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I am now ongagad, aa Fellow of the American School
of Claaeioal Studies at Athens, In writing a paper
en the seating arrangements in the Theatre of Dion-
yaua in Athena. The topic was suggested to me by
Mr. Oscar Broneer. The following notes on the in
scriptions on the ordinary theatre seats are sub
mitted to the editor of the Corpus in accordance
with a suggestion rery hindly made by llr. Sterling,

• nn qrhool 31 wish to thank himDow of the Amerxcan School.

for his interest.
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The following notes are based on my personal obser-

Tations of the insoriptions on the ordinary -theatre seats

in the Theatre of Dionysus in Athens. These observations

are recorded on the accompanying transcription where I

have oet down, to eealo, all those marks - and only those
marks - which I am honestly convinced that I can see and
of which I am eq.ually sure that they are parts of in
soriptions and not weather marfos, flaws in the stone, or
traces of uncounted generations of feet. I made my own
observations before consulting the tables at the end of
Volume III of the Corpus or the notes in the paper en
titled "A catalogue of the Inscriptions now on the South

. .-tr- 1! by Mitchell and Ethel Levensohn.
Slope of the Acropolis, oy M11.0

When I used the Corpus for comparison of my re-
emlts with those of earlier investigators I found the
arrangement therein irritatingly inconvenient in several

ots and so to facilitate consultation I shouldrespects, ana

suggest first of all that the inscriptions now listed on

a in which they are to be found,giving the cuneus m which they
ir « i + would be helpful

second, after each Corpus number, it
imber of the row and the stone or e one+0 find the number
,,p,d. Wherever there are variant readings,

-ble if included in the notes
they would be mere accessrble xf
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on "the inscriptions concerned. As "to "the "tables in "the

back of the Corpus, they are in several cases incorrectly

labeled as to row or block. I shall indicate the cor

rections as I discuss my readings of the individual in

scriptions. If plates are to be included in the new

edition of the Corpus, I suggest that a more conveniesat

arrangement is that which I have followed, based on a
schematized plan of each cuneus as observed from the or
chestra. Here, too, I should label each inscription '

as to Corpus number, row, and block.
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OOMIvIENTARY ON READINGS

Guneus I - Right

Corpus Row 2, Block b. U ^<>93
^l6py^0C9 *KxToU

This inscription is laisleadingly labeled "a" in the

Corpus tables. Also, it is inaccurately copied as
to relative size and spacing of the letters, and as
to their character. I believe my transcription
corroborates Gelzer's suggestion that the inscrip-

tion 1= entirely separata and distinct frem the fol
lowing (Oorpua JU). noteworthy also is the fact
that the upper line is exactly centered, both on the
hloch and in the row. aonse^uently it seens to .e
probable that an inscription, now vanished, origi
nally existed to the left of 515, balancing 5^.

corpus 51^, 2,
A ) O-V u 6^ O O

.s 'I.08COC , discerned by aelser above A.ovuo-ouThe word icrpcujs >

nas vanished completely. fhe fact that the Aappears
on the end of bloch bseems to me to rndrcate tha
some epithet of Monysus followed his name on _•

rntim
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Corpus 515, Row 5, Blocks abed.

Ct] cu ^ C» ^3 ^t f^oce-T^i s"] 'Av M aJV ioo<;
This reading accounts for the fragment of a letter

which I see on block a before those recorded in the

Corpus tables, and interprets the last letter visi

ble on block b as e . The latter is restored as

0 in the Corpus but I see no reason why the right

hand half of the letter should be completely worn

away when that part of the atone is sheltered by

its proximity to the base which is here set upon the
seat blocks. Besides, I make out on the top of the

letter what appears to be a little cross-bar, simi

lar to those on the bottom of the i/ and r of
block d. If this restoration be correct it fits in
nicely with the inscription recorded in Corpus III
652, where Antonia's Latin title is rendered by

• And there too she has a priest
priestess. M

however, the initial fragmentary letter does not
belong to the rest of the inscription why not restore

a<;
the latter as -, •« r- t

•UpCoc.

rather than require the unusual term 0acc »
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Corpus ^16, Row 4, Blocks ^ j£*

"^le^rjocs stt XKiJoiroXti Koti Aeij^xx-^s ko/i looXvoc
The final <X of this inscription is so close to the

end of the block that I do not helieTe a ? was

ever squeezed in. The Corpus, however, records it

on page 86, and without_brackety, though it does
not appear in the tables.

Corpus 517, Row 4, Block b.
<|) fc I X€, IVo o

The Leveneohns have Incorrectly copied both the Cor
pus reading and that in AJI- XIV, p. 521.
marks ektant on the stone seem to me to favor the
A.M. reading.

