ATTIC MANUMISSIONS
(PratE 43)

PISTHOGRAPHIC fragment of Pentelic marble, broken on all sides, found in
a wall of house 638/9, west of the Church of the Holy Apostles (N 10) on
January 9, 1935.

Height, 0.214 m. ; width, 0.262 m. ; thickness, 0.115 m.
Height of letters, 0.005 m.
Inv. No. I 3183.

The fragment joins 1.G., I1?, 1554 above and 1557 below. Four other fragments
belong to the stele. Koehler assigned 1556 and 1558 to the same stele as 1557, and
1556 in fact joins 1557 above. Kirchner assigned the one-sided fragment 1555 to
1554, and this is certainly correct. Lastly, 1559, identical with the other fragments in
all respects, must also be added.

‘The four joining fragments, 1554, the new fragment, 1557 and 1556, preserve
both margins and give the width of the stele, 0.744 m. Face A has five columns, the
first four with stoichedon lines of 16 letters, the fifth of 17 letters, all in the same
hand. Face B has three non-stoichedon columns in a slovenly hand with many mis-
spellings,” and about three-sevenths of the face remains uninscribed to the right.
Though there is no trace of a physical top or bottom, the fragments also limit the
extent of the catalogue of names. There was probably a prescript above the catalogue
as in I.G., IT%, 1575 and 1578, but there is a clear uninscribed space at the top of
1556 which fixes the top of the catalogue on Face A. The bottom is fixed by another
uninscribed space under Column IT of 1554.

Into this framework the other fragments can be fitted. I.G., II?, 1558 has a
right margin on Face A. Though it makes no join, when placed as high as it can go in
Columns IV-V, the uninscribed space beneath it corresponds exactly to the space
under 1554, and its true position can hardly be much, if at all, lower. The horizontal
position of 1559 is fixed by its columniation, and its precise vertical position is also
certain, for there is only one place in which its text in Column IV does not clash with
the text of 1556 and 1557; confirmation is added by its continuation of the line of

1 My thanks are due to B. D. Meritt for entrusting the publication of this fragment to me, to the
Managing Committee of the British School at Athens for allowing me to publish here work done as
a student of the School, and to Eva T. H. Brann for the drawings.

2T hope to discuss elsewhere the evidence for fourth-century script and pronunciation provided
by this near-illiterate.
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ATTIC MANUMISSIONS 209

fracture of 1556. I.G., IT?, 1555, which has parts of two columns, can be eliminated
from Columns ITI-IV and IV-V, where there is no room for it, and from Columns
II-I11, where the intercolumniation is a shade wider. Its vertical place in Columns
I-IT is uncertain, and I have assigned it an arbitrary one, based on a possible con-
tinuous line of fracture with the new fragment.

I have judged it best to give here a complete new text as the readings of the old
fragments can be slightly improved and the Editio Minor restores fragments of
Face A, Column IV, with 17 letters to the line instead of 16.

Face A
Column I

23 lines missing

[...... RN lo®
25 [.... ¢\ orabfp:H] ™
[..... AP ] oik
[&v .." .. dwodv]ywr °
[..... R ]drov
[...%.. ¢\ o]rabp:H
30 [....%.... én] Mepa

[oikdv dmodvy|av ™

[....2%. .. .k]080v T
[..% .. ¢dh or]abuo:H

[....% .. éy] Kol
35 [oikdv dmwodvy]av
[..... Y 1 pato
[..... AN ] Sk
[...o0. B lxpa
[..... AN Aalpmr
40 [...... e 1 par
about 28 lines missing
[...... Yo olix
70 [....... dmodvy]|av "’
[...... S JEDN
[... 5 ... ¢d\n] ora:H
[.......é Ko\l v ot
[k...5%. ... dm]odvy

75 [....0%... o]kpdro
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FACE B
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92

95

100

105

110

115

128

130
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[.... 5. ...]BeovIL

[....5% ... o]ik dmoc
[vy....5 ... lokpdro
about 12 lines missing
[ceentn PPN 1Ae
[0 a]modvy
[....%0 ... 1v *O\vpmr

[10ddpov *Alyp dud ora:H
[.......] Tala év Kvd
[oikov] amodvyoioa *
Avaidukov Avoiorp

drov *Axapvé ¢ud ora:H
[K]irros éu Tlew oikdv
Xa\kev amodvyaw
Awovioiov ioorelt)

dud\n orafuov H: ™
Mrvnobéal{v} éu Ie ol

Ko Tala amodvyovoa
Awovioov icoTe\t

duan oralbuov:H: "
Sdarvpos “Ayvodv oix
yewpyd dmoduyorv ¥
Kydiorov Knepuoody

pov Iad\y ¢ud orad :H
[K]arhials> kdmm\ éu Ile

[¢ ol]kdv amodvyaw ™

[..% . .]w Ioh\vedkro
[... ... ¢ud\y] ora:H
[vacat]
Column II

11 lines missing
[ SN Jov
[...%.. ¢\ or]abp:H
[..... b lpév K

[.. oikdv am]odvyar *
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[....5% ... ]AquooTpd
[ro ®ped]pp Ppid\ ora H
[..% . .]os év Kvba oix
135 [& xpv]ooxé dmodvyaw
[Ev]Vdpova Edfuré
ovs XoA\e ¢ud orad :H
Biwv éu Me) oikd dax
TUNOYNY dmoduyav
140 Xatpurmov Xaipedr
pov ‘ANaié kal kot ép
avt Qv pero Xawpim
wo ‘ANaié P\ orad ;H
" ’Qpeliwv év Ko oi
145 k& k\wom dwodvyoww
Edméhepov Edmorép
0 Aypv ¢ud\ oraldpo ;H
Moo yiwv éu Iewp o[ik]
& €umopo amodvy[av ]
150 Adkw Biwvos [*Axapv]
__¢ud\ grabuov [:H ]
Duhovikn 7[alao év]
Aevko oik &[modvyod]
AnpocOérmp [...% . .]
155 o ®uNd [Pd\ oralfu:H]

— "Adovo[tos ... .5 .. ]

[—]

About 28 lines missing

185 wApd[..... o é]
__ v Ko\ [\ oik ¢ud ora:H]
Mevimay [....°% .. .. ]
Talaot amod [vyovoa |
Anporiova Al fpovos]
190 ®pedppt, Anul.. .5 . .]
Avjpwvo Dped[ppr, Anp]
Sdihov Ajpw[vos Ppe]
__dppeo dudy [orabp:H]
"Ovijopos A [ hwme( ?)oik]
195 & pdyepo [dmodvyv]

About 11 lines missing
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207 [A]vkioko[v Awdérov]
__Emuen pud [N or]abp| :H]
Mdvys augo[p] év Kok [A]
210 oikd dmodvyww
Oividdnv Oivok\éo
‘Apaéav prd) oralduH
"~ @uom Takaot éu M
€\ oikol amodvyovo
215 ’Emxapidny Avoinm
ov Aaurr dud orafu :H
" Apiorouévns éu Meh
oik oKUTOTS ATOUy
Bpacvundy Kndeido

220 Aevkovo ¢ud oralu:H

" Owvnotun onoa[p]orw)
’ANom oikod dm[oduyo]
Didwva D] .. .. *AN]

__ome oik $[d\ oralfu:H]

225 Tooeddv|ios .. .. €]
v KoA\v o[ik dmodvyd |
Pyaiv|ovra .. .5 . ]
xo ‘Ayk[v\ ¢ud oralfp:H]
T Sual..... R ]

230 ra\[aot dmoduyoioa ]

