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I am now engaged, &8 Fellow of the American School

of Glasggical Studies at Athens, in writing & p&per

on the seating arrangements in the Theatre of Dion-

ysus in Athens. The toplc was suggested to me by

Mr. Oscar Broneer. The following notes on the in-
seats are sub-

gcriptions on the ordinary theatre

mitted to the editor of the Corpus in accordance
with a suggestion very kindly made by Mr. Sterling

Dow of the American School. I wish to thank him

for his interest.




The following notes are based on my personal obser-

vations of the inscriptions on the ordinary .theatre seats

in the Theatre of Dionysus in Athens. These observations

are recorded om the accompanying transcription where I

have set down, to seale, all those marks - and only those

marks - which I am honestly convinced that I can see and

of which I am equally sure that they are parts of im-

scriptions and not weather marks, flaws in the stome, or

traces of uncounted generations of feet. I made my own

ohservations hefore consulting the tables at the end of

Volume III of the Corpus or the notes in the papexr em-

titled "A Catalogue of the Inscriptions now on the South

8lope of the Aeropolis,” by Mitchell and Ethel Levensohn.

Whem I used the Gorpus for comparison of my re-

e of earlier investigators I found the

sults with thos

arrangemnent theréin irritatingly inconvenient in several
respects, and so to facilitate consultation I should

suggest first of all that the inscriptions now listed on
pages 86 and 87 of the Corpus e grouped under headings
eus in which they &re to be found.

giving the cun
it would be helpful

after each Corpus number,
£ the row and +he stome oOT

e variant readings,

Second,
gtones

to find the pumber O
wherever there &r

Third,
| T& AL included in the no

in the roWw.

d be more accessib

tes

they Woul




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 CQorpus, I suggest that & more convenienmt

arrangéhent is that which I have followed, hased on a
schematized plan of each cuneus &b observed from the or-

T should label each inscription

chestra. Here, too,

as to Corpus number, IOW, and block.




Cuneus I - Right

Corpus 313, Row 2, Block b. 16 1™ 5093

‘ep\gag ‘HXTou
{

This inscription is nisleadingly 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. T believe my transcription

corroborates Gelzer's suggestion that the inscrip-

tion is entirely separate and distinct from the fol-

Noteworthy also 1is the fact

lowing (Corpus 314).
that the upper line is exactly centered, both on the

block and in the row. Consequently it seems to me
now vanished, origi-

probable that an inscription,

nally existed to the leftlof SHSE balancing 314.

Corpus 314, Row 2, Blocks b and ¢.

7
Z&lcthJccyu

discerned by Gelzer &bove Aiovicou

The word c!eféws P
The fact that the A appears

has vanished completely.

4 of block b seems to m

followed his neme on

e to indicate that

on the en

e epithet‘of Dionysus

block ¢.




Corpus 315, Row 3, Blocks a b ¢ d.

ET]?»D]‘\&?ﬁ v ZlelpaecTys] Av [Tlwvias

< e 3
This reading accounts for the fragment of & letter

which I see on block & before those recorded in the

Corpus tables, and interprets the last letter visi-

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

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

nand half of the letter should be completely worn

away when that part of the stone is sheltered by

its proximity to the base which is here set upon the
geat 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  amd  ( GE
bloeck 4. 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

E;el3cz6'rﬁ
&PX) efe(; c , however

the initial fragmentar

And there too she has & priest

- rather than priestess. I

y letter does not

howevekl,
belong to the reat of the inscription Wwhy not restore

the latter 28
f\er'fi[dl

equire the unusual term

Zlc [pasTis] AvElwvies

Bea ?

rather than ¥




Corpus

Corpus 318, Row 5,

Corpus 316, Row 4, Blocks a b e.

c ’,
\ < ’ 3 s , il : Bl
€pras EsTias €T AKfo'WoXeL Ka i /\8\‘310(.% Kool ool

The final & of this inscription is so close to the

end of the block that I do not bheliewe a S wa s

ever squeezed in. The Corpus, however, records it

and without brackets, though it does

on page 86,

not appear in the tables.

317, Row 4, Block b.
¢)elﬁ-€tV<>u

The Levensohns have incorrectly copied both the Cor-

pus reading and that in A.M. XIV, p. 321, The

marks extant on +the stone seel to me to fawvor the

A,M., reading.

Blocks a P_ c. IGJIZ S09%

< , e 7 7

Eeé o poOLS [5 XJL4> S GatLLlécsg
Rl i .

I agree with the Levensohms 1n restoring XJAJanG on

the basis of the marks

ClaiY suggestion that two se

on the stone, and also in

parate divi-

regard to th
ies nmay be meant. But their statement that the

nit
1so of Demeter Chloe and Ge Th

priestesses a emis

nhad seats next to each other" is inaccurate, for

Ge Themis 18 Qggigg Demeter Chloe. Also I do not
their suggestion of an analogous gepa -

believe that
ration tn Corpuf 587, Row 10, holds, for that in-

N

B

A0
ke

3




scription is all of & piece whereas here the word

ig in a different style of lettering from the rest of

the inscription and so may belong to a different per-

iod, perhaps originally preceded byr\e‘)v’las Aﬁ\“\"’POQ

for which there is room in the space now occupied by

e 4
Er6q¢éf0ts{3.
Corpus 319, Row 0, Blocks a b c.

