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INTRODUCTION *

FTER discovering that Ferguson’s law did not cease its operation in the Empire
period * the writer realized the need for a new and systematic study of this
problem. New evidence and a more intimate knowledge of Athenian prosopography
derived by the writer in the preparation of a prosopographia Attica for the Empire
period have led to a number of changes in the position of secretaries. The question
also arose of the continuity of tribal cycles after Sulla and their congruence with
tribal cycles in the second century after Christ. It is hoped that sufficient progress
has been made on this problem to encourage others who, through glimpses of order
in the previously chaotic chronology of the first century before Christ, can make more
progress in the chronology of this period. The remaining chapters in this study are
concerned with the valuable chronological results derived from the application of
Ferguson’s law. All the extant prytany secretaries are assigned their proper position
in the tribal cycles. The relatively greater number of secretaries in the second half
of the second century after Christ enables us now to determine the proper sequence
of archons in the reign of Commodus and to date the prytany lists containing deforot

from 165/6-209/10.

1 The writer wishes to acknowledge the sine qua non help that he has received from Professors
B. D. Meritt, A. E. Raubitschek, S. Dow, and Dr. M. Mitsos.

2 Cf. J. A. Notopoulos, ““ Ferguson’s Law in Athens under the Empire,” 4.J.P., LXIV, 1943,
pp. 44-55.
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2 JAMES A. NOTOPOULOS

These studies in the chronology of the Empire period besides furnishing us with
many accurate dates are an essential preparation for the work on the collaborative
project in Athenian prosopography.® For this project a more accurate chronology
must be established for the Athenians in the Empire period. Inscriptions dated
accurately by virtue of the presence of prytany secretaries can be used as magnets
to attract many other and forthcoming inscriptions from the Agora prosopographi-
cally related to them. Because of the presence of many family stemmata in our
epigraphical evidence the changes in chronology are often considerable. It is hoped
that in addition this will result in many contributions which epigraphy can render
toward a more definitive history of Athens under the Romans which yet remains
to be written.

I. FERGUSON’S LAW IN ATHENS UNDER THE EMPIRE
1. TriBaL CycrLes FroM 138/9 T0 209/10

An examination of the epigraphical evidence in the period following 138/9 estab-
lishes with absolute certainty the operation of Ferguson’s law with respect to secretary
tribal cycles. I1.G., IT%, 1765 is dated in 138/9 by the fact that the inscription mentions
the fifteenth year of Hadrian’s era which commenced with his visit to Athens in
124/5.* The secretary in this inscription is Xpvoéyovos ®Aveds of the tribe Ptolemais
(V). If we rotate the prytany secretaryship in the official order forward from this
point we should find that in 167/8 through 169/70 Oeneis (VIII), Kekropis (IX),
and Hippothontis (X) should hold the secretaryship.

It happens that in the years 167/8-169/70 the sequence of archons is clear and
their date certain.” The relevant facts are stated in the following table which contains
three secretaries who can be dated consecutively in the Empire Period.

Inscription Year Archon Secretary Demotic Tribe
1.G., 112, 1774 167/8  *Avapxia (I) Movgatos ) PvAdaios Oeneis VIII
I.G., 112, 1775;

Hesp., XI, 1942,
Nos. 18 and 21,
pp- 50, 55 168/9  Tuwijios ovrikds  SkpeBdvios Tapaxds — “Adaeds Kekropis IX

I1.G.,112,1776; 1781 169/70 ’Avapxia (I1) Kop. Mevealeis (CA{ymeds)® Hippothontis X

8Cf. T.A.P.A., LXXV, 1944, xix.

¢ P. Graindor, Athénes sous Hadrien (Cairo, 1934), pp. 18 ff.

5 Cf. W. Kolbe, Ath. Mitt., XLVI, 1921, pp. 134, 137, 138-9, 149. The dvapxia mentioned in
1.G., 112, 1776, 1781, falls in the thirty-fourth year of the paidotribia of Abaskantos (cf. I.G., II%,
2097 190). The perfect sequence of a tribal cycle in the secretaries of 167/8-169/70 shows that
Kolbe’s dating of Abaskantos is now a certainty.

¢ For the demotic of Kop. Meveafeis, cf. 4.J.P., LXIV, 1943, p. 49.
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This tribal sequence gives us indisputable evidence of sequence in the official order
from 138/9 to 169/70.

If we begin with 138/9, the year in which the secretary comes from Ptolemais
(V), and rotate forward tribal cycles in the official order we find that 209/10 is the
year when Aiantis (XI) should hold the secretaryship. This is corroborated by
1.G., IT%, 1077, a decree passed in the archonship of ®\. Awyévys. This archon has
been dated with certainty by Dittenberger in 209/10," for the decree passed in
Posideon (Dec.-Jan.) is in honor of Geta who was elevated by Septimius Severus,
after the Caledonian campaign in the closing months of 209, to the rank of Augustus
and assumed the title of Britannicus. The secretary for the year in which ®\. Awoyérys
was archon is ‘Pédwr Kaliorov Mapafdrios of the tribe Aiantis (XI). He establishes
beyond doubt Dittenberger’s date ®* and furnishes conclusive evidence for the con-
tinuation of Ferguson’s law. This coincidence, reached on the basis of two pieces of
evidence quite independent of each other, definitely establishes the operation of
Ferguson’s law in the Empire period, and specifically supplies us with the upper and
lower limits of tribal cycles extending from 138/9 to 209/10. A review of the evidence
concerning the prytany-secretaries shows that Ferguson’s law continued in the Empire
period. With this discovery we now have the foundation for a more precise chro-
nology of Athens.

2. TrE CoNTINUITY OF TRIBAL CYCLES AFTER SULLA AND UNDER THE EMPIRE

The discovery of tribal cycles in Athens from 138/9 to 209/10 raises the question
of their continuity and congruence with tribal cycles in Hellenistic Athens. Do the
tribal cycles of the prytany-secretaryship, when rotated backward from the second
century after Christ, connect satisfactorily with the tribal cycles which terminate
with the dictatorship of Medeios in 91/0 and the ensuing anarchy? Several important
historical considerations must be kept in mind in testing the validity of this hypothesis.

The first of these is the fundamental tact of the Romans in not interfering with
local political machinery unless this interfered with Rome’s policies and interest. Qur
sources give ample testament to this. If furthermore we relate the existence of tribal
cycles in Athens under the Romans before Medeios” dictatorship with Appian’s testi-
mony that Sulla, after capturing Athens in 86 B.c., “ gave to the Athenians sub-
stantially the same laws that had been previously established for them by the
Romans ” * we have no grounds for believing that Sulla made any changes in the

7 Dittenberger, S.1.G.%, no. 872, note 3; cf. I.G., II?, 1077, note to lines 6-7; I.G., III, 10.

8 Graindor dates this archon in 208/9 or 209/10; cf. Chronologie des archontes athéniens sous
VEmpire (Memoires de I' Acad. Roy. de Belgique, VIII, 2, Brussels, 1922), no. 169.

® Appian, Mith., 39; cf. S.I.G.2, 684, lines 15-16; [r]7s dmodeSouévys kard [k]owdy Tois “EM[now
JAebepias; Cambridge Ancient History, VIII, 292-5; Graindor, Athénes sous Auguste (Cairo,
1927), pp. 101 ., 130 ff.; I.G., 112, 4992.
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prytany-secretaryship. It is evident from inscriptions that tribal consciousness is still
strong after the Hellenistic period. The fact that the Council of 500 after Hadrian’s
visit to Athens still maintained the tribal mechanism in the prytany-secretaryship
shows that the Romans were not disposed to interfere with a political expression of
the Athenians’ deeply ingrained tribal consciousness. The Romans might for example
raise the power of the Areopagos and diminish that of the Assembly; they might
elevate the position of the hoplite general and vest the ebfvvy in the Council rather
than in the courts of the Assembly, but they would never consider the office of prytany-
secretaryship a subject of necessary reform. The reforms of Sulla ** were of such a
nature as not to affect the tribal mechanism.

It might be argued that the Athenians themselves may have discontinued it. This
is unlikely, for, as will be shown, the prescripts of the decrees of the Council are with
slight variation the same in the Hellenistic period, after Sulla, and in the early and
late Empire periods. A decree as late as 209/10 shows the same formulaic diction
and listing of details as a Hellenistic decree. A study of the prescripts of the Council
in all periods shows the same tendency toward logical elaboration, the same passion
for clerical detail. Where bureaucracy has supplanted annual magistracies we have
mention of the same officer year after year; the lists of deiowroe in the prytany inscrip-
tions furnish ample testimony as to the extent of bureaucratic intrusion into magis-
tracies and the extent to which some offices like the prytany-secretaryship are annual
magistracies. Where the offices are annual we have the same passion for detail
manifested in listing the change of personnel from year to year, and it is significant
for our purpose that none of the decrees in the period with which we are concerned
shows any bureaucratic change in the office of prytany-secretaryship. Surely the
Athenian passion for detail would have listed this change, such as we have in the
dictatorship of Olympiodoros when the anagrapheus replaced the prytany-secretary
for two years.™ The absence of the same secretary for any two years gives us con-
fidence in the possibilities of normal continuation. To Athenians annual offices were
integrally connected with tribal consciousness. As Ferguson has aptly pointed out,
“ Sortition, conjoined with tribal rotation, of administrative offices was fundamental
in Athenian government; and oligarchs differed from democrats, not so much as to
the principle, as on the practical question of the offices to which it should be applied.” **
The Athenians show a persistent stability in this matter even in the election of archons
in the Empire period where it has been shown that there exists considerable tribal
consciousness.” The existence of tribal cycles in the prytany-secretaryship at the

10 W5 S. Ferguson, Athenian Tribal Cycles in the Hellenistic Age (Cambridge, Mass., 1932),
pp. 149-152.

** Pritchett and Meritt, The Chronology of Hellenistic Athens (Cambridge, Mass., 1940),
xvi-xvii, p. 46; Ferguson, Athenian Secretaries (Ithaca, N. Y., 1898), p. 41.

12 Ferguson, Athenian Tribal Cycles, pp. 49-50.

8 J. A. Notopoulos, ““ The Method of Choosing Archons in Athens under the Empire,” 4.J.P.,
LXV, 1944, pp. 149-166.
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beginning of the third century after Christ merely illustrates the longevity of the
tribal consciousness of Athens and gives us confidence in believing that this must have
been the case even earlier.

The third historical consideration which we must bring to this study of tribal
cycles is the fact that the paxr Romana freed Athens from the tempestuous political
changes which are reflected in Hellenistic tribal cycles. Aside from 49/8, when Athens
sided with Pompey and was captured by Caesar’s legate Q. Fufius Calenus only to be
forgiven by Caesar in 48 with its democratic institutions restored,* the city enjoyed an
undisturbed peace which suggests the continuation of tribal cycles.

The final consideration is that if this is the case the cause for the disturbance of
cycles is most likely to be found in the creation of a new tribe.

With these factors forming as it were the historical probabilities which enter
into the judgment of the evidence we may approach the problem of the continuation
of tribal cycles at 138/9, the point where we have absolute evidence for the existence
of tribal cycles. If we rotate the cycles backward from 138/9, the date of the in-
auguration of Hadrianis is 127/8.*

The creation of a new tribe in honor of a distinguished visitor marks a break in
the tribal cycles. The creation of Hadrianis in 127/8 marks precisely the point where
the tribal cycles break. The question arises whether 127/8 might mark not the break
in the cycles but rather the commencement of tribal cycles in honor of Hadrian.
Several considerations may be brought against such a hypothesis. Except for the
change in the size of the Council necessitated by the creation of a new tribe we find
no change in the inscriptions as to its previous status or function. The language of
the prescripts of the decrees of the Council reveals no fundamental change as to
procedure or magistrates before or after Hadrian. An examination of the prescripts
of 1.G., IT* 1028 (101/0), 1072 (117/8), and 1077 (209/10) reveals the stability
of the Council. The passion for literacy, i.e., for writing down details, shows no
change in the mechanics of the Council. Whatever the differences are, which Dow
has noted between pre-Sullan and post-Sullan decrees, there is no change in the mention
of the prytany-secretary. A comparison of a prytany list in 40-30 B.c. with those in
the second half of the second century after Christ shows that the ypaupareds kara
mpvuraveiay is listed among the aeiovror in both periods.”  Furthermore we see the same
tribal consciousness exhibited in the ephebic decrees before and after Hadrian’s visit
to Athens. The tribal order exhibited in the dedication of statues to Hadrian in 124/5

¢ J. Day, An Economic History of Athens under Roman Domination (New York, 1942), p. 130.
15 Cf. J. A. Notopoulos, “ The Date of the Creation of Hadrianis,” T.4.P.4., LXXVII, 1946,

pp- 53-56.
1 S. Dow, Prytanets, A Study of the Inscriptions Honoring the Athenian Councillors, Hesperia,

Supplement I (Athens, 1937), pp. 24-25, 173.
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points to the same.” The absence of evidence to the contrary disposes us to believe
that the tribal cycles ante-date Hadrian’s arrival in Athens, and the proof of this, as
will be shown, is the congruence of tribal cycles from a dated secretary just before
Hadrian’s arrival and the tribal cycles which were broken by Medeios’ dictatorship.

This dated secretary in 1.G., IT?, 1072 is Newias Awpiwvos ®Avevs (V) who has
been accurately dated by Kolbe, Kirchner, and Graindor in 117/8, in the archonship
of T. Kemdvios Md€uuos.” If we rotate the tribal cycles forward from.117/8 until
127/8, the date of the inauguration of Hadrianis, we determine the break in tribal
cycles, as was expected to be the case in the creation of a new tribe.

If we rotate twelve tribal cycles backward from 117/8 through a period sparse
in prytany-secretaries we come to the year 21/0, which has as archon ’AmdAnéis and
as prytany-secretary Myrpogdrys Awovvaiov *Afuoveds (XII). On the basis of a coordi-
nation with a Delian archon Dinsmoor followed by Daux has dated this archon in
20/19.* The fact that their dating of this archon is almost identical with that
as determined by tribal cycles is marked evidence for the continuation of tribal
cycles after Medeios and before Hadrian’s arrival in Athens. This is furthermore
strengthened by the perfect congruence of eighteen tribal cycles rotated backward
from 117/8 until we reach 86/5, the year in which, according to the tribal cycles,
the seventh tribe (Oeneis) should hold the office of prytany-secretaryship.

If we commence the tribal cycles from 101/0, where we have definite evidence
for tribal cycles, and extend them to 91/0, when Medeios overthrew the constitution
and became a dictator for three years followed by the dictatorship of Aristion, we are
confronted with the following picture in tribal cycles:

Tribe of

Year Archon Secretary Secretary
101/0 Medeios Duhiwy Dihiovos “Elevoivios IX
100,99 Theodosios 10
99/8 Prokles 11
98/7 Argeios 12
97/6 Herakleitos 1
96/5 — kratou [....@% .. éy M]v[ppwoir]ms II
95/4 Theodotos [-——2Y——~]ov aareds I1I
94/3 Kallias 4
93/2 Kriton 5
92/1 Menedemos 6

7 I.G., 112, 3287.

18 Graindor now agrees with Kolbe's date, cf. Athénes sous Hadrien, p. 29.

19 W, B. Dinsmoor, The Archons of Athens in the Hellenistic Age (Cambridge, Mass., 1931),
p. 293; A.J.A., XLIX, 1945, p. 609.
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Tribe of
Year Archon Secretary Secretary
91/0 Medeios Probably anagrapheus replaces the —
prytany-secretary; (cf. dictatorship of
90,/89 Medeios Olympiodoros, Pritchett and Meritt, —_
Chronology of Hellenistic Athens, xvi-
89/8 Medeios xvii) —
88/7 Anarchy —
87/6 Anarchy until May/June, 86, then Philanthes —
86/5 Hierophantes Sulla restores ““ freedom ” to Athens 7
85/4 Pythokritos 8
84/3 Niketes 9
83/2 Pammenes 10
82/1 Demetrios 11
81/0 Ar- 12

From this we observe that the sixth tribe (Akamantis) holds the office when
the democratic constitution was overthrown by Medeios, and that according to the
backward rotation of cycles from 117/8 it is the seventh tribe which should hold this
office in 86/5, when Sulla restored freedom to Athens. This dovetailing of tribal
cycles throws light on and is consonant with the historical events of a troubled interval
of Athenian history.”

Sulla entered Athens on March 1, 86.** The tyrant Aristion and his followers
withdrew into the Acropolis where they were besieged for a long time. While the
siege was going on Sulla tried without success to overcome Archelaos who withdrew
into Munychia. Sulla then transferred his forces to Boeotia where, after the campaign
described in Plutarch, Sulla defeated Archelaos at Chaeronea. He sought to intercept
Archelaos at the Euripos but failing to do so returned to Athens where because of
thirst Aristion and his followers had surrendered on the Acropolis about the time of
the battle of Chaeronea.” Since Plutarch describes the interval of the siege as long
(kal xpdvov éykaprepriocas avxvév, Sulla, XIV, 7) it must have been in the very last
month or so of the Attic year 87/6 that Athens was completely free and because of
his victory at Chaeronea Sulla and the Athenians could turn their thoughts to the
restoration of the constitution. A provisional government of business men was now
re-established in Athens and Philanthes was appointed eponymous archon ** for the
last month or two of 87/6. This short interval marks the period when Sulla, in

20 For a more detailed account cf. W. S. Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens (London, 1911), pp.

444 ff.; Cambridge Ancient History, IX, pp. 244 ff.
2 Plutarch, Sulle, XIV, 10. 22 Cf. Cambridge Ancient History, IX, p. 251.

28 Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens, p. 454, note 6.
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Appian’s words, “ gave to the Athenians substantially the same laws that had been
previously established for them by the Romans.” This interval was occupied with
some of the constitutional changes at the end of the war as noted by Ferguson,* and
they must have been completed just about the time that the new year 86/5 was begin-
ning. Thus we see that practically speaking 87/6 could also be joined to 88/7 as an
abnormal year. The restoration of freedom and of the constitution therefore coincides
with the opening of 86/5, the year when the seventh tribe should hold the prytany-
secretaryship according to the backward rotation of tribal cycles from the Empire
period. The picture of the tribal cycles at this point, namely that the seventh tribe
dovetails exactly with the sixth tribe in 92/1, the year before the overthrow of the
constitution by Medeios, corroborates and gives a specific instance of the truth of
Appian’s words. Thus the continuation of the tribal cycles reflects the restoration
and the continuation of the constitution.