... Rnw 5 Blocks a ^Corpus, pio, ^ow j,

' r '̂ X^-ov,<3 ©eu-i^o^Ep6-r| <f o j>oi^ I 1
I agree with the hevensohns in restoring ^ n^ on
the basis of the marks on the stone, and also in
regard to their suggestion that two separate divi
nities may he meant. But their statement that the

• etesses also of Demeter Chios and Ge Themrsprxestessea

+« next to each other" io inaccurate, for"had seats neXTi

. is behind Demeter Chios. Also I do
Se Themis is ES

that their suggestion of an analogous sepbelio"ve thax

o roue 525, Ro" ^ration in Corpus ?
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scriptipn is all of a piece whereas here the word

is in a different style of lettering from the rest of

the inscription and so may belong to a different per-

led, perhaps originally preeeded

for which there ie room in the space now occupied by

Corpus ^19, Rovf 6, Blocks a b c. ^ ^p,'|;Er.XW0"'«-Bl£V A;,paD"=a
It is true, as the Levensohns point out, that the
initial a of E\Xsie-r«.9 1= co»pletely invisible
now. However, if we are to suppose the space suf
ficient for a S between E-.Xa.B^.'cc and eV there is
no reason why an € may not have existed in^both th
first and the second syllables of e'. Xe. •
fbe tendency of this S and € curve to disappear nay
be noticed in the fact that since aelser-s tine it has
been effaced in two places in the word f

s;00 Row 7, Blocks b and c.Corpus p20, now I,
YuVviTPlcO

3is all that we can consider definitely to be part
f ainacription. The farther along on hlochof one insciJ'i'

b long though the step-down is considerable,C majr belong, ^ first
onding to the step-up after th

CO TTG sp oXld 1

word .

Thi
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16-11^ 5(00
Corpus 520, Row 7, Blocks abed.

L'elf tlf^ Eulf3ooX5;.j<;l
The vestiges of the letters through the of EC,p"^T5
have not to my knoKledge been recorded by anyone be
fore. In the tables at the end of the Corpus the

tr of inoorreotly placed at the end
of block 0, rtereas It occurs at the beginning of
block d. I restore for the following
neasons. From the marks on the stones seems
aertain. The cross stroke in the second letter on
block o, £ , aeems to belong to a different period

Following this letter is vague
from the curve. Foiiowixib

trace, which may be what is left of a 9 .•p'YixvtiTpi^v steps up abruptly
fact that the of 1 t^vrj

eeeme to imply that the cutter was taking advantage
a stroke already on the atone >perhaps the ver

tical stroke of a u

As to Eubule, compare Suidas, s.v. /VeoDKop
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This Heroum waa a well known place in the time of

Thucydides, who mentions that the tyrannicides put
Hipparchua to death TTo6 |>bLT^ Aec^Kopeioi/ Koc. Xo u(ji ei/o
as he was marshalling there the Panathenaic procession.

Corpus 521, Row 8, Block a.

In my opinion, contrary to the Corpus, these two words
Ualong together. Though the eeaohd eteps down arre-
tloelly and ia on a emaller eoale, the style of the
lettering is the sane, and luite different fron that
Which follows in the same row.

Corpus 521, RO" 8, Blooks hod. ^ ^

S -̂6. |xat • . ItoTO Q f °
nar step-up-and-haok of the inscription be-The peculiar sxep

" ha due to the fact that theginning with Kocc Be due
,, 4.U Ko(.r ware added later, asfirst two words and the Hci. we

VI hlock d is clearly
4.r, What I see on dJ-ock. uOelzer suggeets. What 1

-, ++ rs do not lend them-
but, the following letters

' to the restoration suggested by the Levensohns,
J. nothing to offer

namely fe j> uoi v.Ko0
instead.

« Drtw Q Blocks h and d.
Corpus '

o+hing new to offer here.I have nothing.
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Corpus 525, Row 10, Blocks abode,

'0>-v,,j>opot"'5'i'.l Xe,^vis Gejii^os
I see faintly on the atone, what may be a <5 before

'A.6 vj a «3 . In the table at the end of the Corpus
the cross-bar of© ln06ui<§o<? is omitted, but it

is still clearly visible. I have spoken about the

character of the letters under Corpus ^18.

Corpus 524, Row 11, Blocks a b c d e.
<|> IX. «-» Bo^aTpoS

The Corpus reading is complete and correct. The let
ters are somewhat heavier and more carefully cut than
appears in the plate of the Corpus, where the 8 of
So joc-rpol ia incorrectly represented by © whereas
it should appear thus Q.

Corpus 525, ROW 12, Blo.ohs a b 2-
Mejid-rv,.; KO-Crla

The final ct of Kesri is not to he hraclceted, since it
appears on the stone. The sa.e is true of the ys of
y..-4,.duC0 . Here again the letters are souewhat
„ere caLfully out than appears in the Corpus plate.

corpus 526, ROW 15, Bloots ode.
...6

. wefore K is omitted in the Corpus. TheThe letter beio
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horizontal stroke may be accidental, and the letter

actually S , which would he more natural here as

the last letter of a proper noun in the genitive,

before the demotic.