Apx[...... o ]
ov ®a.[Anp dud oralbu:H]
vacat
Column III

8 lines missing

241 [37pd|uBux Beop[mior]
[—] ['ON]9vb pudN ora[:H]
"~ iororhis éu Me[ o]
Kk Vmodnuarom dmod[v]
245 Kolurmidnmy Kal\[{]
__ov’A¢id dpuil oralfp [ :H]
Avovioros é[v 3 ka o]
K yewpyd dmo[d]v[ylov [°]
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[‘A]yvevi[8]qr [Te]iowor[r]

250 _pdro Kn¢u ¢ud orald :H

255

TloAdripos év KoAlv

oik oKvTOTG Amoduy
Koal\iay Kal\ddov
Haavié ik orad :H
Aaumpls év Skap oik
ot rirfn amodvyod
’ApioToddvr ApioTi
wvo "Adid dpua\ orad :H

260

Edmeifn maudi vird

év Sk oikod dmrodvyo
’Apiorodpdvr "Api[o]Ti
wv "Adidy ¢\ o [rald :H]

327

Edu[...]s év Ko[AN(?)oik]
53 lines missing
[..." ... dwodvyod]o
[...... B ]80v
[..." ... ¢d\] oraf H
[..°% .. éu Me]\e oikod
[..."....d]modvyodo
[....5% ... A]7moA\odd
[pov ... ¢ud\ ora]bu:H
3 lines missing

NJO[L .. SN ]

330

AVSn *Alwmeki) [oikob]
Talaoto dirod[vyodo]

Beddurov *Av|. . % . ]
Edwvvué dud [\ orad ;H]
Mémos & I7]...7....]
dudkov dmr[odvyaw ]
Awyév[qr ... 5. ... ]
335 mo’Ep[... ¢ud oralbp:H
" Kaf...... Mo ]
ov[...... A ]

About 10 lines missing
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Column IV

5 lines missing

[—] [..... AP 0l]kd
[V dﬂTO(ﬁU’)’C})P ’D’U”’U]’U’UU
[.....2.0. ... ] AYAO

[—] [...5 .. dud\ o7]abu:H

360 [..... o ] éu Me o
k&Y dmo] dvyw *
[.....72% ... Jo TaA

365 [--——-—-————- ]
€l....... AU ]
wl...5 .. $id oral H|

T Aop[.... B ]
MBa|voto amoduy. . |
370 Stp[...... Yoo ]
__éuT[ep oix dud ora:H]
Avo|[...... B ]
Ta[Aaciov dmodvyod |
7Y S ]o

375 [...5.. dud\ oral]pu:H
[..... A éu] Me
[Aoik. .. damodvy..]*
[...... B ojv?
[....dd\ orabu:1H

380 [....0.... é& 3]%aBw
[voik....5 ... ] dmogp
[....5% ... &ju]ov Kvl
[Hppro ¢ud o]rabu:H *
[... ... év 3k]aBwv o

385 [ik.... ...]w dmwod
[....5% ... 89]pov Kvb
[7pprov did o] ralbp H *
[... 7 ... éu] e oixo

[foa .... dr]odvyod *
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395

400

405

410

427

430

435
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[....5 .. .]87%pov Kol
[pprov dud] oraldusé:H
[....5% . ... ]yew év ‘H
[pas 0ikd v dmodvyaw
[..."....] AP .. davo
[...5 .. ¢]d\ orabu:H
[...5 .. plwobwrd *Are
[mex oik] amodvya **°
[...% .. 180w Al p]li[o]rdp
[ xov Mv] pp T'épyabo Se
[oworrp]drov Kvdaby *
[dedAn] orabud:H ™
[..%..]s Saubooxior
[..%..]v oiké amodvy
[...% .. ]y Didwvos IIa
[...7....]oho IoTe
[d8...°%.. 18dpo Merd
[....5...]0INAI *Azmo
[A L5 ]ewiov
[...5 .. ¢ud\ or]abp:H
[..... A é]v Ko
[Mwv? olk — — — =]

15 lines mussing

[...%..]v raX[aoe év]
KoA\v oikob dmo[ dvy]

Y Av8pwv "Alkipdyov [II]
owave Kal\urmidn [v]
Twpdvakros Maave

éa Pdhy orabudr [ :H]
Tvpnv adlomor év Kv
dabn oikéd amoduvyw[v]
Aeo...... Yo ]
M[- — ¢ud\ orald H]

5 lines missing
[...... S Jos 3¢
[rre pudh or]abu:H ™
[..."....7a]Aaot év K

[... oikob dm]odvyod
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450 [....5...] Avoaviov
[...%.. ¢]ud\ oral:H
[..."...]koA\e ’ANe
[7e 0ikd] dmodvyam **°
[...% . .]apyn "Apioro

455 [...(?) Xo)]\e dud oraf:H

[...%..] vevpopd év 3,
[ka 0ik]& dmodvym *°
[...5..] Ho\vprjrov ®
[...5..] $ud orald:H **

vacat

Column V
460 [....: ¥..o.. éu] He ol

N DVVVVVY
w

[«dv dmo]d[vy]a
[Xa]ptav Xapwvidov Ev

wvvpé PN orabu:H *°
" ®ilwv ypapuare év O[o]
465  pikd oikd dmwodvywy °
Depexhetdn Depexhé
ov Mepifoi ¢pud) ora:H
" “Podia ralac év Gopt
K@ oikoD dmroduyoboa
470 Depexeidn Depexhé
ov Ieptfo pud\ oral :H
" Kopdimn maidiov év ©
opik oikod dmodvy[ob]
Depe[ K\ | €tdn Pepe[kAé]

475 ov [Tlepif]oi [$udh ora;H]

K[...5 . .Jval... .5 .. .]
3 lines missing

480 [....%...0]vp[y éu Mer]
T oikod amoguyod ¥
Savpiav "A@nvirmov 11
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epar Smovdiav Oea(]
__miro Xohap ¢ud oraf H
485 ’Emuépdns ‘Ofot oikd
dumelovp dmoduyaw *
An[p] oy Anpopdro
_ THawon ¢ud orald :H ™
‘Hpax\eidns éu Me oik
490 & kdmy amodvyawr
Mevédnpov éu Me oik[o]
7 ¢ud\ orald ;H "
B®pdirra kamm\i éu Me
oikod amoduyod "
495 Mevédmpov éu Me\i o]
koD ¢ud oraf H "
Traus rahaot éu Ie o
ikod amogvyod "
Xatpurmov Tepok\el
500 Sov Axapvé ¢id oral H
" Emiyovos Eumop éu Tle
0ik® amoduvye T
Krotav Krjowvos @9
__pike dud oraldpuH
505 Anuyrplia] xbapwido
Emikndi[ o] d oiko dmo
*Afnvédwpov [@]eoddpo
Meluré Beddwpov Beo
__8dpo Mehir dud oraf :H
510 ®iwv rapiyond é[v] Ko
A\ 0ikd amodvyar ¥
Xarpédihov Peidwro
__Tlowa ¢ud orabfud:H
Xpvoiov maudi Hpaxh
515 €t év Bvmr oik amopvy *
Popuiwv Edudyxo Pauv
[0Y] pudN oral H
’Olvpmas Takaot év K
vda oikod dmoduyod *
520 ’Apxedd|p]avr *Apxednp
ov “Ahaié pud\ orad :H "’
‘Eorialos okvrord év

219
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SkapBw oik droduvyav
[E]900paxov Edikov [E]
525 [vme]rar pud\ orabp [H ]
" [....] rahac[w &] K[...]
17 lines missing

