixteenth century, but the old
black-letter continued to be used in religious and legal works for some time, retaining its ecclesiastical
associations even to the present day.

8 Ath. Mitt.,, LXVI, 1941, pp. 180 f. Cf. further M. P. Nilsson, Eranos, XLII, 1944, pp. 70 ff.
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one stele a series of different instructions, without any editing to form a whole. The
same haphazard method suggests itself, as we have seen above (p. 96), for Block II.
It is a far cry from such early attempts to the officially edited ovyypadai of 410 and
403 (pp. 106 ff. below) ; nevertheless, one cannot help being impressed by the amount
of matter which the officials of the Eleusinion evidently managed to include in their
attempt.

It is an interesting point of comparison that in two other States, Miletos and
Thera, similar sacral instructions have been found, of about the same date, and both
are also written boustrophedon. The Miletos calendar, dated not long before the
destruction of 494, was originally inscribed on the ‘wall of a building in the temenos
of Apollo Delphinios, in lines which are over 1.855 m. long.** The boustrophedon in
this case had a practical advantage, since the amount of walking in store for the
conscientious reader was thereby reduced by half; but this advantage was probably
only coincidental, since we know from the other monuments, both laws and dedica-
tions, found at the same site,* that the use of boustrophedon here also lasted to a late
period, at least for religious matters. Similarly the fragmentary example from
Thera,* inscribed boustrophedon on an 18-fluted column whose present height is
1.54 m., can hardly antedate the late sixth century, since it is written in a form of
Tonic lettering, not in the epichoric.

For any detailed commentary on the subject-matter, I regret that I have little
to offer beyond what has been already noted in the line-commentary.”” No preamble
or heading of any kind has survived, but the measures of food specified are all in the
nominative,* which suggests that they may have been preceded by a short heading,
e.g., 7dde Blerar év 761 "Elevowion.** The sacrifices seem to have been listed simply by
the names of the deities, as far as can be seen from 67 a, b, and ¢, divided from each

89 Milet, 1, 3, nos. 31 a-c, pp. 162 ff., 401 ff.; Rehm, Handbuch d. Archaeologie, I, 1939, pp.
217 ff., pl. 28, 1; for an illustration of a complete block, cf. Kern, Inscr. Graec., 1913, no. 8.

4 Altar to Hekate (stoichedon-boustrophedon), Milet, I, 3, pp. 153 f. and 275 ff., no. 129
(Shoe, Profiles, 1936, pp. 18 and 51) ; Herakles stele, op. cit., pp. 276 f., no. 132; part of an oracle,
also written on the wall, op. cit., pp. 397 ff., no. 178.

4]1.G., XII, 3, 450 and suppl. p. 30 (I.G., XII, suppl., 1939, p. 87); cf. also Hiller v.
Gaertringen, Thera, 1, p. 147; Prott-Ziehen, L.G.S., I, no. 19, p. 41. Similar columns inscribed
boustrophedon have been found at Naxos (I.G., XII, 5, 40), and Paros (I.G., XII, 5, 105), evi-
dently of earlier date, but too fragmentary for interpretation. Cf. also the column-drum from
Mantineia, /.G., V, 2, 261.

42 For the ritual offerings in the Eleusinian cult generally, cf. Pringsheim, Arch. Beitr. z. Ge-
schichte d. eleusin. Kults, 1905, pp. 101 ff.; Ziehen, Pauly-Wissowa, R.E., XVIII, s. v. Opfer, 583
(kepvodpopla) ; Stengel, Griech. Kultusalt.?, 1898, pp. 160 ff., and Opferbrduche, 1910, pp. 108, 111;
Deubner, Att. Feste, pp. 40 ff.

4 As in the Miletos inscription, where they are the subjects of the verb 8{8ora:, and in the
Paiania inscription, where the heading is lost.