Corpus 527, Row 14, Blocks a b.
iTvj KocT^I «/'̂ 4»iOuoc

The Corpus reading here is correct. Since Gelzer s
time the ' of and the final <x of KotToc
have been obliterated.

Corpus 528, Row 15, Blocks e f.
. . . I o<3 T

These two bloeks appear to have been criginally one
stone. The beginning of block e and the end of
hlock f are broken, while the opposite ends retain
the original finished surface. And so perhaps the
two blocks Should be reversed and the inscription
read as T

I, o S .

f'>{'1

Corpus 529, ROW 20, Block a.
ICf |5 €• 0J> s 0 £ . ••

Oo2*pus 5^0, Row 20, Block a

Aoc ^oc . •
j rj the Corpus plate

6(6 recorded on

hiofwk Also, the let-
.ring at the end of this block,appearing blocks in

o *• r-iTi pyaffBients 01
and K appear on irtig

I cannot see

a s

ters I o ?
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this row, but it is not at all clear to me that they

are parts of this inscription,

fiimAna II - Right

Corpus 551. Row 2, Blocks a b.

As can be seen in my table, the amount of space on the
block after T favors the reading of Kumanudes and Keil,
It is possible to insert in this space the.io^ sug
gested by Selser, but I do not think the cutter »ould

o hfi+wpen his OL and T had he
have allowed so much space between

+^n ho write after the T . As to Gel-four letters still to writ-

.er's objection that there is already a marble throne
assigned to the Hierophant, in the first place, the
name on the marble throne is unqualified, whereas here,
from the style of the testiges of I
conclude that the two named belong together, and in the
eecond place, this is not the solitary instance of such

We may compare with this the inscrip
r eduplicat1 on.

tions on the marble throne COorpus 265^
'Upico^ KocT, XapWucV K«. p-n;

* +ViA veT'ticSLl fS-C®

and, in Ouneua Medius, How a, on
the marble inserted in place of the pores

of corpus 560aompare Gslser^s own raster
['AcTtu.^o^

I'fJSP'.i

ii
••1#!

•iT).

• H
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with the marble throne inscription ^Corpus 275;

'̂ l£j3€oLJ<3 'AijsTSLli^oS K OS

Corpus 5^2, Row Blocks a b.

.. .0<Jlp«Tli>O<a OC. ^tr f\

Of the t^o inaorlptions above the aooond ia later,
superscribed over the first. In the Corpus reading
the final o of the second inscription is o.itted and
the first two letters of the first, r . and K . are

, • . not to be seen. I ""t understand thelikewxse no^ x-o

meaning of the note under the heading Corpus 5.^
,,.„et luae praeteres conspioiuntur in hoc lapida

, ...» for I see in the Corpus
reliqiuia^e ( Koc , oC ' , C ^ '

nroc in addition to the --, c .p»t ^ oSoctable ho K<x or oc xn i^++ers

K and K of the first inscription - contrarybetween K and ^

to the impression conveyed by the spacxng
Corpus table.

a ^=5 5 Row 4, Block h.Corpus

Is. t 03 v'r| *»
in the Corpus table are

• Th, other letters which appear
now gone.

This row is

M

4
»-• / y^i
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and consequently the following row is also incorrectly

numbered. Also, in the note under the heading Corpus

554 the (3 of KoiidOLjioS is bracketed whereas it is
perfectly visible at the end of block c. The inscrip-
is more heavily and carefully cut than appears in the

Corpus table. The inscription seems to have been
superscribed over an earlier one, for there is quite
clearly a T within the 03 of and here and
there elsewhere faint traces of letters.

« Row 5, Blocks a b (rear depressed surface;.Corpus now j, " " _ —

i'x1vj[5-3 eW»xpa^iocs

^ +v,o nn-i +ial h to warrant its beingI see enough of the xnxtiai rv
1^+0 The-rr should be bracketed

taken out of the brackets. The ti
+« fllnce the letter does not appear

in the Corpus note, sxnce

in the Corpus table.

,,6 Row 5, Elooks b o (rear depressed surface;.Corpus '

'Apxeui^o<: O'tvoti'oc^

,.7 Row 5, Block c (rear depressed surface;.Corpus

Row 6, Blocks a b.Corpus Jyo, no**
' aTT

\

i tTocXXok^i' i;°"3
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Corpus 559, Row 8, Blocks b c.

pAcpfoi^.V^sl KcoX.o^^Co^ kIccL'I
The spacing in the O.orpus table is incorrect. The
block labeled d is really part of c. Also, the
first oc on the block there labeled d does not appear

X Tbeli.GVG't ho- "fc "fch© rsstorsdactually on the stone. I believ
u. 'K K«>X,<<xdos with

KoC i' serves to connect Atj)|»o *]
- ,L, ' of Corpus 5^0»He-ricxjVrjS

.ha grounds both of spacing and of style of lettering
these are to be considered parts of a single insorap-
tlon. I see traces of a large oc over the first <t o
block c, evidence of another inscription of a dxf eren
period on the block.

