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1. For discussion of the secretaries,
see Ferguson 1898, pp. 14-27; Rhodes
1985, pp. 134-141; 1993, pp. 599-605.
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ABSTRACT

This article presents a survey of the principal state secretaries responsible for
the publication of decrees and their erection on stone stelai, followed by a full
analysis of the forms of the publication and erection provisions from the 5th
century B.C. to the 2nd century A.c. The study demonstrates that, during all
periods, one sequence tended to predominate, but other sequences were also
employed. Attention is paid to detail within the constituent elements of the
formulations, and suggestions are made for altering restorations in several texts.

In this paper I first examine the titles of the various state secretaries whose
task it was to supervise the inscription and erection of decrees passed by
the boule and demos, and then analyze and discuss in detail the form of the
provisions authorizing such publication and erection.

THE SECRETARIES

From perhaps just before the middle of the 5th century B.c. we meet 6
yoouuoateds tig BouAii, the Secretary of the Council. Until some time in
the 360s, this official was appointed for a term of a single prytany only, so
that in any given year there were ten different Secretaries of the Council;?
he was chosen from among the members of the tribes 7o in prytany, but
almost certainly was himself a bouleutes.

At some time during the 360s, and demonstrably by the year 363/2,®
the secretary now held office for the entire year, and almost certainly was

at the School. I am also pleased to ac-
knowledge the helpful comments and
suggestions of Hesperia's two anonymous
reviewers.

Texts from Osborne 1981 are cited
by their D numbers. All dates in this
paper are B.C. unless otherwise indicated.

2. It is for this reason that, in financial
records kept on an annual basis, as in the

case of the Parthenon, Propylaia, and
Erechtheion, we find dating given in
terms of who “was the first to be
secretary.” See Dinsmoor 1931, p. 351,
n.2.

3.1n 363/2, four prytanies (II, VI,
VII, and that of Aiantis) all have the
same secretary, Nikostratos of Pallene:
see Dinsmoor 1931, p. 351, n. 3.
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no longer a bouleutes. In 356/5 (IG11? 128), commencing with VII Kekropis,
the annual rotation of the secretaries in official tribal order was inaugu-
rated.* New, and as yet unpublished, evidence indicates that the old ar-
rangement with ten secretaries each year persisted at least until the year of
the archon Kephisodoros (366/5).° This evidence not only brings down
the previously held lower limit from 368/7, but also explodes Ferguson’s
hypothesis that the secretaries of the decade 366/5-357/6 also came each
from a different tribe, not in official order, but in a random sequence de-
termined by the lot.®

It is only after the alteration in the term of the Secretary’s office from
one prytany to one year that we first encounter a new title, 6 yooupotedg
6 xortd Twputaveia, the Prytany Secretary.” At first sight, it may appear
incongruous and puzzling that, now that the State Secretary no longer
serves for a single prytany alone but for a whole year, he is nevertheless
designated xata mputaveiov. But this rests on a misconception: xoti
nputaveiov does 7o mean “throughout (one) prytany,” but rather, as
Ferguson saw, “prytany by prytany,” referring to the Secretary’s function
throughout the succession of the ten prytanies of the year.?

This new title is first clearly met with in IG II? 120, an inscription of
the year 353/2.° At lines 15-16, 0y ypoupatéo 1oy xatd | [mplutaveioy
is instructed, along with tobg &Alovg ypapuot{te}éag Todg émi Toillg
dInpootols Ypdupaoty, to make copies of the inventory of treasures in the
Chalkotheke. It is not until a little later—IG I1? 210 + 259 (349/8); IG 112
223A (343/2)—that we first find him explicitly charged with the duty of
publication and erection of a decree.”

It is manifest, however, from extant epigraphical evidence, that the
publication and erection of decrees may now be entrusted either to the
secretary designated as ot Tputaveia or to the (earlier) official desig-
nated g Bouliic. For these two designations now appear in the publica-
tion provisions of our texts down to the end of the 4th century.* This
circumstance has generated the obvious question: were these two titles
merely different ways of designating the same official,’® or are we now

4. Confirmed by Agoral 7495, an
unpublished law of the year 354/3 (see
Whitehead 1989, p. 102). For what is

ment as “Ferguson’s proto-law.”
7. At Ath. Pol. 54.3 the yoappotedg
xowée TpuTaveiaw is the only title ex-

now termed “Ferguson’s Law,” see
Ferguson 1898, pp. 32-38; and 1914~
1915.

5. A new text of 366/5, to be
published by Angelos Matthaiou, will
furnish clear evidence that more than
one secretary operated during that year.
I am much indebted to Mr. Matthaiou
for this privileged information.

6. For the lower limit of 368/7, see
Rhodes 1985, p. 135; 1993, pp. 601—
602, with Addenda p. 781. Ferguson’s
hypothesis is most recently espoused
by Whitehead (1989, SEG XXXIX 71),
who refers to this putative arrange-

plicitly mentioned, although we may
reasonably assume that the secretary
who, we are told, was previously elected
(mpdtepov . . . obtog Hv XetpoToVNTAC)
is the official whom we find desig-
nated as the ypappotede g fovAic.
Ath. Pol. tells us that “now” the
secretary is chosen by sortition (vov 8¢
yéyove xAnpwtdg). It is likely that the
change from election to sortition
occurred at the same time as the shift
from a tenure of a single prytany to an
annual one.

8. Ferguson 1898, p. 36.

9. For the date, see Schweigert

1938, pp. 281-289; cf. Rhodes 1985,
p. 92, with n. 4.

10. Note that IG I1? 223C, lines 1-
2, [yooppotle[blg xota ntlputalveiov: |
KAedotpartog Tiypoabévoug Atythedc,
taken in conjunction with the fragmen-
tary prescripts in IG II* 224 and 225,
both also of the year 343/2, proves that
the grammateus kata prytaneian was a
designation for the principal State
Secretary.

11. And even, sporadically, beyond:
see below, p. 93.

12. So, e.g., Ferguson 1898, pp. 35—
36, 63—66; Brillant 1911, pp. 34-49;
Pritchett and Meritt 1940, p. 2, with
n. 6; Rhodes 1985, pp. 136-137; 1993,
p. 600.



13. So, e.g., Dinsmoor 1931,
pp- 352-353; Alessandri 1982, pp. 15—
32; cf. Whitehead 1989, p. 102, n. 1.

14. As Rhodes (1985, p. 137,

n. 7) notes, it was Pritchett and Meritt
(1940, p. 2, n. 6) who were the first

to make the link. Schweigert (1938,
pp. 281-289 [SEG XIX 129,

ca. 352/1]) did not make the connec-
tion, misled by Dow’s erroneous
identification (Dow 1937, pp. 34-36)
of the ypoppoteds the BovAig xal T0D
3Nuov—a quite different official
altogether; see Rhodes 1985, p. 136—
with the ypoppoteds e BovAig.

15. So Dinsmoor 1931, p. 352;
cf. Rhodes 1985, p. 140; 1993, p. 600.

16. The restoration in the Corpus
text, IG 112 652, lines 34-35, tov
Yooppatéa s BlovAfig xal Tod dMlpov,
the Secretary of the Boule and of the
People, is both impossible and un-
necessary. We should read, as Osborne
(1981) does (D 75), Blovfig év omhant
MBilwne. The Secretary of the Boule and
of the People is an official with a totally
different function, and is to be iden-
tified with the elected Reader (see
Rhodes 1985, p. 136).

17. Meritt (1961, p. 215, no. 10)
had restored ©ol[v ypoupatéa tig
BovAfig othin Abivne, calling this,
strangely, “an abbreviated form of the
title Tov yYpoppatéa g BovAig xod ToD
Sfpov.”

18. See p. 95 below.

19. Agora XV, p. 89.

20. Dow 1937, p. 42, and n. 2.

21. Agora XV1 123, lines 23-24
(302/1) furnishes an example of
omission of the secretary in a text that
also, as it happens, includes the phrase
xoi T ovépota adtedv. For other
examples, see pp. 110-113 below.
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dealing with two distinct officials, with separate titles and separate—or
overlapping—functions?”

One piece of evidence is central to this issue, namely, the inscription
already adduced above (IG II* 120), related to the inventory of the trea-
sures in the Chalkotheke. For, in the words immediately following the
lines cited above, we read:

gnelday O EEeToabL ThvTo %
[oi] dvaypapit, TOY Yoappatéa the BovARg dvaypddavta
[év] othint ABivn othoou Eumpoabey The yoAxotMxnlc].

The problem is obvious: can we believe that one and the same official is,
within the space of a couple of lines, referred to by two different titles?
Surely, some would urge, these must be two separate officials.

It would not be difficult to accept what appears so obvious, were it not
for the existence of further evidence, which may help to alleviate the ap-
parent contradiction. In SEG XIX 129, a document published by the Trea-
surers of Athena, reference is made in lines 13-14 to the stele set up in
353/2 by Philokedes in front of the Chalkotheke: fjv] @t ox#dng €omoey
éni Ooudnulov &pyovtoc. This can be none other than the stele the
Yooppoateds g BovAig is instructed to set up by the publication provi-
sion of lines 17-19 of IG 11> 120. Now, Philokedes son of Dorotheos of
Pallene is, with minimal restoration, firmly established as the eponymous
secretary in Agora XVI 55 (IG11? 138) and IG II? 139, both of 353/2; and,
as we already know from IG II? 223C and II* 224, 225, the eponymous
secretary could bear the title ypappotedg xotex npvtavelav. Hence, the
Yoopuotedg Tig BouAiic and the ypoypoatede xartd mpuLTAvVEio are one
and the same."