The continuation of a previous cycle rather than the commencement of a new
cycle after a period of dictatorship and anarchy is not without precedent or parallel
in Athenian history. We find an exact parallel ® in the picture of the tribal cycles
before and after the dictatorship of Olympiodoros in 295/4-292/1:

Tribe of
Year Archon Secretary Secretary
296/5 Nikias Alv]m]kpldars Kpariv[ov "Alnv]i[eds] X
295/4 Nikostratos Awpébleos *Ap[ioToudy]ov Parnpeds X1
Anagrapheus
294/3 Olympiodoros Opac|.......... U ®v]Naoiov -—
(genitive)
293/2 Olympiodoros *Emrikovpos "Emirélov[s]. Papvoioios —
Secretary
292/1 Philippos — 12
291/0 Aristonymos Khevy[évys . ..". .. .]s Aifaridns I
290/89 Charinos [ A, Jvs Bopa[eds] 11

Thus the congruence of tribal cycles rotated backward from a fixed point in the
Empire period to a fixed point before Medeios’ dictatorship gives us confidence in a
continuous fixed chronology in Athenian history where we have evidence of archons
coupled with prytany-secretaries. That this congruence is not merely an accident but
is corroborated by the historical circumstances of the period is apparent from the
above.

Before we can be sure of this invaluable key to chronology in a period of Athens’
history which is lacking in precise chronology, we must account for the secretaries

2t Ferguson, Athenian Tribal Cycles, pp. 150 ff.
25 Pritchett and Meritt, The Chronology of Hellenistic Athens, pp. xvi-xvii.
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of 52/1 and 49/8 whose known tribes do not follow the official order. Ferguson has
shown that the sortition cycle though rare was on occasion used by the Athenians.
We do not know the reasons behind the use of a sortition cycle from 56/5 to 45/4,
but that we have here a sortition cycle which is not fatal to the continuity of tribal
cycles is evident from one important consideration. This sortition cycle, when placed
in the context of the entire sweep of cycles rotated backward from a fixed point in
the Empire period, connects satisfactorily with the tribal cycles in 92/1 and with the
year of Apolexis. The congruence, as we have seen, is not mere accident but reflects
accurately the historical events of the period. The continuation of the tribal cycles
after the dictatorship and anarchy, with its precedent in Olympiodoros’ dictatorship,
gives us ground for believing that this sortition cycle harmonizes with rather than
disrupts the continuity of tribal cycles. The fact that this cycle fits into the proper
place in a sweep of cycles from definite fixed points after Sulla and definite cycles
from the Empire period shows that its context in the whole sequence does not disturb
the continuity of tribal cycles. Until more definite evidence appears to the contrary
the historical considerations stated above and the evidence of tribal cycles dispose
us to believe in the continuity of tribal cycles from the Sullan period to the third
century after Christ.

These tribal cycles besides furnishing us with a more accurate chronology for
post-Sullan and Imperial Athens illustrate the longevity of the tribal mechanism which
was the political expression of a deeply ingrained (one might say atrodvés *°) tribal
consciousness among the Athenians, from the beginning of their democracy almost
to the end of their history. The tribal cycles illustrate the love which the Athenians
had for this democratic device to which they adhered cycle after cycle, century after
century. '

II. THE SECRETARIES OF THE TRIBAL CYCLES

The history of the office of the prytany-secretary after Sulla differs only in
several details from the status of this office in the Hellenistic period.” Although this
officer continues to be called ypappareds kara mpvraveiav, he is more often referred to
as mept 70 Brjua in the prytany lists. The presence of this officer around the BHjua in
the Bovhevripior may account for this alternate title given by the prytaneis in their
listing of the delowror.®® The fact that the same secretary is called ypauparevs karo
wpuravetar in one prytany list and mept 70 Brjua in another * shows that even though
the latter is more common the former title continues in usage.

In the listing of the aeiowrow in the prytany lists *° this officer usually follows the
vypappateds BovAis kal djuov and occasionally the dvriypadeds. In the decrees of the

26 Cf. Plato, Laws, 642 c. 2" Ci. Ferguson, Athenian Secretaries, pp. 65-6.

28 Meritt, who made this suggestion to me (per litt.), now tells me that mention of the bema
has been incorporated in the text of D8 in A.T.L., II, p. 52.

29 See pp. 14-15. 30 Ci. Dow, Prytaneis, p. 22.



10 JAMES A. NOTOPOULOS

Council and the Demos there is no important change in the prescript mentioning the
secretary. The occasional omission of the demotic finds parallels in some decrees of
the Hellenistic period.*

It is apparent from our evidence that this office became elective in the Empire
period. We have an instance where the same secretary served in two consecutive
cycles.’” The fact that the prytany-secretary seems to have been elected kara ¢vids
rather than chosen by lot shows that the office reverted to the status it occupied shortly
before Aristotle’s day. In speaking of this magistracy Aristotle says, * formerly
this officer was elected by show of hands, and the most distinguished and trustworthy
men used to be elected, for this officer’s name is inscribed in stelae.” * The proso-
pography of some of the secretaries in the Empire period shows that they were people
of eminence who also held other offices.** It may be that this office survived and was
distributed kard ¢vhds because of the fact that the name of the holder appeared along
with that of the eponymous archon on all official documents. If so, we have an adapta-
tion of a democratic device to an aristocratic and honorific office.

The decline of democracy is reflected in the comparatively few decrees that we
have in the Empire period in contrast to the number of decrees before Sulla. Of the
33 secretaries whose names survive from 86/5-209/10 only 7 come from official
decrees of the Council and the Demos, the remainder are found in prytany lists and
in particular among the delowror. The distribution of these secretaries according to
centuries is also significant.

first century B.c. (after 86/5): 5
first century A.D.: 1
second century A.D.: 24
third century A.D.: 3

The accidence of discovery plays, no doubt, an important part in this distribution but
the decline of democratic activity on the part of the Council and the Assembly is a
contributory factor which is realized more keenly when the content of the decrees of
the Empire period is seen to be mostly honorific in character. The comparatively larger
number of secretaries from the second century, and in particular from 166/7-195/6,
cannot be intelligently explained, but it shows clearly that the real advance which
Ferguson’s law can make at present in the chronology of Imperial Athens is in the
second half of the second century A.D.

A study of the evidence assigns the secretaries to the following positions in the

tribal cycles.
81 Cf, I.G., I1%, Pars IV, p. 47. 82 See pp. 14-15. 83 Aristotle, Ath. Pol., 54, 3.

s« Cf. I.G., II%, 1774, line 72 note; 1776, line 42; cf. I.G., 112, 1736a, line 11 = KopmjAios
M[eveabeis] ; 1798, line 25.
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1. First CENTURY B.C.
96/5: 1.G., I1T%, 1029.
Archon: [---].
Secretary: [—-——]ms Ex[——— éypappdrever].
Previous date: 94/3.

Dow reports to me that the squeeze reads the end of the secretary’s demotic and
tentatively suggests [....%%.... éy M]v[ppwov]rs éy[pappdrever] or the only
other possible demotic ending in -mqs, [...."".... Ae]i[pads]ms. The secretary
therefore can come from Aegeis (II) or Leontis (IV). Internal evidence is in favor
of Aegeis. This inscription must be dated in the year after Herakleitos’ archonship
(97/6), for it reads é]medy oi €pnBot of éxt Hpakheirov [dpxov]ros Tod werd. *Apyeiov.
Dow has shown * that there is no second year in the archonship for Argeios and that
‘Hpdrherros ‘Hp[ . || Sdrjrrios follows directly after the first year of Argeios.
If we rotate the cycles forward from 101/0, when the secretary ®\iwy ®i\iwvos
"Elevoivios (IX) holds office, we find that the year after Argeios should fall to Aegeis
(II), a fact which now corroborates Dow’s first reading.

95/4: Hesperia, XVII, 1948, no. 12, p. 25.
Archon: ®eddoros.
Secretary: [-———-<%T ————— Jov Tlawavievs.
For the dating see Meritt’s discussion loc. cit.

64/3: Hesperia, XVII, 1948, no. 14, p. 30.
Archon: Oivédihos.
Secretary: Tapav[r]eivos Newiov Aly[iheds].

Meritt dates this inscription on the basis of the style of the preamble near the
middle of the first century. The secretary’s position on the basis of the tribal cycles

would accordingly be 64/3.

52/1: I.G., IT?, 1046.
Archon: Adoavdpos *Amolijéidos.
Secretary: T'dios I'afov ‘Alaceds.

The date of the archon is fixed by the third column in I.G., II?, 1713 which lists

the archons for 55/4-48/7. For a discussion of the tribal cycle from 56/5 to 45/4
see above, pp. 8-9.

49/8: 1.G., 11?, 1047.
Archon: Anpoxdpns.
Secretary: [———]orok\éovs *Amol\wvieds.
The date of this secretary and archon is fixed by the mention of the archon in

¥ S. Dow, “ The First Enneéteric Delian Pythais,” H.S.C.P., LI, 1940, pp. 110 ff,, year VII.
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the third column of I.G., II%, 1713 which lists the sequence of archons from 55/4 to
48/7. For the secretary cycle 56/5 to 45/4 see above, pp. 8-9.

21/0: 1.G., 1T%, 1040, 2876; F. Delph., 111, 2, 61; Dow, Prytaneis, no. 115; *Eev-
owaxd (Athens, 1932), I, p. 225; P. Roussel, Mélanges Bidez (Brussels,
1934), 11, p. 819; cf. G. Daux, Chronologie Delphique (Paris, 1943),
p. 75.
Archon: *Aménéis.
Secretary: Mnrpoddrns Awovvaiov *Afuovevs.
Previous date: Graindor 25/4-18/7; Dinsmoor and Daux 20/19.

Kolbe, followed by Kirchner,* dates I.G., II?, 1040, between 47/6 and 43/2.
Graindor,*” who is tacitly followed by Ferguson and Dinsmoor, thinks that the
*Améhnéis of 1.G., IT%, 1040 is the same as the AméAnéis whose archonship coincides
with the Delphian archon Antigenes. Graindor has dated *AméAnéws in 25/4-18/7 but
Dinsmoor followed by Daux dates him in 20/19.*® The position of the secretary’s tribe,
Attalis (XII), now definitely places this archon in 21/0.

20/19: 1.G., IT?, 1040.
Archon: [-—-].
Secretary: "Av[——-—].

If Graindor’s contention that we do not possess any evidence for the existence
of a homonymous archon Apolexis before the two archons by the name Apolexis in
Augustus’ period is correct then we must date this secretary in the year after Apolexis.

2. THE First CENTURY AFTER CHRIST
96/7: 1.G., IT%, 1759.

Archon: ®\dmrarmos kai Aaliavds.
Secretary: Bovlwr Mowayévovs ®vhdoos.
Previous date: 90-100.
On the basis of the prosopography Graindor dates this inscription ca. 90-100.
The tribe of the secretary now fixes the position in the cycle in the year 96/7.

3. THE SEcoND CENTURY AFTER CHRIST

117/8: 1.G., IT%, 1072.
Archon: T. Kemdrios Mdépos ‘Ayvovoios.
Secretary: Newias Awpiwvos dAvevs.

36 Cf. note on I.G., 113, 1040.
37 Graindor, Athénes sous Auguste, pp. 101-2; Chronologie, no. 6.
88 Dinsmoor, Archons, p. 293; cf. AJ.A., XLIX, 1945, p. 609; Georges Daux, Chronologie

Delphique (Paris, 1943), p. 75.
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T. Komdrios Mdéwpos heads the list of a sequence of archons found in a Delian
list. Kolbe fixed the sequence in the year 117/8-121/2. Graindor differed in the date
by one year but in his later work, Athénes sous Hadrien (p. 29), agreed with Kolbe’s
dating.

135/6: Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 11, p. 40.
Archon: [—-—-].
Secretary: [———]s Eddnjpov Tapyirreos.
Previous date: first half of the second century A.p.

Five persons in this prytany list are also found in I.G., II%, 1764, a prytany list
dated in 138/9. The tribe of the secretary assigns this inscription to 135/6.

138/9: 1.G., IT?, 1765.
Archon: Hpaéaydpas (1) Oopikeos.
Secretary: Xpvodyovos ) ®lvevs.

This inscription is dated accurately by virtue of the fact that it mentions the
fifteenth year of the era of Hadrian.

148/9: Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 14, p. 45.
Archon: [---].
Secretary: [———]drwv Tapyirri[os].
Previous date: the middle of the second century after Christ.
The tribe of the secretary assigns this inscription to 148/9, an appropriate posi-
tion on the basis of the prosopography.

165/6: Hesperia, XII, 1943, no. 23, p. 77.
Archon: [---].
Secretary: .7 (or .m) [.* Jwos ) 2.5 . ].
Previous date: 165/6?

A study of the delowroc in this list (see below, Tab. 1) shows that it must be dated
in 165/6 and that the demotic of the secretary is S¢rrri(os),a conclusion independently
reached by A. E. Raubitschek. The new reading of the secretary’s name is based
on a new reading of the stone by Dr. Mitsos.

166/7: 1.G., IT?, 1773.

Archon: M. Ba)épios Mapeprivos Mapalfivios.
Secretary: ®[...]os Hooedwrio[v].
Kolbe has dated this archon in 166/7.*° By virtue of the sequence of the next
two secretaries the tribe of this secretary should be Hadrianis (7).

167/8: 1.G., 11%, 1774.
Archon: avapxia (I).
Secretary: Movoalos) ®vhdoios.

% Ath. Mitt., XXXXVI, 1921, pp. 134, 137.



14 JAMES A. NOTOPOULOS

This inscription should be dated in this year because of the reference to the year
after Mapuepreivos.

168/9: 1.G., I1?, 1775; Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 18, p. 50.
Archon: Twios ITovrikds Bnoeeds.
Secretary: SkpeSdvios Tauakds ‘Alaieds.
Kolbe has dated this archon in 168/9 by reason of the mention of the thirty-
fourth year of the waSorpiBia of Abascantus.* This gives us ithportant evidence for
the operation of Ferguson’s law in this interval.

169/70: I1.G., I1*, 1776, 1781, 2097.
Archon: dvapyia (II).
Secretary: Kop. Meveofeds (CA{nwieds).

This inscription mentions the anarchy after Tunjios Hovrikds. A study of the
family stemma of Kop. Meveofeis (cf. A.J.P., LXIV, 1943, p. 49) supplies the demotic.

173/4: Hesperia, 111, 1934, no. 43, p. 56.
Archon: [-—-].
Secretary: Eioidwpos ‘Ov[——— *A]vayvpdaoios.
Previous date: ca. 180.
The prosopography of the deioirow dates this inscription between 170 and 180. The
tribe of the secretary fixes its position in the year 173/4.

177/8: 1.G., 11%, 1798.
Archon: [-—-].
Secretary: IorA1)(tos) IvBé6w[po]s (Bepvikeidns).
Previous date: ca. 180 A.D.
The demotic of the secretary is inferred from 1.G., I1% 2128 41; Hesp., X1, 1942,
no. 2513, p. 60. Cf. Graindor, Chronologie, p. 201, note 3, on the rarity of the gen-
tilicium. The tribe of the secretary assigns this inscription to 177/8.

178/9: 1.G., 11%, 1789; Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 6, p. 35.
Archon: [-—-].
Secretary: [Evk]apmos @eoy[évovs] (Sirreos).
Previous date: ca. 175 A.p.

The secretary is probably the same man as E¥kapmos S¢njrrios in Hesperia, X1,
1942, no. 5, p. 34, dated now 191/2. In the first inscription he is referred to as
vpaupareds kara wpvraveiar while in the latter as wept 70 Bfjua. Since, however, the
secretary in I.G., IT?, 1077 (209/10) is referred to both as ypaupareds koro, mpvravetav
and mepi 70 Bipa we may consider Evkapmos the same man. That he is a Sdifrrios is
evident from the following prosopographical evidence:

4 Jbid., pp. 138-9, 149
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1.G., IT%, 1774 13, Edkapmos Oeodérov Sdnjrrios, prytanis in 167/8.

I.G., II?, 18204, [E¥]kapmos "Epwros Sdirrios, émordrns of the prytaneis, the

beginning of the third century after Christ.

I1.G., IT?, 1775 68, ‘Ixéaios @eoyévovs Sdnjrrios, émdvupos in 168/9.

I.G., IT%, 2067 80, ®ippos Oeoyévovs Sdrrrios, ephebos in 154/5.

1.G., IT?, 1789 and Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 5 may not be dated in the same year
because the personnel of the deiowror differ in the office of ypauparevs Bovhijs. We may
date these inscriptions one cycle apart, unless there is death in office, and assume that
Akamantis chose Evkapmos again whenever its turn in the prytany cycle came.

The date of 178/9 for Edkapmos agrees with the evidence of Dittenberger who is
followed by Kirchner. I.G., IT% 1789 is a little later than I.G., IT*, 1774 (167/8) and
prior to I.G., IT?, 1782 (shortly before 180); it is also slightly later than I.G., IT%
1775 (168/9). The conclusion therefore is that 1.G., IT*, 1789 is a few years before
or after 175 A.p. This is in harmony with the evidence of the tribal cycles which dates
the inscription in 178/9.

180/1: I.G., IT?, 1794.
Archon: *Afnvédwpos *Aopévov 6 kal *Aypimrmas “Iraios.
Secretary: [——— Aw]v(v)oiov.
Previous date: ca. 180 A.p.

For this date see below, pp. 19-20.

181/2: 1.G., 11%, 1797 ; Hesperia, X1, 1942, p. 35.
Archon: [---].
Secretary: ®\. *Adpodeioios.
Previous date: ca. 180A.p.

This inscription has been edited in lines 9-12:

[dvrvypa]de[ds?] *AOnvédwpos
[tepahys] PN. "Adpodeioios
———— ‘Eppédwpos Oepu-
[-—— IIp|eToyérys
vac.

It is obvious, as Oliver has pointed out, that ‘Epuédwpos is the iepatAns who appears
in I.G., IT?, 1806, 1806a ; Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 5, p. 34. This necessitates a revision
in the assignment of offices to the deiowror mentioned in this inscription. A comparison
of the listings of offices in I.G., II*, 1775, 1776, 1794, 1798 shows that we must
re-edit these lines in the following sequence:
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[avriypa]de[ds?] "Abnrédwpos

[mept 70 Bhipa] ®A. *Adpodeloios

[fepavrns] ‘Epudbwpos Oepu-

[——— Ymoypapparevs or possibly ypauuarevs Bovhevrdv or mpvrdvewy Ilp |wroyévys.

For a parallel to lines 7-8 where the émi Skiddos follows the ypappareds Bovhis, cf.
Hesperia, XII, 1943, p. 77. In view of the fact that Mdpwv is dmoypappareds in 1.G.,
IT%, 1795 (184/5) we may include the possibilities of ypappareds Bovhevrév (cf. I.G.,
II%, 1796), ypappateds mpvrdvewv (cf. 1.G., I1%, 1806).

