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PREFACE

The present work, for which I tentatively suggest the abbreviation
NGSL,1 is divided into two parts. Part I was conceived as a practical
guide to the corpus of Greek sacred laws for the general classicist rather
than a theoretical exposition. It is meant to introduce the evidence by
means of the evidence itself, and I therefore had to limit the footnotes
and the references to scholarship.

My primary aim in part II was to collect and republish the sacred
laws from mainland Greece, the colonies, and the islands, with the
exception of Cos, published after the appearance of SokolowskiÕs Lois

sacrées des cités grecques in 1969. I have, nevertheless, included two inscrip-
tions (nos. 11 and 13) which were published in the 1960s. Inscriptions
from Cos and Asia Minor are not included, but I have added checklists
of signiÞcant new documents. I have left out any inscriptions included
in SokolowskiÕs corpus, even when they were enriched by new frag-
ments or improved considerably in respect to readings. A list of some
such inscriptions is to be found, however, in Appendix B 3. Also added
are concordances for the various parts of the corpus (for which see Part
I pp. 3Ð4).

The principles that guided me in making the present selection are
stated in part I pp. 4Ð9. It suffices to note here that an occasional
stipulation on the subject of religion or cult practice does not neces-
sarily qualify a document as a sacred law. Some cases are admittedly
undecided. On the whole, I have avoided including here a number of
fragments where identiÞcation as sacred laws depends entirely upon
inference or restorations and/or is not backed up by deÞnite parallels.2

1 N(ew) G(reek) S(acred) L(aws); this abbreviation was suggested to H.S. Versnel by
A. Chaniotis; I am grateful to both.

2 IG I3 230. Athens. Sacred Law?
SEG XXVI 137. Attica. Agrileza. A Calendar. With no trace of references to either

offerings or events (see Part I pp. 65Ð69), the meaning of this address to Hermes with a
list of months remains obscure in my opinion.

SEG XXXII 86. Athens. Even if this document is classiÞed as festival regulationsÑ
and this does not seem beyond question to meÑthe treatment of actual cult perfor-
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I have also avoided particularly small fragments which in and of them-
selves did not seem to justify a full commentary.3

Like my predecessors, I have not included here documents that deal
explicitly with the cult of the dead and those that deal with ruler
cult. The exclusion is somewhat artiÞcial; rectifying the situation must,
however, await a revision of the entire corpus.

Format

Each chapter comprises the following parts: lemma, text, translation,
restorations, epigraphical commentary, and commentary.

Lemma. The lemma contains a brief description of the stone, its
Þndspot, including, when this is possible, the archaeological context,
measurements, current location of the stone, and a list of publications of
the text, relevant discussions, and published photographs of the stone.
Derivative editions (i.e. those not based on an autopsy) are listed in
parentheses.

I have done my best to Þnd editions and discussions of the docu-
ments included here. I may have failed to do so in more than one
case. As for discussions, I have listed only relevant discussions, be they
short or long. I am afraid that I have not found an ideal way to treat
reviews or short notices regarding works that discuss the inscriptions in
question. On the whole, they are mentioned in the lemma if they add
something to the discussion by opposing a given authorÕs point or by a
reasoned endorsement of it or when the work cited cannot be consid-
ered readily available. The bulk of Part II was Þnished by early 2002. I

mance does not seem to me to justify its inclusion (see in this respect Part I p. 101).
SEG XL 123. Athens. Sacred Regulations?
SEG XXXVI 703 = SEG XL 624. Gorgippia. Financial Measures of a Cult Associa-

tion?
SEG XLV 1876. Vani. Even if the object of this fragment was to protect a document

inscribed above and now lost (J.G. Vinogradov, ÔThe Inscribed Bronze from Vani,Õ VDI
1995, 3, 48Ð71 = Pontische Studien, Mainz, 1997, 577Ð601), I am not sure that this lost
document was necessarily a sacred law.

T.B. Mitford, The Inscriptions of Kourion, Philadelphia, 1971, 83Ð84 no. 36: ÔA Lex
Sacra?Õ.

3 Agora XVI 57: fragment of an enactment concerning Eleusinian First Fruits. It is
pointless to discuss this tiny fragment independent of the more substantial documents
(see Part I p. 104) belonging to the First Fruits dossier.

SEG XXXII 150. Athens. Phratry decree. [τ� δ� �ερε]|	συνα λαμ��νειν τ[�ν �ερ�α?]
in lines 7Ð8 do not justify inclusion.
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have tried to incorporate works covered by the Bulletin Épigraphique for
the year 1999 and SEG XLVII (1997). Later bibliography has been cited
only occasionally. This is probably most notable in such popular docu-
ments as nos. 1 and 27 which have generated a great deal of discussion.4

Works cited in the lemma are usually discussed in the appropriate
place in the commentary. When this is not the case, and/or when the
contents of the work cited are not immediately clear from its title, they
are indicated in a footnote.

Measurements. All measurements are in meters.
Editorial Conventions. I have followed the Leiden system as revised by

Sterling Dow in his Conventions in Editing, Durham, NC, 1969, 3Ð13.5

Stoichedon and boustrophedon inscriptions are clearly marked as ΣΤ�Ι�.
or Β�ΥΣΤΡ�ΦΗΔ�Ν (no. 6 is Schlangenschrift). The rubric NON-
ΣΤ�Ι�. has only been used to mark non-stoichedon inscriptions, where
the stoichedon order could be expected (the sides of no. 1; nos. 9, 13, 21).
Otherwise, non-stoichedon inscriptions are not marked as such.

Restorations. When most of the restorations belong to the same per-
son(s), it has seemed best to state this at the beginning (i.e. suppl(evit/
everunt) X). It is to be understood that all unnamed restorations that
follow belong to this primary authority. Otherwise, restorations are
marked by the name of the restorer. Thus (e.g.) in no. 1, line 11 the read-
ing Ô11 DauxÕ would indicate that everything in line 11 was restored by
Daux. My own restorations or comments, when this is not clear from
the context, are marked by ÔL.Õ Restorations are traced to their origin.
Obsolete restorations are generally avoided.

I have, on the whole, attempted not to indulge in gratuitous restora-
tions only to note that they are doubtful and that alternatives are
equally possible. One might complain that I have exercised too much
caution with restorations and that, in certain cases, I print less text
than previous editions, thus forcing the user to Þsh for restorations
in the apparatus and reattach them to the text. It seems to me that

4 In this respect I particularly regret that I have not been able to use G. Ekroth,
The Sacrificial Rituals of Greek Hero-Cults in the Archaic to the Early Hellenistic Periods (Kernos
Suppl. 12), Liege, 2002, of which I was informed as the present work was going to
press.

5 I have not used DowÕs ÔÞrst/second textÕ (ibid. 7Ð8) notation, printed above the
line, for rasurae. The reader should consult the epigraphical commentary for text
printed within double square brackets. I have also not followed DowÕs suggested system
(ibid. 29Ð31) of question marks noting the level of certainty in restorations.
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an editor should make a clear distinction between interpretation and
restoration. On the whole, many sacred laws use identical, well-deÞned
formulas much less frequently than certain kinds of decrees. In many
cases, a correct restoration depends upon a correct understanding of
a cultic context, where details are not always fully known. Even when
several documents deal with one cult, sharing, perhaps, similarities in
the way they regulate it, they may still formulate these regulations
independently. Comparative evidence, which may prove invaluable for
the interpretation of a certain fragmentary document, will thus not
necessarily yield much help for the actual restoration of the text.

Epigraphical Commentary. When possible, the epigraphical commentary
is based on my own autopsy. Otherwise, it is derivative and meant to
serve little more than the readerÕs immediate needs. I have normally
not described letter forms when I was able to provide a readable
photograph. Comments on dotted letters in a secure textual context
(e.g. [μ] .ηδ� in 4.9) have generally been avoided.

Translations. Translations are mine. I must, nevertheless, stress my
debt to former translations (whenever these exist). I have attempted
to make the translations literal yet readable. It may be claimed that
in some cases my translation is too similar to a former one. It should,
however, be noted that in some cases there are only so many ways to
translate a word or a phrase literally. In such cases there seemed to
be no point in attempting a different translation merely for the sake
of variation. I have used square brackets ([ ]) only occasionally in the
translations. Wholly restored words are included within square brack-
ets, but I avoided using them in partially restored words when I found
the restoration convincing. Interpretative additions to the translations
are included in parentheses. The translations should be seen as an inte-
gral part of the commentary; they thus represent my interpretation of
the texts. It cannot be overstressed that the translations should never be
used without the text.

Commentary. In most chapters, the commentary includes general re-
marks followed by line-by-line commentary. On the whole, I tried to
concentrate on the religious aspects of the documents. Nevertheless,
when the context is less familiar, I have included comments on other
aspects as well. Thus, it seemed proper to comment on references to
(e.g.) Rhodian tribes or the Samian calendar, whereas similar comments
on (e.g.) Attic archons or demes seemed superßuous.

Date. The date is discussed in the commentary at the end of the
general remarks, where it is also noted if the date is discussed elsewhere.
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Bibliography. To keep the general bibliography within reasonable lim-
its, I have usually avoided incorporating into it works, mainly books but
occasionally articles, which are cited only once or twice or those which
are used in a limited context only. When a work is cited more than once
in a particular context, I have sometimes referred to it by ibid. or op.
cit. I have, however, done so only in consecutive or adjacent footnotes,
so that tracing the original reference should not be difficult.

Short notes and reviews are ordinarily not cited in the general bibli-
ography.

Bibliographical References. Reference in the commentary is given pri-
marily to works that are included in the lemma and to those that I
have used as the basis for my arguments. I have tried to refer to works
that include further bibliographical referencesÑand mostly to works
that are generally accessibleÑbut it seemed pointless to refer the reader
constantly to standard works such as RE, or LIMC, which are referred
to only when I relied on them myself.

I have attempted to credit works that referred me to relevant sources
(ordinarily in parentheses). I do not doubt that I have failed to do so
occasionally. Normally, I have not credited works in such a way when I
reached my sources independently.

Epigraphical References. When reference is made to a restoration, it
appears normally in square brackets (e.g. [LSCG 151 A 62]).

When the date cited for an inscription included in SokolowskiÕs cor-
pus differs from the date assigned to it therein, the source for the date
is commonly cited in parentheses (e.g. LSCG 15 (IG I3 7; ca. 460Ð450)).
Standard corpora references for inscriptions included in SokolowskiÕs
corpus are otherwise rarely cited in the text; they can be found in Con-
cordance 1 below. Reference to one or more later editions is usually
cited in Part I for inscriptions included in LGS but not in SokolowskiÕs
corpus.

Old Testament and Mishnaic References. All Old Testament and Mishnaic
citations refer to the original texts.

In reference to the Mishnah I have, for the beneÞt of the uninitiated,
cited both the tractate (in italics) and (in parentheses) the order, e.g.
Mishnah (Qodashim) Midot 3.4.

Abbreviations. Abbreviations of works and periodicals are primarily
those given in AJA 104, 2000: 10Ð24. Otherwise, for periodicals, abbre-
viations are those used in L’année philologique; for authors and works,
those used in the OCD3 and, if they are not mentioned there, those
used in LSJ. Abbreviations of epigraphical corpora are those used in
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J.H.M. Strubbe (with the assistance of M.J. Bakker), Supplementum Epi-

graphicum Graecum. Consolidated Index to Volumes XXXVI–XLV (1986–1995),
Amsterdam, 1999, 677Ð688. The list of abbreviations (p. XIX) includes
corpora not cited there, abbreviated differently, or cited among publi-
cations in lemmata.

Transliteration. I make no exclusive claim to consistency. Regarding
names, I have tried to follow the forms used in the second and third
editions of the Oxford Classical Dictionary. Otherwise, names are usually
transliterated. In such cases k is used for Greek κ, y for Greek υ,
and ch for Greek ". Greek words are, on the whole, transliterated,
but I have tried to avoid discrepancies such as Hecate/Hekataion or
even Dionysus Bromios. As for modern Greek diacritical marks, I have
retained whatever system individual authors were using.
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part one

GREEK SACRED LAW

An Introduction





The Corpus of Greek Sacred Laws

The Þrst attempt to collect the Greek sacred laws into a corpus was
undertaken by Hans1 von Prott and Ludwig Ziehen in the late nine-
teenth century. Prott was responsible for sacriÞcial calendars and laws
governing the cult of the Hellenistic monarchs. The Þrst fascicle con-
taining the calendars was published in 1896, but the author died before
completing the second; ruler cult has subsequently been kept out of the
corpus. Ziehen, entrusted with all other documents, published a Þrst
volume containing the laws of Greece and the islands in 1906; a pro-
jected second volume, containing the laws of Asia Minor, was never
published. Incomplete as it is and by now outdated in many respects,
Prott and ZiehenÕs Leges Graecorum Sacrae (LGS I and II) has never quite
been surpassed and remains invaluable today.

In the second half of the twentieth century Greek sacred law came
to be associated Þrst and foremost with a single scholar, Franciszek
Sokolowski. SokolowskiÕs Þrst undertaking was to supplement LGS by
collecting the sacred laws of Asia Minor which resulted in the publica-
tion of Lois sacrées de l’Asie mineure (LSAM ) in 1955. This volume was fol-
lowed in 1962 by Lois sacrées des cités grecques: Supplément (LSS), including
new documents not included in LGS and LSAM, but excluding Coan
documents. Seven years later, in 1969, Sokolowski published the last
volume of his corpus, Lois sacrées des cités grecques (LSCG), constituting a
revision of LGS, which it never meant to replace entirely,2 and including
Coan documents.3

SokolowskiÕs volumes, especially LSCG,4 have attracted much criti-
cism. Though some of the points commonly raised are undeniably
true, particularly the tendency to introduce into the text restorations
which, as ingenious as they sometimes are, may (inter alia) be in dis-
agreement with the stones, anyone who has tried to produce a corpus
of his own cannot but admire the author for his unparalleled knowl-
edge of Greek religion, his profound understanding of the documents

1 Latin Ioannes.
2 LSCG p. VII.
3 Among them those Þrst published by Rudolf Herzog in Die Heilige Gesetze von Cos,

though omitting no. 16, which had been liberally restored by Herzog, and nos. 13a-x
which do not belong in the corpus.

4 E.g. K. Clinton AJP 92, 1971, 496Ð499; P. Roesch AntCl 40, 1971, 201Ð209. For
an assessment of the merits of LSAM see note in F. BŽrard et al., Guide de l’épigraphiste3,
Paris, 2000, no. 995.
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and the skill shown in their selection, and his very ability to cope with
the vast undertaking and bring it to fulÞllment in a relatively short
time. SokolowskiÕs three volumes with their succinct indices are a useful
research tool.

The latest addition to the corpus is Georges RougemontÕs masterly
1977 collection of Delphic documents, Lois sacrées et règlements religieux,
published as the Þrst volume of the Corpus des inscriptions de Delphes
(CID I).

The various editors have brießy accounted for the principles which
guided them in making their selections, in their introductions.5 It is
advisable to summarize such principles and discuss the deÞnition of
sacred law here.

Since a set of rules governing Greek cult practice has not been hand-
ed over to us, an obvious way of getting closer to attaining it is to collect
the surviving individual documents, inscribed mainly on stone,6 which
record such rules directly. These documents, commonly classiÞed as le-

ges sacrae (vel sim.) in epigraphical corpora, may indeed form the core of
the corpus of Greek sacred laws, and relevance to actual cult practice is
usually a good criterion for the inclusion or exclusion of ambiguous cas-
es. But the corpus of Greek sacred laws is, in fact, much more diverse,
and the term sacred law7 itself, as it is used inclusively in this corpus,
transcends common epigraphical genres, being, to an extent, an arti-
Þcial modern construct, albeit drawing upon ancient precedents.8 The
corpus contains a diverse assortment of laws, decrees, statutes, regula-
tions, proclamations, treaties, contracts, leases, testaments, foundation
documents, and oracles. These may be issued by federations, states,
civic subdivisions and magistrates, royalty, sanctuaries, religious organi-
zations, or private individuals. The documents come from throughout
the Greek world, from around the beginning of the sixth century B.C.9

to the Roman Imperial period, varying in length from a few words to
the 194 lines of the regulations of the Andanian mysteries, LSCG 65.10

5 LGS I p. 1; LGS II pp. IIIÐIV; LSAM p. 5; cf. 184; LSS p. 5; LSCG pp. VIIÐVIII;
CID I pp. 1Ð4.

6 Documents which survived in one form or another in literary sources (such as
Athenaeus 234e-f) have never been included in the corpus.

7 Lex sacra; cf. loi sacrŽ, heilige Gesetz, Kultusgesetz, vel sim.
8 A discussion of the contents of the modern corpus seems to me to be a prerequi-

site for a discussion (not pursued here) of �ερ#ς ν#μ%ς in antiquity.
9 As below no. 6.

10 Cf. Chaniotis 1997, 145Ð146.
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Generally speaking, some of the inscriptions can be formally identi-
Þed as legislation, usually decrees, or other legal documents of a deter-
minable source.11 Others put forth customs, usages, rules, laws, all of
which are entailed in the term ν#μ%ς, directly and with little to no for-
mal mediation.12 Their source may be determinable; the term by which
they were referred to in antiquity is, in the majority of cases, conjec-
tural at best.13 Both types of documents govern cult performance and
religious activities, for the most part, of a recurrent nature.14 The sec-
ond type, which tends to be the Þrst to be associated with the term
sacred law, commonly regulates entry into sanctuaries and cult perfor-
mance; the Þrst may regulate such matters as well as others, including
the function of cult personnel or the management of sanctuaries; it
may also govern performance of occasional actions pertaining to reli-
gion and cult practice, such as sacred building activities and melting
down of dedications. What links all of these documents together is nei-
ther a formal deÞnition, let alone a formal deÞnition of lawÑwhich in
and of itself has little bearing upon the nature of the evidenceÑnor
of genre. It is rather their subject matterÑon the whole sacredÑand
the meansÑfor the most part of a tangibly legal characterÑby which
it is handled. Even if ideally one would identify individual documents
according to their respective genres, a common term is bound to be
used. ÔSacred lawÕ may be misleading, and should not be taken at face
value in all cases; nevertheless, it has, for better or for worse, prevailed.
Coining a new termÑshould any be coined at allÑis pointless.

The most basic requirements which documents ought to meet in
order to be classiÞed as sacred laws can, on the whole, be reduced
to two, whether the term is used exclusively or inclusively: (1) The
documents must be prescriptive; they must set out rules and regulations,
syntactically, by means of imperative forms, written or implied.15 In

11 E.g. a state or an individual.
12 That is, not in the form of or through a (e.g.) decree.
13 The obvious case in which such a document (albeit introduced by a decree) is

actually entitled ν#μ%ς is LSCG 136.19Ð22 (discussed below pp. 14Ð15). LSS 59 evidently
refers to its predecessor as a Ôpublic noticeÕ (πρ%γ[ρα()]; see below p. 18).

14 Being recurrent is, of course, inherent in the concept of cult: ÔUn culte, en effet,
nÕest pas simplement un ensemble de prŽcautions rituelles que lÕhomme est tenu de
prendre dans certaines circonstances; cÕest un syst•me de rites, de f•tes, de cŽrŽmonies
diverses qui présentent toutes ce caractère qu’elles reviennent périodiquement:Õ E. Durkheim, Les
formes élémentaires de la vie religieuse, Paris, Le Livre de Poche, 1991, 133Ð134 [originally
published 1912] (the italics are original).

15 Cf. Guarducci 1967Ð1978, IV, 4.
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practice imperative inÞnitives and imperatives are normal; the future
indicative may also be used16 as may the present.17 (2) Their subject
matter, the object of their prescriptions, must be or pertain to religion
and particularly to cult practice. When Greek sacred law is concerned,
these must be Greek, and relevant documents such as the law from the
Herodian temple in Jerusalem18 are to be left out.

These basic requirements are, however, not enough and deserve
further qualiÞcation, as might be illustrated through an examination
of two documents. Both are decrees regarding construction or repair of
sanctuary fountain houses; one, LSCG 75, is included in the corpus; the
other, I.Oropos 290, is not.

The third-century B.C. decree from Orchomenus, LSCG 75, very
brießy prescribes the construction of a fountain house for the bene-
Þt of citizens offering sacriÞce at a sanctuary of Zeus Meilichios. The
much longer Athenian decree, I.Oropos 290 (369/8 B.C.), which honors
Antikrates of Decelea, a priest of Amphiaraus, discusses several mea-
sures to be taken on the occasion of repair work to be made to the foun-
tain and the baths at the Amphiareum and the installation of a marble
stele inscribed with syngraphai (appended in lines 29Ð77), and describes
in great detail the work and the conditions according to which it has
been leased out. The decree prescribes the use of sacred money, col-
lected in the sanctuaryÕs thesauros (treasury box), and money from shops
for inscribing the stele, for an aresterion (a special sacriÞce upon making
alterations to divine property),19 and for reimbursing the neokoros; the
remaining sums are to be transferred to a contractor through those in
charge of the repair works (lines 13Ð25).

Both documents meet the two basic requirements outlined above:
they contain prescriptions of, as it happens, occasional actions pertain-
ing to religion and cult practice. Yet while the measures speciÞed in
LSCG 75 are the core of the document, the professed object of I.Oropos

290 is neither the allocation of sacred monies nor the offering of the

16 As in LSCG 133.3 (ca. 400 B.C.), 134.8 (fourth century B.C.), and the Roman
Imperial LSCG 52.5, 21, 24 and LSAM 88.4Ð5; cf. IG XII 5, 15. For the future in leases
and in sales of priesthoods see below p. 49.

17 This is characteristic of calendars and calendar extracts or comparable simple
sacriÞcial regulations. See (e.g.) LSCG 20 B 39; LSS 10 A 30; 94; LGS I 25 (quoted below
p. 93); LSCG 114Ð115 (both from Thasos). The calendar of Cos, LSCG 151, is notable for
mixed constructions.

18 OGIS 598 and SEG VIII 169 quoted below.
19 See Stengel, 1920, 134; Rudhardt 1992, 269.
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aresterion, but the works and more precisely the publication of the syn-

graphai. The religious measures, important as they are, consist of actions
performed for this end, and thus occupy a secondary place in the entire
document. The inscription is an indispensable piece of evidence for cer-
tain aspects of Greek cult practice; it is not, however, a clear-cut case of
a sacred law but at best a borderline case. A line must be drawn some-
where, however, and Sokolowski is justiÞed in leaving I.Oropos 290 out
of the corpus.

To the basic principles discussed above one must therefore add that
it is incumbent upon documents which are to be included in the corpus
that matters pertaining to religion and cult practice be less a means to
an end and more an end in their own right, occupying an indisputable
Þrst place. As a result, some of the documents included in the corpus (as
traditionally constituted) are, in fact, excerpts from longer inscriptions.
This was avoided in the present collection, out of the belief that an
inscription is better presented and studied as a whole.

Another issue should also be observed, though its application is not
quite consistent. Traditionally, not each and every document regulating
cult performance is included in the corpus of sacred laws. The cor-
pus usually avoids documents that regulate extraordinary sacriÞces and
even festivals which, divine sponsorship aside, do not assume the form
of straightforward divine worship. A famous example (and one which is
not beyond question in my mind) is the Coan decree of ca. 278 B.C.,
Syll.3 398, regarding a thanksgiving sacriÞce to Pythian Apollo at Del-
phi and corresponding festivities for him, Zeus Soter, and Nike in Cos,
on the occasion of the expulsion of the Gauls from Delphi.20 Another
example is the Coan decree SEG XXXIII 675 (= Iscr.Cos ED 5; ca. mid
Þrst half of the second century B.C.) on sacriÞce to all the gods and
goddesses, in particular Zeus Megistos, Homonoia, and Zeus Boulaios
(inter alios), for the safety of the demos and the Cappadocian royal
couple, Ariarathes IV Eusebes and Antiochis, which I have not listed
among new Coan sacred laws in Appendix B 2. On the other hand,
LSAM 81 and no. 26 below have been included in the corpus, because
they institute festivals to be incorporated into the local religious calen-
dars; although these festivals commemorate events of a primarily civic
impetus, they do so within the framework of the cult of Homonoia.

20 See S.M. Sherwin-White, Ancient Cos (Hypomnemata 51), Gšttingen, 1978, 107Ð
108.
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LSAM 15 (lines 31Ð61 of Syll.3 694; Elaea;21 129 B.C.) is included despite
regulating what appears to be an ephemeral celebration on an extraor-
dinary occasion (the installation of plaques bearing a treaty with the
Romans), because the celebration is subject to a form of ordinary wor-
ship (mainly the cult of Demeter and Kore, Ôthe tutelary goddesses of
the polis:Õ lines 48Ð51) rather than being subservient to an extraor-
dinary occasion.22 Certain cult foundations may seem problematic in
this respect. One notes, however, that all the cases included in the cor-
pus, even those which bluntly commemorate the founders or their rel-
atives,23 set the cult within a recognized framework of divine worship.24

Documents concerned with the straightforward cult of the living or of
the dead,25 including all documents concerned with bona fide ruler cult,26

are left out of the corpus.
To sum up, to qualify as a sacred law, in the way this term is used

in the existing corpus of Greek sacred laws, an inscription must be
prescriptive; its subject matter and main focus must be or pertain to
religion and particularly to cult practice, on the whole recurrent in
nature, or at least set within the framework of ordinary worship. Real-
ity is, however, more complex and leaves some room for interpreta-
tion. Though many cases are sufficiently clear, the Þnal decision as
to whether or not to admit a given document into the corpus may
at times depend on a variety of factors, including personal judgment.
LGS includes not less than seventeen documents which Sokolowski pre-
ferred, for better and for worse, to leave out.27 CID I includes two more
such documents,28 and excludes Þve others.29 I would have avoided

21 Rather than Pergamum: L. Robert BCH 108, 1894, 489Ð496 (= Documents d’Asie
Mineure, Paris, 1987, 489Ð496).

22 It may be easier to talk about ÔreligiousÕ and Ônon-religiousÕ festivals or celebra-
tions. The examples reviewed here indicate, however, how relative these terms can be.
I suspect that if Syll.3 398 had dealt with details of cult performance to the extent that
LSAM 81 does, it would have been included in the corpus of sacred laws.

23 See below pp. 83Ð87.
24 One notes the heroization in the foundations of Kritolaos and more clearly of

Epicteta (below pp. 85, 87). See also below p. 75 with n. 389.
25 Cf. below p. 75.
26 LSCG 106 is an obvious exception. For royal festival foundations see, however,

below p. 84.
27 LGS I 16, 17, 19, 25, 27; II 31, 55, 60, 61, 64, 66, 103, 120, 126, 131, 136, 142; LGS II

15 A is also omitted from LSCG 16.
28 1 and 11.
29 LSCG 79, 80, 81; LSS 43, 44.
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LSCG 180 and probably LSAM 87,30 and I am not sure that everyone
would subscribe to the selection I have made in part II.

The Contents and Forms of Greek Sacred Law

Even once a document has been identiÞed as sacred law, further clas-
siÞcation remains difficult, since, as we have seen, sacred law, in the
way in which the term is used here, hardly constitutes a well-deÞned
genre. A classiÞcation of the documents according to their respective
genres may be justiÞed, though misleading, as documents of different
genres may deal with similar matters. Here we concentrate rather on
the range of issues covered by the documents assembled in the cor-
pus, on the whole adhering to the scheme of four main classes, namely
sacred space (mainly sanctuaries), sacred officials (mostly priests), per-
formance of cult (a particularly diverse class), and religious events (fes-
tivals and ceremonies).31 Admittedly, there are numerous cases in which
more than one subject is handled by a single document, and much in
the evidence deÞes clear-cut classiÞcation. We follow the sacred space-
sacred officials-cult performance-religious events scheme here if only
for the sake of a general review. Though we mainly aim at review-
ing issues recurring in the documents, it is worthwhile, as far as possi-
ble, to attempt to consider the formal classiÞcation of the documents
and, to an extent, the range of genres associated with the respective
issues.

Sanctuaries and Sacred Space

Comprehensive and SpeciÞc Documents

A handful of documents have reached us which discuss the manage-
ment of individual sanctuaries in a general and comprehensive way.
The best example is the great set of regulations (the document does

30 See below pp. 34Ð35; on the other hand, I would have liked the corpus to be more
inclusive in respect to documents prescribing the building and furnishing of sanctuaries
and temples.

31 With some variations, this scheme is of course not uncommon; StengelÕs Die
griechischen Kultusaltertümer is particularly noteworthy; cf. also the arrangement used in
the section on religion in the third volume of the Sylloge Inscriptionum Graecarum.
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not refer to itself by a more speciÞc term)32 from the Amphiareum
at Oropus, LSCG 69.33 As comprehensive as it is, it still takes into
account through cross-reference a law which, judging from the con-
text, expounded upon (perhaps inter alia) the activity of a cult official,
namely the neokoros. The priest of Amphiaraus, who is required (lines
2Ð6) to visit the sanctuary from the end of the winter until the period
of the ploughing, missing no more than three days at a time34 and stay-
ing at the sanctuary for not less ten days per month, is instructed (lines
6Ð8):

*παναγκ�+ειν τ�ν ν-
εωκ#ρ%ν τ%/ τε �ερ%/ *πιμελε0σ1αι κατ� τ�-
ν ν#μ%ν κα2 τ3ν 4(ικνεμ�νων ε5ς τ� �ερ#ν6

to compel the neokoros (sanctuary attendant) to take care of the sanctuary
and of the visitors to the sanctuary according to the law.35

The document goes on to discuss (lines 9Ð20) offences committed on
the premises, related Þnes for offenders, their payments, cases tried at
the sanctuary and presided over by the priest, and those tried else-
where. There follow (lines 20Ð24, 36Ð48) some basic rules for incuba-
tion, the staple cult activity of the Amphiareum, including a stipulation
regarding the publication of the names of the incubants; in between
(lines 25Ð36) there is a discussion of public and private sacriÞce, includ-
ing a reference to the local festival; the function and prerogatives of
the priest are considered and on the spot consumption of the meat is
prescribed. Little can be made of the remains on the stone past line
48, but the scope of the surviving part suggests that the document was
envisioned, and doubtless functioned, as a general code touching upon
most, if not all, aspects of day-to-day administration of the activities at
the Amphiareum.

The decree of Demetrias concerning the oracular sanctuary of Apol-
lo at Korope in Magnesia (LSCG 83; ca. 100 B.C.) gives a similar im-

32 Unless the ν#μ%ι in line 39 refer back to the regulations of lines 20Ð24.
33 Cf. the fragmentary LSS 35.
34 BuckÕs GD p. 195 translation.
35 This ν#μ%ς is probably an actual written law (or an injunction in a law) although,

as A.B. Petropoulou has noted (commentary ad loc. in ÔThe Eparche Documents and the
Early Oracle at Oropus,Õ GRBS 22, 1981, 39Ð63 at 51), this may not be mandatory. The
ν#μ%ι in line 39 are evidently ÔregulationsÕ (Petropoulou ibid. 56). B. Le Guen-Pollet, La
vie religieuse dans le monde grec du V au IIIe siècle avant notre ére. Choix de documents épigraphiques
traduits et commentés, Toulouse, 1992, 131 maintains that the ν#μ%ς is a regulation featured
in LSS 35.
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pression, but its scope is much more limited. While it contains inter-
esting details about the cult (lines 30Ð49), it is not quite interested in
the function of the oracle. As Louis Robert has shown,36 its main objec-
tive is maintaining orderly behavior (ε7κ%σμ8α lines 17, 51 cf. κ%σμ8ως
line 39) and proper procedure in consultation, if need be, through the
aid of 9α�δ%/"%ι (staff-bearers, i.e. security officers, lines 24Ð26, 50Ð51),
though it is not so much concerned with worshippers as with ensur-
ing that magistrates perform their proper duties. Comprehensive doc-
uments comparable to the Amphiareum law (to be distinguished from
cases in which different documents relating to the same sanctuary are
inscribed on the same stone, like LSAM 12 and 35) are, in fact, rare,
though the state of preservation of many of the stones may bear some
of the blame for that. Here we will consider two more cases.

LSCG 36 (mid-fourth century B.C.) is a decree of the deme of Pei-
raeus regulating activities at the local Thesmophorion which, as we
learn from the publication clause, was to be set up πρ�ς τ:ι 4να��σει
(ascent) τ%/ Θεσμ%(%ρ8%υ (23Ð24). The stone, the upper part of which is
lost, forbids (lines 3Ð12), probably out of a concern for the rights of the
priestess, the freeing of slaves, gatherings of thiasoi, setting up dedica-
tions, performing puriÞcation, or approaching the altars or the megaron

without the priestess, unless on festival days (the Thesmophoria, the
Prerosia, the Kalamaia, and the Skira), κα2 ε< τινα =λλην >μ�|ραν συν-
�ρ"%νται α� γυνα0κες κα|τ� τ� π�τρια.37 Cross-reference is employed for
the discussion of transgressions. The demarch is instructed to impose
Þnes and take the transgressors to court according to Ôthe laws gov-
erning such mattersÕ ("ρ	μεν%ν τ%0ς ν#μ%ι|ς %� κε0νται περ2 τ%?των lines
16Ð17). ÔThe ancient laws governing such mattersÕ (τ%@ς 4ρ|"α8%υς ν#-
μ%υς %� κε0〈ν〉ται περ2 τ%|?των lines 19Ð21) are also to be applied in cases
of gathering wood on sanctuary grounds.38

A different type of document is LSCG 55, coming from a sanctuary
founded by one Xanthus, a Lycian slave employed in the Laurion sil-
ver mines in southern Attica.39 It records the foundation, but is more
interested in setting up a basic code for the sanctuary. Another, non-
identical version of this document, IG II2 1365, evidently earlier,40 is

36 Hellenica V, Paris, 1948, 16Ð28.
37 Or on whatever other day the women gather according to the ancestral customs

(lines 10Ð12).
38 Cf. Dillon 1997a, 16 and see below pp. 26Ð27.
39 See E.N. Lane, CMRDM III, 107.
40 See Lane, CMRDM III, 8.
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not included in the corpus. Xanthus records his foundation (line 2),
for which he had been chosen by the god,41 and proceeds to enumer-
ate cathartic requirements to be met upon entry.42 He lists the rules
governing sacriÞce, prerogatives, distribution of the victimsÕ parts, and
sacriÞcial occasions. SacriÞce is to be performed only in the presence of
the founder who takes care to assert his rights: failure to comply would
render sacriÞce unacceptable to the god. Those who wish to found an
eranos43 are welcome to it with good luck as long as they comply with
the rules. XanthusÕ intimate relations with the god enable him to inter-
weave the regulations with exhortations such as κα2 ε7ε8λατ%ς | γ�ν%ιτ%
A 1ε�ς τ%0ς 1εραπε?%υσιν BπλC: τC: ψυ"C:,44 the likes of which are more
suggestive of the Bible than of Greek sacred law.45

Despite obvious differences, XanthusÕ document shares basic fea-
tures with the documents from the Amphiareum and from the Piraeus
Thesmophorion. All present the sanctuary as functioning according
to a given set of rules, be they divine, human, or a combination of
both; immediate jurisdiction exists, exercised by speciÞc functionaries,
accountable as they may be to a higher authority. This highest author-
ity is the one issuing the documents. At the time when LSCG 69 was
enacted, the highest authority at the Amphiareum was the city of Oro-
pus, though the control over the sanctuary kept changing for the next
hundred years or so.46 Immediate authority is invested in the neokoros

and in the priest. The body issuing LSCG 36 is the deme of Peiraeus;
legal matters are the province of the demarch;47 day-to-day authority
over cult performance is evidently invested in the priestess. In the case
of LSCG 55 the issuer is a private individual who also possesses immedi-
ate jurisdiction, acting, as he emphasizes, on behalf of the god himself.
The considerable differences between the three documents, manifest
in their respective issuing bodies, are further evident in the type and

41 See Lane loc. cit.
42 For cathartic requirements see below p. 15.
43 See below commentary on no. 5.
44 May the god be very merciful to those serving him with innocent soul (lines 11Ð12).
45 See S. Wide, ÔΑΩΡ�Ι ΒΙΑΙ�ΘΑΝΑΤ�Ι,Õ ARW 12, 1909, 224Ð233; cf. G.H.R.

Horsley, New Docs. III, 23Ð26. More generally for the passage cited one notes 1Chroni-
cles 28:9 ������� 	
����� ����	 ���� ��������: LXX κα2 δ%?λευε α7τG3 *ν καρδ8Hα τελε8Hα κα2 ψυ"C:
1ελ%?σCη (worship him with a whole heart and a willing soul). Cf. Deut. 6:5 (N.T. Matt.
22:37) etc.

46 See V.C. Petrakos in I.Oropos pp. 495Ð502.
47 See R. Garland, The Piraeus from the Fifth to the First Century B.C., London, 1987,

74Ð75.
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scope of the local activities. Each document attempts to touch the main
aspects of these activities, and this ultimately accounts for the respective
idiosyncrasies.

Type and scope of local activities are to be counted among the
formative elements which characterize evidence elsewhere. This is as
discernible in comprehensive documents as it is in less comprehen-
sive ones, be their primary focus cult performance48 or matters of
an administrative character. The regulations concerning theoroi from
Andros (LSS 38) elaborating on their maintenance and conduct; the
treaty between Delphi and Skiathos (LSS 41), discussing cultic taxes and
granting Skiathos (lines 24Ð27) the provision of a hestiatorion,49 wood,
vinegar, and salt for sacriÞcial meals; the document regulating the cultic
tax of Phaselis (LSS 39); or the decree of the koinon of the Asclepiadai of
Cos and Cnidus (LSS 42)50 are all dependent upon the status of Delphi,
the scope of local cult activities, and the ensuing need to regulate and
accommodate the activity of foreign visitors. They are, by nature, as
immediately related to the function of Delphi as an oracular sanctuary
and a site of celebration of a Pan-Hellenic festival as LSCG 69 depends
upon the healing cult practiced at the Oropian Amphiareum (and the
scope of the local festival celebrated there), or as the Andania regula-
tions depend on the mysteries they regulate.51 Documents from such
sanctuaries are bound to concern, besides cult performance, issues per-
taining to administration and managing and accommodating masses of
visitors. Such issues are likely to affect documents coming from other
popular, massively attended sanctuaries serving less speciÞc cultic ends,
such as the Samian Heraion.52 The range of documents coming from
all such sanctuaries is, on the other hand, likely to differ from those
emanating from local sanctuaries serving a speciÞc constituency such
as the unknown, privately founded Attic sacred precinct of Asclepius
and Hygieia which produced the eleven-line boundary marker with cult
regulations, LSCG 54 (Þrst century A.D.), addressing farmers and neigh-
bors who are encouraged to sacriÞce to the gods according to custom
(Iι 1�μις line 6).

48 Discussed below.
49 Dining room; see (e.g.) M.S. Goldstein, The Setting of the Ritual Meal in Greek

Sanctuaries; 600–300 B.C., Dissertation, Berkeley, 1978, 294Ð296.
50 Cf. also CID I 1 and 11.
51 See below pp. 105Ð106.
52 For which see below no. 18.
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Alongside distinctly local documents there exist, however, a great
number of sacred laws dealing with issues common to most sanctuar-
ies which are met time and again, usually with only minor differences.
We will here review documents dealing, generally speaking, with entry
into sanctuaries (ritual purity and protection of sanctuaries from pol-
lution, restricted and forbidden entry, asylum), and with protection of
sanctuaries and their property, as well as those governing the treatment
of dedications, the founding and construction of sanctuaries, other con-
struction works, and the leasing of sacred real estate. The identity of the
body issuing the Þrst class of documents, governing entry into sanctuar-
ies, is frequently not indicated, as they are not presented as legislation.
Documents belonging to the other classes are usually legislation, mostly
decrees, and, preservation permitting, they allow the issuing body to be
identiÞed.53

Entry into Sanctuaries

Ritual Purity. The obvious way to maintain purity is for a sanctuary
to inform worshippers of its cathartic policies upon entry by means of
inscriptions.54 The Andania Mysteries regulations, LSCG 65, are very
explicit in this respect (line 37):

4ναγραψ�ντω δ� κα2 4(J Kν δε0 κα1αρ8+ειν κα2 L μM δε0 N"%ντας ε5σπ%ρε?-
εσ1αι.

They shall write and post things which require puriÞcation and whatever
one ought not to have when entering the sanctuary.

Inscriptions bearing such information may be placed in more than one
location in the sanctuary, particularly at entrances, in order to achieve
maximum exposure. In fact, a few such laws have reached us in more
than one copy.55 A document from Ialysus, LSCG 136, from around
300 B.C., is instructive in this respect. It features a law (lines 19Ð35)
entitled (19Ð21):

53 As regards prohibitions and requirements from worshippers, a number of the
issues reviewed here have been recently discussed in Dillon 1997, mainly chapter 6,
which also discusses requirements related to cult performance reviewed below in the
section on cult performance.

54 Such inscriptions are akin to signs still posted in places of worship regarding such
matters as dress or conduct.

55 Examples are mentioned below.
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ν#μ%ς L %7" Oσι%ν *σ8μειν %7δ�
*σ(�ρειν *ς τ� 5ερ�ν κα2 τ� τ�-
μεν%ς τPς JΑλεκτρ	νας.

Law; things of which entering or carrying into the sanctuary and pre-
cinct of Alektrona56 is not allowed.57

The list mentions pack animals, footwear and anything made from pigs
(sheep are discussed in lines 30Ð33) as sources of pollution.58 The law is
preceded by a decree (1Ð18), which not only states its purpose as puri-
fying the sanctuary and precinct of Alektrona according to the ances-
tral customs (lines 3Ð5), but also ordains that three different stones be
inscribed with the law and be placed at the entrance on the city side,
above the hestiatorion,59 and at the descent from the acropolis of Ialy-
sus (lines 5Ð18).60 As the quote from the Andania regulations suggests,
cathartic requirements and forbidden items are most frequently listed
in comparable documents. More rare are prohibitions concerning spe-
ciÞc classes of people. A given document may deal with a single topic
or more, varying in particular details depending upon the cult and the
personal taste and preferences of the divinities in question.61

Cathartic Requirements. Documents listing cathartic requirements typi-
cally list the source of pollution contracted (most frequently sexual in-
tercourse, menstruation, childbirth, miscarriage, contact with a corpse,
or certain foods) and, in most cases, the amount of time needed to pass
before entry to the sanctuary is allowed; a puriÞcatory measure such as
a shower is sometimes prescribed.SeeLSCG 55.3Ð7 and IG II21365.8Ð11;
LSCG 95; 124; 139; 171.16Ð17; LSS 54; 59; 91; 106, 108; 119; cf. 118; LSAM

12 I; 18; 29; 51; cf. 20; below no. 7 and commentary for a discussion.
Alongside detailed prerequisites, there are a few laws which are

satisÞed with a general requirement such as LSAM 35.3Ð5:

56 See Morelli 1959, 89Ð90. For 5ερ#ν see below p. 282 n. 23.
57 Less literally: ÔThe following are not allowed to enter or be carried into the

sanctuary.Õ For the use of ε5σ(�ρειν see commentary on 4.8 below.
58 In this respect this document differs from a number of otherwise comparable

documents reviewed below in connection with protection of sanctuaries: Ziehen LGS II
p. 359; Morelli 1959, 91.

59 See above p. 13.
60 SokolowskiÕs commentary p. 234; V. Gabrielsen, ÔThe Synoikized Polis of Rhodos,Õ

in P. Flensted-Jensen, T. Heine Nielsen, and L. Rubinstein (eds.), Polis and Politics: Studies
in Greek History Presented to Mogens Herman Hansen on his Sixtieth Birthday, August 20, 2000,
Copenhagen, 177Ð205 at 192.

61 Documents concerned primarily with prohibitions against sacriÞcing particular
animals are discussed below.
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Ε5σ8ναι ε5ς [τ�]
�ερ�ν Bγν�ν *[ν]
*σ1:τι λευκ[:ι].

Enter into the sanctuary pure in white clothes.

Cf. LSAM 82; I.Manisa 24; for a negative stipulation see LSCG 130.
Forbidden Items. Items forbidden in the sanctuary may be listed togeth-

er with cathartic requirements (LSCG 124; LSS 59; 91) or independently
as in SEG XXXVI 1221 from the Letoon in Xanthus62 (late third-early
second century B.C.):

RΑ μM ν%μ8+εται ε5ς τ�
�ερ�ν κα2 τ� τ�μεν%ς
ε5(�ρειν6 Oπλ%ν μη-

4 1�ν, π�τασ%ν, καυσ8-
αν, π#ρπην, "αλκ#ν,
"ρυσ#ν, μηδ� δακτ?-
λι%ν Tπ#"ρυσ%ν, μηδ�

8 σκε/%ς μη1�ν, NUω
�ματισμ%/ κα2 Tπ%-
δ�σεως τ%/ περ2 τ�
σ3μα, μηδJ *ν τα0ς

12 στ%α0ς καταλ?ειν
μη1�να 4λλJ V τ%@ς
1?%ντας.

Things which it is not customary to carry into the sanctuary and pre-
cinct: no weapon, petasos, kausia,63 brooch, brass (objects), gold (objects),
nor gold-plated rings and any equipment at all except for clothes and
footwear (worn) around oneÕs body; nor shall anyone camp in the stoas
except those offering sacriÞce.

The concern with weapons and metal objects is common (cf. LSS 60;
LSAM 68).64 Items made of the skin of particular animals, clothes of
certain colors (see commentary on no. 4 below), and makeup or luxury
items in general are not welcome.65

In a very few cases requirements pertaining to purity and apparel
or accessories are featured alongside prescriptions pertaining to the
performance of cult. As it is, all of the relevant documents, LSCG 68

62 C. Le Roy, ÔUn r•glement religieuse au LŽt™on de Xanthos,Õ RA 1986, 279Ð300,
with ample commentary on the issues touched upon in this inscription.

63 Wide-brimmed and round, ßat hats respectively. See Le Roy ibid. 289Ð293.
64 For prohibitions against lodging see below.
65 See LSS 33 addressing women; transgression will require the culprit to have the

sanctuary puriÞed.
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(cf. no. 8 below) from Lycosura, LSAM 84 from Smyrna, LSAM 14 and
I.Perg III 161 A 11Ð1466 from the Pergamene Asclepieum, come from
mystery cult or healing cult sanctuaries.67 In the two Pergamene cases,
the regulations are directly related to participation in incubation,68 and
the same seems to hold true of the prescriptions of LSAM 84 (I.Smyrna

728; second century A.D.) and the mysteries to which they relate.69

A connection between LSCG 6870 (or no. 8 below) and the mysteries
celebrated at the sanctuary of Despoina at Lycosura may not be as
clear.71

Spiritual Purity. Some laws call for purity in mind.72 LSS 82 (Mytilene;
Roman Imperial period73) is very general:

Bγν�ν πρ�ς τ�μεν%ς στε8"ειν
Oσια (ρ%ν�%ντα.

Enter the precinct pure, purely minded.