Although incidence of mention of the secretary entitled ypoupotedg
T BovAyg as the officer responsible for the publication of decrees de-
creases steadily as the 4th century progresses, replaced in favor of the sec-
retary entitled ypoppotedg xaté mputaveia, it is certainly misleading,
indeed false, to suggest or imply that we hear no more of the former des-
ignation after 318/17.% For it is unquestionably found well into the 3r/
century, e.g., D 75, line 34 (paullo post 286/5);'¢ SEG XXI 389, lines 1-2
(ca. med. 5. I1I)." However, the totally restored example at Agora XV 77,
lines 32-34 (280-275), &voypddou 8¢ 168€] 10 PhpLopl[o tov yooupatén
1oV T BovAig €lv othine AN[Bivn, should be regarded with suspicion,
partly because of the anomalous formulation with the repeated definite
article’ and partly for the reasoning employed to justify the restoration.
For Meritt and Traill rejected Dow’s objection to the late date for mention
of this officer on the grounds that “the funds for [inscribing the decree]
were to come from the moneys at the disposal of the Council,” a curious
justification.’ Dow’s caution in assuming omission of five letters from the
title of the prytany secretary is preferable; he also noted that the space
could be exactly filled with xoi & évépota v TpLTAVEWY.? This is not
so fanciful: instances of the omission of any reference whatsoever to the
secretary do occur.?!

Apart from the activities of the secretaries designated g BovAig and
xatd mputaveioy, we find that, during the two brief periods of political
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turbulence at Athens in the years 321/20 to 319/18 and 294/3 to 292/1, it
was the &varypopedg who assumed the status of eponymous secretary and
the duties of publishing decrees of the boule and demos. Prytany secretaries
do make an appearance in decree prescripts of the first of these periods,
but they have lost their annual status, being chosen for a period of one
prytany only from among the members of the prytanizing tribe.”

Before the 4th century is over, we encounter yet another secretary
entrusted with the publication of decrees, or, at least, another #it/e of a
secretary with this responsibility. This is 6 ypoupatedg 100 Spov.?
Ferguson and Brillant argue for the identification of this secretary with
the yoappotede xotd mputavelow and the earlier ypoppotede thg Bovie,
an identification also supported by Pritchett in the editing of a fragmen-
tary text.?* It is not impossible, however, as Woodhead reminds us, that
“this was a functionary separate from those already mentioned.”” Cer-
tainty is unattainable; for our purposes an economical hypothesis will be
to accept that this is simply a new title for the principal state secretary.

The ypappoatedg T0d 3Muov is first encountered in publication provi-
sions in the posthumous honors proposed for Lycurgus by Stratokles in
307/6 ([Plutarch] Vit. X orat. 852), where we read é&vabeivoun 5& tov yoou-
poatéo Tod dMpov év omhatg MBivatg ol othoot v axpomdiel TARoioy
1@y &vabnudtwy. Epigraphically, he appears slightly later, e.g., D 61
(IGTI? 496 + 507), lines 37-38 (303/2); possibly also in D 57 (IG 112 576)
and D 58 (IG II? 696), both placed by Osborne in ca. 307-303/2. For the
next 200 years his title occurs regularly but much less frequently than 6
yooppatedg 6 xotd putavelow. He is still to be found mentioned at the
very end of the 2nd century B.c. (G II? 1011, line 62 [106/5]).

This brief survey is not complete without mention of the fact that the
relevant secretary appears in a few cases to have been designated as 6
Yooupotedg tout court.*® As already noted, on occasion in the publication
provision there is no mention of any responsible official at all: “in all such
cases the subject of the infinitive is presumed to be the familiar official,
under whatever designation.””

THE PROVISION FOR INSCRIBING
AND ERECTING

In the instructions included in decrees and laws for their publication and
erection, there are essentially six elements, not all of which are always present
in each instance, and not all appearing in a single, unvaried order of occur-
rence. These six elements, out of which the wording of the instructions is
formulated, are the designation of the responsible secretary, the instruc-
tion to attend to the inscribing of the document, the specification of what
text is to be inscribed, the material on which the text is to be inscribed, the
instruction to erect the monument, and the location. Within each of these
elements we shall find variations of wording or vocabulary.

The presentation of the mass of material available for an overview
and thorough analysis of the various formulations is no easy matter.

22. See Henry 1977, pp. 50-57, esp.
p- 55; cf. Rhodes 1985, p. 140; 1993,

p- 600.

23. As Woodhead (4gora XVI,

p- 191) notes, Rhodes 1985 does not
specifically discuss this secretary,
although his note 3 (Rhodes 1985,

p- 136) might be taken to imply that
the secretary is to be identified with 6
YoopUoteDS TG BOLAYG xal ToD dMuov,
i.e., the Reader. Rhodes (1995, p. 600)
states baldly that, apart from the two
periods of &varypageig, “the title

Yoo poTedg xotd tpuTaveioy became
standard (until in the second century
A.D. it gave way to a new title wept t0
Brna).” This is somewhat imprecise, at
least in so far as the designation of the
secretaries responsible for inscribing
and erecting decrees goes.

24. See Ferguson 1898, pp. 6366
and Brillant 1911, pp. 37-49; also
Hesperia 10, 1941, pp. 270-271, no. 70,
with n. 10; cf. D 64 and Agora XV1
121.

25. Agora XVI, p. 191.

26. See pp. 110-113 below.

27. Woodhead, in Agora XVI,

p- 240.



28. A certain degree of what the
late-lamented David Lewis might
well have termed “rebarbativity” is
inescapable in studies of this nature.
We are, I fear, back in “the austere
realms” that Whitehead (1998, p. 493)
associates, not too unkindly, with my
work on the language of Athenian
inscriptions.

29.1 should indicate at the outset
that, although I have excluded many
possible instances in which restoration
plays too substantial a role, I have not
hesitated to include examples not
totally preserved, where, in my
judgment, sufficient traces remain on
the stone to justify confidence in the
overall original wording. To cite only
completely unrestored texts would
have risked overlooking some poten-
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Conscious of the fact that there is an obvious chronological overlap at all
periods except before ca. 365 B.c.—given that instructions for the inscrib-
ing and erection of stelai are assigned to more than one secretary (or, at
least, to secretaries with more than one title)—I have concluded that the
evidence will be most easily intelligible and digestible?® if it is presented in
categories divided according to the various (titles of ) secretaries.

THE SECRETARY OF THE BOULE
(6 Yoappatedg 6 tihg BovAi)

As is fully to be expected, given the idiosyncratic nature of early chancery
style, the 5th century reveals itself as a period when the wording of the
provision is only just beginning to edge its way forward to a standard or
predominant form.”

Our earliest piece of evidence is perhaps® IG I’ 10, lines 22-26, the
Phaselite decree, dated 469-450 in the Corpus:

T stoich. 22
[0 3¢ PNorolpa t6[de] dvaypadd
[tw 6 Yoopplotede 6 The BoAng
[Eotidnt ABi]vne xal xortad
[étw ép méAetL

Here the instructions commence by specifying what is to be inscribed, to
Phpropo 163¢,* followed by the instruction to inscribe the decree, here in
the imperative.? Next comes the secretary himself, of necessity in the nomi-
native case, and, be it noted, with the article repeated; he is 6 Ypoppotedg
6 e BoAig.>? Then appear the material to bear the inscribed text, a stele
of stone,** expressed by év + dative;* the instruction to erect the stele,

tially significant evidence. The first ex-
ample cited (JG I® 10) illustrates this
point well.

30. On the strength of the short
dative ®aoniitarg (line 5), Harold
Mattingly would place this document
in 425/4. Like Lewis, I do not find
this convincing. It is not my intention
here to rehearse the arguments for
“the right dating criteria for fifth-
century Attic texts” (cf. Mattingly 1999).
I address this topic in ZPE 137, 2001,
forthcoming.

31. The alternative word order, t63¢
70 PApLopa, cannot be accommodated
here, nor would it be tolerated where the
provision is introduced by the connective
d¢. There is no instance of the sequence
168¢ 8¢ 10 Pigopa. Cf. n. 77 below.

32. The imperative will, of course,

eventually give way to the infinitive
(&varypdar) construction.

33. In the nominative, the title
may indeed be found, but rarely,
without the repeated article: so IG I?
156, lines 21-22 (440-425); IG 11 106,
line 16 (368/7); 11 141, line 13 (364?).
In the accusative, the title is invariably
TOV Ypoppatéa e BouAfig, with no
doubling of the article. For the alleged
instance of tov ypappatén TdV ThHe
Bovlyg in Agora XV 77, line 33 (280~
275), see p. 93 above.

