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PREFACE

To write a detailed description of the Athenian Constitution is hardly a novel
idea; the earliest preserved attempt occurred in the fourth century before Christ.
Such a project is significantly more complicated today because of reliance on docu-
ments whose survival is largely a matter of chance. In recent years the number of
preserved documents has greatly increased as a result both of archeological excava-
tion and of chance finds. This material has been carefully organized in the second
edition of the Inscriptiones Graecae (1913-1940) and in the publications of the results
of the excavations by the American School of Classical Studies in the Athenian Agora
(continuing since 1933). Yet no comprehensive survey of the evidence for the
Athenian Constitution under the Roman Empire has been undertaken in this century.

In this study the attempt has been made to examine the text of every known
Athenian inscription which can be dated to the period after the new constitution of
Sulla, and from these to collect the references to the civic offices and institutions. In
most instances all of these references are cited in one way or another, but occasionally
the numbers of inscriptions have made this impractical (e.g., the prytany lists). With-
out the work of previous scholars this study would hardly have been possible, and many
of their findings have been incorporated, notably of W. S. Ferguson and Paul
Graindor, Bruno Keil and Josef Delz, and those whose work has been based upon
the material from the Athenian Agora, S. Dow, B. D. Meritt, J. Notopoulos, J. H.
Oliver, A. E. Raubitschek, and many others. Five appendices have been added
presenting evidence for many of the conclusions: the first re-grouping the known
dedications by the civic corporations of Roman Athens, the second re-interpreting
material already published, and the last three presenting hitherto unpublished material.

A systematic investigation of the evidence for alterations and development in the
Athenian Constitution has been excluded from the scope of this purely descriptive
study. Yet the very gathering and arranging of the evidence has pointed out much not
yet noticed, e.g. the first appendix revealed unexpected patterns among the honorary
decrees. The following items in the history of the constitution might be pointed out.
The appropriateness of using the capture of Athens by Sulla as a point of division is
confirmed by the evidence from alterations in the nature of institutions and documen-
tation.® The first century before Christ is noteworthy for a degree of fluctuation.
Outside of the oil law and the reorganization of the boule there is little evidence of
the Hadrianic reforms, but there is evidence of attempts to revive liturgical institu-

* Professor B. D. Meritt has called my attention to the numismatic evidence for change in the
first century B.c., dated to Sulla’s sack by Margaret Thompson, Num. Chron., 11, 1962, pp. 275-
300, but to a later date by D. M. Lewis, 7bid., pp. 301-333.
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tions.”> Lively activity took place in the second half of the second century after Christ,
coinciding with recovery from a severe and prolonged depression. Numerous changes
in terminology reflect an attempt to bring the institutions of government into harmony
with changing demands. Simultaneously with the lively activity the symptoms of
the coming financial crisis developing throughout the Roman Empire appear. At
Athens indications of the continued constriction of the financial base of the civic
institutions become clear, and the hypothesis is advanced that certain alternations in
the organization and membership of the boule are related to the confiscations of the
civic endowments by Maximinus Thrax. : :
This investigation was first suggested by Professor James H. Oliver, and the
author is deeply indebted for his guidance and suggestions. The work was facilitated
by fellowships granted by the Johns Hopkins University and the American School
of Classical Studies. Special gratitude is due to Mr. Frederick C. Crawford and 'the
trustees of the American School of Classical Studies whose personal generosity has
provided the means for this publication. Professor Benjamin D. Meritt has been
most generous in permitting the inclusion of unpublished material from the Athenian
Agora and making valuable suggestions. The staff of the Agora Excavations and Dr.
Markellos Mitsos, director of the Epigraphical Museum in Athens, together with his
staff have been of inestimable assistance in facilitating access to the documents in
their collections. Professors Eugene Vanderpool and Henry T. Rowell have assisted
by their readings and suggestions, while the painstaking and patient editorial assist-
ance of Mrs. Lucy Shoe Meritt graces every page. Access to their collections and
bibliographical assistance have been generously provided by the Milton Eisenhower
Library of the Johns Hopkins University, the Library of the American School of
Classical Studies in Athens, and the Widener Library of Harvard University.

DANIEL J. GEAGAN
SEPTEMBER, 1965

2 The most recent discussion of the Hadrianic reforms is to be found in Oliver, *“ Athens of
Hadrian.”
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CHAPTER 1

THE ARCHONS

There is ample evidence indicating the continued existence of the college of nine
archons through the years following Sulla’s new constitution and into the third
century after Christ. This includes the archon lists,' several documents which refer
to the archons in the plural,® the lists of ephebic magistrates which seem to echo the
structure of the civic constitution,® and occasional references to the lesser archons, the
latest of which are: basileus in A.D. 266/7 and 269/70 (I.G., II*, 3670 and 3669) ;
the polemarchos between A.p. 197 and 217 (I.G., IT°, 1076)* and at mid-third century
(1.G., 1%, 3668) ; and the thesmothetai in the third century after Christ (I.G., II?,
1113, 3702, 3669). This chapter will attempt to analyze the material which we possess
concerning the archons in general, then each of the archonships individually, and
finally the lesser functionaries connected with the archons.

A. TrE ArcuonN Lists, THE ARCHONS IN GENERAL

The first of the sources, the archon lists, are the most systematic and informative
documents on the college of archons, and will be used as an outline for the rest of
this discussion. First a few words must be said about the documents themselves
(above, note 1). Since the study by S. Dow certain of these have been dated more
precisely: I.G., IT?, 1715 may be assigned to the year 85/4 with confidence ® and I.G.,
IT%, 1735 may be narrowed down to the period 50/1-52/3.° Figure 1 is a schematic
diagram of the composition of the archon lists. One other document, Hesperia, XV,
1946, no. 45, pp. 217-219, although it lists archons, because of its format probably is

! For a detailed summary see S. Dow, “ The Lists of the Athenian Archontes,” Hesperia, 111,
1934, pp. 140-190. The dating used here unless otherwise noted is that of Dow. The lists include
(arranged according to Dow’s chronology) I.G., 112, 1714, 1715, 1727, 1717, 1720, 1719, 1718,
1721, 1722, 1724, 1725, 1726, 1728, 1731, 1734, 1729, 1723, 1730, 1735, 1736, Hesperia, 111, p. 173,
and 1.G., 113, 1736a.

21.G., I1%, 3540, of mid first century after Christ, in which the nine archons honor the herald
of the Areopagus; I.G., I11%, 1076 of A.p. 196-217; I.G., 1I?, 1077 of A.p. 209/10 uses the word
archontas to indicate the whole group of civic magistrates.

$E.g. in the first third of the third century 1.G., 112, 2203, 2208, 2219, 2231, 2235, 2237. It is
interesting that the two latest such documents do not mention the ephebic archons: I.G., II?, 2245
of 254/5 and Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 37, pp. 71-74 of between 260 and 267, although the former
does mention the archon. For the dates of these last two see H. Thompson, *“ Athenian Twilight,”
J.R.S., XLIX, 1959, p. 66, note 28.

4 See the edition of J. H. Oliver, Harv. St. Cl. Phil., Suppl. I, 1940, pp. 521-530.

3 S. Dow, “ Archons of the Period after Sulla,” Hesperia, Suppl. VIII, 1949, p. 117.

¢J. A. Notopoulos, “ Studies in the Chronology of Athens under the Empire,” Hesperia,
XVIII, 1949, pp. 25-26.

1
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not an archon list. S. Dow " expresses doubt about the pertinence of I.G., 11, 1723,
1725, 1726, and Hesperia, 111, 1934, p. 173. Of these I.G., II°, 1723 omits all the
archons except the eponymous, and his name appears not in the nominative, but in
the formula usual for dating by archon; measurements of 1.G., 1T, 1725 show that
it would not have been high enough to include all of the magistracies expected;® the
reason for doubting I.G., 1%, 1726 is unstated; and the appearance of the hoplite
general casts suspicion on Hesperia, 111, 1934, p. 173. Because of its late date the
differences in I1.G., I1%, 1736a can be excused. A glance at Figure 1 will show that all
of these do fit into the overall pattern of development of the archon lists. The omission
of one or more magistrates need not be shocking in the light of the anarchies of 1.G.,
11%, 1714 and 1734. Certain changes did occur in the format of the list: sometime
between 56/5 and 14/13 the flute player and the archon’s herald exchanged positions,
while at about the same time the public slave was replaced by a leitourgos; in the early
first century after Christ the hoplite general appears to have been added before the
herald of the Areopagus, but shortly afterward they exchanged positions.” In the
early first century after Christ the title kerykiskos replaced that of the herald of the
archon, possibly at the same time as the hoplite general began to appear; a short
while later the auletes gave way to the hieraules.

The latest of the archon lists, 1.G., II?, 1736a, contains the names of only five
thesmothetes, while the name of a secretary has intruded between the polemarchos
and the thesmothetai. Dow *° suggests that the secretary is the secretary for the
thesmothetai (Aristotle, Ath. Pol., 55,1; 59,7), who at this time may have been
absorbed into the college of thesmothetai. Another explanation is possible if we
assume that anarchies occurred among the thesmothetai just as in the case of the
eponymos archon.® Since the names of the lesser archons are not as systematically
recorded as those of the eponymos, the evidence about them is very fragmentary. As
has already been noted all of the archons except the eponymos are omitted from 1.G.,
112, 1723; Dow has observed that I.G., IT*, 1725, if reconstructed in proportion to

7 Hesperia, 111, 1934, p. 183, note 1, “ either doubtfully or certainly different,” and p. 166.

8 Ibid., p. 160.

° Dow, ibid., p. 167 would place 1.G., II%, 1723 in a “ different class from lists of archontes Y
he hesitates to restore the title of the hoplite general in 1.G., IT?, 1736 (p. 172), but restores it quite
freely in Hesperia, 111, 1934, p. 173. A glance at their positions in Figure 1 shows the probability
of the appearance of the hoplite general in a group of archon lists near the end of the series. No
document intervenes which certainly omits his name.

10 Ibid., p. 186.

11 After the anarchy of 88/7, there is evidence for seven other anarchies in the Roman period:
at the beginning of the first century after Christ (this is based on the reconstruction of an inscription
by Dow, Hesperia, 111, 1934, p. 162, which Dow admits could be done otherwise), in A.p. 83/4,
between 86/7 and 95/6, in 167/8, in 169/70, in 182/3, and around the year 200. This list is based on
the findings of Graindor, Chronologie, p. 11, note 1, p. 12; Oliver, Hesperia, X1, 1942, pp. 82-89;
Dow, Hesperia, 111, 1934, pp. 144-146, 162 ; Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, pp. 48-51.
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the other preserved archon lists, would not allow space for all of those usually listed; **
before the Sullan constitution in the Delian Pythaid of 100/99 ** only five thesmo-
thetes appear, while in every other year recorded there are the full six, and the
basileus is missing in the year 102/1.** A possible parallel may be found among the
ephebes, whose imitation of the civic government reflected the standard Athenian
magistracies,’”” among whom it is not strange to find odd numbers of thesmothetai
(1.G., IT% 2235 and 2237, but none in 2130, 2141, and 2193) or some other of the
archons missing (there is no polemarchos in 1.G., 11%, 2141, 2219, and 2231). Thus
it should not be surprising to find anarchies in any one of the nine archonships.

The archonships, which commentators generally agree had lost much of their
administrative importance,'® were becoming increasingly important as liturgies (about
which, more below). As a result the senior archonships increasingly became the pre-
serve of the wealthy, who sought or accepted the honor. The financial problem of
finding enough citizens sufficiently wealthy probably was responsible for the anarchies
listed above, especially in view of the prohibition against serving more than once as
archon. This regulation seems to have retained its force up until the third century,
when we find Publius Aelius Apollonios (/.G., II*, 3688) having served as both king
and eponymous archon, Publius Herennius Dexippos, the man who led the Athenians
against the Herulians (/.G., IT?, 3669, 3670), having served the same two, and
Titus Flavius Mondon[— — -] of Phlya whose second archonship is recorded (Hes-
peria, X1, 1942, no. 37, p. 71).

The anarchies of the Roman period and the repeated archonships of the third
century are both symptomatic of the shortage of wealthy men to fill the archonships.
Despite this factor Athens was extremely fortunate in the attractiveness of its archon-
ship not only for native sons, but for foreign princes, Roman notables, and even Roman
emperors. The number of foreigners, coupled with the frequency with which certain
tribes, notably Aiantis, controlled the eponymous archonship, has led the majority
of commentators to conclude that the old principle of allotment of the archonships
among the ten tribes had broken down, and that the archonship had become elective
during the period after the Sullan Constitution.”” S. Dow ** in his analysis of the

12 Hesperia, 111, 1934, p. 160.

13]1.G., 112, 2336, but see the edition of Dow, Harv. St. Cl. Phil., LI, 1940, pp. 116-124, lines
99-104.

4 Ibid., line 52, although this may be a case merely of non-payment of the contribution, since
a blank space was left where the name should have gone.

15 On this practice see Graindor, Tibére a Trajan, p. 90.

6 Notopoulos, *“ The Method of Choosing Archons in Athens under the Empire,” 4.J.P., LXV,
1944, p. 149; Graindor, Chronologie, p. 9; and others. The evidence for the various functions will
be recorded below.

17W. S. Ferguson, “ Researches in Athenian and Delian Documents, III,” Klio, IX, 1909,
pp. 328-329; Graindor, Chronologie, p. 13; Auguste, p. 113; Busolt-Swoboda, p. 935; Accame, II
dominio romano, p. 166.

8 Hesperia, 111, 1934, pp. 140-190.
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archon lists made a study of the tribes of the archons listed and concluded (p. 180) :
“ Exceptions to the electoral principle that no two archontes should be of the same
tribe were freely made after the suppression of the Demos in 91 B.c.; every later
list with more than four preserved demotics of archontes, except 1721 alone, shows
such duplication,” a duplication unprecedented in earlier periods. But he also con-
cluded that Beloch’s law,” by which the thesmothetai were listed according to their
tribal order, was followed. J. A. Notopoulos ** also has done an analysis of the
archons of 113/4-163/4. He believes that a new type of allotment cycle had replaced
the traditional archon allotment. He would see a cycle extending over 12 or 13 years
similar to the prytany cycle within a single year, but not without compromise, since
noteworthy people were permitted to serve out of the turn of their tribe. Notopoulos
has broken down the period 113/4-163/4 into 4 cycles, one of 12 years (pre-Hadri-
anis) and three of 13 years each. In this first cycle (113/4-124/5) only four tribal
affiliations out of the twelve are known, and so the evidence is hardly conclusive. In
the second cycle the evidence is firmer, with six out of thirteen tribal affiliations known,
but again this is hardly conclusive. In the third cycle (138/9-150/1) affiliations are
known for twelve out of thirteen, but in five of these cases a tribal affiliation is
repeated, and these five archons have to be classed among the exceptions made in the
cases of outstanding men. Four out of ten tribal affiliations in the fourth cycle must
be treated in the same manner. Thus judgment must be made on the basis of seven
out of thirteen in the former and six out of thirteen in the latter cycle. This is hardly
conclusive evidence. It seems then that the indication of Philostratos ** that foreign
rulers at least gained Athenian magistracies by election would also apply to all who
gained Athenian archonships. The context of the passage from Plutarch’s life of
Perikles ** makes it clear that the former method of selection by lot was being con-
trasted with the use of election.

Many suggestions have been made to explain the purpose of the Athenian archon
lists, but the explanation remains elusive. The controversy has centered around the
appearance of the herald of the boule of the Areopagus, when the lists are otherwise
completely devoted to the archons and their subordinate officers. Diedrich Fimmen *
suggested that he served as chairman of the college, especially in view of the pre-
éminence of the Areopagus in the constitution of Roman Athens. Bruno Keil *

19 T Beloch, “Die Errichtung der Phyle Ptolemais,” Neue Jahrbiicher, CXXIX, 1884, pp.
481-488. :

20 4 J.P., LXV, 1944, pp. 149-165. The charts on which the cycles are plotted out appear
on pp. 164-165.

21 Life of Apollonios of Tyana, VIII, 16 (Kayser, p. 333).

22 TX, adrac y&p dpxal kAjpwral T foav ék malawd xai 8 adrdv ol Soxipachévres dvéBawvoy eis "Apeoy
mwdyov.

28 ¢ Fine neue attische Archontitsliste,” Ath. Mitt.,, XXXIX, 1914, pp. 130-137.

24 Beitrdge, p. 65.
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wondered that the herald of the Areopagus held so low a position, especially in the
light of Keil’s conclusion that only the two major archons were permitted entry into
the Areopagus. His solution saw the college of archons, which really had little else
to do, being granted a share of the judicial powers of the Areopagus and the herald of
the Areopagus participating in their deliberations. It will be shown below that all of
the archons probably entered the Areopagus. The appearance of the herald of the
Areopagus in lists with the archons was no new phenomenon, since the herald had
already served in the Delphic Pythaid with a board very similar to that found in the
archon lists.* Graindor ** rejects Keil’s hypotheses and calls attention to I.G., II*,
3540, where the nine archons honor the herald of the Areopagus. Notopoulos *
offered the suggestion that the archon lists reflected the increased eminence of the
archonship under the Roman empire, since they were the lists of public spirited citizens
who gave their money for the good of the city ; but this does not explain the appearance
of the public slave nor the minor functionaries. Probably the explanation is to be
found in the details of the new constitutional arrangements instituted by Sulla, pos-
sibly as an assurance against repeated archonships.®®

Before discussing the archonships individually, it will be in order to survey what
is known of their functions as a college. In the rites in honor of the deified Julia
Domna * decreed shortly after a.p. 196, all of the archons were to sacrifice each year
to ’Ayafy Tuxm on the birthday of Julia Domna (lines 12-13); and on the feast of
Athena Polias the archons, together with all the priests and the herald (of the
Areopagus?), were to offer libation to Athena Polias (lines 28-32) while the remain-
ing civic magistrates performed other rites. From this one might conjecture that
the archons probably had similar duties in other state rites involving the imperial cult.

References to the performance of civic duties by the archons are lacking. The
word archontas in the decree of honors for the household of Septimius Severus *
refers to the civic magistrates in general, and the archons are indicated only in so far
as they can be classed among these civic magistrates.

** This fact was first noted by S. Dragoumes, Apy. *E¢., 1915, pp. 5-7, mentioned by Kirchner
on I.G., IT?, 1717, and recalled by Graindor, Auguste, pp. 112-113, and finally by Dow, Hesperia,
111, 1934, p. 185, who, unlike Dragoumes, does not connect the archon lists with Delphic Pythaids.
The latest of the four lists cited is that of 97 B.c., Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 1909-1913, no. 2,
p. 14, which includes dpxwy, Bagirels, moAépapxos, Oeapobérar, xijpvé BovAis tis & *Apelov wdyov, kijpué
dpyovros, gadmTis.

26 Quguste, pp. 112-114.

7 4.J.P.,LXV, 1944, p. 150.

281t would appear that this formed an important point, especially in view of the three-year
archonship of Medeios and the two-year rule of Argeios shortly before. See Accame, Il dominio
romano, p. 166.

2 ].G., 112, 1076, but see the edition of J. H. Oliver, *“ Julia Domna as Athena Polias,” Harv.
St. Cl. Phil., Suppl. I, 1940, pp. 521-530.

30 1.G., 112, 1077 ; see also Appendix II, pp. 161-162.
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B. Tue ErpoNYMOS ARCHON

The most eminent magistracy at Athens remained the archonship eponymous.
Among the Scriptores Historiae Augustae the author of the Vita Gallieni, 11, 3 calls
it summus magistratus and Dio Cassius, LXIX, 16 calls it ™ peyiomp map’ avrots
dpxiv. Probably the most significant testimony is to be found in the people who held it:
Roman emperors, foreign rulers, noble Romans, and the most influential Athenians.
Among the Roman emperors are Domitian,” Hadrian,* Commodus,* and Gallienus.™
Lists of the other noteworthy people would be too long to be included here.

The vast majority of documents citing this archon do so for eponymity, and
these continue through the whole period covered by this study. The known years of
anarchy have been recorded above. The glory of having one’s name applied to a year
was reserved for men of wealth, since the office involved considerable expense. Philo-
stratos (Vit. Soph., 11, 20, p. 103) classes it with the hoplite generalship “ among
the liturgies which the Athenians consider the greatest.” The cursus honorum (if this
phrase can be used to describe the careers of notable Athenians) of Tiberius Claudius
the hierophant (I1.G., IT?, 3546) records that ‘ he held the eponymous magistracy for
a medimnos and fifteen drachmai.” *° Surely the archonships conferred on foreigners
were not given without some benefits in return. The tremendous benefactions of
Hadrian are well known and need not be recorded here.** The specific nature of most
of the benefactions of archons is unknown, but in one case an extraordinary good
service was performed by Marcus Ulpius Eubiotos, who supplied grain in a time
of famine,”” and his only Athenian magistracy seems to have been the archonship
(although he also filled the liturgical position of agonothete of the Greater Pana-
thenaia [Oliver, Gerusia, no. 31, line 37]). But his benefaction was so great that
lesser archonships fell to his two sons, one at least simultaneously with the father
(1.G., I1%, 3700-3702). The remaining inscriptions honoring archons do not record
the nature of their good deeds, but one would expect that as in the rest of the Roman
Empire it involved a summa honoraria to the population, like that recorded for
Tiberius Claudius the hierophant, and the accomplishment or expectation of some
major public benefaction. In connection with the archonship Graindor * has noted
that at Athens there do not seem to have been endowed magistracies, and there is still
no evidence of endowments to lessen the burdens of the archonship.

81 1.G., 112, 1996 ; Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, no. 65, p. 65.

32 See Graindor, Chronologie, no. 79, p. 122 for testimonia.

33 A E. Raubitschek, “ Commodus and Athens,” Hesperia, Suppl. VIII, 1949, pp. 282-283.

3¢ Scriptores Historiae Augustae, Vita Galliens, 11, 3.

35 This is cited by Graindor, Chronologie, pp. 11-12 and note 2, where parallels are cited.

36 See Graindor, Hadrien, passim.

81 I.G., 112, 3697, 3698; Oliver, Gerusia, nos. 31, 32, pp. 125-142 = Oliver, H esperta, XX,
1951, pp. 350-354 — B. D. Meritt, Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, pp. 26-30.

88 Chronologie, p. 12 and note 6.
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The great honor of the office, probably because of the expense it involved and
possibly because of the tradition behind it, is amply attested by lists of magistrates
and the cursus honorum which record the eponymous magistracy before all of the
others. Certain documents would appear to break the practice of listing the archon-
ship first. In a dedication to Ares and Augustus the eponymous dating is by the priest
of Ares; then follow the names of zakoro: and finally the name of the eponymous
[archon of the city] (I.G., IT?, 2953). This is a clear case of cult officials having
priority in matters regarding their particular cult. A dedication from a statue of
Claudius (I.G., IT?, 3268) has the name of the man who constructed the statue and
that of the hoplite general coming before the name of the archon, but the builder
can be expected to receive first listing, and the hoplite general seems to have certain
interests in the imperial cult (see below, p. 26). The rededication of the temple at
Rhamnous in A.D. 45/6 to the deified Livia has the name of the hoplite general and
priest of the goddess Roma and Augustus listed before the eponymos archon.® This
case partakes of circumstances related to those of both of the preceding instances.
Two mid-second century cursus honorum appear to violate the order of precedence,
but one (I.G., IT?, 3593) merely lists current offices before those held earlier, while
the other (1.G., IT% 3618) permitted metrical considerations to predominate. Excep-
tions to the rule seem more common in the third century after Christ. A cursus
honorum from Hephaistia on Lemnos (I.G., XII, 8 27) permits the gymnasiarchy
to come first, but the archonship still precedes the other magistracies. In the cursus
honorum of P. Herennius Dexippos, although the archonships are listed first, the
basileus has precedence over the eponymos, but this is probably a case of their being
listed in the order in which they were held (I.G., IT% 3669, 3670). The same may
be the case in the cursus of Cassianus, the initiate from the hearth and hierokeryx
(I.G., 11%, 3707), where service as an ambassador, an agonothesia and a hoplite
generalship all come first. Finally in another third century document (I.G., IT*, 3687),
a pair of priesthoods are permitted to precede the archonship (lines 10-16), but this
is the only exception among eight cursus contained in the document.

In Hellenistic Athens the adjective eponymos was not used to distinguish the
major archon, but it began to appear around the middle of the first century after
Christ.* The frequency of its appearance remains low throughout the first century
and for most of the first half of the second century after Christ.** Shortly before
the middle of the second century it increases and continues at a high rate through the
third century. Indeed the tendency during the period of the Roman empire seems
to have been to include the adjective almost always where a cursus honorum was

8 ].G., 112, 3242, but see the edition of W. B. Dinsmoor, Hesperia, XXX, 1961, pp. 186-194.

10 As Dow has observed, Hesperia, 111, 1934, p. 186, the only document possibly earlier (I.G.,
112, 2953) is not at all firmly dated. Dow’s corrected readings of the archon lists eliminate any
other instances earlier than A.p. 41, when it first appears in I.G., 112, 3268.

1 1.G., 112, 3268, 3546, 3547 ; Hesperia, X11, 1943, no. 18, pp. 67-68.
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involved or a dedication, while in official documents, especially in the formula of
eponymity, the word archon alone is used. Graindor ** declared that this increased use
of the adjective was not strange in an era when the hoplite general also appeared in
formulas of eponymity, but it is in these very formulas where the adjective is not
used. There are a few exceptions to the distinction in usage made above,* and some
of these need not be thought exceptional. It seems likely that in private documents
at Athens a phenomenon was occurring which also had taken place among the quat-
tuorviri of the western colonies, that is that the two lower magistrates used the generic
term for all four magistrates in naming themselves, while the upper two usually
distinguished themselves by the term duoviri; thus at Athens all nine archons would
avail themselves of the use of the name archon, while the chief archon had to use
the adjective to defend his dignity. This would explain the case of /.G., 1%, 3592
where the man honored was described as dpavra, while three relatives each have the
complete phrase dpfavros ™y éndvvpor dpxnv.** I1.G., I1*, 2931 is a dedication from
the cave of Apollo on the slopes of the Acropolis which reads “ by the archon Heren-
nius Dexippos.” Herennius Dexippos, the man who saved Athens from the Herulians,
is known to have served both as archon basileus and as eponymos (1.G., 1I*, 3669,
3670). Among the dedications from the cave of Apollo there are none which were
set up by a man who can with certainty be called an eponymos archon; therefore this
dedication by Dexippos probably relates to his term as archon basileus. This must also
be the case with 1.G., II°, 2919 and 2920 in which the word archon alone appears.
Two other dedications have the archon’s name in the genitive (/.G., IT°, 2892 and
2893), the latter of which was set up by the secretary of the synhedrion and includes
the name of a thesmothetes in the nominative. The former may be from a similar
monument, where the dedicator is not the archon, but the archon’s name is included.
probably for the sake of dating. The problem of distinguishing cannot have been as
acute in the case of public documents, where the use in the formula for eponymity
was the principal occasion for reference to the eponymous archon.

The archon eponymos was also the priest of the consul Drusus from the time of
the death of Drusus until the reign of Hadrian.*” The priestly title appeared always
in the archon lists,* but in other documents it seems not to have been used as regu-
larly during the first century after Christ.

2 Quguste, p. 114.

$1.G., 112, 2919 and 2920 probably were not archons eponymous (see below); I.G., II?
3672, line 4 did not need to distinguish the dedicatee as eponymos, since it is clear from the
context; in 1.G., 112, 3603 the restoration of dp[xovra falls short of the end of the line, and J. H.
Oliver suggests that ép[xwepéa is easier to defend. The statue base, I.G., II%, 3618 has its dedication
in meter. The dedicatee of I.G., II?, 3717 need not have been the civic eponymos (see below,
p- 100).

44 This distinction has already been observed by Dittenberger, S.I.G.%, 869, p. 582, note 1
and by Kirchner, I.G., 112, 3592.

4 On this priesthood see Graindor, Auguste, p. 157; Tibére & Trajan, p. 116; Hadrien, p. 171.

46 Dow, Hesperia, 111, 1934, p. 149.
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In view of the number of emperors and other distinguished men of affairs,
Romans and Hellenes, who held it, the archonship eponymous cannot have involved
a great deal of administrative responsibility. Yet there is evidence for a certain
number of religious duties. A double chair has been found on the Acropolis, one half
of which is inscribed as belonging to the pyrphoros and the other to the archon;*
this probably indicates some share in the worship of Hestia. There is clear evidence
for the archon’s participation in the imperial cult dating from around the beginning
of the third century * in an individual capacity as well as in his capacity as a member
of the college of archons (see above, p. 5), and it would seem that the hoplite general
and he cooperated (line 18) in a function whose nature is lost.*

Working from a passage from Dio Cassius * and from a choregic memorial ™
Bruno Keil ** has concluded that the eponymous archonship involved the agonothesia
of the Dionysia, just as the archonship of the basileus involved that of the Lenaia
(see below, p. 11). Although it had been a regular practice for the archon to assume
this expense (Aristotle, Ath. Pol., 56,5) from around 327/6, the agonothetes began
to appear as a separate individual (I.G., II*, 3073-3089) on the occasions when
the demos was choregos. That the archonship did not customarily involve the agono-
thesia in the Roman period would seem to be indicated by the distinction between the
two functions made in 1.G., IT% 3112 (see below, p. 137) and 3649. Hadrian may have
been attempting merely to revive an old custom, or the connection between the archon-
ship and the agonothesia may have been merely temporary. The possible parallel of
the basileus paying for the Lenaia will be shown below (p. 11) to be faulty.

The sole reference to his participation in civic affairs is to be found in I.G., IT?,
1077 (see Appendix II, pp. 161-162), where he is specifically named as one of the
magistrates co-operating with the three civic corporations in framing the gnome. In
I.G., IT?, 3705, as Keil ** has observed, the fact that the eponymous archon requested a
dogma of the Areopagites should in no way be taken as an action in an official capacity.

The number of dedications set up by archons eponymous is very small. From
the early first century B.c. (and so possibly from the pre-Sullan constitution) there is

47 I.G., I1%, 5170. For the pyrphoros see Graindor, Auguste, p. 154 and I.G., 112, 3631, 3804,
3805, 5046, and several lists of aisitoi (see below, p. 111). °

# 1.G., I1%, 1076 ; see the edition of Oliver, Harv. St. Cl. Phil., Suppl. 1, 1940, pp. 521-530.

0 Although Kirchner, following Premerstein, restores I.G., II?, 1076, lines 16-20 as follows,
[wou | oar 8¢ G5 TdxioTa TOV émi Tods ém] Aeiras orpat[nydv & | yadua s TovAias SeBaoris, 70]v 8¢ dpyovra
5 [MoAe | d&u cumdpioar vmd 76 adrd Spd]dur, tva avvbpov[os § | 14 fed, xA.]

S0 LXIX, 16, 7d re Awviowa, Ty peylomqy map’ adrois dpyow dpéas, &v T obfm j émywply Aapmpds
éreréleae.

1 I.G., I1%, 3112, rov dpxov | Ta xai dywvobérny Awwaiwy, referring to King Philopappos of Com-
magene, then resident in Athens. Graindor, Chronologie, no. 66, p. 95; Tibére & Trajan, p. 51;
followed by Kirchner in I.G., I1%, dates this document to 75/6-87/8.

52 Beitrdge, p. 51.

8 Ibid., p. 43.
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an altar found in the Theater of Dionysos ({.G., IT?, 2870) ; I.G., I1I*, 3681 is a herm
set up by an archon eponymos and neokoros of Sarapis, but it was probably set up in
his religious capacity. It has been shown above (p. 8) that the archons listed in
1.G., 1T, 2919 and 2920 were probably not eponymoi, but were lesser archons. The
monuments honoring archons are too numerous to itemize here, but it should be noted
that Roman emperors, foreign princes, Roman and other foreign notables and
Athenians are honored. One herm (I.G., IT%, 3672) found in the Theater of Dionysos
records that of cvvdpyovres set up 7ov [€]avrdv dpxovr[a] and there follows a list of
the archons the first line of which reads [dpx]wv émdvvp[os]. This is dated to the
second or third century after Christ and seems to have no parallels.

C. THE ArcHON BASILEUS

Ranking next after the archon eponymos in the archon lists is the basileus, but
his rank is not quite as high when his name appears among the grouped magistrates
of the city. Indicative is a series of ephebic monuments * ranging in date from the
last decade of the second century through the year 230. In each of these, among the
ephebic magistrates, the archon is listed first, then the hoplite general and the kerys
of the Areopagus, and then the remaining archons headed by the basileus. The regu-
larity of this arrangement is not as strict in the few cursus honorum mentioning the
archon basileus which are preserved. Julius Theodotos the sophist (I.G., II?, 3616
and 4087) is listed as orparpyrfoarros kai Baoiheboavros kal knpukeboavros s €
*Apetov mdyov Bovhijs; while the cursus of Publius Aelius Apollonios lists eponymos
archon, archon basileus, and then hoplite general, epimelete of the gymnasiarchy, and
herald of the Areopagus (I.G., IT*, 3688) ; and in the cursus of Publius Herennius
Dexippos (1.G., IT%, 3669, 3670) the archonship of the basileus actually precedes that
of the eponymos. The former two of these men flourished around the turn from the
second to the third century, and the last in the latter half of the third century. It was
suggested above that in one of these cases the governing factor was the sequence in
which the magistracies were held, and possibly the same factor would hold true in the
other cases here cited. Line 3 of I.G., II?, 3669 reads dpéavra v 708 Baciléws év
fQeopobérars dpxriv, and Keil * inferred that the name thesmothetai had been expanded
at this time to include all eight lower archons, including the basileus, and that the
eponymos was set apart as a presiding magistrate.

The basileus had primarily religious functions, and certain of these are docu-
mented quite explicitly. A decree regarding the restoration and repair of the shrines
of Athens,® apparently passed during the reign of Augustus, relates that the basilens

8¢ 1.G., 112, 2119, 2130, 2193, 2203, 2208, 2219, 2231, 2235.

8 Op. cit., p. 54.

% I1.G., IP 1035. For the date of this document see Oliver, Gerusia, pp. 133-134 and Day,
Ec. Hist., pp. 146-148. U. Kahrstedt, who takes no notice of Oliver or Day, would date the document
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and hoplite general were to offer a propitiatory sacrifice to each of the gods and heroes
(lines 12-13) ; together with the tamias of the sacred diataxis and another magistrate
whose name is lost he has the obligation of publishing an audit of the costs of the
repairs (lines 14-17). In the first century B.C. a law was passed at Athens governing
the sacred procession ** in which the basileus and his parhedroi play an important part
(see below p. 16 for the parhedroi). From this document it may be gathered that cases
of asebeia were his * to present to the judges (lines 29-30). This is only natural,
since the archon basileus and the epimeletes of the mysteries had charge of ordering
the procession (lines 36 and 42-43).* In addition to his duties as a member of the
college of archons it is probable that the basileus had a share allotted to him in the
sacrifices decreed to the deified Julia Domna,® although any sections recording such
are now lost. Even if he had no share, his wife participated in sacrifices with the
archons and priests and the herald.® The basileus also co-operated with the boule in
handling cases of asebeta against the cult of Isis (Pollitt, Hesperia, XXXIV, 1965,
pp. 125-130; re-edited by Oliver, Gr. Rom. Byz. St., VI, 1965, pp. 292 {.).

Keil ** believed that the basileus retained the management of the Lenaia from
former times (Aristotle, Ath. Pol., 57,1) citing I.G., II?, 2130, lines 57-60, where,
among other benefactions of the ephebic basileus, it is recorded that he paid for the
Lenaia. But Keil failed to distinguish that this was the ephebic basileus, not that of
the city ; and the same sort of connection could be made between the basileus and the
Antinoeia on the basis of 1.G., IT*, 2059 or the Hadrianeia on the basis of I.G., II?
2087.

The basileus frequently dedicated a memorial to Apollo 97" *Axpas at the cave
of Apollo on the slopes of the Acropolis.*

D. THE POLEMARCHOS

The third magistrate recorded in the archon lists immediately below the bastleus
was the polemarchos, and he held the same place among the ephebic magistrates. The
office appears only once among cursus honorum, in that of Publius Herennius Ptole-
maios of the mid-third century (/.G., IT?, 3668), whose offices included polemarch, an
agonothesia, and keryx of the Areopagus, which is surprising in so low a position.*

to “der proletarischen Republik unter Mithradates,” Das wirtschaftliche Gesicht Griechenlands,
Bern, 1954, p. 60, note 6.

57 Oliver, Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 31, pp. 65-72.

%8 A conclusion reached by Keil, Beitrige, pp. 51-52 on separate evidence.

% For a discussion of these practices in relation to those of earlier times, see Oliver’s commentary.
% I.G., II%, 1076, re-edited by Oliver, Harv. St. Cl. Phil., Suppl. I, 1940, pp. 521-530.

61 Lines 30-32, kai 7[y]v 7od [dpxov | Tos Blacihooav, whom Pollux defines, my 8 owowodoar
atrd (1@ Baokel) Baoilwooay kadodow (VIII, 90).

2 Beitrdge, p. 51.

8 1.G., 112, 2894, 2897, 2921, 2922, 2929, and see above for I.G., 112, 2931.

84 Again, this may be a case of the offices being listed as they were held. This document is also
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A single religious function is attested for the polemarch; he was to sacrifice to Julia
Domna [ pnr]pi 76v orparomédwr on the first day of the Roman year,” a function
which recalls the one-time military significance of his magistracy. Just as in the case
of the king archon, the polemarchos customarily dedicated to Apollo vn" “Axpats at
the cave on the Acropolis.”® He appears in a single dedication from Eleusis (/.G.,
11 2880), and B. D. Meritt would restore mo[Aéuapxos] on a non-joining fragment
of an inscription which also lists two parhedroi and a grammateus.”

E. TuaE THESMOTHETAI

The six thesmothetar normally follow the polemarchos in the archon lists and in
the ephebic lists, with the exception of the latest of the archon lists,” where a secretary
intervenes, and in which only five thesmothetai are listed. No cursus honorum con-
taining this magistracy in cumulation with any other office survives. In I.G., I,
3669 Publius Herennius Dexippos, the defender of Athens against the Herulii, was
honored, and among his distinctions was listed dpéavra v Tot Baoi\éws év feopobéracs
dpxrv, while another document says simply dpéavra mp 7ob BaociNéws dpxiv (I.G., IT7,
3670). The significance of the former expression is not clear. Keil,” as we have
already noted, interprets this to mean that by the year 269/70 all eight lower archons
were grouped together as thesmothetes in contrast to the eponymos archon. Another
document (I.G., I, 3702) has similar phraseology, where Marcus Ulpius Pupienus
Maximus is described as ovvdpéavra 7@ matpi év Oeapobérass, in a case where it is
clear that his father was eponymos archon. Therefore ocvwdpfavra must mean merely
““ was a magistrate at the same time as "’ and the phrase é feopoférars would refer to
the son alone. This Marcus Ulpius Pupienus Maximus was one of the two sons of
Marcus Ulpius Eubiotos, who was lavishly honored by the Athenians for his aid
during a famine,” and it would seem logical that both sons were made thesmothetat,
and the one here mentioned at least simultaneously with his father’s archonship, as a
part of that honor.”

A single document concerns participation in affairs of state by the thesmothetai,

interesting as evidence that the polemarch as well as the archon and basileus entered the Areopagus.
See J. H. Oliver, 4.J.P., LXXIX, 1958, p. 57, note 4 and below.

8 [.G., 112, 1076 as re-edited by Oliver, Harv. St. Cl. Phil., Suppl. I, 1940, pp. 521-530.
Parallels to this cult can be found in the Greek East at Priene (F. Hiller von Gaertringen, Inschriften
won Priene, Berlin, 1906, no. 230, p. 147) and at Pizos in Bulgaria (S.1.G.2, 820, line 5).

86 [ G., 112, 2898 (in conjunction with the secretary of the synhedrion), 2899, probably 2900
(but no provenience is given), and certainly 2914 and 2915.

7 Hesperia, XV, 1946, no. 45, pp. 217-219; for greater detail, see below, p. 16.

8 I .G., 112, 1736a. For a discussion of this document see above and below, pp. 2, 15-16.

%0 Beitrdge, p. 54.

10 Oliver, Gerusia, nos. 31 and 32, pp. 125-142, as augmented by Oliver, Hesperia, XX, 1951..
pp. 350-354 and by Meritt, Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30.

" For the family see I.G., I1?, 3695-3703.
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a letter from a proconsul under Septimius Severus addressed to the thesmothetas and
possibly to others whose names are now lost (I.G., IT*, 1113) concerning apparently
sentences of exile. Aristotle (Ath. Pol., 59) relates that the thesmothetas in his day
were competent magistrates to introduce many sorts of cases. The largest number
of dedications to Apollo v7" *Akpats come from the thesmothetes. Most are individual
dedications,” but there are two dedicated by groups of thesmothetai,” and one
dedicated by a grammateus of the synhedrion (1.G., IT?, 2893) whose crowned name
is flanked by that of the archon in the genitive case crowned on the left and that of a
thesmothete in the nominative case crowned on the right. Finally, the Iobakchoi
consider the attaining of the office of thesmothetes by one of their members sufficient
cause for a celebration (I.G., IT% 1368, line 133).

F. OTHER MAGISTRATES AND OFFICERS

In the archon lists the names of the herald of the Areopagus and, when he
appears, of the hoplite general follow those of the nine archons. These magistrates
will be discussed elsewhere. Then are listed a group of subordinate officers to the
archons, the first of which in the lists after 36/5-18/7 B.c. is the herald of the archon,
while in the earlier lists the flute player occupied this position (see Fig. 1). In a pair of
lists of the late first century after Christ the herald of the archon is replaced by the
kerykiskos, whose title probably ought to be restored in I.G.,II?, 1736a.” The only
certain epigraphical evidence for the Roman period for the herald of the archon comes
from the archon lists. Aristotle (Ath. Pol., 62,2) reveals that in his day the archons
paid the keep for a herald and flute player, and the herald appears to have had functions
in the law courts.” In the Delphic Pythaids of 106 B.c. and of 97 B.c.” the herald
accompanied the archons. There are no other sources concerning the kerykiskos. His
title is formed by the addition of a very common diminutive suffix to the word
for herald,” but no reason for this change in terminology is readily apparent. There
are some references to heralds in other inscriptions where the herald may be the
herald of the archon. It is probable in I.G., IT°, 3699, another dedication of a
statue of Marcus Ulpius Eubiotos, that Aurelius Hermonax, the herald, is herald
to him as archon, since he honors Marcus Ulpius Eubiotos as his benefactor, and from
Aristotle we know that the archons were responsible for the maintenance of the

= 1.G., IT?, 2881, 2891, 2901, 2902, 2917, 2924, Hesperia, XV, 1946, no. 1, p. 138, Hesperia,
XXIII, 1954, no. 41, pp. 256-257, and Hesperia, XX VI, 1957, no. 33, p. 89.

#1.G., I1?, 2916 and 2923.

" Dow has suggested the same correction on the grounds of letter spacing, Hesperia, 111, 1934,
p. 175.

" Aristotle, Ath. Pol., 64.3; 66,1; 68,4; 69,1.

' Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 2 and 4, pp. 14, 15.

" For the formation of nouns in -iskos, see P. Chantraine, La formation des noms en Grec
ancien, Paris, 1933, pp. 406-407.
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herald. In the light of Aristotle’s accounts of the herald’s duties in court cases, it
seems possible that the herald in a very fragmentary document ™ is the herald of the
archon. (But see the chapter on the Areopagus, below p. 60, for further analysis.)

Appearing in second place in all of the archon lists after 14/13 (having held
first place until 56/5 or later), with the exception of Hesperia, 111, 1934, p. 173 where
he is displaced to third position by the Ar(ovpy)dv (?), is the auletes, or hieraules
in the latest documents (see Figure 1). Aristotle (Ath. Pol., 62,2) relates that the
archons supported a herald and flute player. The first certain appearance of the
title ueraules replacing that of auletes in the archon lists can be dated to the end of
the first century after Christ, although the last appearance of auletes was around the
middle of the same century. From around 229 B.c. a flute player (auletes) began to
appear at or near the end of the list of people whom the boule honored in the prytany
decrees.” Between the last decade of the first century after Christ * and some time in
the first half of the second century after Christ ** among the prytany documents the
hieraules replaced the auletes. Further, it appears among the archon lists that the
auletes or hieraules was not considered of sufficient moment for his demotic to be
included in his name.*® This appears to have been true also among the prytany docu-
ments.®* It would seem then that there is no reason to doubt that both sorts of
documents contain the name of the same official, i.e. the same flute player served
both the archons and the prytaneis.”* In at least one instance in the archon lists the
same flute player served two different sets of magistrates (/.G., II*, 1717 and 1720).
The same will be shown to be true in the prytany lists (see below, p. 109). Can the
fact that the flute player was listed among the aisitor indicate that the archons no
longer supported him? Why, then, should this change not be carried back to his first
appearance on prytany lists (ca. 229 B.c., see above, p. 13), when apparently his
functions were expanded? Graindor * is probably correct in suggesting that the flute
player had the responsibility of playing for religious sacrifices and the like. It would
seem that this flute player continued to be a hired servant, valued only for his musical
ability, nor did he even have to be an Athenian citizen.

The final personage named on the archon lists is a public slave in the lists around
56/5, but a litourgos in the lists of 14/13 and after. Among prytany documents

8 Hesperia, XXX, 1961, no. 33, pp. 236-237.

™ Dow, Prytaneis, p. 17.

8 J.G., 112, 1759, redated by Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, p. 12, to A.p. 96/7.

81 [Tesperia, X1, 1942, no. 11, pp. 40-43, redated by Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, p. 13,
to A.D. 135/6. The word here is restored in greater part. The next two examples of its use do not
occur until after the middle of the second century.

82 1 G., 112, 1728, where the full name is given, *AcxAdrwv "Eppowvos, without demotic.

8 E.o Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 11, p. 42, where the name is *EAevoivios, the same as that of the
em Skuddos, or 1.G., 112, 1773, [*Ackhymé]Soros () or Hesperia, XI, 1942, no. 18, p. 50, Edxdpioros.
See below, p. 109, for further detail.

8¢ Graindor, Auguste, p. 111 hesitated to identify the two.

8 [bid., p. 111; so also Busolt-Swoboda, pp. 1058-1059 and note 1.
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a litourgos appeared at the end of the first century B.c.** From the end of the first
century after Christ he was listed among the aisitor, and the name became litourgos
in charge of the Skias (I.G., IT*, 1759 and 3503, see note 86), although the simple
word litourgos continued in use until the end of the first century after Christ.*” In
the second century it was abbreviated to simply éni Sxudos.*® If the litourgos of the
archon lists can be equated with the Aewrovpyos émi Ty Skudda of the lists of aisitos,
then surely the demosios of the archon lists can only be 6 év it Skuddi kal [ eoraué]vos
dmudoios of the law regulating weights and measures * of the end of the second century
B.C. The litourgos seems to have been regularly a metic in the archon lists and in the
prytany lists up to 168/9, when Julius Zenobios first appeared ** and when later in the
second century citizens served regularly as priest of the Phosphoroi and guardian
of the Skias (beginning with /.G., IT?, 1798). The office of guarding the weights
and measures apparently belonged to a group of public slaves (1.G., IT%, 1013, passim)
under the direction of a head slave (lines 39-40), who also may have had charge of
the daily ministrations to the archons and prytaneis.”® Apparently in the second half
of the first century B.c. the responsibility of overseeing the public slaves was given
to a metic, probably in order to have a more responsible person in such an office. In
one archon list (Hesperia, 111, 1934, p. 173) the word Mrév is used where one would
expect litourgos, and as S. Dow * observes, “ it obviously stands in the place of the
A(e)wrovpyds.” Could this hitherto unattested form possibly be an abbreviation for
Mrovpyav the participle? The form Aewrovpyovvros is used in 1.G., II?, 1758. The
law governing the mystic procession (Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 31, pp. 65-72, line 21)
indicates the participation of all the public slaves, possibly to assist the bastleus and
epimeletas in ordering the procession.

In one archon list (I.G., II°, 1736a) a grammateus is mentioned between the
three major archons and the thesmothetar. Various commentators have offered ex-
planations. Graindor * refers to 1.G., IT%, 2893, where the grammateus of the synhe-
drion has his name in a crown between that of the archon in the genitive on the left

88 J.G., 112, 3503, which has three citations, one for the herald of the boule and demos, one for
the treasurer of the boule and one for the tamias of the sacred diataris. In the lower right hand
corner is simply the title litourgos and his name. The edition in I.G., II* appears to have devoted too
many lines to the name, especially in view of the fact that a demotic is not to be sought. A better
reading probably would be (lines 22-25), Aewr[o]vp[yos] | éml 7 [Wv Skuddal l [Aagpy[- — — =] I vos, Or
Aer[o]vp[yodvros], etc.

87 Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 2, p. 31.

88 Ibid., no. 11, pp. 40-43.

8 [.G., 112, 1013, lines 39-40; Graindor, Auguste, p. 111, hesitates to equate these functions,
although S. Waszynski, De Servis Atheniensium Publicis, Diss., Berlin, 1898, p. 13 would do so.

% Hesperia, XI, 1942, no. 18, p. 50, who appears again the next year, I.G., II?, 1776.

1 See S. Waszynski, op. cit., p. 13.

%2 Hesperia, 111, 1934, p. 174.

% Tibére o Trajan, pp. 74-75, and followed by Kirchner on I.G., 11, 1736a.
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and that of a single thesmothete in a crown on the right, and suggests that this is the
secretary of the synhedrion of the archons, a secretaryship described by Aristotle,™
and which seems to have continued to exist well on into the Roman period.”® Subse-
quent to Graindor’s comments B. D. Meritt has published a list of magistrates post-
dating 166 B.c., which includes a reference to grammateus to the archon,” which
probably refers to the same office. A secretary also appears in 1.G., IT*, 1738 and in
Hesperia, XV, 1946, no. 45, pp. 217-219 and he can be connected with the archonship
by means of the two parhedror also listed, of which each major archon was to have
had a pair.” Meritt * suggests that these two inscriptions also contained the names
of the three major archons, and it would seem likely that the parhedroi of each were
also listed. S. Dow *° suggests that the grammateus of 1.G., 11%, 1736a may have been
also a member of the thesmothetai, and that this would explain the reduced number
of thesmothetai and the strange intrusion of the secretary. But the possibility of the
lack of a full complement of archons has been discussed above, and, since this document
is the latest and falls about a century after the next latest such document, it is not at
all unlikely that a change in format had occurred.

To the documents relating to the secretaries of the archons one addition may be
made. The cave of Apollo under the Acropolis was the traditional location for dedi-
cation by the archons. In one case there is evidence of a secretary to the archons
dedjcating ™ at this shrine. It would seem then that the secretary recorded as dedi-
cating in I.G., IT?, 2903, which also comes from this sanctuary, would be the secretary
of the archons.

For the activity of the parhedroi *** the only evidence we have is a reference in
the law regulating the Eleusinian procession,*”* where they are supposed to aid the
basileus.

G. CONCLUSIONS

The evidence indicates that in many respects the archons were unchanged since

% Ath. Pol., 55, 1, [viv] 8¢ xAnpobow Beapobéras piv ¢ ol ypapparéa Tovrors; 59, 7, rods 8¢ dwaords
kAqpodor mdvres of évvéa dpxovres, dékatos 8 6 ypappareds 6 Tdv Beopoberdv, Tobs Tis abrod PuAis éxaoTos.

9 He is mentioned in I.G., 112, 2893, 2898, 2930, 3744, S.E.G., XVIII, 1962, no. 53 = S.N.
Koumanoudes, Néoy *A@vacov, ITI, 1958/60, no. 1, pp. 3-6. The latest of these, I.G., II?, 2930, is a
dedication to Apollo n’ "Axpass, a cult peculiar to the archons.

¢ B. D. Meritt, Hesperia, ITI, 1934, no. 31, pp. 42-43, but republished with further restoration
by M. Crosby, Hesperia, VI, 1937, no. 8, pp. 460-461.

7 Aristotle, Ath. Pol., 56, 1; see also Graindor, Tibére ¢ Trajan, p. 75, note 1.

98 Hesperia, XV, 1946, p. 218.

* Hesperia, 111, 1934, p. 186.

100 7.G., TI2, 2893, see above, where not only does the secretary’s name appear in a crown in
the center, but the heading of the stone reads *AwéA\ww tw’ "Axpais 6 ypappareioas "Epdrov dvébnxev.

101 Ope other document mentions the parhedroi, Hesperia, XV, 1946, no. 46, p. 219, which
merely records the names of two, both from the same deme.

102 fesperia, X, 1941, no. 31, pp. 65-72, where the word has been restored by Oliver.
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the days of Aristotle. The major difference consisted in the fact that they were
elected rather than allotted. The management of the Dionysiac festivals by the archon
and the basileus is credited to them by some, but the evidence is certainly not con-
clusive. At least in the case of the basileus and possibly in the case of the thesmothetai
their functions in the courts are partially preserved. The lesser functionaries attached
to the archons seem to have remained the same since the days of Aristotle, although
their activity in the Roman period is but scantily attested.

Certain of the functions of the various archons must have been initiated after
Aristotle wrote his monograph on the Constitution of Athens. Certainly the partici-
pation in the imperial cult was new. The liturgical aspects of the magistracy can
only have increased, especially in the case of the archon eponymos, who was always
a very wealthy and noteworthy person in the Roman period. The anarchies of the
Roman period are to be attributed to the difficulty in finding enough wealthy citizens
to fill the archonships, and not to any political unrest. Such anarchies are to be
expected not only in the case of the archon eponymos, but among all of the other
archonships as well.

The changes in the archonship and its related offices came about in two ways.
The first was the gradual development in the constitution with the passage of time.
The other was the abrupt change when Sulla imposed his new constitution on Athens,'”
which was accompanied by a year of anarchia** in the case of the archonship. The
gradual changes continued throughout the Roman period. They are reflected by
seemingly minor changes in the sources, as when sometime between 56/5 and 14/3 a
shift in prestige changed the order of the names of the flute player and the herald to
the archon in the archon list, and the public slave was replaced by a metic with the
title lettourgos. At some time in the early first century after Christ the hoplite general
began to be included in the lists and the title of the herald to the archon became
kerykiskos in a manner similar to the changes in the title of the auletes to that of
hieraules between A.p. 13/4 and the end of the first century after Christ.

103 See Accame, Il dominio romano, pp. 167-174.
104 Athenaios, V, 51 gives an extremely vivid picture, probably a bit exaggerated, of this
anarchy. The words are attributed to Poseidonios.
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CHAPTER 1I

THE HOPLITE GENERAL

Under the Roman empire the hoplite general rose to a position of prominence
second only to that of the archon eponymos. This appears clearly in the lists of ephebic
magistrates after A.p. 180," and from a herm dated to the second or third century after
Christ.> Despite his importance, he seems to have held an office which remained less
prestigious than that of the herald of the Areopagus until the second half of the
second century. The cursus honorum of the first century * and several from the second
century * rank him second to the herald of the Areopagus, and in one case the herald
of the council and demos also intervenes.” In the heading of the ephebic list I.G., IT?,
1990 of A.p. 61/2 the herald of the Areopagus again precedes the hoplite general.
In no case where the two magistracies are named together on the same document does
the hoplite general precede the herald of the Areopagus before the middle of the
second century after Christ.® On the other hand, during the latter half of the second
century the hoplite general seems to have risen in prestige to the point where on rare
occasions he was able to take precedence over the eponymos archon.” Until the
purpose of the so-called archon lists (see Figure 1) is better explained, there can be
no real accounting for his appearance in these documents beginning early in the first
century after Christ.® If consideration is given to the change in name of the keryxs
of the archon to kerykiskos and the other peculiarities of the first list to include his
name, then it would seem probable that his inclusion signals a constitutional innova-
tion. Tt has become a commonplace of commentators to remark on the use of the name

11.G., 112, 2119, 2125, 2130, 2193, 2203, 2219, 2223, 2231, and 2235 (restored).

:I.G., 11%, 3673.

3 I.G., 112, 3531, 3546, and Hesperia, X1, 1943, no. 18, pp. 66-71.

4 1.G., 112, 3592 (twice), and 3687, lines 10-15.

s I.G., 112, 3546, although the magistracies may be listed in chronological order. It is not
uncommon among these documents for the various liturgies also to intervene: a gymnasiarchy in
1.G., 112, 3531, agonothesiai in I.G., 11%, 3531 and 3687, lines 10-16, and panegyriarchiai in 1.G.,
112, 3592, lines 3-8 and 8-12.

8 The first instance is 1.G., 112, 2085 of 161/2.

71.G., 112, 3593, where current offices come before those held previously; 3707, which is
probably arranged in chronological order; and 3618, a metrical document where the meter may
have been the deciding factor.

8 The first certain appearance is in I.G., I1%, 1723 of A.D. 13/4, but one of the last documents
previous to this has a blank space where either the herald of the Areopagus or the herald of the
Areopagus and the hoplite general would be expected. The first archon list on which t}e appears
has certain peculiarities, namely that the only archon mentioned is the eponymos, and his name is
used in the formula for eponymity, and it is the only document on which the name of the hoplite
general precedes that of the herald of the Areopagus.
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of the hoplite general with that of the archon for eponymity. That this usage is not
for the sake of eponymity will be shown below.

In several respects the hoplite generalship was different from the archonship.
From its inception it had been an elective position, since the military functions involved
demanded specialized abilities greater than would be possessed by the average allotted
office-holder.” Some sources would place the election on the Pnyx," while another
indicates the theater.” With regard to election reference has been made to I.G., II*,
1069 honoring Julius Nikanor, where lines 7-8 are restored to read — — — orparnyov] |
kexewporornuévor.’”  Although the only magistracy attested for Nikanor by other
sources is the hoplite generalship, the only preserved document containing a cursus
honorum, 1.G., IT%, 1069, is fragmentary ; therefore the evidence from this inscription
is hardly conclusive. The second major difference from the archonship was that the
hoplite general was never restricted to a single term.” During the first years of
Augustus’ reign Epikrates son of Kallimachos of Leukonoion served in this magistracy
twice,* Antipatros son of Antipatros of Phyla seven times between 40 and 15 B.cC.,
Xenokles son of Theopompos of Rhamnous ** four times toward the end of the first
century B.C., Diokles son of Themistokles from Hagnous more than once, but how
many times is uncertain, early in the reign of Claudius,”” Dionysodoros son of
Sophokles of Sounion ** for the third time between A.p. 41 and 54, Gaius Memmius
Sabinus Peisandros ** twice in the first half of the first century after Christ, Tiberius
Claudius Diotimos son of Theophilos of Besa * three times around the middle of

® Aristotle, Ath. Pol., 61, 1, who also records that in earlier times the election of the ten
generals had been by tribes, but that in his time the election was at large.

10 A survey of the evidence for the location of the election of the hoplite general has been
made by Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 118-119, who cites as references Hesychius s.v. IIwé and
Schol. to Plato, Kritias, 112A, both based on Diogenianus.

11 Poseidonios in Athenaios, V, 51 (213e). Delz’s chronology seems to depend very much on
the supposed Hadrianic reconditioning of the Pnyx, but he fails to notice that this reconditioning
was redated to the fourth century B.c. in a later report. For the first report see K. Kourouniotes
and H. Thompson, Hesperia, 1, 1932, pp. 180-192 and the later H. Thompson and R. Scranton,
Hesperia, X11, 1943, pp. 300-301.

12 See Busolt-Swoboda, p. 938, note 1; Graindor, Auguste, p. 115, who translates the lines as
“ stratége désigné,” and Th. Chr. Sarikakis, The Hoplite General in Athens, Diss. Princeton, 1951,
pp. 73-74. On Julius Nikanor, see A. E. Raubitschek, “ The New Homer,” Hesperia, XXIII,
1954, pp. 317-319, who calls attention to *E¢. *Apy., 1895, col. 121, no. 34, line 1 of which reads
[xe] xetporo [vypuévov]. Line 5 contains the name of Julius Nikanor.

18 Sarikakis, 0p. cit., p. 16.

 Ibid., pp. 52-53.

15 Ibid., p. 41.

¢ Ibid., pp. 87-88.

7 Ibid., p. 50.

18 Ibid., p. 51.

¢ Ibid., p. 79.

20 Ibid., pp. 51-52.
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the first century after Christ, Tiberius Claudius Novius of Oion * eight times in the
middle of the first century after Christ, Aiolion son of Antipatros of Phlya ** seven
times in the middle of the first century after Christ, Annius(?) Ammonios * for a
third time in the latter half of the first century after Christ, Titus Flavius Leosthenes
of Paiania * for the third time around A.p. 100, Titus Coponius Maximus * from
Hagnous twice early in the second century after Christ, and Publius Pompeius Hegias
from Phaleron * twice in the first half of the third century.

According to Aristotle (Ath. Pol., 61, 1) originally there were ten generals.
With the loss of the various military functions the other nine generalships seem to
have disappeared, leaving the hoplite general alone to care for the remaining and
increasing civil functions.” The latest evidence for the function of the generals as a
college is in a series of three ephebic decrees in which the generals and the tamias of
the stratiotic funds are responsible for publication.”® The latest document known in
Ferguson’s time where the generals appeared as a college was the ephebic decree I1.G.,
IT*, 1039 of 83-73 B.c.” The ephebes were here commended for their obedience to
the cosmete and the generals, but the publication of the decree rested with the hoplite
general and the herald of the Areopagus, an important change from the earlier prac-
tice whereby the generals and the treasurer of the stratiotic funds had charge of
publication. Of the individual members of the college the latest references all fall in
the second or first century B.C.: to the nauarch or the general for nautical affairs in
a dedication from sometime in the first century; * to the general in charge of prepared-
ness in the city when he contributed to the Delian Pythaid of 97/6; ** to the generals
in the Peiraeus from a dedication of 95/4;* to the general for Rhamnous and the
coastal lands in a dedication commemorating his election for the year 100/99;* to
the general for Mounychia in a list of magistrates from the middle of the second

2t Ibid., pp. 74-76.

22 I'bid., p. 37.

28 Ibid., p. 40.

24 [bid., pp. 67-68.

28 Ibid., pp. 47-48

26 Ibid., p. 60.

21'W. S. Ferguson, Klio, IX, 1909, pp. 327-328; Keil, Beitrige, pp. 45-47 ; Busolt-Swoboda,
p. 1121; Graindor, Auguste, pp. 115-116, all discuss the disappearance of the other generals,

8 1.G., 112, 1040, re-edited in Hesperia, XXXIV, 1965, pp. 255-262 where it is dated ca.
43/2 B.c.; 1.G., 112, 1041 of 45/4 B.c. for the date of which see G. A. Stamires, Hesperia, XXVI,
1957, p. 251 and note 66; and I.G., II%, 1042 of 41/0 B.c. All three were cited by Graindor,
Auguste, pp. 115-116.

20 For the date see A. E. Raubitschek, “ Sylleia,” Studies in Honor of Allen Chester Johnson,
Princeton, 1951, pp. 49-57. Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, pp. 24-25 would date it to"79/8.

30 J.G., 112, 2087. The last accurately dated reference is the record of his contribution to the
Delian Pythais of 97/6, I1.G., 11, 2336, but see the edition of Dow, Harv. St. Cl. Phil., LI, 1940,
pp. 111-124, line 270.

s11.G., 112, 2336, but see the edition of Dow, op. cit., pp. 111-124, line 266.

32 [.G., 112, 2873.

831 G., 112, 2869.
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century B.C.* A second general is listed in 1.G., II%, 1759, but Graindor is probably
correct in calling him the general in charge of Salamis, since even during the Roman
period generals were left in charge of Athens’ island possessions (see below, p. 27).

With 1.G., II*, 1039 (see note 29) the hoplite general and herald of the Areo-
pagus appear as the magistrates charged with publishing. This document is dated
just after the last appearance of the generals as effective magistrates, although they
are cited in the body of the document with the cosmete as officials whom the
ephebes obeyed (line 51). It would seem then that at this point an important alteration
had been made in the Athenian constitution which resulted in the reduction of the
lesser generals to ephebic trainers, while the hoplite general assumed an important
position in the civic constitution. There is still a series of three ephebic documents
which fall in the second half of the first century B.c. in which the generals and the
treasurer of the stratiotic funds re-appear as the publishing authorities.” But in /.G,
1%, 1043 (38/7 B.c.) the hoplite general and herald of the Areopagus return to
this function. It would seem that the group of three ephebic documents published by
the generals and the treasurer represent a reactionary alteration in the Athenian consti-
tution occurring in the second half of the first century B.c. On the surface it would
seem that these three documents should be grouped together and would represent a
renewal of the college of generals, although the internal structure of 1.G., IT?, 1040 **
will be shown below to support its being placed in a different context. Are we to
assume that the college of generals was re-instituted, then allowed to lapse, or may we
accept that the college continued to exist in name only in the formula borrowed from
earlier decrees? The treasurer of the stratiotic funds did continue to appear elsewhere
and he will be discussed in a later chapter (below, p. 114). It is also significant that
by the time of I.G., IT?, 1043 the hoplite general is called merely 76v orparyyév (line
55), probably indicating the non-existence of other generals with whom he might be
confused.”

The hoplite generalship, like the archonship, seemed to have involved consider-
able expense. Philostratos (Vit. Soph., 11, 20 [Kayser, p. 103]) classes it with the
archonship as one of the liturgies which the Athenians considered the greatest, while
Plutarch (Praecepta ger. reip., ch. 17 [813d]) classes it with the prytaneia in Rhodes
and the Boiotarchia among the more burdensome. Although he probably was re-
sponsible for numerous other outlays of funds, there seems little doubt that the most
onerous burden was his charge of the grain supply.*® The principal ancient reference

8¢ Hesperia, VI, 1937, no. 7, pp. 457-460.

35 1.G., I1%, 1040, 1041, 1042; for their dates see note 28.

% This inscription has been republished in Hesperia, XXXIV, 1965, pp. 255-262.

37 Sarikakis apparently overlooked I.G., I1%, 1043 in his study The Hoplite General in Athens.
38 Concerning this function see Keil, Beitrdge, p. 50; Busolt-Swoboda, p. 938; Graindor,
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remains the passage from Philostratos’ Life of Lollianos (Vit. Soph., 1, 23 [Kayser,
p. 39]), who, when he was hoplite general at Athens, was on the verge of being
stoned because of a bread shortage. Philostratos explains that this magistracy of old
saw to enrollments and carried out the affairs of war, but now it cares for foodstuffs
and the grain market. Lollianos got out of his difficulties when grain was sailed down
from Thessaly and he borrowed money to pay for it, xpnudrwv Snpooia odk évrwv.
Apparently in the days of Lollianos the grain treasury * either had ceased to exist,
or, more probably, the price of grain had risen beyond the capability of the public
treasury for payment. Apparently the hoplite general was responsible for the ad-
ministration of the grain supply, and therefore, in a case of high grain prices, would
be expected to provide from his own pocket, if necessary.” So it seems to have been
in the case of Lollianos ( Philostratos, Vit. Soph., 1, 23 [ Kayser, p. 39] ) ; and Athenion,
when he gave four days’ grain to the Athenians, who unsuspectingly received chicken
feed instead of proper grain (Athenaios, V, 53 [ 214, e-f]), did so after his election
as hoplite general (Athenaios, V, 51 [213, e]). At Athens the hoplite general appears
to have been aided by a public grain buyer.** The matter of the grain supply at Athens
was of great interest to the Roman emperors, and at least two are known to have
given the city, if not an endowment, at least an annual gift: Hadrian (Cassius Dio,
LXIX, 16) and Constantine (Julian, Orat., I, 8d). An imperial letter (1.G., IT°,

Auguste, p. 117 ; Hadrien, pp. 93-94 ; Day, Ec. Hist., pp. 163-164; Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, p. 67 ;
and Sarikakis, “ ‘O & ’Afvais orparnyds émi t& Swha,” *Abpva, LVIII, 1954, pp. 128-129; “ Ai éni rob
émoiriopod ov "Abpvév dppodiéyres Tod oTpatyyod éml & Smwha,” IAdrey, IX, 1957, pp. 121-132.

% The grain treasury in Roman times seems to have been proposed by Xenokles son of Theo-
pompos of Rhamnous (I.G., I1%, 3504). Graindor, Auguste, pp. 117-119 relates its founding to the
difficulties of Athens after the defeat of Antony. Both Graindor (loc. cit.) and Sarikakis, The
Hoplite General in Athens, pp. 87-88 conclude that this proposal must have been made while
Xenokles was hoplite general, since the case of the grain supply and the right to introduce proposals
to the boule and demos were provinces of the hoplite general. Very soon after 1.G., 1I%, 3504
another inscription was set up which mentioned the tamias of the sitonic funds, I.G., I12, 3505. This
document apparently was unknown to Graindor, who believed that the sitones (I.G., II?, 3504 and
3680) managed this fund. Such a treasury must have existed in Athens before the Roman period,
since several earlier documents refer to it or to the treasurer of the grain funds, e.g. those from the
second century B.c.: I.G., 1T, 1708 ; Hesperia, V, 1936, no. 15, pp. 419-428, lines 12-13; Ath. Matt.,
LXVII, 1942, no. 25, p. 23. For the function of the treasury of the Roman period, see Day, Ec. Hist.,
pp. 163-164. Although there are no examples discussed from Roman times, the symbola connected
with grain distribution from Hellenistic times in the Athenian Agora cast some light on the system
of distributions. See M. Crosby, Agora, X, pp. 76-81, 90.

40 On at least one occasion another person was persuaded to undertake the expense, Marcus
Ulpius Eubiotos, who came to the rescue in the third century after Christ and obtained a proqulon
of honors, I.G., 112, 3697, 3698 ; Oliver, Gerusia, nos. 31, 32, pp. 125-142 as augmented by Oliver,
Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 350-354 and Meritt, Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30. '

4 Sitones, I.G., 112, 3504 and 3680. Apparently at Athens the hoplite general was responsible
for the financial risk which in other cities the sifonai undertook. For comments and bibhograghy
on the sitonai at Athens before the Roman period, see Day, Ec. Hist., p. 21. For comparative
material from the rest of the Roman Empire see Rostovtzeff, Roman Empire, pp. 146-147.
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1118a)* refers to the price of grain. Finally both /1.G., II°, 1119 and 1086 ** mention
the sitonia in connection with criminal jurisdiction, but the connection is not immedi-
ately apparent. The function of the hoplite general as the grain magistrate probably
developed from his concern as one of the college of generals for the protection of
the grain crops and the maintaining of the coastal garrisons to protect the shipping
of grain.**

Although the grain supply is the most noteworthy of his responsibilities, it
probably is only one aspect of his supervision of markets and shipping (Philostratos,
Vit. Soph., 1, 23 [Kayser, p. 39]). His competence is reflected also in the law
regulating weights and measures dating from the end of the second century before
Christ (1.G., IT?, 1013, line 46) where he and the prytaneis have the charge of punish-
ing slaves who violate their responsibilities. His control also seems to include that of
shipping in the Peiraeus. In a document from 50/49 B.c. the ship owners and another
group (— — —]evoauevor, line 1) set up a statue of the general because of his upright-
ness and justice,*” while around 15 B.c. the merchants praised Antipatros son of
Antipatros of Phlya for his forethought regarding the safety and security of the
merchants.* This same sort of concern appears in a passage from Lucian (Nav.,
14),* where the hoplite general is to be summoned in the case of a ship being sunk.
A source which directly connects the hoplite general with a commodity other than
grain is the oil law of Hadrian ** where he has the charge of summoning the boule
or ekklesia to punish merchants who attempt to ship oil illegally. Whether his concern
for the food supply belongs in a category with his other police duties is a question
beyond the indications of our evidence. Nevertheless it is clear that he did have other
police duties ** in the light of I1.G., IT%, 3500, where a hoplite general of the later

#2 Kirchner has conjectured that the Alkamenes of fragment b, line 3 of this same document
was Marcus Aurelius Alkamenes, hoplite general in 209/210.

3 See the parallel texts in Keil, Beitrdge, p. 62, note 84. Raubitschek, Hesperia, XXIII, 1954,
p. 318, suggests that 1.G., I1%, 1119 belongs to the same document as I.G., 112, 1069 honoring Julius
Nikanor. The contents of the two documents appear to be too much at variance to support such
an association.

# Concerning their care of the grain supply see I.G., 1I%, 1281, 1299, 1304, all of the third
century B.C. See also Keil, Beitrdge, p. 50, note 62. For the coastal garrisons see J. Pouilloux,
La Forteresse de Rhamnonte, Bibliothéque des Ecoles frangaises d’Athénes et de Rome, CLXXIX,
1954, pp. 55, 83-92. The evidence for the connection of the hoplite general with the grain supply
in pre-Roman Athens has been collected by Th. Chr. Sarikakis in HO\drer, IX, 1957, pp. 121-132.

% 1.G., 1I?, 2993a = Hesperia, 111, 1934, no. 66, p. 71. For the naukleroi in Egypt see
Rostovtzeff, Roman Empire, p. 744, note 44, who connects them with the transport of grain.

26 Hesperia, XVII, 1948, no. 29, p. 41.

*" For a commentary see Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 72-73. Note that the same ship is con-
nected with the civic grain supply later in the passage.

8 I.G., I1%, 1100, but see the edition of Oliver, Ruling Power, pp. 960-963, lines 50-54.

* On the police duties see Keil, Beitrdge, p. 46, note 50, who would refer the police duties to
a lesser strategos on the basis of the second strategos mentioned in I1.G., II1%, 1759, but this general
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years of the first century B.C. is praised for his concern for the good order of the
panegyris. Since the stone came from Eleusis it is probable that it has reference to the
Eleusinian festival. It has been shown above that the basileus and his subordinates
had charge of conducting the procession, and the rites were in the hands of the suitable
religious officials. This would leave to the charge of the hoplite general the fair which
must have surrounded the festival. ** Tt must be noted that the inscription specifies
the panegyris, and not the procession. The hoplite general was honored once more
for his forethought (/.G., II°, 3501),” probably again concerning the Eleusinian
mysteries, if consideration is given to the provenience of the stone. Because of the
nature of the fair surrounding the festival, it is quite possible that this policing may
have fallen under his control of the markets, since food vendors must have been the
largest group of sellers. None of the documents cited in this paragraph can be dated
after the end of the first century after Christ.

During the first half of the first century before Christ the hoplite general began
to appear in headings of decrees and in dedications with his name and title given in
the genitive. It has been generally assumed ** that this was a case of the use of the
name of the general along with that of the archon for the sake of eponymity, but
J. H. Oliver * quite correctly has rejected the attribution of eponymity. It is much
more probable that such a citation of a magistrate’s or official’s name in the heading
of a decree or in a dedication indicates an interest in the institution either by which or
for which the decree was passed or the monument erected, or it may indicate a general
interest in the setting up of dedicatory monuments. To disprove the attribution of
eponymity it should be necessary merely to cite a number of dedications in which
the name of the hoplite general appears as a genitive absolute, but clearly outside of an
accompanying formula of eponymity by the archon or priest.** Thus, since the hoplite
general, or any other magistrate or official so cited, is not cited for eponymity, some
other reason for the appearance of his name must be sought through an analysis of

is probably the general in charge of the island of Salamis (see below) ; Graindor, Auguste, p. 116;
Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 74-75.

% For a description of a panegyris and the surrounding fair see M. Nilsson, Geschichte der
Griechischen Religion, Munich, 1955, I, pp. 826-831.

51 Sarikakis believes that this probably refers to the same person as 3500 because of the similar
wording and the similar provenience, The Hoplite General in Athens, pp. 65-66.

52 Keil, Beitrdge, p. 48; Busolt-Swoboda, p. 935; Graindor, Auguste, p. 114; Tibére a
Trajan, p. 76 ; Accame, Il dominio romano, p. 172 comments on the position of the hoplite general’s
name, but does not attribute eponymity to him.

% Expounders, p. 82 ; followed by Sarikakis, The Hoplite General in Athens, p. 20 and Ay,
LVIII, 1954, pp. 130-131.

54 ].G., 112, 3173, in which two formulae for eponymity follow, that of the priestess of Athena
Polias and that of the archon eponymous; I.G., I12, 3175, in which the eponymous archon with the
formula for eponymity appears at the end; I.G., 112, 4176 (for a more recent edition see S.E.G.,
XII, 158 and the comments of J. and L. Robert, Bull. Epigr., 1954, no. 98, pp. 125-126), which
is dated by a priestess; I.G., 112, 3277, again dated by a priestess.
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the documents in which his name appears. The name of the hoplite general appears
in documents dealing with four aspects of the civic government: the construction of
buildings and monuments especially those dealing with the imperial cults, the ephebic
institutions, relations with the city’s island possessions, and the prytanies.

The first category includes building and monument dedications. I.G., II?, 3173
is an architrave of a building dedicated to Roma and Augustus sometime after 27/6
B.C. The demos is the dedicator, the name of the hoplite general and priest of the
goddess Roma and the savior Augustus is cited immediately after; then the priestess
of Athena Polias and the eponymos archon are named for eponymity. I1.G., II°, 3175
is the architrave of the gate of Athena Archegetis to the Roman agora,” constructed
by the demos from funds donated by Julius Caesar and Augustus. Here again appears
the name of the hoplite general, who has inherited the epimeleia of construction from
his father. 1.G., I, 4478 is a dedication by Lucius Aufidius Bassus to Aesculapius
and Valetudo, which contains the name of the hoplite general; A. E. Raubitschek has
restored 1.G., I1%, 4176 *° to make the hoplite general the epimeletes, but Louis Robert
has shown that it cannot be correct on grammatical grounds; 1.G., IT% 3266, from
the early years of Claudius’ reign, is a double dedication for statues of a Roman
emperor and a lady of the imperial house who suffered damnatio memoriae, dedicated
by the Areopagus, the boule of the six hundred and the demos, in which the hoplite
general is cited as epimeletes, using his own funds, and in the case of the lady also
as her priest; I.G., IT?, 3270 is a dedication of a statue of Claudius by the Areopagus,
the boule of the six hundred and the demos, followed by the name of the hoplite
general and first agonothetes of the Sebastoi Agones; 1.G., IT?, 3185 is a dedication
to Hestia, Apollo, the deified Augusti, the boule of the Areopagus, the boule of the six
hundred and the demos by Philoxenos son of Agathokles of Phlya at his own ex-
pense, in which, after the name of the donor’s father as sculptor, appear the names
of the hoplite general and epimeletes of the city; 1.G., 11°, 3242 °" is a dedication of
the temple at Rhamnous to the deified Livia, followed by the name of the hoplite
general and priest of Roma and Augustus, then the nanwe of the archon; I1.G., IT%,
3273 is a statue base for Claudius dedicated by the Areopagus, the boule of the six
hundred and the demios, with the name of the hoplite general added; 1.G., IT?, 3277 is
the Roman dedication added to the Parthenon in 61/2, by which that building was
dedicated by the Areopagus, the boule of the six hundred and the demos to Nero,
with the name of Tiberius Claudius Novius as hoplite general, epimeletes and nomno-

55 Dated to 11/10-10/9 B.c. See H. S. Robinson, “ The Tower of the Winds and the Roman
Market-Place,” A.J.4., XLVII, 1943, pp. 299-303.

% A. E. Raubitschek, Studies Presented to David Moore Robinson, St. Louis, 1953, II, pp.
331-333, reproduced as S.E.G., XII, 158, but see the remarks of J. and L. Robert, Bull. Epigr.,
1954, no. 98, pp. 125-126.

57 Dated by Dinsmoor to 45/6. See his edition in “ Rhamnountine Fantasies,” Hesperia, XXX,
1961, pp. 186-194.
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thetes; and I.G., 1%, 3182 is a dedication to Dionysos Eleutherios and Nero by a
private individual, with the name of the hoplite general added. In all twelve documents
listed, five were set up by the Areopagus, the boule of the six hundred and the demos,
three by the demos, three by private citizens, and one by the hoplite general himself.
In two the hoplite general is listed as epimeletes of the work.” In another four, which
concern the imperial house, he holds a priesthood or other office connected with its
cult,” while three more involve the imperial family (I.G., IT%, 3273, 3277 and 3182).
The remaining two fit none of these categories, but this may be due to their incomplete
state of preservation. Since one of those for which the hoplite general was epimelete
involved the imperial cult, while the other, the gate to the Roman market, could be
classified under his concern for the food supply, it may be assumed that his interest in
dedications of most of these buildings and monuments was more truly a responsibility
connected with the imperial cult. In one of these documents he is identified as the
proposer (I.G., IT?, 4176). He also proposed the statue of Antonius Oxylos of Elis,
who died while still a youth (I.G., IT*, 1072), but this alone should not be used to
indicate a concern of the hoplite general for monuments. He appeared as the reader
of the gnome of the civic corporations when the boule decreed honors for the household
of Septimius Severus. In the Augustan document concerning the restoration of
temples and sacred lands,” not only is he recorded as the proposer (line 7), but he
seems to be liable to an accounting (lines 2 and 19, if the restorations of Leonardos,
followed by Kirchner, are correct) possibly for overseeing some reconstruction; his
duties in conjunction with the treasurers of the sacred diataxis are recalled in line 19;
line 30 begins a list of specific items which he restored (although he seems no longer
to have been hoplite general, but was completing a responsibility undertaken while
in that office) ; finally he initiated and participated in sacrifices (lines 28 and 12).

The second type of document in which the name of the hoplite general is cited
in the genitive case is the ephebic decree. The examples are few and it hardly seems
to have been a regular practice. I.G., IT°, 1039, an ephebic decree from the year
79/8** was passed by the boule on the proposal of the hoplite general.” I.G., IT%
1990 of A.p. 61/2 is an ephebic decree in whose heading the names of the herald (of
the Areopagus?) and the hoplite general are cited. A single literary reference also
connects the hoplite general with the ephebes.” Ammonios, hoplite general sometime

38 1.G., 112, 3175, 3266 (for 4176 see note 56).

5 I.G., 112, 3173, 3266, 3270, 3242. On the hoplite general and the imperial cult, see Oliver,
Expounders, pp. 84-86.

e [.G., 112, 1035 ; for the date see Oliver, Gerusia, pp. 133-134 and Day, Ec. Hist., pp. 146-148.

st Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, pp. 24-25.

62 Recall the alternation between the generals and treasurer of the stratiotic funds (I.G., II?%,
1040-1042) and the hoplite general and herald of the Areopagus (I.G., II?, 1039 and 1043) as
publishing magistrates of the ephebic decrees of the first century B.c.

o8 Plutarch, Quaest. Conviv., 9, 1 (736D) ; Sarikakis, The Hoplite General at Athens, p. 40;
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between A.p. 66 and 81, is said to have inspected the ephebes and to have given a
dinner for the outstanding instructors. Such concern probably stems from the days
when the corps of ephebes would be absorbed into the citizen army as part of the
command of the generals. In fact, I.G., II?, 1039 mentions the generals with the
cosmete as trainers of the ephebes, possibly reminiscent of the duties of the ephebes
in manning the border garrisons.

The hoplite general was apt to be named in the headings of documents con-
cerning Athens’ island possessions. In I.G., II®, 1051b, 3 the name of the hoplite
general as a genitive absolute appears to precede the dating by the eponymos archon.
In another part of the same document, fragment a, lines 3-5, the hoplite general, the
herald of the Areopagus and the secretary of the boule and demos all are mentioned,
possibly with reference to a delegation to the island to publish the decree. Nor is
the appearance of the hoplite general in island affairs without precedent, since in a
decree of the Athenians resident in Lemnos about the year 166 B.c. (I.G., IT*, 1224,
b 6—a 11) the text to be inscribed in Athens begins with the names of the hoplite
general, the general in charge of Lemnos, and the hipparchos. The dedication of a
statue set up by a decree of the Athenians resident in Hephaestia on Lemnos in the
first century after Christ cites the names of the hoplite general in the city, the general
for Lemnos, the herald of the boule and the general for the city.** All the names are
in the genitive case. Probably the hoplite general, as senior member of the college of
generals, in the Roman period retained command over the generals charged with the
administration for the Athenians on the islands, and so would actually be the chief
magistrate for island affairs. This would explain a statue base from between 200
and 150 B.c. (1.G., IT%, 2800), on which the Salaminians set up a statue of the hoplite
general, or the base from shortly before A.n. 61 (Insc. Délos, 1628) on which the
Athenians resident in the Delian sanctuary set up his statue. This would also explain
his participation in a visit by a group of prytaneis of Erechtheis to Salamis in A.p.
96,/7.°° A second general is also mentioned in this document and Graindor is probably
correct in believing him to be the general in charge of Salamis.