[Elpleln¢spers ﬁ BE RNk

as the Levensohns point out,

: 16 IL% S04
Buixs] £V V\UFajjcj

It is true, that the
initial B of EX }Leleu{d..g

if we are to suppose the space

Quio and £1) there is

is completely invisible

now. However, suf -

ficient for a S between Eller
no .reason Why an € may not have existed in both the
t and the second syllables of E1AE! eu;ocg .

firs
and € curve to disappear mnay

The tendency of this S
ed in the fact that since Gelzer
in the word (E\:év].iaéf

ig time it has

be notic
o)S.

been effaced in two places

gorpus 520, Row 7, Blocks b and ¢.
YopvnTorV IRt

This is &ll that we can consider definitely to be part

ption. The farther along on block

e step-down is consilderée
in the first

of one inscri
belong, though th

ble,

c may

corresponding ~up after the ¢

to the step

word .




Corpus 320, Row 7, Blocks a b c d.

["E]? [6j-yl+.f;<5]f>ots [(3’ EC}] Poé;\.[f‘lqj N[L;]i.lf'l‘;

The vestiges

have not to my knowledge been recorded by anyone be-

In the tables at the end of the Corpus the

fore.

w of NO V4Pq§'is incorrectly placed at the end

)
of hlock ¢, wherea&s it occurs at the beginning of

)
block d. I restore EAJ{aoLlﬂr; for the following

reasons: From the marks on the stones(3°~J)~ seems
certain. The cross stroke in the second letter on

block ¢, (i , seems 1o belong to & different period
from the curve. Following this letter is a vague

trace, which may be what is To £t of elrSHe The

: : i
fact that the of Y%,qu-r}:nu)v steps up abruptly
seems to imply that the cutter Was taking advantage

of a stroke already on the stone - perhaps the ver-

tical gtroke of & u
8.V Aswﬂéfnov

As to Fubule, compare guidas,

|6 > Stoo

of the letters through the n of Ebpoulflq



This Heroum was a well known place in the time of

Thucydides, Wwho mentions that the tyrannicides put

Hipparchus to d

ag

Corpus 321, Row 8, Block &.

'O)\» PlO(.‘S :‘E.?r’la,g
In my opinion, contrary to the Corpus, thes

belong together.

maller scale, the style of the

tically and is on & 8

lettering is the same, and quite diffe

which follows in the same Irow.

Corpus 321, Row 8, Blocks b & d.

Ko O _[vfmo‘uv.q ‘.Ao:n-tc‘_]vc‘n) Ckod Kot T o (p'yll(FIG (o
TS --e-‘.&a,. . kol o] etuwog‘rfvégl
—and-hack of the insecripti

The peculiar step-up
e Pact that the

h Ha.;, may be due to th

ginning wit
were added later, as

pirst two words and thet{af
What 1 see OR block d is clearly

Gelzel suggests.
the following letter

n suggeated by the Le

g do not lend them-

'r;"c; , but
gelves to the restoratio

I have nothing to offer

name 1y refrawko& .

instead.

Corpus 322, pow 9, Blocks B and d.

e nothing new to of fer here.

I hay

eath Mo pOLT & Aewﬁéftup/Kalvaeva

ne was marshalling there the Panathenaic procession

|6 IL> Stol

e two words

Though the gsecond steps down erra-

rent from that

7 /
looAtas

on be-

vensohns,




S

'Okv] <}>o?o["fs} ?,-] ,Aeqv&s @é\uéos

I see faintly on the stone. what may be a 'S before

3 ~
Aew]\)d.g In the table at the end of the Corpus

the cross-bar of © in Géliuéos is omitted, but it

is 8till clearly visible. I have spoken about the

character of the letters under Corpus 318.

Gorpus 324, Row 11, Blocks 2 b c d e.

¢|’I\J:T‘—-“Yl; leérllou Guaa-rpés
eading is complete and correct. The let-

The Corpus I
11y cut than

ters are gomewhat heavier and more carefu
appears in the plate of the Corpus, where the g ot

s is incorrectly represented by @ whereas

/
Gm)yovrfo
it should appe&ar thus G.

Gorpus 325, RoW 12, Blocks & b c.

MeyisTys Koo [l o ()bn<)>lEG] nios

o is not to he bracketed, since it

The final & of RaT
The same 18 true of the V' of

appears on the stone.

%q¢16?a §

11y cut than appears in the Cor

Here again the letters are somewhat
pus plate.

more carefu

Blocks ¢ d e.
e K€+u).;]eev
§<x A,ﬁ pros
ted in the Corpus.