34. But note IG II? 687 (+ 686),
line 43 (265/4), év othhn xohx[7e.

35. eic + accusative is almost as
common as év + dative. Cf. IG I* 98
(411), where at line 13 we find &v
o[™An Abivn, and at lines 27-28 é¢
Thy ald]lthy othiny.
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expressed by the verb xatortifnut;* and finally, the location, éu éAer,’” on
the Acropolis, totally restored here, but equally totally certain.

Thus, all six constituent elements are present, in a pattern that can
most simply be described as O(bject)~V(erb)-S(ubject).®® This pattern
seems to have been one to commend itself in the 5th century: compare, for
example, the more elaborate but essentially identical IG I* 78, lines 48-51
(ca. 422?), the decree on the Eleusinian Firstfruits:

stoich. 50

TOG O YOLVYPOUPALS X0l TO POéPLopa TOdE dvary
papadrto ho ypappatede ho te¢ Borgg év otéAaty duoty
Abivor
v ol xortoféto tév péy ‘Edevaiv v tot hiepot, tév 8¢
hetépav [¢]
@ TTOAeL

The same sequence is found in the accusative and infinitive construction,

e.g., IG I} 65, lines 5-7 (ca. 427/6):
70 8¢ @oélp[o[ua t6]3e dvalypdgoor ] stoich. 30
[0y Yooppatléa [telg [BolAeg év o[ té]Aet A[10]

[iver xod xa]‘g[ae]éy[at] g TOA[eL].

Compare IG I* 106, lines 19-21 (409/8):

stoich. 50
T
[0 8¢ @olépLopa T6de dvalypldpoot TOv Yoauuatéao Teg BOAES
év oté
[AeL Au]Bivel xal xotaBE[v]ow év TOAEL
and IG I® 110, lines 20-24 (408/7):
1082 ¢ stoich. 23

fAptopa t6de dvaypddat Tov Y
poprprotéa TG BOATS v oTIAN
L ABivne xol xotabEvou .
SAet.

A more elaborate wording, but recognizably the same pattern, is seen in

IG T? 40, lines 57-63 (446/5):

70 8¢ Qoélopa T6de xod TOV stoich. 32
hdpxov &vaypdoar ’ABéveot puév tov Yoo
pploltéo tEg BoAgg Eatéhet Mbivel xol x
otaBEvau ¢ TOALY TéAeat Tolg XoAutdé
ov, &v 8¢ Xax(dt v 1oL hiepot 10 Audg T
’OAvptio he Bort Xahxtdéoy dvaypdpoac
o xotabéto.

36. The regular alternative, as we
shall see, is fompt.

37. There appears to be a distinct
shift from éyu éAet to év dixpomdier
somewhere around the year 386 B.c.
(see Henry 1982), probably with a
period of overlap on either side of the
apparent divide (SEG XXXII 50, lines
17-18 [379/8], although totally re-
stored, may be the latest dated example
of éu méAer). As well as év + dative, we
also occasionally find eig + accusative:
s0 &c oA, IG I* 40, line 60 (446/5);

I3 127, line 39 (405/4); ic &xpdmoAw,
IG1I? 238b, lines 15-16 (338/7); D 37
(112 391), line 15 (318); II*> 571, lines 7-
8 (fin. s. IV). Instances with the article
are rare: év i éxpon[die, IG 112 133,
line 17 (355/4); eic thy &xpomnd[Aw, 112
221, line 5 (paullo post 344/3); €ig | [thy
dixpomoAw, I12 725, lines 8-9 (s. 111,
pars prior).

38. The wording for the erection
will regularly, but not invariably (cf.,
e.g., IG® 153, lines 19-21 [440-425]),
follow on after the principal instruc-
tions for the inscribing have been
given.



39. See n. 33 above.

40. The heavily restored and not
entirely secure IG I® 163, lines 3-7
(440-415) appears to move from the
imperative &varypolpodro to the in-
finitive xota]0gvau.

41. See p. 103 below.

42. Indeed, as we shall see, this se-
quence is by far the commonest with a//
(titles of ) secretaries.
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Here, of course, we have provision for inscribing and erecting both at Ath-
ens and at Chalkis, which accounts for some of the variation. We may note
too the switch from the accusative and infinitive to the nominative and
imperative, which is paralleled, with the reverse switch, in IG I* 156, lines
19-26 (440-425):
mepl [8] stoich. 23

€ Aeovido ta époeplopéva &[v]

aypaupadto ho ypappatede &

¢ BoAEg téAeat toig Agovido

€v aTtéhaty dLOoLY, xal T&v Uy

hetépav otecon éu moAeL, TEV

8¢ hetépoy év haiwoapvaoao

t &v 6L hiepdt 10 "ATéAovog

We should observe that 1) the article is nof repeated in the title of the
Secretary;* 2) the expected Abivowy is omitted; 3) the allocation of the
costs to Leonidas himself comes &efore the provision for erection, no doubt
because of the complication of the wording of the double erection; 4) the
verb employed to express the erecting is {otnut, rather than xotortifnue;
and 5) at line 27, the construction moves back to the imperative again
(&v8pa mpooeréabo Asovidleg xTA.). %

To return briefly to IG I® 40, it should also be observed how, in lines
62—-63, the formulation has been converted from &varypdpoon xal xorto-
BEvou to varypdpoooa (participle) xorabéro. This syntactically “reduced”
form is encountered not infrequently in the 5th century, as well as occa-
sionally in the 4th.*!

In the 5th century we also find the sequence V—O-S, with the infini-
tive, for example, IG I® 66, lines 20-22 (427/6):

xol dvorypdploon tabto tOY ¥l stoich. 38
[palupotéa TEc BoAEg EoTtélet AB[iver xal xortod]
evat €Y. TTOAEL

where the restoration Tabta is confirmed by the resumptive oD ]row uév évorypd-
@ooau in lines 22-23. Compare the slightly different IG I® 98.1, lines 26—
28 (411):

Tpooova] stoich. 30
[Ylpddor 3& xat T6de T0 P pLopa €5 Ty o
[D]thv othAny ToY Yoouulatéa T BoAficl.

This sequence, V=O-S, is the one that appears to predominate in the 4th
century and beyond;* compare, for example, IG II* 107, lines 18-20 (368/7):

non-stoich.

avaypadou d[€ t]6d
[e o Inletlopa Tov Yooupatéa the [BovlAflgl év omiint Abivy
[t xol o]thoot év axpoTdAet.

and D 14 (IGII? 226+), lines 19-23 (ca. 342):
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avo stoich. 21
Yobdou 8¢ T63e TO PHELopa
TOY YOORUOTE o THG BOLAR
G v oANL ABivnL xod o
taBetvon &v dxpomiier

and, with the variation of the phrase “on a stele of stone” appearing be-
fore, rather than affer, mention of the Secretary, IG II? 232, lines 20-23
(340/39):

avarypddo] stoich. 25
[t] B¢ t68e T Prilropa év oA Al
[L]6ivnL Tov Yoloppatéo The BouA]
fig xol oThoo[t v dxpomdiel

SEG XL 74, lines 24-27 (337/6):
%ol dvorypd stoich. 33
Yo 163¢e 10 PELopa v oA Abivn To
v Yooppatéo e BoLARG xal athoot €v dxp
oToAeL
and the more elaborate Agora XVI 73, lines 22-27 (337/6):
avorypadou 3¢ T6v stoich. 36
de TOV vou.ov év omhiong Mbivatg dvoty tov ¥
pappatéan ™G BOLAS xal othoat T Yev Tl T
g eladdov g elg "Apetov Ilayov g €ig 0 Bo
VAELTNPLOV ELTLOVTL, TNV OE &v TN ExxAnoia
v

or, with the complete omission of the phrase “on a stele of stone,”* for

example, /G II* 351 (+ 624), lines 33-35 (330/29):
avoypddot [3]e T6de O PRpLopa stoich.

TOV Ypoppatéa e BovAng xott

othoat &y axplolmdier

The same word order, V-O-S, is standard in proxeny grants, when the
word mtpoEevia is employed in lieu of T68¢ t0 Phgiopa in the publication
provision: so IG II* 80, lines 5-7 (ca. 380-370?):%

[xod dvarylpador adtidL ™ TtpolEeviov] stoich. 29
[&v othAInL AB[ (v Tov Yoo ol téo ]
[the BoARlg xall althoon év axpom[dhet *].

and IG I1? 149, lines 17-20 (342):

43. Cf. also IGII? 660.1, lines 19-22
(s. IV, pars prior); 112 204, lines 54-57
(352/1); 112 212, lines 44—47 (347/6),
with 16 ¢MeLopa 163¢; 112 410, lines
37-39 (ca. 330); Agora XV 49, lines 55—
57 (328/7); IGTI? 343, lines 17-19
(323/2?).