For the assignation of the secretary ®\. A¢podeioios to 181/2 see below, Tab. 1.

182/3: Hesperia, IV, 1935, no. 11, p. 48.

Archon: Anarchy after Memmios.
Secretary: Mvorukos ) "Epouddns.
Previous date: ca. 180/1.

The demotic of the secretary fixes the year as 182/3.

184/5: I1.G., I1%, 1795.
Archon: Anudorparos Ma[pabdrios].
Secretary: *Owjoipos Edrvyidov.
Previous date:’ca. 180 A.p.

For the date of this archon see below, pp. 20, 22.

185/6: Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 36, p. 70.
Archon: [—-—-].
Secretary: @eo[——— ’Af]povers.
Previous date: beginning of the third century after Christ.

The reading [ypappareds kara mpvraveiay ———]8wpos Karhiorpdrov Bepeveikidns
must be retracted, for the secretary mept 70 Bfjua = the ypauparevs kara mwpvraveiov
at this period. Therefore ®eo[——— ’Af|poveds is the secretary. The date of this in-
scription revolves around the prosopography of Mnwvddulos and Ilpwriwr. The under-
secretary Mywéghos in line 15 appears also in 1.G., IT%, 1077 (209/10) and in I.G., IT?,
1799 23, dated ca. 180 A.p. but now dated 183/4. Ipwriwr in line 14 also appears in
Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 5, p. 34, dated 191 /2. The secretary may therefore be assigned
to 185/6 rather than 198/9, the two years available in the tribal cycles for this
secretary.

In view of the above correction with respect to the prytany secretary the inscrip-
tion must be re-edited:
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["Atoe]irou
[ypaupareds Blovhijs kai 8-
[— — —Tepodpdvrys] | pov "Opdirios

[-—— Aqbodixos] | Bovppiavos .
5 [——— Tepoxipvé] | [m]ept 70 Bjua Beo
R ’Af | povevs

[avrvypadeds "Amol6?|dwpos KarhoTpd-
[kfipvé Bovijs kai 8]rjpov | Tov Bepever-
[-———————— - *Af] poveds | kidns
10 [iepavins *Adpodicios iepe]vs Tpawrivv
[Vmoypappareds My |védilos
186/7: 1.G., I1%, 1796.
Archon: [-—-].
Secretary: KAd8ios *Avrioxos Aaumrpevs.
Previous date: ca. 180 A.p.
The prosopography of the deiowror sets 180-190 as the limits of this inscription
which the demotic of the secretary now fixes in 186/7. For the new study of this

inscription cf. A. E. Raubitschek, “ Commodus in Athens,” Hesperia, Supplement
VIII and below, Tab. 1.

187/8: Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 4, p. 32.
Archon: [---].
Secretary: Avp(fhios) “Taxwlos Tapyirrios.
Previous date: the end of the second century after Christ.

A new reading of the squeeze shows that the secretary comes from Tapynrrés
and his position in the cycle is 187/8. This is further corroborated by the mention
of the benefactor Ai\ws Tupddpos among the deiowro.. He is also listed among the
deiowrou in 1.G., IT% 1796 dated now in 186/7 by reason of its secretary.

188/9: Hesperia, X1, 1942, nos. 23-4, pp. 57, 58.
Archon: [——-].
Secretary: EioiSoros ®i\eikos *Ayyehnifev.
Previous date: the end of the second century after Christ.

A study of the prosopography of the deiowror shows that we must date this secre-
tary in 188/9.
190/1: Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 6, p. 35.
Archon: [---].

Secretary: "A[dp]odeloios ) DPAvevs.
Previous date: ca. 200 A.p.
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A new study of this inscription shows that the office of *A¢podeioios ) PAveds is
that of wepi 70 BApa, in which case we must date this inscription in 190/1. The text
of the new reading is as follows:

[— —— ‘Tepoddvrys] ‘Epév. Tep(o)kijpvé [——— Agdodxos]

[yp Bovhijs kai Sﬁpov ——~]vod kfipvé Bovhils kai 8[fjpov]
[-———-— patronvmic . — — ] §ov DAd Swovyévns

[-——— === ] avrvypagevs K\. Koprphiavd[s]
[mept 70 Brpa ] "A[ pp]odeioios ) PAveds

[émi SikudBos *Apioreidns @] pedppros
[fepavins II. *Adpddiros 6 ka]l *Adpodeiaios
vacat
vacat
[Vmoypappareds ——— ————— Malp wvacat

191/2: Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 5, p. 34.

Archon: [-—-].
Secretary: Edkapmos Srjrrios.
Previous date: 190-200.
The tribe of the secretary assigns this inscription to 191/2. For this secretary
see above, pp. 14-15.

192/3-194/5: I1.G., IT*, 1806.

Archon: [---].
Secretary: ‘Em[———].
Previous date: 190-200.

The prosopography of the defouroi, which is closely related to 1806a, suggests a
date between 192/3 and 194/5.

195/6: I.G., IT*, 1806a.

Archon: [-—-].
Secretary: ®\. "Aydfov.
Previous date: 190-200.

The prosopography of the defovror suggests a date ca. 193/4. We can date this
inscription accurately because the demotic of the secretary is found in 1.G., IT?, 3656
where our secretary is listed as Te. ®\. *Aydfov Iepaieds. The demotic assigns this
secretary to Hippothontis (X) which held the prytany secretaryship in 195/6.



STUDIES IN THE CHRONOLOGY OF ATHENS 19
3. Tue THIirD CENTURY AFTER CHRIST

209/10: I.G., IT%, 1077.

Archon: ®\. Awyérns.
Secretary: ‘Pé8wv Kal\iorov Mapafdvios.

For the date of this inscription see above, p. 3.

197/8-199/200: I.G., IT*, 1804.
Archon: EHevok\is.

7

Secretary: [...".... ] Eiod4[rov].
Previous date: ca. 190 A.D.

For the date of this archon see below, p. 31.

221/2: 1.G., IT% 1078.

Archon: ’Apafiavés.
Secretary: Edrvyos.
Previous date: ca. 220.

For the exact date of this archon see below, pp. 37-39.

III. THE CHRONOLOGY OF ARCHONS IN THE REIGN OF COMMODUS

We are now in a fortunate position to make use of the evidence in determining
the chronology of the archons in the reign of Commodus, 180-192. The study of the
prytany secretaries in this interval can be used to furnish us with important evidence
in assigning the archons to the specific years in this interval. Furthermore A. E.
Raubitschek’s valuable paper on “ Commodus in Athens,” Hesperia, Supplement VIII,
gives us a sequence of three new archons which, in addition to the sequence of
archons from 181/2-183/4, now fixed by means of Ferguson’s law, enables us to
make considerable progress in determining the other archons of the interval, most of
whom are dated by the erasure of Commodus’ name as part of the damnatio memoriae
or by mention of the Commodeia instituted in Commodus’ reign.

180/1: 1.G., 11, 1794.
Archon: *Afnpédwpos 6 kai *Aypimmas Aapévov Iralos.
Secretary: [——— Aw]v(v)oiov.
Previous date: ca. 180 A.p.

Graindor dates *Afnvédwpos in 180/1 or possibly 183/4. The latter date is
excluded, for Aovkios TéAhos Eevaydpas held the archonship in 183/4. This leaves
180/1 as the date of this archon. Evidence not utilized by Graindor corroborates this



20 JAMES A. NOTOPOULOS

date. In the prytany list (also of Attalis) I.G., II%, 1791, dated in 181/2, we have
mention of the same men in the offices of éndrvpos and ényymis. In I.G., 11, 1774 6o
and 1775 68, dated 167/8 and 168/9 (both of Akamantis) we have the same éndvvpos.
This analogy is important evidence, for the association of the eponymous in this
inscription with I.G., I1%, 1791, dated in 181/2, gives us further grounds for assigning
*Afnvédwpos to 180/1. This evidence and that from the study of the delowror points
to 180/1 as the date of this inscription. The sequence of tribal cycles assigns the
secretary [——— Ac]ov(v)oiov to a deme in the eighth tribe (Oeneis).

181/2-183/4: 1.G., IT*, 1739 gives us the sequence of three archons:

Mépuos Phdkros, dated ca. 180/1-181 /2.
"Avapyio pera Mépuiov ®Ndkkov, dated ca. 181/2-182/3.
Té\\tos Eevaydpas, dated ca. 182/3-183 /4.

Since the secretary Mvarikos ) "Epouddns (Hesperia, IV, 1935, no. 11, p. 48) belongs to
the dvapxia pera Méuuov ®Phdkrov, we can date precisely this sequence in 181 /2-183 /4.

184/5: I1.G., I1%, 1795.

Archon: Anudorparos Mapaldvios.

Secretary: *Owmjopos Edruyidov.

Previous date: ca. 180 A.p.; Graindor, under Commodus and perhaps toward
179/80.

The date of Anudorparos can be determined by the following considerations. The
archons whose dates are settled in this interval are:

180/1 ’Afnwédwpos

181/2 Méupios ®Adxkos

182/3 ’Avapxia pera Méupuiov ®dNdkrov

183/4 Aovkios Té\\ios Eevaydpas

184/5

185/6

186/7 T. [Tov]Mos OwrBiav[ds] Mapalbovios
187/8 ’lov(Mos) ‘Iepoddvrns

188/9 Kdupodos.

Anuéorparos can come before 180/1, in 184-186, but not after 188/9 where we
have appropriate room for other archons. He can not come before 180 because the
delowrow in 1.G., 11%, 1795 cannot antedate 180/1. The iepadAns "Adpodeioios and the
other deiowror in this inscription fit only in between 182/3 and 185/6. The evidence
from the secretaries in this period leaves only 184 /5 open for Anudorparos and for the
secretary ‘Oviopos Edrvyidov. The secretaries for this period are:
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177/8 ’Ioth\j(wos) IIvBoddpov (Bepvikeidns) V

178/9 Eikapmos Geoyévovs (Zjrrios) VI
180/1 [-—— Aw]v(v)ciov (8)
182/3 Muvorikos ) "Epouddns X
185/6 @eo[——— "Af]povevs XIII
186/7 KAddios *Avrioxos Aaumrpeds I
187/8 Avp. “Ydrwbos Tapyrjrrios II
188/9 Eigidoros ®rikekos "Ayyelijfev II1

This leaves Antiochis (12) the only tribe left for the secretary ’Oviorpos Edrvyidov
and 184/5 for the date of the secretary and archon of this inscription.

185/6: 1.G., I1%, 2111 /2.
Archon: ®\drewpos *Aprecidnpov "Eleovoios.

Secretary: [———].
Previous date: 182/3-190/1; Graindor, 185/6-187/8.

The mention in this inscription of the tenth year of the wadorpiBia of *Emixkryros
gives us a definite clue as to the date of this archon. Graindor has shown that the
initial date of this wadorpifBys is between 176/7 and 178/9. Since 186/7 is occupied
by the archon @wrBiavds, and 187/8 by Tovhios Tepoddvrys, this leaves 185/6 as the
date of ®u\drewpos.

186/7: 1.G., IT%, 1796 + 1800 + E.M. 3152.

In his study of these inscriptions A. E. Raubitschek has shown that the archon
for 186/7 is I. [Iov]\ios OwrBiav|os] Mapaldivios. See Hesperia, Supplement VIII.

187/8: I1.G., IT% 1792.

In his study of these inscriptions A. E. Raubitschek has shown that the archon
for 187/8 is “Iov(hwos) ‘Tepoddvrys. See Hesperia, Supplement VIII.

188/9: 1.G., IT*, 1807 + Hesperia, IV, 1935, no. 12, p. 49 + X1, 1942, nos. 23 + 27,
pp. 57, 62, Hesperia, X1, 1942, nos. 24, 25, 26, pp. 58, 61.
In his study of these inscriptions A. E. Raubitschek has shown that the archon
for 188/9 was the emperor Commodus. See Hesperia, Supplement VIII.

189/90: I.G., IT?, 2115-18.
Archon: Mnvoyévys.
Previous date: 180/1-191/2; Graindor 180/1-191 /2, and more probably 185/6-
190/1.



22 JAMES A. NOTOPOULOS

1.G., IT?, 2115-18 are in the archonship of Mnvoyévns who because of the erasure
of the name of Adr. Kéupodos in line 18 of 1.G., II?, 2116, after the damnatio memoriae
of the emperor, must be dated in Commodus’ reign. Of the years in his reign only
189/90-191/2 are left. These years must be occupied by Mnwoyérns, T. Ilewdpios
Ipdrhos and TiB. K\. Bpadovas. It will be shown that the date of Bpadovas is 190/1
or 191/2 and this leaves the year 189,/90-190/1 to be filled by Mnroyérns and IIpdkhos
or possibly Bpadovas. Graindor has shown that Mnvoyéwns is prior to IIpdkhos (cf.
Chronologie, pp. 197-8; 1.G., I1%, 2115, note) and therefore we may date Mnroyérns
in 189/90.

190/1-191/2: 1.G., IT?, 2119.
Archons: T. Iewvdpios IIpékhos ‘Ayvoidoios.
Previous date: 180/1-191/2; Graindor, under Commodus, from 181/2-191/2
and more probably 186/7-191/2.
1.G. 112, 2113-4; 1801.
Archon: TiB. KA. Bpadovas *Arrikos Mapafdvios.
Previous date: 183/4-191/2; Graindor, 186/7-191/2.

Because 192/3 is definitely assigned to I'. ‘EABidios Sexodvdos the remaining two
years in the reign of Commodus must be assigned to IIpékhos and BpaSovas or possibly
in the reverse sequence. Kirchner had suggested (I.G., IT?, p. 794) that I.G., IT?, 1801
is of the same date as 2113-4. A study of the deiowror (see Tab. 1) corroborates this
suggestion. The archon in 1801 whose demotic is Mapafwvios should be restored as
[Te8. KA. Bpadovas Arrikds Mapa]fdvios. This archon, moreover, cannot be identified
with Anuéorparos Mapalevios (184/5) or with @wBiavos Mapabévios (186/7). In
I.G., 112, 1801 Mowvdrios Ovomiokos is hoplite general while in I.G., IT%, 1795 (184/5)
he is kfjpv€ Bovlijs kai Srjuov. A different hoplite general in the archonship of @wBiavés
excludes the possibility of identification with this archon. Thus we are left with the
identification of the archon of I.G., IT%, 1801 with Bpadodas.

IV. THE CHRONOLOGY OF PRYTANY LISTS CONTAINING AEISITOI
165,/6-209/10

In his study of the prytany lists Dow showed the benefit that can be reaped from
a synthetic study of related inscriptions.** The study of the deioiror as a group rather
than as isolated lists yields valuable chronological results. The deloro, as Dow has
pointed out,** were a group of some six to twelve officials, who took their meals and

4t Dow, Prytaneis, p. 1. 2 Ibid., pp. 23-4.
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worked together in the Tholos with the 50 members of the Boule. They were mainly
young clerks, heralds or flutists, gifted with strong lungs and vocal chords, who “ were
given a food allowance in return for services rendered for a fixed term.” They are
to be distinguished from the other group of dignitaries who were dined by the state
in the city hearth. Some of these delowror change annually while a number hold office
for an interval of years. It is the latter in particular who furnish valuable evidence
in dating. The criterion for dating, however, is not one or two offices but the entire
context of offices mentioned among the deiowror. The inscriptions which contain
prytany-secretaries supply the magnetic centers to attract into closer chronology the
ancillary list of deiowroi. The results of this, as shown in the table, reveal not only a
more accurate chronology but grounds for revising some previously held chronological
assumptions.

Kirchner, Oliver, and Raubitschek have pointed out ** that Edxdpioros, who was
flutist in 166/7-168/9, was reappointed flutist after an interval of at least two years
during which period *Emiéyovos held that office. A study of the prytany lists in this
period which admit of accurate chronology through the operation of Ferguson’s law
now shows this is not the exception but the rule. Consequently no absolute uninter-
rupted limits can be set in the tenure of the offices of iepavlys, iepoddvrys, iepoxfipve,
and émi Sxwddos. These officeholders occupy their office for an interval of one or more
years, then vacate it only to be re-elected to it later. The table shows the flexibility
of tenure in these offices. This flexibility, though disturbing to our previous chrono-
logical assumptions, shows that the Athenians never quite departed from the limita-
tion of time involved in the word del which Dow rightly interprets as “ for the term
of the office, tenure of the office by a series of persons being continuous.” *

Finally this study should give us greater caution about considering the offices
in our inscriptions characterized by the words 8wa Biov too inflexibly. It is true that
officers listed 8wa Biov could not come up for re-election but their tenure in some
instances could hardly differ from those characterized as dei. Their tenure 8w Biov
would be subject to termination either by retirement, resignation, or refusal to con-
tinue office and a study of ephebe lists shows that there are instances where tenure is
as limited as in some of the offices among the aeiorot.

4 1.G., 112, 1774, note on line 75; AJ.A., XLV, 1941, p. 539; Hesperia, XII, 1943, no. 23.
* Dow, op. cit., p. 24.
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V. THE CHRONOLOGY OF OTHER ARCHONS

The prosopography in the inscriptions which can be dated by means of Ferguson’s
law is of considerable ancillary value in giving more precise limits to other inscriptions,
and these in turn can be used to attract others. Thus Ferguson’s law may be said to
start a chain-reaction, as it were, in our chronology.

Besides the valuable chronological results yielded by a study of the prytany lists
and the archons in the reign of Commodus a new criterion can be used in the dating
of many inscriptions of the Imperial period. The synthetic study of the ephebe lists
can, as in the case of the prytany lists, furnish valuable chronological results. The
ephebe lists have been studied in terms of the entire context of ephebe officials who,
like the deiowror, furnish chronological sequences and help in restoring the proso-
pography of some offices. In particular more precise limits have been given to the
wadorptBar after Abascantus. Because of the mention often of the year in the tenure
of this dwa Biov office we get exact dates. These ephebe lists in turn give more precise
limits to inscriptions which pertain to the later careers of these youths. Finally the
rearrangements necessitated by all these chronological changes are in turn reflected
in the dates of archons involved in these changes.

ARCHONS
1. THE ARCHONS *AmoM\é8wpos, [ .. %12, . Jos, Aloxpatos AND ‘Hpar\edSwpos

We know now from Dow’s publication of Agora I 2388 ** the archons who
occupy the sequence from 86/5 to 81 /0. Of the years 80/79-63/2 Dow remarks they
“ now constitute the longest unfilled gap in the whole series of Athenian archons from
the sixth century down to Augustus. In this gap, only Aeschines of 75/4 is precisely
dated.” ** Some progress can now be made in filling this gap.

A study of the stone of 1.G., TI?, 1039 by Dr. Mitsos reveals that the successor
of ’AmoA\ddwpos was surely [..<7%..Jos, the text of line 1 beginning [‘E]mt
[..%7%. . Jov. The iota splays at the bottom, unlike the corner of epsilon.