4 Cf. the headings of I.G., II?, 1358 and the great recodification of 403 B.c. (pp. 106 f. below).
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other by a triple punctuation-sign.** The only (and doubtful) indication of price is
the [6]Be\- of 67 5. None of the fragments shows any mention of months or days,
though this system of division had been adopted in the Miletos calendar, and probably
also in the earlier sixth-century sacral fragment from Corinth.* Block I is certainly
to be connected with the Mysteries; in Block II, the only surviving consecutive list
of offerings, as restored, resembles the contributions for the Thesmophoria by one
deme as recorded in /1.G., IT?, 1184. It should be noted also that similar materials—
oil, cheese, and barley-meal— occur on a fragmentary sacrificial.inscription of the
first century A.p. found in the sanctuary of Demeter Eleusinia near Sparta,*” which
is thought to be a copy of an earlier document. The name of the festival concerned
has not survived, but an apparent reference to the ceremony of widnois in line 9
(==—o0a pve ——-) suggests the local Mysteries.

As a whole, the quantities mentioned in the fragments of Block II are fairly
modest,* as might perhaps be expected for a list of recipients who were subsidiary
divinities in the Eleusinian cult, or, in some cases, owned sanctuaries themselves else-
where. The deities and heroes connected with the Eleusinian cult were undoubtedly
numerous. Immarados and Daeiros, the sons of Eumolpos, were buried in the
Eleusinion.** The great recodification of 403 mentions offerings to be made at the
Eleusinia to the five legendary princes of Eleusis, as well as to Demeter and Kore.*
At the Haloa, the vintage-festival, sacrifices were also made to “ the other gods to
whom tradition decreed it.” **

As far as the offerings are identifiable, it is significant that they are all fruits
of the earth—barley-corn and -meal,” beans, sesame (?), oil, wine, cheese and honey.
They were perhaps to be made up into compounds (as the wpokéwia ** or wehavds **)

¢ In the Miletos inscription, the sign :-: is used for the divisions between both months and
deities. The same method of indicating clause-division by trebling the punctuation sign used for
phrase-division is adopted by the Hekatompedon stonemason in I.G., I2, 3-4.

0 4.J.A4., XLVI, 1942, pp. 69 ff. .

*1.G., V, 1, 1511; for a detailed account, see B.S.4., XVI, 1909-10, pp. 12 ff. and 58 ff., no. 6.

48 C1. Hicks, B. M. Inscr., 1, p. 137.

#° Clem. Alex., Protrept., p. 13.

5 Hesperia, IV, 1935, pp. 26 f. Cf. p. 107 below, note 75.

st 1.G., I1%, 949, lines 7-8 and 1299, lines 9-10: 7§ re Adunrpt kal i Kdpy xal tois dAMots Beois
ols mdrpiov . Cf. further O. Broneer, Hesperia, XI, 1942, p. 274, for cults in the Eleusinion.

°2 Wheat is not mentioned in the existing fragments, but it figures with barley so consistently
in later offerings in the Eleusinian cult that it must have been included here on the lost parts of the
inscriptions; as the scarcer cereal (cf. Jasny, The Wheats of Classical Antiquity, 1944, p. 14),
it was probably offered here with barley at the ratio of 1:2; cf. I.G., I2, 76, lines 5-7 (3-hekteus
of wheat to one of barley) ; I.G., IV?, 1, 40-41, (3-medimnos of wheat to one of barley) ; Herzog,
Heil. Gesetze, p. 11, no. 3, lines 11-12 (4-medimnos of wheat to 14 medimnoi of barley) ; Tod,
G.H.12 p. 182

2 1.G., 112, 1672, line 280.

5 Prott-Ziehen, L.G.S., II, pp. 25 f.; Ziehen, Pauly-Wissowa, R.E., XVIII, s.v. Opfer, 584;
Ferguson, Hesperia, VII, 1938, p. 56.
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of the type described by Plato® as mehavoi . . . kai péhire kapmol Oedevuévor kal
rowadra d\\a dyve Glpara.

The chain of evidence on which hang all these conclusions concerning Block II
is undeniably scanty, and may well have been stretched too far; but, for what it is
worth, it gives us a picture of a block or altar, inscribed with a long series of detailed
offerings to be made to various deities, not only those connected definitely with the
Eleusinian cult, but also those in whose cult (e. g., that of Zeus Polieus) the clan of the
Kerykes had to assist.” Block I appears to have been concerned principally with
the Mysteries. The iépeia, the dadvrmis, and the Bovrimos are mentioned (66, 67 a
and ¢), possibly in connection with the perquisites which they were to receive.