SEG XLIII 710 from Euromus, comprised of three elegiac distichs,
urges spiritual purity in greater detail. Other laws (LSCG 139; LSS

59; 91) may append a statement about purity in mind to a more or
less usual list of sources for pollution, time needed for puriÞcation,
and forbidden items. LSS 108 from Rhodes (Þrst century A.D.) lists
the sources for pollution (sexual intercourse, beans, and heart), then
in an elegiac distich stresses that purity is to be achieved in mind, not
through bathing (sacriÞcial regulations follow).74 The elegiac distich is
evocative of the one inscribed, according to Porphyry (Abst. 2.19.5), on
the temple of Asclepius at Epidaurus.75 The inscription from Euromus

66 For the text see below pp. 61Ð63. Both Pergamene documents date to the Roman
Imperial period.

67 Cf. LSCG 65.15Ð26 from Andania.
68 For incubation see below commentary on no. 13.
69 See M.P. Nilsson, The Dionysiac Mysteries of the Hellenistic and Roman Age (ActaAth-8o

5), Lund, 1957, 133Ð143; cf. particularly A.D. Nock, ÔA Cult Ordinance in Verse,Õ HSCP
63, 1958, 415Ð421 (= Essays on Religion and the Ancient World, Z. Stewart ed., Cambridge,
Mass. 1972, II, 847Ð852).

70 For the date see below commentary on no. 8.
71 Cf. below commentary on no. 8.
72 See Chaniotis 1997.
73 Chaniotis 1997, 152, 164.
74 See discussion below p. 59.
75 Morelli 1959, 116. The question whether the Epidaurian inscription should be

taken as a sacred law of sorts (cf. Chaniotis 1997, 152) or rather as a maxim, exhortation,
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might be as early as the second century B.C.76 The majority of com-
parable inscriptions are relatively late.77 The Delian LSS 59 (LGS 91),
probably from 116/5 B.C., is evidently a copy of an older inscrip-
tion.78 The exact word by which it refers to the older text survives
only partially, but Adolf WilhelmÕs79 πρ%γ[ρα()], i.e. public notice, is
very likely. LucianÕs On sacrifices (13) refers to the same thing as πρ#-
γραμμα:80

κα2 τ� μ�ν πρ#γραμμ� (ησι μM παρι�ναι ε5ς τ� ε<σω τ3ν περιρραντηρ8ων
Oστις μM κα1αρ#ς *στιν τ�ς "ε0ρας6 A δ� �ερε@ς α7τ�ς Wστηκεν C>μαγμ�ν%ς
κα2 Xσπερ A Κ?κλωψ *κε0ν%ς κτλ.

The notice says that anyone whose hands are not clean should not enter
within the lustral basins,81 but the priest stands himself stained with blood
like the Cyclops, etc.

Restricted and Forbidden Entry. In a few cases, access to a sanctuary is
denied to speciÞc classes of people.82 LSCG 124 excludes traitors,83 gal-

loi (lines 10Ð11), and women except the priestess and the prophetess
(lines 18Ð20). LSS 56 (Egyptian divinities) denies access to women and

general precept vel sim., not quite meant to govern actual practice (cf. Ziehen LGS II
pp. 364Ð365) cannot be discussed here. The tendency of inscriptions exhorting spiritual
purity to do so in verse has been frequently noticed (for recent discussions see the article
by Voutiras (next note) and Chaniotis 1997). On the problem of verse cult regulations
in general see A.D. Nock, ÔA Cult Ordinance in Verse,Õ HSCP 63, 1958, 415Ð421 at 417Ð
418 (= Essays on Religion and the Ancient World, Z. Stewart ed., Cambridge, Mass. 1972,
II, 850Ð852). The inscription from Euromus is relevant in this respect; cf. also IC I iii 3
from Phaestus.

76 So dated on the basis of letter forms by the Þrst editor, M. Errington, ÔInschriften
von Euromos,Õ EpigAnat 21, 1993, 15Ð31 no. 8 at 29Ð30. E. Voutiras ÔZum einer metri-
schen Inschrift von Euromos,Õ EpigAnat 24, 1995, 15Ð19 (at 17Ð18) seems justiÞed in
considering the Þrst century A.D.

77 Besides those already mentioned see LSCG 139; LSS 91. Cf., however, LSCG 124.1
(second century B.C.) with Chaniotis 1997, 155Ð156.

78 See P. Bruneau, Recherches sur les cultes de Délos à l’époque hellénistique et à l’époque
impérial, Paris, 1970, 228Ð229. The inscription has also been dated to the Roman
Imperial period. This date, somewhat preferable from a purely contextual point of view,
requires a different restoration of the opening formula and was adopted by Sokolowski
in LSS.

79 A. Wilhelm, Beiträge zur griechischen Inschriftenkunde, Vienna, 1909, 315.
80 See SokolowskiÕs commentary.
81 See below commentary on no. 7.
82 This is to be distinguished from cases where speciÞc classes of people are denied

participation in the performance of cult (see below) rather than entry. For women in
both cases see Cole 1992, 105Ð107.

83 See Chaniotis 1997, 163.
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men wearing woolen clothes; LSCG 82.5Ð6 excludes women; LSCG 109
excludes women and the uninitiated. The uninitiated are denied access
to the sanctuary84 at Samothrace in two inscriptions, LSS 75 and LSS

75a,85 which includes prohibitions in both Latin and Greek:

Deorum sacra
2 qui non accepe-

runt non intrant.
4 JΑμ?ητ%ν μM ε5-

σι�ναι.

Those who have not taken part in the rites of the gods shall not enter.Ñ
The uninitiated shall not enter.

Foreigners are prohibited in a document from Delos, LSS 49 (I.Délos

68), which survived in two copies:86

U�νωι %7" Aσ8η *σι[�ναι].

It is religiously not permitted for a foreigner to enter.

Dorians seem to be excluded in a fragmentary ca. 450 B.C. inscription
from Paros, LSCG 110.87 In the Herodian temple in Jerusalem, so we
learn from Josephus (BJ 5.193Ð194), the second enclosure in the tem-
ple, called Holy (τ� Zγι%ν), was surrounded by a δρ?(ακτ%ς, a stone
balustrade onto which were Þxed at equal distances inscribed steles,
some in Greek and some in Latin, with the law of purity denying entry
to non Jews.88 Two different copies of such Greek inscriptions were
actually found: OGIS 598 (complete)89 and SEG VIII 169 (fragmentary):

84 See K. Clinton, ÔStages of Initiation in the Eleusinian and Samothracian Myster-
ies,Õ in M.B. Cosmopoulos (ed.), Greek Mysteries: The Archaeology and Ritual of Ancient Greek
Secret Cults, London and New York, 2003, 50Ð78 at 61Ð65.

85 For both inscriptions see N. Dimitrova, Theoroi and Initiates in Samothrace, Diss.,
Cornell University, 2002, nos. 159Ð160.

86 See SEG XLIV 678 for the text of both. One should mention here P.A. Butz,
ÔProhibitionary Inscriptions, \�ν%ι, and the Inßuence of the Early Greek Polis,Õ in
R. HŠgg (ed.), The Role of Religion in the Early Greek Polis (ActaAth-4o 14), Stockholm,
1996, 75Ð79.

87 LSAG2 pp. 305, 412 no. 39.
88 For the prohibition cf. Ant. 15.17; Mishnah (Tohorot) Kelim 1.8.
89 See L. Boffo, Iscrizioni greche e latine per lo studio della bibbia (Biblioteca di storia e

storiograÞa dei tempi biblici 9), Brescia, 1994, 283Ð294 no. 32 with commentary.



20 part one

OGIS 598

Μη1�να 4λλ%γεν: ε5σπ%-
2 ρε?εσ1αι *ντ�ς τ%/ πε-
ρ2 τ� �ερ�ν τρυ(�κτ%υ κα2

4 περι�#λ%υ6 _ς δJ `ν λη-
(1C: aαυτ3ι α<τι%ς Nσ-

6 ται δι� τ� *Uακ%λ%υ-
1ε0ν 1�νατ%ν.

SEG VIII 16990

[Μη]1�να 4λλ[%γεν: ε5σπ%ρε?εσ1αι]
[*ν]τ�ς τ%/ π[ερ2 τ� �ερ�ν τρυ]-
[(�κ]τ%υ κα2 [περι�#λ%υ6 _ς δJ `ν]
[λ]η(1C: αT[τG3 α<τι%ς Nσται]
[δ]ι� τ� *U[ακ%λ%υ1ε0ν]
1�νατ[%ν].

No gentile shall enter within the balustrade and the fence around the
sanctuary. Anyone caught will be the cause for the ensuing death for
himself.

A τρ?(ακτ%ς is also encountered in a second-century A.D. decree of
Mylasa from Labraunda, I.Labraunda 60:

Aμ%8ως δεδ#"1αι πρ%-
12 σωτ�ρω τ%/ τρυ(�κτ%υ .τ%υ με .ταU@ τ%/ τε 4 .ρ-

[γ] .υ .ρ%/ 1υμιατηρ8%υ �ωμ%/ κα2 τ:ς τραπ�+ης

.τ% ./ 1ε%/ *ν παντ2 καιρG3 μηδε .ν2 *Uε0ναι παρι�-
16 .ναι πλMν τ3 .ν .π .ρ .%γεγραμμ�νων κτλ.

Likewise it shall be decided that at all times no one be allowed to enter
inside farther than the balustrade between the silver incense altar and
the table of the god except those listed above etc.

The decree denies the general public direct access to the priest, the god,
and parts of the temple, and the τρ?(ακτ%ς, marking the sacred part of
the temple, functions here similarly to the way it does in Jerusalem. It is
attested elsewhere, though not in sacred laws.91

Access to a particular sacred space may be denied altogether. The
space may be considered an =�ατ%ν and a simple boundary marker like
the one from the Athenian Acropolis, IG II2 4964 (400Ð350 B.C.) would
be enough to prevent entry:

Δι�ς Κα[ται]-
��τ% =�[ατ%ν]-
�ερ#ν.

A sacred place of Zeus Kataibates, not to be entered.

90 Now at the Israel Museum, Jerusalem, Inv. no. 36Ð989 (I have seen the stone. The
inner bars of the thetas in lines 1 and 6 are now barely, if at all, discernible).

91 See M.-C. Hellmann, Recherches sur le vocabulaire de l’architecture grecque, d’apres les
inscriptions de Délos, Paris, 1992, 210Ð212. For the construction of a τρ?(ακτ%ς (inter alia)
see the decree of a Mylasan syngeneia, I.Mylasa 502; cf. in this respect the δρ?(ακτ%ς in
the decree concerning the Athena Nike temple on the Athenian Acropolis, IG I3 644.
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Despite the implied imperative, such inscriptions are not included in
the corpus although cult is known to have been performed in =�ατα
of Zeus Kataibates, implying that access was allowed for this purpose,
probably to authorized personnel.92 In the inscriptions included in the
corpus the forbidden space is believed to have constituted a sanctuary
of whatever sort. LSCG 121 from Chios (bΙρ#ν. %7κ N|σ%δ%ς)93 seems a
borderline case. The qualiÞcation of the forbidden space as a sanctuary
is clearer in the Þfth-century B.C. document from Kallion in Aetolia,
LSS 128 (lines 1Ð2 JΕν τ� �ερ�ν | μM παρ8μεν,94 which Þnes violators
four staters. Sokolowski suggests that the sanctuary was opened only on
festival days.95 A Þne is also imposed in the short and largely obscure
early-Þfth-century LSS 34 from Corinth, implying a sanctuary or sacred
space which (in the Þrst preserved line) seems to proclaim itselfÑthe
Þrst of its kind to do so96Ñ .= .σ .υ .λ .%.ς, i.e. inviolable.

Asylum. Other documents concerned with asserting territorial invi-
olability of sanctuaries tend to be more detailed (less so LSAM 85).
SEG XXXIX 1290,97 the boundary stone of the sanctuary of Artemis
at Sardis, contains a decree of Caesar of March 4, 44 B.C., unfortu-
nately largely fragmentary, which conÞrms the sanctuaryÕs right of asy-
lum. The inscription which is said to have come from a sanctuary of
Dionysus at Tralles, LSAM 75, though dating to the Þrst century A.D.,
presents its right of asylum as much older.98

Protection of Sanctuaries

Protection of the territory of sanctuaries might be done by means
of speciÞc prohibitions inscribed on boundary stones marking their
territory. A fourth-century B.C. stone marking the boundary of the
Amphiareum at Oropus, LGS II 66 (I.Oropos 284), opens with the ubiq-
uitous Oρ%ς which is followed by a note prohibiting private construction
within the marked boundaries:

92 See below commentary on 1.10.
93 A sanctuary (or simply: sacred place); no entry.
94 Do not enter into the sanctuary.
95 For opening temples see below p. 74.
96 Guarducci 1967Ð1978, IV, 69.
97 Rigsby 1996, 434Ð437 no. 214.
98 See SokolowskiÕs commentary ad loc.; Rigsby 1996, 416Ð417. For asylum see also

the largely restored LSCG 158 from the Coan Asclepieum; cf. LSCG 73 (on which see
below p. 94Ð95, 101).
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[d�]ρ%ς6 μM τ%ι"%δ%μeεν
*ντ�ς τ3ν Oρων 5δι	-
την.

Horos. No private person shall build within the boundaries.

A comparable fourth-century B.C. boundary marker from Heracleia
Pontica, LSAM 83, is concerned with preventing burial on sanctuary
grounds.99

Alongside these boundary markers there are a great number of
inscriptions concerned with the protection of sanctuaries which tend
to discuss concrete issues resulting from human activity, both religious
and profane, on sanctuary grounds. The 112/11 B.C. inscription record-
ing the Magnesian arbitration between Itanos and Hierapytna, IC III
iv 9.81Ð82,100 mentions ν#μ%ι �ερ%8, 4ρα8 (imprecations), and *π8τιμα
(penalties), preventing anyone from feeding cattle, making a fold, saw-
ing, or cutting wood in the sanctuary of Dictaian Zeus near Itanos
in Crete. None of these survives but we do have actual documents
inscribed with prohibitions, accompanied by occasional penalties and
sporadic imprecations, aiming to protect sanctuaries, their property,
and grounds from such or comparable actions.101

The Delian decree of ca. 180Ð166 B.C., LSS 51/SEG XLVIII 1037,
now augmented by a new fragment (B), is worth considering in this
respect despite its fragmentary state, as it features prohibitions, an
imprecation, and penalties, recalling the Cretan ν#μ%ι �ερ%8, 4ρα8, and
*π8τιμ%ι:

A fΕδ%Uεν τ:ι �%υλ:ι κα2 τ3ι δ)μ[ωι6 �αρ]-
μ.8 .δης Θε%πρ	[τ%υ εgπ]εν6 Oπως [μη]-
1ε2ς *ν τ%0ς [�ερ%0ς %<]κ .%.ι.ς(?) τ%/ JΑπ[#λλω]-

4 ν%ς 4τ�κτως [4ναστρα(]ε0 μηδ� ε5ς [τ�]
aστιατ#ρια Ε[ ca. 7- - -]υρας, μηδ� [ε5ς τ%@ς 1αλ�]-
μ%υς(?) ΕΡ[. . . . . . . . . τ%@]ς *ν τ3ι �ερ3ι .κ .%[ι]-
μ)σ%ντ .ας V [ ca. 7- - -]ας ε5σ(�ρει,

8 μηδ� %5κ�τας μη1ε8ς, μ)τε *ν τ%0ς vacat

%<κ%ις μ)τε [*ν τ#πωι] Tπαι1ρ8ωι ΘΕΩ . . .
[- - -]ΙΩΤΩΝΚΑΙΝ . Κ . . . ΕΡΙΩΝΤ . [- - -]

99 Regarding burial, LSS 120 (Cumae; Þfth century B.C.) allows burial in a speciÞc
place only to persons initiated into Dionysiac mysteries. For boundary stones cf. also
below p. 39 with n. 188.

100 Syll.3 685; S.L. Ager, Interstate Arbitration in the Greek World, 337–90 B.C., Berke-
ley/Los Angeles/London, 1996, 431Ð446 no. 158.

101 For a recent general discussion see Dillon 1997, chapter 8.
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12 [- - -]ΕΙΝΠΕ[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
ΕΛΩ[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]

desunt aliquot vv.

B [ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
[.] .ας V jς V �%σκ)ματα *ντ�ς τ3ν [περιρ]-
ραντηρ8ων Oσα μM εkνεκεν 1υσ8ας ε5σ-

4 σ:κται, *ν#"%υς μ�ν εgναι κα2 τα0ς 4ρα0ς,
+ημι%/σ1αι δ� α7τ%@ς κα2 Tπ� τ3ν �ερ%-
π%ι3ν κα2 Tπ� τ:ς �%υλ:ς κα2 Tπ� τ3ν λ%ι-
π3ν 4ρ"#ντων τ:ι +ημ8αι Iι aκ�στη κυ-

8 ρ8α *στ2ν > 4 .ρ ."M +ημι%/ν, κα2 ε5σπρ�σσειν
4νευ1?ν%ις %lσιν6 *Uε0ναι δ� κα2 ε5σαν-
γ�λλ[ει]ν ε5ς τ�[ς 4ρ]"�ς τ3ι �%υλ%μ�νωι
κα2 λαμ[��]νειν τ� mμυσυ6 4ναγραψ�τ[ω]-

12 σαν δ� %� �ερ%π%ι%2 ε5ς τ�ς στ)λας κα2
τMν *πευ"Mν τMν Tπ%γεγραμμ�νη[ν]
Oπως `ν Ε . \ΕΒ . �Σ102 τnλλα κα2 δικαι#[τα]-

.τα N"ει Δη .λ8%ις τ� πρ�ς τ%@ς 1ε%@ς 4[ε8].
16 JΩκ[υ]ν[ε8δης] JΑ .ναU�νδρ%υ *πεψ)(ισεν6

*πε?"%νται �ε[ρ]ε0ς κα2 ��ρει .αι κατ� τ� π�-
τρ[ια6 O]στις *γ Δ)λ%υ 4νδρ�π% .δα *U�γει ε<-
[τε =κ%ντα ε<τ]ε a[κ]#ντα *κ τ3ν τεμεν3ν

20 [τ3ν �ερ3ν τ3ν τ%/ 1ε%/] .* .π2 �λ��ηι τ%/ δεσπ .#-
[τ%υ, *U	λη εgναι κα2 α7τ�]ν κα2 γ�ν%ς κα2 %<-
[κησιν τMν *κε8ν%υ]6 κα2 ε< τις συνειδoς
[μM δηλ	σειεν τ%0ς 4στ]υν#μ%ις, τ%0ς α7τ%0ς

24 [Nν%"%ν εgναι6 κα2 ε< τ8ς τι =λλ% �ι]�+%ιτ%
[παρ� τ� π�τρια τ3ν Δηλ8ων, *U	λη εgναι α7τ�]ν κα2 γ�ν%ς
[κα2 %<κησιν τMν *κε8ν%υ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]

(A) The council and the people have decreed; Charmides son of Theo-
protos made the motion. In order that no one may [behave?] in a dis-
orderly fashion in the [sacred buildings?] of Apollo nor carry into the
banquet halls nor [into the shrines? - - -] those intending to spend the
night in the sanctuary [- - -], and no servants, neither in the buildings
nor in [an] open [place - - -] (B) [- - - Whoever] leads [- - -] or pigs
or cattle within the lustral basins not for the purpose of sacriÞce, they
shall be liable to imprecations and shall be Þned by the hieropoioi, the
council, or the rest of the magistrates whatever Þne each office is autho-
rized to Þne and these shall not be liable for exacting it. Whoever wishes
shall be able to report them to the authorities and collect half of the
Þne. (11) The hieropoioi shall inscribe on the steles the following impre-
cation in order that the disposition of the Delians toward the gods may

102 Probably ε7σε�	ς: Ch. Feyel and F. Prost ÔUn r•glement dŽlien,Õ BCH 122, 1998,
455Ð468 at 460.
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always be [pious] and especially most just. (16) Okyneides son of Anaxan-
dros brought to vote: The priests and the priestesses imprecate (as fol-
lows) according to the ancestral customs: Whoever leads out from Delos
a slave, whether [unwillingly] or willingly, from the [sacred] precincts
[of the god], with damage to the master, [shall suffer utter destruc-
tion], he, and his descendants, and [his house]. Anyone who knows [and
does not report] this to the astynomoi, [shall be liable] to the same, [and
if anyone] violates [anything else against the ancestral customs of the
Delians, he shall suffer utter destruction] and his descendants [and his
house - - -]

The document states its basic purposeÑinvolving the prevention of dis-
orderly conduct in the sanctuaryÑat the outset; ensuring the relations
between the Delians and their gods is an additional concern. Its scope
was evidently wide: it features prohibitions concerning the hestiatoria103

and sleeping in the sanctuary; though the text becomes all too lacunose
and breaks up, it seems clear that more abuses were discussed. Where
it picks up again (fragment B) it contains a prohibition against allow-
ing pigs and other animals into the precinct (literally Ôwithin the perir-

rhanteria)Õ104 except for the sake of sacriÞce; offenders are to be liable
both to imprecations and to penalties, the procedure concerning which
is described. The document then turns to consider an imprecation
against leading slaves out of the sanctuary to the detriment of their
masters.105 Its inclusion is ultimately done with a view to maintaining
good working relations between the Delians and the gods. The surviv-
ing fragmentary copy was not the only one, judging from the reference
to steles in the plural (B 11Ð12). The Þrst editors of fragment B, Ch.
Feyel and F. Prost,106 reasonably suggest that these were to be placed at
each entrance to the sanctuary.

Comprehensive documents, comparable to the present one in scope,
if not precisely in subject matter, seem to have existed elsewhere; the
early Þfth-century B.C. Hecatompedon inscription from the Athenian
Acropolis, LSCG 3 (IG I3 4B), is an obvious example.107 Most surviving
sacred laws dealing with protection of sanctuaries tend, however, to
limit themselves to handling either very few issues or a single one.

103 See above p. 15.
104 See below commentary on no. 7.
105 Analogous to IG XI 4, 1296 (Feyel and Prost ibid. 468).
106 Feyel and Prost ibid. 1998, 468.
107 The 203 B.C. letter of Zeuxis to the army regarding protection of the sanctuary,

I.Labraunda 46, also seems to have been quite comprehensive in its scope.
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Damage to sanctuaries by Þre, littering, and lodging, protection of
trees and vegetation, water sources, movables, and animals are all
recurrent concerns. Offences result in most cases in penalties, reports
of offenders being commonly solicited from witnesses; failing to report
may constitute an offence in and of itself (so in LSCG 116); slaves are
usually ßogged; free persons tend to be subject to hefty Þnes (e.g. LSCG

37), of which the beneÞciary may be the injured divinity (LSCG 100.5Ð6;
116), the state (LSCG 84.14), or both, the money being divided equally
between them (LSCG 67.21Ð23); bringing an offender to justice may also
be rewarded by a share in the Þne (LSS 53.15Ð20).

Fire. Restrictions may be placed upon lighting Þres in sanctuaries in
an attempt to prevent the devastating effects of Þre gone out of con-
trol. A second-century B.C. fragment from Paros, LSCG 112.5Ð6, lists
restrictions and prohibitions (now rather incomplete) concerning Þre
and, should we accept the restorations, states their purpose as: [Oπ|ως
μM τ� �] .ε .ρ[�]ν κινδυνε?ει μηδ� τ� 4να1)ματα �λ[�πτηται];108 despite the
miserable state of the stone, it is clear that penalties for offenders were
prescribed. Concern with Þre is evident in more inclusive documents
like the variably restored Hecatompedon inscription (LSCG 3.6Ð11) and
the late-Þfth to early-fourth-century B.C. inscription from the sanctu-
ary of Athena Alea at Tegea LSCG 67.21Ð22 (concerned in its surviving
part mostly with rights of pasture; see below). Both inscriptions pre-
scribe ÞnesÑnot less than twelves drachmas in Tegea, where the tem-
ple had actually burnt down in 395/4.109 The short Þfth-century B.C.
decree from Arkesine on Amorgos, LSCG 100, is devoted to protecting
a sanctuary of Hera from Þre in its entirety: no one is allowed to light
Þre in prescribed places; offenders are subject to a Þne of (probably)
ten drachmas. Another short decree from Roman Camirus, LSS 105,
forbids lighting Þres in the hall of the hierothytai and in the adjacent
stoa.110

108 In order that the sanctuary may not be in danger nor the dedications be harmed.
109 Pausanias 8.45.4; Jost 1985, 145. For the date of the inscription see G. ThŸr and

H. Tauber, Prozessrechtliche Inschriften der griechischen Poleis: Arkadien (SBWien 607), Vienna,
1994, 12, who note that it need not necessarily postdate the Þre.

110 The stoa was probably used for sacriÞcial dining; cf. in this respect LSS 111
with SokolowskiÕs commentary (p. 180). The stoas in the sanctuaries of Artemis at
Brauron and of Demeter (west stoa) in Pergamum housed dining rooms. See in gen-
eral B. Bergquist ÔSympotic Space: A Functional Aspect of Greek Dining-Rooms,Õ in
O. Murray (ed.), Sympotica: A Symposium on the Symposion, Oxford, 1990, 37Ð65. For
protection of stoas cf. LSS 43 (CID IV 85). For no Þre see also SEG XXX 1037.80Ð82.
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Lodging. Overnight encampment in stoas and elsewhere in sanctuar-
ies seems to have posed a continuing problem. The inscription from the
Letoon at Xanthus, SEG XXXVI 1221.11Ð14,111 allows those offering
sacriÞce to encamp in the stoa. Other laws tended to be more severe.
The third-century B.C. decree from the temple of Hera at Arkesine
on Amorgos, LSCG 101, inscribed on the same stele with LSCG 100
(mentioned above),112 commissions the neokoros to prevent any foreigners
(U�ν%ι) from staying in the sanctuary;113 failing to do so would result in a
penalty of ten drachmas per day; the decree is to be inscribed in front
of the sanctuaryÕs gates.114 In the decree from Cnidus, LSAM 55,115 the
prohibition against men or women lodging in the sanctuary of Diony-
sus Bacchus aims at maintaining its purity; the initiative came from
what the inscription refers to as ÔThe Bacchi,Õ116 probably cult person-
nel117 or perhaps a college of worshippers.118

Trees and Vegetation. Sanctuary groves and vegetation seem to have
been incessantly in danger of damage, probably being regarded as a
readily available source for Þrewood and timber and evidently exploited
for grazing.119 Prohibitions protecting them may appear in general doc-
uments such as the decree concerning the Piraeus Thesmophorion
discussed above (LSCG 36.19Ð21), the Andania Mysteries regulations
(LSCG 65.78Ð80), or the statutes of an Attic cult association (no. 5.45
below). Three speciÞc documents are considered here: LSCG 37 (Ath-

111 Quoted above p. 16.
112 See previous subsection. The lower part of the stone bears IG XII 7, 68.
113 The verb in question (4Ð5) is damaged; F. Hiller von Gaertringen, IG XII 7,

2, who consulted the squeeze, preferred κατ�|[γ]εσ1αι. ZiehenÕs explanation that the
foreigners are sailors putting to shore at Amorgos is attractive, though, from HillerÕs
account, his restoration seems to disagree with the remains on the stone (or the
squeeze), as does SokolowskiÕs.

114 Another decree, LSCG 102, dealing with the conduct of women at this sanctuary
and instigated by a report of the priestess, is unfortunately all too fragmentary. The
preamble of SEG XXXVIII 681 from Paros, referring to a report by the neokoros about
occurrences in the sanctuary of Sarapis, is similar to the preamble of this inscription.
Unfortunately almost nothing survives below.

115 I.Knidos 160; ca. second half of the fourth century B.C.
116 Lines 3Ð4: περ2 Kν τ%2 Β�κ["%ι] | *π:λ1%ν (Concerning the things about which the

Bacchoi made an approach/motion (to the Cnidians); cf. Nilsson GGR II3 73. I do not
follow the interpretation of Dillon 1997, 150Ð151.

117 HirschfeldÕs commentary ad loc. in GIBM IV 789.
118 Dittenberger ad loc. Syll.3 978.
119 For trees in general see B. Jordan and J. Perlin, ÔOn Protection of Sacred Groves,Õ

in Studies Presented to Sterling Dow on his Eightieth Birthday (GRBM 10), Durham, NC, 1984,
153Ð159; Dillon 1997a, esp. 115Ð121, 127.
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ens; late fourth century B.C.) prohibits deforesting the sanctuary of
Apollo Erithaseus and carrying away wood, twigs or Þrewood, and
fallen leaves. The prohibition is a proclamation of the priest who makes
it on behalf of himself, the demesmen, and the Athenian people. It
functions in tandem with decree of the state, which steps in for the
penal procedure.120 A decree from the oracular sanctuary of Apollo at
Korope, LSCG 84 (ca. 100 B.C.), is particularly revealing in regard to its
background, purpose, and publication: the trees in the sanctuary have
been decimated; out of a concern for the greatness of the sanctuary
the city of Demetrias empowers the neokoros to ensure that it be made
clear upon entry that no one is allowed to fell or cut trees or to lead
in herds;121 a copy of the decree is to be posted in the sanctuary for all
visitors to see (it was inscribed on the same stone as LSCG 83).122 Hefty
Þnes for free persons and ßogging for slaves are speciÞed in both this
and the Athenian document. The fourth-century B.C. fragment from
Tamynai in Euboea, LSCG 91.9Ð12, imposes a one-hundred drachma
Þne for cutting or carrying away wood; grazing would result in conÞs-
cation of the animals.123

Pasture. Pasturing animals may, nevertheless, be allowed under cer-
tain conditions.124 The inscription from the sanctuary of Athena Alea
in Tegea,125 LSCG 67, which discusses the rights and duties regarding
pasturing animals by cult personnel, concedes the right of pasture to
visitors, an exception speciÞed, who attend the local festival. Pastur-
ing animals, obviously would-be victims, is allowed to whoever visits
the sanctuary for the purpose of offering sacriÞce; outsiders are enti-
tled to pasture their pair of yoke animals for no longer than a night

120 Cf. Guarducci 1967Ð1978, IV, 19.
121 Sheep and goats in particular are potentially as devastating to trees as to other

vegetation because they eat foliage (cf. Dillon 1997a, 120Ð121); goats are even known to
eat the bark off trees.

122 See above pp. 10Ð11 and the article by L. Robert mentioned there. Cf. Dillon
1997a, 118Ð117, 120Ð121.

123 For protection of vegetation see also LSCG 111, 148, 150; TAM V 590; cf. LSS 36
and the liberally restored LSS 81 (IG XII 6, 171). For protection of groves cf. the two
Latin inscriptions found near Spoletium, CIL I2 366 and 2872 with J. Bodel, Graveyards
and Groves: A Study of the Lex Lucerina (AJAH 11, 1986), Cambridge, Mass. 1994, 24Ð
29. For pasture cf. Parker and Obbink 2001, 237Ð238 no. 4A 19Ð23, which requires the
priest to prevent pasturing in the sanctuary.

124 In general see S. Isager, ÔSacred Animals in Classical and Hellenistic Greece,Õ in
T. Linders and B. Alroth (eds.), Economics of Cult in the Ancient Geek World: Proceedings of the
Uppsala Symposium 1990 (Boreas 21), Uppsala, 1992, 15Ð20; cf. Dillon 1997a, 121Ð123.

125 See above p. 25.
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and a day.126 Failure, on the part of cult personnel and visitors, to com-
ply with any of the stipulations would result in Þnes. A neat distinction
between private and sanctuary-owned animals is found at Delphi in
an amphictyonic decree of 178/7, LSCG 79,127 which reserves a por-
tion, its boundaries speciÞed, of the sacred land for the sacred cows
and horses. Grazing by privately owned animals is forbidden, and tres-
passing would result in a punishment (now lost); the decree is to be
displayed in the sanctuary.128

Dumping and Littering.129 The fourth-century B.C. decree from Chios,
LSCG 116, which sets out mainly to protect the sacred groves where it
was displayed, is concerned with two offences: pasturing and dumping
manure; a penal procedure is prescribed for both. Regulations con-
cerning manure, mainly prohibitions against dumping it on sanctu-
ary grounds (contrast the 380 B.C. law of the Delphic amphictyony,
LSCG 78.21, which appears to forbid carrying manure out from the
sacred land), are, in fact, quite common. LSS 53, a 202 B.C. decree
from Delos clearly declares its purpose: puriÞcation has been taken
near the altar of Dionysus; in order to maintain the purity of the
place and of the precinct of Leto, dumping of [κ#|πρ%]ν, here prob-
ably waste from sacriÞcial animals, and of σπ%δ#ς (ashes) is forbidden
(lines 7Ð8); penalties are prescribed as usual.130 In LSCG 67 responsibil-
ities concerning manure at the sanctuary of Athena Alea in Tegea are
assigned to the damiourgos. The stone is damaged, but these respon-
sibilities seem to have involved discarding manure on a given date.
As for littering in general, the sale of a priesthood from Calchedon,
LSAM 5.26 (Þrst century B.C.-Þrst century A.D.), requires the priest,
who is to open the temple of Asclepius daily, to keep the adjacent stoa
clean.

126 Cf. Xenophon, Anabasis, 5.3.11Ð12.
127 For a full amphictyonic list see CID IV 108.
128 For pasture cf. also LSCG 105.
129 Cf. Dillon 1997a, 125Ð127.
130 For the date and the interpretation of this inscription see P. Bruneau, Recherches sur

les cultes de Délos à l’époque hellénistique et à l’époque impérial, Paris, 1970, 210, 305Ð308. For
animal waste cf. LSCG 9. In general and particularly on the meaning of κ#πρ%ς and
on the vocabulary of animal waste see G. NŽmeth, ÔΜεδJ pν1%ν *γ�αλλeεν: Regulations
Concerning Everyday Life in a Greek Temenos,Õ in R HŠgg (ed.), Ancient Greek Cult Practice
from the Epigraphical Evidence (ActaAth-8% 13), Stockholm, 59Ð64 (the quote is from the
Hecatompedon inscription, LSCG 3.11). For manure see also LSCG 57; for littering and
dumping cf. LSCG 108 (the classiÞcation of this document as a sacred law is not beyond
question; see: Nomima II p. 330).



greek sacred law 29

Water Sources.131 Sanctuaries also had to resort to prohibitions in an
attempt to protect their water sources. These may be polluted by offer-
ings. A fourth-century B.C. decree from the Coan Asclepieum,132 LSCG

152, attempts to divert offerings to the Nymphs from the springs133 to
an altar. Those who nevertheless hang on to this evidently stubborn
practiceÑhad this not been the case there would have been no need
for the decreeÑand throw cakes or anything else into the water are
required to purify the sanctuary as is customary. More mundane activ-
ities are discussed elsewhere. A Delian document of the Þfth century
B.C., LSS 50, forbids washing anything, dipping, or dumping in the
spring Minoe, the penalty for which is two drachmas.134 The Athe-
nian LSS 4 (IG I3 257; 440Ð430 B.C.) is concerned with the prevention
of soaking and tanning of skinsÑprobably of sacriÞcial victimsÑ135 in
the Ilissus upstream (κα1?περ1εν) from the precinct of Heracles. The
fragmentary and overly restored Samian second-century A.D. LSS 81136

seems to forbid (line 6) drawing water from the spring Imbrasos in the
sacred grove of Hera; preventing the exploitation of this grove is the
documentÕs primary concern.

Sacred Animals. Certain gods had sacred animals (distinguished from
sanctuary-owned herds, for which see above on pasture). We hear of
pigeons which are to remain free as the sole possession of Aphrodite137

at Aphrodisias in the fragmentary decree of Silius Italicus, LSAM 86
(A.D. 77). More relevant here are the sacred Þsh in a sanctuary of an
unnamed goddess in the ca. Þrst-century B.C. law from Smyrna, LSAM

17 (I.Smyrna 735). That divine-owned animals are not immune from
human harm is already suggested by the slaughter and consumption
of HeliusÕ cattle by OdysseusÕ comrades in Odyssey 12 (340Ð402). The
sacred Þsh of Smyrna were likewise a possible target for human mis-
chief. The law concerning them discusses the treatment of a Þsh which

131 Cf. Dillon 1997a, 125Ð126; Cole 1988, esp. 161Ð162. For the management of
sanctuary water resources cf. below p. 80.

132 See S.M. Sherwin-White, Ancient Cos (Hypomnemata 51), Gšttingen, 1978, 328.
133 Cf. perhaps LSAM 57.
134 Cf. IG XII 5, 569.
135 Sokolowski LSS p. 19.
136 See IG XII 6, 171 for a better text.
137 I follow the interpretation of L. Robert, ÔLes colombes dÕAnastase,Õ JSav 1971, 81Ð

105 (= OMS VII, 159Ð105) at 91Ð97 (169Ð175). Cf. F. Chamoux, ÔUn pigeonnier antique
pr•s dÕApollonia en CyrŽna•que,Õ CRAI 1972, 623Ð642 at 640.
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has died of natural causes; it invokes divine favor upon those contribut-
ing to the goddessÕ valuables and Þshpond; it opens, however, with a
prohibition against harming the Þsh and damaging or stealing divine-
owned equipment (see immediately below) enforced by the following
imprecation (lines 5Ð8):

A τ%?των τι π%ι3ν
κακ�ς κακC: *Uωλε8αι 4π#-
λ%ιτ%, 5"1υ#�ρωτ%ς γεν#με-
ν%ς.

May the evil person doing any such thing perish in an evil destruction
having himself become food for Þsh.

Sacred Equipment. The provision aiming at protecting the goddessÕ equip-
ment in LSAM 17.2Ð3 recalls a few other inscriptions. A fragmentary
document from Cyrene, LSS 117 (Þrst-second century B.C.) sets out to
ensure that sanctuary-owned implements that worshippers may bor-
row for cooking or dining would not be purloined;138 an inventory
is appended.139 Protection of sacred implements, not necessarily those
which may be of use to worshippers, and of dedications (as in LSAM

74)140 is encountered elsewhere. One of the earliest known sacred laws,
LSS 27141 from Argos (575Ð550?),142 aims to protect sacred implements
dedicated to Athena Polias from private use outside the precinct (cf.
LSCG 116.22Ð25); they are to be used by the state for cult performance.
The law stipulates their repair in the event of damage, assigning care
for these matters to the amphipolos, a cult official probably identical with
the better known neokoros.143 Cult officials are frequently charged with
responsibility for sacred equipment. LSS 127 (Athens; Roman Imperial
period) provides a good illustration for a παρ�δ%σις144 requiring a priest-
ess to hand over to her successor an inventory of the equipment with
which she is entrusted upon entering her office. LSAM 11.18Ð22 and the
fragmentary LSCG 144 are also signiÞcant in this respect. For furnishing
equipment see Iscr.Cos ED 2B (a new fragment of LSCG 62).

138 Cf. LSS 111.8Ð10 with J. and L. Robert BE 1955 no. 210.
139 The list is missing in LSS; see SEG IX 73.
140 Cf. immediately below.
141 The names of the damiourgoi are omitted in LSS; see SEG XI 314; Buck, GD 83

and Nomima I no. 88 with further bibliography.
142 LSAG2 168 no. 8; cf. 158.
143 SokolowskiÕs commentary p. 65.
144 Cf. Aleshire 1994, 15.
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Dedications

Sacred laws concerning dedications tend to deal with three main top-
ics: protection of dedications, the actual dedication of objects and their
placement, mostly discussed in an attempt to protect sanctuaries from
being cluttered with unwanted dedications, and the reuse of old dedi-
cations.

Protection. Abuse of dedications may be covered by documents which
protect sacred equipment in general.145 A short document from Lory-
ma, LSAM 74, (third century B.C.) is concerned with dedications in its
entirety. They should not be carried out nor should they be harmed.
The rest of the stone is badly damaged; if the rather reasonable restora-
tions are accepted, it also restricted their placement.

Dedication and Placement of Objects. Dedication of objects in certain
sanctuaries was so extensive that it had to be restricted and regulated
to prevent the sanctuaries or speciÞc areas inside them from being cov-
ered or cluttered up with dedications. A third-century B.C. decree from
Rhodes, LSS 107, aims at stopping requests to dedicate statues and
other objects in the sanctuary of Asclepius; requests for dedications in
a deÞned area and where they block the peripatoi (covered walkways)
are forbidden; dedications nevertheless placed there shall be relocated;
the decree shall be displayed in the precinct. A contemporary decree
from Miletus, LSS 123, forbids placing in the sanctuary of Apollo Del-
phinios any votive tablet (π8ναU)146 or other dedications in the so-called
new stoa, where they damage the woodwork or the columns; an alter-
native location is speciÞed; offenders face a Þne of ten staters sacred
to Apollo.147 A second-century B.C. document from Athens, LSCG 43,
ordains the removal to a stoa of dedications which obstruct the cult
statue or are not worthy of the sanctuary.148

An entirely different aspect of dedications is treated in LSAM 62
from Mylasa (I.Mylasa 301; end of the second century B.C.), a decree
of the tribe of Hyarbesytai requiring tribesmen whom the tribe hon-
ors to dedicate within six months to Zeus of Hyarbesytai a silver cup

145 See above pp. 25 (Þre) and 30 (sacred implements). For the treatment and protec-
tion of dedications see also LSAM 59.8Ð10 (discussed below p. 42).

146 See A. Wilhelm, Beiträge zur griechischen Inschriftenkunde, Vienna, 1909, 325Ð326.
147 Cf. also LSS 43; SEG XXX 1037.82Ð83.
148 For no dedication without authorization cf. also LSCG 50 A 12Ð14. The fragmen-

tary Iscr.Cos ED 257 is relevant here although the prohibited location seems to be a
gymnasium.



32 part one

(π%τ)ρι%ν) or phiale worth one-hundred drachmas. The dedication for-
mula to be inscribed on the objects is speciÞed; it ought to include the
name of the dedicator, that he dedicated it to Zeus after being honored,
and the weight. The prescriptions affect also members of other tribes
honored by the present one, but the number of objects and their worth
is tripled. An attempt to undo the decree would result in a penalty of
3000 drachmas. The practice prescribed is not exceptional; the docu-
ment is.149

Reuse of Dedications. Whereas damaging or stealing dedications is a
grave offence,150 they may be reused for a higher cause. The corpus
contains three documents, all of them decrees, LSCG 41 (221Ð220 B.C.)
and 42 (second century B.C.), both from the sanctuary of the Hero
Doctor at Athens,151 and LSCG 70 (I.Oropos 324; late third century B.C.)
from the Amphiareum at Oropus, concerning the creation of new cult
implements through melting down metal dedications.152 A certain pro-
cedure is followed with few changes in all three cases. It can be summa-
rized as follows: inasmuch as some cult implements have become worn
and are no longer of use, or the offering of new objects is otherwise
desired, it is decided to furnish the divinity with new implements by
melting down old dedicated objects; a special committee is appointed
to compile an inventory of these, recording the weight of each object
andÑshould it be inscribedÑthe details of the dedicator; repairs may
be made when possible; otherwise, objects are melted down to cre-
ate the new implements; inventories of the melted objects (omitted in
LSCG) are published together with the decrees describing the proce-
dure. To keep the Hero Doctor content, LSCG 41.45Ð47 adds a special
sacriÞce, an aresterion,153 to the program. Evidently the purpose of the
publication of these decrees is not quite to prescribe the procedureÑ
the inventories, if nothing else, suggest publication post factum154Ñbut to
account for the proper execution of what might be seen as an abuse
of divine property (with respect to the actions of those involved) and to

149 W.H.D. Rouse, Greek Votive Offerings: An Essay in the History of Greek Religion, Cam-
bridge, 1902, 260Ð261.

150 E.g. Plato Leg. 853dÐ854a.
151 Cf. the fragmentary 244/3 B.C. IG II2 1534 B (+ 1535+Aleshire 1991, 5Ð11: see

SEG XXXIX 166 and XLI 107) from the city Asclepieum.
152 See T. Linders, ÔThe Melting Down of Discarded Metal Offerings in Greek

Sanctuaries,Õ ScAnt 3Ð4, 1989Ð1990, 281Ð285.
153 See above p. 6.
154 IG II2 1539.1Ð11 is particularly instructive in this respect.



greek sacred law 33

perpetuate the original idea behind the dedication of objects, the phys-
ical existence of which has been forfeited, as it happens, without the
consent of the original dedicator.155

The A.D. 22 decree from Lindus, LSS 90, envisions an entirely
different mode of exploiting old dedications. Apparently the city had
run out of money to support the cult of Zeus Polieus and Athena
Lindia. A few measures were, accordingly, taken to restore the sacred
funds. Alongside soliciting donations and gratuitous performance of
cult on the part of cult officials, these measures included, inter alia,
selling bronze and iron objects stored in the neokoreion (lines 18Ð30) and
selling the right to dedicate old statues in the sanctuary on the acropolis
of Lindus by inscribing their bases, in order that it be known that they
are dedicated to the gods (lines 30Ð44). The document is unparalleled;
not so the practice of rededicating old portrait statues, even those with
inscribed bases, as novel as the idea might appear; it existed elsewhere
and seems to have been common enough on the Athenian Acropolis in
the Roman period.156

Founding, Construction, Repair, and Maintenance of Sanctuaries

Some sanctuaries are founded by gods. Such is the case of the sanc-
tuary at Delphi, founded, as we learn from the Homeric Hymn, by
Apollo, who is also known to have used his construction skills to build
his famous horn altar on Delos (Callimachus Hymn to Apollo 59Ð64).157

In several other cases, the founding and building of sanctuaries are left
to humans as are their routine maintenance and random repair, which
ultimately became the case at Delphi and Delos as well. The tendency
to record such matters at different stages has left us a variety of inscrip-
tions, including a fair number of those which can be counted as sacred
laws concerning them. The function of such documents is not neces-
sarily uniform. The actions speciÞed might have been completed in the
past or (in the case of construction) are to be completed in the future
(in both cases the inscription is ultimately a record); they may also be
recurrent, i.e. in the case of maintenance and performance of cult.

155 Cf. Linders ibid. 83Ð84.
156 See e.g. IG II2 3850 and 4159, 3916 and 4915, 4189 and 4323; C.M. Keesling,

ÔEarly Hellenistic Portrait Statues in Athens: Survival, Reuse, Transformation,Õ in P.
Schultz and R. von den Hoff (eds.), Early Hellenistic Portraiture: Image, Style, Context
(forthcoming).

157 On the horn altar cf. below commentary on 16.1Ð2.
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Founding Sanctuaries. While cult may be performed without a sanctu-
ary, sanctuaries are territories consecrated to the performance of cult158

and their foundation tends to be discussed together with the foundation
of cult. Endowed foundation documents are discussed below. Here we
should mention the very few documents which focus more on a sanctu-
ary than on prescribing the details of cult activity and on ensuring the
means for perpetuating its performance.