The largest group of documents in whose heading the hoplite general appears are
the prytany decrees, but these appearances do not begin before the latter half of the
second century after Christ.*” These citations are too numerous to be listed here.

Graindor, Auguste, p. 120; Keil, Beitrdge, p. 50; although Graindor, Tibére & Trajan, pp. 96-97
pointed out that these examinations occurred at the Diogenion, this should not alter the significance of
the hoplite general to the ephebic training. For a summary of the evidence see Th. Chr. Sarikakis,
*Afypva, LVIII, 1954, pp. 127-128.

8 1.G., XI1, 8, 26, cited by Graindor, Auguste, p. 116 and Tibére & Trajan, p. 77.

6 [.G., 112, 1759, dated by Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, p. 12. On the problem of
the second general see Graindor, Auguste, p. 116, Tibére a Trajon, p. 76.

%6 The first certain appearance is in I.G., 11?3, 1774. In the light of the complete absence of his
name in the headings of prytany decrees before this date and the profusion of examples afterwards,
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The appearance of the hoplite general with the prytaneis is no new phenomenon, for
even before he began appearing in the headings of prytany lists he was frequently
honored with an olive crown in prytany decrees. The extant examples include one
document with a crown for the ancestor of the great Herodes Atticus, Herodes son
of Eukles of Marathon,” who was hoplite general sometime before 60/59 B.c.; three
documents indicate a crown for one of the seven hoplite generalships of Antipatros
son of Antipatros of Phlya,” dating from 40-30, 29/8-22/1 and ca. 20 B.C.; a list
records a crown for Leonides of Melite * from around the end of the first century
after Christ; and a crown is attested for an unidentified hoplite general in the early
second century after Christ.”” In a document of A.p. 96/7 ™ he is listed among a dele-
gation of prytaneis visiting the island of Salamis.

In the light of the accumulated material it may be well to review the evidence
for a connection of the hoplite general with the prytaneis. From the decree regulating
weights and measures (/.G., I1°, 1013, line 46) it is clear that the prytancis and he
had the responsibility of punishing the public slaves for infractions of the law gov-
erning weights and measures. Another clue may come from Aristotle (Ath. Pol.,
43, 4) who says that the prytaneis *“ prepare the agenda for the assemblies; the main
assembly (ekklesia kyria) in which it is necessary . . . to pay the expenses relative to
grain and relative to guarding the countryside,” both of which are responsibilities of
the hoplite general. With respect to the grain supply it has been believed that Xenokles
son of Theopompos of Rhamnous was hoplite general when he proposed the law
establishing the grain treasury (/.G., IT, 3504, and see note 39, above). Several
other decrees proposed by him have been discussed above,” and he was one of the
magistrates responsible for the publication of the ephebic decrees I.G., 1I%, 1039 and
1043. I.G., 112, 1044 mentions the hoplite general and the boule in successive lines
(lines 11-12) but the document is so fragmentary that no inference can be drawn.
On the basis of the restoration of his title in 1.G., 1I?, 3618, of I.G., 1T°, 1072, and
of 1.G., 1T, 1077, Dittenberger ™ attributed the exclusive ius cum populo agendi to

it would seem that the restoration of the first two lines by G. A. Stamires in Hesperia, XXVI,
1957, no. 97A, pp. 246-258, dated to 21/0 B.c., was inappropriate, nor do his restorations account
for the erasures in the first two lines.

7 Hesperia, 111, 1934, no. 41, p. 54 = Dow, Prytaneis, no. 98, pp. 166-169.

68 1.G., II%, 1059 = 1758 = Dow, Prytaneis, no. 105, pp. 173-174; 1.G., 11?, 2467 = Dow,
Prytaneis, no. 110, pp. 178-181; Dow, Prytaneis, no. 116, pp. 186-191.

8 Hesperia, XXXIII, 1964, no. 60, pp. 216-217.

" Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 8, p. 39.

1 J.G., 112, 1759, dated by Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, p. 12.

2 See pp. 25-26 for public monuments, p. 26 for ephebic documents.

73 ¢ 7y den attischen Ephebeninschriften,” Hermes, XII, 1877, pp. 15-16, but see also Kaibel's
restoration as republished by Kirchner, I.G., I3, 3618. On the ius cum populo agendi, see also
W. S. Ferguson, Klio, IX, 1909, p. 328; Keil, Beitrige, pp. 34, 50, 54; Busolt-Swoboda, p. 938;
Graindor, Auguste, pp. 117, 120; Hadrien, p. 94.
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the hoplite general, either alone or in conjunction with other magistrates. But the
investigations of Keil ™ have called attention to an Athenian decree published at Epi-
dauros around A.p. 40-42 (1.G., IV®, 1, 82-84 = S.1.G.%, 796B), where the same man
made the proposals both to the Areopagus and to the boule and demos. Indeed,
although it is only a negative criterion, this man is not known ever to have been a
hoplite general at Athens, nor is the proposer of 1.G., II*, 1078, a decree of the demos
to restore the Eleusinian mysteries. Rather in the latter document the proposer is the
archon of the Eumolpidai, a man to whom the good order of the mysteries was a
concern. That the proposer need not have been the hoplite general is confirmed by the
results of Delz’s investigations ™ of the text of Lucian (for a fuller discussion see
the chapter on the boule and ekklesia below).

One aspect of the relationship of the hoplite general to the boule and demos
where there is no doubt was his authority to summon either assembly as a tribunal
to try cases in violation of Hadrian’s oil law.” Indeed the emperor enjoins him to
summon one or the other, depending on the amount of oil involved in the violation, on
the day after the apprehension. Thus it would seem that the hoplite general could
summon the boule or ekklesia, at least in certain judicial cases, and had the right,
albeit not the exclusive right, to present proposals to the boule and demtos.

General references have been made above to the jurisdiction of the hoplite
general and it may be well to collect the references here. It would seem that he was
competent to press prosecution in each of the fields where he had authority. The
evidence is fragmentary and does not cover all of the areas but it should be sufficient
to show at least the probability of this conclusion. In his control over trade he is
responsible for prosecuting those apprehended attempting to transport oil illegally.”
That he also had control over shipping in the Peiraeus is evident from a passage in
Lucian,™ and this passage would make sense only if he had jurisdiction or the right
to prosecute in such matters. 1.G., IT*, 1118 is a grain law which mentions the hoplite
general, but whether court action is involved is uncertain. There is also sufficient
evidence to connect him with the handling of cases of asebeia. In I.G., IT%, 1035, the
law governing the restoration of temples and sanctuaries, the hoplite general probably
had a share in the prosecutions.” A passage of Lucian * clearly indicates that com-
plaints against those who mention the names of the Eleusinian priests were brought
before him. Finally, the nature of the criminal actions is unclear, but the hoplite
general is definitely concerned in a letter from a proconsul to the thesmothetai and

™ Beitrdage, p. 34.

™ Lukians Kenntnis, p. 123.

% ].G., II?, 1100, but see the edition of Oliver, Ruling Power, pp. 960-963.

77 Note 76 and the comments of Graindor, Hadrien, p. 92.

'8 Nav., 14 as cited and commented upon by Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 72-73.
" See Sarikakis, The Hoplite General in Athens, p. 71.

8¢ Lex., 9-10; see the comments of Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 73-74.
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some other magistrate(s) of Athens concerning legal actions (I.G., IT*, 1113 of A.p.
193-211).

The hoplite general also seems to have had certain religious duties at Athens.
That he probably had authority over the fair surrounding the Eleusinian mysteries has
been shown above. I.G., II?, 1044 connects him with the Eleusinian mysteries, but
the nature of the connection is obscured by the poor state of preservation of the
inscription. His concern for the restoration of sacred properties (1.G., I1I%, 1035) also
has been treated above. His religious duties included making the expiatory sacrifices
together with the basileus (line 12) at the various shrines and he may have participated
in accusations of asebeia (line 9). Finally, it would seem that he shared a concern for
sacred properties in general. It is by no means unusual to find him holding a priest-
hood or office connected with the imperial cult.* In the decree of divine honors for
Julia Domna * his office appears in line 17, but the stone breaks off in such a way as
to obscure his function.*® Line 28 specifies that he is to make sacrifices to “ Good
Fortune,” while the other magistrates pour libations. Finally he seems to be the com-
petent authority for cases of asebeia against the Eleusinian priests (Tucian, Lex.,
9-10). There seems to have been no regular cult to which the hoplite generals made
dedications. From ca. 200 B.c. a single dedication by a hoplite general to the hero
Strategos is known.* But the only other certain reference is the notice of the shrine in
1.G., 1%, 1035, line 53. Finally the law concerning the restoration of sacred properties
(1.G., IT%, 1035, line 44) mentions the old strategeion, which apparently was a shrine,
or at least an historical landmark in the days of Augustus.®

It is obvious from the material collected that the hoplite general’s job was hardly
leisurely. It would seem from the evidence that he was the principal civic magistrate
and that the good order of the city depended upon him. Obviously he was also sur-
rounded by large numbers of lesser functionaries who carried out the details. Their
functions will be discussed in a later chapter. The amount of work demanded probably
explains why the Roman emperors before Constantine did not undertake the office.*

51 On the hoplite general and the imperial cult see Oliver, Expounders, pp. 84-86.

8 I.G., IT%, 1076, but see the edition of Oliver, Harv. St. Cl. Phil., Suppl. I, 1940, pp. 521-530.

8% Although von Premerstein, followed by Kirchner, 1.G., 112, 1076, restored the line to read
[- = = woifj | gar 8¢ bs Tdywora Tov émi Tods émw|Aelras arpar[nyov & | yakpa Tis TovAias Sefactis — — —].

8¢ Hesperia, XV, 1946, no. 48, p. 221. Tt would seem that the inscription Hesperia, XXIX,
1960, no. 80, p. 56 might also be such a dedication. The only alteration would be to read the sigma
of orparyyé in line 3 as a capital letter. This, then, would be the second instance in our records of
a dedication to this hero.

85 On the strategeion see Wycherley, Testimonia, pp. 174-177.

8¢ JTulian, Orat. I, 8c indicates that Constantine, ““ although he was basilens and master of all,
thought it fitting to assume the title of their strategos.”” J. H. Oliver (per litteras) questions the
interpretation of this office (strategos) held by Constantine as that of hoplite general; he thinks it
possible that strategos meant chief magistrate just as the Latin word praetor sometimes does. If this
is so, then he would have held the archonship. However, he recognizes that Julian would have
known that the title of the Athenian chief magistrate was archon, and not strategos.
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It is also clear that the many noteworthy Athenians who held it cannot have performed
most of its functions in person, but must have been able to delegate their authority.
That the office remained unchanged through the whole period of Roman domination
would be impossible, but the traces of change are difficult to interpret. Certain indi-
cations are unmistakeable. From the time of Sulla he and the herald of the Areopagus
began to publish ephebic documents, except for short intervals in the second half of
the first century B.c. By the end of the century he and the herald of the Areopagus
published again. Further indications from the ephebic documents are lost as the
format changes to the typical Roman format. From shortly before the year A.p. 13/14
the hoplite general began to appear in archon lists. Another facet worthy of considera-
tion is that his appearance in the genitive case in dedications is confined to Julio-
Claudian times. Finally his appearance in the headings of prytany decrees does not
begin until A.p. 167/8. This seems to coincide with his promotion above the herald
of the Areopagus in cursus honorum and must represent a further rise in his prestige.


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

CHAPTER 1II

THE AREOPAGUS ACTING WITH THE OTHER
CIVIC CORPORATIONS

The official address of the polis of the Athenians during the Roman period was
“the boule of the Areopagus, the boule of the five (or six) hundred and the demos
of the Athenians.” * The boule of the Areopagus, which had once been the dominant
council of Athens, but had since sunk to a position of relative obscurity, rose again in
the Roman period to become the most prominent of the three corporations of the
Athenian government, and its name was usually placed first when the three corpora-
tions were listed together. The dominant position of the Areopagus was recognized
by Cicero * when he wrote sed id praecise dicitur, ut si quis dicat Atheniensium rem
publicam consilio regi, desit illud “ Arii pagi,” sic, cum dicimus providentia mundum
administrari, deesse arbitrato deorum. Elsewhere Cicero indicates the veneration sur-
rounding this august body.” Even in processional order the Areopagites marched
before the other citizens,* and in an Eleusinian list ° the Areopagites are separated
from the rest of the citizen body. Bruno Keil ® has raised the question of how the
boule of the Areopagus was able to act in conjunction with the boule and demos,
since there was no clearly defined constitutional relationship such as that between the
boule and demios to serve as a precedent for common action. In this chapter the
evidence for common action will be examined. Then a few remarks will be made about
action in the name of the synhedria, and finally about decrees in the name of the polis.

A. THE AREOPAGUS, THE BOULE AND THE DEMOS

The most common examples of the co-operative decrees of these three corpora-

1 See Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 32, pp. 72-77, lines 29-30, a letter from the archons and boule of
Toulouse (although the letter from Narbonne, lines 11-12, was addressed only to the Areopagus
and boule of the six hundred) ; 1.G., 112, 1101, a letter from Hadrian; Graindor, Rev. Belge, VI,
1927, pp. 753-754, a letter from Antoninus Pius; Hesperia, XXX, 1961, no. 31, pp. 231-236 =
Oliver, Gerusia, nos. 24, 25, pp. 108-122, a pair of letters from Commodus; I.G., II?, 1111 and
1109 + 2771 ++ 3412 (see Raubitschek, Hesperia, Suppl. VIII, 1949, pp. 287-290 and Oliver,
A.J.P., LXXI, 1950, pp. 177-179), two more letters from Commodus. These documents cover a
range of time from the end of the first century after Christ to the end of the second. See also the
dedications by the three corporations listed in Appendix I, pp. 140-145.

2 De nat. deor., 11, 29, 74, composed in 45 B.c. For the date see A. S. Pease’s edition M. Tuili
Ciceronis de natura deorum, 1, Cambridge, 1955, pp. 20-22.

3 A4d Att., 1, 14, 5.

+1.G., 112, 3606, lines 24-26, the account of the procession which met Herodes Atticus when
he returned in triumph.

5 See Appendix III.

¢ Beitrige, pp. 30-31.


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

THE AREOPAGUS 33

tions are to be found in the numerous dedications on statue bases, herms, etc.” Several
formulae were used, of which by far the most common reads : 7 é€ *Apeiov wdyov BovAy)
kal ) Bovly rév @ (or X) kai 6 8fuos.® Appendix I catalogues over ninety examples
of this, ranging in date from before the middle of the first century B.c. (I.G., IT%
4106) through the end of the fourth century after Christ (1.G., IT*, 4222, although
by the time of this dedication the boule had 300 members). The people honored
include such lofty personages as Roman emperors and such local celebrities as
initiates from the hearth (I.G., II°, 3551) and heroized deceased (/.G., IT*, 4042).
Many names have no indication of office or other reason for the dedication. Several
of the documents bear an indication of a third party who served as the epimelete of
construction or as the constructor.” In the latter case the boule of the Areopagus, the
baule of the five (or six) hundred, and the demos passed the decree, but the cost of
construction was borne by this third party. In at least one instance (I.G., IT?, 3664)
the three corporations are named as constructors. In some cases when the three
corporations were the constructors, epimeletai were assigned to the work (see below,
pp. 120-121) ; these probably were expected to make some sort of contribution. These
epimeletai range from the father of the dedicatee (I.G., II°, 3551) to the hoplite
general (I.G., IT*, 3266). However the majority of monuments bear no record of
a third party either as constructor or as epimeletes. Still one suspects that the majority
were privately financed, including even many of the statues of the Roman emperors
or members of the imperial family." It is probable that any Athenian able to muster
sufficient resources of wealth and prestige was able to obtain decrees of the three
bodies for the sake of setting up a monument.

A certain amount of evidence concerning the procedure followed in passing a
decree of this sort has been preserved. From the end of the first century B.c. a decree
passed by the ckklesia honored Julius Nikanor (/.G., II?, 1069). The text is frag-
mentary, but in line 5, apparently among the considerations, appear the names of the
boule of the Areopagus and of the boule of the six hundred, possibly cited as prece-
dents. Graindor * suggests that the ekklesia had the function, if not of merely

7 A list is contained in Appendix I. Reference must be made to the collections of documents
and analyses made by Graindor, Auguste, pp. 104-105; Tibére & Trajan, pp. 62-71; Hadrien,
pp. 86-92, but the huge increase in documentation since these volumes has made it advisable to re-
catalogue the inscriptions without reference to previous material.

8 A variant of this formula puts the name of the demos first. For the pair of examples see
Appendix I, p. 144.

0 tmpedybfévros Tijs dvabijoens (I.G., 113, 3551, 3261, 3612); avabévros (I.G., II%, 3238, 3268,
3629) ; tmpernbévros (1.G., 113, 3266, 3271, 3571, 3798, 3287, Hesperia, X11, 1944, no. 25) ; 8 s
wpovolas tod (1.G., 112, 3449) ; dvébyxav (1.G., 112, 3956, 3959) ; or some other such formula (/.G.,
112, 2021, 2103).

10 See 1.G., 112, 3238, 3266, and 3268, where constructors are cited; 1.G., 112, 3261, 3266, 3271
cite epimeletar.

1 Quguste, p. 105.
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ratifying the proposals of the other two bodies, at least of following their examples
and decreeing the same honors. The real significance of the document seems to lie
in the attestation of a separate meeting of the ekklesia and in the sequence in which
the three bodies decreed, a sequence different from that on another document cited
below. Four statue bases bearing dedications to Julius Nikanor are still extant.”
These were constructed by the three corporations, but there is no evidence to connect
any one of them with the inscription just cited, and so there is no definite indication
of how the dedication based on such a decree would have been worded.

Half a century later the wording both of the dedication and of the decree can
be compared in the inscriptions from a statue base for Titus Statilius Lamprias.™
The three inscriptions include the dedication indicating that the boule of the Areo-
pagus, the boule of the 600 and the demos were responsible for the dedication; a decree
of the Areopagus; and a decree of the ekklesia. The details of the deliberations
recorded in the two decrees will be treated elsewhere, but the following items, all
noted already by former commentators,” ought to be cited: first, the decrees of the
boule and demos preceded the decree of the Areopagus in time; then, the Areopagus,
when it framed its decree, saw fit to change the wording of the dedication, eliminating
Tirov from the patronymic (lines 38 and 17), changing the position of the word
vidv (lines 38 and 17), substituting fpwa (line 17) for dperfjs évexev (line 38) and
correcting % Bov\s) 7 €€ *Apetov mdyov (line 37) to 7 é Apeiov mdyov Bovhsj (line 16);
and finally the decree of the Areopagus mentions only two of the three ambassadors
chosen by the demos (lines 45-46 and 19-20). The decree of the Areopagus was the
one promulgated, if we look to the wording of the dedication. The importance of the
Areopagus is brought out by this fact and by the fact of its control over publication,
i.e. the ratification of the embassy with the alteration in the number of ambassadors
and the provision for the dispatch of a written text signed with the state seal by the
herald of the Areopagus. Thus the decree of the Areopagus, the later in time, was
assured against change, while the popular decree actually was altered.™ It is also
noteworthy that the same man made both proposals. It is obvious then that the decree
of the Areopagus was not mere confirmation by vote of a proposition approved by the
boule and demos; but it was a separate decree with different wording. Ratification
of a previous decree by the boule and demos occurs only in the case of the embassy
(kareordfn), and even here only two members of the embassy are named.

A third document, published since the investigations of Keil,” is the decree in

12 1.G., 112, 3786, 3787, 3788, 3789. On Julius Nikanor see Raubitschek, “ The New Homer,”
Hesperia, XXI11, 1954, pp. 317-319.

171G, IV 1, 83-84 = S.I.G.3, 796B ; see the comments of Keil, Beitrige, pp. 2-14; Graindor,
Auguste, p. 105; Tibére & Trajan, pp. 62-65 ; Busolt-Swoboda, p. 937.

14 Keil, Beitrdge, pp. 5-11, has published the texts side by side.

15 Oliver, Gerusia, no. 31, pp. 125-141; for a second copy see no. 32, p. 142; for additional
pieces of both stones see Oliver, Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 350-354, and Meritt, Hesperia, XXXII,
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honor of Ulpius Eubiotos passed around A.p. 230. Here again there is a decree of the
boule and demos, followed by the decree of the Areopagus. Both decrees were passed
within the same month, but the interval between them and the order in which they
were passed are not known, since the heading of the former of the two decrees is
lost. It seems likely that, as in the decrees for LLamprias, the decree of the Areopagus
was later in time. Oliver observes * that the decree of the Areopagus again differs
from that of the boule and demos as follows: the Areopagus’ decree does not dis-
tinguish between precedented and unprecedented honors in articles 1-8; it transposes
the section concerning the throne and concerning the immunity from taxation and
liturgy down to near the end of the decree; finally a section, unclear because of the
poor preservation of the stone, on the appointment of a committee of prominent
Athenians is added. Oliver believes this delegation had the duty of bearing the news
to Ulpius Eubiotos, but it is equally likely that they were charged with seeing that
the provisions of the decree were accomplished, just as the embassy in the Lamprias
decree probably was charged. Here again the decree of the Areopagus was a document
entirely separate from that of the boule and demos, and here again it was the final
version.

Two of these documents indicate that the Areopagus acted completely indepen-
dently on a motion already passed by the other two corporations. The first, the decree
for Nikanor, seems to show the Areopagus decreeing first. In this case it is not clear
which of the decrees would be promulgated, nor whether the demos did any more than
ratify a decree passed first by the Areopagus and then by the boule. The relationship
between the boule and the demos will be discussed in a later chapter.

It was not necessary that each of the three corporations be a party to every
decree, since dedications by each individually or by only two are preserved in quantity.
In one series of the latter type the name of the demos is missing (see Appendix I,
p. 143). This ranged from the first century after Christ through the fourth century,
although the majority fall in the first century. A pair of series passed by the
Areopagus and the demos, one with the name of the Areopagus first (see Appendix I,
pp. 143-144) and one with that of the demos first (see Appendix I, p. 144), fill
the whole period of the first century B.c. through the third century after Christ,
although the majority fall in the early first century after Christ. Possibly of a similar
type to these are a small group of dedications erected according to the hypomnematis-
mos of the Areopagus and the eperotema of the boule (see Appendix I, pp. 147-148,
those marked with an asterisk) and those theater seats dedicated by a hypommnematis-
mos (of the Areopagus) and by a psephisma (see Appendix I, p. 148).

One dedication adds the name of the genos of the Eumolpidai to those of the

1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30. Gerusia, no. 31 will be quoted according to Oliver’s original line numbers,
no. 32 according to Meritt’s.
¢ Hesperia, XX, 1951, p. 354.
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civic corporations as a fourth body passing the decree (/.G., II*, 3523). It would
seem that the decree had originated in the genos, and that the genos had it proposed
to the three civic corporations.

One of the statue bases decreed by the Areopagus and the boule ' has on its
face the cursus honorum of the man honored, Q. Trebellius Rufus, while on either
side are a pair of letters, one from the magistrates and senate of Toulouse apparently
in thanks for the honors bestowed on a native son, and the other, which is very poorly
preserved, from the concilium provinciae Narbonensis. The latter of these is addressed
only to the Areopagus and the boule of the six hundred, i.e. the dedicators of the
statue. The former is addressed to all three corporations, the official address proper
to the polis of the Athenians. Apparently both were notified of the decree; the one
sent thanks only to the decreeing corporations, the other to the whole city.

Finally several dedications of the three corporations are headed kara 7a 86€avra,
(and one which lacks the name of the demos), ymdurapéims or ymiopar:, and kar’
émepdrnpa (see Appendix I, pp. 144-145). It will be shown below that the last of these
formulae is proper to decrees of single corporations, and it would appear that its
appearance with all three was merely an arbitrary extension of the formula. It is not
clear exactly how the extension should be justified, whether it represented a joint
session, or mere ratification by the second parties of the decree of the first, or some
other procedure. One of these documents, I.G., IT?, 4210, has a noteworthy feature.
The archons, boule and demos of the Phoenician city of Tripolis erected a monument
to Aemilius Juncus, and at the bottom was the formula émumdiorauérms tis € "Apeiov
méyov Bovkijs kal s Bovhfjs TGy @ kal Tod Snpov T@v "Afnraiwv. Since a psephisma
had already been passed in Tripolis providing for the erection of the monument, the
Athenians used the word émwmduwrapérns to indicate that theirs was the second
psephisma. Here it would seem that the motion for the decree in Athens must have
been introduced by ambassadors from Tripolis.

B. THE SYNHEDRIA

A number of documents from Roman Athens identify the corporation involved
as the synhedrion or, in the plural, the synhedria. The term synhedrion could be
applied to the synhedrion of the thesmothetai, the synhedrion of the gerusia, the
synhedrion of the Panhellenes, the synhedrion of the Areopagitai, and the synhedrion
of the five (or six) hundred. The word synhedrion itself is used to indicate both
the place of meeting of a council or the council itself.* Several inscriptions can only
refer to a place of meeting: I.G., II%, 1108 ** records purchases made for a synhedrion
in order to supply free distributions—here probably the reference is to the synhedrion

17 Oliver, Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 32, pp. 72-77 ; see also Oliver’s commentary.
18 See Wycherley, Testimonia, pp. 126-128.
19 Gee the text of Oliver, Gerusia, no. 24, pp. 108-120, line 31, and the comments, p. 4,
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of the gerusia; another document * lists the synhedrion of the gerusia as the location
for erecting a statue and stele. The instances where the word explicitly refers to a
session of a particular council will be treated each in its appropriate place, i.e. the dis-
cussion of the council so listed, but certain documents where the reference is not specific
might well be listed here. References to the synhedrion of the thesmothetai have been
discussed above (pp. 12-13).** In aletter a Roman magistrate comments upon a decision
of a synhedrion,” which Oliver, after having limited the possibilities to the synhedrion
of the Areopagus or that of the Panhellenes, once associated with the synhedrion of
the Panhellenes, because the Areopagus, in approaching the Roman magistrates,
customarily did so in conjunction with the boule and demos. This reasoning was
rejected by the Robert and Delz because of the subject of the document, a judicial
matter. It will be shown below that the Areopagus possessed broad competence as
a court of law. Since this would be a matter involving only the Areopagus as a law
court and not the administration of the city as a whole, to see the Areopagus as sole
addressee need not be unexpected. A decree in honor of Hadrian, according to the
interpretation of Graindor,” also mentions a synhedrion (line 11). Since the docu-
ment would appear to discuss matters of concern to the Athenians rather than to the
Greeks as a whole, it seems more probable that the discussion concerns a synhedrion
other than that of the Panhellenes, as Graindor suggests, possibly the Areopagus.
A further judicial matter, the judgment concerning an Eleusinian endowment,*
contains references to the most august synhedrion; and Oliver suggests that this also
is the Areopagus. One other probable example of the word used to refer to the
Areopagus is 1.G., IT%, 3699, a dedication set up ‘‘ by the dogma of the most august
synhedrion and the whole city.” ** Because of the fragmentary condition of I.G.,
11,7 1352, the corporation to which the word synhedrion applies is not clear. There
are also several references to synhedroi or members of a synhedrion. In I.G., 1T°,
1089 ** they are members of the synhedrion of the Panhellenes, as Oliver has sug-
gested ; and the synhedros in a document of a.p. 203 ** probably belongs to an Athenian
council, but precisely which is not certain.

* Oliver, Gerusia, no. 31, lines 13, [38], and [39]; and no. 32, as republished by Meritt,
Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, pp. 26-30, lines [2,] [27], and [28].

2t He is mentioned in I.G., I1%, 2893, 2898, 2930, 3744, S.E.G., XVIII, no. 53 = Koumanoudes,
Néov *Abjvaoy, 111, 1958/60, no. 1, pp. 3-6. The latest of these, I.G., II%, 2930, is a dedication to
Apollo 7’ "Akpas, a cult peculiar to the archons. _

22 Oliver, Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 34, pp. 78-82; J. and L. Robert, Bull. Epigr., 1944, no. 82,
pp. 203-204 ; Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, p. 157.

*8 Graindor, “ Etudes épigraphiques sur Athénes a I’époque impériale,” R.E.G., XXXI, 1918,
pp. 227-237.

#].G., 1I%, 1092; see the edition of Oliver, “ The Eleusinian Endowment,” Hesperia, XXI,
1952, pp. 381-399.

20 See Keil, Beitrdige, p. 31.

6 See the edition of Oliver, Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 35, pp. 82-83.

* Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 37, p. 87.
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The plural form synhedria also appears. It represents the decreeing body in a
pair of dedications (I.G., IT?, 3640 and 3748), both passed according to the eperotema
of the synhedria.®* An ephebic document honors the cosmete for his philotimia
toward the synhedria and the demos and the ephebes (I.G., IT% 2103). The honors
decreed for the household of Septimius Severus * were passed at a session of the boule
on the proposal (gnome) of the synhedria. All four examples can be dated to the
last half of the second or to the third century. The use of the plural form suggests a
joint session of two or more corporations, such as that at Priene called the boulek-
klesia®® There is no clear statement of which of the corporations were parties to
the deliberations of the synhedria. The ephebic document (I.G., IT?, 2103) suggests
that the demos was excluded, but it would seem that the word demos in this instance
was applied to the massed citizenry of Athens as opposed to the participants in the
civic corporations. It seems most probable that the three corporations were repre-
sented, but there are no indications of how they were represented or the procedures
of a meeting.

C. Tue Poris

Among the dedications there is a group whose nature remains obscure. These
are the decrees of the polis.** The evidence which remains tends to confuse the issue
even more. A dedication of the boule of the Areopagos, the boule of the six hundred,
and the demos in honor of Titus Coponius Maximus of Hagnous has the phrase “ the
polis ”’ at the bottom, much in the manner in which the name of the dedicator might
appear (1.G., IT*, 3571 of before a.p. 117/8), with the result that “ the polis ” would
seem to be identified with the three decreeing corporations. Just after the middle of
the same century Herodes Atticus set up a statue of Flavius Dorotheos with the polis
and demos decreeing (I.G., IT*, 3605), and this would seem to indicate that the demos
was not a party to the deliberations of the polis. A third dedication (/.G., II*, 3699),
dated to the first half of the third century after Christ, was set up by a dogma of the
most august synhedrion (of the Areopagus) and the whole city, thus indicating that
the polis excluded the Areopagus. The theater seat reserved for M. Ulpius Eubiotos
and his sons was set up by the polis (I.G., II?, 3700). On this last there is a control.

28 For the eperotema see below, pp. 45-47. In addition to the synhedria, the Areopagus alone
and the boule alone, but never the demos alone, were able to pass eperotemata. This formula is
used in several instances in dedications in the names of all three corporations (Hesperia, X, 1941,
no. 42, pp. 242-243; 1.G., 112, 3613, 3669) and in the names of the boule and demos (I.G., 117,
3982, 3678), but these are probably examples of the situation described above on p. 36.

2 ] G., 112, 1077 ; see the comments of Keil, Beitrige, pp. 32-34, who does not trust this docu-
ment to be a genuine reflection of Athenian governmental functions. For another explanation see
Appendix II, pp. 161-162.

80 Inschr. Priene, Berlin, 1906, no. 246, p. 150, line 9. This is cited by Keil, Beitrdge, p. 33
as a parallel for common sessions called synhedria.

31 For examples of these see Appendix I, pp. 145-146.
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since we possess the decrees by which honors, including this theater seat, were granted
around A.p. 230 by the Areopagus, the boulc, and the demos to Eubiotos.”” B. Keil *
accepted that the dedications by the polis represented dedications passed cooperatively
by the boule and demos, while Graindor ** saw an historical development from a time
when the polis represented all three corporations until a time when it came to be
identified with the mass of the citizens who were not Areopagites. As additional
support he cites I.G., IT%, 3945 honoring Mestrios Euphrates for his goodwill toward
the Areopagus and in regard to the whole city. This interpretation is supported by
the division of the citizens of Athens into Areopagites and non-Areopagites.”” The
result would seem to be a senatus populusque of the Athenians more truly resembling
the Roman than did the boule and the demos, since the boule was not traditionally
sufficiently aristocratic for this purpose. The large concentration of dedications by
the polis begins from after the middle of the second century after Christ, not far
distant from the time when the first decrees of the synhedria began to appear. Aside
from the theater seat for Eubiotos, the only other documents which would con-
tradict an identification of the polis with the non-Areopagites pre-date this time. On
the other hand 1.G., IT°, 3699 which distinguishes the polis from the Areopagus falls
neatly into this period. It would seem that the years of the last half of the second
century were years of constitutional development at Athens, here witnessed by two
instances of new terminology.

D. CoNCLUSIONS

It was noted above that the official address of the polis of the Athenians was ** the
boule of the Areopagus, the boule of the five (or six) hundred, and the demos.” These
supposedly were the three organs of public business, but there is no evidence, outside
of the honorary decrees, on their methods of cooperation or administration. Imperial
letters ** on many matters were addressed to the three corporations. Those well
enough preserved to permit conclusions discuss such matters as the setting up of a
gerusia and celebrations in honor of the emperor. There is no evidence on how
such letters would be processed upon their arrival in Athens. For the joint functions
of the three councils we must rely on our knowledge obtained from dedications and
honorary decrees.

2 Oliver, Gerusia, nos. 31, 32, pp. 125-142. For new fragments see Hesperia, XX, 1951,
pp. 350-354, and Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30.

83 Keil, Beitrdge, p. 31, followed by Oliver, Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 351-352.

8¢ Graindor, Hadrien, pp. 91-92.

85 See below, Appendix III, the Eleusinian catalogue.

36 The extant imperial letters are: I.G., II%, 1101, from Hadrian; Graindor, Rev. Belge, VI,
1927, pp. 753-754 from Antoninus Pius; Hesperia, XXX, 1961, no. 31, pp. 231-236 = Oliver,
Gerusia, nos. 24, 25, pp. 108-122; I.G., 11%, 1111; I.G., 113, 1109 + 2771 4 3412 (see Raubitschek,
Hesperia, Suppl. VIII, 1949, pp. 287-290 and Oliver, 4.J.P., LXXI, 1950, pp. 177-179), all
from Commodus.
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The indications are that when a monument was decreed by all three corporations,
its backers had presented it separately to the Areopagus and to the boule and demos
and to any other decree passing body (such as the genos). It was a matter of prestige
to accumulate the names of several of these bodies.”” That this accumulation was
unnecessary can be seen from the many decrees by individual corporations. The decree
of the Areopagus was probably the most sought after, since this council had the
greatest prestige. It would seem to have been the more common practice to introduce
the motion first into the least prestigious assembly and to work upwards (for the
cooperation between the boule and demos, see below pp. 62-67). Each of the decreeing
bodies passed its own decree, and sometimes there were apt to be clashes in the
wording. It is clear in the case of the decree for Lamprias (see above, p. 34) that
the decree of the Areopagus was the one finally used, although the names of the other
corporations who had decreed were incorporated into the dedication. The question
remains to be answered whether the decree of the Areopagus was the one finally used
because it was passed by the most prestigious corporation, or because the Areopagus
was the last corporation to decree. The honors for Nikanor (see above, p. 33)
represent the decree of the ekklesia citing decrees of the other corporations. It would
seem that only the last decree to be passed could have incorporated in its dedication
the names of all the decreeing bodies.

As the evidence continues to accumulate there are more and more indications
that the latter half of the second century after Christ was a period of activity and
constitutional development, following periods of stability before and after Hadrian.
The major portion of the evidence is to be found in the changing terminology of the
dedicatory monuments, but also some indications with reference to the hoplite general
have already been cited. To these there might now be added the introduction of
dedications in the names of the synhedria and the polis.

7 As already recognized by Keil, Beitrdge, p. 31. Accumulations beyond the ordinary are to be
found in 1.G., 112, 4210 and 3523 (see above, p. 36) and this practice is mocked by Lucian, Tm.,
51, where a decree is to be passed by the boule and the demos and the Heliaia phyle by phyle and

by all the demes individually and in common.
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CHAPTER IV

THE BOULE OF THE AREOPAGUS AND ITS HERALD

The Areopagus was the predominant corporation of Roman Athens. Because
most of our information about the Areopagus comes from the Roman period, there
is very little comparative material to be cited. With the rise to prominence of the
Areopagus its president, the herald of the Areopagus, rose along with the hoplite
general to become one of the two ruling magistrates of Athens. This chapter will
attempt to analyze the Areopagus and its activity, first by a discussion of its appear-
ance as a body decreeing monuments, then by an analysis of its other prerogatives,
and finally by a survey of its structure and procedure. The chapter will conclude
with a section concerning the herald of the Areopagus.

A. DEDICATIONS, THE HYPOMNEMATISMOS, THE DOGMA, THE EPEROTEMA

Bruno Keil * has already observed that from the middle of the first century
before Christ the Areopagus was competent to pass decrees on its own initiative, as
well as in conjunction with the other political bodies of Roman Athens. The largest
single group of dedications by the Areopagus alone have merely the name of the
Areopagus in the nominative to represent the dedicating body. These include statue
bases, columns, and herms (see Appendix I, pp. 146-147). There is a single relief
plaque, but this is a votive offering and therefore is of a slightly different nature from
the others. The time span for these documents extends from 42-40 s.c. (I.G., IT?
4113) until around A.p. 218/9 (Hesperia, IV, 1935, no. 27, pp. 64-65). A comparison
of the people honored in these dedications with those honored in the name of all three
corporations shows a difference in the quality of the recipients. Those honored in the
name of the three corporations comprise a group in which Roman citizens pre-
dominated and many members of the imperial family were in evidence; in the dedica-
tions by the Areopagus alone Athenians without Roman citizenship predominate, and
only two members of the imperial family appear, Tiberius before his accession (I.G.,
IT%, 3243) and Livia, mother of the emperor Tiberius (Oliver, CI. Phil., 1.X, 1965,
p. 179). In several (see Appendix I, p. 147) of these documents the names of the
person or persons who requested and probably constructed the monuments are re-
corded with the word airmoduevos. These include two fathers, two sets of ephebes, a
group of fellow archons and a pair of students. On the other hand, in one case (I.G.,
I1?, 3817) it is recorded that the Areopagus itself set up the monument, and it seems
probable that it also saw to the votive relief to Asklepios and Hygeia (I.G., IT?, 3197).

1 Beitrdge, p. 30.
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Of the rest, some may have been paid for by private citizens, but there is no definite
evidence.

Many of the decrees of the Areopagus alone are headed with phrases such as kara
70V Dmopvnuariopudy, kata 7O émepdrnua, Ymdioauévms or ymdiouar, kara Ta 8é€avra
or 8éyuari. Two of these formulae appear to have been the exclusive property of the
Areopagus: kara 1ov dmopvyuariouér and 8éyuare. Neither is used to describe a decree
of any other corporation, and, with only one exception in the case of the latter, neither
is used of joint actions of the Areopagus and any other corporation. The term hypo-
mnematismos appears in inscriptions from the first century after Christ, although its
earliest appearance had been in an exchange of letters by Cicero.” It is noteworthy
that no preserved example is definitely dated later than A.p. 166/7, although this may
be merely an accident of our sources. The strictness with which the hypomnematismos
was reserved for the Areopagus is attested by a series of monuments jointly decreed
by the Areopagus and the boule of the five hundred in which the decree of the Areo-
pagus was by hypommematismos and that of the boule by eperotema (1.G., I1*, 3933,
3982, 3678). On a number of theater seats a similar distinction is made between the
hypommematismos and the psephisma,’ but no corporations are named. The phrase
kar émepdryua is used in decrees both of the Areopagus and of the boule and in joint
decrees, while xara Ynjduopa appears surely only on these theater seats; kaf vmouvy-
parwuéy on the theater seats must refer to a decree of the Areopagus.

Of the documents listed in Appendix I (but excluding the theater seats) recording
a hypommematismos of the Areopagus sixteen are sufficiently well preserved to indi-
cate definitely whether or not a third party is recorded as the constructor of the
monument. Of these only two (3584, 3803) did not contain the name of a third party.
Therefore dedicatory monuments erected according to a hypomnematismos must have
all been requested by and built by a third party. This conclusion is inherent in the
formula itself, since there is a direct avoidance of stating that the Areopagus dedi-
cated, rather it only records a permission, as it were, by which a given party might
construct a monument. That all the monuments erected according to a hypomnema-
tismos did not record this formula in the dedication is illustrated by the decree for
young Lamprias (I.G., IV I, 82-84 = S.1.G.?, 796B), where the hypomnematismos
is recorded in the text of the decree of the Areopagus, but the formula of dedication
lists the boule of the Areopagus, the boule of the six hundred and the demos as

dedicators.
What, then, is the hypomnematismos? B. Keil,* following U. Wilcken’s papyro-

2 Ad Att., V, 11; Ad Fam., X111, 1, dated to 51 B.c. by R. V. Tyrrell and L. C. Purser, The
Correspondence of M. Tullius Cicero, Dublin, 1914, III, pp. 43-51; on the hypomnematismos at
Athens see U. Wilcken, Philologus, LIII, 1894, pp. 80-126; Keil, Beitrige, pp. 14-26; Busolt-
Swoboda, p. 937; Graindor, Tibére & Trajan, pp. 62-65; E. Bikerman, ‘ Testificatio Actorum,”
Aegyptus, X111, 1933, pp. 349-355.

$1.G., IT2, 5101 (= W. Merckel, Hesperia, XVI, 1947, pp. 76-77), 5122, 5151.

¢ Beitrdge, pp. 14-26.
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logical studies,’ stresses the fact that the word is the same as that used by magistrates
in the cities of the Roman Empire as the name for their daily records. E. Bikerman °
further refines the definition by distinguishing between the continuous descriptiorn
of the course of the day’s business (commentarit) and individual accounts of specific
cases (acta), and he equates the hypomnematismor of the magistrates with the acta.”
He finds no contradictions when he applies this distinction to the hypomnematismos of
the Areopagus at Athens. Is this hypomnematismos merely one item in the minutes
of a session of the Areopagus, or is it a name applied to a decree? Etymologically the
word was formed by adding a suffix, which was commonly used in the koine for the
formation of technical vocabulary,® to the word hypomnema, which appears frequently
in Hellenistic Athenian epigraphical formulae, as in {va 8¢ kal dmwéurmua dmdpxy or
dmws & av dméuvmpa vmdpxn ° (“ in order that a record exist, let so and so inscribe this
decree, etc.””). Thus the word hypomnematismos is a technical term based on the word
for a record or reminder. This would seem to support the view that the Aypomnema-
tismos was a minute of a session. Support is found in the custom in Roman Athens
of not inscribing the full texts of decrees on dedications, but merely of referring to
the body which voted the monument and manner in which the dedication was approved
(Ymduoapévns, 8éypart, kar’ émepdrmua, etc.). Any questions could be settled by a
reference to the extensive public records of Roman Athens.”” Does this picture jibe
with the literary and epigraphical references to the hypommnematisimos? Cicero equated
the hypommnematismos with a decretum ; '* and he sought that this be rescinded (toll).
Unfortunately the contents of this hypommnematismos are not preserved. The only
actual text of a hypommnematisinos is the decree honoring the youth Lamprias (I.G.,
IV?, 1, 82-84 = S5.1.G.%, 796 B), where it is recorded that the herald of the Areopagus
was to write to the city of the Epidaurians and to dispatch the hypommnematismos
signed with the public seal. This parallels a clause in the decree of the boule and
demos by which an embassy was to be chosen to convey the psephisma of the boule
and demos. The two documents inscribed on either side of the monument obviously
are the hypomnematismos and the psephisma respectively. A third century decree *

8 Philologus, LIII, 1894, pp. 80-126.

& “ Testificatio Actorum,” Aegyptus, XIII, 1933, pp. 349-355. Bikerman’s view is strongly
commended by C. B. Welles, Royal Correspondence in the Hellenistic Period, New Haven, 1934,
p- 284, note 13, although it was not incorporated into his text.

? Pp. 351-352. “ Die “ Ephemeriden’ waren Aufzeichnung iiber einzelne Tage, der * Hypomne-
matismos’ Protokoll iiber einen Einzelakt, die ersten wurden auf Rollen, der zweite als Einzel-
schrift aufgesetzt.” Italics his.

8 P. Chantraine, La formation des noms en Grec ancien, p. 144,

® Inscriptions using these formulae did not continue in Roman Athens.

10 Wycherley, Testimonia, pp. 150-151, records the types of data stored in the Metroon.

1 4d Fam. X111, 1, decretuin illud Areopagitarum, quem vropvpparioudv illi vocant.

2 Oliver, Gerusia, no. 31d, line 56, p. 129, but according to the emended reading by Oliver,
Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 350-351, cited by Meritt, Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 27, p. 29.
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uses a verbal form (dmopynuaricas), which can hardly be explained unless the hypo-
muematismos is a type of decree.”® Finally reference must be made to the dedications
set up according to a hypommnematismos of the Areopagus and an eperotema of the
boule of the five hundred (Appendix I, pp. 147-148) and to the theater seats set up
according to a hypomnematismos and a psephisma (Appendix I, p. 148). In both of
these instances the hypomnematismos is equated with a type of decree. The accumu-
lated evidence from Roman Athens consistently uses the word Aypomnematismos in
such a way that it must be defined as a decree of the Areopagus.

The second formula apparently reserved exclusively for the Areopagus in
dedications reads 8dypar: *Apeomrayerrév.” There is a single exception to this, 1.G., IT?,
3699, a dedication by a dogma of the most august synhedrion and the whole city (see
Appendix I, p. 149). In view of the exclusiveness of the dogma as an Areopagite
dedication elsewhere, in this instance the synhedrion can only be the Areopagus. This
is another example of the practice by which the formula proper to the action of only
one corporation was extended to include also the action of another corporation (see
above, p. 36). Possibly in instances of this sort the dogma of the Areopagus was read
to the boule and demos, who merely approved it as it stood.”” With a single exception
(1.G., II?, 3995) whose date is far from accurately determined, all of the dogmata
have been dated in the third century after Christ. It would appear then that the use
of the term hypomnematismos (see above) at no time overlapped the usage of the word
dogma; and that dogia seems to have replaced hypomncmatismos as the name of the
decree of the Areopagus in the late second or early third century.’® As Keil (p. 43)
recognized, the initiative for dogmata lay outside of the official organs of government.
Every sufficiently preserved example lists a third party as constructor of the monu-
ment, and in one case the formula [a]irnoauévov appears (I.G., IT?, 3705). This then
is another respect in which the dogma resembles the hypomnemnatismos. The term
appears also outside of the public constitution of the Athenians in the constitutions of
private organizations, as in a decree of a college of women (/.G., II*, 1346) from
early imperial times and in a series of resolutions of the Iobakchoi (/.G., IT*, 1368)"
of the second half of the second century after Christ. A possible contradiction to the
exclusiveness of the dogma as a decree of the Areopagus can be found in the honors
decreed for Marcus Ulpius Eubiotos ** dated to ca. A.p. 230. Here the decree of the

18 Keil, Beitrige, p. 23, had to recognize that, since the will of a corporation can be ascertained
only through a vote of some type or other and that this would be expressed in the form of a decree,
the hypomnematismos was a decree.

14 On the dogma see Keil, Beitrdge, pp. 24, 36, 43.

18] am indebted to Prof. J. H. Oliver for this suggestion.

16 Although the single example of the verbal form (see above, note 12) appeared around 230
after Christ.

17 M. N. Tod, Sidelights on Greek History, Oxford, 1932, pp. 86-87, translates dogmata in this

document as “ statutes.”
18 Oliver, Gerusia, no. 31, pp. 125-141 and the second copy no. 32, p. 142; for additional
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boule and demos closes with the resolution that this dogma be in effect for all time.
In a decree of the boule guaranteeing the sanctity of the cult places of the Egyptian
Isis (Hesperia, XXXIV, 1965, pp. 125-130) J. J. Pollitt has restored in line 14
763€ [76 86y] | pa. This restoration is convincing in the way it fills the lacuna. Support
may be adduced from the phrase ra 8ééavra 4 BovAjj, which appears in lines 17. Ap-
parently while the word dogma never appeared in a dedication to describe the action
of any corporation but the Areopagus, it could be used in the text of a decree of other
corporations to describe their own actions.

Several dedications passed by the Areopagus use the name eperotema to describe
the action of that corporation (see Appendix I, pp. 148-149). The earliest firmly dated
example falls around the middle of the second century after Christ.” Two others are
not precisely dated and may be earlier.” Every single example, as Keil has already
noted,* involved a third party to construct the monument. The parties who set up the
dedications represent a broad range of Athenian society: parents of those honored,
some businessmen of the Peiraeus, and the Eumolpidai.

A few remarks must be made about the eperotema in general. The word is used
of dedications passed by the boule of the Areopagus, the boule of the five hundred, and
the demos (see Appendix I, pp. 144-145, three documents) ; by the synhedria (see Ap-
pendix I, p. 145, two documents) ; by the boule of the five hundred and the demos
(Appendix I, p. 152, two documents) ; by the boule of the Areopagus (Appendix I, pp.
148-149, fourteen documents) ; and by the boule of the five hundred (Appendix I, pp.
153-154, sixteen documents). Several of those set up by the eperotema of the boule of
the five hundred or by the eperotema of the boule of the five hundred and the demos
were also set up by hypomnematismos of the Areopagus,” so that the action of the
Areopagus is contrasted with that of the boule or the boule and demos. Out of all the
eperotemata, a date before the Hadrianic tribal reforms has been suggested for only
four,” but none securely.* Indeed all of the other dedications by eperotema which may
belong before the middle of the second century are dated only on the fact that they

pieces of both stones see Oliver, Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 350-354 and Meritt, Hesperia, XXXII,
1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30. Line enumeration for Gerusia, no. 31 is that of Oliver’s original publication ;
for no. 32 that of Meritt. Lines 29 of no. 31 and 18 of no. 32 read [pera radra ¢pvA]drrew 76 8éypa
€|is Tov dmavra xpovov]. A discussion of the procedures in the passing of this decree is contained in
Oliver, Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 350-354.

" [.G., II?, 3607, a dedication to Regilla, whom Herodes married probably after a.n. 143
(Graindor, Herode Atticus, p. 81) and who died in A.p. 160-161 (PIR? I, 720).

2 ].G., 112, 4200/1, dated by Kirchner to the first century after Christ; and I.G., II?, 3566,
dated only to either the first or second century after Christ, both apparently dated only by letter
forms.

2 Beitrdge, pp. 41-42.

2 1.G., I1*, 3678, 3933, 3982; III, 966b.

3 For 1.G., 117, 3933, 4496, 4200/1, 3566 by Kirchner.

*t As already has been noted by Keil, Beitrdge, p. 37.
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are later than the Hadrianic reforms. The earliest firm date is a dedication of a statue
of Regilla (1.G., II%, 3607) and this is estimated to fall around the middle of the
second century after Christ. There follow shortly after several more which can be
firmly dated. The time at which the word eperotema can be said with certainty to
have appeared recalls the time of replacement of the hypomnematismos of the Areo-
pagus by the dogma of the Areopagus although both changes cannot have been
contemporary.” It is noteworthy that the earliest dateable eperotema which we possess
was a decree of the Areopagus.

There can be little doubt that a dedication by eperotema involved a third party
who desired to erect the monument himself, since all but a very few of the dedications
according to an eperotema list a third party either as requesting it or, more commonly,
as setting it up. Those honored by a decree of this sort generally tended to be
Athenians—imagistrates and religious functionaries, although there are a few excep-
tions. Those requesting included a broad cross-section of the Athenian social structure
—parents and children, a group of business men of the Peiraeus, friends, and Athenian
magistrates. Although the majority of the monuments are statue bases or herms,
plaques and steles also appear. The question now arises about the nature of the
eperotema. B. Keil ** has gathered the evidence for the significance of the word. In
the sphere of making decrees it does not appear before Roman times, although it had
been used as a legal term from a much earlier date. He defines the verb émepwrav as
“ to raise an official or formal inquiry,” but he sees the response as including a legal
obligation on the part of the person responding. He concludes that in Roman' Athens
the question posed was posed by the civic corporation to a friend or relative of the
person honored, asking them to undertake the expense and supervision of constructing
a monument which the corporation decreed, and the answer of the person would commit
him to this expense and supervision. He finds support in the fact that only Athenians
were honored, since the civic corporation would hardly expect an Athenian to under-
take an honorary monument to a foreigner. It is surprising that Keil was able to
reach this conclusion in view of the examples found not only outside of Athens,”
but also in Athens itself, of the use of the word émepwrav to describe the placing of a
proposition before a corporation for a vote. A clear example is found in the laws of
the Tobakchoi, where the prohedros “ put the question * Whoever wishes the statutes
which have been read to be ratified and engraved on a column will raise his hand.” ” **
Since the time of Keil’s monograph the decrees in honor of Ulpius Eubiotos have

25 That there was an interval between is guaranteed by the dedications both according to the
eperotema of the boule or of the boule and demos and according to the hypomnematismos of the
Areopagus. These decrees all ought to be dated to a relatively short period in the third quarter of
the second century after Christ.

26 Beitrdge, pp. 36-42.

27 As for example S.1.G .3, 898, line 17 or 901, line 10.

28 1 G., 112, 1368, lines 20-24, as translated by M. N. Tod, Sidelights on Greek History, p. 87.
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been published.” In the second decree, that of the Areopagus, the heading begins:
“ And on the fifteenth day of the same month, on the motion of Aurelius . . . of the
Council. The president put the question.” ** Thus, if the verb émepwrar must be taken
to mean “ to put the question,” an action of the chairman of a meeting, and it is used
with this meaning in the Roman period in Athens and elsewhere, then it would seem
that an eperotema was a “ putting of the question ” to a meeting. In the two preserved
decrees in which the president ““ put the question ” the procedure seems to have been
as follows:*" The text of the decree was read to the assembled members, then the
chairman of the meeting asked for affirmative votes or negative votes. The reader
of the decree in each case was someone other than the chairman, probably the person
seeking the decree. There is no evidence of any discussion in either meeting. In the
decree of the Tobakchoi the provisions for publication are not included in the text of
the decree, but appear in the words of the president when the matter was put to a
vote. The evidence necessary to distinguish an eperotema from any other sort of
decree is still not sufficient to warrant conclusions. Indeed, the difference may lie not
in the procedure of the meeting at all, but in the way in which the person desiring
the decree approached the decreeing corporation. In such a case the evidence probably
would not appear in the texts of decrees.

A formula etymologically related to the formula 8éyuar is the phrase kara 7o
86¢avra,” but unlike the former it appears in the headings of acts not only of the
Areopagus alone, but of the boule of the Areopagus, the boule of the five (or six)
hundred and the demos together, of the boule of the Areopagus and the boule of the
six hundred together, and of the boule of the five (or six) hundred alone. A discussion
of the significance of the term can wait until more evidence is presented infra. Of
the three documents of the Areopagus alone sufficiently well preserved to permit a
judgment (I.G., IT*, 3659, 3667, 3812), only one (I.G., IT?, 3667) has an indication
of a third party erecting the monument. Although the majority of documents belong
to the third century, two could be earlier. I.G., IT°, 3521 was dated “init. s. I p.”
on the false assumption that Augustus was meant or on the misleading evidence of
undateable lettering.*® Kirchner identifies Aurelius Herakleides of 1.G., 1T?, 3989 with

2 QOliver, Gerusia, nos. 31, 32, pp. 125-142; Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 350-354; B. D. Meritt,
Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30.

30 The translation is that of Oliver, Gerusia, no. 31, lines 32-33.

%1 In the decree of the Areopagus of the Eubiotos document the procedure is related in a very
abbreviated fashion; but immediately before this decree there stands the decree of the boule and
demos, in which the procedural details are given much more fully. It seems logical that the
abbreviated nature of the Areopagite decree is due to the similarity in procedure between it and
the decree immediately before.

82 B, Keil would like to identify the two, Beitrdige, pp. 23-24. A recently published decree of
the boule might lend support, Hesperia, XXXIV, 1965, pp. 125-130, lines 14 and 17.

33 Oliver, Expounders, p. 84, says that it seems to date from the Julio-Claudian period. For a
discussion of the fortunes of the high priest at Athens see Expounders, pp. 89-100.


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

48 THE ATHENIAN CONSTITUTION AFTER SULLA

the Stoic philosopher of the second century after Christ.**

The verb ymeilw and its noun derivative ynjdiopa were used to describe decrees
of the Areopagus (see Appendix I, p. 150). Since some form of these words is
used for decrees of the boule of the Areopagus, the boule of the five (or six) hundred
and the demos together, of the boule and demos, of the boule of five hundred, of the
demos, of the city and the demos, and of the city alone, a discussion of the significance
of the term will be reserved until more evidence has been accumulated. B. Keil * has
suggested that the term psephisma did not properly belong to decrees of the Areopagus,
but that it was used only insofar as the verbal form was proper to describe any formal
canvassing of the members of a body to obtain the decision of the group. The evidence
of the texts would tend to bear this out. Of the eleven examples cited, two are
metrical * and actually use the word psephos to indicate generally the decision of the
group by means of canvassing. The use of the noun psephisma applied to a decree of
the Areopagus is rare, appearing only once (I.G., II*, 3945) among the remaining
nine dedications; of these seven use the verbal form ympioauérns while one is too
poorly preserved to permit a reading (I.G., III, 965¢). The phrase kara ymdiopa
never appears in dedications approved by the Areopagus. In approximately half the
recorded examples a third party set up the monument, and it would seem that such
decrees did not originate in the Areopagus.

B. POWERS OF THE AREOPAGUS

In the democratic constitution of Athens the Areopagus had ceased to occupy
the foremost place, but under the Roman Empire there is ample testimony that it had
regained a position of predominance. There is practically no evidence for its partici-
pation in administering the city, except insofar as its name appears in the official
address of the polis, but there is ample testimony for its expanded judicial competence.
The Areopagus never did lose its judicial significance, and a scholiast to Aristides’
Panathenaic Oration ¥ drew a contrast between the Areopagus of his day, which was
merely a law court, and that of Aristides’ day, which is called a bouleuterion and is
said to have ruled the politcia.

Shortly before the Roman period the boule of the Areopagus appears as the court
to try infractions against the law regarding weights and measures.”® The pertinent

3¢ On Aurelius Herakleides, see Graindor, Hadrien, p. 208.

35 Beitrdge, pp. 23-24.

38 [.G., II2, 4006, BovAjs pe ‘Apelas Yidos éorno’ &vfideand I.G., 11%, 3632, line 21, mp pev dpa
Uidw "Apnt pidy Bérw Bovl.

87 Dindorf, III, 335, 18-21 to 194, 8, scholia BD, which seem to have gone back to a very
old source, according to F. W. Lenz, “ Scholien zu Aristeides’ Panathenaikos I 306, 3 Dindorf,”
Philologus, CV1I, 1963, pp. 278-287.

8 ] G., 112, 1013, see the second copy published with corrected readings for the first by
Meritt, Hesperia, VII, 1938, no. 27, pp. 127-131; see also the comments of Keil, Beitrdge, pp. 56,
61, 75. The pertinent section includes I.G., 11%, 1013, lines 56-60; Meritt, lines 8-12.
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section of the law reads, ““ If anyone is detected acting mischievously (kakovpydv)
with regard to the measures and weights preserved in the Skias and in Eleusis and
in the Peiraeus and on the Acropolis, whether he be a magistrate, a private citizen,
or a public slave, let him be liable to the law for the punishment of malefactors
(kakobpywr). And let the boule of the Areopagus have the concern and let it punish
any malefactor (kaxovpyovvra) in these matters according to the laws in effect con-
cerning malefactors (kaxovpywr).” Kakovpyeiv in Attic legal terminology was a very
broad term.*® The letter of Hadrian concerning fish sales ** left to the realm of the
Areopagus cases where fishermen sold their catch to as many as three different buyers.
Here again is a case involving falsification, and possibly it may be grouped with those
listed above. Tacitus refers to a condemnation for falsum by the Areopagus.” Al-
though we know nothing of the precise nature of the crime, it is well possible that
falsum ** also fell under the general heading of kakourgia. This group may also include
infractions punished by the Areopagus according to a document dealing with the price
of grain,* but the poor preservation of the text does not permit more specific knowl-
edge about the nature of the crimes.

There is evidence of the continued jurisdiction of the Areopagus in cases of
kidnapping,* where the penalty apparently was death.”® A charge of assault (rpad-
pazos) also belonged to the jurisdiction of the Areopagites.® These would all seem
to fall under the dovikal dikar,*” traditionally belonging to the Areopagus. A speech
of Himerios ** attests that in the fourth century after Christ the Areopagus decided
concerning status as a free man; the Areopagus is addressed as those who “ now
judge for the Athenians concerning freedom.” A pair of documents from the time
of Septimius Severus *° concern the Areopagus and sentences of exile; but there is
also a line reading 7ols iepooviias [émripors]. The texts are poorly preserved and the

% For definitions and bibliography see Sandys edition of Aristotle’s Constitution of Athens,
London, 1912, pp. 199-200, notes to 52, 1 and Keil, Beitrdge, pp. 61-62.

#I.G., I12, 1103 ; see Graindor, Hadrien, p. 129; Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 152-153 ; Oliver,
“ Athens of Hadrian,” p. 124.

41 Tacitus, Annales, II, 55. For comment see Keil, Beitrdge, p. 61; Graindor, Auguste,
pp. 44, 107 ; Tibére ¢ Trajan, pp. 7, 66.

2 The crime of falsum “ in the field of penal law . . . covers any kind of forgery, falsification
or counterfeiting,” Adolf Berger, An Encyclopedic Dictionary of Roman Law (= Transactions of
the American Philosophical Society, XLIII, 2, 1953), p. 467. The literary examples of the use of
the word are collected in Mayor’s edition of Thirteen Satires of Juvenal, London, 1889, p. 115,
to I, 67. For an examination of the possible Greek equivalents see Keil, Beitrdge, pp. 61-62.

2 1.G., 112, 1118; see also Keil, Beitrdge, p. 62.

#4 Lucian, Bis Acc., 13, 15-17; Vit. auct., 7 ; see Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 108-109.

5 Ibid., pp. 108-109, note 48.

46 Lucian, Bis Acc., 24; Timon, 46 ; see Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, p. 180.

47 Lucian, Anach., 19, and Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 182-183 and Keil, Beitrdge, p. 71.

48 The Areopagitica, Deubner, no. 7, Colonna, no. 7.

9 [.G., 112, 1086 and 1119; see the texts and commentary of Keil, Beitrige, pp. 62-63, note 84.
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readings are not clear. Keil noted, with reference to this last pair of documents, that
the Areopagus could pass sentences of exile, and for support he cited one additional
text.”

Graindor ™ argues that the dedication of a statue of the Areopagus by the
Athenian cleruchs of Hephaistia must represent a decision in their favor by the
Areopagus, and indeed there is a series of documents from about the right time
regarding disputed land on Lemnos (I.G., IT%, 1051, 1052, 1053) which he would
connect with the dedication so as to attribute jurisdiction over lands to the Areopagus.
Such a competence might well be an explanation of the hypomnematisinos by which
Memmius was granted the lands containing the house of Epicurus for private building
(Cicero, Ad Att., V, 11; Ad Fam., X111, 1). Whether these cases fell under the
category of concern for the sacred lands, which traditionally belonged to the Areo-
pagus, is not certain. The most recent evidence on this competence comes from the
fourth century B.c.—a decree defining its share in the surveillance of the sacred orgas
dated to 352/1 B.c.” and a legal case involving sacrilege to the sacred olive tree.”

The account of Paul’s speech before the Areopagus illustrates its surveillance
over the introduction of foreign divinities.” There is also possible evidence for sur-
veillance over contagious diseases, according to an imperial letter,” if a restoration
of the name can be accepted. A fragmentary letter from an Imperial official with
judicial competence appears to have been sent to the Areopagus.”® Oliver interprets
the case as being one for non-fulfillment of a liturgy. A restoration of the name of
the Areopagus, as suggested by Oliver in his publication,” in another document,

permits us to view the Areopagus making a decision over a public endowment, although
the nature of the judgment is lost.

Bruno Keil has gathered the evidence to indicate certain functions of the Areo-
pagus were performed by commission,” but in only one instance did he produce
evidence from the Roman period, and this, relating to the inspection of the ephebes,
has been shown faulty by Graindor.® Commissions cited by Keil include that to

50 .G., 112, 1113, but only as restored by Keil does it lend support.

51 Quguste, pp. 105-107, using as evidence I.G., XII, 8, 26.

52 1 G., 112, 204, lines 16-23 ; see Graindor, Auguste, p. 107 and Keil, Beitrdge, p. 60.

58 Lysias, Or. VII; see Keil, Beitrige, p. 60.

5 4cts, XVII; see the very thorough analysis by Graindor, Tibére & Trajan, pp. 67, 116-124,
and the comment of Keil, Beitrdige, p. 60.

55 B. D. Meritt, Hesperia, XXIX, 1960, no. 30, p. 23, where line 12 may possibly be restored
to read my & *A[pelov mdyov Bovhijy — — — —].

58 Oliver, Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 34, pp. 78-82. For the attribution of this document to the
Areopagus, see above, p. 37.

57 1.G., 112, 1092; see the edition of Oliver, “ The Eleusinian Endowment,” Hesperia, XXI,
1952, pp. 381-399.

38 Keil, Beitrige, pp. 72-77.

% Graindor, Tibére a Trajan, p. 66.


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

THE BOULE OF THE AREOPAGUS 51

apprehend a conspirator (p. 72); they investigate the removal of a sacred olive tree
(p. 72) ;* and apparently a commission was addressed over buildings on the Pnyx
(pp. 72-74). The evidence that a commission from the Areopagus controlled Athenian
coinage is clear (p. 75).* There was also a commission to oversee the education of
youths (pp. 75-76).° Thus far there is no sure evidence for the Roman period, but
in two aspects of the functions of the Areopagus, evidence may now be advanced.
Delegations were chosen to serve on embassies, either solely composed of Areopagites,
as that embassy sent to a Roman magistrate in the second century after Christ,” or
as part of embassies representing the whole Athenian state, as was probably the case
with the embassies sent to the imperial court or to other cities by the boule of the
Areopagus, the boule of the five hundred, and the demos.®* The other sphere of
activity where there is evidence for activity of the Areopagus through commissions
is in its functions as a court. Bruno Keil * has already conjectured that in the Roman
period the Areopagus in less important cases did not sit in plenary session, but in small
groups, and he uses this as a basis for an interpretation of the passage from Cicero’s
pro Balbo, 30, Athenis in numero tudicum atque Areopagitarum, certa tribu, certo
numero . . . Thus the tribe and number would be used as the basis for allotment into
courts. Unfortunately Lucian does not describe the principles of allotment of judges,
but his picture of a day of court in the Bis Accusatus is most informative. Zeus finds
that the work accumulating for him to handle is too great, so he calls a day of court,
for which Dike and Hermes allot the cases to juries. For our purposes here the
important points to notice are that, although the jurors are supposed to be allotted
from all of the Athenians and paid three obols a day (Bis Acc., 12), the allotment
is to take place on the Areopagus hill, the traditional meeting place for the boule of
the Areopagus, and that the juries selected to hear each case vary in number from
three to nine (Bis Acc., 13). One of the cases for which a jury of seven was allotted
was a case of kidnapping (Bis Acc., 13), a crime falling within the jurisdiction of

% Apparently in many sacred matters the Areopagus functioned by commission. See also the
representatives attached to a committee making an inventory, I.G., IT%, 839, line 26.

61 See also Day, Ec. Hist., p. 35.

®2 See also Graindor, Tibére a Trajan, pp. 66-67, although the mere fact of the Areopagus of
the Roman period being responsible for some ephebic dedications need not prove that it had charge
of the education of youth. Several dedications indicate ephebes and cosmetes honored by the boule
of the Areopagus, the boule of the five (or six) hundred, and the demos (I.G., 113, 2021, 2103, 3008,
3731) and in one case the demos honored a cosmete (I.G., II%, 3741) and in another the boule a
sophronistes (1.G., 112, 3735).

% Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 34, pp. 78-82. For the attribution to the Areopagus see J. and L.
Robert, Bull. Epigr., 1944, no. 82, pp. 203-204 and Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, p. 157.

%4 E.g. one mentioned in an imperial letter, I.G., 112, 1109 = Hesperia, Suppl. VIII, 1949, pp.
286-290 = A.J.P., LXXI, 1950, pp. 177-179; that sent to Epidauros must have included some
representative of the Areopagus, I.G., IV?, I, 82-84 = S.I.G.,%, 796B; and an embassy sent to
Lemnos included at least the herald of the Areopagus, I.G., 112, 1051.

88 Beitrdge, p. 74.
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the Areopagus (see above, p. 49). Delz,* who has analyzed the references con-
tained in Lucian, suggests that the selection of jurors from the people at large and the
payment of three obols are retrojections to earlier custom on the part of Lucian.
Indeed, in an Athens where popular juries had contained numbers of 501 in order to
prevent chicanery, and especially in a period of aristocratic influence, which the Roman
period was, one wonders at the thought of permitting juries as small as three to be
selected from the people at large. Such small courts, of course, would greatly increase
the importance of the Areopagites as individuals, and indeed Delz is able to produce
clear evidence of such an occurrence, although from the fourth century after Christ.
A letter of Alciphron ° relates how three parasites were apprehended and imprisoned,
but a man among the first of the synhedrion of Areopagites opened up the prison;
and another relates how the presiding officer of the Areopagus saw that a man never
got to trial.”® Delz also cites the increasing use of the term Areopagite to distinguish
an individual member, citing Lucian, D. Meretr., 7, 2 and Scytha, 2, to which three
epigraphical references may be added.” These all would appear indicative of an
increased prestige on the part of the individual Areopagite, a fact possibly explained
by an increase in influence as individuals.

The Areopagus also began to be a dedicatee of statues. The Athenian inhabi-
tants of Hephaistia ™ set up a personification of the Areopagus (cited above, p. 50),
and a statue base of the first century after Christ which is still preserved was dedicated
to Hestia, Apollo, the divi Augusti, the boule of the Areopagus, the boule of the six
hundred, and the demos.”™ Finally, in a prytany decree of ca. A.p. 120 the treasurer of
the prytaneis is honored with the customary formulae, but the name of the Areopagus
has been added to the list of those for whom he sacrificed.”

C. PROCEDURE AND STRUCTURE OF THE AREOPAGUS

The question of how a session of the Areopagus was conducted still remains. A
certain amount of evidence concerning the passing of honorary decrees may be

6 Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 154, 159.

o7 Alciphron, III, 7 (Schepers), cited by Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, p. 180 and Keil, Beitrdge,
p. 76, note 116, cites it as an example of a single man entrusted with the powers of a commission
of the Areopagus.

%8 Alciphron, III, 36 (Schepers), cited by Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, p. 180 and Keil, Beitrdge,
p. 74, note 108, who sees the Areopagite as head of the commission empowered to handle the case.

[ G. II?, 3689 and 3690 of A.p. 225-250 and 4017 of uncertain date. From around the
beginning of the third century is the document published as Appendix III. See Delz, Lukians
Kenntnis, pp. 21, 180, cited in this connection as well as an indication of the rising prestige of the
Areopagus. It would seem senseless to list all of the documents where the council is called the
boule of the Areopagites rather than the boule of the Areopagus.

©J.G., XII, 8, 26.

" [.G., 112, 3185; see the comments of Graindor, Tibére & Trajan, p. 176.

21 G. 112, 1073 and 1074 = Dow, Prytaneis, no. 121, pp. 193-197 = Oliver, AJ.P., LXX,
1949, pp. 299-308, 403.
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gathered from the few texts of decrees of the Roman period preserved. The place
of meeting is not certain. The hill of Ares was the traditional location, and the
evidence of Lucian ™ would indicate that from this location jury panels were still
assigned to hear trials. But there is also evidence for the use of the Royal Stoa in
the fourth century B.c.™ During the Eleusinian Mysteries the boule of the Areopagus
sat in Eleusis.” This may explain the divisions into Areopagites and others in an
Eleusinian list.” In Lucian’s account of a day of court (Bis Acc., 12) Hermes, the
herald, makes the solemn announcement of the session. So also must the herald of
the Areopagus have published the time and place of meetings for the sake of litigants
at court and possibly also for Areopagites if the session were not a judicial session.
A passage from Cicero would seem to indicate that seating in the Areopagus was by
tribe and number (pro Balbo, 30). Ferguson ™ suggests that this may indicate the
divisions of the Areopagus for work by commission and Keil ” seems to arrive at
about the same point by a tortuous route; but seating in assigned sections need not
seem strange if the parallel from the fifth century B.c. of the boule being seated by
letters is cited.” Such divisions could have been used as a basis for allotment into
courts, but there is no evidence.

Two documents are preserved which record proceedings of a decree of the boule
of the Areopagus; both supposedly represented plenary sessions. From around the
years A.D. 40-42 there is the honorary decree for Lamprias found at Epidauros.”® The
preamble contains the date and states that the Areopagus was meeting at Eleusis.
Instead of elme, customary in decrees of the boule and demos, the formula Aéyovs
émovjoaro appears, echoing the Roman wverba fecit.* This is followed by the simple
word &ofe, which Graindor * sees as still another echo of the language of a senatus
consultum. The man making the proposal does not seem to hold any special rank,
although Graindor suggests that he is at least a simple Areopagite. Although one
would suspect that only a member of the Areopagus could address that council, there
is as yet no certain indication. There are three instances where action is taken through

" Bis Acc., 4, 12. See Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 153-154.

74 Pseudo-Demosthenes, XXV, 23.

1.G., IV: 1, 83 = S.1.G.3, 796B, I, cited by Graindor, Tibére ¢ Trajan, p. 63; Hadrien,
p. 129.

¢ Republished here as Appendix III.

" W. S. Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens, London, 1911, p. 420.

78 Keil, Beitrdge, pp. 66-67.

7 Schol. to Aristophanes, Plutus, 972 = Jacoby, Fr. Gr. Hist., III B, 328, 140 = Wycherley,
Testimonia, no. 396, p. 130. B. D. Meritt has called my attention to the evidence for placing the
restoration of democracy in 410 B.c.; see Hesperia, X, 1941, pp. 319-320 and the references in
S.E.G., X, 119.

807G, IV 1, 83 = S.1.G.2 796B, 11; see Keil, Beitrige, pp. 2-12; Graindor, Auguste, p. 105;
Tibére a Trajan, pp. 62-65.

81 Keil, Beitrdge, p. 25; Graindor, Tibére ¢ Trajan, p. 63.

82 Loc. cit.
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a representative,® but these all involve groups of people and there is no indication that
the representatives were able to address the Areopagus personally.** In the text of the
decree the considerations are all expressed in the genitive absolute, and the decisions
of the council follow. The herald is charged with the dispatch of the hypomnematismos
to the city of the Epidaurians, which he is to seal with the public seal, and finally the
embassy is approved.” This embassy had been selected by the boule and demos to
carry its psephisma to Epidauros, while the hypomnematismos of the Areopagus was
dispatched in written form sealed by the state seal. Apparently the Areopagus had
to approve the embassy of the boule and demos before it was sent.

The second document is the decree in honor of Ulpius Eubiotos from ca. A.p.
230, of which portions of two copies are preserved.*® Meritt would restore a prytany
date at the beginning of the decree of the Areopagus (no. 32, line 21), which, although
it may fit the lacuna, hardly would seem in place in the heading of a decree of the
Areopagus. In the session of the Areopagus the prohedros put the question after one
Aurelius had spoken the proposal (yvaounr, no. 31, lines 32-33; no. 32, line 21-22).
Again the formula describing the introduction of the proposal is not that to be
expected in decrees of the boule and demos, nor yet is it the same as in the decree for
Lamprias, rather the word used is dyopevoavros as a genitive absolute. Then the word
&ofe follows, apparently with the name of the decreeing council. This decree calls
the presiding officer of the Areopagus a prohedros, while Plutarch (an seni resp. ger.
sit, XX, 794, A-B) mentions the epistasia of the Areopagus. An undated dedication
(1.G., II?, 4228) refers to [r7s é¢ ’Apeiov mdylov Bovhis kal Tob [8uov] alawviov
nyeudv|[a] and Alciphron uses the verbal form (Ep., 111, 36) mpwrede to refer to the
chief man. Keil * believes that the herald possessed the epistasia and that the refer-
ence in Alciphron was to the presidency of a commission of the Areopagus. The
question may be raised whether the herald actually did sit as president, but the evidence
to give a definite answer is still missing. It ought to be noted here that the herald of
the boule and demos who seems to have held an office somewhat analogous to that
of the herald of the Areopagus did not preside at sessions of those corporations.

The manner of voting in a meeting is not clear either. While the decrees in
honor of Ulpius Eubiotos specify the raising of hands in the meeting of the demos,
they leave no indication of how voting in the Areopagus was accomplished. In a pair

8 J.G., 112, 3737, where the ephebes of 136/7-169/70 requested permission to erect a herm
through their cosmete; I.G., I11%, 3804, of the latter half of the second century after Christ, where
Gaius and Mauros represented a group of students in seeking honors for a teacher; and I.G., II?
3008, of around A.p. 112, where Anthesterios son of Isidoros acted in behalf of his fellow ephebes.

8¢ See Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, p. 123.

85 For a discussion of afpnois meaning a commission see Keil, Beitrdge, pp. 25-26.

8 QOliver, Gerusia, nos. 31, 32, pp. 125-142 ; Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 350-354 ; Meritt, Hesperia,
XXXII, 1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30. The line numbering of Gerusia, no. 31 is according to Oliver’s
original publication, of no. 32 to Meritt’s.

87 Beitrige, pp. 54 and 74, note 108. On the herald of the Areopagus see below.
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of metrical inscriptions (I.G., II?, 3632 and 4006) the vote of the council as a whole
was termed a yijos, which word had originally been applied to the use of a pebble or
other such ballot, but which by the Roman period could be applied to any sort of
vote. In court cases Lucian uses the term ymdodopety ** for voting, and the procedure
he describes is either the use of pierced and solid ballots described by Aristotle,* or
the use of black and white pebbles. Delz correctly believes that these are antiquarian
references in Lucian on the grounds that such voting procedures would be strange in
a court as small as those described above. In the light of the evidence of voting
by show of hands being the most commonly attested procedure in various sorts of
meetings (see below), it is safe to assume that the decree for Eubiotos reflects the
method of voting in plenary sessions of the Areopagus.

The decree for Eubiotos continues, listing the honors conferred upon him, and
finally indicating that a commission of six was to be chosen probably to bring the news
to Eubiotos, or possibly to oversee the construction of the monument. Thus in both
the decree for Lamprias and that for Eubiotos the ultimate publication is covered by
the decision of the Areopagus.

Before proceeding to the discussion of the herald of the Areopagus it may be well
to make a few remarks on the composition of that council. Bruno Keil, followed by
Busolt-Swoboda,” on the basis of the title which Photius gave to a speech of Himerius
(Or., XXV, Colonna), believed that the proconsul of Greece named Areopagites in
the fourth century after Christ, and on the basis of a note of a scholiast to Aeschylus’
Eumenides (Schol. M to line 743), that the Areopagus of later times contained
thirty-one members. But Edmund Groag * has interpreted the fragmentary words
of Photius to the effect that the speech was delivered in honor of the proconsul, not
in thanks for the speaker’s having been made an Areopagite, but to celebrate the
bestowing of this honor on the proconsul; and the scholiast to Aeschylus gives no
indication of whether thirty-one was the actual number of Areopagites, or a dramatic
number, or to what period this figure ought to be assigned. As early as the middle of
the second century after Christ and frequently in the third century ** the title kpdrio-
ro. ** began to be applied to the Areopagites as a group, but its use was not consistent,

8 Bis Acc., 8; Pisc., 24; Eun., 2; see Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, p. 161 and note 29.

8% Ath. Pol., 68, 4. Lucian’s reference is in Bis Acc., 35; see Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, p. 163.
Another passage speaks of a white and a solid ballot, Lucian, 4pol., 15; see Delz, p. 164.

% Keil, Beitrdge, p. 81; Busolt-Swoboda, p. 936 and note 14; but compare E. Groag, Die
Reichsbeamten von Achaia in spitromischer Zeit, Dissertationes Pannonicae, I, 14, 1946, p. 34. Two
other Roman proconsuls seem to have also been Areopagites, Claudius Illyrius toward the middle
of the third century after Christ (1.G., II2, 3689 and 3690) and Rufius Festus in the fourth century
(1.G., 112, 4222).

1 I.G., IT%, 3607, clearly to be dated before the death of Regilla in A.p. 161; I.G., II%, 3697,
3698, both from before the middle of the third century after Christ.

2 Artur Stein, ““ Griechische Rangtitel in der romischen Kaiserzeit,” Wiener Studien, XXXIV,

1912, p. 162, produces evidence showing that this title was in use for those of the equestrian order
from Hadrianic times.
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since 1.G., IT*, 3705, dated 238/9-243/4 *° on the basis of the archonship of Flavius
Asclepiades, and 1.G., IT% 2773, an endowment left to the Areopagus by the same
Flavius Asclepiades when he was herald, do not use it. An Eleusinian list of the
end of the second or beginning of the third century (see Appendix III), which lists
the Areopagites separately, indicates that not all of the Areopagites used this as a
predicate of rank individually. At an earlier date the Areopagites were given the
honorific title of semnotatos.™

It would be superfluous to repeat here the evidence of Ferguson and Keil * that
the Areopagus was recruited from ex-archons, but the conclusion of Keil that only
the eponymos and basileus were eligible requires re-examination. He bases his con-
clusion on the cursus honorum of the heralds of the Areopagus, assuming, probably
correctly, that they also would have been members of that august body. He found
no example of a herald who had served any archonship lower than either archon or
basileus. Oliver has since cited one document in which it is clear that a former pole-
march became herald.” In connection with the problem of ex-archons becoming Areo-
pagites, attention should be called to 1.G., I1I*, 1714, an archon list dated by S. Dow ™
to the year of anarchy 88/7, in which Athenodoros son of Athenodoros Aixoneus is
a thesmothetes. Among the members of the Delian Pythais of 97/6 B.c.” the herald
of the Areopagus is a man of the same name. One must conclude here that both
documents cannot refer to the same man, but must represent two generations of the
same family.

An Eleusinian list, republished here as Appendix III, should begin to offer more
specific data on the size of the Areopagus, from which some deductions about the
composition should follow. This list is arranged according to tribes, and at the top of
each tribal list there is a catalogue of Areopagites. For the attested tribes the numbers
of Areopagites are as follows: * for Erechtheis, between nine and eleven names; for
Aligeis the numbers are not clear; for Pandionis, eight names; for Ptolemais the evi-

3 See Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, pp. 40-41 who would be more precise, placing the
document in 239/40.

% [.G., 112, 3637, 3656, 3760, 3817, Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 72, p. 49; no. 73, p. 49.
The earliest of these is I.G., 112, 3637, after the middle of the second century after Christ. The
rest are from around the end of the second or the beginning of the third century after Christ, when
the title becomes fairly regular for the Areopagites. I.G., I1?, 3705 of the mid-third century is an
exception and 1.G., 112, 2773 refers to the most august synhedrion of the Areopagites.

9 W. S. Ferguson, “ Researches in Athenian and Delian Documents, III,” Klio, IX, 1909,
pp. 328-330; Keil, Beitrdge, pp. 82-87.

% QOliver, “ A New Letter of Antoninus Pius,” A.J.P., LXXIX, 1958, p. 57, note 4, citing
1.G., 112, 3668 (= I.G., III, addendum 714a).

