AN EPHEBIC TEXT OF CA. 43/2 B.C.
1.G., II%, 1040 and 1025

(PraTes 59-60)

HE text * here published consists of three parts: 1.G., II%, 1040, Frag. a, E.M.
7608, lines 1-17 (Pl 59); Frag. b, E.M. 7609, lines 17-43 (Pl. 59); Frag. c,
E.M. 7610, lines 39-43, and 1.G., II%, 1025, E.M. 5246, lines 39-53 (Pl 60). Frag. c,
E.M. 7610, consists of two stones which have been joined; the break comes between
lines 39 and 40. Koehler’s reading of the lower stone, as given in I.G., 1%, 1040,
ended with line 45. This stone was separately published by Kirchner as I.G., 1%
1025, E.M. 5246, but he left the space occupied by lines 44-46, immediately above the
captions of the two wreaths, blank. E.M. 7610 (I.G., IT?, 1040 ¢) and E.M. 5246
(1.G., 1T%, 1025) were apparently joined after Kirchner’s reading of the latter, since
the squeeze in Princeton shows them joined. Later the stones became separated and
were again joined by me in 1951. Frag. ¢, as here labelled, consists of these two joined
stones. Fragments @ and ¢ preserve the left margin of the stone essentially intact,
Frag. b the right margin. The spacing of the letters within the lines tends to be
irregular. Pentelic marble, found near Panagia Pyrgiotissa and now in the Epi-
graphical Museum in Athens. Height of letters, 0.006 m. (Koehler); 0.007 m.
(Kirchner).

ca. a. 43/2 a. NON-3TOIX. ca. 53-69

a [wdo]as kai [rds Aerovpylas é\erodpynoav: €édvoav
3¢ 7d 7e Mponpéoia kai pvomipia
[k]at Awovioi| a mapacmioavres os kdAAioTa Gopara:
b4 \ \ ~ / 3 ~
évoav B¢ kal Tols Avoyevelols év Tdu]
[7]euéve kai Ta[s d\\as Ovoias émeréhecav Tas

t The Director of the Epigraphical Museum in Athens, Greece, Dr. M. Mitsos, has kindly
granted me permission to publish this new reading of I.G., IT?, 1040 and 1025 and gave me
generous assistance in my work on these inscriptions in Athens in 1951, for which I am grateful.
It is a pleasure to record my deep indebtedness to B. D. Meritt for his great interest in and
much help with the restoration of this inscription, and particularly for his reexamination of the
stones in Athens. To him and to The Institute for Advanced Study, I wish to express my gratitude
again for making it possible for me to work at the Institute and to use the unique facilities which
are there available. As always, I have profited much from discussion of moot points with B. D.
Meritt, Fordyce Mitchell and A. E. Raubitschek, who preéminently among others have freely
given me the benefit of their criticism and advice. My work on this inscription and on other
ephebic documents during the summers of 1963-64 has been made possible by generous grants from
the Research Institute of the University of Texas, for which I am duly appreciative.
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vacat ca. 0.11 m. at end of line
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________________ ]
[-—=]BaMo[-—— - == — ]
[7] Bov\y kai 6 8ijuos 52 oi ép[nBot]
TOV KOO UNTNY Tov k| oounmiv]
wm corona oliginea reliquiae coronae oligineae
SaoTpaTov
50 [Swo |rparov
[‘AN]aié[a]

Line 13: For the place of erection ca. 15 letter spaces are available. The custom-
ary (and perhaps obligatory) place was év dyopdr (e.g. 1.G., I1%, 1008, 73; 1009, 55;
1011, 30), although copies of decrees and replicas of statues could also be erected else-
where év dorer od a[v edrxapor M| (I.G., II%, 1039, 38). Exceptionally in 1.G., 1T%,
1039 (79/8), the epheboi requested permission to erect a statue of their kosmetes
év [vd] év ‘Elevoim iepde because of his arete toward Demeter and Kore. In this
year the epheboi celebrated the Sylleia (line 57)® and possibly the erection of the
statue of the kosmetes in Eleusis was in reality to serve as a memorial of Sulla’s initi-
ation into the Mysteries there (kat pvyfeis, Plutarch, Sulla, 26), since no unusual con-
nection of the kosmetes or of the activities of the epheboi with Eleusis is indicated in
this year. Possibly év vt Arrdlov orods should be restored here. But one might
compare 1.G., IT?, 1006, 24 where the epheboi are recorded as contributing 70 drachmas
for a phiale to those who were appointed to make an offering to the Mother of the
Gods “ according to the decree ” and added “ another (phiale)” to be placed év 7@
év "Ehevalu iepdy, as justification for supplying that location here.

Lines 14-16: Name and patronymic are supplied from lines 49-50. The restora-
tion of line 16 T owe to Meritt. Sdorparos Sworpdrov ‘Alaeds was doubtless the
brother of K\[é]apxos Sworpdro[v], ephebos it s. 1 a., the date given for 1.G.,
IT%, 2327, 7; and their father was doubtless the pythaist pais in 128/7 (F. de D., I1I,
2, No. 12, Col. 4, 10), since no other ephebos of that name occurs in this period and
officials of the ephebia were commonly heads of “ephebic families.” The mint
magistrate of 143/2 may be an ancestor.’?

2 A. E. Raubitschek, “Sylleia,” Studies in Roman Economic and Social History in Honor of
Allan Chester Johnson, Princeton, N. J., 1951, p. 56, actually the Theseia, re-named Sylleia.

8 Margaret Thompson, The New Style Silver Coinage of Athens, Numismatic Studies 10,
Text, New York, 1961, p. 254. Hereafter this book will be referred to as Thompson.
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Line 16: The perfect émuxexwpijofar is the usual form in the decree of the Boule
which grants the request, both in ephebic inscriptions (I.G., II?, 1006, 95; 1009, 57,
perfect imperative restored by Kumanudis; 1011, 50; 1039, 40; 1041, 3, restored by
Koehler; 1043, 36-37) and also in the prytany inscriptions. The erection of a gilded
eikav év mhwe of the tamias of the prytaneis was an innovation which began ca. 80 B.C.
(1.G., 1%, 1050, 6-7; Hesperia, Suppl. I, No. 97). The perfect infinitive is read
in I.G., IT%, 1050, 10; 1049, 12; supplied by Koehler in 1048, 17 and by Lattermann
in 1070, 16, which last is dated paullo ante a. 19/20 p. In the request itself, as I have
restored in line 12, the aorist infinitive is regularly found wapaxalobow émxwphioar, in
both kinds of inscriptions.