The 333/2 B.C. LSCG 34 records decrees of the Athenian council
and assembly (Lycurgus made the motion) granting Phoenician mer-
chants from Citium residing in the Piraeus the right of tenure of land
(Nγκτησις)159 for founding a sanctuary to Aphrodite. The cult itself is not
discussed.160 LSCG 180 from Paros (mid-third century B.C.)161 records
responses of the Delphic oracle to a certain Mnesiepes regarding found-
ing altars and offering sacriÞces, in the precinct that he is preparing,
to the poet Archilochus and poetry-related gods, and to a number of
other gods, instructing him to send soteria (sc. offerings) to Delphi. A
statement that ApolloÕs instructions have been followed and that sac-
riÞce to Archilochus and to the other gods is offered at the so called
Archilocheion is added (lines 16Ð19):

"ρ)σαντ%ς δ� τ%/ JΑπ#λλων%ς τα/τα τ#ν τε τ#π%ν
καλ%/μεν JΑρ"ιλ#"ει%ν κα2 τ%@ς �ωμ%@ς �δρ?με1α
κα2 1?%μεν κα2 τ%0ς 1ε%0ς κα2 JΑρ"ιλ#"ωι κα2
τιμ3μεν α7τ#ν, κα1J L A 1ε�ς *1�σπισεν >μ0ν.

Apollo having so declared, we call this place the Archilocheion, we have
founded the altar, and we sacriÞce both to the gods and to Archilochus
and we honor him according to what the god has prophesied to us.

Perhaps it is possible to assume that, despite the indirect imperatives,
the inscription did not merely record the foundation, authorized as it
was by the oracle, but also that it functioned as a sacred law governing

158 Cf. e.g. W. Burkert, ÔGreek Temple-Builders: Who, Where, Why?Õ in R. HŠgg
(ed.), The Role of Religion in the Early Greek Polis (ActaAth-4o 14), Stockholm, 1996, 21Ð29.

159 J. Peÿc’rka, The Formula for Grant of Enktesis in Attic Inscriptions (Acta Universitatis
Carolinae Philosophica et Historica Monographia 15), Prague, 1966, 59Ð61.

160 In a preamble to a decree dated to 261/0 B.C. (cf. below p. 88 with n. 468), LSCG
46.4Ð9, the Piraeus Thracian Orgeones of Bendis proudly recall rights of land tenure
and of founding a sanctuary alongside the right to hold a procession in honor of the
goddess. See Peÿc’rka ibid. 122Ð130.

161 Fontenrose 1978, 266 H74.
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subsequent cult practice.162 Such a double function is more evident in
LSS 17, recording the dedication of a sanctuary to the river Cephisus by
one Xenokrateia, encouraging those who wish to sacriÞce there.163

A similar state of affairs can be encountered in a few other foun-
dation documents, though their ultimate concern tends to gravitate
toward prescribing the cult and ensuring cult activity. The second-
century B.C. LSCG 171 from Isthmus on Cos records the foundation
of a precinct to Artemis (epithet missing), Zeus Hikesios, and the Theoi
Patrooi, an individual having been dedicated to their service;164 local
activities are to follow instructions Ôin the sacred tabletÕ (�ερ� δ�λτ%ς)
and other instructions left upon founding which evidently provided
more details. The present stele, the scope of which appears more lim-
ited, nonetheless lists the essential cathartic requirements for entry:

Bγν�ν ε5σπ%ρε?εσ1αιÑτ� δ� �ερ�ν Nστω
τ3ν υ�3ν π�ντων κ%ιν#νÑ4π� λε"%/ς κα2
*γ δια〈(1〉%ρPς Bμ�ρας δ�κα, 4π� γυναικ�ς τρε0[ς].

Enter pureÑthe sanctuary shall be forever common to all sonsÑafter a
birth and abortion/miscarriage165 ten days; after sexual intercourse with
a woman three.

162 I personally doubt this very much and would rather not include comparable
documents in the corpus (in fact, including this inscription in LSCG seems to have
been an afterthought). Other oracles of this kindÑsuch as Syll.3 735 (cf. below p. 106),
IG II2 4969, and SEG XXIV 1031 (= XLV 912; cf. the article by Avram and Lef•vre
cited immediately below)Ñwhere direct control over the performance of cult is not
self-evident, have been left out (cf., however, LSAM 47). I suspect that the undated and
very fragmentary LSAM 87 (cf. SEG XII 478 (no text); BE 1954 no. 229 p. 170) from
Caunus could be an oracle of this sort. Lines 34Ð35 of this inscription read [- - -] δ�
τ3ι JΑπ#λ[λωνι - - -|- - -] π�μπειν. v *πει[δM - - -]. Considering Πυ13δε τ3ι JΑπ#λλωνι
σωτ)ρια π�μπειν in lines 7 and 13 of the Parian document, the restoration [Πυ13]δε τ3ι
JΑπ#λ[λωνι | σωτ)ρια] π�μπειν. v *πει[δM - - -] might be possible (perhaps also in line
43: [- - -π�]μπειν. v *π[ειδM - - -]). (The restoration must remain tentative, however; the
editor, G.E. Bean, (JHS 73, 1953 28Ð29 no. 9) asserts that the average length of the lines
is ca. 36Ð37, and the line break eludes me). A. Avram and F. Lef•vre (ÔLes cultes de
Callatis et lÕoracle de Delphes,Õ REG 108, 1995, 7Ð23 at 10) tentatively restore the same
phrase in I.Kallatis 48 B b 3 (SEG XLV 911B). For the soteria see there.

163 See at length A.L. Purvis, Founders and Innovators of Private Cults in Classical Greece,
Diss., Duke University, 1998, 24Ð54.

164 The foundation belongs together with endowed family foundations (S.M. Sher-
win-White, ÔInscriptions from Cos,Õ ZPE 24, 1977, 205Ð217 at 213), but the document
itself is not characteristic of such foundations (see below pp. 86Ð87), for which reason it
is discussed here.

165 See on 7.6Ð7 below.
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Foundations Prohibited. A different aspect of foundations is discussed in
the rider to the so-called Athenian First Fruits Decree LSCG 5.54Ð59
(IG I3 78; ca. 422 B.C.):166

τ�ν δ� �ασ[ι]λ�α h%ρ8σαι τ� hιερ� τ� *ν τ[e%]-
ι Πελαργικe%ι, κα2 τ� λ%ιπ�ν μ� *νhιδρ?εσ1αι �%μ�ς *ν τe%ι Πελα-
ργικe%ι =νευ τeες �%λeες κα2 τe% δ�μ%, μεδ� τ�ς λ81%ς τ�μνεν *κ τe% [Π]-
ελαργικe%, μεδ� γeεν *"σ�γεν μεδ� λ81%ς.

The king archon shall Þx the boundaries of the sanctuaries/sacred pre-
cincts in the Pelargikon, and in the future no one shall found altars, cut
the stones from the Pelargikon or take out earth or stones without (the
authorization of) the council and the demos.

Offenders, it is added, would have to face a 500 drachma penalty
and impeachment. The exact signiÞcance of parts of the text and the
historical context within which the prohibitions should be placed have
given rise to much discussion.167 It is indeed likely for the measures
speciÞed here to have addressed speciÞc exigencies. They do not have a
close parallel in the corpus of sacred laws.

Construction of Temples. The corpus of sacred laws is rather selective
in regard to temple construction. Only a handful of documents which
govern the construction of temples in some detail168 and allow an
insight into the underlying procedure is included. Factors such as the
scale of the work and its sponsorship, individual or public, affect the
range of issues discussed; as it is, undertakings are preceded or inspired
by divine consultation, and records, in the form of the inscriptions we
have, are required to be published.

A second-century B.C. inscription from Anaphe, LSCG 129, fea-
tures a decree and incorporates other documents. A certain Timotheos,
who sought an oracular response169 to the question whether he should
obtain the cityÕs permission to build in the sanctuary of Asclepius or
Apollo Asgelatas a temple, which would be public, to Aphrodite, was
instructed to build the temple in the sanctuary of Apollo, and to have
the decree, the oracle, and the request, embodying a fairly detailed
plan for the work, for which older materials were used, inscribed on a

166 Or the early-mid 430s B.C.: M.B. Cavanaugh, Eleusis and Athens: Documents in
Finance, Religion and Politics in the Fifth Century B.C., Atlanta, 1996, 73Ð95.

167 Cavanaugh ibid. 89Ð92; S.B. Aleshire, The Athenian Asklepieion: The People, Their
Dedications, and The Inventories, Amsterdam 1989, 9 n. 1.

168 It may be prescribed or mentioned in documents such as LSCG 12 A 11Ð13 or LSS
86 (see below p. 59) where it is not the main focus.

169 Fontenrose 1978, 261 H54.



greek sacred law 37

stele once construction has been completed. The publication, depen-
dent in the oracle upon completion of the construction, is post fac-

tum. The inscription does not quite prescribe the work but serves as
a record, accounting for it and for the conditions under which it was
undertaken. In this sense this document is both similar to and dif-
ferent from a ca. 335 B.C. document of the Chian phratry of the
Klytidai, LSCG 118.170 The construction in question is not quite a tem-
ple but what the text calls a sacred house (%gκ%ς τεμ�νι%ς �ερ#ς/�ερ�ς
%gκ%ς) built in the precinct of the phratry to lodge permanently the
κ%ιν� or πατρ3ια �ερ�, probably statues and/or other cult-related para-
phernalia,171 transferred from private houses. The inscription, placed
near the entry to the house (lines 40Ð41), is at once a record and
an active sacred law. It includes three decrees: the Þrst, the begin-
ning of which is lost, concerns the building of the house and the
transfer of the hiera; in the second (10Ð22) the Klytidai decree that
the hiera should lodge in the house permanently; the third (22Ð36) is
the only one which actually functions as a sacred law, as it governs
the use of the house, now lodging the hiera; it is to sustain no pri-
vate use, at the risk of a penalty and imprecations. The construction
of the house and transfer of the hiera required divine consultation,
and omens had to be obtained from sacriÞces before the passing of
the Þrst and second decrees. From the publication clause (36Ð41) we
learn that the stele, now broken above, was similar in format to the
inscription from Anaphe, recording the consultations in addition to the
decrees.

Neither one of these documents discusses any Þnancial aspects of the
construction; in the Anaphe case this may be because the construction
was a private endeavor, enabled to an extent by the relatively minor
scale of the project and the reuse of old material.172 This was prob-
ably not the case in the ca. 400 B.C.173 decree from Erythrae, SEG

XXXVI 1039, on the subject of constructing a temple and a statue for
Aphrodite Pandemos, inspired by an oracular consultation (line 3). The
text is unfortunately all too fragmentary; the care for the works is to
be entrusted to a committee of Þve elected men. The ca. 230Ð220 B.C.

170 Graf 1985, 428Ð429 and 32Ð37.
171 Ziehen LGS II p. 295 n. 4.
172 Cf. L. Migeotte, Les souscriptions publiques dans les cités greques, Geneva/QuŽbec 1992,

80.
173 Or later. See SEG XXXIX 1238.
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decree from Tanagra, LSCG 72, is much more informative.174 It dis-
cusses the relocation of the suburban sanctuary of Demeter and Kore
into the city, after Apollo had Þrst been consulted. An ad hoc commit-
tee is elected; subscription is employed to ensure the speedy construc-
tion of the sanctuary, and pledges are encouraged from women; public
funds would be used should additional money be needed.175 Pledges are
also encouraged in two ca. 200 B.C. decrees, published by Parker and
Obbink 2001a, 253Ð265 no. 1, to complete the stalled construction of a
temple of Apollo in Halasarna.

Other Construction. LSCG 75 prescribed the construction of a fountain
house;176 LSCG 155 the construction of a thesauros in the Asclepieum at
Cos.177 One should also mention here the three fragments from Olymus
SEG XXXIX 1135Ð1137, on furnishing a temple of Leto with various
cult objects (table, incense altar, phiale (1135.14Ð16) are certain; a stone
altar (1135.15) is probable; a statue (1135.10) possible).

Repair Works. The most complete sacred law on this subject is LSCG

44, a 52/1 B.C. Athenian decree granting the chosen priest of Asclepius
and Hygieia his request to make repairs in the city Asclepieum at his
own cost and dictating the formulas by which the priest is to dedicate
the works upon completion.178 The decree regarding the repair of the
statue of Athena Nike, LSCG 35 (mid-fourth century B.C.), while not
too instructive about the works due to its fragmentary state, is revealing
in respect to the concomitant ritual, as it prescribes the offering of an
aresterion, a sacriÞce needed upon alterations made to divine property
which, as has been said above, was prescribed for the repairs at the
Oropian Amphiareum and for the melting down of dedications of the
Hero Doctor.179 Financial aspects of sacred repair works seem to have

174 T. Reinach, ÔUn temple ŽlŽvŽ par les femmes de Tanagra,Õ REG 12, 1899, 53Ð115;
Migeotte (above n. 172) 75Ð81 no. 28.

175 There follows a second decree with a list of women and their pledges. Ninety-
two women pledged 5 drachmas; two pledged 3 drachmas; three 2 drachmas and one
1 drachma: Reinach ibid. 62Ð63, 78. An older list (ca. 260Ð250 B.C.) of women who
dedicated garments and gold objects survives on the other side of the stone. For the text
and the date see M. Casevitz, ÔRemarques sur la langage des inventaires de Tanagra,Õ
Boeotia Antiqua 3, Amsterdam 1993, 3Ð9 (= SEG XLIII 212).

176 See above pp. 6Ð7.
177 See also LSAM 73.29Ð35 discussed below pp. 51Ð52.
178 See S.B. Aleshire, The Athenian Asklepieion: The People, Their Dedications, and The

Inventories, Amsterdam 1989, 32Ð34.
179 See above pp. 6, 32.
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been discussed in the fragmentary decree from Iasus, I.Iasos 219.180 Cf.
perhaps I.Labraunda 56.

Maintenance. An early third-century B.C. Athenian decree, LSCG 39,
prescribes the puriÞcation of the sanctuary of Aphrodite Pandemos to
be performed before her procession. A dove is to be offered for puriÞca-
tion; the altars are to be anointed (i.e. plastered or whitewashed),181 the
doors covered with pitch, the Wδη (evidently seated statues182) washed.
The much discussed 380 B.C. law of the Delphic amphictyony, LSCG

78, concerns repair works to be performed before the Pythia among
other matters pertinent to sanctuary management.

Leasing Sacred Property. Leasing of sacred property was common
enough in ancient Greece; pertinent documents are not particularly
rare.183 Their inclusion in the corpus of sacred laws is justiÞed, as
Ziehen has established,184 only insofar as they actually govern cult prac-
tice.

Sanctuaries. A 418/7 B.C. Athenian decree, LSCG 14, prescribes letting
out the sanctuary of Kodros, Neleus, and Basile. The period of the lease
is twenty years; the rent is ultimately to be handed over to the Treasur-
ers of the Other Gods and used for religious purposes. An appended
lease handles the use of the land: it is to be planted with olives;185 mat-
ters pertaining to water use are elaborately discussed. Before leasing,
the boundaries of the precinct have to be Þxed. As in the earlier case
of the Pelargikon,186 the stateÕs highest religious authority, the archon
basileus,187 is involved in this. As LSCG 32 (352/1 B.C.) reveals, a sweep-
ing initiative concerning the care of all divine-owned Athenian terri-
tories would appear in the next century (lines 16Ð23), resulting from
the controversy over the boundaries of the Sacred Orgas at Eleusis,
its cultivation, and the wish (or so it seems) to lease it out (24Ð25).188

180 For a general interpretation of this document see J. and L. Robert BE 1973 no.
428.

181 Cf. below commentary on 27 A 13.
182 LSJ s.v. I 3.
183 See commentary on no. 18 below.
184 LGS II pp. IIÐIV, 123.
185 See Dillon 1997a, 117.
186 See above p. 36.
187 Athenaion Politeia 57.
188 In a wider context see H. Bowden, ÔThe Function of the Delphic Amphictyony

before 346 BCE,Õ SCI 22, 2003, 67Ð83 at 73Ð75. For the related oracular consultation
see Fontenrose 1978, 251 H21. Boundary stones are evidently the concern of LSCG 149;
interpretation is, however, difficult. See P. Roesch AntCl 40, 1971, 208Ð209.
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The leasing of a private Athenian sanctuary, that of Egretes, let out by
this heroÕs orgeones, is governed by LSCG 47 (307/6 B.C.), not a sacred
law proper, as Ziehen noted,189 but an actual lease which the lessee was
required to publish. The period of the lease is ten years, and the lessee
takes upon himself to repair and maintain the property,190 not to inter-
fere with cult activity, and, moreover, to facilitate the orgeonesÕ annual
sacriÞce to the hero.191

Other Sacred Property. The fourth-century B.C. Thasian LSCG 115 gov-
erns the leasing out of a so-called garden of Heracles including an area
where manure was dumped. It is primarily concerned with keeping this
area clean, entrusting, at the risk of a Þne, the supervision to pertinent
civic and religious officials.192 Sacred property of a different type, sanc-
tuary shops, are leased out in the Samian decree known as the Charter
of the Shopkeepers at the Heraion; it gives a particularly vivid pic-
ture of the everyday realities of a major Greek sanctuary. See no. 18
below.193

Cult Officials

Documents discussing cult performance of different kinds or sanctuary
management may direct their attention to cult officials as needed. Here,
however, we should review those documents where cult officials are the
primary focus. Although the variety of officials mentioned in one way
or another in the corpus is not particularly small, such documents are,
with few exceptions, concerned with priests.

Priesthoods

One may distinguish between two basic groups of documents: priest-
hood regulations, i.e. documents governing the actual function of
priests and their appointment, and a few other documents194 whose
primary concern lies elsewhere. Documents belonging to the second

189 LGS II p. 123.
190 Special attention is devoted to trees: Dillon 1997a, 116Ð117.
191 The otherwise comparable leases of the orgeones of Hypodektes, IG II2 2501, and

of the orgeones of the Hero Doctor, Nouveau Choix no. 27, are not as detailed in respect to
cult performance and are therefore not included in the corpus. For LSCG 47 and IG II2

2501 cf. Mikalson 1998, 147 nos. 8 and 10.
192 See further IG XII Suppl. 353.
193 For the future in leases cf. p. 49 with n. 241 below.
194 Notably those stipulating the creation of priestly catalogs (see Varia p. 53 below).
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group are by and large speciÞc. Priesthood regulations can, on the
other hand, be comprehensive and discuss various aspects of the priest-
hood, or speciÞc, discussing a particular aspect, mostly priestly prerog-
atives. Legislation, mostly in the form of decrees, is the norm; contracts
(vel sim.)195 appear in the case of sale of priesthoods. As regards the
priesthoods themselves, one can distinguish between hereditary priest-
hoods, entitlement to which is gained through birth into a priestly fam-
ily, and priesthoods acquired in a different way.

Comprehensive and SpeciÞc Regulations

Comprehensive Regulations. In most casesÑthe fragmentary state of some
documents precludes certaintyÑcomprehensive regulations tend to be
issued upon entry into office, upon the creation of a priesthood, or
upon revisions, mostly in the mode of acquisition. The majority of
such documents come from places where the sale of priesthoods was
common, inter alia due to a need for repeated publication whenever
a priesthood was sold. Naturally, factors such as the character and
signiÞcance of the cult, local customs, the mode of acquisition, and
the issuing body (public or private) affect the scope of the documents
and the range of issues discussed; payments, for example, would only
be discussed when the priesthood is sold. Nevertheless, since most
documents are Þrst and foremost concerned with the rights and duties
of priests and since ordinarily the basic functions of priests tend to be
similarÑcultic variations permittedÑ, comprehensive regulations are
primarily geared toward a similar repertoire of topics. Among these
topics sacriÞcial prerogatives occupy a place of honor, to the extent
that they may be discussed independently in speciÞc documents (see
below). The second-century B.C. LSAM 37, a contract for the sale of
the priesthood of Dionysus Phleus from Priene, is a convenient example
for the range of other issues commonly discussed. Besides addressing
matters directly related to the sale (namely payment), the document
discusses recurrent matters like exemptions from taxes and duties (here
dependent upon the amount paid for the priesthood: lines 24Ð30),
priestly prerogatives, sacriÞcial accessories,196 entitlement to a front seat
at the games, clothes and apparel, and cult activity.

195 See further below pp. 49Ð50.
196 Cf. below commentary on 19.2.
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Two Coan documents, LSCG 154 (250Ð240 B.C.(?)) and 156 (Iscr.Cos

55; 370Ð360 B.C.(?)),197 are in a way a class onto themselves. They start
by prescribing purity rules for priests but contain much other infor-
mation and seem to represent extensive religious legislation.198 Both
are very fragmentary, Rudolf HerzogÕs restorations being ingenious to
the extent of hardly admitting partial endorsement or rejection. LSCG

156 A concerns the priesthood of Zeus Polieus, listing purity rules and
rules governing the installation of the priest. B lists rules governing the
priesthood of Apollo Dalios. LSCG 154 is notable for the evident role
Coan exegetai played in its publication.199 A sets out to ensure (5Ð6) Ôthat
the purity and puriÞcation [and sacriÞces(?)] be accomplished accord-
ing to the ancestral and sacred laws,Õ200 stipulating the publication of
steles bearing (line 9) Ôwhat is written in the sacred lawsÕ201 regarding
the subject matter (lines 7Ð9) in speciÞc locations. Purity rulesÑsadly
fragmentaryÑin two cults of Demeter are then listed (21Ð46 (II)). B (III)
seems concerned with various cases of ritual pollution202 but becomes
very fragmentary.

Specific Regulations. From the opening statement of LSAM 59 from
Iasus (I.Iasos 220; ca. 400 B.C.;), κατ� τ�δε �ερ�σ1ω A �ερε@ς τ%/ Δι�ς
τ%/ Μεγ8στ%υ,203 one might expect a general discussion of the priestly
function. Nevertheless, what follows is mainly concerned with prerog-
atives due to the priest from a variety of sacriÞces.204 These preroga-
tives, which are usually prominently featured in comprehensive regu-
lations, are indeed the most frequent topic of speciÞc ones. The pub-
lication clause of the third-century B.C. regulations for the priest of
Zeus (epithet lost) and Poseidon from Thebes at Mycale, LSAM 40,
which discusses little more than priestly prerogatives, requires that they
be inscribed on a stele and placed in the sanctuary of Athena near
the altar of Zeus Polieus. Perhaps governing sacriÞcial activity thereon

197 The dates are according to Parker and Obbink 2000, 420.
198 See LSCG p. 275; Parker and Obbink 2000, 421.
199 See (e.g.) F. Jacoby, Atthis: The Local Chronicles of Ancient Athens, Oxford, 1949, 237 n.

2.
200 Oπως τα8 τε Bγνε0αι κα2 τ%2 κ .α[1αρμ%2 κα2 τα2 1υσ8αι κατ� τ%@ς �ε]|ρ%@ς κα2

πατρ8%υς ν#μ%υς συντελ3ντ .α[ι κτλ].
201 τ� γεγραμμ�να *ν τ%0ς �ερ%0ς ν#μ%ις.
202 See summarily Nilsson GGR II3 73Ð74; cf. below n. 407.
203 The priest of Zeus Megistos shall serve according to the following.
204 The treatment of dedications, the priestÕs punishment in case of transgression on

his part (cf. below), and the protection of the document are also brießy discussed.
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was taken into account.205 At least some of the regulations governing
priestly prerogatives speciÞcally functioned in such a way. The most
obvious object of such documents is to ensure the priests their sacriÞ-
cial dues.206 LSAM 45 (Miletus; 380/379 B.C.), which supplements an
existing document listing prerogatives and sets a penal procedure for
those denying the priestess of Artemis her prerogatives, certainly points
in this direction. But punishments may be prescribed not only for wor-
shippers but also for priests who take more than their due (LSS 113:
Axos; Þfth century B.C.).207 The publication of the rules governing dis-
tribution of the sacriÞcial meat between the priests and other partakers
in the sacriÞce is therefore beneÞcial for both sides. Should controver-
sies ariseÑand punishments suggest that they didÑboth can refer to
the written regulations, especially those posted at the very place where
the sacriÞce is performed, to assert their rights.208 The regulations thus
ensure the maintenance of proper sacriÞcial procedure. As it is, most of
the pertinent evidence comes from Chios and it must be admitted that
some of the fragmentary documents might have belonged originally to
more comprehensive sets of regulations.209 This might be true also of
the substantial fragment from Miletus LSAM 46 (ca. 300 B.C.) envi-
sioning a variety of public and private sacriÞcial occasions and appro-
priate prerogatives. The fragmentary Athenian LSCG 11 B (IG I3 255;
ca. 430 B.C.) and 28 (SEG XLVI 173; early fourth century B.C.) regu-
late priestly prerogatives in a more comprehensive way, listing together
prerogatives of various priesthoods. LSCG 28, the more substantial one,

205 Cf. T. Wiegand, Priene, Berlin 1904, 471. The sale of a priesthood of Aphrodite
Pandamos and Pontia, Parker and Obbink 2000 no. 1, is also published near the altar
(line 46). The central location of altars in sanctuaries is of course a consideration.

206 Cf. Aristophanes Plutus 1173Ð1175, where the priest who, as sacriÞce is no longer
offered, is deprived of sacriÞcial prerogatives complains that: JΑ(J %j γ�ρ A Πλ%/τ%ς
%jτ%ς qρUατ% �λ�πειν, | 4π#λωλJ Tπ� λιμ%/6 κατα(αγε0ν γ�ρ %7κ N"ω, | κα2 τα/τα τ%/
σωτ:ρ%ς �ερε@ς rν Δι#ς. Ever since this Plutus started to see (and people stopped
offering sacriÞce), I am dying of starvation. I have nothing to eat, despite being a priest
of Zeus Soter.

207 See also LSCG 107 and in general commentary on 20.21Ð23 below; in LSAM 59.6Ð
7 infringement of the regulations would cost the priest his office.

208 For a controversy in which priestly prerogatives were involved see I.Labraunda 1.
209 See Chios: LSCG 117 (fragmentary); 119 (genos); 120; LSS 76 (fragmentary); 129;

130 (fragmentary); below no. 20. Athens: LSCG 19 (the phratry of the Demotionidai);
LSCG 30 (fragmentary). Ialysus: LSS 93 (probably a part of a larger document). Cf.
also LSAM 44 from Miletus (fragmentary; see below p. 52) and LSS 78 from Chios
prescribing prerogatives for sold priesthoods. LSAM 21 from Erythrae probably belongs
here too, judging from the reference to the tongue (on the tongue see Kadletz 1981) and
the right leg (see Puttkammer 1912, 24).



44 part one

is from the deme of Aixone. LSCG 29, dated to the mid fourth century
B.C., ought to have had a similar format.

Of the remaining speciÞc regulations one, LSCG 123, is concerned
directly with cult, being a popular decree allowing a priest to continue
his ritual begging for Isis. The others are concerned with the mode
of acquisition of a priesthood.210 We should also mention here the
παρ�δ%σις for which the priestess is responsible in LSS 127 from Roman
Imperial Athens.211

Mode of Acquisition

As stated above,212 Greek priesthoods can be divided into two basic
groups if one makes a distinction between priesthoods to which entitle-
ment is gained by birth, that is into a priestly family,213 and priesthoods
which are acquired in other ways, mostly by election, allotment, and
sale (where allotment between interested buyers is possible). It is worth-
while to review the range of documents associated with each one of
these modes of acquisition.

Hereditary Priesthoods. We have a few documents governing the func-
tion of hereditary priesthoods, issued upon their creation or upon en-
dorsement of the right of inheritance. Comparable documents govern-
ing ancient family cults nationalized214 early on are lacking. This is
probably not coincidental. Priestly families might not feel the need to
share internal matters with the public by means of inscriptions, and the
publication of relevant documents, which, one way or the other, tends
to be a state matter,215 might result more from their interaction with
the state, collaborating in the management of the cult.216 Such inter-
action seems to have motivated the publication of the now battered,
much restored and interpreted,217 and difficult to date LSCG 15 (IG I3

210 See immediately below.
211 See above p. 30.
212 p. 41.
213 How exactly the priesthood is transmitted within the family is a different matter

which may now depend upon inference. See for example the appropriate sections on
the mode of appointment of Eleusinian officials in Clinton 1974. On the problem of
information regarding internal administration of hereditary priesthoods cf. immediately
below.

214 By this I mean nothing more than state administration of speciÞc aspects of the
cult. On the problem see Aleshire 1994.

215 On the matter of stateÑfamily interaction cf. Clinton 1974, 14 n. 19.
216 Cf. Aleshire 1994, 12.
217 Cf. Jameson 1997, 181.
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7; ca. 460Ð450), concerning the genos Praxiergidai, whose women wove
the peplos for Athena; it features a decree governing the publication,
an oracular response evidently asserting the familyÕs rights, and a very
fragmentary set of regulations.

The reasons for the creation of a hereditary priesthood might vary.
The right that the founderÕs family has to it may simply be given
legal recognition. So in the Pergamene decree, LSAM 13, dated before
the death of Attalus III in 133 B.C.,218 the city grants the priesthood
of Asclepius and other cults at the Asclepieum to Asclepiades son of
Archias and future descendants of Archias, the original founder; who-
ever of them actually serves as a priest is to wear a crown.219 The
document contains a set of prescriptions governing the priestly func-
tion (lines 12Ð25): the crown-bearer, that is the priest, is entitled to spe-
ciÞc sacriÞcial prerogatives including table offerings;220 he seems to be
accorded the right to exploit sanctuary land, probably for cultivation;
he is exempt from all civic obligations and entitled to a front seat at
all the games. So much for his privileges, which are similar to those
encountered elsewhere. As for his duties, he is in charge of the sacred
slaves and must care, in the way he thinks appropriate, for order in
the sanctuary. The grant is reinforced by an oath; three copies of the
decree are to be published, including one at the Asclepieum. More-
over, the decree is to be listed among the laws of the city, in force for-
ever as a law. The decree does not expand upon the transmission of
the priesthood.221 The family foundations of Posidonius, LSAM 72.18Ð
20, Epicteta IG XII 3, 330.57Ð61, and, so it seems, Diomedon, LSCG

177.23Ð25,222 name future Þrstborn sons as priests. A similar state of
affairs is evident in the second-century B.C. foundation of Pythokles
from Cos, Iscr.Cos ED 82.7Ð11 (LGS II 131);223 the cult is public, and the
city granted the relevant priesthoods to the family of the founder at his
request (if we accept Mario SegreÕs plausible restoration). This principle
seems also evident in the decree of the Piraeus association of Dionysi-

218 J. and L. Robert, La Carie II, Paris, 1954, 298 n. 5. R.E. Allen, The Attalid Kingdom:
A Constitutional History, Oxford, 1983, 162, returns to a date after the death of Attalus III
(suggested by M. FrŠnkel I.Perg II p. 179; see also Syll.3 III p. 142).

219 The priesthood had probably been hereditary since the foundation, a right which
is being conÞrmed here: Allen ibid. 162Ð163.

220 For sacriÞcial prerogatives see below commentaries on 3.5 and 20.7.
221 The problem of transmission of an inherited priesthood has been noted above n.

213.
222 See below pp. 86Ð87.
223 See below p. 84.
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astai, LSCG 49 (ca. 176/175 B.C.),224 though the transmission of the post
of the deceased priest to his son appears to require ratiÞcation by the
members.

The creation of a hereditary priesthood at Gytheum in the Þrst
century B.C. appears to have had a different motivation. A decree,
LSCG 61, hands the authority over a sanctuary of Apollo and over
all matters pertaining to its administration to a certain Philemon son
of Theoxenos and his son, named Theoxenos after his grandfather,
who, having been granted permission, restored at their own expense
the ruined sanctuary. They and their descendants are to serve as priests
for life for eternity. The priesthood is to have the same status as other
hereditary priesthoods. The existence of these might be explained as
the privatization of cults by the city which can no longer Þnance
them.225 Here too, as at Pergamum, the city, which assumes the costs of
publishing the document, refers to it in the publication clause as ν#μ%ς.
Unlike at Pergamum, however, speciÞc rules governing the function of
the priests are not added; by and large they are now the business of the
family.

Elected Priesthoods. In the fourth century B.C. (337 or 358 B.C.) the
Xanthians and their perioikoi decided to found a cult for Basileus Kau-
nios and Arkesimas, recording their decree in Greek, Lycian, and Ara-
maic on the so-called trilingual stele from the Letoon, SEG XXVII
942.226 As priest they elected one Simias son of Kondorasis Ôand who-
ever is closest to Simias for the time to comeÕ (lines 8Ð11). The priest-
hood is therefore not quite elected but hereditary. Elected priesthoods
would imply a term of office. In LSAM 78 the office is held for life; in
LSCG 103 B 16Ð18 for ten years; yearly elections are speciÞed in SEG

XL 956. LSAM 78 (ca. 100 B.C.), featuring decrees from Tlos, gov-
erns elections directly though it serves as a record, elections having pre-
ceded publication. In B 4Ð11, the city of Tlos decides to elect a priest
of Zeus. The office is held for life, and the priest would serve under the
same conditions as his predecessor. The elected priest, Eirenaios, is also
named in the next decree in which the city delegates an experienced

224 See Mikalson 1998, 204Ð205.
225 See SokolowskiÕs commentary p. 116. For a somewhat similar notion in relation

to the sale of priesthoods cf. Dignas 2002, 33Ð34. For handing over a priesthood
to a person who restored a sanctuary cf. the A.D. 142Ð161 inscription published by
A. Wilhelm ÖJhBeibl 18, 1915, 23Ð32 with p. 32.

226 See discussion below pp. 82Ð83.
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priest to assist in the performance of all sacriÞces and feasts.227 SEG XL
956 from Heraclea under Latmus (ca. 100Ð75 B.C. to early Þrst century
A.D.) contains, besides a decree and a catalog of priests, an oracle gov-
erning repeated elections. We learn that the people decided to seek an
oracular response to the question of whether the priesthood of Athena
Latmia should be sold for life or subject to yearly elections (IIA 1Ð7).
The god replied as follows (IIA 9Ð16):

bΩς `ν Π�λλαδ%ς ε7#πλ%υ Τριτων8δ%ς Bγν:ς
�ερ� δρ3ντα 1εPι τε (ιλ3ς σ?μπαντ8 τε δ)μωι
1:σ1ε σ@ν *σ1λα0σιν γν	μαις �%υλ:ι τε κρατ8στη[ι,]

12 κ�κλυτε Φ%ι�ε8ην παναλη1�α 1�σ(ατ%ν α7δ)ν6
_ς γ�νει sδ� �8%υ τ�Uει πρ%(ερ�στατ#ς *στιν,
α�ρε0σ1ε *κ π�ντων 4στ3ν λυκ��αντ%ς aκ�στ%υ
[(ρ]%ντ8δα κα2 σπ%υδMν tν "ρM 1�μεν%ι περ2 τ3νδε,

16 [τ%]8%υς γ�ρ 1�μις *στ2 1εPς πρ�ς 4ν�κτ%ρα �α8νειν.

That you may appoint a performer of the cult of the well-armed Pallas,
the pure Tritonis, in a manner pleasing to the goddess and to the entire
people, with excellent judgements and most valiant counsel, listen to the
all true, divine voice of Phoebus: Whoever is distinguished for his family
and conduct of life elect each year from among all the citizens applying
the care and attention appropriate to these matters, for it is right that
such men approach the temple of the goddess.

The lists of priests starting beneath the text of the oracle and continuing
onto other blocks testify that these rules remained in effect for quite
some time.

Allotment. Three comprehensive sets of regulations can be shown to
govern allotted priesthoods. The earliest is the variably restored LSCG

12 featuring two related decrees (A = IG I3 35; ca. 448 B.C.(?)228 B =
IG I3 36: 424/3 B.C.) prescribing the prerogatives and the salary of the
priestess of Athena Nike,229 in addition to stipulating the furnishing of
the sanctuary with doors and the construction of the temple; the refer-
ence to allotment in A 3Ð4 is almost entirely restored, though evidently
correct.230 In the third-century B.C. royal letter from Pergamum, LSAM

227 As regards expert priests, one ought to mention LSAM 36 from Priene dealing
with the cult of the Egyptian divinities and noted for the engagement of an Egyptian
expert alongside the priest. The inscription is, unfortunately very fragmentary. The
surviving part is mostly concerned with the priesthood. See (e.g.) Nilsson GGR II3 127.

228 The date is much debated and 448 B.C. may well be too early.
229 See Loomis 1998, 76Ð77, 78.
230 See Parker 1996, 125Ð127.
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11,231 allotment is clear from the reference to the priest as λα"	ν (lines
1, 9). The priest is to wear a white chlamys and an olive crown with a
purple band; he is exempt from liturgies as long as he wears the crown,
i.e. throughout his term of office; besides his sacriÞcial prerogatives, he
receives proceeds from workshops which the writer of the letter had
dedicated to an unidentiÞed god; these he must maintain, lease, and
return upon leaving office; he is instructed to care for the godÕs silver
vessels and dedications and hand them over to his successor.232 LSAM

79 (Þrst century B.C. from Pednelissos(?)) discusses duties and rights of
the priestess called Galato.233 She is to keep pure, holding her office as
long as she lives. Upon her death the city is required to hold a lottery
for the appointment of a new priestess.234

Sale of Priesthoods. The sale of priesthoods is Þrst documented in the
Þfth century B.C. (LSAM 44; Miletus).235 The custom was on the whole
geographically and chronologically limited. As is amply documented,
during the Hellenistic period, it became very common in parts of Asia
Minor, most cases coming from Ionia, Caria, and Cos. Even then, it
is only rarely attested elsewhere and appears to have been avoided
on the mainland, the one exception being 5.16Ð20 below.236 The num-

231 Welles, RC 24.
232 For this cf. above p. 30.
233 SokolowskiÕs commentary p. 186.
234 The last two lines of the Þrst part of LSAM 35 (lines 1Ð2) name a priest who has

been allotted the priesthood (lines 3Ð5 are discussed above pp. 15Ð16). In LSCG 175 the
allotment might be employed to choose one of several interested buyers.

235 See below p. 52.
236 See the following (ruler cult excluded): Chalcedon: LSAM 2Ð5; Cyzicus LSAM

7; Skepsis: SEG XXVI 1334; Alexandria Troas: SEG XLVI 1574; Erythrae LSAM
23+XLVII 1628; LSAM 25; SEG XXXVII 921; IG XII 6, 1197(?); Ephesus: I.Ephesos
1263 (see below Appendix B 1.18); Magnesia on the Maeander: LSAM 34; Priene: LSAM
37; 38 (the full dossier includes three different exemplars: I.Priene 201Ð203); Miletus:
LSAM 44; 48; 49; 52; Hyllarima: LSAM 56; Mylasa: LSAM 63; 66; Kassosos: LSAM
71; Halicarnassus: LSAM 73; Theangela: SEG XXIX 1088; Seleucia ad Calycadnum:
ÖJhBeibl 18, 1915, 23Ð32 (cf. above n. 225). Cos: LGS II 136; LSCG 160Ð162; (163Ð
164?); 166; 167; 172; Iscr.Cos ED 3; 15; 32; 85; 109; 145+Parker and Obbink 2001 no.
6; 165; 177; 178; 180; 215; 216; 236; 237; 238; 261; 262(?); Parker and Obbink 2000, no.
1, 2001, nos. 3Ð5. Chios: LSS 77Ð78 and see L. Robert, BCH 58, 1933, 468 (=Opera
Minora Selecta I, 456) (ineditum). Samos (?) no. 19 below. Andros: LSS 47 (lease (sub-
lease? For possible explanations see SokolowskiÕs note ad loc.; Segre 1937, 94Ð96) of a
priesthood). Thasos: LSS 71 (sale of the eponymic title of an association of Sarapists).
Tomi (a colony of Miletus): LSCG 87. For Athens see 5.16Ð20 below. For ruler cult (not
inclusive) see Miletus: SEG XXXVII 1048; Cos: Iscr.Cos ED 182; 266(?). The custom
is also documented in Egypt (W. Otto, ÔKauf und Verkauf von PriestertŸmern bei den
Griechen,Õ Hermes 44, 1909, 593Ð599; Debord 1982: 338 n. 117).
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ber of documents from the Roman Imperial period is relatively small.
The Heracleian document discussed above suggests that sale and other
methods of acquiring priesthoods could alternate. The reasons for pre-
ferring one to the other are not clear; it is, however, risky to overesti-
mate the weight of religious or moral factors. Underlying motives may
equally be social or Þnancial.237

Contracts and Enactments. Most documents governing the sale of priest-
hoods list the rules for the office, its term being usually for life,238 and
the conditions of the transaction (price and payment plan); as long as
it is borne in mind that assorted announcements and records of sales
may be involved, these documents may be referred to as contracts (or
job descriptions).239 Similarly to leases240 and other contractual docu-
ments,241 such contracts may use the future (not in Cos) alongside (per-
haps especially when the buyer is not the subject of the verb) imper-
atives and inÞnitives.242 An opening formula A πρι�μεν%ς τMν �ερωσ?-
νην (vel sim.) commonly introduces the list of the pertinent articles.
It may be preceded by 4γα1M τ?"η or a dating formula.243 At Cos
documents tend to record the committee which drafted them at the

237 On this see especially Segre 1937, 89; M. Wšrrle, ÔInschriften von Herakleia am
Latmos II: Das Priestertum der Athena Latmia,Õ Chiron 20, 1990, 19Ð58 (publication of
SEG XL 956 discussed above) at 43Ð50; Dignas 2002, 31Ð34 (I was unable to consult
the authorÕs Economy of the Sacred in Hellenistic and Roman Asia Minor, Oxford, 2003). In
general see Nilsson GGR II3 77Ð78, cf. I3 732; Debord 1982, 63Ð71; Parker and Obbink
2000 and 2001.

238 Cf. Dignas 2002, 33. In LSAM 52.10Ð13 the buyer or his descendants are to serve
for Þfty years. LSAM 63.4 appears to ordain that the buyer serve δι� γ�ν%υς, i.e. that
the sold priesthood become hereditary: Segre 1936, 830.

239 Parker and Obbink 2000.
240 LSCG 47; LSCG 115 and IG XII Suppl. 353; no. 18 below. Cf. (e.g.) IG II2 2493,

2494, 2498; Buck, GD no. 42; IG XII 7, 62; I.Erythrai 510; I.Mylasa 810; IG XIV 645 I
94Ð187.

241 See (e.g.) IG II2 1668, 1675; I.Oropos 292; IG VII 3073 (building syngraphai and
contracts); SEG XILI 557; IG XII 7, 55 (sales); SEG XXVII 631 (Nomima I no. 22)
B 11, 14 (contract with the scribe Spensitheos from Littos(?) in Crete. Although B is
concerned with religious matters, I do not think this document qualiÞes for inclusion
in the corpus of sacred laws). For the future in leases and building contracts cf.
K. Meisterhans, Grammatik der attischen Inschriften3, Berlin, 1900, 88.5 (p. 241).

242 LSCG 87; LSAM 2, 3; 4, 5, 23+SEG XLVII 1628, 37, 38, 49, 66, 71, SEG XXVI
1334; XXIX 1088; XLVI 1574; below no. 19; also in the sale from Thasos LSS 71. In
LSAM 36 the future is used for the priest (passim) but also for the neopoies (line 18).
Admittedly, one should be careful in identifying a given priesthood as sold only on the
basis of the use of the future (cf. LSAM 79).

243 LSCG 87; [LSS 77]; LSAM 2; 37; 38; 49; SEG XXVI 1334.
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outset;244 Iscr.Cos ED 32 also ends with a resolution formula indicat-
ing the ratiÞcation of the draft by the council and people.245 Some
documents record the buyerÕs name, which may appear at the begin-
ning246 or at the end;247 others are left open, which might have been
the custom at Cos.248 The validity of all these observations depends,
of course, upon the state of preservation of documents that often lack
their beginning, their end, or both. LSAM 37 (Priene; second cen-
tury B.C.) is entitled διαγρα(); other documents, especially from Cos,
may refer to themselves or to other documents as diagraphai.249 As a
result, the term diagraphe is sometimes used generically for compara-
ble inscriptions.250 The range of issues covered in the documents may
vary considerably. SacriÞce and sacriÞcial prerogatives are paramount;
other topics, even the conditions of sale, can be treated rather spar-
ingly.251 To some extent, such variations might be due to the fact that
in some cases we are not dealing with the full version of the documents
but rather with limited summaries of the most pertinent points, espe-
cially those directly governing cult performance, particularly sacriÞce.
In some cases, a reference may even be made to other documents for
more details.252

The transition from other modes of acquisition to sale in a given
priesthood is hard to document on the basis of contracts, as they
are primarily oriented toward a transaction. So LSCG 175.6Ð7 (Anti-
macheia; third century B.C.)253 refers to the priesthood in question

244 LSCG 162; 166; Iscr.Cos ED 145; 177; 178; 180; 215; 238; Parker and Obbink 2001,
no. 2.

245 See Parker and Obbink 2000, 426.
246 LSAM 56 (lines 7Ð8); SEG XXVI 1334; XXIX 1088. These documents may be

taken as records of sales.
247 LSCG 87; LSAM 3, 4, 5, 37; cf. below 19.10. Such documents may therefore be

regarded as combinations of announcements and records of sales.
248 The buyerÕs name is recorded at the end in LSCG 161 B. See Parker and Obbink

2000, 426 no. 19.
249 Iscr.Cos ED 85.8Ð9; 178 a (A) 8; 216.16; cf. 3 B 4, 15; Parker and Obbink 2000, 38;

LSAM 34.24 (Magnesia on the Maeander); below no. 19; IG XII 6, 1197.22Ð23, 33, 40
(Erythrae (?)); SEG XXXVI 1048.5 (Miletus; the priesthood is of Eumenes II).

250 Strictly speaking, the term diagraphe may be used for announcements of sales:
Segre 1937, 86Ð87 n. 4. But when the announcements also record the name of the
buyer, they may in practice be functioning as records of sales; cf. Parker and Obbink
2000, 426 no. 19.

251 For an extreme case see LSS 78 from Chios.
252 LSCG 161 B 1Ð2; Iscr.Cos ED 178 a (A); below no. 19; cf. Iscr.Cos ED 216 (B) 19Ð20.

Cf. below commentary on 19.4Ð5, 12.
253 The date is according to Parker and Obbink 2000, 420 n. 10.
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(Demeter) as formerly not sold, but the enactment by which the change
was brought about is lacking.254 Legislation ordaining the sale of new
posts is known, however. The ca. early-second-century A.D.255 Mile-
sian LSAM 52 presents itself as a law (ν#μ%ς) set up by the strategoi for
the sale of an all-embracing priesthood of Asclepius κα2 τ3ν *ντεμεν8ων
α7τ%/ 1ε3ν π�ν|των, "ωρ2ς ε< τι πρ%π�πραται Tπ� τ%/ δ)|μ%υ,256 the
institution of sale thus not being new in and of itself.257

A third-century B.C. decree from Halicarnassus regarding the priest-
hood and cult of Artemis Pergaia, LSAM 73, contains an actual con-
tract but also discusses various matters pertaining to the cult connected
directly or indirectly to the priestly function. It opens with a common
preamble, including the dating formula and (lines 3Ð4) a resolution for-
mula:

Nδ%Uεν
4 [τC: �%υλ]C: κα2 τ3ι δ)μωι, γν	μη πρυτ�νεων6

The council and the people have decreed; the prytaneis made the motion.