544 [...05. ... Jro[v] Ed[xpd]
[—] [7]ovs "Emun ¢ud or[a:H]
[S]om[p]idns évmrdr [év]
Acopet oikdv dmodv[y]
*Avripuévny Thioror) [€]
__ov Knduoié dud ora[0:H]

550 Sworpdry waudio é[v K]
[epap]éw oikoD amocp[vy]
*Avripévny Torox [ Aé]
ov Knduor “Ayver Ev[Gv]

__kpt Kvdabny ¢ud or[a:H]

555 TIayyov ralaocto év [K]
vda oikobo droduyo[D]
AvrorAé *Avdporhé[ov]
Edovvpé dud\ oral[p:H]

" Tldudihos Spewrdp [é A]

560 axi oikév dmoduya|v ¥]

Beoxdpny "Epyoxdp|ov]
__Tpaciéa ¢ud) orabdp [ :H]
Nikias MBavoro éu [II]
€L 0lk<d>v amodvyar ™’

565 ®\okpdry ‘Emwkpdro
"Elevat kal kowd épa.
noTeY TGV pera Ocod
pdoTov BafiAhov Xoh
apyéws ek orabus:[H]

vacat ~
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15

20

30

35
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FACE B
Column I

[k]ai kowoy é[palw|[ordy — — -]
daxéorprav éy Kepe [oix ud]

Ayp:H

Tvdevs Aapdyov 'Onfey [—— -]

v dproméiny *ANwmexd o[ ixody]
Ta ¢uak:H

Eddvyelos Oeavyélov Xoke
Mé&pov okvho<8>é<dov év Kvdal
oikovvra ud):H

Tlo\dorparos Hohorpdr{ar} "Emr
wknpioios Swotav yewpyov év
‘Hpaworia oixovra dudh :H
*Avrvyévns "Emvy<é>vovs év Meh
[0]ikd Mvdowv oxvrolr)>dpo év Me
[Ae] oixdy udhy:<H>

[TId Jvkahos *Afqrddov mpbéevos
["Ap ] xwv Taxvdrhuov éx Koilns
[...]lav woud<io>v év Uepa oi[«]
[$edN]n:H

[Mdvkado]s *Abnvd | dov mpdéevos |

8 lines mussing

P — ] 4o
[dAn:H] vacat
[--——— === ]11EMPO. OY
[- — -~ év TI]ewp oikobo[av ¢ud:H]

[——=~] ém Tep <oid>k Tapixo [pe:H]
[~ — —~]paxos Kal\ipdyov [Mapafw]

[~ — —]epdvn maida év Merpe oix

[edrn:TH

[- = — paxos Ka]A\e[p]dxos Mapad

[-=————— 1év Hewp oil]«'i [pud:H]
[ ____________
[--—===———— ] Mapa[6]

2 lines missing
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45

50

55

60

65

70

91

95

100
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[---——— === ] oik
[-—————- Jvo[-————-~- ]

[~ —- ] Naver [~ —— - ]
[--———- ap | weovpy[ov — — -]
[-—-————- v @uoorpdr|[— — —]
[--=—==- ] év Kvdalf[nv] oik [Pedl:H]

[...]owrmos Ep[...]s I[a] A\ [nre] Taxw
v 7[alaoo]up éy Kv[8al oik] ¢udrn:H

Ouudd[ns ——————————— limm [qv]
rakagovpy[——— ————— oik ¢dudAn:H]
Tiuéfeos Mevt[— — — — — — — 1s ’Av[7]vyov
yewpyov éu Ha[— — — — — — oikotvra ¢ud:H]
[ .arpo]khfjs "Av[— -2 %L — —]s Bvwer
[Ed]kéAy Tome[————————— oix ¢ua:H]
[. Jarpordijs *Av[— — == — —]s Hyrme[r]
[..Jorpp[-———————~- Joix ¢ud[ :H]
[.arplok\[7s ’Av — — — ¢]| Bvmer[— -]
[ —_ — o]ik ¢ua[ :H]
[ — - ] ‘Emkndio
[F——— e - o]ixoboa ¢:H
[F——— - f]ov[s] "Azol..]
[ m e é]p Tet oix [e:H]
[F—— e ]6ovs *Amo| . . ]
[Fmme 18wv oix [¢e:H]

17 lines missing

[- = =] dvmpy mogkoTpt é[v — —]

[- - olk ¢e]d:H

[®]épaimmos *Avripdvov[— — — — — ]
[..]prwiwv dpew éu 1T oik [dud:H]
@épourmos "Avripdvov|[— — — — — ]

Stuov wadiov éu II oix dud [ :H]
[..]pdpns *ANwmexi) oix Aemr| . . ]
[...]vévrév épy émi Kvv oix ud:[H]
[..% ..]s icotehMjs Meow Tala
[’ANw]mexijow oik drdly:H
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110

115

120

ATTIC MANUMISSIONS

[..]udorparos Ilohvyapuidov
[= =]\ ®edéorparov xpvooxdov
[éy] K<v>8ah oik ¢edhn:H
[..]xpdrns Edéévov Tladly
Niwké€evos ‘Hynoiov Epxe
Anpdorparos AgpooTpdrov
[II]aAX "Qkpov Tala év “Hpar
[oi]x ¢udAn:H
[K]Aebéevos kal kipios Krnowvi
[8]ms Oifjf Edxhéa éy Kol oik
vewp Pl :H
Mevirys Mévovos Kvbal "Arrav
dompromdny éy K oik pud):H
Mevirys Mévwvos Kvbad Mal
fdkmy Talacovpyodv éy K<ep
oik ¢udhn:H
Mevirns Mévwvos Kvdal
I\ ayyéva moudiov éy Ke oix ¢u:H
Mevirys Mévwvos Kvdad
Mdoxov moudiov éy Ket oix ¢u:H
Mevirns Mévwvos Kvdal
*Apiorovikny maudi éy Ke ol dud:H
vacat

Column II

About 8 lines missing

M[-——————————— 1
Bl ]
OM[~ = === === —— ]
g0 I ]
Apx[-————— == 1
g o [ ]

9 lines missing

223
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151 of-—————————— ]
Avaxdpn[s ———————— ]
Kol kowov ép|amoTdy — — —]

oik [pud:H]

About 50 lines missing

205 [-—————————-— Javfol .1
[-——————-- o]ix Onp e :H
[-==———= JoMépov *Edev *Axvpie
[-=——==- o]ix yewp dud:H
e Jos Xapednpov “Ahas

210 [...J\I[.. Al wweks} oik pvrol ¢u:H
[...]tas *Apiororpirov "Addy
[ . Jerdpav éu II oix addn ¢ :H
[’E]muxapivos "Emixapivov Aevk
[(H]xo ralaciovpyov éu la [o]ik

215 [¢]w:H
[N]eomrérepos *Avrikhéovs
Mehir Anpéav Tékrov év [— —]

[o]ik ¢u:H
[... 10O [ == == -~ ]
220 [---—-=-=———————~- le

230 Al-—-—-—-———————=— ]
gl H
Avro[kpdys Ay — ————— = ]
‘Aplomy|[v —————— oik ¢u:H]
" Adrokpdr[ns Ay — — ————— ]
235 Sitpalov waud[iov — — — — oik]
__¢ua:H
Adrokpdrns Ay[——————— ]
Nukapiomyw ma.[8iov — — — oik]
__ud:H
240 dvhatias Pav[iov 'Avayvpdoios]
T'\vképav Ta[Naotov — — — — oik]
__¢ud:H

EdBovhos Kn[-——-————— ]



ATTIC MANUMISSIONS

éumo Mooy [-———————— ]
vacat
Column III
About 5 lines missing
[---———=—- Jov Edwv
[--——=———— | vacat
[--——————- I\ oix kovpé ¢u:H