Because of the reference to the Sylleia, established for Sulla after his return
from Asia in 83 B.c. and celebrated until his death in 78 B.c., the terminus ante quem
of the sequence of the archons A7woA\édwpos and [.. % 7% . . Jos is 78 B.c. In view
of the sequence of the archons in Agora I 2388 occupying the years 86/5-81/0 this
leaves, as Dow points out, 80/79-79/8 or 79/8-78/7 as the date for these archons. In
a forthcoming study of the Sylleia Raubitschek will show that the SvA\ela in Athens
are a counterpart performance of the Ludi victoriae Sullanae celebrated in Rome
for the first time on November 1, 81 B.c. In that case, it would be Apollodorus who
did the same in Athens the following or the same Attic year. We must accordingly
date the sequence of AmoA\é8wpos and [.. %" . . Jos in 80/79 and 79/8.

4 S, Dow, “ Archons of the Period after Sulla,” Hesperia, Supplement VIII.
¢ Tbid.
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This leaves a gap of three years between 78/7 and 75/4, the year of the archon-
ship of Aeschines. This gap can now be filled by the sequence of 3 archons, Aioxpatos,
Sé\evkos and ‘Hpakheddwpos (1.G., 1T, 1338; 3489). Dinsmoor, who has dated them
in 84/3, 83/2, and 82/1, has shown that they must be dated after 86 for the following
reasons: (1) the phrase mjy kounw mepioraow (1. 12) is probably a reference to the
situation after the capture of Athens by Sulla; (2) there is no vacancy for such a
group before 86 and (3) the phrase dvekmjoaro Tas marpiovs Gvoias “ would seem to
be a question of the restoration of the sacrifices after a period of desuetude and so
probably soon after the capture of Athens.” * That these archons must be dated
after 86 B.c. is the conclusion of all who have studied this inscription. Since the
interval between 86/5 and 79/8 is filled by archons about which there can be no
doubt, this leaves the interval 78/7-76/5 or an interval after 75/4, when Aeschines
is archon. To venture beyond 75/4, an interval of 10 years, is to disregard the
situation implied in the first and third reasons stated above. The gap therefore between
78/7 and 75/4 is, in the present status of the evidence, the most appropriate for the
sequence of Aioypaios, Sé\evkos, and ‘Hpaxheddwpos. In view of Dow’s re-study of
1.G.,11?, 1713 and 1716 the only remaining archons in the interval from 80,/79 to 63/2
whose date is not certain are A[-22 -] (Meritt, ca. 80 B.c., Hesperia, XVII, 1948,
no. 13, p. 29), Zyviwv (Dinsmoor, 78/7?), Bedfevos, and Mrjdeios (Kirchner, ca. 67/6-
66/5). These must now be dated in the interval from 74/3 to 63/2, but not in 64/3,
which is reserved for Oivédihos. Dinsmoor has suggested that there is a bare possi-
bility that M»8eios may be identified with ..... wos, the archon in 63/2 (1.G., 1T,
171611). Mitsos who has examined the stone reports that there is no other letter
before ¢« and that there is a possibility that the « is the right stroke of II or M.

2. THE ArCHONS Mnrpébwpos AND Kalhikparidns

My7rpbdwpos (I1.G., 11%, 1973, 1735) has been dated 40/1-53 /4, the era of Claudius
who is mentioned in the prescript. A re-examination of the evidence shows that we
must date him in the end of Claudius’ reign, probably 50/1-52/3, for Aewddihos
occupies 49/50 and Aworvodbwpos 53/4. Beoyévns) Kndioeds who appears as ephebos
in I.G., IT?, 1973 11 also appears as prytanis in I.G., IT?, 1759 10, now dated because
of the prytany secretary in 96/7. Since Aiokiwv ’Avrurdrpov ®Aveds, ephebos in I.G.,
II?, 19738, is archon at the end of the first century (I.G., IT?, 1998) and his son
SaM\ovoravés is archon ca. 132 ap. (I.G., IT?, 1763), it is likely that Mnrpédwpos
is to be dated in the latter limit of Claudius’ reign. Because I.G., I1%, 1974 is closely
associated with 1.G., I1?, 1973, by virtue of the same 7yeudv and Sémhoudyos, the
archon Kal\kparidns must also be dated in this same period.

**'W. B. Dinsmoor, The Archons of Athens in the Hellenistic Age (Cambridge, Mass., 1931),
p. 291.
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The dating of Myrpdédwpos in the latter limit of Claudius’ reign, if acceptable,
assumes that Aio\iwv *Avrirdrpov ®lveds, who is restored as hoplite general for the
seventh time in I.G., I1%, 3182 (ca. 66 A.D.), entered that office when he was approxi-
mately thirty years of age.

3. THE ARCHON Aovkios

The archon Aovkios (I.G., I1?, 1992) has been dated by Graindor after the middle
of the first century A.D. Aathavds, the ephebos in line 4, is probably the archon in 96/7
(I.G., I1%, 1759). A study of the officers in the ephebe lists of this period suggests
that the koounmis in 1.G., IT?, 1994, dated ca. 80 A.p., A[———] may be the same as
the koounmys *Avrioxos in I.G., IT?, 1992. If so the archon Aovkios may be dated ca.
80 a.n. In I.G., IT% 3114 and 3543 we have an archon Aovkios ®Ndovios PAduuas
Kvéabnraess whom Graindor assigns to 70/1-110/1, but Kirchner, on the evidence
of the form of the letters, to the end of the first century. There is a possibility of an
identification of these two archons.

4. Tue ArcHON Idvrawos

Tldvrawos (I.G., IT?, 2017) has been dated as archon shortly after 102 A.p. An
examination of the evidence shows that he can now be dated in 115/6. This list first
mentions foreigners under the lemma énéyypador. Since the lemma wpwréyypador —
éméyypador supplanted the lemma moleirar — Midjooe (cf. I.G., IT?, 1996, note on
line 92), then the inscriptions with the lemma éméyypador must be dated after the
inscriptions which list the foreigners under M\jowoe (1.G., IT?, 1999, dated in 84/5-
92/3; 2024, dated in 112/3; 2026, dated in 116/7). Therefore the date of this
inscription is ca. 116/7.

This agrees with the evidence on the madorpiBns *Apicrwr who should follow
Anurijrpios “Tovyévovs “Papvodoros. The latter appears as waudorpiBns alone in 1.G., 1T,
2021 (before 112/3) ; 2022 (ca. 112). Then Anwijrpios appears jointly with "Apiorev
in the 7adorpBia in 1.G., II*, 2024 (112/3). In I.G., 1T%, 2025 (112/3) ’Apictov
first appears alone as madorpiBns and he continues in that office at least until 118/9-
125/6 (I1.G., I1?, 2030-2037). It is therefore in this period, 112/3-125, when ’ApioTov
appears alone in the woudorpBia, that we must date I.G., II?, 2017. The sequence of
the archons in this period enables us to date this inscription accurately. The archons
are fixed for the sequence 112-114; 116-128. This leaves therefore 115/6 as the
year for the archonship of Ildvrawos.

In view of Trajan’s Parthian victory in 115-6 it is likely that we should have the
title Mapfuxdy in the prescript of the inscription. A. E. Raubitschek, who has studied
the photograph of this inscription in Graindor’s album, reports to me (in a letter)
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that the first two lines have been restored incorrectly. He suggests for the required
space:
[@eov atro]kpdropa Tpa[iavév] Kaioapa SeBactov Teppavi[kov Aakukov]
[MapBuov 6] koounris mév [é]dnBwr Eipnraios Aevkiov Kvda[Onvaieds].

THE ArcuoNS BETWEEN 170 anDp 180 A.p.

The dating of the archons in the reign of Commodus contributes greatly to the
chronology of the archons in the preceding decade by giving us a more accurate
dating of the wadorpiBar Aedkios 6 xai Mdapxos and Nukéorparos. A study of the
evidence results in the following changes in the date of these wa.dorpiBar.

L.G., 117 2102.
Archon: — ——; waudorpifns Mdpkos.
Previous date: shortly after 169/70.
New date: 170/1-172/3 or 174/5-175/6; preferably 171/2.

1.G., 11%, 2103.
Archon: Bujoios Helowv Mehurevs; madorpifins dia Biov Aedkios 6 kai Méapkos
Mapafdvios éros y'.
Previous date: 172/3 or shortly after.
New date: 173/4.

I.G., 1T% 2105.
Archon: Aioxivys; madorpifns "Emikrnros ®uk[épwros Sdnjrr.].
Previous date: 173/4-178/9.
New date: 176/7-178 /9.

The dating of the archon ®\drewpos *Apkeaidiuov "Eheodoos in 185/6 (1.G., IT7,
2111-2112) is of great importance in determining the limits of the wadorpiBys
*Emikryros ®Népwros. 1.G., 1T1°, 2111/12 mentions the tenth year of this maorpifBys
whose initial date must now be 176/7. Graindor has placed his first year between
176/7 and 178/9. Since the last year of "ABdokavros is 169/70, this leaves the years
170/1-175/6 as the interval for the maidorpifns Aedkios 6 kal Mapkos. The lower limit
of *Emtkrnros is 190/1 or 191/2, for he died in the course of the archonship of T.g.
K\. Bpadovas "Arrikds (1.G., IT% 2113, dated now 190/1 or 191/2) and is succeeded
by Newdorparos Thdpov (cf. note on 1.G., IT?, 2113) whose wawdorpiBia can now be
dated from 190/1 or 191/2 to ca. 200 A.D.

We may therefore date 1.G., II?, 2103, which mentions the third year of Mapkos,
in 173/4. 1.G., 1%, 2102, which mentions Marcus without any specific year of his
madorpiBia, may therefore be dated 170/1-172/3 or 174/5-175/6. A study of the
evidence suggests 172/3 as the date of 1.G., II*, 2102.
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1.G., II* Date New date  Tadorpifns “Yromadorpifys Awddoralos
2097 169/70 *ABdokavros éros Teleapdpos *AmeArijs )
Ad (last year) ’APaokdvrov Drvels
Mrjoros
2100 after 169/70 170/1 e Tele[ opdpos ABac-  ceovennn..
kd]vrov K [ndoueds |
2144, 5. 11 p. 17172 i e [Ar]eariis)
2014 Dvels 48
2102 shortly after 169/70 172/3 Mapkos ‘HpakAéwv *Eor Ameddijs )
PAvels
2103 172/3 or shortly after 173/4 Mapros érosy  “HpaxAéov Sorélovs
‘Eoruudfer ...,
2105 173/4-178/9 176/7-178/9 *Emixryros Netkov Eiowdérou A 7

It is evident that the dmomadorpiBns Tekeaddpos in I.G., II?, 2100 was given
Athenian citizenship in the last year of his office, probably as a reward of service in
this office from at least 163/4 (I.G., IT%, 2086-7). His demotic is Kndioeds as may
be inferred from ’ABdokavros) Knduoeds who is xoounmis in I.G., I11%, 2127 (now
dated 194/5). He is followed in this office by ‘Hpax\éwv. Since I.G., IT%, 2102 has
the same dmomadorpifns as I.G., IT°, 2103, dated 173/4, and ’AmeN\ijs continues in
the office of 8i8dakaros from 169/70 ** we should date I.G., 1T, 2102 in 172/3, or
possibly 171/2. 1.G., 1T?, 2144 should be dated in 171/2 because of the émhopdxos
.............. wos Beprewidns as well as the 8ilddokalos ‘AmelNijs). The émhopdyos
in 169/70 is Edkpdrns ) (1.G., I11°,2097) ;in 172/3, Addvos (1.G., 11%, 2102) ; in 173 /4,
K\. ®i\ypros (I1.G., 1T%, 2103) ; in 176/7-178/9, Zdowos (I.G., 1I%, 2105). The de-
motics in lines 28, 30, 35 of 1.G., IT?, 2100 exclude also the year 170/1. The date of
1.G., IT% 2144 therefore is likely to be 171/2.

1.G., II*, 2105, because of the mention of *Emikrnros as madorpiBys can now be
dated 176/7-178/9. The results of the study of the waworpiBas in this interval thus
give us the exact date of the archon Ilelocwr (173/4) and the precise limits of the
archon Aloyivys (176/7-178/9). With this definite information we can get more
accurate dates for the remaining archons in this decade. A study of the archons in
this interval results in the following changes.

I1.G., 112 Previous date New date Archon

1351; 1786 ca. 170 170/1 ®Ad. ‘Apmraiavds Srepievs

2103; 3640 172/3 or shortly after 173/4 Bujotos Heiowy MeAireds

2104 ca. 173/4 17172 K. “HpaxAeidns Melireds

2105 after 173/4 176,/7-178/9 Aloyivys

1788 ca. 174/5 174/5 M. Mouvvdrios Maéyuavos
Otormiokos ("Almwels)

1368; 1787 before 177 175/6 *Ap. ’Emappidetros

3687 ca. 180 178/9-179/80 II, Hopr. ‘Hylas (I) @arnpeis

48 The reading for the &i8dokados in I.G., II%, 2144, is ....AAHC) ®AYEYC. The reading,
however, of the stone, as reported to me by MltSOS, is . EAAHE) ®AYEYS, with the E being certain.
He can be no other than *AmeAAis ) PAveds. Mitsos also reports that I.G., TI?, 2144 joins with 2014,
and consequently it should also be dated in 171/2.

4 ].G., 112, 2099 (dated 163/4-169/70) should now be dated 163/4-168/9, for the 8ddokalos
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®\. ‘Apralavds Srepuevs (1.G., 11%, 1351 ; 1786; Hesperia, XV1, 1947, no. 81, p. 179)

Kirchner dates this archon ca. 170, while Graindor dates him ‘‘ plus exactement
162/3, 163/4, 169/70, 170/1.” The only place available for him in the previous
decade is 164,/5 which is too early, for the position of the archon on the same stone
as ‘Ema¢péderos (1.G., I1%, 1787) shows a later date. The dating of the other archons
in this decade excludes a date later than 170/1 for this archon.

K\. ‘Hpakhetdns Mehreds (1.G., 11°, 2104)

Kirchner, following Graindor, dates this archon ca. 173 A.p. Since Ileiocwr is now
dated in 173 /4 and M. Movvdrios Maéyuavds and *Ap. *Emadpddeiros follow in 174/5-
175/6, while Aioyivys is archon in the interval of 176/7-178/9, it is obvious that
K\. ‘Hpax\etdns must be dated in 171/2-172/3. That this archon cannot be dated
after 176/7 is also evident from the fact that the ephebos ITo. Af\ios Aedkios TTaAAnyveds
(line 7) is émdvvpos ¢vijs in 1.G., I1%, 17928, a prytany list dated now in 187/8:
Furthermore the father of the epheboi *Ovijoipos and Tekeodpdpos (lines 9, 11) was
himself ephebos in 145/6 (I.G., 11%, 2052 41; 2055 10), Assuming that he married
at the age of 20 his children would be epheboi after 165/6. Since we have definitely
dated archons from 165/6 to 170/1 the earlier limit for the date of this archon is
171/2. Since Heiowv is archon in 173/4 and the ephebe list I.G., IT%, 2102 is dated
172/3 the date of the present list with ‘HpakAetdns as archon is 171/2,

M. Movvdrios Maéyuarvds (I.G., IT°, 1788)

A study of the prytany list in the context of the deiowror shows that the limits
of this archon are 174/5-176/7 (see Table 1). Since Aioxivys is archon 176/7-178/9
the limits of Maéyuards may well be 174/5-175/6. Since ’Ap. ’Emadpddeiros has a
better claim for the year 175/6 Maéyuavds may be assigned to 174/5 where Graindor
and Kirchner assign him.

*Ap. ’Emadpéderos (1.G., I1T% 1368, 1787)

This inscription has been dated before 177 A.p. the year when Herodes, who is
mentioned in this inscription, died. Since the archon *Emadpédeiros is cut on the same
stone as ®\d. ‘Apmahiards and follows him, the upper limit of his archonship is 171/2.
Graindor has shown that 175/6 is the most appropriate year for this archon, for in
that year Herodes arrived in Athens from Sirmio and his arrival in Athens amid
the acclaim of the populace would be the appropriate occasion for the priest Niko-
machos to yield his office to Herodes eis kéopov xai 86€av Bakyeiov.

IL. Tlopm. ‘Hyias (1) ®aknpeds (1.G., 117, 3687)
From a study of the stemma in this inscription Graindor concludes that this
archon should be dated at the end of the reign of Marcus Aurelius and accordingly

Srpdrov Edvépov Hawanels, who holds this office from 163/4 (I.G., 112, 2086), is prior to *Ameddijs)
DAvevs.



30 JAMES A. NOTOPOULOS

Kirchner dates him ca. 180. The only place left for him in this decade is 178/9-179/80
to which interval ‘Hytas should now be assigned.

6. THE ARCHON [——— Mapa]fdvios (I.G., IT% 2110)

This inscription has been dated 179/80-190/1. We now have a clue as to its date
in the new date of 1.G., IT?, 1806a, 195/6 (see above). In I.G., IT?, 2110 the ephebos
Novwijwos is prytanis in I.G., II?, 1806a. He was ephebos therefore in the limits of
180-185. The only archons with the demotic Mapafdvios in this interval are TiB.
Méppios ®hdrkos (181/2) and Anpdorparos (184/5). This archon may therefore be
identified with either of these two archons. The date of this-inscription is therefore
181/2, or 184/5.

7. Tue Arcuons rFroM 193/4-199,/200

The dating of the archons in the reign of Commodus enables us to give more
precise limits to the archons in the interval of 193/4-199/200. Since the archon for
192/3 is T. ‘EABidios Sexodvdos Mal\yreds (I1.G., I1%, 2130, 3642), we must fill this
interval with the following archons. A study of the evidence results in the following
changes in their chronology:

I1.G., 112 Previous date New date Archon
1804 ca. 190 197/8-199,/200 EevokAijs
2124 190-200 ca. 196/7 ®AdBios Zrpdrav
2128-9, 2291a 190-200 197/8-199/200 T. ®NdB Sworyévys

IaAAyveds

3120 190-200 197/8-199,/200 Aworvaddwpos Edrdpmov
2125 190-200 193/4 KA. Agdodyos MeAirels
2127; 2109 190-200 194/5 Duhoreldys ) Hepareds
1805 190-200 ca. 195/6 [Ko] v1 ——=—s "Elevoinos

K\. Agdotixos Mehwrevs (1.G., 11°) 2125)

A comparison of this inscription with 1.G., II*, 2130 reveals the date of this
archon:

1.G., 11° Date  New Date "Apxwv “Yromadorpif3ns Tpappareds
2130 192/3 T. “EABidios Sexoivdos Edruxiavos ‘Yakivfov Srpdrov *Axap.
IaAAyveds Sy
2125 190-200 193/4 KA. Agdobyos Mehires Edrvyards “Yaxivfov Srpdrov *Axap.
Spyr.