A formulaic contract, somewhat similar to the third-century B.C. con-
tract for the sale of the priesthood of Zeus Nemeios from Theangela,
SEG XXIX 1088, follows with the verbs in the future (lines 4Ð14):

4 [A] πρι�με-
[ν%]ς [τM]ν �ερητε8αν τ:ς JΑρτ�μιδ%ς τ:ς Περγα8ας πα-
[ρ�]Uεται ��ρειαν 4στMν *U 4στ3ν 4μ(%τ�ρων *π2
[τρε0]ς γενε�ς γεγενημ�νην κ[α2] πρ�ς πατρ�ς κα2 πρ�ς

8 [μη]τρ#ς6 > δ� πριαμ�νη �ερ�σεται *π2 +ω:ς τ:ς αTτ:ς
κα2 1?σει τ� �ερ� τ� δημ#[σι]α κα2 τ� 5διωτικ�, κα2 λ)ψε-
ται τ3ν 1υ%μ�νων δημ%σ8αι 4(J aκ�στ%υ �ερε8%υ κω-

12 λ:ν κα2 τ� *π2 κωλ:ι νεμ#μενα κα2 τεταρτημ%ρ8-
δα σπλ�γ"νων κα2 τ� δ�ρματα, τ3ν δ� 5διωτι-
κ3ν λ)ψεται κωλ:ν κα2 τ� *π2 κωλC: νεμ#μενα
κα2 τεταρτημ%ρ8δα σπλ�γ"νων.

254 The fragmentary decree of a Mylasan syngeneia, LSAM 66, might, however, be
signiÞcant in this respect. For the coexistence of sale alongside other modes cf. LSCG
119.14Ð17.

255 M.N. Tod, Gnomon 28, 1956, 459.
256 And of all his precinct-mate gods, except if something has been sold before by the

people.
257 Cf. the decree of an association of Sarapists from Thasos, LSS 71, to sell the

eponymic title of the association and the decree from Andros, LSS 47, concerning
the lease (see above n. 236) of a priesthood. Cf. perhaps LSAM 34 from Magnesia on
the Maeander (second century B.C.) concerning the cult of Sarapis (see SokolowskiÕs
commentary).
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The buyer of the priesthood of Artemis Pergaia will furnish a priestess
who is a townswoman, descending from townsmen both on her fatherÕs
and on her motherÕs side for three generations; the buyer258 will be a
priestess for her entire life; she will perform the public and the private
sacriÞces, and receive from each victim sacriÞced publicly a thigh, the
parts distributed with the thigh, a fourth of the splanchna,259 and the skins;
from private victims she will receive a thigh, the parts distributed with
the thigh, and a fourth of the splanchna.

At this point the document turns to other matters involving other offi-
cials, using the accusative and inÞnitive expected after Nδ%Uεν (lines 14Ð
21); imperatives are then used in several stipulations governing the sac-
riÞcial performance by the priestess and the construction of a thesauros

for the goddess and the use of money deposited therein at sacriÞces
(lines 16Ð35 where the text breaks off).

Such a comprehensive format260 is particularly characteristic of a
number of Coan sales which, to a certain extent, are a class unto them-
selves in respect to the range of issues discussed and the amount of
detail given;261 some can encompass fairly detailed regulations govern-
ing various aspects of the management and even performance of the
cult in which the priest in question happens to be involved.262

Varia

Other Documents Relating to the Sale of Priesthoods. A bottom part of a stele
from Miletus, LSAM 44, dated to ca. 400 B.C. and thus the earliest
surviving inscription relating to the sale of priesthoods, collectively
prescribes sacriÞcial prerogatives for bought offices.263 An inscription

258 The clause is somewhat puzzling. See Segre 1937, 94Ð95, 101Ð104; Sokolowski
LSAM pp. 171Ð172.

259 For the splanchna see below commentary on 11.14; cf. commentary on 21.7Ð9.
260 In the present case, the comprehensive format is probably due to the cult of

Artemis of Perge being newly-instituted at Halicarnassus (cf. Segre 1936, 827). The
actual introduction of the cult is not discussed here and could have been dealt with
elsewhere.

261 These have been conveniently sorted by Parker and Obbink 2000, 423Ð429.
262 Iscr.Cos ED 145 is particularly noteworthy for the festival-pertinent information.

LSAM 49 from Miletus (the priesthood of the People of Rome and Roma) is an example
of a distinctively comprehensive contract elsewhere.

263 Cf. Puttkammer 1912, 6; Segre 1936, 824; Parker and Obbink 2000, 422 n. 16. I
Þnd the interpretation (Sokolowski LSAM p. 117; Debord 1982, 336 n. 111), which makes
τ�ς �ερε[ω]σ?νας (line 2) cult prerogatives and the subject of .*πρ8α .ν[τ|%] (lines 1Ð2) those
who bought the rights to them, less convincing (for τ� �ερε	συνα meaning ÔprerogativesÕ
see below commentary on 3.5).
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from Cyzicus, LSAM 7, lists a number of sold priesthoods together with
sums of public money to be dispensed to the priests. The extensive
early-third-century B.C. LSAM 25 and the fragmentary fourth-century
B.C. SEG XXXVII 921 from Erythrae are not sacred laws at all but
rather lists of sales of priesthoods, recording the transactions and the
amounts paid.264

Cataloging Priests.265 Catalogs of priests like the one following the ora-
cle in the Heraclean SEG XL 956266 are common enough. The corpus
includes two documents which govern the composition and publication
of such lists: a ca. 100 B.C. extract of a decree of the Rhodian state,
LSCG 138,267 and a 21 B.C. decree from Halasarna, LSCG 174, followed
by a list.

Other Religious Officials

The corpus includes only a few documents which in their entirety reg-
ulate the function of cult officials other than priests. A rather fragmen-
tary 181 B.C. Delian decree, LSS 52, treats the office of the neokoros in
an unknown sanctuary.268 Prerogatives are speciÞed in connection with
certain sacriÞces (B 1Ð10), and eligibility for the office and allotment
mechanism through which it was acquired are evidently discussed (B
15Ð20).269 The Þrst (ca. 183/2 B.C.) of two decrees of the Piraeus Orgeones

of the Mother, LSCG 48, empowers the priestess, appointed each year
by allotment, to appoint a former priestess as +�κ%ρ%ς (temple atten-
dant) to assist her with her obligations during her year of office; no
one is to be appointed twice before a full cycle of former priestesses
has been completed. The second decree (ca. 175/4 B.C.) commends the
former priestess, Metrodora, for her performance as a zakoros, honoring

264 See lately Dignas 2002, 32Ð33.
265 See Nilsson II3 80Ð81.
266 See above p. 47.
267 V. Gabrielsen, ÔThe Synoikized Polis of Rhodos,Õ in P. Flensted-Jensen, T. Heine

Nielsen, and L. Rubinstein (eds.), Polis and Politics: Studies in Greek History Presented to
Mogens Herman Hansen on his Sixtieth Birthday, August 20, 2000, Copenhagen, 177Ð205 at
194.

268 For the date and for a discussion see P. Bruneau, Recherches sur les cultes de Délos à
l’époque hellénistique et à l’époque impérial, Paris, 1970, 502Ð503.

269 Regarding neokoroi cf. also the decree from Amyzon, Amyzon no. 2 (below Appendix
b 1.1), which might be considered for inclusion in the corpus (cf. next note).
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her with the post for life.270 LSS 121,271 a late document from Ephesus
entitled κε(�λαι%ν (summary) ν#μ%υ πατρ8%υÑit includes, in fact, two
partsÑdated to the late second or third century A.D., Þrst enumerates
cult duties to be performed by the prytanis, and also elaborates upon
related duties of the hierophant; the second part is concerned with pre-
rogatives mentioning additional cult personnel.

Cult Performance

The performance of cult lies in the background or even stands in the
foreground in many of the documents reviewed in the previous sections;
one might even be tempted to say, at least to an extent, that it is almost
by deÞnition the main concern of sacred law, other issues being treated
with a view toward facilitating it.272 Here, we ought, however, to review
documents which govern the performance of cult directly. Most of
these documents contain single or multiple sets of regulations governing
the performance of single actions even when these are collected and
published together.273 Such regulations tend to be short and laconic,
containing only the information necessary for a correct performance
of the actions they govern. Even the few sets of regulations which
govern complex rituals are not much different in this respect: they list
the actions, which, performed in a sequence, constitute a ritual, and
pay only the minimum necessary attention to the details of individual
actions.

The variety of issues reviewed in this section is considerable. The
most substantial group of documents deals with sacriÞce. To these
should be added documents which are related to sacriÞcial activity by
regulating the sale of sacriÞcial meat and skins and participation in
cult. Very few other issues are treated separately and they are reviewed
here under the subheading of varia. A discussion of the small but dis-
tinct group of documents governing funerary rites and mourning fol-

270 See Sokolowski LSCG pp. 89Ð90; Mikalson 1998, 203; N.F. Jones, The Associations
of Classical Athens: The Response to Democracy, New York/Oxford, 1999, 265. Cf. the decree
from Amyzon, Amyzon no. 2, regarding conferring the office of neokoros of Artemis, listed
below Appendix B 1.1. Though from a cult performance point of view this inscription
might not be considered signiÞcant enough for inclusion in the corpus, it is to an extent
comparable to LSCG 48 or to LSAM 78.

271 See A.L. Connolly in NewDocs. IV, 106Ð107.
272 Cf. above p. 4.
273 Notably, but not only, in the case of sacriÞcial calendars.
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lows. Attention is then directed to cathartic regulations, or rather the
one document belonging to this small group of poorly-preserved doc-
uments that allows a discussion, the cathartic code from Cyrene. A
few documents focusing on cult Þnance are then reviewed. This sec-
tion ends with a review of cult foundations and documents of religious
associations. These can be rather comprehensive and may discuss var-
ious issues pertaining to cult management alongside cult performance.
Though documents governing the performance of festivals and cere-
monies belong here too, they form a distinct group and are so reviewed
separately. As usual, the nature of the evidence sometimes prevents
absolute classiÞcation.

Regarding form, in many of the cases the identity of the body issu-
ing sacriÞcial regulations depends upon inference. Some of these reg-
ulations may well be official, but, even so, they very seldom present
themselves as such. This is not the case with documents dealing with
attendant matters, namely the sale of sacriÞcial meat or skins, and par-
ticipation in cult. The few funerary regulations which have reached us
are without fail legislative acts. The cathartic code of Cyrene, LSS 115,
doubtless an official document, is presented as an oracular response. As
for foundations, they are represented in the corpus by either the foun-
dation documents themselves or by enactments. The origin and genre
of Þnancial documents and of documents belonging to religious associ-
ations can usually be determined, depending upon the state of preser-
vation, though it may involve inference made on the basis of content.

SacriÞce

Information about Greek sacriÞcial practice in sacred law does not nec-
essarily come from sacriÞcial regulations, i.e. regulations which simply
prescribe or authorize an act of sacriÞce. Priesthood regulations are
often explicit about the distribution of the parts of the sacriÞcial vic-
tim.274 Festival regulations can also be revealing in this respect as they
may prescribe, sometimes in great detail, rules pertaining to the vic-
tims and the distribution of their meat among officials and the general
public.275 SacriÞcial regulations tend, on the other hand, to be laconic,
geared toward the act itself rather than dictating the details of perfor-
mance. Ordinarily they are not concerned with anything which can

274 See above pp. 42Ð43.
275 See below p. 100.
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be taken to be common practice but rather highlight modiÞcations or
deviations from it. Special information is given to the extent that it is
ritually desirable;276 when it is not given, there is little reason to sup-
pose that it is desirable. For example, if the type, age, sex, or color of a
victim is speciÞed, it is important; otherwise, we may assume that any
victim can be offered or, possibly, that the identity of the victim is well
known. When consumption of sacriÞcial meat on the spot is prescribed,
it means that it is ritually desirable; when it is not prescribed, there is
reason to assume that meat may be taken away.277

SacriÞcial regulations can be classiÞed according to different param-
eters. One can distinguish, for example, between public and private
sacriÞces or between sacriÞces in which the victim is eaten and those
in which it is destroyed. Here we use frequency as a basic parameter,
distinguishing between sacriÞces performed on a given date and those
which are not. In the documents assembled in the corpus of Greek
sacred law, sacriÞces belonging to the second group may be offered by
private individuals or by the public; those belonging to the Þrst are
usually not private.278 On the whole, periodic sacriÞces may be assem-
bled and listed consecutively together to form a calendar or prescribed
individually at the place of performance. SacriÞces which can be per-
formed as wished or as needed are commonly handled in regulations
published at the place where they are to be performed.

Undated SacriÞces

The simplest type of sacriÞcial regulations are inscriptions, commonly
short, published at the place where the sacriÞce is to be performed,
sometimes even inscribed on altars, indicating that offerings can or
should be made. Where the motive or occasions are not indicated, the
language uninstructive, and the cultic context unknown, it may be dif-
Þcult to say whether they merely provide a venue for the performance
of sacriÞce or whether sacriÞce is actually prescribed.

The Þrst-century A.D. LSCG 54 from Attica,279 urges the farmers and
neighbors to sacriÞce where it is allowed (Iι 1�μις) in a sanctuary of
Asclepius and Hygieia, as long as two rules are observed: the founder

276 JamesonÕs 1997 expression.
277 Cf. below p. 100.
278 Cult associations are a notable exception; see below pp. 86Ð89.
279 Mentioned above p. 13.
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of the sanctuary and the priest must receive their assigned share in the
sacriÞce, and the meat must not be carried away. This prohibition is
encountered in this type of regulation elsewhere,280 as in no. 24 below
from Lissos, appended to a dedication inscribed on the base of a statue
of Asclepius, encouraging anyone who wishes to sacriÞce, as long as the
skin is left for the god and the meat of the victim is not taken away.
It is signiÞcant that in both cases, as in the foundation of Xenokrateia,
LSS 17A,281 no reference is made to the animal; its choice is evidently
left to the discretion of the worshippers. Had this not been the case,
the choice would have been limited, as it is in a number of comparable
regulations.

An animal may be prescribed, as a goat is to Apollo in LSCG 170
(Isthmus; third century B.C.); a bovine or a goat (after which the text
breaks off) to Dionysus in LSS 67 (Thasos; fourth century B.C.); par-
ticular animals may also be prohibited. The choice of animal evidently
depends on the taste and sensibilities of the recipient and the cultic
context.282 Goats and pigs are among the most commonly prohibited
victims.283 The Þrst (A) of the two early-Þfth-century B.C. sets of regula-
tions from the so called Passage of the Theoroi near the Agora of Tha-
sos, LSCG 114, inscribed on a relief depicting Apollo and the Nymphs,
allows the worshipper to sacriÞce to them any animal, either female or
male, except a sheep and a pig;284 the second set (B), inscribed on one
of two reliefs depicting Hermes and the Charites, forbids the sacriÞce of
a goat and a pig to the Charites.285 Similarly, the second-century LSCG

126 from Mytilene allows anyone who wishes to offer on the altar of
Aphrodite Peitho and Hermes any victim except a pig and any bird, at
which point the text breaks off; a particular kind of bird was probably
named and excluded.286 Again on Thasos the laconic second-century

280 See commentary on 16.6 below.
281 See above p. 35.
282 Cf., however, below n. (329).
283 For no goats see also P.Oxy. XXXVI 2797.6 with L. Robert, ÔSur un decret dÕIlion

et sur un papyrus concernant des cultes royaux,Õ American Studies in Papyrology 1,1966,
175Ð211 (= Opera Minora Selecta VII, Amsterdam, 1990, 599Ð635) at 192Ð210.

284 Paian chanting is also prohibited and, together with the use of the verb πρ%σ�ρ-
δειν, Ôto sacriÞce beside/ in addition,Õ it might indicate that the sacriÞce is performed in
connection with another sacriÞce or even a different activity: SokolowskiÕs commentary
LSCG p. 208 (for dependent sacriÞces see below).

285 For the monument and the problems of its signiÞcance see Y. Grandjean and
F. Salviat, Guide de Thasos, Paris, 2000, 82Ð87.

286 Ziehen LGS II pp. 307Ð308.
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B.C. LSS 73 simply says that it is not allowed (that is, to sacriÞce) a goat
and a pig to Peitho;287 goat alone is forbidden in LSS 74, the recipient
being Hera Epilimnia. On Delos Semitic divinities show similar sen-
sitivities. The second-century B.C. inscribed altar LSS 55 dedicated to
Zeus Ourios and Astarte Palaestina, also known as Aphrodite Ourania,
excludes goats, pigs, and female bovines. The altar was dedicated by a
certain Damon from Ascalon, after he had been saved from pirates.288

The sacriÞce of goats and pigs is similarly prohibited on another altar
from Delos, LSS 58 (I.Délos 1720; ca. 100 B.C.), dedicated by another
Ascalonite289 to Poseidon of his native city.290 Goats were evidently a
problem for Heracles and Hauronas, the gods of the neighboring Pales-
tinian city of Iamnia, to judge from the prohibition to sacriÞce them in
the contemporary LSS 57 (second century B.C.).291

Divinities may have other sensibilities too. A late-Þfth-century in-
scription form Elatea, LSCG 82, does not restrict the choice of victim
sacriÞced at a sanctuary of the Anakes but prohibits the presence of
women. Women are also excluded in the most substantial individual
set of sacriÞcial prohibitions, the mid-fourth-century LSS 63 from Tha-
sos, which forbids the sacriÞce of goats and pigs to Thasian Heracles,292

and lists three restrictions pertaining to the distribution of the meat that
have been variously interpreted.293 Such prohibitions, whether regard-
ing animals, participants in the sacriÞce, or consumption of the meat,
attempt to prevent a breach of what is religiously correct in a given cul-
tic context.294 In this they are comparable to prohibitions, which control
entry into sanctuaries and aim at protecting the sacred space from pol-
lution by preventing pollution from reaching it in the Þrst place.

287 Πει1%0 αgγα %7|δ� "%0ρ%ν %7 1�μ[ις].
288 LSS omits the dedication; see I.Délos 2305. See P. Bruneau, Recherches sur les cultes de

Délos à l’époque hellénistique et à l’époque impérial, Paris, 1970, 347, 474.
289 The banker Philostratus, who was naturalized in Naples: I.Délos 1724.
290 See Bruneau locc. cit.
291 See Bruneau ibid 475. One recalls the dispute in Aristophanes Ach. 792Ð795 over

the prohibition to sacriÞce pigs to Aphrodite, which is enough to show that such
prohibitions were not as geographically restricted as the epigraphical evidence might
be thought to suggest.

292 Cf. the reference to women in the fragmentary LSAM 42, which also refers to
Heracles. On women and gender differences in cult regulations see in general Cole
1992.

293 See recently Scullion 2000.
294 I follow in this H. Seyrig BCH 51, 1927, 197.
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Sacrificial Tariffs. The Þrst-century B.C. LSS 72 from the agora of Tha-
sos requires those offering sacriÞce to the local athlete, Theogenes,295 to
pay no less than an obol into the thesauros (treasury box). The money
collected therein would ultimately be used for a dedication or other
work for Theogenes. Reluctance to pay would give rise to religious
scruples. Similarly, LSS 86 from the acropolis of Lindus (ca. A.D. 200)
requires worshippers (who must be of good conscience), sacriÞcing or
consulting the oracle at the Ômany-columned templeÕ (a minor struc-
ture nevertheless),296 which Seleucus constructed for Psythyros, to pay
a drachma; the money paid is to be used each year for the mainte-
nance of the temple of Athena. In both cases payments stand at a ßat
rate. Payment according to a differential scale is required, sometimes
alongside speciÞc parts of the victim, in a number of other documents,
commonly depending upon the size and/or age of the animal. Such
documents are called sacriÞcial tariffs. Though most Greek tariffs con-
stitute sections in priesthood regulations, a few independent documents
survive.297 LSCG 125 from Mytilene (second century B.C.) envisions the
sacriÞce of two different animals. The Þrst is unknown; the second is
a hare. SpeciÞc parts are required to be placed on the cult table and
sums (now lost) to be put in a thesauros. The destination of the money
is unknown. Some tariffs undoubtedly governed independent sacriÞces
offered as one wished, but, as the Lindian LSS 86 suggests, sacriÞces
regulated in tariffs may depend upon a different activity.298 The lack
of context makes certain cases indecisive: LSS 108 (Rhodes; Þrst cen-
tury A.D.) opens with cathartic prescriptions299 and continues with a
short tariff for the offering of bovines, other quadrupeds, and a rooster
(lines 8Ð12) in sacriÞces performed in an adyton300 in a sanctuary and
seems connected to some other activity performed at this place. The

295 See J. Pouilloux, ÔThŽogŽn•s de ThasosÉ quarante ans apr•s,Õ BCH 118, 1994,
199Ð206; cf. Y. Grandjean and F. Salviat, Guide de Thasos, Paris, 2000, 73Ð76.

296 See Morelli 1959, 179.
297 See LSCG 45.4Ð6; LSCG 88 (the sums are thought to be paid for the animals

rather than as sacriÞcial fees: SokolowskiÕs commentary); LSCG 163.17Ð21; LSS 110;
LSAM 12 II; 22.10Ð11, cf. 25, 27; 73.29Ð32; SEG XLVII 1638.10Ð11; Iscr.Cos ED 216 B 2Ð
8; Parker and Obbink 2000, no 1.10Ð12; idem 2001, no. 5.6Ð9. Cf. below no. 11. These
sacriÞcial tariffs are to be distinguished from the Delphic pelanos tariffs, governing cult
fees paid by speciÞc cities and their inhabitants; see LSS 38 A 25Ð32 (CID I 7); 39 (CID
I 8), 41.8Ð12 (CID I 13); cf. CID I 1; for these documents cf. above p. 13.

298 Cf. Dependent Sacrifices immediately below.
299 Discussed above p. 17.
300 See commentary on 23 A 22 below.
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most extensive sacriÞcial tariff is not Greek but Punic. It was discov-
ered in Marseilles and therefore came to be known as the Marseilles
Tariff; the original provenance is, however, probably Carthage, where
fragments of other tariffs were subsequently found. A text and a mini-
malist translation are given in Appendix A below. For a Latin tariff see
the fragmentary inscription from Rome, CIL VI 820 (= ILS 4916).

Dependent Sacrifices. The motive for many of the sacriÞces discussed
so far is unknown and might vary considerably. Nevertheless, most of
these sacriÞces seem to have been performed at will, at the discre-
tion of those offering them and for their own motives; together with
an ensuing sacriÞcial meal they also appear to have constituted a self-
contained event.301 Such sacriÞces are to be distinguished from sacri-
Þces which might have been performed as needed or wished but which
were required as a stage in connection with a speciÞc cult activityÑ
for the most part, oracular consultationÑor, at the very least, in a
sequence in which a preliminary sacriÞce preceded a main one. Such
sacriÞces often involve, in one stage or another, non-blood offerings,
mainly cakes.302

A fragmentary decree from Lebadeia, LSCG 74, surviving in conßict-
ing transcriptions, prescribes the offering of ten cakes (called ε5λ?ται)
alongside the payment of ten drachmas before consulting the oracle
of Trophonius. Three, if not four, sacred laws can be shown to gov-
ern pre-incubation sacriÞces in the cult of Asclepius. A fourth-century
B.C. document from Epidaurus, LSS 22,303 does not prescribe the sacri-
Þce but rather the payment for items needed for the πρ#1υσις304Ñin all
probability a preliminary sacriÞce offered before incubationÑincluding
half an obol for Þrewood needed for the sacriÞce of a suckling animal
and an obol for Þrewood for the sacriÞce of a full-grown animal.305 No.
13 below from Amphipolis (second half of the fourth century B.C.) is
very fragmentary and might be taken to regulate various sacriÞces in

301 Besides the sacriÞcial tariffs just mentioned, LSCG 114 A is possibly a notable
exception (above n. 57). The laconic character of the documents renders the validity of
these observation relative.

302 On cakes see below commentary on 23 B 3.
303 More complete text in W. Peek, Inschriften aus dem Asklepieion von Epidauros (AbhLeip

60.2) 1969, no. 336.
304 See A.B. Petropoulou, ÔProthysis and Altar: A Case Study,Õ in R. ƒtienne and M.-

Th. le Dinahet (eds.) L’Espace sacrificiel dans les civilisations méditerranéennes de l’antiquité,
Paris, 1991, 25Ð31.

305 Cf. LSS 7 (IG I3 129) envisioning the provision of Þrewood (alongside a payment?)
for the sacriÞce of a suckling pig, offered for puriÞcation in an unknown context.
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a sanctuary of Asclepius. The references to sacriÞce, payments, and
incubation suggest that pre-incubation sacriÞce must at least be one of
them.

The most revealing document is I.Perg III 161 from the Asclepieum
at Pergamum. It is a general code of sorts addressing prospective incu-
bants,306 both new and returning patients, designed to give them an
idea of the procedure they are about to undergo by outlining the rituals
and enumerating requirements. The comprehensive format should not
conceal the basic similarity to individual regulations discussed above.
The law does not dictate the details of the actions but rather highlights
the most essential points. It has survived in two fragmentary copies,
dated on the basis of letter-forms to the second century A.D. From
the last two lines (35Ð36) of the more extensive one (A), discovered in
the street leading to the sanctuaryÕs propylon, we learn that the stone
was set up by Clodius Glycon when he held the office of hieronomos ([ ca. 2. .
Κ]λ	δι%ς Γλ?κων | [�ερ]%ν%μ3ν 4ν�1ηκεν).307 The regulations themselves
are likely to be quite a bit earlier. One doubts very much, however, that
they were originally conceived as a comprehensive code. The docu-
ment is rather a compilation of rules and regulations prevailing at the
sanctuary, some of which were published through the years at locations
within the sanctuary where single actions were performed.308 Whether
the compilation was done in connection with the present publication
or the dedication consisted in publishing an updated version of a pre-
existing document is hard to say.309 Lines 1Ð23 of the more substantial
fragment (A) read:

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
[- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -] .κ .α.2 .τραπε+% .?σ .1ω σ .κ[�]-
[λ%ς δεUι�ν κ] .α2 σπλ�γ ." .να κα[2] .λα�o .ν =λλ%ν στ�(αν%ν *λ�ας π[ρ%]-
[1υ�σ1ω Δι2] JΑπ%τρ%πα8ωι π#παν%ν 9α�δωτ�ν *ννε#μ(αλ%ν κα2 vac.

4 [Δι2 Μειλι"8ω]ι π#παν%ν 9α�δωτ�ν *ννε#μ(αλ%ν κα2 JΑρτ�μιδ[ι]
[ ca. 7. . . . . . .] κα2 JΑρτ�μιδι Πρ%1υρα8αι κα2 Γ:ι aκ�στηι π#παν%ν vac.?

[*ννε#μ(] .αλ%ν. v1/2 τα/τα δ� π%)σας 1υ�τω "%0ρ%ν γα .λ .α1ην�ν vac.

[τ3ι JΑσκλ]ηπι3ι *π2 τ%/ �ωμ%/ κα2 .τρ .απε+%?σ1ω σκ�λ%ς δεU[ι]-
8 [�ν κα2 σπ]λ�γ"να. * .μ .�αλλ�τω δ� .ε.5.ς τ�ν 1ησαυρ�ν v�%λ%@ς τρε0[ς].

306 Rather than cult officials; see F. Sokolowski, ÔOn the New Pergamene Lex Sacra,Õ
GRBS 14, 1973, 407Ð413.

307 The (abbreviated) praenomen is obviously lost in the lacuna; see M. WšrrleÕs
commentary, I.Perg III p. 190.

308 LSCG 21 from the Piraean Asclepieum discussed immediately below suggests such
a process.

309 See WšrrleÕs commentary, pp. 169Ð170, 188. For sacred law dedications cf. below
p. 173 n. 12.
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[ε5ς δ� τM] .ν aσπ�ραν .*πι�αλλ�[σ] .1ω π#πανα τρ.8 .α *ννε#μ(αλα,
[τ%?των μ�] .ν δ .?% *π2 τMν NUω 1υμ�λην Τ?"ηι κα2 Μνημ%σ?νηι, vac.?

[τ� δ� τρ8τ]%ν *ν τ3ι *γκ%ιμητηρ8ωι Θ�μιδι. v Bγνευ�τω δ� A vac.

12 [ε5σπ%ρευ] .#μεν%ς ε5ς τ� *γκ%ιμητ)ρι%ν 4π# τε τ3ν πρ%ειρημ�- vac.?

[νων π�ν] .των κα2 4(ρ%δισ8ων κα2 α5γε8%υ κρ�ως κα2 τυρ%/ κα[2]
[ ca. 7. . . . . . .]ΙΑΜΙΔ�Σ τριτα0%ς. v1/2 τ�ν δ� στ�(αν%ν A *γκ%ι .μ	μεν%ς
[4π%τι1�μ]ε .ν%ς κ .αταλειπ�τω *π2 τ:ς στι��δ%ς. v *�ν δ� τις �%?-

16 [ληται Tπ�ρ] τ%/ α7τ%/ *περωτPν πλε%ν�κις, πρ%1υ�σ1ω "%0ρ .%[ν],
[*�ν δ� κα2] Tπ�ρ =λλ%υ πρ�γματ%ς *περωτPι, πρ%1υ�σ1ω "%0ρ%[ν]
[=λλ%ν κατ�] τ� πρ%γεγ .ραμμ�να. ε5ς δ� τ� μικρ�ν *γκ%ιμητ)ρι%ν
[A ε5σιoν Bγ]νε8αν Bγνευ�τω τMν α7τ)ν. v1/2 πρ%1υ .�σ1ω δ� Δι2 JΑπ%τ[ρ%]-

20 [πα8ωι π#π]αν%ν 9α�δω.τ�ν *ννε#μ .(α .λ%ν κα2 Δι2 .Μ .ειλι"8ωι π#π[α]-
[ν%ν 9α�δω] .τ�ν *ννε#μ(α .λ%ν κα2 JΑρτ� .μιδι Πρ%1υρα8αι κα2 JΑρτ�μι-
[δι ca. 6. . . . . .].ι κα2 ΓC: aκ�στηι π#παν% .ν *ννε#μ(αλ%ν. *μ�αλλ�-
[τω δ� κα2] ε5ς τ�ν 1ησαυρ�ν .v .�%λ% .@ς τρε0ς. περι1υ�σ1ωσαν

24 [δ� 4λ(8τ%?]ις310 μ�λιτι κα2 *λα8 .ωι δεδευμ�ν%ις κα2 λι�ανωτ3.ι
[π�ντες %� 1]εραπε?%ντες τ�ν 1ε�ν aπ#μεν%ι τ3ι �ερε0 κα2 ΙΕ . (vel vac.?)

[ ca. 9. . . . . . . . .]. v1/2 ε5ς δ� τMν aσπ�ραν *πι�αλλ�σ1ωσαν %k τε ΠΡ� . (vel vac.?)

[ ca. 8. . . . . . . . ε].5ς311 τ� *γκ%ιμητ)ρι%ν κα2 %� περι1υσ�μεν%ι π�ν- vac.

28 [τες π#πα]να τρ8α *ννε#μ(αλα Θ�μιδι, Τ?"ηι, Μνημ%σ?νηι a- vac.?

[κ�στηι π#] .παν%ν.

[- - -] and on the cult table he shall put the right leg and the splanchna.
(2) And, having taken another olive wreath, he shall offer a preliminary
sacriÞce of a nine-knobbed, ribbed popanon to Zeus Apotropaios, a nine-
knobbed, ribbed popanon to [Zeus Meilichios] and to Artemis [- - -] and
to Artemis Prothyraia and to Ge a nine-knobbed, ribbed popanon each.
(6) Having done so, he shall sacriÞce a suckling pig to Asclepius on
the altar and put the right leg and the splanchna on the cult table. (8)
He shall put three obols in the thesauros. (9) In the evening he shall put
three nine-knobbed popana, two [of which] on the outer thymele (sacriÞcial
hearth) for Tyche and Mnemosyne and the third in the enkoimeterion for
Themis. (11) Whoever enters the enkoimeterion shall be pure from all the
above mentioned (sources of pollution) and from sexual intercourse, goat
meat and cheese, and [- - -] (on) the third day. (14) The incubant shall
put away the wreath and leave it on the straw mat. (15) If someone
wishes to consult about the same (ailment) several times, he shall offer
a preliminary sacriÞce of a piglet. If he consults about a different matter,
he shall offer a preliminary sacriÞce of [another] piglet according to what
has been written above. (18) Whoever enters the small enkoimeterion shall
keep the same purity. He shall offer a preliminary sacriÞce of a nine-
knobbed, ribbed popanon to Zeus Apotropaios, a nine-knobbed, ribbed
popanon to Zeus Meilichios and to Artemis Prothyraia and to Artemis [-
- -] and to Ge a nine-knobbed popanon each. He shall put three obols

310 Sokolowski op cit. (? adieci): [πελαν%(?)]0ς Habicht (I.Perg).
311 πρ%|[1υσ�μεν%ι ε]5ς Wšrrle dubitanter (I.Perg III pp. 183Ð184 n. 82).
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in the thesauros. (23) [All of] those attending(?) the god shall sacriÞce
around(?) with [barley?] moistened with honey and olive oil and with
frankincense following the priest and [- - -]. (26) In the evening those
who [have performed preliminary sacriÞce?] in(?) the enkoimeterion and all
those who have sacriÞced around(?) shall put three nine-knobbed popana
to Themis, Tyche, (and) Mnemosyne, a popanon each.312

Reconstruction of the rituals cannot concern us here. We should note,
however, that the verb πρ%1?εσ1αι is used in this inscription both for
a subordinate offering before a main one (so in lines 2Ð8) and for
the entire sacriÞcial sequence before incubation (so evidently in lines
15Ð18).313 Whether πρ%1?εσ1αι and περι1?εσ1αι in lines 19 and 23 are
parallel to πρ%1?εσ1αι and 1?ειν of lines 2Ð3 and 6 is a more complex
question, as are the signiÞcance of περι1?εσ1αι and the identity of
the %� 1εραπε?%ντες τ�ν 1ε#ν.314 None of the sacriÞcial procedures
prescribed is independent, however; the sacriÞces are not an end unto
themselves but are performed as an essential stage in a sequence calling
for preliminary offerings on the way toward a speciÞc end, incubation.

The role of cakes in these preliminary sacriÞces is noteworthy. A
number of Athenian documents originating from the Piraeus and the
city Asclepiea prescribe comparable cake offerings. LSCG 21 from the
Piraeus Asclepieum bears different texts, inscribed on the four sides of
a single block (numbered A, B, C, and D) at different times during the
fourth century B.C.;315 it therefore allows some insight into the realistic
need to facilitate cult performance and maintain proper practice, com-
bined, perhaps, with developments in the cult, which underlie the for-
mation of an inscribed cultic code. A lines 1Ð10 date to the early fourth
century B.C. The opening lines, A 1Ð3, read: Θε%8. | Κατ� τ�δε πρ%1?-
εσ1α|ι;316 the following lines, A 3Ð10, list offerings of popana to a number
of divinities associated with Asclepius.317 A 11Ð17, added somewhat later
in the century, record an addition by the priest of Asclepius, Euthyde-
mos of Eleusis,318 meant to facilitate the offering of popana, as it con-
sisted of steles (now lost) bearing graphic representations of these cakes

312 Instructions for thanksgiving offering of an animal and for payment for the cure
follow.

313 Cf. on this Wšrrle I.Perg III pp. 172Ð173.
314 For possible answers see Wšrrle I.Perg III 182Ð184 and SokolowskiÕs article.
315 Sokolowski LSCG p. 51; Guarducci 1967Ð1978, IV, 15.
316 Gods. The preliminary sacriÞces shall be performed as follows.
317 (Apollo) Maleates, Hermes, Iaso, Akeso, and Panakeia (daughters of Asclepius),

The Dogs, and The Dog-Leaders.
318 The father of Moirokles of no. 2 below.
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which were placed near the altars on which they would be offered. B,
C, and D are still later. B 18Ð25 list more offerings of cakes (not popana

this time) to Helius and Mnemosyne; B 26Ð28, C, and D prohibit the
libation of wine on altars which evidently ßanked the inscribed block.
The motive for these preliminary offerings is typically not indicated.
They have been interpreted at different times as pre-incubation offer-
ings or as preliminary to an animal sacriÞce to Asclepius.319 From the
early fourth-century B.C. decree found at the Piraeus, LSS 11 (= IG II2

47.22Ð39; the upper part includes an inventory), Euthydemos is known
to have formulated πρ%1?ματα to be offered (at public expense) per-
haps before animal sacriÞce to Asclepius on the occasion of a festival.320

There is no certainty, however, that these πρ%1?ματα are identical with
the ones mentioned in LSCG 21,321 which, whether followed by an ani-
mal sacriÞce or not, could still be offered by individuals before incuba-
tion.

Cake offerings for a number of divinities are also prescribed on a
group of small altars, LSCG 22Ð27 (fourth-third centuries B.C.), most,
if not all, of which are thought to have originated either in the Piraeus
Asclepieum or the city Asclepieum on the south slope of the Acrop-
olis.322 The divinities receiving the cakes, some of whom are present
in the Pergamene and Piraeus regulations,323 appear either as indirect
objects in the dative or as owners of the altars in the genitive.

A comprehensive document from Erythrae, LSAM 24 (Þrst part of
the fourth century B.C.), regulates sacriÞces offered on different occa-
sions to Asclepius and his sanctuary-mate, Apollo, by both private indi-
viduals and the public. The document is inscribed on both sides of one
stele which is damaged above. Preliminary sacriÞces are regulated here
too, private preliminary sacriÞce being prohibited during the festival (A
27Ð28). The offering of sacriÞce after incubation or following a vow is

319 See e.g. Ziehen LGS II p. 71; Sokolowski LSCG p. 51; Edelstein and Edelstein 1945,
II, 186Ð187; M. Wšrrle I.Perg III 171 n. 1, 173Ð174; J.D. Mikalson, ÔProthyma,Õ AJP 93,
1972, 577Ð583 at 580Ð581; Guarducci 1967Ð1978, IV, 16Ð17; Parker 1996, 182.

320 I.e. if the πρ%1?ματα and > =λλη 1υσ8α are offered on the same occasion, where
meat distribution is held (lines 10Ð16), which is not necessarily mandatory.

321 Contra: Mikalson loc. cit. (above n. 319).
322 One recalls the incubation scene in AristophanesÕ Plutus where a priest is scouring

the altars and tables for leftover cakes; cf. below commentary on 23 B 3.
323 The Moirai (LSCG 22), Artemis (LSCG 23; an undecided case), Heracles (LSCG

24), Pythian Apollo (?; LSCG 25), Mnemosyne (LSCG 26); the recipient is missing in
LSCG 27.
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to be accompanied by a paian, which is, quite remarkably, dictated, to
be Þrst chanted three times around the altar of Apollo, when the divine
portion is put on it.324

Periodic SacriÞces

The Sacrificial Calendar.325 SacriÞcial calendars are among the earliest and
latest documents in the corpus of Greek sacred laws. The origins of cal-
endars are relatively diverse. Alongside state calendars, we have deme
calendars, the fourth-century Attic deme calendars forming a coher-
ent group;326 the so-called Accord of the Salaminians, LSS 19, outlines
the calendar of a genos;327 LSAM 39 from Thebes at Mycale seems to
have belonged to a sanctuary serving a small pastoral community; the
Roman Imperial specimen from Athens, LSCG 52, is probably a calen-
dar of a cult association, to judge from the limited scope of the activities
considered and their character.328

A typical entry in a sacriÞcial calendar includes the month, the
recipient, and the type of victim to be offered;329 the date within the
month may or may not be indicated. This basic form is recognizable in
the earliest calendar known to me, Corinth VIII 1, 1 (IG IV 1597) dated
to around 600 B.C. (Figures 1Ð2):330

324 For placing the divine portion on the altar cf. below commentary on 21.7Ð9.
325 See the following (an asterisk (*) signiÞes documents which strictly speaking might

not be calendars but resemble calendars in format): Attica: LSCG 1; 2; 7; *10; 11 A;
LGS II 15 A (IG I3 238)?, LSCG 16, 17; LSS 9, 10; SEG XLVII 71 (state calendar);
LSCG 18; 20; 52; LSS *18; 19.79Ð96; 132; below no. 1. Corinth: Corinth VIII 1, 1 (= IG
IV 1597). Sparta: LSCG 62. Messenia: LSCG 64. Callatis: *LSCG 90 (= I.Kallatis 47).
Myconos: LSCG 96. Chios: LSS 130. Thera: *LGS I 19 (= IG XII 3, 450). Crete: LSCG
146 (Gortyn); below no. 23 (Eleutherna). Cos: LSCG 151; *153; (Cos); 169 (Isthmus); 176
(Cos). Erythrae: *LSAM 26+SEG XXX 1327; *LSAM 27. Thebes at Mycale: LSAM 39.
Miletus: LSAM 41. Stratonicea: *LSAM 67. Miletupolis: I. Kyz. II 1. For LSCG 128, 165,
and LGS I 15 see next subsection. One of the great losses for the corpus is LGS I 16
from Tegea (fourth century B.C.). The Þrst line, the only one to survive, Ν#μ%ς �ερ�ς 5ν
=ματα π�ντα Ôa sacred law for all the daysÕ i.e., as Prott notes, Ôof the year,Õ probably
implies that a cult calendar followed.

326 See commentary on no. 1 below.
327 For the calendar of a gymnasium from Cos, LSCG 165, see next subsection.
328 Cf. Prott LGS I pp. 12Ð13. For LSCG 128 see next subsection.
329 One should noteÑand this is especially pertinent to public sacriÞce and calendar

entriesÑthat when a few animals are acceptable for a divinity, the Þnal choice between
them might not be always religiously meaningful and may sometimes depend on the
scale of the occasion for sacriÞce. This must be borne in mind when the evidence is
tabulated for statistical purposes.

330 The arrangement of the text follows S. Dow, ÔCorinthiaca,Õ AJA 46, 1942, 69Ð72.
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ca. 600 a. Β�ΥΣΤΡ�ΦΗΔ�Ν

Latus A Φ%ινι .κ[α8% dies(?) nomen divinum animal- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ] ←
[ dies(?) nomen divinum- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - τ�τ%]ρες "% →
0 .ρ%.ι[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ] ←

Latus B [ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ] .ται ←
κε [ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ] →
h[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]331 ←

In the month of Phoinikaios [on (date?); for (divinity)] four piglets.332

This basic formula is generally followed elsewhere though documents
may vary considerably with respect to details.333 It may be accompanied
by information regarding the victim, such as age, color, sex (a pregnant
female might be required), or price, and by details regarding the perfor-
mance of the sacriÞce (such as burning the victim completely), the con-
sumption (which may be required to be done on the spot), and the dis-
tribution of the meat; the occasion for the sacriÞce may be identiÞed,334

as may be the place of performance and the officiants; other pertinent
information can be added, such as the prohibition against the partic-
ipation of foreigners in the calendar of Myconos, LSCG 96.26. Some
calendars are very thrifty, adding scarcely any such details, while oth-
ers may be much more informative. The Attic deme calendars of the
Marathonian Tetrapolis (LSCG 20) and of Erchia (LSCG 18) are com-
mon examples of non-informative calendars. The calendar of Myconos,
LSCG 69, which on two occasions even states the motive for a sacri-
Þce,335 and the Coan calendar LSCG 151 which, even in its fragmentary

331 Latus A: The kappa is dotted in Corinth VIII 1, 1 but I doubt that any traces are
now visible; following the last omicron Corinth VIII 1, 1 has a dotted iota; I could see
only an incision which is not likely to belong to an intentional stroke. Latus B: The
tau is put in brackets in Corinth VIII 1.1; a lower part of a vertical stroke is visible on
the stone: LSAG 404 no. 18 has [- - ]ς αι κ|ε μ[- - -] κτλ. For a non-joining fragment
of this inscription see SEG XXVI 392. For a Corinthian inscription on a lead plaque,
comparable to the present calendar in both contents and poor state of preservation, see
SEG XXXII 359.

332 In Attica piglet sacriÞce en masse is mentioned in sacred laws in an Eleusinian
context. See LSCG 20 B 44 (Marathonian Tetrapolis; three animals); LSS 18 A 31, B 27
(Paiania; two animals). Elsewhere see LSCG 65.68 (Andania; three "%8ρισκ%ι; cathartic);
LSCG 62.19 (Sparta; unknown number and context); 63.8 (Laconia; two animals for
Demeter), LSAM 26.65 (Erythrae; two animals, unknown divinity).

333 For a representative example see the calendar of Thorikos, no. 1 below.
334 On this see next subsection.
335 bΥπ�ρ καρπ%/ (for the crops) lines 16 and 25.



greek sacred law 67

form, is still one of the cases in which a ritual is prescribed in relatively
great detail, are often given as examples of informative calendars.336

The differences between detailed and concise calendars may to some
extent depend upon the circumstances surrounding their publication.
As it states clearly, the calendar of Myconos, LSCG 96 (ca. 200 B.C.),
was occasioned by the islandÕs synoecism, which involved a religious
reform (lines 2Ð5). This calendar, in all likelihood the learned work of
a professional committeeÑthe work of Nicomachus on the revision of
the state calendar in Athens in the last decade of the Þfth century B.C.
comes to mind337Ñreßects the reform in noting additional sacriÞcesÑ
not an unlikely result of the consolidation of local cults and traditionsÑ
and changes in preexisting ones. The connection between political uni-
Þcation and the consolidation of individual cults is noted by Aristotle
(Politics 1319b 24), and there is reason to believe that it contributed
to the composition and publication of the calendar of Cos following
the synoecism of 366.338 If the detailed format is a result of such cir-
cumstances, it should not necessarily be expected elsewhere, let alone
from calendars of geographically limited civic bodies like the Athenian
demes, with their decidedly local focus and relatively narrow scope.339

Some insight into the function of such calendars and the reasons
underlying their publication can be found in the Accord of the Salami-
nians, LSS 19, the second part of which incorporates a sacriÞcial cal-
endar carefully noting the prices of the victims (lines 84Ð93). These
prices are said (lines 81Ð84) to be recorded to enable officials to estimate
the sums they have to contribute for the sacriÞces. Prices are similarly
noted in the calendars of the Marathonian Tetrapolis and of Erchia.
The Erchian calendar, comprising Þve different sets of sacriÞces, even
indicates the subtotal expenses. All three calendars could therefore be
seen as Þnancial rather than as religious documents. Expediting the
management of cult Þnances is, however, not the end of the Accord of

336 The abundance of details in Coan official religious documents has been noted
above (p. 52) in respect to priesthood regulations.