[ Nurjparos Ni]knpdrov Mehur

[ @etdumrmos] Swoidiuov Evr
[--—-~- ] éu Melirne oik Sakrv
[fu:H]

[Nik]1paros Niknpdrov Mehe
[®e]Burmos Swodipov Bvr
[..]vova madiov éu Me oik ¢u:H

260 Nuijpatos Nuknpdrov Mehur

Betdumrmos Swodnpov Bvme
Srpatovikny éu Me oik Tala

¢ud :H

265

Nuknparos Nuknpdrov Mehur
Detdumrmos Swodiuov Evmer
TpuavOny ép Me oik Taka ¢pud :H

270

Avoddns Xiwvos *Alomex
SwoTpdrny Takaciovpy éu M oik
¢du:H

[K]aM\ias Kalhikpdrovs *Apud

[—] [..]oTov éy Kol\v oik évy ¢u:H

"Avrio<0>év|ns ’Avriofévovs Kv]
Onp *Avriddy | ns *Avriocbévovs]

330 Kvbipp Stparo[—— — — — — — ]

225
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__"Aypu oik ¢u:[H]

Nuwkdorpar[os —— — — —— ]
"Axap Kheo[— —————— ]
Talaciep[— — — —— — — dud:H]

335 Mioyéhas [Navkpdrovs Kov]
NoavkA [ 7s Navkpdrovs KoA\v
[~ mmmm e ]
__oik ¢ud:H
Muwybhas Navkpdrovs Kok
340 M NavkMjs Navkpdrovs Kok
‘Hoiomv madiov é Skap oix
__¢u:H
Tuéorparos Spkpiov Zdnr
[...]palor v[e]xompy Sdyrrol
345 [oix ¢ud]:H

[ —— IT]apdilov Pvido
T —— ]s Zwgirov Pvha
R oi]k rala ¢pu:H
[-———————— | wacat

350 [~----mmmm— - lra
[-—————— === élu M

[oik dud:H] wacat

10-12 lines missing (?)

COMMENTARY

The following commentary does not profess to be complete. I shall not repeat
expansions of abbreviated professions given in the Editio Minor which seem to be
correct, and I shall only repeat prosopographical information given there, if it is
relevant to the establishment of the date of the inscription. I have not commented
on some minor alterations of marginal letters.

Face A.

Line 77: For possible expansions of ]Bewov, see M. N. Tod, Epigraphica, XII,
1950, p. 12, who suggests [kava]Bewov(pyds) (Ci. I.G., 111, 3, Appendix, 87a, line 7).
Both this and Preuner’s [xepvi]Bewov(pyds) suggest an extraordinary degree of
specialization for this man. II[evrefjoww] should be abandoned, since its deme-status
is doubtful. T [aM\nvfiow] and I[epyacijow] are possible (Cf. A. Diller, Race
Mixture among the Greeks before Alexander, 1937, p. 177).
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Line 95: [®peap]p must be abandoned since the letter before the rho is almost
certainly gamma. Olympiodoros of Agryle is unknown.

Line 110: Kephisios was bouleutes in 334/3 (I.G., II?, 1750, line 48). An
ephebe of the same name in the archonship of Nikias Otryneus, 266/5° (I1.G., II?,
665, line 64), will be a grandson if Kephisios was a young bouleutes, a great-great-
grandson if he was an elderly one. The stemma at P.4. 8295 is based on an earlier
date for Nikias Otryneus.

Line 115: The jota is clear. Possibilities include [@éoyr]w, [Evmol]w, [Sdmol]w.
I have not yet found any such name in conjunction with IToAdevkros.

Lines 132-133: This is a new reading and confirms Tod’s suggested parallel,
P.A. 3632, who may well be the same man.

Line 140: I have shown elsewhere (B.S.4., L, 1955, pp. 27-34) that 1.G., IT?
2409 is part of I.G., IT%, 1924, and that the Xaipirmos “Ahateds of that text (line 15),
almost certainly the same man as this Chairippos, was born in 389/8. For a com-
mentary on the type of transaction recorded in these lines, see M. I. Finley, Land and
Credit in Ancient Athens, pp. 104-105, whose explanation seems unquestionably
correct.

Line 150: The restoration is Tod’s from I.G., IT?, 1563, line 11, and is unques-
tionably correct. It may be noticed that all the four slaves of this Acharnian live in
Peiraeus. I take it that this man is a son of Biwv *Axapveds, who also has three slaves
living in Peiraeus (I.G., IT?, 1576, lines 57-64), since I will later show reason to
believe that that text is earlier than this.

Lines 185-186: The letters TTAH® seem clear, but no explanation of them has
yet occurred to me. Unless the owner’s name was given without patronymic, which is
not impossible, he will have to be taken as a metic and the restoration in the text
accepted.

Lines 189-193: I have abandoned Kirchner’s Anu[okpdrn] in line 190 as too
hypothetical, since the known Anuokpdrns @pedppros (P.A. 3539) is not of this period.
The only one of these names known for this period is the father, Ajuwv ®pedppros,
mentioned as a living trierarch in 323 or 322 (I.G., IT?, 1632, line 248), 1f we may
make the identification from name and demotic only.

Line 207 : The restoration is from I.G., I1T°, 7528.

Line 219: A son of this man was an ephebe in 333/2 (Hesperia, 1X, 1940, p. 63,
no. 8, Col. II, lines 33-34). The birth-date of Thrasymedes himself is unlikely to fall
much, if at all, after 380.

Line 249: Lolling’s reading ["A]yvevi[8]nv gives the correct name, and this
must be the same as P.A4. 175, the lampadephoros of 1.G., IT?, 3105, line 45, of which

3 Hellenistic archon-dates in this article are taken from W. B. Dinsmoor, Hesperia, XXIII,
1954, pp. 312-316, as modified by B. D. Meritt, Hesperia, XX VI, 1957, pp. 94-97.
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the date seems to be roughly 350-340. Tod’s [ka]i Sdo[7]paro(v) is clearly unsatis-
factory, and surprising as my reading and restoration may appear, they are confirmed
by 1.G., II?, 6436, now restored by Peek, Attische Grabschriften, 1, p. 12 (Abh.
Deutsch. Akad., KI. fiir Sprachen, Literatur u. Kunst, 1953, no. 4) as Hewior[paros]
ILiorok [ Méovs | Kn[ duoeds].

Line 253: This Kallias is unknown, but the possibility must not be overlooked
that he is related to the Periclean general of the same name and patronymic, who is of
unknown deme (Thucydides, I, 61, 1). I hope to discuss this subject elsewhere.

Lines 334-335: Two extra letters necessitate Awyév[nrv] for Kirchner’s Acoyei-
[rova], and reduce the possibilities for the deme without producing an identification.
Avoyévms "Epukeevs (P.A. 3822) is far removed in time.

Lines 380, 384: For SkafBw for SxauBovrddv, cf. the examples in Meisterhans-
Schwyzer, p. 84, note 718.

Line 392: Cf. I.G., IT* 1566, line 22, for the spelling of yeww (pyds). Heau is the
usual form in these documents; cf. Face B, lines 13, 107, and 1.G., 11%, 1570, line 82.

Line 394: The only way I can yet see of resolving this line is to suppose "H[pt¢]-
8dvo, a Chian name (British Museum Catalogue of Coins, Ionia, p. 331, no. 34),
preceded by an abbreviated accusative, perhaps ending in 8p(ov). I print what I see.