Qorpus 526, Row 13,

er before K is omit The

The lett




horizontal stroke may be accidental, and the letter

actually S , which would be more natural here as

the last letter of a proper noun in the genitive
o 2
before the demotic.

Row 14, Blocks & b.
Mey s 1 s) Ko ol kfhflctnG wa

Since Gelzer's

Corpus 327,

The Corpus reading here is correct.

time the ¢ of M 5316 T'YIQ and the final o of HG.TOZ

have been obliterated.

Corpus 328, Row 15, Blocks e £f.

- lo6 TP o-{‘z
These two blocks appear to have been originally one

the end of

stone. The beginning of block e and

block £ are broken, while the opposite ends retain
iginal pinished surface. And so perhaps the

the or
rsed and the inscription

two blocks should be reve

S

read a8 TFo{g- 5 o)

Corpus 329, Row 20, Block 2.
‘lei>éoos Ble i
gorpus 330, Row 20, Block a.
Doyoc. . - -
e the 616 Fecorded on the TeFpHE plate

I eannot 8€
Also, the let-

ecaring &t the end of this block.

tg of bloeks in

and K appear on fragmen
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this row, but it is not at all clear to me that they

are parts of this inscription.

Cuneus LI - Right

Corpus 331, Row 2, Blocks & b.

lepopauDATiou] L'ARTES [vdpev]  K....

1 As can be seen in 1y table, the amount of space on the

|
bloek after T pavorse the reading of Kumanudes and Keil.

Tt s possible +to insert in this space the 1dos sug-

' gested by Gelzer, but I do not think the cutter would

e allowed so much space petween his o« and T had he

ite after the T

hav
As to Gel-

four letters still to wr

zer's objection that there is already a marble throne

ned to the Hierophant, in the first place, the
e thronme is unqualified,
£ ,Aleg&.vé’)oo i

and in the

asslg
whereas here,

name on the marbl

Prom the style of the veatiges O

conclude that the two named belong together,

this is not the solitary in

e with this the inserip-

gstance of such

second place,

reduplication. We may compalr

ns on the marble throne (Corpus 265)

tio
< 74 20 L - -~ 7 e~ (4
\e?ewc Aa—‘\‘apu Kout Xdocpr'rwv Kat ngqs
and, in Cuneus Medius, Row 5, on the yerkical face of
blocks

the marble snserted in place of the poros
ritilou X.mP:TwV

own restorationm of Corpus 360

(le[?éw{l JAN

p&r@ Gelzer‘s

Lipa

Also com

é?!gog K‘huka1ﬂ:éog
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with the marble throne inscription (Corpus 2)73) )

c Z 2 7 !
1€fiws AfTE%Lugos l‘ﬁwkoon/uSos
Corpus 332, Row 3, Blocks & b

.a|PITxéog x Y T)o

Of the two inscriptions above the seccond is later,

gsuperscribed over the first. In the Corpus reading

the final © of the second inscription is omitted and
he first, (¢ and K , are

2

the first two letters of 17

likewise notb +o0 be seen. I do not understand the
meaning of the note under the neading Corpus 332

n___et quae praeteres conspiciuntur in hoc lapide
reliquiae { Ka , , Res 75 Dorsiagioe in the Corpus

tothe--.alf(fléosci

table no Ko or & in addition
Also note that there is space for at least fiwve letters

K and W of the first i contrary

nescription -

between
to the impression conveyed by the spacing in the

Corpus table.

Row 4, Block D.
bs:é:v/q';

g which appeal in the ©

corpus 333,

orpus table &re

The other letter

now gone.

us 334, Row 5, Blocks & b &
\4&16&190§]A

table,

Corp

(Pdrqc Kd?’ZeFNGTOG

[<l]e?s,w< ee&§
ongly labeled ordo V

T in the Corpus




and consequently the following row is also incorrectly

numbered. Also, in the note under the heading Corpus

4 &
3%4 the 6 of Ko“o(x_?oS is bracketed whereas it is

perfectly visible at the end of block e. The inscrip-

is more heavily and carefully cut than appears in the
Corpus table. The inscription seems to have been

superscribed over &n carlier ome, for there is quite
< V4
clearly a 7 uwithEmEunalcomcos Peopns and here and

+here elsewhere faint traces of letters.

Corpus 335, RoW 5, Blocks & b (rear depressed surface).

%\[ﬁ)fo<§{‘flflE§] ZEEF]‘TW“XU(C‘S

I see enough of the initial A to warrant its being

The Tr should be bracketed

taken out of +he brackets.

in the Corpus note, since the letter does not @ppear

in the Corpus table.

6, Row 3, Blocks b ¢ (re&r depressed surfacej.

Corpus 35
'Af-r'ekugoq Ol v i xs

Block ¢ (rear depressed surfacej.

Tpos UQ‘X,E1f0L$]

Corpus 337, RoW S5,

ol

Blocks & Db.