Lines 39-40: The name of Mnrpddwpos Muppwoiaios, the hoplomachos in I.G.,
I1%, 1041, 31, was restored here by Kirchner. M. Mnrpoddpov M., ephebos in the
archonship of Sosikrates in 111/110 (I.G., IT% 2983, 8; P.A4., 10152) may have been
the grandfather of the hoplomachos. In I.G., IT%, 1041, 31, the hoplomachos is the
third of four paideutai. Since two of the three inscriptions which name only four
instructors (I.G., IT?, 1041, ca. 45/4, 1040, ca. 43/2, and 1042, ca. 41/0) place the
paidotribes first, the man from Myrrhinous in 7.G., IT% 1040 must have filled that
post, and, if identical with the hoplomachos of I.G., IT% 1041, must have been advanced
to that position, which adds confirmation to the dating of I.G., II%, 1040 later than
1041.

The name Sipov[a ..... lviavot Te[lpdawov], especially the patronymic, must
be regarded as uncertain.

Line 46: This is a perplexing line. Meritt, who had repeatedly examined it,
working from the squeeze, was certain that there was a wacat on either side of the
word or words represented by the letter-remains immediately below —~TEPOIZ- of the
preceding line. This could only mean that the letter-remains in line 46 were part of a
caption, but he had no solution. If not part of the decree, the line might contain the
caption oi épyBedoavres oi émi *Amoliéidos dpxovros, as it appears exceptionally in I.G.,
112, 1039, 69, above the wreaths for the kosmetes rather than immediately above the
roster of epheboi. But this is otherwise unparalleled and the letter-remains cannot
be incorporated into it. In a transcription made from the stone in Athens in 1951 I
read the line, . . .. .. OAANQY .. 2 .. T.. 2.. In reworking this locus with
photograph and squeeze, I found that the photograph lends some support to these
readings, although I am now convinced that the first letter is not a small theta, but
rather the large lower loop of a beta. While the squeeze shows no evidence whatsoever
of letter-remains on the far left or far right of the line, the photograph made in 1951
does show traces which are not inconsistent with these readings, particularly the
horizontal cross-stroke of the tau. From the analogous lines of I.G., IT?, 1042, 4-5;
1039, 13; and 1043, 16, I should like to restore:
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45 kol [€]repor {n[AwTal TGy op]olwy [Phoripws
Kal peyalouepds dvaoTpepdpe]—
[vou émi] Barho[vdoms adrols Tiuds. ]

This restoration accounts for the letter-remains which are visible, is consistent
with the letter-remains which I seem to see in the photograph on either side of them,
and calls for no innovation which is inconsistent with the texts which are closely
analogous to 1.G., I1%, 1040.

The inscription in all likelihood consisted originally of three decrees followed by
the roster of epheboi. The preserved portion yields the final lines of a decree of the
Boule which granted the epheboi permission to honor the kosmetes with a gold
crown and a statue, lines 1-18. The next decree is the conventional decree of the
Boule and the Demos which honors the epheboi with praise and with wreaths, lines
19-53. Another decree, about which more below, doubtless preceded these two.

1.G., IT?, 1040-1025 and eight other texts* are dated émi *Amol\iéidos dpyovros.
Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, No. 61 is fixed in the period assigned to it by Graindor,
because the Apolexis of that document was contemporaneous with the Delphian archon
for the second time, Antigenes, whose archonship incontestably falls in that period.
About the Apolexis of I1.G., II?, 1040, Graindor wrote (op. cit., p. 37, note 1),—
“.. .1l est fort possible qu’il faille identifier avec notre Apoléxis, 'archonte homonyme
connu par les textes I.G., II-IIT?, 1040 et 1048. D’aprés Koehler (IG, II, 487),
les caractéres de 1040 indiquent la second moitié du I* siécle avant J.-C. plutot que la
premiére.” What Koehler actually wrote, however, was,—* Archontem Apolexidem
qui ad partem priorem saeculi primi pertinet habuimus supra tit. 479 (I.G., IT*
1040), recentioris aetatis fuit ’AméAnéis é€ Otov, quem Neubauer Cur. epigr. p. 9 circa
annum 20 a. Ch., Dittenberger C.I.A. III ad n. 106 circa initia aerae Christianae
archontem fuisse volunt. Decretum de honoribus Socratis Cephisiensis (this is /.G,
I1?, 1048 = Hesperia, Suppl. I, p. 182, No. 113), si rationem scripturae sequeris ad

¢ They are, with the dates assigned them by the scholars who studied them:

I. G., 112, 1048, Koehler (ad II, 487), first half of the first century B.c., and earlier than 1041
and 1042 (45/4? and 41/0 respectively) ; Kirchner, following W. Kolbe, Die attischen
Archonten von 293/2-31/0 v. Chy., Berlin, 1908, 148-150, 47/6-43/2; Dow, Hesperia,
Suppl. 1, 1937, p. 183, No. 113, ca. 45-20 B.c.

1.G., 112, 1063, 6, Kirchner, post 48/7.

Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, Paris, 1911, No. 61, M. G. Colin (p. 68), between 26 and 11 B.c.;
G. Daux, Chronologie delphique, Paris, 1934, p. 75, N20, “vers 20/19”; P. Graindor,
Chronologie des archontes Athéniens sous Uempire, Brussels, 1920, p. 37, No. 6, 25/4-18/7.

*EAevowiaxd, I, Athens, 1932, I. Threpsiades, 20/19-1 B.c. Threpsiades gives complete citation
of the previous datings of the archon Apolexis, p. 227, note 1.

Agora I 4913, G. Stamires, Hesperia, XX VI, 1957, p. 246, No. 97, 21/0 (with some misgivings).

1.G., 112, 2876, 2, [~ — — €is 1ov émi *Amosjé]iBos dpxovros évavrov dvébyxev, Kirchner, 25/4-18/7.

Agora I 877, S. Dow, Hesperia, Suppl. I, p. 185, No. 115, 25/4-18/7?