Lines 398-400: Kirchner’s readings and spacing require considerable correction
here. For [...%..]18ns ’A[p]t[o]rdp[xov Mv]pp(wodoros), cf. I.G., I1T%, 1751, line 29,
Aloxvhidns *Apuordpxov Muppwovaios, perhaps a brother. In I'épyabfo(v) Sw[owrp]a-
Tov Kvdabn (voueds), So[aworp|drov seems an inevitable restoration. For I'épyaflos 1
have no explanation. It can hardly be a by-form of I'épyacflos (for which see Bechtel,
Historische Personennamen, p. 24), but it may be a mistake for I'épyvfos, known from
Kydathenaion in this period (1.G., IT% 2370, line 5, where I have checked the reading),
on which see Bechtel, op. cit., p. 112.

Lines 404-409: The division of the first two lines must be name, patronymic,
name, patronymic, demotic; and Philon’s son is presumably also from Iphistiadai.
I have printed olo in line 405, but [Edd]6)o is obviously a possibility. If one adopts
the obvious restoration of lines 406-7, [Knduod]dwpo(v) Med|[iov Avaryv(pdoiov) |
(P.A. 8362), no satisfactory arrangement can be arrived at, for the letters of line 407
seem to represent a demotic followed by the beginning of a name. However, the most
likely reading for the demotic, Oir<adi(ov) is not altogether satisfactory, for the
known compounds in Med- are all at least one letter too short. I would not therefore
rule out the possibility of ["Ep]oid>8<n>. Readings are very difficult at this point.
In line 408 Kirchner read [’A]uewiov, possibly rightly, but I do not see the mu.

Line 429: This is Andron’s first personal appearance, although his son has
long been known from I.G., IT%, 1753, line 14, and what is presumably his father
appears in 1.G., IT?, 1740, line 42. The family presents intractable dating problems
which I have discussed elsewhere (B.S.4., L, 1955, p. 20).
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Line 431: Timonax, the name of Kallippides’ father, appears here for the first
time in Attica. Médwy Kal\imnidov Mawameds (P.A4.9713) is presumably some relation,
possibly an uncle.

Line 433: Tyren is presumably an Etruscan, with an ethnic as name. I have
found no parallel for the single 7o in Attic. Although adlomoi(ds) has good literary
authority, it makes its first epigraphical appearance in Attica here; it should perhaps
be considered as an alternative for d[pr]o(mods) in Miss Hereward’s new fragments
of 1.G., IT%, 10 (B.S.A4., XLVII, 1952, p. 109, line 82).

Line 446: [Ed]@vk\é[ovs] is of course the most likely restoration, but not the
only possible one.

Line 454: I know of no name ending in -aprys. Lolling read JAéw.

Line 462: I have suggested elsewhere (B.S.4., L, 1955, p. 30) that Xapivos
Xapovidov (P.A. 15440) is a brother and that Evwvvpeds should be restored in I.G.,
11%, 1642, line 36, and 2829, line 2, but neither of these inscriptions helps a close dating.

Line 466: Pherekleides appears as strategos in "Apx. ‘E¢., 1918, p. 76, and in
1.G., IT%, 2968. The first inscription is probably of 324/3. The point has been much
disputed but the date cannot be wrong by more than a year or two.

Line 487: If he is to be identified with [A]nuédiros Aqu[— —] (Hatareds),
prytanis in 348/7 (1.G., IT%, 1748, line 20), as by Kirchner, Demophilos was not born
after 378/7, but I am not sure that Anu[éov] should not be the restoration there (cf.
P.A4., 3686).

Line 507: Their father ®eédwpos Evdnuidov Mehireds had been trierarch on
Kephisophon’s expedition to Skiathos (I.G., IT?, 1623, lines 35 ff. and 1629, lines
484 ff.), which is generally placed around 340 (see Kirchner, ad loc.). Between that
time and the date of I.G., II?, 1623, which is between 334/3 and 331/0 inclusive
(Kirchner, ad loc.), he had died, and the debt arising from the trierarchy was paid by
his son Theodoros as his heir, acting alone, in that year (I.G., II?, 1623, lines 50-59).
Here, on the other hand, his two sons, Athenodoros and Theodoros, join to free a
family slave. This is a crucial passage for the dating of the stele. I take it as certain
that the father is dead and that the stele is therefore later than Kephisophon’s
expedition to Skiathos ca. 340. I think it very probable that the evidence of the pay-
ment of the trierarchic debt is relevant; that is, it seems unlikely that there can have
been any partial division of the estate which would have had the effect that the liability
for the father’s trierarchic debt fell on Theodoros alone. This leaves two possibilities :
(a) that this passage is earlier than I.G., II?, 1623, lines 50-59, that Theodoros and
Athenodoros succeeded to the estate, freed this slave, and that Athenodoros afterwards
died, leaving the responsibility for the trierarchic debt to Theodoros alone; this face of
the stele would then be not later than 331; (b) that this passage is later than the
trierarchic passage, that, when the father died, Athenodoros was a minor, that Theo-
doros paid the trierarchic debt on behalf of the estate, and that they could not or
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did not free the slave until Athenodoros was of age; the stele could then not be
earlier than 333.

Line 512: The only reason I can see why this might not be the famous Chaire-
philos (P.A. 15187), but the otherwise unknown grandson whom Kirchner has
posited, is that a new citizen perhaps ought not to have a patronymic. What the
fourth-century theory or practice on this point was it seems impossible to say. I
cannot point to any case where someone who is definitely a first-generation citizen is
given a patronymic (I.G., IT?, 1496, line 32, [Xapidnumos ®]hofévov *Axapvevs is the
closest, but the restoration is not certain), but I do not think that we can say that this
social distinction was necessarily made. When we come to the question of when the
family got its citizenship, we are in no better case. It was indeed certainly before 323
(Deinarchos, 1, 43; 1.G., 1T, 1631, line 622), but Schaefer’s theory that it was during
the famine of 330-326 (Demosthenes und seine Zeit, I11°, p. 296) is quite unverifiable.
1.G., 11*, 417, where Chairephilos’ son Pamphilos appears as a citizen, is of no help,
since I see no way of dating it closer than between 340 and 320, and the comic
references also stand in need of dating from the citizenship. Webster (CIl. Quart.
N.S., 11, 1952, p. 20) accepts the C.I.4. dating of 1.G., IT*, 417 to 338-330, and uses
it somehow to show that the Epidauros of Alexis (Athenaeus, 119F) belongs to the
’thirties. I do not follow his argument, nor do I understand how he can go on to date
the Sorakoi in the ’forties, because another son, Pheidippos, is there called a &évos.
A mere decree of naturalization is hardly enough to stop a comic poet of any period
calling a foreigner a &évos. All we can safely say is that, if this Chairephilos is a
grandson of the first, the date of the stele can hardly be earlier than 320, and is
probably rather later.

Line 520: This is a new reading, replacing *Apxéd[n]uor<v>.

Line 524: Note Ed@Vuaxos Ev[0]immov Evmeraiwry who proposes a decree in the
archonship of Glaukippos (273/2), perhaps a grandson.

Line 548: He is one of the original names on his gravestone (I.G., IT% 6437),
which seems to have been made before Demetrios of Phaleron’s sumptuary reforms.

Line 557: A man of the same name, patronymic, and deme is prytanis in 367/6
(Hesperia, X1, 1942, p. 233, no. 43, line 7), and was therefore born in 397 at the
latest. He may be the same, but is more probably a grandfather. A relation, possibly
a grandson, ‘Empdrys "Avdpoxhéovs Edwvvpels is prytanis in the archonship of
Euboulos (256/5; Dow, Prytaneis, no. 9, line 33).