38, Row 6,
Kdvn‘Pc’/FO'g i

Corpus J
airo Mo A Ladt Lovl
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Corpus 339, Row 8, Blocks Bic.

[quiaoé>ﬁTnS] ‘Acul,nié Los Rldjifl

The spacing in the Corpus table is incorrect The

block labeled d is really part of c. Alaso. the
— ’

first o« on the block there labeled d does not appear

I believe that the restored

actually on the stone.

K1 serves Lo connect jAcfrogt’qu lew’céos -with

of Corpus 340, and that on

V\SWTVZRG.,F‘E1‘1J)V-75
the grounds both of spacing and of style of lettering
these are to be considered parts of a single inscrip-
traces of a large ot over the first o

I see
nscription of & different

tion.

block ¢, evidence of another i

period on the block.

Row 8, Bloeck c.

Corpus 340,
7'\6-11/&:; He [Tlt;JV'rIS]

{See notes on Corpus 339)

Row 8, Blocks b ¢ d.

Corpus 541:
~ , él
D<]<11W1 q;7<P,61;a,/\d;%| LoV
PO ML s e Lps g Si
r %.l o 'rla.
The first letter of black d, represented ag o im the
jg really a v These inscriptions

Corpus table,
g on

aibly not be separate,
in size and style t
r in both respects

gince the let el

o those in the

block &
) These diffe

word /\a,Yl ncSt,ou

(7
Prom the letters im . KoeTol <PV](PI6Y0L.




Corpus 343,
A(X;éaai.l.f]ag Tﬁ[c;] N‘Vl[cs-rllou]

Ly

Corpus 342, Row 10, Blocks & ¢ d.

2 4 »
AAxixs AFTikoD 27
2
AL Kias [Kd:r&, “
16 Ut = ) ¢
quu¢f]w %1? ! 'Bdlee it
l Y p Lg»]

As the Levensohns have also noted, the Corpus reading

omits entirely the Pirst of these tWo inscriptions.

Moreover, what appears as Koot in the Corpus table

gram which I have represented as ac-
7
The word Y7 P9 Hok

I use the Corpus reading

is really the mono
curately as possiblein my table.

no longer appears on block ¢.

T @eoe cleaply &m ¢ ol block 4,

for my restoration.
so that it should be removed from the brackets. Also,
what appears &s (q in the Corpus plate may perfectly
The other instances of the letter

well be & 6

nate, it is true, but the

in this inscription are 1u

the inscription may be reused. We may

latter part of
e that to Alcia was assi

the rest already belongin

suppos gned at first only the
first half of the row,
7 ~ 2 ¢
KoLT 4
o ?ﬂ?léwaalKaGLﬁonqr.
and explanation

g to

gomeone else,

milar yariation in type of 6

For a 8i
pased on gifference 1in period, compare cuneus I - Right,

Row 2
‘Ef"*l‘f"'r"""P' XAdqs BEpides

gow 11, Blosks [ugd d.
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Corpus 744 P’ ROW 12, BlOCk b.
/\GU|él’O (V) 4
i l l KoLlToL S&V] (V3 l

Corpus 345, RoWw 15, Block b.

[ epéa{[ V\leot,[YfejT[,ﬂ <

Corpus 346, RoW 14, Block b.

< ’ .
llelplsics NDrvovof6ou]

Row 15, Block b.

NGOG T OGS ITTRO NI

This fragment 18 omitted in the Corpus.

_Cuneus TIE = Rights

Corpus 347, Row 2, Block &.

iTecP“[?ﬂ(Pc;Fou]

Corpus 348, RoW 2, Blocks P &
[—(YV]V*,Tlex) <1>n,\,|§.'ou
My reading yvaries 1in several pespects from that in the
resented &8 the initial

What is there ¥eP

Corpus plate.
y closer to the ed

ock h is considerabl

ge of

o6 om DL
and the bot -

the stone- T gee no sign of & cross-har,
irst gtroke looks &8 if it ma&y perfectly
o middle gstrokes

the point of juneture of the W




=4 (G=

of a u th i
, 3 e first half of the letter appearing on
black &, which is now broken at this end The wide

spacing between the v and the @, ana. betmeenit e

0 and the T , I explain as due to the fact that

the very bad flaws - ruts - now at these points in

the stone were there at the time the inscription was

K appearing in the Corpus

cut. The vestiges of &

plate in conjunction with the vV , and of a letter

and of & F attached to the ﬂ

immediately following,

to be the remains of an earlier inscription,

I take
in the block nad beeome 80

cut hefore these flaws

eathering as to necessitate skipping over

had due to W

them.
6 H25029 "

Corpus 349, Row 3, Blocke & BuE:

DAplnlTees xxﬁ'ﬂﬁ lefe]as
The s in A;”A.rl-rros— is still visible on the stone,

hould be removed from t
g in my table to belon

/7
hat Ato¢av Fou wWas

lettering

he brackets. Also, I take

and 8
g to this

the finalas appearin

Gelzer suggests

the faintness of the

of X_,xo'rlg ineclines me
I see

inscription.