97 Hesperia, 111, 1934, pp. 144-146.

8 J ., 112, 2336, but see the edition Dow, Harv. St. Cl. Phil., LI, 1940, p. 121, line 183. The
date of the heraldship recorded here is somewhat in doubt; see Kirchner on 1.G., 1I*, 2336, but not
enough so as to affect the sequence of the two documents in question.

9 For discussions of the means of arriving at these figures, see Appendix III.
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dence is not clear; for Hadrianis no names are preserved; and for Kekropis, five
names. Thus for three tribes there are between twenty-two and twenty-four names
of Areopagites preserved, an average of seven or eight each. A projection of this
for thirteen tribes makes a total of between 91 and 104 Areopagites. Although this
falls short of the number of 150 which Keil estimated as a result of the inclusion of all
ex-archons, still it is considerably above his estimate of 30, if only the two top archons
were included, or Oliver’s estimate of 45 as a total if the three top archons were
included. Oliver makes a good argument for having a number less than 150, when he
points out that the thesmothetes ‘“ perhaps tended to be more mature.” *** Non-
residents undertaking the eponymous magistracy and anarchies, not only in the
eponymous archonship but in all nine archonships, would tend to reduce this figure
even more. Keil’s findings that the herald was more likely to have been either
eponymos or basileus is probably due to the fact that these offices and the heraldship
were undertaken only by the most prominent men.

D. THE HERALD oF THE AREOPAGUS

Just as the Areopagus rose to a predominant position in Roman Athens, so also
did its chief officer, the herald of the Areopagus. His name is frequently coupled
with that of the hoplite general, and together they seem to have been the principal
civic magistrates of Roman Athens. One indication of the herald’s rise to prominence
is the appearance of his name in the archon lists (see Chapter I and Figure 1), where
from the very first list in 88/7, with a single exception (I.G., IT*, 1723) where the
name of the hoplite general intervenes, his name appears immediately after those of
the archons, while the name of the hoplite general does not appear until the later
archon lists. Thus far the only acceptable explanation for the appearance of the
herald of the Areopagus and the hoplite general in these lists is their rise to promi-
nence as the ruling magistrates. Their position after the thesmothetai can only be
attributed to the prestige traditionally associated with the archonships. The ephebic
documents ' which name the ephebic magistrates list the hoplite general and the
herald of the Areopagus even more prominently. Beginning from around a.p. 180
they take second and third position between the archon and the basileus. The evidence
of cursus honorum confirms this ranking,'” although in four instances the title of
herald precedes that of hoplite general.’® In cursus from later periods it is not strange
to find an archonship other than the eponymos listed, and this archonship is given

100 Hesperia, XXVII, 1958, p. 46.

11 ].G., I1%, 2119, 2125, 2130, 2193, 2203, 2219, 2231, 2235.

2 1.G., 11%, 2086 of 163/4; 1.G., IV?, 1, 691; I.G., I1%, 3688 of the early third century after
Christ. In the last of these two archonships, eponymos and basileus, head the list.

13 J.G., 1%, 3546 of the end of the first century after Christ, and 3592 (three times) of
165/6-168/9.
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priority over the heraldship of the Areopagus.’ The heraldship of the Areopagus,
indeed, was important enough to warrant honor for itself alone, for in certain dedica-
tions no reference is made to any other magistracies or public services.” Such honors
were bestowed on him by the nine archons,’® by the boule of the Areopagus, the boule
of the five hundred and the demos,”” by the city,"*® by his sons ** according to the
doxanta of the most august synhedrion of the Areopagites. One obscure reference is
to be found in a prytany decree, where the name appears in the heading in the genitive
case between the names of a gymnasiarch and a priest of an eponymous hero.”’
Otherwise the name of the herald of the Areopagus in the genitive is unprecedented
in such a position. The herald also appears as a dedicator in two instances (I1.G., IT?,
3558, 4075), but these probably do not represent any action in an official capacity.
Finally in the honors decreed the imperial house in 209/10 (I.G., IT*, 1077) the herald
of the Areopagus participated in the committee which prepared the gnome for presen-
tation to the boule.

The primary function of this herald would appear to have been his presidency
over meetings of the Areopagus and his function of principal organizer and record
keeper for the business brought before the Areopagus.” The question arises whether
his presidency is the same as the epistasia recorded by Plutarch (an sens resp. ger.
sit, XX, 794 A-B), or the prohedria of a third century inscription,”* or the protos
of Alciphron (Ep., IT1, 36) or the hegemon of an undated inscription (I1.G., IT*, 4228).
The expression of Alciphron may be compared with a similar reference in another
letter (III, 7) where a man is described as év rols mpdrows of the synhedrion of the
Areopagites. From this, and from the unspecific reference in 1.G., IT?, 4228 it seems
to follow that the terms indicate not presidency, but prestige, in the same fashion as
princeps or principes were used of certain Roman senators of the Republic.”® The

104 1.6, II2, 3616 from the end of the second century after Christ, 4087 from the beginning
of the third century, 3668 from the mid-third century, and 3688 of the early third century.

105 Such an omission is rather surprising, since there must have been at least an archonship
to obtain admission to the council.

106 1 G, 112, 3540 of the middle of the first century after Christ. Note also his appearance in
the archon lists.

107 [ G, 112, 3622 after the middle of the second century after Christ.

108 ;.. 112, 3666 beginning of the third century after Christ.

109 [ ;. 112, 3667 of the mid-third century after Christ.

10 Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 7, p. 37.

11 Keil, Beitrige, p. 54. On pp. 79-81 Keil compares the organization of the Areopagus and
its herald to that of an English town council and its clerk.

12 Qliver, Gerusia, nos. 31 and 32, pp. 125-142; Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 350-354; B. D. Meritt,
Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30. )

13 Ag opposed to Keil, Beitrdge, pp. 74-75, note 108, who believed that committee chairman-
ships were involved in Alciphron, Ep., 111, 36, while the man mentioned in Ep., I11, 7 is callgd a
solitary commissioner (p. 76, note 116) and the word protoi is ignored. For the protoi see Oliver,
Ruling Power, pp. 953-958.
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evidence still is not definite that the herald possessed the epistasia during a meeting of
the Areopagus, but the nature of his responsibilities would indicate that he did.

In an honorary decree from Epidauros (/.G., IV? I, 83) the Areopagus charges
its herald to write to the city of the Epidaurians and to send them the hypomne-
matismos sealed with the public seal.”™ The function of publication also appears in
a pair of ephebic documents of the first century B.c. (I.G., IT% 1039, 1043), where it
is shared with the hoplite general, although he hardly seems suited to this context,
since the decree being published is one of the boule and demos in one case and of the
boule in the other. The possession of the state seal represents an important change
from former custom—for in the days of the democracy the epistates of the prytaneis
held the state seal.’’® Keil argues that if the seal were possessed by the epistates of
the prytaneis, his successor in possession would also possess epistasia.’*® He also
appears as a member of a delegation to visit the island of Lemnos, together with the
hoplite general and the herald of the boule and demos.™" These functions he may have
performed ex officio as the principal representative of the Areopagus. His appearance
so often in conjunction with the hoplite general has led Keil *** to another argument
that he was presiding officer of the boule of the Areopagus. Keil sets up a parallel
structure of the hoplite general presiding over the boule and ekklesia and the herald
of the Areopagus over the Areopagus. Unfortunately the presidency of the hoplite
general is not proven, but only surmised on the basis of his being able to summon
either assembly as a law court (see above), while it would seem that the closest opposite
number to the herald of the Areopagus would be the herald of the boule and demos,
who also was included in the embassy to Lemnos.™®

The functions of the herald of the Areopagus in the judicial realm are more clear.
In Lucian’s Bis Accusatus,*® when Zeus realizes that he is unable to handle all of the
business falling upon him and decides to call a day of court sessions, the announcement
of the day of court falls to Hermes (Bis Acc., 12) ; and Hermes announces the cases
to Dike, who in turn assigns jurors and courts. In this function Hermes, the herald
par excellence, can only represent the herald of the Areopagus (as Delz suggested,
who identifies Zeus with Hadrian and Dike with the governor of the province). This
function is echoed in actual events in the terms of Hadrian’s letter on fish sales,®

114 See Keil, Beitrige, pp. 53-54 ; Graindor, Tibére a Trajan, p. 65 and note 2.

15 W, P. Wallace, “ The Public Seal of Athens,” Phoenizx, 111, 1949, pp. 70-73.

118 Keil, Beitrdge, pp. 53-54.

u7 1.G., 112, 1051 of after 38/7 B.c.

18 1.G., 112, 1051, line 4, where «ijpvé is probably a better restoration than ypappareis. See also
the oil law of Hadrian, where the herald of the boule and demos appears in line 13; I.G., 112, 1100
= Oliver, Ruling Power, pp. 959-963.

119 See Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 153-156.

120 I.G., 113, 1103, lines 7-8; see also Graindor, Hadrien, p. 95 and note 4; Delz, Lukians
Kenntnis, pp. 152-153; Oliver, “ Athens of Hadrian.” o. 124.
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where the endeixis is to be made to the herald of the Areopagus, indicating that it
would fall to him to put the matter on a court docket.”® An inscription cited above ***
as possibly referring to the herald of the archon, might as well refer to the herald of
the Areopagus. The words of lines 6 and 7 introduce ““ those unpunished ” and ¢ those
exercising eisagoge,” indicating a document concerned with legal matters. Except for
a pair of references to setting limits the meaning is obscure. Finally a document
dealing with grain prices *** mentions the Areopagus and a herald, probably of the
Areopagus. This also probably deals with regulation of prices and the procedures to
control prices. These functions in the judicial sphere would tend to confirm his duties
as the man who prepared agenda for the various commissions and served as manager
of the business of the Areopagus.

In the religious sphere, a single possible reference to the herald of the Areopagus
is preserved ** in a document decreeing honors for Julia Domna, where a group of
magistrates, including the [archons], all the priests, and [the herald, were to pour
libations] while the hoplite general offered first sacrifice. The high rank of the sur-
rounding magistrates would suggest that this herald was the herald of the Areopagus.

E. TuE AREOPAGUS AS BENEFICIARY OF ENDOWMENTS

A pair of documents attest to the Areopagites being beneficiaries of wills, one
from near the end of the second century after Christ ** and one from ca. A.p. 240
(1.G., 11%, 2773)."* The latter of these two documents records the gifts of a herald
of the Areopagus to that most august body (lines 1-8). These included meals in
the prytancion (line 12) for the last month, a fixed sum to be given to each Areo-
pagite on the twelfth day of Skirophorion and on the birthday of the legator, and a
pair of similar gifts to be distributed individually, the nature of which is now lost.
There follows a list of dispositions for his Zeroon, followed by the word kephalaion,
which can mean either a chapter or a principal,”*" then the word for a * disposition.” ***
Certain similarities between this and the former of the two documents may be cited.

121 Although a distinction may be made between endeixis and apagoge (U. Paoli, Studi di
Diritto Attico, Pubblicazioni della R. Universita degli Studi di Firenze, Facolta di lettere e di
filosofia, IX, 1930, p. 238), it would seem that the procedure of bringing either before the court would
be similar.

122 See p. 14; Hesperia, XXX, 1961, no. 33, p. 236, where Meritt likens the hand to that of
second century imperial letters.

128 J ., I12, 1118b, lines 5 and 7 ; see above, p. 49 and note 43.

12¢ [ ., 112, 1076, re-edited with new fragments by Oliver, Harv. St. Cl. Phil., Suppl. I, 1940,
pp. 522-535, lines 28-30.

125 Hesperia, XXX, 1961, no. 32, p. 236; see the comments of Oliver, Hesperia, XXX, 1961,
p- 403 and J. and L. Robert, Bull. Epigr., 1962, no. 107, p. 145.

126 T, Robert has collected a number of such wills. See Et. Anat., Paris, 1937, pp. 379-380,
note 5 and Bull. Epigr., 1949, no. 205, p. 153.

127 For kedpdAatov meaning “ principal,” see Laum, Stiftungen, I, p. 147,

128 §[af] 7Ky, see Laum, op. cit., I, p. 116.
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In the former, any heading, if it had one, is now lost. The opening line indicates a
bequest to the Areopagites of six asses, to be given at the new noumenia. There
follows a sum **" related to a codicil *** set out at interest (line 4), connected with
birthday celebrations. A second principal is listed, followed by the regulations for its
use. Oliver **° suggests that the sums at the end might have to do with the cult of
the dead, and such a cult would seem to pertain to both documents. The distributions
to the Areopagites or to anyone else would guarantee their participation in such a
cult, it would seem.

F. CoNcLusIONS

Precisely when and how the Areopagus was raised to its predominant position
in the Roman constitution is not clear. Very significant is the appearance of decrees
in its name, alone or in combination with other councils, from the middle of the first
century B.c. But even before these Cicero gave evidence of its importance.”” The
herald of the Areopagus appears to have risen in prominence at a date earlier than
that at which our evidence first indicates a dominant position for the Areopagus. He
figured prominently in the Delian Pythaids from 103/2-97/6,"* in the Delphic
Pythaids of 128 and 97 B.c.” and in the archon lists.” Very shortly after the reforms
of Sulla he appears as publishing magistrate in an ephebic document.'® The evidences
of changes in its position in the state are few before the fourth century after Christ:
in the last third of the second century the hypommnematismos gave way to the dogma;
in the second and especially the third centuries the word Areopagite and its plural
became common, indicating more emphasis on the individual members; and in the
third century the members seem to have been predominantly Roman knights. In the
fourth century the Areopagus appears to have become primarily a judicial body. At
this period also, it seems that individual Areopagites exercised very summary rights
of jurisdiction. These taken together can only indicate a radical constitutional reform,
but like the changes due to the Sullan reform, its details are obscure.

A note must be added that /.G., IT*, 13221 is not Attic and that the reading of
line 10, *Apeomdyo[v] oi Ta(piar), is false.”™

129 A codicillum is a * written document containing dispositions of a testator to be valid after
his death,” A. Berger, An Euncyclopedic Dictionary of Roman Law, Transactions of the American
Philosophical Society, XLIII, 2, 1953, pp. 392-393.

130 Hesperia, XXX, 1961, p. 403, note 2, who also mentions parallel documents.

131 De nat. deor., 11, 29, 74 ; Ad Att., 1,14, 5;V, 11, 6; Ad Fam., XIII, 1, 5.

132 ].G., I1%, 2336 and 2454. See the text of Dow, Harv. St. Cl. Phil., LI, 1940, pp. 116-124.

133 Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 1909-1913, nos. 2 and 3, p. 14.

8¢ See Figure 1.

15 [.G., 112, 1039, III, lines 63-64; see Raubitschek, ““ Sylleia,” Studies in Honor of Allan
Chester Johnson, pp. 49-57.

136 1,. Robert, “ Hellenica,” Rev. de Phil., XVIII, 1944, pp. 39-40.
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CHAPTER V

THE BOULE AND THE DEMOS

Alongside the Areopagus in Roman Athens the boule and the ekklesia continued
to function. They will be discussed under six major headings, two each for the boule,
and demos acting together, for the boule acting alone, and for the demos acting alone.
The former of each pair of headings will deal with dedications, the latter with decrees,
procedure, and structure. The documentation for the sections on dedications is to be
found in Appendix I.

A. DepicatioNs oF THE BoULE AND THE DEMOs

In the Roman period the official title of the government of the polis of the Athen-
ians became * the Boule of the Areopagus, the Boule of the five (or six) hundred, and
the Demos,” * but the former title, ““ the Boule and the Demos of the Athenians”
continued to appear in dedications.” The simplest example of this continued usage
was the awards of wreaths or crowns. This award, customary to the boule and the
demos, never appears to have been shared with the Areopagus. The most common
recipients of these crowns are religious functionaries: basket bearers, initiates from
the hearth, and in one case a bearer of the secret symbols of Athena Polias. The single
certain exception to this pattern is a pair of crowns included in a group of nine (I.G.,
I1%, 3218), where the crowns awarded by the boule and the demos recall service by
an Athenian nauarchos as archon of the Kerykes and as an ambassador.® Each of
the inscribed stones contains at least a pair of crowns, all for the same person, and the
aforesaid monument of the navarch (/.G., IT*, 3218) records nine awards, although
only two of these are from the Athenian state. No one of the documents is certainly
later than the first century after Christ, and only two have been put forward as
possibly being later.

The names of the boule and the demos appear as dedicators of statues. As with
the crowns, the shorter form of the name of the boule is used (i.e. simply “ the
boule ”).* The beginning and the end of the series of statues dedicated by the boule

t See Appendix I, pp. 140-145; in a small number of documents the name of the demos appears
in an especially prominent position, either in front of that of the boule of the Areopagus, or in front
of that of the boule of the six hundred. These exceptions will be discussed below.

2 Graindor already has analyzed the types of decrees known at his time. Because of a large
increase in sources it is necessary to rework the material. In order to avoid repeated reference to
his excellent studies a general acknowledgment is here made to Graindor, Auguste, pp. 101-102, 104,
108; Tibére a Trajan, p. 67 ; Hadrien, pp. 87-90.

3 For an interpretation of this inscription see Rostovtzeff, Hellenistic World, 11, p. 949.

4+ In one document the long form is used, I.G., II?, 4211. Kirchner, following Michaelis (Rh.
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and demos fall at dates later than those of the award of crowns. The greatest concen-
tration of statues falls late in the first century before Christ and early in the first
century after, corresponding with the concentrations of statues by the boule alone and
the demos alone (for a suggested explanation, see below, p. 83). The social position
of the people so honored covers a wide range, although no Roman emperors appear.
Dedicatees include Drusus Caesar (I.G., IT?, 3257) and Queen Glaphyra (/.G., IT%
3437/8) daughter of king Archelaos of the Cappadocians, several notable Romans,
prominent Athenians, and religious functionaries. Three of the bases indicate that
the boule and the demos themselves set up the statues (I.G., I11?, 3490, 3887/8, 3649
[restored]), and it would seem logical to suppose that this were true of all, especially
in view of the large number of foreigners, whose benefits to Athens must have far
outweighed the cost of their statues.” One of the bases held a statue of a girl four
of whose crowns were recorded on it (I.G., II?, 3554, already mentioned above).
Finally, both among the crowns and among the statues there are two examples of a
dedication in which the name of the demos precedes that of the boule (I.G., IT?, 3884
and 3489).

Three documents are recorded using longer formulas. A herm and a statue
(1.G., IT%, 3982, 3678), both set up by third parties, were decreed by the hypomnema-
tismos of the Areopagus and by the eperotema of the boule and demos. The eperotema,
as will be shown below, appears to have been the exclusive property of the boule of the
five hundred and the boule of the Areopagus. The demos participated in it only in
conjunction with one or both of the other two corporations. The third document was
a dedication set up according to the psephisma of the boule and demos (I.G., 1T°
2246). It shares a stone with another inscription dated to around 276 B.c., but seems
to be undated itself.® If the restoration were correct, this would be the only example
of a dedication xard ymdopa of the boule and demos, except for some theater seats
(Appendix I, p. 148), but the restoration ymdiocauérys is much more likely. The

Mus., XVI, 1861, p. 225), restores the lengthened form to I.G., I1%, 4166. On the other hand Ditten-
berger, I.G., II1, 596 and Loewy, Inschriften griechischer Bildhauer, Leipzig, 1885, no. 67, p. 54,
do not restore the lengthened form. If Loewy’s sketch is correct, there would not seem to be room
for the horizontal stroke of the fax of the article. There seems no reason to disallow the possibility
of a vacant space between the name of the boule and that of the demos.

8 Keil, Beitrige, p. 42, sees the fact that the eperotema was used only for the sake of honoring
Athenian citizens as evidence for his interpretation of the eperotema (see above, pp. 45-47) on
the grounds that no Athenian would have undertaken to pay for honors to a foreigner if asked by
the decreeing corporation. On the contrary, it appears to me that the eperotema was addressed to the
decreeing corporation by an Athenian desiring to erect a statue at his own expense, and dedicatees
tended to be people related to him by blood, office, or other such. On the opposite side, the high
concentration of foreigners among the other sorts of decrees is not that individual Athenians would
not accept the responsibility of paying for the monument, but that the benefactions of these people
were to the city as a whole, not to individuals.

¢ The two documents clearly are separate. Koumanoudis (*Apx. E¢., 1890, pp. 108-110, no. 4)
refers it to Roman times, while Kirchner merely calls it the “ pars antica.”
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two of these documents to which a date may be assigned both should be placed after
the middle of the second century after Christ.

It has been shown above (see pp. 38-39) that from the middle of the second
century after Christ dedications set up in the name of the polis probably represent
dedications of the boule and the demos as opposed to dedications by the Areopagus.
This date also marks the beginning of the heaviest concentration of dedications of
the polis (Appendix I, pp. 145-146), which continues through the middle of the third
century. The range of people so honored includes a Roman Emperor, Marcus Aurelius
(1.G., IT*, 3409), Julia Domna (I.G., IT*, 3415), several notable Romans and native
Athenians prominent in many categories. In six instances a third party is mentioned
as epimeletes of the work and twice the polis is said to have been the constructor. Not
a single third party constructor appears. Thus the boule and demos appear to have
been financially responsible for the work. The epimelete probably was allotted funds

for the project, but was probably expected to contribute something from his own
resources.’

B. PROCEDURES FOR JOINT ACTION OF THE BOULE AND THE DEMOS

The procedures for cooperation between the Areopagus on one hand and the
boule and demos on the other have been discussed above (see pp. 32-36). Decrees
continued to be issued in the name of the boule and demos jointly. These might be
studied to see if these two corporations maintained the same relationship to one another
as formerly.

The earliest preserved decrees from Roman Athens include a group of three
ephebic documents, which probably are to be dated during the second half of the
first century B.c.® It has already been suggested that these three probably form a
group representing a reaction to the constitution of Sulla as exemplified in 1.G., IT%,
1039 and 1.G., IT?, 1043, on the basis of the appearance of the generals and the tamias
of the stratiotic funds as publishing magistrates, while the documents representing
the Sullan Constitution were published by the hoplite general and the herald of the
Areopagus. This change of publishing magistrate probably is related to a more
significant change also reflected in this group of inscriptions, that is, the alternation
between the boule alone and the boule and demos as the decreeing corporations. I.G.,
IT%, 1039, to be dated to the period 83-73 B.c.,” and I.G., IT?, 1043 of 38/7 B.C. are both

7 It would not be surprising if the epimelete were expected to add a portion of his own money
to the funds allotted him in order to make the monument more grandiose, or even it is possible that
the public treasuries would award him insufficient funds. The epimeletes of work certainly are
prominent enough people. Epimeletes for constructing monuments also appear in other types of
dedications; those of the boule of the Areopagus, the boule of the five (or six) hundred, and the
demos (eleven instances) ; of the boule of the Areopagus and the demos (one instance) ; although
in cases of dedications such as these third parties appear sometimes as actual constructors.

8 1.G., 112, 1040, 1041, 1042; see above, p. 20, note 28.

® For the date see Raubitschek, “ Sylleia,” Studies in Honor of Allan Chester Johnson, pp. 49-57.
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decrees of the boule alone, while I.G., 1%, 1040, 1041, and 1042 all contain indications
of cooperation between the boule and the demos. Two of these (I.G., II?, 1041 and
1042) are distinguished by the reappearance, although much restored in the preserved
texts, of the proposal to reimburse the allotted prohedro: in the succeeding assembly
and to offer to the assembly the proposal of the boule, thus recalling the standard
probouleutic function of the pre-Sullan boule. The other decree (I.G., IT% 1040 ™)
resembles the two decrees of the boule alone, except that in the heading appears the
formula é8ofev T BovAij kai T@ Srjuwe just before the name of the proposer. Further,
the resolution is sufficiently well preserved to indicate that it was a decision of the
boule and the demos. Another decree to be dated to 49/8 B.c.” bears some resemblance
to the last of these ephebic decrees. Its opening formula indicates that it also is a
decree of both the boule and the demos ([€dofev TH Bovhi kai Téu 87 ] pawe, which fits
the space), and the publishing officer of the decree immediately above it is the tamias

of the stratiotic funds. This document probably can be grouped with the ephebic
decree 1.G., 117, 1040.

In addition to these decrees there are several other documents in which coopera-
tion between the boule and the demos is indicated. These were for the most part
passed in an assembly, and it would seem logical to suppose that they represent a
continuation of the probouleutic function of the boule." An honorary decree for a
dadouchos of ca. 20 B.c.,” passed in an assembly, according to the headings, would
appear to have been a joint effort of the boule and demos in the light of the similarity
of its structure to that of another decree, clearly indicated as a decree of the boule
and the demos.”® This latter is the decree in honor of Lamprias dated to ca. A.p. 40-42,
which, according to the heading, was passed in an assembly, but according to the
wording of the resolution is a decree of the boule and the demos. A slightly different
sort of document is I.G., II°, 1072, since it was passed in a meeting of the boule
and not in an assembly, but the formula of the resolution would indicate that it was a
joint decree of the boule and demos.” This clearly could not be used to argue in favor

* A new edition in Hesperia, XXXIV, 1965, pp. 255-262.

W ].G., 112, 1047. See also Accame, Il dominio romano, p. 174, who cites it as an example of
continued cooperation between the boule and the demos. The date of the archon is confirmed by
W. B. Dinsmoor, The Archons of Athens in the Hellenistic Age, Cambridge, Mass., 1931, p. 282.

11 The documents in this section will be discussed again below insofar as the texts preserved
for us are products either of a meeting of the boule or of the assembly.

12 1. Chr. Threpsiades, "Elevowoxd, I, 1932, pp. 223-236 ; re-edited by P. Roussel, Mélanges Bidez
(= Annuaire de I'Institute de Philologie et d’Histoire orientales de l'université de Bruxelles, II)
1934, pp. 819-834.

BIG., IV I, 84 = S.1.G2 796 B, I11; see also Graindor, Tibére ¢ Trajan, pp. 62-65; Delz,
Lutkians Kenntnis, p. 138.

1 See Graindor, Tibére ¢ Trajan, pp. 69-70.

15 Keil, Beitrdge, p. 29 and note 34, suggests that the boule alone was able to pass decrees valid
as decrees of the boule and demos. Graindor, Hadrien, pp. 86-87 did not hesitate to accept it as a
decree of the boule and the demos.
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of a continuation of the probouleutic function of the boule. Finally the decree of
honors for Ulpius Eubiotos *° is somewhat exceptional and will be treated separately.

To the epigraphical evidence there may also be added the material gathered by
Josef Delz in his analysis of the works of Lucian,"” which contain three parodies of
Athenian decrees (Tm., 50-51; Deor. Conc., 14; Nec., 19). These parodies contain
basically the same elements as Athenian decrees, but the arrangement of these elements
differs. In only one of these is it clear that the proposal is presented at an ekklesia
(Deor. Conc., 14). The other two do not state at what meeting they are presented,
and in one case (Timon, 50) the context indicates that “ the demos has been assembled
and both councils are waiting.” Of the decrees in Lucian’s works, only that one in
the Deor. Conc. contains a heading.

Delz, in his analysis of the decrees, stressed the following points. The epi-
graphical documents continued to use the long standard formula “so and so elwer,”
while the decrees in Lucian all have the phrase “ so and so elme v yvdunv.” He com-
pares this to similar usage in Thucydides in order to offer an alternative to the
proposal of Householder ** that the formula in Lucian was a borrowing from Aeolic
Cyme. This matter of the wording of the formula would not seem to have deep
constitutional significance, since gnome means merely a proposal not yet voted to the
status of a decree (see Appendix II, pp. 161-162). The real contribution of Delz in
analyzing the decrees is the recognition that the clause opening the resolution, de8éxfa
Tt BovAie kai @ Sjpwe, was peculiar to Roman times (p. 138).'" Indeed, except for
the decrees assigned to the period of reaction in the second half of the first century
before Christ, all of the decrees passed in the assembly and one decree passed in a
boule (1.G., 1I°, 1072) begin their resolution with this formula. Delz concludes that
the word de8dxfar, formerly used in the probouleuma of the boule and referring only
to the action of the boule, when it came to be used in the Roman period to introduce
the resolution of both the boule and the demos, would indicate that the probouleutic
function had been lost. His suggestion is that a common session may have passed
the decrees (p. 139). This would not be much different from the boulekklesia at
Priene.” The use of the formula as Delz views it does not necessarily prove that the
probouleutic function was lost, since the phrase 8e66xfar e BovAije, which of old was

18 Oliver, Gerusia, nos. 31, 32, pp. 125-142; Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 350-354 ; Meritt, Hesperia,
XXXII, 1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30.

17 Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 136-141. Delz treats not only the parodies of decrees found in Lucian,
but he also analyzes the epigraphical material.

18 F, W. Householder, “ The Mock Decrees in Lucian,” T.4.P.A., LXXI, 1940, pp. 199-201.

» A problem arises in connection with the decrees reported in Lucian, since the formula
opening the resolution uses the imperative mood, rather than the infinitive. The difference is that
between the direct and indirect discourse of the literary and documentary source.

20 I'nschriften von Priene, no. 246, p. 150; see the comments of Keil, Beitrige, pp. 32-33, who
believes that in Athens there were joint meetings of the ekklesia with both councils.
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used in the resolution of probouleumata, became the formula to introduce the reso-
lution of actual decrees of the boule in the Roman period, and it appears, although
restored, introducing the resolution of a decree of the demos alone (I.G., 1T, 1078).
Therefore it would seem that a change of wording in the formulae occurred in the
Roman period and that the word ded6yfar became the standard introduction to resolu-
tions of any decree. There is no proof that the loss of probouleutic function caused
this change. The question is still open whether these decrees of the boule and demos
passed in a session of the assembly were passed by the assembly alone in the name of
both corporations, or were passed by the assembly on the basis of a probouleuma of
the boule.

To attribute these changes to a new procedure of common meetings is certainly
incorrect, since there appears to be evidence for separate meetings of the boule and
the demos at which each assembly acted separately on the same proposal. This appears
in two separate decrees, both probably dated within the last quarter of the first century
B.C.”* Further, there are indications that the boule at least was able to decree alone
in the name of the boule and the demos (see below, pp. 79-80), and the possibility
suggests itself that the assembly had the same prerogative, especially in view of the
extraordinary prominence of the demos in the Augustan age (see below, p. 82)
and the decrees of the boule and the demos for which there is no record of the action
of the boule (see above, p. 65).

Before concluding this discussion of probouleumata reference must be made to
the decrees for Ulpius Eubiotos ** passed ca. A.p. 230 by the three corporations. The
very lateness of its date ought to be warning enough not to group it with the docu-
ments of the first century B.cC. listed above. The preserved portions of this document
are composed of two decrees, the latter of which appears to be a decree of the Areo-
pagus and the former, although the heading is lost, to be a decree of the boule and the
demos. The former decree offers no information concerning the relationship between
the boule and the demos, but in the latter there occurs the phrase * “ just as the boule
fore-considered concerning these.” This passage would seem to indicate that the
probouleutic function had not been lost, even at this late date, although it hardly
seems likely that its form remained unchanged.

21 ].G., 112, 1069, a decree in honor of Julius Nikanor, in which the names of the boule of the
Areopagus and that of the six hundred appear in the considerations, which led Graindor (Auguste,
pp. 104-105) to conclude that even if the assembly did nothing more than ratify the decisions of
the two councils, at least it met separately and voted separately. A decree concerning honors for
the emperor Augustus (I.G., I1%, 1071 but see the text of G. A. Stamires, Hesperia, XXVI, 1957,
no. 98, pp. 260-265 and the conumentary of Graindor, Auguste, p. 101), probably passed by the
boule, clearly indicates in line 4 that the demos had decreed beforehand.

22 Oliver, Gerusia, nos. 31, 32, pp. 125-142; Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 350-354 ; Meritt, Hesperia,
XXXII, 1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30.

8 Gerusia, no. 31, lines 39-40; Meritt, Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30, lines 28-29
(restored) ; Oliver, Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 350-351, suggests a variant restoration not adopted
by Meritt.
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C. THE BouLE, DEDICATIONS

The boule appears alone in the role of dedicator. Just as the boule and demos
could award crowns jointly, so also several crowns awarded by the boule alone are
preserved (see Appendix I, p. 152). Besides those accompanying prytany decrees
(omitted from the list given in Appendix I), crowns were awarded to athletes (I.G.,
IT?, 3158) and religious functionaries of the same sort as those whom the boule and
demos so honored (I.G., IT%, 3727). The preserved monuments are hardly numerous
enough to warrant further conclusions. Likewise the boule alone dedicated a number
of statues (see Appendix I, p. 153). Graindor * has already observed that the boule
by itself appears as a dedicator of statues and herms only during the reign of Augustus
and then again not until the reign of Hadrian. The present list includes his examples
and some new documentation, but there is no call to alter his conclusions. In connection
with the list in Appendix I, it is necessary to cite also I.G., IT*, 3579, a herm which
the boule set up according to its own doxanta,” dated to sometime after the Hadrianic
reforms. It should be noted that the concentration of dedications of statues, especially
that under Augustus, coincides admirably with similar concentrations dedicated by
the boule and demos and by the demos alone. More will be said about this later.
A single document indicates that the boule itself set up the statue (I.G., II?, 3636),
and there is no indication of action by a third party in any of the dedications. So it may
be assumed that the boule was responsible for the setting up of all which bear its name
in the nominative. In a single case, not a statue, but a herm (I.G., II*, 3735) was
dedicated not with the usual formula, but with the words: “ having been honored witha
herm also in the tholos by the most august boule of the five hundred.” Another (/.G.,
11%, 4475a), from the beginning of the first century after Christ, was a statue of
a man healed by Asklepios and Hygeia, set up by the boule on the orders of the god.
A group of herms (see Appendix I, p. 153) was set up *“ with the boule decreeing.”
All of these appear to post-date the Hadrianic reforms. One bears an indication
that a husband requested the monument (/.G., II*, 3960), and another that the
prytaners set it up (I.G., IT°, 3680). Only one with certainty can be said not to have
indicated the name of a third party.” It seems probable that all of the decrees in this
category were passed at the instigation of a third party and that the third party paid
for the monument. There is a single example of the formula “ so and so requesting
from the boule of the five hundred,” in this case a mother seeking to set up a statue of
her son (1.G., IT%, 3996).

Before continuing with an analysis of the types of decrees passed by the boule,

24 Auguste, pp. 77, 104, 108, Tibére & Trajan, p. 67.

5 Graindor, Hadrien, p. 90, wanted to emend the reading, but concerning this see below,
p. 70.
2 [.G., 112, 4007, but republished with a new fragment by Oliver, Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 65.
pp. 260-261, and again with an improved text, Expounders, p. 78.
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notice should be taken of certain items where the name of the boule is conspicuous by
its absence (see Appendix I, pp. 143-144). There seems to be a concentration of such
in the early first century after Christ and a scattering in the first century before and
down into the third century after Christ. These may be adduced as further evidence
that the boule and ekklesia were able to act separately.

This would seem to be a proper occasion to discuss the use of the word psephisma
or words related to it as used in dedications. The participial form ymicapéims is
the most common, appearing in decrees of the boule of the Areopagus, the boule
of the five hundred, and the demos (see Appendix I, pp. 144, three instances); in
decrees of the boule of the Areopagus alone (see Appendix I, pp. 150, eight in-
stances) ; in decrees of the boule of the five hundred alone (see Appendix I, p. 153,
four instances) ; in decrees of the city and the demos (see Appendix I, p. 146, one
instance) ; and in decrees of the city (see Appendix I, p. 146, three instances). The
word psephos appears twice in metrical inscriptions recording decrees of the boule
of the Areopagus (I.G., II°, 3632 and 4006). The word ymeiopar occurs certainly
only once (I.G., II?, 3945) in a decree of the Areopagus, and, indeed, is the sole
example of a dedication using psephisma or a related word which can be dated before
the Hadrianic reforms. In I.G., IT?, 3969 ymeiopar. is restored in a dedication
probably of the boule of the Areopagus, the boule of the five hundred and the demos.
The phrase xara ymduopa has been restored in a single dedication approved by the
boule and demos (1.G., 1I*, 2246). Except for the theater seats dedicated xara
ymduwrpa,”” where the expression may well refer to a decree by the boule and demos,
the phrase does not appear in dedications. It might be suggested that 1.G., IT%, 3969
and 1.G., 1%, 2246 be restored ymdioauérys. Quintus Trebellius Rufus, in his cursus
honorum ** dated to Domitianic times, is described as ““ having been honored by a
psephisma for the setting up of statues and likenesses in every temple and noteworthy
spot in the city.” Traditionally a psephisma was the name applied to the decree of
the people based upon the probouleuma of the boule, as was probably the case with
the three ephebic documents of the democratic reaction (/.G., IT?, 1040, 1041, 1042),
but it is clear that in the Roman period a psephisma might emanate from the boule
alone ** or from the demos alone.’ The majority of the texts using the word psephisma
belong to the early period of the Roman empire, the first century B.c. The first sure

21 1.G., I1%, 5101, 5105, 5121, 5122, 5124, 5138, 5151.

28 Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 32, pp. 72-77 ; see also Hesperia, XI, 1942, p. 80.

2 As for example in the case of I.G., II2, 3625, a dedication of the boule of the Areopagus, the
boule of the five hundred, and the demos, but subscribed y (j¢iopa)B(ovAss) or I.G., 112, 1039, an
ephebic decree from between 83 and 73 B.c., whose heading bears the legend BovAis ymoiopara.
Indeed in the publication clauses of decrees of the boule alone (I.G., II%, 1043, and the prytany
decrees, see below) the term psephisma is used.

30 I.G., 113, 1071, as restored by Graindor, Auguste, p. 101, and re-edited by G. A. Stamires,
Hesperia, XX VI, 1957, no. 98, pp. 260-261, where the phrase appears mp]drepov &mpioaro & Sjpos,
or I.G., 11%, 1078, whose publication clause calls the decree a psephisma.
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occurrence of ymeuoapérns in a dedication must be dated not long after the Hadrianic
reforms,” and they continue through the first half of the third century after Christ.
The word is used only in dedications including one or the other boule; it never appears
with the name of the demos alone, although the demos can be included, possibly as
approving the psephisma of either boule.

Probably the most characteristic formula used by the boule in decreeing honors
reads: kara 70 émepdrnua s Bovhis v @ (see Appendix I, pp. 153-154). The first
securely dateable examples all post-date the Hadrianic tribal reform. Kirchner has
suggested a date in the first century after Christ for 1.G., IT?, 3933 and in either the
first or second century after Christ for I.G., IT*, 4496, although in neither case is
there any secure criterion. The latest could fall about the middle of the third century
after Christ (/.G., 1I*, 3815). The dedicatees seem to be limited to noteworthy
Athenians. Of the monuments sufficiently well preserved to contain the information,*
only two (1.G., IT?, 3638, 3815) do not contain the name either of the constructor or
the requestor of the monument. Those who requested monuments include parents,
friends, and fellow magistrates.

Finally the boule was able to use the formula kara ra 86éavra (see Appendix I,
p. 154). Only three examples are preserved, one of which has a strange formula
(1.G., II?, 3579), in which the name of the boule appears in the nominative, and not
the dative. Graindor * would emend this to a dative case on the grounds that there are
no other examples of either boule executing its own decisions. In Roman Athens,
where decrees of honor were so common and could be quite extraordinary, it does
not seem unreasonable that the boule requested permission of itself to construct a
monument. Since there are so few dedications using the formula kara ra 8§éfavra
of the boule, it is preferable to discuss all the dedications according to the doxanta
of any and all corporations together.

There is no sure example of dedications xara 7o 86€avra outside of those of the
Areopagus (Appendix I, pp. 149-150, six documents) and those of the boule of the five
hundred (Appendix I, p. 154, three documents). In both of those attributed to
the Areopagus, the boule of five (or six) hundred, and the demos (Appendix T,
p. 144) the formula is restored, and in the sole example attributed to the Areopagus
and the boule of the six hundred (Appendix I, p. 144), the readings are not above
suspicion. The earliest firmly dateable example (I.G., IT?, 3008, ca. A.p. 112)* is
among those in which the formula is restored. The remaining dedications whose
readings are undisputed all can be placed in the latter half of the second century or
the third century after Christ.*® The majority of these dedications indicate that a third

#1.G., I1%, 4210; for L. Aemilius Juncus, see PIR? I, p. 55, no. 355.

#1.G., 111, 965, 966b ; Hesperia, X111, 1945, no. 17 are too poorly preserved.

3% Hadrien, p. 90.

%t Dated by the reappearance of the archon and an ephebe in the ephebic list, I.G., II2, 2023.
# I.G., I1%, 3521 has been dated to the early first century after Christ, probably on the basis
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party was responsible for the monument, and this probably is true of the remainder.
The people honored all seem to be Athenians, ranging from important magistrates and
priests to men of learning. The dedicators seem to cover a wide range of Athenian
society. Because of the meager number of such decrees, few firm conclusions are
possible. There are no records of procedures which can be definitely related to a
dedication passed according to the doxanta.

D. THE BoUuLE: DECREES, STRUCTURE, PROCEDURE

The boule continues to be the corporation addressed by the prytancis seeking to
set up a statue of their treasurer *® or to honor him with a crown;* indeed the con-
tinuity of prytany decrees passed by the boule continues down from the time before
Sulla into the times of Augustus, it would seem. In later times only one list is pre-
served, and that from the time of Hadrian.®®* In a number of other instances where
the prytaneis propose honors, they are granted by decree of the boule. Around A.D.
132/3, prefixed to a decree in which the prvtaneis honored themselves, is a dedica-
tion by the boule of ““ the herald.” * In another dedication of the early third century
(1.G., II?, 3680) the prytancis set up a herm of a man on his becoming sitones with
the boule of the five hundred decreeing. This dedication is followed by a list of the
prytaneis. Somewhat after A.n. 200 the prytaneis honored the cpistates and “ sacred
Elder ” with a herm according to the eperotema of the boule of the five hundred.*
Below this dedication they also appended the decree by which the prytaneis honored
themselves. But dedications by the prytaneis need not have been passed by the boule

of the high priest of the Augusti, or on the basis of letter forms. The use of the word “ Areopagitai ”
instead of ““ the boule of the Areopagus ” would indicate a much later date.

3 J.G., 112, 1050 = Dow, Prytaneis, no. 97, pp. 165-166 of the early first century before
Christ; Hesperia, XVII, 1948, no. 13, p. 29 of around 80 B.c.; no. 14, p. 30 of 64/3 B.c.; I.G.,
112, 1049 — Dow, Prytaneis, no. 101, pp. 170-171 of 57/6 B.c.; I.G., I1?, 1048 = Dow, Prytaneis,
no. 113, pp. 182-183 of 45-20 B.c.; Hesperia, XXXIII, 1964, no. 50, p. 198 of the end of the
first century B.c.; I.G., 112, 1070 = Dow, Prytaneis, no. 119, p. 193 of shortly before a.v. 19; I.G.,
112, 1073 4 1074 — Dow, Prytaneis, no. 121, pp. 193-197 = Oliver, 4.J.P., LXX, 1949, pp. 299-
300, 403, of ca. a.p. 120.

87 1.G., 112, 3219 of 62/1 B.c.; Dow, Prytaneis, no. 100, p. 170 of mid-first century B.c.; tbid.,
no. 112, p. 182 of the third quarter of the first century B.c.; ibid., no. 114, pp. 183-185 of the age
of Augustus; bid., no. 115, pp. 185-186 of 25/4-18/7? B.c.; ibid., no. 116, pp. 186-191, of ca.
20 B.c.; Hesperia, XXXIII, 1964, no. 49, p. 197 of the end of the first century B.c.; Hesperia,
XXIX, 1960, no. 41, p. 34 of around the year 1; Hesperia, IV, 1935, no. 7, pp. 38-40 = Dow,
Prytaneis, no. 120, p. 193 of the early first century B.c.; Hesperia, XXXIII, 1964, no. 62, p. 217 of
the first century after Christ.

8 J.G., 113, 1073 4+ 1074 = Dow, Prytaneis, no. 121, pp. 193-197 = Oliver, AJ.P., LXX,
1949, pp. 299-308, 403. For further discussion of the prytaneis see below.

3 J.G., 112, 1763; this is a herm, and, although the two documents are lettered in different
sizes, they would seem to be part of the same monument.

4 I G., 112, 1817 = Oliver, Gerusia, no. 29, p. 125. Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, p. 37,
would date this document to shortly before 220/1 after Christ.
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alone. After a.p. 125 and probably in the third century the prytaneis of an unknown
phyle set up a statue of the priest of Artemis Kalliste according to the eperotema of
the boule of the Areopagus, the boule of the five hundred, and the demos.”" 1.G., 117
1077 is a decree in honor of the imperial house of Septimius Severus prefixed to a
prytany list which apparently was passed in a boule convoked émt rots [evayy]ehios,
based on a gnome of all three corporations. However, the resolution reads as if it
were a decree of all three corporations.*”” Certainly no decree prefixed to a prytany
list lacks the name of the boule, and the percentage of such decrees by the boule in
contrast to the otherwise small number of honorary decrees passed by the boule is
doubtless significant. Dow ** has analyzed the post-Sullan prytany decree and has
concluded that it is based on the old “ second > decree, that is the decree of the boule
in which a particular person, the treasurer, is praised. These decrees lack a heading.
The archon date alone indicates when they were passed. The treasurer alone is honored
on the basis of the good report by the prytaneis and aisitor, while the aisitor receive
citations. The boule grants permission to erect a statue of the treasurer in gilded
armor with an inscribed base. Dow believes that these decrees are a prelude to the
time when the prytancis honor themselves, since already the “ first ’ decree, honors
for the prytaneis by the boule and demos, is lost. During the time of Augustus the
habit of honoring the treasurer of the prytaneis seems to have been lost. After this it
apparently became customary for the prytaneis, when they wished to honor anyone,
still to apply to the boule, but then have prefixed a simple dedication to the prytany
list without any decree. The decree of honors for Atticus and Vibullia Alcia resorts
to the older forms because of special circumstances.

A parallel change to that in the prytany decree can be found in the ephebic
decrces. Just as that portion of the prytany decree in which the demos acted was
lost, so in the ephebic decree the boule became the sole decreeing authority (/.G., 1%,
1039 and 1043). Except for the periods of democratic reaction (/.G., IT%, 1040, 1041,
and 1042) the boule remained in charge of the ephebic institutions at Athens.**
Indeed one of the preserved ephebic speeches (I.G., I1%, 2291b, line 6) is addressed
to the boule. The post-Sullan ephebic decrees, i.e. those passed by the boule alone,
each contain several sections. Only the first has a heading giving the date, the place
of the meeting, the proposer, etc. Its considerations refer to the report of the cosmete,
and the resolution states that the boule has decided to accept the sacrifices and to honor
the cosmete and the ephebes. The second section lists the proposer, and then proceeds
directly to the considerations, which are based on the proposals of the ephebes to

# Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 42, pp. 242-243. For the date, decrees by eperotema should not be
dated before the middle of the second century after Christ (see above), and dedications to Artemis
Kalliste seem to belong to the third century (see Oliver in Hesperia, X, 1941, p. 243).

42 For an interpretation of this document, see Appendix II, pp. 161-162.

3 Prytaneis, pp. 25-26.

44 Ag has already been recognized by Keil, Beitrdge, p. 57.
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honor their cosmete, and the resolution, which grants the honors and permits a
statue of the cosmete to be set up. The third decree begins immediately with the
considerations, which list the noble deeds of the ephebes, while the resolution grants
honors to the ephebes. This decree also contains the publication clause that the hoplite
general and the herald of the Areopagus were to publish the decree. I.G., II?, 1043
also contains a fourth decree honoring one of the ephebes proposed by the ephebes and
the cosmete. The format is similar to the second decree.

Aside from the prytany and ephebic documents, the boule alone passed several
other decrees. The hieropoioi who served on an embassy to the shrine of the Kabeiroi
in Lemnos were honored with a decree passed in a session of the boule in 75/4 B.c.*
It contains a standard heading with the dates and speaker, but also the phrase édofev
ré Bovhé&. After the considerations the resolution begins rixer dyafé 8edéxfar Téu
BovAé. It is noteworthy that the publishing magistrate, probably the tamias of the
stratiotic funds, was required to make a special accounting to the demos. 1.G., 1T?,
1046, decreeing repairs to the old temple of Asklepios in the year 52/1 B.c., was a
decree of the boule alone, although the heading opens with the phrase ’Ayaff oxmu
s BovAijs kal 70D dfjpov 70d ‘Abnraiwv. In addition to the data for dating and the
other data of the heading, the meeting is identified as a boule in the bouleuterion. The
considerations record that the priest of Asklepios approached the boule, but the name
of the proposer is that of another man. The resolution indicates that it has seemed best
to the boule to permit the priest to make the repairs. To this decree is added a section
which records the completion of the repairs and that the priest set up at his own
expense the memorial plaque to Asklepios and Hygeia and the demos on which was
recorded the decree. A decree of the boule for celebrating the imperial birthday passed
in 22/1 B.c. ** was passed by the boule alone, but apparently the decree was based on a
previous decree of the demos. The heading gives the appearance of having used a
shortened format. The resolution is lost. A decree of A.p. 27/8 *" honors Philoxenos,
son of Philoxenos. Except for the absence of the opening phrase, the heading re-
sembles that of the decree of repairs to the temple of Asklepios. The considerations
recorded the name of a group of people who approached the boule, but this unfor-
tunately is lost, as is the resolution. A document guaranteeing the protection of the
boule to the cult of Isis at Teithras,* passed probably in the first century after Christ,
can only have been a decree of the boule. Only the conclusion of the decree and the pub-
lication clause are preserved, but the contents are called ra 86éavra vfj Boulf}, and the
publication was so that “ the boule might give evidence that it exercised great concern

* S. Accame, Annuario della Scuola Archeologica di Atene, 111-V, 1941-43, no. 6, pp. 83-87.

8 Hesperia, XX VI, 1957, no. 98, pp. 260-265 = I.G., 112, 1071.

47 Hesperia, XXXIII, 1964, no. 51, pp. 199-200.

8 Oliver’s text, Gr. Rom. Byz. St., VI, 1965, pp. 292f. The decree guarantees the protection
of the sanctuary by declaring that prosecutions for asebeia could be brought against violators and
guarantees that the boule and basileus will see to the cases.
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for the cusebeia to the goddess.” A decree in honor of Antonius Oxylos of Elis (I.G.,
11%, 1072) was passed in 116/7 in a session of the boule, but according to the resolution
was a decree of the boule and demos. The heading resembles that of the decree for
Philoxenos. The considerations do not indicate where the proposal originated.

The size of the boule through the opening years of the third century is amply
attested. The number of six hundred members was retained from Hellenistic times
up to the reforms of Hadrian, when it was reduced to five hundred. Various dates
have been assigned to this reform. Graindor,* for reasons too involved to be sum-
marized here, argued that the reforms accompanied the first visit in 124/5, while
Kirchner *° used 127/8 as the effective date of the reforms. The most recent suggestion
is that of Notopoulos,™ who by the evidence for the rotation of tribal cycles shows
that the tribe Hadrianis began to function in 127/8, but the actual creation of the
tribe he pushed back to 126/7 in order to allow some time for its integration into the
regular cycles.

In the third century the size was changed again, this time to seven hundred
fifty (1.G., IT% 3669 of 269/70), while a pair of fourth century sources (I.G., II?
3716 and 4222) indicate a boule of three hundred members. Can the cessation of
prytany lists around the end of the first quarter of the third century after Christ
have been connected with the enlargement of the boule? Very few documents which
mention the boule have been dated after this time. These include 1.G., IT?, 3815, which
Graindor * would like to put in the third century and Kirchner would place toward
the middle of the third century, but which Notopoulos ** would bring down to the
second decade of.the third century on prosopographical grounds. Oliver restores
Yo [orapévms s oeuvo] |rdmms Bovk[Hs r@v @ 5] on a base in honor of the wife
of the sophist Apsines of Gadara.® At the end of the second line where Oliver restored
a leaf there would have been space for the restoration ¥YN. In a decree for Publius
Herennius Ptolemaios from the middle of the third century (I.G., IT% 3668) the word
five hundred is restored where the line might just as well have read [ é¢ *Apeiov wdyov
Bov\y]|[kai 7 BovAy)] tév [¥N kai]|[6 Sfuos], which would fill approximately the
same number of letter spaces. B. D. Meritt restores 5 BovAy) 7év @ in line 28 of Sacred
Gerusia no. 32, but this might just as well read simply 7 BovAy. One might ask
why such a break with tradition as this enlargement of the council and the cessation
of prytany decrees might occur, and the answer most readily available at this period

4 Hadrien, pp. 18-33, who also cites previous opinion.

0 Notes to I.G., 112, 2021 and 2037, following U. Kolbe, “ Studien zur attischen Chronologie
der Kaiserzeit,” Ath. Mitt., XLVI, 1921, pp. 121-128.

51 Notopoulos, ““ The Date of the Creation of Hadrianis,” T.4.P.4., LXXVII, 1946, pp. 53-56.

2 Chronologie, p. 278.

33 Hesperia, XVI1II, 1949, p. 36.

5 Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 65, pp. 260-261 ; but see the more recent edition in Expounders, p. 78.

55 Oliver, Gerusia, nos. 31, 32, pp. 125-142; Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 350-354; B. D. Meritt,
Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30.
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would be financial difficulties. It will be shown below that toward the end of the
second century the bouleutasi regularly served twice and in the early third century
three times on occasion. This reveals a decline in the numbers of those able to bear the
burden of this office. Still, such a drastic change might require a more serious financial
shock to the government of the polis. Such did occur under the emperor Maximinus
Thrax (A.n. 235-238) who plundered the wealth of the cities.” Indeed the loss of
the endowments which covered so much of the annual expenses of the city would have
been a blow serious enough to occasion drastic remedies. The precise nature of the
changes at Athens are not clear, but a reduction in the number of those eligible to be-
come bouleutai and an expansion of the boule might well indicate that the boule had
become a permanent body of all eligible rather than one elected annually. Possibly this
can also be related to the almost complete cessation of honorary decrees, since the costs
of inscribing and setting them up would have created too great an expense.
Epigraphical evidence dealing with qualifications for membership in the boule
is lacking. In Athens of the fourth century B.c. the right to serve in the boule was
open to all Athenian citizens; indeed distribution was forced by the limitations to two
terms as bouleutes (Aristotle, Ath. Pol., 62, 3). Eligibility based on citizenship
(Aristotle, Ath. Pol., 42) involved descent from citizen parents on both sides, enroll-
ment in a deme at eighteen years of age, and two years’ service in the ephebic corps.
There are signs of change from this system in Roman Athens. The clearest evi-
dence that increasingly fewer Athenians were getting an opportunity to serve in the
boule is to be found in the prytany lists, where in the second and third centuries after
Christ there was a rapidly increasing frequency of men who served second terms,
despite the fact that the preserved prytany lists hardly give a complete picture of
the annual board of five hundred bouleutas.”” Indeed in the second half of the second
century third terms begin to be attested, as for Vibullius Theophilos of Paiania ** and
Heliodoros son of Artemon of Kydathenaion, whose name appears four times. Both

8¢ Herodian, VII, 3, 5; Zosimos, I, 13, 3; see Rostovtzeff, Roman Empire, p. 453.

57 The best attested tribe is Pandionis, for which between the years about A.p. 160 to 170 there
are two complete and four partial lists of names (Hesperia, XVI, 1947, no. 78, p. 176, whose date
does not certainly fall within this period; Hesperia, XI, 1942, no. 15, p. 48, whose date is placed
only around 160; I.G., 112, 1772; 1.G., 112, 1773 ; Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 20, pp. 53-54; 1.G., 112,
1776), in which a total of 122 names is preserved. During this ten year period 400 boulentai from
this tribe must have held office. Eighteen of those whose names are preserved were serving a
second time within the ten years, while another four served one or two terms outside of this period.
We know this despite very meager documentation. For the tribe Akamantis among three lists
(Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 12, p. 43, dated between A.n. 146-165; I.G., II%, 1774 of 167/8; and
1.G., 112, 1775 of 168/9) which preserve 114 names, thirteen names appear twice. If consideration
is given to the paucity of our sources, it seems very likely that the complete lists of bouleutai for
every year would show that practically every member served twice.

88 1.G., 112, 1772, 1773 ; Hesperia, XXXIII, 1964, no. 68, p. 223.

% 1.G., 112, 2478 ; Hesperia, XI, 1942, no. 15, p. 48; 1.G., 112, 1773; and I.G., 113, 1776;
although two of these need not necessarily be prytany lists.
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of these men are members of the tribe Pandionis, the best attested for this period.*

The conditions of admission to full citizenship through the ephebeia also had
undergone changes. In the first third of the third century B.c. the ephebeia ceased
to be compulsory and service was reduced to a single year ** with the result that the
poorer families ceased to send their sons for training. It is generally assumed that
the ephebeta at this time ceased to be a prerequisite for the exercise of the rights of
citizenship.®® Under the Roman Empire the ephebate remained the preserve of the
wealthy, whether through census requirements or financial considerations is not indi-
cated by our sources. The question must be posed whether full citizenship rights still
were consequent to ephebic service. Such seems to have been the case at Alexandria,”
whose constitution is said to have resembled that of the Athenians.** Although the
indications from Athens are not conclusive, they lend a certain amount of support.
The ephebes participated in a mock civic government, and thus the ephebeia was really
a training school for those who were preparing to assume their place in the government
of the polis. This apparently had replaced the Hellenistic custom whereby they had
actually attended meetings of the ekklesia and boule.”® The ephebeia could serve as a
road to citizenship for foreigners.”® Although the evidence has not been gathered
systematically, it is striking the number of bouleuta: attested in prytany lists who
either have been ephebes or ephebic magistrates. The relationship of the boule to
the ephebeia has been discussed above. Although the question is still open, the evidence
to date would seem to indicate that admission to the boule probably was dependent
upon enrollment in a deme and ephebic service, and like the proposed bowule at Alex-
andria the Athenian boule guarded the ephebic rolls, thus preserving the narrowness
of the curial class.

80 There are indications that an attempt was being made to adhere to the old two term limitation.
Note especially that of all those for whom a second term is attested, only these two appear a third
time and see below, p. 96, note 40.

61 Chr. Pelekidis, Histoire de I Ephébie attique, Paris, 1962, pp. 165-170.

%20. W. Reinmuth, “ Ephebate and Citizenship in Attica,” T.4.P.4., LXXIX, 1948, pp.
218-219. Pelekidis (p. 185) implies the same when he calls the ephebeia “ un honneur important
pour le citoyen,” but apparently not a necessity.

8 The evidence and parallels are collected by R. Taubenschlag, The Law of Greco-Roman
Egypt in the Light of the Papyri?, Warsaw, 1955, pp. 590-592, and notes 36 and 37. The principal
documents illustrating the point for Roman Alexandria are two: Claudius’ letter to the Alexandrians,
P. Lond., 1912, see the text and notes of Tcherikover and Fuks, Corpus Papyrorum Judaicarum,
Cambridge, Mass., 1960, II, no. 153, pp. 36-55; and the “ Boule Papyrus,” P.S.I. 1160, see the text
and notes of H. Musurillo, The Acts of the Pagan Martyrs, Oxford, 1954, no. I, pp. 1-3, 83-92,
and Tcherikover and Fuks, II, no. 150, pp. 25-29.

8 P. Oxy., 2177 ; see the text and notes of H. Musurillo, op. cit., no. X, pp. 61-63, 196-204.
A certain Athamas, an Athenian, when challenged as a witness, upheld his competence to testify
before Caesar by the affirmation that the Athenians and the Alexandrians used the same laws.

85 Chr. Pelekidis, Histoire de I Ephébie attique, pp. 273-274.

6 Many questions regarding admission of foreigners to citizenship through the ephebeia are still
unresolved. See Pelekidis, op. cit., pp. 184-196 and Reinmuth, T.4.P.A4., LXXIX, 1948, pp. 211-231.
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The traditional meeting place of the boule was the bouleuterion,” and there is
evidence that it continued to sit there during the Roman period.”® As formerly, the
session after the Eleusinia was held in the Eleusinion in the city.” But there were
several other places of meeting attested for the Roman period, such as the theater
and the Theseion; ™ the session in the theater, according to the heading of I.G., 11?,
1043 had been transferred there from the Panathenaic stadium, and so the stadium
must also be cited as a meeting place. Whether the fact that both of the last cited
decrees are ephebic may have some connection with the meeting place is a question
well worth consideration.

The prohedroi continued to preside at meetings of the boule (see below, p. 113).
Their relationship to the herald of the boule and demos, who rose to very great
prominence under the Roman empire (see below, pp. 104-106), is not yet clear.

A wide range of people seem to have been able to approach the boule. Honorary
decrees frequently opened with the phrase wpéoodov monoduevor. This appears when
the prytaneis and the aisitoi sought honors for their treasurer ™ or the ephebes sought
honors for their cosmete.” The formulaic use of airpoduevos in the dedications may
well be related to this usage. Those seeking dedications included fathers (S.E.G.,
X1V, 133) and mothers (I.G., IT?, 3996, 4521a), husbands (/.G., II*, 3960), sub-
ordinate officials (Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 71, p. 48), grandmothers (1.G., II*,
3962), and friends (1.G., IT?, 3683). Analogously those who are recorded as having
set up monuments according to the various sorts of decrees must have approached the
boule in a similar fashion (Appendix I, pp. 153-154). A person desiring to perform a
benefaction seems to have been able to have a decree introduced which empowered
him to undertake the work, as when the priest of Asklepios desired to restore the old
temple (I.G., II°, 1046), and votaries of the cult of the Egyptian Isis were able to
have a decree introduced guaranteeing the sanctity of their precincts (Hesperia,
XXXIV, 1965, pp. 125-130). Other decrees originated among the corporations of the
polis. The first decree of the ephebic documents, although it is based on the report
of the cosmete, seems to have originated among the bouleutar (I1.G., 1I*, 1039 and
1043). A decree regulating the celebration of Augustus’ birthday apparently was
patterned on an earlier decree of the demos.”™ Special procedures seem to have been in
force governing decrees of honors for the imperial house (see Appendix II, pp. 161-

87 Busolt-Swoboda, p. 1025.

& [.G., 112, 1046 of the year 52/1 B.c.

% Busolt-Swoboda, p. 1026. I.G., 112, 1072 of a.p. 116/7.

™ I.G., 112, 1043, 1039, both cited by Busolt-Swoboda, p. 1026, note 3.

™t Hesperia, XXVI, 1957, no. 61, pp. 213-214; I.G., I1?, 1048, 1070. Some omit this formula
and the word érodaivovow is left: A4 T P., LXX, 1949 pp. 299-308; Hesperia, XXIX, 1960, no. 41,
p. 34; I.G., 117 1049, 1050.

2 1.G., 112, 1039 and 1043, the second decree. In the latter in the fourth decree also this
formula appears when the ephebes and their cosmete sought honors for Sosis, son of Sosis, of Oe.

s Hesperia, XX V1, 1957, no. 98, pp. 260-265.
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162), and these would explain the boule passing a decree based on the gnome or pro-
posal of the synhedria (1.G., 11°, 1077). The person originating or requesting a decree
of the boule was not necessarily the same as the one who addressed the proposal to the
corporation. Thus in 1.G., IT* 1046 it is not the priest of Asklepios, nor in the ephebic
second and fourth decrees (/.G., II?, 1043) is it an ephebe (although the list for the
tribe of the speaker of the fourth decree is not complete) who addresses the proposal
to the boule. Certain items seem to have been addressed by the hoplite general as the
celebration of Augustus’ birthday ™ and the honors decreed for the house of Septimius
Severus (/.G., 11%, 1077), but these are probably due to his interest in the imperial
cult. The proposals probably were still fore-considered by the prytaneis, who saw that
a member of the boule or a civic magistrate was assigned to read it to the full assembly.

In the preserved documents of the Roman period the actual activity of the boule
appears to have been restricted to accepting sacrifices in behalf of the community
by the ephebes, honoring the ephebes and their cosmete, and crowning them with
olive branches (/.G., IT*, 1039, 1043, the first decree); honoring the ephebes and
crowning them with a gold crown (I.G., IT?, 1039, 1043, the third decree) ; honoring
and crowning with olive branches among others the treasurer of the prytaneis and the
hieropoior; ™ and honoring and crowning with gold as benefactors of the citizens the
high priest and his wife.” Under Augustus, and again under Hadrian and his suc-
cessors, it erected statues, but for the pre-Hadrianic times this authority seems to have
been exceptional.”” The construction of the agoranomion in the Roman market and its
dedication to Antoninus Pius was the responsibility of the boule of the five hundred.™
A document poorly preserved only in the sketches of Fourmont (/.G., IT*, 3726) and
unique for Roman Athens records that a father dedicated (a statue of) his daughter
Eutychia, while the boule presented the daughter with 7y ®ICAIA. Unfortunately
the reading is not satisfactorily resolved. Otherwise its authority appears to have been
permissive rather than active. It permitted the priest of Asklepios to make repairs
to the old temple (/.G., II%, 1046) and a statue of Antonius Oxylos to be set up (I.G.,
IT°, 1072) ; it permitted the ephebes to crown their cosmete with gold and set up his
statue (I.G., 1I*, 1039, 1043, second decree); and it permitted the prytaneis (and
aisitoi) to set up statues of the treasurer of the prytaneis (1.G., 11%, 1048, 1049, 1050,
1070) and of the high priest and his wife,” and there is no reason to believe that it
could not give itself permission to set up a statue ™ of the priest of the savior Asklepios.

7 Ibid.

.G, 112, 1048, 1049, 1050, 1070 ; S. Accame, Annuario, 111-V, 1941-43, no. 6, pp. 83-87.

% [.G., 112, 1073 4+ 1074 = Dow, Prytaneis, no. 121, pp. 193-197 = Oliver, A.J.P., LXX,
1949, pp. 299-308.

"7 See Appendix I, p. 153 and above p. 68; and Graindor, Auguste, p. 108.

8 [.G., 112, 3391 ; see also H. S. Robinson, 4.J.4., XLVII, 1943, p. 304.

™ [.G., 112, 3579. Graindor, Hadrien, p. 90, would emend this unprecedented document. See
above, p. 70.
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It would seem that the boule did not command funds to publish its own decrees.
This would explain the inability to set up statues. The statues under Augustus and
Hadrian and his successors may well be the result of windfalls about which we have
no information. Such a state of affairs would be natural for a boule founded as a
probouleutic body, where the final vote, and probably the control of the payment for
publication and/or construction rested with the demos. Thus the demos would have
a check on the boule’s undertaking actions on its own authority. This would also
explain why the treasurer who published the honors for the hieropoioi ® acted on a
decree of the boule alone, but was accountable to the demos. The expenses of the two
ephebic decrees (1.G., IT*, 1039 and 1043) passed by the boule alone were handled by
the hoplite general and the herald of the Areopagus. The charge of setting up and
inscribing the prytany decrees fell to the secretary of the prytaneis and the cost must
have been borne by their treasurer. The priest of Asklepios (I.G., II?, 1046) paid
not only for the repairs to the temple which he desired, but also for the stele on which
the decrees giving him permission and the record of the composition of the work were
recorded. The boule included careful instructions on publication in the decree to
protect the Egyptian goddess (Hesperia, XXXIV, 1965, pp. 125-130), but these in-
structions were addressed to those who had proposed the decree. The actual publisher
was Demophilos son of Dionysios of Sounion, also called Daphos, a cult functionary.**

Bruno Keil has suggested that the boule had the ability to formulate decrees in
the name of the whole community. As examples he cited four documents where the
resolutions indicate that they were decrees of the boule (8edéxfar 9t BovAn), but
which appeared to be decrees valid for the whole community either because they were
subscribed both % BovAy and 6 Sfuos or because they began with the phrase dayafj
Xy s PBovijs kal Tod Spuov T0d *Abnraiwv.”* The following may be added to his
evidence. The decree for the hieropoioi who went to Lemnos * is a decree of the boule
according to the heading and yet, if Accame’s restoration is correct, the publishing
officer of the demos, the treasurer of the stratiotic funds, has charge of publication and
is accountable to the demos. The decree to set up a statue of Antonius Oxylos of Elis
was passed at a meeting of the sacred boule in the Eleusinion, and only the boule is

80 Annuario, I11-V, 1941-43, no. 6, pp. 83-84, see above, p. 73.

8 For a description of a meeting of the boule, which probably had changed little from earlier
times, see Busolt-Swoboda, pp. 1026-1027.

82 Keil, Beitrdge, p. 29, citing I.G., 11, 1039, 1043, 1041, and 1046. The first two are ephebic
decrees passed in a session of the boule alone, the first (lines 70-73) has a pair of crowns for the
cosmete, one awarded by the boule and one by the demos, while the second opens with éyafj 7ixy
s Bovhijs kal Tod Sfjpov and also contains a pair of crowns (lines 76-79) honoring the ephebes, one
awarded by each corporation. I.G., II%, 1041 is one of the ephebic decrees of the democratic reaction.
It is a decree of the boule containing the provisions for transmission to the demos, although the only
evidence for any activity by the demos is the publication by the generals and the treasurer of the
stratiotic funds. I.G., IT? 1046 is the decree of the boule to permit the priest of Asklepios to repair
the old temple. It opens with the phrase dya6ft mixn vis BovAds kai Tob 8rjpov Tob *Abyvalwy.

88 Accame, Annuario, 111-V, 1941-43, no. 6, pp. 83-87.
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mentioned in the considerations, yet the resolution indicates that it was resolved
by the boule of the six hundred and the demos ” (I1.G., IT*, 1072). Shortly after the
middle of the second century after Christ a statue base dedicated by the boule of the
Areopagus, the boule of the five hundred and the demos (1.G., I11%, 3625) bears at the
bottom the legend ¥ (1¢wopa) B(ovAys). Finally 1.G., IT?, 1077 was passed in a session
of the boule, but the resolution indicates that ““ it was resolved by the boule of the
Areopagus, the boule of the five hundred and the demos of the Athenians.” This
document is somewhat exceptional and the participation of the other corporations may
have been through their cooperation in framing the gnome (see Appendix II, pp.
161-162).

The name of the Council originally was simply “the boule.”” With the re-
emergence of the boule of the Areopagus to a predominant position it became neces-
sary to distinguish the two. This was done by the use of the title “ the boule of the
six hundred ” (or later “ the boule of the five hundred ). An early form was recorded
in I.G., IT*, 1013 of the second century before Christ, in the law concerning weights
and measures, in which both councils are mentioned. Here the reading is 7 BovAy) oi
é€axdoior. The form later to become regular appeared around the middle of the first
century before Christ, and the first appearance is in the dedications of the three cor-
porations jointly, where differentiation is most important (1.G., IT%, 4106 and 4111).
The old short form of the name continued in use in documents of the boule and the
demos or in documents of the boule alone, but there are only few scattered examples
after the second century after Christ.

The boule possessed a judicial competence according to the terms of Hadrian’s
oil law.* Tn cases of attempts to export oil contrary to the provisions of the law, if
the quantity of oil were less than fifty amphoras, the boule would judge the case, but
if it were over fifty amphoras, the ekklesia. 1f the informer were a crew member of
the ship carrying the oil, the hoplite general was to summon the boule or the ekklesia
on the following day. In case of an appeal to the emperor or to the proconsul the
demos was to elect syndics to represent the civic government. The decree of the boule
protecting the cult of Isis guarantees the votaries the right of phasis to the boule
and the basileus ** in cases of asebeia against this goddess. This competence in the
realm of judicial matters can be seen to a degree even before the Roman period, since
in the law concerning weights and measures the boule of the six hundred was to make
sure that the archons punished transgressors (I.G., IT%, 1013, lines 6-7) and to keep
vigilant that no seller or buyer used false measures (lines 16-18). It would seem

s ]1.G., 112, 1100; see Oliver, Ruling Power, pp. 960-963, lines 47-55. For comments see
Graindor, Hadrien, pp. 74-79, 92, 94 ; Keil, Beitrdge, p. 63.

 On phasis to the basileus see E. Derenne, Les procés d’impiété, Bibliothéque de la faculté
de philosophie et lettres de 1'Université de Liége, fasc. XLV, 1930, p. 241; U. Paoli, Studs di diritto
attico, Pubblicazioni della r. Universitd degli studi di Firenze, Facolta di lettere e di filosofia, IX,
1930, p. 239. For the Isis inscription see Oliver, Gr. Rom. Byz. St., VI, 1965, p. 292.
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probable that the boule had competence also in other realms of the judicial organiza-
tion of the city.

Certain references to individual members of the boule are preserved. Cassius
Dio * indicates that according to a law of Hadrian, no bouleutes in person or through
an agent was to undertake tax farming. It would seem that before this time members
of the boule may have used their influence wrongly in undertaking tax farming. In
the second and third centuries after Christ a certain amount of prestige seems to have
accrued to membership in the boule, since this membership begins to be mentioned in
cursus honorum,” and although it does not indicate any extraordinary amount of
prestige, still it should be recorded that any Iobacch attaining membership had to
treat his fellows (/.G., IT%, 1368, line 131). The members of the boule also became
beneficiaries of distributions of money. According to the terms of an endowment
established perhaps around 135 or 140,*® each member of the boule (line 16) was to
receive a sum of unworn Attic drachmai probably at the Eleusinian Mysteries. It
would seem that the bequest was a gift of a Cretan, Flavius Zenophilos, given when
his son received the distinction of being initiated d¢’ éorias. The inscription which we
possess is a stipulation added in A.p. 165 to cover a surplus, the said surplus to be
used to benefit the Eleusinian functionaries listed at the bottom, “ even though not of
bouleutic rank.” * An imperial letter of the emperor Commodus (I.G., IT*, 1111) also
refers to members of the boule. The meaning is far from clear, but the references to
the tenth month and to each month recall expressions appearing in endowments for
distributions of benefits or for celebrations of feasts. May not this document regulate
some benefaction set up for members of the boule?

In the inscription recalling Herodes Atticus’ triumphal return (I.G., IT% 3606,
lines 24-26) in the processional order the boule follows the boule of the Areopagus.
In the mid-first century after Christ the boule of the six hundred was listed among
the dedicatees of a votive offering.” Two very fragmentary decrees of the imperial
period also mention the boule, although the context is far from clear. In one (I.G.,
11, 1122, line 20) a decision of the boule is mentioned, and the rest of the context
would indicate matters dealing with relations with Rome. In the other (I.G., 1T
1123 b3) even the case of the word boule is not preserved. The context is not clear.

E. TrE DEMos: DEDICATIONS

The dewmos is the third of the corporations of the Athenian government named in

80 . XIX, 16; see Graindor, Hadrien, p. 79; Day, Ec. Hist., p. 193; B. d’Orgeval, L’Empereur
Hadrien: Oeuvre legislative et administrative, Paris, 1950, pp. 231-232.

87 Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 105; I.G., 112, 3169/70, line 3.

8 1.G., I1%, 1092, but see the text and comments of J. H. Oliver, “ The Eleusinian Endow-
ment,” Hesperia, XXI, 1952, pp. 381-399.

8 Translation, Oliver, p. 392, of lines 43-44.

W I.G.. 112, 3185; see Graindor, Tibére & Trajan, p. 176.
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the official address. Its opinion was expressed in the ekklesia. Dio Cassius ™ relates
that Augustus took away the powers in the ekklesia from the citizens in 31 B.c. How
much power rested in the hands of the people will be reviewed in the succeeding pages.
As in the case of the other corporations a beginning will be made with dedicatory
monuments.”

At the outset notice must be taken of the joint decrees in which the denios appears
in a position of unprecedented prominence. In a pair of dedications of statue bases
for a hoplite general, both seeming to belong to the end of the first century B.c.,” the
name of the demos preceeds both those of the boule of the Areopagus and the boule
of the six hundred. A second pair are dedications of the demos and the boule of the
Areopagus, one dating to around 71 B.c. (1.G., IT%, 4104) and the other to ca. 50 B.C.
(1.G., IT*, 4109). A single statue base (1.G., IT*, 3884) was dedicated by the demos
and the bowule. Kirchner would place this around the end of the first century B.C.,
apparently on the basis of letter forms. A large number of dedications made by the
boule of the Areopagus and the demos, without the boule of the six hundred, appear
in the first quarter of the first century after Christ (Appendix I, pp. 143-144). A
single dedication has the names of the boule of the Areopagus, the demos, and the
boule of the six hundred (Hesperia, XXVIII, 1959, p. 87 =1.G., II*, 4209).
Finally a series of crowns awarded by the demos and the boule are to be dated after
86 B.c.™

The largest single group of dedications from Roman Athens was made in the
name of the demos alone.”® They begin with Sulla himself ** and the last firmly dated
example belongs to the year a.n. 145/6." A moderate number is to be found in the
first half of the first century B.c. and a substantial increase in the second half of the
same century, but it is during the reign of Augustus that the largest concentration
appears, since well over half can be dated to the period 27 B.c. to A.p. 14. The numbers
continue to be only slightly diminished during the early years of Tiberius, after which

9111, 2, 1; for comment see Graindor, Auguste, p. 103.

92 See Appendix I, pp. 154-159. Again it may be noted that Graindor has already analyzed most
of the material, but his conclusions will be considered only when pertinent, since the wealth of new
material warrants an entirely new study. See Graindor, Auguste, pp. 102-103; Tibére a Trajan,
pp. 69-71; Hadrien, p. 89. Decrees made in conjunction with the other corporations have been
discussed elsewhere.

2 ] G., 112, 3500, 3501 ; Kirchner sets the date on the basis of the spelling Aprov. Graindor,
Musée Belge, XXVII, 1923, p. 285, no. 302, dated the hoplite general named in 1.G., IT%, 3500 to
the early empire.

%4 I G., 112, 3489; Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, pp. 24-25 re-dates the archons men-
tioned in this document to 77/6 and 76/5 B.c.

9 See Appendix I, pp. 155-159.

% J.G., 112, 4103, but é 8fuos is restored. The next dateable example is Hesperia, XXIII, 1954,
no. 35, pp. 253-254, of the year 72 B.c.

o1 J.G., 112, 3741 ; two are assigned to later dates: I.G., I1%, 3583, 4212; but their poor state of
preservation leaves the restoration of the names in doubt.
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there is a gap until almost the middle of the century, where another fairly large
grouping falls, apparently within the rule of Claudius. After this group the examples
become scattered. The dates of the concentrations of these documents in the early
empire do not conflict with the dates of the documents in which the demos attained
unprecedented prominence. It hardly seems likely that Augustus deprived the demos
as a whole of its power. The reasons for such a sharp increase in dedications under
Augustus are not specifically stated, but the very prominence of the people honored
might well suggest that the Athenians had found a new source of revenue after
Augustus cut off the lucrative selling of citizenship around 20 B.c. (Dio Cassius,
L1V, 7,2).”® Indeed this is the only pre-Hadrianic period in which the boule set up
statues (see above), and also during the reign of Augustus came the real concentra-
tion of statues dedicated by the boule and demos (see above). The people honored by
the demos alone included the emperor himself (Hesperia, XXVIII, 1959, p. 67),
countless members of the imperial family, foreign monarchs, the most noteworthy
Romans and a few Athenians. The majority of the dedications are statue bases,
but there is a scattering of other types. A few indicate that the demos itself was
responsible for setting up the monument.”” Since there are no indications that a
third party did the building of any of these monuments, it is most likely that this fell
to the demos, although in one instance it was done with moneys donated by Julius
Caesar and Augustus (I.G., IT?, 3175). One base bears the name of the denios in the
nominative, the name of the dedicatee, Sempronia Atratina in the nominative, and
finally the name of Caligula as the restorer of the monument.*” Outside of these monu-
ments, the demos was not very active regarding dedications. Two examples of the
award of crowns are recorded.’ The dedications of the demos do not extend beyond
the end of the second century after Christ. The latest certainly dated example falls
ca. A.D. 170.** The last before that date belong around the middle of the second century
after Christ (1.G., I1T?, 3583 and 3741). Thus the waning influence of the ekklesia
is reflected in the dedications.

F. Tae ExkLEsiA: DEcCReEs, ORGANIZATION, PROCEDURES

The texts of several decrees are preserved which contain indications that they
were passed in a session of the ekklesia. Most are joint decrees of the boule and the
demos, probably indicating the continued use of the probouleuma. They include I.G.,
IT?, 1047, dated to 49/8 B.c., which contains parts of two probably contemporary

%8 See Day, Ec. Hist., pp. 170-171.

® I.G., II?, 3427, 3428, 3514, 3509, 3513, 3897, 4138, 3913, 4158; Hesperia, XV, 1947,
no. 63; I.G., I1%, 3510, 3752, 3717.

10 1.G., I1?, 5179; see Graindor, Tibére a Trajan, pp. 9-10.

11 1.G., II%, 4013, undated, in which there is also a matching crown by the boule, and I.G.,
112, 3639 of around A.p. 170.

102 1.G., I12, 3639, dated by a reference to the invasion of the Kostobokoi in A.p. 169/70.

193 See Accame, Il dominio romano, p. 174.
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decrees. Not enough of the first is preserved to permit any firm conclusions concern-
ing it, but the second has been restored convincingly to indicate that it is a decree of
the boule and the demos passed in an ekklesia kyria. A decree in honor of a dadou-
chos *™ was passed sometime around 20 B.c. by an ekklesia kyria. Its heading begins
ayabi woxme mhs Bovhijs ka [l ToD drpo v Tod "Af [ nraiwr], which would seem to indicate
that it was a joint decree.®® A decree in honor of Julius Nikanor *** belonging to the
end of the first century B.c. is a decree of the ekklesia alone, it would seem, since
decrees of the boule of the six hundred and of the boule of the Areopagus served as
precedents, not probouleuwmata. The decree for Lamprias ' was passed ca. 40-42 in
an ekklesia kyria as a decree of the boule and the demos before it was sent on to the
boule of the Areopagus. An imperial letter of ca. A.p. 130 **® apparently discusses a
gnome of the boule and demos sent to the emperor for approval before it was finally
passed as a decree. An honorary document of A.p. 203 * contains portions of two
decrees, in both of which, it would seem, shortened forms of the heading were used.
There is no indication of which corporation passed the first, while the second men-
tions an ekklesia (line 12). It may be that as in I.G., IV? I, 84 the former was a
decree of the Areopagus and the latter of the boule and the demos passed in an
ekklesia. Around A.p. 220 the demos alone passed a decree concerning the restoration
of the Eleusinian mysteries.”* The gnome of the demos was to have been read to the
boule of the Areopagus, the boule of the five hundred, the hierophant and the genos
of the Eumolpidai, indicating, it would seem, that they were informed of the contents
before the decree was finally passed (see Appendix II, pp. 161-162). As in the decree
above, the heading appears to be of a shortened form. The first of the two decrees in
honor of Ulpius Eubiotos, passed ca. A.p. 230,** appears to have been a decree of the
boule and the demos, probably passed in an ekklesia, although the heading is not pre-
served. Finally, one of the parodies of decrees in Lucian ** is a decree of the boule and
the demos according to the resolution, but it was passed in an ekklesia.

104 K. Kourouniotes, *Elevowwad, I, 1932, pp. 223-236 = P. Roussel, Mélanges Bidez, 11, pp.
819-834. J. Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, p. 12, would set the date at 21/0 B.c.

195 Or so Keil would have to conclude if we accept his belief that such a heading on a
decree of the boule alone indicates validity as a decree of the whole community, Beitrdge, p. 29.

w8 1.G., 112, 1069; see Graindor, Auguste, p. 101; Accame, Il dominio romano, p. 178; Rau-
bitschek, Hesperia, XXIII, 1954, p. 318.

107 1.G., IV? 1, 84 = S.1.G.2, 796 B, 111; see also Keil, Beitrdge, pp. 4-14; Graindor, Tibére
a Trejan, pp. 69-70; Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, p. 138.

108 Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 33, p. 78; see also Appendix II, pp. 161-162.

109 [.G., 113, 1116 + 1081 /5 = Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 37, pp. 85-90.

10 1.G., 112, 1078 ; see also Keil, Beitrige, p. 28; Accame, Il dominio romano, p. 180; Oliver,
Cl. Phil.,, XLIV, 1949, p. 202; Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, p. 139. Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII,
1949, pp. 37-39 would date this document to a.p. 221/2.