Line 565: See P.A. 14609 for evidence showing prominence in the ’thirties and
‘twenties.

Line 567: The evidence for Theophrastos from the navy-lists (1.G., IT?, 1629,
line 7; 1631, line 642) belongs to the ’twenties, but his father seems to be dead before
[Demosthenes], XL, 347, where his evidence would have been useful. I do not
understand 1.G., IT*, 4332, which has never been republished. Its lettering looks a
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great deal later than our period, and it may belong to a descendant, but it is poor work
for any period.

Face B

Lines 2-3 and 5: Letters underlined are now not on stone.

Line 19: There only appears to be room for one letter: 7a:8[ . Jv.

Lines 30-65: Readings in these lines are difficult in the extreme, and should be
treated with caution.

Line 34: For [- —]uaxos Kahhipdyxov MapabBdvios cf. Dow, Prytaneis, no. 28,
line 50.

Line 53: Presumably for ®\oorpar[———].

Lines 61, 63: [T]arpok\ijs or [II]arpoxAfs. For an ’Avriddvms Ilarpoxiéovs of
the first half of the century, see the tabella defixionis, Jahreshefte, V11, 1904, p. 121.

Line 62: If my reading is right (Kirchner prints ralac), ram(Bvddyry) é[v]
is perhaps the least improbable expansion.

Line 91: An hapax legomenon ymxiorpia with extraordinary spelling is not en-
couraging, but I see no other way of interpreting the line, and the woman must have
specialized in the tending of horses. This is, as far as I know, the only example of wo
in Attica; cf. Aaumoaydpen (I.G., XII, 7, 141; Amorgos), Xdpons (I.G., XII, 9,
56, 435; Styra) and 1.G., X11, 9, 1273-1274, 111, line 3 of Eretria, all much earlier.

Line 98: Earlier editions have read ék 7dv épy émi Sovv oik; this has been expanded
variously (cf. Tod, Epigraphica, X1I, 1950, pp. 12-13), but all have taken him to be
a miner, “ the only one released from this the hardest and cruellest of ancient indus-
tries ” (Gomme, Population of Athens, p. 42, note 6). There is, however, room for
only one letter before vv and it looks very like a kappa. I expand ék rdv épy(alopévwr)
émi Kvv(oodpyer) oik(odvra) with émi Kvvoodpye referring forwards and backwards,
and take him to be a building-worker, engaged in operations similar to those contracted
for in I.G., T1?, 1665. For the shortness of the distance between the Kynosarges and
Alopeke, his master’s deme of residence, cf. Herodotos, V, 63, 4.

Line 106: For a much later man of the same name and deme, see Inscriptions de
Délos, 1926, line 6.

Line 109: For a minor fighting a legal action by a xdpeos, cf. Demosthenes,
XLIII, 15. Kleoxenos and Ktesonides are certainly of the same deme, although we
cannot judge their relationship. For the formula, cf. Hesperia, Suppl. IX, no. 12.

Line 112: Menites of Kydathenaion appears on 1.G., I11% 2409, line 40, and was
therefore born in 389/8. See note on Face A, line 140.

Line 207: I have not come across "Axvpiwv elsewhere, but it is a straightforward
formation, and a good name for a farmer.

Line 209: Probably [Xaipurm]os as in Face A, line 140.
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Line 210: pvlwf(pds) is a new profession in these texts. The definition in
Liddell-Scott-Jones overestimates the social status of this profession. A member of it,
clearly labeled, may be seen in action on the Megarian bowl, preserved in two copies,
most conveniently to be found in 4.J.4., XLI, 1937, pp. 86 ff.

Line 211: Aristokritos is a new name in Aphidna.

Line 213: P.A. 15452 must be some relation.

Line 214: The restoration seems unavoidable. I have not found the name
elsewhere.

Line 216: This is P.A. 10652, his second appearance in these documents (cf.
1.G., I1*, 1569, lines 55-59). I have discussed his prominence in the ’twenties briefly
elsewhere (B.S.4., L, 1955, p. 35). He can hardly have been born much after 373.

Line 240: He is P.A. 15038, and was still alive in 303 (I.G., II% 483, line &).

Line 243: A possible clue to restoration is to be found in I.G., II?, 478, line 82
[E¥] Bovhos Knduoo[— — —] Kukuvreds, an ephebe of 305/4, who would presumably be
a grandson. I.G., IT?, 1755, line 15, is too distant in time to serve as a clue.

Line 254: This is P.4. 14160, born not later than 377, but still active in the
‘twenties.

Line 266: Ipudvdys is a new reading; cf. Ipedvns (I1.G., XII, 5, 609, line 290;
Keos).

Line 267: The grave stele of his grandfather who bears the same names belongs
to the beginning of the century (I.G., IT%, 5565; photograph in ’Apx. Aekr., 1920-21,
p. 116).

Lines 328-330: The stone has ANTIZKEN[HZX] but neither the alteration nor
the restoration is doubtful. I have discussed this troublesome family at length else-
where (B.S.4., L, 1955, pp. 21-22), and have attempted to simplify Kirchner’s rather
complicated stemma (ad P.A4. 1196) by identifying his Antiphates I and IT and his
Antisthenes I, II, and III. The result would be that the elder Antisthenes, born
between 420 and 410, is last mentioned in 334/3 and is dead by 326/5 when the
Antisthenes of our inscription pays for half a new trireme as his heir. This would
definitely date our inscription as later than 334/3. If my surgery on the stemma is
thought too drastic, the only relevant conclusion that can be drawn from Kirchner’s
stemma is that these sons are in control of the family property by 326/5.

Line 333: No certain restoration can be made, since there is duplication of this
name in the deme. I curtail discussion by referring to Kirchner’s stemma (ad P.A4.
12413), with which I agree. Nikostratos I had three sons: (1) Nikostratos IIT (P.4.
11025), who appears on a tessera tudicialis of, say, 360-340 (1.G., I1%, 1889; this and
112, 1836 are in the Museum of the British School at Athens); (2) Menon (P.4.
10076), trierarch in 356/5; (3) Pythodoros (P.4. 12413), born 384/3, trierarch,
Amphiktyon at Delos 341/0, diaitetes 325/4. Pythodoros had a son, Nikostratos 11
(P.A. 11026), who appears together with his father in another of these documents
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(1.G., II?, 1576, lines 9-12) and by himself on I.G., I1?, 2408. This inscription is of
the Lykourgan period and has ten names from Oineis singled out at the top, followed
by the beginning of a catalogue of Oineis. Unless this document is quite unparalleled,
it is an ephebe-list, with the ephebic lochagoi singled out for special mention (see
Roussel, Rev. Arch., XVI1II, 1941, pp. 222-226; Meritt, A.J.P., LXVI, 1945, pp. 234-
239; Pouilloux, La Forteresse de Rhammnonte, p. 107), and this makes good sense
about the ages of Nikostratos 1T and of Aischines’ son, Atrometos, who also appears
in I.G., IT?, 2408. The only difficulty about this view is that there will have to be two
Aristophons of Phyle, and Pritchett’s note on Aristophon (Hesperia, Suppl. VIII,
p. 277) will have to be emended accordingly. It seems quite clear that Nikostratos I1
cannot be the successful boys’ choregos of 331/0 (I.G., IT?, 2318, line 334), for the
choregos must have been born before 371 (Aischines I, 11; Aristotle, Ath. Pol., 56;
B.S.A4., L, 1955, p. 24), and was almost certainly Nikostratos III. In this state of
uncertainty, all we can say is that the restoration here will either be ITvfod@pov and
the reference to Nikostratos II, or Nuwoorpdrov and the reference to Nikostratos I1I.