1.G., 112, 3505, 6, Kirchner, 8/7-1 ».c.
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alteram potius quam ad priorem saeculi primi partem referendum esse dixeris.” That
is, according to Koehler, the Apolexis in I.G., IT% 1040 is to be placed in the first half,
the Apolexis of the prytany decree, I.G., IT?, 1048, in the second half of the first
century B.C. Graindor wrongly applied to I.G., 11, 1040 what Koehler had written
about I.G., IT% 1048. The error is perpetuated in Threpsiades’ "ENevowraxd, I, p. 227,
note 1: “ 6 Kohler IG, II 487 (CAmolifida dpxovra Oérer) els 70 Sevrepov tuiov Tod
17 x. at”

Seven years later Graindor argued that /.G., IT%, 1040 could be moved from the
age of Caesar to the Augustan era because 1) its decrees were passed by a democratic
government, 2) the government at Athens had an aristocratic character up to 48/7
(from the time of Sulla on to the battle of Pharsalos) and again under Anthony,
beginning 38/7, with an intervening period of popular control, 3) we know only two
archons by the name Apolexis in the Augustan period, i.e., Apolexis without further
designation, who is firmly fixed between 25/4 and 18/7 and *AméAnéis @ilokpdrovs
é¢ Olov, who is also definitely placed between 8/7 and 1 B.c., and 4) we do not possess
proof of an homonymous archon between 48/7 and 38/7.° His added argument that
some further designation such as 6 perd followed by the name of his predecessor would
doubtless have been added to distinguish him according to the usage in Attic docu-
ments is weakened by the fact that the various archons named Diokles are in fact
not always set apart in this way, although the demotic is added in I.G., IT%, 1706, 99
and in 1.G., IT%, 1343, 19, and the patronymic occurs for the archon Diokles in I.G.,
112, 1939, 1 and in I.G., II%, 1716 as restored by Dow in Hesperia, Suppl. VIII, p. 117.°

Graindor’s suggestion that the archon Apolexis in I.G., II?, 1040 was identical
with the archon Apolexis of 25/4-18/7 was widely accepted, although not without
occasional misgivings. Dinsmoor, The Archons of Athens in the Hellenistic Age,
pp. 286, 293 puts his date in 20/19; Daux, Chronologie delphique, p. 75, placed him
“vers 20/19.” The discovery of the tribal secretary’s name, Myrpoddrys Awovvoiov
*Afuovevs, in the archonship of the Apolexis in the inscription from Eleusis which
Threpsiades dated 20/19 to 1 B.c. (E\evounaxd, I, 1934, pp. 225 ff.) led Notopoulos
to date Apolexis in 21/0 (Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, pp. 6, 123) since “ The position of
the secretary’s tribe Attalis (XII) definitely places this archon in 21/0.” In his
re-study of this inscription (Mélanges Bidez, Brussels, 1934, 11, p. 822) P. Roussel
preferred Graindor’s dating rather than a fixed year, since our knowledge of the
secretaries and the intercalary years of the first century is so meager. He pointed
out that a secretary from Attalis would equally well fit the year 49/8, but that
Anpoxdpns 6 perd. Aquirpiov already occupied that year. Dow also allowed considerable

5 Graindor, Athénes sous Auguste, Cairo, 1927, pp. 95, 101-02; Appian, Mithr., 39; Bell.
Civ., II, 88; Dio, XXXVIII and XXXIX, 2.

¢ Meritt has drawn my attention to another parallel picked at random, that of the archon
Anaxikrates of 279/8 who is not distinguished from the homonymous archon of 307/6, 28 years
earlier.
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latitude in placing the Apolexis who dates 1.G., IT?, 1040 and 1048, whom he assumed
to be identical (Hesperia, Suppl. I, 183, No. 113), ca. 45-20 B.c. He states, “ At this
writing (1937) it is impossible to decide whether there was an Apolexis of ca. 45
B.C., and whether 113 should be dated in that period. It is amply clear, however, that
113 belongs after 97 (I.G., I11*, 1050, ce. 80 B.c.) and 101 (I.G., IT% 1049, 57/6),
and probably before 116 (Agora I 807, ca. 20 B.c.).” Stamires published a prytany
decree dated in the archonship of Apolexis (Hesperia, XX VI, 1957, p. 246, No. 97,
3). He excluded as extremely unlikely an identification with the archon of 8/7-1 B.c.,
"Aménérs Dulokpdrovs €€ Ofov, and cited Graindor’s suggestion that there was only
one archon Apolexis whose name occurs without qualification before the archon of
25/4-18/7. Stamires concluded, ““ Notopoulos, on the basis of the tribal cycle of
secretaries, fixes the date (of the Apolexis of I.G., IT% 1040) at 21/0 B.c.” Though I
feel less confidence than Notopoulos, I have accepted his date ” (op. cit., p. 249).

An examination of the content, structure and form of 71.G., IT?, 1040-1025 in
relation to the other ephebic inscriptions from 162/1 through the first century s.c.
will show, I believe, that it is necessary to date it, and the archon Apolexis whose
name appears without further designation in its dating formula, prior to 38/7, and
that this text is to be dated in the “ open ” year, 43/2.

In character, structure and form, the ephebic inscriptions of the period mentioned
fall into two distinct categories which I shall call Series A and Series B. Series A
comprises Hesperia, 11, 1933, pp. 503-504, No. 16 (162/1); Agora I 286, Hesperia,
XXIV, 1955, pp. 228-232 (127/6); 1.G., 11?, 1006 (123/2); 1008 (118/7); 100S
(116/5) ; 1011 (106/5) ; 1028 (101/0) ; 1029 (96/5) and 1030 (post 94/3).°

The inscriptions of Series A contain normally two decrees, both passed by the
Boule and the Demos, one praising the epheboi and their instructors and awarding
a crown of gold to the former and a wreath of thallos to the latter, beginning with the
formula, éredy) oi épnBou of émi Tod detvos dpxovros. . . . The other decree awards
praise and a crown of gold to the kosmetes and is introduced by the formula, 6 detva.
genitive of the patronymic, demotic, xetporornfels koounmjs émi Tods épiifBovs eis Tor