^iiCi Row 8. BlockOorpus
•*.. _ —

^See notea on Corpus 559;

carpus 541. Row 8, Blcoks b o d-

'i\ tv ~ 'W e. pT IoO v' ♦} siA&rjV<X L ' ( ->

w o, Z. ~

' y .-^AOCU-[K^otra *|<p »̂ I
r j*

.. .,1 V.1 represented as cc in thej lo+'fcer of block PThe first lette i^orlptiona
+able is really a ^ .Corpus tab , letters on

•hlv not be separate, sinemay possi y ntvle to those in the
similar in size and style

^ These differ in both respects
word Aotu ,

Tro» the ietters in.Karoo

'iW'
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Oorpus 5^2, Rovir 10, Blocks a £ ^•
'AXki'cCS 'AIjTIKoo •J']
'AA^KroLS £kqctoC ^^<pi6uot Koci KOC0
U. Vr| ^OCT J I<; ]

Ao the Levensohns have also noted, the Corpus reading

omits entirely the first of these two inscriptions.
Moreover, what appears as Ka.oc in the Corpus table
is really the monogram which I have represented as ac
curately as possiblein my table. The

no longer appears on bloch =. 1 use the Corpus reading
for my restoration. I see clearly an < on block d,
so that it should be removed from the brackets. Also,

nr, / in the Corpus, plate may perfectlywhat appears as f m -tns
The other instances of the letter

well he a 6 •
iTtnn+e it is true, but the

in this inscription are lunate, at
t of the inscription may be reused. Ue maylatter part of the

osnip-ned at first only the
+ha+ to Alcia was assigneasuppose that to n • +r.

finet half of the row, the rest already belongxng
eomeone else, K<xn-i K<t

, nf 6 and explanation
mr a similar variation in type

. . i compare Cuneus I - SiS".
based on difference in perio ,

^ ^ /3' TXo^c

11 Blocks b £ d.Corpus BOW 11, B _

uTTo -



mmm

-T'.vi^fi >.v

-15-

Corpus Row 12, Block b.
A06 UI4 IO[o"] I^KOCT^ yi,^cpl<SUOC^

Corpus 545, Row 15> Block b.

LMt-peoL^l KA.6oct;^r6-3Ttv,-]9

Corpus 546, Row 14, Block b.

Row 15^ Block b

. . . oc • . OC. J TT o .

la fragment la omitted in the CorpusThis

Cuneus_ III - Right,

.=jXt,

^h7 Row 2, Block a.Corpus ^^7, "o" '

X!xe<pccL>"n<p°F®'̂ ^

xAm Row 2, Blocks _b c.Corpus 5^°> " <• '
CYi^lvi-rpiuiV

„;es in Leral respeote from that In theM, reading cartes ^ as the Initial
What is there rep

Corpus plate.

^ block h i® considerably
a cross-bar, and the hot-I see no sign of a cr

the stone. perfectly
oryst stroke looks as if ^

torn of the fir strokes
. the point of juncture of thewell be the p
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of a. cx ) "the firsli half of the letter appearing on

block a, which is now broken at this end. The wide

spacing between the V and the r| , and between the
and the t , I explain as due to the fact that

the very bad flaws - ruts - now at these points in
there at the time the inscription wasthe stone were vnere

nf a K appearing in the Corpus
cut. The veatxges oi a rv pf

X- V, wi +h the iJ , and of a letterplate in conjunction
. _ nrid of a p attached to the vjimmediately following, and ox f> (

r take to he the remalne of an earlier inscription,
out before these flaws in the hloek had beeo.e so
had due to weathering as to neeesaltato skipping over
them.

Corpus 349, ROW 5, Blocks a b o.

A ' o is Still visible on the stone,A IS STe/XiX *The s ah CrjiiThf
A the brackets. Also,

and should be removed from
the finals. appearing in m. table to belong to thrs

. aelser suggests that A.o^<.vrou wasinscriptxon. lettering

.,oa However, the faintnass of theBUpersorib . r v ion s inclines me
mnared with the firm strokes of X 1

, , ' , „ is earlier. I "e
+Vi a t /\ 1o <1> oo i/f o iJto believe that,

also faint trac ^iifferent per-
.esent an inscription of a di

which may rep .+her of the two above.
. eeems to align with neither

iod, since it

an cx at the end of block a.

j6r

i."
i',.
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Corpus 550, Row 4,, Blocks a b.