11 QOliver, Gerusia, nos. 31 and 32, pp. 125-142; Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 350-354; B. D.
Meritt, Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30.

12 Deor. Conc., 14-18; see Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 136-146, but especially 144-146.
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Notice must be taken of the series of three ephebic documents of the reactionary
period in the second half of the first century B.c. Two of these were decrees of the
boule to be transmitted to the demos as probouleumata (1.G., 1I*, 1041, 1042), but
there is no record of the action of the demos. The third, I.G., IT?, 1040 4 1025, re-
edited by Reinmuth,'** who dates it in or near 43/2 B.c., contains both a decree of the
boule and a separate decree of the demos.

There is evidence that during the Roman period the demos, like the boule, was
able to pass valid decrees by itself (I.G., IT®, 1069, 1078), although probably subject
to the approval of the other corporations. The demos was competent to set up statues
(see Appendix I, pp. 155-159) and to decree honors (I.G., IT*, 1069), although they
were based on previous decrees of the boule of the six hundred and the boule of the
Areopagus.’™ The demos seems to have been the originating corporation of a decree
regulating the celebration of the Eleusinian festival (I.G., IT*, 1078), although its
gnome had first to be approved by the other corporations.’® In this decree the demos
issues instructions to the cosmete of the ephebes governing their participation. A decree
concerning the celebration of the emperor’s birthday,® passed by the boule between
27 and 20 B.c., apparently was based on a previous decree of the demos.

Although there is ample testimony for the several meeting places of the ekklesia
in Athens before the Sullan invasion,’’ the indications for them are few during the
Roman hegemony. Two inscriptions and a passage from Philostratos indicate the
continued use of the theater.'” The Pnyx appears to have returned to use for the
election of the hoplite general, but this also occurred in the theater.”™ Delz offers
evidence to indicate that the Agora also was used, but this is not certain.* Mec-
Donald (pp. 60-61) arranges the evidence chronologically and suggests a return to the
Pnyx at the time of Apollonios’ refusal to attend the assembly in the theater. A

18 Hesperia, XXXIV, 1965, pp. 255-272.

114 See Graindor, Auguste, p. 105.

115 On the use of gnome here, see below, Appendix II, pp. 161-162.

ue 1.G., II2, 1071; see the edition of G. A. Stamires, Hesperia, XX VI, 1957, no. 98, pp. 260-
265, who gives bibliography.

117 The history of the meeting places of the assembly is studied in detail by William A. Mc-
Donald, The Political Meeting Places of the Greeks, Baltimore, 1943, pp. 44-61, for the Classical
and post-Classical times. His list includes the Pnyx, the Agora for ostracism, the precinct of
Dionysos, the Peiraeus and the theater for regular meetings, and on extraordinary occasions at
Kolonos, the theater of Dionysos at Mounychia, and the Odeion of Perikles.

18 K. Kourouniotes, *EAevowiaxd, 1, 1932, pp. 223-236 = P. Roussel, Mélanges Bidez, 11, pp.
819-834; I.G., IV2, 1, 84 = S.1.G 3, 796B, III; Philostratos, Vit. Apol., IV, 22, p. 141 Kayser.
The most recent discussion of the meeting places during the Roman period is to be found in Delz,
Lukians Kenninis, pp. 117-120.

19 For the Pnyx see Schol. to Plato, Critias, 112a; Hesychius, s.v. TIvéé; for the theater
Alciphron, II, 2, 3 (III, 10) and Poseidonios in Athenaios, V, 51; p. 213e.

19 Delz, 0p. cit., p. 120; see also McDonald, op. cit., p. 60, who does not recognize this as a
true meeting place of the ekklesia.
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passage from Lucian (/. T7., 11) and archaeological evidence are cited in support.”*

There has been much discussion about the right to make proposals in an ekklesia,
and most investigators limit it to magistrates or Areopagites.”®™ An honorary decree
for a dadouchos *** was presented to the demos by a commission selected by the genos
of the Kerykes. Although the commission contained many prominent Eleusinian
functionaries, the speaker was among the lesser members, a hymnagogos, although still
a member of a distinguished family, Diotimos son of Diotimos of Halai. The
honorary decree for Lamprias (/.G., IV?, I, 82-84 = S.1.G.,* 796 B, III) was pro-
posed both in the Areopagus and in the assembly by the same man, who was then
selected as a member of the embassy to the city of the Epidaurians. It would seem
that he probably must have been a member of the Areopagus to have addressed that
august body,"* but even this is not certain. Because of his both proposing and partici-
pating in the embassy, it would seem likely that he was one of the initiators of the
proposal. Of I.G., IT°, 1078 it is the archon of the Eumolpids, the clan traditionally
entrusted with the guarding of the Eleusinian mysteries, who proposed the measures
for the restoration of the mysteries. In each of the decrees cited, the person addressing
the assembly appears to have been one who was interested in obtaining the decree
proposed. This is unlike the procedure before the boule, where the speaker usually
was a person other than the individual or the members of the group who originated
the proposal. The evidence from the parodies of meetings written by Lucian ** would
indicate a restriction on the right to speak, but this seems to have been based on factors
other than the current holding of a magistracy or a council seat.

In the Athens of Aristotle the rights of citizenship gained through registration
in a deme and a term of service as an ephebe, conditions which were fulfilled by
every son of two Athenian parents, guaranteed a seat in the ekklesia. The right to
address that assembly was open to any citizen who wished. There are indications that
this was not true at Athens in the Roman period. An imperial letter of the late second
century which discusses eligibility for the gerusia specifies that a candidate should be
among oi ékkAnod{ovres kara Ta vouldpueva.’™ The verb éxxAnord{ew may mean simply
“to attend the assembly,” but more probably it indicates the right to participate by
speaking. The evidence from Lucian indicates that not all those attending had the
right of addressing the assembly. Such a restriction would not have been without

19 McDonald cites Graindor, Hadrien, p. 85, for the reconstruction on the Pnyx. Graindor
cites K. Kourouniotes and Homer A. Thompson in Hesperia, I, 1932, pp. 139-192. Thompson has
since revised his chronology in Hesperia, XII, 1943, pp. 297-299, and the only firm evidence for
renewed use in Hadrianic times are “ lamps and other finds ” (McDonald, p. 80).

120 Keil, Beitrige, p. 34; Graindor, Auguste, p. 103; Tibére ¢ Trajan, p. 70; Accame, I
dominio romano, p. 180. Above, pp. 28-29, there is the evidence concerning the hoplite general.

121 ¥ Kourouniotes, "EAevowaxd, I, 1932, pp. 223-236 — P. Roussel, Mélanges Bidez, 11, pp.
819-834.

122 Ag Keil, Beitrdge, p. 34, concludes.

128 As gathered by Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 122-123.

124 Oliver, Gerusia, no. 24, pp. 108-120, and a new fragment, Hesperia, XXX, 1961, no. 31, pp.
231-236, lines 6 and 18; see the comments of Oliver, Hesperia, XXX, 1961, p. 402.
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precedent in Athens.’® In the dialogues of Lucian Hermes restricts the privilege of
speaking to 7&v relelwv Oedv, ois é€eorw (Deor. Conc., 1; 1. Tr., 18)."* The gods who
were common and artless were excluded from an active role, while those of precious
materials or of venerable age were given various priorities (. Tr., 7).** This assem-
bly then was divided into those who had full rights and those who could only listen
in silence, and probably participate in voting. There is no evidence connecting this
situation with that at Athens, but it is highly likely that the right to address the
assembly was the preserve of a special class, and to identify this class with those
who had the right to seek membership in the boule is a temptation. According to
Lucian (1. Tr., 26) Apollo was found wanting only in age. Otherwise he was “a
completely proper man to make a speech, having graduated from the ephebes some
time ago and having been inscribed in the lexiarchikon of the twelve, and having just
missed being in the boule of Kronos.” It is possible that every son of Athenian parents
still had the right to attend the sessions, but without having had the ephebic training
he was probably relegated to a passive role, except in the matter of voting; and all
of the recorded votes appear to have been unanimous.**

The competence of the denos when decreeing jointly with the boule seems to have
remained very broad. In three ephebic documents of the second half of the first
century B.C. (I.G., IT%, 1040, 1041, 1042) the usual resolutions were made: in the
first decree to accept the benefits of the ephebic sacrifices, to honor the cosmete and
the ephebes, and to crown each with an olive wreath; in the second to permit the
ephebes to crown the cosmete with a gold crown and to set up his statue; and in the
third to honor the ephebes and crown them with a gold crown and to announce the
crown at the various festivals and to honor the lesser ephebic officials and to crown
them with olive wreaths. In the other documents the assembly is found awarding
praise and olive crowns,'® setting up statues,** including that of a Roman emperor,**
and providing for the publication of its decrees.®® It also appears to have been able
to award meals in the prytaneion *** and in the Tholos,** chrysophoreia,’ prohedria

128 See Busolt-Swoboda, p. 997, citing Deinarchos, I, 71, who indicates a restriction to land-
owners in 324/3 B.c. Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, p. 112, note 30, comments on the possibility of
such a situation in Roman Athens.

126 See also Delz, pp. 37-38, 123.

127 See Delz, p. 123. The idealized kingdom of philosophers of Herm., 23 would not grant
citizenship to all. See Delz, p. 38.

128 Gerusia, nos. 31, 32, see note 111; 1.G., 112, 2090.

129 See Appendix I, pp. 154-155; 1.G., 112, 1037 ; 1990; Gerusia, no. 31 (see above, note 111).

180 .G, IV? 1,84 = S.1.G8, 796 B, 111 ; Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 37, pp. 85-90; Oliver, Gerusia,
no. 31 (see above, note 111) ; Lucian, Timon, 51 (see Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 143-144) ; and
Appendix I, pp. 155-159.

131 See the proposals which the boule and the demos offered to Hadrian, Hesperia, X, 1941,
no. 33, pp. 77-78.

121G, I1%, 1047, IV? 1, 84 = S.1.G.3, 796 B, III.

138 Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 37, pp. 85-90; Gerusia, no. 31, line 15 (see above, note 111); I.G.,
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in the games,”** seats in the theater of Dionysos **" and the resulting exemption from
taxation and liturgy throughout Attica and the islands belonging to the Athenians and
invitation by the prytaneis to the Dionysiac games each time they were celebrated and
the honor of a front seat.”®® It would seem that a commission to investigate creden-
tials for citizenship could be appointed by the ekklesia.’®® In the decree for Ulpius
Eubiotos there were certain provisions which Oliver viewed as unprecedented *** and
therefore considered separate from ordinary competence; these include (Oliver’s
translations), “ Invitation to the Theatre by the prytaneis on the occasion of every
public procession and of every assembly meeting, for himself and his two sons, with
the honor of a front seat and of a share in sacrifices and libations ”; and “ Participa-
tion in the kind of public maintenance to which the hierophant [and the daduchus]
were entitled, and in all distributions made out of state funds or out of private
benevolence [to the Athenian Councillors?].”

In addition to the items of competence found in decrees, there is evidence for the
following items: the demios voted permission for gladiatorial shows;™* it elected
hoplite generals; *** and it constructed and dedicated buildings.**® The boule and the
demos also seem to have concerned themselves with honors for the Roman emperors.***

The demos also seems to have had a judicial competence. The most explicit
reference is the oil law of Hadrian.™ According to the terms of this law, any case
of an attempt to export olive oil illegally in which over fifty amphoras were involved
was to be judged by the ekklesia; it was to be summoned on the day following the
apprehension, if the informant was a crew-member of the ship carrying the oil. The
hoplite general did the summoning. Further if an appeal were to be made to the
emperor or to the proconsul, the demos was to elect syndikoi to represent it, or if the

IT?, 1990, line 9. Sitesis in the prytaneion also is an endowed privilege for the members of the
Areopagus on certain dates, according to the terms of the will of a herald (I.G., 112, 2773 of ca. A.n.
240). On sitesis see Graindor, Tibére ¢ Trajan, p. 70 and Wycherley, Testimonia, pp. 166, 173-174.

134 Oliver, Gerusia, no. 31, line 15 (see note 111).

135 Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 37, pp. 85-90; see also Graindor, Tibére & Trajan, p. 71, who
cites I.G., I12, 4193, although the corporation making the award is not named.

136 QOliver, Gerusia, no. 31 (see above, note 111).

137 Ibid. ; Appendix I, pp. 148, 152.

138 Oliver, Gerusia, no. 31 (see above, note 111).

13 Lucian, Deor. Conc., 15, but compare Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 40-41.

140 Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 353-354.

41 T ucian, Dem., 57 ; Graindor, Hadrien, p. 89; Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, p. 116.

142 See above, p. 85.

13 J.G., 112, 3173, 3179, 3175, 3242 = Hesperia, XXX, 1961, pp. 186-194.

4 Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 33, pp. 77-78; note that the decree regulating the celebration of the
imperial birthday (Hesperia, XX VI, 1957, no. 98, pp. 260-262) originated in the demos.

18 [.G., 112, 1100; see the edition of Oliver, Ruling Power, pp. 960-963; for discussion see
Keil, Beitrdge, p. 63; Graindor, Hadrien, pp. 74-77 ; Day, Ec. Hist., pp. 189-192; B. d’Orgeval,
L’Ewmpereur Hadrien: Oeuvre legislative et administrative, pp. 231-232; Delz, Lukians Kenntnis,
p- 115.
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oil had already been shipped before the information, the demos was to bring suit in
the home city of the offender and before the emperor. Lucian **® seems to indicate
that certain cases of asebeia could be tried before the demos. If Lucian is to be
trusted,™” the demos was competent to decide on a death penalty in a case of eisangelia
and confiscation of goods.™® Kirchner has restored /.G., IT?, 1113 to indicate that the
demos also might decide on exile, but the restoration more probably ought to read
“ the boule of the Areopagus,” as Keil has suggested.™*® The demos seems to have
been charged with the choice of administrators to look after the property of orphans
(1.G., I1%,1080). Another document,”™ a judgment by the legate L. Aemilius Juncus,
has a line connecting the denios with some sort of a decision over land measures.

The meetings of the demos continued to be presided over by the prohedror;**
although the shortened headings of the later decrees do not mention them,”* ca. A.p. 230
it was a prohedros who put the decree for Ulpius Eubiotos to a vote.”® The evidence
from Lucian indicates that the herald (of the boule and demos) announced the
meeting,*™ since in both passages Zeus ordered Hermes to make the announcement.
According to the epigraphical evidence ** voting was by show of hands ““ yea” and

(13 29

nay.” Confirmation can be found in Lucian,”® where Zeus refused to ask for
“nays,” knowing that they would prevail. The election of the hoplite general also
was accomplished by show of hands.™”
The publication of decrees of the bowule and demos traditionally fell to the
treasurer of the stratiotic funds together with the generals, as was the case with the

148 Dem., 11; see Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 115-116.

17 Gall., 22; see Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, p. 127 ; Busolt-Swoboda, p. 1009.

148 Luc1an, sz 36; Gall., 22; Delz, Lukians Kenntms p. 127; note also that confiscation was
the penalty under the terms of Hadrian’s oil law (lines 27, 32-33, 41, 44-45).

149 Keil, Beitrdge, p. 63, note 84.

150 [.G., 112, 3194 ; see also Oliver, 4.J.P., LXIX, 1948, pp. 438-440 and A.J.P., LXXVIII,
1957, p. 35.

151 [.G., 112, 1047 ; *Elevowiaxd, 1, 1932, pp. 223-236 = Mélanges Bidez, 11, pp. 819-834; I.G.,
112, 1069; 1.G., IV? 1, 84 = S.1.G.3, 796 B, I1I; Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, p. 115, also cites I.G.,
112, 1072 and 1077, but these are decrees of the boule.

152 E.g., Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 37, pp. 85-90 = I.G., 11?, 1081/5 4 1116, 1078.

133 Oliver, Gerusia, nos. 31, 32, see above, note 111.

¢ ] Tr., 18; Deor. Conc., 1; see Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 122-123. About the herald
of the boule and demos, a very prominent man in the period of the Roman Empire, see below,
pp- 104-106.

155 Oliver, Gerusia, nos. 31, 32, see note 111 above. The record of the approval of Herodes’ gift
of white dress for the ephebes indicates that a similar procedure was used (I.G., IT% 2090), although
there is no indication of which corporation was acting.

156 Deor. Conc., 19, but see also Tim., 36, ékcAnpowaotis Yymdopopyoas, see Delz, Lukians Kenntnis,
p. 161 and note 29, p. 127.

157 Hesychius, s.v. IIvié, who uses yeporovdow, but Alciphron, II, 2, 3, (III, 10) uses ¢Bévv.
Lucian (Tim., 36) uses the word ynpopdpyoas, but Delz believes that the secret ballot by pebbles
was not used under the empire, Lukians Kenninis, p. 127.
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three ephebic decrees of the democratic reaction (/.G., II?, 1040, 1041, 1042). A
fragmentary decree (/.G., 1T%, 1047, probably of the middle of the first century B.c.)
was published by the secretary of the prytaneis, but the treasurer of the stratiotic
funds paid the expenses. The treasurer of the genos of the Eumolpidai was instructed
to publish the decree containing regulations for the celebration of the Eleusinia (I.G.,
I1%, 1078), a decree passed by the demos alone. The decree of honors for Lamprias
passed by the boule and demos (I.G., IV? I, 8 =S.1.G.?, 796 B, 1II) was to be
published by a group of ambassadors, but this embassy was ratified later by the
Areopagus.

Finally an honorary decree mentions a prostates of the demos and of the boule
of the five hundred,”® which Oliver would translate as patronus ordinis et populi or
patronus decurionum et populi, and a dedication was set up to Sextus, “ the age long
hegemon of the boule of the Areopagus and the demos.” ** Finally 1.G., 1I?, 1098,
which mentions the demos several times, is actually not a letter from a Roman magis-
trate, but an honorary decree from the second century B.c.**

G. CONCLUSIONS

Although there is evidence that the boule and the demos continued to function as
before, it is clear that the reform of Sulla resulted in an augmentation of the powers
of the boule at the expense of the ekklesia. This is reflected in the wide scope of
decrees that the boule was able to pass on its own authority, without the vote of the
ekklesia. The boule passed prytany decrees and was the corporation which approved
dedications by the prytaneis; and except in the periods of democratic reaction it passed
ephebic decrees. Several other decrees of the boule have been listed where there is no
evidence of the cooperation from the demos. The preserved texts of decrees passed
jointly by the boule and demos emanate from meetings of the demos in an ekklesia,
where the probouleuma of the boule officially became a psephisma. The ekklesia also
gives evidence of having been able to pass valid decrees on its own authority.

The dedications preserved from Roman Athens probably should be classed into
two categories: dedications made by the corporations and those merely approved by
them. The former may be identified by the appearance of the name of the corpora-
tion(s) in the nominative. The others have a formula employing less direct attribution
—according to the eperotema, to the dogma, to the hypomnematismos, or with such
and such decreeing, etc. This latter class of dedication reflects vigorous constitutional
activity in the latter half of the second century after Christ, for changes in terminology
occur, which probably reflect more basic changes. The dogma of the Areopagus

18 Qliver, Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 37, pp. 85-90.

180 [ ., 112, 4228 ; see above, p. 58.

160 See A. Wilhelm, Anzeiger, Akademie der Wissenschaften in Wien, Phil.-hist. Kl., LXI,
1924, p. 128, no. 4.
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replaced the hypomnematismos; the eperotema of either the boule of the five hundred
or of the Areopagus came into use. The participial form of the verb “ to decree ”” had
already come into usage in the second quarter of the century. The demos seems not
to have participated in this latter form of dedication at all, while the boule participated
in the former only under Augustus and after the beginning of Hadrian’s reign. The
demos fades out of the picture in the later years of the second century.

A major constitutional change occurred at the end of the first third of the third
century, when the boule was expanded to seven hundred fifty members. Later in the
fourth century it was cut back to three hundred. The details of other changes in the
third century are not clear because of poor documentation. It was around the same
time that prytany decrees ceased to be passed.
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CHAPTER VI

COMMITTEES, OFFICERS AND SERVANTS OF THE COUNCIL

An analysis has been made now of the functions of the three corporations which
constituted the government of the polis of the Athenians and of the major magistrates
of the polis. One of these corporations, the boule, was divided into twelve or thirteen
committees, each of which took a turn in sitting as an executive council for a given
period of the year. These were the prytaneis, who during their tenure resided in the
Tholos. Closely connected with the prytaneis in our documentation were the aisitos,
or lesser functionaries who had the right to meals at public expense. Finally there
were several other officials of the boule about whom a few words must be said.

A. THE PRYTANEIS

The prytaneis continued to be recorded through the course of the Roman period
down into the third century after Christ." The reforms under Sulla are clearly
reflected by the prytany decree, as S. Dow has shown.* From the earlier prytany
documents the post-Sullan decree preserved only the second decree, that is the decree
of the boule honoring a single individual, in this instance the treasurer of the prytancis.
No heading, other than the archon date, appears in these decrees.®* The prytaneis in
company with the aisitoi requested from the boule honors and a crown for their
treasurer, and usually, although not always,* permission to set up his statue in gilded
armor. There followed the list of the prytaneis and citations for various civic officials
and aisitoi. That the decree of the boule included honors for the prytaneis themselves

* The latest date applied to a prytany list (Hesperia, XXIX, 1960, no. 59, p. 49) is 227/8-
230/1 by Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, p. 40, dating by the archon [~ — — =] of Marathon,
the younger. This date is dependent upon Notopoulos’ identification of the Aurelioi omitted in
1.G., 112, 1828 (p. 38), which is faulty. A firmer date can be fixed to I.G., IT2, 1832 by the inclusion
of the name of Alexander Severus. Thus the limits can be set between 222/3-234/5. Within this
period various years are suggested (see Notopoulos, p. 40). Otherwise there is a whole series
which can be dated in the 210’s or 220’s. (For a discussion see Oliver, A.J.P., LXX, 1949, pp.
305-307, note 15.)

2 Prytaneis, p. 25; see also Graindor, Auguste, p. 108; Accame, Il dominio romano, p. 173.
Dow’s list of post-Sullan prytany decrees has been brought up to date by G. Stamires, Hesperia,
XXVI, 1957, p. 248, note 45, and to the composite list may be added Hesperia, XXIX, 1960, no. 28,
p- 21; no. 41, p. 34; no. 56, p. 47 ; XXXIII, 1964, no. 47, p. 196; no. 48, p. 197; no. 49, p. 197;
no. 50, pp. 198-199; and XXXIV, 1965, no. 6, p. 96.

2 There is a single exception, Hesperia, XVII, 1948, no. 14, p. 30.

* Merely honors and a crown were awarded in Hesperia, XXXIII, 1964, no. 47, p. 196; XII,
1943, no. 14, pp. 50-60; Dow, Prytaneis, no. 116, pp. 186-191.
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was very rare, although not completely unheard of.® With a single exception,® all of
the preserved post-Sullan prytany decrees occur before the end of Augustus’ rule, or
within a short while after.” The fortunes of these decrees are probably related to
the ability to find a citizen sufficiently wealthy to perform the sacrifices required in a
style sufficiently magnificent to warrant such honor, and thus to the fortune of the
treasurer of the prytaneis (see below). Awards of crowns do not generally appear in
the prytany lists of a later period.® Those for whom citations are preserved include the
treasurer of the prytaneis,’ the hoplite general,’ the treasurer of the stratiotic funds,™
the herald of the boule and the demos,** the treasurer of the sacred diataxis,”® the
secretary and the sub-secretary,™ the treasurer of the boule and demos and the secre-
tary of the demos,' the treasurer of the boule,'® the secretary of the synhedrion,'” the
eponymos,' a priest of the Phosphoroi ** and a litourgos.*

5 Ibid.

8 Dow, Prytaneis, no. 121, pp. 193-197 = Oliver, A.J.P., LXX, 1949, pp. 299-308, 403, dated
about A.p. 120. Meritt would date (Hesperia, XXIX, 1960, no. 56, p. 47) to about the same period
on the basis of letter forms. If this is correct, then this document would be the latest example of
a decree of honors for a treasurer of the prytaneis.

7 Dow would date Prytaneis, no. 119, p. 193 to before a.p. 19, and Prytaneis, no. 120, p. 193
to late in the reign of Augustus.

8 But there are exceptions: Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 8, p. 39 of the first or early second century
after Christ.

® Dow, Prytaneis, no. 98, pp. 166-169, before 60 B.c.; no. 104, p. 173, mid-first century B.c.;
Hesperia, IT1, 1934, no. 28, p. 39, mid-first century B.c.; XII, 1943, no. 14, pp. 56-60, 50-40 B.c.;
Prytaneis, no. 107, pp. 175-176, 45-30 B.c.; no. 108, p. 176, late 40’s-early 30’s B.c.; no. 110,
pp. 178-181, 29/8-22/1 B.C.; no. 113, pp. 182-183, ca. 45-20 B.c.; no. 116, pp. 186-191, ca. 20 B.c.;
Hesperia, XXXIII, 1964, no. 63, p. 218, first century after Christ; XXXIV, 1965, no. 6, p. 96.

10 Dow, Prytaneis, no. 98, pp. 166-169, before 60 B.c.; no. 105, pp. 173-174, ca. 40-30 B.c.; no.
110, pp. 178-181, 29/8-22/1 B.c.; no. 116, pp. 186-191, ca. 20 B.c.; Hesperia, XXXIII, 1964, no.
60, p. 216, end of the first century B.c.; XI, 1942, no. 8, p. 39, first or early second century after
Christ.

11 Dow, Prytaneis, no. 102, pp. 171-172, mid-first century s.c.; no. 110, pp. 178-181, 29/8-22/1
B.C.; no. 116, pp. 186-191, ca. 20 B.c.

2 Dow, Prytaneis, no. 107, pp. 175-176, 45-30 B.c.; no. 108,4p. 176, late 40’s-early 30’s B.c.,
in which the name is written out in full. The abbreviated form, “ the herald of the boule,” is used
in Prytaneis, no. 110, pp. 178-181, 29/8-22/1 B.c.; no. 116, pp. 186-191, ca. 30 B.c.; Hesperia,
XXX, 1961, no. 72, p. 261.

18 Dow, Prytaneis, no. 108, p. 176, late 40’s-early 30’s B.c.; S.E.G., XVIII, no. 53 =S. N.
Koumanoudes, Néoy *Abfvacov, I11, 1958/60, no. 1, pp. 3-6, beginning of the first century after Christ.

1+ Dow, Prytaneis, no. 110, pp. 178-181, 29/8-22/1 B.c.

15 Ibid., no. 116, pp. 186-191, ca. 20 B.C.

16 Jbid., no. 108, p. 176, late 40’s-early 30’s B.c.; no. 110, pp. 178-181, 29/8-22/1 B.c. (restored).

17 § E.G., XVIII, no. 53 = Koumanoudes, Néoy *Afsvacov, I11, 1958/60, no. 1, pp. 3-6, beginning
of the first century after Christ.

18 Hesperia, XX VI, 1957, no. 97A, p. 246, 21/0 B.c.; XXXIV, 1965, no. 6, p. 96, although this
is a very early date for the appearance of an eponymos; see above, p. 27 and note 66 for more
concerning this decree.

19 Dow, Prytaneis, no. 99, pp. 169-170, mid-first century B.c.
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Around the middle of the first century after Christ the later series of prytany
lists begins, in which the prytaneis, usually in conjunction with the aisitos, honor
themselves.” Although citations do not usually appear, various magistrates and
officials are named in the headings, among the list of prytaneis, or among the aisitos.
The format of these lists is very simple. The heading usually records that the pry-
taneis of such a tribe and the aisitos, honoring themselves, inscribed the stele: The
date is usually given simply according to the archon, but often the month, the prytany
date and/or the secretary’s name are included ; and many lists are dated also by refer-
ence to an event involving this or that Roman emperor. Certain civic magistrates
and officials occasionally appear in the heading with their name and office given as a
genitive absolute; this does not seem to be for the sake of eponymity, but rather should
be taken as an indication of a connection between the functions of the magistrates so
named with those of the prytaneis (see above, pp. 24-25). The most common magis-
trate to be cited in this manner was the hoplite general, whose appearance became
customary, although not necessarily constant, from around A.p. 167/8.** The evidence
for the relationship between the hoplite general and the boule has been summarized
above (pp. 27-29). This sudden appearance of his name may well be viewed as signifi-
cant in the light of other indications of change at Athens within a few years before
or after this, such as the substitution of the word dogma for hypomnematismos as a
name for a decree of the Areopagus and the appearance of other new formulae in
dedications (see above, pp. 44-45). On two occasions the name of the herald of the
boule and demos is cited in a heading,” and on another occasion the herald of the
Areopagus.” Liturgists also were apt to appear, as the gymnasiarch,” the pane-
gyriarch,” and an agonothete.” Finally there were officials of the phyle and the priest
of the eponymous hero.”® Although it was usual for the prytaneis and aisitor to honor
and inscribe themselves, sometimes they were (honored and) inscribed by the secre-

20 Ibid., no. 108, p. 176 (if this is really such a citation, see note 86, p. 15), late 40’s-early
30’s B.c., about which Dow notes that the citation for the litourgos, who was a foreigner, came at the
very end of the series and that it did not have ‘‘ the prytaneis ” superscribed.

21 See Accame, Il dominio romano, p. 173 and Dow, Prytaneis, pp. 6, 26.

22 Only one example of such a citation is preserved from before this date, Hesperia, XXVI,
1957, no. 97, pp. 246-260, of 21/0 B.c., a restoration by Stamires which has been challenged above,
p- 27, note 66. In the following documents dated after 167/8 his name is certainly lacking: I.G.,
112, 1776 ; Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 21, p. 55; I.G., 112, 1795, 1794; S.E.G., X1V, 92; I.G., 1I?, 1805;
Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 30, p. 65 and in several others it is probably lacking.

28 I.G., 112, 1773a, after the middle of the second century after Christ, and in an early prytany
list, Dow, Prytaneis, no. 106, pp. 174-175, ca. 40-30 B.C.

24 Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 7, p. 37, mid-first century B.c.

25 Ibid.

% ].G., 112, 1792 = A.J.P., LXXI, 1950, no. 2, p. 174 of a.p. 192; Hesperia, XXIX, 1960,
no. 59, p. 49 (restored), of the early third century.

27 [.G., 112, 1759, of the late first century after Christ.

28 Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 7, p. 37, mid-first century after Christ.
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tary of the bouletas of their tribe.” Several of these prytany lists were inscribed on
statue bases or herms, the dedications for which were prefixed to the prytany list.
The dedicators were either the boule or the prytaneis according to a decree of the
boule (see above, pp. 71-72). Dedicatees included the herald (of the boule and
demos),™ the archon,” the epistates of the prytaneis,’ the priest of Artemis Kalliste,*
a sitones,™ and a man whose function is not specified.*

The evidence would seem to indicate very little change in the structure of the
prytanies at the time of the reforms of Sulla. The boule continued to have six hundred
members divided into prytanies of fifty members each.”® Hadrian’s new constitution
had a very evident effect on the prytaneis, since from the time of the change there
were only five hundred members of the boule distributed among thirteen prytanies.
Various views have been advanced concerning the size of each prytany. Those who
contemplate an even 500 members of the boule * are forced to assume that the
prytaneis from some tribes numbered 38, while those from others numbered 39.
Graindor ** saw that the number of names listed in the complete prytany lists ranged
from 40 to 42, and he estimated that the post-Hadrianic boule must have contained
at least 540 members. This surplus of 40 or more was then taken as evidence that
the tribe Hadrianis was created after the reduction of the boule to 500, and that the
creation of Hadrianis had caused the surplus. It now seems likely that the reduction
of the boule from six hundred to five hundred and the creation of Hadrianis occurred
simultaneously in the light of the solution offered by Raubitschek,* when he formu-
lated the rule of thumb that the eponymos of a tribe should not be counted among the

2 1.G., 112, 1764A, of ap. 138/9; 1775, of a.p. 168/9; 1777, of A.p. 168/9; Hesperia, XXVI,
1957, no. 97B, pp. 247-248, late second century; XXXIII, 1964, no. 68, p. 223 of the end of the
second century. Kirchner, following Dittenberger, restored the name of the epistates of the pry-
taneis in this function in I.G., 112, 1821 (early third century), but he might just as well have
restored the name of the secretary.

8 I.G., I1%, 1763, ca. A.p. 132/3.

31 1.G., 112, 1791, ca. A.p. 180/1-181/2; 1804 of the end of the second century after Christ.

82 [.G., I12, 1817 of the third century; 4014 of unspecified date; S.E.G., XVIII, 81 of the second
century after Christ.

8 Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 42, p. 242, probably of the third century ; for the date see above, p. 72,
where it is shown that the eperotema probably did not appear before the middle of the second
century after Christ. Oliver notices in his publication that all other references in inscriptions to
Artemis Kalliste are from the third century.

3 I.G., IT%, 3680 of the early third century.

38 Hesperia, XXXIII, 1964, no. 64, p. 219, sometime after the Hadrianic reforms.

36 The full complement of 50 prytaneis is preserved in Dow, Prytaneis, no. 106, pp. 174-175;
no. 116, pp. 186-191; and no. 121, pp. 193-197 (as restored).

87 Ibid., p. 196.

38 Hadrien, pp. 83-85.

3 “ Note on the post-Hadrianic Boule,” Tépas *Avroviov Kepapomoiddov (= ‘Etaipela Makedovikdy
Srovddv, Emarypoval HMpaypareiar, Sepd Phodoywy kal @eodoyud, IX, 1953), pp. 242-255. Note
that I.G., 112, 1077 is a catalogue of Pandionis, not Hippothontis, p. 252.
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number of prytaneis if his name occurs at the end of the list or above the list of the
first deme; but if it appears within the list, then it ought to be counted. The secretary
of the bouleutas should be included in the count whether his name appears at the end
or among the prytaneis.*®* Thus when the names of the secretary and the eponymos
appear together at the foot of a prytany list, the former is to be included in the count,
but the latter not. If these rules are observed in counting the prytaneis the result will
be that in each preserved complete list the total number will equal 40. The advantage
of such a system is the use of a round number (recalling that the Attic system of
numbering was decimal) and an equal number for each tribe. The disadvantage would
be the total of 520 members of the boule, but this objection appears inconsequential
in the light of the regularity of the appearance of the same number of prytaneis. The
date of this reform has been treated above (see p. 74).

The order in which the various tribes served as prytanizing tribe must still have
been determined by lot; at any rate the various tribes appear in many varied positions
in the order of prytanies.** In the ordinary Attic year of 354 (355) days ** each pry-
tanizing tribe would be in office for 27 or 28 days (29 or 30 in intercalary years). S.
Dow ** found that among the prytany documents available to him there was no example
of more than two tribes receiving honors in a given year. From the beginning of
Roman times through the Hadrianic period the evidence is too scanty to permit a
conclusion; but through the remaining years of the second century, where many
decrees may be accurately dated, there seemed until recently to be no evidence of more
than two awards in a single year, although the appearance of two awards is not
infrequent in a given year.** For the archonship Tineius Ponticus, A.p. 168/9, a third

40 Although in I.G., II%, 1775 this secretary is named in the heading as the publishing magistrate,
his name is not included in the list of prytaneis, and, if it were included, it would mean that there
was an extra prytanis. The explanation probably is due to the secretary’s having already served
twice as prytanis, the maximum number of times according to a standing rule (see below for more
details), and therefore, although he is secretary, he cannot be a member of the board.

1 For example Antiochis appeared in the sixth prytany in 138/9 (I.G., II%, 1764A), twelfth in
the last decade of the second century (1805), and eleventh and fifth in the early third century (1818
and 1831) ; while Akamantis was second in 167/8 (I.G., 112, 1774), eighth in 168/9 (1775), first in
169/70 (1778), and seventh in the early third century (1821).

42 Gee B. D. Meritt, The Athenian Year, Berkeley, 1961, pp. 3-15 for the length and divisions
of the year.

4 Prytanets, p. 7.

44 In those marked with an asterisk the names of two separate tribes are preserved. In the
others the names of one or both are lost, although two separate decrees are preserved: in the
archonships of *Praxagoras (I.G., II%, 1764A, 1765), of *Tiberius Claudius Demostratos (H esperia,
X1, 1942, no. 12, p. 43; XVI, 1947, no. 77, p. 175), in the *anarchy after Tineius Ponticus (I.G.,
112, 1778 and 1776), in the archonship of Flavius Harpalianus (Hesperia, XVI, 1947, no. 81, p. 179;
I.G., 112, 1786), in the hoplite generalship of Munatius Vopiscus (I.G., II?, 1801; Hesperia, XI,
1942, no. 26, p. 62), in the archonship of *Demostratos (Hesperia, XXVI, 1957, no. 60, p. 213;
1.G., II%, 1795), and in the hoplite generalship of Flavius Philostratos (Hesperia, IV, 1935, no. 13,
p. 51; I.G., 112, 1803), in the third century in the hoplite generalship of Pomp. Hegias (I.G., 1I7,
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document has now been found and is published here in Appendix V.* In the third
century multiple decrees for a single year are more frequent. From the year of the
archon Gaius Quintus Kleon we possess four prytany lists, among which the names of
three tribes are preserved;* and from the year of Domitius Arabianus, three lists
preserving two tribal names.*” Around the end of the first quarter of the third
century prytany documents dwindle and disappear.*

Although there is no evidence to prove or disprove the point, it may be assumed
that the prytaneis continued to act as the executive council for Athens while the boule
was not in session and to prepare matter for presentation to the boule. There is evi-
dence for certain specific functions of the prytaneis. In addition to the usual round
of state sacrifices there is evidence of participation in some of the religious festivals
of the city. There is little doubt that a record of a delegation of 24 prytaneis visiting
Salamis between 90 and 100 was to indicate their participation in a festival.* The
presence of the name of the agonothete in the heading and the notation that Antigonos
the younger was victorious in the epos leave little doubt that the inscription concerned
games. Graindor suggested that these were the Aianteia to celebrate the heroes of
Salamis, in which the ephebes participated in a nawmachia. Another list, whose
provenience is unknown,” may also represent such an embassy. In the first place
there is a similarity of personnel (see note 50 for a list) with some exceptions. In
the second place in neither document is there any sign of a division between the
names of the prytaneis and those of the other officials. An ordinary prytany decree
separates these officials from the grouped prytaneis, but in these documents all belong
to the same group. Another document from Salamis records a visit by a small delega-
tion of six prytaneis of Hippothontis. It was cut into the living rock sometime in the

1831; Hesperia, 111, 1934, no. 44, p. 57) and in the archonship of *Aur. Dionysios (I.G., II?,
1816, 1817).

* The others are 1.G., 112, 1775 and Hesperia, XV1, 1947, no. 80, p. 178.

40 I.G., IT?, 1826, Pandionis; 1825, Attalis; 1823, Akamantis; Hesperia, XV, 1946, no. 73, p.
240, the tribe is lost.

47 Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 32, p. 67, Ptolemais; I.G., 112, 1824, Attalis; 1830, the tribe is lost.

48 See note 1.

# J.G., 112, 1759. See Graindor, Tibére & Trajon, pp. 68-69; Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII,
1949, p. 12 would date this document to A.p. 96/7.

% Dow, Prytaneis, no. 105, pp. 173-174 = I.G., 11%, 1059 = I.G., 112, 1758 of 40-30 B.c. The
magistrates listed may be compared with those of 7.G., I1%, 1759 (second column) :

hoplite general

flute player flute player

secretary for the prytaneis = wept 16 Bijpa

checking clerk general

subsecretary

litourgos = litourgos for the Skias

The hoplite general of 1759 appears in a citation in Prytaneis, no. 105. The checking clerk and
subsecretary do not appear in 1759 and the second general is missing in Prytaneis, no. 105.
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third century as a dedication to “ the god.” * Obviously this is not a delegation of
the same sort as the others, and for that matter may have been merely a personal visit.
An ordinary prytany list of the Roman period was found at Eleusis.” The unusual
provenience coupled with the appearance of the name of the emperor as panegyriarch
has led Oliver to the following points in explanation: “ 1) because of the services
performed by the prytaneis for the penteteric festal assembly at Eleusis, 2) because
in the year of the festal assembly the Council was accustomed to hold its last meeting
of the first prytany . . . at Eleusis.” The panegyriarch appears in the heading of one
other prytany list.** Within the city of Athens the decrees for Ulpius Eubiotos **
record as an extraordinary honor accorded him invitation to the theater by the pry-
taneis ‘“[at all the religious processions] and at the popular assemblies.” ** The earlier
precedented honors included eiskalesis to the Dionysiac games, again probably by the
prytaneis.”® The evidence for the relationship between the prytaneis and the gym-
nasiarchy has been summarized by J. H. Oliver.” The role of the prytaneis in the
management of these festivals is not as yet clearly defined, but it would seem that it
must have been substantial and that it may have involved considerable expense.

The prytaneis also had a series of annual state sacrifices for which they were
responsible.”® The cults for which there is evidence ® include Artemis Boulaia/
Phosphoros and the phosphoroi, Apollo Patroos/Prostaterios, Athena [Archegetis],
and some traditional gods whose names are not specified. Two dedications by the
treasurers of the prytaneis for the benefit of the phyle have as dedicatees Zeus Boulaios
and Hestia Boulaia.*® It would seem that the prytaneis probably had charge of the
continuing round of rites of the state cult insofar as the cults of the civic govern-
ment ** were involved. These sacrifices must have involved considerable expense,
for which the prytaneis or their tribe was responsible. At various periods various
devices were hit upon to cover the costs.

It is clear that the prytany decrees honoring the tamias represent the gratitude

51 1.G., 112, 1811 ; Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, p. 43, would date this after a.p. 217.

21.G., 1T, 1792 but see the text and comments of Ollver, “ Attic Inscriptions concermng
Commodus, A.J.P., LXXI, 1950, no. II, pp. 174-177.

8 Hesperia, XXIX 1960 no. 59, p. 49 (restored).

54 Oliver, Gerusia, nos. 31, 32, pp. 125-142; Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 350-354; B. D. Meritt,
Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30.

% Translation by Oliver. Restoration confirmed from line 46 and from Meritt, Hesperia,
XXXII, 1963, no. 27, p. 26, line 13.

56 As Oliver, Hesperia, XX, 1951, p. 353.

57 “ Financial Aid to the Tribes of Roman Athens,” A4.J.P., LXX, 1949, p. 301.

8 Dow, Prytaneis, pp. 14-15; Oliver, A.J.P., LXX, 1949, pp. 302-303.

% Dow, Prytaneis, pp. 8-9; H Thompson, The Tholos of Athens and its Predecessors, Hesperia,
Suppl. 1V, 1940, pp. 137-141; Wycherley, Testimonia, p. 256, s.v., Prytaneis.

80 Hesperia, XII, 1943, no. 17, p. 65 of 53/2 B.c. and no. 16, p. 63 of the first century s.c.

1 According to the distinction drawn by Oliver, Demokratia, the Gods and the Free World,
Baltimore, 1960, see p. 172.
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of the prytaneis for his having underwritten these expenses.”” No matter in which
of many ways his title is expressed,®® he is honored for having performed all of the
sacrifices falling to the prytaneis with regard to the boule and the demos from his own
funds and for having taken care of all the other matters suitable to the prytaneis well
and generously. In the reign of Augustus the list of the treasurer’s benefactions was
apt to be more profusely stated, but the items do not seem to be very different.®* The
treasurer of the phyle appears twice in later documents, in A.n. 90-100, in the record
of the delegation to Salamis (/.G., I1%, 1759) and once in the third century (/.G., IT%
1827). The embassy to Salamis is probably the last appearance of the treasurer in the
function which is being surveyed here, for shortly afterwards a new system for paying
the expenses of the sacrifices was inaugurated.

In the reign of Hadrian an endowment was set up by Claudius Atticus and
Vibullia Alcia to cover the expenses for the tribe to which their families belonged,®
and later Claudius Atticus did the same for the other tribes,” if Oliver’s interpretation
of a series of six statue bases is correct. When Atticus died between 134 and 138
this endowment probably was among the funds recovered by his son Herodes at the
expense of the Athenians (Philostratos, Vit. Soph., 11, 1, p. 58, Kayser), and the
prytaneis would have been in dire straits until a new system could be worked out. Anna
Benjamin * suggests with great plausibility that a pair of dedications on either side
of an opisthographic stele, probably belonging to a complete series, which indicate

%2 Dow, Prytaneis, pp. 13-15.

s In the inscriptions several titles are applied to this treasurer: the tamias of the prytaneis
(Hesperta, XXXIII, 1964, no. 47, p. 196 [restored] ; XII, 1943, no. 14, pp. 56-60; Dow, Prytaneis,
no. 111, p. 181; no. 116, pp. 186-191; Hesperia, XXXIII, 1964, no. 63, p. 218), or their tamias
(Hesperia, XVII, 1948, no. 13, p. 29; Prytaneis, no. 116, pp. 186-191), or the tamias whom they
selected from among themselves (Hesperia, XVII, 1948, no. 14, p. 30; Prytaneis, no. 101, pp. 170-
171; Hesperia, XII, 1943, no. 14, p. 56; Prytaneis, no. 114, pp. 183-185; Hesperia, XX VI, 1957,
no. 97A, p. 246 ; Prytaneis, no. 116, pp. 186-191 ; Hesperia, XXXIII, 1964, no. 49, p. 197 ; Prytaneis,
no. 119, p. 193 [in this last the expression “ from among themselves ” is missing]), or the tamias
from among themselves (Prytaneis, no. 98, pp. 166-169; no. 112, p. 182), but sometimes he is called
simply the tamias (Hesperia, XXIX, 1960, no. 28, p. 21 [restored]; Prytaneis, no. 104, p. 173;
Hesperia, XXXIII, 1964, no. 50, p. 198), the tamias of the phyle (Hesperia, XII, 1943, no. 14,
p. 56; Prytaneis, no. 107, pp. 175-176; Hesperia, XXXIV, 1965, no. 6, p. 96), the tamias of the
members of the phyle (Hesperia, XVII, 1948, no. 13, p. 29 [restored]), and once only the treasurer
of their term (é¢’ éavrév; Hesperia, XX VI, 1957, no. 97a, p. 246). That these all are applied to
the same officer is guaranteed by decrees which use two or three different titles.

8¢ For examples see Dow, Prytaneis, no. 116, pp. 186-191 of ca. 20 B.c. and Hesperia, XXXIII,
1964, no. 50, p. 198 of the end of the first century B.c.

%5 Oliver, “ Patrons Providing Financial Aid to the Tribes of Roman Athens,” A4.J.P., LXX,
1949, pp. 299-308, 403.

8 1.G., 112, 3597, a-e; D. Hereward, IMoAéuwr, A, 1949-51, Si¥ppexra A'. On these bases see
Graindor, Hérode Atticus, p. 20, note 1, p. 28, note 1, and especially pp. 30-31, who recognized
the relationship between the bases and the honorary inscription, but did not have the proper
interpretation.

67 “ The Altars of Hadrian in Athens,” Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 1, pp. 73-74.
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honorary citations for Hadrian by the tribes Hippothontis and Aiantis, may have
been dedicated as a result of an imperial donation to defray the prytany costs until
a new system might be worked out. It is also a possibility that dedications prefixed
to prytany decrees (see above, p. 95) represented gratitude on the part of the
prytaneis for donations beyond the funds otherwise available.

The method which was hit upon after the death of Atticus and the loss of the
endowment was the selection of a wealthy member of the tribe, who was called the
eponymos and who might or might not be a member of the prytany.*® The eponymos
appeared not only in the prytany lists, but in certain other documents. In the Agora
was found an almost perfectly preserved herm, bearing the name of Moiragenes, son
of Dromokles, from Koile, eponymos of the tribe Hippothontis; *® in two instances
this function appears in cursus honorum.” At the time of the Severi the eponymity
of the prytaneis began to be shared with Athena Polias, in what Oliver cites as the
fourth stage of the development of the prytany system under Roman rule.”

A problem arises with a pair of prytany decrees which make reference not only
to a tamias, but also to an eponymos.” One is the usual decree of honors for the
tamias, but the eponymos is cited with a crown. Doubt has been cast upon the restora-
tion of the name of the hoplite general in the heading (see above, p. 27, note 66),
but the rest of the text appears correct. The second of these decrees is not without
difficulties. Both officials are named in citations. That for the tamias reads ra[ui]|av
An|wirpiov|dvhijs N|wkdorpa|ros. Even if we accept an interlocking word order of
the name and titles, that an individual is indicated as awarding the crown is peculiar.
Further the eponymos is a foreigner, an Alexandrian. The awarding of crowns is char-
acteristic of the earlier decrees, and this fact indicates that the eponymos cannot be
the same as that in the post-Hadrianic lists. Stamires had suggested that the eponymos
of the former decree was the priest of the eponymous hero, but the presence of a
foreigner in this office in the new decree would rule this out. Therefore the honorific
title of eponymos must have been in existence for some time as a reward for bene-
factors, but became regular only when it was applied to the donator of funds for the
year’s prytany sacrifices.

8 Oliver, “ Patrons Providing Financial Aid to the Tribes of Roman Athens,” A.J.P., LXX,
1949, pp. 299-308, 403 ; Raubitschek, “ Note on the post-Hadrianic Boule,” T'épas ’Avrwviov Kepa-
pomoiAdov, pp. 242-255, both of whom give lists of the eponymoi, Oliver chronologically and Raubit-
schek by tribe. To their lists the following recently published documents might be added: Hesperia,
XXXIII, 1964, no. 66, p. 221, second century after Christ, of Ptolemais, eponymos [- - — -~ — JAos
"Agpodiai[ov], listed above the panel; no. 68, p. 223, end of the second century after Christ, of
Pandionis, eponymos Fl. Alkibiades, listed above the panel.

¢ Hesperia, V, 1936, pp. 16-17 of the second century, cited both by Oliver and by Raubitschek.

7 J.G., 112, 3623 and 3675, both restored, both cited by Raubitschek.

n1.G., 112, 1817, 1824, 1825, 1826.

72 Stamires, Hesperia, XX VI, 1957, no. 97A, pp. 246-258; Meritt, Hesperia, XXXIV, 1965,
no. 6, p. 9.
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The other functionary who appears regularly in the prytany lists is the secretary
of the bouleutai. That he was secretary only to the bouleutai of his own phyle is
shown from his complete title.”” Further, whenever the secretary of the bouleutas is
included in a prytany list, he is the fortieth member of the prytany.” In the lists his
name is not given among his fellow demesmen, but as the last of the prytaneis, just
above the aisitor, although on occasion his name is included in the list of his deme.™
In some lists he appears as the inscriber, and in this case his name is given in the
heading ; but when this is the case his name should appear again among the prytaneis.”
The heading of one list records a secretary inscriber who is not one of the prytaneis,”
since his name does not appear in the fully preserved register of forty prytaneis, but
a glance through the other prytany lists shows that he had already served twice as
prytanis.™ Thus it appears that the prytaneis wished him to serve as secretary, either -
because it involved a certain amount of honor, or much more likely, expense, but the
limitation to two terms as bouleutes was too firmly set to permit him to serve again.
Therefore the solution, until now unprecedented in our sources, of having him serve -
as a secretary of the bouleutar, but not as a bouleutes, was used. Such a necessity may
be a sign of the shrinking numbers of the curial class who were willing to undertake -
extra burdens. The secretary of the bouleutai does not appear at all in the prytany -
decrees of the era antedating the introduction of the simple lists. Indeed the function
of publishing which he occasionally undertook was previously cared for by the secre-
tary kara wpvraveiav. This change reflects a deeper change in the nature of the prytany
document, for the prytany decrees recorded an honor paid by the city as a whole to -
certain outstanding boards of prytaneis.” The post-Sullan decrees were proposed by
the prytaneis to honor their treasurer, but the decision still lay with the boule, and
apparently the treasurers of only two tribes were honored each year. The mere lists of
prytaneis no longer indicate the gratitude of the city for distinguished service, for the
prytaneis now honor themselves and the publication seems to be their own responsi-

73 “ The secretary of the bouleutai of the tribe Akamantis,” I.G., 112, 1775; see also Hesperia, .
XXVI, 1957, no. 97B, pp. 247-248, where it is restored.

"I1.G., 112, 1773, 1774, 1776, 1782, 1794 ; Hesperia, IV, 1935, no. 11, p. 48; I.G., 113, 1783,
1824, 1077.

™ Hesperia, XX VI, 1957, no. 62, pp. 214-215.

"¢ As in I.G., I1% 1777. In several other lists where he appears as inscriber the list of names
of the prytaneis is not sufficiently well preserved to show the second appearance of his name;
Hesperia, XX VI, 1957, no. 97B, pp. 247-248; XXXIII, 1964, no. 68, p. 223. The inscriber of
1.G., 112, 1764A is identified only as secretary for the second time. It would appear likely that he
was secretary of the bouleutai, since it would hardly be expected that an annual official would
inscribe the monthly register of prytaneis. Here again the second appearance of his name in the list
is lost.

" I.G., 112, 1775, Philoumenos son of Eros of Kephale,

" Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 12, pp. 43-44, line 21 of a.p. 146-165; 1.G., 113, 1774, lines 52, of
AD. 167/8.

™ Dow, Prytaneis, pp. 26-27.


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

102 THE ATHENIAN CONSTITUTION AFTER SULLA

bility. The final and logical development along these lines was the setting up of more
than two prytany documents each year, the first preserved example being in 168/9,
while in the third century the custom was more frequent (see above, pp. 96-97).

Among the lists of prytaneis the names of Roman emperors, either living or dead,
also appear, carefully placed at the very top of the list. The tribe Hadrianis and its
deme Besa were proud of their imperial members and on at least three occasions
mentioned their names.** In connection with this the controversy concerning the
appearance of “ Aurelioi ” in a pair of prytany documents ought to be noted.”” Noto-
poulos—and, for a while, Oliver half agreed with him—presumed that the Aurelioi
were Roman emperors named on prytany lists, but it is clear now that the Aurelioi
were the listed prytaneis who had become Roman citizens according to the Constitutio
Antominiana.

Besides the aisitoi, to be treated below, other officers of administration or priests
are mentioned in the prytany documents. Frequently the priest of the eponymous hero
appears among the prytanets,” who, as Oliver has shown,” is not to be confused with
the eponymos. His title is listed after his name as a courtesy if he happens to be a
member of the prytany. Another such courtesy was extended to the exegete if he
happened to be a prytanis.** The earliest example of such a notice is around 180 and
the latest in the early third century.

The lists frequently also designate the epistates of the prytaneis,” but his name
appears in its ordinary position in the list. In only one preserved document is his
name set apart (1.G., IT?, 1801). The heading of one list has been so restored that he
appears as publisher, but a more likely restoration would be grammateus of the pry-
taneis.*® He also has appeared as the dedicatee of herms on which the prytany lists
were inscribed.*” In the two of these sufficiently well preserved to permit a complete
reading of his titles, he also is recorded as holding an additional religious office.

80 J.G., 112, 1764B of either 141/2 or 142/3 listing the deified Hadrian; 1795 of the late second
century listing Commodus and the deified Hadrian; 1832, of the reign of Severus Alexander (see
Oliver, Hesperia, XX, 1951, p. 347, note 1) listing the emperors Marcus Aurelius Severus, the
deified Hadrian, and the deified Commodus.

81 1.G., 112, 1824 and 1825; see Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, p. 38; Oliver, 4.J.P.,
LXX, 1949, p. 305, note 15; Notopoulos, Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 65-66; Oliver, Hesperia, XX,
1951, pp. 346-349; M. N. Tod, Journal of Egyptian Archaeology, XXXVII, 1951, p. 95; E. Schon-
bauer, Journal of Juristic Papyrology, VII/VIII, 1953/4, pp. 117-120; Raubitschek, Tépas *Avroviov
KepagomodAdov, p. 245, note 1; J. and L. Robert, Bull. Epigr., 1953, no. 61, pp. 134-135.

82 esperia, X1, 1942, no. 21, p. 55; XVI, 1947, no. 82, p. 179; .G, 1%, 1794, 1801, 1806.

88 Hesperia, X1, 1942, p. 30 and 4.J.P., LXX, 1949, p. 305.

847 G., 112, 1794, 1791, 1818 (where the pythochrestos exegetes was eponymos). These
documents are all cited by Oliver, Expounders, as 1 40, I 41, T 46.

5 1.G., 112, 1801, 1813, 1814, 1820, 1833, 1825, 1828 ; Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 34, p. 69.

86 [ G., 112, 1821 ; the epistates is nowhere else recorded as the publisher of a prytany list. The
secretary of the bouleutai did so commonly, and there are indications elsewhere that he sometimes

was called the secretary of the prytaneis (see above, p. 101).
87 [.G., 112, 1817 = Oliver, Gerusia, no. 29, p. 125; S.E.G., XVIII, 81; I.G., II?, 4014.
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Aristotle (Ath. Pol., 44) describes the functions of the epistates. He was chosen by
lot to serve for a night and a day, nor could he serve longer nor a second time. In
his possession were the keys to the sanctuaries containing the public moneys, the
public records, and the public seal. He had the responsibility for alloting the nine
prohedroi and their epistates for meetings of the boule or the demos. Since only one
epistates is included in each prytany list, and since it is considered worthwhile to
mention his name, it seems that during the Roman period the epistates served for the
whole term of the prytany.* Nothing of his functions at this period is known, except
that he probably no longer had exclusive access to the public seal, since in one decree
the duty of sealing a diplomatic communication fell to the herald of the Areopagus
(1.G.,1V* 1,83 =S.1.G.* 796B, 1I).

One as yet unexplained reference to the prytaneis found in Lucian * indicates
that a malefactor was to be taken and handed over to the prytaneis. Delz suggests
either that this might have been a new competence falling to the prytanets, or that this
passage was modeled on the example of Aristophanes, Thesmophoriazusai, 923. 1f it
is recalled that the prytaneis were a standing committee to manage affairs between
sessions of the boule, then it is possible that they possessed some share of judicial
competence. One other reference in a decree of honors for Hadrian to 7ov mpdravw
nuav is referred by Graindor to a cult of Zeus Prytanis, but the reference is not clear.®

9

B. THE Aisitol

The prytany lists of the Roman period usually contain a section composed of
Eleusinian priests and various magistrates entitled the aisitoi. These represent a
group of officials and priests privileged to partake of meals and lodgings at state
expense in the Tholos along with the prytaneis.”” From the third century B.c. as a
group they shared with the prytaneis the task of proposing the treasurer of the pry-
tanets to the boule for honors, and this function continued through the life-span of
the post-Sullan prytany decree. In the prytany lists of the Roman period the aisito
joined with the prytaneis in honoring themselves and inscribing the stele, or in being
honored and inscribed if some other official undertook to set up the stele. From the
very beginning of the prytany lists of the Roman period catalogues of their names are
included, although some lists did appear without them.*”® The usual list includes three
or four of the Eleusinian priests: the hierophantes, the hierokeryx, the dadouchos, and
the altar priest, followed by the herald and secretary of the boule and demos, then the
man about the rostrum, the checking clerk, the flutist, the Skias guardian, and the

88 As observed by Graindor, Tibére & Trajan, p. 68, note 2.

89 D). Meretr., 15, 2; see Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, p. 150.

% Graindor, Rev. Et. Gr., XXXI, 1918, pp. 227-237.

1 Dow, Prytaneis, pp. 22-23.

92 As for example I.G., 112, 1817, where the lower part of the second column, normally occupied
by the aisitos, was left blank.
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subsecretary. A number of other officials appear on occasion—the priest of the
Phosphoroi, the fire-bearer, a treasurer, and the oiketai. Each aisitos, with the excep-
tion of the Eleusinian priests, will be treated in turn.

The herald of the boule and demos held a very low position among the officials
honored in the pre-Sullan prytany decrees. Dow °® describes his position succinctly:
“In the end, the degradation of the treasurer of the boule saved the herald from
remaining next to last.” A rising prominence is reflected in three documents involving
the herald Kallikratides in the period after 40 B.c.”* and in three other citations from
the late first century B.c.*” Dow notes that this rising prominence accompanies the
ascent of the herald of the Areopagus to his leadership. His prominence is so great by
the final third of the second century that in his first appearance among the aisitoi,
not only does the herald of the boule and demos come before the other civic officials,
but even the Eleusinian priests.”® His regular position by 166/7 becomes that of first
place among the civic officials, just after the Eleusinian priests,” and this position is
maintained without change into the third century, to the end of the prytany lists.
In certain years it would seem that there may not have been a herald of the

boule and demos, since he is omitted in some prytany lists.”
The herald of the boule and demos is a frequent dedicatee of herms and statues—
dedicated by his fellow officials,” by the boule,'™ by the polis (restored),' and by his

* Dow, Prytaneis, p. 17.

™ ].G., I1%, 1757 = Dow, Prytaneis, no. 106, pp. 174-175 (see also Graindor, Auguste, p. 121),
where his name in the genitive case supplies the whole preserved heading; I.G., I1%, 3502, 3503 =
Dow, Prytaneis, no. 107, pp. 175-176 and no. 108, p. 176, where his citation appears in a position of
greatly increased prominence.

9 I.G., 11?2, 2467 = Prytaneis, no. 110, pp. 178-181, of the beginning of the rule of Augustus,
where his citation appears in the first row between those of the treasurer of the prytaneis and the
hoplite general ; Prytaneis, no. 116, pp. 186-191 of ca. 20 B.c., where his citation (title restored in part)
comes second after that of the hoplite general; Hesperia, XXX, 1961, no. 72, p. 261, where only
his citation is preserved. In all of these the title is shortened to “ the herald of the boule,” which is
actually the same office, according to Busolt-Swoboda, p. 995; Dow, Prytaneis, p. 191.

% [.G., 112, 1796 = Hesperia, Suppl. VIII, 1949, pp. 279-280, dated by Notopoulos, Hesperia,
XVIII, 1949, pp. 41-42 to before a.p. 165; and Hesperia, XXXIII, 1964, no. 65, p. 220 of about
the same date. The phenomenon is repeated in I.G., II2, 1790 = Oliver, A4.J.A4., XLV, 1941, p. 539,
dated to 179/80 by Notopoulos, tab. 1, but by Oliver to ca. 197, “ On the Order of the Athenian
Catalogues of Aiseitoi,” Harv. Th. Rev., XLIII, 1950, pp. 233-235. This last document seems
strangely out of place, for by the period to which either scholar dates it, the Eleusinian priests always
were the first aisitos listed.

o 1.G., 112, 1773, 1774; Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 18, p. 50; I.G., 112, 1775, 1776, 1781, 1794,
1795 ; Hesperia, IV, 1935, no. 11, p. 48; XI, 1942, no. 6, p. 36; no. 4, p. 33; I.G., 11, 1798, 1806,
1806a, 1799, 1815, 1077.

o Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 13, p. 45; 1.G., 112, 1808, 1797 ; in Hesperia, XI, 1942, no. 21, p. 55
only the Eleusinian priests are recorded among the aisitor.

° Hesperia, XX XIII, 1964, no. 61, p. 217, part of a dedicatory monument containing a recessed

relief the nature of which is no longer evident. - -
w0 7 . II%, 1763, a herm containing the list of prytaneis. The dedication does not specify
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anttkeryx.’” The augmented prestige of the herald of the boule and demos is also
reflected in cursus honorum. A statue base from the end of the first century after
Christ (1.G., IT?, 3546) lists this office third after those of eponymous archon and
herald of the Areopagus, while an ephebic list from the third century indicates that
the cosmete had also served as agoranomos and herald of the boule and demos (I1.G.,
IT?, 2223, although this is hardly an impressive cursus). Certain other cursus honorum
list only the name and title of a herald, although they probably refer to the herald
of the Areopagus.’”® His name also appears in the genitive case in the headings of
documents, in a prytany list of the latter half of the second century after Christ (I.G.,
1I°, 1773 a), on a marble urn dedicated in the early third century (I.G., IT%, 4949),
and possibly in an ephebic decree.’™ Finally the name of a herald, but not specifically
of any council, appears in the nominative case in a prytany decree, but in an unknown
context (1.G., IT?, 1779). Because this is a prytany decree, he may well be the herald
of the boule and demos.

It would appear that the office of herald of the boule and demos had gained in
prestige in the Roman period. Dow has shown that in pre-Roman times the herald
was a skilled professional who was likely to hold office for an extended period of time.***
A comparison of names of the heralds of the Roman period shows no patterns of long
term or repeated service. It would appear that the office had become an annual one,
held by the members of the leading families of the city. One inscription even
includes a summa honoraria of two denarii paid by Tiberius Claudius (Oinophilos)
the hierophant.’®

The evidence for the functions of the herald is not extensive. The clearest is to be
found in Hadrian’s oil law " which indicates that the producers of oil should “ file
with [the elaionas and] the herald (of the Council and Demos) [a declaration as to
the amount and character] of the harvest and hand over two [copies] and get [one
copy back] with an endorsement ” (trans. Oliver). If it is recalled that the boule

which herald is the dedicatee, but the herald of the boule and demos is the one most likely, because
of his close connection with the prytaneis.

11 [.G., IT?%, 3618, metrical. The subject of the dedication had already served as hoplite general
and archon.

0z Meritt, Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 71, p. 48; A. N. Oikonomides, Ta& *Abypvaixd, XIV, 1959,
no. 23, pp. 7-10, republished by Meritt, loc. cit.

108 Hesperia, X1I, 1943, no. 18, p. 67; I.G., 112, 3531, 3687 (twice). In the last of these it
appears to have been the herald of the Areopagus (Graindor, Auguste, p. 115) and this is probably
true for all.

104 [.G., II%, 1990 of A.p. 61/2. Again this may just as well be the herald of the Areopagus.

195 Dow, Prytaneis, p. 17.

108 I.G., 11, 3546; Graindor, Tibére ¢ Trajan, pp. 67, 145. For the man’s cognomen see A.
Wilhelm, Anzeiger Akad. Wiss. Wien, LXXII, 1935, pp. 83-90.

17 [.G., II%, 1100; see the edition of Oliver, Ruling Power, pp. 960-963, lines 11-16; although
the full title of the herald is not given, it seems probable that it was the herald of the boule and
demos ; see Graindor, Hadrien, pp. 76, note 1 and 95, note 4; Oliver, Ruling Power, p. 962.
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or the ekklesia were the competent courts for deciding cases of violation of the oil law,
then the herald must be pictured as their executive officer, among whose duties would
be the keeping of records for use in meetings concerning this matter in much the same
way as the herald of the Areopagus probably was responsible for records of business
over which that assembly had charge or jurisdiction.” Our evidence indicates two
noticeable differences between the heraldship of the Areopagus and that of the boule
and demos. The information regarding violations of Hadrian’s decision on the sale
of fish (1.G., IT*, 1103), which were to be tried before the Areopagus, was to be given
to the herald of the Areopagus, who, it seems, called the court together and presented
the case, while violations against the oil law were reported to the hoplite general, who
had the competence to summon the courts. It seems likely that the herald of the Areo-
pagus presided over its meetings, while the indications are that the prohedror and their
epistates continued to function in the boule and ekklesia (see below, p. 113). Still
these are minor items when weighed against the vastly increased prestige, the evidence
for management of business, and the obvious parallelism in Lucian where Hermes,
the herald par excellence, summoned the Areopagus to its day of court in one instance
(Bis Acc., 4, see above, p. 53) and in another the participants in the celestial
ekklesia, and they contradict Keil’s contention *° that the hoplite general was the
opposite number in the boule and ekklesia of the herald of the Areopagus. Rather it
seems that Graindor was correct in suggesting the parallel between the herald of the
Areopagus and the herald of the boule and demos.™ Indeed a commission sent to
Lemnos to publish the decisions from Athens regarding the disputes of the Lemnian
cleruchs consisted of the hoplite general, the herald of the Areopagus, and then a
magistrate of the boule and demos, whose title might well be restored as herald to
balance the presence of the herald of the Areopagus (/.G., IT?, 1051).

This herald had an assistant, at least in the latter half of the second century
when a pair of dedications of statues of the herald were set up by his antikeryr.”*
This assistant herald appears also in a pair of prytany lists among the aisitoi.*® The
same man is named in both of these latter, probably indicating an office held over
several years.

108 See above, Chapter IV, pp. 58-60, and Keil, Beitrige, pp. 79-80, who compares him to an
English town clerk in his relation to the town council.

100 Deoy. Conc., 1; 1. Tr., 18; see Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 122-123.

1o Keil, Beitrdge, p. 54.

1t Juguste, p. 121 ; Hadrien, p. 76, note 1.

112 For both see Meritt, Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 71, p. 48. One is a republication with the
corrected restoration of antikeryx, a word unsuspected before its appearance in the new document
here published by Meritt. For former restorations see S.E.G., XVIII, 83; J. and L. Robert, Bull.
Epigr., 1961, pp. 158-159, no. 269. For the date of this document see Oliver, Hesperia, XXXII,
1963, p. 318.

"EI .G., 112, 1077 of a.p. 209/10, where his name immediately follows that of the herald; and
Hesperia, XI, 1942, no. 6, pp. 35-36, restored on analogy with I.G., II%, 1077.
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The second of the civic officials appearing in the lists of aisitor is the secretary of
the boule and demos.’** Normally he follows the herald immediately, but in the docu-
ments in which the herald precedes the Eleusinian priests, he follows the priests. On
one occasion another officer intervenes between herald and secretary, the antikeryx
(1.G., 11%, 1077). In a list of the early third century the grammateus appears in a
much lower position, with the man about the rostrum and one other official interven-
ing.**®* The name of the secretary of the boule and demos is much less likely to be
missing from a list of aisitor than that of the herald.”® This secretary had an under-
secretary, who in the lists of the Roman period usually appeared in last place (see
below, pp. 110-111). Like the herald, the secretary rose from a relatively low position
in pre-Roman times, where his place in the list of citations was above those only of
the undersecretary, the herald, and the flute player.’’” He, like the herald, in pre-Roman
times was a skilled professional subordinate who could rise to greater things eventu-
ally. On the other hand, in the prytany lists of the Roman period the office seems to
have been annual, since the only times the name is repeated are in the cases of two
documents from the same year. From the post-Sullan decrees, only two citations are
preserved, both near the bottom of the stele.”® In a record of an embassy to the
cleruchs of Lemnos sometime after 38/7, Koehler, followed by Kirchner (I.G., II?
1051), has restored the secretary of the boule and demos after the hoplite general and
the herald of the Areopagus. It would seem more likely to find the herald of the boule
and demos, an official of some prestige (see p. 104, above), rather, than the still very
lowly secretary of the boule and demos. Evidence from deposits in the Athenian
Agora associated with the Herulian destruction in the late third century after Christ
indicates that the secretary of the boule issued lead tesserae.™® Miss Crosby suggests
that they were ‘“ possibly for use by members of the boule at some festival,” or they
may have been used for one of the endowed distributions to the bouleutai (see above,
p. 81).

The next official in order in the majority of the lists of aisitos is the man about
the rostrum (mept 76 Bpa). Ferguson first recognized that he was the same officer as
the secretary for the prytanies (kara wpvraveiav).'® The usual positon for this official

114 Meritt’s restoration of the list of aisitoi, Hesperia, XV1I, 1947, no. 87B, p. 182, line 1 ought
to be changed from [ypappar]eds B[ovAevrav — — =] to [ypappar]eds B[ovAis xai Sfpov].

15 Hesperia, XI, 1942, no. 36, pp. 70-71. Oliver restores the secretary for the prytaneis, but
it will be shown below that he and the man about the rostrum are the same; for a new edition see
Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, pp. 16-17.

18 J.G., 112, 1806 is the only case where his name alone of the civic aisitor is missing. Hesperia,
X1, 1942, no. 21, p. 55 contains only the names of the Eleusinian priests.

117 Dow, Prytaneis, p. 16.

118 Jbid., no. 110, pp. 178-181, where he is next only to his subsecretary and the treasurer of the
stratiotic funds, and no. 116, pp. 186-191, where he is last.

119 M. Crosby, Agora, X, pp. 112-113.

120 . S. Ferguson, “ The Athenian Secretaries,” Cornell Studies in Classical Philology, VII,
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in the lists of the aisitoi was immediately following the secretary of the boule and
demos, or second after him with the checking clerk intervening. On only two occa-
tions when the other civic aisitor are preserved, is this official clearly lacking.** For
the modern scholar the greatest significance of this secretary is the use of his name
in establishing dates for inscriptions on the basis of Ferguson’s Law of tribal cycles.'**
Although the basic soundness of the system as worked out by Notopoulos for the
Roman period cannot be challenged, frequently the cycle is extended over long periods
of time on the basis of a single document. The frequent interruptions or changes which
occurred in Hellenistic times are not at all allowed for in the cycles of Roman times,
and such irregularities may well account for the difficulties cited by scholars.**

The most important attested function of this secretary was the publication of
decrees of varied sorts: prytany,’** ephebic,”* and of an unidentified type.** All but
one of these fall in the first half of the first century B.c., and the one exception comes
only a few years after the mid-century. On only one other occasion during the Roman
period does he appear as the publishing magistrate, in the year 120, of the decree
in honor of Claudius Atticus proposed by the prytaneis.’” He continued to be cited
in the headings of the decrees of the boule and/or of the demos as the secretary in
office when the decree was passed *** with a few exceptions: the two post-Sullan
ephebic decrees ** and a decree of honors for the hieropoioi who were sent to the
Kabeirion on Lemnos, passed in 75/4.'* The inscriber of one prytany decree is
identified only as the secretary for the second time (I.G., II?, 1764A) but it is more
likely that he is secretary of the bouleutar (see above, p. 95, note 29). The man

1898, p. 65. See also Graindor, Tibére ¢ Trajan, pp. 79-80; Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949,
. 9, 14-15.
PP 121 Hesperia, X1, 1942, p. 31, no. 2 and I.G., 112, 1799.

122 Notopoulos, “ Ferguson’s Law in Athens under the Empire,” 4.J.P., LXIV, 1943, pp. 44-45;
“ Studies in the Chronology of Athens under the Empire,” Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, pp. 1-57.

128 W, B. Dinsmoor, Hesperia, XXX, 1961, p. 190, note 30; Oliver, “ On the Order of the
Athenian Catalogues of Aiseitoi,” Harv. Th. Rev., XLIII, 1950, pp. 233-235; A.J.P., LXX, 1949,
pp. 305-307, note 15.

12¢ [ G., 112, 1050 = Dow, Prytaneis, no. 97, pp. 165-166 of the early first century B.Cc.; Hes-
peria, XVII, 1948, no. 13, p. 29, of ca. 80 B.c.; XII, 1943, no. 14, pp. 56-57 of ca. 50-40 B.C.; I.G.,
112, 1049 = Prytaneis, no. 101, pp. 170-171 of 57/6 B.c.

125 J.G., 112, 1041 (restored) of 47/6- 43/2.

128 1 G., I12, 1062 of mid-first century; 1047 of 49/8 =.c.

127 1.G., 112, 1073 + 1074 — Dow, Prytaneis, no. 121, pp. 193-197 = Oliver, 4.J.P., LXX,
1949, pp. 299-308, 403.

128 Hesperia, XVII, 1948, no. 14, p. 30; 1.G., 11%, 1046, 1047 ; Hesperia, XXXIII, 1964, no.
51, pp. 199-200; P. Roussel, Mélanges Bidez, 11, pp. 819-834 = K. Kourouniotes, *EAevowiaxd, I,
1932, pp. 223-236; Hesperia, XXVI, 1957, no. 98, pp. 260-265; I.G., IV? I, 84 =S.1.G.2, 796B,
IIT; I.G., 112, 1072; Hesperia, XXXII1, 1964, no. 52, p. 200; I.G., 112, 1077, 1078; see also Lucian,
Deor. Conc., 14.

120 [ G., I12, 1039 and 1043. The heading of the three decrees of democratic reaction are lost.

180 S Accame, Annuario, II1-V, 1941-43, no. 6, pp. 83-87.
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about the rostrum was a member of the delegation of prytaneis visiting Salamis in
A.D. 90-100 and of another such sacred delegation.’* This secretaryship was an annual
office and Notopoulos *** suggests that the office was elective, since he finds one man
serving in two separate cycles.

Alternating with the secretary for the prytaneis in third and fourth position
among the aisitoi was the checking clerk (antigrapheus). On a single occasion his
name was relegated to a place below the undersecretary, the litourgos and the secre-
tary.” For the Roman period he does not seem to be known outside the lists of
aisitoi. He does appear in one of the two prytany pilgrimage lists.*™ His office has
been known since the fourth century B.c.,”” but he seems always to have been of very
low rank. In the later Roman period he was the last of the annual officers, for in the
lists of aisitor there followed only the professionals who served from year to year.
Still the prestige of the checking clerk had once reached such a height that until about
A.D. 170 his name followed those of the herald and secretary of the boule and demos and
came before that of the man about the rostrum.

Grouped at the end of the lists of aisitor were the skilled professionals, whose
services were maintained for periods of many years. The first of these was the
hieraules or flute player. It has been shown above that this was probably the same
as the official who appeared in the archon lists, and that the archons probably shared
his services with the prytaneis and the boule and the demos (see above, pp. 14-15).
His varying fortunes in different periods have also been noted. His professional
services were retained for periods of several years, and it would seem that a change
in personnel need not have taken place coincident with the beginning of a new magis-
terial year, since in the course of 168/9 Eucharistos, who had been flute player from
some time in or before 165/6,** by the eighth prytany had given way to his successor
Epigonos, who served at least through 169/70.**" Epigonos’ successor Epaphroditos,
also called Aphrodisios, the son of Epaphroditos, served for a period of well over ten
years.'*® The auletes took part in the embassy to Salamis for the games and in the
other unidentified sacred embassy.”™ In these lists his name comes first of the partici-
pating officials, except for the hoplite general in .G, IT%, 1759.

18]G, 112, 1759, 1059 = I.G., 1I?, 1758 = Dow, Prytaneis, no. 105, pp. 173-174.

132 Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, p. 10.

133 Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 2, pp. 31-32.

13¢ Dow, Prytaneis, no. 105, pp. 173-174.

138 Ibid., p. 19; Busolt-Swoboda, p. 1043.

138 Hesperia, XI1, 1943, no. 23, p. 77 ; 1.G., 112, 1774 ; Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 18, p. 50.

»71.G., 112, 1775, 1776, 1781.

138 [esperia, 111, 1934, no. 43, p. 56 of 173/4; 1.G., I1% 1794 of ca. 180; 1795 of ca. 181;
Hesperia, IV, 1935, no. 11, p. 48 (but compare Hesperia, XXIII, 1954, p. 246) of 182/3; I.G.,
112, 1796 = Hesperia, Suppl. VIII, 1949, p. 279 of 186/7; Hesperia, XI, 1942, no. 6, p. 36 of ca.
186. Dates are given according to Oliver, Harv. Th. Rev., XLIII, 1950, p. 234.

139 .G., 112, 1759 ; Dow, Prytaneis, no. 105, pp. 173-174 == I.G., I1?, 1059 == 1.G., I1* 1758.
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The two final regular aisitor were the subsecretary and the Skias guardian, who
alternated in sixth and seventh place—the subsecretary holding seventh position from
169/70 on (1.G., IT%, 1776) and the Skias guardian holding it before that. A sketch
of the history of the development of the Skias guardian has been given above (pp.
14-15). He began as a public slave (demosios) charged with overseeing the weights
and measures preserved in the Skias or Tholos. Sometime in the latter half of the
first century B.c., before 14/13, the duty was given to a metic and his title was changed
to litourgos. By A.p. 173 /4 a citizen appeared in this office.*® At the end of the first
century after Christ the title litourgos for the Skias appeared twice (see above, p. 15
and note 86), and in the lists of aisitos he is generally called émi ™y Skudda or émi Skud-
dos. Around the end of the second century after Christ the priesthood of the Phos-
phoroi appeared either instead of or in addition to the function of Skias guardian.
The only two instances where the demotic of the Skias guardian is given are when his
office was coupled with the priesthood of the Phosphoroi (when the office was held by
Hermeias son of Hermeias of Azenia and by Aristides son of Theogenes of
Phrearrhoi). After Aristides, Protion, for whom no patronymic nor place of origin
is given, takes up the office of Skias guardian, but not that of priest of the Phosphoroi.
In the earlier period of Roman domination, while the prytaneis were still being re-
corded with the post-Sullan prytany decree, the priest of the Phosphoroi was honored
with a dedication by the prytaneis of his own tribe.”** Since he was clearly a citizen
at a time when the guardian of the Skias was probably still a public slave, the two
offices cannot have been connected.

In a single prytany list *** the hieraules and the Skias guardian have the same
name, Eleusinios, and it seems possible that at least this once the same man occupied
both functions. The litourgos participated in both pilgrimages of which we have a
record.” Between 40 and 30 B.c. a group of citations for civic officials, probably
from a prytany decree, contains the name of the litourgos,’** but the context in which
he appears is not certain.

The final member of the aisitor was the subsecretary. In the prytany decrees of

140 At least this is the first time that the demotic of the litourgos was given, Hesperia, 111, 1934,
no. 43, p. 56; Julius Zenobios (Hesperia, XI, 1942, no. 18, p. 50; 1.G., 11?3, 1776) who held the
office in 168/9 and 169/70, also was an Athenian citizen.

141 Tn place of : Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 24, p. 58; XVI, 1947, no. 87b, p. 182; I.G., 11%, 1077 ;
in addition to: Hesperia, I11, 1934, no. 43, p. 56; I.G., 113, 1795 ; Hesperia, IV, 1935, no. 11, p. 48;
I.G., 112 1796.

42 Dow, Prytaneis, no. 99, pp. 169-170 = I.G., 113, 1755 of the mid-first century B.C.

43 Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 11, pp. 40-43 of 135/6.

144 Dow, Prytaneis, no. 108, p. 176 =I1.G., 113, 3503. It has been thus far assumed that the
litourgos was cited in the same manner as the other officials, but without the name of the prytaneis
given as the body granting the honors. Dow believes that this was due to the fact that the litourgos
was not a citizen, but a metic. There is no guarantee that the title should be restored as a nominative
(as Kirchner) or as an accusative (natural if he were the object of a citation), since a genitive
absolute could also fit the preserved traces. For an improved restoration see above, p. 15, note 86.
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the pre-Sullan period the secretary of the boule and demos and his subsecretary occu-
pied the fourth and fifth places in the list of those receiving citations, coming after
the treasurer of the prytaneis, the secretary of the prytaneis and the priest of the
eponymous hero, but ahead of the herald of the boulec and demos, the flute player,
and the treasurer of the boule.”*® In the only group of citations from the post-Sullan
period in which he appears '*° the name of the subsecretary appears in the last row
of citations, on the left of his secretary, who occupies the center. There is no wreath
carved for the subsecretary and his name appears with neither patronymic nor demotic.
In the prytany lists of the Roman period his name is apt to be given without patronymic
and/or demotic, although other lists which include the name of the same man usually
attest both of these. In the prytany lists of the Roman period the subsecretary was
the seventh aisitos among the civic officials, following the hieraules, but preceding the
guardian of the Skias, until the year 169/70 (I1.G., IT%, 1776), when, with the advent
of Myron son of Myron of Lamptrai to office, he changed places with the Skias
guardian, who at this time was an Athenian citizen.”" The secretary of the boule
and demos, on the other hand, in the prytany lists of the Roman period had moved up
to a position second only to the herald.™® The subsecretary was a perennial office
holder and must have been a professional clerk employed for the sake of continuity
in record keeping, since the secretary was an annual official. In one of the pilgrimage
documents his name appears, last except for the litourgos.'*®

Certain other people appear occasionally among the aisitor, as Aelius or Aurelius
the pyrphoros,”™ but he is a religious official and need not be of concern here. On
several occasions the single word grammateus appears. In one fragmentary list from
the end of the second century it must be referred to the secretary of the boule and
demos because of its position in the list.”™ The final name in a list of 191/2 bears the
abbreviation (R *** which is usually resolved to mean grammateus. The abbreviation
and name appear in the position where the title and name of the subsecretary usually

145 Dow, Prytaneis, pp. 4, 16.

46 Ibid., no. 110, pp. 178-181 = I.G., 112, 2467 of 29/8-22/1 B.c.

147 For the citizenship of Julius Zenobios see Hesperia, XXIX, 1960, p. 31.

148 A very fragmentary list of 187/8, Hesperia, XVI, 1947, no. 87a, p. 182, has the name
of the secretary following that of the hieraules. It may be argued that the restoration of the title
of the secretary be emended to the subsecretary. Unfortunately no confirmation is to be found from
comparison of names, since the names of the subsecretaries from some years before and after are
all lost.