It is evident from the identity in these offices that the archon KA. Agdofxos must
be dated immediately following I'. ‘ENBidios Sexotvdos.

duhoreidns ) Meparevs (1.G., 117, 2127, 2109)

A study of the evidence shows that we can date ®uoreidns ) Tepareds in 194/5
and that furthermore he must be identified with the archon Adp. @\ . #.ns ) Ihpeeds
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in I.G., IT%, 2109, dated after 180 A.p. and by Graindor not before 185/6 or shortly
after. The archons in the reign of Commodus show that we must date Avp. ®\. % . ns )
ILipeeds in the next decade. A clue as to his date is found in the fact that the kosmetes’
brother iepodrrys Khavdios *Amol\wdpios 'Axaprevs is also mentioned as iepogpdvmys
in 1.G., IT%, 1803, now dated on the evidence of the deiowror in 192/3-193 /4. Since
T'. ‘ENBidios Sexotvdos ITalnreds and KA. Aadodxos Melreds are archons for 192/3
and 193/4 we may date Adp. Puh.*“*.ms) ILipeeds in 194/5. Since furthermore
DduhioTeldns ) Tlepateds, the archon in 1.G., IT% 2127, is dated 193/4-200, it is apparent
that the two archons are the same. Graindor claims that they tannot be identified
because of the difference in kosmetai in these inscriptions. The reading, however,

in 1.G., IT*, 2109 is [..... ]mms Khaddwo[s o] Ad{nlos and this may be restored as
something other than [ koou]nmjs. It should be restored as [6 ény]ymis (cf. I.G.,
IT?, 3621 n.).

The text of 1.G., IT?, 2109 reads Adp. ®i\. . . .ov) Mipeéws. Meritt, who measured
for me the squeezes of a and b of /.G., 1%, 2109 reports (per litt.) that the spacing
admits the reading of ®\[wrid]ov). In view of this we may identify the archon

of 1.G., IT*, 2109 and 2127 and date him in 194/5.

[Kot]vr ———5 (I.G., IT?, 1805)

The prosopography in this inscription suggests the earlier limit of 193/4-200/1
in which this archon is dated. Mvorwkos ) "Epowddnys (line 27) is prytany secretary in
182/3 (Hesp., IV, 1935, no. 11, line 59, p. 48). The prytaneis in lines 19, 20, are
also found as prytaneis in 169/70 (1.G., II*, 1781 12,30)., We may therefore date this
archon ca. 195/6.

®NdBos Srpdrov (1.G., 117, 2124)

A clue as to the date of this archon is found in the koounmjs T. Khavbios Agdodxos
Melreds who is also listed as Aadodyos among the deiowror in 1.G., IT%, 1806 (192/3-
194/5). The date of ® dBios Srpdrwv may therefore be ca. 196/7.

Hevoxhijs (1.G., IT% 1804)

If this archon is the same as the prytanis in I.G., IT?, 1803 12, dated on the basis
of the detoiror in 192/3-193 /4 then he may be dated, in view of the positions of the
above archons, 197/8-199/200.

T. ®NdB. Swovyévns Hal\nreds (I1.G., 11°, 2128, 2129, 2291a)

This archon is ephebos in I.G., IT?, 2103, now dated because of the third year
of the madorpifns Aevkios 6 kai Mapkos in 173/4. In view of the above archons and
prosopographical data (I.G., IT%, 2128, line 4 note) his date may be 197/8-199/200.
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Aworvoédwpos Edkdpmov (1.G., 117 3120)

This archon is father of Evkapmos Awrvvooddpov who is mpvrams in 1.G., 1T,
1826 23, dated in 222/3 (see below, pp. 37-39). Graindor dated this archon 190-200.
He may now be dated 197/8-199/200. I do not identify this archon with Ae[widios?
Aworvodd wpos; cf. Oliver, Hesperia, V; 1936, p. 100; X1, 1942, p. 89, note 46.

8. Tuae ArcuoNs oF THE THIRD CENTURY A.D.

The dating of the archons in the period 193/4-199/200 moves the archons listed
in Oliver’s table (Hesperia, X1, 1942, p. 88) as fin. II-init. III into the beginning
of the third century. The archons in the first half of the third century present a very
confused and vague chronology. We have definite dates only for the archons of
209/10, 212/3, 220/1. To these may now be added the years 221-224. With these
dates as points d’appui in the first quarter of the third century a study of the internal
evidence results in the following changes in the chronology of the archons of the first
half of the third century.

[.G., 112, or Hesperia
3680

1785
1814

Hesp., X1, 1942, no.
30, p. 64 4+ I.G.,
112, 1812

2193

2197

2199

2201

2361; 3681

3815

2208

Hesp., X, 1941, no.
64, p. 260

AJA., XLV, 1941,
pp. 541-2; I.G.,
112, 3683

Hesp., X1, 1942, no.
33, p. 67

1817; 1816

2223

1078; 1824; Hesp.,
XI, 1942, no. 32,
p- 66

Previous date

beg. of third century

end of second or beg.

of third century
ca. 200

end of second or beg.

of third century

ca. 200

shortly after 200

ca. 200

shortly after 200
beg. of third century

middle of third cen-

tury?

212/3 or shortly after

beg. of third century

beg. of third century

ca. 200-230
shortly after 200

ca. 218/9
ca. 210

New date

200/1-201/2, 203 /4-
204/5

200/1-201/2, 203 /4-
204/5

200/1-201/2, 203 /4-
204/5

200/1-201/2, 203 /4-
204/5

205/6

2067

207/8

208/9

210/11 or 211/12

210/11 or 211/12 or
213/4-219/20

212/3

213/4-219/20

shogtly after 212

213/4-219/20
shortly before 220/1

220/1
221/2

Archon
®AdBios Eiax[ xaywyd]s *Aypureds

*Ayafok)ijs
Adpphios Agp———

Aopirios *Apioraios Tawovidys

T. Kdwros “Ipepros Mapabdvios
*Avapxla after “Ipepros

T. Kdaios *Amodravios Sreipiels
®dB. Agdoixos Mapaldivios

KA. ®okds Mapabovios
Topmitos "AXé€avdpos

Adp. Awovioios Avovvaiov *Axapvels
TéAlios Eevaydpas ve(drepos)

Adp. KadAigppov Hporeipov Tap=
virrios = KadAidppov mpeo-
Birepos

TiB. KA. A——— Melirels

Adp. Awovioios KadAimmov Aapuar-
Tpels

[®c]r[e]iv]os] = Birivos

Aopérios *Apafiavos Mapalfovios
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I.G., 112, or Hesperia Previous date New date Archon
1825, 1826 ca. 210 222/3 T. Kiwros KAéwv Mapabinos
2224 ca. 218/9 223/4 iepeds Ay ———
1828 ca. 210 224/5 TiB. KA. IldrpoxAos
Hesp., V, 1936, p. ca. 220 ca. 225 Ae. Avovvoddopos
101
T.AP.A., LXXI, ca 220 ca. 226 Mowvdrios @eulowy

1940, p. 308 ; Hesp.,
111, 1934, no. 44,
p. 57; I.G., 1I%

1831
1.G., 112, 3660 end of sec. or beg. of ca. 227/8 or shortly T. Hwdpios Bdogos ‘Ayvototos
third after
3687 beg. of third century  227/8-230/1 II. Toprw. ‘Hylas (II) Parypeds
3697, 3700, 3701 ca. 220 229/30-230/1 M. OdAmos EdfBloros Aebpos
Hesp., X1, 1942, no. end of sec. or beg. of 227/8-230/1 [~ == Mapabé]mos ved[repos]
10 4+ XVI, 1947, third
no. 88, p. 183
1.G., 112, 1832; 2230 ca. 225/6 231/2 Kagiards
3682 230-260 ca. 230 Maép. Adp. Kalridpwv 6 kai Ppov-
reivos KadAigpovos Tapyirrios
2235 ca. 226 234/5 *Emixtyros *Axapvevs
2241-2 238/9 or 242/3 238/9 Kagiavos Tepokijpvé Sreipels
2239 238/9-243/4 239/40 Tepeds PARB. *Ackhymiddys [Aw]-
pa]€]vs
2243 after 243/4 - 244/5 Adp. Aavduciavds
2245 262/3 or 266/7 262/3 A, ®Ad. PihdoTpatos Steipeds
3644 ; 3682 end of second century middle of third cen- KopryAiavds
tury

®df. Agdotxos Mapalbdros (1.G., 11°, 2201)

This archon has been dated shortly after 200 A.p. The lower limit of his date
is 208/9, for the first year of TiB. KA. AcwoBévnys who succeeds *ANeé- as wpoordrns
in I.G., IT*, 2201 is 209/10 (cf. I.G., IT?, 2235). On account of the davrikoounrys
*ANééavdpos who is the same as that in 1.G., IT%, 2208, dated 212/3 or shortly after,
®dB. Agdodyos was archon ca. 208/9. ®dB. Aedodxos is also listed among the deloiro
in I.G., IT%, 1077 (209/10) and this supports a date closer to 212 A.p. Several other
considerations point to the same conclusion. The dvrikoounmis in 1.G., 11, 2208 is
referred to as Adp. "ANéEavdpos ) Map. while in 1.G., IT%, 2201 he is referred to as
*ANé€avdpos Mapabovios. Furthermore the nyepav dua Biov Tepayévns, who appears
in 1.G., II?, 2193, 2199, 2201, and 2203, is succeeded by [...". ... E]mrvyxdvovros
(I.G., 1%, 2205) and he in turn is succeeded by Iappdoios Edrvxidov in 212/3 (1.G.,
I1%, 2208) who held this office until after 218/9 (1.G., IT*, 2228). Thus the study
of the office of 7yeudv shows that ®dB. Aeboixos was archon either prior to the
sequence T'dios Kvwros “Tuepros, dvapxia, I'. Kdawos *Amoldwos (1.G., IT% 2193, 2197,
2199) or after. Since, however, the dvruoounris in the archonship of ®d. AgSoiyos
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is the same as that in the year 212 we reach the conclusion that his archonship fell
in 208/9, the lower limit of his reign.

THE ArcHONS I'. Kdwros “Iuepros Mapaldvios, *Avapxia pera T'. Kiwrov “Iueprov,
T'. Kdoos *Amol\éwos Srepevs (1.G., 11%, 2193, 2197, 2199)

As was noted in the study of the date of the archon ®df8. Agdobyos the sequence
of men who hold the office of nyeudv shows that we must date 1.G., II*, 2193, 2199,
2201, 2203 before 112/3. A study of the evidence shows (1) that the archons of I1.G.,
II%, 2193, 2197, 2199 must be dated in consecutive sequence and in close association
with ®dfB. Agdodxos; (2) that since ®\. Awoyéwns is archon in 209/10 this group of
3 years, which must precede 212/3, can only be dated in 205/6-207/8. The officers
of the epheboi in the following lists are so coordinated that we must date the archons
in the above chronology.

Inscription Archon IadorpifBys “Yroradorplfys Tpapparels  “Ymoypappareds
I.G.,112,2193 T. Kdwros "Tuepros Teleapdpos Edrvyavds Srpdrov Ailios Edxdpio-
MevexpdTovs T0s SprjrTI05 0

113 3

2197  éwapxla pera T. 0 Loooaooo0 Ll
Kdwrov "Ipeprov
2199. T. Kdo. *AmoArévios O Ll “ Ai\ios Edxdpio-

Tos S¢rprrios 5O
2201  ®d. Agdolix0os  .eeeiiiet eiieeiee eiie e eeeaieaaas

2208 Adp. Awvioos Tekeoddpos Edrvxiavds Srpdrov *TovAtos *Apto-
Teidns

Inscription *AvTikoounTis ‘Hyepwv ‘OmAopdyos Awddokaros

2193 ’Elevoeivios Kirrov  Tepayévys Awovioios Newopdyov Edmropos

Do)t
2197 lepeds ApxiTeypos  c..iiin cieiiiiin e
Awovvoiov
2199 “ Tepayévrnys — coiiiiiie e,
13

2201 CAMéfavdpos Y LLiiiane e
2208 Adp. *ANéfavdpos Adp. Happdoos Maép. Adp. Awrvioos  Adp. Edwropos
Newoorpdrov Pal.’t

Identity in the offices of wawdorpiBys, ypopuaress, vmoypappareds, fyepdv shows that
T'. Kdowos *AmoM\éreos follows in the sequence of T'. Kdwros “Ipepros, dvapxio. Further-
more identity in the office of 7yeudv shows a close connection between I. Kdoos
"Amol\dvios and ®d. Agdodxos. In view of the above evidence we may date the archons
as follows:

5% The demotic of Allwos Edxdpworos in I.G., 112, 2193 is S¢rjrrios while in 2199 it is ®aypeds.
Transfer of the same person to another tribe is not uncommon. Cf. Dittenberger’s remarks on
1.G., III, 1037. Cf. I.G., 112, 1824 30on.; 1828 49n.; 1820 8n.; 1784 n.; 2128 39n. In view of these
examples, I take the émhopdxos Adp. Awvioios Parnpels in I.G., 112, 2208 to be the same émAoudyos
as Adp. Awvioos *Axapveds in 1.G., 112, 2235. We know that he at least held office for 25 years.

51 See 1.G., 112, 2193 146n.
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205/6 T. Kdwros “Iuepros
206/7  Anarchy after “Iuepros
207/8 T. Kdoios ’Amol\evios
208/9  ®dB. Aadodxos

209/10 @\. Awyérys

212/13  Adp. Awvioros.

K\. ®okds Mapalbdros (1.G., IT% 2361, 3681)

This archon has been dated by Graindor in the beginning-of the third century
but before 212 A.n. KA. ®wkds was an ephebos in 190/1 or 191/2 (I1.G., 1%, 2113).
Assuming that he was archon at the earliest around the age of 35 this would, in the
light of the above archons, throw his archonship into 210/11 or 211/12.

®NdBuos Eiay[xaywyd]s "Aypvheds (1.G., 1T, 3680)
The prosopography shows that this archon must be dated early in the first decade
of the third century. Two of the men in this list (lines 17, 19) were epheboi in I.G.,
IT% 2113 111 108 dated 190/1-191/2, while another (line 15) was a prytanis in 168/9
(I.G., I1%, 1775 18). In view of this evidence he may be assigned a date from 200/1-
204/5, excluding 202/3 when ——— pos is archon (cf. Hesp., X, 1941, p. 87 4).

"AyafoxNis (I.G., II%, 1785)

Of the date of this archon Kirchner remarks “ ex insolita positione tituli 1785
in protome hermae Gr(aindor) Chronol. 281 iure conclusit hunc titulum recentiorem
quam titulos 1786, 1787.” 1.G., IT?, 1786 and 1787 have been dated 170/1 and 175/6.
"Ayaflok\ijs may therefore be dated in the end of the second century or the beginning
of the third. The only years vacant for him in the second century after 175/6 are
two years between 176/7 and 179/80 (see above, p. 28), but these dates are too
close to 175/6 and the position on the stone argues for a much later date. If ’Ayafox)ijs
is to be identified with a mpdrams *Ayalfoxhfs Swrélovs (‘Eoriadber) in Hesp., IV,
1935, no. 11 38, p. 48, dated in 182/3 then ’AyafokAijs must be dated 200/1-201/2,
203/4-204/5.

Avprihos Aqp ——— (1.G., 117 1814)

This archon has been dated ca. 200 A.p. The prosopography includes as prytanis
Sppaxos *ApworoBovhov who is an ephebos in 185/6 (I.G., II°, 2112 2¢), In I.G., IT?,
1813, closely related to 1.G., IT*, 1814, the prytanis ’Aydfor) (line 9) is dmoocwdporio-
mjs in the archonship of T. Kdoos *Amoldros 207/8 (1.G., I1%, 2199 59). Adpiihios
Anu ——— should be dated 200/1-201/2, 203/4-204/5.

Aoptrios *Apworaios Hawovidns (Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 30, p. 64 + 1.G., II?, 1812)
On the basis of the lettering in the prescript of this prytany list Graindor dated
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this inscription at the end of the second or the beginning of the third century. Oliver
dates the archon ca. 200. He may be placed in the limits 200/1-201/2, 203/4-204/5.

Tlopmijios "ANéEarvdpos (1.G., 11°, 3815)

This archon appears as émdvvpos in the archonship of Aouirios *Apioraios, Hes-
peria, X1, 1942, no. 30 6, p. 65. The earliest that he can be archon is 210/11-211/12.
In view of the archons of the third decade IToumijios should be dated in the second
decade of the third century.

Té\hos Eevaydpas N (Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 64, p. 260)

The father of this archon was the archon Eevaydpas in 183/4 (I1.G., IT% 1739).
The prosopography which consists of Adp. [Ka]gowavds 6 kali ... ]kpariwr 3¢, and
Avp. ‘HN\ibdwpos Aaumrpeds suggests a date after 212 a.p. In view of the archons in
the third decade 213-219 is the most likely date for this archon.

Adp. Kad\idpwr Ilporeipov Tapyirrios = Kallidpwr mwpeaBirepos
(A.J.A., XLV, 1941, pp. 541-2; 1.G., II*, 3683)

The archon Adp. KaA\idpwv Iporeipov who, as Oliver has shown, is the same as
the archon Kal\ippwv mpeoBirepos, is ephebos in 190/1 or 191/2 (I.G., IT* 2119 15,
232-3 236, cf. Oliver’s note 6, loc. cit.). This archon would be 40 years old in 210-211.
That he was archon after 212 is evident not only from the addition of Adp»@lios to his
name but also to that of the émhoudxos Adp. Awovioios Newkoorpdrov in I.G., IT?, 3683,
who though émhoudyos before 212 (cf. I.G., 11°, 2207) adds Avdpniios to his name
after 212 a.p. (cf. I.G., I1?, 2208). Since he is referred to simply as Awovdoios Netko-
arpdrov ®aknpevs in 1.G., 11%, 2221, 2223 (dated now 219/20; 220/1) it may well be
that the archonship of Adp. Kal\idpwr Iporeipov should be placed shortly after 212 A.p.

Maép. Adp. Kal\idpwv 6 kai ®povreivos Kal\ippovos Tapyirrios (1.G., IT% 3682)

Oliver takes this archon to be the elder son of Calliphron senior and dates him
between 230 and 260 A.p. In view of the date of his father he should be dated in the
earlier limit, probably in the fourth decade of the third century.