337 Cf. Dow 1953Ð1957, 21, 23Ð24.
338 See S.M. Sherwin-White, Ancient Cos (Hypomnemata 51), Gšttingen, 1978, 292Ð

293.
339 The revision of the Athenian state calendar, though conscious and expert work,

had its own motives; see Dow 1953Ð1957; K. Clinton, ÔThe Nature of the Late Fifth-
Century Revision of the Athenian Law Code,Õ in Studies in Epigraphy, History, and Topog-
raphy Presented to Eugene Vanderpool (Hesperia Suppl. 19), 27Ð37; P.J. Rhodes, ÔThe Athenian
Code of Laws, 410Ð399 B.C.,Õ JHS 111, 1991, 87Ð100. For SolonÕs calendar and its suc-
cessors see also Parker 1996, 43Ð55.
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the Salaminians but rather the means to an end: the document enabled
the reconciliation between the two factions of Salaminians which inter-
rupted the proper performance of cult, as indicated by the pream-
ble to the calendar, Oπως Σαλαμ8νι%ι τ� �ερ� 1?ωσι α5ε2 τ%0ς 1ε%0ς κα2
τ%0ς mρωσι κατ� τ� π�τρια340 (line 79; cf. 19Ð20, 24Ð27). The Þnancial
motive for the publication is therefore offset by religious motives. This
is doubtless the case with the calendars of Erchia and the Marathonian
Tetrapolis as well. Both do not merely list the victims and their prices.
To keep the performance in line with custom, prerequisites of a purely
religious value are noted.341 The publication of these calendars makes
the necessary information available to those responsible for cult perfor-
mance; it has an added value in the way of accountability: like the pub-
lication of priesthood regulations, publication enables the worshippers
to check the performance against the written record, establishing them
as an interested party in the process and so contributing to the ultimate
goal of the publication, that is, to ensure the proper performance of
cult.

Festival Calendars. Generally speaking, a typical peculiarity of sacriÞ-
cial calendars is their general lack of interest in the occasion for the
sacriÞce. Festivals may be named,342 but we are commonly confronted
with a great variety of unnamed sacriÞces, the scope, character, and
signiÞcance of whichÑdoubtless obvious to the ancient audienceÑare
now by and large a matter for inference drawn from the date, the type
and size of the victim, and any additional information regarding perfor-
mance.343 We have, on the other hand, a very small number of calen-
dars which do not list sacriÞces at all but rather occasions. For lack of a
better term, they may be called festival calendars.344 LSCG 128 (Roman

340 In order that the Salaminians may keep sacriÞcing to the gods and the heroes
according to the ancestral customs. Cf. Ferguson 1938, 43.

341 The calendar of the Marathonian Tetrapolis, LSCG 20, prescribes an all black
victim in B 18 and a pregnant victim in lines A 28, 43; B 9, 12, 48, 49. The calendar of
Erchia, LSCG 18, prescribes, inter alia, color (Α 9Ð10; Β 17Ð18), wineless libations (Α 41Ð
43; B 19Ð20; Γ 24Ð25; 52; Δ 22Ð23; 45Ð46; Ε 14Ð15; Δ 63), a pregnant victim (Δ 19Ð20),
and frequently forbids carrying sacriÞcial meat away. For prices and their signiÞcance
in the state calendar (LSCG 17, LSS 10, SEG XLVII 71; LSS 9) see Dow 1953Ð1957. For
the lists of sacriÞces from Erythrae LSAM 26+SEG XXX 1327 (Þrst half of the second
century B.C.) and probably LSAM 27 (early fourth century B.C.) see below p. 80.

342 Though not necessarily with exact dating which may, in fact, not be needed, the
festival being indicative in and of itself.

343 Cf. more generally Parker 1996, 50Ð55.
344 The regulations of the Attic deme Paiania, LSS 18 (IG I3 250; 450Ð430 B.C.),

listing offerings in connection with certain festivals, resembles a sacriÞcial calendar
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Imperial period), now in the Louvre and generally ascribed to Dar-
danus in the Troad (though sometimes considered to have originated
from Mytilene),345 reads:

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
μην�ς Δε8%υ δw , > 4ν��ασις τ:ς 1ε%/ τC: +w,
> Tδρ%π%σ8α μην�ς JΙ%υλα8%υ ν% .υ .μην8Hα ,
> π%μπM *κ πρυτανε8%υ ιw,

4 τ� νε	ματα μην�ς JΑπ%λλων8%υ ιεw,
> δ?σις τ:ς 1ε%/ μην�ς bΗ(αιστ8%υ δw,
> κατ�κλησις μην�ς Π%σιδε8%υ ιεw.
κατ� κ�λευσιν τ:ς 1ε%/ JΑρ8στιππ%ς JΑριστ8ππ%υ

8 *π�γραψα.

[- - -] on the 4th of the month of Deios, the ascent of the goddess on
the seventh; the hydroposia on the new moon of the month of Ioulaisos;
the procession from the prytaneion on the tenth; the neomata (breaking of
fallow land) on the 15th of the month of Apollonios; the descent of the
goddess on the 4th of the month of Hephaistios; the invocation on the
15th of the month of Posideios. I, Aristippos son of Aristippos, inscribed
(this) at the command of the goddess.

The calendar, commonly taken to belong to an association dedicated to
the cult of a goddess (probably Kore in one of her guises),346 emphasizes
occasions rather than offerings, and might seem more evocative of
Roman calendars than most of its Greek counterparts.347 The second-
century B.C. calendar from Cos, LSCG 165, has a similar format and
lists occasions relevant to a gymnasium. The Pergamene LGS I 17
(before 133 B.C.) reminds one of the A.D. 4Ð14 Feriale Cumanum348 as
it seems to commemorate historical events.349

Calendar Extracts. A number of inscriptions appear to be extracts from
a public calendar of sacriÞces, published individually at the place where
the sacriÞces prescribed were to be performed. These inscriptions are
referred to as calendar extracts. With virtually no exceptions,350 all

because of the preoccupation with offerings. Cf. LSAM 67 from Stratonicea (third
century B.C.).

345 SokolowskiÕs commentary p. 224.
346 Prott LGS I p. 40; Sokolowski LSCG p. 224.
347 See G. Wissowa, Religion und Kultus der Römer2, Munich, 1912, 2Ð3; M. Beard,

J. North, and S. Price, Religions of Rome, Cambridge 1998, I, 5Ð6; II, 60Ð61.
348 A. Degrassi, I.Italiae, XIII, II 48.
349 Cf. also LGS I 27 which might Þnd its way to a more inclusive corpus. The same

may hold true of the fragment dated to the Severan period, Milet VI 2, 944, which has
not been listed in Appendix B below.

350 LSCG 133 (see next subsection); IG XII 5, 15.
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are Rhodian, mostly Hellenistic, the earliest ones (LSS 89; cf. 88a)
dating to the fourth century, i.e. after the synoecism of 408/7.351 They
are inscribed on comparatively small stones and comprise relatively
few short lines, commonly listing the date or dates (though not the
occasion), recipient divinities and victims, and naming the officiants
who are to perform the sacriÞces; additional information, mainly the
requirement to consume sacriÞcial meat on the spot, may also be
included; LSS 88Ð89 from Lindus excludes women. See LSCG 140, 141;
LSS 87Ð89 (Lindus); LSS 94Ð97, 99Ð102, 104 (Camirus); LSS 110 (the
Rhodian Peraea); cf. 16 below (Lindus); LSS 92 (Ialysus).352 LSS 103 from
Camirus (third century B.C.) prescribes sacriÞce Oκκα δ�ηι (whenever
needed). The lack of a precise date may be explained by the function of
the recipient, Zeus Hyetios (rain-giver): the sacriÞce is to be performed
in periods of drought.353

Other Periodic Sacrifices. LSCG 142 from Lindus and LSS 98 from Cami-
rus look like calendar extracts but belong to private cults, and the same
probably holds true of the Theran ca. 400 B.C. LSCG 133.354 Column A
of the law from Selinus, no. 27 below (Þrst half of the Þfth century B.C.),
prescribes quadrennial sacriÞcial rituals and considers repetition after a
year and after two years. A Þfth-century B.C. document from Thasos,
LSCG 113, prescribes the performance of a sacriÞce355 to Athena Patroia
every other year; women are allowed to participate. A pentaeteric
sacriÞce is prescribed in the Þfth-century B.C. LSS 30 from Thalamai
in Laconia. The recipient, Zeus Kataibates,356 suggests that the sacriÞce
is offered at a place struck by lightning that might have killed the
person whose name, Gaihylos, appears in the last line. The obscure
and diversely restored epigram, which follows the heading Ôfrom an
oracle of Hygieia and AsclepiusÕ357 in the Athenian late LSS 16 (ca. Þrst-

351 For which cf. commentary on 16.3Ð4 below.
352 The deme Pantoreis.
353 Morelli 1959, 146Ð147.
354 See commentaries ad locc.
355 The interpretation Nρδεται τ�λη (lines 2Ð4) is contested (e.g. Sokolowski ad loc.;

Guarducci 1967Ð1978, IV, 12; SEG XXXV 956 (referring to C. Gallavotti BollClass
6, 1985, 46Ð49 which I was not able to consult)). Even if it is translated Ôperform
ceremoniesÕ rather than ÔsacriÞces,Õ the ceremonies are likely to include sacriÞce.

356 The descender. See below commentary on 1.10.
357 JΕκ "ρησμ%/ bΥγ8ης κα2 JΑσκληπ[ι%/]. F. Hiller von Gaertringen (ÔEin Asklepioso-

rakel aus Athen,Õ ARW 32, 1935, 367Ð370) restored a complete hexameter: JΕκ "ρησμ%/
bΥγ8ης κα2 JΑσκληπ[ι%/6 bΗρακλ�ης τε].
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second century A.D.), speaks (lines 2Ð4) of a mid-month wineless offer-
ing; much depends upon conßicting restorations.

Compulsory Sacrifices. A sizable stone from Cos, LSCG 168 (Þrst cen-
tury B.C.), broken above and below, contains a long list of persons of
various professions who are required to perform sacriÞce, notably tax
farmers and persons of sea-related occupations. Comparable require-
ments appear in Coan sales of priesthoods.358 This practice appears
elsewhere although not on such a large scale (LSAM 49, 52). A pream-
ble of a third-century B.C. Athenian decree, LSCG 40, mentions a cus-
tom requiring public doctors to sacriÞce twice a year to Asclepius and
Hygieia. It is reasonable to conclude (Sokolowski LSCG p. 75) that the
aim of the decree was to give the custom a legal form.

Some Undecided Cases. LSCG 60 from Epidaurus, dating to the late
Þfth century B.C., embodies two analogous sets of regulations for sac-
riÞces to Apollo (with his temple-mates) and Artemis and Leto, and to
Asclepius and his temple-mates, receiving bovines,359 parts of which are
assigned to various cult personnel (hiaromnamones,360 singers, and sanc-
tuary custodians). The rest of the meat would be distributed among
other participants in the sacriÞce, perhaps the general public, but the
occasion is unknown. Distribution of parts of multiple victims in an
unknown context is evident in the fragments from Delphi CID I 4Ð6,
joined as LSS 40 (second half of the Þfth century B.C.). LSS 116 from
Cyrene (second century B.C.) contains two fragments listing offerings
to a number of divinities, some rather obscure; the format resembles a
sacriÞcial calendar, but no dates appear. LSS 80 from Samos prescribes
the provision (παρασκ[ευ�+ειν], line 3) of different cakes, evidently to be
used for sacriÞce.361

Sale of SacriÞcial Meat and Skins

The sale of meat from public sacriÞces is stipulated in Athens in the
sacred law of the deme Skambonidai, LSCG 10 C 17Ð22 (IG I3 244; 470Ð
460 B.C.), and in the calendar of Thorikos, below no. 1, where in a

358 See Parker and Obbink 2000: 427Ð429.
359 And chickens (if this is what is meant by κ�λαϊς; see LSJ with Supplement s.v.).
360 See below commentary on nos. 6 and 26.27Ð28; for the passage cf. commentary

on 11.24.
361 See also the following fragments, some of which might well have belonged to

priestly or festival regulations: LSCG 6; 147; LSS 66; 67; 70; 109; LSAM 21; SEG XXX
1283; below no. 21; cf. 3; 9; 10. Unfortunately precious little has survived of the law of
the Achaian confederacy from Epidaurus regarding the cult of Hygieia LSS 23.
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number of cases a victim is referred to as πρατ#ν i.e. Ôto be sold.Õ362 A
short fragment from Didyma, LSAM 54, ordains the sale by weight,
evidently of sacriÞcial meat; snouts and extremities (4κρ%κ	λια) are
discussed alongside sheep heads.363

The sale of skins of sacriÞcial victims is speciÞed occasionally in
sacred laws.364 It is discussed in a fragmentary Magnesian decree con-
cerning sacriÞce to Zeus Akraios, LSCG 85, which assigns part of the
proceeds to the priest for safekeeping, and in the Pergamene LSAM 12.
III (second century B.C.) directing the proceeds to the sacred funds,
a part having been used to remunerate various cult personnel.365 The
stone, set up by a former cult official (hieronomos) named Dionysius,
includes three different documents pertaining to the cult of Athena
Nikephoros. The Þrst part (I) lists cathartic requirements for entry into
the sanctuary. The other two (II and III) are popular decrees regarding
sacriÞce or rather sacriÞcial fees.

Participation in Cult

Participation in cult is a right reserved in many cases for a speciÞc
group, if for no other reason than because, when sacriÞce is involved,
the participants are entitled to a share in the meat366Ñotherwise a
rather rare commodityÑand because the right to participate in a cult
may confer upon the participants an entitlement to cult offices and
associated privileges.367 The corpus includes two documents explicitly
dealing with participation in cult. LSCG 173 (ca. 200 B.C.), a decree
Ôof the tribes sharing the cult of Apollo and Heracles at Halasarna,Õ368

stipulates the preparation of a new list (for which see Paton-Hicks, I.Cos

368) of those who are entitled to a share. The main objective of the list
emerges in lines 86Ð95: the list is to be checked when sacriÞcial meat

362 Lines 9 with commentary; 11, 23, 25.
363 Cf. also SEG XLV 1508 A 23Ð25 from Bargylia with n. 517 below.
364 LSS 61.63 (Aigiale); LSAM 72.44Ð45 (Halicarnassus; private cult; sale of ßeece);

SEG XLV 1508.13Ð14 (Bargylia); cf. LSS 23.3Ð4 (Epidaurus). The Athenian Dermatikon
Accounts, (IG II2 1496) are an essential piece of evidence; see Rosivach 1994, esp. 48Ð
64, 110Ð112. For the treatment of skins cf. below commentaries on 3.5; 20.7; 24.5.

365 Neokoros, ßute-playing girls, vλ%λ?κτριαι (women performing the ritual cry at sacri-
Þces), gatekeeper.

366 M. Detienne, ÔCulinary Practices and the Spirit of SacriÞce,Õ in Detienne and
Vernant 1989, 1Ð20; Rosivach 1994, 1Ð8.

367 Cf. Ziehen LGS II 323Ð324.
368 Lines 3Ð6: Nδ%[U]ε τα0ς (υλα0ς αyς | μ�τεστι τ3ν �ερ3ν JΑ|π#λλων%ς κα2 bΗρακλε/ς

| *ν bΑλασ�ρναι.
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is distributed and when lots for the priesthood are drawn. A decree of
Olymus, LSAM 58,369 sets out to determine entitlement to participation
in speciÞc cults (Apollo and Artemis) limited to members of the three
old tribes (lines 8Ð9).

Varia

Libation. Libation, as an accessory to sacriÞce, is mentioned in sacriÞcial
regulations as needed, namely, when the ritual calls for libation that is
not ordinary. Libation of wine being the most common type, it is ordi-
narily prohibited where it is not desirable rather than prescribed where
it is; libation of other liquids is prescribed when desirable.370 Libation
is rarely treated in sacred laws without speciÞc reference to sacriÞce.
LSS 62 from Paros, dated to the sixth or Þfth century B.C., prescribes
libation of honey on an altar of Zeus Elasteros.371 The Thasian fourth-
century B.C. LSS 68 seems to authorize offerings to Agathos Daimon,
prohibiting offerings to Agathe Tyche; the inscription is inscribed on a
libation altar.372 A fourth-century B.C. inscription from Chios, LSS 79,
prohibits the use of wine in the cult of the Moirai and Zeus the Leader
of the Moirai. The exact expression used is (lines 1Ð2) %gν%ν μM πρ%σ-
(�ρε[ν].373 For wine-related prohibition see below commentary on no.
22.

Incense. From third-century B.C. Cyrene comes a comparable prohi-
bition, LSS 133, against carrying frankincense (λι�ανωτ#ς) into a sanctu-
ary of Hecate. For incense cf. also Daily Service below.

Oaths. Sacred laws of different kinds may occasionally order the tak-
ing of an oath and may even dictate the actual words, as in the decree
from Korope,374 LSCG 83.51Ð58, or the calendar of Thorikos, below no.
1.57Ð64, where the provision of the oath victims (lines 11; 52) is also
prescribed. We should mention here two cases where speciÞc direc-
tions pertaining to the performance of an oath ceremony are given,
one Archaic, the other Roman Imperial. The latter, LSAM 88, from
Laodicea in Phrygia, inscribed on an altar, instructs those wishing to

369 I.Mylasa 861; second half of the second century B.C.
370 Cf. below no. 27 A 10Ð11, 13Ð14 with commentary (where the libations are proba-

bly additional to the ones accompanying the sacriÞces).
371 Cf. commentary on 27 B 1 below.
372 ÔSur le long c™tŽ dÕun autel ou fosse ˆ libation:Õ G. Daux, BCH 50, 1926, 236. For

Agathos Daimon and Agathe Tyche see Sfameni Gasparro 1997, esp. 78Ð91.
373 ÔDo not carry wine into,Õ the divinities appearing in the genitive.
374 Discussed above pp. 10Ð11.
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have an oath taken to keep pure and to sacriÞce an oath victim (σ(�-
γι%ν Oρκι%ν, σ(�γι%ν referring to the method by which the victim is to
be slaughtered).375 The other is LSAM 30 B, one of two surviving frag-
ments of blocks from Ephesus, evidently Archaic but variably dated,376

belonging to what might have been a code of laws.377 The surviving Þve
lines seem to have belonged to a procedural law, stipulating that oaths
be taken by court witnesses and that a boar378 be provided as a victim
for this purpose.379

Augury. The other fragment (A) of LSAM 30 is the only surviving
sacred law which gives exact prescriptions for any kind of divination.
The thirteen partially surviving lines contain rules for the interpretation
of the ßight of birds.380

Daily Service.381 LSS 25 (third-second century B.C.) contains fragments
of what must have been an extensive document, which evidently regu-
lated the daily service at the sanctuary of Asclepius at Epidaurus. Ref-
erence is made inter alia to altars around which someone is supposed
to go (3; cf. 35), to libations (5?, 10 (in the evening)), to carrying a censer
(13), and to sacriÞce (29, 45). Daily service is not a characteristic Greek
practice and might have reached Greece from the Near East.382 Most
ordinary Greek temples were commonly opened on special days only.383

The Epidaurian document does not have a direct parallel, but LSAM

28384 preserves the material part of a decree from Teos, dated to the
reign of Tiberius, prescribing daily385 hymn-singing by the ephebes in
honor of Dionysus. A late and rather detailed decree from Stratonicea,
LSAM 69 (late second century A.D.), on the cult of Zeus and Hecate,
stipulates the appointment and management of a choir of children to

375 See below commentary on 23 A 21.
376 Ca. 500Ð475?: LSAG2 344 no. 55 with pp. 339Ð340. A date after 400 B.C. has also

been proposed; see Nomima II p. 66.
377 Sokolowski LSAM p. 85; Nomima I p. 66.
378 κ�πρ%ς: possibly a piglet. Cf. commentary on 5.37Ð38 below.
379 Sokolowski, LSAM pp. 85Ð86. I note here LSAM 19 (= CMRDM 53) regarding the

observation of a vow: Lane, CMRDM III 23.
380 See SokolowskiÕs commentary pp. 85Ð86.
381 See M.P. Nilsson, ÔPagan Divine Service in Late Antiquity,Õ HTR 38, 1945, 63Ð69;

idem GGR II3 381Ð384.
382 See e.g. Mishnah (Qodashim) Tamid which describes in minute detail the morning

service and sacriÞce in the temple at Jerusalem.
383 E.g. Stengel 1920, 28; Sokolowski LSS p. 62.; cf. LSAM 15.42Ð44.
384 Cf. below n. 537.
385 Contra: Sokolowski LSAM p. 82, taking Ôevery dayÕ (line 8) to mean Ôevery festival

day.Õ



greek sacred law 75

sing hymns. The practice is mentioned elsewhere occasionally.386 The
sale of the priesthood of Asclepius from Chalcedon, LSAM 5 (Þrst cen-
tury B.C.), requires the priest to open the temple each day and keep the
adjacent stoa clean (23Ð26).387 In the fragmentary Iscr.Cos ED 236.8Ð11
(Þrst century B.C.), the priestess is required to open the temple and
burn incense but only on certain days.

Funerary Laws

The corpus of sacred laws is somewhat inconsistent in its treatment of
laws governing the cult of the dead. The few cases prescribing straight-
forward private offerings for the dead are left out,388 while cult foun-
dations, in which commemoration of the dead is handled in a more
elaborate fashion,389 are included.390 Also included are three funerary
laws.391 All are legislative acts. The Þrst two, the Þfth-century B.C.
LSCG 97 from Iulis on Ceos, consisting of two different documents,
and the third-century B.C. LSAM 16 from Gambreion are state-issued.
The third is a section (LSCG 77 C) from the regulations of the Del-
phic phratry of the Labyadai, CID I 9 C 19Ð52, inscribed in the Þrst
part of the fourth century B.C.392 To a certain extent, all three betray
a tension between practice and custom. Legislation is not interested in
spelling out the details of funerary practice; common knowledge of the
essential details is taken for granted, as in the case of sacriÞcial regu-
lations. It appears rather to attempt to protect practice from personal
modiÞcations, restricting it so as to keep it within the conÞnes of what
is considered proper custom.393

386 See Sokolowski LSAM p. 164. cf. also LSS 121.12Ð17 (for this inscription see above
p. 54).

387 This policy would make good practical sense if incubation was practiced at the
sanctuary.

388 A number of such inscriptions (e.g. TAM II 636Ð637) are known from Teos and
the adjacent region. See L. Robert, Études Anatoliennes, Paris, 1937, 391; C. Naour,
ÔInscriptions de Lycie,Õ ZPE 24, 1977, 265Ð290 at 276Ð280, 289Ð290.

389 Whether by means of public or private cult performance. Though the case is not
at all clear-cut, documents included in the corpus tend to associate commemoration
with some form of divine worship, as has been pointed out above (p. 8). Cf. W. Kamps,
ÔLes origines de la fondation cultuelle dans la Gr•ce ancienne,Õ Archives d’histoire du droit
oriental 1, 1937, 145Ð179 at 156Ð157, 161, 168Ð172.

390 See below pp. 383Ð387 passim.
391 Cf. also the law of a Piraean thiasos, LSS 126 (ca. 200 B.C.), of which only the end

survives; IG XII 3, 87; IG XII 7, 17.
392 The text itself might possibly be earlier. See Rougemont CID I pp. 42, 87Ð88.
393 Cf. on this point Ziehen LGS II pp. 261Ð262.
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This is most evident in the main text (A) of LSCG 97, entitled ν#μ%ι394

regarding the dead,395 which is the most detailed of these three inscrip-
tions. The text consists mainly of restrictions concerning, inter alia, the
costs of shrouds, and the amounts of wine and oil that may be taken
to the grave (for libation). The funeral should proceed quietlyÑthat is,
with no lamentationsÑup to the grave;396 women and men are to keep
apart on the way back; the number of women allowed in the house is
limited; thirtieth-day memorial rites are prohibited. Some prescriptions
accompany these restrictions: sacriÞce at the grave is to be performed
according to the ancestral customs; evidently no directions are needed.
Prescriptions regarding the number and color of the shrouds and the
bier are more detailed. Great care is taken to prescribe the puriÞcation
of the house where death has occurred and of those polluted as a result.
SigniÞcantly, purity is also the concern of the following short popu-
lar decree (B). CID I 9 C 19Ð52, identiÞed in the heading as a 1εσμ#ς
regarding funerary paraphernalia,397 enforced at the risk of a hefty Þne,
features a few restrictions comparable to the Cean law; prescriptions
regarding the shrouds also appear. The scope is more limited and the
document is particularly concerned with restricting lamentation.

LSAM 16 from Gambreion in Mysia explicitly identiÞes itself as a ν#-
μ%ς (lines 4, 22Ð23, 29), put forward by one Alexon son of Damon. It
differs from the other two documents in regulating mourning alone and
paying no attention to the funeral itself. It speciÞes the color of mourn-
ing apparel and sets a clear time limit for completion of the funerary
rites (τ� ν#μιμα line 10). It is particularly concerned with women398 (it is
to be published at the Thesmophorion and the sanctuary of Artemis
Lochaia).399 Great care is taken to ensure obedience, at the risk of
an imprecationÑpronounced by the gynaikonomos at the puriÞcations
before the ThesmophoriaÑ rather than of a penalty. A punishment

394 Paragraphs in a single law; regulations: A.B. Petropoulou, ÔThe Eparche Docu-
ments and the Early Oracle at Oropus,Õ GRBS 22, 1981, 39Ð63 at 56.

395 �kδε ν#μ%ι περ2 τ3γ κατα(1ιμ[�]νω[ν].
396 Ziehen LGS II p. 264. For a discussion of the epigraphic evidence alongside the

literary evidence see R. Garland, ÔThe Well-Ordered Corpse: An Investigation into the
Motives behind Greek Funerary Legislation,Õ BICS 36, 1989, 1Ð15.

397 h#δJ A τε1μ�ς π�ρ τ3|ν *ντ%()ιων. See Rougemont CID I pp. 52Ð53.
398 See N. Loraux, Mothers in Mourning. With an Essay On Amnesty and Its Opposite, Trans.

C. Pache (French original 1990, 1988), Ithaca and London, 1998, 22Ð23; cf. Cole 1992,
115.

399 For the Thesmophoria cf. below commentary on 3; for ArtemisÕ relations to
childbirth cf. commentary on 20.
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also awaits disobedient women: they are forbidden, as impious (zς |
4σε�%?σαις lines 25Ð26), to offer sacriÞce to any god for ten years.

To these three documents, one should add the Thasian LSS 64,
dated to the mid-fourth B.C. The stone, broken above and below, con-
tains a state enactment regulating the treatment of those fallen in bat-
tle, called The Good Men or simply The Good, and their families.400

Grieving is severely restricted, disobedience giving rise to religious scru-
ples and resulting in penalties. The families, as sometimes still happens
today, are further charged with distinctive commemorative privileges.

PuriÞcation

As has been seen in the previous section, the funerary law from Ceos
prescribes a puriÞcatory procedure for a house and for persons polluted
by death. It stands in contrast to documents discussed above presenting
worshippers with requirements regarding their purity upon entering a
sanctuary. The scope of such documents is rather limited. They are not
interested in the pollution per se but in protecting the sanctuary and
preventing pollution from reaching it. A simple remedy may be pre-
scribed, but worshippers are mostly expected to avoid entry before the
pollution is gone. A number of documents interested in the pollution
itself and therefore in remedies have reached us. LSCG 154 from Cos,401

relating mainly to the purity of priestesses and sanctuaries, seems to
have envisioned different kinds of pollution and speciÞed appropriate
remedies.402 Its miserable state of preservation is, regrettably, indicative
of the entire genre. All but one of the relevant inscriptions are so badly
preserved as to raise doubts regarding the exact nature of their con-
tents.403 Even the one exception, the extensive inscription from Cyrene,
LSS 115, is imperfectly preserved and its interpretation is further com-
pounded by obscurities of language and context.

The inscription is dated to the late-fourth-century B.C.; parts of the
contents may be earlier.404 From the title we learn that the ensuing

400 See Nouveau Choix 105Ð109 no. 19 (106Ð107 for the date); cf. W.K. Pritchett, The
Greek State at War IV, Berkeley/Los Angeles/London, 1985, 105Ð106; Y. Grandjean and
F. Salviat, Guide de Thasos, Paris, 2000, 224, 232.

401 Discussed above p. 42
402 See Nilsson GGR II3 73.
403 See LSCG 56; 99(?); LSS 65; 112; 114(?); cf. 31; LGS II 61 (= Buck, GD 64; Nomima

I no. 109). Cf. LSAM 20 (well-preserved; conduct of participants in a private cult; cf.
below p. 89).

404 See Parker 1983, 334.



78 part one

precepts are an oracle of Apollo. Without doubting ApolloÕs experience
in the subject, it is likely that he did not formulate what follows himself,
that is, a draft was presented to him for ratiÞcation.405 In respect to
format, the document is similar to law codes known from the ancient
Near East and from Gortyn.406 Like them, it is casuistic, it presents a
list of possible cases, envisioning problems and specifying solutions.407

The cases all involve, in one way or another, pollution of various kinds
and from various sources. Some of these, like sexual intercourse (A 11Ð
15), childbirth (A 16Ð20), miscarriage (B 24Ð27), uncustomary sacriÞce
(A 26Ð29), or even abuse of divine-owned wood (A 8Ð10), are more or
less familiar; others, particularly those discussed in the long paragraph
on tithing (A 33Ð72), but also some involving women (B 2Ð23), are not,
and these have been variously interpreted. The code concludes with a
semi-independent section discussing three cases of what it calls hikesioi,
with the text becoming more and more damaged over the course of the
third case.408

The code approaches pollution in various ways. It may limit itself to
diagnosis, prescribe a course of action to avert pollution, or specify a
remedy. In the case of childbirth (A 16Ð20), the code is little more than
diagnostic, stating that Ôa woman in labor will pollute the house,Õ and
deÞning who may contract the pollution, namely only those inside the
house.409 Remedy is not called for since the pollution will pass after
three days. In the case of wood growing in a sacred place (lines 8Ð10),
using it is allowed, provided that one pays the god its price; pollution
contracted from abuse of divine property is not mentioned directly but
seems to be taken for granted, a procedure by which it may be avoided
being suggested rather than a remedy. Remedies may, however, also be
prescribed. If someone sacriÞces a victim which is not customaryÑa
situation which sacriÞcial regulations attempt to prevent by prescribing

405 See Parker 1983, 334; cf. Fontenrose 1978, 252Ð253 H26.
406 Cf. also the Roman Twelve Tables. In general see R. Westbrook, ÔCodiÞcation

and Canonization,Õ in E. LŽvy (ed.), La codification des lois dans l’antiquité: Actes du Colloque
de Strasbourg 27–29 novembre 1997, Paris, 2000, 33Ð47, esp. 34Ð37.

407 LSCG 56, Cleonae (LSAG2 150 no. 6; 575Ð550 B.C.?), might have had a similar
format. Cf. also LSCG 154 B (III) with Nilsson GGR II3 73, 74 n. 4.

408 See below commentary no. 17 and Additional Note; no. 27 commentary on
column B.

409 LSS 112, Lato, second century B.C., is also diagnostic, deÞning the purity status of
those causing involuntary physical damage to others.
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or prohibiting certain animals410Ñthe code prescribes a remedial pro-
cedure consisting of a few stages. Most of the details are, however, left
out. As regards the affected sanctuary, the person is simply required
to purify it.411 The identity of the transgressor here is not speciÞed. If
he is a common worshipper (although cult officials themselves are not
immune from mistakes), puriÞcation might be carried out through the
participation of cult officials. As in the case of sacriÞcial regulations and
funerary laws,412 the code builds upon familiarity with common practice
on the part of the performers. It seems more interested in maintaining
proper procedure than in dictating details. The performance of speciÞc
actions and their order is therefore prescribed. Details are spelled out in
cases where they are particularly important or where knowledge cannot
be assumed due to the identity of the performers or due to the singular-
ity or complexity of the actions. This tendency to take familiarity with
the subject matter for granted renders considerable parts of the code
all the more obscure, where the context is unclear and parallels are not
obvious.

Purification of a Homicide. The last paragraph of the cathartic code
discussing the murderer hikesios has been interpreted as dealing with
the puriÞcation of a homicide. This interpretation is maintained below
in the commentaries on nos. 17 and 27 B, both of which are taken
to deal with comparable situations. PuriÞcation of a homicide might
come under consideration in the badly preserved Archaic law from
Cleonae LSCG 56,413 and possibly in the fourth century B.C. fragment
from Thasos, LSS 65.

Cult Finances

Financial issues are almost always present in sacred law, met with
varying degrees of prominence414 in many of the documents reviewed
thus far, whether their primary interest was sanctuary management,

410 Cf. above pp. 57Ð58.
411 PuriÞcation of a sanctuary (which is to be followed by sacriÞce) is prescribed

elsewhere in the code in the passage dealing with tithes (A 33Ð72) and in B 5Ð6. See
also LSS 31, Tegea, fourth century B.C.; LSCG 154 (discussed above p. 42) which gives
precise directions regarding the mode of puriÞcation (see below commentary on 27 B
11). Cf. LSCG 39 (discussed above p. 39); LSCG 136.27Ð30 (discussed above pp. 14Ð15);
IG II2 1035.

412 See above pp. 55Ð56 and 75.
413 Cf. above n. 407.
414 As in priestly prerogatives (cf. above pp. 42Ð44).
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functions of cult officials, or even cult performance. Here we review
the few other documents considering cultic expenses or measures to
support cults.

Cultic Expenses. One of the earliest documents from Athens, of which
various fragments have survived, LSS 2 (IG I3 510Ð480 B.C.), mentions
Zeus Polieus (Aa 15, Ac 12Ð13), Kourotrophos (Aa 5), and a priestess
(Aa 6) alongside amounts, in dry and liquid measures, of a variety of
substances that may be used in sacriÞce (grains, wine, olive, honey,
cheese); one can assume that this is some kind of a Þnancial document
dealing with cultic expenses.415 Tabulation of such expenses is, as has
been said above, one of the issues motivating the publication of certain
sacriÞcial calendars, particularly in Attica. The extensive inscription
from Erythrae, dated to the Þrst half of the second century B.C., LSAM

26+SEG XXX 1327 (cf. LSAM 27; early fourth century B.C.), is, in fact,
more a list of sacriÞcial expenses in a calendar format than a bona fide

sacriÞcial calendar.416

Cultic Taxes.417 LSCG 178 (IG I3 256; 440Ð430 B.C.) imposes a payment
for drawing water from the well Halykos in the territory of the Attic
deme of Lamptrai and Þnes reluctant payers; the sums are payable
to the cult of the Nymphs, which is to be performed according to a
prophecy of the Pythian Apollo.418 A Lindian decree found in Tymnus
in the Rhodian Peraea and dated to the late Þfth century B.C., LSS

85, sets out to sustain the cult of the military god Enyalios, demanding
that soldiers and mercenaries taking the Þeld from Lindus pay one-
sixtieth of their wages to him. The Þnancial measures are accompanied,
however, by stipulations regarding the cult,419 which is the main reason
for the documentÕs inclusion in the corpus.420 A yearly sacriÞce of a
boar, a dog, and a kid is to be performed for Enyalios and a procession
is to be attended by hoplites. It is also stipulated that a house (%gκ%ς) be
built for him, utilizing voluntary private donations.421

415 Sokolowski LSS p. 12; cf. also DowÕs 1953Ð1957 discussion of the state calendar.
416 This is not to say that it is not invaluable for the study of religion. See Graf 1985,

162Ð196.
417 Cf. the sacriÞcial tariffs discussed above pp. 59Ð60.
418 Regarding management of water resources in sanctuaries see G. Panessa, ÔLe

risorse idriche dei santuari greci nei loro aspetti giuridici ed economici,Õ AnnPisa III
13, 1983, 359Ð387 (365Ð367 for the present document).

419 See Morelli 1959, 132Ð133.
420 IG I3 138, which imposes a comparable tax, is not explicitly concerned with cult

performance and is therefore excluded from the corpus.
421 The ca. A.D. 22 Lindian LSS 90 aiming at restoring the dwindling funds of Zeus
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Collections. Holding a collection (4γερμ#ς, =γερσις, λ%γε8α) to raise
money was employed in certain cults,422 notably with added ritual
signiÞcance.423 Collections are discussed in a number of sacred laws,
mostly priesthood regulations,424 in a partially preserved decree from
Miletus, LSAM 47 (prior to 228/227 B.C.), passed after an oracular
response regarding collections for Artemis Skiris had been obtained,
and in LSCG 143, a very fragmentary decree from Physkos in the
Rhodian Peraia (ca. 100 B.C.).

Cult Foundations

A few cases of the foundation of sanctuaries are discussed above.425

Here, however, the term foundation is used strictly to denote the en-
dowment of capital or property, mostly landed, its yield used for contin-
uous realization of a speciÞc enterprise,426 namely (in the present case)
cult activity.427 The founders may be royalty, or, in most cases included
in the corpus of sacred laws, private individuals. The activity may be
private, limited to a gentilitial group, or public. The cult supported is
new or pre-existing. Foundations are mostly geared toward the peri-
odical celebration of a sacriÞce or a full-ßedged festival. The corpus
of sacred laws includes both documents recording the actual founda-
tion and enactments endorsing and administering it, provided that they
transcend the Þnancial level to govern cult performance in a more or
less direct form.428 Depending upon the type of endowment and the
activity funded, the documents can be quite detailed, typically han-
dling Þnances alongside cultic matters, which are sometimes dictated in
relatively great detail to ensure exact realization of the founderÕs inten-
tions and because these may involve certain idiosyncrasies. Only the
few documents that consider several basic aspects of the cult belong

Polieus and Athena Lindia is discussed above p. 33.
422 See Debord 1982, 196.
423 See N. Robertson, ÔGreek Ritual Begging in Aid of WomanÕs Fertility and Child-

birth,Õ TAPA 113, 1983, 143Ð169.
424 LSCG 48 A 7Ð8; 123; 175.12; LSAM 73.26Ð28; 77.1; Iscr.Cos. ED 178 a A 27Ð31; ED

215 A 23; ED 236.5Ð9. Cf. LSCG 64.14; LSAM 32.62.
425 pp. 34Ð35.
426 Cf. B. Laum, Stiftungen in der griechischen und römischen Antike: Ein Beitrag zur antiken

Kulturgeschichte, Leipzig/Berlin, 1914, I, 1Ð2; Guarducci 1967Ð1978, II, 418.
427 See esp. Laum op. cit. 60Ð74. The present review is naturally religiously rather

than legally oriented.
428 In this regard Sokolowski is justiÞed in excluding LGS II 64 from his corpus.
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here. Those dealing with a single aspect (namely sanctuary and priest-
hood) have been mentioned in the appropriate sections. Earlier prece-
dents notwithstanding,429 endowed foundations are by and large a phe-
nomenon of the Hellenistic period, and most of the relevant documents
included in the corpus are indeed Hellenistic. Alongside these docu-
ments we may discuss the one or two documents plainly dealing with
state foundations which are earlier.430

State Foundations. The term Ôstate foundationÕ is used here to denote
not merely the introduction of new cults but cases in which cults are
founded and provided upon foundation with means of state support.
Only a very small number of documents decisively belongs here. The
battered Athenian decree on the cult of Bendis, LSS 6 (IG I3 136;
413/2?), has been interpreted as such a case or, alternatively, as intend-
ing to bolster an already existing cult. As far as this can be judged,
its consideration of various aspects of the cult is consistent with foun-
dation documents. But the dateÑi.e. if it is correctÑis too late for
this.431 A clearer case is the foundation of a cult of Basileus Kaunios
and Arkesimas at Xanthus. It is known from a decree of the Xanthians
and their perioikoi, inscribed in Greek, Lycian, and imperial Aramaic
on one stele known as the trilingual stele from the Letoon, dating to
337 (or 358) B.C.432 The Greek text was included as no. 942 in SEG

XXVII.433 Despite its conciseness, the decree considers all the essential
matters involved in the foundation of the cult. The deÞning act is the
foundation of an altar; a priesthood is also created; it is to be handed
down in the family of the Þrst elected priest, Simias son of Kondorasis.
The city has also allocated land and funds to maintain the cult; a yearly
sum of three half minai, would, as the Lycian version suggests, Þnance
the priestÕs salary;434 a tax of two drachmas would be levied from slaves

429 See the private foundations discussed below. If no. 21 below is a private founda-
tion, it is the earliest.

430 When the historical context cannot be established, it may be difficult to say
whether a given inscription is a foundation document or handles a pre-existing cult
based on its contents alone.

431 LSS p. 22; J. Peÿc’rka, The Formula for Grant of Enktesis in Attic Inscriptions (Acta
Universitatis Carolinae Philosophica et Historica Monographia 15), Prague, 1966, 59Ð
61; Parker 1996, 172.

432 See summarily Debord 1982, 203.
433 For the entire monument see H. Metzger, E. Laroche, A. Dupont-Sommer, and

M. Mayrhofer, La stele trilingue du Létôon (Fouilles de Xanthos VI), Paris, 1979.
434 I rely on Emmanuel LarocheÕs translation, CRAI 1974, 119; Fouilles de Xanthos VI,

76.
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upon emancipation. As for the performance of cult, it consists of a sac-
riÞce of a victim (�ερε0%ν)435 on the Þrst of each month and of a bovine
once a year.436

Private Foundations: Public Cult. In the Þfth book of the Anabasis (3.7Ð
13), Xenophon reports a consecration he had made to Artemis of a
territory at Skillous near Olympia.437 On a stone which recorded the
consecration he ordered whoever held it and enjoyed its fruits to use a
tithe438 for an offering to Artemis each year and to use the remainder
for repairs of a temple he had built for her; the goddess herself would
attend to those who fail to do so. The corpus includes an identical copy
of this inscription, LSCG 86, which was found inscribed on a boundary
marker at Ithaca, dating to the second century B.C. The fourth-century
B.C. LSCG 134 from Thera records a comparable foundation made by
one Archinos, who dedicated a plot of land to the Mother of the Gods,
prescribing a sacriÞce twice a year including offering the Þrst fruits of
the land.439

A more complex type of foundation, the endowment consisting in
capital, is documented in LSCG 58 from Calauria (modern Poros), dat-
ing to the third century B.C. A woman named Agasigratis dedicated
(4ν�1ηκε) to Poseidon on behalf of herself, her evidently deceased hus-
band Sophanes, her son, and her two daughters three hundred silver
drachmas, the interest from which is to fund a biennial sacriÞce of two
adult victims to Zeus Soter and Poseidon respectively on the seventh
of the month Artemision. Though Zeus and Poseidon are named as
the recipients, Agasigratis ordains that the victims be offered on an
altar placed near the statue of her husband. The foundation is there-
fore commemorative. The periodic performance of cult is to perpet-
uate the husbandÕs memory, not without commemorating Agasigratis

435 The Aramaic text (line 15) has nqwh, evidently a sheep. See below commentary on
27 B 10.

436 At least one more document might come under consideration: LSAM 34 from
Magnesia on the Maeander (early second century B.C.: Nilsson GGR II3 126Ð127). It
deals with the introduction of an official cult of Sarapis and is likely to have been quite
comprehensive; the preserved part is mostly concerned with the priesthood.

437 See at length A.L. Purvis, Founders and Innovators of Private Cults in Classical Greece,
Diss., Duke University, 1998, 110Ð218 esp. 210Ð218.

438 Cf. Syll.3 990 with J. and L. Robert BE 1954 no. 228 pp. 165Ð166 (discussing SEG
XII 437 = I.Knidos 502).

439 The identity of the participants is by and large a matter for inference. See espe-
cially Ziehen LGS II pp. 317Ð318; B. Laum, Stiftungen in der griechischen und römischen Antike:
Ein Beitrag zur antiken Kulturgeschichte, Leipzig/Berlin, 1914, I, 62 advocating a family cult.
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herself and other family members, as their statues are to be washed
and crowned for the occasion.440 The contemporary Calaurian decree
LSCG 59 documents a similar foundation, the endowment consisting in
this case of capital and land dedicated, again, to Poseidon, to fund a
yearly sacriÞce to him and Zeus Soter on an altar placed in front of
statues, evidently of the founders,441 Agasikles and Nikagora, standing
near the bouleuterion.

The cultic boundary between gods and men is further blurred in
the testamentary foundation of Alkesippos of Calydon, LSCG 81. In 182
B.C. he dedicated to Pythian Apollo and to the city of Delphi a consid-
erable sum to fund a yearly posthumous festival, consisting of a proces-
sion (its course dictated), sacriÞce, and a public banquet.442 Formally it
is celebrated for Pythian Apollo; it is named, however, the Alkesippeia
after the founder. AlkesipposÕ foundation seems to have served as a
model for the Delphic foundations of Attalos II and of Eumenes II.443

Both are administered in decrees of Delphi, Syll.3 672 (partially repro-
duced as LSCG 80) and LSS 44, dating to 160/59 B.C., to be inscribed
on the bases of the statues of the founders. The Attaleia and the
Eumeneia consist of a procession, sacriÞce to Apollo, Leto and Artemis,
and a public banquet. The Eumeneia also includes a torch race.444

The second-century B.C. foundation of Pythokles from Cos445 is
known from LGS II 131, evidently an enactment (likely a decree), which
has been fully restored by M. Segre (Iscr.Cos ED 82). The cult is divine
and includes priesthoods of the concerned gods, Zeus Soter and Athena
Soteira, which are to be passed down in the family of the founder.446

But PythoklesÕ foundation is primarily geared toward the celebration of
a yearly agonistic festival with procession, sacriÞce, and evidently pub-
lic feasting, in addition to a gymnastic competition. Although these are
performed in honor of Zeus and Athena, the festival again commemo-
rates the founder, Pythokles, named the Pythokleia after him.447

440 See Ziehen LGS II, pp. 156Ð157; Sokolowski LSCG p. 11; Guarducci 1967Ð1978,
III, 250.

441 Rather than of the two gods; cf. ZiehenÕs commentary ad loc. LGS II p. 158.
442 For festival foundations cf. in general P. Schmitt Pantel, La cité au banquet. Histoire

de repas publiques dans les cités grecques, Rome, 1992, 295Ð303.
443 Sokolowski LSCG 165.
444 Royal foundations dedicated to royal cult per se are not included in the corpus.