149 Dow, Prytaneis, no. 105, pp. 173-174 = 1.G., 113, 1059 = I.G., 112, 1758 of ca. 40-30 B.c.

180 [ G., 112, 1796 of 186/7 ; Hesperia X1, 1942, no. 4, p. 33 of 187/8; 1.G., 113, 1077 of 209/10,
in all of which he appears just after the Eleusinian priests and before the civic officials. In Hesperia,
X1, 1942, no. 5, p. 34 of 191/2 Oliver has restored his name convincingly between that of the man
about the rostrum and of the antigrapheus.

181 Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 3, p. 32.

152 Jbhid., no. 5, p. 34.
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appear. A list from the end of the first century before Christ has the name of a
secretary following those of the subsecretary and the litourgos.® The specification as
to which secretary is referred to has been lost. This same list has another peculiarity
in that the name of the antigrapheus (partially restored) follows the name of the
secretary. A list from the late second century (/.G., IT% 1806) has as a final entry
'P- 7wp[v]rdvewr N[— — -], which is the abbreviation for yp(apparevs) mp[v]rdvewv
N[- — =], an office probably to be identified with the [ypappareds] BovAevrév of
I.G., I1% 1796 and the yp (appareis) of Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 5, p. 34, both of whom
also appear at the end of the list (see also p. 102 above and note 86). A prytany list of
around 200 after Christ (1.G., IT?, 1815) contains a pair of abbreviated titles between
those of the herald of the boule and demos and the man about the rostrum which read
& mK and g § A. The first can only be resolved vp (appareds) mp(vrdvewr) K[——-],
an official not usually expected in this position; the second yp (appareds) B(ovAis xai)
3("uov), who appears regularly here among the aisitos.

A list from the late second century, found on Salamis, contains the names of a
tamias and six slaves for the Tholos (I.G., IT?, 1799). The treasurer may be the
treasurer of the boule (see below p. 115). The slaves for the Tholos probably are
related to the hestiouchot listed in a prytany decree from the first century after
Christ.”* With these hestiouchoi are a pair of men called klerotoi who probably have
related functions. These slaves also are probably related to those discussed above
(see pp. 14-15) .

A few final observations must be made concerning the aisitoi. The order in
which they are listed tends to be surprisingly regular. Those listed fall into three
groups: first the priests, who are of no concern here, then the annual officials, the
herald of the boule and demos, the secretary of the boule and demos, the man about
the rostrum, often called the secretary for the prytaneis, and the antigrapheus; the
final three names are the perennial professionals who served for periods of several
vears. They are either slaves or hired specialists and include the hieraules, the
guardian of the Skias, who can also be the priest of the Phosphoroi if he is an Athenian
citizen, and the subsecretary. These last can be valuable as criteria for dating, since
their terms extend over several years, but one caution ought to be added, that indi-
viduals are apt to leave the list for short periods of time, then reappear.”*®

163 Tbid., no. 2, pp. 31-32.

154 Hesperia, XXXIII, 1964, no. 63, p. 218.

155 On the public slaves see O. Jacob, Les ésclaves publics & Athénes (= University of Liége,
Bibliothéque de la Faculté de Philosophie et Lettres, XXXV, 1928), and S. Waszynski, De servis
Atheniensium publicis, diss. Berlin, 1898.

156 See the references given by Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, p. 23 and the list given by
Oliver, Harv. Th. Rev., XLIII, 1950, pp. 233-235.
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C. OTHER MAGISTRATES AND OFFICIALS

Aristotle relates ** that in his day the epistates of the prytaneis had the duty of
selecting by lot nine prohedroi, one from each of the non-prytanizing tribes, and an
epistates from the prytanizing tribe who were to preside at meetings of the boule or
demos. The evidence would seem to indicate that they continued to function in the
Roman period, since in the vast majority of decrees passed in either council or ekklesia
the epistates of the prohedror and his symprohedroi are recorded as putting the
motion to a vote. In each of these, as was customary, the name of the epistates was
given.® Two of the ephebic decrees of the democratic reaction in the second half
of the first century B.c. whose texts are sufficiently well preserved contain at the
beginning of the resolution the decision to reimburse the prohedroi.’™ In some later
decrees where the voting procedure is described the man who puts the question to a
vote is called a prohedros,' although the word prohedros was a generic term for
anyone who presided at a meeting.’® There were a few decrees in whose heading no
reference was made to the epistates of the prohedrot and his symprohedroi** In the
sole mock decree from Lucian with a heading preserved (Deor. Conc., 14) Poseidon is
listed as prohedros and Apollo as epistates.

Two prytany decrees contain citations for the tamias of the sacred diataxis, one
from the late 40’s or early 30’s B.c.’®® where he is in the company of the herald of the
boule and demos, the treasurer of the boule, and the litourgos, and one from the early
first century after Christ.' The major source regarding his functions is the law
concerning the restitution of sacred properties from the time of Augustus,* in which

187 Ath. Pol., 44; on the prohedros and his symprohedroi in pre-Roman Athens, see Dow,
“ The Preambles of Athenian Decrees Containing Lists of Symproedroi,” Hesperia, XXXII,
1963, pp. 335-365.

188 Hesperia, XVII, 1948, no. 14, p. 30, a post-Sullan prytany decree from 64/3 B.c., although
other such decrees usually do not have headings; I.G., 112, 1046, 1047, 1043; I.G., IV? I, 84 =
S$.1.G.3, 796 B, 111 ; P. Roussel, Mélanges Bidez, 11, pp. 819-834 — K. Kourouniotes, ‘EAevowaxd, I,
1932, pp. 223-236; 1.G., 112, 1069 ; Hesperia, XXXIII, 1964, no. 52, p. 200; I.G., 11%, 1077. These
documents are scattered over a time span ranging from 64/3 B.c. to a.p. 209/10.

159 1.G., 112, 1041, 45/4 B.c. and I.G., 112, 1042 of ca. 41/0.

160 [ (5., 112, 2090 of 165/6 and Oliver, Gerusia, nos. 31, 32, pp. 125-142; see also Hesperia, XX,
1951, pp. 350-354; B. D. Meritt, Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30; Gerusia, no. 31, lines
30-31; Meritt, line 20.

111 ., 112, 1368, lines 20-21; Oliver, Gerusia, nos. 31, 32, pp. 125-142; see also Hesperia,
XX, 1951, pp. 350-354; B. D. Meritt, Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30; Gerusia, no. 31,
lines 32-33; Meritt, lines 21-22.

12 [.G., 112, 1039 of 83-73 B.c.; S. Accame, Annuario, I11-V, 1941-43, no. 6, pp. 83-87 of 75/4
B.Cc. Hesperia, XXVI, 1957, no. 98, pp. 260-265 — I.G., 112, 1071 of 22/1 B.c. and I.G., I1?, 1078
of ca. A.p. 220 both mention an epistates, but with a different formula, so and so éresrdre, but he
may merely have been the epistates for that particular session (Aristotle, Ath. Pol., 44, 2).

188 Dow, Prytaneis, no. 108, p. 176 = I.G., 112, 3503.

164 § E.G., XVIII, 53 = S. N. Koumanoudes, Néov *Af4vacov, 111, 1958-60, no. 1, pp. 3-6.

165 [ G., 112, 1035, lines 10-20; for the date see H. S. Robinson, A4.J.4., XLVII, 1943, pp. 298-
299; Day, Ec. Hist., p. 148; Oliver, Gerusia, pp. 133-134.
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this treasurer appears as a major official. His responsibilities included the supplying
of victims for sacrifice and a share in the inscribing and setting up of the stele, for
which he was to be reimbursed at least in part by those appointed. He also had a
hand in leasing and selling sacred property **® in association with the hoplite general
and the basileus. By the time of the decrees of honors for Marcus Ulpius Eubiotos ™"
ca. A.D. 230 the single treasurer had given way to a board. Oliver suggests that this
may have occurred during the Hadrianic reforms. Precisely what function this board
served with regard to the decree of honors for Eubiotos is not clear. Another inscrip-
tion from some time between A.p. 170 and 190 **® records a payment of three-hundred
two denarit from the sacred diataxis to the imperial fiscus. A diataxis “ was a per-
manent arrangement in regard to the distribution of funds,” *** which was not voted
anew each year, like a budget, but continued in effect until altered by special legislation.
The connection of the treasurer of this fund with the prytaneis is not clear, but
Graindor " suggests that the boule retained some control of financial matters, or
preserved certain functions with regard to cults.

Another tamias often cited by the prytaneis was the treasurer of the stratiotic
funds."™ He also was the dedicatee of a statue by the boule and demos (1.G., IT’,
3506).*" His principal attested function was as publishing magistrate. So he appeared
with the hoplite general in the three ephebic decrees of the democratic reaction (1.G..
113, 1040, 1041, 1042), and a decree whose purpose is not preserved (I.G., IT%, 1047),
where he alone is to pay the expenses. He is to pay some unidentified expense in a
decree concerning the problems of the cleruchs of Lemnos (/.G., IT?, 1053; after the
middle of the first century before Christ). I.G., IT°, 1062 is a decree of the middle
of the first century whose purpose is not clear, but which contains the suggestive
passage: ““ in order that this decree might not [with passage of time become] obsolete,
let [the secretary] of the prytanets inscribe this decree [on a stone stele] and place it
[on the Acropolis and in the dikasteria, and let the treasurer of the stratiotic funds]
pay the costs incurred, in order that when these [have been accomplished, no motion
contrary to the laws] or prejudicial might come about, [but that there might remain
for the] Athenians the democratic and the customary | ]1,” which may well
argue to a connection with a democratic reaction in the mid-first century. Dow '* has

166 [hid., p. 134, which presents the most recent discussion of this treasurer.

167 [hid., nos. 31, 32, pp. 125-142; Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 350-354; Meritt, Hesperia, XXXII,
1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30. For no. 31 see Oliver’s first edition, lines 12 and 55; for no. 32 see Meritt,
line 19.

168 Hesperia, XXIX, 1960, no. 37, pp. 29-32 = Oliver, “ Athens of Hadrian,” pp. 126-127.

169 Oliver, Gerusia, p. 133 ; see also L. Robert, Hellenica, 1X, 1950, pp. 14-18.

170 quguste, p. 122.

11 Dow, Prytaneis, no. 102, pp. 171-172 = 1.G., 112, 1756 (ca. 50 B.C.); Prytaneis, no. 110,
pp. 178-181 = I.G., 112, 2467 (ca. 29/8-22/1 B.C.) ; Prytaneis, no. 116, pp. 186-191 (ca. ZQ B.C.).

172 Dated by Koehler, Ath. Mitt., 1X, 1884, p. 162, as hardly more remote than the principate of
Augustus.

g“s“ The Archons of the Period after Sulla,” Hesperia, Suppl. VIII, 1949, pp. 116-125. The
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published a double list of magistrates arranged by archon years. The first list is
headed “ these served as treasurer.” Dow believes that because of their prominence
these treasurers were probably those of the stratiotic funds, after having eliminated
the other treasurers. One final document must also be introduced as evidence.”” This
is a decree in honor of the hieropoior who served on an embassy to the shrine of the
Kabeiroi on the island of Lemnos. The publication formula, as restored by Accame,
reads: “ let the treasurer [of the stratiotic funds give for the] inscribing [and setting
up of the stele from] the sacred funds drachmas [to the amount of and] let
him make an accounting to the demos.” This decree is to be dated to the year 75/4 B.c.
It seems clear now that the treasurer of the stratiotic funds, at least in the Roman
period, was almost exclusively connected with the demos (though earlier he could draw
money from funds at the disposal of the boule; see below, note 179), since, in the one
document of Roman date where he is instructed to publish by the boule, he is required
to make an accounting to the demos. In the other decrees passed by the denios in the
first century B.c. the publication clauses are not preserved. The democratic reaction of
the last half of the first century may be connected at least with the three ephebic docu-
ments, and so can be said to have been responsible in part for the frequency of
appearances of the treasurer of the stratiotic funds at that time. This treasurer does
not seem to be attested after the end of the first century B.C.

On several occasions the prytaneis honored the tamias of the boule ™ with a cita-
tion. Whether the treasurer in the archonship of Aristaios, awarded a crown by the
boule (1.G., IT?, 3219 of 62/1), is this same treasurer is questionable. A dedication
from the final years of the first century B.c.'™ honors the treasurer of the boule and
the treasurer of the grain funds in the archonship of Apolexis. The tamias who
appears at the end of a list of aisitor for ca. 180 '™ is possibly the tamias of the boule.
These represent our complete knowledge about this treasurer in the Roman period,
but he probably is the direct descendant of the treasurer elected annually from among
the members of the boule in the fourth century B.c.'™ It was argued above (p. 79)
that the boule did not command large funds. Would not the existence of this treasurer
contradict this viewpoint? This treasurer is hardly as prominent as the treasurer of
the stratiotic funds or of the sacred diataxis. There is no evidence of his performing

175

joining of the two stones made in this article by Dow is challenged by N. Herz and W. K. Pritchett,
“ Marble in Attic Epigraphy,” 4.J.4., LVII, 1953, pp. 81-83, on the basis of geological findings,
but this would not affect the conclusions reached in this study.

174 S, Accame, Annuario, 111-V, 1941-43, no. 6, pp. 83-87.

178 Dow, Prytaneis, no. 108, p. 176 = I.G., 112, 3503 of the late 40’s or early 30’s B.c. (restored) ;
Prytaneis, no. 110, pp. 178-181 = I.G., 112, 2467 of 29/8-22/1 B.c. (restored) ; Hesperia, X1, 1942,
no. 8, pp. 37-40 of the first or early second century after Christ.

18 [.G., I1%, 3505 of 8/7-1 B.c. Dittenberger’s restorations, preserved by Kirchner, are not
convincing.

11 1.G., 112, 1799. Notopoulos would date this to a.p. 183/4, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, Tab. 1.

178 Busolt-Swoboda, p. 1044.
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any activity. It would therefore seem likely that he concerned himself only with small
matters. There is a single reference to the treasurer of the boule and demos '™ who
may well be the same official if we can assume that the inscriber of the decree mistook
the title “ treasurer of the boule ”’ for a shortened form of “ treasurer of the boule and
demos ” in the same manner as the secretary of the boule and demos was sometimes
shortened to secretary of the boule.

D. ConcLusioNs

The prytany documents seem to be very sensitive to the political fluctuations of
Athens. It was noted above how they changed drastically with the beginning of Sulla’s
new constitution. The next question to arise is when the prytany lists of the Roman
period replaced the post-Sullan prytany decrees. The decrees continue into the first
century after Christ, but the latest date cannot be set. The earliest date assigned to
a prytany list of the Roman period is the end of the first century after Christ *** on
the basis of the title litourgos, but it would seem that this title may have continued
into the second century also, since the title éni Ty Sxdda did not appear until A.p.
135/6.** 1f this is so, then the first accurately dated prytany list of the Roman
period *** can be dated shortly after the Hadrianic reforms. It has already been
shown how the gaining of an endowment at about this same time relieved the need of
selecting a treasurer to pay for the sacrifices. Whether this was connected with the
Hadrianic reforms is a moot point, but it certainly would have done away with the
need of honoring the treasurer, which was the main purpose of the post-Sullan
prytany decrees.

The traces of a reorganization in the second half of the second century are
reflected in the prytany decrees, for it is only during this period that the order of the
aisitot reaches its final form, for it was during the 170’s that the subsecretary and
the Skias guardian exchanged places and that the man about the rostrum moved up
before the antigrapheus. This coupled with the changes recorded in other chapters
point to a period of rapid constitutional development, reflecting an interest in the
conduct of government which is best attested by the great mass of prytany lists of
the Roman period, which begins from around the 160’s and continues into the third
century.

179 Dow, Prytaneis, no. 116, pp. 186-191 of ca. 20 B.c. Earlier, in the third century, the boule
had its own funds for publication which were doubtless handled by the treasurer of the boule, but
they could be drawn on by the treasurer of the stratiotic funds as well. Cf. I.G., II%, 674, lines 19-21,
and the citation in Meritt's article “ Polyeuktos and Philoneos,” in The Classical Tradition:

Literary and Historical Studies in Honor of Harry Caplan, Cornell University Press, Ithaca, New
York, 1966, p. 39.

180 Qliver, Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 2, pp. 31-32.

181 Hesperia, X1, 1942, p. 40, no. 11.

182 [esperia, X1, 1942, no. 13, p. 45 of a.p. 130-150; Hesperia, XI, 1942, no. 11, p. 40 of A.p.
135/6. For the date of the latter see Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, p. 13.
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CHAPTER VII

VARIOUS OTHER MAGISTRATES AND OFFICIALS

A number of magistrates and officials do not fit readily into the various categories
of civic institutions discussed above, and they form the subject matter of this chapter.
For the sake of convenience they may be divided into four categories: the epimeletas
of various sorts, financial officials, the nomothetat and police officers. A final section
includes references to magistrates and officials who cannot be identified precisely.

A. EPIMELETAI

A wide assortment of epimeletai are attested for Roman Athens, and it would
seem that they might be broken down into four categories. The first includes a group
of important civic magistrates, such as the epimelete of the city, of the Peiraeus, or of
the Agora. A second is composed of those who were concerned with the care of
particular buildings, such as gymnasia, courts, or the prytancion. The third class
involves those charged with public construction. The final group will not be discussed
in this chapter; it includes administrators of trust funds and endowments, as the epi-
melete chosen by the demos to oversee the property of orphans (I.G., IT?, 1080, lines
4, 9) or the epimelete of the gymnasiarchy of Hadrian (see below, pp. 130-131).

The epimelete of the city * was indeed an important magistrate; only the most
important men in the city tended to undertake his office. The known epimeletes include
Titus Coponius Maximus,” Tiberius Claudius Theogenes (I.G., II°, 3449, mid
first century after Christ), Tiberius Claudius Diotimos,® Tiberius Claudius Novius
(1.G., 1T, 1990 of ca. A.p. 61/2), Hermaios son of Hermaios of Kolonos (I.G., IT?,
3542 + 3548 of the first century after Christ), Tiberius Claudius (Oinophilos) the
Hierophant,* Tiberius Julius Herodianus (/.G., IT°, 1103 of A.p. 124/5, or a little
later), Quintus Alleius Epiktetos,® Coponius Maximus (Hesperia, IV, 1935, p. 95),
and Julius [- - -] the Hierophant (/.G., IT?, 1792).

' On this magistracy see Graindor, Auguste, p. 123; Tibére & Trajan, pp. 80-81; Hadrien,
p. 96; Oliver, Hesperia, XXIV, 1955, p. 90 and note 8; “ The Main Problem of the Augustus
Inscription from Cyme,” Gr. Rom. Byz. St., IV, 1963, pp. 115-122; and especially pp. 163-164
of his article “ Augustan, Flavian, and Hadrianic Praefecti Iure Dicundo in Asia and Greece,”
AJ.P., LXXXIV, 1963, pp. 162-165.

2 Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 8, p. 39, late first or early second century after Christ.

3 Hesperia, X1I, 1943, no. 18, pp. 67-68 of ca. A.p. 60.

¢1.G., 11?3, 3546 of the end of the first century after Christ. For the name see Oliver, “ The
Senatorial but not Imperial Relatives of Calpurnia Ar[ria],” 4.J.4., LV, 1951, pp. 347-349, who
reproduces Wilhelm’s (Anzeiger Akad. Wiss. Wien, LXXII, 1935, pp. 83-90) text of I.G., II?,
3548a.

°1.G., IV? 1, 691 of the mid-second century after Christ; for the name see Oliver, Hesperia, X1,
1942, pp. 86-87, note 32.
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One document contains a citation for the epimeletes of the city by the prytaneis,
granted at the end of the first or the beginning of the second century after Christ.®
His name appears in the topmost row of citations with that of the agonothetes of the
Greater Eleusinia and an official whose title is lost, while the hoplite general and the
tamias of the boule appear in the second row. In the second half of the first century
and the first half of the second this office appears in the cursus honorum of men who
were important enough that no minor offices were listed.” Its position is usually at
the head of or at the end of the list of liturgies in the cursus, and it usually does not
take precedence over the archon eponymos, the hoplite general, the herald of the Areo-
pagus, or the herald of the boule and demos. In one instance the office is held 8w
Biov (I.G., IT?, 1990). The name of this magistrate frequently appears as a genitive
absolute on dedicatory monuments,® although the most important appearance of this
type is probably on the letter of Hadrian about fish sales (/.G., I1%, 1103). A monu-
ment to Berenike, the daughter of Julius Agrippa, was set up through the fore-
sight of the epimelete of the city, Tiberius Claudius Theogenes (I.G., IT?, 3449, around
the middle of the first century after Christ).

The functions of the epimelete of the city are hardly made clear by the epi-
graphical sources from Athens. At one time Oliver ° suggested that the office was a
parallel for the eparchia in an inscription from Cyme in Asia Minor, now in Leyden,"
that is, a city prefecture instituted by Augustus to protect the sacred and public
property of Greek cities, but he has since decided otherwise,” since “ the epimelete or
epi tes poleos in a free city of the Roman Empire was a more permanent official chosen
from the local astor,” while the prefect was selected outside the asfor and was ap-
pointed by the consuls, and he was chosen to deal with cases occurring under spécial
circumstances. The epimelete had a regular sphere of competence. When the office at
Athens was founded is not certain, but all the earliest epimeletai came from families
whose Roman citizenship was granted under the post-Augustan Julio-Claudians. One
might think that the office would be given only after a grant of Roman citizenship,
from the evidence of these Roman names, but by the time of Hermaios this can no
longer have been true (I.G., IT, 3542 4 3548 of the first century after Christ). The
appearance of his name in the genitive case at the bottom of inscriptions publicly set
up might indicate some control over the erection of such monuments. J. H. Oliver has

& Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 8, pp. 37-40.

7 Hesperia, XI1, 1943, no. 18, pp. 67-68; 1.G., 112, 3546; I.G., IV? 1, 691. 1.G., 1I°, 1990 is
not a cursus, but a list of offices currently held.

8].G., 112, 3542 4+ 3548 of the second half of the first century after Christ; I.G., II?, 3185,
possibly an altar, of the mid-first century after Christ; Hesperia, V, 1936, p. 95, the Sarapion
monument of the third century after Christ.

® Gr. Rom. Byz. St., IV, 1963, pp. 119-121.

10 1, W. Pleket, The Greek Inscriptions in the Rijksmuseum van Oudheden at Leyden, Diss.
Leyden, 1958, no. 57, pp. 49-66.

11 Oliver, A.J.P., LXXXIV, 1963, pp. 163-164.
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suggested per litteras that he served as the chief of police of Roman Athens.

A single inscription refers to the epimelete of the Peiraeus. In A.p. 41 the Areo-
pagus, the boule of the six hundred, and the demos dedicated a statue of Claudius
which was set up by the son of Diokles of Peiraeus, who at that time was epimelete of
the Peiraeus for the second time.” This officer probably was holding an office descended
from that of the epimelete of the waterfront of the Peiraeus, sometimes called epimelete
of the Peiraeus. In the pre-Sullan period he is recorded as having made annual con-
tributions to the Delian Pythaid between 103/2 and 97/6 B.c. ** and in the law con-
cerning weights and measures (I.G., IT%, 1013, lines 47 and 48) from the end of the
second century B.C. he is assigned punitive duties in the Peiraeus which in the city
belong to the prytaneis and the hoplite general, and at Eleusis to the hierophant and
the annual board appointed for the Panegyris.

A single inscription mentions the epimelete of the market in the region of the city.™
Phidias son of Phidias of Rhamnous is honored by the Areopagus, the boule of the six
hundred, and the demos because of his arete. Beneath the dedication on the stone are
cut representations of a pair of bread stamps. Graindor likens him to a Roman
aedile in charge of the cura annonae and attributes to him the policing of the agora,
surveying of the provisioning of grain, and guarding the quality and weight of bread,
in conjunction with the agoranomor.

There were also epimeletai of the dikasteria who are attested in four catalogues
from the end of the first century B.c.”® Each catalogue contains the date by archon,
the names of the four epimeletar of the dikasteria and of two secretaries. The office
must have been annual, since the dating is by archon for successive years and there
seems not to be any repetition of names. Graindor suggested that they presided over
courts which tried civil cases, but since our knowledge of legal procedure in Roman
Athens is so scanty, no definite statements can be made.

After the middle of the first century B.c. the epimelete of the Lykeion, Dionysios
son of Dionysodoros of Kropidai, set up a dedication to Apollo. Beneath the dedica-
tion the name of the gymnasiarch appears.”” The epimelete, who supervised the
Lykeion, may have contributed oil for the gymnasium.*’

The only evidence for the existence of the epimeletes of the prytaneion is a dedi-

2 1.G., 112, 3268 ; see Graindor, Tibére a Trajan, p. 82.

181.G., 112, 2336 + 2454 + several Agora fragments as edited by S. Dow, “ The First
Enneéteric Delian Pythais,” Harv. St. Cl. Phil., LI, 1940, pp. 116-124.

1 ].G., 112, 3545 from around the end of the first century after Christ. See Graindor, Tibére d
Trajan, p. 81 ; Hadrien, pp. 88, 96.

3 1.G., 112, 1732, a catalogue for a single year; I.G., 112, 1733, catalogues for three successive
years. For this office see Graindor, Auguste, p. 123; Tibére d Trajan, p. 82 and addenda, p. 208.

18 1.G., 112, 2875 ; see Graindor, Auguste, p. 123.

17 For a possible parallel, see T.4.M., 111, 25 from Termessos, cited by L. Robert, Rev. Et. Anc.,
1.XT1I, 1960, p. 295, note 5. and below, p. 130 and note 16.
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cation made by Theophilos son of Diodoros of Halai upon his entering that office
near the end of the first century B.c. (1.G., IT*, 2877).

The final class of epimeletai were those in charge of public construction assigned
individually to various projects. Their names appear on simple statue bases '* or on
monumental gateways (I.G., II°, 3175). It cannot be asserted that these men paid
for constructing these monuments, for the dedication on one (I.G., II*, 3647)
indicates that the boule of the Areopagus and demos constructed it, and another, that
of the gate of Athena Archegetis (I.G., IT%, 3175), indicates that the demos con-
structed it with funds donated by Julius Caesar and Augustus, with Eukles of Mara-
thon taking over the epimeleia of construction from his father Herodes while he was
serving as hoplite general. These last two citations clearly indicate that the epimeletes
was an administrator who supervised the completion of a monument which was
decreed and financed elsewhere, just as epimeletat were appointed by foreign govern-
ments to erect statues of Hadrian in Athens which had been decreed at home. The
hoplite general and certain other magistrates often appear as epimeletas of construc-
tion, and they appear also without other designation than their name and magistracy
as a genitive absolute ** on certain dedications. Might this not be another way of
indicating an epimeleia? Although the epimeleia concerned monuments decreed and
financed elsewhere, doubtless, when the name of the epimeletes appears, it is to be
taken as an indication that he contributed something, probably by exceeding thc
original specifications at his own expense.*

Tt has been shown that the title of epimeletes was applied in connection with very
many different sorts of institutions: the city itself, the Peiraeus, an agora, public build-
ings, a gymnasium, public monuments, endowments and trust funds, etc. It would
seem that underlying this varied usage there was a constant principle with regard to
his duties. Suggestions have been made of his function in a few cases, and most of
these seem to indicate a trustee or manager to whom funds and/or facilities for a given
project or institution were entrusted. In each of the cases discussed above the
epimeletes was an Athenian citizen, which would indicate a fairly responsible charge,
especially considering that the responsibility for public weights and measures fell to
slaves and metics. In many cases it seems that the office may have outgrown its
original meaning, especially in the case of the municipal officials of the first category.
At least two of these offices involved a concern in the grain supply, those of the agora in
the region of the city and of the Peiraeus.” As for the other offices where a case of

B Eg, I.G., 112, 3261, 3266, 3271, 3277, 3283, 3287, 3551, 3689, 3690, 3798, 4779.

2 E.g. 1.G., 112, 3297, 3299, 3300, 3301.

21 Ag for example, the hoplite general, see above, pp. 24-25.

22 In this connection see the story of the aqueduct at Troas constructed on a grant from the
emperor by Herodes Atticus, Philostratos, Vit. Soph., 11, 1, Kayser, p. 57.

2 Tf he is truly descended from the original ten epimeletai of the emporion (Aristotle, Ath. Pol.,
51, 4).
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management was involved it would hardly be surprising if the system worked in
much the same way as the farming out of public works in democratic Athens, where
it was considered good figure to exceed the specifications at one’s own expense.*

B. FinanciaL OFFICERS

Most of the discussions of public funds have found their places in other chapters
where they fit more naturally. These include the public grain funds (see above, pp.
21-23), the funds of the boule (see above, p. 79), the funds of the prytaneis (see
above, pp. 98-100), the treasurer of the sacred diataxis (see above, pp. 113-114), the
treasurer of the stratiotic funds (see above pp. 114-115), the treasurer of the boule
(see above, pp. 115-116), public oil funds (see below, pp. 121-122) and the liturgies
(see below, pp. 128-139). Certain additional features of public finance also will have
to be cited.

First there are the argyrotamiai. Recent investigation by J. H. Oliver ** tends
to confirm a similarity to the curatores Kalendarii of the west, that is to the officials
responsible for lending public moneys at interest. Oliver argues that they were in
charge of one of the two attested public treasuries at Athens, the opisthodomos.
There are only three documents from Roman Athens indicating the activity of this
board of treasurers. The first is an inscription recording a bequest of Akousilaos **
of one hundred thousand denarii for the purchase of lands. The document is frag-
mentary, and the meaning is not clear, but one line translated would read, “ argyro-
tamiai, in order that they be bought.” The argyrotamiai appear in the oil law of
Hadrian.* According to its provisions, when the civic quotas of oil are fulfilled,
those who were, as a result, released from selling a percentage of their crop to
the city had to make a declaration stating the amount of oil owned by them which
the elatonai and argyrotamiai did not wish to take from them. It has been suggested
that the argyrotamiar lent public moneys and that this provision is concerned with crop
loans to be paid back in kind. An argyrotamias of the oil funds is known from Prusias
(I.G.R.R., III, 68 and 1423), but the references are in cursus honorum and hardly
shed any further light. Finally the argyrotamiai appear in a document generally
believed to set regulations governing tax farming.”® The preserved portion describes

2¢ Rather well known examples are the Alcmeonid temple at Delphi, Herodotos, V, 62, or
the boasts of Demosthenes about his use of personal funds instead of public funds, De corona, 110-119.

25 ¢ Athens of Hadrian,” pp. 124-133. See also J. Oehler, R.E., II, 1896, col. 802; R.E., X,
1919, col. 1567 ; Graindor, Hadrien, pp. 96-97 ; Day, Ec. Hist., p. 192; see also D. Magie, Rowman
Rule in Asia Minor, Princeton, 1950, II, p. 1513.

26 Hesperia, XXXI1, 1963, no. 25, pp. 24-25, line 8.

7 1.G., II%, 1100; see the text of Oliver, Ruling Power, pp. 960-963, lines 67-68 and his
comments, ‘“ Athens of Hadrian,” p. 129.

#1.G., II*, 1104, but see the augmented and corrected text and commentary of Oliver,
“ Athens of Hadrian,” pp. 129-130; see also Rostovtzeff, Roman Empire, p. 598, note 7; Day, Ec.
Hist., pp. 193-194.
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the procedure whereby the argyrotamiai and the herald were to dispose of securities
deposited with them by defaulting tax farmers. The argyrotamiar would appear to
have charge of a sizeable public treasury. The size of the board of argyrotamias is
not known.

There is evidence for the continued existence of the opisthodomos as a public
treasury. A list of sums of money from ca. A.n. 180 ** includes that which the city
gave from the opisthodomos, 278 denarii, a sum second only to that of the donation
from the sacred diataxis among the few preserved sums. A pair of inscriptions, one
on an epistyle (1.G., IT?, 5187) and the other known only from sketches (/.G., IT?,
5213) indicate that the respective structures were built with public funds. The former
was built under the care of Aelius Homoullos as epitropos and the latter under Aristo-
krates son of Kallias as epistates. These positions must have been the equivalents of
the epimeleia of work described above. Several fines for disturbing graves were to be
paid to the tameion or to the most sacred tameion. The latter is the imperial fiscus,
so that these inscriptions do not concern us.

C. NOMOTHETAI

There are faint traces of a nomothesia in Roman Athens. Under Nero the office
was held by Tiberius Claudius Novius, according to the testimony of two cursus
honorum (I.G., 1I%, 1990, 3277). In both cases the title occupies the last position
on the cursus. Under Hadrian the title belonged to Annius Pythodoros according to a
group of Delian documents ** which record that he was leader of the Delian Pythaid
for each year from 113/4 through 125/6. First in the year 119/20 he was titled
nomothetes, and he retained this title through the latest of the preserved documents.
Graindor * observes that the latest of these is one year too early to coincide with
his dating of the Hadrianic reforms. Since the office cannot have been connected
with the Hadrianic reforms, he believes that it involved codification of the common
laws. He refuses to see the title as purely honorary. A metrical inscription first pub-
lished by Pittakis,* whom Dittenberger followed (I.G., III, 3849), was reported to
have contained in the third line the reading NOMO®ETOT. W. Peek,” having ex-
amined the stone, suggests that the first two letters were actually a restoration made

2 Oliver, “ Athens of Hadrian,” pp. 129-130, presents an attractive hypothesis that these are
payments to the fiscus for the use of imperial estates, and that in case of delays by private users the
public opisthodomos advanced the money to the fiscus.

s0 .G, 117, 13211, 13215, 13220; and a pair of late examples, [.G., II*, 13219, 13224. A
group of monuments setting fines for disturbing graves are really not Attic: I.G., I1%, 13212, 13218,
13221. See L. Robert, “ Hellenica,” Rewv. Phil., XVIII, 1944, pp. 37-40.

2 B.C.H., XXVIII, 1904, p. 172; XXXIV, 1910, p. 421, no. 88; p. 423, no. 90; XXIII,
1899, pp. 85-86.

33 Hadrien, p. 32, note 1.

8¢ [ Jancienne Athénes, Athens, 1835, p. 93.

85 4th. Mitt.,, LXVII, 1942, no. 63, p. 46.
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by Pittakis, and would change the reading to feoc]poférov. Finally there is a very
fragmentary document, lines 12 and 13 of which can be restored either as vou]o-
ferioavra or dywv]oferjoavra (1.G., IT% 1122 =111, 50).

D. Povrice OFFICERS, GUARDS, AND THE LIKE

A very important function was filled by the agoranomos. His title begins to
appear in cursus honorum from the mid-second century after Christ.*® He is cited in
a prytany decree (Hesperia, XXXIV, 1965, no. 6, p. 96). Two statue bases honor
agoranomot, one because of his arete (I.G., II?, 3651, of the second century after
Christ), and the other for his arete and dikaiosyne (1.G., I1?, 3493, of around 27 B.c.).
The latter was dedicated by a group of merchants, probably similar to that which
honored a hoplite general around 15 B.c.* Sometime in the first or second century
after Christ a man upon his becoming agoranomos dedicated a balance-bar and
measures to an unidentified divinity (I.G., II, 2886), and a pair of measuring tables
found in the Roman Market were reported to have been dedications of agoranomos.*
His duties cannot have been far different from the modern counterpart who sits at
the crossroads of the Athenian meat market with a public scale as an authority to
whom a buyer can appeal if he believes himself cheated. It would seem that the
agoranomot of the Roman period had absorbed the functions of the metronomos of the
period of Aristotle (Ath. Pol., 51, 2) as well as having retained the function peculiar
to them in the time of Aristotle, that of overseeing the genuineness and purity of
the goods for sale. Hellenistic tokens found in the Athenian agora bear the abbre-
viated title of the agoranomos, and they seem to have been used as records of payment
of the agoranomikon or market tax.** The agoranomia must have involved a certain
amount of expenditure, otherwise Herodes Atticus would hardly have used it for his
debut into public life.*” Confirmation may be found in comparative material from
Ephesos ** of the Roman period in which various agoranomoi were honored. Many
of the citations indicate the price of bread as reason for the honor and many add that
the bread was pure and plentiful. A document from Akraphaia ** gives some indica-
tion of how this might have been accomplished. The benefactors honored, when they

3 1.G., 117, 3621, 3649; 1.G., XI1, 8, 27; I.G., 112, 2223. The last two date to the third century.

37 Hesperia, XVII, 1948, no. 29, p. 41.

38 Tpaxried, 1890, p. 16; see also Graindor, Auguste, p. 193. I have found no reference to any
dedicatory inscriptions from these tables, and it may be that the attribution to the agoranomoi was an
assumption of the excavators.

8 Crosby, Agora, X, pp. 112-113.

0 J.G., 112, 3602; see also Graindor, Hérode Aiticus, p. 55.

41 Forsch. in Ephesos, 111, Vienna, 1923, nos. 10-18, pp. 101-107; J. Keil, Oest. Jahresh.,
XXIII, 1926, Beibl., col. 282; for comments see Rostovtzeff, Roman Empire, p. 599, note 9.

421, Robert, “ Etudes sur les inscriptions et la topographic de Gréce centrale,” B.C.H., LIX,

1935, pp. 438-452. Robert’s notes are not only an invaluable commentary, but supply additional
references, especially to lines 59 ff.
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were agoranomos at their own expense, gave grain to the bakers and to the others
(retail dealers and cooks) gave money for a year without interest, with the result
that there were constant cheap prices. Graindor summed up the functions of the
agoranomot as policing the agora, assuring the bread supply, and keeping watch on the
quality and weight of bread,” while M. I. Rostovtzeff * compared them to the aediles
of the west. The burdens of this office must have been closely tied to those of the
hoplite general, although they cannot have been as great.

Aristotle records that in the fourth century B.c. (Ath. Pol., 51, 1) there were
ten agoranomoi, five for Athens and five for Peiraeus. For the Roman period
there is no epigraphical reference to those in the Peiraeus, but there were two at
Athens, according to a pair of dedications closely associated with the Roman market.
The first is a statue base for the deified Julia Augusta with the epithet Pronoia, dedi-
cated by the Areopagus, the boule of the six hundred, and the demos, set up by Diony-
sios son of Aulus of Marathon, when Dionysios of Marathon and Quintus Naevius
Rufus were agoranomoi (I1.G., 11°, 3238). The second is the dedication of the
agoranometion, or headquarters of the agoranomoi, to the emperor Antoninus Pius,
which was built when Antipater son of Musaios from Alopeke and Lucius son of
Lucius of Marathon were agoranomoi (1.G., 11, 3391).

It would seem that the agoranomot functioned primarily in the Roman market.
Several documents which refer to the agoranomoi were discovered in the vicinity of
the gate of Athena Archegetis,” the main entrance to the Roman market. It has
been assumed that a building to the east of the Roman market was the agoranomeion.
In addition to its being dedicated to Athena Archegetis (/.G., IT? 3183) and its
proximity to the market, as evidence Graindor *° associated with it the arcuated lintel
block containing the dedication of the agoranomeion (I.G., II°, 3391), but H. S.
Robinson would deny this attribution.”” Finally, one dedication of statues of the deified
Julia Augusta and another member of the imperial household has been restored so
as to make the dedicator an agoranomos (I1.G., 11*, 3239), although there are any
number of other magistracies, liturgies, or offices which could be restored with more
probability.*®

The astynomor appear in only one Athenian inscription from the Roman period
which is dated to the first century after Christ. It is a stone block, hollowed out,

8 Tibére ¢ Trajan, pp. 81-82.

# Roman Empire, pp. 146-147.

4 1.G., 11%, 3238 of after a.p. 29; 3602 of around A.p. 122; and 3391 from the reign of Anto-
ninus Pius.

46 Quguste, p. 196, notes 2 and 4.

+7 H. S. Robinson, *“ The Tower of the Winds and the Roman Market Place,” A.J.4., XLVII,
1943, p. 304.

4spThe original suggestion was made by Graindor, Album d’ inscriptions attigues, Ghent, 1924,
p. 19, and Tibére & Trajan, p. 4, who restored the title of agoranomos with a question mark.
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with three apertures on the inscribed face and one on the right side.”” Immediately
B
below each of the apertures of the facade is an abbreviation, under the first AA, the

second /\;\ and the third/\</\. Wilhelm recognized that B, A, and < equalled 2, 1, and
14, but he was puzzled by the rest. Kirchner concluded that M equalled 10,000, and
thus the abbreviations were for the numbers 20,000, 10,000, and 5,000. M. Tod *
has suggested with much more plausibility that the M denotes u(é8wuvos) or u(erpn-
m)s). Thus the block is some sort of measuring device, but how it functioned and for
what it was made remain mysteries. The apertures were placed at a certain level and
the names of the astynomoi were inscribed above and below in such a way that the
apertures cause the name of the final astynomos to be split between the name and
patronymic. Three lines are lost above the apertures, so that there is room only
for the names of two astynomoi on the block. Aristotle (Ath. Pol., 50, 2) indicates
that in his day there were ten astynomot, five for Athens and five for the Peiraeus.
They controlled the prices charged by flute, psalter and kithara players, saw that the
dung-gatherers disposed of their burdens at a suitable distance from the city walls,
prevented obstructions to the public roads from the buildings bordering them, and
kept the roads clear of corpses. The Hellenistic astynomic law from Pergamon *
reveals that astynomot are responsible for keeping roads clear, for deciding cases
involving party walls, guarding sewers, springs and cisterns. Although the law was
Hellenistic, the copy which we possess was set up during the Roman period, thus
guaranteeing its continued validity.

During the period of the Julio-Claudian emperors after Augustus there are
extensive records of pyloroi for the Acropolis.”” Why they received so much notice
at this period is not known, but the continued existence into the third century after
Christ is attested by a single document (I.G., IT?, 3691 of 238/9-243/4). The office
was annual, since the lists are dated by archons, and it would seem not limited to a
single term, since Protogenes son of Protogenes of Azenia served eleven times
(1.G., 11%, 2302).” Others who appear in more than one list are Nikias son of Nikias

# ].G., 112, 2878 ; for a photograph and description see A. Wilhelm, Beitrdge sur Griechischen
Inschriftenkunde (= Sonderschriften oest. arch. Inst. in Wien, VII, 1909), no. 68, p. 83.

50 “ The Alphabetic Numeral System in Attica,” B.S.4., XLV, 1950, pp. 128-129.

31 See the edition of G. Klaffenbach, Die Astynomeninschrift von Pergamon (= Abhandlungen
Akad. Wiss. Berlin, 1953, 6). For more recent comments on this law see Oliver,  The Date of the
Pergamene Astynomic Law,” Hesperia, XXIV, 1955, pp. 88-92; G. Klaffenbach, Varia Epigraphica
(= Abhandlungen Akad. Wiss. Berlin, 1958, 2), pp. 24-25; Oliver, “ The Main Problem of the
Augustus Inscription from Cyme,” Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studics, IV, 1963, p. 120, note 5.

521.G., 112, 2292-2309; addenda, 2297a; 4719.

33 After the name of Protogenes in this document is the abbrevation — A ¢, which is generally
taken to represent a number, but one whose significance is unknown. M. Tod, “ The Alphabetic
Numeral System in Attica,” B.S.4., XLV, 1950, p. 138, interprets it as 1500, but admits that he
does not understand the reference.
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of Marathon (I.G., I1% 2292, 2293), Ktesikles son of Ktesikles of Araphen (I.G.,
I1?, 2292, 2294), Aemilius of Kephisia (I.G., I1I?, 2296 [partially restored], 2297),
Timokles son of Timokles of Peiraeus and Primus of Halai (I.G., II* 2297 1 and
2298, although it is possible that both lists represent the same year) and possibly
Sosinikos (1.G., 11?, 2297, 2299). Publius Cornelius Satyros appears in two lists,
once alone (I.G., II°, 2292) and once with his partner (I.G., II?, 2297), but these
both probably are from the same year, since both indicate that they represent the
year in which the stairway was begun. Repeated terms need not have been consecutive,
since all of the repeated services listed above could not possibly be arranged so that
all were consecutive. The usual list contains two names of pyloro: and a trumpeter,
although sometimes the trumpeter is lacking. Although a demotic is usually given,
citizenship seems not to have been a prerequisite, since the pyloros Lastratos (I.G.,
I1°, 2292) came from Itea and the trumpeter Plution (I.G., IT% 2292) was from
Hephaistia. The trumpeters were also likely to serve more than once, as Apollonios
of Lamptrai (1.G., I11%, 2292, 2295, 2296) and possibly Demetrios of the deme Apol-
lonia (I.G., IT*, 2293, 2303). Some lists contain three names of pyloroi (I.G., 1T%
2298, 2293) but neither of these lists a separate trumpeter. The pyloror maintained a
cult of Apollo Agyieus, as is evidenced by the dedication of an altar to him (I.G,,
IT%, 4719) and by the appearance of a sketch of a statue of Apollo at the bottom of
one list.” Opposite the statue is sketched a table under which are a jar and two
phialai as votive offerings. One of the trumpeters was given the added title of
hierontkes, indicating that he had taken a prize in their art at the sacred games
(1.G., 11%, 2292, 2295). One board can be dated by the additional note that during its
tenure Gaius Caesar was proclaimed emperor (/.G., IT%, 2292). Graindor observed
that the office of pyloros was considered an arche, since one inscription calls them
synarchontes.”™ The pyloroi are called eusebeis (I.G., 11°, 2292) or amemptor (I.G.,
IT?, 2302) and on one occasion they and the akrophylakes are commended for their
pistis and eusebia toward the city (/.G., IT°, 2309).

The pylorotr must have controlled access to the Acropolis, since it was there that
the vast majority of the lists were found, and since on one dedicatory monument from
the Roman period they are coupled with the akrophylakes (I.G., I1%, 2309), just as in
a list from the fourth century B.c. both boards were listed together (I.G., IT*, 2308).
Precisely which gate they tended is not clear. Graindor suggests that the beginning
of the large number of lists of pylorot marks the construction of a gate at the foot
of the Acropolis,” but there is no evidence for this. Very many of the lists were
found around the Propylaia, and most of the rest on the Acropolis itself, not at its
base. The trumpeter obviously was responsible for announcing the hours of opening

54 [.G., 11%, 2304; see the edition and photograph of Raubitschek, “ The Pyloroi of the
Acropolis,” T.A.P.A., LXXVI, 1945, pp. 104-107.

85 [.G., 112, 2299 ; see Graindor, Tibére d Trajan, p. 83.

86 Tibére & Trajan, p. 83.


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

VARIOUS OTHER MAGISTRATES AND OFFICIALS 127

and closing. Although two of the lists noted the beginning of the construction of the
new stairway (I.G., II°, 2292, 2297), Graindor *" has shown that this cannot have
been the occasion for the institution of the pyloros.

The akrophylakes served a separate function from the pyloroi, since they were a
separate but contemporary board cited on the same inscription once in the fourth
century B.C. (I.G., IT*, 2308) and once in the first century after Christ (1.G., IT%
2309). Otherwise they are recalled only twice, in a catalogue containing three names
from the mid-first century after Christ (I.G., IT? 2310) and an inscription containing
only part of the word akrophylakes (I.G., 111, 3908, cited by Kirchner in a note to
1.G., IT?, 2310). Our material is even more scarce concerning the hierophylakes since
the fullest inscription contains the names of the three members of one board and the
date by archon from the heading of a second list (I.G., IT*, 1739 of 181/2 or 182/3,
and 182/3 or 183/4). In this list one instance of repeated service is recorded. Is it
possible that the hierophylakes may have served an office similar to that of the
nyktophylakes at the temple of Artemis in Ephesos? * A single document, the inscrip-
tion listing the rules of the Iobakchoi, mentions an eirenarchia, and this stipulates
only that an Iobakch attaining this office had to treat his fellows (I.G., II*, 1368,
line 134). The title as it appears here need not represent a specific office at Athens, but
it may be a general term for any police officer or magistrate engaged in the appre-
hension of criminals. In Asia the etrenarchia was introduced by the Roman emperors
as a municipal liturgy in order to help combat the rising brigandage in the latter half
of the second century after Christ,” but these appear to have been charged with
policing outside of the city limits and according to Hirschfeld were confined to Asia
Minor. The precise nature of the Athenian police force under the Roman empire is
not clearly attested and no conclusions can be firmly stated. In this connection J. H.
Oliver has suggested that the epimeletes of the city served as chief of police.

E. MISCELLANEOUS

Certain references to civic functionaries are not precisely enough defined to be
able to be identified with any of those treated elsewhere. These include a secretary
(I.G., IT*, 4764) and a pair of heralds (/.G., IT*, 3719, 5191, the latter of which being
a participial form need not even necessarily refer to a civic official). Finally I.G., IT?,
1086 contains the restoration 7ots dmuio[vpyots (line 9), but B. Keil * suggests that
it be read rots dnuio[mpdrots — — — —.

57 Tibére o Trajan, pp. 83 and 161.

58 Oliver, Gerusia, no. 18, pp. 102-104.

9 Rostovtzeff, Roman Empire, p. 739, note 17 ; see also Otto Hirschfeld, “ Die Sicherheitspolizei
im rémischen Kaiserreiche,” Kleine Schriften, Berlin, 1913, pp. 602-612, originally published in
Sitz. Akad. Wiss. Berlin, 1891, pp. 845-877.

80 Beitrdge, p. 62.
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CHAPTER VIII

THE LITURGIES

Athens was a city noted for its brilliant annual round of games, processions, and
festivals. Although large sums of money were attracted with the crowds from all
over the world, they did not contribute directly to the costs of the festival. Rather this
financial burden continued to fall on individual public spirited citizens, if they were
available, or probably on the boule and its officials. Beyond the festivals, there were a
number of daily requirements which were cared for in about the same manner, such
as the assurance of an oil supply in the various gymnasia and of an adequate cheap
bread supply {for the populace. Any of these liturgies might be financed also by en-
dowments. Certain aspects of this liturgical system have been examined already: the
eponymous archonship was considered a burdensome office (see above, pp. 6-10),
but aside from possibly the agonothesia of the Dionysia (see above, p. 9) there
are no indications of the nature of the burdens; the religious duties of the archon
basileus (see above, pp. 10-11) probably involved considerable expense, and it has
been suggested that he continued to pay for the celebration of the Lenaia (see above,
p. 11); the hoplite general concerned himself with the public grain supply (see
above, pp. 21-23), a particularly onerous duty, in which he was aided by the agora-
nomot (see above, pp. 123-124), the sitones (see above, p. 22) and others; the annual
series of prytany sacrifices was financed by the treasurer of the prytaneis, then by an
endowment, and finally by a wealthy member of the tribe to whom the title eponynios
was given (see above, pp. 98-100). In the cursus honorum of the Roman period three
liturgies commonly occur which have yet to be treated in this survey: the gymnasi-
archia, the agonothesia, and the panegyriarchia. There is limited evidence for a
continued or resurrected choregia of the dramatic contests. In the late second century
in an attempt to rearrange the financing of certain festivals a gerusia was founded.

A. GYMNASIARCHIA

Comparative evidence from the other Greek cities of the Roman Empire* and
certain indications from Athens show that the principal burden of the gymnasiarchy
was the provision for an adequate supply of oil for public uses. A dedication pre-
served only from the sketches of Fourmont (I.G., IT?, 3773) records that those who
used the oil honored the gymnasiarch. Among the ephebes, where a mock civic gov-
ernment was maintained, the gymnasiarchy was usually rotated on a monthly basis,
although occasionally a single ephebe might assume it for a whole year, or the members

 For examples see those cited by A. H. M. Jones, The Greek City, Oxford, 1940, pp. 221-222
and 351, note 23; L. Robert, Etudes Anatoliennes (= Ftudes Orientales, V, 1937), pp. 315-317.
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of a group might each take a certain number of days out of a month. These gym-
nasiarchs begin to be recorded regularly from the middle of the first century after
Christ (I.G., IT%, 1990). Graindor,” in pointing out the connection between the
gymnasiarchy and the oil supply, has cited one list of ephebes (I.G., IT*, 2026) in
which the three ephebic gymnasiarchs account for only two months out of the year,
while among the strangers each of several is reported to have provided oil for five
days. He concluded that in this particular year these foreigners were asked to con-
tribute towards this liturgy, ordinarily defrayed by Athenians, but these foreigners
were not permitted to attain the honor of the title of gymnasiarch. It has already
been noted that the gymnasiarchy figured prominently in cursus honorum * and war-
ranted the honor of a statue,* although in every instance involving the dedication of a
statue the liturgist was also hoplite general for the year. A man who undertook to
secure the public supply both of grain and of oil indeed performed an extraordinary
service. As with the other liturgies, service as a gymnasiarch was not limited to a
single term, and several served on more than one occasion.’ The name of the gym-
nasiarch was apt to appear in certain other contexts. Some dedications by victors
in games contain his name in the genitive case,’ as also do a dedication by an epime-
letes of the Lykeion (/.G., IT?, 2875) and a catalogue associated with the Lykeion
(1.G., 11%,1945)." These documents might be taken as an indication that he possessed
a wider competence than that of mere oil supplier. Indeed it would hardly seem out of
place to credit to him the general supervision of all the gymnasia of the city and their
functions, probably excluding those dedicated to the ephebic corps. A connection
between the gymnasiarchy and the prytaneis is pointed out by Oliver in his edition
of the prytany decree of around aA.p. 120 honoring Atticus ® for having assumed
the burden of treasurer of the prytaneis and of the gymnasiarchy. Oliver cites another
prytany decree whose heading contains the name of the gymnasiarch.” There is also
a group of dedications made by gymnasiarchs, including one to Apollo (I.G., IT%,

2 Tibére a Trajan, p. 91.

31.G., 112, 3531 ; Hesperia, XII, 1943, no. 18, pp. 66-71 = Hesperia, 111, 1934, no. 71, p. 74
= ].G., I1% 3580; I.G., 11%, 3546, 4071 line 24, 3592 (three times, lines 6, 10-11, 15), 3687; I.G.,
X11, 8, 27. All of these inscriptions can be dated from around the middle of the first century after
Christ into the third century.

*1.G., 112, 3544, 3573, 3593, 3591 ranging in date from the end of the first through the middle
of the second century after Christ. The two other examples of service as hoplite general and
gymnasiarch are to be found in I.G., 113, 1072, 2883.

51.G., 113, 1072, 1945, 2883, 2998, 3531, all twice; Hesperia, XII, 1943, no. 18, pp. 66-71,
three times.

81.G., 117, 2998, 2999, both of the mid or late first century after Christ.

” See Appendix II, pp. 160-161.

8 Oliver, A.J.P., LXX, 1949, pp. 299-308 and 403 (=I.G., II%, 1073 + 1074 with new
restorations), especially 301 and 403.

9 AJ.P., LXX, 1949, p. 403, a corrected version of the reference in Hesperia, XI, 1942, no. 7,
p. 37.
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3002) and the others to unspecified deities.”” They resemble a number of dedications
by gymnasiarchs which have clear ephebic connections ** and may themselves be asso-
ciated with the ephebes. An unidentified catalogue contains the name of the gymnasi-
arch in its heading.”® A dedicatory plaque contains the legend “ the hoplite general
Antiochos son of Apollonios of Sphettos when he was gymnasiarch for the second
time,” all as a genitive absolute (1.G., IT%, 2883). The decree in honor of Antonius
Oxylos of Elis, who died while still a youth, was introduced into the boule by Titus
Coponius Maximus of Hagnous while he was hoplite general, gymnasiarch for the
second time, priest of Ares and Zeus, and hierokeryx (1.G., I1°,1072). 1.G., II?, 1737
is a list of annual gymnasiarchoi, but it is hardly certain whether they represent the
civic gymnasiarchy or that of a private organization. :

A change in the financial arrangements of the gymnasiarchy occurred in the
second century after Christ, for then there first appears the epimeletes of the gym-
nasiarchy of the deified Hadrian.”® The regular gymnasiarch continues to appear, but
never on the same document with the epimeletes, and in many of the instances when
his name does appear it is also indicated that the funds came from his own resources.*
Obviously the emperor Hadrian had set up an endowed gymnasiarchy,” whose ad-
ministrator was called epimeletes.® Public spirited citizens still were permitted to

0 1.G., I1?, 3001, 3003a, 3009. The last is inscribed on an oil jar.

11 See the section of the I.G., II? containing the inscriptions numbered from 2993 through 3013
for several examples.

12].G., 112, 1946. The name of the hoplite general also appears. Those named all would seem
to belong to the tribe Kekropis, and this could be another list of prytaness. Still its date is very much
before the period when the name of the hoplite general began to appear in the headings of prytany
lists. It was found in Salamis and the presence of the hoplite general and gymnasiarch relate it to
the pilgrimage documents (see p. 97 and note 50). If this is so line 5 might be restored [wpvrdve]s
Kexpomidos.

18 1.G., 112, 2888, 3620, 1077, 3688; I.G., IV?, 1, 691.

14 As in 1.G., 112, 3592, line 6, line 15; 3687, lines 25-26. Those on which this is not specified
include 1.G., 112 3593, 3591, 3592, lines 10-11; 1.G., XII, 8, 27.

15 For examples of endowed gymnasiarchies elsewhere in the cities of the Roman empire see
footnote 1 and Laum, Stiftungen, I, pp. 88-90, and II, nos. 9, 121, 122, 124, etc.; A. Wilhelm,
Beitrige zur griechischen Inschriftenkunde (= Sonderschriften oest. arch. Inst. Wien, VII, 1909),
pp- 193-195, no. 167.

16 For the epimeletai of gymnasiarchies or of a gymnasium see L. Robert, Rev. Et. Anc., LXII,
1960, pp. 294-296 and especially note 5 on p. 295; B.C.H., LIX, 1935, pp. 449-450. A further dis-
tinction probably can be drawn here on the basis of the Athenian material. Robert cites from
Termessos an inscription (7.4.M., III, 25) containing the name of a man who “ served as epime-
letes of the gymnasia.” This case may be likened to that of an epimeletes of the Lykeion at Athens,
who made a dedication to Apollo in the latter half of the first century after Christ (1.G., I, 2875).
This document also contains the name of the gymnasiarch. Although the relationship is not clear,
one would suspect that an epimeletes of a gymnasiarchy managed an endowment to pay for oil for
the whole city, while the epimeletes of a gymnasium, or of the gymnasia, had charge of the endow-
ments relating to the physical equipment and operation of the gymnasium or gymnasia over wh.ich he
had charge. When Hadrian gave a gymnasium to Athens for the boys and youths, he supplied an
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assume the full cost of the gymnasiarchy, and that explains the continued existence
of the gymnasiarch and the specification in certain documents that the money came
from personal funds.’ The epimeleia of Hadrian’s gymnasiarchy was considered of
sufficient importance to be listed in cursus honorum.*® Marcus Aurelius Alkamenes
of Lamptrai, who was hoplite general when the decree for sacrifices in honor of the
household of Septimius Severus was passed, was also at the same time epimeletes
of Hadrian’s gymnasiarchy and antarchon of the Panhellenion (I.G., IT?, 1077).

In the case of Athens we are singularly fortunate to have precise information
concerning the machinery for procuring oil. The oil law of Hadrian ** specifies that
one-third of the crop of each grower (or one-eighth in the case of the confiscated lands
of Hipparchos) was to be sold to the city, probably at prices below those current on
the world market, until sufficient oil should be on hand to cover public uses for the
whole year (lines [10-11] and 63). This indeed must have been a large amount of
oil, especially since Athens was one of the leading producers in Greece (Pausanias
X, 32, 19). The law details the procedures for registering the crop and selling the
required third, penalizing those who disobeyed and releasing those whose oil would
create a surplus in the city’s supply. The public uses for which such a supply of oil
was earmarked can only have been the supplying of the public baths and gymnasia,
the realm of services allocated to the gymnasiarch. Thus at Athens the burden of the
liturgy was lightened somewhat by a state control of the cost of oil. A possible clue
to the method of distribution can be found in a lead token, probably Hellenistic, found
in the Athenian Agora, which bears the legend EA|AQY within an olive crown.” Miss
Crosby suggests a reading either as é\a<idov or as the Attic deme "Ehalod(s). In
view of the absence of the final sigma the former seems more likely. This token
would probably entitle the bearer to a certain amount of oil, on the analogy of the
grain tokens cited above. It is tempting to associate it with the prizes awarded in the
Panathenaia.

The officers in charge of the purchase of oil according to the Hadrianic oil law
were called the elaionai. In other cities this official bore much of the burden of the
cost of 0il.** Their function is defined by Arcadius Charisius (Digest, L, iv, 18,5):
Cura quoque emendr frumenti olei (nam harum speciarum curatores, quos ourdvas
et e\awdvas appellant, creari moris est) inter personalia munera in quibusdam civi-
tatibus numerantur. At Athens since his name does not appear in cursus honorum nor

additional fund ““ for it that it become an ornament to the city ” (/.G., I1%, 1102). May not such
a fund have been an endowment for expenses outside of the oil supply ?

17 The facts have already been recognized by Graindor, Hadrien, pp. 45-47.

18 I.G., 112, 3620 = Oliver, Gerusia, no. 23, p. 107; I.G., 112, 3688; I.G., IV?, I, 691.

1 J.G., 112, 1100; see the edition of Oliver, Ruling Power, pp. 960-963. See also Oliver, A.J.P.,
LXXXIV, 1963, p. 89.

20 Crosby, Agora, X, p. 89, L 38.

21 .. Robert, Etudes Anatoliennes, Paris, 1937, pp. 317-318.


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

132 THE ATHENIAN CONSTITUTION AFTER SULLA

on dedicatory monuments, it would seem that the elatones was primarily an administra-
tor. The relationship of the elatones to the gymnasiarch is probably analogous to
that of the sitones to the hoplite general; both were subordinate officers, probably
professional buyers, who purchased for the liturgist.

One document from Roman Athens would connect the gerusia with the elaiothesia
(see Appendix IV). The context is not clear, but there are two possibilities. Either
the gerusia was required to guarantee the oil supply for the games it financed, or the
elaiothesia was that for the use of the gerusiasts themselves.

B. AGONOTHESIA

A major asset to the prestige of Athens was the brilliant round of festivals, both
quadrennial and annual. The staging of these involved tremendous expenditures
which again were taken care of through the generosity of the citizens. Ephebic lists
contain many names of agonothetai of various games, but our interest will center on
the citizens outside of the ephebes who were willing to undertake these liturgies. The
games for which an agonothesia is attested in Roman Athens include the Greater *
and Lesser ** Panathenaia; games in honor of the imperial house,* including the
Hadrianeia; * the Eleusinia, Greater ** and ordinary;* the Dionysia;* the Olym-
pia; ** and the Greater Asklepieia.*

The major agonothesiai at Athens were that of the Panathenaia, especially the
penteteric Greater Panathenaia, and that of the feasts of the imperial house. A certain
amount of information about the duties of the agonothetes of the Panathenaia is
preserved for us in the account of Herodes Atticus’ elaborate preparations (Philo-
stratos, Vit. Soph., I1, 1, p. 59, Kayser) and in an honorary decree from the middle
of the second century B.c. (I.G., II*, 968). Basically he had the responsibility for
outfitting the ship which was to carry the peplos and for paying the expenses involved
in the procession, the accompanying sacrifices, and the games. It seems probable

22 J ., 112, 3535; Insc. Délos, 1628; I.G., 112, 4207, 3650, 3649, 3416, 3198, 3669; these range
in date from around A.p. 57 through A.p. 269/70.

8 1 G., 112, 3615, 4071, 3592; Oliver, Gerusia, nos. 31, 32, pp. 125-142 = Hesperia, XX, 1951,
pp. 350-354 = Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 27, p. 27, ranging in date from the mid-second century
after Christ to ca. 230.

24 1 G., 112, 1069, 3270, 4174, 3531, 3535, 3571, 1077, from the end of the first century B.c.
through 209/10.

.G, 112, 3649; I.G., IV? 1, 691; I.G., 112, 3015, 3707; these range from the end of the
second century after Christ through the middle of the third.

28 Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 8, pp. 37-40; I.G., II2, 3605 ; second century after Christ.

27 [ G., 112, 4071, mid-second century after Christ.

2 ] G., 112, 3112 of A.p. 75/6-87/8 and I.G., II%, 3649 of the end of the second century after
Christ.

29 1.G., 112, 4075, second half of the second century and I.G., II%, 3687, lines 14, 25, the
beginning of the third century.

0 G., 112, 3614 of the mid-second century after Christ.
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that some public work might also be involved, since Herodes undertook to build the
Panathenaic stadium, while the agonothetes of the honorary decree made repairs to
the roads, on the Acropolis, in the Odeion, and in the Anakeion. A more detailed
parallel is to be found in a series of decrees of honors for the agonothetai of the
Theseia which date to the middle of the second century B.c.,” in which the agonothetes
is praised for having sent off a well-ordered procession, completed the sacrifices to
Theseus in the ancestral manner, taken complete care of the torch race and gym-
nastic games, provided that no contestant should suffer injury, set up prizes for the
contestants with all zeal according to the decrees of the demos, set up prizes for the
winning phyla: in the contests involving cavalry and military teams, and likewise for
the companies of foreigners; for having given daily sums of money to the boule and
to the prytaneis for sacrifices; for having set up a hoplotheke in one case; and for
having paid for the stele with the names of the victors. For an agonothetes to dedicate
the ship, or part of it, as a public monument does not seem to have been unusual.*®
There is also evidence that the agonothetes exercised a certain amount of jurisdiction
over the spectators (Lucian, Nigr., 14) as well as over the contestants (Lucian,
Herm., 33), and he appears to have had control over admission of spectators, accord-
ing to the interpretation placed upon some lead tokens.*

There is some indication that during the reign of Hadrian there may have been
a contribution by the emperor to help pay the costs. Graindor * advanced this sug-
gestion on the evidence of two cursus honorum: in one inscription, probably Hadrianic,
it is noted that the agonothetes contributed from his own funds (I.G., IT?, 3592);
in the same inscription that man’s father is indicated as having served upon appoint-
ment by the emperor. Graindor suggests that this may be a case of the emperor
undertaking the expenses, but through a local dignitary. This could hardly have been
a permanent arrangement, since there seems to have been no further occasion for
the boast that the money was supplied from the personal resources of the agonothetes
until the agonothesia of P. Herennius Dexippos in 269/70 (I.G., 1%, 3669). A similar
device may have been used by Commodus, when he and the kosmetes of the ephebes
were said to have renewed the games of the Panathenaia.” There is some evidence

1 1.G., II?, 956, 957, 958 are the best preserved examples.

32 Philostratos, Vit. Soph., 11, I, p. 59, Kayser; I.G., I1?, 3198. The nature of the dedication
1.G., II%, 3650 is uncertain. I.G., II?, 3416 is a dedication of the members of the imperial family,
but again it is not clear what was dedicated.

33 Crosby, Agora, X, pp. 82-83, 116-117.

3 Hadrien, pp. 47-49.

8 I.G., I12, 2116 as restored by Raubitschek, “ Commodus and Athens,” Hesperia, Suppl. VIII,
1949, p. 284, note 8. The transcription of Pittakis, as given by Kirchner, would see the games as
the Athenaia, which Graindor believes was another name for the Panathenaia (Musée Belge, XXVI,
1922, p. 209, note 4), citing Pausanias, VIII, 2, 1, and the problematical passage of Athenaios, XII,
561le, but which L. Deubner, Attische Feste, Berlin, 1932, p. 237, denies had any connection with
the Panathenaia.
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from the third century that this liturgy was not the most sought after in the com-
munity, since the decrees in honor of M. Ulpius Eubiotos praise the fact that he
undertook it voluntarily!* Hadrian’s contributions probably were an attempt to
revitalize the Panathenaic festival, probably languishing because of lack of wealthy
contributors. Oliver, basing his conclusion in large part on the decree in honor of
Eubiotos, suggests that part of the function of the gerusia founded after the visit of
Marcus Aurelius in 176 was the assuring of proper financing for the Panathenaia.™
In this way it would oversee the financing of a civic cult in much the same way as the
gerusia at Ephesos cared for the cult of Artemis. Of course private citizens who
wished to undertake the expense were still welcomed, and an agonothetes is attested
for the first decade of the third century (/.G., IT?, 3416), nor should Eubiotos be
forgotten. Whether the continued existence of the gerusia was responsible for Dexip-
pos’ boast of having used his own money cannot be answered with the present state of
our evidence.

Next to the Panathenaia the best attested agonothesia is that of the games in
honor of the imperial house, the agones Sebastoi. The first attested agonothetes of
such games was Julius Nikanor at the end of the first century B.c. (1.G., IT*, 1069).
The next reference to these games is the identification of Novius son of Philinos of
Oion as the first agonothetes (1.G., 1I?, 3270) of the Sebastoi agones. Graindor *
thinks that Novius was the first agonothetes under the new emperor, and he refers to
another inscription where the games are called the ““ games of Tiberius Claudius
Caesar Augustus ” (1.G., 1T, 4174). On the other hand may it not be possible that
games of this name were not regularly celebrated under Tiberius or Gaius? Other
documents indicate that certain of these games were called the Greater Caesarca
Augusta.” The Hadrianeia were a festival of great endurance, and an agonothetes is
attested as late as the mid-third century. One other agonothetes is attested with regard
to games in honor of the imperial household in the decree of a festival for the house-
hold of Septimius Severus ({.G., II?, 1077), Marcus Aurelius Alcamenes who was
agonothetes of the games of the August [household?]. Although later emperors had
games in their honor, there are no records of agonothetai outside of the ephebic lists.*

It was not at all unusual for a wealthy man to serve more than once as agono-
thetes. The epigraphical evidence indicates that Tiberius Claudius Novius was agoio-

36 Oliver, Gerusia, nos. 31, 32, pp. 125-142 = Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 350-354 = Hesperia,
XXXII, 1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30.

37 Oliver, Gerusia, pp. 1, 5, 28; Historia, VII, 1958, pp. 476-477.

38 Tibére & Trajan, p. 11, note 7.

89 1.G., 112, 3531 of before the middle of the first century after Christ; I.G., 112, 3571 of before
117/8 after Christ; on the other hand I.G., 112, 3535 does not use the adjective “ Greater.”

40 For summaries of these see the references in L. Moretti, Iscrizioni Agonistiche Greche, Rome,
1953, for the Hadrianeia, p. 221 ; the Gordianeia, p. 203; and L. Deubner, Attische Feste, Berlin,
1932, pp. 236-237, who discusses in addition the Sylleia, the Antinoeia, the Kommodeia, the Severeia,
the Philadelpheia (honoring Caracalla and Geta), and others.
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thetes for games in honor of Claudius twice,* once in games in honor of Nero (I.G.,
IT%, 3535) and once of the Greater Panathenaia (I.G., IT%, 3535; Insc. Délos, 1628) ;
Tiberius Claudius Diotimos was twice agonothetes;*® Claudius Demostratos was
agonothetes of the Panathenaia and the Eleusinia (/.G., II°, 4071); Aelius Praxa-
goras of the Panathenaia and the Greater [Asklepieia?] (I.G., IT?, 3614, 3615);
L. Memmius of Thorikos, the altar priest, three times (/.G., II?, 3620); and an
unidentified Athenian of the late second century was agonothetes of the Greater
Dionysia, the Greater Panathenaia, the Hadrianeia Augusta and the Panhellenia
(1.G., IT%, 3649). Service as agonothetes was appropriate for inclusion in a cursus
honorum ** or was a basis for a decree of honors or a statue, although usually only
when held in conjunction with another office.*

Certain additional contexts in which there appear the names of agonothetar
ought to be cited. In a prytany list of the first or early second century after Christ the
agonothetes is awarded a crown.”” The list of prytaneis who visited Salamis on a
pilgrimage contains the name of an agonothetes in its heading (I.G., IT%, 1759), who
was probably the master of the games occasioning this pilgrimage. Three monuments
contain the name of Tiberius Claudius Novius when he was agonothetes. A statue
of Publius Memmius Regulus was erected by him (I.G., IT°, 4174) and a statue of
Claudius set up by the Areopagus, the boule of the six hundred, and the demos with his
nane included in the dedication (I.G., 1I°, 3270) when he was hoplite general and
agonothetes, and the third statue, again of Claudius, was set up with Novius serving
as epimeletes (1.G., 11%, 3271) when he was herald of the Areopagus and agonothetes.
In the fourth century after Christ Flavius Septimius Marcellinus boasted that he
was an ex-agonothetes (1.G., 11>, 5206).** Three further documents mentioned the
agonothetes, but in an obscure context. The first, which refers to an agonothetes for
the procession, may be a decree of honors, since an olive crown is mentioned, but a
reference to white clothing is unexplained (I.G., IT?, 1060). The second contains parts
of a letter and of a decree of honors for an agonothetes who Kirchner believes served
for the Theseia (I.G., IT?, 1095). The third permits only the conclusion that the title
of agonothetes is a likely restoration (/.G., IT?, 1122, lines 11-12). A dedication by
the rhabdophorot of a statue of the hero Polydeukion is dated by the agonothesia of

“11n Ap. 41 (I.G., 11%, 3270 and 4174) and 42 (I.G., 112, 3271).

2 Hesperia, X11, 1943, no. 18, pp. 67-68.

3 [.G., 112, 3531; Hesperia, X1I, 1943, no. 18, pp. 67-68; I.G., 112, 3546, 4017 (line 25),
3614, 3615, 3624, 3605, 4075, 3592 (twice), 3620, 3649, 3687 (three times), 3707, 3669; I.G.,
Iv2 1, 691.

¢ For an agonothetes alone, I.G., 112, 4207 ; for an agonothetes who also undertook simultane-
ously another office: I.G., II%, 1069, 3535; Insc. Délos 1628; I.G., 112, 3571, 3668; Oliver,
Gerusia, nos. 31, 32, pp. 125-142 —= Hesperia, XX, 1951, pp. 350-354 = Hesperia, XXXII, 1963,
no. 27, pp. 26-30.

5 Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 8, pp. 37-40.

4 For this interpretation see Oliver, Expounders, pp. 88-89.
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Vibullius Polydeukos, but this is probably a private agonothesia set up by Herodes
Atticus for a cult (1.G., IT?, 3968). Similarly an inscription published by W. Peek *'
would seem to refer to an agonothetes for an eranos. The deified Hadrian is named as
agonothetes in a series of imperial letters to the Dionysiac technitai,*® but the context
is unclear.

There is a single epigraphical reference to the athlothesia in the statutes of the
Iobakchoi.* Lucian shows the athlothetai acting as referees at games (Adv. Ind., 9;
Pisc., 33) and as a group having the right to special seats (Herm., 39). In the fifth
century B.C. they are attested as handling money for the Panathenaic festival.** There
is no reason to believe that this custom changed very greatly, and we may assume that
they assisted the agonothetes in the financial administration.

C. PANEGYRIARCHIA

The third of the very common liturgies cited in cursus honorum was the panc-
gyriarchia.®® The name of the panegyriarchos appears in the headings of two prytany
catalogues,’ in one of which the holder of the office was no less than the emperor Com-
modus.” Our knowledge of the functions of the panegyriarch is limited to the fact that
he was expected to feed the visitors to the Eleusinian festival.*

D. CHOREGIA

Although the meaning of the word choregia had been broadened by the time of
the Roman empire to mean almost the same as litourgia,* the technical meaning of the
title choregos continued, and it is this aspect of the choregia which is of interest here.

47 Ath. Mitt.,, LXVII, 1942, no. 29, p. 30.

% ].G., 112, 1105, B, b, line 15. The use of the form fedv “Adpwa[vév would exclude the compo-
sition of this letter during Hadrian’s lifetime. Therefore the letters of side B must have been written
by his successor. Such series of letters spanning two reigns are not unexpected, e. g. see Appendix

Iv.

9 1G., 112, 1368 = S.1.G.*, 1109 = Oliver, Gerusia, no. 22, pp. 106-107, lines 131-132. The
fifth century reference is in I.G., I?, 304A, lines 5-6, and is commented upon by B. D. Meritt,
Athenian Financial Documents, Ann Arbor, 1932, p. 97.

s 1.G., 112, 3609, 3614, 3615, 3592 (four times), 3692, 3669, in which the dates of service as
liturgist range from the end of the first century after Christ to sometime before 269/70.

511 .G., I12, 1792 = Oliver, A.J.P., LXXI, 1950, pp. 174-177 ; Hesperia, XXIX, 1960, no. 59,
p. 49; of the late second and third centuries. -

52 As first noticed by Raubitschek, “ Commodus and Athens,” Hesperia, Suppl. VIII, 1949,

. 284.
P 53 Plutarch, Quaest. Conviv., V, 5, 2, 679b; see Oliver, A.J.P., LXXI, 1950, pp. 175-176;

Graindor, Hadrien, p. 97. ) ) . ‘ '

5¢ See Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 55-56. A clear example of this usage is found in an imperial
letter to the gerusia: Oliver, Gerusia, no. 24, pp. 108-120, line 31 — Meritt, Hesperia, XXX, 1961,
no. 31, pp. 231-236 and Oliver thereto on pp. 402-403 of the same volume; for the use of choregia to
mean elaiothesia see A. Wilhelm, Neue Beitrige zur griechischen Inschriftenkunde, V (Sitz. Akad.
Wiss. Wien, CCXIV, 1932), pp. 45-46; to describe Eleusinian liturgies I.G., II%, 1338.
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It would seem that the Dionysiac dramatic contests were in a state of decline
from the beginning of the Roman period through the latter half of the first century
after Christ. The only support for this statement is the lack of choregic dedications.
The festival undoubtedly continued, but without its former grandeur. The first
dateable choregic dedication was set up by the tribe Oineis (/.G., I1%, 3112) to com-
memorate the games offered by Philopappos. These games have been dated to
75/6-87/8 by Graindor.”® This same choregia is recalled by Plutarch, Quaest.
Conviv., 1, 10, 1, 628A, but a comparison of the two sources gives rise to problems.
First the dedicating tribe of the inscription was not the same as the tribe which
Plutarch mentioned as victorious; and second Philopappos was called choregos by
Plutarch, while the inscription ascribes this office to Boulon. Graindor ** notes first
that on the inscription the word e of the expression € dywricauévor has been erased,
probably indicating that Oineis was not the victor, and second that when Plutarch
indicated that Philopappos was choregos for all twelve tribes, he was merely indicating
that Philopappos supplied the money for each of the tribes,” while Boulon had been
chosen, probably by Philopappos, to perform the actual duties of choregos for the
tribe Oineis. The evidence from Lucian (Icar., 17; Nec., 16; Sat., 19) would indicate
considerable duties for the choregos in staging a production. The inscription then
contains a list of participants. There seems to have been a reduction in the numbers
of the chorus from the former fifty to only twenty-five.** One other choregic monii-
ment can be dated to the latter part of the first century.” This declares that the demos
of the Athenians was victor, since all the ckoregor and choruses withdrew from the
competition and agreed to set up a statue of the demos so that no one would have to
bear the onus of being a loser. Three other dedications from the late first or early
second century are too fragmentary for further comment (I.G., II?, 3113, 3115,
3119). The choregic contests of the second century * appear to have involved only
two contestants, each representing half the tribes according to the interpretation of
A. Brinck.” A large triangular base inscribed in archaizing style indicates that it
holds a list of the choregoi of Oineis, but only a single name is subscribed.” The very

8 Chronologie, pp. 95-100, no. 66; Tibére & Trajan, p. 51 and note 3.

86 Tibére a Trajan, p. 52; see also Delz, Lukians Kenntnis, pp. 54-55, note 3.

57 For another example of a single man financing several choruses, see the Sacred Speeches
of Aelius Aristides, L, 43, p. 436, Keil.

58 As observed by A. Brinck, “ Inscriptiones Graecae ad choregiam pertinentes,” Dissertationes
Philologicae Halenses, V1I, 1886, no. 71, pp. 157-159.

% I.G., I12, 3114, dated to 70/1-110/1 by Graindor, Chronologie, no. 72, pp. 108-109; see also
Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, p. 26.

s J.G., 1I%, 3116, 3117, but see the edition of M. MacLaren, “ A Choragic Epigram from
Athens,” T.A.P.A., LXVIII, 1937, pp. 78-83; I.G., 11?2, 3118; although the second of these
concerns games for Antinogs.

%1 0p. cit., p. 163.

82 1.G., I12, 3121 ; see Oliver, 4.J.4., XLV, 1941, p. 539 for an improved reading. Room was
left for more names, but none were ever added.
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latest testimony for the Dionysia occurs in a cursus honorum from the end of the
second century ° which records an agonothesia. It must also be noted that dramatic
contests occurred in other games besides the Dionysiac under the Roman Empire, such
as during the Panathenaic festival (I.G., II°, 3157) and the games in honor of
Antinods.** Although it need not have reference to dramatic contests, there is evidence
now of the continued production of plays in Athens into the third century after Christ
from a lead token bearing the name of Menander’s Theophoroumene.”

E. THE GERUSIA

The financing of the great festivals at Athens was becoming increasingly burden-
some. Examples have been cited above, especially with reference to the agonothesia
of the Panathenaia and the lessened scale of the Dionysiac games. Various remedies
were undertaken to alleviate the burden. Hadrian created an endowed gymnasiarchy
and seems to have undertaken the financial burden of the agonothesia of the Pana-
thenaia. His oil law reduced the danger of speculation in oil causing the cost to rise
beyond what Athens could afford. Commodus also revealed himself a benefactor of
Athens when he undertook the agonothesia of the Panathenaia and the panegyriarchia.
Probably the most significant item of imperial concern for the continuance of the
festivals was the organization of the gerusia to manage the financing of the imperial
cult and the Panathenaia. Very little can be added to the studies of this institution
published by J. H. Oliver.® The problems concerned in the founding of the gerusia
can be studied in a series of imperial letters sent during its formative years (Gerusia,
nos. 24-26), from the foundation in A.p. 176 through 184. It seems that the idea of a
gerusia for Athens came from Marcus Aurelius during the visit to Athens in 176, at
which time he became an Eleusinian initiate. Not until the third letter, sent in 178 or
179, can the gerusia have been functioning, since this is the first addressed directly to it.
The gerusia was to be composed of 400 members from the Athenians of a status
sufficient to participate in the ekklesia. Eligibility was also based on age and wealth,
but the sources do not specify the norms. The gerusia was headed by an archon (Geru-

63 J.G., 112, 3649. Only the delta of Dionysia is preserved.

6 1 G., 112, 3117, but see the text of M. MacLaren, T.4.P.4., LXVIII, 1937, pp. 78-83.

85 Crosby, Agora, X, p. 122, L 329; see also p. 116.

6 Gerusia, and “Gerusiae and Augustales,” Historia, VII, 1958, pp. 472-496. The only
additional material has been the publication of new fragments of the documents contained in Gerusia.
These include the following. To Gerusia, nos. 24-26, pp. 108-122: Meritt, Hesperia, XXIX, 1960,
no. 29, p. 22; XXX, 1961, no. 31, pp. 231-236 and the comments of Oliver in the same volume, pp.
402-403 ; Appendix IV of this study. To Gerusia, nos. 31, 32, pp. 125-142: Oliver, Hesperia, XX,
1951, pp. 350-354; Meritt, Hesperia, XXXII, 1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30. Possibly one more document
‘may be added to the collection of references, although it contributes no new data, a metrical funerary
inscription which indicates that the deceased had left behind life, the demos of Kekrops, iepav
BovMiy e ye[paipwv] (I.G., 112, 13150, line 4). Finally there are the lead tokens found in the Agora,
see note 67.
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sia, no. 27) and many questions still unsettled were to be referred to the imperial
procurator. The income from holdings in land were to furnish the necessary financial
backing. References to the imperial birthday and instructions on the sorts of images of
the emperor to be used are an indication of the concern for the imperial cult. In other
places references are made to the composition of odes and distributions, both indicating
participation in festivals. Distributions or admission to events at festivals are prob-
ably explanations for a pair of lead tokens found in the Agora excavations,” one
inscribed TEP[OT]SIAS and the other IEPAS, TEPOTYS,[I]AS. The connection of the
gerusia with the Panathenaia is made via the decree in honor of Ulpius Eubiotos

(Gerusia, nos. 31 and 32) and the parallel of the gerusia at Ephesos which financed the
civic cult of Artemis in that city.