Kopryhavds = Mdp. ‘Epévrios Kalidpwv 6 kal Koprmhavds (I.G., I11%, 3644 ; 3682)

One of the two sons who honor Kal\idpwv 6 kai @povreivos is Mdp. ‘Epévvios
Kal\idpov 6 kal Koprmhiavds (I.G., 11, 3682 8-10). It is very likely that the archon
Kopryhavds mentioned in I.G., IT?, 3644 is to be identified with the son of KaA\idpwr
6 kal ®povretvos. Kirchner dates him in the end of the second century, but the proso-
pography mentions Adp. Zdowuos 6 kai ....xns and Avp. Eipnratos Zwoipov which
would indicate a date after 212. In view of his father’s date Koprnhiavds should be
dated in the middle of the third century A.D.
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TuB. KN. A ——— Me\ (wrevs) (Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 33, p. 67)

The hoplite general TiB. K\. Idrpokhos is archon in 224/5 (I.G., IT?, 1828) and
the mention of Avprilior on the right side of the herm gives us the post quem and
ante quem limits of this archon who should now be dated in the second decade of the
third century, 213/4-219/20. The archon is probably TiB. K\. Avoiddns Mehireds who
is mentioned in I.G., IT?, 2340 which, as Dittenberger showed, is a “ catalogus gentis
Cerycum.”

Avp. Avovioros Kar\immov Aapmrpeds (1.G., I1°, 1817, 1816)

As was pointed out by Dittenberger the mention of ITohids *Afyra among the
mpvurdvers dates this archon shortly before I.G., 1%, 1824-26. Since these inscriptions
are now dated in 221/2-222/3, the date of this archon is shortly before 220/1 when
®uNivos is archon. The hoplite general Kaoavds @ihurmos Srapieds (1.G., 11°, 1817 13)
is archon in I.G., IT%, 2230 (ca. 231 A.p.). Edrvxidns Edmépov mentioned in I.G., 1T
18165 is, as a result, not the ephebos mentioned in 1.G., II?, 2067 143, dated 154/5,
but probably his grandson.

CAow— (1.G., 1%, 2223)

This archon has been dated 218/9 or shortly after. Since we have an archon
®u\Tvos accurately dated in 220/1 by virtue of the fact that he held the archonship in
the consulship of Sabianus and Seleucus (Syncell., Chronogr., p. 400, Dindorf; cf.
Graindor, Chronologie, no. 243), it is obvious that the archon ..A.w— is the same
as ®u\ivos and that the name of the archon in 1.G., IT?, 2223 should be restored as
[® N [€e]iv][os]. This is now corroborated by the reading of the stone by Mitsos
who reports the first two letters as ®..

iepevs "Av ——— (1.G., 1T%, 2224)

Because of the close association of I.G., I1*, 2224 to I.G., II*% 2233 (cf. note on
I1.G., 1T?, 2224) the archon iepevs Av ——— must be dated shortly after 220/1. The
closest date open is 223 /4, the year between I'dios Ktwros KNéwv (222/3) and TeBépios
K\abdios Ildrporhos (224/5). The rkoounrys Edkapmidns "Exmdylov Bepevikidns is also
mentioned as {dkopos in the archonship of Movvdrios epiocwr (T.4.P.A., LXXI, 1940,
p. 308, line 4) dated ca. 226 A.p. (see below).

Aopérios *ApaBiavos Mapabsoros (1.G., 117, 1078; 1824 ; Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 32,
p. 66) ; T'. Kbwros K\éwv Mapalbdiros (I.G., IT?, 1825, 1826) ;
TiB. KA. Ildrpokhos Aapmrpeds (1.G., 1T1%, 1828)
The date of the archon I'. Kvwros “Iuepros, as Kirchner observed (I.G., IT?,
1825 n.), determines the upper limit of these archons who, from their position on the
stone, form a sequence (cf. Graindor, Chronologie, no. 168). The councillors At\ios
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Aéywopos and Ilpetpos in 1.G., 11, 1824 9, 27 are epheboi in [.G., II?, 2193 140, 143 an
inscription which is dated in 206/7 (see above). Therefore the earliest year that we
can date *ApaBiards is 216/7 when these epheboi could have become councillors.

We can get the exact date by observing a hitherto unnoticed piece of evidence
in 1.G., II%, 1824-26. After the prescript I.G., IT?, 1824 mentions Athena as epony-
mous, then Iewdpios Ipdrhos as émdrupos, and then in line 3, framed by leaves,
& ATPHAIOI 5 (see copy in I.G., III, p. 236, b, line 9). I.G., II%, 1825 follows
identically the same pattern: line 39 mentions Athena as eponymous, then in line 40
Hewdpios Ipdrlos as émdvupos, and then in line 70, just about the same position as in
1.G., IT?, 1824, we read ATPHA ———. This should now be restored as ATPHA[IOI].

Who are these Avprhioe? They can not belong to the names following, for in
1.G., 11?) 1825, line 72 we have Avp. *Emixry[ros], while in line 71 just plain "Hpeoiwv.
This is the only instance in inscriptions of the empire period where we meet the plural
Avprihoe placed in a position of prominence.”” We get the answer to our question in
1.G., I1*, 1832. After the prescript and just before the émdrvpos we get the name of
Severus Alexander and the deified Hadrian and Commodus. Adpilior therefore can
only refer to two Roman emperors who ruled together. These are M. Aurelius
Antoninus (Elagabalus) and M. Aurelius Severus Alexandrus (Severus Alexander)
who shared the rule in 221 and 222. It needs to be recalled here that Julia Maesa,
Elagabalus’ grandmother, realizing Elagabalus’ unfitness to rule forced him to adopt
his cousin Severus Alexander with the title of Caesar on July 10, 221. When Elaga-
balus sought to get rid of his relative, soldiers, incited by Julia Mamaea, mother of
Severus Alexander, killed Elagabalus and Severus Alexander succeeded him on March
11, 222. It now becomes evident why I.G., 1T, 1826, dated later in the same year as
1.G., IT?, 1825, omits the Avprhwor. In the course of G. Quintus Kleon’s archonship
news of the death of Elagabalus reached Athens and the name Avpihior was omitted,
as was the case in 1.G., I1% 1828, the fourth archon in the sequence.

This information not only dates accurately Arabianos and his immediate suc-
cessors but also throws valuable light on the relation of the Athenian to the Roman
calendar. The archon ®\ivos is equated with the consuls Sabinianus and Seleucus
in 221. ®u\ivos has been dated by Graindor in 220/1 while in Kirchner’s table (1.G.,
II% p. 795) he is dated 221/2. Since the Attic calendar commenced after the time
of Hadrian with Boedromion, about September 1, and since furthermore Elagabalus
and Severus Alexander ruled jointly from July 10, 221, it is evident that ®\tvos was
archon from September, 220, to September, 221, and that Arabianos was archon from
September, 221, to September, 222; Quintus Kleon from September, 222, to Sep-
tember, 223. Elagabalus was killed on March 11, 222, in the course of Arabianos’
archonship. This raises the problem of the meaning of Adpnr— in I.G., II%, 1825,

52 The only other instances of the plural Adpfhwoe are found in I.G., I12, 3762, an inscription
wherein the xoouyris is honored by his sons who are listed as Adpihor; A.J.A4., XLV, 1941, p. 541,
where also two sons are referred to as AdpfAiot, followed by their names.
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a prytany list in the archonship of Quintus Kleon. Kleon began his term fully six
months after the death of Elagabalus. It is unreasonable to suppose that Athens had
not heard the news of Elagabalus’ death during these months. The difficulty may be
overcome if we supply Avpigh[ws] in I.G., II% 1825, referring to Severus Alexander
alone. It is possible, however, to keep the reading of Avdp9gA[io] and explain it as
follows. We have a parallel in the name of the three emperors in 1.G., IT?, 1832, lines
6-8. One of the emperors is alive and the other two dead. If we follow this line of
thought, may not even a dead emperor have been included in the title AdprAioc? Con-
sequently we may restore the plural after all, even six months or more after the death
of Elagabalus.

Ae. Avovvaoddwpos (Hesperia, V, 1936, pp. 95, 100-101) ; Movvdrios @epiowv (T.4.P.A.,
LXXI, 1940, p. 308; Hesperia, 111, 1934, no. 44, p. 57; 1.G., 1I%, 1831)

Awovvoédwpos is, as Oliver ** has pointed out, a year or so earlier than Movvdrios
Beutowr who is ephebos in 1.G., II*, 2203 now dated ca. 209/10. Therefore the date
224/5 is the terminus post quem of these two archons. The hoplite general Ilou. ‘Hytas
®alnpeds is also hoplite general in I.G., II°, 1831 which is dated shortly after the
archonship of *ApaBiavds. In view of this we must supply Movvdrios @epiowr as the
dpxov in 1.G., IT%, 1831 and date him shortly after ’ApaBiavés. Furthermore in the
archonship of Movvdrios @euiocwr the {dropos is Evkapmidns "Exmdylov Bepevekidns
(T.A.P.A., LXXI, 1940, p. 308, line 4) ; he is also found as koounris in 1.G., IT?
2224, dated in 223/4 (see above, p. 37). In view of this evidence these two archons
may now be dated ca. 225 and 226 respectively.

T'. Iwdpwos Bdooos ‘Ayvovoios (1.G., 11 3660)

This archon has been dated at the end of the second or beginning of the third
century after Christ. T. Ilwdpios Bdooos is a prytanis in the archonship of Arabianos
in 221/2 (1.G., IT*, 1824) and he is also émdvvpos in the archonship of Khavbios
Ildrpoxhos Aapmrpeds, dated now in 224/5 (I.G., IT?, 1828). The earliest date for
him is ca. 227 or shortly after.

II. Tlopar. ‘Hytas (IT) ®a). (I.G., IT%, 3687)

This archon was hoplite general in the archonship of Mowvvdrios Oepiowr (see
above, p. 39). The date of his archonship would therefore be after ca. 226/7. I sug-
gest a date at the end of the third decade of the third century.

M. Od\mos EdBioros Aebpos (I1.G., 112, 3697, 3700, 3701)
The dedicator IIémhios AIN. Znjvwv Beprikidns was ephebos in I1.G., IT°, 2193 69,

8 T.A.P.A., LXXI, 1940, p. 311.
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in the archonship of I'. K. “Iuepros, 205/6. The date of this archon is given by
Kirchner as ca. 220, while Graindor dates him in the second quarter of the third
century. The earliest that he can be dated is ca. 229 A.p.

[Mapadd|wos ved[repos] (Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 10, p.40; X VI, 1947, no. 88, p. 183)

Meritt has joined this fragment with Agora Inv. no. 1881, which mentions
Sapamaxéds who is ephebos in I1.G., IT%, 2200, dated by Kirchner ca. 200 a.p. This
inscription should be dated later, for the ephebos Kéwros Beprewidns in I.G., 112, 2200 13
is prytanis in I.G., IT%, 1828 47, which is now dated 224/5. In view of this evidence
he may be dated in the end of the third decade of the third century.

Kaowavés (1.G., I1%, 1832; 2230)

This archon has been dated by Graindor ca. 226/7 and Kirchner 225/6 or shortly
after. The reference to Severus Alexander gives the limits 222/3-234/5. The fact,
however, that the prytanis Aauiokos Xatprjpovos was ephebos in I.G., IT% 2226, dated
now ca. 221, suggests the date of 231 for the archonship of Kaoavés.

*Emikrros *Axapvevs (1.G., 11, 2235)

The limits of this inscription are 226/7-234/5. This inscription mentions the
twenty-fifth year of Tw. K\. Acwobévns Mehireds as mpoordrns. He first appears in
this office in 212/3 (I.G., IT%, 2208). His first year, if we take 234/5 as the lower
limit of this inscription, is 209/10. In I.G., IT?, 2201, dated now 208/9, the mpoordrns
is "ANeé—. This compels us therefore to date this inscription in 234/5.

Kaoavos Tepoknpvé Srepieds (1.G., 117, 2241-2)

This inscription, which has been dated 238/9 or 242/3, mentions the twenty-
second year of Stvrpodos as ypapparess. Svvrpodos is first mentioned in 1.G., I1%, 2221
dated 217/8 or shortly after. Because I.G., IT?, 2221 precedes I.G., IT*, 2223 by virtue
of a change in the office of 8i3dakalos while retaining the same men in the offices of
dmoypauparels, fyeudv, and émhopdxos we must date I.G., II%, 2221 in 219/20, the
year before the archonship of ®w\ivos (for his date see above, p. 37). If we take
the lower limit, 242/3, the first year of Sdvrpodos would be 220/1. Since Zwrpodos
is already in office in 219/20 we must choose the earlier limit of 238/9, which also
establishes the year of the Ilavafnrais.

‘Tepevs PNAB. "AckAymddns [Aw]pac[e]ds (1.G., IT%, 2239)

This inscription has been dated, because of the reference to the T'opSidveia, in
238/9-243 /4. Since Kaowavds is archon in 238/9, the date of this archon is narrowed
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to 239/40-243/4. Because of the identity in the offices of wawdorpiBns, ypappareds,
wpoordrys, and most likely in the office of dmoypappareds in 1.G., 11°, 2239 and 2242,
it is very probable that 7.G., I1%, 2239 should be dated shortly following the archon
Kagwavds Tepokijpvé Srepieds in 1.G., 11°, 2242, probably in 239/40.

Adp. Aavducavds (I1.G., 1T%, 2243) ; A. ®Ad. PNdoTparos Srepieds (1.G., I1?, 2245)

1.G., IT*, 2243 has been dated after 243 /4. Identity in the offices of waiborpifns,
vmoypapparels, éml Awoyeveiov, Silbdakalos and Aevridpros, associates closely the dates
of 1.G., IT?, 2239 and 2243. Aavduciavds therefore must be dated shortly after 240.
We can get closer to the date by noting that Edruyidns is also vmo{dkopos for the
eighteenth year in 1.G., 1%, 2245, dated 262/3 or 266/7. The close association of
1.G., 1T?, 2239 and 2243 argues for 262/3 as the date of I.G., IT?, 2245, a conclusion
already reached in dating the ITavafnyrais in the earlier limit (cf. above, p. 40).
If this is the case then the first year of Evruxidys is 244/5 to which we must now
assign the archon Aavduavds. It follows then that ®\éorparos is archon in 262/3.

VI. THE CHRONOLOGY OF OTHER INSCRIPTIONS AND NOTES ON
ATHENIAN PROSOPOGRAPHY

1. PryTaNy LisTs

1.G., 11%, 1736a
Previous date: the middle of first century A.p.; Dow: middle of second century A.p.
(Hesperia, 111, 1934, pp. 166, 175).
New date: the end of the second century A.p.

The iepaddns -wpos in line 15 gives us a clue as to the date. The only iepatvAys
in the second century ending in -wpos is ‘Epuddwpos who appears in 1.G., 11?, 1797
(181/2) ; Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 5, p. 34 (191/2); I.G., IT?, 1806 (194/5?); I.G.,
IT?, 1806a (195/6). We may restore line 11 as Koprjhios M[eveafeis] who is the
prytany secretary in I.G., I1*, 1776.

1.G., 1T%, 1768-9
Previous date: the middle of the second century after Christ.
New date: shortly before 165 A.p.

These two inscriptions, which have the same kijpv€ Bovlfjs kai djuov, have been
dated in the middle of the second century because ®ovpios ‘Hpdrherros Tap. (1785 5)
was ephebos in 128/9 (1.G., IT% 2041 12).

The 8¢dodyxos in I.G., IT*, 1769 is ..... ws. A study of this office in the middle
of the century shows that the following men held it, Houmjios, Atkios, Khavdios (see
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above, Table 1). The latter two come after 175 A.p. and are excluded by reason of
lateness as well as the fact that they do not fit the spacing of ..... wos Agdodxos.
The only one left is Iloumjios who fits both the spacing and the time. Therefore we
may date these inscriptions shortly before 165.

1.G., IT?, 1769 is, as Kirchner pointed out, closely related in date to I.G., IT*, 1768.
It has the same kfjpvé BovAis kai dnpov as I.G., 11* 1768:——— os Ilal\yrevs. This
should now read [...v]os IaA\nreds and likewise the reading of I.G., II°, 17689
which reads IPTC should read [IEPOK]|HPTE.

Since the kfpvé Bovlis kai 81uov changed annually (cf. I.G., I1T%, 1773-76, dated
166/7-169/70), the two inscriptions must belong to the same year and therefore we
may read in line 1 of 1.G., II%, 1769 ypappareds Boviev]rév ®[odpios ‘Hpdkheiros Tap ]
for [ypapparevs Bovhev]rdy O ————————— . This makes I.G., IT?, 1769 a prytany
list of Aegeis.

I1.G., 11%, 1781 52-3
Lines 52-3 read:
[....% ... ]CIOT AZH wac.
——————— AP wvac.

Since this inscription carries the same deiowror as I.G., I1°, 1776, both dated in
169/70, it is evident that the deforor should be the same. The only two deiovror not
mentioned in 1.G., I1?, 1781 are the éni Skuddos and the vmoypappareds. The émi Skiddos
in 1.G., 112, 1776 43 is Tovhios ZnvéBos. It is obvious that in lines 52-3 the reading,
as the squeeze shows, should be:

9
EIT SKTAAQC TOTA ZH wvac.
[NOBIOC M]AP wac.

1.G., 11, 1783
Previous date: the beginning of the third century after Christ.
New date: 221/2.

The earliest limit of this inscription is ca. 202 A.p., for the prytanis Edloyos
K\ewripov is an ephebos in 1.G., I1%, 2132 58, dated ca. 192. Ailios Aedkios also appears
as émdvupos in 1.G., IT°, 1792, dated in 187/8 but in view of the date to be given to
1.G., 117, 1783, it is likely that he is the son of Aihios Aevkwos. The prosopography of
1.G., 112, 1783 extends into the third century, for Ai\wos Toéxpvoos (line 10) is hoplite
general in 222/3 (1.G., IT?, 1823, 1825, 1826).

We have a clue as to the date in iepevs Avp. Mehmouerés who is hoplite general in
the archonship of Arabianos (/.G., IT?, 1824). His name fits into the prescript of
1.G., 11%, 1783 which may now be reconstructed as follows:
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[émt dpxovros Aop.]-
["ApaBiavod Mapabw]-
[viov orparnyodvros]
[émi Tovs omheiras i)

5 epéos [Adp. Mehmoue]
vob ™ oi mpvrdveis

I1.G., 1%, 1784

Previous date: the beginning of the third century.
New date: ca. 221.
As Dittenberger has remarked, 1.G., IT?, 1784 is of about the same date as 1783

now dated, because of the restoration of Mehwouerds as hoplite general, in the archon-
ship of Arabianos, 221/2. We may therefore date I.G., IT?, 1784 ca. 221.