7 This Apolexis dates I.G., I12, 2997, 3; 3505, 5 and Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, No. 63.

$ Other inscriptions relating to the epheboi of this period are: Fouilles de Delphes, III, 2,
No. 23 (138/7) which, of course, gives only the names of the epheboi who formed the escort of
the Pythais of that year; so too, Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, No. 25 (106/5), but it records, in
addition, the names of eight paideutai who accompanied the epheboi. The number of posts was
doubtless the conventional seven. We may assume two incumbents in one post as was the case in
123/2 when we find two hyperetai (I.G., II%, 1006, 46) or an assistant to one of them, like the
hypohoplomachos listed as the eighth didaskalos in the Delphic document, Fouilles de Delphes, 111,
2, No. 24, 14, whose title and name, however, are lacking in the Athenian inscription of that year,
128/7 (Agora I 286, Hesperia, XXIV, 1955, pp. 228-232). Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, No. 2¢
(98/7) also records the names of the seven instructors of that year, in addition to the names of the
ephebic contingent that went to Delphi. I.G., II%, 1031 (90-80 B.c.) preserves only names of
epheboi, except for three, all Xenoi.
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émi Tob Selvos dpyovros évavréy. . . . The strategoi and the tamias ° of military funds
are charged with the proclamation of the wreaths. To this basic structure a third
type of decree was added, appearing for the first time in extant documents in the
year 127/6. Two almost identical decrees are found in Agora 1286 (Hesperia, XXIV,
1955, pp. 228-232), decrees 111 and IV, lines 101-127 and in 1.G., IT% 1011 (106/5),
decrees IV and V, lines 63-78. Both begin vmep dv dmayyéhhew 6 koounris, and report
the sacrifices which the kosmetes and the epheboi have offered é¢’ vryretar kai ocwrnpios
s 7€ Bovhijs kal ToD Ofuov kal Taidwy kal yvvakdy kal TGV Pilov kol ovppdxwv ToD
dnpov 70D *Abyraiwy. The decree is a vote 7a dyafa 8éxeafar & dmayyé\her 6 Koo unTis
yeyovévau and to praise him and the epheboi and award them a wreath of kittos or of
thallos for this service to the state. A decree of this kind does not appear in the
complete inscriptions, 1.G., II?, 1006, 1008, 1009 and 1028. Whether it was included
in 1.G., IT% 1029 and 1030 cannot be determined, since these texts preserve only the
general decree praising the epheboi and the instructors, although 7.G., IT?, 1029
preserves a few letters of the first line of a second decree which is doubtless the decree
honoring the kosmetes.

This third type of decree was apparently modelled after the decrees honoring
others who had merited praise for their sacrifices in behalf of the well-being and
safety of the state and particularly the decrees honoring the prytaneis. The formula
developed from mept dv Aeyovow oi mpvrdvers (Hesperia, 1X, 1940, p. 84, No. 15 of
285/4; cf. mepl dv amayyéhhe 6 iepevs, 1.G., 1T% 689, 19 of 262/1) to the formula
customarily found later, dmép dv dmwayyé\ovar. The early prytany decrees state that
the sacrifices were made vmép 7ijs Bovhijs kai 70D Sfumov only, but this phrase was
expanded by degrees to include 7aides, yvvaikes, pihor and odupayot. It is noteworthy
that the full formula appears first in the prytany decree of 155/4 (Hesperia, Suppl.
I, p. 148, No. 84). In ca. 80/79? (Hesperia, Suppl. I, p. 165, No. 97) and in 57/6
(Hesperia, Suppl. I, p. 170, No. 101) only the Boule and the Demos are mentioned.*

The vmép Gv dmayyé\her 6 koounmjs decree appears, then, in ephebic inscriptions
in 127/6 and later with essentially the formulae of the first of the early prytany
decrees. In both a wreath of thallos (kittos in the ephebic decree, I.G., IT% 1011) is
awarded those who are honored.

An occasional decree of a fourth kind is sometimes found in the inscriptions of
Series A, a decree which honors the epheboi for their conduct at Salamis, but appar-

®In I.G., 112, 1006, 95 (cf. line 43) ; 1008, 70 (cf. line 37); 1009, 54 (cf. line 19); 1028, 102
(cf. line 50), the crown for the kosmetes is proclaimed by the strategoi alone.

10 Other documents from the middle of the second century B.c. onward use the expanded
formula, e. g. I.G., I12, 1000, 10 (post medium s. I1 a.); 1054, 19-20 (ca. 100/99) ; 992 (s. II a.) ;
990, 6 (med. s. II a.), including of course the ephebic inscriptions already mentioned. See Dow’s
discussion in Hesperia, Suppl. I, pp. 9-11, in which he rightly points out that the addition of odpupayot
and ¢ile is not a random insertion, but accurately reflects Athens’ relations with other states at
the time.



264 O. W. REINMUTH

ently only when the Salaminians had passed a decree praising them, for which a crown
is also awarded them and the kosmetes. The crown was proclaimed at the games in
Salamis by the strategos (presumably 6 éni 7a dmha) and the epimeletai in Agora I
286, 136 (the kind of crown is not specified) ; by the archon (of Salamis), the general,
and the epimeletai in 1.G., IT?, 1008, 83, and by the epimeletai alone in 1.G., I1?, 1011,
59. In the latter two decrees, a crown of gold was awarded.

The inscriptions of Series B, I.G., 1%, 1039 (79/8), 1041 (ca. 45/4), 1040-1025
(archon Apolexis, whom I place ca. 43/2), 1042 (ca. 41/0) and 1043 (39/8), are
structurally alike. There are three decrees, the old general decree which honors the
epheboi and their instructors, the ymép dv dmayyéer 6 koounris decree, and a third
of quite distinctive form and formulae which will be discussed below. Speaking
generally, they are shorter and more compact than the decrees of Series A, especially
the decree honoring the epheboi. Either the activities of the epheboi were more circum-
scribed than before, or, what is more likely, they were not recounted at length.

The decrees of Series B are of two kinds. The first of the series, 1.G., IT*, 1039,
and the last, 1043, clearly show that they were passed under the aristocratic regimes
established at Athens by Sulla and Anthony respectively. As Kirchner pointed out
(ad 1.G., 11%, 1039), the first decree of that inscription is dated by the strategos 6 émi
7o 8mha and also by the archon eponymos. The kosmetes is praised, but he is not
awarded a crown, and the instructors are not even named. The proclamation of the
crowns is made not by the tamias of the military treasury and the strategoi as before,
but by the strategos and the herald of the Council of the Areopagus. The epheboi had
offered sacrifices at games named in honor of Sulla. Two sons of Ariobarzanes, king
of Cappadocia (favorably known from the correspondence of Cicero, Tyrrell and
Purser, The Correspondence of Cicero, Dublin and London, 1914, III, pp. xxiii {.)
appear in the roster of Sypalletioi with ®\opwpalor as an appellative (Frag. b* -+
c* 4+ p, line 5). Perhaps it is significant, too, that the decree honoring the epheboi is
the last of the three decrees on the stone.

Equally clearly, 1.G., II%, 1040-1025, 1041 and 1042 give evidence that they origi-
nated in a period when a popular government was in control at Athens. The oligarchic
regime which Sulla had instituted by his confirmation of the constitution of 103/2
following his return from Asia in 84/3 was still in power in 79/8 and apparently
continued in control until the re-establishment of democracy by Caesar in 48/7 after
the battle of Pharsalos. After this date and shortly before the visit of Anthony in
Athens in 39/8, Athens enjoyed a democratic constitution and it is within this period
that the three inscriptions must be dated. The decrees were again passed by the
Boule and the Demos; the strategoi and the tamias of the military treasury were again
responsible for the proclamation of the crowns; and in all other respects, save one, the
decrees show the structure and form of those of Series A. 1.G., IT?, 1041 is dated by
the archon Polycharmos (ca. 45/4) and 1042 by the archon Nikandros (ca. 41/0).
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Koehler and Kirchner agreed in considering the three inscriptions a group which dated
from the period of popular government shortly after 48/7.