Corpus 551j Row 5, Blocks ^ £ d. kS- JL^ 5/3/

• ••oc.. • TTe \ © o o s*

1e j'oc<s Kooirp^oTTpo <|3o^ Ay^
On the basis of the verjr inaccurate rendition in the

Corpus plate, these inscriptions are incorrectly re
stored as parts of a single inscription in the Corpus.

As a matter of fact, I see at least three different
hands an the bleaks in this ro». The oC on block c
andTTeiBoSs on block d are certainly not cut by

the same hand as that which inscribed'YuV ,o(.s^
ths latter is so well out and preserved thatHowever", the ia^^e^

I am at a loss to understand why the name of the divi
nity is completely eradicated. I see therefore two
possibilities: 1) The name of the divinity may have

' on block a, which is now
preceded luVrjTrpict? '

„ern and broken. This word order would be unusua ,
» ^ r « cr In this

though paralleled by OA.[i.«v fv, •
,,,,01 and-Te.SoOv would form an entire y
separate inscription, 2) Two workmen may have been

loyed to cut theinscription. I do not thinemployed ^.,Hnitv following

•hie that the name of another divim ypossible oould have beenon block 0 or block d could
(block c) andTTEiSoos

d for the auhstltution of a. (berased lor



-18-

(block d) because of the preaence of the inscription
'̂ lej)l'<X<5 Kou|>oT-po<poU Av|Uir^-rpo"S

Which I take to be earlier, since the latter part of
' Yui>r^-rp lot^ seems to be written over the first part

' . / Ky reading of this earlier
of the word iepi<*-S •

inscription is considerably diffarant from that in the
oorpus Plata. on blocia b I saa vastigea of letters

, On block c I
after the final S of . u v| t p i<a.<s

read .00, ,notwo, . After this ^ I see Ko and
parts of two additional letters. The cx. befo
.oat assuredly is ^ part of this inscription.

potp

Corpus 552, Row 6, Block b.
Qjeeplocpopoo

Row 6, Blocks c d.Oorpus 555, «ow ,

OlVocv'0»]&l

,,,, the Levensohns in considering the space
. as due to flana in theo It/ . . • and - . - ocv wn S

^ the latter is certainly
for between o and V thestone, for ^48

Also compare the spacing
^ 1 ' , ^n the stone likewise

< , , where flaws inRow 2 Yuv^rf '

o c cur«

o<3

" / h'
• .'I

•'.'t

':7-n
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Oorpus 554, Row 7, Blocks a d. /&• 5(3^
M-rj T j3 o <; j^O e. tO

I follow here the reading in the Corpus plate, though

hesitatingly. The space on block a after l^lrj-rj>o'3

is rather small for the four letters which appear on

the plate as if inscribed on the same block. Also,

the letters elsewhere in the Corpus plates of these

theatre seat inscriptions are carelessly enough repre-

oonted to lead me to suspect that may have been

©afu , and the inscription originally

Corpus

[A.^1 0a<t[u[o<po
especially since the divinity, with the same epithet.
Is assigned a place in the row immediately below this.
Such repetition is freluont in the theatre seat assign-
ments.

^55, Row 8, Block a.

I do not see e

the Corpus.

ItherAcs-ircoV oria^l.a.,! as rendered in

,r-A Row 8. Block h.Corpus ^56, ROW o, _ ^ ' H
0€^11*®Cf

r believe that the fragments of letters I eee at the
-T of An un'^f, ^ this block, the space between 1J ^end of thi >,ri-pnre ^f

j.ere, and the space on block c
aiid the M ion +he

^ a+oration And we have a
all oonflrm my restoration.

yip"

• **•
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proximity of the same name - which occurs in the two
preceding rows. I do not sea the traces of
reported by the Leyensohns, but they may haye been
obliterated within the last two years,

Corpus 557, Row S, Block c.
o I CaJ

|6rlL2- ^13:}.

May one

Row 9, Block c.
. . . Toe y>oC Cjj- • •

• r^vintion is omitted in the Corpus.This inscripTiion

restore y.ot'.pL'df'Al'!

corpus 558, ROW 10, Blocks ^
Me '̂dCtTn 'tooToo Hy-») f «f<*•!

KoCT^ is still

the brackets;.

visible and should be remoyad from
^^<pi^uct I can no longer see.

;5«o Row n, Block a.aorpus p59> ^
TTOLpi^- • •

nining do not look to nte
dr of letters remaining

The vestige Levensohns
.w ae recorded in the Corpus.like tho conjecture is p.

A nr ^ betweenoc and iV .guess f 0^

10 Block c.
ZAO Row ^ -Corpus pou, Cr- -1 ^

Kol A''*Cp3^

2;yrcxX».7^.''Sn^ .able to me,
a ding seems more pro• The latter reading
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the letters appear to be all of one period.

Corpus ^6\f Rov; 15^ Bloc:k; 1.

*^1 €j> [a* • •

Corpus ^62, Row 14, Block a.
loo.