1.G., 113, 1790 20, 30; A.J.A., XLV, 1941, p. 539

A study of the order of officials among the deloiror shows that — wv Awvvoio[v]
Melurets is the dvrvypadevs, for he is not one of the officials who continue in the office,
while Efixpnoros [Aleipilov Souvweds is likely the ypappareds Bovis kai Svpov, for
the kfjpv€ is given above.

1.G., I1%, 1799
Lines 19 and 20 read:
kfipvé Bovhiis kai Sfuov PotfBos
v Bovhijs Sfuov Afuos(?) "Aledvdpov

From I.G., I1?, 2049 12 we know that the name of the xfjpv€ BovAijs kai Srjuov should
read ®otBos *Aheédvdpov.
1.G., 1T% 1811

Previous date: the end of the second or the beginning of the third century.
New date: after 217 A.p.

This list of Hippothontis mentions Aikaios ) Hepeeds (line 4). In an ephebe list
in the archonship of I'. Kdotos ’AmoA\émos (207/8) we find listed under the tribe
Hippothontis an ephebos Aikais ) (I.G., I1%, 2199 127) . A study of names in the Empire
period shows that many names that normally ended in -tos ended simply in -ts. Cf.
Hapdows (1.G., 11%, 2221 75) = Mappdows (I.G., 1I?, 2223 33); *Abjvars (1.G., 1D,
1737 14; 2097 84) *Abrjvasos (1.G., 1T%, 2111/12 102) ; Tépris (1.G., II?, 2218 8) Téprios
(I.G., IT%, 2239 144). In view of the above we may identify the prytanis of 1.G., II’,
1811 ¢ with the ephebos in I.G., IT?, 2199 127. This gives us a terminus post quem of
217 a.p. for this prytany list. [See now C.P., XLIII, 1948, pp. 243-260.]

1.G., 11%, 1818

Previous date: shortly after 200.
New date: ca. 200 A.D.
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I.G., I1*, 1818 is closely related to I.G., IT?, 1817 (ca. 221 A.p., see above, p. 37)
by virtue of the mention of iepds yépwr. The prytaneis in lines 8 and 21 are also
mentioned in 1.G., IT%, 1783 31, 45, dated now in 221. We should therefore move the
date closer to 1.G., IT?, 1817 and 1783. In line 18 the stone reads ér vac.; ér standing
for ér(wrdms).

1.G., 11% 1819

Mitsos reports (per Litt.) that the stone reads with respect to the last word

in line 1
IC[ . ]1AOT

He adds that “ perhaps the first missing letter is T even if it is a little removed from
C, and perhaps the fourth missing letter is T.” Meritt reports that in the squeeze
between the vertical stroke which ends the middle group and the fourth letter from
the end there are about fifteen letters missing.

The prescript may be restored as follows, the second line of which is confirmed
by the squeeze.

[orparyyodvros émi Tovs omheiras Awylévovs T[od ... ... . Jv Cy[hax]iBov
[of mpuravers Tis ———
— —— ¢dvh\ijs Tepn) |oa[vres éav]Tods kai Tods aigeitovs [dvé]yp[apar]

2. Lists oF EPHEBOI

1.G., IT%, 1988 = 2264

These inscriptions are identical, a fact which escaped Kirchner. Both should be
dated 40/1-53/4 because the secretary Mévavdpos is the same as in I.G., IT%, 1974 12,

1.G., 11% 1993
Date: ca. &0 A.p.

The keorpodvhaf is . .°. . . s . 5L evs. His full name can be reconstructed from
Stvrpodo[s Alwoyévovs Mehreds who is keorpodvhaé in 116/7 (1.G., II?, 2026 64). If,
as is probable, he is the son of the keorpodvraé in I.G., IT?, 1993, then we can read
[Acwoyé]vns [Meler]eds in 1.G., 117 1993.

Stvrpodos Awoyévous Mehwreds is the cousin of Sdvrpodos ‘Hhoddpov Mehireds in
I.G., 113, 2022-3, 2024-5 (ca. 112 A.p.). Awvioios) Mehureds, who is ypappatels in
1.G., 11%, 2037 (125/6), is probably the son of [Awyé]vns [Mekir]ebs.

1.G., 1I*, 2046

Line 53 reads ®i\urmos)” Movoai[ov]. The stone shows ®IAIIIIOS) MOT-
CAIC with ) close on the right of the last letter. This can be read as MOTCAIC).

L.G., IT?, 2064 37
Mitsos reports that the third letter on the stone is a P, possibly a B.
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I1.G., IT?, 2059

A reading of the squeeze shows that lines 23-27 have been read incorrectly.
They should read as follows:
Line 23 pdpyxov Xohapye[ds] wvac.
24 ‘Hpax\etdns "Aydfovo[s . 7. Jels
25 @ov) [@]nywmeds < Myp[.."°. . ] Srapeds
26 Evk\eid[ns] 6 kai Anuooé[vns % Jetdov [T]réalber
27 ’Avyopav[duos] Mnvépilos a[ . " . Jov Hepareds.

I1.G., IT%, 2130 36

The reading for Kdpmos ) "A[.]a¢ should be Kdpmos ) *A[plad(rfros), a deme
of Aegeis.

1.G., 11% 2131
Previous date: ca. 192/3.
New date: ca. 195/6.

I.G., I1?, 2131 has the same vmoradorpifBys and vmoypapparess as 1.G., I1%, 2130,
which is accurately dated in 192/3. Since the ephebe lists 1.G., II°, 2125 and 2127,
with the archons K\. AgSofixos and ®\woreidys, have been dated in 193/4 and 194/5,
we should assign I.G., IT?, 2131 to ca. 195/6.

1.G., 11%, 2132
Previous date: ca. 192/3.
New date: ca. 196/7.
1.G., IT?, 2132 has the same wadorpiBns and ypaupareds as I.G., 11%,2130 (192/3).
In view of the dates of I.G., II?, 2125, 2127 and 2131 this inscription should be

assigned to ca. 196/7.
1.G., 11%, 2151

Previous date: the second century after Christ.
New date: 219-238.

The ypappuareds reads ——os Evk. He can be no other than [Sdvrpod]os Edk[ap-
widov] who is secretary in I.G., 1T, 2221, 2223, 2235, 2239, 2242 (for the dates of
these see above, pp. 37, 40-41).

1.G., 11*, 2200
Previous date: ca. 200 A.D.

New date: ca. 210 A.p.
For the chronology of this inscription see above, p. 40.

L1.G., 1T%, 2202

Previous date: ca. 200.
New date: 209/10-211/12.
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The maborpifms Teheadpdpos has as his limits 205/6-212/3. The interval of
205/6-208/9 is filled by Teleodbpos in I.G., 11%, 2193, 2197, 2199. This leaves the
interval 209/10-211/12 for Teheoddpos in I.G., 117, 2202.

1.G., 11, 2203
Previous date: shortly after 200 A.p.
New date: ca. 209/10.

I.G., IT%, 2203 has the same dmomadorpiBns, ypaupareds, vyepdv, émhopdyos and
dddakalos as 1.G., 1T%, 2193, dated in 205/6. Since 205/6-208/9 is filled by the
sequence of the archons in the ephebe lists of 1.G., II% 2193, 2197, 2199 we must
assign 1.G., 1T 2203 to ca. 209/10.

1.G., 1T% 2221

Previous date: 217/8 or shortly after.
New date: 219/20.

I.G., IT?, 2221 has the same dmomaiborpifAns, ypapuaress, vmoypapparess, fyeudv
and omhopayos as I.G., 11%, 2223 dated now in 220/1. The di8dokalos Edmopos, who
has been in office since 205/6 (1.G., IT?, 2193), is now succeeded by his son in I.G., IT?,
2223. The date of 2221 is therefore 219/20.

I1.G., IT% 2225

Previous date: ca. 218/9 or ‘shortly after.
New date: 222/3.

The dmomaiborpifSns, dmoypapparels, iyepdv, and 8ilddokalos are the same as in

I.G., IT?, 2223, dated in 220/1. Since I.G., I1%, 2226 is dated in 221/2 and I.G., IT?
2224 in 223 /4 we may assign I.G., I1% 2225 to 222/3.

1.G., I1?, 2226
Previous date: ca. 218/9.
New date: 221/2.
The epheboi in lines 31, 33, 35 also appear in I.G., I1?, 2223 which is dated because
of the archon ®\ivos in 220/1. This list therefore must be dated in the following
year, in the second year of their ephebia.

1.G., 113, 2227
Previous date: after 218/9.

New date: ca. 224/5.

The waiorpifns iepeds Adp. Awovioios succeeds Teheoddpos who appears last in
I.G., 1T, 2224 (223/4). This inscription may therefore be dated in ca. 224/5.



STUDIES IN THE CHRONOLOGY OF ATHENS 47

1.G., 11%, 2237
Previous date: ca. 230-235.
New date: ca. 232.

The ninth year of Avp. Hakaudns in the office of 8iddokaros (I.G., II?, 2339,
ca. 239 A.p., see above, pp. 39-40) determines the last year of Adp. Edrvxiavds in this
office (1.G., 11°, 2236) as ca. 230 a.p. 1.G., I1?, 2237 is closely related to I1.G., IT*, 2236
by virtue of the fact that they have the same vmoypappareds, dmoldkopos, 7yeudv.
We may therefore date 1.G., 1I?, 2237 in ca. 232, for I1.G., 112, 2230, with Kaowavds
as archon, is dated in 231 /2.

1.G., I1?, 2232-2234
Previous date: ca. 230.
New date: 233/4-235/6.

These inscriptions all have the same nyeudv and émhopdyos; I.G., 11°, 2233 and
2234 have the same vmomaidorpifns as I.G., 11%, 2237 (ca. 232). I.G., IT*, 2232-3 have
the same vmoypappareis as 1.G., 11%, 2237; 1.G., IT?, 2234 has the same iarpés as I.G.,
I1%, 2237. In view of all this I.G., IT?, 2232-2234 should be assigned to the interval
233/4-235/6.

1.G., 1T*, 2235 119

Mitsos reports that the stone reads Edyvépwv ).

1.G., 112, 2276

Previous date: date unknown; Dow: second century after Christ (Hesperia, III,
1934, p. 175, note 1).
New date: third century A.D.

A more accurate date can be determined for this inscription by observing that
the office of Awvidoios Angun(7piov) in line 3, kapdpis = kapdpros. The office of
Nevmidpuos is referred to in several inscriptions as kaydpios (cf. I.G., IT? 2130 221 note).
This officer is referred to as kaydpros in 1.G., 11%, 2193 150 and in 2245 41, Therefore
this inscription should be dated in the third century A.p.

1.G., 11%, 2277
Previous date: no date.
New date: second or third century after Christ.

The earliest appearance of the lemma éméyypador is in 1.G., IT% 2017, dated now
in 115/6. Therefore this inscription must be dated after this terminus post quem.
L.G., 11% 2993

The waudorpifBys in 1.G., IT%, 2993 reads @eoddpov Tov ||| ———ov Mehiréws. He
is the same as @eoddpov T0b [Awovvat]ov Mehréws who is koounmis in 1.G., 11%, 1977.
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I.G., IT*, 3561 = 3542

Previous date: the first or second century after Christ.
New date: after the middle of the first century after Christ.

Upon suspicion that the hoplite general is the same in these inscriptions the writer
wrote for a report on the squeezes and received the following note from Meritt (per
list.) . “ I.G., II%, 3542 and 3561 are both copies of the same stone. I have a squeeze
of 3542. The letters orparyy have been lost from line 1 (as in 3561) and all of line 2
has been lost (as in 3561). The name Iépkios, not I'épyros, is clear.”

1.G., 1T?, 3641
Previous date: after 180 A.p.
New date: 193 A.p.

‘Tepodpdvrys *Amol\wdpios is the same as eiepoddrrs K\. Amol\vdpios "Axapreds
in 1.G., 11?2, 2109, dated now 193 /4.

CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE OF TRIBAL CYCLES

(Only those archons are listed whose names and dates have been affected by the
arrangement of the tribal cycles of the secretaries.)

Tribe of
I.G., 11? Year Archon Secretary Secretary
1028 101/0 Medeios ~ B\ lwv Phiwvos "Edevoivios IX
100/99 Theodosios 10
99/8 Prokles 11
98/7 Argeios 12
H.S.C.P., LI, 1940, 97/6 Herakleitos 1
. 110
1012)9 9/5 — krates ~[....cmt . &y Mv[ppwroir]ms 11
Hesp., XVII, 1948, 95/4 Theodotos [_____c_a_._1_7____] ov Haaneds III
no. 12, p. 25

94/3 Kallias 4
93/2 Kriton 5
92/1 Menedemos 6

91/0 Medeios Probably the anagrapheus replaces

90,89 Medeios the prytany-secretary during this

89/8 Medeios interval; cf. dictatorship of Olym-

88,7 Anarchy piodoros (Pritchett and Meritt,

Chronology of Hellewistic Athens,

xvi-xviii)

87/6 Anarchy until May/June, 86, then Philanthes
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Tribe of
1.G., 112 Year Archon Secretary Secretary
86/5 Hierophantes.  Sulla restores “ freedom” to Athens 7
85/4 Pythokritos 8
84/3 Niketes 9
83/2 Pammenes 10
82/1 Demetrios 11
81/0 Ar- 12
80/79 to 69/8 1to 12
68/7 to 65/4 1-4
64/3 Oinophilos ~ Tapay[ 7] €ivos Newlov Aly[eds] Vv
63/2-57/6 6-12
56/5 to 45/4 Cycle of Allotment Order
1046 52/1 Lysandros ~ Tdios Talov “Alateds IT or VIII
1047 49/8 Demochares ~ [———]orokAéovs "Amodroneds XII
44/3 to 33/2 1to12
32/1t022/1 1to11
1040; 2876; °Eirev- 21/0 Apolexis ~ Myrpoddrms Awovvoiov *Afpoveds XII
owakd I, 1932,
223-236 ; Roussel,
Mélanges Bidez
(1934), 819-834
1040 20/19 Av[---] 1
19/8-9/8 2-12
5/6to 16/17 1to12
17/8 to 28/9 1to12
29/30 to 40/1 1to12
41/2t0 52/3 1to12
53/4to 64/5 1to12
65/6 to 76/7 1to 12
77/8t088/9 1to 12
89/90 to 95/6 1to7
1759 9%/7 Philopappos and
Lailianos ~ ~ BodAwr Mowpayévovs ®vAdoios VIII
97/8 t0 100/1 9t0 12
101/2t0 112/3 1to12
113/4 to 116/7 1to4
1072 117/8 T. Koponios
Maximos  ~ Nexias Awpiovos PAvels A%
118/9 to 124/5 6to12
125/6 1
126/7 2
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Tribe of
I1.G.,1I? Year Archon Secretary Secretary
127/8 Inauguration of Hadrianis 7
128/9to 133/4 8to13
134/5 1
Hesp.,X1,1942,n0. 135/6 [-—=]s Ed&juov Tapyirrios II
11, p. 40
136/7 3
137/8 4
1765 138/9 Praxagoras (I) ~Xpvedyovos) PAvels v
139/40 to 146/7 6to13
147/8 1
Hesp.,X1,1942,n0. 148/9 [-——=]drov Tapyfrrios II
14, p. 45
149/50 to 159/60 3to 13
160/1-164/5 1to5
2090; Hesp., XII, 165/6 Sextos .7 (or ][ % Jros) Srrre(os) VI
1943,n0.23,p.77 e
1773 166/7 M. Valerios
Mamertinos ~ ®[...]Jos Iocedwrio[v] 7
1774 167/8 Anarchy (I) ~ Movosaios) PvAdotos VIII
1775; Hesp., XI, 168/9 Tineios Pon-
1942, no. 18, p. 50 tikos ~ SkpeBdvios Tapaxds “Alatels X
1776, 1781, 2097 169/70 Anarchy (II) ~Kop. Meveofeds *Almnels X
170/1to 172/3 11to 13
2103; 3640; Hesp., 173/4 Biesios Peison  Eioidwpos *Ov[———] Avayvpdoios I
111, 1934, no. 42,
p- 56
174/5 to 176/7 2to4
1798 177/8 TorA(ros) TwBsdw[po]s (Beprxeidys) V
1789; Hesp., XI, 178/9 [Eix]apros Beoy[évovs] (Sepijrrios) VI
1942, no. 6, p. 35
179/80 7
1794 180/1 Athenodoros ~ [~—~ Aw]v(v)slov 8
1739; 1797 ; Hesp., 181/2 M. Flakkos DA, *Appodeloios 9
XI, 1942, p. 35
1739; Hesp., 1V, 182/3 Anarchy after
1935,n0. 11, p. 48 Flakkos ~ Muyorikos ) "Epowddns X
1739 183/4 Loukios Gellios
Xenagoras 11
1795 184/5 Demostratos  ~ *Ovjowpos Edruyidys 12
2111/2; Hesp., X1, 185/6 Philoteimos @eo[——— *Af] poveds XIII1
1942, no. 36, p. 70
Hesp. Supplement 186/7 Thisbianos KAadios *Avrioxos Aapmrrpels I

VIIL; 1796
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Tribe of
1.G., 112 Year Archon Secretary Secretary
Hesp. Supplement 187/8 Toulios Hiero-
VIII; Hesp., X1, phantes Avp. “Ydxwbos Tapysjrrios I
1942, no. 4, p. 32
Hesp. Supplement 188/9 Kommodos Eici8otos ®rfAekos *AyyeAffer 111
VIII; Hesp., X1,
1942, nos. 234,
pp. 57-8
2115-18 189/90 Menogenes 4
2119; Hesp., XI, 190/1 G. Peinarios
1942, no. 6, p. 35 Proklos *Al ¢plodeloios ) BMveds v
2113-4; Hesp., X1, 191/2 Tib. Kl. Bradouas
1942, no. 5, p. 34 192/3-193/4 Attikos Edkapmos S¢rrrios VI
7-8
1806 194/5°? Em[———] 9
1806a ; 3656 195/6 DA *Aydfov (Mepaeds) X
196,/7 11
1804 197/8-199/200  Xenokles [...%...] Eiowd[rov] 12-1
199/200-208/9 1-10
1077 209/10 Fl. Diogenes ~'Pé8wy Kadiiorov Mapabdreos XI
210/1-211/2 12-13
212/3-220/1 1-9
1078 22172 Arabianos Ebrvyos 10
TABLE OF CHRONOILOGICAL CHANGES IN INSCRIPTIONS
Evidence
I.G., 1I? Archon mentioned Previous Date New date supra, pages
1029 94/3 96,5 6,11
1039 *AmoAAé8wpos 83-73 80/79 24-25
1039 [..%7%. Jos 83-73 79/8 24-25
1040 *Amddpéis 47 /6-43/2 21/0 12
1078 *ApaBravés ca. 220 22172 37-39
1334 Znpiov end of cent. IT B.c. 74/3-63/2 25
1338 Aloypaios after 86 B.c. 78/7 24-25
1338 Siéhevkos after 86 B.C. 77/6 25
1340 Mojdetos middle of cent. I 74/3-63/2 25
B.C.
1340 Bedevos middle of cent. I 74/3-63/2 25
B.C.
1351 DAL, “Apraliavds Sreiplels ca. 170 A.p. 170/1 28-29
1368 ’Ap. "Emappideros before 178/9 175/6 28-29
1735 Myrpdduwpos 40/1-53/4 50/1-52/3 25-26
1736a middle of cent. I end of cent. II 41
AD. AD.
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.G, II?