It has already been said that these inscriptions, dating from the turn of the sixth
and the early fifth century, stand midway in time between the ancestral religious laws
attributed to Solon and the great recodification by Nikomachos at the end of the fifth
century. It is now time to examine this statement more closely.

Much new light has been thrown on the subject of Attic leges sacrae by the
identification of fragments of Nikomachos’ code and its immediate predecessor among
the inscriptions from the Agora,” and their combination with certain similar frag-
ments in I.G., I, and IT’, until then unidentified. The studies in this field of J. H.
Oliver,” W. S. Ferguson,” and S. Dow * have illuminated the literary evidence pre-
served in the speeches of Lysias XXX (Karda Nwopdyov)) and Andokides I (Ilepi
7&v pvoTpiwv), so that it is now possible to trace the history of Athenian sacred laws
backwards from 399 B.c. to the period before the Persian sack of the city. The results
may be thus set forth:

403-399 B.c. NikoMACHOS" RECODIFICATION.*

Existing fragments of religious code: I.G., I?, 845, II?,
1357 a and b; Agora 1 727 (reverse),*” I 687 + 1026 a and
b (reverse),” I 4310, “ fragment E,” ®* I 251 (reverse).*

5 Nomoi, VI, 782 c.

%6 Cf. Toepffer, Att. Geneal., p. 86; Roussel, Mél. Bidez, 11, p. 823 ; Ferguson, Hesperia, VII,
1938, p. 23.

7 Meritt, Hesperia, 111, 1934, p. 46, no. 34; Oliver, Hesperia, IV, 1935, pp. 5 ff.; Dow,
Hesperia, X, 1941, pp. 30 ff.

%8 Loc. cit. .

5 Classical Studies presented to E. Capps, 1936, pp. 144 ff.

80 Loc. cit.

t The date when the transcription was finished is not clear from Lysias XXX. In 4, he says
that Nikomachos was occupied on it for four years (i.e., 403-399) ; in 21-2, that in two years
(i. e, 401-399) the State had already spent 12 extra talents on additional sacrifices, which suggests
that, for practical purposes, the code was already finished in 401 (cf. Ferguson, loc. cit., p. 144).

82 Oliver, loc. cit., no. 2.

% Dow, loc. cit., C (reverse).  Dow, loc. cit.,, E (no Agora number).

% Dow, loc. cit., F. 88 Meritt, loc. cit., no. 34.
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This code was written in post-Euclidean Ionic script on the reverse of a set of stelai
which, clamped together to form a wall or walls * of varying thickness, were first
erected in the Royal Stoa in 410-404, by the nomothetai elected by the people after
the fall of the Council of Four Hundred. This post-Euclidean calendar on its back,
the work of the avaypadevs Nikomachos, was arranged under the headings: (@) annual
sacrifices (7d8e oa érm Oerar), (b) trieteric (7dde 76 érepov éros Berar), and possibly
(¢) penteteric; * within these headings, the individual sacrifices were listed in order
under the days of each month in sequence, without (so far as the.extant fragments
show) the name of the festival itself being given.” It was for his work on this code
that Nikomachos was brought to trial.

410-404 B.c. Al Bvoiar ai ék 7OV kUpBewv kal TGV oTYAGOY KATO TAS adds.
o ™ avyyp

Existing FracMENTS OF RELIGIoUSs CopE: I.G., I?, 843, 844; Agora,
1251 (obverse), 1 687 + 1026 a and b (obverse), I 591, 1945, T 590."

This code was written in pre-Euclidean Attic script on the obverse of the stelai when
they were first erected. Professor Ferguson has shown ™ that in arrangement this
calendar followed on after the political code, and also that, in all probability, whereas
the political code was completed (since the religious code followed it) and remained
valid when the work was begun again in 403 (the decree of Teisamenos which ordered
this resumption specifying that the new nomothetai should concern themselves with
additions only ™ to the existing code, which was itself still regarded officially as the
work of Drakon and Solon, as we know by the wording both of the decree and of
1.G., T*, 115), the whole religious calendar was drafted afresh by Nikomachos and
his colleagues, since the existing obverse deals with the annual sacrifice of the Dipolieia
offered in the last month of the year, Skirophorion (I.G., I, 843), and the existing
reverse (Agora I 727) with part of the final column of the annual sacrifices, in which
the month Skirophorion must have brought up the rear on the lost lower part.”” Hence
the later calendar cannot merely have completed the earlier, but must have repeated it.