44. Although, of course, the very
existence of the stone shows that this
was the intention.

45. See Petirka 1966, p. 29, for the
text (cf. SEG XX1V 78).



46. For the same pattern, V-0-5,
with the Prytany Secretary, see below,
pp- 104-106.

47. See Mattingly 1984, pp. 344~
345.
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&  stoich. 37
[vaypddor 38 xai T]v Tpoeviay, Eav xal T@L S
[t doxAt, TOV Yoauulatéa The BoLATC v othAnL A
[1Bivnt %ol othHoou] Ev dxpomdret déxa Ruepmv

In addition to these predominating sequences we also find the following
two sequences:

1) O-S-V, so IG II? 43, lines 63—66 (378/7):

70 8[& PApLlopa t6de O Ypauparteds stoich. 31
0 e BoAdlg avaypladdtw év athin AL
wnt xoi xotoB€[tw] o tov Al Tov EAev
Oéprov:

2) S-V, so IG II? 76, lines 17-20 (ca. 378/7?):

6] 8¢ ylpou]uotede 6 stoich. 20
¢ BoAng avlaypladrtw év ot
AL ABlivnt] xold Bétw év
AXPOTIOAE[ L

a proxeny decree, where the object of &vaypaddrw is to be supplied from
the immediately preceding proxeny grant in the form &vou [8]l¢ adtolv
TPOEE]VOV XTA.

Finally, we come to a form of the publication and erection provision
where no separate verb of erecting is expressed, producing the so-called
“telescoped” formulation. This form warrants special treatment, given
the importance of the chronological arguments based on it by Harold
Mattingly.¥

With the orthodox dating, our earliest instance of this phenomenon
is in the notorious Egesta decree, IGI® 11, lines 11-12 (458/7), where the
restoration seems beyond challenge:

stoich. 48

10 82 paoélplopa t6de xal Tov [hdpxlo[v] &va[yp](.i[cpoa]
[t €oTéAer MBivel € Tt]OAeL TOV Yoaupotéa TEG BOAES

Apart from the wording of the text of “the grand alliance” (420/19) in
Thucydides 5.47.11, té&g 8¢ Euvbhxog . . . dvorypddor év othin Abivy
"Abnvaiovg ey éu mélet . . ., Mattingly knows of only two 5th-century
epigraphical parallels: IGI* 119, lines 6-9 (407), where the text is less than

secure:

ot Gvo] stoich. 34
Yodpou oY Yooupaltéa g BoAf év ohin]
ABivne &y [rdher T Te EuvBrag xol To (1]
[popa 160 - - -



I00 ALAN S. HENRY

and the equally uncertain IG I3 125, lines 29-32 (405/4):

7] stoich. 29
[0] 8¢ ApLopa t[6de dvaypdador Tov Yool
[wlpoatéa t™e BoAlNg En TtOAeL € athint]
[Ac]Bivne.

Mattingly is, of course, happy to accept the readings of these two texts
since the point he wishes to establish is that the “telescoped” form is not
paralleled before ca. 420. If he can do so, this isolates IG I 11 (Egesta) if it
is retained in the early 450s.

It is for this reason that he seeks to remove the phenomenon where it
has been restored in texts earlier than the 420s. Thus, in the case of the
Kolophonian decree, IG I? 37, lines 38-40 (447/6), given in the Corpus
in the following form:

[t0] 8¢ Péproplo t6de xald TOV Spxov dvarypoddto 6 Yoo
[ualtelg 6 T8¢ BloAEG éotéhet Abiver €y TOAeL TéAeD]
[t T]oic KoAogo[viov:

Mattingly would prefer, on the basis of the appearance of the participle
avarypadov[teg (line 41) plus the imperative xorra[6évrov (line 42), to

read, 4 la Hiller (JG I? 14/15, lines 26-27):

stoich. 38—42

[t0] 8¢ Pépropla 163 avaypddag éatéhet Mbivet 6 Yoo
[paltede 6 &g BloAEg xatabéto Eu TtoAel "AbEveot Téhea]

This dispenses with the “telescoped” form at the expense of reference to
the inscription of the oath.

Likewise, in the decree about Erythrai, IGI® 15, lines 42-44 (ca. 450),
Mattingly would prefer not to follow the Corpus in reading

stoich. 47

avorypddor 3¢ Tabto xol TOv hd]
[plxov &[v] AuB]ivet otérer?’ [xol TOV hdpxov Tov TEg BoAES Eu
TIOA]

et

but instead, again on the model of Hiller (IG I? 12/13), he would read at
lines 43—44:

[p]xov &[v] A bO]iver otéAer [xal xortobEvor "ABéveaty pev ey TOA]
et, 'E[pvb]palo]t d& xTA.

As for the fragmentary and uncertain IG I 70, lines 3—4 (430-
420),

10 8¢ [PIn[eopa 168 dvaypddot v othint Abiv]
[nt] ép w6 Tov [ypappotéo g BoMg- - - -------- - 1

48. Which Mattingly would place
ca. 427.
49. Note the anomalous word order.



50. “De vv. paullo longioribus e v. 5
fortasse cogitandum est” (Lewis).

51. Cf. Walbank 1978, pp. 125-127.

52. Mattingly prefers a date not
before 433/2.

53. The responsible secretary is not
even mentioned (see pp. 110-113
below), but in the Sth century was
certainly the Secretary of the Boule.

54. Mattingly notes that even Abiver
is omitted.

55. See, most recently, Henry 1998.

56. See Henry 1983, pp. 116-130.

57. Mattingly inclines to a date in
the 420s.

58. See Henry 1983, p. 117, for the
text.
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where not even the line-length is secure,*® Mattingly favors a much longer
line,*! which would permit an alternative formulation that eschews the
telescoped form. He may well be correct.

Mattingly is still left with the awkward Eleusinian Epistatai decree,
IG T 32, lines 32-34 (ca. 449-447),°% in which there is no escaping
the telescoped format:

Yodpoar 8 10 [@paé o] stoich. 32

po év otédet 'EAevoive xaft év dotet xol @]
OQ\[E]Q(?)L év 10t 'EAevouw[iot.

This, manifestly, is an extremely compressed and abbreviated publication
provision,*® and Mattingly argues that it was the specification of three
separate locations and the consequent need to specify three different groups
of officials that led the drafter to take the easy way out in extreme brevity.>*
Thus, Mattingly sees this as a special case, not to be adduced as a normal
instance of the telescoped form appearing earlier than ca. 420.

I remain unconvinced of the general case for the downdating of the
Egesta decree,> and I do not therefore feel the same need to remove the
telescoped formulation from all the examples cited above. For our present
purposes, some of the above texts would not have been included in this
discussion had it not been necessary to consider Mattingly’s position vis-
a-vis this phenomenon.

We may note here that, in proxeny decrees, where the grant is ex-
pressed with &vorypdar®® and where the publication and erection are com-
bined with the grant itself, the formulation is often telescoped: compare,
for example, IG I 27, lines 5-11 (ca. 450/49):

Al .. .. 10..... ol To] stoich. 23
¢ adeAPOG [TOg éxeivo TOg Ael]
@OG xal TOW [Tatépa adTov diver]
Yodpaoor Tov [Yooppatéo tEg Bl
OAEG €. TOAE[L EoTéNEL Ol €V]
oL BoAevte[piot Tpoyoévog]
"ABevaiov xTA.
Agora XVI 11 (IG I® 155), lines 4-9 (435-430):%¢
Kopioovac [. .. ... .. 16........ ] stoich. 28
deApog ol Aexl. . . . avoypapoat TTp]
0X0EVOG xal eD[ePYETOG €V aTéAeL A]
BiveL ¢ oAeL [xal v toL foAcute]
plot &g oavida t[ov Ypoppatéa teg Bl
oAgg téheat tolig . . . . . .. 14....... ]

and IGII? 13a + 68 + Hesperia 40,1971, pp. 149-150, no. 3 (SEG XL 54),
lines 7-12 (399/8):

"Aptoté stoich. 21

[ov TOV "Alxalt]ov TOv Aiyid dva
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[yoddou] t{ov] ypopupotéo g
[BoARg év TSIt év oThANL A
[LOivnL Ttpd]Eevoy xal edep
[Yémy adtov] kol Exydvog

Contrast the non-telescoped formulations in IG I* 174, lines 5-11 (425-

410):

Adxwvo tov "Axot stoich. 21
Gv, éneldi) ed moel "Abnvaio

[¢], &vaypohdtw TpdEevoy xa

1 edepyémy "Abnvainy év o

THANL MBivel €u TTOAEL 6 YO

oppoteds 6 TG BoATG ol %

atobétw éu moAe.>’

and IG I® 80, lines 12-18 (421/0):

%ol &y stoich. 21
oYPOUPAATO TPOYXTEVOVY XOL

eDepYétey "Abevaiov xabd

mep [HoAbotpatov Tov PAet

aatov Eotéhet Abivel 6 Yo

appateds ho téc Borge xa

i xotaBéto év moreL

The phenomenon is common enough in the 44 century,® for example,

Agora XV1 36 (D 8), lines 33-36 (394/3):

stoich. 37-39

Tov 3¢ [ylpapplatéa tlng BoAln]
G avorypdupou o Pigpropa T63e [té]Ae[ot Totlg ZOopv|o]
¢ &v oAt ivartep % TA.