Lines 335 ff.: The accepted date for the birth of Misgolas (P.4. 10225) is 390.
I have tried to show elsewhere (CI. Rev., N.S. VIII, 1958, p. 108) that the retention
of this date raises acute difficulties which resolve themselves into a choice between
abandoning the age-qualification of thirty for the boule and emending Aischines, I, 49.
I chose the latter alternative, and suggested a birthdate for Misgolas and Aischines
ca. 398. In this inscription Misgolas and his brother still have part of their estate
undivided, but we know nothing of their father, and have no idea when he died. It
has been plausibly suggested that their grandfather was secretary of the tamiai in
403/2 (1.G., 11*, 1370, line 5; J.H.S., LVIII, 1938, pp. 78-79).

Line 344: Tod read o[ ]xwomjy, Lolling followed by Kirchner 7[o]xiomir. 1
suggest 7[e]xiomiv, by far its earliest appearance, but not, I think, surprising.

I defer comment on the date of the stele. We may however note the salient facts
about it as a whole. Face A seems to have contained about 125 entries, Face B about
140. Face A has only the formula with the slave’s name in the nominative, Face B has
only the formula with the slave’s name in the accusative. It seems reasonably certain
that Face A, with its more careful hand and the list planned to cover the whole face
of the stele, was inscribed first. Face B was carved at a different time or, at any
rate, by another hand.

There is more to be said about the group of documents to which this stele belongs.
I begin with some revisions of their texts.

I.G., IT?, 1553 seems certainly to have had three columns at least, with one more
to the left. Traces of the original back are preserved, but we cannot tell whether it
was opisthographic. All entries preserved have the dwodvydv formula, as on Face A
of our stele. Line 4 should read Soctas. The traces in line 45 do not appear to fit the
Corpus restoration.
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1.G.,1I*,1560: The law which would make all so much clearer can only be slightly
improved. Line 3 should read dvdfnua .A..TTE. ; line 4 H.IE... of 8ikao; line 7 w kol 70
orabudy (orabfudv is of course neuter in Attic of this period, and what seems a parallel
to this phrase will be found in a new edition of 1.G., IT% 333, which A. M. Woodward
and I are preparing) ; line 14 is apparently KIQA, and line 15 is a sigma, not an
epsilon. Kirchner was clearly right in suggesting oi]«@v in line 12, and therefore the
dwodvydv formula was used on both sides of the stele, which are both in the same hand.

I.G., IT?, 1561: The back is original, but uninscribed. The disposition of the
inscription closely resembles 1564-1565, but the stone is slightly thicker, and its marble
is different. Line 33 reads Ipdfevov Ilvha|ydpov *Axep(Sovoror) ], thereby confirming
Preuner’s restoration. All we have is in the amodvyasw formula, and this also applies to
1562 and 1563 where I have no changes to make.

I1.G., IT?, 1564 and 1565 (E. M. 5302) are from the same stele, with 1565B
coming from the same side of the stele as 1564. The back of 1564 is original and
uninscribed, and it therefore should probably be placed below 1565. Again both
sides have the dmodvydr formula. It will be noted that the reverse (1565A) has at
least two columns, and this will also be true of the obverse.

1.G., 1T?, 1566 is another opisthographic stele, with at least two columns on the
obverse. Its most interesting feature is the sudden change at line 18 from the
dmoduysdv formula to the other, with the citizen’s name in the nominative. It is cut by
only one hand, but the change in formula is paralleled by a marked decline in neatness,
as if the lines after line 17 were cut later after the stele had been set up.

1.G., II?, 1567 and 1568 belong together and are from another opisthographic
stele; 1567 has an original back uninscribed, and is presumably lower on the stele
than 1568. 1568B has illegible traces of another column to the left. There were
therefore at least two columns on each side; again both are in the dwodvydv formula.

The two sides of I1.G., IT?, 1569 are in different hands, but seem to have had the
same number of columns, at least four. They have only the dmodvydr formula. I
would prefer Tlah (Apréa) in line 47.

1.G., IT*, 1570, opisthographic, but with nothing useful legible on the back, has
at least three columns of the dmodvydv formula. Line 3 ends *Ap with an uninscribed
space; line 8 should read Tdyxv\ (Nov) ; line 8a ]8wpor Ivfodd [ pov] Bpudaiov. In line 34
there is no room for the restoration printed in the Corpus, and I read ’Avreyévmy
Avr[—— &2 — -] Ha[— — — -] and compare P.4. 996-997.

I.G., 11%, 1571 apparently goes with 1574, since it has a curious edge, sloping
inwards under the face, while 1574’s edge slopes outwards. I cannot account for
this. I.G., I1%, 1573, which I have not seen, probably belongs either to this stele or
to 1575, to judge by its arrangement. Again the dmodvydv formula is universal.

1.G., IT?, 1572 also has the dmodvydv formula. The profession in line 8 ends not
with etae, but with a certain nu, and I think the current restoration extremely doubtful.
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1.G., 1I?, 1575 1 see no trace of line 1. In Column I, line 20, I read vra, in line 24
wv, in line 26 yreot. In Column IT, line 15 Mikpdr[ovs]. On Face B, line 38, ®hokpdrs
@[\ and a new line 49 [..."....]no.7e.v. I follow Gomme (Population of Athens,
p. 42, note 1) in doubting the association of Face B with the rest of our texts. Face A
has only the amodvydv formula.

1.G., IT?, 1576 has a formula peculiar to itself, slave’s name, profession and
deme, dmépuvye, master’s name, and lacks all reference to the phialai. Inscribed on at
least two adjacent sides, it had at least three columns on the obverse. Line 12 has
[IT]vAodwpov. In line 14 I doubt [ixf]vo[md\], for the first preserved letter appears
to be rather iota or tau. In line 23, I distrust "Avdx[apot]v, and suspect a metic
Avay | [... é]lv Kvdad | [oixobvral].

1.G., IT*, 1577 is an unsatisfactory stone of mysterious arrangement. Line 3
appears to end oik AQT]., line 6 ralacwo| , and there are two unread lines, 8
AOXAXQY and 9 [7]ala[oo.

1.G., 1%, 1578 must have had three columns to make room for the prescript.
Line 4 reads ‘Hyeorpdrov; line 5 [éu] ITaw. It has been noted that Column I (really IT)
has no reference to the phialai. On what grounds the Corpus restores references to
them in Column IT I do not know. It seems fairly clear that Column IT does not have
the dmodvydv or dmépvye formula, and that the change had already started in the
previous column, for it seems unlikely that *Apkdda in line 8 in the accusative preceded
Edxmjper in the nominative in the same entry.

We have now reduced the number of stelai to seventeen, and it is possible that
the number may have to be still further reduced, either because I have failed to notice
a possible association or because a change of hand or arrangement in the middle of
a stele may be concealing an association from us. In our present state of ignorance,
we cannot of course assert that each stele represents a year.

One important result of this reduction of stelai is that it now becomes much
clearer that the formula with the slave name in the accusative is distinctly rare. It now
appears only on the abnormal (since it lacks the phialai) I.G., II?, 1578, the great stele
here republished, and on 1566. It will be noted that in the last two cases there is some
reason to assert that the entries using this formula are cut later.