However,

superscribed.

compared with th

that l_\toci;o’ov-rou
£ an o at

e flrm strokes
ig earlier.

to believe
lock &,

int traces o the end of b
ent an inscription ©
ign with neither of t

also fa
fa different per-

he two above.

which may repres

jod, since it seens to &l




Corpus 351, Row 5,

L7

Corpus 350, Row 4,.Blocks a Db.

l6f>hms F%‘g E)[g}ah§<3g]

Blocks b ¢ d. 2 Jih G 2

(4 ’
Y"ilv"’le’IQ(-s o b e o o). © ‘Tr€\90‘:'$'
[e\er]l’ds Kouﬂ ]DT O, Al
| f' f <i>ou "1‘:{4"]1'?°31
On the basis of the very inaccurate rendition in the
Corpus plate, these inscriptions are incorrectly re-
stored as parts of & single inscription in the Corpus
Ag a matter of fact, I see at least three different

+he blocks in thisl row. The « on block ¢

hands on
on block d are certainly not cut by

andjTetsoas

the same hand as that which insc
s so well cut and preserved t

name of the Glatayil =

: ‘v -
ribed n?irrr?r¢s_
hat

However, bthe latter 3
a loss to understand why the

I am at
I see therefore two

nity 1s completely eradicated.

possibilities: 1) The name of the divinity may have

on block &, which is now

rd order would be unusual,

In this

2

(v ’
prec,eded. lulJVy"rf; LaL s
worn and broken. This Wwo
eled by ,OLP{O(S :erly’la_g s

though parall
d form an entirely

and ‘TrE\eo::g woul
2) Two workmen n&y hav

I do not think it

case X
e been

geparate jnscription;

ut theinscription.

other divinity following

employed to ©

e that the name of an

possibl
uld have heen

block ¢ or block d €0
(block &) and We1BoUs

< v
LKS on
Y?qu1'r Lo $

the substitution of &

erased for




8=

(block d) because of the presence of the inscription

c ’
lqnas KOUFOTPé?OU Aﬁ?ﬂrfog
| ?hich I'taFe to be earlier, since the latter part.of
Yf‘v’rrf'c‘g seems to be written over the first part
of +the word ie§>ﬁxg My reading of this earlier
inscription is considerably different from that in the
On block b I see vestiges of

On block ¢ I

Corpus plate, letters

after the final S Of(YuUVITrrdg ¢
|

After this s I see Ko and

read las , not Vus .

The o before .. °TP°,‘P°§

parts of two additional letters.

most assuredly is not part of this inscription.

Corpus 352, Row 6, Block b.
966 (o) o’ o Y
SEE LS,

Corpus 353, Row 6, Blocks ¢ d.

SRl
‘le E?1ﬁ¢‘

he Levensohns in conside
c as due to flaws i

Oivav 8xls]
T agree that t ring the space
Ozd--- and...&vgq n the

between
n © and Vv the letter

is certainly

stone, for betwee
¢ not 7 A1so compare the spacini in Corpus 348
RoWw 2“(“V'rrf’;bv , Where flaws in +he stone likewise
' i

‘ ocecul «




S §-78

Corpus 354, Row 7, Blocks a d. |6 L% 5134

M'rl'rf)\o% [@6&31}]
I follow here the reading in the Corpus plate, though
hesitatingly. The space on block a after MayTpes
is rather small for the four letters which appear on

the plate as if inscribed on the same block. Also
2

the letters elsewhere in the Corpus plates of these

theatre seat inscriptions are carelessly enough repre-

sented to lead me to suspect that Oedv may have been

and the inscription originally

aqlprpes Ocsplopdyas]

with the same epithet,

GQ“A 4

especially since the divinity,
n the row immediately below -this.

is assigned a place i
eat assign-

Such repetition is frequent in the theatre s

ments.

Row 8, Block &.

1_1. S

ther Ao wV ©OF SaviwY as rendered in

corpus 353,

I do not seé el

the Corpus.

6, Row &, Block _1_‘.7_..
[jk]1at1q14rfos C)GGilﬁ"[%“;f°uq

re I see at the

Gorpus 39

hat the fragments of lette
{4
ce between T of R

¢ hefore Mot fa‘u

T believe t
£ this plock, the spa

end ©
and the space on block

and the U here,
rm my restoration. And we have a8lso t he

all confi




s

' g

o
T s

o)

proximity of the same name - which occurs i e W

preceding rows.

reported by the Levensohns, but they na§ have been

rated within the last two years.

¢ 1L GI3F

oblite
Corpus 357, RoW 8, Block ¢c.
Mo ?abw’
__________ , (RomEd, Block ¢
o 454 i oc CDIOCRKPR
May one

This ijnscription is omitted in the Corpus.

restofe [KOL]VT’&. @ <x,’<P[|6 110(] ?

corpus 358, RoW 10, Blocks & b.