*7 Crosby, Agora X, pp. 82, 109, L 244, 118-119, L 310.
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APPENDIX 1

This appendix contains a list of dedications, 1.e. statue bases, herms, epistyles, and
theater seats, from Roman Athens, in which the formal wording of the decree as
passed in a meeting does not appear, but merely one of the common formulae of the
period. The division is according to formula, and is chronological within each section.

A. DECREES OF THE AREOPAGUS AND OTHER CORPORATIONS
#% & *Apelov wdyov BovA) kai 4 BovAy Tév @ (or X) kai & Sijpos

1.G., II%, 4106
4111
3786
3787
3788
3789
3907

3721
4126

2803
3523

2804
2805
2806
3551

4199
4244
Hesp., XXVIII, 9
Hesp., XXIX, 54
1.G., 112, 3238
3261
3266B
3268

3270
3271

3449

a. med. s. 1 a.

c.a.45a.
aet. Aug.
aet. Aug.
aet. Aug.
aet. Aug.
aet. Aug.

aet. imp.

non a. a. 14 a.

wnit. s. 1 p.
mit. 5. 1 p.

Tdw[v ..]xdviov dvéiraroy

Claudius Marcellus and his wife

[To]¥A[wov Nuwxd]vopa

"TovAov Nikdvopa

"TovAtov Nuxd [vopa]

*TovAwov Nixdvopa

Anprjrpiov [~ — — 8Ja[p]ov
‘Alpoto[wov]

A ’AkiAMov PAGpov Tovpkiavdy
TdAloy évbimarov

no dedicatee

7ov & [nynrip Mappévy]v Mappé-
vov[s Mapafdvioy]

(70 yév[os 76 Edporr]dév) is a fourth dedicator)
s. 1p. no dedicatee
s.Ip. no dedicatee
s. Ip. no dedicatee
s.1p. Seihwva *Amoddoviov M[ed]7réa

pnbévra 4’ éorias

(émpernbévros T[is] dvabéoews o warpds)
s. I p. ut vid. T'v Opd [piov]
s. I p. ut vid. [-—— o]v Buyarépa [~ — ~ yvvaix]a
s. 1 p. no dedicatee
s.1p. no dedicatee

TovAiav Oeav SeBacmy Mpovoway

(Gvabévros éx Tév i8lwv Awvvalov Tof Ablov Mapabuwriov)
a. 14-37 Claudius

(émpernfévros 1i[s dvabéoews] iepéws dvros 8 [Biov])
a.37-41 [ ==—-

([émpernfévros] Tod émi To[vs émAitas arparyyoed])
a. 41 p. Claudius

([a]vab[é]v[ros — — — émperpredoavros] émt rov Mepatéa)
a. . Claudius
a. 42 p. Claudius

(émpernbév[ros] Tob épyov TiBeplov KAavdiov Noviov)
p.a. 48 p. TovAiav Bepeveixny BaociMaoarv

(8w Tijs wpovolas Tod émperqrod Tis mélews)

statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base

statue base
statue base

statue base

statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base

capital
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base

statue base

statue base

statue base
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4042
3273
4173
S.E.G., XII, 158
(=1I.G., IT2, 4176)
S.E.G., XII, 159
(=1.G., 112, 4177)
1.G., 112, 3927
3928

4043
4184
4044
3535
3277
3283b
4193

3545
3731

4205
Hesp., V11, 27

1.G., 1I%, 3988
4078
2021
3286
3284
3571

3573
3798

3589

3287
3599
3664
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a. 41-54 *Abyv[aida] sjpwelryy
a. 49-53 Claudius statue base
a. med. s. 1 p. [Tva]iov Aop[ério]v *AnwéBapBov statue base
a. med. s. 1 p. A relative of Publius statue base
Memmius Regulus leg. pro pr.
a. med. s. 1 p. Son of Publius Memmius statue base
Regulus, leg. pro pr.
med. s. 1 p. I’ Kawihov Kdowov *Axapréa statue base
med. s. 1 p. Awok)é[a OemaroxAéovs] statue base
*Ayvove[wov]
med. 5. 1 p. Srari[Mav Haoydpe]av
med. s. 1 p. Mapxov "Avno[v] Adpeivoy tmarov statue base
p.med. s. 1 p. KAa[vdlav Ay]pnyrplav
c.a. 57 p. TBépiov KAavdiov Novioy statue base
a. 61/2 Nero dedication on Parthenon
69/79? Domitian statue base
a. 85/6-94/5 Kdéwrov TpeBérliov ‘Poidoy statue base
Aapmrpéa ‘
fin.s. 1 p. Tov [é]mpuedyryy tijs kata [r]pw statue base
woAw dyopis Pudlav [Pi]Slov
‘Papvovorov
s I/1I1 p. [~ = =]va épnBo[v] statue base
s. I/1I1 p. T[------=--- ]
c. a. 100 p. TiB[éprov] Kaviov K [vpeiva]
*AoxAymidyy TovA[wavor] epya-
pppov fipw[a]
s. IT p. Afw]viowor I[- — —]ov *Axapvé[a] cippus
s. I1 p. ut vid. [K]Aavdiay Mav[— — — é Mapla-
Ouwvioy
a.a. 112/3 70[v] xoopyryy ‘HliéSwpoy ) prefixed to
II[e] paiéa ephebic catalogue on a herm
a. 112/3 Hadrian as archon statue base
a. 113 p. ut vid. Trajan statue base
a.a. 117/8 [T Komdrov] Mdéyor *‘Ayvoiaiov statue base
(émpernbévros ‘Eppaiov ) Kolwvifer)
c.a.119/20 Kordnov Mdéyov “Ayvodaioy statue base
a. 119/20 Sofovra Aadikov Sovnéa larpdv herm
Lakopevovra *AckAymod kai
“Yyela[s]
(érperyredovros Komwviov Magipov)
a. 122/3 T{ ®Ad [*AA]xBuddyy Mawaviéa 7ov statue base
érovupov dpxovra kai iepéa
Apolgov Vrdrov
a. 124/5 Trajan series of four statue bases
(each of four phylai émperovpévys)
a.a. 126/7 [ov dpxie] péa T8 KA
[’Arricoy d]warcdy
a.a. 126/7 Idoova Zijfov Tov kai Adyiopoy herm

‘Ayvoiaiov {axopelgavra Tod
p
’
’AokAymiod kai Tis “Yyelas

(Areopagus, boule and demos évéfyrav)
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3799
3800

3955
3956

- 4059
4064
4060
4208
3736
3958
3959

3963

3964 add.

4062
Hesp., XVI, 75

Hesp., XXIX, 57

1.G., I3, 3311
3617
3593

3594
3595

3612
3622
3625

3629

3592
2103

Hesp., XXIX, 58

Hesp., XXX, 108
1.G., 112, 4088
3712

Hesp., XI1, 251

THE ATHENIAN CONSTITUTION AFTER SULLA

a. a. 126/7 "Aovdov Zij[vevos] Srepiéa latpov statue base
{a[Kxop]eloavra *Aoxrymi[¢]
a. a. 126/7 Kdéwrov Hopmjov KoAeivg statue base
Kanirova moupryy Mepyauqpov
70v kai *Abyvaiov
a.a. 126/7 Awyéry [-——————— ] statue base
a. a. 126/7 Togpdvra statue base
(her daughter and one other [4v]é6nkav xaba évereid[avro])
a. a. 126/7 A [plav? Ze]xotvdav
a.a. 126/7 Biureddiav Eloddpay
a. a. 126/7 [- = - - 8]dpav *Axare[- — — — — 1
a. a. 126/7 A Obe[yravdv] MeoodA[a]v statue base
p.a. 126/7 Eioi8wpov ) [Ma]pafiviov herm
p.a.126/7 [===~=] 76<v)> *Arrdrov ®A[véa] ?
p. a. 126/7 "Arradoy [-———————— ]
(= - — 1 dvioeer & Miyrple)
p. a. 126/7 T{ [Alb?]dpavrov *Axap[véa] statue base
p.a.126/7 Ti ®A T'[Aavkiav *A]xap[véa] statue base
p.a.126/7 Mowdikiay SexovrdiAra[v] statue base
p.a.126/7 [ ————- statue base
p. a. 126/7 no dedicatee statue base
c.a. 132 p. Hadrian statue base
a. 138-161 Tov & [pxiepéa ?] herm
$. a. 139/40 Tirov ®A[d]oviov *AA[ke] Buddyy statue base
Hataviéa
a.med. s. 11 p. KXavdlav *Abyraida building epistyle
a. med. s. I1 p. Herodes Atticus épxiepéa mdv building epistyle
SeBagréy S Biov
med. s. 11 p. BOeprarorréa Oeparoxiéov[s] statue base
Meliréa
([ émpe] Anbév[Tos Tijs dva]béoews [~ — — — — D
p. med. s. 11 p. M Adp *Ered@[epov Sv]vrpdpov
Eb[wvvpéa] xmpukedoavra Tijs €
*Apelov wdyov BovAijs
p. med. s. 11 p. Kiwrov *AA[Adjwo]v *Emikryrov statue base

(at bottom ¥ (n¢iopar) B(ovAis))

p. med. s. 11 p.

Et8ypov [’A¢podeoiov dv]Ad[o]wov
iepéa 8[t]a Blov AmdA[Awvos]
Iarpeov Tepvpaivy

(évabeions s ywawds [adrod])

a. 165/6-168/9

a. 172/3 aut
paullo post

s. IT/111 p.

s. II/I11 p.

mit. s. 11T p.

. a. 211-218

a. 215-217

[Tt"rov PA Aewoﬂe’myv Ha.t]awe'a
rov koounyriy Adp Pidwve Mepaiéa

KAavdlavy Mevdvdpav
Kagtavov *Avriov mov kal
7 \ s\ -~ ’
Swvéoiov Tov éml Tod Movalo[v]
Tavel\sjvov dpxov[Ta]
A Aov[kilov Td]vo[av
peio ] kA avdy

statue base

statue base
prefix to
ephebic stele
stele

plaque
statue base
statue base

statue base

(air[noa] pévov k[al émperyfévros] @eo[Pir]ov ) ‘YBdSo[v])

1 See Oliver, A.J.A4., L, 1946, pp. 247-250.
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APPENDIX 1
I.G., 113, 42222 fin.s. IV p. 1oV Aapmpérarov &[v]Bémarov
tiis ‘EAAd8os ‘Povdiov ®forov xai
*Apeorayelryy
Hesp., XVI, 8 Roman no dedicatee

143

statue base

A group of fragmentary dedications from the I.G., III should also be mentioned, although in
some the use of the formula is not certain: I.G., III, 957, 958, 959, 960, 961, 963, 963a, 968.
This formula is sometimes varied by the omission of one of the corporations, or by the re-

arrangement of their order.

7 &€ *Apeiov mdyov BovAy) kal 4§ BovAy Tév X (or ®)

1.G., 112, 2807 s.1p. no dedicatee
3931 s. Ip. *Epdrova *Epdrovos Byoaiéa
3247 a. a4 p. Tiberius
Hesp., X, 32 fin.s. 1p. [Kéwrov TpeBéAr]wov ‘Poipor
[Aaparrpéal]
I.G., 113, 3957 p. a. 126/7 Mévavdpoy *A8[— — — -~ ~ - — - ]
3668 * wmed. s. I1I p. [II6] “Epévwov [Mrolepaiov
"Eppe]ov (with a list of
magistracies)
3716+ 5. IV p. [F-—--==—== ] Meluréa
II1, 963b [-----=-—- ]
% [BovA]% 4 & *Aprjov wdyov [kal 6 8]7uos kal % BovAy [rév é]éakooivy
Hesp., XXVIIL, p. 87  a. 14-37 p. TiBepiwe [Kaloap] Bedr
(=I.G., 1I%, 4209) SeBac[ar]dn
7 & *Apelov wdyov BovAy kal 6 S7juos
1.G., 113, 4232 p.med. s. 1 a. KefiqyiAhav
3446 it s. I p. 7ov 8[fpov Tov Aledpdv
3920 init. 5. I p. *Avrapérmy Aeovriyov "Emewidqyy
3921 mit. s. I p. Nwddnuov [...x]Aéovs PAvéa
3550 s. I p. [A]gpirpiov [——=] axopedoa[vral
4198 s. 1 p. Tirov ®Adovio[v — — — -]
3258 a. 18 p. Teppavcov Kaloapa
3259 a 18 p. Teppavicov Kaioapa
4171 ‘¢. a. 27-30 p. [S]éérov TMopmi[i]ov
[&v0]braTov
4183 med. s. 1 p. [T]éArov Poridiov [A]obmoy
dv8émaroy
4194 fin.s. 1p. *Aypiov Sartopvivov Tov kpdrioTov
Hesp., XV, 65 s. I/I1 p. [.. ... Jdv[wov Za]Bivor
(=1.G., II%, 4205a)
Hesp., XV, 66° s. 1T p. IIémAiov *Amrrodijiov Odépov
L.G., 112, 3647 fin. s. IT 5. Newoorpdryy pvnfeicav [4] ¢’ éorias

(avébyre émpernBévros s dvabéoelwds Tobd émrpdmov)

249 & "Aplov wdyov Bovdy) kal 4 Bovki) Tév Tpiakoeoivy Kal & Sjpos 6 *Abypvaivy.
¢ The names of the corporations are largely restored.
* 1) & Apelov mdyov BovAy kal 4 BovAy) Tév Tpiakoaivy.

‘statue base
column base

~ statue base
herm

herm

large monument

statue base
statue base
statue base

epistyle

capital

statue base

statue base
statue base

statue base

% Oliver, A.J.P., LXVIII, 1947, p. 160, would date this document to the first quarter of the

first century after Christ.
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4221 s. 111 p. A Odér[rioy — — =] Toverr{Da- statue base
vod Meo[— — — -]
([&]vébnrev)
111, 969 [--—-——————- ]
6 Sjpos xal 5 BovAy) % & *Apelov wdyov kal 5 BovAy rév X
1.G., 112, 3500 fin.s. 1a. 1OV érl Tovs bmwheitas arparyydv Kal- column
Awparidyy Suwdpdpov Tpwkoplorov
3501 fin.s.1a. TOV éml TOVs OmwAelTas
orparyyéy [-———— ]
6 &fjuos xal 7 BovAy % é *Apelov wdyov
L.G., 113, 4104 c.a7la. Aeix[]o[v] Afx]dm[ov] statue base
Aetxor[Aov]
4109 c.a. 50a. *Anmiov KAwdiov IIdAxep adrokpdropa statue base
Hesp., VI, 12° a. 14 p. TovAlay SeBacriy ["Apreuv] statue base
BovAa[{]av

kard 18 86favra T4 & ’Apelov wdyov BovAj kai 1j BovAj tév @ (or X) xai 1é Sijue. (But the phrase
xard 78 86favra is restored in both examples. In fact there is no certain instance of its use ina
dedication involving more than a single corporation. )

1.G., 112, 3008 c.a. 112 p. fmm e ] herm
(évé[Onrev tmep 16]v ovvegrBov *Avfearii|pios Eioiddpov])

Hesp., XXX, 109 s. II/111 p. [--—-——=——= ] statue base
(Tdiwos [- — — =]owavés [-——— - D

Kkatd 18 (86E>avra 1f (&> [€] (’Apeiov mdyov BovAj kai ) BovAj rév X. This is preserved in only one
very poor copy. For suspicions concerning the formula, see immediately above.
1.G., 113, 3577 a.a. 126/7 p. rov [4¢’ éo)riads) pumllédvr[a statue base
*Af]vacov 7[ov] xai 'Ewr[ad]pd-
Serroy dAvéa.

ymdioapévys Tijs é *Apelov wdyov BovAis kai Tis BovAis Tév P xai Tod rjuov Tod *Abpvaiwy

Hesp., XVI1, 76 p. a. 126/7 p. KA Tpé[kAov Kéi]vrov év8[émaror] monument
(=1.G., 112, 4196)
1.G., 112, 4210 p.a. 126/7 Aluidov Tobykov wpeafevriy statue base

SeBaorod kai dvrioTpdTiyyoy
(Tpurohirév Tijs Poweixns of dpxovres xal ij BovAy kal 6 dijuos
avébnxay émymeioapévys Tis & *Apelov miyov Bovis Kal
iis BovAijs Tdv @ Kal Tod Srjuov)

3969 7 a. 148/50 BBot [AMio]v ToAvdevkiova statue base
(‘Hpwdys)
Hesp., X, 61 fin.s. 11 a. [Swoia]v ®a[Aco]vid[Aav] statue base
Af[-----==--- avé]a[moer])
Kkar’ éreplrnpa tis é& *Apelov mdyov BovAfs kal Tis BovAis év P Kkai Tod Srjpov
Hesp., X, 42 p. a. 125 p. Ipwpo[- — = — = - Jowov iepéa
8w Bilo[v *Aprémdos] KalMiorys
kal [-—-]
([ol mpvrd]ves T[s = — ———— puAis])

¢ See the edition of Oliver, “ Livia as Artemis Boulaia at Athens,” CL. Phil., LX, 1965, p. 179.
7 As restored above, p. 69.
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APPENDIX I
1.G., 11%, 3613 c.a. 186 p. T8 KA Avouddyy Mehréa
(Kokxyia *Apéra 1ov éavris dvdpa)
c. a. 269/70 113 ‘Epév Aéfurmov “Eppetoy
(of maid[es])

3669 ®

B. DEDICATIONS BY THE SYNHEDRIA, THE POLIS, OR THE ATHENIANS

KaTd 70 émepidTyua TGV GUVEdpiwy

I.G., 11%, 3748 p.a. 161 p. T8 KA [IToAv¢ ] prov *Axapy[éa]
([T]B KA *Amorr[d8wpos] *Axapveis [0]v vidy

3640 c.a. 172/3 mupddpo[v (CAoxhymiod) ]
7 woAis
Hesp., XXIX, 96 aet. Rom. no dedicatee
1.G., 112, 4172° med. s. 1 p. [Tdi]ov *Aci[wov]
) MMaxevre[ivov]
494; s. I/11 p. no dedicatee
35711 a. a. 117/8 1oy lepéa Adjpov xal Xa[pirwv kai
dywvo] Oérmy 1év Meyddwv Kaoapioy
[T Komdwor] Mdéipov Ayvovm.ov
(émperyBévros “Eppaiov ) Kolwvifer)
3618 10 med. s. 11 p. [xjpvka] BovAis Sipov Te
(®\juova)
(évéfyxe—metrical )
4779 a. 165/6 co[ti]pot feo[is] Pradérdwr
adrox [pardpov]
(‘HpdSov émi [ peAyredovros])
4779 a. 165/6 [o]o[ripot] Beai[s pradér]dw[v
adroxpaTipwv]
([Hp)é8o[v émpueryredovros])
3409 a. 176 p. [adroxpdTopa Kaloapa Mapko]v
Adp[4Aiov *Avre]vivo [v ZeBaardv]
([8wx T8 KA] ‘Hpwd [ov *ATrixod])
3620 a. 177/80 A Méppov Exi Bopdt @opixiov
3415 a. 195-198 *TovAlav Adpvay SeBaoryy
pyrépa xdoTpoy
Hesp., XXX, 110 s. II/11T p. [T.]8 KA Exi Bopd

I.G., 112, 4215 fin. 11 /init. 111 T8 KA Kallwrmavov Traudy

3666 wmit. s. 11T p. Tov rijpvra Tis & *Apelov wdyov
BovAjis TI6 “Epévviov IItoAepaiov
70V godioTiy

4216 a. a. 205 p. PovABiov [ [MAavriav]ov
mp[o] ordryy kal &][mapxo]lv

3810 c. a. 210 p. Tirov Hopmijov Awviowy Mawaviéa

3690 a. 225-250 [Kxa]d8wv [..... TA] Avpedy

/.
(éryperovpévov Mdprov “Tovviov Muwoukiavod)

8

145
statue base

statue base

statue base
cylindrical block
statue base
statue base

plaque
statue base

herm
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base

statue base
statue base
statue base

statue base

statue base
statue base

Katd 70 émepdrypa Tijs é *Aplov wdyov BovAfs kai Tis BovAis Tdv (Y_N-< kai 70 Srjpov Tod *Abyvaiwv.

® For the date see Oliver, “ The Descendants of Asinius Pollio,” 4.J.P., LXVIII, 1947, p. 150.

105 wéAis restored.

' Dedication by the Areopagus, the boule and the demos, with 4 wé\s at the bottom.


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

146

THE ATHENIAN CONSTITUTION AFTER SULLA

3689 a. 225-250 T0v Aapmpdrarov dvbimarov
KXavdiov "TAAvpdy
(émperovp [évov Mdpxov Tovwi]ov Mwo [vkiavod] )
3692 a. med. s. I11 p. T0v Aapmpdrarov “Hyelav
(4 méMs ovvraca dvéomaer)
3696 12 a. med. s. I11 p. ®A "ABpowav Ty
[Aaparpor]d[m]v dmaruspy
3700 229/30-230/1 Mdpxew OdArie EdBudre Kxal
Tols vewis adrod
3701 med. s. 111 p. M OdAmriov PA Tewcapevov Tov
kpdTiaTov Tov Pecpoléryy
3707 med. s. II1 p. 10V &9’ éarias poryy Kaocavdy
3715 s III/IV p. Alpdpiov Swolratpov dgdoiyov
yndtoapévys Tis modews
I.G., 1I%, 4093 aet. imp. AN Avo[worpdr]yy ék Kepapéo[v]
3609 med. s. IT p. T8 KA Avouddyy Melréa
(of ddergpoi)
Hesp., XXVI, 78 a. 157 p. KeiBuwa BdpBapov tmatov

(‘Hpddys Mapabavios 6 pidos)
Yndioapérys Tijs wélews kal T0d Sijuov

1.G., 113, 3605 p. med. s. 11 p. DA Awpdfeov

(KX ‘Hpodys avébyrev dihias évexev)
*Abyvaio
1.G., 11% 3410 a. 176 p. Mapkor Adpiiov Kaioapa

7OV wpoordTyy

C. THE AREOPAGUS PASSING DEDICATIONS IN ITS OWN NAME.
7 & *Apelov wdyov Bovy)

I.G., 11?3, 4113 a. 42-40 a. [Aed]xiov Mdpkiov Kyowpeivoy
3906 aet. Aug. Asjvarov “HAwodspov dAvéa
3906 aet. Aug. “HAwd8wpov ‘Hoddpov PAvéa
S.E.G., XIX, 208 aet. Aug. ®edd [wp]ov Eiowopov [ )] Topa
I.G., 1I%, 4010 aet. Aug. *AokAymdd [qv — — —] Tpikopiaioy
4124 c.a.22a.? [IIé7A] ov Kuwridiov Obé [pov]
3431 p.a. 20 a. [Baoiréa *Ap]xéraov Buré[marpwv]
4128 c.a.9a. TatAAoy ®dBiov Mdéipov
3522 init. 5. I p. [name lost, bits of cursus]
3919 wmit. s. 1 p. érAiov Mamiviov Sr[epiéal
3932a wmit. s. I p. [- == =]wy ®a[- - - -]
Hesp., XXXII, 34 13 wmit. s. I p. [Séérov Allo]v Kdrov
[wpeoBevriy . . . kai év]Gbma[rov]
L.G., 112, 3932 s. 1p. Te[- - — - - 18t0v Net[kaié]a
Hesp., XXIX, 91 sIp. [
1.G., 113, 3243 a.a 4p. Te[Béptov Khat]diov Nép[w]va
Hesp., X1, p. 348 s. I/IT p Tdiov Odérriov SaBivov Tpaviavov

4
Taplav Kai dvTioTPATYOV

2= I1.G., 11%, 4053 ; see Oliver, Gerusia, p. 132, note 23.
18 See the re-edition of Oliver, Gr. Rom. Byz. St., VI, 1965, pp. 51-55.

statue base

statue base
statue base
theater seat
statue base
round base
round base

plaque

statue base

statue base

statue base

statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base

column
statue base
statue base

statue base
column

column
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I.G., 112, 3197
3987
3744
3967
3630
4195
3809

4005
4217

3817
Hesp., 1V, 27
1.G., II1, 962

APPENDIX I 147

s. II p. ["Ac]xAymid |xal ‘Yyuelg] relief
s. I p. © ['To]dviov *Ayabémodos Mapabdviov herm
med. s. 11 p. 7ov koopymyy "Ovacov Tpodipov herm
Hal\yvéa
med. s. I1 p.? Anpaprptov *Amé\ove Tov( 7) herm
Mapabivioy
p. med. s. 11 p. *Appodel[at]ov EdSjuov dv[Ada]wov statue base
fin. s. I p. "Aypiov Sarovpvivov Tov kpdTioToy statue base
s. II/IIT p. [iepéla mpdrov Tavjoves éfoxov
gy [Iyrpd]v
wmit. s. II1 p.? Awovigio[v — — — =] Madyw[éa] statue base
init. s. 111 p. A *Eyvdr Obixropa AoAavdv statue base
OV ffropa
s. IIT p. IroAepaiov Zepivov Tafaiov statue base
(épeBopevo dvéaryoay of oeuvéTarol *Apeorayirat wapd Tais feals)
paullo post Tov vidv Tob KoounTOd Adp statue base
218/9 *A¢dardv Mapabaoviov
SR S ]

1 & *Apelov mdyov BovAy airnoapévov Tod Seiva

I.G., 113, 3791

3986

mit. 5. 1 p. “EAwca Mypodirov lardypéa - herm
wouryy wapdofoy
(alrpoapévov Tob warpds)
fin. s. I1 p. KdA\uorov *AoxApmidSov herm
*Adwmexiifev

:) ’ - \ 3 -
(alrpoapévov o marpos abdrod)

ol Seiva alrpodpevol wapa Tijs & "Apelov adyov BovAijs

1.G., 112, 3733

3804
3737

3672

a. 126/7 Tv Awivwioy *Arrcov Tapyjrriov rov statue base
éavrdv ovvédnBov
(ot épnBot airnadpevor xTA.)

p.med. s. I1 p. rov Siddaxadov : statue base
(Tdios xai Maipos airpodpevor xTA.)
a. 136/7-169/70 7ov 8 Blov wadorpifny herm

*ABdoravrov Edudrwov Kydioiéa
(oi épnBoi 8ia 1o KoOPyTOD ATV alrpodpevo mapd *Apeomayerdv)
s. II/IIT p. Tov [E]avrav dpxovr[a] herm

(oi avvdpyovres alrpoduevor kTA. dvéfeaar)

xal® dwoprnpariopov rév *Apeomayerdy Or tijs & *Apelov mdyov BovAjs. (Those marked with an asterisk
also are xar’ érepamypa rijs BovAis rav B.)

1.G., 11?, 4091
4012
3933% 14
4245

3946
3947

aet. imp. [- —==)i{[a]v v a[VroD Buyarépa] plaque
([6 8ava])

aet. imp. Eloidwpov statue base
(Elaiduwpos Tov vidv)

s. 1p. [---=-=-=-=--- ]
(6 Ppidos avébyxer)

s. 1p. [--—=--=-——- ] statue base

s I/I1 p. [--———-—--- ] stele

s. I/1T p. Myrpo[- - - --———- ] herm
(5 ${]r05)

14 The date assigned is open to question. See above, pp. 45-46.
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3952
4052
4054
3578
(=I.G., 112, 4080)
3584
S.E.G., XVIII, 82
I.G., II?, 4071
3803
3982*
Hesp. Sup. VIII,
p. 243 (=1.G., 113,
3631 + 3796)
1.G., 112, 3984

3985

3678*

III, 966a
966b*

fin.s. 1/
init. s. 11 T[ér]ov $AdBov Kévwva Sovniéa
(PAafla Sopia oV éavrijs vidv)

s. I/IT p. [Ed]ruxlay ®e]— - — -~ ]
s. I/I1 p. an Athenian woman
(8 warip)
c. a. 128/9 [‘H]Alov iépeafv] A[- - -~~~ ]

(CAmoMAdvios *Axapved[s Ty éav]Tod pyrépa)

aet. Hadr. no dedicatee listed

s. IT p. (Hadr.) Mevexp [drv Kqpow ] pelvov
@ [aAypéa]

med. s. II p. [Me]vdvdp[a]v

([# 8eiva] wéhis k[— — — — = —=— 1

p. med. s. 11 p. ‘T *TovAwov SaBivov MAatwykoy
PAdoopoy

p. med. s. 11 p. *AbGjvaroy Oeopirov Hawaviéa

statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base

statue base
plaque

statue base
herm

herm

(6 #[a]™p Ao O[] BovANios ®ed[piho]s Mawaneds [dvédn]xer)

p.med. s. I1 p. [Sapamiov]a XoAAeldyy oy
— — — kal ¢t]Adadodov Srww[dv]
(Ko Srd[ri0s] XoAetdys mov atrod wdwmov 4véd[nxev])
c. a. 166/7 PAdBiov EdOuxd[pav] TMauaviéa
(Mo [p)mpia Md[Ara] 76 [v éav]r[Fs dvdpa])
c.a. 166/7 Tirov $AdBrov MévarBpov
Maaviéa
(% parnp Mopmyia MoAra Tov éavris vidv)
s. I1/111 p. {éperay TTodBos *Abnvis
SaBewaviy ‘Apddoy
(76 yévos 76 Ipabepyidisv)

kal® tropymparioudy kal katd Yiduoua on theater seats

1.G., 112, 5101
' 5122
5151

’OABlas ieprjas
’AAxias
Sevrvodpdpo[v]

Kxard 1O émepoTypua Ty "Apeomayerdy Or Tis & "Apelov wdyov BovAis

1.G., 112, 4200/1 5
3566 1¢

3607
2959

3635

s. 1p. Ky [vowpei Jvov Knvow [ peivov]
(Xpijor[os — — - - - D
s. I/IT p. Zo[olpny Ta]ppiro[v — — —

kavpopricac]av?
(6 w[arip])
med. s. 1T p. *Arwiav *Ateliav PhydAay
(oi & etpat mpayparevral)
wmed. s. 1T aut v dpyovra (tév Edpodmdiv)
paullo post Maépkoy TovAw[v] *AmeAddy
Mapafivioy
(Edpormidar)
p. med. s. I1 p. [MavA ] Aeélvay *Avr[— — — -

x]avypoprica[aav]

15 Date disputed in the text, pp. 45-46.

statue base

statue base

herm

statue base

plaque

statue base

statue base

statue base
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3637 p. med. s. I1 p. ™y 4@’ éorias Adp Mdyvay Ty statue base
xai “Eppidvy
(ol yoveis)

3652 1¢ p. a. 161 p. Tov Aap[mrpdrarov] statue base
3760 s. II/111 p. Mé[vavdpov] herm
Hesp., XXXII, 72 s. II/1IT p. [-=-====—- ] herm
Hesp., XXXII, 73 s. IT/I11 p. [----—---- ] herm
LG, 117, 3656 * init. s. 111 p. Tir ®A *Arelpnrov Hepaéa mov statue base

yevépevov dp’ éorias
(% wiryp Tov vidw Toiv Beoiv)

4011 aet. imp. [- = - T]épwor
(ObelBi[os — — — — — av]8pos [avéor]na[e?])
I11, 964 [--=-=-===- ]
965¢ [--=====—= ]
8dypari *Apeomayerdv .
1.G., 112, 3995 s. II/111 p. *Erappdderoy herm
(Bérixy)
3697 a. med. s. 111 p. T0v AapmpdraTov dwarwov kal érdvv- arch

pov dpxovra M OfAx EdBlorov
Aebpov Talpdys[rriov]
(iepevs Marpdov *AméArwros)
3698 ‘a. med. s. I11 p. [rov Aapmpdrarov tmaricdy kal émwdvy- stele
pov] dpx[ovra M OiAr E]dBloTov
[Aebpov Tap]yirr
([iepeds Marpd]o[v *AmdArwvos])
3705 med. s. 111 p. 7ov tepéa Tod [Tpur]To[A]épov kal statue base
rovoufov] Tis Alavridos ¢ulis
[’A¢p]odeiciov Srepdvov [Mapa-

0] dveov
([a])irnoapévov Tod érwv[dpov dpx]ovros BN *AckAymddov [Aw]-
poc[élos tep[ed]s Al )7 oo il ] 7ov a[trod Piror?])

Hesp., XVI1,9 Roman [--—==——= ]
3dypart Tob oepvordrov avvedplov xal Tijs wAews ovpmwdons
1.G., 1I%, 3699 a. med. s. 11T p. Maépkov ObAmov EdBloTov tov statue base

AapmpdraToy vraTikdv Kai érdvupoy

dpyovra

(Adp “Epuéval 6 xijpvé)

xata Ta 8davra Tols *Apeorayeirars O 7jj € *Apeiov mdyov SovAj

I1.G., 113, 3521 init. s. 1 p. rov &[pxee] péa Tob SeBaoTod herm
3989 5. II p. Adp “HparA[eldyv] herm
3659 c. a. 200 p. Sexobvdov *At[rwkov] Ed86[£]ov statue base
Srjrr[wov] Tov Edpormidyy
3812 mit. s. 111 p. *AroMdvio[v. . ..ot r]ov statue base
o[ orijv]

16 Re-dated on the basis of 7oy Aap[mpéraror], which does not appear as a predicate of rank
before the time of Marcus Aurelius, A. Stein, Wiener Studien, XXXIV, 1912, p. 162.

17 For the date see Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, Tab. 1.

18 The formula is mostly restored.

19 Date questioned in text, see p. 47.
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3667 med. s. I11 p. Tov Kijpuka Tijs ¢€ *Aéelov mdyov statue base
' BovAss 116 ‘Epéwviov IIrolepaiov
“Eppecov ,
(‘Epéwnios Aééurmos 6 kpdrioros Tov marépa avv Tois ddehdois)
III, 965d E38 [quov — — — =]
ympoapévys (Yndiopar) tis é Apeiov wdyov BovAijs
1.G., II?, 3945 2° s. I/IT . Méorp Ebddpdryy . statue base
3632 p.med. 5. I1 p. iepdpavrwy (metrical) statue base
4073 a. a. 160 p. Mapxiav *Abmpvaida statue base
4212 ¢.a. 160 p. [T T]odMov SkdwAav statue base
(Kdwros ®d[Bios Aaoot]mos Oarijs K[viabyraie]is
3806 fin. s. IT p. Hopmyprarsy Ko[A]lvréa rov herm
ovyypadéa
(Swoyévys Marryvels 6 ooproris)
3643 fin. s. I1 p. érhov Aidwov [A]eixiov TladAyvéa herm
Hesp., XXXIII, 74 init. s. II1 p. KopriAo[v] *Ovépapy[ov]
(== I.G., I1%, 4004) :
L.G., 113, 3765 a. 226/7-234/5 T0v YOV T0D KOTuYTOD Adp herm
*Adduaroy Xprjorov Mapabivioy
(oi mepi T Awoyévewov auvdpxovres)
4006 ** c.a 230 p.? Moprwriardy statue base
3704 % a. med. s. II1 p. Kéwrov Srdri[ov] Oeproroxiéa statue base
XoAeldyv
(Tiros ®Aatos TAadros Mapalbiv(i0s) wouprys xal frjrwp xai $Adoodos)

III 965e [--———m=~ |

D. DepicaTtioNs BY THE BouLE AND DEMOS

Certain types appear to be carried over from earlier times, such as the simple award of a crown
(omitted in this list are the crowns mentioned in the texts of decrees and in prytany documents).

3 Bouky (xal)  Bjuos
1.G., 118, 3220 s.Ia. [-~-——==—- ]
xamdopiigacay "AoxAyride

xavgpoprioacay pyr[p]i feiv
xavndoprioacay "Adpodiry 'Alwmexiiot

3498 s.1a é¢’ éorias pvmbeioay
xavnpopijoacay Zapdmd
3489 24 2. a.76/5 xavpdopiigacay Awovicuw

xavpopioacay Myrpt fedv
xavndopioacay Awvicwt

20 Sole surviving example of the use of ynpiopar:.

21 See Oliver, Hesperia, Suppl. VIII, 1949, pp. 248-250. yrie piv "App dikn Géro Bovsyj, her
daughter and grandsons set it up.

22 Metrical : BovAdjs pe *Apelas Yijos éorno’ dvfdde.

23 See Oliver, “ Two Athenian Poets,” Hesperia, Suppl. VIII, 1949, pp. 246-248.

24 For the date, see Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, pp. 24-25. In this document the name
of the demos comes before that of the boule.
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3218

3554 2¢

3221

The boule and the demos also set up statues.

7 BovAy xal 6 Sjuos
Hesp., XXII1, 37

1.G., II%, 3490

3885
3506

3785

4152
Hesp., XVI1, 74
Hesp., XVI, 74

1.G., 112, 3437/8
3884
3504

3887/8
Hesp., X1, 50

I.G., 112, 4149
3922
3923
4166
4167
4168
4240

APPENDIX I

c.a.79a.

s.1p.

s. 1/11 p.

s. Ia.

med. s. I a.

(avéfnxar)
a.a 3la
aet. Aug.

aet. Aug.

aet. Aug.-
aet. Rom. -
aet. Rom.

p.a.da.
fin.s. 1a.
fin.s.Ta~

fin.s. 1 a.

(évébnxav)
fin.s. 1 a.

dpxovra [y]evdpevoy Tod [yé]vovs
Kypt [«]ov ’

wpecBeloavra mpds Aelkiov Povpioy
Kpaoodmyy

[éppn] [op 1[0 avar

&’ éorlas [pvnbeio]av

kavpdopi[oac]av "Ere[vowlois]

xavypopioagay "Emdavplos

Spagioféry

Znviova Zsjvovos MapaBdvio[v]
wpeaBirepoy

Mrdeiov Mydeiov Heparéa rov Emyn-
™ é& Tod yévous Tob EdpoAmday

Aaxippy EbpurAéovs AaxeSapdviov

[7ov 8eiva *A]piarovixov DPAvéa
[rameio]avra orpariwrcd[v]

Tdiov TovAwov N[w]dvopa *Apjo[v]
vidv v

[..]o[..]awy [E]dpdrmwov
[IIpo] Bareloiov

[Blagirooay TAadipar

[-==-- Ac]o8dpov ‘Adacéa

EevoxAijy Ocomdumov ‘Pajvororoy
eloqyymy yevdpevov Tob GiTeviKod
Tapeiov kal ourwvjoavra Sis Kai
oTpatyydy éml Tovs omAelras
yevdpevoy

IoAdawoy [NuxdvSpov Sovwt]éa

[Z5]vdpopov Kadkuparidov [Sr]e-
ptéa dywvolerioavra "Edevo [win]v
é Tév Blwy

fin.s. 1 a./init. 5. I p.Kéwrov Mdpiov Nérwra

init. 5. I p. ut vtd
init. s. 1 p.?

wmit. 5. 1 p.

init. s. 1 p.

wnit. 1 p. ut vid.
init. s. I p.

Newdorparov “Emrapploddeirov vidy
f———- Jewv[os — -~ -]

Tdiov *ApBiBiov BdA[Bov]

IémAiov 3 [~ — — —] TomAiov [vidv]
Aevxkiov Kdaioy

a Roman woman

*> These two are among a group of nine other crowns.

2¢ Four crowns which are inscribed on a statue base for Tepri

TloAudd:.

2" With a second crown awarded by of éx 7o yvuraciov.
8 The names of the boule and demos are reversed.

151

iav Aevkio[v] éppndop [rfoacar *A8]mpwa
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3549 sIp. [--... Jov Hepix{ADiy [-———]
eqynriv ye[vépevov]
3554 s.Ip. Tepriav Aevxio[v — — — —] éppydpo-
plroacay *A8]pvg ToAudd:
3556 s. Ip. *AmoModipay [€] ppypoprjoacay
*Abyva. ToA[udd:]
3257 p.0.20 p. ut vid.  Apoioov Kaigapa véov Bedv "Apy
4185 med. s. I p. Maépxov Obupravoy T'dAlov
4185 med. s. I p. Aeixiov Odwravdy TdAAoy
4241 med. s. 1 p. Mopkiav
4045 p.med. s. 1 p. KAavdlav Aquyrplay
2809 s. I/11 p. 6 Sapiwv wpesfeioas mpos Ty [— —]
3564 s I/I1 p. Bihov [~ — — k)] edovyrjoavra
Ei[owos xal Sapdmbos]
Hesp., XXIX, 104 s. I p. [’A]8vai[ov Edr — — — *A]8pov[éa]
1.G., 113, 4211 aet. Hadr. TIS ‘Opdedviov AoAAwavdv Tov
gopuaTy
3649 fin. s. 11 p. [F--=-=-=--- ]
([avéorn] oav)

xard 70 émepornua Tijs BovAijs Tév P kai Tob Spov. (Both here cited also were set up xaf’ vropvpuariousy
Tijs &€ "Apelov wdyov Bovris.)

1.G., 11?3, 3982 p. med. s. 11 p. *Ab@jvarov Oeodpirlov Maiaviéa herm
(6 w[a]myp Ao O[] BovAlios ®ed[piho]s Tawariels [avédy]xev)
3678 s. II/I1T p. iépeay ToMdSos *Abyvas statue base

Safewiary ‘AmAroy
(76 yévos 10 Mpafiepydiv)

[yndioauévys BolvAfs kal Sfjuov
1.G., 1I1%, 2246 undated tovs [i8lovs] ovvdpyovra[s] statue base
(CAniavos ) Ma[pabivios évéy]pae)

kara Yridiopa (all theater seats).

1.G., I1%, 5105 Meyiorys )
5121 v[.---. Jpl..... Jnas Aapdiov
5124 Aapdlov
5138 Meyior[s]

E. BourLe ALONE.
It continued to award crowns (N.B. Crowns awarded as part of prytany decrees are omitted.)

L.G., 112, 4013 %° aet. imp. Anpoddrmy Spu{i}plov
4020 [Fommm - ]
3727 kavypoprjgacay "I (on a statue base)
d¢’ éorias pvnbeioav
3158 s. 1p. Honorary monument for an

athlete. Lines 17/18: 7ov BovAy
éore[yev edmpeméow oTepdvorow]
Sddexa.

2% The monument also contains four crowns awarded by the boule and the demos.
30 One of five crowns recorded on this monument for the same man.
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It also dedicated statues.

% Bovks)
1.G., 11%, 3518 aet. Aug. ['O]xviav [pn]vnfeigav &’ éarias
Hesp., XXX, 114 aet. Rom. [F--=-=-=--- 1
I1.G., 112, 4139 c.a. la. Mapxov AdAAio[v]
4141 fin. s. Ia./init. s. I p.AlBiov
4142 fin. s. Ia.finit. 5. 1 p.Aémedov Atp[idiov]
4143 fin. s. Ia./init. s. T p.Mapxov Kvprjwov
4475a int. 5. I p. Swowdijy ‘Howddov Zdn[rriov]
lafévra *Aokhymiée kol Y [yuelg]
mpaordfarros Tob [feod ]
3576 a. a. 126/7 p. [7ov ér]dwupov [dpxovra]
3735 p. a. 126/7 p. cwdpovigavra éprjSovs
(rerepnpévoy ‘Eppd xal & 1ij 06Ae mrd Tis cepvordrys BovAjs rév b)
3636 p. med. s. I1 p. *Abpalidle xavngo|pi]oacar
*Adpodeir[y] *Adomexijor
([8)v[mer])
ymroapévys Tis Bovdis Tov & (all herms)
I1.G., 112, 3960 p.a.126/7 p. 1oV éavrijs v[i]ov TAadxov M[é]-
pvovo[s *Av]apAiariov
(Teréry, airnoapé[vov 10]5 dvdpds)
3961 p.a.126/7 p. [-F---=~--- ]
(Mroepaios Zepr)[vov ————])
3680 =1 wnit. s. III p. *Aby[vi]ova ) Siprov [our] by
yevop[e]v[ov]
v A (o[i] mpurdves Tis *Axa[pav]ri8os PpuAfs [avé]aroar]
Hesp., X, 65 32 a. a. 238 . ‘Awiav Srarft — — - — - - Jveray

[mapa ris Bov]Aijs v[év] wevraxoa[iwv] airyoapé[vm]
I.G., 112, 3996 s. II/IIT p. [rov éavris] vlidv]
([Ma]papdva *A[plorw]ves [4véfnxer])

xata T éreporypa Tis BovAis rév ® (or X). I.G., I1%, 3933 and III, 966° were decreed also xard
Tov bropvpuationdy of the Areopagus.

1.G., 112, 3933 ®2 s. L p. [F-===~== ]
([8] ¢iros ‘HA[d8wpos] é&vély(xev))
4496 s. I/1I1 p. no dedicatee listed statue base
(Ebruxidns A[— ———— ] *EAevoeivios)
4521a s. I p. Adp Zdowpov Edypépov "Epoddyv herm
{akopeboavra Tob dwTfpos
*AoxAnymiod
(érno[a]pévys Tijs pyrpos ad[rot] iepelas Tis ‘Orvwria[s] Adp
Zooipns)
S.E.G., X1V, 133 s. 1T p. Tov [éavrod v]idv Zdawpo[v herm

Eixdrov] Edmupidy[v]
([airnoa] pévov 7o 7 [arpds Edx]6Aov tob Z[woimov Ed]rvpidov)

31 This herm also contains a prytany list.
32 The type of monument is uncertain.
%8 The date of this is uncertain, see above, p. 45.
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Hesp., XXXI1I, 64 p.a. 126/7 . [ ———"A¢ploda PAvéa herm
(o[i mpyrdvers Tijs] Mrodepatdos [PuAis]

Hesp., XXXII, 69 p.a.126/7 p. [7]atda [- - - — = 1 herm
(€éornoev marip Mo| . . Jrov *Hpeoin[y — — -])

1.G., 11?3, 3962 p.a.126/7 p. Pippdvioy Alylado[v] rov statue base

éavrijs éxyovoy
(airnoapévy Dippavia Ebyapia Sepamis dvéornoer)

Hesp., X111, 17 3+ [F--===== ] herm
1.G., 1I%, 3638 p.med. s. I1 p. [y d¢’] éorias Adp Iapap[dv]ar stele
Hesp., XXXII, a.a. 186/7 p. 0 [v xijpv]xa [B]ovAis xal 8[xuov]

pp. 48-49; f. p. 318 *OABiov ®wofia[vév Mapabdviov]

(6 [drre]xipvé adroi "Ex[may]hos [Ed]xdpmov Bep[vewi] Sns

7ov {dwov O¢iov)

Hesp., XXXII, 71 fin. s. 1T p. [76v] ijpuka BovA[s xkai Sifuov herm
: Adp] *Amoddwio[y — — — -]
([at]mpoapévoy [rod dvruciipuros] abrod Adp *Owpo[ipov — — - ~])
1.G., 112, 1817 paudlo post v ériordry Allwo[v] Edpdovror herm
a. 200 p. TaAyvéa Tov iepdv yépovra
(oi mpurdves Tijs "Avrioxido[s] puAis dvéorpoar) .
3683 init. s. 111 p. Edruxavoy Mapabivioy iepacduevor statue base

Tiis "Adwmexijor ['A]¢[po]deirys
Kal koopyry[v] Tév Oedy
a[i]ryoapévov Tob P[iA]ov Adp Awvvaio[v] Tod Newoorpdrov
704 p A pd

Padypéws)
3815 med. s. IIT p. ? Xaplrwva Newiov Mapafivioy herm
{axopeioavra *AokAymiod kal
“Yyelas
II1, 965 [---——-=-—--- 1 statue base
966b [---=-=-=--- ]
katd 74 86favra ff BovAfj Tév & (all herms)
1.G., 113, 3579 p. a. 126/7 p. Tov iepéa Tod Swripos "AokAymiod Tov

xAn[p]ordy IIé Aty Aw[v]uoé-
Swpov *Axap[véa]
xkate Ta do6favra 7 oeuvord ovAy Tov P
7 o€n ™ 7

3801 med. s. II p. Adp “HpaxAeldyy Edmvpldyy rov
Suddoxo[v] rdv amo Ziywvo[s]
Adywv
(Zdppaxos ) PAveds Tov Siddoxalov)
I11, 965f [------—- ]
(PAlvrévlios])

F. DeEMos ALONE As DEDICATOR.

It awarded crowns.

6 8fjpos

1.G., 112, 4013 % aet. imp. Al qpodpdrmy 3] m[xpiov]

%4 For the restoration of the name of the boule of the five hundred, see above, p. 45. The

name of the Areopagus is also possible.
85 One of a group of five crowns.
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c.a. 170 p.

A metrical inscription, whose
seventh line reads: ¢ pdxap, ov
xai Sfjpos éoredpdvwoe yepaipov.

The demos also set up statues and other dedicatory monuments.

6 Sijpos
1.G., 112, 3889

Hesp:, XXIII, 36
1.G., 1I%, 4103 %

Hesp., XXIII, 35

1.G., 11*, 4105
4107

3427
3429
3428

4108
344 36
4117
4230
4231
4233

S.E.G., XIV, 121
1.G., 113, 3222
4110
S.E.G., XVII, 75 %
L.G., II3, 4112

3440
4115

4116
4118

3441
Hesp., XXI, 14%
I1.G., 112, 31793

3237
3514

86 § Sfjuos restored.

s.la?

s.la.

c.a.83a.
([&]vébnxev)

a.72/1 a.

c.a.71a.
paullo post
a. 69 a.
a. 63/2-52/1 a.
(8vébxev)
p.a. 63 a.

a. 52-42
 (avitweer)
¢c. a.-50 a.
p.med. s. 1 a.
p.med.s.1a.
p.med.s. 1a.
p.med. s. 1a.
p.med.s. 1a.

a. 48 a.

a. 47 a.

a. 45-27 a.
a.44/3 a.
a. 43 a.

a. 37-27 a.
p.a 34a.

c.a. 30a.
c. a 27 a.

c.a. 274 a.
c.a 274 a.

aet. Aug.
aet. Aug.
(&vélnxev)

Maépxov *Avriviov [*Apt]o[ro-
xp]d[rnv]

Kéwrov Avrdriov Kowr

[Aedixiov Kopy]jhiov SvArav

Maépxoy [T]epévriov Ob[dpw]va
Aefvkorr]o[v]

[Aed]kio[v] Awivio[v] Aeixod[Aov]

[Ké]wrov Kawiiov

© Mé[redov adrorpdropal]

Baoréa *Apiofapldvyy Blordropa

- Aetdrapov Swiptyos Tak[ar]éy

ToAwo [r]oBuyivv B[aciréa]
Baoréa *AproBapldvyy

Tirov Iivdpioy

Baowéa “Pagxodmopy

T'dioy Aflov TdAdoy

Sevrpwviav Aevkiov Buyarépa

Sepmpuviav Aevkiov Bv[y]arépa

Awwlay Aevkiov Awwiov
AevkdAdov Bvyatépa

T'diov TodAiov [Kaloapa]

[T']dwv Tovhov Kaioa[pa]

Tdwy Koxxsjiov BdASov atroxpdropa

[Kdwrov ZepBiAi] ov Bpodrov

Aedxioy M[o]wdriov IIAdykov
adroxpdropa :

Baoiréa ‘Hpddny

IadAhov Alpiliov Aémedov
dvBémarov aliyopa

Maépkov *Aprdpioy

Mapxov Awiviov Kpdoaoy
év@imaroy kai abroxpdropa

[Baot] Aéa “Hpbdypy

[Baoiréa “Hpodny]

Oeic “Popnp kal ZeBaorir Kaioape

Kaioapos Avyodorov feod

‘Tepdpavrv

87 See Raubitschek, J.R.S., XLIV, 1954, pp. 68-69.
% See above, p. 88, note 143.
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statue base

column

column

statue base

round column

statue -base

statue base

statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base

plaque

crown
statue base

column
statue base
statue base

statue base
column
statue base

statue base
statue base
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3904
3905
4070
4150
4151
4236
4237
4238
4102B
4260
3452
3173
4119

Hesp., XXVIII,

p. 6

I.G., 113, 4120
4121 3¢

Hesp., X1, 4,

7

p.
1.G., 112, 4123

3513 3¢
3513

89 See above, p. 25.

aet. Aug.

aet. Aug.
aet. Aug.
aet. Aug.
aet. Aug.
aet. Aug.

aet. Aug.
aet. Aug.

nit, princ.
nit. princ.
aet. imp.

p. a.27/6
p.a. 27 a.

p. a. 27 a.
. a. 25a.
c.a.25a.
a. 25-1 a.

a.23 a.
.a. 23 a.
.a.20a.
.a. 20 a.

. a. 16 a.
.a. 15 a.

. 10/9-2/3
.a.9a.
ca.a.9a.
ca.a. 9a.

RSN O

SRR~ ]

ca.a.9a.
ca.a. 9a.
a.a.8a.
c.a. 3a.
c.a. 2a.
c.a. 1l a.
fin.s.1a
fin.s. 1 a.

(vétnxev)

fin.s. 1a.

(vébrev)

fin.s. 1a.

oAvxapp[ov ITovkpirov]
*AlLp[i]éa
Awddorov Kadlupdvros MapBurddyy
Khed
Tdiwov TovAwov *Axdray
Aekiov Tpdr[rov] Kidwrva
3 [oAdwiav Zep]Blov
SoA[¢wiov TdA]Ba Buvya[répa]
SoAdixiav Zepf[lov]
SoA¢wiov TdABa Buvyarép[a]
[TX]opmrowv[iav] Merehiov
‘Pob[ov] yvwaik[a]
IézAwov Koprijhiov Aévrdov aiyopa
[Baotréa] *ArééavBpov
[ov 8fuov] Tov *Avdpluv
Oeir ‘Popnp xai 3[eBac]rén Kaioap
Tdiov Md [prov] MdpxeArov
wpe[aBevriv] Kaloapos
[Adr] oxpdro[pa Kaloapa ZeBaariv]

IIénAiov Kopyihiov Sximiwva
Taplay kal dvrioTpdryyoy
[IémAwov Kopwijhiov Sxurivwva
Tapiav kal &]vriorpdryyoy

Tdiov "ANAyvdv

Maépxov *Aypimmay

M[apkov] *Aypimma[v]

[Bagiréa] °A[pxéraov ®:]Admarpw

[’Apx]éraov PAdmarpw

Baoréa Kodruy

IIémAwov Odndiov MuwArivva

*Abqvac *Apxyyéride

Népova KAaidov Apodaoy

IatAroy PdBov Mdéypov

[MatAX]ov ®d[Brov Mdéipov
wpeaBevriy 3] efaloroi]

[MadArov ®dB]wov Mdipov

[TIabAN]ov ®dBiov MdEipov

T'diov Mawivay

Aedxiov [Koprijhov] Aév[trov]

TIéANav *Av[roviav?]

[Maépxov Aé]AAwov

Bacidooar Muboduwpida Propsiropa

[8a80dxov Bedpplacro[v]

[~ = — Be] pevewiBov [Bvyarépal

Avowddyy Bepevkidyy énynmipy
wufdxpyorov yevdpevoy

statue base

statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base

statue base

statue base
statue base
statue base

epistyle
statue base

statue base

statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base

statue base

gate to Roman market

statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base

statue base
statue base

plaque
plaque
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3513

3896
3897 #°

4135
4136 %¢
4137 %
4138

5179
5179

3436 °¢
4144
4145
4146
4147
4148 3¢
4235
3447
3527
3790

3912
3913

3914

3915
3916
3917

3918
4159a
4159b
4161
4162
4162
4163
4163
4164

4165
4239
3448

4047
4197

fin.

fin.
fin.

fin.
fin.
fin.
fin.

fin.

APPENDIX I

s. Ia.

s.1a?

s. 1a.
(dvébyrev)
s.Ta?
s.1a

s. Ia.
s.1a.

(évéby[xev])

s.Ta

a. 51-54

nit. s.
mit. s.
nit.

s. I
s. 1
s. I

o o h

banannnno

.s. 1a
.s.1a.
.s. 1a.

[ e e o ] e ]

eT TITTITITTTS ST

“w o
[

/med.
p.
p-
p.

Xpvodfepw Paidpov

Be[pevixidov] Bvyarépa
Tdiov “TovAiovy Nuxiav Aauw[rpéa]
[Aedkiov Swe]rov

Mapxov Olarép[wov] Meoodray
[A]efko[v K]avorijiov Kplomoy
Naiov Koprijhwv [A]évriov

Sepmpovia *Arpariva TadA[Aa]
TiBépros KAaidios [Kaioap
Sefaaros Tep] pavicds
[Ba]owéa ‘Tov[Bav]
Aedkiov Aopériov "AqvéfBapBoy
Tdeov *AvBéoriov Odérepa
Acdxioy Alpilov Tla[tANov]
[Aedrio]v Alplhiov TaBAov
[= = ~Jptow "Av[e -~ ]
Avrariay T[— — = - = -~ - ]
Tov SFpov Tov ‘Pupaloy
iepdpavrw Moo [x — - — ]
[Zoxp]dry Swkpdrovs
®opixio[v], a teacher
*ANééavBpov *Abyroddpov
[A]wvioiov *Abyvaydpov Meiréa

| N Jxmov ‘HpaxAelr[ov

.o rriov
[~ -Jopov[-— - - - ] Dawav[iéa]
Todhtoy [— = — = - — — — ]
[----- ] *ApioretSov

[Mepya] pmpov
*Api [~ ~ = *Avri] éxov Bak [ypéal
Aovriov Odaré[pov] Kdruiroy
Tepevriav “TomvAay
Siéérov OUBidiov Odippura
Tdiov KaAmwdpviov Micwva Ppotya
Tvaiov KaAmdprov Iicwva
Aeikiov Kadrdpriov Telowva
Mapkov Awivviov Bpoiiye
Kéwrov [— — — - ] Koivrov

[= = =] mpeaf [evriv]

....... Jov dv@imarov

[- - - Klardray I[- — - — ~ ]
[7]ov 8fuov 7ov [Aa]xedarpovivy

[‘Pu]édvmy I[- — - — = — ]
[- —— OJbarépt[ov —— -]

4% One of three dedications on the same monument.
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plaque

statue base

statue base
statue base
statue base

statue base
statue base

statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base

statue base

capital

statue base

statue base
statue base

statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base

statue bhase

column
statue base

statue base
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4246
3250
3251
3244
3245
3246
3248

3253
3254
3255
3256
4154 %
4155

4156
4157
3444

- 3434
3435 %¢
3260
4158

Hesp., XV, 63 %

1.G., 1I%, 3926a *¢
3926b *¢
3445
4180 ¢
3532
3533
3534
3510 3¢

3510
3510

4243
32424
4189
3792
3544 38
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s.1p.

a

.2 p.

non p. a.2 p.
ante a. 4 p.
ante a. 4 p.
ante a. 4 p.
ante a. 4 p.

o

S ™™

aaasn

Q

p
p

OO RRRKR

SR bbb n
NoTT Y

R

SeadTRAT

et
\’Ul:
> T

R = ESE~
FpepfRa
[y

S*q5

(dvébneev)
a. 20 p.

(évébnxev)
.a. 21 p.
.a. 21 p.

. 23-40 p.

. a.43 p.

med. s. I p.
.med. s. 1 p.
.med.s. 1 p.
.med. s. 1 p.
([avéOeer])
.med.s. 1 p.
(&vébnev)
.med. s.1p.
(&vébnxev)
. 50-100 p.
.med. s. 1 p.
.med. s. I p.

a.a. 52 p.
fin.s. 1p.

Tdiov Kaloapa véov "Apy

Aovkwy Kaloapa

TeBépiov KAavdov Népwva

TeRépov KAavdov Népwva

TeBéptov KA[avdiov Népwra]

[TeBé[p]iov [K]Aabdio[v]
N[éplwv[o]s visv]

SeBacrov Kaloapa

TiBépov Kaioapa

Teppavixov Kaioapa

Apoia[ov]

Aovkiov N[dviov] *Aompy[vav]

IéxAwov KopimjAiov AoAaBérray
aTparyydy

IIéwAov *Oxraloy

T'diov Sohwrixwov &[v]Gbmaroy

[Baoiréa] *Avrioxov

*Apxéraoy '

[’ Apxéraov]

Tep[p]avic[ov Ka]ioapa

Tdiwov *Agivoy arpatyydy
dmwodedeypévoy

Tdiov Aloivov] orpary{ydv
dmodedey | pévoy

[Tdi]ov TobAwov Edpurréa
[Tdwo]v I[o]dhiov Aeipaxov
Baor [€]a MroAepaioy
[Aéxpov Todv]wov Toproviroy
[OUBi8lav, i]epav mapBévoy
OtaAeplav iepdv wapBévoy
Adpyhiav iepav mwap[6é]voy

Saotyov ®eut [ arox | Afy
SoporAiy

Aipwiay Kalvivay
@it Aefia(t)
Mapkov Awivviov Kpdoaov Ppolyt
[Bapéav] Swp [avév]

Tov émi Tobs GmAelras oTparnydv Kai
yupvaolapxov kai iepéa Aws Bov-
Aalov kal *Afnvis Bovialas Aod-
ktov PAdovioy PAdppav Kvdabnpraiéa

statue base

statue base
column

statue base
statue base

statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base

statue base

statue base

statue base
statue base
column
statue base
column

‘statue base

statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base
statue base

statue base

architrave at Rhamnous

statue base

statue base

41 See the edition of W. B. Dinsmoor, “ Rhamnountine Fantasies,” Hesperia, XXX, 1961,
pp. 186-194, and above, p. 26, note 59.
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3569
3752

3741

3583
4214

3717 %
Aarr, X1, 6, p. 131

APPENDIX I

s. I/11 p. [- = = — puybeic]av &’ éorias
s. II p. Aedkiov
(metrical, giving a cursus; 8[jpos omjoa]r’)
a. 145/6 Tov koaunry [*A]Ojvaiov
*A)eédv8pov ‘Papv[o]doroy -
a. med. s. 11 p. [®AaBiav] Pawa[péryv]
fin. s. 11 p. [ceeennn Ka]mépniody
[Oelowva *Oppi] Tov
undated Tov dpyovra kai lepéa ‘HpaxAéovs
(&vébnxer)

undated [Mev]éxaov
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capital
herm

statue base

statue base
statue base

statue base
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APPENDIX II

NOTES ON ATHENIAN INSCRIPTIONS
A. 1.G, II% 1945 *

On 23 August 1844 Ludwig Ross first saw in the garden of the queen at Athens
an inscription containing a list of names arranged according to phylai and demes.’
Of the heading he read only the date by archon. Graindor * made a careful study of
the stone, read the whole heading, and noticed on the moulding below the pediment
the single word Awé\\wow. This, Graindor suggested, indicated that the document
was a list of the priests of Apollo under his various titles. Kirchner, whose edition
(1.G., II%, 1945) is the most recent, rejected this explanation on the ground that the
names would not be given in a tribal arrangement; he suggested that the inscription
might be a dedication to Apollo under his various titles. No one has thought to ques-
tion the appearance of the names of the gymnasiarch, a hyperetes and an anthyperetes.

Possibly a key to the explanation of the inscription is to be found in its place
of discovery. The royal gardens, where Ross first saw it, are now the National
Gardens. In antiquity somewhere in this general area was located the gymnasium
called the Lykeion.® An association with a gymnasium would explain the presence of
the gymnasiarch, hyperetes, and anthyperetes.* A noteworthy feature of the Lykeion
was a traditional cult of Apollo, for the gymnasium had been built on a spot sacred
to the god,® and it contained a statue of the god.® This explanation is reinforced by a
dedication to Apollo by a victor in the games (I.G., IT?, 2999), which also was found
in horto regio, and which has the name of the gymnasiarch in the genitive case. Apollo
was not unusual as a divinity cultivated by those interested in athletics,” as is evi-
denced from dedications found elsewhere in the city. I.G., 11>, 1945, therefore, is
probably a catalogue of those who were devotees of Apollo by the fact that they
exercised in the Lykeion. How then is the form *AméA\\wow to be explained? Why can

* The conclusions reached regarding this inscription are similar to those reached separately by
John Lynch and S. Dow. They intend to develop the ideas at greater length.

t1.G., 112, 1945, first published as 1.G., 111, 1280.

®B.C.H., LI, 1927, pp. 318-322, no. 87.

3 J. Delorme, Gymnasion (= Bibliothéque des Ecoles frangaises d’Athénes et de Rome, CXCVI,
1960), pp. 43-44; it must be noted that points as far apart as Kolonaki Square and the Russian
Church have been suggested for the location of the Lykeion.

4 Graindor, Tibére ¢ Trajan, pp. 84-85, has already noticed that the hyperetes and his assistant
were citizens, not public slaves. They must have been servitors concerned with the operation of the
gymnasium.

5 Pausanias, I, 19, 3; Plutarch, Quaest. Conviv., VIII, 4, 724c. Delorme, pp. 45 and 346,
comments on the testimonia for the Lykeion.

¢ Lucian, Anach., 7-8.

"Eg., I.G., 113, 3002, 3006, 2996 (from the Roman period).
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it not be a locative of the type so often formed from the names of phylai,’® this example
indicating that the stele was to be set up at the statue of Apollo.

The gymnasiarch is none other than Tiberius Claudius Novius, a man with a
very distinguished career.” By the time of this catalogue, dated to A.n. 45/6 by the
archon’s name,” he had already served as hoplite general, herald of the Areopagus,
eponymous archon, and agonothete. This is the only indication of his having been
gymnasiarch, which otherwise would have been a conspicuous lacuna in his cursus
honorum.

B. I1.G., 1T%, 1077, 1078 and Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 33, pp. 77-78.

I1.G., 11°, 1077 is a decree of the boule of the five hundred owwixfn ém rois
[evayy]ehiows dvadeixBévros [Adrokpdropos Kaioapos Iomhiov Senryuiov Téra EdoeBois
YeBacrot]. In this meeting of the council the gnome of the synhedria was made known
by the magistrates, with the hoplite general doing the actual reading. Certain items
in the heading of this decree seemed so strange to Keil ** that he attributed the
irregularities to an attempt to make the document more impressive in the eyes of
the emperor. The major difficulty revolves around the word gnome, which should be
interpreted as meaning proposal, and not probouleuma as Keil took it. But there still
remains the question of how and why the Areopagus, the boule of the five hundred,
and the demos make known their gnome to this meeting of the boule, and do so kara
7d wdrpLa.

The answer is probably to be sought in the nature of the decree, honors for a
newly raised emperor. There is evidence that honors for the imperial family were
usually cleared through the emperor himself before they took effect.’* The procedure
by which such approval was sought by the city begins to become clear in the light of
a document found in the Athenian agora.’® This is a letter apparently from the
emperor Hadrian regarding divine honors for the dead Antino6s. The final line of
the letter reveals that this is an answer to an embassy which has brought for his
consideration and approval a gnome of the boule and demos, not a decree. In this

8 For examples see K. Meisterhans-E. Schwyzer, Grammatik der attischen Inschriften’, p. 146
and note 1260.

® See Graindor, Tibére ¢ Trajan, pp. 141-143; Oliver, Expounders, pp. 81-83; Sarikakis, The
Hoplite General at Athens, pp. 74-76. Graindor had restored in I.G., II%, 1945 Novius’ second
hoplite generalship.

10 Oliver, Hesperia, X1, 1942, p. 83.

11 Keil, Beitrdge, pp. 32-33.

2 The tradition of refusing divine honors is discussed by M. P. Charlesworth, “ The Refusal
of Divine Honors, An Augustan Formula,” Papers of the British School in Rome, 11, 1939, pp.
1-10, who catalogues the examples from the times of the Julio-Claudian emperors, but also shows
traces of the tradition continuing down to Marcus Aurelius and the later Christian emperors, although
his evidence for the approval of honors decreed by cities seems to be lacking after the Julio-Claudians.

13 Hesperia, X, 1941, no. 33, pp. 77-78.
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manner, apparently, approval could be obtained before the finality of an actual decree
was in effect. The gnome was the proposal read to a session of a corporation who
could pass it as a decree. In this respect the proboulewma of the boule had been
a gnome for the demos in democratic Athens. It would seem that in Roman Athens
the gnome was approved by all of the corporations whose names would appear
on the eventual decree, then this gnome was sent for imperial approval, and finally it
would be passed as a decree in the form which the emperor approved.

In the case of I.G., IT?, 1077 J. H. Oliver has brought to my attention that a
curator civitatis was present in Athens at that time, indicating that Athens was not
financially independent. Thus the expenditures for the celebration would have to be
approved before they could be decreed.

The use of the word grnome has caused difficulties in another document I.G.,
II%, 1078, passed by the demos in the third century after Christ. It is a decree out-
lining the functions of the ephebes in the Eleusinian festival. Just after the last line of
the text of the decree and before the publication clause there is the stipulation (lines
36-38) that this gnome was to be revealed to the boule of the Areopagus, to the boule
of the five hundred, to the hierophant, and to the genos of the Eumolpidai. Schult-
hess ** recognized that the text of the decree and proposal must have been the same,
but that to be published on the stone it was necessary that the proposal be raised to
the status of a decree. Still, this does not explain the publication formula for the
gnome. May it not be possible that regarding religious matters of this sort it was
at least advisable to receive the approval of the other two civic corporations and of
those responsible for the celebration of the Eleusinia before making regulations
regarding them?

1 R.E., VII, 1912, p. 149.
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A CATALOGUE FROM THE ELEUSINION AT ATHENS
(Plates 1-6)

In 1958 J. H. Oliver * re-published two fragments of a rather unusual catalogue.
Since his work two new fragments have come to light, as well as two small pieces
related by their nature and script, but not definitely pieces of the same catalogue.
These latter two pieces will be discussed separately at the end of this appendix. The
four certain fragments are EM 5898 (Pls. 1, 3, 5) ;° EM 3628 (Pls. 2-4) ; ° EM 8542
(Pls. 2-4) ;* and Agora I 6889 (Pls. 1, 3, 5).° They will be designated as follows:

FaAce A:

a) EM 5898 + 3628 -+ 8542 (Pls. 1-3). The stones were found the first in the
Propylaia and the third eis ras wpds 70 dvarohiko-vériov uépos Tov Bdbpov rijs Mpopdyov
dpxawoloyikas dvaokadds; ° the provenience of the second is unknown. After its original
publication by Dittenberger, 5898 was lost, and Kirchner’s text is based on Ditten-
berger. It was rediscovered in the Epigraphical Museum by Mitsos, who recognized
that it belonged to the same document as 8542. Kirchner had already recognized that
8542 and 3628 probably belonged to the same document. Mitsos has since found
that the three stones join top to bottom. The fragment as joined together is broken
away at the top, at the bottom, and on the right side. On the left side for about
one-third the length of the stone from the top the smoothly dressed side is preserved.
It is of Pentelic marble and opisthographic.” The total dimensions are height, 0.82 m.,
width, 0.28 m., thickness, 0.111 m. at the top tapering to 0.10 m. at the bottom. The
letter heights vary, lines 1-4, 0.02 m., but rising to 0.03 m., line 6, 0.11 m., but rising
to 0.02 m., lines 7, 8, and 83 are 0.006 m., 0.004 m., and 0.007 m. respectively; and
the list of names, column I, 0.003-0.005 m., column II, 0.003-0.004 m. at the top, but
0.005-0.007 m. near the bottom, column III, 0.005-0.008 m.

* Hesperia, XXVII, 1958, pp. 38-46.

2 Dittenberger, I.G., I1I, 1279 A (Koehler’s transcript) ; Kirchner, I.G., 112, 2339 A (based
upon Dittenberger’s text) ; Mitsos, *Apx. *E¢., 1950-51, pp. 29-33; and Oliver, op. cit.

3 Kirchner, I.G., 112, 2003 ; Mitsos, B.C.H., LXXIV, 1950, p. 218.

4 Pittakis, *E¢. *Apy., 1858, no. 3398, pp. 1777-1778; Dittenberger, 1.G., III, 1233 (Lueder’s
transcript) ; Kirchner, I.G., 112, 1999 (with the assistance of Stade); Mitsos, *Apy. ‘E¢., 1950-51,
pp. 29-33; and Oliver, op. cit.

5 Unpublished, but cited by H. Thompson, Hesperia, XXIX, 1960, p. 365.

¢ Pittakis, whom Dittenberger misquotes els Tas . . . dpxatoroyikds épetvas.

? Face B will be discussed below.
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b) Agora I 6889 (Pls. 1, 3), a non-joining piece which can be aligned horizontally
with EM 5898. It was found on 14 May 1959 in late Roman fill at the southwest
corner of the Eleusinion. E. Vanderpool recognized that it belonged with this Eleu-
sinian document. It is broken away on all sides, of Pentelic marble, and opisthographic.
Its height is 0.29 m., width, 0.255 m., thickness, 0.107 (top)-0.104 m. (bottom). The
letter heights are lines 3 and 4, 0.02 m., line 5, 0.015 m., line 6, 0.013 m., but rising
to 0.02 m., and the remaining lines ca. 0.005 m.

The stele is opisthographic and portions of the reverse text are preserved on
fragments a and b. - '

Face B;

a) EM 5898 (Pls. 5, 6), 3628, and 8542.° For the history and dimensions see the
description of Face A. The stone is broken away on all sides except for the upper one
third at the right, where a dressed side is preserved. There are only eight lines of
text and the rest of the face consists of a smoothly dressed surface.

b) Agora I 6889 (Pls. 5, 6), a non-joining fragment which aligns horizontally

with EM 5898. For a description and history, see that of Face A. The letter height
is 0.02 m.

FACE A

HeapiNG

YApxwy [Tob yévovs Tév Knpikwv Khavdios]

"Eni Bop[§ Mehireds — —— ——— —— — ]

ymdioapé [vov rdv o€ urordrwv Ky [ pikwr |

74 Svépara d[mdvTw |y év omily 6 T[apias]
5 vacat [éypapely wvac[at ]

"A¢’ éorias T PA™ [.. % 1. Al xapreds 6 id]s avrod]
CorLumn I
*Epexfetdos
*ApeorraryetTal

*Emriyovos Svvrpédov
10 Mép Iiorokpdrys

*EAevfepos Svvrpddov

[Ad]p Bedtevos

¢ The bibliography is the same with the following exceptions: whenever Face A is indicated,
substitute Face B (i.e. I.G., I1I, 1279 B = I.G., 11, 2339 B) ; Oliver, op. cit. does not treat Face B;
Face B was known before Face A, having been first reported in LeBas-Waddington, Voyage Archéo-
logique, 1, Attica, no. 556, p. 159.
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[Ac]apérms )

[’AMk]apérns Ne(drepos)
15 [%.3 A]lyuirpios

[’Ack\ ] ymddns Kdpmov

[-——=——- ] traces [-——-——- ]
Lines 18-21 are lost.
[-— ==~ TKI[= =~~~ ]
25 Alvowpdyov
[ Jos )
25 [----- 1
. % 2. |apewos

["CAmoA]Aé8wpos Kéroov
[’Aoxk\ ] qmddns Kéhoov

ca. 5

30 [.=%.]pos Kdpmov

[..2%. ..]s "Amol\wviov
[..=7..] "AroM\wviov
[...%%. . ]s Twwoxpdrovs

35 ["Aoxhy]mddns ’Adpodewaiov
[.. 5. . ] Beoyévovs
[..2%. .. ]s "AoKk\ymdSov
[..Be0dd]pyros

[ ca. T

....... Jos @eodwprirov

R 1
R b
[--——======— |wmov

45 [...%*% ..] Arrwod
[...2% .. ]ws Beodirov
[--————==—— ] xdpov
[ mm e ]

——————————— 18épov

50 [---—--- ] traces [-————— ]

Lines 51-54 are lost.

5 [-—=——--——- JON....OPOY
I JTN[-——-——- ]
[...%..] "Arrod
[...2%...] Qovoavio[v]

[...%%... @leoyérns )
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65

70

75

80

85

90

[..%" . @e]oyévovs
[..%8 . luns "AgxAnm|dd]ov
[..%2%. . ]os Dipuov

ca. 8

. 500, )owos Dippov
[ .ot "A]Oqrédwpos [— ——]
[ Jvs )
[.5% . Juos 6 k(ai) *Apioré[Blovh
.25 Jvos )
A ]8eioios Kéhoov
vacat] vacat
[* Aiy]etdos
["Apeor] ayetrar
[... 2 .. Jaavds
[-—————- | vacat

CorLumn II

[Mavdiovidos|
*Apeo [ ma ] yeira

"Tod “Tépwv

"TovA Srpardhas

Avp Anpidlos

K;;— dilvmrros

Tov\ Oepicwv

AgkAnmddns Agu[—— - - - |

6 kpd ‘Epév “Poddos

6 kpd. Kop Map[-——————— ]
6 kpd Kop Ma[- ———————— ]
[-————~ Jvape[——————— ]
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Lines 96-98 are lost.

100

105

110

115

125

130

Bifod\ Bedduidos
*Eradpédecros Apréuwy
’ABdokavros "Apréuwvos
*Emadpddei[ros] Adpodeiiov
’Amol\odpdrms *AleédvSpov
"Emdyafos Kaoiov

Zoihos Beporokhéovs
*Ayafdévup[o]s Oemorox
Awryérys )

"ANé€avbpos Tlapdilov
Tdudiros )

"Tov\ *Adpodeiorios

Av8os *Aleédvpov
*O\vumédwpos Edaydfov
Aworvadd[wpos] )
"AokAnm[i6]dwpos Awovvoriov
Beporor\ [1) s Zwilov
Anpdlos *AgrAnmddov
Zémv[plos ’AcrAnmddov
Ebrixns )

Awoyérns )

Mevvéas )

Do )

Xehtapxiavos Atovvoiov
IMaoxaptavos KahAiov
Edodos *Ayal [ wv]dpov
Acidhos Aetp[————————
Awovvook)is ['Amol ] Awviov
*AckAymddns "Ey\ékrov
’Ayafdvvpos )

Méuvoy )

*Aprep [ €] ioios Kehddov
T'di[os] ‘HpakAeibov

[-———] traces [-———]
Lines 133-135 are lost.
Epar[-—————————— ]
Mo[-------—————~ ]
Ar[-—— - ————— ]

167
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140

150

160

165

170

175

"Aokhymddns B[——————— ]
’Afqraios Movowvio[v]
*Apreptdwpos AvroBovlov
Awy[é]vns Mavheivov
AN KalAias
IavAetvos
Apxukdis 6 kai Edoxnuwv
KaA)ias 6 k(ai) Kapmopdpos
Zwoyuavds *ANeédvdpov
AvréBovlos 6 k(al) *Aprepiduwp (os)
"AmoM\wridns Méuvovos
Aewvidns Mlapdilov
Mnvédwpos Awyévovs
"AmoA\dvios Awoyévov|s]
Kdoos "Emaydfov
Zaymvupos *Ayalwviu|ov]
Ké\ados ’Aprepuoiov
Awovioos *Aprepuoi|ov]
*Avrioxos *ANedv[pov]
Edodos *Ayafwvi|uov]
Bérpvs Anudrov
Anudros )

vacat

vacat
*Aok\ymddns )
“Avfos *AckAnmidd[ov]
"Tovhiavds *Aokhn [mddov]

A Zdapos

Eb.[-————————————— ]
Zomy[pos — —————————— ]
Bao\[-——————————— ]
Kapg[-———————————- ]
Bao\[-——————————— ]
Maxa[pevs — —— —————— — ]
Se[y———————————— ]
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185

205

210
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Fragment b, Column IV

[‘A8piav]idos
[’Apeomray|€tras

CoLumn V
Kekpomidos
*ApeomraryeiTar
6 kpd K\ Bypatiavds
Avg Mdapkelhos
Té TIoAv{n)os
Add "Arralos

Tpoki) Eipnvaios

169
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215 vacat
[Méu 3] doms Ne(drepos)
[...]twmos
[..... s Nekoora’ [— =]
i S ]
FACE B
[Fmmmmmm e ]
- Is
-----——-——-——-—-—-=-—-—--- Knp]ixwv
[---————————- maviyyvpe]dpxov
- -——-———— Tapu ] ebovros
5 [---1.3[---=------ ] =~ 700 ) Map
[Yymdoap ] évwr Knpb[kwy — — ——]OI[.] év om)
[Ap 7o évé|para dmdvrey [ — ——— vpladiva[i] kai
[éxredi lvar év 7 "Elev[owie 6 Tapi]as
v v
a a
c c
a a
t 3

The text here presented is based entirely upon a new reading of the stone.
Variant readings will be noted in the commentary only if they have significance in the
restorations or in the interpretation of the text. Previous attempts to restore the
heading have been antiquated by the discovery of fragment b (Pls. 1, 5). Probably
the greatest boon of this new fragment is the revelation that faces I and II say
about the same thing, but in a slightly different manner, permitting restoration by
comparison.

COMMENTARY

Face A

Lines 1 and 2. Dittenberger "Apxwv [100 yévovs 7dv ... .. év 7 ém dpxovros
Meppiov] | Emi Bo[pd Oopikiov énavrd etc. Kirchner (based upon Dittenberger)
gives the same except émi Bw(p)[$]. Mitsos corrected this to émi Bw[ude], while
Oliver read and restored dpxowv [fs @v pvorpiov Sevrépas maryydpews Mépuios] |
"Emt Bop[d Bopirwos]. The reconstruction of the stone presented below would not
leave space for either Dittenberger’s or Oliver’s restoration of the first line. Since
this represents a decree of a genos the archon recorded is more likely to be the archon
of the genos (indeed the civic archon’s name if it had been included probably would
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have been given in the formula for eponymity). Since the altar priest, if he were
included in a list with the archon of the Kerykes, would take precedence over the
archon,’ the title of altar priest probably belongs to this archon. At the period to
which we date this document the altar priest was KAavbios "Eni Bopd Mehirevs.”® The
office of émi Bwpd was traditionally filled from the ranks of the Kerykes. His priestly

office would be no hindrance to serving as an officer of his genos, since Memmlus
while altar priest served as archon of Athens.”

Line 3. Dittenberger and Kirchner ymioaué[vov rév yevrrnrév — — — — — — kT\.] ;
Oliver ymdioapé[vov s BovAijs 7év @ kai Tod dpov Tod "Afyraiwrv]. Only the first
vertical hasta of the eta of Ky[pvkwv] is preserved, but for the restoration see Face B,
lines 2 and 6. Compare this line with line 6 of Face B.

[Se]pvordrwr is a common adjective in Athenian inscriptions of the Roman
period, used of the Panhellenes (/.G., II°, 1088 [restored], 1090, 3626, 3627 [re-
stored]), of the synod of the eranmistar (1.G., II*, 1369), of the boule of the five
hundred (or of the 750) (I.G., IT%, 1817, 3579, 3638, 3680, 3735, 3962, Hesperia,
X, 1941, no. 65, p. 261), the boule of the Areopagus (I.G., IT?, 2773, 3571, 3637,
3656, 3667, 3817). It is also applied to the demos (I.G., II?, 3625), to individuals
or individual magistrates (/.G., IT%, 3198, 3802, 4067), and to the city itself (Hes-
peria, X, 1941, no. 37, p. 87). Therefore there seems to be no reason why the
hallowed family of the Kerykes should not have usurped it.

Line 4, Dittenberger and Kirchner ra évépara [7dv yerrmrév ... .. ... 1; ™ Mitsos
1o dvépara d[véypaper — — — — — ]; Oliver ta évépara d[véypae 7Gv pera Tob Avro-
kpdropos pvnbévrwv]. For the restorations, compare Face B, lines 6-7.

6 7[apias]. See Face B, line 8 Probably the treasurer of the genos of the
Kerykes, just as the treasurer of the Eumolpidai saw to the erection of a decree of
the demos regulating the Eleusinian Mysteries which was passed upon the instigation
of the Eumolpidai (I.G., IT*, 1078). In an earlier decree of the Eumolpidai and
Kerykes the publication fell to the archons (I.G., I1% 1235). It would seem that there
was no specification regarding the material of the stele.