See e.g. the foundation of Antiochus I Theos of Commagene, OGIS 383.
445 See S.M. Sherwin-White, Ancient Cos, (Hypomnemata 51), Gšttingen, 1978, 111.
446 Cf. above p. 45.
447 As has been noted (I.Cos comm. ad no. 34), the festival is mentioned in the Coan
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A different type of commemorative foundation is epitomized in the
foundation of Kritolaos from Aigiale on Amorgos who bequeathed a
sum of 2000 drachmas to fund a festival to commemorate his deceased
son, Aleximachos. The foundation is known from a law of Aigiale,
IG XII 7, 515, dated to the late second century B.C., concerning
the administration of the endowment, together with regulations for
the festival (lines 39Ð86), reproduced as LSS 61. It involved a public
banquet and gymnastic competitions from which the pankration was
excluded; the deceased Aleximachos, heroized and receiving a heroic
sacriÞce448 in front of his statue (74Ð78), was announced the winner of
this event (lines 83Ð84).449

A number of foundations are noted for supporting more straightfor-
ward divine cult, mostly pre-existing.450 The foundation of Hegesarete,
the wife of Hermokrates from Minoa on Amorgos, is recorded in LSCG

103, a Þrst-century B.C. enactment regarding the cult of the Mother
and her festival of the Metroia, which speciÞes, inter alia, honors for
Hegesarete for her endowment (B 25Ð33). The enactment from Lamp-
sacus, I.Lampsakos 9, administers a foundation to support the celebra-
tion of the Asclepieia regulated in lines 16Ð30, reproduced as LSAM 8.
The decree from Ilium, LSAM 9, administers a foundation by Hermias,

gymnasium Calendar LSCG 165 B 11Ð12; A. Chaniotis also spotted it in the Þrst-century
A.D. Iscr.Cos EV 134 (EBGR 1993Ð1994 no. 219 (Kernos 10, 1997)); cf. Nova Sylloge 462. For
agonistic festivals see also SEG XXXVIII 1462, a dossier of Þve documents concerning
the foundation of C. Iulius Demosthenes. C, a decree of Oenoanda (July 5, A.D. 125), is
relevant here as it regulates cult performance at a quadrennial agonistic festival of the
Demosthenia. Cf. below p. 101.

448 To be inferred from the modes of slaughtering (sphagia; see below commentary on
27 A 20Ð21) and cooking (the victim, a ram, is to be cooked whole).

449 Cf. the fragmentary Coan Iscr.Cos ED 86 (second century B.C.), ED 257, and ED
263 (both Roman Imperial). All three are commemorative agonistic foundations, in
the Þrst two cases commemorating, as in KritolaosÕ case, the sons of the founders. In
their present state, only ED 86 still actually touches upon cult performance, Hermes
evidently being named as the recipient of sacriÞce. It is therefore the best candidate for
inclusion in the corpus of sacred laws though, as has been noted above (n. 148), ED
257, the most extensive of the three, is notable for its concern with the placement of
dedications. For these documents see A. Chaniotis EBGR 1993Ð1994 no. 219 (Kernos
10, 1997). The Roman Imperial foundation of Phainippos from Iasus beneÞting a
gymnasium (see W. BlŸmel I.Iasos II p. 16) and the very fragmentary but evidently
comparable foundation of Hierokles, I.Iasos 244 and 245, included in LSAM as 60 A
and B, barely belong in the present corpus of sacred laws as the cult they set out to
ensure is plainly funerary.

450 Beside the inscriptions discussed below see the royal foundation for a priesthood
from Pergamum, LSAM 11 (cf. above pp. 47Ð48).
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a priest of all the gods (line 1), funding a procession and sacriÞce in
honor of Athena at the festival of the Ilieia.451 These two documents are
dated to the second century B.C. as is the fragmentary Coan decree
published by Parker and Obbink 2001a 266Ð277 no. 3. The latter man-
ages a foundation of a certain Teleutias probably to support the Coan
Asclepieia.452 Another Coan second-century B.C. foundation, that of
Phanomachos, who dedicated land and houses to Zeus and the Demos,
is administered in a decree, Iscr.Cos ED 146, which includes fragmentary
festival regulations (namely for a procession; fragment B). Here the fes-
tival is probably new and the decree also features stipulations regarding
the construction of a sanctuary (fragment C).

Private Foundations: Family Cult.453 A distinct type of enterprise is rep-
resented in the corpus in the foundations of Diomedon from Cos,
LSCG 177, Posidonius from Halicarnassus, LSAM 72, and Epicteta from
Thera, IG XII 3, 330.454 The last is dated to ca. 210Ð195 B.C.; the
Þrst two to the early third century B.C. The cults present a mixture
of divine and ancestral attributes, ancestors having been assimilated
to divinities and divinities adopted into the family. Diomedon, Posi-
donius, and Epicteta all founded in one way or another associations
devoted to ancestral cult, participation in which is limited to family
members, the priesthood being passed down among the descendants
of the founder.455 The foundation of Diomedon456 consisted in ded-
icating to Heracles Diomedonteios a plot of land, lodging facilities,
and a slave and his descendants, to remain free as long as they per-
form their related obligatory services.457 Statues and cult paraphernalia
were also included. The foundation of Posidonius, recommended to
the founder by an oracle of Apollo, is dedicated to the cult of Zeus
Patroos, Apollo of Telmessus, the Moirai, the Mother of the gods, and
the Agathos Daimon of the founder and his wife; the Agathe Tyche

451 Line 17; P. Frisch I.Ilion p. 130.
452 Or possibly a new festival (Parker and Obbink 2001a, 270).
453 See in general W. Kamps, ÔLes origines de la fondation cultuelle dans la Gr•ce

ancienne,Õ Archives d’histoire du droit oriental 1, 1937, 145Ð179. I do not follow the distinction
(145 n. 1) between Ôcult foundationÕ devoted to private ancestral cult and Ôsacred
foundation,Õ cases of which are treated here in the previous subsection.

454 LSCG 135 and LGS II 129 contain only a part of the text.
455 Cf. above p. 45.
456 See S.M. Sherwin-White, ÔInscriptions from Cos,Õ ZPE 24, 1977, 205Ð217 at 210Ð

213 who also discusses LSCG 171 (above p. 35).
457 See Kamps (above n. 453) 155; Debord 1982, 204.
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of his parents is added to the list when sacriÞce is prescribed.458 The
oracle of Apollo is published together with the rules for the man-
agement of the association it brought about.459 We here limit our-
selves to considering in some detail only the foundation of Epicteta.
It is known from IG XII 3, 330,460 the so-called Testamentum Epicte-

tae, a long text inscribed in eight columns (IÐVIII See postcript) on
four slabs (AÐD), originally belonging to a base displaying the stat-
ues of the foundress and her deceased husband and sons, Phoenix,
Kratesilochos, and Andragoras. The inscription contains, in fact, two
documents. The Þrst (lines 1Ð108 = AÐB) is the actual testament of
Epicteta, bequeathing an endowment to found an association of her
relatives dedicated to the worship of the Muses and of heroes, con-
vening once a year in the so-called Mouseion, set in its own precinct,
and left for this purpose to Epiteleia, EpictetaÕs daughter.461 The sec-
ond document (lines 109Ð288 = C) contains the statutes of the asso-
ciation. C 1Ð94 (i.e. lines 109Ð202), reproduced as LSCG 135, governs
the administration and actual details of cult performance. The associ-
ation is to convene yearly for a three day meeting; on each day sac-
riÞce is offered to the Muses, the heroes Phoenix and Epicteta, and
the heroes Kratesilochos and Andragoras, respectively. The heroes, that
is, the statues of Epicteta and her family members, are crowned for
the occasion. As in the foundations of Diomedon and Posidonius, the
statutes can be very precise regarding offerings. To some extent, this
is called for to accommodate idiosyncrasies characteristic of the cult
in question. Heroes can be very particular about their culinary pref-
erences, and Epicteta takes care to note that three Þsh (vψ�ρια) must
be offered to them alongside pastries and the customary divine parts
of the victim (189Ð191 = LSCG 135.81Ð83).462 Fish offerings (4π#πυρις)
are also prescribed in the foundation of Diomedon (LSCG 177.42, 62),
where they are to be handled according to the ancestral customs (κατ�
τ� π�τρια).463

458 See Sfameni Gasparro 1997, 89Ð90.
459 Lines 49Ð51. The oracle: Fontenrose 1978, 256 H36.
460 A. Wittenburg, Il testamento di Epikteta, Trieste, 1990.
461 The Mouseion may be used in addition for celebrating marriage of EpictetaÕs

descendants (lines 50Ð51). Cf. the foundation of Diomedon, LSCG 177.115.
462 For the divine parts cf. below commentary on 3.16Ð17, 16.3Ð4, 21.12, 27 A 12.
463 See Ziehen LGS II p. 322. On Þsh offering in the cult of the dead and in hero

cult see in general F.J. Dšlger, Der heilige Fisch in den antiken Religionen und im Christentum
(Ι(ΘΥΣ II), MŸnster, 1922, 377Ð386.
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Associations

In this category we may list not only documents of cult associations,
thiasoi, eranoi, associations of orgeones, and others, formally devoted to the
worship of certain divinities, but also the few documents governing the
cult activity of phratries and gene.464 In both cases, the most frequent
types of documents are enactments, mostly decrees, and also statutes of
the respective organizations.

Cult Associations. We can distinguish between comprehensive and spe-
ciÞc documents. Comprehensive documents govern various aspects of
the associationÕs religious life and matters of a more administrative
character. They may touch upon a number of the issues reviewed
above, whether related to sanctuaries, priesthoods, or cult performance,
as well as upon issues related to membership (introduction of new
members, conduct) and various Þnancial matters, more related to the
religious life of the association, or less related, namely in associations
engaged in Þnances alongside cult. No. 5 below is a representative
example; see commentary there for discussion. SpeciÞc documents have
already been discussed above as needed. Assigning them to associa-
tions rather than to states or other organizations is sometimes difficult,
because, when the issuer is unknown, assignment may depend solely
upon context, as in the case of the two late calendars from Athens and
Dardanus, LSCG 52 and 128 respectively.465

As it is, most of the documents included in the corpus are from
Athens, the majority of them stemming from associations devoted to
the cult of foreign gods. The earliest document is LSCG 45, a com-
prehensive law (line 13), evidently of the Piraeus citizen orgeones of
Bendis, dating to the second half of the fourth century B.C.466 The
307/6 lease of the sanctuary of Egretes by his orgeones, LSCG 47, is
discussed above.467 A few documents date to the third century B.C.
LSCG 46 (261/0) is a decree of the Thracian orgeones of Bendis in the
Piraeus on the subject of a procession in honor of the goddess, to be
arranged together with her city orgeones.468 LSS 20, a partially preserved

464 I avoid the distinction between voluntary vs. hereditary associations because
membership in some cult associations can be hereditary (cf. the family foundations
discussed above). Cf. Aleshire 1994, 10.

465 See above pp. 65, 68Ð69.
466 N.F. Jones, The Associations of Classical Athens: The Response to Democracy, New York/

Oxford, 1999, 259Ð261; Mikalson 1998, 140Ð143.
467 p. 40.
468 Jones ibid. 256Ð259, 261Ð262 (date). Cf. above n. 160.
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stone belonging to the orgeones of Echelos and Heroines, found on the
north slope of the Areopagus, still contains almost all of the Þrst of
Ôancient decreesÕ (lines 8Ð9) on the subject of cult Þnances and cult per-
formance.469 LSS 127, dated to the late third-early second century B.C.,
features the end of a law (line 14) of a thiasos which dealt with funerals
of members.470 The second-century B.C. decrees of the Piraeus orgeones

of the Mother, LSCG 48,471 focus on women cult officials and are dis-
cussed above, as is the ca. 176/5 decree of the Piraeus Dionysiastai, also
regarding their priesthood, LSCG 49.472 The Roman Imperial LSCG 51,
the new statutes of the Iobacchi, preceded by the minutes of the meet-
ing where they had been ratiÞed,473 the law of the unidentiÞed eranistai,
LSCG 53, and the statutes of the Heracliastai, no. 5 below, together with
the calendar LSCG 52, form the core of the small group of Athenian
sacred laws from this period.474

Only a few other documents are included in the corpus. LSCG

181 from Physkos in Lokris, dated to the second century A.D., is a
partially preserved law (lines 1Ð2) of a Dionysiac thiasos founded by a
certain Amandos. The third-century B.C. LSAM 2 from Chalcedon is
a fragmentary sale of a priesthood of the twelve gods of a koinon of
thiasotai475 founded by one Nicomachus. LSAM 80 from the environs of
Elaioussa in Cilicia, dated to the Augustan period, is a decree of an
association of Sabbatistai on the subject of dedications. The second to
Þrst-century B.C. LSAM 20 from Philadelphia in Lydia stands out for
its subject matter. It is an extensive set of regulations concerned with
the moral conduct and the purity of members of an association, which
seems to have been revealed to the founder, Dionysius, in a dream.476

Phratries and Gene. Only a few documents can be attributed with cer-
tainty to such organizations.477 Most have been discussed above. Two
are from Athens: LSCG 19, and LSS 19. The Þrst, specifying priestly
prerogatives, comprises, in fact, only the Þrst eight lines of the exten-

469 Mikalson 1998, 147Ð148 no. 13; Jones ibid. 251Ð254.
470 Mikalson 1998, 150 no. 21; Jones ibid. 266.
471 Jones ibid. 265.
472 See above pp. 45Ð46.
473 For a full English translation see M.N. Tod, Ancient Inscriptions: Sidelights on Greek

History, Oxford 1932, 86Ð91.
474 See below commentary on no. 5.
475 See F. Poland, Geschichte des griechischen Vereinswesens, Leipzig, 1909, 166 with n. 33.
476 See Chaniotis 1997, 159Ð162.
477 Cf. the sales of priesthoods of the Mylasan syngeneiai (Jones 1987, 328Ð332), LSAM

66 (cf. above 51 n. 254) and 63(?).
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sive IG II2 1237, which bears three decrees (Þrst part of the fourth cen-
tury B.C.) of the phratry of the Demotionidai.478 The second is the
decree of the Salaminians spelling out the details of the reconciliation
on cultic matters between the Salaminians of the seven phylai and of
Sounion. The calendar has been discussed above;479 it is preceded by
a rather detailed discussion of sacriÞces, mainly in relation to priestly
prerogatives. The Delphic statutes of the Labyadai have also been men-
tioned.480 LSCG 77 contains two sections from the last two parts of
statutes of this phratry, governing funerals (discussed above) and fes-
tivals. For the full document see CID I 9. The decrees of the Chian
phratry of the Klytidai, regarding their sacred house, LSCG 118, are dis-
cussed above.481 The fourth-century B.C. Chian LSCG 119 regulations
for a priesthood of Heracles were evidently issued by a genos (lines 2Ð
3). The organization into which the fourth-century law from Tenos LSS

48 discusses introduction of new members may be a gentilitial group
rather than a phratry.482

Festivals and Ceremonies

Following the so-called Allied War of 220Ð217 B.C. that ended with
the peace of Naupactus, the Acarnanian town of Anaktorion was no
longer able to sustain the Actias, an agonistic festival in honor of Apollo
celebrated at his sanctuary at Actium, which was under its control.
The Acarnanian confederacy, interested in increasing its piety and
rendering the god his due honors, approached Anaktorion, suggesting
to make the sanctuary shared in common by all the Acarnanians and
so to enable the celebration of the festival according to the ancestral
customs (κατ� τ� π�τρια). Anaktorion agreed on certain conditions, and
a treaty was drafted.

478 C.W. Hedrick, The Decrees of the Demotionidai, Atlanta, 1990; S.D. Lambert, The
Phratries of Attica2, Ann Arbor, 1998, T 3; Jones, The Associations of Classical Athens,
208Ð210. LSS 125, a particularly fragmentary decree on the subject of sacriÞce, was
attributed by Sokolowski (LSS p. 210) to an association of orgeones but may belong to a
phratry. See Lambert ibid. T 4 with a better text.

479 pp. 67Ð68.
480 Above pp. 75Ð76.
481 p. 37.
482 See P. Gauthier, BE 1991, no. 431.
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This is the gist of the Þrst twenty-six lines containing the preamble
of a decree of the Acarnanian confederacy, LSS 45483 (dated to 216).484

The next twenty-six lines (26Ð52) list the articles of the contract and can
be summarized as follows: ¤1 (lines 26Ð30) the confederacy assumes the
costs of the repair of the sanctuary along with the games (4γ3νες), the
sacriÞces (1υσ8αι), and the festival (παν�γυρις), not lagging behind the
standard previously met by Anaktorion. ¤2 (30Ð31) Hiring ßute-players
is left to the discretion of the confederacy. ¤3 (31Ð34) The revenues from
taxes levied at the festival and from selling slaves are to be split equally
between the confederacy and the city. ¤4 (34Ð36) The same number
of customs officers, secretaries, and agoranomoi are to be appointed by
each of the two parties. ¤5 (36Ð38) Anaktorion is to retain possession of
sacred monies and dedications formerly belonging to it, while dedica-
tions made henceforth shall belong to the confederacy. ¤6 (38Ð41) The
so called Helenion (probably a residential facility for guests)485 and some
constructions in the grove (the text is mutilated here) are to remain
in the possession of Anaktorion; encampments (παρεμ�%λα8) belonging
to other cities and communities (τPν τε π%λ8ων κα2 .τ .3 .ν [*]1ν�ων) shall
retain their former status. ¤7 (41Ð43) A mutilated clause dictates the
order of the participants in the procession (to be held at the festival);
their apparel seems to have been prescribed; some evidently let their
hair grow. ¤8 (43Ð45) Anaktorion is entitled to harbors and other rev-
enues except for income from the festival (split in half in ¤3). ¤9 (45Ð50)
The confederacy is to hold the games each year unless hindered by war
or by encampment of a friendly army at the sanctuary; in the event
of such or comparable hindrances, Anaktorion is allowed to celebrate
the festival in the city according to its customs, following deliberation
between the parties. ¤10 (50Ð52) A failure on the side of the confed-
eracy to fulÞll its obligations would result in the sanctuary and sacred
property returning to the possession of Anaktorion as before.

There follows a decree of the confederacy accepting the conditions
and forbidding the appropriation of money for the sanctuaryÕs restora-
tion for other causes. After a publication clause it is stated (lines 68Ð70)
that:

483 IG IX 12 II 583; Staatsverträge 523. I was not able to consult O. Dany, Akarnanien im
Hellenismus: Geschichte und Völkerrecht in Nordwestgriechenland, Munich, 1999.

484 C. Habicht, ÔEine Urkunde des akarnanischen Bundes,Õ Hermes 85, 1957, 86Ð122,
at 98.

485 Commentary ad loc. in LSS p. 96.
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π%τ2 δ� τ%@ς 4γ3νας κα2 τ�μ παν�γυριν κα2 τ� κα1#λ%υ πε .ρ[2] .τ3γ κατ�
τ�ς JΑκτι�δας "ρ:σ1αι τ%@ς JΑκαρνPνας τ%0ς �ερ%0ς ν#μ%ις, %|ς εy .λε B
π#λις τ3ν JΑνακτ%ρι�ων, κα1oς δι	ρ1ωσαν %� παρ’ aκατ�ρων κτλ.

In respect to the games and the festival and in general regarding mat-
ters concerning the Actias, the Acarnanians shall employ the sacred laws
which the city of the Anaktorians established, as revised by the represen-
tatives of the two parties.

While the integrity of the agreement is ensured, with attempts to dis-
solve it resulting in penalties, a revision of the �ερ%2 ν#μ%ι through legis-
lation is allowed, as long as it does not contradict the inscribed stipula-
tions.

We have reviewed this document at such length because, though it is
not a typical set of festival regulations, it is characteristic of the genre
not only in respect to the nature of the festival itself, but also in respect
to the nature of festival regulations and the range of issues with which
they tend to be concerned. Moreover, it gives a clear account of circum-
stances under which festival regulations may be published, illustrating,
despite the seemingly great detail, the limits of the information that
can be had from comparable documents, and, to an extent, from cult
regulations in general.

At the time of publication, the Actias was not an obscure festival. It
had a regional signiÞcance and was attended by other cities and com-
munities (N1νη ¤6)486 for whom permanent facilities existed at the sanc-
tuary. The two parties envision commercial activity and tax revenues
generated by this attendance on a scale justifying the discussion in
clauses 3, 4, and 8.487 And yet, unlike its successor, the Pan-Hellenic
Actia founded by Augustus, the festival is known in literature only
from cursory remarks.488 Whatever substantial knowledge we have of
it is therefore derived from the present document. It was of course an
agonistic festival but the document says nothing of the competitions.489

Like many typical Greek festivals, agonistic or not, the Actias involved
sacriÞce and a procession. Though the order and apparel of the par-
ticipants in the procession is considered (¤7), no other details about the
performance of the festival are given.

486 Confederacy members which are not cities; Habicht, ibid. 101Ð102, 109Ð110.
487 For markets during festivals see in general L. De Ligt and P.W. De Neeve,

ÔAncient Periodic Markets, Festivals and Fairs,Õ Athenaeum 66, 1988, 391Ð416. Cf. below
commentary on no. 18.

488 See Habicht ibid. 102Ð103.
489 See ibid. 103.



greek sacred law 93

As often happens, the document is primarily concerned with admin-
istrative matters. Its main objective is to ensure the celebration through
a consideration of the ways and means by which it may be guaran-
teed. The celebration itself is not the issue here. It suffices to say in this
context that the games and the festivals are to be performed κατ� τ�
π�τρια (lines 25Ð26). What these Ôancestral customsÕ might be we are
not told. They surely provided some of the subject matter for the �ερ%2
ν#μ%ι of line 69 which are to govern actual performance of the Actias.
Though this does not necessarily suggest substantial changes in the cult,
of which the text gives no indication, these �ερ%2 ν#μ%ι have been revised
in connection with the reorganization, and revision is envisioned in the
future. In fact, the city of Anaktorion had previously deliberated con-
cerning the �ερ%2 ν#μ%ι employed for the celebration of the Actias, to
judge from the expression %|ς εy .λε B | π#λις.490 Listing the �ερ%2 ν#μ%ι
here would have been of great interest for us. Regrettably, it was not
essential for the purposes of the document and was therefore avoided.

The remainder of this review of the contents of the corpus of Greek
sacred laws attempts to apply to other festival regulations the basic
principles employed in evaluating the preceding document. In doing
so, one has to consider the types of documents available and the issues
with which they deal, and attempt to assess the nature of the evidence
and its relation to the circumstances under which the documents were
published.

SpeciÞc and Comprehensive Regulations

The most concise sets of festival regulations are the mid-fourth-century
B.C. LSS 5, cut into the rock on the north slope of the Athenian
Acropolis, prescribing, in not more than eight words, the date and
the month for the festival of Eros, and the slightly longer Roman
Imperial LGS I 25 (PAES IIIA 353Ð354 no. 765; SEG VII 1233) from
near Canatha in Syria which reads:

bΗ a%ρτM τ3ν Σ-
%αδην3ν =γε-
ται τG3 1εG3 ΛG	%υ λw

The festival of the Soadeni is held491 for the god on 30 of the month
Loos.

490 Cf. Habicht ibid. 105.
491 For the present indicative see above p. 6 with n. 17.
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Both documents note little more than the date and may be regarded
as calendar extracts.492 Other festival regulations are more extensive. As
usual, we can distinguish between comprehensive documents, dealing
with several issues relating to a particular festival, and speciÞc doc-
uments concerning individual aspectsÑwhether pertaining directly to
performance or notÑof one or more festivals. Legislation, mostly in
the form of decrees, is more or less the rule here; as usual, the fragmen-
tary state of some of the documents may preclude exact identiÞcation.
Since most ordinary Greek festivals tend to comprise similar elements,
the same issues are recurrent in the documents. Three of the most
basic ones, sacriÞce, procession, andÑin agonistic festivalsÑgames, are
evident in the Acarnanian treaty. A fourth would be the sacred truce.
Due to the nature of the evidence, which tends to discuss several issues
together, we pursue the discussion by following these issues here, at
the risk of oversimpliÞcation, and by dissecting documents, a practice
which has been so far generally avoided. The few documents regulat-
ing performance of ceremoniesÑusually by cult collegesÑon speciÞc
occasions, not necessarily festivals, are also considered here.

Truce. The term Ôsacred truceÕ is somewhat misleading. It is used to
translate three different Greek words, *κε"ειρ8α, σπ%νδα8, and �ερ%μην8α,
which denote a period accompanying a festival, usually starting before
it and ending sometime after its completion, involving two complemen-
tary but somewhat different institutions: a suspension of hostilities and a
certain suspension of official business, namely particular judicial activi-
ties.493 The corpus includes a few documents which discuss these institu-
tions, the nature of which depends on the question of whether a festival
is celebrated on a local, regional, or national level.

The Amphictyonic law of 388, LSCG 78.44Ð49, appears to have dis-
cussed both the *κε"ειρ8α and the �ερ%μην8α connected to the Delphic
Pythian games. The �ερ%μην8α, evidently a partial suspension of official
business, is to last a year; unfortunately the discussion of the *κε"ειρ8α,
i.e. suspension of hostilities, is all but lost.494 The Amphictyonic decree
LSCG 73, issued upon the reorganization of the Acraephian Ptoia in
the 220s B.C., when the festival became pan-Boeotian,495 which estab-
lishes the inviolability of the sanctuary of Apollo Ptoius, also enacts

492 Or festival calendar extracts; cf. Prott LGS I p. 45.
493 G. Rougemont, ÔLa hiŽromŽnie des Pythia,Õ BCH 97, 1973, 75Ð106.
494 See Rougemont ibid. (and commentary ad loc. in CID I pp. 118Ð119).
495 See commentary on no. 11 below.
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*κε"ειρ8α and 4σ(αλ8α, that is a truce allowing safe passage for the fes-
tival (lines 9Ð12).496 The σπ%νδα8 of the Eleusinian Mysteries, a truce
aiming, so it seems, at the national level,497 is discussed in a section in
the ca. 460 B.C. Athenian regulations, LSS 3 B 4Ð43. The discussion
in the comprehensive fourth-century (ca. 367Ð348 B.C.) regulations for
the mysteries, Agora XVI 56 A 1Ð20 (LSS 12), appears to have been more
detailed, opening with the announcement of the truce and its announc-
ers (σπ%νδ%(#ρ%ι).498 The document is unfortunately very fragmentary.
What a local truce may entail is suggested in the second-century B.C.
regulations for the Asclepieia from Lampsacus, LSAM 8 (lines 16Ð30 of
I.Lampsakos 9).499 Children are to be released from schools and slaves
from labor (17Ð18).500 Certain judicial activities are suspended (lines 24Ð
28):

μM εgναι δ� μη1εν[2 μη1�ν]
[*]νε"υρ�σαι * .ν [τ]α0ς >μ�ραις τ3ν JΑσκληπιε8ων, ε5 δ� μ), .A *νε"υρ�σας

.N .ν[%"%ς]
[N]στω τG3 ν#μGω τG3 περ2 τ3ν παραν#μως *νε"υρασ�ντων6 μM κ〈ρι〉ν[�τωσαν]
[δ]� μηδ� %� *πιγν	μ%νες *ν τα0ς >μ�ραις τα?ταις, μηδ� %� ε5σαγωγ〈ε0〉ς

συ[λλε]-
[γ] .�τωσαν [δικ]α[σ]τ〈)〉ρι〈%ν〉.
It shall not be allowed to anyone to take anything in pledge during the
days of the Asclepieia. Otherwise, the pledge-taker shall be liable to the
law on unlawful pledge-taking. The epignomones shall not give judgement
on these days nor shall the eisagogeis assemble a court.

In a similar vein, the late-fourth-century B.C. SEG XVII 415 (lines 1Ð3
= LSS 69) from Thasos lists festival days on which denunciations are
not allowed. In both of these cases suspension of activities seems to be
conÞned to the festival days proper. The Ephesian decree LSAM 31,
the second (B) of three documents inscribed on a statue base from
Ephesus, I.Ephesos Ia 24 (A.D. 162/3 or 163/4), declares the whole
month of Artemision sacred to Artemis for the annual performance of
Ôthe celebrations, the festival of the Artemisia, and the �ερ%μην8αι,Õ501 i.e.
the festal days kept throughout the month.502 Both the preceding and

496 See Rougemont ibid. 88Ð89, 95 n. 69.
497 Possibly also at the local level. See Rougemont ibid. 95Ð98.
498 See Clinton 1980, 275Ð277.
499 Cf. above p. 85.
500 Not an infrequent practice; see LSAM 15.54; 33 A 30; 81.14 and p. 26.
501 Lines 30Ð31.
502 See Rougemont ibid. 82 with n. 22 for the lexicographical evidence.
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following inscriptions (A 14Ð16; C 6Ð10) refer exlicitly to the enactment
of *κε"ειρ8α, i.e. a local truce,503 for the entire month.

Procession. As has been seen, the treatment of the procession in the
Acarnanian decree is unusual as it is the only ceremony performed
at the Actias for which exact details are included. This care is indica-
tive of processions elsewhere. Though their character and signiÞcance
depend upon the cultic context, processions are a fundamental ritual
for Greek religion and a deÞning moment in many Greek festivals.504

Comprehensive festival regulations may therefore be relatively precise
regarding processions that may also be discussed in speciÞc documents
as needed. The best example for such a speciÞc case is the ca. A.D. 220
Athenian decree on the procession at the Eleusinian mysteries, LSCG

8 (though it is not quite concerned with the procession as a whole
but rather with the participation of the ephebes in it).505 Among the
most commonly discussed issues regarding processions are the identity
of the participants, their order, their apparel, and items carried along.
The Eretrian decree regarding the agonistic festival of the Artemisia,
LSCG 92,506 prescribes the order of victims led at the procession (lines
35Ð38). Another Eretrian document, LSS 46, requires all the Eretrians
and other inhabitants to wear ivy crowns in a procession in honor of
Dionysus.507 The route itself may be dictated, as in the Delphic festival
foundations.508 The procession at the Alkesippeia at Delphi (LSCG 81.6Ð
8), attended by the priests of Apollo, the archon, the prytaneis, and all of
the citizens, is required by the founder to leave from a speciÞc location
at Delphi; the foundation of Attalos (LSCG 80.12Ð16) adds the temple
of Apollo as the destination; the foundation of Eumenes (LSS 44.8Ð11),
which seems to follow the same route, even prescribes the time at which
the procession ought to begin.

503 See L. Robert Études Anatoliennes, Paris 1937, 178; R. Oster, NewDocs. VI 78Ð79.
504 See summarily Graf 1996.
505 The fragmentary Þrst-century B.C. LSS 15 is evidently also concerned with the

procession at the mysteries. At least in its fragmentary state, the ca. 300 B.C.? LSCG 93
from Eretria (for the date see D. Knoepßer, Décrets érétriens de proxénie et de citoyenneté
(Eretria. Fouilles et recherches XI), Lausanne, 2001, 37 n. 56, 279 n. 43) seems to be
predominantly interested in the participation of children in a procession in a festival in
honor of Asclepius. For more comprehensive treatments of processions, see the decree
of the Piraean Orgeones of Bendis, LSCG 46 (Þrst part of the third century B.C.) and
the decree from Antiochia ad Pyramum, LSAM 81 (mid second century B.C.).

506 See below p. 101
507 See further below p. 110.
508 See above p. 84.
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One of the most detailed sets of festival regulations is the decree
from Magnesia on the Maeander, LSAM 32, on the organization of a
festival, instituted after 185/4 B.C. on the occasion of the peace with
Miletus,509 in honor of Zeus Sosipolis, who, so it was hoped, would bless
the city with peace and prosperity. The festival, likely to take place
around springtime,510 includes a procession and a ritual of theoxenia, in
which images of the gods are entertained at a meal. The bull led in
the procession is to be bought in the fall, consecrated solemnly in a
special ceremony, and then nurtured during the winter. The procession
is prescribed in lines 32Ð46:511

32 τ�ν στε(ανη(#ρ%ν τ�ν 4ε2 γιν#μεν%ν μετ� τ%/ ��-
ρεω κα2 τ:ς �ερε8ας τ:ς JΑρτ�μιδ%ς τ:ς Λευκ%(ρυην〈:〉ς *U�-
[γ]ειν τMμ π%μπMν τ%/ μην�ς τ%/ JΑρτεμισι3ν%ς τ:ι δω-
δεκ�τηι κα2 1?ειν τ�ν τα/ρ%ν τ�ν 4ναδεικν?μεν%ν,

36 συμπ%μπε?ειν δ� τ)ν τε γερ%υσ8αν κα2 τ%@ς
�ερε0ς κα2 τ%@ς =ρ"%ντας τ%?ς τε "ειρ%τ%νητ%@ς κα2
τ%@ς κληρωτ%@ς κα2 τ%@ς *()�%υς κα2 τ%@ς ν�%υς κα2
τ%@ς πα0δας κα2 τ%@ς τ� Λευκ%(ρυην� νικ3ντας κα2

40 τ%@ς =λλ%υς τ%@ς νικ3ντας τ%@ς στε(αν8τας 4γ3νας6
A δ� στε(ανη(#ρ%ς =γων τMν π%μπMν (ερ�τω U#α-
να π�ντων τ3ν δ	δεκα 1ε3ν *ν *σ1:σιν zς καλλ8σ-
ταις κα2 πηγν?τω 1#λ%ν *ν τ:ι 4γ%ρPι πρ�ς τ3ι �ωμ3ι

44 τ3ν δ	δεκα 1ε3ν, στρων?τω δ� κα2 στρωμν�ς τρε0ς zς
καλλ8στας, παρε"�τω δ� κα2 4κρ%�ματα, α7λητ)ν, συρι-
στ)ν, κι1αριστ)ν.

The stephanophoros in office with the priest and the priestess of Artemis
Leucophryene shall lead the procession on the twelfth of the month of
Artemision and sacriÞce the bull which has been consecrated. The ger-
ousia, the priests, the magistrates, both elected and allotted, the ephebes,
the young men, the boys,512 the winners at the Leucophryena, and other
winners in crown-bearing competitions shall march along in the proces-
sion. The stephanophoros shall lead the procession carrying the wooden
images of all twelve gods in their most beautiful attire; he shall Þx a

509 For the historical circumstances and the date see R.M. Errington, ÔThe Peace
Treaty between Miletus and Magnesia (I.Milet 148),Õ Chiron 19, 1989, 279Ð288.

510 BischoffÕs (RE X 1586, s.v. Kalendar) order of the months in the Magnesian
year is not entirely secure: Samuel 1972, 121Ð122. TrŸmpy (1997, 110Ð111) equates the
Magnesian Artemision with either the Athenian Elaphebolion or Mounichion. Cf. also
Sokolowski LSAM p. 91; cf. Nilsson 1906, 23.

511 For even more detailed procession prescriptions, again in a new festival, see SEG
XXXVIII 1462 C 69Ð80, 85Ð87 (the foundation of C. Iulius Demosthenes; cf. above n.
447; below p. 101).

512 Cf. commentary on 14 B 10 below.
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tholos in the agora near the altar of the twelve gods, spread out three
couches, as beautiful as possible, and provide musical entertainment, a
ßute-player, a syrinx player, and a cithara player.

Though it is performed in honor of Zeus Sosipolis and actively attend-
ed by other gods (or their xoana), the procession, led by the chief civil
magistrate of Magnesia, the eponymous stephanophoros, seems to have
some bearing on the rank and honor of its human participants.513

As happens elsewhere, we ought to note that participation has an
added practical value: it would entitle the participants to a share in
the ensuing sacriÞce, in the present case, as will be seen below, of the
bull led along. We should not, however, underestimate the religious
signiÞcance of the procession. It is an essential element in a ritual
sequence building up toward a climax consisting of a sacriÞce and a
theoxenia, a joint celebration for both divine and human participants.

Sacrifice. The range of issues discussed in connection with sacriÞce in
festival regulations is again neatly summarized in the same document,
where sacriÞce is discussed immediately after the procession. Lines 46Ð
64 read:

παρισταν�τωσαν δ� κα2 %� %5κ%ν#μ%ι %� *ν
τ3ι μην2 τ3ι JΑρτεμισι3νι τ:ι δωδεκ�τηι �ερε0α τρ8α,

48 [L] 1?σ%υσιν τ3ι τε Δι2 τ3ι Σωσιπ#λει κα2 τ:ι JΑρτ�μιδι
[τ]:ι Λευκ%(ρυην:ι κα2 τ3ι JΑπ#λλωνι τ3ι Πυ18ωι, τ3ι μ�ν
[Δι2] κρι�ν zς κ�λλιστ%ν, τ:ι δ� JΑρτ�μιδι αgγα, τG3 δ� JΑπ#λλ[ω]-
νι 4ττηγ#ν, 1?%ντες τ3ι μ�ν Δι2 *π2 τ%/ �ωμ%/ τ%/ Δι�[ς]

52 τ%/ Σωσιπ#λι%ς, τ:ι δ� JΑρτ�μιδι κα2 τ3ι JΑπ#λλωνι *π2 τ[%/]
�ωμ%/ τ:ς JΑρτ�μιδ%ς6 λαμ��νειν δ� τ� γ�ρα τ� 51ισμ�ν[α]
τ%@ς �ερε0ς τ3ν 1ε3ν τ%?των6 τ�ν δ� �%/ν Oταν 1?σωσιν
[δ]ιανεμ�τωσαν τ%0ς συμπ%μπε?σασιν, τ�ν δ� κρι�ν κα2 τMν

56 αgγα κα2 τ�ν 4ττηγ�ν διανεμ�τωσαν τ3ι τε στε(ανη(#-
[ρ]ωι κα2 τ:ι �ερε8αι κα2 τ%0ς π%λεμ�ρ"%ις κα2 τ%0ς πρ%�δρ%ις
[κα]2 νεωπ%8αις κα2 ε71?ν%ις κα2 τ%0ς λητ%υργ)σασιν, διανε-
[μ�]τωσαν δ� τα/τα %� %5κ%ν#μ%ι6 Oταν δ� 4ναδει"1C: A τα/-

60 [ρ]%ς, Nγδ%σιν π%ιε8σ1ωσαν %� %5κ%ν#μ%ι Oπως τρ�(ηται Tπ�
τ%/ *ργ%λα�)σαντ%ς6 4γ�τω δ� A *ργ%λα�)σας τ�ν τα/ρ%ν
ε5ς τMν 4γ%ρ�ν κα2 4γειρ�τω παρ� τε τ3ν σιτ%πωλ3ν
κα2 παρ� τ3ν =λλων 4γ%ρα8ων L 4ν)κει ε5ς τMν τρ%()ν, κα2 =-

64 μειν%ν εgναι τ%0ς διδ%/σιν.

513 Cf. on this aspect Graf 1996, 58Ð61; A. Chaniotis, ÔSich selbst feiern? StŠdtische
Feste des Hellenismus,Õ in M. Wšrrle and P. Zanker (eds.), Stadtbild und Bürgerbild im Hel-
lenismus (Vestigia 47), Munich, 1995, 147Ð172 esp. at 156Ð157, 160Ð161 with bibliography.
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On the twelve of the month Artemision, the oikonomoi shall produce three
victims, which they will sacriÞce to Zeus Sosipolis, Artemis Leukophry-
ene, and Pythian Apollo (as follows:) a ram as beautiful as possible to
[Zeus], a goat to Artemis, and a he-goat to Apollo, the sacriÞce to Zeus
taking place on the altar of Zeus Sosipolis and to Artemis and Apollo
on the altar of Artemis. The priests of these gods shall receive their
customary prerogatives. When they sacriÞce the bull, they shall distribute
its meat among the participants in the procession; as for the ram, the
goat, and the he-goat, they shall distribute them to the stephanophoros, the
priestess, the polemarchoi, the prohedroi, the neopoiai, the euthynoi, and those
performing services. The oikonomoi shall distribute these (victims). Once
the bull is consecrated, the oikonomoi shall let out a contract for it to be
reared by the contractor. The contractor shall lead the bull to the agora
and collect from the grain sellers and the other merchants what is needed
for his nurture, and it shall be better (i.e. advantageous) to the givers.

The document is typically not interested in spelling out the details of
sacriÞce itself; those involved are familiar with the performance; it is
enough to ensure a correct match between the victims and the gods.
Far greater concerns are the issues that precede and follow the act
of sacriÞce, i.e. procuring the victims and distribution of the sacriÞcial
meat. Such pre- and post-sacriÞce issues are recurrent elsewhere.

Provision and Inspection of Victims. Inspection of the victims, only alluded
to here,514 is be discussed in more detail in other documents.515 Victims
may be bought and/or reared especially for the occasion.We may men-
tion a few other representative examples. The Andania Mysteries reg-
ulations, LSCG 65, contain a detailed section (lines 64Ð73) regarding
furnishing (παρ%"), which is farmed out) and inspection (δ%κιμασ8α) of
the sheep and pigs needed for the festival. Buying and selecting the
processional cattle is referred to in the Lesser Panathenaea dossier,516

LSCG 33 B 16Ð24. An explicit treatment of cattle-rearing, under the ru-
bric �%υτρ%(8α, is found in the Þrst to second-century B.C. dossierof de-
crees from Bargylia, regulating a new annual sacriÞcial festival of Ar-
temis Kindyas, SEG XLV 1508+EpigAnat 32, 2000, 89Ð93.517 A second-

514 In the reference to the bull (when it is bought in line 12) and to the ram (line 50)
as Ôas beautiful as possible.Õ

515 For inspection see below commentary on 26.31Ð32.
516 Cf. immediately below.
517 Below Appendix B 1.2. It is also concerned with the provision of a dedicatory

silver statue of a deer for the goddess (SEG XLV 1508 A 16Ð22) and with a bovine
sacriÞce to Artemis for the sake of the city. The meat from this sacriÞce, minus
prerogatives, is to be sold (A 23Ð25). For interpretation of this dossier see P. Gauthier
BE 1997 no. 541, 1998 no. 396, 2001, nos. 410, 411; C. Brixhe BE 1998 no. 395;
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century B.C. decree from Astypalaia, LSS 83, is also worth mentioning
in relation to pre-sacriÞce activities. It ordains branding in advance all
victims to be led along in a procession518 and, at the risk of an impreca-
tion, demands that all victims processed therein be sacriÞced.519

Distribution and Consumption of Meat.520 Cult personnel and dignitaries
are the Þrst concern in this respect. Participants in a procession may
likewise be considered, as at Magnesia. Distribution of meat to the gen-
eral public, that is κρεαν%μ8α, may also be prescribed. The locus classicus

is probably the decree (B) from the law and decree dossier regarding the
Lesser Panathenaea, LSCG 33.521 The dossier from Bargylia522 is more
concise yet equally revealing. A 9Ð13 reads:

1?σαντες δ� κα2 *Uελ#ντες τ� ν%μι+#μενα
γ�ρα τ3ι �ερε0 %k τε νεωπ%0αι κα2 %� =λλ%ι πρ%γεγραμμ�ν%ι τ� λ%ιπ�
κρ�α κ%ιν:ι διανειμ�τωσαν τ%0ς π%λ8ταις τ:ι *"%μ�νηι >μ�ραι
*ν τ:ι 4γ%ρPι πρ�ς Xραν τρ8την π%ι%?μεν%ι τMν κρεαν%μ8αν κατ�
(υλ�ς.

having sacriÞced and having removed the customary prerogatives for the
priest, the neopoiai and the others inscribed above shall distribute publicly
the remaining meat to the citizens523 on the next day at the agora at
the third hour, performing the kreanomia (meat distribution) according to
tribes.

It should be noted that wherever consumption on the spot is not specif-
ically prescribed, we may assume the meat may be taken away and
consumed elsewhere.524 If a banquet is involved it may be prescribed. A
good example is the third-century B.C. decree from Coressia on Ceos
regulating an unnamed agonistic festival, LSCG 98.9Ð16; see also the
foundation of Kritolaos, LSS 61, and further below commentary on 14
B 65Ð67.

A. Chaniotis EBGR 1994Ð1995 no. 36 (Kernos 11, 1998), 1997 no. 32 (Kernos 13, 2000);
K. Zimmermann, ÔSpŠthellenistische Kultpraxis in einer karischen Kleinstadt: Eine
neue lex sacra aus Bargylia,Õ Chiron 30, 2000, 451Ð485.

518 In all probability after they had been inspected and found suitable for sacriÞce
(lines 17Ð18) as at Andania.

519 Cf. L. Robert, Hellenica XIÐXII, Paris, 1960, 122Ð123.
520 The post-sacriÞce issue of sale of meat and skins was discussed above pp. 71Ð72.
521 See also LSS 11.10Ð17; LSAM 32.53Ð59; 70; cf. LSCG 151 A 23. Cf. below commen-

tary on 14 B 65Ð67.
522 Appendix B 1.2.
523 For the metoikoi cf. B 17Ð19.
524 Unless consumption on the spot is self-evident and need not be mentioned. See

below commentary on 14 B 65Ð67; cf., however, Zimmermann, Chiron 30, 2000, 472Ð
478, 484.
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Competitions. The religious signiÞcance of competitions is a complex
matter. Torch races are as much a religious event as they are sportive.525

But even in cases where their religious signiÞcance is in and of itself
questionable, competitions are set in a context in which the sacred is in
essence ever present through performance of cult, not to mention the
notion of divine hospitality and endorsement. Inclusion of regulations
for agonistic festivals in the corpus is justiÞed inasmuch as they pertain
to cultic aspects of the festival under discussion. Consider, for exam-
ple, two of the documents included in the dossier concerning the ago-
nistic festival foundation of C. Iulius Demosthenes at Oenoanda, SEG

XXXVIII 1462 (A.D. 124Ð125/6). The last part of the second document
(B; lines 38Ð46) lists the competitions, the dates they are to be held, and
the prizes to be awarded, but does not quite regulate attendant cult
performance. The third document (C), on the other hand, governs cult
performance directly, including regulations for cult performance during
the festival of the Demosthenia.526

Not all of the documents pertaining to agonistic festivals included
in the corpus are actual regulations, that is governing performance
directly rather than other matters relating to the respective festivals.
This problem has already been seen in relation to the Actias. It is
exempliÞed by the dossier of documents relating to the Ptoia.527 The
decree of the Delphic Amphictyony is concerned with establishing the
inviolability of the sanctuary of Apollo Ptoius and the sacred truce
for the festival. LSCG 71 is only concerned with the participation of
Oropus.528 A set of festival regulations is missing. Depending upon the
scope of the festival, the few sets of regulations for agonistic festivals
included in the corpus may be quite detailed. A particularly notable
case is the Eretrian ca. 340 decree regulating the Artemisia, LSCG 92.529

Like practically all relevant documents it shows a distinct interest in
prizes. These differ from one competition to the other and may consist
of money (LSCG 92; musical competitions), weapons (LSCG 98; below
no. 14: sports), and even parts of sacriÞcial victims (LSCG 98; LSS

525 See below commentary on no. 14.
526 See M. Wšrrle, Stadt und Fest im Kaiserzeitlichen Kleinasien: Studien zu einer agonistischen

Stiftung au Oinoanda (Vestigia 39), Munich, 1988, 227Ð285.
527 For the festival see below commentary on no. 11. Cf. above pp. 94Ð95.
528 Cf. the decree from Haliartus below no. 11. Truce: LSCG 73 (above pp. 94Ð95).
529 For the date see D. Knoepßer, Décrets érétriens de proxénie et de citoyenneté (Eretria.

Fouilles et recherches XI), Lausanne, 2001, esp. pp. 33, 37 n. 56, 72 n. 280, 85 n. 365, 95,
330.
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61).530 Treatment of prizes by those who won them may be prescribed.
No. 14 B 67 below requires that they be dedicated; the third-century
B.C. LSCG 98 from Ceos forbids selling them.