Meyts [Tns)| WoeTo Co¢rprsux]

1 wvisible and should be removed from

Kd.Tc’x. i1g stil

the brackets. fﬁ?tﬂua T can no longer BeS,
Corpu® 559, Row 1ot Block &.
Tﬂx?x/..

s remaining do not leok e ma

estige® of letter

orded in the Corpus.

The V
The Levensohns

1ike thos® rec

or VY petweenoc and 3/ - My conjecture is

guess ¢

R‘Ow 12, BlOGk E.

Gorpus 360,
[K&]katv|§[p]§
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Walafun 1S

geems more probab since

le to me,

The latter reading

I do not see the traces Qf eeo’lqoc‘:éfou
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the letters appear to be all of one period

61. Row 13, Bloek Sl&

r|érqfas]. ik R

Corpus 3

Corpus 362, RoWw 14, Block 2.

>
lou .

The second inscription in this rzow, &8 it appears in

I was not able to see on the stone.

the Corpus plate,

Corpus 363, RoW 16, Block 7

This inscription js invisible to me. However, since
appears in the Corpus plate, the‘L

ts in the note under this

e”f’o" f-‘ should
be taken out of the bracke

inscription.

Blocks & b ¢&.

—

Corpus 564, Row 17,
7\1JTW<;)<?lJ

guneus IV - Right

365, RoW 4, Blocks 2 b & 4.

v < 4
'leP|<p§ Eepr]ixs L°P
has entirely disappeared,
t0 warrant its

Corpus
]cuﬁux;uad

P of (Pwt»ouun) put the
q is still clear enough

ets in the Gorpus note.

The
w eof this worxr

qd from the brack

being remove
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Row 5, Blocks b d.

Ry e
i il I NS ?]cx{ﬂ T
and the follow-

This fragment is omitted in the Corpus
20

ing row incorrectly labeled Oordo V in the plate

Corpus 366, Row 6, Blocks b ¢ an
> / ’
LA 1 g o
P _le‘uéo% €V 1@ - .- - - - [éo&]é[oj?orou 8;4. Teip
Iy reading of block b yields the same result, "'Grléos [aret]
However, the vestiges

as the Levensohns' reading.

after €2 on block ¢ warrant by no means the Corpus

What appears to me to be a ¢

restoration X&T €l
so that the Levensohns' reading

may have heen & P 5
is possible. on block d, I see tne cross-bar of the
firet € omitted in the Corpus, and also the ¢ foll s

lowing the gecond €&

Corpus 367, RoW 7, Blocks & dis

‘---d-ugous

n of(\ef<3:q- in the Corpus note is in-

The restoratio
correct. rhe final ¢ is8 evident, but the veastige
far away from this ¢ This

is too
w in the stone,

read &8 a
but

ned as due to & fla

s too nearly vertical

might be explal

the first of the tWO gtrokes 1

to be 1ikely b

hat this letter wa&s an O

for it
I am inclined to think that we have not
ome other

Furthermore:

des

nere but rather the end of 8
Brolaﬁ"u.n) & 3_,‘)

the name Ha
5.2) A

According to Pausanias (6,&

name .
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Corpus 368, Row &, Blocks b ¢ d €.

[A?Poél'ﬁ*ﬂ? ’GHITFOOY_U_,‘,) q\'\?as ,ellc 'ile\ll,d-sEH]pf‘s
Las]y Je

The vestiges on block d are entirely omitted in the

Corpus. The Levensohns 8e€¢ only y¢ , but I find

clear traces of (3 and what is obviously an v  fol-

lowing (see ny table). The positiom on the stone

of these letters and their style, together with their
proximity to the name of the goddess in the row above,
restore the inscription aqu{31$ ,

ring the Corpus restora-

lead me to I aigree

with the Levensohns in conside

poxs impossible on the basis of

tion N €u Ko Bexs Zw'r-r(

ting traces of letters. My conjecture is that

the exis
the two blocks d andaoilc s originally insecribed
that she was later shifted

J

’A?Fogﬁnr;gvrTfaafas

g of the row,

+he last two letters before

to the beginnin

‘ﬁifas having to be squeezed in above or beloW, and
q4 then being ascribed to Hebe, who had alresdy

block

been sooted in the row above.

Blocks b ¢ d.

Corpus 369, RoW 95

[ eﬁ](— [xs ’A(‘)f-l

ak it probabl

[plely NGpé 1S

atiges of tWo

oE§:T1q§ “wau§ﬁ
e that there are V€

of the one I have

I thi
separate jnseriptions on bloek b.
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mede the above restoration. 0f the other I can see

clearly only
. 6

Corpus 370, Row 9, Block e.

“HEns

Corpus 371, RoW 10, Blocks ¢ &.