Compare Agora XV1 40 (D 9), lines 13-16 (388/7 or 375/4), a citizenship
decree in which adtdg takes the place of 168¢ 10 {Pipopa:

xo[t] &valypdd] stoich. 18
ot adTOG Eaman[L Atbi]

nL Toy Ypapy.[a‘réa ™)

BoAfg v &x[pomder

and IG II? 238, lines 14-17 (338/7):

avaypbdlon 8¢ T6de O PHpLo stoich. 24
[po Tov Yoou]uotéa e BouAtic €
[ig dxpdmoALly eic othAny Aubi

[ynv-62

59. Note the unexpected repetition
of éu ket (lines 9 and 11).

60. Here the object is to be supplied
from the preceding provision (lines 8—
9) émouvéaoar ’Aotéay Tov "Aleldy, with
which xai évaypapodro is coordi-
nated.

61. IG 112 140, lines 31-35 (353/2)
and II? 365b, lines 12-16 (323/2) are in
a slightly different category, in that
both give instructions to inscribe the
text on stelai already in position. Thus
there is no need to specify the location
separately.

62. SEG XXXIX 75b, lines 9-12
(353/2) appears to be an example of the
telescoped form, but the tentative res-
toration of line 12 cannot be correct:
1OV 8¢ Ypoppoatéa tlhg BouAl>g |
[Gvarypadar év dixpoTAe]L T6dE TO
PlReopo Eomret Mbive]l €[x]a
Nuellpdy xol othoou? tédeot] Toig
Nuwxa[.]. If the location év dxpomdAer is
correctly restored in line 10, we will not
expect to find the instruction to erect,
othoou, later in line 12.



63. Already briefly introduced on
p- 97 above.

64. The participial form is probably
also to be found in the 32-letter version
of IGT3 165 (see SEG XXVI 19, lines
6-11), but the text is too disputed to
cite here. (I hope to deal with IG I* 165
in some detail elsewhere.) The formu-
lation is still encountered as late as the
second half of the 4th century: see
IGII? 276, lines 18-20 (ca. 342): w0 8¢
PNpLopa 163 avaypddag [6
Yolappateds év omAet Mbiver
omoé&[tlw] év dxpomdhet, where the
Secretary is designated simply as 6
yoappoateds (see below, pp. 109-110).

65. For the collaboration of the
generals and Secretary, cf. IGI* 127,
lines 38-39 (405/4): avorypddou 8¢ T&
edmeoropéva t]oy yooppulotéa the
BolAtig petax tdv | [otpatny®dy othint
ABivnL xal xata] OEvo € TTOALv.
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We may conveniently round off this discussion of the various formulations
employed during the tenure of office of the Secretary of the Boule by a
brief examination of the form in which the instruction to attend to the
inscribing of the decree is reduced from the imperative/infinitive to a par-
ticiple.®®

The first instance is perhaps to be found in IG IP 24, lines 9-14
(ca. 450):

60ty stoich. 15
palppote]bg 6 tég fo

AE[g 10 @oélpLopa 6

[Oe dvaypaploag ég o

[téAet ABiver x]at

[aBé70 Ey. tOAeL] vacat

Compare Agora XVI 15, lines 9-10 (426/5?):

stoich. 50

xoil T63¢e 10 [PA]otopa avaypad[ag 6] Yoopupated[g 0 the
BoAng €]
[v] oAt ABivn[ xlaft]abétw éu mol[Aet

and IG I} 84, lines 26-28 (418/17):

stoich. 52

10 3¢ poépLopa 163¢e, Brog &v gL eidévou To[L] Boropévor,
avorypapoo

¢ 0 Yooppatedg 6 Teg BOAEG év otédet Mbivet xotabéto
v ot Nehel

oL ot Té Txptoc®

A parallel formulation is found in IG I® 40, lines 61-63 (446/5), where,
after a regular dvarypdpoot + xatabévar provision for the publication of
the decree and oath at Athens (lines 57-61), the instructions for the equiva-
lent procedure at Chalkis are given in the “reduced” form:

gv 8¢ XoAx(St év 16t hiepor 16 Audg 16 stoich. 32
"OAvpTtio he oAt Xoandéov dvaypdpoao
o xotoféTo.

as well as in IG I? 118, lines 33-36 (408), where, in an amendment pro-
posed by Alcibiades, the generals are to act in conjunction with the Secre-

tary of the Boule:

xoll xataBEvan &y [TéAJel dvaypdpoavtog T00T
ié]ats<y><‘)g [t]log ovvBé[x]og peTd T YooppaTtéog T
[Ec] BoAsc[. ... . .... 18......... ] &v otérer MBL
[v]e®®
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Tae PRYTANY SECRETARY
(6 Yoappatede 6 xata mpuTaveioy)st

Although we find occasional examples of the sequences S—V-O, for ex-
ample, IG II? 354, lines 26-29 (328/7):

Tov 8¢ yoou[poatéo]®’ stoich. 34
TOV XoTex TtpUTOVElaY Avarypddot T6d[e TO PN]
oLopo &y oA Abivie xal othoot €[v tét]
tep@®t T00 "AoxAnTLoD

and IGII? 653, lines 52-54 (285/4):
TOv Yoo uotéa tov - stoich. 36-38

[xata Tputaveiow avaypddot T6de TO YRPLopa
[év o] MBivnL xol othHoot v AxPoTOAEL

V-S-0, in a proxeny grant, IG II? 57, lines 1-9 (ante 387/6):
[- - - dvorypddal stoich. 11-14

[t] Tov [ypopport]

€a thg Bouklc €]

v othAnt MBivnt

€. TIOAEL TTPOEEY

0LG XAl EVEPYET

oG aDTOLG Xl Ex

Y6voug T TTOA

ewg g "Adnval

v

and O-V-S, in the latter part of the 2nd century, Agora XVI 310, lines 50—
52 (ca. 135):

non-stoich. ca. 38-44

70 8¢ PAoto[pla 16de dvaypddoar TOV Yoo
[notéa Tov] xota putaveio [eilg oTiAny ABivny xod dvoa
[Beivon Ttopd] Ty elxdva

the sequence V-O-S is otherwise applied without exception, the only vari-
able being the position of the phrase expressing inscription “on a stele of
stone.” Examples in which the phrase appears efore the mention of the

66. There are, in fact, no examples
of the nominative and imperative with
this official, only of the accusative and
infinitive. Invariably, he appears as tov
Yooupatéo TOV xotd TpUTavEloy, with
doubled article. It may be noted here
that, at IG I12 463, lines 31-32 (307/6),
we find &valyplé[plot 3¢ 163e TO

PAellolulo tolv x]ot[a] movTaveiallv
yooppotéa, a designation of the
Secretary that may also be required at
IG1I? 551, lines 13-14 (paullo ante
307/6) and at Agora XV 322, lines 25—
26 (ca. A.p. 120). This rare word order,
also introduced in IG II? 564, lines 67,
is rightly eschewed by Woodhead at

Agora XV1 111, line 19 (307/6-302/1
[sed vix post 306/5?]).

67. For the intrusive intervocalic
iota and the accentuation, see Threatte
1980, pp. 151-152.

68. Cf. the heavily restored IG II?
1019, lines 36-37 ( fin. s. II).



69. Apart from the examples cited here
to indicate the chronological range, note
also, e.g., IG 112 338, lines 24-28 (333/2);
Agora XV1 248, lines 22-24 (s. I1I/1I).

70. For this type of wording, where the
object includes the phrase xoi té ovépata
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Secretary are far less numerous than those where the phrase comes after
the Secretary. For the former,* see, for example, D 22 (G II? 222), lines
26-29 (ca. 334):

avoypddor 3¢ T3 10 YPneLolpl stoich. 27
[a] eic othAny AbBivny TOYPOppOT[€]
[ox] TOV xoTa TPUTAVELOY KOk OTHOOL
[év] axpomdin

Hesperia 43,1974, pp. 322-323, no. 3, lines 17-21 (331-324?):

avaypaor 8¢ [t] stoich. 22
43¢ 0 PeLopa v oA Al
0wt TOY Yooppatén TOV x[o]
10 TpUTAVEiOY xol oThoat [€]
v AXPOTOAEL

Compare the slightly longer wording™ of SEG XXI 357, lines 6-9 (286~
262):

non-stoich. ca. 43

ovorypdo]
8¢ TG0 1O PRpLopa kol Ta Ovopotlo TV inTdEywy ol T]
@V QUAGEYWY €V oTAANL ABiver TOV [Ypappatéa Tov %]
0T TTPLTOVELOY XOL OTHoOL TTPOG TOLG 'Ep[p.aig'

Compare also, with thu mpoEeviav,” IG II? 339b, lines 9-13 (fin. 5. IV):

&l stoich. 25
vorypddor 3& ™V tpokev[iov adT]
0D eig othAny Abivny t[ov Yoou]
[wlotéa’ tov xat[&] mlplutloveiay xa]
[i otoa] év [axpomdrer

and note IG II? 240, lines 19-23 (337/6), in which the mention of the
Secretary is abnormally postponed until after othoot:

&) stoich. 27
[valylplador 3¢ thy mtpoEevialv sig ot]
[Anv] MbBivny xol athoot [Tov ypop]
[poté]la [Tlov xalt]a TpuTavel[av év dxp]
[oTtoA]er 7

xTA., cf. IG 112 792, lines 11-14 72. See n. 67 above.