Ceremonies. The corpus includes a relatively small number of docu-
ments governing the performance of speciÞc ceremonies. The occasion
of performance cannot always be easily determined.

The best known and most discussed case is probably the so-called
Orgia of the Molpoi, LSAM 50, in fact a dossier of documents531 per-
taining to the administration of the cult college of the Molpoi and its
responsibilities, consisting above all in the performance of the transfer
of two so-called γυλλ%8 and procession along a route which is outlined.
The college was directly related to the state,532 which took an interest in
preserving its activities: a late Þrst-century A.D. Milesian decree, LSAM

53, sets out to ensure that the feasts of the Molpoi and the college of the
Kosmoi be performed κατ� τ� π[�]|τρια N1η, κα1oς πρ%νεν%μ%1�τηται
κ[α2] | πρ%εψ)(ισται.533

One suspects that the platiwoinoi and the platiwoinarchoi of the Archaic
fragments from Tiryns, no. 6 below, formed a comparable cult col-
lege;534 administering the activities of this collegeÑprobably performed
at or related to a public feastÑand its relation with the state seems to
have been the aim of these rather obscure regulations.

A number of documents regulate ceremonies performed by women.
All are fragmentary, which makes identiÞcation of the context difficult.
See LSCG 63; 66; 127; LSAM 6; cf. LSS 29;535 LSAM 61.536 A fourth-
century B.C. decree of the deme Cholargos in Athens, LSS 124, lists
duties of special female priestesses in connection with the festival of the
Thesmophoria.537

530 An honoriÞc decree with the possibility of an additional statue is mentioned in
SEG XXXVIII 1462 C 66Ð67.

531 Inscribed ca. 100 B.C.; the regulations themselves go back to the early to mid Þfth
century B.C.: Nilsson GGR II3 71.

532 Graf 1996, 60Ð61.
533 According to the ancestral customs, following what has been legislated and de-

creed before (lines 16Ð18). See SokolowskiÕs commentaries ad loc.; J. Fontenrose, Didyma:
Apollo’s Oracle, Cult and Companions, Berkeley/Los Angeles/London, 1988, 52Ð53, 60Ð61.
The gylloi are commonly taken to be sacred stones but offering baskets have also been
suggested (see Fontenrose).

534 Differing, of course, in function.
535 LSS 28 might be referred to here, but its interpretation is extremely doubtful:

Nomima I p. 278.
536 Cf. below commentary on 20.3.
537 For the hymn singing in LSAM 28 and LSAM 69 see above pp. 74Ð75.



greek sacred law 103

Some Problems with the Evidence

The evidence, as can be seen from this review, is reasonably repre-
sentative in respect to the basic types of Greek festivals. The corpus
includes regulations for agonistic festivals,538 mysteries,539 and other fes-
tivals, mostly conforming to a basic procession-sacriÞce-distribution of
meat and/or sacriÞcial banquet type, sometimes with little added value
in the way of ritual.540

The evidence is at the same time misleading in a way which is not
entirely uncharacteristic of signiÞcant parts of the corpus. The only

538 (Prescriptions do not necessarily pertain to competitions): Athens LSCG 13 (Hep-
haestia); 31 (festival of Poseidon); 33 (Panathenaia); (regarding the identiÞcation of the
festival of LSCG 4 as the Eleusinia see n. 544 and Clinton 1979);. Epidaurus: LSS 23
(depends on a restoration). Acraephia: LSCG 71; 73 (Ptoia: possibly no. 11 below). Acar-
nania: LSS 45 (Actias); Beroia: no. 14 below (Hermaia); Chersonesus: no. 15 below
(Hermaia); Eretria: LSCG 92 (Artemisia). Ceos: LSCG 98 (agonistic festival at Coressia).
Cos: Iscr.Cos ED 16 (Hermaia); ED 82 (LGS II 131; foundation of Pythokles: cf. above
p. 84); cf. ED 86. Asia Minor: LSAM 9 (festival of Athena at Ilium); 10 (Ilium; federal
festival of Athena); 15 (Elaea (see above p. 8; for the running course (lines 55Ð58) see
L. Robert BCH 108, 1984, 491 with n. 11 (= Documents d’Asie Mineure, Paris, 1987, 479));
SEG XXXVIII 1462 C (Demosthenia at Oenoanda).

539 Eleusis LSCG 8; LSS 1; 3; 15; Agora XVI 56 (LSS 12); cf. LSCG 5; LSS 13; Agora XVI
57 (Þrst fruits). Andania: LSCG 65. Phanagoria: LSCG 89. Cf. Minoa on Amorgos LSCG
103 (with p. 198).

540 See Athens: LSCG 46 (Orgeonic procession); 179 (Dipolieia?); LSS 5 (festival of
Eros); 8 (sacriÞce to Apollo); 11 (festival of Asclepius); 14 (Thargelia); 124 (Thesmopho-
ria); no. 2 below (festival of Heracles at Eleusis). Epidaurus: LSCG 60 (sacriÞce; at a
festival(?); see above p. 71). Laconia and Messenia: LSCG 63 and 66 (ceremonies; fem-
inine cult). Delphi: LSCG 77 (CID I 9) D (festivals of the phratry of the Labyadai);
80 (Attaleia); 81 (Alkesippeia); LSS 44 (Eumeneia). Eretria: LSCG 93 (Asclepieia) LSS
46 (festival of Dionysus). Amorgos: LSS 61 (foundation of Kritolaos at Aigiale). Samos
LSCG 122 (organization of sacriÞces at the Heliconium). Thasos: LSS 69 (truce for sev-
eral festivals). Lesbos: LSCG 127 (Methymna; pannychis). Thera: LSCG 135 (foundation
of Epicteta). Astypalaia: LSS 83 (sacriÞcial procession). Rhodes: LSCG 137 (Sminthia
at Lindus). Cos: LSCG 159 (Asclepieia) cf. the calendar LSCG 151; 177 (foundation of
Diomedon); Iscr.Cos ED 25 (festival of Artemis); ED 146 (foundation of Phanomachos:
see above p. 86); Parker and Obbink 2001a, 266Ð271 no. 3 (Asclepieia). Asia Minor:
LSAM 6 (Cius; ceremonies; feminine); 8 (Asclepieia at Lampsacus); 28 (ceremonies in
honor of Dionysus at Teos); 31 (Artemisia at Ephesus); 32 (Magnesia; Zeus Sosipolis);
33 (Eisiteria at Magnesia); 50 and 53 (Molpoi and Kosmoi at Miletus); 57 (Hyllarima;
pentaeteric festival of Zeus(?)); 61 (Mylasa; ceremonies for Demeter); I.Labraunda 53Ð
54 (unknown festival); LSAM 69 (hymn singing at Stratonicea); LSAM 70 (meat dis-
tribution at Chalketor); 76 (Isinda; fragmentary); 81 (Athena and Homonoia at Anti-
ochia ad Pyramum); SEG XLV 1508+EpigAnat 32, 2000: 89Ð93 (festival of Artemis
Kindyas at Bargylia: cf. above p. 100); Appendix B 1.23 below (Panionium; the Pan-
ionia(?)). Syria: LGS I 25 (festival of the Soadeni at Canatha). Sicily: no. 26 below
(Nakone).
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major Greek festival more or less adequately represented in the corpus
is the Eleusinian mysteries. The Eleusinian dossier includes two com-
prehensive laws, LSS 3 and the more extensive Agora XVI 56,541 which,
as Kevin Clinton has shown, was envisioned as a general code for the
festival.542 Also included are LSCG 8, a decree concerned speciÞcally
with ephebic participation in the procession,543 the fragmentary LSS 15,
also concerned with the procession, LSS 1 (IG I3 231; ca. 510Ð500 B.C.)
which, as much as can be judged from its present fragmentary state,
dealt with provisions and cult personnel, and the decree regarding sac-
riÞces, LSCG 4 (IG I3 5; ca. 500 B.C.).544 To these one should add the
related documents regarding the Eleusinian Þrst fruits, the so called
First Fruits Decree LSCG 5,545 the law of 353/2, LSS 13, and the meager
fragment Agora XVI 57.

This stands in sharp contrast to the four great Panhellenic festivals.
Cult regulations pertaining directly to the Olympic games are yet to be
published,546 and the same holds true for the Nemean and Isthmian
games. The Delphic Pythian games are represented only indirectly
through two injunctions in the Amphictyonic law of 388, LSCG 78.34Ð
49, concerning the renovation works to be executed before the festival
and the sacred truce.547 The situation is not much better for the well-
known old Athenian festivals. The Panathenaic festival is represented
in the corpus only by the law and decree regarding the Lesser Pana-
thenaia, LSCG 33, published in connection with an essentially Þnancial
reorganization in the mid-late 330s B.C.548 The Thesmophoria are rep-
resented by LSS 124, the scope of which is, however, very limited.549 The
Thargelia are dealt with in LSS 14 but only in relation to its resuscita-
tion in 129/8.550 Besides references in the Athenian calendars, we hear

541 Discussed in relation to the sacred truce above. For the two documents see below
p. 109.

542 Clinton 1980, 271Ð275. LSS 3 B. 32Ð43 also makes a consideration of the lesser
mysteries (in respect to the sacred truce)

543 See above p. 96.
544 I.e. accepting ClintonÕs 1979 identiÞcation of the a%ρτ) (line 4) as the mysteries

rather than the Eleusinia.
545 See above p. 36.
546 Or perhaps fully published, considering SEG XLII 370 and 373. For Olympia cf.,

however, LGS II 60 and 61.
547 See above p. 94.
548 See below pp. 108Ð109.
549 See above p. 102.
550 Mikalson 1998, 272Ð274.
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nothing of the Diasia, the Plynteria, the Pyanopsia, or the Dionysia;
other festivals are all or almost all but absent from the corpus.

The vast majority of pertinent documents included in the corpus
govern a number of local festivals. By local one should not imply unim-
portant; these festivals must have been important enough to those who
celebrated them. Most, however, have left little trace in literature. The
haphazard nature of the evidence is particularly striking if we con-
sider the case of the Andanian Mysteries. This festival, which Pausanias
(4.33.5) considered second in sanctity only to the Eleusinian mysteries,
is otherwise barely known from literature. As the location where the
mysteries were held has yet to be excavated, the festival would have
remained practically unknown if it had not been for the discovery of
LSCG 65. This inscription starts in medias res; the beginning is evidently
missing. Even so, it is the longest and most detailed sacred law in exis-
tence, comprising 194 almost perfectly preserved lines. It refers to itself
as a δι�γραμμα (lines 25, 28, 113, 114), evidently an enactment, compris-
ing numerous paragraphs arranged by subject matter and identiÞed by
appropriate sub-headings, and covering most issues that the administra-
tion of the festival might entail. A detailed analysis cannot be pursued
here; it is enough to note that these involve logistic, legal, and Þnancial
issues pertaining to the practical management of the festival resulting
from the accommodation of what is evidently a considerable crowd
of worshippers and the signiÞcant variety of officials (sacred, polic-
ing, Þnancial, legal) and performers (73Ð74) engaged in the production.
Some of these issues, such as the size of the tents of the worshippers
and their furnishings (34Ð39), administration of the market (99Ð103), the
supply of hot water (103Ð110), the handling of funds, offenses and legal
procedure (40Ð45, 81Ð83,116Ð190), or the publication of the diagramma

(113Ð115) may seem more mundane; others, such as the transfer of the
sacred books of the mysteries (11Ð15), the dress code (both of officials
and of worshippers), the procession and its order (28Ð34), furnishing of
victims (67Ð73),551 or the sacred banquet (95Ð98), relate more directly to
cult practice.

One ought to ask oneself why such detail is needed. The reason is
without doubt a certain change in the status or a reorganization of the
festival. The origin and development of the festival is a famous crux.
It seems clear, however, that it underwent a thorough reorganization in

551 See above p. 99.
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which its administration became the business of the Messenian state, a
certain prominence having been nevertheless accorded to Mnasistratos,
known as the Hierophant from the related oracle (Syll.3 735), and to
his descendants.552 It is otherwise hard to explain why the stipulations
attempt to deÞne the status of each of the parties in the administration
and protect the rights of Mnasistratos and his family.553 Quite like the
case of the Actias, the publication of the present document depended
upon this reorganization.

Publication. Reorganization is indeed a frequent reason for publica-
tion. In and of itself it may be motivated by different factors. We should
brießy consider some possible types of revisions and a few other occa-
sions on which festival documents may be published.554

New Festivals. When the state of preservation allows this, new festivals
are usually easy to detect. A typical document would account in one
way or the other for the reasons which brought about the institution
of the festival and include a relatively detailed set of regulations outlin-
ing the new ceremonies. In this respect, such documents are similar to
other documents governing newly instituted cults whether their main
focus be on cult officials or on cult practice. The motives for instituting
new festivals may differ. As seen above,555 festivals may be instituted by
individuals to perpetuate their memory. We may consider a few other
cases. Historical events may be involved. Festivals may commemorate
external or internal reconciliation. Such is the case of the festival of
Zeus Sosipolis, LSAM 32,556 of the Antiochia ad Pyramum (Magarsus)
festival in honor of Athena and Homonoia commemorating the recon-
ciliation between it and Antiochia ad Cydnum (Tarsus) and regulated
by the decree LSAM 81 (mid second century B.C.),557 or the festival
instituted to perpetuate the memory of a local act of reconciliation in
the decree of Nakone, no. 26 below. LSAM 15,558 a decree dating to
129 B.C. from Elaea,559 prescribes a sacriÞcial celebration (one-time, or

552 See at length Deshours 1999, suggesting a restoration of the mysteries.
553 See especially the management of the treasuries in lines 89Ð95.
554 For a detailed study of festivals in the Hellenistic period see A. Chaniotis, ÔSich

selbst feiern? StŠdtische Feste des Hellenismus,Õ in M. Wšrrle and P. Zanker (eds.),
Stadtbild und Bürgerbild im Hellenismus (Vestigia 47), Munich, 1995. pp. 164Ð168 contain a
list of new and renewed festivals with their motives.

555 p. 84.
556 Discussed above pp. 97Ð99.
557 Cf. below commentary on no. 26.
558 Discussed above pp. 7Ð8.
559 See above p. 8.
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so it seems) in honor of Demeter, Kore, Roma and all other gods and
goddesses on the occasion of the installation of inscriptions bearing a
treaty of alliance with the Romans.

A different impetusÑan epiphany of Artemis LeucophryeneÑ
underlay the institution of the festival of the Eisiteria at Magnesia on
the Maeander. Commemoration of an epiphany of Artemis Kindyas in
a time of adversity also seems to have been the reason for the institu-
tion of the festival in her honor at Bargylia.560 The Magnesian Eisite-
ria seems, to an extent, a relative of the Leucophryena, and together
with the two complementary decrees regarding the Eisiteria that have
reached us in LSAM 33 (late third century B.C.),561 the dossier of docu-
ments regarding the Leucophryena enables reconstruction of the histor-
ical circumstances:562 In the course of events that followed an epiphany
of the goddess in 221/0 B.C. and an ensuing oracular consultation,563

which inspired the Magnesians to solicit asylum grants for their city and
territory and to institute the Leucophryena,564 the cult statue of Artemis
was introduced into her temple, probably somewhere in the late third
century.565 The Þrst (A) of the two decrees regarding the Eisiteria, pro-
posed by Diagoras son of Isagoras, contains a set of regulations for the
festival instituted to commemorate the consecration of the statue. It is
to be celebrated on six Artemision.

Resuscitation. The second decree (B) included in LSAM 33 points to
another factor underlying publication. As it turns out (or so it seems),
the festival soon fell into neglect566 or simply failed to inspire the antici-
pated enthusiasm in the Þrst place. A decree was passed to ensure that
it be celebrated and the goddess be rendered her appropriate honors.
Both this and the former decree regarding the administration (δι%8κησις
line 81) of the festival are to be published. Moreover,

560 Below Appendix B 1.2; cf. above pp. 99Ð100. For the epiphany see P. Gauthier BE
2001 nos. 410 and 411 with C 1Ð2; cf. I.Iasos 613.2Ð5 (K. Zimmermann, ÔSpŠthellenistis-
che Kultpraxis in einer karischen Kleinstadt: Eine neue lex sacra aus Bargylia,Õ Chiron
30, 2000, 451Ð485 at 452).

561 P. Gauthier RPhil 64, 1990, 63 n. 7.
562 Beginning with the Magnesian I.Magnesia 16 (=Syll.3 557; Rigsby 1996 no. 66) and

including a great number of documents. See Rigsby 1996, 179Ð279 nos. 66Ð131.
563 Fontenrose 1978, 258Ð259 H45.
564 First as a cash-prize competition for the Greeks of Asia and then in 208 as a

crowned panhellenic competition: I.Magnesia 16 with Rigsby 1996, 179Ð185.
565 LSAM 33.3Ð5.
566 Sokolowski LSAM p. 96.
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kνα δ� π�ντες γιν	σκωσιν z[ς]
κα1:κ#ν *στιν *ν τ%0ς Ε5σιτηρ8%ις τ�ς τ:ς JΑρτ�μιδ%ς συνεπα?Uειν

76 [26] τιμ�ς, τ�ν γραμματ�α τ:ς �%υλ:ς τ�ν 4ε2 καταστα1ησ#μεν%ν
κα2 τ�ν 4ντιγρα(�α κα1J Wκαστ%ν Nτ%ς τ%/ μην�ς τ%/ JΑρτεμισι3-
ν%ς τ:ι δευτ�ραι μετ� τ� τMν αkρεσιν γεν�σ1αι τ:ς τε �ερε8ας
κα2 τ%/ στε(ανη(#ρ%υ παραναγιν	σκειν *π�ναγ[κ]ες τ� [ψ])(ισ-

80 [30] μα τ� ε5σενε"1�ν Tπ� Διαγ#ρ%υ τ%/ JΙσαγ#ρ%υ τ� περ2 τ:[ς τ3ν Ε5]-
σιτηρ8ων δι%ικ)σεως.

In order that everyone may know that it is Þt to increase the honors
of Artemis on the occasion of the Eisiteria each year, on the second of
the month of Artemision, after the elections of the priestess (of Artemis)
and the stephanophoros, the appointed secretary of the council and the
antigrapheus shall be compelled to read the decree proposed by Diagoras
son of Isagoras regarding the administration of the Eisiteria.

A failure to follow this ordinance would result in an astronomical Þne.
As active participation is expected from the inhabitants who must offer
sacriÞce on this occasion in front of their houses, bad luck is wished
upon those reluctant to do so.

These exact measures are not paralleled. But the decree is partially
comparable to a number of decrees aiming at resuscitating neglected
cults. Most if not all of them date from the second century B.C. on-
ward.567 The motives for resuscitation are commonly expressed in elab-
orate preambles. Apollo had been observant of the Athenians (LSS 14;
189/8 B.C.);568 Dionysus of the Lindians (LSCG 137; late Þrst century
A.D.); Zeus and Hecate of the Stratoniceans (LSAM 69; late second
century A.D.).569 The cities are struck by a realization that the honor of
these gods must be increased, piety and regard to ancestral custom be
made manifest, and ceremonies and festivals be revamped and revital-
ized.

Refinancing. Financial difficulties and new means to Þnance certain
festivals may lead to Þnancial reorganizations. The point of view of
documents instituting such reorganizations is naturally predominantly
Þnancial. Such is the case of the law and decree regarding the lesser
Panathenaia, LSCG 33, dating to the mid-late 330s B.C., issued when
the festival became a beneÞciary of the revenues from the so-called

567 The religious renaissance of the second century B.C. is perhaps best documented
in Athens. See Mikalson 1998, 242Ð287.

568 For Apollo and the Acarnanians see the decree regarding the Actias, LSS 45,
discussed above pp. 90Ð92.

569 Cf. above pp. 74Ð75. Cf. LSAM 31 (ca. A.D. 160 (cf. above pp. 95Ð96; below 110 n.
582)), stressing that Artemis had always been of special signiÞcance to the Ephesians.
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Nea, i.e., as L. Robert has shown,570 the coastal plain of Oropus.
Athena is also the patron of the festivals of which the Þnancing is
discussed in two different documents from Ilium, LSAM 9 and 10. The
Þrst, a decree of Ilium, was occasioned by a private foundation.571 The
second is an agreement of the Ilian confederacy regarding the federal
panegyris, dated to 77 B.C., which, apparently grounded in Þnances,
is quite detailed in various other aspects. Cf. also the foundation of
Hegesarete from Amorgos, LSCG 103.572

Upgrade. Local festivals may for different reasons be upgraded to
regional festivals. The upgrade of the Acraephian Ptoia from a local
to pan-Boeotian festival occasioned at least two documents included in
the corpus.573 See above pp. 94, 101 and commentary on no. 11 below.

Increasing Popularity of the Cult. As has been seen above, the Eleusinian
dossier includes two separate general laws, LSS 3 and the more exten-
sive Agora XVI 56, dated respectively to ca. 460 B.C. and ca. 367Ð
348 B.C., the newer one being much more detailed than the older.
One may wonder what prompted the new law. The answer ought to be
sought, as Kevin Clinton has suggested,574 in the increasing popularity
of the cult. Growing attendance had an inevitable effect on the admin-
istration of the festival; the limited scope of the old law rendered it
obsolete and brought about a need for a new and more comprehensive
law.

Cultic Modifications. Cultic changes, namely additions, are probably
the most difficult thing to detect without a speciÞc statement as to their
introduction. We may consider some cases.

The earliest relevant document is the 421/0 B.C. Athenian decree
regarding the organization of a pentaeteric agonistic festival in honor
of Hephaestus, LSCG 13 (IG I3 82). The festival has been considered to
be new; it is probably not. Its celebration is rather given here a new for-
mat.575 The motives for this were probably discussed in the preamble,
now all but lost. Despite the overall fragmentary state of the remainder
of the decree, it is possible to envision its scope. It concerns Þnancing
and the appointment and function of officials in charge of the pro-

570 Hellenica XIÐXII, Paris, 1960, 194Ð200. Contra: M.K. Langdon, Hesperia 56, 1987,
56Ð58.

571 See above pp. 85Ð86.
572 See above p. 85.
573 Cf. the case of the Actias in LSS 45 discussed above pp. 90Ð93.
574 1980, 274Ð275.
575 See Parker 1996, 154; Parke 1977, 172; Deubner 1932, 212Ð213.
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duction and outlines the proceedings, i.e. the procession, sacriÞce with
κρεαν%μ8α (a ceremony of bovine-lifting is involved: line 31),576 and com-
petitions (a torch race and, so it seems, a musical competition (line 16)).

The early-fourth-century decree from the Piraeus LSS 11577 stipulates
the performance of a newly formulated sacriÞce at a festival of Ascle-
pius. Though the festival cannot be too old (the cult of Asclepius having
been introduced to the Piraeus in 420/19 B.C.), it seems to predate the
decree.578 A decree from Eretria, LSS 46,579 known only from a copy
made by Cyriacus of Ancona, seems to add a new motive to an exist-
ing festival, stipulating that a procession in honor of Dionysus during
which the city had been liberatedÑan event Denis Knoepßer dates to
285 B.C.580Ñ commemorate the liberation.

Two Roman Imperial copies, I.Labraunda 53Ð54, record a much ear-
lier decree (fourth century B.C.) on the subject of reorganization of
a certain festival under Mausolus, consisting in extending its dura-
tion from one to Þve days. The combined text of the two decrees
(I.Labraunda 54 A) is still fragmentary. It evidently prescribed a concise
day-by-day list of the activities. One notes a parallel to the day-by-
day format in the equally fragmentary Punic inscription KAI 76 (CIS I
166), listing offerings for different days, evidently of a festival.581 As seen
above, the foundation of Epicteta (IG XII 3, 330; LSCG 135) also lists
the activities for each one of the three days of the meeting of the family
association, though in greater detail.582

The Nature of the Evidence

Whatever may be the reasons for publication, the documents are sub-
ject to certain limitations. This is clear in respect to speciÞc regula-
tions which view a given festival from the limited spectrum of a par-
ticular issue. But comprehensive documents are limited too because of
their overwhelmingly administrative character (this is stated explicitly in

576 For the practice see van Straten 1995, 109Ð113.
577 See above p. 64.
578 See above p. 64 with n. 320. Cf. LSCG 31 (sacriÞce and competitions added(?) to a

festival of Poseidon).
579 Mentioned above p. 96.
580 Rather than to 308: Décrets érétriens de proxénie et de citoyenneté (Eretria. Fouilles et

recherches XI), Lausanne, 2001, pp. 116 with n. 55, 216 n. 726, 342 n. 285.
581 See commentary ad loc. in KAI II p. 94.
582 LSAM 31 (cf. above pp. 95Ð96; 108 n. 569) might have been necessitated by the

transfer of the date of the festival: SokolowskiÕs commentary p. 31.
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LSAM 33 B). They touch upon points in cult performance as needed,
rarely if at all dictating it, let alone in detail. To illustrate this problem
we may turn back to the Andanian diagramma.

The diagramma was, as has been said above,583 occasioned by a reor-
ganization. This reorganization must have been predominantly admin-
istrative. There is little to suggest that the cult itself underwent any
substantial changes. On the contrary, sacred books that Mnasistratos
had provided (and which likely predated the reorganization) are to be
transferred each year from one college of cult administrators to the
other, evidently to ensure the preservation of proper practice. The dia-

gramma and the books are therefore complementary. The diagramma may
touch upon points of cult performance but was not meant to prescribe
it directly. Rather it sets the administrative framework within which
cult may be practiced in keeping with proper procedure. The cult itself
depended upon the precepts of the sacred books.

Like other cult regulations considered in this review, festival regu-
lations may generally be compared to professional cookbooks, to the
extent that they tend to list the ingredients, on the whole leaving out
practical instructions. Cult performance is very much the product of
tradition,584 i.e. the accumulation of practices, customs, usages, rules, all
of which, as has been pointed out above,585 are entailed in the term
ν#μ%ς. These are the primary source for and substance of cult regu-
lations,586 standing behind what the documents may (inter alia) refer
to as τ� π�τρια or τ� ν%μι+#μενα.587 Basic knowledge of cult perfor-
mance may be gained through experience;588 when it is prescribed by
epigraphical means, only the necessary details need be mentioned.589

583 pp. 105Ð106.
584 Cf. Burkert 1985,10.This is by no means to preclude development and innovation.
585 p. 5.
586 Including any documents found in the corpus (such as requirements for entry

into sanctuaries or priesthood regulations) which wholly or partially govern actual cult
practice.

587 Cf. recently Aleshire 1994, 14; Deshours 1999, 479Ð480.
588 Newly formulated cults may build upon knowledge of traditional practice when

an action in the sequence they prescribe consists of traditional elements.
589 It may well have been expounded orally or in specialized literature, represented

for us by the tantalizingly fragmentary remains collected in A. Tresp, Die Fragmente der
griechischen Kultuschriftsteller (RVV 15.1), Giessen, 1914. TrespÕs work could beneÞt from
a revision, if only in light of JacobyÕs discussion in Atthis, Oxford, 1949, 1Ð70 (for the
exegetai see, however, J.H. Oliver, ÔJacobyÕs Treatment of the Exegetes,Õ AJP 75, 1954,
160Ð174; Clinton 1974, 89Ð93).
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The limitations of the evidence being a given, the study of the subject
matter of the documents only starts with the documents themselves. It
must consider their context and, to the extent that this is possible, must
make recourse to any available evidence, whether literary, epigraphical,
archaeological, or, should it be deemed pertinent, comparative. This
review was limited to an attempt to show what types of documents are
assembled under the title Ôsacred law,Õ their substance, i.e. the issues
with which they are concerned, and the ways in which these may be
handled. Detailed interpretation could not be considered. In so far as
the twenty-seven documents assembled below are concerned, this has
been attempted in Part II.



part two

NEW DOCUMENTS





1

SEG XXXIII 147

ATTICA. THORIKOS. SACRIFICIAL CALENDAR.
380Ð375 OR 440Ð430/430Ð420(?) B.C.

(Figures 3Ð7)

A rectangular stele of white marble. The stone is cut above on the left (the
right corner survives) and below (without affecting the text) and broken on the
right below line 22; the left side is intact. The back is badly bruised as a result
of a later use as a threshold. With the possible exception of a narrow patch
along the left margin, none of the original Þnish of the back is preserved. The
stone is inscribed on the front with additional entries on both sides. The front
is fairly well preserved with occasional damage and weathering; the left side
is well preserved excluding the left margin; surviving parts of the right side
are damaged intermittently. The stone is known to have come from around
the territory of the Attic deme Thorikos, where an incomplete and inaccurate
copy of it was made by D.F. Ogden at the modern village of Keratea in 1960.1
OgdenÕs copy was used by Vanderpool as a source for his edition. Another
copy, somewhat more complete but still not wholly accurate, was used by
Dunst for his edition. The stone eventually appeared on the antiquities market
and was purchased by the J. Paul Getty Museum in the late 1970s.2

H. 1.312; W. 0.555; Th. ca. 0.174Ð0.18 (left side), ca. 0.195 (thickest point on
the right side). L.H. ca. 0.012Ð0.13; Θ, �, and Ω ca. 0.01Ð0.011; } ca. 0.008;
\ ca. 0.009. Stoichoi ca. 0.018 (horizontal), ca. 0.019 (vertical). Margins 0.019
(top), ca. 0.012 (left), ca. 0.01 (right); surviving space below the text ca. 0.078.
Left Side L.H. at the level of line 31: ca. 0.01Ð0.012, � and Ω 0.007; between
lines 31 and 32: 0.006 (smaller omicron) to 0.013 (Σ); at the level of line 42:
0.006 (Ω)Ñ0.009; at the level of line 58: 0.005 (Ω)Ñ0.01. Right Side L.H. at the
level of lines 4Ð6: ca. 0.01 (Ν)Ñ0.015 (Η); at the level of line 12: ca. 0.01; at the
level of line 44: ca. 0.007 (Ω)Ñ0.01.

Malibu, The J. Paul Getty Museum. Inv. 79.AA.113.

1 Vanderpool 1975, 33Ð35.
2 On the history of the stone see Daux 1980, 463Ð465.
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Ed. Vanderpool 1975, 33Ð41;3 Dunst 1977;4 (= SEG XXVI 136; Labarbe 1977,
56Ð64 no. 50); Daux 1983,5 with corrections of some misprints in Daux 1984,
399Ð400; Daux 1984a;6 (= SEG XXXIII 147).

Cf. Mikalson 1977 passim; Daux 1980; BrumÞeld 1981, 57Ð59; Osborne 1985,
esp. 35, 78 n. 33; Robertson 1983, 281Ð282;7 Parker 1984; Lewis 1985, n. 3;8
Whitehead 1986, esp. 194Ð199; Whitehead 1986a, 218; Parker 1987, esp. 144Ð
147; van Straten 1987, 164Ð167 passim; Jameson 1988, 89Ð90, esp. 115 n. 7;9
Kearns 1989, esp. 37; Henrichs 1990, 260Ð264; Mattingly 1990, esp. 118Ð
120; Bingen 1991, 28Ð31, 35;10 Christopoulos 1992, 35; Jameson, Jordan, and
Kotanski 1993, 81;11 IG I3 256 bis; Rosivach 1994, 22Ð29; Scullion 1994, 88;12

J. Larson, Greek Heroine Cults, Madison/London, 1995, esp. 31Ð34, 38Ð40; van
Straten 1995, 171Ð186 passim; C. Calame, Thésé et l’imaginaire athénien: Légende et
culte en Grèce antique2, Lausanne, 1996, 320;13 Parker 1996, esp. 46;14 Robertson
1996, 348Ð350, 352Ð356; Threatte, GAI I 40.021 (pp. 479Ð480),15 II 51.0331
(p. 99);16 Loomis 1998, 77, 85, 273;17 Scullion 1998, 116Ð121.18

Photograph: Daux 1983, pls. I and II facing pp. 154 and 155; 1984a, 146 Þg. 1;19

Whitehead 1986, 195 (all excellent).

3 From a copy made by D.F. Ogden (facsimile included) of another copy.
4 From a different, more complete copy.
5 From the stone.
6 From the stone.
7 See Restorations.
8 Date.
9 Date.

10 Cf. below commentary on line 6.
11 Zeus Meilichios.
12 See below commentary on line 14.
13 See below n. 107.
14 The context of Athenian sacriÞcial calendars.
15 See Restorations 5–6.
16 Date.
17 On lines 4Ð5.
18 See below commentary on line 14.
19 Daux 1983 pl. I = Daux 1984 Þg. 1a = Figure 3; Daux 1984 Þg. 1b = Figure 5. For

details of the left side see Daux 1983 pl. II; for an overall view of the right side see Daux
1984 Þg. 1c.
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Latus Sinistrum Latus Adversum Latus Dextrum

NON-ΣΤ�Ι�. ΣΤ�Ι�. 30 NON-ΣΤ�Ι�.
380Ð375 vel 440Ð430/430Ð420(?) a.

vacat spatium [ 19. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . bΕκ] .ατ%μ�αι3ν- vacat spatium
30 vv. [%ς, 19. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .]ΑΚΙ κα2 τ%0- 3 vv.

[ς 18. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . =]ριστ%μ παρ�-
4 ["εν 14. . . . . . . . . . . . . . δρα]"μMν aκατε .ρ- ø

.Ι Μυκην .%[ν - - -]
[% 19. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .]Α

ù
Ι τMν πρηρ%[σ]- [.] .ΑΝ %gν [..]Ν[- - -]

[8αν 14. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Δελ](8νι%ν αg .γ[α] [.]ΙΣ .�[- - -]
[ 20. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .]ΕΑΙ bΕκ�τηι Δ vacat spatium

8 [ 22. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .]ΗΝ�ΣΑΤΗ[.] 4 vv.
[ 18. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .] τ�λε .%μ πρατ#[ν].
[Μεταγειτνι3ν%ς, Δι2 Κατ]αι��τ .η.ι .* .ν .τ-
3ι σηκ3ι .π[αρ]� τ� [Δελ(8νι]% .ν .τ�λε%ν πρ-

12 ατ#ν6 : Aρκωμ#σι%ν .π .α[ρ�]"εν *ς ε71?νας. Φ%8νικι τ�λ[ε%ν]
Β%ηδρ%μι3ν%ς, Πρηρ#σια : Δι

ù
2 Π%λιε0 κρ- vacat spatium

ιτ�ν %gν, : "%0ρ%ν κριτ#ν, ΕΠΑΥΤ�ΜΕΝΑΣ 31 vv.
"%0ρ%ν ~νητ�ν Aλ#καυτ%ν, τ3ι 4κ%λ%υ-

16 1e%ντι =ριστ%μ παρ�"εν τ�ν �ερ�α6 : Κε(-
�λωι %gν κριτ#ν, : Πρ#κριδι τρ�πε+αν6 v

Θ%ρ8κωι κριτ�ν %gν, : bΗρω�νησι Θ%ρ8κ%
τρ�πε+αν6 : *π2 Σ%?νι%ν Π%σειδ3νι 4μν-

20 �ν κριτ#ν, : JΑπ#λλωνι "8μαρ%ν κριτ#ν, Κ-
%ρ%τρ#(ωι "%0ρ%ν κριτ)ν, : Δ)μητρι τ�λ[ε%]-
[ν], Δι

ù
2 bΕρκε8ωι τ�λε%ν, Κ%ρ%τρ#(ωι "%0ρ[%ν],

[[JΑ1ηνα8αι %gν πρατ�ν]] *(J B
ù
λ:ι : Π%σ[ειδ3νι]

24 .τ�λε%ν, JΑπ#λλωνι "%0ρ%ν. vacat

Πυαν%ψι3ν%ς, Δι
ù
2 Καται��τηι * .μ [Φιλ%μ]-

η〈λ〉ιδ3ν τ�λε%ν πρατ#ν, Wκτηι *[π2 δ�κα]
Daux1 = Daux 1983 Parker1 = Parker 1984 Robertson1 = Robertson 1983
Daux2 = Daux 1984a20 Parker2 = Parker 1987 Robertson2 = Robertson 1996

Restorations. Latus Adversum: 1–2 [τ�δε 1?εται Θ%ρικ8%ις, bΕκα]τ%μ�αι3ν|[%ς Vanderpool ||
2–3 fortasse [τ3ι (?λ]ακι κα2 τ%0|[ς 4κ%λ%?1%ις α7τe% πPσι =]ριστ%μ Daux || 3 [ 6. . . . . .
τ3ι 4κ%λ%13ντι =ρ] Dunst || 4 ["εν τ�ν �ερ�α 7. . . . . . . δρα] Dunst || 4–5 aκατε .ρ[|%
(vel ω)] Daux1 post Dunst || 5 ΑΙ: dativus est nominis divini, utrum Hera? an Athena?
Daux: [κ]α2 Dunst: [Δα8ρ]αι Robertson2 || 5–6 τMν πρηρ%[σ|8αν] Daux post Vanderpool:
fortasse πρ%ηρ%[σι�δα] Threatte: fortasse πρηρ#[α|ρ"%ν vel πρηρ%[σ|8αρ"%ν? agnam]
Robertson2 || 6 [Δελ](8νι%ν αgγ[α] Daux. || 7 Þn. fortasse δ�μαλιν (vel αgγα; vid.
adn. epigr.) Daux || 8 ΗΝ�ΣΑΤΗ[.]: fortasse [μ]ην�ς JΑτ) .ν[ησιν] Daux || 9 πρατ#[ν]
Daux post Vanderpool || 10 [Μεταγειτνι3ν%ς] Daux, [Δι2 Κατ]αι��τηι Vanderpool || 11
Daux || 12 .π .α[ρ�]"εν Daux post Vanderpool et Burkert apud Dunst || 14 ΕΠΑΥΤ�ΜΕ-
ΝΑΣ lapis: *παϋτ%μ�νας Daux: *πJ Α7τ%μ�νας (vel *πJ JΑϋτ%μ�νας: fortasse nomen loci)
ÔamicusÕ apud Daux1: *πJ α7τe% μ�νας Scullion; cf. v. 47. et vid. adn. || 21 Daux || 25–26
* .μ [Φιλ%μ]|η〈λ〉ιδ3ν Daux1: *[. . . . . .]|ημιδ3ν Daux2 || 26 *[π2 δ�κα] Daux: JΕ[π#"ωιv]
Graf apud Dunst.

Latus dextrum: Suppl. Daux. || 4 cf. *π2 Μυκην%ν v. 45.

20 Only disagreements between the two editions are noted.
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Νεαν8αι τ�λε%ν, Πυαν%ψ8%ις, Π[ 6. . . . . .].
28 Μαιμακτηρι3ν%ς, Θ%ρ8κωι �%/[ν μqλατ]-

τ%ν V τετταρ�κ%ντα δρα"μ3ν [μ�"ρι πε]-
ντ)κ%ντα, bΗρω�νησι Θ%ρ8κ% τ[ρ�πε+αν].

-ωνι τ�λε%ν Π .υ- 31 Π%σιδει3ν%ς, Δι%ν?σια. vacat

αν%ψ8%ις
vacat spatium 101/2 32 Γαμηλι3ν%ς, dΗραι, bΙερ3ι Γ�μωι [ 7. . . . . . .].
vv. JΑν1εστηρι3ν%ς, Δι%ν?σωι, δω[δεκ�τηι],

αgγα λειπεγν	μ%να πυρρ�ν V [μ�λανα6 Δ]-
ιασ8%ις, Δι

ù
2 Μιλι"8ωι %gν πρα[τ#ν. vacat]

36 JΕλα(η�%λι3ν%ς, bΗρακλε8δα[ις τ�λε%ν],
JΑλκμ)νηι τ�λε%ν, JΑν�κ%ιν τ[�λε%ν, bΕλ�]-
νηι τ�λε%ν6 Δ)μητρι, τMν "λ%[�αν, %gν κρ]-
ιτMν κυe%σαν, Δ2 =ρνα κριτ#ν. vacat

40 Μ%νυ"ι3ν%ς, JΑρτ�μιδι Μ%νυ"[8αι τ�λε]-
{ε}%ν, *ς Πυ18% JΑπ#λλων%ς τρ8τ[τ%αν, Κ%ρ]-

-ι bΕρκε8ωι ... %gν %τρ#(ωι "%0ρ%ν, Λητ%0 αgγα, JΑ[ρτ�μιδι]
vacat spatium 15 vv. αgγα, JΑπ#λλωνι αgγα λειπ%γν	[μ%να, Δ)]-

44 μητρι : %gν κυe%σαν =ν1ειαν, Φιλ[ων8δι τρ]- [Δι2 bΕ]ρκε8ωι ... .%.gν
�πε+αν, Δι%ν?σωι, *π2 Μυκην%ν, [τρ�γ%ν] vacat
πυρρ�ν V μ�λανα. vacat

Θαργηλι3ν%ς, Δι
ù
2 ΕΠΑΥΤ�ΜΕΝΑΣ [κριτ�ν]

48 =ρνα, bΥπερπεδ8ωι %gν, bΗρω�νησ.ι[ν bΥπερ]-
πεδ8% τρ�πε+αν, Ν8σωι %gν, Θρασ[ 5. . . . .]
%gν, Σωσιν�ωι %gν, bΡ%γ8ωι %gν, Πυ[λ#"ωι]
"%0ρ%ν, bΗρω�νησι Πυλ%"8σι τρ�[πε+αν].

52 Σκιρ%(%ρι3ν%ς, Aρκωμ#σι%ν 〈π〉αρ[�"εν6 Π]-
λυντηρ8%ις JΑ1ηνα8αι %gν κρι[τ#ν, JΑγλ]-

Latus Adversum: 27 in extr. π[ρατ#ν] Dunst: π[ρατ#ν] Daux: Π[%σειδ]3νι τ�λε%ν Πυαν%-
ψ8%ις idem, sententia mutata (verbis a lat. sin. v. 31 huc translatis) vid. adn. || 28–29
Dunst || 30 Merkelbach apud Dunst || 32 in extr. Dunst, qui in suo exemplari dΗραι6
bΙερ3 .ν Γ�μων legit, [π%μπ)] sive [a%ρτ)] in apparatu supplevit. || 33 Dunst || 34 λει-
πεγν	μ%να lapis: λειπ%γν	μ%να Vanderpool (cf. v. 43); [μ�λανα, Δ]- Vanderpool || 35
Dunst || 36 Parker: Ηρακλε0 δ�[μαλιν, %gν] Daux (δ�[μαλιν σ/ν] idem 1980, 468, exem-
pli gratia): ΕΛΑΦΗΒ�ΛΙΩΝ�ΣΗΡΑΚΛΕΙΔΑ lapis || 37 Dunst || 38 Daux: "λ%[α8αν
jν vel %gν κρ] Robertson2 || 40–41 Μ%νυ"[8αι τ�λε]|%ν, *ς Πυ18% JΑπ#λλων%ς Labarbe
([τ�λε]|{ε}%ν Daux): Μ%νυ"[8αι6 (numerus) V πλ]|�%νες Πυ18% JΑπ#λλων%ς Dunst || 41–42
τρ8τ[τ%αν] Daux post Labarbe: τρ8[π%δες] Dunst; [Κ%ρ]|%τρ#(ωι idem || 42 Dunst ||
44–45 Φιλ[ων8δι] Daux; [τρ]|�πε+αν Dunst post τρ�πε+αν Vanderpool v. 26 || 45 Graf
apud Dunst || 47 ΕΠΑΥΤ�ΜΕΝΑΣ lapis: *παϋτ%μ�νας Daux: *πJ Α7τ%μ�νας (vel *πJ
JΑϋτ%μ�νας: fortasse nomen loci) ÔamicusÕ apud Daux1: *πJ α7τe% μ�νας Scullion; cf. v. 14;
[κριτ�ν] Daux || 48 Daux post Dunst et Labarbe || 49 si talia apud demon Thori-
censium reperta essent, Θρασ[υκλε0] vel Θρασ[?λλωι] retituere liciturum fuisse censuit
Daux || 50 Graf apud Dunst || 51 Dunst || 52–53 〈π〉αρ[�"εν] Daux; [Π]|λυντηρ8%ις
Dunst || 53 κρι[τ#ν] Daux post Dunst; [JΑγλ]- Burkert apud Dunst

Latus Sinistrum: 31 ωνι τ�λε%ν Π .υ|αν%ψ8%ις: [Π%σειδ]3νι vel [JΑπ#λλ]ωνι Dunst: Π[%σει-
δ]3νι τ�λε%ν Π .υ|αν%ψ8%ις Daux vid. lat. adv. v. 27.|| 42 -.ι bΕρκε8ωι ... %gν: [Δι].2 bΕρκε8ωι ...
%gν Daux post Dunst (vid. adn.).

Latus Dextrum: 44 cf. lat. sin. v. 42.
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α?ρωι %gν, JΑ1ηνα8αι =ρνα κριτ[#ν, Κε(�]-
λωι �%/ν μsλ�ττ%ν%ς V τεττα[ρ�κ%ντα]

56 δρα"μ3ν μ�"ρι πεντ)κ%ντα, Π[ρ#κριδι]
%gΔΔν6 : τ�ν δJ ε�1υν%ν vμ#σαι κα

ù
2 τ[�ς παρ�δ]-

-ω�νησιν Κ%ρων�ων ... %gν ρ%ς ε71υν3 τMν 4ρ"Mν tν Nλα"[%ν ε71?ν]-
vacat εν κατ� τ� ψη(8σματα *(J %yς *[γκα1�στ]-

60 .η .κεν > 4ρ"), vμν?ναι Δ8α, JΑπ#λ .λ[ω, Δ)μητρ]-
α *U	λειαν *παρ	μεν%ν, κα2 .τ[�ς παρ�δ]-
ρ%ς κατ� τα7τ�, 4ναγρ�{ι}ψαι [δ� τ�ν Oρκ]-
[%]ν *στ)ληι κα2 κατα1eεναι π[αρ� τ� Δελ〈(8〉]-

64 [ν]ι%ν, Oσαι δJ `ν 4ρ"α2 α�ρε13- [vacat]
σιν Tπευ1?ν%ς e*ναι Bπ�σα[ς. vacat]

vacat

Latus adversum: 54 κριτ[#ν] Daux post Dunst; [Κε(�]- Daux || 55 Dunst || 56 Π[ρ#κριδι]
Parker2 (cf. v. 16Ð17): Π[%σειδ3νι] Daux: fortasse Π[ανδρ#σω

ù
ι] (supplemento a Robert-

son1 reiecto) vel Π[ανδ	ραι] Scullion || 57 %gΔΔν Daux: %g{ΔΔ}ν Dunst, Labarbe; vid.
adn. || 57–58 τ[�ς παρ�δ]|ρ%ς Graf apud Dunst || 58–59 Nλα"[%ν ε71?ν]|εν Daux:
Nλα"[εν ε5 �ρ"]|.εν Dunst: Nλα"[εν ε5 �ρU]|〈ε〉ν Labarbe || 59–60 Daux post Labarbe ||
60–61 Απ#λ .λ[ω] Daux post Dunst (et Vanderpool); [Δ)μητρ]|α Daux || 61 Daux;
verba, si non voces, primum restituit Graf apud Dunst. || 62–63 [δ�] Daux; [τ�ν
Oρκ|%]ν idem post Labarbe || 63–65 Daux.