Line 5, [éypape]v. The only trace of this are a vertical and a bit of the slanting
stroke of the nu on fragment b, and so former editors had no idea of the existence of
this line. The letter height of the nu is not in keeping with that of the lines above,
nor are the interlinear intervals above and below the nu. At one point the interval
between lines 4 and 6 is equal to that between lines 3 and 4, while in other places the

*I.G., I12, 1092 B, lines 51, 45-46. For this section use the text of Oliver, Hesperia, XXI, 1952,
p- 382, and see his comments, pp. 392-395.

** For Tiberius Claudius (Sospis) Meliteus, the altar priest, see Oliver, Expounders, pp. 78-81;
Hesperia, XXX, 1961, p. 403 to Hesperia, XXX, 1961, no. 110, p. 273. Memmius the altar priest
was archon of Athens in 161/2 (Oliver, Hesperia, X1, 1942, p. 87).

11 Although in his transcript Dittenberger records AONOMATA/.
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former is slightly greater. It would almost seem that the stonecutter had forgotten
this word and had to add it sometime after line 6 was cut. The nominative case of
rapias demands a finite verb, and such an aorist is a common enough occurrence.

Line 6. Dittenberger and Kirchner ’A¢eooias /// ®X.. ... This line was very
puzzling until Oliver’s suggestion that it be read A¢’ éorias [T] ®A [- - - — - ].

T N [-——==- "A]xapveds 6 Vio[s avrot]. The @)\ is clear and the sign of an
abbreviation indicates that probably there are no more letters in this name. Just the
faintest traces of the tau can be seen and they probably could not have been read if
they were not expected. The missing part of the name is the Greek cognomen, which
should be ca. 7 letters long. As is common, and without exception in this list, no
patronymic is included in the Roman names. It is not possible to identify this initiate
from the hearth with any attested in dedicatory inscriptions. On the restoration of
avrod see the comments of Oliver, below.

The diaeresis on viés appears on the stone.

Line 9, ’Emiyovos Svwrrpédov. Descendents of Zvwvrpodos of Edovvuov are com-
monly attested in the second half of the second century after Christ. This inscription
is the first to mention Epigonos. For the family see the note to line 11, "Exeifepos
Swvrrpddov, probably his brother.

Line 11, ’EXedfepos Svvrpédov. This may well be a brother of *Emiyovos (line 9).
He is probably the same man as the herald of the Areopagus honored by the Areo-
pagus, the boule of the five hundred and the demos (I1.G., I1%, 3622). By the time of
this honorary document he had become a Roman citizen M(apxov) Avp(niov) "Elev-
O[epov] | [Sv]vrpédov Ed[wrvpéa]. Therefore the honorary inscription as yet un-
dated will have to be placed sometime around or after A.n. 200, since it surely post-
dates this Eleusinian list, in which he has not the prenomen and nomen. Another
relative, either a brother or nephew, depending upon how one constructs the stemma,
is EdéAmoros Svvrpédov Edwrvpeds (1.G., 1T, 2068, ephebe in 155/6; 1.G., I1°, 2085,
hyposophronistes in 161/2; 1.G., I1%, 2086, again hyposophronistes in 163 /4, although
in the same year 1.G., I11%, 2087 places him among the sophronistar).

Line 12. The name Beéfevos is clearly preserved. Mitsos first read the rho, while
every editor has seen the horizontal stroke above it indicating an abbreviation. In
an ephebic decree dated 238/9-243/4 (I1.G., 1I*, 2239) ** a M(Gpros) Avp(rhios)
Bebfevos Aapmrpeds is listed as anticosmete. Whether he is the same man or a de-
scendant is uncertain.

Lines 13 and 14, ["A\k]apérys ) and ['Alk]apévns Ne(wrepos). The names as
restored fit precisely the estimated length of the gap. As Oliver * has indicated, these
are members of a very well attested family. He cites the following documents: 1.G.,
I1%, 2191, an ephebic list in whose heading one encounters ’ANkapévovs koounredovros

12 Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, pp. 40-41, would date this to a.p. 239/40.
3 Hesperia, XX VII, 1958, p. 39.
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(lines 1 and 2) and near the end of the text (lines 128-138) dvricoourjry 8¢ ovk éxpnod-
v 8ua 70 év vépp mept TovTov undév yéypadfar, EXws 7€ kai 76 vie éxpnoduny els Tavrmy
v émpeleiay M(dpke) Avpnhip ’Alkapéve. Aapmtpel (Werner Peek ** would see
this joining I.G., IT?, 2131, which is dated to the last decade of the second century
after Christ) ; Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 29, pp. 63-64, a prytany catalogue of Erechtheis
dated around A.n. 220 which lists the names Avp(7Awos) "AN[ka]puéyr[ns] and Adp(44-
Mos) AN [ k] aué[vys Ne(drepos) ] ; 1.G., I1°, 1077, a prytany catalogue dated to 209/10,
in which the proposer of the decree is (lines 89) [r]ob émi ra 8mha oTparnyod kai
émpernrov yv[pvaciapxilas fe[od] ‘Abpi[alvod kai d[vr]dpxovros 70D iepwrdrov
dy[@vos Tob II]aveAAnriov [Md]p(kov) Avp(mhiov) *ANkapévovs Aapmrpéws. To these
three documents there may be added: 1.G., IT% 2119, an ephebic decree of the end of
the second century, in which the ephebe-archon and the agonothetes and victor rod
wepi dAkms is Adp(fhios)’Alkapérms (lines 24, 18 and 239); I.G., IT%, 2081, another
ephebic list on which under Erechtheis is listed ['A]Akapérns ) Aap[wrpeds]; possibly
I1.G., IT?, 1118, a law concerning the sale and price of grain which reads (lines 3-5)
[émue] \eta mpovn[Bivar | [-Bid]dopov? ANkapév[ns] | [—]uerd Tob kmpuredo[vros],
which Kirchner dates to 209/10; ** 1.G., IT%, 1104 with the fragment Agora I 5198,
whose second line reads [- — - - - 1o *Akapérny Aapmrpé[a — — — — — ]. The last two
citations have little effect in plotting the stemma. Here follows Oliver’s stemma

112, 2081 Areopagitai 112, 2119 112, 2191 112, 1077 Hesperia, 1942
Alkamenes )
Alkamenes ) = Alkamenes, = Alkamenes,
Lamptreus, Ir. cosmete,
ephebe (?) 195/6
Aur. Alkamenes, = Alkamenes = M. Aur. = Aur. Alkamenes
ephebe, (M. Aur.), Alkamenes, prytanis
190/1-191/2 would be hoplite
anticosmete,  general,
195/6 209/10

Aur. Alkamenes,
Jr., prytanis
slightly expanded. I.G., IT°, 2119 may be dated to the reign of Commodus, while the
Eleusinian list is later. Those members of the family recorded in the Eleusinian list
belonged to generations previous to that to which Roman citizenship was first granted.
Lines 18-21. Measurement indicates that probably four lines are missing. Cal-
culations later will indicate that the list of Areopagites must have ended here.

14 ¢ Eine Attische Epheben-Inschrift,” Epigraphica, X1X, 1957, pp. 87-92.

15 Alkamenes was hoplite general in 209/10 and would have had charge of the grain supply ex
officio (Philostratos, Vit. Soph., I, 23, 1).

16 Associated by Raubitschek and Bodnar (see E. Bodnar, S.J., Cyriacus of Ancona and Athens,
Brussels, 1960, p. 146).
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Line 22. These traces were unnoticed by Kirchner.

Line 26. Kirchner suggests [— — — — X]apetvos.

Lines 27-29 included three sons of Celsus: [Apol]lodoros, [Askl]epiades, and
[....]enes.

Lines 32and 33, [...... Jvos ’AmoM\wviovand [...... ] "AmoA\wviov are probably
brothers.

Line 35. Kirchner read only [- - - - - ]Ans *Adpodewriov, but the new readings

are clear except for the pi, whose traces are faint.

Lines 38-40. These are probably three brothers or a father and two sons.

Line 41. Kirchner [- — — =] Awovvaodaepov; Mitsos — — — K Awovvoddwpos. The
four unrestored spaces may have contained the predicate of rank 6 xpda(rwros), as
suggested by J. H. Oliver (per litteras).

Lines 42 and 43. Kirchner would leave this vacat, but the traces of the lunas are
unmistakable.

Lines 46-49. The lettering tends to increase in size in these lines with the last,
line 49, being the largest, having letters 0.008 m. high. This may indicate that the
end of one list is at hand and the neat small lettering below is another group, but in
the light of the reconstruction of the stone presented below this would seem unlikely.

Line 48. Whether this is a blank line or whether it was filled by a very short
name is impossible to determine,

Lines 51 through 54. Because of the break in the stone these lines are lost.
Measurement indicates that a total of four or five lines is missing, and the smaller
figure seems the more probable if one allows for even one other single line as high as
line 49.

Lines 51-57. Fragment d has been subjected to very bad wear, probably from
fire, to judge from the nature of the corrosion, in this the upper left hand corner.
Only traces of the preserved lines are still present and occasional very clear letters.
Traces too doubtful to record seem to exist for the lines above line 54.

Line 54. Pittakis and Dittenberger both read |- — —]H3[— — -], but there is no
trace today.

Line 55. Pittakis and Dittenberger read only [~ ——]ON[—-——]. The traces are

very faint.
Line 57. Pittakis and Dittenberger were able to read [- — — —]s *Arrukod.
Line59, [......... ®]eoyérys). Pittakis and Dittenberger were able to read the

theta. It is likely that the missing letters represented an office or priesthood held by
Theogenes, since the use of the luna would exclude his having a Roman nomen (no-
where in this list is a patronymic given with a Roman name). This name seems to
have been passed down from father to son in a family of the Attic deme of Kephisia,
of the tribe Erechtheis (/.G., IT°, 1759 and 2049). The son of Theogenes in line 60
probably is a brother.
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Line 60. All previous editors were able to read the epsilon.

Line 62, [...... Jos ®ippov. Pittakis and Dittenberger read a slanting hasta
at the beginning of the line, interpreted as a lambda by Dittenberger. He is probably
a brother to the man listed in line 63.

Line 64. All previous editors read the alpha.

Line 68. Pittakis [- — - — - ]\ €lowos Kredoov; Dittenberger [*Adpod]eioios
Kred [7]ov; Kirchner and Oliver [’A¢po]deioios KéAoov. The first four missing letter
spaces are unexplained.

Line 69. This was probably left completely vacant as a divider before the cata-
logue of Aigeis began.

Line 70. This restoration was first suggested by Oliver. Pittakis mistook this
for part of the list of names, [-M]etdos. The reading of the following line confirms
Oliver’s suggestion. Aigeis is the usual second tribe in lists of the Roman period.

Line 71. Pittakis [- — — — — ] ’Ayetrar, which he considered a misspelling of
"Ayirar.  All subsequent editors have recognized the reappearance of the sub-heading
’Apeomrayeitas.

Line 75. [.............. ] IomAi[o]v. Pittakis [- — — — — ]romap..; Ditten-
berger ["Ape]oma[yelrac(?)]; Kirchner [*Ape]omay[eirac]; Mitsos ["ApJeomay/. The
new reading is unmistakable; of the first pi half the horizontal and the final vertical
hastas are preserved. Pittakis read it as tau, Mitsos as epsilon, and the others chose
to ignore this letter. All have read the lambda as alpha. Although there is no sign
of the horizontal bar, all interpret the clear iota as gamma. The omicron is obscured
by a crack in the stone, but the spacing is perfectly correct. Pittakis read the preserved
long stroke of the upsilon as iota and Mitsos as an abbreviation sign. Others chose
to ignore it. Oliver, who was dependent upon the readings of previous editors,
realized that the left hand portion of the line would not be filled up by the word as
restored, and that if this were true, there would be no need of the abbreviation. There-
fore he completed the line as [of ovx *Ap]eomay .

Line&. [-—---—-—-—- - Joyyos. All previous have read [- — — —]nros. The
letters read as gamma-gamma may be sigma-sigma, but they do have straight backs.
The horizontal hastas of the two gamimnas are suspiciously short. J. H. Oliver suggests
Aléyyos (per litteras).

Line 82. Tav[8wrido]s is the reading of Mitsos and Oliver. Dittenberger and
Kirchner Ilav[8wovidos]. The present editor was unable to find any traces of these
readings, but to judge from the reconstruction of the stone, they must be correct.
The presence of a tribal name is guaranteed here by the reading of line 83. The loss
of line 82 is due to serious corrosion of the surface of the stone.

Line 84. Dittenberger A7(Aos) Anu. .os; Kirchner A7 Anu[vN]os; Mitsos AN
N ———g; Oliver A\ [-—-]s.
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Line 85. Omitted by Dittenberger and Kirchner. Mitsos and Oliver AiA(tos)
3 [-—]evos. One gets different readings since there are many deceptive scratches.

Line 86. Dittenberger and Kirchner again omit. Mitsos "Io[¢] \ Tépww; Oliver
"Tov ‘Tépwv.

Line 89. Dlttenberger [Kao (wavos) | @ikurmos; Kirchner . .../ ®i\armos ; Mitsos

and Oliver [Io]qx ®ihvrmos.  Although this abbreviation is not usual for the name
Cassianus, it has been restored on the assumption that this man is to be identified with
the hoplite general shortly after a.n. 200 (I.G., IT?, 1817), who probably was the
father of the archon of the same name (I.G., I11% 1832, A.p. 225 or later) and grand-
father of the ephebe of the same name (1.G., II%, 2235, A.p. 226/7-234/5).

Line 90. Julius Themison may be the same man as the eponymos of an unknown
tribe (Hesperia, X1, 1942, no. 1, p. 31, A.p. 169/70 or later).

Lines 90-93. A vertical line which may be merely a scratch, but which appears
intentional runs down the face of the stone in front of these four names.

Line 92. Dittenberger *O«[pdr (wos) ] ‘Poiidos ; Kirchner ‘O« [pdr] ‘Poigos; Mitsos
’Okpd. ‘Epév ‘Poiipos. Oliver first saw the significance of this predicate of rank; see
below, p. 183.""

Lines 93 and 94. Editors previous to Oliver again failed to recognize the
predicate of rank. These two are probably father and son.

Lines 96-98. Measurement indicates that the gap caused by the break in the stone
probably held three lines.

Line 99. The reading is clear, except for the final letter. The context seems to
guarantee the reading of the faint traces as a sigma. This letter is vital as an indicator
of whether or not the man held Roman citizenship. A BiBovA\ios Beddilos is attested
as prytanis of Paiania in a catalogue of 162/3 (I.G., II°, 1772, line 6) and again in
166/7 (I.G., 11%, 1773, line 13, [BiB] ®ediros) ; these documents may be too early
to permit identification with the man in the Eleusinian list, but in that case they
probably list his father.

Lines 100 and 101. ’Ema¢pddeiros and 'ABdoxavros are probably brothers. An

Abaskantos son of Artemon of Kydathenaion was prytenis in the early third century
(1.G., IT%, 1826).

Line 102. Although the names Epaphrodeitos and Aphrodeisios are very com-
mon, two possible identifications are offered. A man of the same name of the deme
Steiria was ephebe in 192/3 (I1.G., I1I%, 2130). Another possibility is that he is related

17 Although L. Robert, Nowms indigénes dans U Asie Mineure greco-romaine, I (= Bibliothéque
archéologique et historique de I'Institute francais d’archéologie d’Istanbul XIII) 1963, p. 221,
believes that these involve an abbreviation for Ocratius, which he describes as parfaltement attesté.”
The name is hardly common at Athens. Further, the Eleusinian list, without exception, avoids
giving more than two members of any name, Roman or Greek. According to Robert an exception
would have to be made in the case of names beginning in Ocratius.
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to Aphrodisios son of Epaphroditos of Paiania, the hieraules of ca. a.p. 180, and
to Epaphrodeitos son of Aphrodeisios of Paiania, the pyloros of the first century
after Christ (1.G., IT%, 2301).

Line 104. ’Endyafos Kaoiov may be the father of Kdowos Emaydfov (line 154).

Lines 105 and 106. Zoilos and Agathonymos must be sons of the same Themisto-
kles. Themistokles son of Zoilos (line 115) is probably a son of the former of the
brothers.

Line 107. In 209/10 a certain Diogenes son of Diogenes of Paiania was a
prytany member (/.G., IT%, 1077 line 47), but the name is very common and the men
need not be the same. For still another man of the same name, see line 119 below.

Line 108. Kirchner ANééard[p]os @pacvAlov. Alexander, son of Pamphilos, is
probably a brother of Pamphilos, line 109.

Line 112. Kirchner *O\vpmiéd[wp]os [A]audho[v].

Line 113. Kirchner Awwvood[wpos]. Awrvadd[oros] is also a possibility, but the
former is the much more common in Roman Athens. The index of I.G., III has no
examples of the latter. He may be identified with the Dionysodoros son of Dionyso-
doros of Paiania, a prytanis of around A.p. 210 (I.G., IT?, 1826, line 22). The same
man was hyposophronistes in an ephebic decree of around A.p. 200 (I.G., IT?, 2193).
The grammateus of the bouleutat of Paiania in 169/70 was Dionysodoros, although
there is no patronymic or demotic to make the identification more certain (I.G., IT?
1776).

Line 114. An Asklepiodoros son of Dionysios is attested by an inscription
found on the North Slope of the Acropolis (Hesperia, IV, 1935, pp. 186-188, line 28).
This is a list of names dated to the early third century.

Line 115. See the note to lines 105 and 106.

Line 117. The name Asklepiades son of Zopyros occurs on a grave stele found
in the Athenian Agora (Hesperia, IV, 1935, no. 30, p. 67 = I.G., IT?, 10888), but
no demotic is preserved.

Line 119. See above, the note to line 107.

Line 122. Cheiliarchianus is an unusual name, formed by the addition of a
common Latin suffix to a Greek word originally indicating the commander of 1000
men, but in the Roman period used as the equivalent of the Latin tribunus militum.
For another person of this name at Athens, see I.G., I1?, 2239, line 277.

Line 123. If this is the same man as an ephebe of Pandionis (I.G., IT?, 2039 4~
2076), he would be well advanced in years. The rareness of the name indicates the

18 iepatAnys *Appodioios "Emadpoditov: Hesperia, 111, 1934, no. 43, p. 56 (ca. a.n. 180); I.G.,
113, 1794 (ca. Ap. 180). iepadhns *Adpodeioos: I.G., 112, 1795 (the date is disputed, Notopoulos
AD. 183/4, Oliver ca. AD. 198). ’A¢podeloios [Emagpp]odeirov Mac[aneis]: I.G., 112, 1796 (A.p.
186/7). [iepatrns] ®A *A¢podeiowos: I.G., 112, 1797 (Notopoulos, A.p. 181/2; Oliver, ca. A.p. 191).
*Enagpdderros 6 kai *Agpodeiowos: S.E.G., XIV, 92 (a.p. 182/3).


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

178 THE ATHENIAN CONSTITUTION AFTER SULLA

likelihood of a relationship. It is formed by the addition of the Latin suffix indicating
a dependency to the Greek name Pasichares, or the feminine Pasichareia. A Statilia
Pasichareia is known in a document from Roman Athens (1.G., IT% 4043).

Line 124. Euodos son of Agathonymous may be related to the man of the same
name in line 159.

Line 125. Kirchner read Aéx[p]Jos Mv[— — — —=]. One is tempted to restore
Aeud[ihov], but it would be the only example of the non-use of the luna to indicate
homonymous patronymic.

Line 127. The standard spelling of the patronymic would be ’ExAékrov. The
epsilon and gamma are very small, but clear.

Line 129. Kirchner read Me[{]A[¢x]os ). This may be the father of the ephebe
of Pandionis, Memnon son of Memnon (/.G., IT?, 2235, of the year 226/7).

Line 130. Kirchner ’A¢p[ode]ioios Kehddov. He may be the father of Kelados
and Dionysios, lines 156 and 157. An ephebic list of 230-235 (I.G., II*, 2237) in-
cludes Artemeisios, also called Dionysis son of Kelados, and Tryphon son of Kelados,
as ephebes of Pandionis, who are probably sons of Kelados son of Tryphon of
Kydathenaion. The “ also called ” of Artemeisios’ name was probably to distinguish
him from Artemisios son of Kelados, of the Eleusinian document.

Lines 133-135 have been lost because of the break in the stone, but measurement
indicates that there were probably three lines.

Lines 136 ff. have suffered damage from fire. The writing tends to become taller,
but with no compensating increase in interlinear space. The result is that the top of
one line tends to run up into the bottom of that above. The hand of the stonecutter

does not appear to have changed, rather he seems to have been tiring. The letters reach
a height of 0.07 m. in line 158.

Line 136. Pittakis ®[-——-——— ]; Kirchner [. ]JH[-————— ].

Line 137. Pittakis Ty[- - ——— ]; Kirchner M[— - — - —— ].

Line 140. Dittenberger was able to read Ao\ [n]mddys 'E.

Line 142. Artemidoros son of Autoboulos may be related to Autoboulos, also
called Artemidoros, line 149.

Line 144. An Aelius Kallias Paianieus was prytanis in 169/70 (1.G., IT?, 1776)

Line 147. Pittakis Ka\\ias 6 kai ’Apiorios; Dittenberger Kalhias 6 kai
Kirchner and Oliver KaX\ias 6 k[ai. . . .. ]eos.

Line 148. Pittakis and Dittenberger Zooyuavds Mevdvpov ; Kirchner Zwoyuavos
[Me]vdvdpov; Mitsos and Oliver Zwouyuavds Bep(o)dvd[p]ov.

Line 149. See the note to line 142.

Lines 152 and 153. Menodoros and Apollonios are probably brothers.

Line 154. See the note to line 107.

Lines 156 and 157. See the note to line 130.

Line 158. Antiochos son of Alexander may be the same man as the member of
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the deme of Paiania whose gravestone was found in the Kerameikos (1.G., IT* 7023).

Line 159. See the note to line 124.

Lines 160 and 161. Botrys and Demylos are probably brothers.

Lines 162 and 163 are completely blank and must represent a break of some
sort in the list, but the reason for it is completely unknown.

Lines 164, 165, and 166. ’Aox\ymddns ), *Avfos ’AckAymdd[ov], ‘TovAiavos
’Aokhn[mddov] are probably three brothers or a father and two sons. The letters,
which tended to become larger down to line 164, now resume a smaller size after the
double vacat. The hand appears to be the same as above, but in this section he has
more difficulty keeping the letters on an even line.

Line 167, Aw(ivvios)Zdoyuos. Pittakis AIN Zdowos; Dittenberger Mé(pusos)
Zdowos. Kirchner first saw the correct reading.

CorLumN III

No traces of this column are preserved on the topmost piece of fragment a, while
on the other two pieces there are only the initial letters of each name. The lines of
this column are clearly the work of a new hand. For details see below.

Line 171. Kapet[vos? ————].

Lines 191-196. Measurement indicates that six lines are missing from this gap.

CoLuMmN IV

In column IV the lettering appears to have been resumed by the first hand. For
more details, see below for the hands.

Line 209. Since Hadrianis was the seventh tribe in the official order, it ought
to be the first in the fourth column. For the reconstruction of the stone see below.

CoLruMN V

Line 211. Kekropis is the ninth in the order of tribes in the Roman period. For
its use in reconstructing the inscription, see below.

Lines 210, 211, 212, 213, and 214. No abbreviation signs were used for the
first four names, since they represented common Roman nomina, but the abbreviation
for Procilius was so noted. Elsewhere in this list abbreviations are indicated regularly
with a line over the abbreviation.

Line 212. Gellius Polyzelos was a member of a distinguished Delphic and
Athenian family,” and is attested in two other inscriptions (B.C.H., XX, 1896, p.
719; I.G., 1I?, 3706). His father was archon in the early third century and his

 For the join see M. Mitsos, *Apy. "E¢., 1950-51, no. 3, pp. 19-20.
% For the stemma see Oliver, Expounders, p. 164. See also G. Daux, Chronologie Delphique,
Paris, 1943, p. 119. ;
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grandfather around A.n. 183. When Gellius Polyzelos filled his own archonship is
not yet known.

Line 215 was left blank probably as a division between Areopagites and non-
Areopagites.

Line 216. The name of Claudius Sospis of the great priestly family of the Claudii
of Melite ** cannot be restored here, since he was altar priest at the time of this list
(see line 1). This coupled with the estimated size of the lacuna suggest an ancestor
of the Memmius Sospis, son of Memmius, who was an ephebe between 230 and 235
(1.G., 11%, 2237).

Line 218. It is tempting to assume a stonecutter’s error and insert a rho,
Nuwoor{p>dr(ov). No name spelled as it is on the stone is attested.

Face B

Line 1. All editors previous to Mitsos read omega. The bottom horizontal and
the lower part of the slanting stroke of the sigma are preserved.

Line 2. Of the upsilon only the vertical hasta is preserved clearly, but there are
traces of what might be the tip of the right hand slanting stroke. The spacing is such
that upsilon would fit properly. Compare the restorations on Face A, lines 3 and 1,
and Face B, line 6. This may be the end of the title of the archon of the genos.

Line 3. For the restoration see the communication of Oliver, below.

Line 4. For the restoration see the communication of Oliver, below.

Line 6. Compare Face A, line 3. Of the word Knpixwv the kappa and eta are
clear, but only the vertical hastas of the rho and upsilon remain, but the peculiarities
of their spacing suggest these letters.

Line 7. Compare Face A, line 4.

Line 8. J. H. Oliver suggests per litteras [éxreffj]var. It should be noted that
fragment b actually was found in the vicinity of the Eleusinion in thecity. The restora-
tion of [6 raui]as fits the space available precisely, and a similar restoration seems
correct on Face A, line 4. This is probably the treasurer of the genos.

There is no trace of further lettering on this side of the inscription, although it
is clear from line seven that a list of names should follow. The blank face on fragment
a extends for over 0.56 m. J. H. Oliver has made the following comments on the
relationship of this unfinished face to Face B and offered the following restorations
per litteras.

“The expense of the catalogue was borne personally by the treasurer, because his son
was chosen for initiation d¢’ éorias. When the treasurer saw a first version of the heading on
marble, it displeased him and he decided to discard it. Inscription No. 1 was ignored; the stone
was turned in such a way as to hide it probably. Inscription No. 1 and the heading of No. 2,
being variants of the same type, supplement each other.

21 This family is related to the Gellii. For stemmata see Oliver, Expounders, pp. 80, 164.
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“ The surest restoration is that of No. 2 line 3. The phrase of No. 1 & omjAy 7 dvépara
dmdvrev, as you rightly restore it, reappears in No. 2. On No. 2 line 5 you have a verb in the
singular. Since the name of the treasurer in neither version accompanies the nominative raplas,
the name must be sought above No. 1 and below (at least by implication) on No. 2. That
imposes the restoration rau]edovros in line 4 of No. 1, and it suggests for No. 2, line 6 the
restoration 6 vid[s adrod]. The heading of No. 2 is much superior to No. 1 both in economy
and taste. No. 2, line 2 may have read *Em Bop[é demotic wavyyvpidpynoe].”

Face A shows evidence of the work of two separate hands, the first cutting column
TTT and probably lines 1-5 of the heading, while the second did columns I, II, IV, V
and line 6 of the heading. The first hand may be characterized by the squareness of
his style, since he avoids curved lines. Note particularly the squared omega and epsilon
of column III versus the curved ones of the other columns. He uses a squared epsilon
and sigma also in the heading. He makes larger letters than the second hand. The
second hand tends more to curvilinear shapes and his letters tend to be broader and
shorter. The sizes and spacing of his letters are not always consistent (compare
lines 7-16 with lines 147-161).

Many different dates have been suggested for this document. Dittenberger dated
EM 5898 to 163/4 (or 162/3) on the basis of the archonship of Memmius the Altar
Priest, while Kirchner, using a different chronology, dated it to 161/2 for the same
reason, while he suggested a date at the end of the first century for EM 3628 and
8542, the former on the basis of letter forms, the latter on prosopographical grounds.
Mitsos, using letter forms alone, would have it as late as the second half of the third
century, while Oliver, in his attempt to fit the document into an historical context,
suggested 164/5.

Since letter forms cannot be used with any great accuracy during the Roman
period, the dating will have to be made on prosopographical grounds. One well attested
family is that of Alkamenes and Alkamenes, Junior (see lines 13 and 14 and com-
mentary thereto). Roman citizenship is attested for the third generation listed on the
stemma. InI.G., IT* 2191 the prenomen and nomen are given for M. Aur. Alkamenes,
the man who would have been anticosmete, but not for his father, the cosmete, prob-
ably indicating that the former had received the grant only recently from either
Marcus Aurelius or Commodus. This was the key for reconstructing the stemma.
This Eleusinian list must be dated either within the lifetime of the father of the
cosmete of 195/6, but not earlier than the archonship of that cosmete, or if we want
to identify the two in the Eleusinian list with a later generation, before the grant of
citizenship to the would-be anticosmete (and certainly before 195/6).

The family of Syntrophos (lines 9 and 11 and commentary thereto) is of little
help, since the relationship of Synthrophos son of Syntrophos to the rest is not clear.
Even if we assume that he was the father of Eleutheros, Euelpistos and Epigonos, the
range of possible dating could still cover over fifty years. The grandfather of Gellius
Polyzelos (line 212 and commentary) was archon in A.p. 183, but there is no indica-
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tion at what ages he, his son, and his grandson were archons. Because of the promi-
nence of the family it may be assumed that at least the later generations served at a
relatively early age, and it would be possible for all three to have served by the early
third century.

The other indicators include Cassianus Philippos (lines 89 and commentary),
who was hoplite general in the early third century (but two other citations in the
commentary would have to be applied to some other man of the same name) ; Epa-
phrodeitos son of Aphrodeisios, who was ephebe in 192/3 (line 102 and commentary ;
again note that one citation must be referred to another man of the same name). A
certain Diogenes son of Diogenes (lines 108 and commentary) and Dionysodorcs
son of Dionysodoros (line 114 and commentary) were prytaneis around A.p. 210. The
final decision must remain to find that point of balance between the tendency of the
family of the Gellii to make the document later and that of the family of Alkamenes
to make it earlier. In the light of the present evidence that point would seem to fall
in the early third century. '

In plotting the reconstruction of the whole stone a beginning was made from
Face B, line 8 because of the greater consistency of letter size and spacing in order to
determine the distance between fragments a and b.** The completion of the restora-
tion and the allowance for margins indicated that the stele would be around 0.83 m.
wide. The measurements from Face B can be applied to Face A, permitting estimates
of the lengths of the lines. Except for a slight crowding in line 3, the restorations
suggested in the commentary all seem to fit, thus confirming the measurements made
on Face B.

The plotting of the position of the columns is based upon two sorts of data—
the preserved traces of columns I, IT, ITI, IV and V and the estimated width of these
and of the missing columns. The distance from the left hand edge of column I to the
left hand edge of column II on fragment a is ca. 0.115 m., and from the left hand edge
of column II to the left hand edge of column IIT is 0.105-0.11 m. If the position of
fragment b is actually as it has been plotted above, then the distance from the left
hand edge of column III to the left hand edge of column V is 0.23 m. making an
average width of 0.115 m. for each of the two columns. The remains of column V
have been measured to at least a width of 0.135 m., a full 0.02 m. wider than any other
column. Line 215, although not fully preserved, has traces of an abbreviation sign at
the end, thus indicating that the beginning of the next line is not far beyond. The
total distance from the left hand edge of the stone through the maximum preserved
width of column V is 0.615 m., leaving 0.215 m. at the right hand side. If 0.02 m.

22 The restoration was accomplished by the use of tracings of the preserved portions, and each
letter which has been restored, whenever possible, has been traced from the tracings of the preserved
portions. See Plate 3.
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is permitted for a margin, a width of 0.195 m. is left for the last two columns con-
taining the last three tribes. If we assume that the last column, containing only half
as many names as any other column, allowed two lines per name (one each for name
and patronymic), this leaves ca. 0.125 m. for column VI and ca. 0.065 for column VII,
figures well within the maximum and minimum widths of the other columns.

At the time of this catalogue there were thirteen tribes, who were listed in a very
regular official order: Erechtheis, Aigeis, Pandionis, Leontis, Ptolemais, Akamantis,
Hadrianis, Oineis, Kekropis, Hippothontis, Aiantis, Antiochis, and Attalis. Since
each of the preserved columns is headed by the name of a tribe, and the fifth column
is headed by the name of the ninth tribe, each column must have contained a list for
two tribes, thereby confirming the evidence of column I, where the names of two tribes
are preserved, while the second column, if we accept the readings of former editors,
begins with the name of the third tribe. Thus the restorations of the names of Aigeis
in line 70 and of Hadrianis in line 205 are assured. The stele would have contained
six full columns of two tribes each and one half column listing a single tribe.

Oliver, basing his readings on those of previous editors, restored line 75 as [o¢
ovk 'Apleomay” (see commentary). This, he judged, was the point of division between
Areopagites and non-Areopagites. Since it has been shown that the line actually con-
tains a name, some other criterion must be found for making this division. Two
become apparent from a study of the stone. First, in line 215 there is a vacat follow-
ing a list of five Areopagites. It seems natural that this probably represented a change
in the status of persons whose names appear on the list. But this is the only example
of such a vacat sufficiently close to the top of a column. Therefore a second criterion
might be applied. In the listing of Pandionis the ninth through eleventh names are
all Roman Knights. The list preceding them contains eight ordinary Roman citizens
and an Athenian citizen. Such a sharp contrast in the order of precedence would
seem to indicate that the equites were at the head of a new category of names, which
probably would be that of the non-Areopagites. There is no other place in the inscrip-
tion where this criterion can be applied, since elsewhere individual Roman citizens are
frequently mixed among the Athenian citizens, and since with a single exception in
line 210 there are no other Roman equites. It is also possible that a division was
indicated between lines 95 and 99 where three lines have been lost because of the
splitting of the stone.

Using these criteria for dividing the lists, it is possible to estimate the numbers of
Areopagites in each tribe. For the tribe Erechtheis the division is probably lost in
the break between the two upper pieces of fragment a (lines 18-21), since no other
indicator is to be found. This permits a total of 9 to 11 names of Areopagites. The
evidence from the tribe Aigeis is too scanty to permit any conclusions. Using the
criterion indicated above we may conclude that there were eight Areopagites from
Pandionis. The top portion of the list from Ptolemais is lost (col. III) and no names
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are preserved from Hadrianis (col. IV). There are five names preserved above the
vacat for Kekropis. The significance of these calculations for the study of the con-
stitution of Athens has been discussed above (see pp. 56-57).

The major contribution of Oliver was the recognition that the stone was con-
nected with the Eleusinian Mysteries ** on the basis of the appearance of the initiate
from the hearth. This is confirmed by the recently found fragment which indicates
that the stele was to be set up in the Eleusinion and permits the restorations of the
name of the genos of the Kerykes. Many other suggestions had been made previously :
an ephebic catalogue,” in which the Areopagites would have been the ephebic Areo-
pagites; ** a list of men’s names from Roman times, perhaps military officers; ** and
the catalogue of a genos.®” Oliver suggested that this is a list of initiates. He
assumed that because no other lists have come down to us, the ordinary records ot
the initiates were kept on a perishable material, and, since this was on stone, it repre-
sented an extraordinary occasion. He therefore connected it with the initiation of
Lucius Verus in 164/5. The new chronological data has rendered this suggestion
improbable. If this is a list of initiates accompanying an emperor it would have to be
a later emperor, possibly Septimius Severus, although he was initiated before he
became emperor.*

Certain factors argue against the identification as a list of initiates. According
to Oliver’s calculations ** if all of the archons became Areopagites, the total of the
Areopagus would be less than 150 members, but it has been estimated that this list
has the names of around 100 Areopagites (see above, pp. 56-57). Is it possible that
over two-thirds of the Areopagus was initiated on one occasion? It also seems likely
that a disproportionately large percentage of the population of Athens was represented
on the huge stele.” Finally, the stele apparently contains only the names of male
Athenians, while initiation in the Mysteries was open to anyone who desired it. From
the heading as restored one might expect that it were a catalogue of a genos, but this
explanation is equally unacceptable. Two such catalogues are known from Roman
Athens, one of the Kerykes (I.G., I1%, 2340 and B.C.H., LXXIII, 1949, no. V, pp.
359-360) and one of the Amynandridai (/.G., II?, 2338). In the former three tribes
whose catalogues are complete have a total of 25 names, and in the latter three com-

23 Hesperia, XXVII, 1958, pp. 38-46.

2¢ EM 8542: Dittenberger, 1.G., III, 1233; Kirchner, I.G., II?, 1999; M. Mitsos, ’Apx. 'E¢.,
1950-51, pp. 29-33. EM 3628: Kirchner, 1.G., 112, 2003. EM 5898: M. Mitsos, *Apx., 'E¢., 1950-51,
pp. 29-33.

28 As in [.G., 112, 1990.

26 Pittakis, *E¢. *Apx., 1858, no. 3398, pp. 1777-78 for EM 8542.

27 Kirchner, I.G., 11, 2339A of EM 5898.

28 On his initiation, see Day, Ec. Hist., p. 200, note 141, citing the author of the vita Severi,
I11, 7 among the Scriptores Historiae Augustae.

29 Hesperia, XX VII, 1958, pp. 45-46.

30 There are fifty-nine names listed for Erechtheis and seventy-eight for Pandionis. Projecting
these figures to all thirteen tribes gives a total of eight hundred ninety names.
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plete tribal lists have 26 names. Projecting these figures, we find that the probable
total contained between 100 and 110 names. Further the former list has names of
the members of the same genos as that which would supposedly have been catalogued
in the list from the Eleusinion, and both of these are approximately contemporary.

In all, in the Eleusinian list, twenty-six Areopagites are listed. Among them there
is only one Roman citizen entitled to the predicate of rank kpdrioros. Otherwise there
are 17 Roman citizens, four whose families are on the verge of obtaining Roman
citizenship, and only four for whom only Athenian citizenship is attested. Among the
others listed, aside from the three kpdrioror, there are only eight Roman c1tlzens from
among the 95 for whom a determination can be made.

Two other inscribed fragments are related to the Eleusinian list by their nature,
i.e. lists of names, and by the character of their script.

c) Agora 16022 (Pls. 4, 6), a non-joining possible fragment which would align
vertically with EM 5898. It was found on 16 June, 1947 in a latest Roman-early
Byzantine context southwest of the market square, east of the great drain. It appears
to belong to the bottom left-hand corner of a stele. Broken away at the top, on the
right side and at the back, it does have the right side and roughly worked bottom
surface preserved. The bottom is chipped away probably where it was attached to its
base. It is of Pentelic marble. Height, 0.093 m.; width, 0.20 m.; thickness, 0.092 m.;
letter height, 0.005-0.007 m.

d) Agora I 6390 (Pls. 4, 6), a non-joining, non-aligning possible fragment. It
was found on 29 May, 1951 in an early Byzantine road fill northeast of the Temple of
Ares. It is broken away on all four sides and at the back. It is of Pentelic marble.
Height, 0.107 m.; width, 0.065 m.; thickness, 0.042 m.; letter height, 0.004-0.007 m.

Fragment ¢

e ]
1 ..[..]80s *Ovnowkpdrovs
2 K\ Avouddns
3 OD\ Zorwds
4 vacat
Fragment d
S ]
[- - —-]rarovs[- - — - — - 1
[----- 1 wvacat
[-—=-] 6 k(al) ‘Poiidos
[--——-- lxrov
5 [---=-=K]opryhiav[ds]
[~ Joov
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[--==-- Jov
[--—————- 1 wvacat
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e ]

Commentary to fragment c:

Line 1. The reading was first seen by J. H. Oliver and communicated per litteras.

Line 2. Claudius Lysiades may be a member of the distinguished Claudii of
Melite, whose stemma has been worked out by Oliver, Expounders, pp. 76-81. If he
is, this fragment cannot be associated with the Eleusinian list, since the tribe of
Kekropis would not have been found at the end of the first column.

After line 3 the stone is blank for about three or four lines, and then the apparent
bottom is reached.

Fragment c is doubtful primarily because of the presence of Claudius Lysiades.
The length of the lines is greater than the width of the first column on the upper
part of the stele, although this would be likely if the second column had ended at a
higher level on the stele. The former objection might be answered if it were supposed
that at the bottom of the list there was a group of officials or dignitaries, but this is
tenuous.
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APPENDIX IV

FIVE LETTERS FROM THE EMPEROR COMMODUS CONCERNING
THE GERUSIA OF THE ATHENIANS

(Plates 7-8)

To a pair of joined fragments in the Epigraphical Museum in Athens (EM 9494
and 9497) the Agora Excavations have produced three new related pieces. Of the
fragments in the Epigraphical Museum the uppermost was first published by K.
Pittakis; * both were published by W. Dittenberger.? J. Kirchner ® first saw that they
joined, and in this form they were republished by J. H. Oliver.* A. E. Raubitschek °
republished the imperial titles as contained in this document with his own restorations.
The first of the Agora fragments (Agora I 2138) which joins the pieces in the Epi-
graphical Museum was published by B. D. Meritt." Two additional pieces (Agora I
6935 and 3703) are here published for the first time.” In the course of this study the
following system of enumeration will be used.

Fragment a: EM 9494 4 9497, Pentelic marble, now in the Epigraphical
Museum at Athens, but originally found on the Acropolis in the Pinakotheke and in
the Propylaia respectively. Each is broken away on all sides; the roughly worked back
is partially preserved.

Height, 0.43 m.; width, 0.17 m.; thickness, 0.09 m.
Letter height, 0.007-0.009 m.

Fragment b: Agora I 2138, Pentelic marble, found on 25 October 1934 in the
wall of a modern house east of the north part of the Odeion (N-O 10) and identified
by B. D. Meritt. It is broken away on all sides, but the roughly worked back is
preserved. The face is very badly worn. This piece joins the fragments in the Epi-
graphical Museum.

Height, 0.265 m. ; width, 0.18 m.; thickness, 0.10 m.
Letter height, 0.007-0.009 m.

1 L’ Ancienne Athénes, Athens, 1835, p. 327.

2[.G., 111, 43 (from the transcript of Koehler), 42 (from the transcripts of Koehler and
Velsen). He realized that both fragments came from the same stone, but not that they joined.

31.G., 112 1112

* Gerusia, no. 26, pp. 122-123.

5 “ Commodus and Athens,” Hesperia, Suppl. VIII, 1949, p. 286.

¢ Hesperia, XXIX, 1960, no. 29, p. 22.

7 Although Agora I 6935 was noted in the annual report of the Agora Excavations for the year
1959; see H. Thompson, Hesperie, XXIX, 1960, p. 365.
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Fragment c: Agora I 6935, Pentelic marble, found on the first of July 1959
in the demolition of the foundation of the gymnasium above the front foundation of
South Stoa II, near its middle (M 15). The right edge and back are preserved, but
it is broken away on all other sides. Down the right side is a vertical groove, probably
decorative, and the angle where this side meets the front surface has been beveled.

Height, 0.36 m.; width, 0.43 m.; thickness, 0.09 m.
Letter height, 0.008 m.

Fragment d: Agora I 3703, Pentelic marble, consisting of two pieces, P 112
and P 308, the former found on 7 March 1936 and the latter on 8 May 1936, both
in modern fill north of the Odeion. The two pieces were joined by Meritt. The right
side and the roughly worked back are preserved. A vertical groove runs down the
right side aligning with the groove of fragment c.

Height, 0.145 m.; thickness, 0.07 m.; width, 0.125 m.
- Letter height, 0.007 m.

A.D. 182-184 NON-3TOIX. ca. 85.
e ]
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[F-————————== mpov]ojoeras 6 [-——————————————— ]
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35 [Adrokpdrwp Kaioap @cod Mdp Adp *Avrevivov Edoefobs Teppavikod
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The new fragment confirms the basic soundness of the restoration of the imperial
titles by A. E. Raubitschek.® A few changes must be made in the titulature of indi-
vidual emperors, but none is of major significance. Line 27 indicates that fuller
titulature was given for Marcus Aurelius, while a minimum was given for Antoninus
Pius. The lacuna at the beginning of line 18 is too short to permit both EdoeB1s
and SeBaords, and so only the latter may be retained. That the addressee of all of the
letters in the series was the gerusia was first recognized by J. H. Oliver * who restored
it from line 11.

LerTER I

Because of its poor state of preservation few conclusions can be reached regard-
ing the contents of this letter. Clues are found in the expression 7év dpw[v (line 3)
and épilew (line 5). The former probably refers to reserved areas of land,” but
whether sacred lands or property held or administered by the gerusia is not certain;
the latter is used of setting boundaries in the widest possible meaning of the word.
The letter has instructions that some person or other shall exercise supervision (line
4) but no other details are preserved. Line 7 has been restored on the basis of lines
14-15 and 26 below. The final tau-epsilon of E]drvxetre forms a ligature (7).

LerTER II

For the restoration of the opening words of the emperor’s reply (line 12),
see Hesperia, XXX, 1961, no. 31, pp. 231-236, line 16. Such a restoration fits pre-
cisely the space available here. Kirchner, followed by Oliver, restored the next phrase

8 “ Commodus and Athens,” Hesperia, Suppl. VIII, 1949, p. 286.

® Gerusia, no. 26, pp. 122-123.

10 For the probable meaning of §pos here see Oliver, “ Horoi as Reserved Areas,” Greek, Roman
and Byzantine Studies, IV, 1963, pp. 141-143.
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— ] ptrmy [r]od é\aiov on the analogy of Hadrian’s oil law,™ lines 2 (oi 7ov é\atov
yewpyobvres 70 Tpirov | karapepérwoar) and 62 (mhéov ein o ék Tév | Tpirwy %) SySéwy
karadepduevor), but the difference in gender argues against this. Probably a
better precedent is to be found in an ephebic document (I.G., 1I°, 1028, line 79)
which honors a cosmete because he provided for s 700 éhaiov Péoews.’* The phrase
—pn ] kaworopeiv e[ pi—(line 13) is commonly used in endowments to forbid altera-
tions of customs or regulations.” This letter, then, is a reply to a letter of inquiry sent
by the gerusia concerning the oil supply. The emperor advises that they not alter their
former practise.” Precisely what aspect of the public oil supply was allotted to the
gerusia is not known. Because of the brevity of the letter the phrase—m)]v f\iwkiav
(line 14) also must have reference to regulations regarding the distribution of oil,
but whether it refers to the age of those who might give it or those who used it
cannot be determined. For the restoration of line 15, see lines 7 and 26.

LerTER III

This letter apparently begins with a reference to ancestral practice (line 20).
Meritt (Hesperia, XXIX, 1960, no. 29, p. 22) reads the beginning of line 22 as
~ == d]ydve 75 pé[v é]v évkopiow T[— — — The only textual difference between his
reading and that given above is the interpretation of a single uncertain letter as either
tau or zeta, and either reading is possible. Since the encomium was generally given
in praise of the victors, one might restore 7év €b dyonfopévor.’® It is also true that
contests in encomia were parts of the various games.’* The word éykwpiwe has been
misspelled by the insertion of an iota after the first omega, a not uncommon mistake."
Two themes predominate in the letter, that of participation in a contest and that of
gaining citizenship, with the latter dependent upon the victory in the contest. Refer-
ence is made to an example (line 23); and the emperor himself grants permission,
but for what precisely is not clear (line 25). Provisions concerning the conduct of

1 J.G., I12, 1100, but see the edition of Oliver, Ruling Power, pp. 960-963.

12 This example comes from the year 100/99 B.c.; other examples of similar phraseology from
other Greek cities within the Empire are to be found in the following documents: S.I.G.,* 717, line
79; Laum, Stiftungen, no. 72, line 10; no. 136, line 10.

13 E.g. in endowments, see L. Robert, Etudes Anatoliennes (= Btudes Orientales, V, 1937),
p- 316, “ ces formules, . . . kaworousjoar se retrouvent dans les documents relatifs a des fondations,
lorsqu’on précise 'interdiction d’innovation et les peines attachées a une telle tentative.”

1 In the third letter note another probable example of a call to ancestral practice, line 20.

15 For this phrase used with this meaning see I.G., 11%, 3112, where it has been partially erased.
See the comments of Graindor, Tibére d Trajan, p. 52 and above, p. 137. For the dative after
dyoniopévoy see again I.G., 112, 3112, line 2.

6 On the encomium as a part of the games see Johannes Frei, De Certaminibus Thymelicis,
Diss. Basel, 1900, pp. 36-41.

17 See K. Meisterhans-E. Schwyzer, Grammatik der attischen Inschriften®, p. 67, no. 13; E.
Mayser, Grammatik der Griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemderzeit, 1, Berlin, 1923, pp. 132-137,
especially 136 b.


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

192 THE ATHENIAN CONSTITUTION AFTER SULLA

games would naturally fall to the gerusia in its agonothesia of the Panathenaia and
games in honor of the imperial house.

LeETTERS IV AND V

The final two letters are only preserved in fragments and no conclusions can
be drawn about the contents.

Three accurate dates may be assigned to various portions of the text. The
second letter (see line 10) is dated by the fifth imperial salutation, which occurred in
the course of A.p. 182,** and this was superseded by a sixth acclamation in 183. Thus
a restoration of either the seventh or eighth tribunician power and the third or fourth
consulship is possible. The third letter is dated by the eighth tribunician power (see
line 18), which probably ran from 10 December 182 to 10 December 183.” Since
the consulship was not assumed until the first of January, this letter might have
been written during the closing days of the third consulship (10 December 182-
1 January 183) or during the fourth (1 January 183-10 December 183). Either the
fifth imperial salutation (during the course of 182) or the sixth (during 183) may
be restored. The fourth letter can be dated only by its position between the third
and fifth. The fifth letter was written after the seventh imperial salutation (line 37),
but before ““ Brittanicus ” was added to the imperial titles, since the reconstructed
heading allows no room for its inclusion. Therefore it may be dated to sometime in
the year 184.** The ninth tribunician power and the fourth consulship may be restored.

The known number of imperial letters concerning the gerusia of the Athenians
now totals eleven.® It has been shown that Gerusia, nos. 24 and 25 can be
joined and belong to the same stele.”® It is clear from the new fragments of
Gerusia, no. 26 that these five letters belong to a second stele. The two stelai can be
differentiated by thickness (Gerusia, no. 24/25, 0.07 m.; no. 26, 0.09m.), by
letter height (no. 24/25, 0.007 m.; no. 26, 0.009 m.) and by the facts that no. 26 has
a smoother side surface into which a vertical groove has been cut and that the edge
where the face meets the side has been beveled away, while no. 24/25 has neither the
groove nor the beveling.

The letters preserved on the first stele ** are six in number and begin with the first

18 The dates are based upon H. Mattingly, Coins of the Roman Empire in the British Museum,
IV, London, 1940, pp. clvi-clviii and 770-796.

1 For the date of the assumption of the tribunician power see Mason Hammond, * The
Tribunician Day during the Early Empire,” M.4.4.R., XV, 1938, pp. 53, 60; H. Mattingly, “ Tri-
bunicia Potestate,” J.R.S., XX, 1930, pp. 83-84.

20 Oliver, Gerusia, nos. 24-26, pp. 108-123; Meritt, Hesperia, XXIX, 1960, no. 29, p. 22;
Hesperia, XXX, 1961, no. 31, pp. 231-236; Oliver, Hesperia, XXX, 1961, pp. 402-403; and this
publication.

21 Meritt, Hesperia, XXX, 1961, no. 31, pp. 231-236.

22 Gerusia, nos. 24 and 25 ; see the summary in Meritt, H esperia, XXX, 1961, pp. 235-236.
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communication from the emperor regarding the founding of a gerusia. This first
letter was addressed to the boule of the Areopagus, the boule of the five hundred, and
the demos in the autumn of A.p. 176. It is not until the third letter of A.p. 178 or 179
that the gerusia was actually in existence, since the second, of A.p. 178, again was
addressed to the three governing corporations. The remaining three letters were sent
between some time in A.D. 179 and some time in 181 or 182. Since the second letter
of the second stele must be dated to sometime in 182 or 183, and since the average
frequency of letters is about one a year, it is hardly likely that the first stele held more
than one additional letter. It seems doubtful that there can have been more than the
single letter, partially preserved as letter 4 of the second stele, between the first four
letters of this stele and the fifth letter on fragment d because of the relatively small
lapse of time. Since the first stele has approximately four times as many lines of which
some part is preserved as are preserved for the second stele, it is possible that the
second stele contained additional letters for which no evidence has yet appeared.

Although the character of the lettering is remarkably uniform, it is probable
that the two stelai were set up at different times, if we may judge by the differences
listed above. Each stele was probably erected as it was needed. The series of letters
must have been on public display for well over ten years, since they were still standing
not only at the time of the damnatio memoriae of Commodus, but in 195, when Com-
modus was restored to honor by Septimius Severus and his name reinscribed within the
erasure.

The identities and significance of the three men named at the end of each letter
will be discussed elsewhere by J. H. Oliver.
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A SECOND CENTURY PRYTANY LIST
(Plate 4)

The preserved portion of this list consists of six joining fragments, one non-
joining inscribed fragment which can be aligned with lines 6-8, and several small
non-joining uninscribed chips. The lot was found on 14 July 1954 in the wall of a
pithos of the Turkish period located west of the propylon of the bouleuterion in the
Athenian Agora. The inscribed surface is convex, as if the document had originally
been written on a large drum. The first three lines were inscribed within a pediment,
in the center of which there is a large boss. The pediment is separated from the body
of the text by a simple raised moulding.

a. The six joined fragments.
Height (overall) 0.45 m., (inscribed face) 0.35 m.; width, 0.22 m.; thick-
ness, 0.18 m.

Height of letters, lines 1-3, 0.014-0.016 m., lines 4-10, 0.019 m.
Inv. No. I 6685a.

b. The aligning fragment.
Height, 0.18 m.; width, 0.04 m.; thickness, 0.105 m.
Height of letters, 0.019 m.
Inv. No. I 6685b.

A.D. 168/9 NON-3TOIX. ca. 18-19

_ Pid ~N ~ .
[dyad]He [rdxme]
[Z]eBa o|10o7]
[Md]p Ad[p] "A [vrovivov]
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['Emi dp]xovr[o]s T[uwniov]

5 [Hovr]ikod Bnoa|ws orpa]
[myyot]vros émi 7[a 6]7\[a B]
[akepi]ov Mapepriv[o]v M[a]
[paO&wiov o]i mpvrd[v]es 7]

[fis — = =23~ —— pJvkij[s yuioa]
10 [vres éavrovs x]ai r[ods ai]

[oirovs dvéypapav ]

Lines 4-8 have been restored on the basis of 1.G., IT?, 1775, of the year 168/9,
a prytany list in which the same archon and hoplite general are named. A third
prytany list (Hesperia, XVI, 1947, no. 80, p. 178) of this same year makes it the
earliest year since the conquest of Sulla from which more than two boards of
prytaneis are honored (see above, p. 97). The hoplite general, Valerius Mamertinus,
had been archon two years previously in 166/7 (I.G., I1?,1773). Both the years.167/8
(1.G., 1%, 1774) and 169/70 (1.G., 11%, 1776, 1778, 2097, 3749 ; Hesperia, X1, 1942,
no. 19, p. 52) were years of anarchy.

The pediment, as reconstructed, would not admit the names of both Marcus
Aurelius and Lucius Verus. Therefore it may be assumed that the list was inscribed
sometime between the death of Lucius Verus in January or February 169 (see P.I.R?,
I1, 1936, no. 606, pp. 138-141) and the beginning of the new Athenian year in Boe-
dromion * or October of 169.”

The restorations have been made without regard for syllabic division of words
principally because such restorations better fit the estimated lengths of the lines and
because syllabic divisions would cause disproportions in the lengths of the lines.
Beneath this heading there probably was a list of prytanets.

1 Graindor, Hadrien, pp. 15-17.

2 For a discussion of these equivalencies see Oliver, 4.J.P., LXXI, 1950, p. 171. The new
moon would have fallen on 7 October, according to F. K. Ginzel, Handbuch der mathematischen und
technischen Chronologie, 11, Leipzig, 1911, p. 552.
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1721: x-xi, 1, 4

1722 x-xi, 1

1723: x-xi, 1
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1759: 14, 15, 21, 23, 27, 28, 94, 97 (bis),
99, 109 (bis), 135, 174

1763: 71, 95, 104

1764A: 95, 96 (bis), 101, 108

» 2 (passim), 18, 57


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

INDEX OF SOURCES 199

1764B: 102

1765: 96

1772: 75 (bis), 176

1773: 14, 75 (passim), 94, 101, 104, 105,
176, 195 .

1774: 27,75, 96, 101 (bis), 104, 109, 195

1775: 75, 95, 96 (bis), 97, 101 (bis), 104,
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124 2953: 7 (bis)
2467 : see S. Dow, Prytaneis, no. 110 2959: 148
2478: 75 2987: 20
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(=S.1.G?2 no. 869): 8, 18 (bis), 57,
129, 130 (bis), 132, 133, 135, 136, 142
7, 18, 129, 130, 142

142

142

99

141

123, 124

8

38, 132, 135, 146
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141

4205a: see Hesperia, XV, no. 65
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82, 150

159

145

145

147

144

33, 55, 74, 143
54, 58 (bis), 90
155

155
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4232: 143 13150: 138
4233: 155 13211: 122
4234: 156 13212: 122
4235: 157 13215: 122
4236: 156 13218: 122
4237: 156 13219: 122
4238: 156 13220: 122
4239: 157 13221: 61, 122
4240: 151 13224: 122
4241: 152
4243 158 Inscri[)fiones Graecae, 111
4244 : 140 957: 143
4245: 147 058: 143
4246: 158 959: 143
4260: 156 960: 143
4475a: 68, 153 961: 143
4478: 25 962: 147
4496: 45, 70, 153 963: 143
4521a: 77, 153 963a: 143
4719: 125, 126 963b: 143
4764 127 964 : 149
4779: 120, 145 (bis) 965: 70, 154
4942¢: 145 965¢: 149
4949: 105 965d: 150
5046: 9 965e: 48, 150
5101: see¢ Hesperia, XVI, pp. 76-77 965f: 154
5105: 69, 152 966a: 148
5121: 69, 152 966b: 45, 70, 148, 153, 154
5122: 42, 69, 148 968: 143
5124: 69, 152 969: 144
5138: 69, 152 3849: see Ath. Mitt., LXVII, no, 63
5151: 42, 69, 148 3908: 127
gi;g 23’ 157 (bis) Inscriptiones Graecae, 1V?, 1
5187: 122 , 82-84: sce S.1.G.3, 796B
5191: 127 691: 57, 117, 118, 130, 131, 132, 135
5206: 135 .
5213: 122 Inscriptiones Graecae, X1I, 8
7023: 179 26: 27, 50, 52
10888 (= Hesperia, IV, no. 30): 177 27: 7,123, 129, 130
2. OTHER INSCRIPTIONS
Abhandlungen der deutschen Akademie der peria, XXIX, no. 29 = Appendix IV):
Wissenschaften zu Berlin, K1. {. Sprach- 132, 136, 138, 187-193
en, Lit. und Kunst, 1953, fasc. 6: 125 1 6022:185-186
Agora Inscriptions I 6390: 185-186

I 3703 (4169354 I.G., 112, 1112 4 Hes- I 6685 a, b (= Appendix V): 97, 194-195
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1 6889 (4 I.G., 112, 1999 + 2003 + 2339 =
Hesperia, XXVII, pp. 38-46 == Appen-
dix IIT) : 32, 39, 52, 53, 56-57, 163-186
16935 (41 3703 + I.G., 113, 1112 4 Hes-
peria, XXIX, no. 29 = Appendix IV):
132, 136, 138, 187-193
American Journal of Archaeology
XLV, 1941, p. 539 (=I.G., IT?, 1790) : 104
p. 539 (=I.G., 11%, 3121) : 137
L, 1946, pp. 247-250 (== Hesperia, XII, no.
25):33, 142
American Journal of Philology
LXX, 1949, pp. 299-308, 403 (=I.G., II?,
1073 4 1074 = Dow, Prytaneis, no.
121) : 52, 71 (bis), 77, 78, 93, 95, 98,
99, 108, 129 _
LXXI, 1950, no. 2, pp. 174-177 (=1.G,,
112, 1792) : 94, 98, 117, 136
no. 3, pp. 177-179 (=1.G., II%, 1109 4
2771 4 3412 = Hesperia, Suppl. VIII,
pp- 287-290) : 32, 39, 51
Annuario della Scuola Archeologica di Atene,
II1-V, 1941-43, no. 6, pp. 83-87: 73,
78, 79 (bis), 108, 113, 115 -
Anzeiger, Akademie der Wissenschaften in
Wien, Phil.-hist. Kl., 1924, no. 4, p. 128
(=1.G., II% 1098) : 90
1935, pp. 83-90 (= I.G., I12, 3548a): 117
*Apxatoroywov Aerriov, XI, 1927-28, no. 6, p.
131: 159
*Apxatoroywcy) Edquepis, 1961, no. 1, pp. 198-201:
see 1.G., 112, 1105.
Athenische Mitteilungen, LXVII, 1942
no. 25, pp. 22-24: 22
no. 29, pp. 30-31: 136
no. 63, p. 46 (=1.G., 111, 3849): 122
E. Bodnar, S. J., Cyriacus of Ancona and
Athens (= Collection Latomus, no. 53,
1960), pp. 145-150 (=1.G., 112, 1104) :
121, 173
Bulletin de Correspondance Hellénique
XX, 1896, p. 719: 179
XXIII, 1899, pp. 85-89: 122
XXVIII, 1904, nos. 58-59, pp. 169-184: 122
XXXIV, 1910, no. 88, pp. 421-422: 122
no. 90, p. 423: 122
LIX, 1935, pp. 438-452: 123

LXXIII, 1949, no. V, pp. 359-360 (+ I.G.,
112, 2340) : 184
Classical Philology, LX, 1965, p. 179 (== Hes-
peria, VI, no. 12) : 41, 144
S. Dow, Prytaneis (Hesperia, Suppl. 1), 1937
no. 97, pp. 165-166 (= 1.G., 112, 1050) : 71,
77, 78 (bis), 108
no. 98, pp. 166-169 (= Hesperia, 111, no.
43): 28,93 (bis), 99 '
no. 99, pp. 169-170 (=1.G., 112, 1755):
93, 110
no. 100, p. 170: 71 ‘
no. 101, pp. 170-171 (= I1.G., I1%,1049) : 71,
77, 78 (bis), 99, 108
no. 102, pp. 171-172 (= 1.G., I1%, 1756) : 93,
114
no. 104, p. 173 (=1.G., 11?, 3217) : 93, 99
no. 105, pp. 173-174 (=I1.G., 1I%, 1059 =
1758) : 15, 28, 93, 97, 109 (passim), 111
no. 106, pp. 174-175 (= 1.G., 112, 1757) : 94,
95, 104
no. 107, pp. 175-176 (=I.G., 1%, 3502) : 93
(bis), 99, 104
no. 108, p. 176 (=1.G., II%, 3503): 15
(bis), 93 (passim), 94, 104, 110, 113,
115 '
no. 110, pp. 178-181 (==I.G., 112, 2467) : 28,
93 (passim), 104, 107, 111, 114, 115
no. 111, p. 181 (= Hesperia, IV, no. 8) : 9
no. 112, p. 182: 71, 99
no. 113, pp. 182-183 (=1.G., I1%, 1048) : 71,
77, 78 (bis), 93
no. 114, pp. 183-185: 71, 99
no. 115, pp. 185-186: 71
no. 116, pp. 186-191: 28,71,92,93 (passim),
95, 99 (passim), 104, 107, 114, 116
no. 117, p. 192 (= I.G., 112, 2877) : 120
no. 119, p. 193 (=I.G., 112, 1070) : 71, 77,
78 (bis), 93, 99
no. 120, p. 193 (= Hesperia, IV, no. 7) : 71,
93
no. 121, pp. 193-197: see A.J.P., LXX, pp.
299-308, 403
‘Eevowaxd, 1, 1932, pp. 223-236: see Mé-
langes Bidez, 11, pp. 819-834
Ednuepls *Apxaoloywr, 1895, no. 34, pp. 121-
122: 19 ‘
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Forschungen in Ephesos, 111
10-18, pp. 101-107: 123
Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2
2:5,13,61
3: 61
4:13
65: 6
105: 81
Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies, V1, 1965
pp. 51-55(= Hesperia, XXXII, no. 34) : 146
pp- 292 ff.: 11, 73, 80
Harvard Studies in Classical Philology
L1, 1940, pp. 111-124 (= I.G., II*, 2336 +
2454) : 3, 20 (bis), 56, 61, 119
Supplement I, 1940, pp. 521-530 (=I.G.,
112, 1076 = Hesperia, IV, no. 45): 1
59, 11, 12, 30, 60
Hesperia, 111, 1934
no. 28, pp. 39-40: 93
no. 31, pp. 42-43: see Hesperia, VI, no. 8
no. 41, p. 54: see S. Dow, Prytaneis, no. 98
no. 43, p. 56: 109, 110 (bis), 177
no. 44, p. 57: 97
no. 66, p. 71: see 1.G., 112, 2993a.
no. 71, p. 74 : see Hesperia, XI1I, no. 18
pp. 173-174: x-xi, 1, 2 (passim), 14, 15
Hesperia, IV, 1935
no. 7, pp. 38-40: see
120
no. 8, pp. 40-41: sec S. Dow, Prytaneis, no.
111
no. 11, pp. 48-49: 101, 104, 109, 110
no. 13, pp. 50-52: 96
no. 27, pp. 64-65: 41, 147
no. 30, p. 67: sce 1.G., 112, 10888
no. 45, pp. 178-184: see Harv. St. Cl. Phil.,
Supplement I, pp. 521-530
pp. 186-188: 177
Hesperia, V, 1936
pp. 16-17: 100
pp. 91-122: 117, 118
no. 15, pp. 419-428: 22
Hesperia, VI, 1937
no. 7, pp. 457-460: 21
no. 8. pp. 460-461: 16
no. 12, pp. 464-465 = CI. Phil., LX, 1965,
p- 179

S. Dow, Prytaneis, no.

Hesperia, VIII, 1939
no. 27, pp. 127-131: 48, 141
Hesperia, X, 1941
no. 31, pp. 65-72: see F. Sokolowski, Lois
sacrées des cités grecques (Supplément),
1962, no. 15
no. 32, pp. 72-77: 32, 36, 69, 143
no. 33, pp. 77-78: 84, 87, 88, 161-162
no. 34, pp. 78-82: 37, 50, 51
no. 35, pp. 82-83 (= I1.G., 112, 1089) : 37
no. 37, pp. 85-90 (=1I1.G., 1I%, 1081/5 +
1116) : 37, 84, 87 (bis), 88, 89, 90, 171
no. 42, pp. 242-243: 38, 72, 95, 144
no. 61, pp. 255-258: 144
no. 65, pp. 260-261: see J. H. Oliver, Athe-
nian Expounders, p. 78
Hesperia, X1, 1942
no. 1, p. 31: 176
no. 2, pp. 31-32: 15, 108, 109, 112, 116
no. 3, p. 32: 111
no. 4, pp. 32-33: 104, 111
no. 5, pp. 34-35: 111 (bis), 112
no. 6, pp. 35-37: 104, 106, 109
no. 7, p. 37: 58, 94 (passim)
no. 8, pp. 37-40: 28, 93 (bis), 115, 117, 118,
132, 135
no. 11, pp. 40-43: 14 (bis), 15, 110, 116
(bis)
no. 12, pp. 43-4+4: 75, 96, 101
no. 13, pp. 44-45: 104, 116
no. 15, pp. 46-48: 75 (bis)
no. 18, pp. 50-51: 14, 15, 104, 109, 110
no. 19, p. 52: 195
no. 20, pp. 52-54: 75
no. 21, pp. 55-60: 94, 102, 104, 107
no. 24, p. 58: 110
no. 26, pp. 61-62
no. 29, pp. 63-64: 173 (bis)
no. 30, pp. 64-65: 94
no. 32, pp. 66-67: 97
no. 34, p. 69: 102
no. 36, pp. 70-71: see Hesperia, XVIII, pp.
16-17
no. 37,pp. 71-74:1, 3
no. 50, pp. 247-249: 151
no. 4, p. 347: 156
no. 5, pp. 347-348: 146
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Hesperia, X11, 1943
no. 14, pp. 56-60: 92, 93, 99 (passim), 108
no. 16, pp. 63-64: 98
no. 17, pp. 64-66: 98
no. 18, pp. 66-71 (= IL.G., I1*, 3580 = Hes-
peria, 111, no. 71) : 7, 18, 105, 117, 118,
129 (bis), 135 (bis)
no. 23, pp. 76-78: 109
no. 25, pp. 81-87: see AJ.A., L, pp. 247-250
Hesperia, X111, 1944
no. 17, p. 264: 70, 154
Hesperia, XV, 1946
no. 1, pp. 138-139: 13
no. 45, pp. 217-219: 1, 12, 16
no. 46, p. 219: 16
no. 48, p. 221: 30
no. 63, pp. 231-232: 83, 158
no. 65, p. 234 (=1.G., 112, 4205a) : 143
no. 66, pp. 234-235: 143
no. 73, pp. 239-240: 97
Hesperia, XV1, 1947
no. 8, p. 66: 143
no. 9, pp. 66-67: 149
pp. 76-77 (=1.G., 11?3, 5101) : 42, 148
no. 74, p. 174: 151 (bis)
no. 75, p. 174: 142
no. 76, pp. 174-175 (= L.G., II%, 4196) : 144
no. 77, p. 175: 96
no. 78, p. 176: 75
no. 80, p. 178:97, 195
no. 81, pp. 178-179: 96
no. 82, p. 179:102
no. 87A, pp. 182-183: 111
no. 87B, pp. 182-183: 107, 110
Hesperia, XVII, 1948
no. 13, pp. 29-30: 71, 99 (bis), 108
no. 14, pp. 30-31:71, 92, 99, 108, 113
no. 29, p. 41: 23, 123
H espcna XVIII, 1949
PP- 16-17 (= Hesperia, XVI, no. 36) : 107
Hesperza XX, 1951
pp. 350-354: see J. H. Oliver, Sacred Geru-
sia, nos. 31 and 32
Hesperia, XX1, 1952
no. 14, p. 370: 155
pp. 381-399 (= I.G., 112, 1092) : 37, 50, 81

Hesperia, XXIII, 1954
no. 35, pp. 253-254: 82, 155
no. 36, pp. 254-255: 155
no. 37, p. 255: 151
no. 41, pp. 256-257: 13
Hesperia, XXV1, 1957
no. 33, p. 89: 13
no. 60, p. 213: 96
no. 61, pp. 213-214: 77
no. 62, pp. 214-215: 101
no. 78, p. 220: 146
no. 97A, pp. 246-260: 28, 93, %4, 99 (bis),
100
no. 97B, pp. 246-260: 94, 95, 101 (bis)
no. 98, pp. 260-265 (= I.G., 112, 1071) : 67,
69, 73, 78, 85, 88, 108, 113
Hesperia, XXVII, 1958
pp. 38-46 (= Appendix III) : see Agora In-
scriptions I 6889
Hesperia, XXVIII, 1959
p. 67: 83,156
pp. 86-90 (= L.G., 12, 4209) : 82, 143
no. 9, p. 282: 140
Hesperia, XXIX, 1960
no. 28, p. 21 192,99
no. 29, p. 22 (= Appendix IV) : see Agora
Inscriptions 1 3703, 6935
no. 30, pp. 22-23: 50.
no. 37, pp. 29-32: 114
no. 41, p. 34: 71, 77, 92
no. 54, p. 46: 140
no. 56, p. 47: 92, 93
no. 57, pp. 47-48: 142
no. 58, pp. 48-49: 142
no. 59, p. 49: 92, 94, 98, 136
no. 80, p. 56: 30
no. 91, p. 59: 146
no. 96, p. 60: 145
no. 104, p. 62: 152
Hesperia, XXX, 1961
pp. 186-194 (=1.G., 112, 3242): 7, 25, 26,
88, 158
no. 31, pp. 231-236: see J. H. Oliver, Sacred
Gerusia, no. 24
no. 32, p. 236: 60
no. 33, pp. 236-237: 14, 60
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no. 72, pp. 261-262: 93, 104
no. 108, p. 272: 142
no. 109, p. 272: 144
no. 110, pp. 272-273: 145, 171
no. 114, pp. 273-274: 153
Hesperia, XXXII, 1963
no. 25, pp. 24-25: 121
no. 27, pp. 26-30: see J. H. Oliver, Sacred
Gerusia, nos. 31 and 32
no. 34, p. 37: see Greek, Roman and Byzan-
tine Studies, VI, 1965, pp. 51-55
no. 69, pp. 47-48: 154
no. 71, p. 48:77, 105, 106, 154
pp. 48-49 (= S.E.G., XVIII, no. 83) : 105,
106, 154
no. 72, p. 49: 56, 149
no. 73, p. 49: 56, 149
no. 1, pp. 73-74: 99
Hesperia, XXXIII, 1964
no. 47, pp. 196-197: 92 (bis), 99
no. 48, p. 197: 92
no. 49, pp. 197-198: 71, 92, 99
no. 50, pp. 198-199: 71, 92, 99 (bis)
no. 51, pp. 199-200: 73, 108
no. 52, pp. 200-201: 108, 113
" no. 60, pp. 216-217: 28, 93
no. 61, p. 217: 104
no. 62, pp. 217-218: 71
no. 63, pp. 218-219: 93, 99, 112
no. 64, pp. 219-220: 95, 154
no. 65, p. 200: 104
no. 66, pp. 220-222: 100
no. 68, pp. 222-223:75, 95, 100, 101
no. 74, p. 226 (=I.G., 11%, 4004) : 150
Hesperia, XXXIV, 1965
no. 6, p. 96: 92, 93 (bis), 99, 100, 123
pp. 125-130: 45, 47,77,79
pp. 255-262 (= I.G., I1%, 1040 4 1025) : 20,
21, 26, 64, 65, 69, 72, 85, 87, 90, 114
Hesperia, Suppl. I, 1937 : see S. Dow, Prytaneis
Hesperia, Suppl. VI, 1941: see J. H. Oliver,
The Sacred Gerusia
Hesperia, Suppl. VIII, 1949
pp. 116-125 (= I.G., 112, 1716) : 1, 114-115
p. 243 (=I.G., 112, 3631 4 3796) : 9, 148
pp. 246-248: 150

pp. 248-250 (== 1.G., 112, 3632) : 48, 55, 69,
150 '

pp. 279-280 (== I.G., 112, 1796) : 104, 109,
110, 111, 112, 177 '

pp. 287-290: see A.J.P., LXXI, pp. 177-179

Inschriften von Priene

230: 12

246: 38, 66

Inscriptiones Graecae ad Res Romanas Perti-

nentes, 111
no. 68: 121
no. 1423: 121
Inscriptions de Délos, IV
1628: 27, 132, 135 (bis)

Jahreshefte des osterreichischen archiologischen
Institutes, XXIII, 1926, Beibl., cols.
281-282: 123

Journal of Roman Studies, XLLIV, 1954, no. P,
pp. 68-69: 155

B. Laum, Stiftungen in der griechischem und
romischen Antike, Berlin, 1904

nos. 9, 121, 122, 124, etc.: 130
nos. 72, 136: 191

Mélanges Bidez (= Annuaire de I'Institute de
Philologie et d’Histoire orientales, II,
1934), II, pp. 819-834 (== EAevowaxd,
I, 1932, pp. 223-236) : 65, 84, 85, 86, 89,
108, 113

J. H. Oliver, The Athenian Expounders of the
Sacred and Ancestral Law, Baltimore,
1950 ,

p. 78 (= 1.G., 113, 4007 = Hesperia, X, no.
65): 68, 74, 153, 171

1 40, p. 156 (=1.G., 112, 1794): 94, 101,
102 (bis), 104, 109, 177

I 41, pp. 156-157 (=1.G., II%, 1791) : 95,
102 .

I 46, p.159 (=1.G., 112, 1818) : 96, 102

J. H. Oliver, The Ruling Power (== Trans-
actions of the American Philosophical
Society, XLIII, 1953), pp. 960-963 (=
I.G., 112, 1100) : iii, 23, 29, 59, 80, 88,
105, 121, 131, 191

J. H. Oliver, The Sacred Gerusia, Hesperia,
Suppl. VI, 1941

no. 18, pp. 102-104: 127
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no. 22, pp. 106-107: see S.I.G .2, 1109
no. 23, pp. 107-108 (=I.G., II?, 3620):
130, 131, 135 (bis), 145
nos. 24-25, pp. 108-120 (=I.G., I1?, 1108;
see also Hesperia, XXX, 1961, no. 31,
pp- 231-236, 402 and Hesperia, XXXII,
no. 27) : 32, 36, 39, 86, 136, 138 (bis),
190, 192-193
no. 26, pp. 122-123 (= Appendix IV): see
Agora Inscriptions I 3703, 6935
no. 27, pp. 123-125 (= I1.G., 112, 3658) : 139
no. 29, p. 125 (=I.G., 113, 1817): 71, 95,
97, 100, 102, 103, 154, 171, 176
nos. 31/32, pp. 125-142 (see also Hesperia,
XXXII, 1963, no. 27, pp. 26-30; Hes-
peria, XX, 1951, pp. 350-354) : 6, 12, 22,
34, 37, 39, 43, 44-45, 47, 54, 58, 66, 67,
74, 84, 87-89 (passim), 98, 113, 114,
132, 134, 135, 138, 139
p. 132, note 23 (== I.G., 112, 3696 = 4053) :
146 :
H. W. Pleket, Epigraphica (= Textus Minores,
XXXI), 1, 1964
no. 14 (=1.G., I12,1013) : 15 (bis), 23, 28,
48, 80 (bis), 119
no. 15: see J. H. Oliver, The Ruling Power,
pp. 960-963 .
no. 16 (= I.G., I1%, 1103) : 49, 59, 106, 117,
118
H. W. Pleket, The Greek Inscriptions in the
Rijksmuseum van Oudheden at Leyden,
Leyden, 1958, no. 57: 118
ToAéuwy, A, 1949-51, A': 99
Revue Belge de Philologie, V1, 1927, pp. 753-
754: 32, 39
Revue des Etudes Grecques, XXXI, 1918, pp.
227-237: 37, 103
F. Sokolowski, Lois sacrées de cités grecques
(Supplément), 1962
no. 15, pp. 40-42 (= Hesperia, X, no. 31 =
S.E.G., XXI, no. 494) : 11, 15, 16
no. 127, pp. 212-214 (=1.G., 112, 1346) : 44
Supplementum Epigraphicum Graecum

XI1, no. 158 (=1.G., 11%, 4176) : 24, 25, 26

(bis), 141
no. 159 (=1.G., I1%, 4177) : 141
X1V, no. 92:94, 177
no. 121: 155
no. 133: 77, 153
XVII, no. 75: 155
XVIII, no. 53: 16, 37, 93 (bis), 113
no. 81: 95, 102
no. 82: 148 ,
no. 83: see Hesperia, XXXII, p. 48
XIX, no. 208: 146
XXI, no. 494: see F. Sokolowski, Lois
sacrées des cités grecques (Supplé-
ment), no. 15, pp. 40-42
Swvlloge Inscriptionum Graecarum?®
no. 717: 191
no. 796B (=1.G., IV?, 1, 82-84): 29, 34,
42, 43, 51, 53 (bis), 59, 65, 84 (bis),
85, 86, 87 (bis), 89, 90, 103, 108, 113
no. 869: see I.G., 112, 3592
no. 880: 12 o
no. 898: 46
no. 901: 46
no. 1109 (= I.G., 112, 1368 = Oliver, Sacred
Gerusia, no. 22): 13, 44, 46, 81, 113,
127, 136
Tituli Asiae Minoris, 111, no. 25: 119, 130
Transactions and Proceedings of the American
Philological Association '
LXVIII, 1937, pp. 78-83 (=1.G., 112, 3117) :
137, 138
LXXVI, 1945, pp. 104-107 (=I.G., 11,
2304) : 125, 126
Adolf Wilhelm, Beitrige zur griechischen In-
schriftenkunde (= Sonderschriften des
osterreichischen archiologischen Insti-
tutes in Wien, VII, 1909), no. 167, pp.
193-195: 130 ‘
Adolf Wilhelm, Neue Beitrage sur griechischen
Inschriftenkunde, V (= Sitzungsbe-
richte d. Akademie d. Wissenschaften in
Wien, Phil.-hist. K1, CCXIV, 1932),
pp. 45-47: 136
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Thi.s index contains a list of the names of persons appearing in the documents published as
Appendices III, IV, and V. Roman numerals indicate the number of the Appendix and arabic
numerals the lines of the text.

RomMaNn EMPERORS
Marcus Aurelius: [$]eBac[rés Ma]p(xos) Ad- éxyovos @eot Tpawavod Maphixod xai eod Népova

[p(#Aeos) ] ’A[vravives], V, 2-3 / = > e abod] *
Commodus: Adroxpdrwp Kaigap ®eod Mdp(xov) dmcyoros lMa:P(Kog) Abpridos Ko | “Avra-
Abp(pMiov) *Avravivoy Edoefois Teppavod Sap- vivos Zefaords Sapparicds Teppanixds Méyiaros,

patikod vids Oeod EdceBois viuvds @eod ‘Adpiavod 1V, 8-10, 16-18, 27-29, 35-37
ATHENIANS
*ABdoxayros *Apréuwvos of Pandionis, III, 101 *ANééavdpos Mappirov of Pandionis, III, 108
*Ayafavvpos father of *Aya@dvupos of Pandionis, [’AAx]apévys father of [*AAx]apévys of Erech-
111, 128 theis, ITI, 13 ’
*Aya@[dv]vpos father of Evodos of Pandionis, III, [AAc]apévns  (['Arx]apévors), Areopagite of
124 Erechtheis, III, 13; father of [*AAx]apérms
*Ayafdvv[pos] father of Efodos of Pandionis, I1I, Ne(drepos) of Erechtheis of III, 14
159 ["AAx]apévns Ne(arepos), Areopagite of Erech-
*Ayaldyup[os] father of Zémvpos of Pandionis, theis, I11, 14
111, 155 A|[-—-———— ] of Ptolemais, III, 177
*Ayafdvopos (’Ayabwvipov) of Pandionis, III, *AvBos *AoxAymdd[ov] of Pandionis, III, 165
128 *Avrixos, see Tapyilos.
*Ayalévop[o]s Bepuorox (Aéovs) of Pandionis, 11T, *Avrioxos *AAefdy [8pov] of Pandionis, III, 158
106 [*Avr]érarpos, 6 xpdrioros, IV, 26
*AGjyaios Movowrio[v] of Pandionis, III, 141 Ar[-~—-——-- ] of Pandionis, III, 138
[.... A]6pvédwpos [~ — - ~] of Erechtheis, III, Amo[-—-——— = ] of Ptolemais, III, 200
04 [*Amor]Addwpos Kéoov of Erechtheis, 111, 27
Af--—==- ] of Ptolemais, III, 186 *AmoAdopdrns *ArefdvSpov of Pandionis, ITI, 103
Al (ws) [---—-—--- ] of Ptolemais, III, 201 *AroMavidys Méuvovos of Pandionis, III, 150
Air(w0s) [--—-—~ ]s, Areopagite of Pandionis, *AmoAdawos father of [........ ]s and [....
III, &4 ...] of Erechtheis, III, 32, 33
AN(ws) . [--—-——-~- ] of Ptolemais, III, 198 *Arod\drios father of *AzoAddwios, IV, 7, 15, 26
AIA(w0s) Kadrias of Pandionis, ITI, 144 [’AmoA] Adwios father of Awvvooxhis of Pandionis,
A (w0s) S[~ — ~]vos, Areopagite of Pandionis, 111, 126
111, 85 *AroAddyios *Amorwviov, IV, 7, 15, 26
Alp[-—-—~—--- ] of Ptolemais, III, 176 *AmoAAdrios Awoyévou[s] of Pandionis, III, 153
*AMéfav[8pos] father of *Avrioxos of Pandionis, *Apiord[BlovA (os), [ ... .. Jpos & x(al), of Erech-
111, 158 theis, I11, 66.
*AMé¢avdpos father of *Amologdrys of Pandionis, *Aprepidup(os), AbdréBovhos 6 x(af), of Pandi-
111, 103 onis, II1, 149
*ANé¢avdpos father of Zooymavds of Pandionis, *Aprepiduwpos Adrofovrov of Pandionis, IT1, 142
111, 148 *Aprep[e]ioios KeAdSov of Pandionis, III, 130
*AMéfavdpos father of AdSos of Pandionis, III, *Aprepioos father of Awwioios and Kérados of
111 Pandionis, III, 157, 156

212
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*Aprépwy father of *ABdoravros and "Ewagppédecros,
111, 101, 100
*Apxucdijs 6 xai Edoyjpwy of Pandionis, III, 146

*Aoxpr[d8]ns father of [...... luns of Erech-
theis, I11, 61
*AoxAymddnys father of [........ ]s of Erech-

theis, II1, 37

*AoxAymddnys father of "Avfos, *AoxAymddys and
Tovhwvés of Pandionis, III, 165, 164, 166

’AoxAymddns father of Aqguddos and Zaomv[p]os
of Pandionis, III, 116, 117

’AoxAymddns (CAoxAypmddov) of Pandionis, 111,
164

["AoxAy]mddys *Appodeciov of Erechtheis, III,
35

*AoxAymddns Aqgu[— — — -], Areopagite of Pandi-
onis, III, 91

*AoxAyprddns EyAéxrov of Pandionis, 111, 127

*AoxAprddns ‘E[- - -~ — ] of Pandionis, III, 140

[*’AoxA]ymddns Kdpwov, Areopagite of Erech-
theis, III, 16

[’AoxA]ymddys Kéroov of Erechtheis, 111, 28

*AaxAnm [ 18] Swpos Awowvaiov of Pandionis, ITI, 114

*Arrados, see Adg({Bios)

*Arrucds father of [........ ] of Erechtheis,
111, 45

*Arrwcds fatherof [........ ] of Erechtheis, 111,
57

Afp(#hios) Ayuires, Areopagite of Pandionis,
I11, 88

| Ad]p(shios) @edfevos, Areopagite of Erech-
theis, 111, 12

Adréfovros father of *Apreuidwpos of Pandionis,
111, 142

AdrdBovros 6 x(al) *Apreuidup(os) of Pandionis,
111, 149

Aidp (i8ws) "Arrados, Areopagite of Kekropis,
111, 213

[.... Abd]¢({8os) Awwvoddwpos of Erechtheis,
111, 41

A ({8ros) MdpkeAos, Areopagite of Kekropis,
111, 211

*A¢poleioios, see *TovA(tos).