The only reason Graindor had for suggesting that /.G., I1%, 1040 be taken from
this period of democratic government and for placing it in the period of popular
control in the Age of Augustus was that by doing so, we avoid two archons with the
same name, who, in his opinion, should be distinguished by some further identifying
designation with the name of one of them, but who in fact are not so distinguished.
But the Attic usage which he invokes is honored in the breach, as we have already
shown. The structure and form of I.G., II?, 1040 conform in every detail with the
two inscriptions dated in the period of democratic government at Athens after 48/7
and before 39/8.

The last extant ephebic inscription before the beginning of the Imperial Period
(1.G., IT*, 1043) originated, as has been mentioned, under an oligarchic government
in 39/8, the year after Anthony’s visit to Athens. As in I.G., IT?, 1039, the decrees
were passed by the Boule alone (lines 4, 10, 36 and 52); the proclamation of the
wreaths was to be made by the strategos and the herald of the Council of the Areo-
pagus. The epheboi participated év rols *Avrwvufois ois Hava|[fnvaikols *Avre]viov
Beod| véov Avovioo[v ———, lines 22-23.*

A striking innovation of the Series B inscriptions is the fact that the kosmetes is
not honored by a separate decree introduced by émedn 6 deiva xeiporovnfels koounmis
k.m.A. The Boule and the Demos do not vote to honor him with praise and with a
crown. Instead, the epheboi (in I.G., I1T% 1042, 12, accompanied by their fathers),
after gaining an audience with the Boule, request their permission to honor him by
the erection of his statue. The opening formula is émedy) mpdoodov momoduevor oi
édnBor (or oi épnBedoavres) . . . wpos Ty Bov\jr éudavilovor, showing that the kos-
metes has carried out his duties well and faithfully. The formula continues é¢’ ols (dwa
radra or 88 in the corresponding prytany decrees) kai avroi BovAduevor edyapiorety
o) éoreddvwoav avrov év T Povhf) Xpvod oTeddve kal mwopaxkalovor TNy Boviyy
émxwpijoou éavtols . . . . The expenditure involved was presumably borne by the epheboi
and not as before by the military treasury.”® This decree is preceded by the vmep dv
dmayyéé 6 koounmis decree and is followed by the general decree praising the
epheboi and the instructors. I.G., IT?, 1040 and 1041 do not preserve the upper part
of the stone, so that only a part of the second decree and all of the third appear in them.

This change of structure and the introduction of new formulae are paralleled in

* Raubitschek, T.4.P.4., LXXVII, 1946, p. 148, suggests that one may also restore Hava[6y-
vafois], which would mean that the Panathenaic Games of 39/8 were called by Anthony’s name rather
than that special games had been instituted in his honor.

2 1.G., 112, 1039, 14, 34-35 (decree of the Boule); 1040, 11-12, 15 (decree of the Boule) ;
1041, 2-3 (decree of the Boule and the Demos?) ; 1042 b, 12 decree of the Boule?) ; cf. lines 27-29
which seem to indicate the participation of the Demos, [émywpioa] [r]ov Sjpov adrois ai[rpoapévos
——-]; 1043, 15, 17, 36 (decree of the Boule).
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the prytany decrees of the first century B.c. The latest document of this kind from
the pre-Sullan period has the cutomary structure, two decrees, one, with the opening
formula vmép Gv dmwayyé\\ovaw of mpvrdvers . . . , the second, émedn oi mpvrdves . . .
érawéoavres kal oredpavdoavres dmodatvovow Tl PBovhel Tov Topiav kT (Hesperia,
XVII, 1948, p. 25, No. 12, lines 44-46 of 95/4). The post-Sullan documents have only
one decree. The full formula runs *Emedy wpdoodov momaduevor oi mpvrdvets . . . kal
ol deiouror oi émi Tob Oeivos dpxovros émawéoavres kal oTepavdoavres amodaivovor T

AN\ ’ \ ’ 2 e\ ~ ~ \ ~ /7 \ 7
Bov\fj rov raptav . . . ras Bvoias rebviévar . . . Ymép Ths Bovijs kal Tod duov kai maidwy
\ ~ \ ~ / \ Ve ~ \ \ 3 ~ 13
Kal YyVvouk®dv kol TOv Gilov kal cvppdxwy . . . mapakalobor Ty BovAny émixwpijoat k...

It should be noted, however, that in the post-Sullan decree the émedy clause is
not the “ whereas ” clause of a decree initiated by the Boule, but the basis of a request
addressed to the Boule which results in a decree of that body, éwa radra (or 8i8) mapa-
kaovo, 1.G., 11%, 1049, 6 = Hesperia, Suppl. I, p. 170, No. 101, 57/6; 1.G., 11%, 1050,
5-6 = Hesperia, Suppl. I, p. 165, No. 97, ca. 80/79. The request is to honor the
tamias, except in one case,** with the erection of a statue as in the corresponding
ephebic texts. The cost is again apparently at the expense of the petitioners and not
of the military treasury.

The formulae of these prytany and ephebic decrees are found in the decrees
which take action on information given or on a request addressed to the Boule. Thus
we find dmép dv ™y mpdaodov memolnTar 6 iepevs as early as 222/1 (I.G., IT?, 839, 15),
émedy) 6 lepeds . . . wpboodov momoduevos mpos ™iu Povhny amjyyeMev . . . . in ca.