(275/4); Agora XV1 188, lines 45-49 73. Such postponement is rare; but

(271/0). cf., with the Secretary of the Boule,
71. Cf. the similar IG II? 235, lines IG11? 29, lines 7-11 (387/6), in which

26-29 (340/39), where the phrase is the Secretary does not appear until

omitted altogether. after &v &xpomdet.
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For the sequence V-O-S followed by “on a stele of stone,”* which is mani-
festly #he sequence employed most commonly throughout the entire pe-
riod of activity of the Prytany Secretary, compare IG II? 426, lines 11-14
(336-334):

avorypddlon 8¢ T6de 1o stoich. 25
[MpLopa Tov Yoapplatéa Tov xorto
[rtputaveioy év oilAnt ABivnt
[xol othoot év axpolmdret
IG1I? 360.1, lines 21-24 (325/4), with an extended object:
avorypdeou 8¢ 168 stoich. 39

€ T0 PNPLopa TOV YOOUUOTEN TOV XOTA TTEULTAVELXY
%ol ToLG AAAOLG ETaIVOLG TODG YEYEWULEVOUG O
L &v oTHANL MBivel xal othoot &v AxpoTOAeL

Hesperia Supplement 17, 1978, pp. 2—4, lines 105-107 (270/69):

non-stoich. 42-49

avay[pd]
Qo 16¢e 10 [PAlpLopa TOV Yoo potéa TOV XoTh TEUTAVELY
(ev]

othAet MBivetl xal othoat Topd Ty eixdvar
Agora XV1 224, lines 45-47 (226/5):

non-stoich. ca. 36

avaypddoat 3¢ T6de TO PRipLo
O TOV YPORUOTEDR TOV XOUTO TTPUTAVELOY €V 0T
ANt ABivn xoll oTHoow v &yopat

and IG II? 892, lines 15-17 (188/7):

non-stoich. ca. 39-40

avalypladoat 3¢ 168 T PHpLopa (0]
[v yooppotéa t]o[v] xatd mputaveloy év othiet ALBL
[ver xal othoot €]v dxpomdret

As for a “telescoped” form with the Prytany Secretary, I can cite only one
example, D 88 (IG II? 707), lines 6—8 (286?):

dvarypddoun & 163 10 Pigpropar [TOv Ypauu] stoich. 37
[a]téa TOv xartd TpuTavelow év othAN[L Atbivne €]
[v] (?cxponélst'

The very fact that this appears to be the only example later than the end of
the 4th century might help to support the dating of IG II> 707 in the ear-
lier part of the 3rd.”

74. There are dozens of examples of
this formulation: e.g., IG II? 483, lines
27-31 (304/3); 112 500, lines 36—40
(302/1); 112 505, lines 5962 (302/1);
112 641, lines 25-29 (299/8); D 68, lines
54-57 (295/4); D 74, lines 36-39
(286/5); IGII? 657, lines 68—70
(283/2); Agora XV1 181, lines 37-40
(282/1); Agora XV1 182, lines 27-30
(281/0); IGII2 665, lines 31-33
(266/5); 112 668, lines 33-36 (266/5);
Agora XV 89, lines 19-20 and 38—40
(259/8)% IG 1I? 682, lines 87-89
(259/8?); 112 780.A, lines 22-24
(253/2); II? 788, lines 26—28 (235/4);
Agora XV1 224, lines 45-47 (226/5);
IGII* 786, lines 32-34 (ca. 225?); Agora
XVI 225, lines 18-20 (224/3-222/1);
Hesperia 47,1978, pp. 49-50, lines 31—
33 (ca. 203); IG 11?2 896, lines 17-19
and 53-55 (186/5); Agora XVI 291,
lines 38—42 (169/8); IG I1? 949, lines
19-21 (165/4); II? 1006.1, lines 47-48
and 96-97 (122/1); I1? 1008.11, lines
72-73 (118/17); 112 1009.1, lines 24-25
and 54-55 (116/15); 112 1011.1, lines
29-30 and II, lines 51-52 (106/5).
(*For the archons of the mid-3rd cen-
tury, I have in the main followed the
schemes of Osborne 1989 and 2000.)

75. See Henry 1990, pp. 182-183.



76. See Henry 1977, pp. 50-66.

77. Osborne rightly restores 163¢
70 Pfipropa rather than the unnecessary
10 PAgropa t68¢ of Kirchner and
Karapa. 10 ¢fieropa 168¢ occurs only
occasionally: so D 37, line 13 (318);
D 48, line 6 (ca. 303/2); ?2IG II? 845,
line 19 (paullo post 249?); 11* 810, line 5
(ante 230); Agora XVI 310, line 50
(ca. 135); IG 112 1019, line 36 ( fin. s.
I1); Agora XV 264, line 15 (ca. 80/79).
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THE RECORDER
(6 &vaypopeic)

During the two brief periods when the &varypageic occupied the post of
chief secretary,’ it is clear that the predominant, if not the sole, sequence
is yet again V=O-S5, for example, D 31 (JG II?> 392 + 586), lines 15-17
(321-318):"

&vorypdeou 3 stoich. 28
[€ T60¢e 10 PpLopa] TOV Ypauportéa xo
[l othoou év axpom]oier
D 32 (IGTI? 393), lines 9-12 (321-318):
avarypadon 8¢ 03¢ stoich. 25

70 PNQLopo TOV dvarypopén v 6T
NAeL MBivel xal othoot v axp
oToAeL

SEGXL 79 (IGI1? 407 + SEG XXXII 94), lines 15-18 (321-318):

&v] stoich. 31
aypddot 8¢ T3¢ [T0 PNpLopa TOvV dvorypo]
épéa [E]v omhAnt A[tBivnL xol othoot &y ax]
pO?:té)xSL‘ ’

D 36 (IG I1? 398b), lines 6-8 (318):

avoryplédar 8¢ 168 T stoich. 27
[Pprpropa Tov dvayplapéla> év oThiet
[MBiver xal othoa]w év dxpomdAer
SEG XLV 101 (IG 11?2 649+), lines 48-50 (293/2):
stoich. 39

avaypador 3¢ T6de 0] PripLopa Tov dvarypap(€]
[o év omAaug Abivoug xali othoon thy pev év dxplo]
[TtoAet, v B¢ Topd T eix]dvar

It will be observed that, apart from D 31, which makes 7o reference to
inscription “on a stele of stone,” all these examples place that phrase affer
the mention of the Recorder.”® Contrast IG II? 396, lines 4—6 (321-318):

It should 7ot be introduced gratuitously
into restorations, as has been done in
IG 11?397, line 2 (321-318); 112 542,
line 12 (ante 303/2); 112 516, line 4
(fin. 5. IV); 112 521, line 4 (fin. s. IV);
Agora XV 147, lines 14-15 (203/2)—
note that at line 49 we find the nor-
mal order; Agora XVI 276, line 22
(190/89?)—QOsborne (D 100) has the
correct word order; the fault originates

in IG II? 954; Agora XV1 301, line 5

(5. IL, pars prior); IG 112 984, line 22
(ca. med. 5. 11); Agora XV 236, line 1
(ca.150).

78. Cf. also the very heavily restored
D 34 (IGII? 395), lines 8-10 (321—
318); IG 112 397, lines 1-4 (321-318),
where, incidentally, the word order ©o
¢fgpiopa T63e is unnecessarily intro-
duced. (See also Hesperia 58,1989,
p- 86, no. 12, for a possible new frag-
ment of IG 11?2 397.)
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avaypddlat 3¢ t6de [to Photopa €] stoich. 28
[v othAet MB]iver Tov &[varypapéa xal

[t othoou év dx]pomdrer

and the less secure, but quite acceptable, D 33 (IG II? 394), lines 16-18
(321-318):

dvoypd]  stoich. 38
[pale 8 T6de T YA[pLopa &v othrnt ABivne TOv dv]
[ayplogéa xod ot[foat év xpoToAer

where the phrase precedes the mention of the Recorder.
One example of the sequence O—V-S may be noted, D 37 (IG II?
391), lines 13—15 (318), a text “execrably executed”:”

stoich. 29-30

70 YIneLopa <T>68¢ [avorypddoar v oh<An>]
[t ABivIne TOV dvayplapéa xal avabdeiv]
[0 gic &]xp<E>TOASY”

Although heavily restored and miserably cut, so that certainty of reading is
impossible, the sequence cannot be doubted.®!

THE SECRETARY OF THE PEOPLE
(6 Yoappatede 10D dHpov)

Once more, the predominant formulation is V-O-S, with the phrase “on a
stele of stone” occurring affer mention of the secretary. So, for example,*

D 61 (IGII% 496 + 507+), lines 36-39 (303/2):

Ao stoich. 28
YoGdouw 3¢ T6de TO PPLop TOV Yoo
potéo Tod d[plov v oTHAN Abivne
%ol othoot v AxPOTOAEL’

D 79 (IGII? 712), lines 16—18 (ca. 273-262):

volypbdon 8 t68e [t0 PRipLopa tov] stoich. 37

[ypoppatéo T0d dqpov év othAlnt Mbivnt xal ot]
oo &v xpomdA]er
IG 11?2 844.1, lines 28-30 (229/8):
non-stoich. 42-50

avaypdor 3¢ 6
de 10 PApLopo TOV Yooppotéa Tod duou eig othiny Abi
[vInv %ot othoot Topd ™ eixdvor

Contrast Agora XVI 164, lines 17-20 (between 300/299 and 295/4):

79. So Osborne ad loc.

80. For the late occurrence of
évadeivon (rather than othoo), cf.

IG 11?741, line 10 (insz. s. III).