7 Ferguson, loc. cit., pp. 144 and 148, note 19; Dow, loc. cit., p. 31.

%8 Ferguson, loc. cit., p. 151.

% K. g., for the Synoikia, 16 Hekatombaion, the entry simply records the requisite sacrifices
to Zeus Phratrios and Athena Phratria on that day (Oliver, loc. cit., p. 26).

¢ Dow, loc. cit., A.

"t Dow, loc. cit., B.

72 Dow, loc. cit., D.

™ Loc. cit., p. 148.

™ ‘Omdowy dv mpoodéy, Andok., I, 81; Ferguson, loc. cit., pp. 144 {.

" Ferguson (loc. cit., p. 155, note 52) and Koerte (Glotta, XXV, 1936, pp. 136 ff.) have
further identified the sacrifices in col. III of this reverse fragment as belonging to the Eleusinia
in Metageitnion; hence the lost lower part of col. I contained thel end of Hekatombaion and the
beginning of Metageitnion. The last surviving month in col. I has 7 letters lost (according to the
spacing employed for the heading EKATOMBAIQNOS in col. IT), i.e, ....... @vos, which would
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Professor Ferguson suggested that the reason for this abandonment of the earlier
calendar and complete redrafting may have been because the arrangement of the
sacrifices was perhaps by cults, in a way which Nikomachos considered to be
unpractical, and also because it was, in any case, unfinished.” Since his article
appeared, the publication of the new fragments (Dow, loc. cit.) has shown that the
arrangement can hardly have been by cults, since in one column ™ the sacrifices for
Kourotrophos, Leto, and Athena follow immediately under each other, indicating
the various sacrifices of one day. Moreover on the stelai I.G., I?, 840 and 842, both
before 450, the sacrifices are listed under the months. If they were thus listed on the
stelai from which presumably the nomothetai compiled their ocvyypadai, it does not
seem probable that they would have rejected this obvious arrangement and embarked
on the laborious and unpractical business of re-sorting all the material under cult-
headings. In this case, the mention of the Skirophorion sacrifices (1.G., 1%, 843) would
mean that the annual sacrifices, at least, were completed.” It may be further sug-
gested that the whole of the earlier code was, in fact, completed, for practical purposes,
and that Nikomachos on his appointment was intended merely to make any further
additions required, as for the political code; instead of which, he redrafted the whole
thing under annual, trieteric (and penteteric?) headings, and proceeded to alter the
existing text. Hence, at his trial in 399, the accuser attacked him ™ for arrogating
to himself the rights of a vopoférns instead of a mere dvaypadeis, and tampering with
the traditional sacred laws of the xvpBeis and orijlat, by erasing certain sacrifices and
adding others, thus at the same time both insulting the authority of the traditional
laws, and involving the already impoverished State in additional expense. Nikomachos
then counter-accused the accuser of impiety, for daring to suggest that these addi-
tional sacrifices were unnecessary and should be abolished. The accuser retorted that
all he was requiring was that Nikomachos should conform to the code already pub-
lished (7ols kowols kai keypévors) as stated in a decree previously passed by the people
to the effect that the sacrifices made by the State should be “those stated on the
kurbeis and stelai, according to the compilation ” (@vew ras Qvaias ras ék 7év kipBewv
kal TGv oTAGV ket Tas ovyypapds). Since one of the 410-404 code fragments *
actually mentions these ovyypadai, in what is apparently either a heading or a post-

exclude Skirophorion. If part of the preceding month, and all Skirophorion, were thus contained
in the lost part of col. I (and also possibly a subsequent wacat, to allow the trieteric sacrifices to
begin at the top of col. IT), it seems probable that the sacrifices listed in col. I are to be assigned
to the latter part of Mounichion, and the first part of Thargelion, which would fit the 7 letters
required in the heading.