13 The formulae of the prytany decrees in the period after 80/79 show some variation, some-
times by the omission of the phrase wpdoodov woujoduevor and the participles érawéoavres xal ore-
davdoavres in the érady clause, and by the omission or shortening of the phrase tmép rijs BovAis kai
r0d &fpov k. 7. A, but the essential framework is the same. In chronological sequence they are:
Hesperia, Suppl. 1, p. 165, No. 97, ca. 80/79. The text dated ca. 100 B.c. by Meritt, Hesperia, XV,
1946, p. 226, No. 54, should perhaps be placed next and dated “ post 80/79?” because of & radra
in line 2 and the reading in line 4, [~ — — &vdf]eow & Smhw[c — — —]. Hesperia, XVII, 1948, No. 13,
ca. 80 B.c.; Notopoulos, Hesperia, XVIII, 1949, p. 25, 74/3-63 /2, excluding 64/3 ; Hesperia, Suppl. 1,
p. 170, No. 101 =1.G., 112, 1049, 57/6; Hesperia, XII, 1943, p. 56, No. 14, ca. 50-40 B.c.;
Hesperia, Suppl. 1, p. 182, No. 113 =1.G., 112, 1048, ca. 45/4-20/19; Hesperia, Suppl. I, p. 181,
No. 111, ca. 40/39-20/19; Hesperia, Suppl. I, p. 182, No. 112, ca. third quarter s. I a.; Hesperia,
Suppl. 1, p. 183, No. 114, ca. 30/29-20/19(?) : Hesperia, Suppl. I, p. 185, No. 115, 25/4-18/7(?) ;
Hesperia, XXVI, 1957, p. 246, No. 97, Face A; Hesperia, Suppl. I, p. 186, No. 116, ca. 20/19;
Hesperia, XXIX, 1960, 34, No. 41, 5. I a/p.

14 The one instance in which the prytaneis do not propose to erect a statue for their treasurer
is found in Hesperia, Suppl. I, p. 186, No. 116. Here instead, their petition ends rather lamely with
the request that wjv BovA}y Ty mpoarjkovoay morjoachar mpévoway. Another example of this phrase may
be concealed in the puzzling text dated in the year of the archon Apolexis, ca. 21/0, which G.
Stamires published in Hesperia, XXVI, 1957, p. 246, No. 97, Face A, lines 13-14. For the
preserved reading, [- ————— v movjoacbar &[— — ], Stamires considered the restoration of this
phrase, but rejected it: “ An interpretation of woujoacfar as referring to the concern (wpdvoia) of
the Council for honors to the treasurer seems rather not in place ” (p. 248). But he is dissatisfied
with the reversed order of the infinitive and its object and agrees that his omission of the phrase
& 8mho &mypiooe is  quite without parallel.”
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165/4 (1.G., I1%, 950, 5-7), and the same phraseology in 140/39 (I.G., II?, 971, 11-12)
but with the verb éudavile.. The turn of phrase is commonly found in the first century
B.C., not only in the ephebic and prytany decrees, but in other texts as well, as may be
seen by referring to I.G., II-I11?, Pars. IV, Fasc. I, p. 59, s.v. mpdoodos.

Dow has commented on this and other ‘ peculiarities ” of Hesperia, Suppl. I,
p. 186, No. 116, the most striking of which is that the prytaneis are mentioned first in
the enumeration of those on whose behalf the sacrifices had been offered, taking
precedence even over the Boule and the Demos! The Boule did indeed vote that they
be praised, but did not award them a crown. The proposer of the decree is named,
contrary to the practice in other post-Sullan decrees of this kind. The aeisitoi are
not mentioned.

But except for the unique prominence given the prytaneis, the peculiarities listed
are apparently the result of the conflation of the two customary prytany decrees of the
pre-Sullan period into one decree with the inclusion of features of both and with the
introduction of new formulae. The orator of both decrees is regularly named in the
pre-Sullan documents and, as Dow has pointed out, in the one decree of a.n. 120. The
prytaneis are always praised and awarded a crown in the pre-Sullan period. Failure
to mention the aeisitoi is duplicated in the decree of 57/6 (I.G., 1T, 1048 = Hesperia,
Suppl. I, p. 170, No. 101). The restoration of the word in other texts may be ques-
tioned. Dow concluded that the peculiarities “. . . are an attempt to combine the old
“first” and ‘ second ’ decrees: the document is deliberately archaistic in form .. ..”
But the merger of the old first and second decrees into one is not a feature of this text
alone; it is characteristic of all prytany decrees of the period. The formulae are not
archaistic, but are repeated in all prytany decrees of this time. Furthermore, the
essential forms and formulae of the prytany decrees have their counterpart in the
distinctive ephebic decree which, beginning ca. 79/8, superseded the old decree which
praised the kosmetes.

1.G., IT?, 1040-1025, then, exhibits the new structure and form of ephebic inscrip-
tions which were introduced in some year after the last inscription of Series A, post
94/3. It seems very likely that this was done under the oligarchic regime instituted
by Sulla in 84/3. Furthermore, I.G., 11, 1040-1025 shows close affiliation with /.G.,
11, 1041 and 1042, dated ca. 45/4 and ca. 41/0 respectively, which did originate in the
period of democratic government in Athens beginning after Pharsalos and continuing
until shortly before the visit of Anthony to Athens in 39/8. Do we have any further
reason to refer this inscription (and the archon Apolexis) to this period ¢i popular
control rather than to the period when democratic institutions again prevailed under
Augustus after the battle of Actium?

I think we do. The inscriptions of Series A (127/6-post 94/3) consistently show
that the ephebic staff consisted of seven instructors, those of Series B equally con-
sistently name only four instructors; that is, all but the last of the series, I.G., IT%, 1043
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(39/8), from which we learn that the staff was reduced to three instructors. The
first inscription of Series B (I.G., IT?, 1039, 79/8) does not name the instructors at
all; 1.G., 112, 1041 (ca. 45/4) names, in the sequence in which I give them, the paido-
tribes, the grammateus (?), the hoplomachos and a fourth whose function is not speci-
fied; I.G., IT%, 1040-1025 (archon Apolexis) lists four instructors but does not give their
titles; I.G., 11%, 1042 (ca. 41/0) names the paidotribes, the grammateus, a third un-
specified instructor and the hoplomachos. Koehler thought (ad I.G., II?, 1039) that
more than four paideutai were named in 1040, and that, in consequence, it should be
dated earlier than 1041 and 1042. The re-reading herewith presented clearly demon-
strated that only four names could have been engraved on the stone.

Of the seven instructors regularly mentioned in Series A, paidotribes, hoplo-
machos, akontistes, toxotes, aphetes (katapaltaphetes), grammateus and hyperetes,
only the paidotribes, hoplomachos and grammateus are attested in the documents of
later years. A hypopaidotribes, however, appears for the first time about 79/8,*
and was thereafter a regular member of the staff until our records cease, and he is
doubtless the fourth instructor in the Series B inscriptions. In the document which he
published, Raubitschek restored his ethnic ’Ale€ar8pé[ws], but calls the reading and
the restoration doubtful,  since foreigners are almost entirely absent from the lists
of ephebic officials at Athens” (page 53). There is no reason for doubt on that
account since in Agora I 286, 137 (Hesperia, XXIV, 1955, pp. 228-232) we find two
of the most important posts, that of paidotribes and that of hoplomachos, filled by
foreigners as early as 127/6. A foreigner served as the tamias of the epheboi in the
middle of the first century B.c. and was honored with a crown (Hesperia, IV, 1935,
p. 177, No. 44), and in I.G., IT?, 1040-1025 one of four instructors is from Herakleia.