81. That there is no connective 8¢ at
the beginning of the provision is to be
explained by the introductory clause of
“hortatory intention” (see Henry 1996).
This has allowed the drafter to employ
the uncommon word order 1o {Migiopa
168¢ (see n. 77 above), unless this too is
to be set down to the carelessness of the
cutter so rightly deplored by Osborne.

82. Apart from the examples cited
here, cf. also D 89 (IG II? 570), lines
11-13 (5. III; see SEG XL 89); IG I1?
651, lines 26—28 (286/5); and the more
elaborate IG 112 660.11, lines 43—-45
(281/0).



83. So too in the heavily restored
IGII? 809, lines 1-3 (ca. 300).

84. For the date, see Tracy 1988,

p. 320.

85. And probably also in the heavily
restored Agora XVI 178, line 7 (286~
262?).

86. I have altered the unnecessary 1o
¢hgLopo t63¢ of the Corpus. (At IG II?
542, line 12 [ante 303/2] I would
likewise read t6[3¢ 16 PMpropa.) See
n. 77 above.
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avo[ypdupou &) stoich. 29
T6d¢e 10 PAPLopa v othAet [Atbivet T]
ov Ypoappotéa 10D dMpov xal othoot €]

v &xpoTOAeL

where the phrase precedes mention of the secretary.®®
In IG 112 845, lines 19-21 (paullo post 249?)* we appear to have the
sequence O-V-5:

non-stoich. 41-44

7]0 3¢ PNptlopa T6de dvarypddot év]
[othn ] MB{[vIn[] Tolv yolappotéa t[od dMuov xal atfioot év]
[&xpoTtOA]er

and we also find S-V-0 in Agora XVI 213, lines 22-24 (248/7):%

stoich. 38

7OV O¢8 Ypappotéa Tod 3[M]pov dvaypddat té
[3]e 0 PHpLlopa] xal ta ovopota TV ETdovT[w]v év othhet
ABiv
et x[a]l othoou év T dyopadt xTA.

It would seem also that we have a “telescoped” form in IG II? 672, lines
14-16 (ca. 280-270; see SEG XXXVIII 74):

stoich. 68
avoy]
[pdor 3& T63e O PRpLopa® xol Tldg Swped[g TOlv
YoOoppaTER TOD SN0V €V axpoTOAeL [év oTh]
[Aet ABiver

THE SECRETARY
(6 yoappatede)

On a few occasions we find the Secretary designated as 6 Ypouportedg fout
court, without further qualification.
This phenomenon may go back to the 5th century, where, for ex-
ample, it is restored in IG I* 102, lines 21-22 (410/9):
%ol dvorypoupod stoich. 36
[to ho ypoupatede & Epoepiop]éva

Here the restoration seems inescapable. The reference is clearly to the
Secretary of the Boule, who appears later, with his full title, in connection
with the recording of Thrasyboulos’s fellow conspirators as exergezai (lines

28-30):

edepyé[tals [dlvaypdp
oo gy TTOAE[L &v otéAel AJtBiver Tov Ypap[palté
o TG BoAEg.
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Another example is found in IG II? 276, lines 18-20 (ca. 342):
70 3¢ PHpLopa t6de dvarypddoc® [6] stoich. 31

[Yyoloppoteds év omhhet Abiver omoa(r]

[w] &v ax[pomtd]Aet

Then there is a small cluster around the turn of the 4th/3rd century:*
IG II? 456b, lines 28-29 (307/6):
stoich. 41

avorypddot 3¢ t6[dle to [Pptloplal tov [Ypoppatén év ot]
Hane Alivie xai] othlolon [év dlxpomd[Aet

D 56 (IG11? 519), lines 3-5 (ca. 307-303/2), where spatial considerations

make the restoration virtually inescapable:

qvaypddor 3¢ T16d¢] stoich. 31
70 YPMeLo[pa TOV Yooppatéo v oThANL AL
Bivne xai othoow €v axpomdAer
Agora XV1 166, lines 5-8 (295/4 vel paullo post):
avaypddor 8¢ 6] stoich. 22

de 10 PpLopa Tov Ypauuaté]
o &v oML Adive ol oth]
oo v &[xpomdier s

Woodhead also restores the ypaupotedg tout court in Agora XV1 214, lines
22-23 (244-241), where, with a slightly shorter line than that envisaged
by Meritt (stoichedon 52, as opposed to 55), he proposes:

avoypddot 3¢ t6de TO PRipLolpa kol Té GvopaTo TOV Ypoupotéal
[xod otlhoon év T tepévetl 10D Al[dg

.........

SECRETARY NoT EXPRESSED

As will have been clear from the preceding analysis, the Athenians regu-
larly specified the designated secretary charged with the task of seeing to
the inscribing and erecting of decrees and laws. Not entirely unexpectedly,
however, we find instances early in the 5th century where the responsible
official is only implied, rather than explicitly specified. Compare, for ex-
ample, IGI® 23, lines 5-11 (ca. 447), a proxeny grant, where the award and
the publication provision are combined:*

Koplpalyidev x[ai]
OoAvxidev xa‘n‘Msvz:f.o‘tpa‘tov %
ol ’ABévatov tog Oeomiag dvoryp
[&]poon TpoYoévog Xal DepYETOL

87. For the participle see p. 103
above.

88. Cf. Woodhead, in Agora X VI,
p. 240 (on Agora XVI 166).

89. The same wording is found in
IGII? 567, lines 17-18 (fin. 5. IV),
which Woodhead (Agora XV1, p. 240)
calls, perhaps too confidently, a “neces-
sary restoration.”

90. Walbank (1978, p. 89) draws
attention to the fact that “the letter-
forms are unusual, more appropriate
to a Boiotian than to an Athenian in-
scription.” This point, together with
the absence of any mention of the
Secretary, suggests to him that the
honorands themselves may have looked
after the inscribing of their award.
However, in view of the fact that the
poletai are to let out the contract and
the kolakretai are to provide the funds,
this seems unlikely.



91. Mattingly prefers a date not
before 433/2; Clinton the year 432/1.
See IG I¥ Addenda, p. 938.
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[¢ Alfevaiov xai Tog Taidog TOg
[éxévoly ép mOA[e]L év oTéher MBI
[vet.

Compare IG I* 92, lines 9-13 (422/1):

%ol dvorypddot adToy éo stoich. 25
AN Abivne TpdEEvOY ol €D
epYEy 'ABnvainy adTtoy xol o
[¢] maidoag TOg KahhiTo xat xoto
[0Evou €y TtoAEL].

In non-proxeny texts, compare the decree on the Eleusinian Epistatai,
IGI® 32, lines 32-34 (ca. 449-447):"

Yobpoo 8¢ 10 [poépia] stoich. 32
po év atédet Ehevotve xafl év dotel xot @]
aZ\[s]pé ¢v 10t 'EAevowliot.

Here the provision is “telescoped,” and the stele is not described as “of
stone,” as likewise in a second example, Agora XVI 7a, lines 17-18

(439/8?):

Yodooou 3[& tadta]  stoich. 35
[év otéA]el xal xatabevol g ToAeL

where, however, the erection provision is introduced by xal xatafgvor.

In both of these instances (IG I* 32 and Agora XVI 7) the subject of
the infinitive could be thought of as the Athenian demos, rather than the
Secretary of the Boule as such, just as we find in the Treaty with the
Bottiaians, Agora XVI 16, lines 21-25 (422), where we also appear to have
avariant on the form with the participle; for here the participle of dvorypéepw
is preceded by the verb of erecting:

stoich. 42

Tag 6€ XYoL
vBéxacg té[ode xai] Tov [hdpxov xatalbEvan "Abevaiog pe
v éu e[t dvorypdlpalavtog éotéhet] Mbivet xal o by
[Slpota ™oV [rtoAéov] t0[v Bottiaiov T]ov yovvtibepévov
‘cév.(po\iq[v %0l TEV youppoylow xTA.

Additional instances are furnished by the following:
1) IG II? 82, lines 14-16 (ca. 390-378?), another “telescoped” formula-

tion:

70 8¢ PpLop stoich. 25
[ 163 avarypd]Pan v dxpoTmdiet
[év othint AB]ive:
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2) IGTI? 125, lines 17-19 (343?):

avoypadot 3¢ o [Pnelopa Eothint A stoich. 39
0ivnt xal otiioot v dxpom[dAer xal év Tt dyopdt]
%ol v L Mpéve

where there seems to be no room for t63¢.%
3) Agora XV1 79, lines 18-21 (332/1):

qvalypddon 8& 168 T0 PhipLopal stoich. 29
[E]v ot [ABivne xal othoou €v dxp]
[o]mdAer

although Woodhead, noting that “the title of the ypappoteds exactly fills
the line and may have been omitted by oversight,”” is induced to insert
as line 19 <tov ypappatéa tov xati mputaveiov>. Woodhead notes fur-
ther that “there are in fact a few apparently intentional omissions of the
words, e.g., IG II* 493 + 518, 508, 648 (= M. J. Osborne, Naturalization 1,
pp- 128-130, D 53, D 54 and pp. 148-150, D 69, respectively), 123 and
141,7* although how one distinguishes between a carelessly omitted phrase
and an intentionally omitted one is not at all clear.