1739
1739
1739
1759
1768-9

1782
1783
1784
1785

1786
1787
1788

1789

1790 + A.J.A.,
1941, p. 539

1792

1794

1795
1796
1797
1798
1799
1800
1801
1802
1803
1804
1805
1806
1806a
1807
1808-9

1811

1812; cf. Hesp.,
XI, 1942, p.
65

1814
1816-7

JAMES A. NOTOPOULOS

Archon mentioned

Méppios DAdkxos

*Avapyia pera Mép. DAdxkov
Aovkios TélAos Eevaydpas
Pi\drammos kal Aathiavds

’Ayaforfs

DAL, ‘Apradiavds Stepiels

*Ap. *Emappdderos

M. Movvdrios Maéyuavds Odomriokos
(CALyneds)

*Afqvddwpos & kal 'Ayplrmras *Acpévov
Iraios

Anpéorparos Mapabovos
EevokAis
[Koc] y7———s5 "Eevoivios

7 -~
Aopirios *Apioraios Tawovidys

Adpiidios App———

Previous Date

180/1-181/2
181/2-182/3
182/3-183/4
90-100

middle of cent. II

A.D.

shortly before 180

A.D.

beginning of cent.

IIT A.p.

beginning of cent.

IIT AD.

end of cent. IT or
beginning of III

ca. 170 a.p.
before 177
ca. 174/5

ca. 175 A.D.
ca. 170-180

shortly after 180/1

ca. 180 A.D.

ca. 180 a.p.
ca. 180 A.D.
ca. 180 A.p.
ca. 180 A.D.
ca. 180 A.p.
180-192
180-190
180-190
ca. 190 A.p.
ca. 190 A.p.
190-200
190-200
190-200

end of cent. IT A.p.
end of cent. IT A.p.

end of cent. IT or
beginning of III
end of cent. IT or
beginning of 111

ca. 200 A.D.

New date

181/2

182/3

183/4

9/7

shortly before
165 A.p.

177/8

22172
ca. 221

200/1-201/2,
203,/4-204/5

170/1

175/6

174/5

178/9
179/80

187/8
180/1

184/5

186,/7

181/2

177/8

183/4

186/7

190/1-191/2

191/2-192/3

192/3-193/4

197,/8-199/200

ca. 195/6

194/5°?

195/6

188/9

170-2; or 174-
176; or 187

after 217 A.p.

200/1-201/2;
203/4-204/5

200/1-201/2;
203/4-204/5

Avp. Awovigios KaAlirmov Aapmrpeds shortly after 200 shortly before

A.D.

220/1

Evidence
supra, pages
20

20

20

12

41-42

Tab. 1
42-43
43

35

28-29
28-29
28-29

14-15, Tab. 1
Tab. 1

Tab. 1
5,19-20, Tab. 1

16, 20, Tab. 1
17

Tab. 1
14, Tab. 1
Tab. 1

21

22, Tab. 1
Tab. 1
Tab. 1

31

31

18, Tab. 1
18, Tab. 1
21,Tab. 1
Tab. 1

43
35-36



I.G.,II?
1818

1824
1825-6
1828

1831
1832

1973
1974
1988 = 2264

1992
2014
2017

2099
2100
2102

2103

2104
2105
2109
2110
2111/2
2113-4

2115-8
2119
2124
2125
2127
2128-9
2230
2131
2132
2144
2151
2193
2197
2199
2200
2201
2202

STUDIES IN THE CHRONOLOGY OF ATHENS

Archon mentioned

Previous Date

New date

shortly after 200 ca. 220 A.D.

A.D.

[Aoué] Prios *ApaBiavds Mapafivios ca. 210 A.D.

T'dios Kvwros KAéov Mapafovios
TiBé[pros] KAaidios IldrpokAos
Aaprrpeds

Kaotavds

Myrpddwpos
Ka)\)ukpaﬂf&yc

Aotkios

Idvrawos Tapyirrios

Bujoios Helowr Melireds

KA. ‘HpaxAeidys Mehirels

Aloxivys

Adp. ®A[w0Ti8]ys Mipeels

[~—— Mapa]bavios

BiNdretpos Apkeaidipov "Eleodoros

T.B8. KA. Bpadovas *Arrkds Mapa-
Odvios

Myvoyérys

T. Hewdpios TpékAos ‘Ayvoioios

®AdBros Srpdrov

KA. Agdobyos Mehireds

DihioTeidns ) Mepareds

T. $AdB. Sworyévrys Malyprels

/
Kaoiavos

T. Kdwros “Iuepros MapabBdvios
"Avapyia perd “Ipeprov
T. Kdoios *Amorddvios Sreipiels

®dB. Agdoixos Mapalbdvios

ca. 210 A.p.
ca. 210 A.D.

ca. 210 AD

225/6 or s-hortly

after
40/1-53/4
40/1-53/4

middle of cent. I
A.D., cent. ITI A.p.
after middle of
cent. I AD.
First or second
century A.D.
shortly after 102

AD.
163/4-169/70

after 169/70
shortly after
169/70

172/3 or shortly

after
ca. 173/4
173/4-178/9

after 180 a.p.
179/80-190/1

182/3-190/1
183/4-191/2

180/1-191/2
180/1-191/2
190-200
190-200
190-200
190-200

ca. 226/7
ca. 192/3
ca. 192/3
cent. IT A.D.
cent. IT AD.
ca. 200 A.p.
ca. 200 A.p.
ca. 200 A.D.
ca. 200 A.p.
ca. 200 A.p.
ca. 200 A.p.

2212
222/3
224/5

ca. 226 A.D.
231/2

50/1-52/3
50/1-52/3
40/1-53/4
ca. 80 AD.?
171/2
115/6
163/4-168/9
170/1
172/3
173/4
171/2

176/7-178/9
194/5

181/2 or 184/5

185/6
190/1-191,2

189,90
190/1-191/2
ca. 196/7
193 /4
194/5

197/8-199,/200

231

ca. 195/6
ca. 196/7
171/2
219-238
205/6
206/7
207/8

ca. 210 A.p.
208/9

209/10-211/2

53
Evidence
supra, pages
43-44

37-39
37-39
37-39

39
40

25-26
25-26
44

26

28n.48

28n.49
28
27-28

27-28

28-29
27-28
30-31

30
21,27-28
22

21-22
22
31
30
30-31
31

45
45
28
45
34-35
34-35
34-35
40,45
34-35
45-46
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I1.G.,II?

2203
2208

2221

2223
2224
2225

2226
2227
2230
2232-4
2235

2237
2239
2242
2243
2245
2264 = 1988
2276
2277

2291a
2361

2876
3114

3120a

3489

3489

3542 = 3561

3543

3561 = 3542
3640
3641
3644
3656

3660

JAMES A. NOTOPOULOS

Archon mentioned

Adp. Awovigios Arovvaiov *Axapveds

@\ [e]iv[os] = Birivos
{epeds "Ay———

/
Kagavos

*Enikryros *Axapveds

{epeds PAAR. *AokAnmiddns
Kagtavos “Iepoxfipvé Srerpievs
Adp. Aavdiiavds

A. DAL, PAdoTparos Srepieds

T. PAdB. Sootyévys Tlardyreds
K\ ®okis Mapafdvios

’A'n'é)t'qfte

Aodkios PAdovios PAdppas Kvda-
Ogvarels = Aodxios (I1.G, II%
1992)

Atovvoddupos Evkdprov

Sélevkos

‘HpaxAeddwpos

Aovkios PAdovos PAdpuas Kuda-
Opvareds = Aodkwos (I.G., 112,
1992)

Helowy

Kopryhavis

I. Hwdpios Bdgoos “Ayvovoios

Previous Date

ca. 200 A.p.

212/3 or shortly
after

217/8 or shortly
after

ca. 218/9

ca. 218/9

ca. 218/9 or
shortly after

ca. 218/9

after 218/9

ca. 226/7

ca. 230 A.D.

after 226/7
(226/7-234/5)

230-235

238/9-243 /4

238/9 or 242/3

after 243

262/3 or 266/7

cent. ITT A.p.

cent. IIT A.p.

cent. III A.p.

190-200

beginning of cent.

IIT a.p.
47/6-43/2

end of cent. I A.D.

190-200

after 86 B.c.
after 86 B.c.
cent. I or II A.p.

end of cent. I A.D.

cent. I or IT A.D.

ca. 172/3
after 180 A.D.

end of cent. IT A.D.

cent. IT A.D.

end of cent. IT or
beginning of
cent. ITT A.p.

New date

ca. 209/10
212/3

219,20

220/1
223/4
222/3

22172
224/5
2312
233/4-235/6
234/5

ca. 232

239/40

238/9

244/5

262/3

40/1-53/4

cent. ITI A.p.

cent. IT or III
A.D.

197/8-199/200

210/11 0r211/2

20/19
70/1-110/1

197/8-199,/200

77/6

76/5

after middle
cent. I A.D.

70/1-110/1

after middle
cent. I A.D.

173/4

193/4

middle of cent.
III AD.

beginning of
cent. IIT A.D.

ca. 227/8 or
shortly after

Evidence
supra, pages
46
34-35

46

37
37

44
47
47

31-32
35

12
26

32
25
24-25
48

26

48
27,28
48
36

Tab. 1



1.G., II*
3680

3681
3682
3683

3687, line 22
3687

3697
3700
3701
3705
3815

AJ.A., XLV,
1941, pp.
541/2

Inscriptions in
Hesperia:

II1, 1934, no.
43, p. 56
ITI, 1934, no.
44, p. 57
IV, 1935, no.
10, p. 44
IV, 1935, no.
11, p. 48
IV, 1935, no.
12, p. 50
V, 1936, pp. 95,

100-1

X, 1941, no. 64,

p- 260
XI, 1942, no.
4, pp. 32-3
X1, 1942, no.
S, pp. 34-5
X1, 1942, no.
6, pp. 35-7

STUDIES IN THE CHRONOLOGY OF ATHENS

Archon mentioned

DAdBios Elax[xayoys]s *AypuAels
KA. ®wkis Mapaldivios

Maép. ‘Epévrios Kalligpov 6 xal
Kopryhavds

Adp. Karhigpov IIporeipov Tap-

KadAigpov

yijrTios =
Birepos
IL. Top. “Hyias (1) Palypeds
II. Tlop. ‘Hyias (II) PaAqpels

mpET-

M. OV¥Amos EdBloros Aebpos Tap-
yijrTios

Maépxos ObAmrios EdBioros

M. O¥Amios EdBloros

DN, "AokIymddys Aopaels

Iopmijios *ANé€avBpos

Adp. KaAigpwv Hporelpov Tapyijr-
rios == KaAAigpov mpeaBirepos

M[owdrios @euiowr]
M. Mowvdrios Odomriokos

dvapyia pers Méu. PAdkroy

Ae Aworvodduwpos

TéAios Eevaydpas v(edrepos)

Previous Date

New date

beginning of cent. 200/1-201/2,

IIT A.p.

beginning of cent.

III A.p.

beginning of cent.

III A.D.

beginning of cent.

III A.p.

ca. 180 A.D.

beginning of cent.

III A.p.

before middle of

cent. IIT A.D.

before middle of

cent. IIT A.D.

before middle of

cent. IIT A.p.

middle of cent. III

A.D.

middle of cent. I1T

A.D.

about 230 A.p.

ca. 180 A.p.
ca. 210 A.p.
ca. 174/5

ca. 180 A.D.

end of cent. II

A.D.
ca. 220 A.D.

beginning of cent.

IIT ap.

end of cent. II

A.D.

190-200

ca. 200 A.p.

203/4-204/5

55
Evidence
supra, pages

35

210/11 or 211/2 35

middle of cent. 36
III A.D.
shortly after 212 36
178/9-179/80  29-30
227/8-230/1 39
229/30-230/1  39-40
229/30-230/1  39-40
middle of cent. 39-40
III A.D.
239/40 40-41
210/11 or 36
211/12 or
213/4-219/20
shortly after 36
212 A,
173/4 14, Tab. 1
ca. 226 39
174/5 Tab. 1
182/3 16, Tab. 1
188/9 Tab. 1
ca. 225 A.D. 39
213/4-219/20 36
187/8 17, Tab. 1
191/2 18, Tab. 1
190/1 14,17
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Hesp. Archon mentioned

XI, 1942, no.
10, pp. 40, 88
+ XVI,1947,
no. 83, p. 183

XI, 1942, no.
11, pp. 40-3

X1, 1942, no.
14, pp. 45-6

X1, 1942, no.
21, pp. 55-6

X1, 1942, no.
23, pp. 57-8

XI, 1942, no.
24, p. 58

X1, 1942, no.
25, pp. 58-61

X1, 1942, no.
26, pp. 61-2

XI, 1942, no.
27, pp. 62-3

XI, 1942, no. Aoulirios *Apioraios Iaiovidys
30, pp. 64-5

XI, 1942, no. Aoulrios *ApafBiavds Mapabivios
32, pp. 66-7

XI, 1942, no. TiB. KA. A——— Melireis
33, pp. 67-8

X1, 1942, no.

36, pp. 70-1

XII, 1943, no.
23, p. 77

XVI, 1947, no. [®Ad ‘Aprakard]s Srepiels
81, p. 179

XVI, 1947, no.

84, p. 180

XVI1, 1947, no.
87, Face A, p.
182

XVI, 1947, no.
87, Face B, p.
182

XVI, 1947, no. [-—— Mapabé]vios ved[repos]
88, p. 183

XVII, 1948, no. A[-%2]

13, p. 29

T.AP.A.,
LXXI, 1940,
p. 308

E.M. 3152

[~ == Mapafé]mos ved[repos]

M. Mowvdrios Odoriokos

/
Movvdrios @epicoy *Adpnels

Previous Date
end of cent. IT A.D.

first half of cent.

IT A.p.

middle of cent. IT

A.D.

ca. 174/5

end of cent. IT A.D.

end of cent. IT A.D.

180-192
180-190
180-192
ca. 200 A.p.
ca. 210

ca. 200-230 A.D.

beginning of cent.

III Ap.
165/6?

ca. 170 A.p.
ca. 180 A.p.

ca. 190 A.p.

177/8 or 188/9

ca. 200 A.p. or later

ca. 80 B.C.

ca. 220 A.p.

New date
227/8-230/1

135/6
148/9
174/5
188/9
188/9
188/9
188/9
188/9
200/1-201/2;

203/4-204/5

221/2
213/4-219/20
185/6

165/6

170/1
179/80
187/8

188/9

227/8-230/1
74/3-63/2

ca. 226 A.p.

186/7

Evidence
supra, pages

40

13

13

28-29

17,21, Tab. 1
17,21, Tab.1
21,Tab. 1
21,Tab. 1
21,Tab. 1
35-36

37-39

37

17, Tab. 1

13, Tab.1

29

Tab. 1

Tab. 1

Tab. 1

40
25

39

21
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Evidence
Hesp. Archon mentioned Previous Date New date supra, pages
F. Delph., 111, *Andinéis 21/0 12
2,61
"EAevowiakd, I, *Amérpéis 21/0 12
1932, pp.
223-236
P. Roussel, *Aménéis 21/0 12
Mélanges
Bidez
(1934), pp.
819-34
NEW READINGS AND RESTORATIONS
I.G., 112  Seesupra, [.G.,112  Seesupra, I1.G.,1I>  Seesupra, Hesp. See supra,
pages pages pages pages
1029 6 1819 44 2151 45 Hesp., X1,
11 1824-5 37-39 2223 37 1942, no. 10,
1039 24 1993 44 2235 119 47 p. 40 40
1736a 25 41 2017 26-27 2993 6 47 Hesp., X1,
1768-9 41-42 2046 53 44 1942, no. 36,
1781 52-3 42 2059 23-7 45 Hesp., X1, p.70 16-17
1783 42-43 2064 37 44 1942, no. 4,
1790 29, 30 43 2100 28 p- 32 17 Hesp., XI1,
1799 19-20 43 2109 30-31 Hesp., X1, 1943, no. 23,
1801 22 2130 36 45 1942, no. 6, p.77 13
1818 18 43-44 2144 28 n. 48 p- 36 14

TriNiTY COLLEGE,

HARTFORD

James A. NotorouLos



Position

Previous New in tribal
1.G., 112 Hesperia Date Date Archon cycle  Prytany-secretary {epa
XII (1943), 165/67 165/6 VI .z (or Eiydpuo
no.23,p.77 w) [ 254 ]7os) [
2?31'73‘5 (os) Emie
1773 XII (1943), 166/7 M. BaAéptos 7 ®[...]os | Edydp
p.78;A.J.A. Mapeptivos Tlocadovio[v]
(1941), »p. Mapabivios
539
1774 167/8 dvapyia perd VIII  Moveaios) Edydpuc
Moapepreivoy Pvldotos e pa
‘Ere
X1 (1942), 168/9 IX Skpet( Bovios) Tapa- Edxdpuc
no. 18, p. 50 kf[os] (“Araweds)
1775 XI (1942), 168/9 Tufio[s I ]ovrikds IX  3[xpefB.] Topuaxds  Emiy[o
no. 18, p. 50 Broeeis (“Adaweds) II]p
1776; 169/70 dvapyia pera X Kop. Mevegfevs Emriyoy
1781 Twijoy Iovrikdy (CALyuieds) I pds
XI (1942), 169/70 or
no.1,p.31  somewhat
, later
1808-9 end of 170-2; or
second 174-6; or
century 187
111 (1934), ca.180 173/4 I  Eisldwpos *Ov— ’Appode
no. 43, p. 56 [*Alvayvpdoros "Era
1788 XI (1942), ca.174/5 174/5 M. Movvdrios
no.21,p.55; Moaéyuarvos
IV (1935), Oboriokos
no. 10, P. 44 (’Aaneﬁg)
1798 ca. 180 177/8 V  TorAj(ros) ITvfs- Sarévdo
Sw[po]s (Bepr.) Eimp
1782 shortly
before
180 177/8
1789 ca. 175 178/9 VI  [Eix]apmos
®coy| évous]
(Serjrrios)
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