The reduction of the staff by almost half may have been connected with a drop
in enrolment, but that does not seem to have been the primary cause.’* The three
instructors who were dropped, the akontistes, the toxotes and the aphetes, do not
re-appear again throughout the remainder of the institution’s existence. The hyperetes,
to be sure, occurs again, but not under that designation; his work is cared for by an
epi Diogeneiou, a thyroros, a lentiarios or a kapsarios.

The cause is rather to be sought in the reorganization of the ephebia, by which
it periodically adjusted itself to the changing needs and demands of the city and the

18 Raubitschek, “ Sylleia,” p. 51. The hypopaidotribes appears also in I.G., I1?, 2995, 6-7 (ca.
38/7); 2993, 6 (55/4); 2996, 8-9 (26/5-17/6) ; 2997, 10-11 (paullo post 8/7), and in the texts
of the Imperial Period regularly down to the latest ephebic text, Hesperia, XI, 1942, p. 71, No. 37,
45 (ca. 265/6).

16 For Series A the figures are: Agora I 286, 107; I.G., 112, 1006, 81; 1008, 140; 1009, 179;
1011, 139; 1028, 38. For Series B, only two inscriptions from the periods of aristocratic control
under Sulla and Anthony, I.G., II?, 1039 and 1043, preserve the roster, the former of 109 epheboi,
the latter of 119, over half (62) of whom were foreigners and some 15 others were labelled,
“ Athenaioi,” very likely “ new citizens.”
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world which it served and which was one of the reasons for its continued vitality over
so long a span of time. At this period there was no need for an institution to train
citizen soldiers. The time for that was past. In this re-organization, the ephebia was
permanently, if not absolutely, demilitarized. The military specialties of archery,
javelin throwing and the use of the catapult were dropped. Room was made for the
expansion of other aspects of its program. The addition of an assistant to the paido-
tribes indicates that more attention was paid to gymnastics and athletics. For the
time, however, the scope of instruction was restricted. It seems, too, that an attempt
was made to keep the institution small and confine its benefits to fewer epheboi than
before.

Under the aristocratic regime established by Sulla, the ephebia made a change in
its internal organization and embarked upon a new policy. Its staff was sharply
reduced by eliminating the major part of its military training. Its policy hencefor-
ward was to put increasing emphasis upon the training of a limited and select number
in gymnastics and in sports and upon their participation in the intellectual, religious
and social aspects of life in Athens. While these features had not been absent in the
earlier ephebia (indeed they were beginning to assume an ever larger place in its
program in the period 127/6 to 94/3), they were now officially put in primary rather
than secondary place.

These changes were retained by the democratic government under Caesar and
by the oligarchic government in the time of Anthony’s ascendancy in the East. The
change is reflected in the structure of the inscriptions, in the changing character of
the three decrees and specifically in the creation of the new decree which altered the
arrangements for honoring the kosmetes. The Boule does not pass a decree in his
honor, but the epheboi request permission of the Boule to honor him not only with a
wreath as before but with a statue and at their own expense and not by provision of
funds from the state. The new decree and the new procedure is mutatis mutandis
paralleled by the new single prytany decree and the method by which the tamias of
the prytaneis was honored in post-Sullan times.

While it conforms in other respects to the pattern of Series B, 1.G., 1%, 1043
(39/8) shows that the staff was further reduced to three and that the Attic epheboi
accounted for only a fraction of the total enrolment. Of the 119 epheboi, over half (62)
were foreigners and some 11 to 15 were designated *Aflvaior, doubtless also foreigners
who had been granted Athenian citizenship. The grammateus displaced the paido-
tribes in first place in the list of instructors and the decreased emphasis upon military
instruction was perhaps underlined by the relegation of the hoplomachos to last
position. It is the only full text extant between 38/7 and the reign of Tiberius.

The closest affiliations of I.G., II?, 1040-1025 are with the decrees originating
under a popular regime, I.G., IT?, 1041 and 1042. On the basis of the lettering and
because of the assumption that it named more than four instructors, which by my
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reading is shown to be unwarranted, Koehler felt that it was the earliest of the three
and suggested a date in the first half of the first century B.c. Kirchner placed the
three decrees post 48/7. Finally, it must be dated in a period in which there were four
and not three instructors on the ephebic staff.

A lost ephebic list (dated ca. 40/39) which is known only from the notes of
Boeckh (the transcriber and the provenience are unknown) records the names of
three instructors in wreaths below the end of two columns of names (I.G., IT? 1961).
The names of the paidotribes, the grammateus and a third instructor, whose office is
not preserved above his wreath, are given within wreaths. The same number of
instructors are listed in the same sequence as in I.G., IT%, 1043. Very likely the third
is the hoplomachos, but the title must be restored in this inscription as it was also in
1.G., 11?, 1043. The remains of the name, Ml - — - NIK- - - M — — — (assuming the
possibility that the vertical stroke after the first mu was part of an eta), as well as
the date of the inscription, strongly suggests an identification with Metrodoros
Myrrhinousios, the hoplomachos in 1.G., IT*, 1041 (ca. 45/4), whose name I have also
restored in 1.G., I1%, 1040-1025, 39 to accompany the demotic [Mv]ppwovoior of the
instructor there listed first.

That a fourth instructor appeared on this stone is unlikely. Boeckh noted that
although it was broken on the top and on the sides, the lower part was integra. In
any case, the extant portion was the end of the roster since immediately below the
names from Attalis in Col. I and of Hippothontis in Col. II, without any vacat or
caption (but note editor’s indication of a wvitium lapidis above the first foreigner’s
name) the names of foreigners and their ethnics are inscribed, and immediately below
these are the three wreaths. The observation of Pélékidis (page 190, note 3)*" that
1.G., IT?, 1961 is in form an analogue of 1.G., IT%, 1043 is borne out not only by the
fact that there is no caption for the Xenot in either inscription, nor a wvacat between
their names and those of the Athenians (except for the vacat in the first column of
names in 1.G., IT?, 1043, 101), but more significantly still, by the fact that they list
only three instructors and those in the same sequence.