8 Loc. cit., p. 147, note 16, and 150.

" Dow, loc. cit., frag. B (Agora 1 945).

™ The earlier code seems to have been drawn up, like the later, in narrow columns with the
prices added on the left side of each column; Agora I.251 (obverse), I 945, and I.G., 12, 843, col. II.

™ Lysias, XXX, 17-25. 8 I.G., I2, 844, line 4.
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script to the calendar itself, we may conclude that it is to this code that the accuser
was referring. The board appointed in 410 drew up a compilation from earlier sacri-
ficial lists, which was approved by the people as being in essence a genuine repro-
duction of the time-revered laws of the kurbeis and stelaj, and was duly inscribed on
the wall of stelai erected for the occasion. To the accuser, plainly, it seemed a waste
of time, as well as an act of impious arrogance, that Nikomachos should openly
condemn this recent and approved compilation as ineffective, by proceeding to draw
up the whole calendar afresh under a new system of headings, with such additions
and omissions as he himself thought fit.

ca. 479(?)-410 B.c. Ai Qvoiow ai ék Tdv kipPBewv kal TGV aTN\GY.

Existinc FracMENTS OoF RELIGIOUS CoDES IN ATHENS: I1.G., I?, 840, 842.

Professor Oliver has shown * that in this formula the sacrifices ék rév xkipBewv
are those of antiquity, traditionally ascribed to Solon, while those éx 7&dv ornAédv are
the later additions or changes, erected on marble stelai like any other decrees, which
the Athenians had to admit to be definitely post-Solonic. The statement of the accuser
illustrates this well: “I am surprised,” he says, “ that he [Nikomachos] does not
realize that, when he alleges that I am committing an impiety in saying that we ought
to perform the sacrifices as stated on the kurbeis and stelai according to the com-
pilation, he is in the same breath accusing the State; for that is what you yourselves
decreed. And then, [Nikomachos], if you really think that this act is so dreadful,
presumably you think that the people in the old days committed a tremendous crime
because they used to perform only the sacrifices as stated on the kurbeis . . . but
you must admit that our ancestors, who sacrificed only according to the kurbeis,
bequeathed to their descendants a city which was the largest and most prosperous
of all in Greece.” *

In other words, this is the interim period between the good old days of the sacri-
fices éx T@v kvpPewr, and the official, State-sponsored ovyypadai ordained in 410. The
additions on the stelai were increasing rapidly in all the sanctuaries, and doubtless
many of them embodied attempts at compilation made by the officials of the sanctuary
concerned, as in the case of the deme of Paiania.

The good old days. Ai Bvoior ai éx 76v kipBewv.

Existing FracMENTs oF ReLIGIOUs CopEs IN ATHENS: I.G., I?, 838, 839;
Agora I 2253, 2470 a-c, 4390, 4432, 4721 a-m, 4724, 5033, 5318 a-c; E.M. 101.

The fragments listed above may be dated on epigraphical grounds, as we have
seen, to the years ca. 510-480 B.c. Had Lysias and his contemporaries seen them,

81 Loc. cit., pp. 9 ff. 82 T ysias XXX, 17-8.
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one feels that they would certainly have hailed them as relics of Solonic monuments,
even as fragments of the famous kurbeis themselves. How far would they have been
justified in this? Can we say that they are, in fact, actual copies of any laws of Solon,
or that they constitute kurbeis in any of the disputed meanings of the word?