Aermvloddpofis KaTx $v préu N sl
[xtTiCu Etj] B Ak s s S

SRCE Sl (@) o = c

ee traces of letters both before and

On block e I 8
d size and style of

and taking spacing &n

after (' b
T make the above restoration.

into account

lettering
I do not think that Gel-

For [  compare Corpus 342.
2 /
O )= 76 optoisdeserves mention

1g suggestion of €V
i the JorpUue. In the first place,
from Aen‘ﬁ‘doiﬁ o'f oSy and in the gecond
1 connection between th

zer
the three letters

are too far
nhat is the logica e two

place, ¥
offerings

The Ae:‘lTxJo(P.o’Fo. carried meat

g and his daughters

terms?
pandrosus, Herse, and

for Cecrop
6. VOBY: On the

(Cf. Isae. ap. Poll.
given to one

Aglaurus.

r hand, Ta ‘O6 XO P
thenian Pegtival Z Kipx

é,: .o was the name
when processions
yaus to that of

ete.)

othe
day of the A
ranches from bt
(Cf. PhilochorX.,

he temple of Dion

carried b
bk s piut, Thea. 2a,;

na Selirns.

Athe
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Corpus 372, Row 11, Blocks b c d
Kooro‘t‘fto'?ou ’e‘§ 'A ;\.o(.t’) A’
= b X Fou v”,urt"i\'?og
ince u 2
q] ﬂTrf°9 appears clearly on the stone I do

not understand why this misspelling is not ;étained i
: in

the Corpus note on the inscription. Also, as appear
3 8

in my table, the size and style of the lettering in

e are much closer to these characteristics in

this nam
the rest of the jnseription than is shown in the Corpus

plate.

Row 12, Blocks & b ¢.

Corpus 373,
[AYH""]TPQ‘S:J HKO“OPOTPO/?OU ,Atxzxa[__llocg—_l

Gorpus 374, Row 12, Block d.
[ 9
H (31‘9

Corpus 379, Row 13, Blocks b c.
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corpus 376, Row 14, Block b.

«le_?r,locg /\r'ToSs KOL\, 'Ar['re,tjugog—]
C,)}\.ot-ou.iab Tist AR
n the la. gt letter of

ee any nhorizontal bar i
gtroke being

on here, and the first

T do not 8
e rather 2/ thancs

econd jnseripti

the 8
take the letter to b

horizontal I
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Cuneug V - Right

Corpus 377, Row 2, Block a.

LopEV {2

There are traces of & letter before the iz in thissins

geription, and of two letters following the 2/

These traces may belong t

+hink the evidence 8str

o an earlier- inscription, but

I do not ong enough to warrant

capital MVl as appears in the Corpus text.

a

Row 5, Blocks & C.

Mos[e1dwvos]|

tion is omitted in the text of the Corpus.

This inscrip
e are faint traces of

Block b is very worn, but ther

s where one would expect to find

letters in the place
Block ¢ is longer than the two preceding and so would

ers of the name. Actually, I

naturally take four lett

g of what may he the diagonal stroke of

gee faint trece
and of the pinal (lunatej § and also vague

the v/
re and one after the 2/

ges or & letter bhefo

vesti
corpus 379, Row 4, Block &.
4 ’
Z.a;Kc>Po|J lB\[é\ﬂ)“equsj
7] cow .«

V4
y restoration of the name DioKAEOVS

ions piocles

e seat may have

nnection with o
g 6,54, where he ment
The theatr

In co
the son

compare Lysif

of Zacorus, the Hierophant,
pis man. The second

o & jescendant of %

gaigned t
k 18 omitted Por someu

n this bloec

been &
nknown

inscription o
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reason from the Corpus text, though it appears in the

plate.

Corpus 379, Row 5, Block b.

---Tr?‘:té.. 4
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The row is incorrectly labeled ordo VI in the Corpus

plate. The restoration given in the Corpus may be

correctb. The vestiges &Ie too worn, however, for me
to corroborate 1it, particularly in the case of the

second inscription.

Row 6, Block c.

——————————
J

o 0 9  OLIION o) te

Omitted in the Corpus.

Thie fragment, of which I se¢€ the traces of four letters,
is labeled B9 illogically, in the Corpus plate.

pus 550, Row 8
e no traces o thit

Cor
g inscription.

I can 8€

Corpus 381, RoW {0, Block 2.
/\G'P [iJos

t Gelzer i8 righ
between N\ and p

t here,

There is no que&tion but the

T mee traces® of the diphthongel

since

T
VF,
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Corpus 382, Row 11, Block ¢c.
oo K[f]o’c [T ies

Row 14, Blocks ¢ d e

oc-,{"‘ _{Lo('s
A v

e any btraces of a diagon&

Corpus 385,

1 stroke on the

I do not se
pirst letter on block d. T+ may have been there,

but the vertical stroke on block c¢-is too far from the
end of the Block for it to nave formed part of thie
letter. consequently T do not believe the Corpus
restoration ABxVAS possible here.

Row 15. Two blocks in middle of row.

————_—————

IR Y70

This pragment is also i1logically numbered, here 383,

in the Corpusd plate.