The eeeond ineorlptlon In thie row, as It appears in
the corpua plate, I was not able to see on the stone.

Corpus 563, Rtw )6, Block 7

This inscription is invisible to »e. However, since
evposu appears in the Corpus plate, the jo should

I . V, +v,e nnte unde
,e taken out of the brackets in the note under this
inscription.

Row 17, Blocks a b c.Corpus ''
'Ai^T»0^5*^

Ouneus IV -

,k5 ROW 4, Blocks abed.Corp^® e f r «P 1 UJ U-CX. I T-'
'Up.'oLt L PJ"*!

• - 1 • ^ rn CiA r ec

Upl CC"; L'J I- - J I ^

P disappeared, bu
The r 1 . xo warrant itsThe r 01 » j warrant xts

• , Is still Olear enough to »
OS of this wo Corpus note.

from the brackets an the Oorpubeing removed fro
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Row 5, Blocks d.

This fragment is omitted in the Oorpus, and the follow
ing row inoorreotly labeled Ordo Vin the plate, ,

Oorpus 566, Row 6, Bloohs bed. ^
LAprleu.^o^ a;<f

iry reading of block byields the same result,
as the Levensohns' reading. However, the vestiges
,ftar W on block c warrant by no means the Oorpus

+• n a<rTe/ . What appears to me to be a tprestoration oc<fTe/

b on a R , so that the levensohns' readingma^ have been a p ,

is possible. on block d. I see the cross-bar
e , omitted in the Oorpus, and also the c

lowing the second t

skv Row 7, Blocks o. d.Corpus 5° I , Jio ( >
. . . . oc I o o u s

ine restoration of'lepc-.'cc in the Oorpus note is in
, .he final . is evident, but the vestigecorrect. -l » . This

w is too far away from this
a flaw in the stone, but

• b+ be explained as due to a fmis'^ riearlY vertical
nf the two strokes is to+he first of tae

likely that this letter was anfor it to be ixb y
T am inclined to thinkFurthermore^ other

hfire but rather the ena o . C- vthe name Hades ie
^aaordlng to Pausanaas (o.25 T

name.
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I 6 U £-1/' v»0 I Tl LX 0J5 l-l/* A. I<S rj HXfeiol.

Corpus 368, Row 8, Blocks Bode.
C'AippoSi'Trjll eni Tpoetl^Ti 'Hf<xs eXl-i peoi'as ll'HlpT,s..

" C'̂ '̂ 3

The vestiges on block d are entirely omitted in the
Corpus. The levenaohns see only ic , but I find
clear traces of (i and what is obviously an ^ fol
lowing (see my table;. The position on the stone

these letters and their style, together with their
proximity to the name of the goddess in the row above,lead me to restore the inscription as"Hp^.. I agree

, nsohns in considering the Corpus restora-with the Levensohns in
ticnA..koee„s.u,v,'r. -passible on the basis 0
the existing traces of letters. My conjecture is

1 blocks d and a were originally inscribedthe two blocKs u _ „v,:if.+ ed
/ that she was later shifted

/v-innTllP' of "bVlO rO ' f
to the heginn

"Hpcct having to be sgueased in
lb nbeing ascribed to Hebe, who had alreadyfclook d then being

seated in the row above.

,69 Row 9. B—^ c

I think it pr ^^3 I have
4. -inscrip-tions on block b.separate macr f

PPPfK
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made the above restoration. Of the other I can see

clearly only
i.e. o

1 '

Corpus ^70, Row 9, Block e.

TTr-T-rrrr

O.orpus 571, Row 10, Blocks c e. ^ ^
A icot-r^ <P»6 UOC Kot". Koc 8 uuouvrj]^
LoctJ I

• - - 6 V/ o - - •

on e I aee traoea of lettera both before and
/ , and talcing spacing and size and style of

t I make the above restoration,lettering into account I make
. ^42 I do not think that Gel-

Wnr/T compare Corpus 5^2.
^ 'Oe-y».iop.'o.vdeserves mention

zer'e suggestion of a AT'
In the first place, the three letters

in the Corpus. In tn
, fnom Zlc-.tryo/ o^o.r, and in the second

-s the logical connection between the two -
, .inried meat offerings

, The Aenr>>o<popo. carrie•t.eTTaB? Herse, and
, and hi. daughters Pandrosus, Hers

for Cecrop ^.j^e
(Of. Isae. ap. Poll. 6-

, - „as the name given to one
^ /OVo <po p toL wa8 Iother hand,-re <-"S^ T f processions

Athenian festival 51 K./> oo ,
day of the Athe oionysds to that of

. . branches from the templecarried br ^ 44. plut. Thea. dZ,
(Of. Philochor. 44,

„ csfirus- NAthe.na &ci
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Oorpus 572, Row 11, Blocks bed.