Stamires has convincingly marshalled the evidence to show that 7.G., 11 1961,
dates from the same year as two other ephebic texts, /.G., IT% 1965 and 3730, and he
places them between 52/1 and 40/39 (Hesperia, XX VI, 1957, pp. 251-252).** The

7 In his listing of this inscription, C. Pélékidis, Histoire de I éphébie attique, Paris, 1962, p. 184,
No. 14, indicates that an x number of foreigners were inscribed. But the list is complete; 27 names
can be counted. He first (p. 190) states that the caption Xenoi is lacking in I.G., 112, 1043; then
a few lines lower he writes that it is missing in I.G., II?, 1961 also; but he believes that no con-
clusions can be drawn from this fact (conclusions apparently regarding the question whether
foreigners constituted a separate group within the ephebia).

18 That I.G., 112, 1965 + 3730 concerns the epheboi of the same year as I.G., 112, 1961, T accept
as demonstrated fact. The problem of its relationship to I.G., II%, 1961 and its character is another
matter. The “ mixture ” of Athenian and foreign epheboi which Stamires sees in both (page 252,
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date can now be fixed more definitely on the basis of the appearance of only three
instructors as paullo post 39/8. Raubitschek had discovered that 1.G., 1%, 1965 and
3730 are parts of the same stone and had joined the squeezes at Princeton. Two
problems emerge for present consideration. The paidotribes who is honored with a
crown in 1.G., IT% 3730 is Meniskos of Kolone, while the name of the paidotribes in
1.G., IT%, 1961 is reported as reading ‘A ———. Stamires suggested that an error should
be attributed to the transcriber and that one should perhaps restore <M [evickov
Kolwviflev]. Another possible solution, but without a parallel known to me, would
be to suggest that one paidotribes was appointed to succeed another deceased or
dropped predecessor in the course of the year.

In 1.G., IT?, 1965-3730 the synepheboi honor with crowns, in addition to the
paidotribes, two gymnasiarchoi and a tamias, who was none other than an *AwéAnéws
é¢ Ofov. Kirchner dated 1.G., IT? 1965 “ fin. s. I a.,” since he thought, as Dow did
later (Hesperia, Suppl. I, p. 189), that this Apolexis was the archon of 8/7-1 B.c., who
in this year was serving as tamias, perhaps of the military treasury. The conclusion
of Stamires (p. 252), “1I recognize the persons crowned (in I.G., II%, 1965-3730)
not as officials of the state, but as epheboi,” is definitely proved to be correct, however,
not only by the fact that by his re-reading of the name of one of the honored gymnasi-
archoi in I1.G., IT?, 1965, 26-27 he made it all but certain that the gymnasiarchos is
an ephebos whose name occurs in 1.G., II?, 1961 and that Raubitschek has done the
same for the other gymnasiarchos, showing that I.G., II*, 3730 belongs with 1965,
but by further decisive confirmation, specifically relating to the tamias for whose
ephebic status he adduced no evidence. For in Hesperia, IV, 1933, p. 177, No. 43,
which also dates from the middle of the first century B.c., the tamias who was honored
with a crown by his synepheboi in precisely similar fashion as in I.G., IT%, 1965-3730,
was a foreigner, Herakleitos Herakleitou of Alexandria. He, of course, could not
have been the tamias of the military, or any other state treasury, and must have been
a foreign ephebos who served as ephebic treasurer.

The archon Apolexis of 7.G., I1%, 1040 + 1025 must be distinguished from 1)
the archon Apolexis who is dated 21/0 and who was archon contemporaneously with
Antigenes, archon of Delphi, in the XXI-XXII priestship,” and 2) the archon
Apolexis, son of Philokrates of Oion, who was in office in the same year as the
Delphic archon Xenagoras in the XXIII priestship, 8/7-1 B.c.”

note 69) does not in actuality exist. In I.G., IT%, 1965, nine names appear in Col. I; the first seven
(except for the name in line 1 which cannot be read in its entirety) are foreigners, each with its
ethnic; the last two have demotics, Leukonoeus and Kepheisieus. Only the beginnings of the
names in Col. IT can be read. But in I.G., 112, 1961 there is no such mixture. In both columns
names of the foreigners with their ethnics are inscribed without a break immediately after the
names of the Athenians with patronymics and demotics. This is precisely the arrangement which
is found in 1.G., 112, 1043.

19 Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, No. 61, 1-2; *EAevownaxd, I, p. 223, 1-2; Hesperia, XXVI, 1957,
p. 246, No. 97, 3; Suppl. I, p. 185, No. 115, 2; .G, II%, 2876, 2.

20 Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, No. 63, 1-2; I.G., 112, 2997, 3-4.
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The date of the third Apolexis, whose name appears without patronymic or
demotic, as does the name of the first Apolexis, can be fixed within narrow limits
by several considerations. First, I.G., II*, 1040 4 1025, which is dated by him,
originated in a year when a popular regime was in power in Athens. A pre-Sullan
date is excluded by the fact that the staff consisted of four instructors instead of seven.
From the first listing of instructors until the latest extant inscription of Series A
(1.G., I1%, 1030 of post 94/3), seven instructors are named. Secondly, I.G., II?
1040 4 1025 is in structure and formulae like 1.G., I1?, 1041 and 1042, both dated
in ca. 45/4 and ca. 41/0 respectively, and like them names four instructors. The
ephebic inscription dating from a period of aristocratic control at the time of
Anthony’s visit to Athens shows that the number of paideutai had been reduced from
four to three (I.G., IT?, 1043, dated 37/6). The change was perhaps made at the
time of Sulla’s domination of Athens, although the one inscription from that time,
1.G., 11%, 1039 (79/8) unfortunately makes no mention of instructors at all.

Thirdly, the inscription cannot be dated from the period of democratic control
of Athens under Augustus both because three instructors constituted the staff after
37/6 and because the archon Apolexis of that period is designated by the patronymic
and demotic.

There is left the period of democratic control in the time of Julius Caesar,
between 48/7 and 39/8. The inscription must be placed in this period by reason of
its parallelism with I.G., IT?, 1041 and 1042 and its listing of four instructors. I1.G.,
I1%, 1040 4~ 1025 must then be dated between ca. 45/4 and ca. 41 /0, the firm dates of
I1.G., I1?, 1041 and 1042, and perhaps in the ““ open ”’ year 43/2.

O. W. REINMUTH
UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS

21 Three instructors appear also in I.G., II2, 1961, which Stamires dated nter 52/1-40/39.

This inscription must now be dated post 37/6.
22 Apolexis, archon of ca. 43/2, is doubtless also the archon Apolexis of I.G., I12, 1063, 6; 1048

and Hesperia, Suppl. I, p. 182, No. 113, 2-3.
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I. G, II2, 1040, Fragment ¢ and I. G., 112, 1025.
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