Three easternmost blocks.

.. O[e]ogevas
v jabeled Ordo XVI

Corpus 384, Row 17 -

in the Corpus

This rowW is incorrectl

plate.

guneus_VI - Right
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Cuneus Medius

' ---------- , Row 2, Block D.
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T have not found mnention anywhere of this inscription
2

Which T discovered on the depressed footrest surface

in front of this bloeck, and directly behind +he throne

of the priest of Dionysus Eleuthereus.

Block c.
Tl DGRl o 0 Yos 7%
g

nd inscription below the
&

Corpus 303, Row 2,

e faint traces of a seco

I se
one recorded in the Corpus. W
Sup. Epig. Gr. no. 45, Vol. 1, Row 5. | € 1:1} € 023 JB
b
c , — ; - b
(a) )ereunfj, (&) \éﬁfecugl ol
A»qrﬁkfdfl&S Aq??u '
XGTl‘ruJJ
() C(lefﬂéws
s s | ST
le blocks

found on two marb

seriptions are to be

These 1in
o8, along the

ineserted in this row to replace the por
w the horizontal aur-

just belo
pe@ta 1 find

front vertical surface,

£ the geat properl. In several res

face O
plementum inaccurate.

e reading as published in the Sup
on (8),

th
(¢ Vs
ee no S in \€f€UJS

of inseripti

First, £ @




Qorpusd 2

though this may have disappeared within the last few

Second, inscription (b) is more fully pre-

of

years,
served than appears in the Supplementum - ou

/
Avn.‘ou and Twyv of ch’:;-rg_,\) being visible on close

scrutiny. These letters show thaet the inscription

was so cut that the right and

Therefore I consider the\(af

left margins of the rows

are in alignment.
restored between AY'H.AOU and Xgirll-rw\l in the Supple-
mentum entirely gsuperfluous. In the third place, my
ription (c¢) is quite different from

reading of insc

that listed in the Supplementum.
eas that four inscriptions,

Finally, the note

of

in the Supplementum stat
were cut along this surface.

which one has perished,

g of the inscriptions preserved gseems to me

The spacin
Lo indicate that only the three extant were cut here.
) occupies approximatel

d the beginning of the se-

Inscription (b y equal space

the first an

on the end of
n one examines the upper

hori-

Also, whe

cond block.
two symmetrically

zontal surface, toward the reaérl,
nicks in +he stone are
r the last letter of insc

stance hefore the

yisible, the ‘one approXi-

placed
ription (&),

metely 53 en, afte
the other approximately the same di
peginning of ijnscription (&)

04, RoW 11, Blocks ?

i s inscription ig no longer visible.
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Gorpus 305, BoW 14, Blocks beds
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Row 2, Block &a.

PN s
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The A is smaller and of & different style from the

other two letters, and so I take it to be part of a

3 . . 3 s’ 5
different snsoription. Bas 1 Aews I restore,

although he 1is assigned a marble throne, on the

analogy of ANiovas§ou » FhlenlspResas directly be-

hind the chair of the priest of Dionysus Eleuthereus.

Here may the King Archon have sat at & different
period - the 1ocation is not far Prom that assigned
him from among the marble seats, nemely, Cuneus IR

Left.
__________ , Row 3, Block &.
[IS&N;]ulé.tfuél
For the possible recurrence of the same ascription in
throughout

successive or nearby rows W€ have evidence

these theatre seats.

06, Row 11, Blocks ?

gorpus 3
n is not vigible to m€.

This jpnscriptio

Blocks & b.

Corpus 307, Row 11,
f\ch:k&JTruad O. - -

4 why eorrect
in the case ofA-,].l_,y‘-n’foos P

Here ag&in, 8.8

the spelling?
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Corpus 308, Row 15, Block b.
cor€Noc TV]- - -
Here I see an € before the letters recorded in the

Corpus plate.
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—————————— , Row 2. Blocks & b
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Gorpus 309, Row 3,

jeve the gtyle of lettering here is different

I bel
he jnscriptions bein

enough to warrant t

g separated.

Blocks & Db.
AvTi1voL0]

plate only TATT LR
without brackets
on bloeck

Corpus 310, RoWw 4,

is shown, yet in

In the Corpus

£ ATTLKO O is given,

diphthong.

the tex
I see the ©

around the final

but not the u.

b,

o
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Fourth bleck from the east.

'.u e e

I find no mention elsewhere of this letter.

Hio oL 00

Cuneus_ ITT - Left

Rowia,. Bleel &,

o et eSS

ol el O e

T f£ind mo mention elsewhere of this letter.

Corpus 31%, Row 3, Blocks 7
ption 18 not visible to me.

This inscri

|
guneus IV - Left

Blocks = the two easternmost.

corpus 312, Row 7,
AOC[édWAqQXS

Onlyl\d_ is visible now, The ro
5 VEIL in the Corpus plate.

labeled Ord

Fragment of block in middle of row.

w is incorrectly