Kooji o-r^ o<p oo 'a.^ Xoc, 6 j5 oo A
Since A*|U»^-Tr|'OS" appears clearly on the stone I do
not understand why this misspelling, is not retained in

the Oorpufi note on the ineoription. Also,' as appears

in my table, the size and style of the lettering in
this name are much closer to these oharaoteristlcs in
the rest of the ineoription than is shown in the Oorpus
plate.

xv:? RDw 12 , Blocks a b c.Corpus ^7?} -now

[]Ali Tp o Ko opoTp oCp oUAITtO^^

Corpus Row 12, Block d.
H

^7^ Row 15, Blocks b c.Corpus® 575# '

z7A Row l^y Block h. ,Corpus 576, ^
A>|Xoos Kai J.

(|) Xcx-ou ioo D® K- •
+he last letter of

t see cny horizontal bar m theI do not y t^ing
„d ineoription here, and thethe second 1 ,„ther than d

^ , I take the letter to ha rather
horizontal x

\

• •' f

> • ,.Tj

' ' . -6. '•

•VI ;1
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Cuneus V - Right

Corpus 577, Row 2, Block a.
Ci. . . Ot €l>' ' *I €•

There are traoae of a letter before the jr in thla in-
• and of two letters following the olscription, 8-uci yj-

These traces majr belong to an earlier insoription, but
I do not think the evidence strong enough to warrant
a capital W as appears in the Corpus test.

e

Row 5, Blocks a c.

TTois I ° "d

• .mi+ted in the text of the Corpus.This inscription is omitted

Block b is very worn, but there are faint traces o

31ook,ls longer than the two preceding and so would
•p +V»i^ Ti9.ni©» Ac'tvi9-lXy>

naturally take four letters of the
Vi+Vip diagonal stroke ox

cee faint traces of what may be the g
a f the final (lunatel J , and also vague, and of the iinai v

-I 4.+ T. hfifnre and one after the+^a-PB of a letter beforevestxges yj-

xja Row 4, Block a.Corpus p(Of Z-OcKojOou Av Ijo X€ooSj
' 1 coi> . • •

o .he name AioKX.4ou^
+ion with my restorationIn connection Diodes the son

, A gif where he mentiocompare Lyai ' ^ theatre seat may have
+he Hierophant. ine

dto a de.oendant of this man. The s.oon
;;;;;;::rcn this blook is omitted for someunknown
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reason from

plate.

the Corpus text, though it appears in the

Corpus 579, Row 5' Block h,

. . , v>T . . oc.<;

. . vT-^etlv labeled Ordo VI in the CorpusThe row is xncorrectiy

plate. The restoration given in the Corpus may he
correct. The prestiges are too worn, however, for me
to oorro.orate it, particularly in tha case of tha
second inscription.

Row 6, Block c.

... O t C3 •

omitted in the Oorpua

—, Ron 7, Blook o.
. o • V

t of Which I cae tha traces of four l.ttars.This fragment, o „ „ „late
iT.r in the Corpus plate,

is: labeled 579, illogxcally,

Corpus 5tfO, Row 8 . ..on
traces of this inacrip

I can see no

zRl Row to. Block a.Corpus ?81, Ae.pLCaocs
•So riRh*t h61*63

ta no .uaation hut that Oalsar iaThere is no h , between /\ f^-

I aaa tracaa of the diphthongsince I see

fcrf, ,
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Oorpus 5»2, Row 11, Block c.
. . . Ktf3cX M

Corpus Row 14, Blocks c d (?;.

oc«s

ot
oC«3

. any traces of a diagonal stroke on the
I do not see any

on Uoc. d. It .ay tave been there,

hnt the vertical ebrohe on bloah .-ie too .ar .ro. the
Tvi r-v for it to have formed part of thxsend of the block for xx,

+lv I do not believe the Corpusletter. Consequently I
restoration possible here.

KowlS. TWO bloohs in .iddla row.
. . .VoJ . . •

t ia also illogioally numbered, here JBJ,This fragment xs

in the Corpus plate.

Three easternmost blocks.
« z84 Row 17.Corpus 5°"^' r

, ie incorrectly labeled Ordo X,VI in the Corpus
This row xs xnivi^

plate.

_n.,neus Tl_:::_RiEtlt-

5 Blocks a ^„ Row 2, nxu _ ^

- ' 3cn

is my restoration here.
•Mf



\

-29-

•, Row 5, Block c.

• • •• •

Row 4, Blocko b c.
/\. .ocyi ot

u

)

Row 5, Blocks b c.

. . . f\ - • •

o

. v> 6 «J . V U (•?)

•Bum

'V.i.-iof. JO •.

k :• • .'il I'M , . I* •,, • I

V

: . • :,*;V
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OuneuG Medius

^ Row 2, Block

z\i:»o3 V ^

I have not found mention anywhere of this inscription.
Which 1 discovered on the depressed footrest surface
in front of this hloah, and directly behind the throne
of the priest of Dionysus Bleuthereus.