Some rough stylistic grouping is possible. I am disposed to separate I.G., II?
1576 and 1578, because they lack the phialai, and because, even apart from this, 1576
certainly, 1578 probably, has a different formula from the rest. It is tempting to
suggest that the reference to 76 orafudv in the law of 1560 refers to the introduction
of the phialai. 1.G., IT?, 1576 and 1578 will then be earlier than 1560, which should
certainly be the earliest of the rest, since it has what appears to be the law establishing
the institution. With 1560 we may perhaps group 1561, 1562, 1563 and 1564 4+ 1565,
since all these inset and isolate ¢ud\qy orafudv:H. Another stylistic grouping is
formed by 1571 4 1574, and 1575, as well as 1573, if this turns out to belong to a
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third stele. All these start a new entry by outsetting the first line. Otherwise there
is no very obvious grouping. Perhaps one would expect 1553 with its continuous lines
to be the latest.

Absolute dating of the whole group is hardly possible. Kirchner in the Editio
Minor places them all ca. 330, although his datings scattered through P.A. show
both earlier and much later dates. The only attempt at precise dating I know is that
of Diller, Race Mixture among the Greeks before Alexander, pp. 167-168, who
argues that, since the first large silver hydriai were made from the ¢idhar éfehevfepixai
in 321/0 (1.G., 1I%, 14609, lines 3 ff.), the institution of dedicating the phialai began at
this time. But this is clearly not cogent, since the individual phialai may have been
retained separately for some years in the treasury before the decision was taken to
melt them and make larger offerings from them. The point must, however, be borne

in mind, and we must add that there is evidence for another such hydria being made
in 313/2 (1.G., IT?, 1480, lines 8-11; unpublished restorations).

Greater precision can be sought by a prosopographical investigation of the lists.
The assumption that 1576 and 1578 are the earliest, because they lack the phialai,
gives some help. I.G., IT?, 1576, lines 9-12, has Pythodoros and his son, Nikostratos II,
of Acharnai joining to free a family slave. It will be clear from our discussion of the
family (pp. 232-3) that there is no likelihood of Nikostratos being of age to do this
before the end of the ’thirties; unless I.G., II?, 2408, is the earliest known ephebe-list,
not until after 334. One cannot fix a lower limit; Pythodoros was alive until 324 at
least. But note Adroxhfs Xapirmov Ifeds (1576, lines 71 ff.). Kirchner seems to
have thought him the ephebe of 334/3. This is unsatisfactory, since his father X.A.IL.
appears in the presumably later list 1567, line 14, and the Autokles of 1576 is more
likely to be the ephebe’s grandfather. But since the ephebe’s father Chairippos was
bouleutes in 335/4 (I.G., II?, 1700, lines 161-2) and was therefore born in 365 at
the latest, it would be undesirable to take the elder Autokles, and 1576 with him, too
far into the ’twenties.

For the inscriptions with phialai, practically all the useful evidence comes from
our large inscription. The crucial points on Face A are (1) line 507, of which what is
now the most likely interpretation will point to a date later than 333; (2) lines 189 ff.
These last seem very strong evidence for a date later than Kirchner’s. Three sons of
a Demon Phrearrhios join to free a slave. This almost certainly implies that their
father is dead, but a Demon Phrearrhios is alive in 323 or 322 (I.G., IT%, 1632,
line 248). He could be a cousin, but we have no evidence to suggest a cousin’s
existence. If the upper limit for Face A is 323, the lower limit cannot be much later.
We have on it men born in 389/8 (line 140), 380 or earlier (line 219), possibly even
before 397 (line 557), besides one man (line 548) who died and was buried before
the sumptuary legislation of Demetrios in 317/6.
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Face B, which must be later, helps a little. The evidence of lines 328-330, on my
view, proves a date later than 334/3. If the Nikostratos of line 332 is Nikostratos II,
the date should be later than 325/4, when his father was still alive. Counterbalancing
evidence comes from lines 335 ff., since, even if Misgolas was only 70 in 320, this is
still remarkably late for him to be holding property in common with his brother. But
this is a difficulty on any view now possible. It certainly prevents us from taking
the inscription much lower than 320.

The evidence suggests therefore that the institution of the ¢udlar éfehevfepikai
cannot be earlier than ca. 330, and strong, but not decisive, prosopographical evidence
suggests a date at the end of the ’twenties for at least one of the lists. This fits well
with Diller’s hypothesis.

I do not propose to discuss the legal problems of these lists at length. For the
commonest formula, slave’s name-profession-domicile, dmodvydr, master’s name,
dud\gy orabudv :H, we have the plausible theory of Tod and Bosanquet * that we have
to deal with a group of manumissions carried out by fictitious processes dwooraciov,
as described by Harpokration, s.2.,° to which the compulsory dedication of a phiale
was added, by, T suggest, the law of 1.G., II?, 1560, as a registration fee. I1.G., II?,
1576 and Column I (really IT) of 1578 will be the registration of similar actions
before the institution of the phiale.®

Difficulties really arise with the reverse formulae where the master’s name is in
the nominative. Here it is easier to see the difficulties in earlier theories than to suggest
anything plausible in their place. Wilamowitz, for example,” thought that the missing
participle was éfehdpevos eis éevfepiav, but the reverse formula appears in 1578,
where the heading clearly excludes any other suit but that known as amooraciov, and
Wilamowitz made no attempt to show how the type of vindicatio he suggested fitted
into a 8ikn dmooraciov. Kahrstedt ® has suggested that the reverse formula did not
indicate a difference in the type or result of a case, but merely that the master and
not the freedman paid for the phiale. This view, however, also clashes with the
evidence of 1578, where, although the phialai have been restored, there is no reason
to suppose their presence. Tod °® suggested that in these cases one should expect the
logical opposite of dmodvydr, that is, é\dv, and suppose that the masters won their
case, but the large number of such entries on the reverse of our great stele suggests
that here too some legal fiction leading to manumission is in question.

*B.S.A4., VIII, 1901-2, pp. 197-202.
5 On the non-fictitious form of this action, see Gernet, Droit et Société dans la Gréce ancienne,
pp. 168-172.
’ ¢ Tod, op. cit., p. 198, note 2, attempted to explain the absence of the phialai from 1576 by
assuming that they were referred to in the heading, but in 1578 they are absent from the heading too.
™ Hermes, XX11, 1887, p. 110, note 1 = Kleine Schriften, V, i, p. 275, note 1.
8 Staatsgebiet und Staatsangehorige in Athen, pp. 308-309.
? Joc. cit.
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The only possible, although perhaps not very probable, view that I can see is a
combination of the views of Tod and Kahrstedt. We have seen some reason to believe
that Face B of our great stele and that part of 1566 where the reverse formula is
employed are later than the normal formula, and they may date from a time where
the legal responsibility for providing the phiale had been transferred to the master.
This would leave the cases of 1578, Column II, as genuine examples of a success by
a master in a 8ikn dmooraciov and the only cause for doubt which can be raised is that
the prescript of 1578 refers to one particular day, and that if the cases registered on it
were genuinely contested, the polemarch would have had a full day.*

The truth of the matter is that our evidence is inadequate. Another fragment
of the law of 1.G., IT% 1560 or another prescript would improve our position. At the
moment we cannot do more than guess at the legal procedure involved, and in the
absence of precise dates, speculation as to the political background of this large body
of inscriptions is quite unprofitable. I agree with, but cannot expand, the comment of
M. 1. Finley," “ The fact that all the evidence is crowded within a time span of two
decades or less suggests that the whole procedure was not a normal one in Athens, but
was created to meet peculiar conditions of the moment.”

Davip M. Lewis
Curist Caurca, OXFORD

10 Besides the works referred to in the commentary to I.G., 112, 1553, I have found Kahrstedt,
0p. cit., pp. 305-309, most helpful. I do not understand the views of Westermann, Journal of Near
Eastern Studies, V, 1946, pp. 94-99.

U Land and Credit in Ancient Athens, p. 291.
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