[’A]ppodelaios father of [..... JAos and [‘Ac-
K)vq]zruib‘m of Erechtheis, 111, 31, 35

’A¢podeioros father of ‘Emappdde[ros] of Pandi-
onis, IT1, 102

[BaAépt]os Mapepriv[o]s M[apaBdvios], hoplite
general in 168/9, V, 6-8

BaotA[-———— ] of Ptolemais, 111, 170

BagiA[- ———— ] of Ptolemais, 111, 172

Bypariavds, see KA (avdios)

BiBovA (tos) ®edpiros of Pandionis, I1I, 99

Bérpus Aquidov of Pandionis, ITI, 160

Tdi[os] ‘HpakAeidov of Pandionis, III, 131

TapyiAwos *Avrixos, 6 xpdriores, IV, 7, 14

Tér(Aws) TIoAd{nlos, Areopagite of Kekropis,
I11, 212

Aag [~ — — —] father of Aelpros of Pandionis,
I11, 125

Aeipihos Aep[— — — -] of Pandionis, III, 125

Anu[- — - = = — =] of Ptolemais, III, 179

Anp[— — - -] father of *AaxAymddys of Pandionis,
111, 91

[... Alnmirpwos, Areopagite of Erechtheis, III,
15

Aquiidos, see Adp(rjlwos)

Anpidos father of Bérpus and Anuidos of Pandi-
onis, ITI, 160, 161

Anpidos 'Ag‘ig)\mrl.fiaov of Pandionis, III, 116

Anpidos (Aquddrov) of Pandionis, III, 161

Aw[-—————~ ] of Ptolemais, IT1, 199

Awyévys father of *AmoMdvios and MyvéSwpos of
Pandionis, III, 153, 152.

Awoyévys father of Awyévys of Pandionis, 111, 107

Awoyérys father of Awyévys of Pandionis, IIT, 119

Awoyévys (Awyévovs) of Pandionis, III, 107

Awyévys (Avoyévous) of Pandionis, ITI, 119

Aoy [é]vys MavAeivov of Pandionis, ITI, 143

Awvbawos father of AgxAyr[i8]8wpos of Pandi-
onis, I1I, 114

Awn'owos father of Xewpywrds of Pandionis,
111, 122

Awrtaios *Apremai[ov] of Pandionis, I11, 157

Awovvoddwpos, see Adg ({Sws)

Atovvodd [wpos] father of Awovvodd [wpos] of Pan-
dionis, ITI, 113

Awovvod[wpos] (Awwvvood[@pov]) of Pandionis,
111,113

Aworvaoxdijs [*Amol ] Awviov of Pandionis, 111, 126
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’E[- — — -] father of *AoxAymddys of Pandionis,
111, 140

E[---—---- ] of Ptolemais, I1I, 203

"EyAexros father of *AgxAymddys of Pandionis,
II1, 127

Eipyvaios, see Hpox[)‘()uos)

*EAedfepos Swrpdpov, Areopagite of Erechtheis,
111, 11

Ep[------~ ] of Ptolemais, II1, 185

Er[--—-—-—--- 1 of Ptolemais, ITI, 189

*Endyafos father of Kdows of Pandionis, I1I, 154

*Exrdyafos Kaoiov of Pandionis, III, 104 .

‘Erappédeiros *Apréuwv(os) of Pandionis, III,
100

‘Enagppéde[ros] *Appodeciov of Pandionis, III,
102

*Enlyovos Suwyrpdov, Areopagite of Erechtheis,
II1, 9

Ey[-—--—-—-—- ] of Ptolemais, III, 182
Edf--—--——--— ] of Ptolemais, III, 190
Eb.[---—--—-— ] of Ptolemais, III, 168

Eddyafos father of *OAvumddwpos of Pandionis,
I, 112

Edodos *Ayaf[wv]ipov of Pandionis, III, 124
EYodos *Ayabwvi[pov] of Pandionis, III, 159
Eboysjuwy, *ApxAis 6 xal, of Pandionis, I1I, 146
Edru[x - ——— - —— 1 of Ptolemais, III, 178
Ebrixns father of Edrixns of Pandionis, III, 118
Ebrixns (Edrixovs) of Pandionis, III, 118

Z[--—-—=-—-- ] of Ptolemais, III, 184
Zpy[- == == ==~ ] of Ptolemais, III, 181
Zwikos father of ®euoroxd[7]s of Pandionis, 111,
115
Zwiros Oeuorokréovs of Pandionis, III, 105
Zdmv[pos — — — =] of Ptolemais, III, 169
Zémvpos *Ayabuvip[ov] of Pandionis, ITI, 155
Zdarv[p]os *AaxAymddov of Pandionis, II1, 117
Zwoyards *Adeédvdpov of Pandionis, III, 148
Zéawyos, see Aw(lywos)
Zorids see OYA(mos)

‘Hpak[-———— - — ] of Ptolemais, III, 197

‘Hpax)eldys father of T'di[os] of Pandionis, III,
131

@euioroxAis father of Zwidos and ’Ayabavupo]s
of Pandionis, III, 105, 106

@eporox[Aj]s [- — — =] of Pandionis, III, 139

OepearorA [7s] Zwiov of Pandionis, I1I, 115

Bcuiowy, see "TovA(wos).

@coyévms fatherof [........ ], 111, 36

[®]eoyévys father of [......... @] eoyévys and
[-.o.. ] of Erechtheis, III, 59, 60

[coveeitn O] eoyévys ([@]eoyévovs) of Erech-
theis and brother of [...... 1, 111, 59, 60

[.. ®eodi]pyros of Erechtheis and father or
brother of [....... Josand [....... Is, 111,
38, 39, 40

@ebevos, see Adp(fAios)

®edpihos, see BiBovA (ios)

@edpuros father of [........ ]eos of Erechtheis,
I11, 46 '

I---—-==-= ] of Ptolemais, III, 204

‘Tépwv, see "TovA (1os) '

TovAiavds *Acxin[mdSov] of Pandionis, III, 166

*TovA (tos) *A¢podeioros of Pandionis, III, 110

*TovA (tos) Oeplowy, of Pandionis, III, 90

ToitA (os) Tépwv, Areopagite of Pandionis, III,
26

TovA (t0s) Zrparéras, Areopagite of Pandionis,
III, 87

‘Irrokpdrys father of [........ 1s, 111, 34

K[---=---—~ ] of Ptolemais, III, 183

KaAAlas, see AiA(cos)

KaMAias father of Iaoixapavds of Pandionis, III,
123

KaAAias 6 x(al) Kaprogpdpos of Pandionis, III,
147

Kapet[-——————— ] of Ptolemais, I1I, 171
Kdpmos father of [..... ]pos of Erechtheis, III,
30

Kdpmos father of [*AoxA]ymddys, Areopagite of
Erechtheis, 111, 16

Kapropdpos, KaXias 6 x(al), of Pandionis, 111,
147

Kao (tavds) dikmrmos, Areopagite of Pandionis.
111, 89
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Kdowos father of *Ewdyafos of Pandionis, ITI, 104

Kdowos "Eraydfov of Pandionis, I1I, 154

Kéxados father of ’Apreu[e]iowos of Pandionis,
111, 130

Kéxados *Apreuoiov of Pandionis, III, 156

KéAoos father of [*AmoA]Aédwpos, ['AorA]nmddys

and [.....]vys of Erechtheis, III, 27, 28, 29
Kéoos fatherof [........ J8eloros of Erechtheis,
II1, 68

KA (av8ios) Bypariavds, 6 kpd (rioros), Areopagite
of Kekropis, III, 210

[KAavdios] émi Bop[d Melreis], archon of the
genos of the Kerykes, III, 1-2

KA (addios) Avauddys, I11, frag. c, 2

Kop Ma[- - — - —— — 1, 6 xpd(roros) of Pan-
dionis, ITI, 94

Kop Map[- - - - - - — ], 6 xpd (rworos) of Pan-

" dionis, III, 93

[- == K]oprhar[és], TII, frag. d, 5

Aewvidns laugpirov of Pandionis, I11, 151
Aw(lwos) Zaowos of Pandionis, 111, 167
Av8os *Alefdvdpov of Pandionis, III, 111
Avouddns, see KA (avdios)

[..... A]vapdyov of Erechtheis, III, 23
Ma[-~-~—--—-— ], see Kop

Mak[- - - — — - — ] of Ptolemais, 111, 175
Maxa[peds — — — —] of Ptolemais, III, 173
Mapepriv]o]s, see [Barépi]os

Mop[- - - - - - - ], see Kop

MdpkeAdos, see Ade ({8ios)

Mép (mos) Ilweroxpdrys, Areopagite of Erech-
theis, III, 10

[Mép(mos) S]doms Ne(drepos) of Kekropis,
III, 216

Méuvov father of *AmoAdwriSys of Pandionis, I1I,
150

Mépyov father of Méuvwy of Pandionis, III, 129

Méuvwy (Mépyovos) of Pandionis, ITI, 129

Mevvéas father of Mewéas of Pandionis, 111, 120

Mewéas (Mevvéov) of Pandionis, ITI, 120

Myvédwpos Awoyévovs of Pandionis, I11, 152

Mo[-——————— ] of Pandionis, III, 137

Movadvio[s] father of *A6jvaes of Pandionis,
111, 141

New[- — — — — — ] of Ptolemais, III, 180
Nwoogra.[- — — — - ] father of [..... ]mps of
Kekropis, I1I, 218

*Olvpmiddupos Edaydfov of Pandionis, III, 112
*Ovyowpdrys father of .. [..]}8os, III, frag. c, 1
OYA(mios) Zwtixds, 111, frag. ¢, 3

Ha.[-——--—-—- ] of Ptolemais, III, 188

Mappros father of *ANé€avdpos and Mdpdros of
Pandionis, III, 108, 109

Mdppihos father of Aewvidns of Pandionis, III,
151

Mdupros (Iapgirov) of Pandionis, ITI, 109

Iaguapiavds Kadriov of Pandionis, III, 123

IavAeivos father of Awy[é]vps of Pandionis, ITI,
143

IavAeivos of Pandionis, III, 145 }

Havoavia[s] father of [......... ] of Erech-
theis, ITI, 58

Ilwroxpdrys, see Méu(pmos).

IToAi{nMos, see Tér(Aos)

[Movr]wds, see T [wjios].

IérAi[o]s father of [............ 1 of Aigeis,
I11, 75

IpoxiA (Aos) Elpyraios, Areopagite of Kekropis,
I11, 214

‘Poigos, see ‘Epév(wos)

‘Poipos, [- — — —] 6 x(al), III, frag.d, 3
3[------- Jvos, see AIA(ios)
Sy —————-—-— ] of Ptolemais, 111, 174

Srpardas, see "LovA (tos)

Stvrpogos father of *Eniyovos and "EAefepos of
Erechtheis, III, 9, 11

[Z]éoms, see [Mép(mos) ]

Tefonn.... ] of Ptolemais, III, 187
T [wiftos Iovr]wds, archon in 168/9, V, 4-5
To[-~--—-——-— ] of Ptolemais, III, 202

DiMurmos, see Kaa (avds)

®{Aov father of ®iAwv of Pandionis, III, 121

®idov (®irwvos) of Pandionis, 111, 121

®ipnos father of [...... Jos and [...... ]atos
of Erechtheis, 111, 62, 63


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

216 EPIGRAPHICAL INDEX

T(iros) ®A(dBwos) [....... *A] xapveis, initiate
from the hearth, III, 6

[- = = — ®po]vreiv(os), Arecopagite of Aigeis,
111, 77

Xeu\cq.pxl.qv?)s‘ Acwwvaiov of Pandionis, III, 122

[cevernannn Jatavds, Areopagite of Aigeis, III,
72

[..... Japeivos of Erechtheis, III, 26

[eeeeeees ]8elaios Kéaov of Erechtheis, III, 68

.. [. . ]30s "Ovyowpdrovs, 111, frag. c, 1

[----=--- ]8épov of Erechtheis, III, 49

[--=-=-=-=- ]éowos, Areopagite of Aigeis, II1I,
78

| ]eos @eodirov of Erechtheis, III, 46

[-==-~- — — =]{ov, Areopagite of Aigeis, III,
79

[...]éwmos of Kekropis, 111, 217

[- = = =]x[~ = — ~] of Erechtheis, III, 22

[F---——- xrov, 111, frag. d, 4

[--=-=---- ]x¥pov of Erechtheis, III, 47

[..... JAos [’A]dpodeoiov of Erechtheis, I1I, 31

[......1u9s "AoxAym[d8]ov of Erechtheis, III,
61

[..... Jpos 6 x(al) *Apworé[B]our(os) of Erech-
theis, III, 66

[~ — — =]vape[~ — — -] of Pandionis, III, 95

[..... ]»ms Kékoov of Erechtheis, III, 29

[-.... Jvos [..... Jvov of Erechtheis, III, 67

[------- Jvov, III, frag. d, 6

[--—-==-=-- Joyyos, Areopagite of Aigeis, III,
80

[-— = -]6 x(ai) ‘Podeos, I1I, frag. d, 3

[- = = =]ov. .. .0pov of Erechtheis, III, 55

[--=--=—-~- ]os, Areopagite of Aigeis, III, 74

[0 Jos ([...... Jov) of Erechtheis, III,
24

[ooonen. Jos @eodwprfrov of Erechtheis, I11I, 39

[0 Jos ®ippov of Erechtheis, III, 62

[---=-=--- Jov, I1I, frag. d, 8

[---=---- ]ov, Areopagite of Hadrianis, III,
207

[--—----- Jov, I11I, frag. d, 12

[---=-—-- ]wmov of Erechtheis, III, 44

[..... ]pos Kdpmov of Erechtheis, I1I, 30

[--=-=-=--- 1s, see AiX(tos)

]s *AmoAdwviov of Erechtheis, III, 32

]s "AexAymddov of Erechtheis, III, 37

]s ®eo8uwpijrov of Erechtheis, III, 40

[cevennt. s “Irmoxpdrovs of Erechtheis, I1I, 34

[....]ows ®ppov of Erechtheis, III, 63

[---].0[--=-—- ]7ov ) Map, II1, B, 5

[-——-lrarovs [ — = - - ], I11, frag. d, 1.

[..... ]mps Nwoora.[— — — — — 1 of Kekropis,
111, 218

[----]rwv[----~- ] of Erechtheis, III, 56

[----—--- ]rous, III, frag. d, 11

[----- ———]v, Areopagite of Aigeis, III, 81

[....Jvs ([....]ovs) of Erechtheis, III, 65
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This index contains proper nouns and important words. Greek names are entered only under
the name, i.e. patronymics are not listed separately. Roman names are entered under the nomen
except for the names of Roman emperors, where the most commonly used name in English is the
basis for entry (e.g. Augustus, Tiberius, Commodus, etc.). Names given in the epigraphical index
are not included unless they appear in the text outside of the Appendix in which the inscription. is
published. Nouns designating a given office (e.g. agonothesia) are entered under the title of the
holder of that office (agonothetes). The designations for Greek and Roman offices are entered
usually in Greek or Latin, whichever was native to the land of origin of the term. Latin names are
given with Latin spellings in italics generally, and most Greek names are given in italics, trans-
literated from the Greek, regardless of whether the form in the text is in Greek, in italic transliterated

Greek, or in English translation.

ABaskANToOs son of Eumolpos of Kephisia: 147
Acropolis: 9, 49, 114, 125-127, 133
cave of Apollo: 8, 11, 12, 13, 16
North Slope: 177
Acta: 43
Aedile: see Aedilis
Aedilis: 119, 124
Aelia Lysistrate of Kerameis: 146
Publius Aelius Apollonios: 3, 10
Sextus Aelius Catus: 146
Publius Aelius Dionysodoros of Acharnai: 154
Aelius Euphrosynos of Pallene: 154
Gaius Aelius Gallus: 155
Aelius Homoullos: 122
Publius Aelius Lucius of Pallene: 150
Aelius Praxagoras: 135
Aelius pyrphoros: 111
Aemilius of Kephisia: 126
L. Aemilius Juncus: 36, 70, 89, 144
Aemilius Lepedus: 153
Paulus Aemilius Lepidus: 155
Lucius Aemilius Paulus: 157 (bis)
Agonothetes: 7, 11, 18, 94, 97, 123, 128, 132-
136, 138, 161
Tod wepl dAys: 173
Antinoeia: 11
Asklepieia: 132, 135
Caesarea: 134, 145
Dionysia: 9, 17, 128, 132, 135, 138
Eleusinia: 118, 132, 135, 151
Hadrianeia: 11, 132, 134, 135
Lenaia: 9, 11, 17, 128

217

Olympia: 132
Panathenaia: 6, 132-134, 135 (passim), 138
(passim), 192
Panhellenia: 135
Sebastoi Agones and others involving the
emperor and his family: 25, 132 (bss),
134-135, 192
Theseia: 133
Agora, ancient: 85
Agora Excavations: iii, 22, 107, 119, 123, 131,
138, 161, 187, 194
Agora, Roman: 25, 78, 123, 124 (passim)
Agoranomeion: 78, 123, 124 (bis)
Agoranomikon: 123
Agoranomos: 105, 119, 123-124, 128
Marcus Agrippa: 156 (bis)
Agrius Saturninus: 143, 147
Aianteia: see Games
Aiolion son of Antipater of Phlya: 20
Airarius Sosipatros: 146
Alpnots: 54
Aisitoi: 9, 14, 15, 72, 77, 78, 92, 94 (passim),
101, 102, 103-112, 115, 116, 195
Akousilaos: 121
Akraphaia: 123
Akrophylakes: 126-127
Alexander, king: 156
Alexandria: 76, 100
Alexandros son of Athenodoros: 157
Alkamenes son of Alkamenes: see M. Aurelius
Alkamenes
Alkia: 148
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Quintus Alleius Epiktetos: 117, 142

Gaius Allienus: 156

Allotment of offices: 3-4, 17, 19, 51

Altar priest: see émri Bopd

Gaius Ambibius Balbus: 151

Anakeion : 133

Anarchies: 2-3 (passim), 6, 17, 56, 57, 96, 195

Andros: 156

Annia Stat[i — — — ~]neila: 153

Marcus Annius Afrinus: 141

Annius Ammonios: 20, 26-27

Annius Pythodoros: 122

Antamenes son of Leontichos of Epieikidai: 143

Antarchon of the Panhellenion: 131, 173

Anthesterios son of Isidoros: 54, 144

Gaius Anthestios Vetera: 157

*Av@imaros: see Proconsul

Anthyperetes: 160 (passim)

Antigonos the younger: 97

Antigrapheus: 97, 103, 108, 109, 111, 112
(bis), 116

Antikeryx: 105, 106, 107, 154 (bis)

Antikosmetes: 172, 173, 181

Antinoeia: see Agonothetes, Choregia, Games

Antinoos: 161

Antiochos, king: 158

Antiochos son of Apollonios of Sphettos: 130

Antipater son of Musaios of Alopeke: 124

Antipatros son of Antipatros of Phlya: 19, 23,
28

*AvriorpdTyyos : see Propraetor

Paulla Antonia: 156 ‘

Antoninus Pius: 32, 39, 78, 124 (bis), 188-190

Antonius: 154

Marcus Antonius: 22

Marcus Antonius Aristokrates: 155

Antonius Oxylos of Elis: 26, 74, 78, 79, 130

Apagoge: 60

Aphessias [~ -] Flavius: 172

Aphrodas of Phlya: 154

Aphrodeisios: 177

Aphrodisios son of Epaphroditos of Paiania:
177

Aphrodisios son of Eudemos of Phyle: 147

Aphrodisios son of Kelados: 178

Aphrodisios son of Kteasos: 175

Aphrodisios son of Stephanos of Marathon : 149

Aphrodite: at Alopeke, 150, 153; see also
Hiereus of

Apollo: 52, 87, 113, 119, 129, 130; Agyieus,
126; cave of, on Acropolis, 8, 11, 12, 13,
16; cult by archons, 11, 12, 13,16, 37; in
-Lykeion, 160-161; Patroos, 98, 142; see
also Hiereus of ; Prostaterios, 98

Apollodora: 152

Apollonios of Acharnai: 148

Apollonios of Lamptrai: 126

Apollonios the sophist: 85, 149

"AméMwow 160-161

Appia Atillia Regilla: 45, 46, 55, 148

Appia Secunda: 142

Appianus son of Appianus of Marathon: 152

Publius Appuleius Verus: 143

Apsines of Gadara: 74

Lucius Aquillius Florus Turcianus Gallus: 140

Archelaos Philopatris, king of Cappadocians:
63, 146, 156 (bis), 158 (bis)

Archiereus: 8, 47,71, 78 (bis), 141, 142 (bis),
149

Archon eponymos: x, 2-3 (passim), 5, 6-10, 12,
13, 15, 17, 18, 19 (passim), 21, 30, 56-57
(passim), 70, 95, 105 (bis), 118, 128, 141
(bis), 147, 149 (passim), 153, 159, 161,
171, 173, 176, 179, 180, 181-182; for
eponymity, 2, 6-10, 18, 19, 24, 25 (bis),
27, 56, 72, 82, 92 (bis), 94, 96-97, 115
(passin), 119, 125, 127, 160, 161, 170, 195

Archon lists: 1-5, 10, 11, 12, 14-15 (passim),
17, 18, 31, 56, 57, 58, 61, 109

Archon of the Eumolpidai: 29, 86, 148, 171

Archon of the genos: 170-171

Archon of gerusia: 138

Archon of Kerykes: 62, 151, 164, 170-171

Archon of the mysteries: 170

Archon of the Panhellenes: 142

Archons: 1-17, 37, 41, 56-57, 58 (bis), 60,
80, 109, 147, 152, 184

Areopagitai: 36, 39 (passim), 51, 53 (bis),
55, 56-57, 61 (passim), 71, 86, 143, 147
(bis), 164-186

Areopagites: see Areopagital

Areopagus: 51, 53

Areopagus, Boule of : 4-5, 9, 12, 29, 32-61, 62-
64 (passim), 67 (bis), 69 (passim), 70,
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71, 80, 84 (passim), 85, 86, 89, 90, 106
(bis), 146-147 (passim), 161-162, 171

“The Boule of the Areopagus, the Boule of
the 500 (or 600) and the demos”: 25
(passim), 26, 32-36, 38, 39 (bis), 40 41,
42, 45, 47, 48, 51 (bis), 58, 62, 64, 69
(passim), 70, 72, 74, 80 (bis), 82 (bis),
119 (bis), 124, 135, 140-143, 144, 145
161-162, 172, 193

“The Boule of the Areopagus and the Boule
of the 500 (or 600) ”: 32, 35, 36 (bis),
47, 70, 143

“The Boule of the Areopagus and the de-

os”: 35, 64, 82, 120, 143-144

“according to the dogma of the Boule of the
Areopagus 7 : 37, 38, 42, 44-45, 46, 90, 94,
149

‘“according to the doxanta of the Boule of
the Areopagus’: 36, 42, 47-48, 58, 144,
149-150 ‘

“ according to the eperotema of the Boule of
the Areopagus”: 36, 42, 45-47, 72, 91,
144-145, 148-149

‘“according to the hypomnematismos of the
Boule of the Areopagus ”: 35 (bis), 42-44
(passim), 45, 46, 63, 91, 94, 147, 148, 152,
153-154
“according to the psephisma of the Boule
of the Areopagus ”: 36, 42, 48, 144, 150

Ares: 152, 158, 185; see also Hiereus of

Ares and Augustus: 7

Argeios: 5

Argyrotamiai : 121-122

Ari[- - - son of Anti]Jochos of Phaleron: 157

Ariobarzanes Philopator, king: 155 (bis)

Aristaios: 115

Aristides son of Theogenes of Phrearrhoi: 110

Aristokrates son of Kallias: 122

Artemis: 127, 134, 139; Boulaia, 98; Kalliste,
72, 95, see also Hiereus of; Phosphoros,
98

Marcus Artorius: 155

Asebia: 11 (bis), 29, 30 (bis), 73, 80, 89

Gaius Asinius: 158 (bis)

Gaius Asinius Placentinus: 145

Asklapon son of Hermon: 14

Asklepiades of Trikorynthos: 146

Asklepieia: see Agonothetes

Asklepiodotos : 14

Asklepios: 25, 41, 68, 73 (passim), 141 (bis),
142, 145, 147, 150, 153 (bis), 154; see
also Hiereus of

Astynomic Law from Pergamon: 125 -

Astynomoi: 124-125

Asylos son of Zenon: 142

Athamas an Athenian at Alexandria: 76

Athena:

Archegetis, 25, 98, see also Gate of ; Boulaia,
see Hiereus of; Polias, 5, 9, 24, 25, 62,
100, 151, 152 (bis), see also Hiereia of;
Promachos, 163

Athenaia : see Games

Athenaios son of Alexandros of Rhamnous: 159

Athenaios also called Epaphrodeitos of Phlya
144

Athenai[os son of Eut — — — — of A]thmonon:
152

Athenaios son of Theophilos of Paiania: 148,
152

Athenais, heroine: 141

Athenais, kanephoros: 153

Athenion: 22

Athenion son of Athenion of Sphettos: 153

Athenodoros son of Athenodoros of Aixone: 56

Athlothesia: 136

Attalos: 142

Lucius Aufidius Bassus: 25

Augur: 155, 156

Augustus: 10, 19, 25, 30, 47, 67 (bis), 68
(bis), 71 (bis), 72, 77, 78 (bis), 79, 82-
83 (passim), 91, 93 (bis), 99, 104, 113,
114, 118 (bis), 120, 125, 155, 156, 158;
Ares and —, 7; Roma and —, 7, 25, 155,
156

Auletes: xi, 2, 13 (bis), 14, 17 (bis), 97 (bis),
103, 107, 109, 111 ; see also Hieraules

Aurelia: 158

Aurelia Magna: 149

Aurelia Paramona: 154

Aurelia Zosime: 153

Aurelii: 92, 102

Aurelius: 54

Marcus Aurelius Alkamenes son of Alkamenes
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of Lamptrai (several generations bearing
the same name) : 23, 131, 134, 173, 181

Aurelius Apollenios: 154

Aurelius Appianus son of Chrestos of Mara-
thon: 147, 150

Aurelius Dionysios, archon: 97

Aurelius Dionysios son of Nikostratos of Pha-
leron: 154

M. Aurelius Eleutheros son of Syntrophos of
Euonymon : 142

Aurelius Herakleides of Eupyridai : 47, 149, 154

Aurelius Hermonax: 13, 149

Aurelius Onesimos: 154

Aurelius Philon of the Peiraeus: 142

Aurelius pyrphoros: 111

Aurelius Zosimos son of Euhemeros of Eroi-
adai: 153

Adroxpdrup: 144, 155 (passim)

BarLoT, see Voting procedures
Barea Soranus: 158
Basileus: x, 1, 3 (passim), 5,7, 8, 9, 10-11, 12,
15, 16, 17, 24, 30, 56-57 (passim), 73, 80,
114, 128
Basilissa of the archon: 11
Beloch’s law: 4
Berenike daughter of Julius Agrippa: 118
Boiotarchia: 21
Boule of the 500 (or 600): iii, iv, 11, 14, 23,
26 (bis), 28, 29, 33 (bis), 35, 36, 38, 45,
47, 48, 51, 53, 58, 59 (bis), 62-91, 92
(bis), 94, 95 (bis), 96, 97, 98, 101, 103
(bis), 104, 106, 108, 113, 114, 115, 121,
128, 130, 133, 152, 154, 161-162, 171 ; see
also Areopagus, Boule of
“the Boule and the demos”: 22, 29 (pas-
sim), 32, 34 (bis), 35 (bis), 37, 38, 39
(bis), 40 (bis), 43, 44, 45 (bis), 47, 48,
53, 54 (passim), 59, 62-69, 72, 73, 74, 82
(bis), 84 (passim), 87, 83, 89, 90 (bis),
99, 103, 109, 114, 150-152, 161-162
“ according to the doxanta of the Boule ” : 45,
68, 70-71, 154
“ according to the eperotema of the Boule ™ :
35, 42 (bis), 45, 46, 63, 70, 71, 91, 147-
148, 152, 153-154

“according to the psephisma of the Boule”:

43, 63, 74, 142, 152, 153

Boulekklesia: 38, 66

Bouleutai: 75-76, 77, 81, 101, 107

Bouleuterion: 48, 73,77, 194

Boulon: 137

Bread, price of, supply of: 119, 123-124, 128;
see also Grain

Bread stamp: 119

Businessmen of the Peiraeus: 45, 46, 148

Garus CaeciLius CAsSIUS OF ACHARNAL: 141

Q. Caecilius Metellus: 155

Caesareia: see Agonothetes, Games

Caligula: 83, 126, 134, 158

Calpurnius Piso: 159

Gnaeus Calpurnius Piso: 157

Lucius Calpurnius Piso: 157

Gaius Calpurnius Piso Fruga: 157

Lucius Canuleius Crispus: 157

Caracalla: 134

Cassianus, initiate from the hearth: 7, 146

Cassianus Antios also called Synesios: 142

Lucius Cassius: 151

Catula I[----]:157

Censorinus son of Censorinus: 148

Cethegilla: 143

Chariton son of Nikias of Marathon: 154

Choregos: 128, 136-138; Dionysia, 9, 136-138

Choros: 137 (bis)

Chrestos : 148

Chrysophoreia: 87

Chrysothemis daughter of Phaidros of Bere-
nikidai: 157

Citizenship : Alexandrian, 76; Athenian, 14, 1§,
17, 41, 76, 83, 86-87, 88, 110, 111, 120,
126, 160, 183, 185, 189 (bis), 191-192;
Roman, 41, 118, 172, 173, 176, 181, 183,
185

Civica Barbarus: 146

Clarissimus (Aapmpéraros) : 143, 146 (passim),
149 (passim)

Claudia Athenais: 142

Claudia Demetria: 141, 152

Claudia Menandra: 142
Claudia Pan [- - - of Mar]athon: 141
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Claudii of Melite: 180, 186
Claudius: 7, 19, 25 (passim), 76, 83, 119, 134,
135 (passim), 140 (passim), 141, 157
Ti. Claudius Apollodoros of Acharnai: 145
Ti. Claudius Attikos: 72, 99, 100, 108, 141
Ti. Claudius Attikos Herodes: 28, 32, 38, 45,
81, 89, 99, 120, 132, 136, 142, 145 (pas-
sim), 146 (bis)
Ti. Claudius Demostratos: 96, 135
Ti. Claudius Diotimos son of Theophilos of
Besa: 19, 117, 135
Nero Claudius Drusus: 156
Ti. Claudius éri Boud of Melite: 145
Ti. Claudius the Hierophant: 6 (bis), 105, 117
Claudius Illyrius: 55, 145, 146
Ti. Claudius Kallippianus Italicus: 145
Ti. Claudius Kyreina Asklepides Julianus of
Pergamon: 141
Ti. Claudius Lysiades of Melite: 145, 146
Claudius Marcellus: 140
Ti. Claudius Novius of Oion: 20, 25, 117, 122,
134, 135, 140, 141, 161
Ti. Claudius Polyzelos of Acharnai: 145
Claudius Proclus Quintus: 144
Appius Claudius Pulcher: 144
Ti. Claudius Theogenes: 117, 118
Cleo: 156
Cocceia Areta: 145
G. Cocceius Balbus: 155
Codicillum : 61
Coinage: iii, 51
Commentarii: 43
Commissions : 35, 86, 88; of Areopagus, 50-52,
53, 54 (bis), 55, 58
Commodus: 6, 32, 39, 81, 102 (bis), 133, 136,
138, 173, 181, 187-193; see also Index 11
Constantine : 22, 30
Constitutio Antoniniana: 102
Constitution :
Antonine: iv, 40, 116
Democratic (of 410 B.c.): 48, 53, 59, 75,
86, 123
Democratic reaction (First Century B.C.):
21, 64, 69, 72, 79, 85, 90 (bis), 108,
113, 114, 115
Fourth Century: 61, 74-75

Hadrianic: iii-iv, 45-46, 68 (bis), 69, 70
(bis), 74, 95-96, 100, 116, 122
Pre-Sullan: 7, 9, 104, 119
Sullan: iii, 1, 3 (bis), 5, 17, 61 (bis), 64,
72, 90, 92, 93, 95, 101, 103, 107, 110, 111,
116
Third Century: 1, 3, 74
Consul (3raros) : 118, 141, 146
Consularis: 146, 149 (passim)
T. Coponius Maximus of Hagnous: 20, 38, 117
(bis), 130, 141 (passim), 145
P. Cornelius Dolabella: 158
Gnaeus Cornelius Lentulus: 157
L. Cornelius Lentulus: 156
P. Cornelius Lentulus: 156
Cornelius Onomarchos: 150
P. Cornelius Satyros: 126
P. Cornelius Scipio: 156 (bis)
L. Cornelius Sulla: iii, 31, 71, 82, 85, 155, 195;
see also Constitution
Courts of law : see Dikasteria
Crown (or wreath) : 15, 16 (bis), 28 (passim),
62, 63, 68, 71, 78-79 (passim), 82, 83, 87,
92, 93, 100 (passim), 111, 115, 131, 135
(bis), 150-151, 152, 154-155, 189
Cura annonae: 119
Curator civitatis: 162
Curatores kalendarii: 121
Cursus honorum: 6, 7 (bis), 10 (passim), 11,
12, 18, 19, 31, 36, 56, 57 (bis), 69, 81,
100, 105, 118, 121, 122, 123, 128, 129, 131
(bis), 133, 135, 136, 138, 159, 161
Cyme of Aeolia: 66
Cyme of Asia Minor: 118

Dadouchos: 65, 84, 86, 88, 103, 146, 156, 158

Damnatio memoriae: 25, 193

Decrees : sce Ephebic, Honorary, Prytany

Decretum : 43

Deiotaros Sinorigos king of the Galatoi and
Tolistobogioi : 155

Deipnophoros: 148

Delos: 27 ; Pythaid, 3, 20 (bis), 56, 61, 119, 122

Delphi: 121, 143, 179; Pythaid, 5 (bis), 13, 61

Demetrios, tamias of phyle: 100

Demetrios, sakoros: 143

Demetrios son of Apollonios of Marathon: 147
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Demetrios son of [~ — — d]o[r]os of Halimous:
140

Demetrios of Apollonia: 126

Demiopratoi: 127

Demiourgoi: 127

Demoi: 16, 40, 75, 76, 86, 96, 101, 126, 160;
Besa, 102 ; Elaious, 131 ; Kephisia, 174

Demophanes son of Smikrios: 152, 154

Demophilos son of Dionysios of Sounion also
called Daphos: 79

Demos: 4,9, 25 (bis), 26, 29, 34, 35, 38 (pas-
sim), 48, 51, 54, 62-91, 108, 113, 115, 120,
133, 137 (bis), 138, 152 (bis), 154-159,
162, 171 (bis) ; see also Areopagus, Boule
of, and Boule of 500

“the demos and the polis”: 69, 146
“according to the psephisma of the demos ™ :

42

Demos and Graces: 145

Demosios: xi, 2, 5, 14-15, 17, 23, 28, 49, 110
(bis), 112 (passim), 120, 160

Demostratos: 96

Demotic: 4, 14, 15, 110 (bis), 111, 126

Diataxis, sacred: 114, 121, see also Tamias of

Diatheke : 60

Dikastai: 16

Dikasteria: 13, 14, 17, 29, 48, 51-52, 53, 55, 59-
60, 114, 119

Dike: 51, 59

Diodotos son of Kalliphron of Pambotadai: 156

Diogenes: 142

Diogenion: 27, 150

Diokles son of Themistokles of Hagnous: 19,
141

Dionysia: see Agonothetes, Choregos, Games

Dionysiac technitai: 136

Dionysios son of Athenagoras of Melite: 157

Dionysios son of Aulus of Marathon: 124, 140

Dionysios son of Dionysodoros of Kropidai:
119

Dionysios son of I[— — — —]os of Acharnai: 141

Dionysios of Pallene: 147

Dionysodoros son of Sophokles of Sounion: 19

Dionysos: 85, 150 (bis) ; Eleutherios, 26; see
also Theater of

Ti. Diophantos of Acharnai: 142

Diotimos son of Diotimos of Halai: 86

Dogma: 9, 38, 42, 43, 44-45, 61, 90; see also
Areopagus, Boule of ’

Domitian: 6, 69, 141

Gnaeus Domitius Ahenobarbus: 141

Lucius Domitius Ahenobarbus: 157

Domitius Arabianus: 97

Doxanta: 47-48

Drusus Caesar: 63, 152, 158; consul, cult of,
x, 8

Duoviri: 8

L. EeNnatius VicTtor LoLLianNus: 147
Egregii (xpdrworod) : 55, 143, 146, 147, 150, 166
(passim), 169, 174, 176, 185, 188, 189

Eirenarchia: 127

Eisagoge: 60

Eisangelia: 89

Eiskalesis: 98 (bis)

Eisidoros: see Isidoros

Ekklesia: 23, 28, 29 (bis), 33-34, 40, 59, 62,
64-67, 69, 76, 80, 81-91, 88 (bis), 98,
106 (passim), 113, 138

Ekpaglos son of Eukarpos of Bereneikidai: 154

Elaionai: 105, 121, 131 -

Elaiothesia: 128-132, 136, 188, 190-191

Election: 3-4, 17, 19, 109

Eleusinia: 15, 16. 24, 29, 30, 37, 53, 77, 81, &4,
85, 86 (bis), 90, 98, 136 (bis), 151, 162,
171, 184 ; see also Agonothetes, Games and
Epimeletes

Eleusinian goddesses: 149

Eleusinion in the city: 77, 79, 163-186

Eleusinios: 14, 110

Eleusis: 12, 24, 53 (bis), 98, 119

Emperor, Roman: 3, 6, 9, 10, 22, 25, 29, 30,
33, 63, 80, 83, 84, 87, 88 (bis), 89, 94, 98,
102, 127, 133, 134, 145 (bis), 161-162, 184

Endeixis: 60 _

Endowments: iv, 6, 22, 37, 50, 56, 60-61, 75,
81, 88, 99-100, 107, 116, 121, 128 (bis),
130-131, 138, 191

Enkomion: see Games

Epaphrodeitos : 149

Epaphrodeitos son of Aphrodeisios of Paiania:
177

Epaphroditos also called Aphrodisios son of
Epaphroditos: 109, 177
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Eparchos: 118
Eperotema: 38, 41, 43, 4547, 63, 70, 72, 90,
95, 145 ; see also Areopagus, Boule of, and
Boule of the 500
Ephebic decrees and lists: 1, 10, 12, 18 (bis),
20, 21, 26-27, 28, 31, 38, 57, 59, 61, 64,
65, 69 (bis), 70, 72-73, 77 (bis), 78, 79
(passim), 85, 87, 90 (bis), 105, 108 (bis),
113, 114, 115, 132, 141, 142, 144, 172
(bis), 173 (bis), 177 (bis), 178, 184, 191
Epheboi: 1, 3, 10, 11, 20, 21, 25, 26-27, 38, 41,
50, 51, 54, 57, 70, 72-73, 75, 76, 77-78
(passim), 79, 85, 86, 87 (passim), 89, 97,
128-129, 130, 132, 134, 141, 144, 147 (pas-
sim), 153, 162, 172, 176 (bis), 178, 180,
182
Ephesos: 123, 127, 134, 139
"Emt Bupd: 103, 170-171, 180
Epicurus: 50
Epidauria: see Games
Epidauros: 29, 43, 51, 53, 54, 59, 86
Epigonos: 109 :
Epigraphical Museum: iv, 163, 187 (passim)
Epikrates son of Kallimachos of Leukonoion:
19
Epimeletes: 25, 117-121
of the agora in the region of the city: 117,
119, 120 (bis), 141
of the city: 25, 117-119, 120, 127, 140
of construction: 25 (passim), 26, 33, 64,
117, 120, 135, 140-142 (passim), 143, 145
(passim), 146
of the dikasteria: 117, 119
of the emporion: 120
of endowments and trusts: 117, 120
of the gymnasia: 117, 120, 130
of the gymmnasiarchia: 10, 117, 130-131, 173
of the Lykeion: 119, 129
of the mysteries: 11, 15
of the Peiraeus: 117, 119, 120 (bis), 140
of the prytaneion: 117, 119
~of the waterfront of the Peiraeus: 119
’Emi Sxuddos: see *Ewxl v Sxudda
Epistates: 59, 113
of the Areopagus: 54, 58, 59
of construction: 122
of the prohedrai: 103, 106, 113

of the prytaneis: 59, 71, 95 (bis), 102-103,

113, 154

Emt mp 3xdda: 14-15, 103, 110, 111, 112, 116
(bis) .

Epi tes poleos: 118

Epitropos: 122, 143

Eponymity : 6, 7-8, 18-19, 24-25, 94

Eponymos: 93 (bis), 95-96, 100 (passim),
102, 149, 176

Eponymous hero: 58

Epos: 97

Equestrian order: 55, 61, 183

Eranistai: 171

Eranos: 136

Eraton: 16

Eraton son of Eraton of Besa: 143

Errephoros: 151-152 (passim)

Eucharistos: 14, 109

Eudemos: 150

Eudemos son of Aphrodisios of Phyle: 142

Euelpistos son of Syntrophos of Euonymon:
172 ’

Eukles of Marathon: 120

Eukolos son of Zosimos of Eupyridai: 153

Eutyche: 149

LEutychia: 78

Eutychia Phi[- - -] : 148

Eutychianus of Marathon: 154

Eutychides son of L[- - — -] of Eleusis: 153

Exegetes: 102, 140, 151, 152; pythochrestos,
102, 156

Q. Fapius Dasumios THALES oF KYDATHEN-
AION: 150 '

Paulus Fabius Maximus: 146, 156 (passim)

Falsum: 49

Ferguson’s law: 108

Financial crisis: iv, 3, 17, 75, 101

Financial officials: 117 ; see also Tamias

Firmania Eugamia daughter of Serapeia: 154

Firmanius Aigialos: 154

Fiscus, imperial: 114, 122 (bis)

T. Flavia Glaukia of Acharnai: 142

Flavia Habroia: 146

Flavia Phainarete: 159

Flavia Sophia: 148

T. Flavius: 143
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T. Flavius Alkibiades of Paiania: 100, 141, 142

Fl. Aphrodisios: 177

T. Flavius Atimetos of Peiraeus: 149
Flavius Dorotheos: 38, 146

Flavius Euthykoma of Paiania: 148

L. Flavius Flamma of Kydathenaion: 158
T. Flavius Glaukos of Marathon: 150
Flavius Harpalianus: 96

T. Flavius Konon of Sounion: 148

T. Flavius Leosthenes of Paiania : 20, 142
T. Flavius Menandros of Paiania: 148

T. Flavius Mondon of Phlya: 3

Flavius Philostratos: 96

Flavius Septimius Marcellinus: 135
Flavius Zenophilos : 81

Flute player: see Auletes, Hieraules
Fulvius Plautianus: 145

L. Furius Krassopes: 151

GA1us AND MAvURus: 57, 147

Gaius [..]conius: 140

Gaius [- - -]sianus: 144

Gallienus: 6

Games: 88
Aianteia: 97
Antinoeia: 134
for Antinoos: 138
Athenaia: 133
Caesarea Augusta: 134
Dionysia : 88, 98, 136-138
Eleusinia: 151
in enkomion: 189, 191-192
Epidauria: 151
Gordianeia: 134
Hadrianeia: 134
Kommodeia: 134
Panathenaia: 131, 133, 134, 136, 138-139
Philadelpheia: 134
Severeia: 134
Sylleia: 134

Gate of Athena Archegetis: 25, 26, 120, 124,

156
Ge Olympia : see Hiereia of

Gellii: 180, 182
Gellius Rotilius Lupus: 143
Geminus: 149

Genos: 40, 170-171, 184, 185
Amynandridai : 184
Eumolpidai: 35-36, 45, 84, 140, 148, 149,
162, 171; archon of, 29, 86, 148, 171;
cxegetes from, 151 ; tamias of, 90, 171
Gephyraioi: 142
Kerykes: 86, 164, 170-171, 180, 184 (bis);
archon of, 62, 151, 164, 171; tamias of,
164, 170-171, 180-181
Praxiergidai: 148, 152
Germanicus Caesar: 143 (bis), 158 (bis)
Gerusia: 36, 37 (bis), 39, 86, 128, 132, 134,
136, 138-139, 187-193
Geta: 134, 161
Gladiatorial shows: 88
Glaphyra, queen: 63, 151
Glaukos son of Memnon of Anaphlystos: 153
Gnome: 9, 26, 38, 54, 66, 72, 78, 80, 84 (bis),
85, 161-162
Gordianeia: see Games
Governor of province: 59
Graces, Demos and: 145
Grain: 6, 119, 124, 173; endowments, 22;
supply, shipping and price, 21-23, 26, 28,
29, 49, 60, 120, 128, 129; treasury, 22, 28,
121, 151; see also Bread, Sitones
Grammateus: x, 2, 12, 15-16, 111-112, 119, 127
to the archon: 16
of the Boule: 107, 116
of the Boule and Demos: 27, 59, 93, 103, 107
(bis), 108, 109, 111-112 (passim), 116
of the bowleutai: 94-95, 96, 101, 107, 108,
112, 177
of the Demos: 93
of the prytaneis: 79, 90, 102, 111, 112, 114
kata prytaneian: 94, 97, 101, 107-109, 112
of the synhedrion: 12, 15-16, 93
of the thesmothetai: 2, 8, 12, 13, 15-16
Lucius Grattius Cilo: 156
Gymnasiarchia of the deified Hadrian: 130-131,
138, 173 ; see also Epimeletes
Gymnasiarchos: 7, 18, 58, 94, 98, 119, 128-132,
158, 160-161 (passim)
Gymmnasion: 128, 129, 130, 131, 151, 188; of
the Lykeion, 119, 129, 160-161

Habrian: 6 (bis), 8,9, 19, 22, 32, 37, 39, 40,
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45, 49, 55, 59 (passim), 68, 71, 78, 79,
86, 87, 91, 95, 96, 99, 100, 102, 103, 105,
106, 114, 117, 118, 120, 122, 130-131, 133,
134, 136, 138, 141, 142, 161, 188, 190;
Constitutional reforms, see Constitution,
Hadrianic
Hadrianeia: see Agonothetes, Games
Hegeia: 146
Hegemon of the Areopagus and Demos: 54, 58,
€O
Heliodoros: 153
Heliodoros son of Artemon of Kydathenaion:
75
Heliodoros son of Helidoros of Peiraeus: 141
Heliodoras son of Heliodoros of Phlya: 146
Helios: see Hiereia of
Helix son of Menophilos of Pallene: 147
Herakles: see Hiereus of
Herald: see Keryx
P. Herennius Dexippos Hermeios: 3, 7, 8, 10,
12, 133, 134, 145, 150 '
P. Herennius Ptolemaios Hermeios: 11, 74,
143, 145, 150
Herm: 10 (bis), 18, 33, 41, 46, 54, 63, 68
(passim), 71 (passim), 95, 100, 102, 104,
140-159 (passim) '
Hermaios son of Hermaios of Kolonos: 117,
118, 141, 145
Hermeias son of Hermeias of Azenia: 110
Hermes: 51, 53, 59, 87, 89, 106
Herodes, king: 155 (passim)
Herodes Attikos: see Ti. Claudius Attikos
Herodes
Herodes son of Eukles of Marathon: 28
Heroon: 60
Herulii: 3, 8, 12, 107
Hestia: 9, 25, 52; Boulaia, 98
Hestiouchoi: 112
‘Tepav wapfévov: 158 (passim)
Hieraules: xi, 2, 14, 17, 109, 110, 111 (bis),
112, 177 ; see also Auletes
Hiereus (or hiereia): 7, 11, 24, 60, 71, 102,
112, 148, 149
of Aphrodite at Alopeke: 154
of Apollo: 160
of Apollo Patroos: 142, 149 (bis)
of Ares: 7, 130

of Artemis Kalliste: 72, 95, 144
of Asklepios: 73, 77, 78-79 (passim), 154
of Athena Boulaia: 158
of Athena Polias: 24, 25, 148, 152
of the Demos and Graces: 145
of Drusus: x, 8, 141
of Eleusinian goddesses: 29, 30, 103 (bis),
104 (passim), 107 (bis), 111
of eponymous hero: 58, 94, 100, 102, 111
of Ge Olympia: 153
of Helios: 148
of Herakles: 159
of imperial cult: 25, 26, 30, 140
of Paieon: 147
of the Phosphoroi: 15, 93, 104, 110, 112
of Roma and Augustus: 7, 25 (bis)
of Triptolemos: 149
of Zeus: 130
of Zeus Boulaios: 158
Hierokeryx: 7, 103, 130
Hierophant : see Hierophantes
Hierophantes: 84, 88, 103, 117, 119, 162
‘Tepédavris: 150, 155, 157
Hierophylakes: 127
Hieropoioi: 73, 78, 79 (bis), 108, 115
‘Tepds yépov: 154
‘LepoavAia : 49
Hipparchos: 131
Hipparchos: 27
Honorary decrees: iii, 27, 32-40, 41-48, 52-55,
59, 62-64, 65, 68-71, 73, 75, 77, 81-83, 84,
85, 86, 90 (passim), 100, 108 (bis), 114,
132, 133, 134, 135 (bis), 139, 172
Hoplite general: xi, 2 (passim), 6, 7-10 (pas-
sim), 11, 13, 17, 18-31, 33, 40, 41, 57
(passim), 59 (passim), 60, 64, 73, 78, 79,
80, 82 (bis), 85, 86, 88 (bis), 89, 93, 94,
96-97 (passim), 100, 104, 105, 106 (pas-
sim), 107, 109, 114 (bis), 118 (bis), 119,
120 (passim), 123, 124, 128, 129, 130
(passim), 131, 132, 135, 140, 144 (bis),
151, 158 (passim), 161 (bis), 173 (bis),
176, 182, 195 (bis)
Hoplotheke: 133
P. Hordeoneus Lollianos: 22, 152
Hygeia: 41, 68, 73, 141 (bis), 147, 153, 154
Hymnagogos: 86
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Hyperetes: 160 (passim)

Hypogrammateus: 93, 97, 107 (bis), 109, 110-
111, 112, 116

Hypomnema: 43

Hypomnematismos: 41, 42-44, 50, 54 (bis),
59, 61, 90; see also Areopagus, Boule of

Hyposophronistes: 172 (bis), 177

IasoN son of Zethos, also called Logismos, of
Hagnous: 141 :

Imperator: see Adroxpdrwp

Imperial birthday: 5, 73, 77, 78, 85, 88, 139

Imperial cult: 5, 7, 9, 17, 25-26, 30, 38, 39, 52,
72,77, 78,132, 138-139, 161-162

Imperial donation: 22, 25, 100, 120, 130, 133

Imperial estates: 122

Imperial family house: 5, 25, 26 (passim), 33,
38, 41, 58, 72,77, 78, 83, 124, 161-162

Imperial letters: 22, 32, 39, 50, 51, 60, 76, 81,
84, 86, 118, 136 (bis), 138-139, 187-193

Imperial titles: 190, 192

Initiate, Eleusinian: 138, 171, 184; from the
hearth, 7, 33, 62, 81, 140, 143, 144, 146,
149 (bis), 150, 151, 153, 154, 159, 164, 172
(bis), 180, 184

Inventory: 51

Iobakchoi: see Index I, I.G., 112, 1368

Iophon: 142

Isidoros: 147 (bis)

Isidoros son of Isidoros of Marathon: 142

Isis: 11, 45,73-74,77, 79, 80, 152 (bis)

Jusa, KING: 157

Judicial matters: 5, 11, 13, 23, 29-30, 37, 48-50,
53, 59-60, 61, 80-81, 88-89, 103, 106, 133

Julia Augusta: 30, 124; Artemis Boulaia, 144 ;

Pronoia, 124, 140

Julia Bereneike, queen: 140

Julia Domna: 64; wirnpe xdotpwv, 12, 145; see
also Index I, 1.G., I1%, 1076

M. Julius Apelles of Marathon: 148

Gaius Julius Aquila: 156

Julius Caesar: 25, 83, 120

Gaius Julius Caesar: 155 (bis)

Gaius Julius Deximachos: 158

Gaius Julius Eurykles: 158

T. Julius Herodianus: 117

Julius the Hierophant: 117

Gaius Julius Nikanor: 19, 23, 33-34, 35, 40, 67,
84, 134, 140 (passim), 151

Gaius Julius Nikias of Lamptrai: 157

Julius Philippos: 176

Gaius Julius Sabinus: 148

Gaius Julius Scapula: 150

Julius Theodotos: 10

Julius Zenobios: 15, 110, 111

Junius son of Agathopos of Marathon: 147

Marcus Junius Minucianus: 145, 146

Decimus Junius Torquatus: 158

KAKOURGIA : 49 ,
Kallias also called Aristios: 178
Kallikratides: 104
Kallikratides son of Syndromos of Trikoryn-
thos: 144 '
Kallistos son of Asklepiades of Alopeke: 147
Kanephoros : 62, 148-151 (passim), 152, 153
Kelados son of Tryphon of Kydathenaion: 178
Kephalaion : 60, 61
Kerykes: see Genos
Kerykiskos: xi, 2, 13-14, 17, 18
Keryx: 11, 105, 106, 122, 127, 173
of the archon: xi, 2 (bis), 5, 13-14, 17 (bis),
18, 60, 149 ‘
of the Areopagus: xi, 1, 2, 4-5 (passim), 10
(passim), 11, 13, 14, 18 (passim), 20,
21, 26, 27, 31 (passim), 34, 41 (bis), 43,
51, 53, 54 (passim), 55, 56-60 (passim),
61, 64, 73, 79, 88, 94, 103, 104, 105-106
(passim), 107, 118, 135, 142, 145, 150,
161, 172
of the Boule and Demos: 15, 18, 54, 59
(passim), 77, 89, 93, 94, 95, 103, 104-106,
107 (passim), 109, 111-112 (passim), 113,
118, 145, 154 (bis)
Kidnapping : 49, 51
King: see Basileus
Kleidouchos: 152
Klerotoi: 112
Kolonaki Square: 160
Kolonos: 85
Kosmetes: 20, 21, 27, 38, 51, 54, 72, 73 (bis),
77-78 (passim), 79, 85, 87 (bis), 105, 133,
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141, 142, 147 (passim), 150, 154, 159, 172,
181, 191

Kostobokoi : 83

Koutys, king: 156

Kpdrioror: see Egregii.

Kronos: 87

Ktesikles son of Ktesikles of Araphen: 126

M. Kyrenios: 153

LACHARES sON OF EURYKLES OF LAKEDAIMON :
151

Lakedaimon: 157

Lamidios: 152

Aapmpdraros : see Clarissimus

Lastratos from Itea: 126

Law courts: see Dikasteria

Legatus (mpeaBevriis) : 146; Augusti, 144, 156;
Caesaris, 156 ; pro praetore, 141 (bis)

Lemnos: 27, 50, 51, 59 (bis), 106, 107, 114;
Hephaistia, 7, 27, 50, 52; shrine of Kabei-
roi, 73, 79, 108, 115

Lenaios son of Heliodoros of Phlya: 146

Leonides of Melite: 28

Lexiarchikon: 87

Licinia daughter of L. Licinius Lucullus: 155

Gnaeus Licinius Attikos of Gargettos: 147

M. Licinius Crassus Frugi: 155, 157, 158

L. Licinius Lucullus: 144, 155

Avrév: xi, 14, 15

Litourgos: xi, 2, 14-15, 17, 93, 94, 97, 109,
110, 111, 112, 113, 116

Liturgies: iii, 3, 6, 17, 18, 21, 35, 50, 88, 94,
118, 121, 124, 127, 128-139

Livia: 41; see also Index 1, I1.G., 112, 3242

Livius: 153

Lollianus: see P. Hordeoneus Lollianus

M. Lollios: 153, 156

L. Lucillius Pansa Priscillianus: 142

Lucius: 159

Lucius son of Lucius of Marathon: 124

Lucius Caesar: 158

Lucius Verus: 184, 194-195

Lutatia G[- - -] : 157

Q. Lutatius son of Quintus: 155
Lykeion: see Gymnasion
Lysiades of Berenikidai: 156

Ga1us MAECENAS: 156

Marcia Athenais: 150

L. Marcius Censorinus: 146

Marcus Aurelius: 64, 102, 134, 138, 145, 146,
149, 161, 181, 188-190, 194-195

Gaius Marius Marcellus: 156

Q. Marius Nepos: 151

Maurus, Gaius and : see Gaius

Maximinus Thrax: iv, 75

Medeios : 5

Medeios son of Medeios of Peiraeus: 151

Megiste: 152 (bis)

Meilichos son of Meilichos: 178

Memmius: 50

L. Memmius éri Bopd of Thorikos: 135, 145,
170-171, 181

P. Memmius Regulus: 135, 141 (bis)

Gaius Memmius Sabinus Peisandros: 19

Menander: 138

Menandra: 148

Menandros: 149

Menandros son of Ad[- —~]: 143

Menekrates son of Censorinus of Phaleron: 148

Menelaos: 159

Merchants: 23, 123

Mestrios Euphrates: 39, 150

Meteilion: 151

Mijmyp Gedv: 150 (bis)

Metro[- - — -] : 147

metronomoi: 123

Metroon: 43, 142

Mithradates: 11

Mo]..]pon son of Eresion: 154

Moiragenes son of Dromokles of Koile: 100

Money, public: 79, 83, 88, 103, 113-115, 121
122, 128-139

Mos[ch - = -]: 157

L. Munatius Plancus: 155

Munatius Vopiscus: 96

Mundicia Secondilla: 142

Myron son of Myron of Lamptrai: 111

Q. Naevius Rurus; 124
Narbonne: 32, 36
National Garden: 160
Nauarchos: 62 (bis)
Naukleroi: 23
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Naumachia: 97

Neokoros: 10

Nero: 25, 26, 135, 141

Nerva: 188-190

Nikias son of Nikias of Marathon: 125
Nikodemos son of [...k]les of Phlya: 143
Nikostrate: 143

Nikostratos: 100

Nikostratos son of Epaphroditos: 151
Nomothetes: 25, 117, 122-123
Noumenia: 61

L. Novius Asprena: 158

Novius son of Philinos of Oion: 134
Nyktophylakes: 127

OcraTtius Rurus: 176

P. Octaeus: 158

Odeion: 133, 187, 188

Oil supply: 119, 121, 128-132; see also Elaio-
thesia and Index I, Oliver, The Ruling
Power

Oiketai: 104

Oknia: 153

Olbia: 148

Olbius: see Orbius

Olympia: see Agonothetes

Onasos son of Trophimos of Pallene: 147

Opisthodomos: 121, 122

Gnaeus Orarius: 140

Orbius son of Thishianus of Marathon : 154

Orgas, sacred: 50

Paidotribes: 147

Paieon : see Hiereus of

Pammenes son of Pammenes of Marathon: 140

Panathenaia: see Agonothetes, Games

Panegyriarchos: 18, 94, 98 (bis), 128, 136, 138,
170, 181

Panegyris: 24, 30, 119

Panhellenes: 36, 37 (passim), 171

P. Papinius of Steiria: 146

Paramona daughter of Ariston: 153

Parhedroi: 11, 12, 16 (passim)

Parthenon: 25, 141

Patronus decurionum et populi: 90

Patronus ordinis et populi: 90

Paul, St.: 50

Paula: 158

Paulina Ant[- - -]: 148

Peiraeus: 23, 29, 45, 46, 49, 85, 119, 124, 125,
148

Pergamon : 142 ; Astynomic law, 125

Mept dAxys: see Agomothetes

Perikles, Odeion of : 85

[..... Jus Perikles: 152

Hepl 70 Bipa: 97, 103, 107-109, 111, 112 (bis),
116; see also Grammateus kata prytaneion

Phasis : 80

Phidias son of Phidias of Rhamnous: 119, 141

Philadelpheia ; see Games

Philios: 152

Philopappos of Commagene: 9, 137

Philosophos : 48, 148 (bis), 150, 154

Philoumenos son of Eros of Kephale: 101

Philoxenos son of Agathokles of Phlya: 25
Philoxenos son of Philoxenos: 73, 74
Povixal dixar: 49
Phosphoroi: 98: see also Hiereus of
Phrasisthenes: 151
Phylai: 3-4, 16, 19, 40, 51, 53, 56-57, 70, 72,
74, 75, 94, 96-98 (passim), 100, 101, 110,
113, 128, 133, 137 (bis), 141, 144, 160,
161, 183, 185, 195
Aiantis: 3, 100, 149, 183
Aigeis: 56, 175, 183 (bis)
Akamantis: 75, 96, 97, 101, 153, 183
Antiochis: 96, 154, 183
Attalis: 97 (bis), 183
Erechtheis: 27, 56, 164, 173 (bis), 174, 183
(bis), 184
Hadrianis: 4, 57, 95, 102, 169, 179, 183
(bis), 184
Hippothontis: 95, 97, 100 (bis), 183
Kekropis: 57, 130, 169, 179, 183, 184, 186
Leontis: 183
Oineis: 137 (passim), 183
Pandionis: 56, 75, 76, 95, 97, 100, 166, 175,
177, 178 (bis), 183 (passim), 184
Ptolemais: 56, 97, 154, 183 (bis)
Pinakotheke on Acropolis: 187
T. Pinarios: 155
Pizos in Bulgaria: 12
Plution from Hephaistia: 126
Pnyx: 19, 51, 85 (passim), 86
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Poet: 142, 147, 148, 150

Polemarchos: x, 1, 2, 3, 5, 11-12, 56

Police duties, officials: 23-24, 29-30, 117, 119
(bis), 123-127

Polis: 32 (bis), 38-39, 40, 44, 48 (bis), 58,
62, 64 (passim), 69 (bis), 75, 76, 77, 92,
104, 122, 145, 146 (bis), 148, 149, 171, 189

Politeia: 48, 189 (bis)

Polyainos son of Nikandros of Sounion: 151

Polycharmos son of Polykritos of Azenia: 156

Pompeia Paula: 148 (bis)

Sextus Pompeius: 143

Q. Pompeius Colleina Capito: 142

T. Pompeius Dionysios of Paiania: 145

P. Pompeius Hegias of Phaleron: 20, 96

Pompenianos of Kollytos: 150

Pomponia wife of Metellius Rufus: 156

Pomponianos: 150

Porcia: 152

Poseidon: 113

Praetor: 30

Praxagoras: 96

Presbeis: 7, 34 (passim), 35, 43, 54, 59, 62, 73,
86, 90, 106, 107, 115, 151, 152, 157, 161-
162

MpeoBevmis: see Legatus

Priene: 12, 38, 66

Priest: see Hiereus (or hiereia)

Priestess: see Hiereus (or hiereia)

Primo[- - - - -~ ]sion: 144

Primus of Halai: 126

Princeps: 58

Prison: 52

Probouleuma: 65-67 (passim), 69, 79, 83, 84,
85, 161-162

Proconsul (é&v@imaros) : 13, 29, 55 (passim), 80,
88, 140 (bis), 143 (passim), 144, 146
(passim), 155 (bis), 157, 158

Procurator, imperial : 139

Prohedros: 46-47, 54 (passim), 58 (bis), 59,
65, 77, 87, 89, 103, 106, 113 (passim)

Propraetor (évriorpdmyyos) : 144, 156 (bis)

Propylaia: 126, 163, 187

Prostates: 90, 146

Protion: 110

Protogenes son of Protogenes of Azenia: 125

Protoi: 54, 58 (passim)

Prusias: 121

Prytaneia in Rhodes: 21

Prytaneion : 60, 87, 88

Prytaneis: 4, 14, 15, 23, 24, 27-29, 68, 71-72,
77, 78 (bis), 88 (bis), 90, 92-103 (pas-
sim), 109-110 (passim), 114 (bis), 115,
118, 119, 121, 128, 129, 130, 133, 135, 144,
153, 154 (bis), 176, 177, 178, 182, 195

Prytany date: 54, 94

Prytany decrees and lists: iii, 14 (passim), 15,
27-29, 52, 58, 68, 71-72, 73, 74 (bis), 75-
76,79, 90, 91, 92-112, 113 (bis), 115, 116,
123, 129, 130, 136, 150, 152, 153, 173
(bis), 194-195

Psephisma: 35, 36, 42-43 (passim), 44, 48, 54,
63, 69-70, 80, 90, 91, 146 (bis), 148, 150,
152, 164, 170; see also Areopagus, Boule
of, Boule of the 500, and Dewmos

Psephos: 48, 55, 69, 150 (bis)

Ptolemaios, king: 158

Ptolemaios son of Serenus of Gaza: 147, 153

Public slave: see Demosios

Publius S[- ~ -] son of Publius: 151

Pyloroi: 125-127, 177

Pyrphoros: 9, 104, 145

Pythaid: 3, 5, 13, 20 (bis), 56, 61, 119, 122

Pythodoris Philometora, queen: 156

QUAESTOR (rapias) : 146, 156 (bis)
Quattuorviri: 8

P. Quintilius Varus: 146

Quintus [~ - - -] son of Quintus: 157
Gaius Quintus Kleon: 97

Recorps, PusLic: 103

Regilla: see Appia

Rhabdophoroi: 135

Rhamnous: see Index I, I.G., 112, 3242
Rhaskouporis, king: 155

‘Pijrop: 146, 147, 150

Roma: 157; and Augustus, 7, 25, 155, 156
Roxana I[----]:157

Royal Stoa: 53

Rufius Festus: 55, 143

Russian Church: 160

SABINIANA DAUGHTER OF HaMILLON : 148, 152
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Sacred elder : see “Iepds yépwy

Sacrilege: see Asebeia

Salamis: 27 (bis), 28, 97 (passim), 99, 109
(bis), 112, 135

Salpiktes: 5, 126

Samos: 152

Sarapion of Cholleidai: 148

Sarapis: 10, 150, 152

Seal, public: 34, 43, 54 (bis), 59 (passim),
103 (bis)

Sebastoi Agones: see Agonothetes

SeBaords: see Augustus

Secretary : see Grammateus

Secundus Attikos son of Eudoxos of Sphettos:
149

Seilon son of Apollonios of Melite: 140

Sempronia Atratina Paula: 83, 157

Sempronia daughter of Lucius: 155 (bis)

Septimius Severus: 5, 13, 26, 49, 72, 78, 131,
134, 184, 193

Q. Servilius Brutus: 155

Severeia: see Games

Severi: 100

Severus Alexander: 92, 102

Sextus: 90

Shipping: 21-24, 29

Stitesis : 60, 87, 88, 92, 103

Stitones: 22 (bis), 23, 71, 95, 128, 131, 132,
151, 153

Sitonic tameion: 22, 28, 121, 151

Skias: 49, 110

Sokrates son of Sokrates of Thorikos: 157

L. Sopheios: 157

Sophist: 10, 74, 145, 149, 150, 152

Sophokles: 158

Sophronistes: 51, 153, 172

Sosia Falconilla: 144

Sosigenes of Pallene: 150

Sosikles son of Hesiodos of Sphettos: 153

Sosinikos: 126

Sosis son of Sosis of Oe: 77

South Stoa IT: 188

Sozon son of Ladikos of Sounion: 141

Stadium, Panathenaic: 77, 133

Statilia Pasichareia: 141, 178

T. Statilius Lamprias: 34, 35 (bis), 40, 42,
43, 54, 55, 65, 84, 86, 90

Q. Statius of Cholleidai: 148
Q. Statius Themistokles of Cholleidai: 150
Statues: 7, 8, 23, 25 (bis), 26-27 (passim), 33-
40, 41-48, 50, 52, 62-63, 68-71, 72 (bis),
78 (passim), 80, 81-83, 85, 87 (bis), 92,
95, 99, 104, 105, 106, 114, 120, 123, 124
(bis), 126, 129, 135 (passim), 137, 139,
140-159
Strategeion: 30
Strategoi: 20-21, 27, 64, 79, 89
for Hephaistia: 27
in charge of Lemnos: 27
for the Mounychia: 20
nauarchos: 20
in the Peiraeus: 20
of preparedness in the city: 20
for Rhamnous and the coastal lands: 20
in charge of Salamis: 21, 24, 27, 97
Strategos émi 7o dwha: see Hoplite general
Strategos, cult of: 30
Sulficia daughter of Servius Sulficius Galba:
156 (bis)
Gaius Sulpicius: 158
Summa honoraria: 6, 105
Sylleia : see Games
Symbola: 22
Symmachos son of Symmachos of Phlya: 154
Symprohedroi: 113 (passim)
Syndikoi: 80, 88
Syndromos son of Kallikratides of Steiria: 151
Syngrapheus: 150
Synhedria: 8, 12, 32, 36-38, 39, 40, 44, 45, 78,
145, 161-162

TAMEION, SACRED: see Fiscus, imperial
Tamias: 104, 112, 115
of Areopagus: 61
of the Boule: 15, 93, 104, 111, 112, 113, 115-
116, 118, 121
of the Boule and Demos: 93, 116
of the gemos: of Eumolpidai, 90, 171; of
Kerykes, 164, 170, 171, 180 (bis), 181
of the phyle: see of the prytaneis
of the prytaneis: 52,71, 72,77, 78 (bis), 79,
92-93, 98-99, 100, 101, 103, 104, 111, 116,
128, 129
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of the sacred diataxis: 11, 15, 26, 93, 113-114,
115, 121
of the sitonic funds: 22, 115
of the stratiotic funds: 20-21 (passim), 64,
65, 73, 79 (passim), 89, 90, 93, 107, 114,
115, 121, 151
See also Quaestor
Taxation: 88, 123
Tax farming: 81, 121-122
Teacher: 54, 147, 154, 157
Te[----- ]dion of Nicaea: 146
Telete: 153
Terentia Hispylla: 157
M. Terentius Varo Lucullus: 155
Termessos: 119, 130
Tertia daughter of Lucius: 151, 152
Tesserae: 107, 123, 131, 133, 138, 139
Theater of Dionysos: at Athens, 10 (bis),
38, 39 (bis), 42 (passim), 44, 63, 69, 77,
85 (passim), 88 (bis), 98, 146, 152; at
Mounychia, 85
Themistokles : 158
Themistokles son of Themistokles of Melite:
142
Theodoros son of Isidoros: 146
Theophilos son of Diodoros of Halai: 120
Theophilos son of Theophilos of Hybadai: 142
Theophrastos: 156
Theseia: see Agonothetes, Games.
Theseion: 77
Theseus: 133
Thesmothetes: x, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 10, 12-13,
15-16, 17, 29, 36, 37, 56, 57 (bis), 123, 146
Thessaly : 22
Tholos: 68, 87, 92, 103, 110, 112, 153
Tiberius: 41, 82, 134, 143, 146, 158 (passim)
Timokles son of Timokles of Peiraeus: 126
Tineius Ponticus of Besa: 96 (bis)
Toulouse: 32, 36
Trajan: 141 (bis), 188-190
Tpadpa: 49
Treasurer: see Tamias.
Q. Trebellius Rufus of Lamptrai: 36, 69, 141,
143
Tribes : see Phylai

Tribunus wmilitum: 177
Tripolis of Phoenicia: 36, 144

Triptolemos : see Hiereus of.
Troas: 120
Tryphon son of Kelados: 178

M. Urrrus EuBrotus LEUROS OF GARGETTOS :
6, 12, 13, 22, 35, 38-39, 44, 46, 47, 54-55
(passim), 66, 67, 84, 88, 89, 98, 114, 134
(bis), 139, 146, 149 (passim)

M. Ulpius Flavius Teisamenos: 146

M. Ulpius Pupienus Maximus: 12

“Yzraros: see Consul

VALERIA: 158

Valerius: 157

L. Valerius Catullus: 157

M. Valerius Messala: 157

Valetudo: 25

L. Vet[ti - — — -] of Juventianus Mes[- - --] :
144

P. Vettius Pollio: 156

Gaius Vettius Sabinus Granianus: 146

Vibidia: 158

Sextus Vibidius Viro: 157

Vibi[us - — - = - an]dros: 149

Vibullia Alcia: 72, 99

Vibullius Polydeukion: 135, 144

Vibullius Polydeukos: 136

L. Vibullius Theophilos of Paiania: 75, 148,
152

L. Vipsanius Gallus: 152

M. Vipsanius Gallus: 152

L. Vipsanius Messala: 142

Vitellia Isidora: 142

Voting procedures: 47, 54-55, 67, 87, 89, 90,
113 (bis)

WRreATH: see Crown

XENOKLES SON OF THEOPOMPOS OF RHAM-
Nous: 19, 22, 28, 151

Zakoros: 7, 141 (bis), 142, 153, 154

Zeno son of Zeno of Marathon the elder: 151

Zeus: 51, 59 (bis), 89; Boulaios, 98; Prytanis,
103; see also Hiereus of

Zosime daughter of Pamphilos: 148

Zosimianus son of Menandros: 178

Zosimianus son of Thersandros: 178

Zosimos son of Eukolos of Eupyridai: 153


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

PLATE 1

v 22 ‘111 x1puaddy

(v 655z =11 “O°1) 868 ‘WA ‘dog, ‘e “Fea

6889 [ ‘q ‘Teay



http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

PLATE 2

L
]
£

_. & - oy ,l-""" '
vy LT
AL i%l L i

Frag. a, Middle and Bottom, E.M. 3628 + 8542 (I.G., 112, 2003 + 1999)
' Appendix III, Face A



http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

PLATE 3

< AP N € Y COT.J.

K¢k portyp 0¢
AE(;nA\& 1 TAL

EPEXOEIdOC
Apeon Ar €1 TA|

£
e P YO
MG nicro KPATHC .
Er_&ae)ouy’,npqox WRerten QUOK IR IpHNATOC
Q€03 ENOC KAT Gt 0C
\~LEN He N

o
o¥Xf

o
i

7 AOEORIAOY ~
r‘&’.p‘g(& |:o< APT e
XBA €K AN TOC! eva;O; E‘uﬂ
EnabPod I TOCAQPOAYC] O AN
) S ST
LASEAN AN G0 [ ToRNE OF
106WpOCKENOY NA\OwNm’L;O(»lavu/ E:‘qc,;;\
niBARLECNOY SiorenHe) r
N CRE A oy :'Mj ‘/’\D(?N pnel r»?/\w
VQCM?rror w':('* ;a‘?ml“ AK
cagpon €lc 07 Arow A ne3 ArlaPOX, A
CAnovwe o1 1‘.;,‘.“&.\3%;) yaraeoY ARy
P
RS A R miokbree Aeny 10X EY TX
it OKAME X win e
AD KeA®peaticoy 93 ope X AHM
Mo oMmVAs\RLEPH NIAZO Y ¢ Ne€iy
€ OF €M oY ¢ ZwnY pekcmHniAL Oy 2

iy o Ry
N MY

NSNS

goho(,ﬂfle NIroy
19N de\§ Al
nnoy BioUrco KRR Auariox T
AT TiKOY A(ksHR\AAN((rA(MTO\{ mA

<
locotodnoY AT

ApTEM |(10LKkEArMOY
TAL MpAkAEla0Y

o) JUERSERATRT  wo
TR e ARG
Y AeXiRAS olcAL ECOMPIIN A

A /}gw
KEAANOC APT EXA L
ATONY (10C APTEMIC
ANTIOXO CANET AND
€Y 0 AOC AT AGWNY|
gonAHMYAo

HIAYROC)

Appendix III, Face A, Frags. a and b


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

PLATE 4

¢899 I ‘A x1puaddy

06£91 ‘p Se1g

v 2eg ‘I11 x1puaddy

zz09 1 9 eig


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

PLATE 5

(g 65€ ‘211 “O°7) 868S "W ‘¢ ‘Teig

€ 2de] ‘[11 x1puaddy

6889 [

3

q Fe1g



http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

PLATE 6

~ ' = AN » L
| N N I N AN AN SN I EEAN e v
( N RS A RS
X Y L N T R o e LN
i L
[S— R .
l ST O TTTTTA T T T o
| FAN S R S W U e
PR e S T W D B AN S s
) VARSI T SV VI VS SN AN ' 4
' R S ol Sl ek P INN Lot
. v 7 \ [ - -7 T - e
14 K - ;,,_13 [ 3 J ‘?\\ HER = PN ' A LR
teea L N R N SR G T S B N Dt B
e—q 1 L N c 14 1 L

ONQS:

PO V Y)M>\/P
- @HNxKN

Frag. d, 16390
Appendix III



http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

PLATE 7

€0Lg 1 ‘p ‘Ferg

Al xipuaddy
€691 (T111 ZI1 “O'D) L6Y6 + ¥6¥6 "W'H ‘8€1T 1 2 ‘e °q 'sTexg



http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

PLATE 8

Al x1ipuaddy

LAY A LI AOTNUVNOLIVIO! N
(AVOLLIVNZUAGATTU TEVIHYIN THLLLNIOTdN U,
JATTINTIITOMINOTEVIVNHOIIMOLVIIWITUIO

YINIIIVVIRILTIOLACIATANIANY WY VAONY

1AV O LITH LTUAGAT NOLAOLTUNS W OP ¥

AN

\Y
W
w
i
O
Z
O
|
€34
|-
Z
I
=
>
<
B
@)
o
L
DX
2
<
Y

INUINY TR ORGSOV
ZONUTATACIFZXILO 3

TOROATINYROTYT
FLUNTZWOILON I
N5 OLAOIAOY

WW

T
]
et i

YA



http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

	Article Contents
	p. [i]
	p. [ii]
	p. [iii]
	p. v
	p. vi
	p. vii
	p. ix
	p. x
	p. xi
	p. xii
	p. xiii
	p. 1
	p. 2
	p. 3
	p. 4
	p. 5
	p. 6
	p. 7
	p. 8
	p. 9
	p. 10
	p. 11
	p. 12
	p. 13
	p. 14
	p. 15
	p. 16
	p. 17
	p. [18]
	p. 19
	p. 20
	p. 21
	p. 22
	p. 23
	p. 24
	p. 25
	p. 26
	p. 27
	p. 28
	p. 29
	p. 30
	p. 31
	p. [32]
	p. 33
	p. 34
	p. 35
	p. 36
	p. 37
	p. 38
	p. 39
	p. 40
	p. [41]
	p. 42
	p. 43
	p. 44
	p. 45
	p. 46
	p. 47
	p. 48
	p. 49
	p. 50
	p. 51
	p. 52
	p. 53
	p. 54
	p. 55
	p. 56
	p. 57
	p. 58
	p. 59
	p. 60
	p. 61
	p. [62]
	p. 63
	p. 64
	p. 65
	p. 66
	p. 67
	p. 68
	p. 69
	p. 70
	p. 71
	p. 72
	p. 73
	p. 74
	p. 75
	p. 76
	p. 77
	p. 78
	p. 79
	p. 80
	p. 81
	p. 82
	p. 83
	p. 84
	p. 85
	p. 86
	p. 87
	p. 88
	p. 89
	p. 90
	p. 91
	p. [92]
	p. 93
	p. 94
	p. 95
	p. 96
	p. 97
	p. 98
	p. 99
	p. 100
	p. 101
	p. 102
	p. 103
	p. 104
	p. 105
	p. 106
	p. 107
	p. 108
	p. 109
	p. 110
	p. 111
	p. 112
	p. 113
	p. 114
	p. 115
	p. 116
	p. [117]
	p. 118
	p. 119
	p. 120
	p. 121
	p. 122
	p. 123
	p. 124
	p. 125
	p. 126
	p. 127
	p. [128]
	p. 129
	p. 130
	p. 131
	p. 132
	p. 133
	p. 134
	p. 135
	p. 136
	p. 137
	p. 138
	p. 139
	p. [140]
	p. 141
	p. 142
	p. 143
	p. 144
	p. 145
	p. 146
	p. 147
	p. 148
	p. 149
	p. 150
	p. 151
	p. 152
	p. 153
	p. 154
	p. 155
	p. 156
	p. 157
	p. 158
	p. 159
	p. [160]
	p. 161
	p. 162
	p. [163]
	p. 164
	p. 165
	p. 166
	p. 167
	p. 168
	p. 169
	p. 170
	p. 171
	p. 172
	p. 173
	p. 174
	p. 175
	p. 176
	p. 177
	p. 178
	p. 179
	p. 180
	p. 181
	p. 182
	p. 183
	p. 184
	p. 185
	p. 186
	p. [187]
	p. 188
	p. 189
	p. 190
	p. 191
	p. 192
	p. 193
	p. [194]
	p. 195
	p. 196
	p. 197
	p. 198
	p. 199
	p. 200
	p. 201
	p. 202
	p. 203
	p. 204
	p. 205
	p. 206
	p. 207
	p. 208
	p. 209
	p. 210
	p. 211
	p. 212
	p. 213
	p. 214
	p. 215
	p. 216
	p. 217
	p. 218
	p. 219
	p. 220
	p. 221
	p. 222
	p. 223
	p. 224
	p. 225
	p. 226
	p. 227
	p. 228
	p. 229
	p. 230
	p. 231
	p. [235]
	p. [236]
	p. [237]
	p. [238]
	p. [239]
	p. [240]
	p. [241]
	p. [242]

	Issue Table of Contents
	Hesperia Supplements, Vol. 12, The Athenian Constitution after Sulla (1967), pp. i-xiv+1-242
	Front Matter
	The Athenian Constitution after Sulla [pp. i-iii+v-vii+ix-xiii+1-231+235-242]