Although the use of boustrophedon suggests that these monuments are either
adaptations or even actual copies of older laws, there are no grounds for connecting
them in any way with Solon. Plutarch in his Life of Solon refers to his laws in the
sixteenth axon fixing the prices of iepeia,” which presumably Plutarch himself quoted
from one of the current Treatises on the Axones;* and he also mentions certain
parts of Solon’s code “in which the iepd and Gvoiar are contained.” ** From other
references also, it is clear that the body of laws attributed to Solon did contain
references to various religious matters.” From this, two different conclusions may
be drawn: (a) that early in the sixth century Solon had already worked out a com-
prehensive code or calendar of festivals on the same lines as the later calendars, giving
the names of festivals, their dates, the nature of the offerings and their prices;* this
may have been all contained in the sixteenth axon, or have extended over more;
(b) that the sixteenth axon specified the prices of things according to his new cur-
rency regulations, including prices of offerings with the rest, but may not otherwise
have dealt specifically with leges sacrae; and that the other references to religious
festivals and offerings are taken from different axones (whose context may or may
not have directly concerned these matters), and, in the aggregate of quotations,
bestow the appearance of a comprehensive religious code upon what was in reality a
much more primitive and incomplete affair.*® But whatever may be the truth con-
cerning the extent of his religious laws, it seems inherently improbable that inscrip-
tions of so detailed a nature as those on our fragments would ever have been drafted
by a law-giver whose code had to cover as wide a field as that of Solon. Numerous
as were his axones, they would have had to be of incredible size to include such
repetitive details as Block II exhibits in dealing with only one sanctuary besides the
many others.

83 Solon, 23: “As yip & 16 éxxadexdro tév &Edvov Splle Tpds TGV éxrpirov lepeloy, eikds pev elvac
woAAardagias, dAAws 8¢ kdkelvar mpos To viv edrelels eloiv.

8¢ For a list of these, cf. Sondhaus, De Solonis Legibus, 1909, pp. 6 f.

85 Solon, 25: "Evior 8¢ pacw los év ols iepd xal Ovolar mepiéxovrar k¥pBes, dfovas 8¢ Tods dAMovs
avopdafar.

8 Cf. Pollux, I, 29; Photius, s.v. dpyedves (Sondhaus, 0p. cit., p. 77); Jacoby, Cl. Qu.,
XXXVIII, 1944, pp. 65 ff.

87 For this view, cf. Prott-Ziehen, L.G.S., I, p. 1; Sondhaus, op. cit., pp. 79 {.; Jacoby, op. cit.,
pp. 68 and 72,

88 Cf. Linforth, Solon the Liberator, 1919, pp. 278 ff. and 296, on the difficulty of assessing
the true Solonic matter amidst the mass of material attributed to him by the later writers.
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To answer the second point satisfactorily, everything would turn on the true
meaning of the word kurbis, whose etymology has never been satisfactorily explained.*
Two opposing theories have been advanced: (1) that the word had originally the
concrete meaning of a material object on which laws were written ® (as déwv,
omj\y, our English “ charter ””), which was undoubtedly the belief of the later Greek
writers; ** and (2) that, whatever its origin, the word had already in the fifth century
a purely abstract meaning, the ancient Law of the land; it might sometimes be used
to designate the material objects on which the laws were written, but no evidence
exists that the word itself ever meant anything but an abstraction, and all the later
writers’ attempts to describe a material object are the results of confusion with actual
objects such as the axones.”

It cannot be claimed that the Agora fragments offer any help in solving the
problem of the actual meaning of the word. The boustrophedon predecessors from
which they were taken might have answered it, but even this is doubtful. Whatever
may be the true nature—block, stele or altar—of the monuments on which they are
written, to identify them as material kurbeis without more evidence would be as
unjustifiable as to identify the fragmentary stelai of the 410-404 compilation as
material kurbeis because they do in fact record, as well as all the innovations, the
core of the old iepa ék r@v kipPBewv. It is these last, the plain “ sacrifices as specified
by the kurbeis "’ before the addenda and corrigenda of the later stelai and ovyypadat,
that our inscriptions may fairly be claimed to represent.

L. H. JEFFERY
LApy MARGARET HALL

OXFORD

8 Cf. Boisacq, Dict. Etym,?, 5. v. kaprés II, p. 416; Swoboda, Pauly-Wissowa, R.E., XII, s. v.
xUpBes, 134 ff.

9 This, the old established view, has been upheld in recent years by M. Guarducci, Rend. Acc.
Pont., VII, 1931, pp. 101 ff.; and Holland, 4.J.4., XLV, 1941, pp. 346 ff.

°t For a chronological list of their various attempts to describe the kurbeis, see Holland, loc. cit.,
pp. 360 ft.

2 Oliver, loc. cit., pp. 9 ff.; Ferguson, Hesperia, VII, 1938, p. 67.
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