To Woodhead’s list of “apparently intentional omissions” one may add:

4) IGII? 448.1, lines 26-28 (323/2):
stoich. 41

avoypddot 3¢ o Priprop[a év othAog Al
Wivoug xal othoor ™ pev piov tapd [tov Ao, ™V d¢]
ETépay év &[xpomdiel Topd TOV ved THg [loAtddog

where we have already noted the omission of 168¢.”

At Agora XVI 141 (fin. s. IV [ca. 304/3?]), too fragmentary to merit
listing here, Woodhead’s note (p. 214) on the omission of the Secretary
could be taken to imply that such an omission is mainly confined to the
last years of the 4th century. The phenomenon, however, continues to be
met for some considerable time after that. Compare the following:

5) SEG XVIII 22, lines 20—21 (165/4):
non-stoich. 3651

avorypdo 3 TO PripLopo’® év
oTHANL ABivnL ol othoot v oL ToD "AoxAnTiod lepd (L]

6) IG11? 1011.1V, line 72 (107/6):%

avay[papan] 8¢ [t0 PIApLopa eic ohiny Mbivny xal otioot 00 &v
adTolg EmThdetoy elvo Soxt.

92. 168¢ is only occasionally omitted
in this phrase: so IG II* 448.1, line 26
(323/2); SEG XVIII 22 (IGII? 950),
line 20 (165/4); IG 112 1011.11, line 51,
111, line 62, 1V, line 72 (106/5). In
IGTI? 983, line 9 (ca. med. s. II),
however, there is sufficient room to
read [t68¢ 10 PM@Lopa.

93. Agora XV1, p. 121.

94. Le., Agora XVI1 123 and 141.

95. See n. 92 above.

96. For the omission of t168¢, see
n. 92 above.

97. Also without t63¢.



98. Cf. also IG II> 1043, line 58
(37/6?), which has an identical
wording.

99. Tracy (1975, p. 76) notes that “it
would be especially interesting to know
the exact nature of Sosandros’ bene-
ficence and @uhoteyvio and how it
affected the Parthenon.”

100. “Decoration”® See Dinsmoor
1934, p. 102.
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7) IG I1? 1039, lines 65-66 (79/8):

al[vaypdldor de t6de O P[HpLop]a peta TV [EAAwY eig TV
[oOTH]V oThANY xTA.%®

Finally, we may mention the decree in honour of Sosandros of Sypalet-
tos,” Hesperia Supplement 15, p. 75, no. 16 (IG II* 1023), lines 18-22
(fin. 5. 1I), where the responsibility for inscription and erection is given,
not to the Secretary, but to “the men elected for the xatooxev'® of the

Temple of Athena”:

non-stoich. ca. 38

avoypddot 3¢ T6de TO PRpLopa
%ol TOV OTEQaVOY eig GTHANY ABivny ToDG xeYEL
QOTOVNUEVOLS AVSPNG ETTL TV XAXTOGXEVY
T0oD voob ™G "ABnvag ™ xal otioot €v Axpomod
Aev

CONCLUSION

It is manifest from the above discussion that, although on occasion, from
the 5th century onward, some texts designate the official responsible for
their inscribing and erecting simply as “the Secretary” (6 Ypoupotede) or
even neglect to insert mention of him at all, in the vast majority of cases
the official is carefully specified with a precise title.

The earliest title we encounter is the “Secretary of the Council”
(Yoappotede e BovAg), first found around the middle of the Sth cen-
tury. He is gradually supplanted by the “Prytany Secretary” (ypoupotedg
xot Tputaveiaw), from around the middle of the 4th century. From a
point late in the century, the “Secretary of the People” (ypoupoteds t0d
dMuov) enters the scene. It is not unlikely, however, that these three titles
are simply that—three different descriptions of the holder of one and the
same office.

In the two brief periods (321/20 to 319/18 and 294/3 to 292/1) when
the full democratic apparatus of government was suspended, it is none of
these three who is called upon to perform the function of having decrees
inscribed and erected on stone, but the “Recorder” (dvaypapeic).

Naturally, it is hardly to be expected that all the elements that consti-
tute the fullest form of the wording of the provision for inscribing and
erecting will all occur on every occasion, or all in the same sequence, or
without minor variations within the various elements themselves. And this
is borne out by a detailed analysis of the extant evidence.

Nevertheless, regardless of the (title of the) Secretary concerned or of
the choice of imperative or, later, infinitive, it is evident that one principal
essential pattern established itself as the predominant sequence for the

provision for inscribing: V(erb)-O(bject)-S(ubject), regularly followed,
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rather than preceded, by “on a stele of stone” (and, of course, that in turn
followed by the wording for the erection). The sequence O-V-S is also
found—it is indeed prevalent in the 5th century—as is, occasionally, the
sequence S—V—0O. In proxeny grants, we have minor evidence for O-S-V,
V=5-0, and even S-V with the object implied rather than expressed.

"Two refinements of these basic patterns are to be noted. In the first of
these, which I have termed the “syntactically reduced” formulation, the
verb of inscribing is reduced from an imperative or infinitive to a parti-
ciple, thus leaving as the only finite form the verb of erecting. This type
appears not infrequently in the 5th century and occasionally in the 4th. In
the second type, conversely, and again most commonly in the 5th century
and in proxeny grants, we encountered the phenomenon of the so-called
“telescoped” formulation, in which details for the erecting are appended
directly to the verb of inscribing, with no intervening separate verb of
setting up.

What emerges strongly from this study is the realization that the lan-
guage of the stock provisions of Athenian decrees, while firmly formulaic
and tending toward a predominant form, never adopts a single, standard
wording. Variatio—admittedly within fairly narrow parameters—is always
likely to be encountered.
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APPENDIX

TEXTS SPECIALLY CITED
OR DISCUSSED

TEXTS WITH IG I} REFERENCE

IG I3 Walbank 1978 Agora XVI Page(s)
10 - - 95
11 - - 99
15 - - 100
23 11 - 110-111
24 23 - 103
27 13 - 101
32 - - 101; 111
37 - - 100
40 - - 96; 97; 103
46 - 7 111
62 - 15 103
65 39 - 96
66 - - 97
70 19 14 100-101
76 - 16 111
78 - - 96
80 - - 102
84 - - 103
92 65 - 111

98.1 75 - 97

102 - - 109

106 85 - 96

110 87 - 96

118 - - 103

119 - - 99

125 - 28A 100

155 24 11 101

156 22 - 97

174 50 - 102
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TEXTS WITH IG 11? REFERENCE

IG 11? Osborne 1981 Agora XVI Page(s)
13a + 68 (SEG XL 54) - - 101-102
17 D8 36 102
25 D9 40 102
43 - - 99
57 - - 104
76 - - 99
80 - - 98
82 - - 111
107 - - 97
125 - - 112
139 + 289 (SEG XXXIX 75) - - 102 n. 62
149 - - 98-99
222 D22 - 105
226 D14 - 97-98
232 - - 98
238 - - 102
240 - - 105
242 + 373 (SEG XL 74) - - 98
276 - - 110
339b - - 105
351 + 624 - - 98
354 - - 104
360.1 - - 106
391 D37 - 108
392 + 586 D31 - 107
393 D32 - 107
394 D33 - 108
396 - - 107-108
398b D 36 - 107
407 - 106] 107
426 - - 106
448.1 D 38 - 112
456b - - 110
496 + 507 D61 - 108
519 D56 - 110
542 - - 109 n. 86
649 (SEG XLV 101) - - 107
653 - - 104
672 - - 109
707 D88 - 106
712 D79 - 108
791 (SEG XXX1I 118) - 213 109
844.1 - - 108
845 - - 109
892 - - 106
983 - - 112n.92
1011.1V - - 112
1023 - - 113

1039 - - 113
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TEXTS WITH NO IG REFERENCE
Hesperia SEG Osborne 1981 Agora XVI  Page(s)
4, pp- 525-529, no. 39 XXV 106 - 224 106
8, pp- 26—27,n0. 6 XXXV 71 - 79 112
13, pp- 242-243,n0.7  XXIV 119 - 164 108-109
17,p.11 XXIII 67 - 214 110
21, pp. 355-359, no. 5 XI1I 87 - 73 98
28, pp- 185-186, no. 7 XVIII 22 - - 112
30, p. 210, no. 4 XXI 342 - 141 112
36, pp. 59-63, no. 6 XX1V 135 - 310 104
37, pp- 268-269, no. 4 XXV 84 - 166 110
43, pp. 322-323, no. 3 - - 106H 105

- XX1 357 - - 105
Suppl. 17, pp. 2-4 XXVIII 60 - 255D 106
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