Corpus 305, Row 2, Bloct c.

i 300 faint traces of a second inscription below the
one recorded in the Corpus.

<1 nr. Us Vole Row 5Sup. Epig. Gr. no. US,

c^)
/V T| jx okjiOtT I<x S

(c ) Q I€ €oJ S
. V

cd)

^ ;7> S02'Bcl

e vi
a o «J

Xocp Too v*

+ he found on two marWe blocks
These inscriptions are to

i d in this row to replace the poros. alonginserted In t .^ontal sur-

t vertical surface, just below t
at pnopen. lu several respects I fiuiface of the sea P .e„entum Inaccurate.

»e nub-lished in the Suppla»athe reading as pub ,„3oription (a),
, I see no 5 in ' tfeu. 5 ofFirst, J-

I
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though this may have disappeared within the last few,

years. Second, inscription (b) is more fully pre

served than appears in the Supplementum - oo of

and-roou of being visible on close

scrutiny. These letters show that the inscription

was so cut that the right and left margins of the row

are in alignment. Therefore I consider the Koof
restored between f.o" and Supple
mentum entirely superfluous. In the third place, my
reading of inscription (c) is luite different from
that listed in the Supplementum. Finally, the note

j.r, +r,a +Via-fc four inscrip'tions, of
in the Supplementxim states th

were cut along this surface.which one has perxshed,
+ ^/an q nreaei'ved seems to me

•n/r raf +he inscrxptxons preset voviThe spaoxng, ot t,ne xxx x-

to indicate that only the tM.2 extant were out Here,
inscription (b) occupies approximately egual space

s f the first and the beginning of the se-on the end of the ixrsc,
V, n nne examines the upper horx-

cend block. Also, when one e
J 4.v,o rear, two symmetrxcaliy

aontal surface, toward the re ,
s icks in the stone are visible, the one approplaced nxcks inscription (a),

tclv 55 After the last letter o
.. distance before the

the other approximately the same distan
beginning of inscription (c).

zo4 Row 11, Blocks ?
aorpws

^His inscription is no ^-

« 505, HOW 14, Block

8
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Ouneus I - Left

Row 2, Block a.

A. . .

3 oc Erf 1 X € CO

The A is smaller and of a different style from the
other tTTo letters, and so I take it to be part of a
different inscription. Boo «• Xeon ^ I restore,
although he is assigned a marble throne, on the

^ , Which appears directly be-analogy of ^^lo^?06o'~> }

hind the chair of the priest of Dionysus Eleuthereus
Here may the King Archon have sat at a different
period - the location is not far from that assigned

+ht> marble seats, namely, Ouneus IIhim from among the mar Die « .

Ij ©if'b •

Row Block a.

nf the same ascription in
Per the possible recurrence of

. „„ -T* nearby rowssuccessive or ne«.i

these theatre seats.

dence throughout^0 have evi

*06 Row 11* Blocks ?Corpus puo,
• +ion is not visible to me.

This inscription is

Corpus ^07. Row 11* Blocks a h.

in the case of

/V I0 o l^^TTco-i^ O-

jjQj.0 again, us

the spelliwS'

, why correct
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Gorpus 5^^> Row l5. Block h.

... eiTot - « •

Here I see an 6 before the letters recorded in the
Corpus plate.

Guneus II - Left

Row 2, Blocks a h.
LX .

1
'A € • •

<|> {^< /V.^1 Uo^>'o s
Ic.€ |» OUv/ rjT^ 44 o ® )

zAo Row 5. Blocks aGorpu® ?09>

Tr • •
. . . . oc I • • •

xv, «tvle of lettering here is differentI believe the style o
^ +v,« inscriptions being separated,enough to warrant the

;^10 Row 4, Blocks a b.Corpus '
A'vt \ koC,^3

1 'A,-.-riR is shown, yei
in the Corpus plate only AtT.K

. - is given, without bracketsthe tenfArr.woo -

around the final diphthong. I see
h but not the u.
^ f

\

C^)

(^)
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15. Fourth block from the east.

. • OL • •

I find no mention eleewhere of this letter.,.

,7. Fragment of bloek in middle of row.

, t

Ouneus III - Le^l_

Row 2, Block a.

. . <X • •

r find no mention elsewhere of this letter.

Xi A- Row 5j Blocks ?Corpus

• +-ir>n is not visible to me.This inscrxptxon xs

Row 11, Blocks a c d e.
i . . oc . - • - • - ^

Od a> . - . •

' __o^u6_iT_:U^e£L-

+WO easternmost.
o « 7 Blocks - the twoCorpus J12, Ru" ,

/\oC

Mlenow. The row is inoorraotly
Only^ei 1= Tlsibl®

. VTTI in the Corpus plate,labeled Ordo VHi

V

•H'-

, -m
"" ' • 1r

A"