Latus sinistrum: 58 -ω�νησιν Κ%ρων�ων ... %gν: [bΗρ]ω�νησιν Κ%ρων�ων ... %gν Daux post
Dunst et Labarbe.

Epigraphical Commentary

I have seen the stone and made use of excellent photographs provided by the J. Paul
Getty Museum. I have not noted differences between DauxÕs two editions. The dicolon
(:), used as a punctuation mark, appears between the stoichoi. Paragraphs are marked
by a line of varying length (3Ð6 letters) inscribed above each month.21 In the entries on
the sides the letters are engraved at the same level as the lines of the front except for
the Þrst entry on the left side, where they are engraved at the level of line 31 and in
the interlinear space between it and line 32. On both sides the tricolon (...) is used for
punctuation.

Latus Adversum (Figure 3)

1 Daux does not dot the alpha; I could only detect the right stroke along the
break.

4 End: part of the vertical stroke of the rho survives along the break.
6 The gamma was not dotted by Daux. Strictly speaking, a pi is possible.
7 End: Daux read only a left stroke of a triangular letter (Α, Δ, Λ, Μ). A lower

left corner of a triangle seems secure to me.

21 See Figure 3.



120 document 1

9 The legible letters are inscribed in a rasura and are a little more tightly spaced
than the stoichoi. The underlined letters survive only in OgdenÕs copy, which
reads ΤΕΛΕ�ΜΠΡΑΤ�. This probably indicates that the lost letters were also
inscribed in a rasura.

10 [Κατ]αι��τ .η.ι: The underlined letters survive only in OgdenÕs copy. Daux does
not dot the eta and the iota; I could see only upper tips of strokes (the old pho-
tograph shows the same). .* .ν .τ: I could detect no surviving part of DauxÕs dotted
nu; it is possible that the surface has chipped off at the break since his editions.
The top stroke of the epsilon is secure and possibly also the lower tip of the tau.

11 % .ν .τ: The omicron survives only in OgdenÕs copy. Daux does not dot the next
two letters. I could detect only the bottom tips of the Þrst stroke of the nu and
of the vertical stroke of the tau.

21 End: the letters past the rho were inscribed in a rasura and are more tightly
spaced than the stoichoi. I could see nothing after the epsilon and I could not
read DauxÕs lambda at the end.

23 The Þrst letter is now lost. In the Þrst three words, a vertical line has been
inscribed through the middle of the letters reaching just past the Þrst stroke
of the nu of πρατ#ν. In Bλ:ι a small lambda was inscribed in the upper part
of the space between the stoichoi. End: Π%σ[ειδ3νι]: If, as Daux asserts, the
restoration is certain, one of the two iotas should have been inscribed either
between the stoichoi or in one stoichos with another letter.

24 I could only detect very insecure traces of the Þrst letter.
25 End: I could see no traces of the mu on the stone or in a photograph taken

before it had been put on display.
26 At the beginning the stone has ΗΜΙΔΩΝ.
32 Although it had been properly inscribed initially, the Þrst Γ was eventually

made into a square.
52 〈π〉αρ[�"εν]: Daux detected a very small pi; I could see no such thing.
57 %gΔΔν: The two small deltas were inscribed between the stoichoi.
59–60 Daux (1983, 169Ð170) noted traces of Η inscribed between the Ε (beginning of

line 59) and the Κ, after the Ε had been altered. I was unable to verify this
beyond doubt. In his 1984 edition Daux printed [η] .κεν.

61 End: the left tip of the tau is secure.
62 Daux notes that a iota, which had been inscribed by mistake, was deleted by the

stone cutter himself by means of a small chisel stroke, and was further damaged
by someone else. A tip of a diagonal stroke might perhaps be detected in the
lower part of the stoichos.

64 The vacat was postulated by Daux whom I follow, though with some doubt,
since the stone is broken here.

Latus Sinistrum (Figure 5)

The three entries might have been inscribed at different times.

31 The letters are similar to those of the front but they are less widely cut, and
the diagonals of the psi are straight here and curving in the front. Daux (1983,
156) attributes the letters to the cutter of the front. Both lines, especially the
second, tilt to the lower right. Daux notes that the Π .υ is hardly visible; I could
see practically nothing.
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42 The letters are similar to those of the front but smaller and the omega is more
open.

58 The letters appear to have been somewhat inexpertly inscribed. They are
tightly packed and the line tilts to the lower right. The omega is completely
square.

Latus Dextrum

The letters are shallowly and somewhat clumsily cut. As much as this can be judged,
they belong to a single hand. Daux notes (1984a, 150) that the letters were probably
added much later than the front; I am not sure how much later this might be. In the
Þrst and less so in the second entries, the nu has a shorter right vertical, as in the front
(possibly also in the third entry).

4 The mu is faded but secure. I could not assign the traces before it to an
intentional stroke; Daux reads a dotted iota. Little could have preceded it.

5 Daux notes that his readings are doubtful. For his alpha I could see only
insecure traces.

6 Daux notes that the readings are even more doubtful. A theta might possibly
be read for the dotted omicron.

12 See Figure 6.
44 See Figure 7. Dotted letters (undotted by Daux): I could see only insecure

traces.

Translation

Front

[- - - ] In Hecatombaion: [- - -] for(?) [- - -] and for(?) [- - -] (3) [shall]
provide a lunch (4) [- - -] a drachma each (5) [- - -] the Prerosia (6) [- -
-] at(?) the Delphinion a goat (7) [- - -] for Hecate [- - -] (9) a full-grown
victim, to be sold.

(10) [In Metageitnion:] for Zeus Kataibates in the sacred enclosure
at the Delphinion a full-grown victim, to be sold. An oath-victim shall
be provided for the euthynai.

(13) In Boedromion: the Prerosia; for Zeus Polieus, a choice sheep,
a choice piglet, at/to Automenai(?) a bought piglet to be wholly burnt;
the priest shall provide a lunch for the attendant; for Cephalus, a choice
sheep; for Procris, a table; for Thorikos, a choice sheep; for the Hero-
ines of Thorikos, a table; to22 Sounion, for Poseidon, a choice lamb; (20)
for Apollo, a choice young he-goat; for Kourotrophos, a choice female
piglet; for Demeter, a full-grown victim, for Zeus Herkeios, a full-grown

22 Or at; cf. commentary on line 14.
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victim, for Kourotrophos a piglet, [[for Athena, a sheep, to be sold]]; at
the Salt Works, for Poseidon, a full-grown victim, for Apollo, a piglet.

(25) In Pyanopsion: for Zeus Kataibates, on the land of the Philomel-
idai, a full-grown victim, to be sold, on the sixteenth;(?)23 for Neanias, a
full-grown victim, at the Pyanopsia [- - -]

(28) In Maimakterion: for Thorikos, a bovine worth not less than
forty up to Þfty drachmas; for the Heroines of Thorikos, a table.

(31) In Posideion: the Dionysia.
(32) In Gamelion: for Hera, at the Hieros Gamos [- - -]
(33) In Anthesterion: for Dionysus, on the twelfth, a tawny or [black]

goat, lacking its age-marking teeth; at the Diasia, for Zeus Meilichios, a
sheep, to be sold.

(36) In Elaphebolion: for the Heraclidae [a full-grown victim]; for
Alcmena, a full-grown victim; for the Anakes a full-grown victim; for
Helen a full-grown victim; for Demeter, as the Chloia offering, a choice
pregnant [ewe]; for Zeus a choice lamb.

(40) In Mounichion: for Artemis Mounichia, a full-grown victim; to
the sanctuary of Pythian Apollo, a triple offering; for Kourotrophos, a
piglet; for Leto, a goat; for Artemis, a goat; for Apollo a goat lacking
its age-marking teeth; for Demeter, a pregnant ewe as the Antheia
(blossom) offering(?); for Philonis, a table; for Dionysus, to24 Mykenos
(or Mykenon) a tawny or black [he goat].

(47) In Thargelion: for Zeus, at/to Automenai(?) a [choice] lamb; for
Hyperpedios, a sheep; for the Heroines of Hyperpedios, a table; for
Nisus, a sheep; for Thras[- - -], a sheep; for Sosineos, a sheep; for Rho-
gios, a sheep; for Pylochos, a piglet; for the Pylochian heroines, a table.

(52) In Skirophorion: an oath-victim shall be provided; at the Plyn-
teria, for Athena, a choice sheep; for Aglauros, a sheep; for Athena, a
choice lamb; for Cephalus a bovine worth not less than forty up to Þfty
drachmas; for Procris a sheep worth 20 drachmas(?).

(57) The euthynos (scrutinizer) and his assistants shall take (the fol-
lowing) oath: ÔI shall scrutinize the office which was allotted to me for
scrutiny in accordance with the decrees by which this office was insti-
tuted.Õ He shall swear by Zeus, Apollo, and Demeter, invoking utter
destruction, and the assistants (shall swear) in the same way. The [oath]
shall be inscribed on a stele and placed [beside the Delphinion]. All
offices for which officials are elected shall be subjected to scrutiny.

23 For punctuation see commentary ad loc.
24 Or at; cf. commentary on line 14.
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Left Side

At the level of line 31 for [Apollo], a full-grown victim at the
and between it and line 32 Pyanopsia.

At the level of line 42 for [Zeus] Herkeios, a sheep.

At the level of line 58 for the Heroines of (?), a sheep.

Right Side

At the level of lines 5–7 [to?]25 Mykenos (or Mykenon) [- - -]|
a sheep [- - -]

At the level of line 12 for Phoenix, a full-grown victim.
At the level of line 44 for [Zeus] Herkeios, a sheep.

Commentary

Despite the lacunae, this calendar is one of the best specimens of its
kind. As usual, it consists of a list of months and sacriÞces to be per-
formed in them. Virtually all months of the Athenian year are present
in a chronological order.26 Information includes most commonly the
name of the divinity and the type of victim. Qualitative attributes (e.g.
ÔchoiceÕ (passim), ÔpregnantÕ (lines 39, 44)) or value of victims (28Ð30,
54Ð57) are mentioned occasionally, as are other details such as their age
(Ôfull grownÕ (passim), their color (lines 34, 46), the mode of sacriÞce (a
holocaust (line 15)), its purpose (Ôan oath victim for the euthynaiÕ (lines
12, cf. 52)), and additional expenses (lunch for officials (lines 3Ð4(?), 16)).
The date within the month (line 33), the occasion (a particular festival
(passim), and the place (e.g. Ôat the Salt WorksÕ (line 23), Ôto SounionÕ
(line 19))27 may be mentioned. The ending of the document is some-
what unusual: it contains regulations pertaining to the local euthynai, a
feature which seems to emphasize the local character of this document.
A particularly local character is further emphasized by the independent
commemoration of certain festivals (the Prerosia; line 13 with commen-

25 Or at; cf. commentary on line 14.
26 The chronological order supports the restoration of the month name Metageit-

nion on line 10. See commentary ad loc.
27 Or at; cf. commentary on line 14.
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tary), the Plynteria (52Ð53), and possibly the Pyanopsia (27). A focus on
local traditions is also evident in the sacriÞces to local heroes (lines 16Ð
19, 28Ð30, 54Ð57(?)) and in the detectable cycle of related agricultural
festivals (see commentary on line 13).

Provenance. Ever since its Þrst publication, the calendar has been
attributed to the deme of Thorikos. In his masterly 1997 paper M.H.
Jameson noted, however, that the stone itself preserved no real refer-
ence to the deme or the demesmen and that the document could be
attributed to a larger regional grouping (1997, 193 n. 20, cf 183). Con-
sidering the broad scope of the calendar and its ostensibly local, per-
haps regional (cf. below commentary on Front 16Ð19), character, this
suggestion is attractive; nevertheless, it seems to be questionable con-
sidering the reference to the euthynai (front 12, cf. 52, 57Ð65). As Jameson
notes (ibid.), the office of euthynos is known at the state and deme levels
only. Since the present calendar is not likely to be a state document, it
is most likely a deme document. The Þndspot and the reference to the
hero Thorikos do suggest that the deme in question is indeed Thorikos.

Date. Daux dated the inscription to the Þrst half of the fourth cen-
tury B.C., perhaps 385Ð370, on paleographical and orthographical
grounds.28 A higher date was promoted by others on similar grounds,
namely letter forms29 and the Archaic dative plural in -ησι.30 The evi-
dence for a higher date is summed up by Mattingly 1990. DauxÕs date
was supported, however, by Threatte, suggesting 380Ð375, and taking
the dative plural bΗρω�νησι to be an intentional archaism used like com-
parable forms in the Athenian law on the Eleusinian mysteries, (Agora

XVI 56 (LSS 12)),31 where they appear to be quotations from the earlier
version of the law.32 The same (see immediately below) is not entirely
impossible here. One should note that the closest parallels, the local
calendars of Erchia (LSCG 18), the Marathonian Tetrapolis (LSCG 20),
Teithras (LSS 132), and the calendar from Eleusis (LSCG 7) all come
from the fourth century; their publication may have well been triggered
by the revisions to the state calendar (LGS II 15 A (IG I3 238)?; LSCG 16,

28 Daux 1983, 152; idem 1984a, 45 with n. 5.
29 440Ð430 B.C.: Lewis 1985, n. 3 (hand of this inscription is similar to that of IG I3

52). The thirties or twenties of the Þfth century B.C.: Jameson 1988, n. 7 on p. 115 (cf.
IG I3 256 bis), based on autopsy.

30 In bΗρω�νησι (lines 18, 30, 48, 51, Left Side 58); the normal ending until ca.
420 B.C.: Parker 1987, 138 n. 11.

31 Clinton 1980, 258Ð288.
32 Threatte, GAI II 51.0331 (p. 99).
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17; LSS 9, 10; SEG XLVII 71) carried out between 410 and 399.33 The
later date, which would set the present document in the same historical
context, may accordingly seem more attractive, and I am not entirely
convinced that the lettering precludes it.

The Entries on the Sides. Despite their fragmentary state, there is noth-
ing about the entries on the right side of the stone (Figs. 6Ð7) to suggest
that they are not simply additions to the main text, as Daux (1984a,
150) reasonably concluded. The entries on the left side and their rela-
tion to the main text are the real crux. Despite DauxÕs attempts (see
restorations), it is impossible to determine with any certainty to which
sections in the main text these entries might relate. It should be noted
that, unlike the additions on the right, those on the left do not start
at the beginning of a word, i.e. the name of a divinity, but rather in
the middle of words. In addition, the Þrst letters of these entries are
inscribed near the left margin of the left side,34 i.e. they appear to align
themselves to the back of the stone rather than to the front. The most
reasonable solution to this problem was pointed out to me by Kevin
Clinton. The back of the stone (Figure 4) shows clear traces of its later
use as a threshold. As practically none of the original Þnish survives,
it is impossible to say whether or not it was ever inscribed. If it was
inscribed, the entries on the left may belong together with a now lost
text originally inscribed on it. This explains their placement on the
stone (close to the back) and the fact that the Þrst words are truncated.
These words are simply continuations of words inscribed on the back.
It is impossible to connect them to the main text because the entries on
the left side do not relate to the main text at all. The exact contents of
the text on the back of the stone are a matter for further conjecture, but
so much can be said: for reasons which remain unknown, there was a
need to add words to this text. The right (our left) margin was naturally
used for this purpose. One notes that the additions, listing offerings,
recipients, and in the Þrst case, an occasion, the Pyanopsia, look like
typical entries in a sacriÞcial calendar. It may follow that the text on
the back was indeed a sacriÞcial calendar, just like the text on the front.
It is hard to avoid the conclusion that the texts, both written on the

33 Cf. Dow 1953Ð1957, 9; Parker 1996, 46; for the dates see P.J. Rhodes, ÔThe
Athenian Code of Laws, 410Ð399 B.C.,Õ JHS 111, 1991, esp. 88Ð89; on the relationships
between the deme and the state calendars see Mikalson 1977.

34 The exact size of the original margin is unknown because of the damage to the
back.
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same stele, were somehow related.35 Whatever the exact relationships
between them would have been, emulation of an older version might
account at least for the archaisms of the present text.

Front

Hecatombaion (Lines 1Ð9)

Lines 1–9
Restorations. Considering the size of the lacuna here and the fact that no
two sacriÞcial calendars are entirely identical, all of the more substan-
tial restorations suggested here, as reasonable as they may be, should be
taken as exempli gratia. VanderpoolÕs restoration of line 1 recalls headings
in the most substantial fragment of the Athenian state calendar, LSS 10
A 30 and in the Marathonian Tetrapolis calendar, LSCG 20 B 39.

Lines 3–4
For the =ριστ%ν cf. the calendar of Eleusis, LSCG 7.3Ð7, with Dow &
Healey 1965, 18. Despite the lacuna, and although DauxÕs restoration is
not secure enough to be admitted into the text, it seems reasonable that
the Ôone drachmaÕ speciÞed refers to the sum that was to be spent on
the meal; cf. Loomis 1998, 77. Contra: Whitehead 1986, 194 n. 101.

Line 5
The Proerosia. The Proerosia, the pre-ploughing offering, was connected
primarily to the cult of Demeter, although at Myrrhinus we Þnd Zeus
as a recipient.36 As Parker has shown,37 we are dealing here with an
old rural Attic rite, whose date38 and recipient (as we have just seen)

35 There are a few actual cases where two versions, both old and revised, of a sacred
law survived. The reasons for this might vary. Cf. esp. LSS 3 and LSS 12/Agora XVI 56;
IG II2 1365 and LSCG 55; CID 9 D (LSCG 77) and CID 9 bis.

36 IG II2 1183.32Ð33 τ:ι [δ� π�μπτ]|ει 1υ�τω τMν πληρ%σ8αν A δ)μαρ"%ς τ3[ι] Δι2 κτλ (
É on the Þfth the demarch shall sacriÞce the pre-ploughing offering to Zeus etc.). For
Demeter cf. IG I3 250 (LSS 18) A 8, 18, B 4; Libanius Decl. 13.1.46; Schol. in Arisitid.
55.24Ð56.5 Dindorf (105.18.16- Jebb); and perhaps LSCG 36.9. Cf. also the triad }ε@ς
pμ�ρι%ς (of rain), Δημ)τηρ πρ%ηρ%σ8α, Π%σειδ3ν (υτ�λμι%ς (nourishing) in Plutarch,
Septem sapientium convivium 158E and the 1ε%2 πρ%ηρ#σι%ι in Adversus Colotem 1119E and
Max. Tyr. 30 (24).4K. Τ�ν Δ8α in Lycurgus fr. 87 (84) (= Suda s.v. Πρ%ηρ%σ8α) seems to
be a corruption of some sort. On Zeus Polieus of line 13 see below.

37 1987, 141 and n. 39. Cf. also Mikalson 1977, 434; Dow and Healey 1965, 16Ð17;
Whitehead 1986, 197.

38 Hecatombaion here, Boedromion line 13. Both dates but especially the Þrst ap-
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may differ from one deme to another. It was not celebrated in central
Athens. The Athenians were invited to take part in pre-ploughing cele-
brations at Eleusis.39 The word itself can be found in at least four differ-
ent spelling variations40 with both feminine and neuter attested.41 The
mythological background is laid out in the Scholia to Aristophanes42

and Aristides43 and in the Suda:44 As the land was oppressed by hunger
or plague,45 the God, namely the Pythian Apollo,46 pronounced that a
remedy be granted, should the Athenians offer a pre-ploughing sacri-
Þce to Demeter47 on behalf of all the Greeks.

Daux (1983, 162Ð163) compared τMν πρηρ%[σ8αν] to τMν "λ%[�αν] (line
38) and developed a hypothesis that the dates of both these rites, mark-
ing the beginning of the fall and of the spring respectively, would
be decided upon by the demeÕs assembly each year according to the
weather. He understood both as temporal accusatives and translated
here accordingly Ôdans la journŽe dite Prerosia.Õ Considering the evi-
dence, this seems unnecessary, since the accusative τMν πρηρ%σ8αν is
used several times as a direct object.48 As has been noted, the sense here
might therefore be something like [1?ειν] τMν πρηρ%σ8αν [sc. 1υσ8αν]
plus recipient.49 Regarding the relationship between τMν πρηρ%σ8αν here
and πρ%ηρ#σια in line 13, we may perhaps assume with Parker (1987,

pear to be rather early for a pre-ploughing rite. Cf. Whitehead 1986, 197; Parker 1987,
141 and n. 39.

39 LSCG 7 A 6 with Dow and Healey 1965, 15 but see MikalsonÕs reservations
1975, 68. Cf. IG II2 1006.10, 79, 1028.28, 1029.16; [SEG XXI 467.6 ] (ephebic inscrip-
tions; bovine-lifting at Eleusis); Libanius Decl. 13.1.49; Schol. in Aristid. 55.24Ð56.5 D.
(105.18.16 J.).

40 πρ%ηρ-, πρηρ-/πληρ-, πρ%ηρεσ-.
41 See further Threatte, GAI I 40.021 (pp. 479Ð480); Parker 1987, 141 n. 39; Dow and

Healey 1965, 16Ð18.
42 Schol. in Ar. Eq. 725, Plut. 1054.
43 55.24Ð56.5 D. (105.181.6 J.), 340.31Ð341.2 D. (196.12.3 J.).
44 S.v. ε5ρεσι	νη.
45 λ%ιμ#ς: Schol. in Aristid., Suda. λιμ#ς/λ%ιμ#ς: Schol. in Ar.
46 Schol. in Ar. Eq. For this oracle see Fontenrose 1978, 294Ð295 Q79.
47 Demeter is not mentioned in Schol. in Ar. Eq. and in Schol. in Aristid. 340.31Ð

341.2 D. (196.12.3 J.).
48 πρ%ηρ%σ8αν: Lycurgus fr. 87 (84) (= Suda s.v. Πρ%ηρ%σ8α); Libanius Decl. 1.1.179,

13.1.49; Schol. in Aristid. 56.3Ð4 D. (105.18.15Ð16 J.), 341.1 D. (196.12.6 J.); Schol. in Ar.
Plut. 1054; τMν πληρ%σ8αν: IG II2 1183.33 (Myrrhinus; cited above n. 36).

49 Ô[to sacriÞce] the pre-ploughing offering [to (recipient)]Õ or, by a different analogy
to ll. 38Ð39, Ôto sacriÞce [a (an animal)] as the pre-ploughing offering [to (recipient)].Õ
See Parker 1987, 141 with n. 41; cf. Dunst 1977, 261; Labarbe 1977, note on line 13 p. 60.
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141 n. 39) a two-stage offering, or understand here a pre-ploughing-
offering and in line 13 the Prerosia, i.e. the festival, the word there being
a neuter plural comparable to Dionysia (line 31). As such, there is a
chance that it is an independent entry, not necessarily related to Zeus
Polieus.50 The position of the dicolon seems to support this.51

On the Proerosia see BrumÞeld 1981, 54Ð69; especially at Eleusis, cf.
Parke 1977, 73Ð75. Robertson 1996 includes comprehensive reference to
ancient sources and modern scholarship.

DauxÕs idea of successive agricultural rites52 was expanded by Parker
(1987, 141Ð142): as in LSS 18 (IG I3, Paiania), a series of rites celebrating
the life-cycle of the grain is evident in this calendar. After the Proerosia
in the fall, the appearance of green shoots would be marked by the
Chloia (line 38);53 then, forty days before the harvest, the blossom,
particularly of the grain, would be marked by the Antheia (line 44).
An intermediate celebration, occurring between the Chloia and the
Antheia, is attested in two demes.54 This is the Kalamaia, which would
mark the formation of the grainÕs stalk (καλ�μη).55

Line 6
Unfortunately, all occurrences of a Delphinion in this calendar are
uncertain as they rely on restorations, at times very tentative.56 They
seem, however, to make good sense.

Line 7
An altar with a dedication to Hecate, dated to the early Þfth century
B.C., was found in the Delphinion at Miletus.57 A priestess of Hecate

50 See Dunst 1977, 251, 261; Labarbe 1977, 60 n. 7; Daux 1983, 164; Parker loc. cit.,
but Whitehead 1986, 196; Scullion 1994, 88; Robertson 1996, 349Ð350; 356.

51 Though the position of the dicolon in this inscription is not entirely consistent; cf.
line 44 (and possibly in line 23 with commentary ad loc.).

52 Daux 1983, 162Ð163; cf. above.
53 This festival is, however, particularly difficult to date. Theoretically it should take

place in late winter-early spring with the greening of the Þelds. See BrumÞeld 1981,
132Ð136.

54 IG II2 949.9, Eleusis; LSCG 36.9, Piraeus. See Parker 1987, 142 n. 44; K. Clinton
LIMC VIII 663, s.v. Kalamites.

55 To support his argument Parker cites Theophrastus, Historia Plantarum, 8 2.4Ð7.
See 1987, 141 n 43.

56 Lines 10Ð11 .* .ν .τ|3ι σηκ3ι .π[αρ]� τ� [Δελ(8νι]% .ν and 63Ð64 π[αρ� τ� Δελ〈(8〉|ν]ι%ν.
This last one, postulating the omission of two letters, is especially problematic and was
rejected by Bingen 1991, 35 n. 31. Cf. also Whitehead 1986, 196.

57 The temple is later than the altar. The inscription: Milet I 3, 151Ð152 no. 129;
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is mentioned in the sacred law from Paiania, referred to above in
relation to the Proerosia.58 Apart from curse tablets, the other main
epigraphic evidence for the cult of Hecate in Attica comes from the
Erchian calendar, LSCG 18 B 7Ð13 (sacriÞces to Kourotrophos in the
[sanctuary] of Hecate and to Artemis Hecate).59

Line 8
If only for the lack of context, DauxÕs tentative restoration [μ]ην�ς
JΑτ) .ν[ησιν] cannot be admitted into the text.

Line 9
ÔFull-grownÕ is the common meaning of τ�λει%ς/τ�λε%ς when refer-
ring to animals. Nevertheless, it has another, generally speaking earlier
meaning, namely, Ôperfect/without blemish.Õ60 It is noteworthy that this
last meaning corresponds to the Hebrew ������ (tamim), Ôwithout blem-
ishÕ in sacriÞcial context.61 In sacred laws this sense may be expressed
by Aλ#κληρ%ς, referring to lack of physical imperfections in both victims
(LSCG 65.170; 85.1; [LSAM 42 B 6]) and priests (e.g. LSAM 5.10; Iscr.Cos

ED 145 A 5; 178 A 7; cf. Anaxandrides, Poleis, fr. 40.10 (PCG)). Τ�λει%ς is
used generally to distinguish between mature and young animals.62 The
precise age is not easy to Þgure out and is likely to have depended on
the type of the animal. See Ziehen 1939, 595Ð597.

It appears that the verbal adjective πρατ#ν (lines 11, 23Ð24, 26) ought
not to be taken as ÔsoldÕ (Rosivach 1994, 23 n. 40) but as Ôto be sold.Õ63

DGE 724; LSAG2 no. 34 (and p. 335). The altar: Yavis 1949, ¤53.1 p. 137. Cf. also LSAM
50.25Ð26, 28Ð29, 36Ð37.

58 LSS 18 (IG I3 250) A 33Ð34 (on which all restorations rely).
59 On the Hecataion at the Kerameikos see U. Knigge, Der Kerameikos von Athen: Führer

durch Ausgrabungen und Geschichte, Athens, 1988, 129Ð131; Travlos 1971, 302. On Hecate in
Attica cf. also E. Simon, AthMitt 100, 1985, 271Ð284. On the question of Hecate at
Eleusis see Clinton 1992, 116Ð120.

60 Hom. Il. 1.66, 24.34; LSJ s.v.
61 E. Ben Yehuda, Thesaurus Totius Hebraitatis, et Veteris et Recentioris, Berlin/New

York/London, [1908Ð1956] (in Hebrew) s.v. See (e.g.): Exod. 12:5 ����	 �
� ����� ����� �
! (a
one year old, unblemished male lamb): LXX πρ#�ατ%ν τ�λει ν =ρσεν *νια?σι%ν. Lev. 4:
28 (cf. 23) ���"�� ������� ��#$��  %���! (a she-goat, an unblemished female): LXX "8μαιραν *U
α5γ3ν, 1)λειαν ,μωμ ν (an unblemished female); on this example cf. S. Daniel, Recherches
sur le vocabulaire du culte dans le Septante (ƒtudes et Commentaires 61), Paris, 1966, 123Ð124
n. 18.

62 For some obvious examples see the sacriÞcial tariffs listed in Part I p. 59.
63 LSJ (and supplement) s.v. πρατ#ς. Cf. Daux 1983 and 1984a, translations. For

ParkerÕs arguments see 1987, 145.
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The whole victim would not be sold but rather what remains after
the godÕs portion is consecrated and perhaps after the priestÕs share
is removed.64 Interested buyers are likely to be found easily.65 Sale of
the meat of two victims is prescribed in the sacred law of the deme
Skambonidai, LSCG 10 C 17Ð22; LSAM 54 is more detailed; cf. also
SEG XLV 1508 A 23Ð25 with Part I p. 99 n. 517. See Berthiaume, 1982,
62Ð70.66

Metageitnion (Lines 10Ð12)

Line 10
The restoration of the monthÕs name here is attractive. It Þts the
context and appears to Þt the space. Nevertheless, strictly speaking, it
could be restored in one of the three preceding lines.

-ε.ς Καται0�της (the Descender).67 Places struck by lightning were
consecrated to Zeus Kataibates. They were considered *νηλ?σια or
sλ?σια, were enclosed, and became =�ατα (or =δυτα), i.e. not to be
entered.68 See e.g. IG II2 4964 from the Athenian Acropolis.69 Entrance
was obviously allowed on certain occasions: Artemidorus (2.9) notes
that ÔÉ the lightning renders insigniÞcant places signiÞcant through
establishment of altars and offering of sacriÞces, but, on the other hand,
it renders fertile places desolate and not to be entered (for no one likes
to linger in them)ÉÕ70 SacriÞcial activity in such enclosures is supported
by further evidence. Pausanias (5.14.10) mentions a fenced altar of Zeus

64 For the godÕs share see commentary on 27 A 12; for priestly prerogatives see
commentaries on 3.5 and 20.7. The victimÕs splanchna would probably be eaten as a
part of the ritual; see Ziehen 1939, 616Ð619; for the splanchna cf. commentary on 11.24
below.

65 Cf. Jameson 1988, 87Ð88.
66 Cf. M. Isenberg, ÔThe Sale of SacriÞcial Victims,Õ CP 70, 1975, 271Ð273; Part I

pp. 71Ð72.
67 See at length Nilsson GGR I3 71Ð73, 392; A.B. Cook, Zeus: A Study of Ancient Religion,

Cambridge, 1914Ð1940, II, 13Ð32; W.K. Pritchett, Pausanias Periegetes I, Amsterdam,
1998, 119Ð121. For references see Adler RE X, 2461Ð2462, s.v. Kataibates; Schwabl
1972, 322 (Parker 1987, 145). Cf. Hewitt 1909, 85; Burkert 1996, 28.

68 Etym. Magn. s.v. *νηλ?σια; Hesych. s.vv. *νηλ?σια and sλ?σι%ν; Suda s.v. sλ?σι%ν;
Pollux 9.41. On =δυτα see below commentary on 23 A 22.

69 Quoted in Part I p. 20. Cf. IG II2 4965 (=Syll.3 992). For =�ατ%ς σηκ#ς cf. Eur.
Bacch. 10Ð11 with E.R. DoddsÕ commentary (pp. 62Ð63, note on ll. 6Ð12). Cf. Hewitt
1909, 88.

70 Xσπερ %lν A κεραυν�ς τ� μ�ν =σημα τ3ν "ωρ8ων *π8σημα π%ιε0 δι� τ%@ς *νιδρυμ�-
ν%υς �ωμ%@ς κα2 τ�ς γιν%μ�νας *ν α7τ%0ς 1υσ8ας, τ� δ� π%λυτελ: "ωρ8α Nρημα κα2 =�ατα
π%ιε0 (%7δε2ς γ�ρ *ν α7τ%0ς *νδιατρ8�ειν Nτι 1�λει), %�τως κτλ.
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Kataibates at Olympia.71 LSS 30 prescribes a pentaeteric sacriÞce to
Zeus Kataibates.72 SacriÞce was, according to Clearchus,73 offered every
year in Tarentum on the day in which some infamous local residents
had been struck by lightning. The sacriÞces mentioned here and in line
25 are probably to be understood in a similar context.

House altars were also dedicated to Zeus Kataibates. One such altar
was found in Thera, bearing the inscription Δι�ς Κα|ται��τα.74

Line 12
b�ρκωμ#σι%ν (cf. line 52), Ôoath victim,Õ (Ôoath sacriÞceÕ in LSAM 13.28)
is used as a direct object of .π .α[ρ�]"εν; cf. Aρκω|μ#σια παρασ"ε0ν τ%0ς
π%λ8ταις Tit.Cal. no. 12.7Ð8. It should not be identiÞed with the b�ρκω-
μ#σι%ν mentioned in Plut. Thes. 27.5 as a place in Athens where oaths
were taken.75 See Whitehead 1986, 117.

From Pausanias (5.24.9Ð11), citing Iliad 19.266Ð268 where the pieces
of boar ßesh are thrown into the sea after the oath has been taken,
we learn that the ancient custom did not permit mortals to consume an
oath victim. There is accordingly good reason to think that oath victims
were usually destroyed rather than consumed. Interestingly enough, the
question whether or not to eat the victim did bother Pausanias in at
least one case: after describing (ibid.) an oath ceremony taken over
pieces of boarÕs ßesh at Olympia, he asserts that the ancient custom
forbade consumption of oath victims, admitting at the same time that
he had forgotten to ask what would be done with the meat after the
ceremony.76

For the euthynai see below commentary on lines 57Ð65.

71 τ%/ δ� Καται��τ%υ Δι�ς πρ%���ληται μ�ν παντα"#1εν πρ� τ%/ �ωμ%/ (ρ�γμα, Nστι
δ� πρ�ς τG3 �ωμG3 τG3 4π� τ:ς τ�(ρας τG3 μεγ�λGω (A fence runs around the altar of Zeus
Kataibates on all sides; it is near the great ash altar).

72 See Part I p. 70.
73 Fr. 48 Wehrli (= Athenaeus 12.522d).
74 Of Zeus Kataibates: IG XII 3 Suppl. 1360. On this and other house altars from

Thera see M.E. Wiencke, Greek Household Religion, Dissertation, Johns Hopkins, 1947,
126Ð128. Cf. Yavis 1949, ¤65.45Ð85 (pp. 174Ð175), ¤66.62 (p. 176), 175 n. 23.

75 So Dunst 1977, 252; followed by Osborne 1985, 78.
76 Cf. Burkert 1985, 252 with n. 19; Rosivach 1994, 24Ð25 n. 43. On Athenian

practice cf. Casabona 1966, 220Ð225 esp. 222Ð224. Boars are mentioned elsewhere as
oath victims. Cf. LSAM 30 B; Pausanias 4.15.18; Ar. Lys. (the boar and its blood are
represented by a jar full of Thasian wine). A triple offering of a bull, a boar, and a ram,
is mentioned in Xen. An. 2.2.9 and Demosthenes 23.68. On triple offerings cf. below,
commentary on line 41; on boars cf. below commentary on 5.37Ð38.
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Boedromion (Lines 13Ð24)

Line 13
For the Prerosia see above commentary on line 5.

Lines 13–15
Offerings to Zeus Polieus. On Zeus in his poliad capacity cf. below
commentary on 23 A 9. As we learn from Pausanias (1.24.4; cf. 1.28.10.),
Zeus Polieus had an altar on the Acropolis in Athens. In the Erchia
calendar Zeus Polieus receives sacriÞces on the Acropolis in the city
as well as on the local Acropolis (LSCG 18 Γ 15Ð18, 61Ð64). Dunst
(1977, 256) and Labarbe (1977, 60) may be right in suggesting that the
Zeus Polieus mentioned here was connected to the local acropolis at
Thorikos where sacriÞces to him would be offered.

Line 14
ΕΠΑΥΤ�ΜΕΝΑΣ:77 DauxÕs suggestion, *παϋτ%μ�νας,78 seems possible
but farfetched, considering the scanty to almost non-existent parallels.
His anonymous friendÕs suggestion to read *πJ Α7τ%μενας79 i.e. ÔatÕ or
Ôto (a place called) Automenai,Õ is attractive since it is comparable to
*π2 Σ%?νι%ν (line 19), *(J Bλ: (line 23), and *π2 Μυκην%ν (line 45; cf.
Right Side 4).80 Like Mykenos or Mykenon, the place is unknown. If this
interpretation is accepted, two different offerings should take place, as

77 Cf. below line 47.
78 I.e. mid. pple. < *παϋτ�ω Ôdes femmes acclamant le dieu;Õ cf. the vλ%λ?κτρια of

LSAM 12.25Ð26 (Part I p. 72) and LSCG 89.22.
79 The form may be better left unaccented: Daux 1983, 171Ð174; Scullion 1998, 116.
80 See Daux 1983, 171Ð174 for both the suggestion and DauxÕs objections. After

Daux see: For: Parker 1987, 145; Robertson 1996, 349Ð350. Against: Rosivach 1994,
28 n. 56; Scullion 1998, 116Ð117 (see below). Cf. Whitehead 1986, 194Ð196 n. 102,
349Ð350. ScullionÕs (1998, 116Ð119) *πJ α7τe% μ�νας (Ôstaying at the same placeÕ i.e. a
sanctuary: a way of requiring the sacriÞcial meat to be consumed on the spot) seems
improbable to me. I am not sure that his comparison with α7τe% in *U α7τe% <τ% in
the law from Selinus, below 27 B 5, is relevant. The syntax of the present document,
which, unlike that of the Selinuntine law, is quite straightforward, can hardly admit a
nominative here, and it is far from clear that α7τe% in *U α7τe% <τ% refers to a place (i.e. a
sanctuary: see commentary ad loc.). Furthermore, there is no assurance that ScullionÕs
etymology ÔSametown or SelftownÕ for the rejected Automenai is correct. The existence
of a similarly formed personal name, Α7τ%μ�νης, suggests that even if it were correct,
it would not be impossible. The name is fairly well documented in Attica. See s.vv. in
LGPN II 80; J.S. Traill, Persons of Ancient Athens IV, Toronto, 1995, 73Ð74. I am grateful
to the author of the latter work who pointed this out to me.
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Daux understood: one in the deme, the other in the speciÞed place.81

This may explain why two different piglets are speciÞed here. While the
second is to be wholly burnt, it is notable that neither the purpose nor
mode of sacriÞce is speciÞed for the Þrst. There is thus no particular
reason to assume that it too was burnt. On the contrary, like the
preceding sheep, it may very well have been eaten.82

Line 15
~νητ#ν: LabarbeÕs suggestion (1977, 60) that the speciÞed piglet was not
to be allocated from a domestic herd should be taken into account
though the exact signiÞcance of this speciÞcation remains obscure.

Lines 16–19
On Cephalus, an inhabitant of Thorikos, and his wife Procris, Erech-
theusÕ daughter83 (cf. perhaps below lines 54Ð57), see Labarbe 1977,
nos. 19Ð21; Kearns 1989, 177, 195. On Thorikos, the demeÕs somewhat
obscure eponymous hero84 and his heroines (cf. below lines 28Ð30),
see Labarbe 1977, nos. 12, 13, 2 A (for the accentuation of his name);
Kearns 1989, 169. On the heroines see further Parker 1987, 145. On the
custom of offering ÔtablesÕ to heroes see Gill 1991, 10, suggesting that
what is referred to by τρ�πε+α is not an actual table but food which was
offered on it.85

In his Rationes Centisimarum, Amsterdam, 1997, 203, S.D. Lambert
tentatively takes the present offering to Cephalus as an indication that
the location of the genos Cephalidae was in the area of Cephale and
Thorikos.86 This is particularily attractive since the two demes formed
the Þfth Athenian coastal trittys.87 On the other hand (Parker 1996, 300),
this genos might be associated with the sanctuary of Apollo at Daphne.

On the sanctuary of Poseidon at Sounion see J.S. Boersma, Athenian

Building Policy from 561/0 to 405/4 B.C., Groningen, 1970, 36Ð37, 142,

81 Cf. Scullion 1994, 88 n. 3. A possible trip to the place could, perhaps, account for
the need for an attendant and the provision of a meal.

82 In a forthcoming article K. Clinton shows that the assumption that piglets were
normally not meant to be eaten (Rosivach 1994, 15 with n. 19) is wrong.

83 Pherecydes FGrHist 3 F 34 (= Labarbe 1977, no. 19).
84 He is otherwise known only from Hesychius (s.v. Θ%ρικ#ς = Labarbe no. 12).
85 Cf. Labarbe 1977, 60.
86 I am grateful to the author for drawing my attention to this point.
87 J.S. Traill, The Political Organization of Attica: A Study of the Demes, Trittyes, and Phylai,

and Their Representation in the Athenian Council (Hesperia Suppl. 14), Map 1.
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195. For possible activities in this sanctuary cf. the unfortunately very
fragmentary IG I3 8 (Whitehead 1986, 196 n. 4).

As Parker noted (1987, 146), line 20 might be taken together with
line 19. It may be coincidental that Poseidon and Apollo are coupled
together below, lines 23Ð24.

Line 20
On Apollo and "8μαρ%ι see below commentary 16.2.

Lines 20–21
KourotrophosÕ prominent place in Athenian cult belies her mytholog-
ical obscurity.88 Perhaps an independent goddess at Þrst, she was later
subordinated to Ge and Demeter.89 According to the Suda, Erichtho-
nius was the Þrst to sacriÞce to Ge Kourotrophos on the Acropolis and
to establish an altar for her. He also instituted a custom that whoever
sacriÞces to some god offer a preliminary sacriÞce to Kourotrophos.90

Daux suggested that the six piglet sacriÞces to her at Erchia are indeed
preliminary;91 Dunst assumed the same for the three piglet sacriÞces in
this calendar (here, lines 22, 41Ð42).

Line 21
Demeter had a special connection to Thorikos. In the Homeric hymn
to Demeter (line 126) the disguised goddess names it as the landing
place of the pirates who brought her from Crete, as she talks to CeleusÕ
daughters. Remains of a building, which some have identiÞed as a
temple of Demeter and Kore, were discovered at Thorikos92 and a

88 As noted by Burkert 1985, 244. In general see Th. Hadzisteliou-Price, Kourotrophos:
Cults and Representations of the Greek Nursing Deities, Leiden, 1978.

89 Nilsson GGR I3 457 with notes and cf. Hesych. s.v. Κ%υρ%τρ#(%ς. See, however,
Hadzisteliou-Price, Kourotrophos, esp. 107Ð112.

90 Suda s.v. Κ%υρ%τρ#(%ς γ:: τα?τCη δ� 1/σα8 (ασι πρ3τ%ν JΕρι"1#νι%ν *ν 4κρ%π#λει
κα2 �ωμ�ν �δρ?σασ1αι, É καταστ:σαι δ� ν#μιμ%ν τ%@ς 1?%ντ�ς τινι 1εG3, τα?τCη πρ%1?ειν.

91 In his edition of the Erchian calendar, BCH 87, 1963, 631.
92 On the temple see H.F. Mussche Thorikos 2, 1964, 73Ð74; J.S. Boersma, Athe-

nian Building Policy from 561/0 to 405/4 B.C., Groningen, 1970, esp. 78Ð81, 137, 188;
N.R. Richardson, The Homeric Hymn to Demeter, Oxford, 1974, 188Ð189. On Demeter
here see also Dunst 1977, 254Ð255. Parts of the building, including a cult statue of a
Demeter type are supposed to have been reused in the Þrst century A.D. in a temple on
the southeast corner of the Athenian Agora (see H.A. Thompson and R.E. Wycherley
Agora XIV 167). Cf., however, M.M. Miles in Agora XXXI 49 n. 35.
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boundary stone of their temenos was found in the vicinity of the deme.93

The Thorikian building is of unusual design. According to H. Mussche
(Thorikos II 74), its exact function remains unknown.

Line 22
Protection of a household was one major duty of Zeus as a house god,
referred to in this case as Zeus Herkeios (of the courtyard). SacriÞce
to him on an altar in the houseÕs courtyard is evident already in
Homer.94 According to the Aristotelian Athenaion Politeia (55.3), at the
dokimasia of the nine archons in Athens a candidate was required to
answer several formulaic questions including É ε5 Nστιν α7τG3 JΑπ#λλων
ΠατρG3%ς κα2 }ε@ς bΕρκε0%ς, κα2 π%/ τα/τα τ� �ερ� *στιν.95 Harpocration
says that both Hyperides, in a speech whose authenticity he doubts, and
Demetrius have shown that those who had a Zeus Herkeios had a share
in citizenship.96 On Zeus Herkeios see further M.E. Wiencke, Greek

Household Religion, Dissertation, Johns Hopkins, 1947, 129Ð148; Nilsson
GGR I3 403. On the possible connection between him and Demeter see
Dunst 1977, 254; cf. Parker 1987, 146. Demeter and Zeus Herkeios are
mentioned together in LSS 10 A 61Ð62.

Line 23
A cult of a ÔHero at the Salt WorksÕ is evident in LSS 19.37Ð38, 53Ð54,
85 cf. 17 and Ferguson 1938, no. 2.36.97 Cf. Nilsson GGR I3 188. On the
Salt Works see Ferguson 1938, 54Ð55. The location of the present Salt
Works is unknown, and it is difficult to say which sacriÞce or sacriÞces
were offered there. Athena should probably be counted out; otherwise
it is difficult to understand why the entire entry was not erased, location
included.98 Poseidon seems a logical recipient.99 While the placement of

93 IG II2 2600 h#ρ%ς τεμ�ν%υς τ%0ν 1ε%0ν.
94 Most notably Od. 22.333Ð336.
95 Whether he had an Apollo Patroos (ancestral) and a Zeus Herkeios and where.

Cf. Harpocration s.v. bΕρκε0%ς }ε?ς. See P.J. Rhodes, A Commentary on the Aristotelian
Athenaion Politeia, Oxford, 1981, 617Ð618; cf. Parker 1996, 6.

96 Harpocration s.v. bΕρκε0%ς }ε?ς = Hyperides F 94 J; Demetrius of Phalerum
FGrHist 228 F 6.

97 LSS 19 (The accord of the Salaminians) = Agora XIX L 4a; Ferguson 1938, no. 2
= Agora XIX L 4b.

98 One notes that the mode of erasure is very peculiar; cf. Daux 1983, 164Ð165.
99 So Parker 1987 in his translation (p. 144); cf. however ibid. 146 (considering

Athena).
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the dicolon may preclude this (cf. line 19), the use of the dicolon in this
inscription is somewhat inconsistent.100

Pyanopsion (Lines 25Ð27)

Lines 25–27
As Parker noted (1987, 146), punctuation is rather elusive in this section.
This might be ascribed to an error of the scribe or his copy, but
alternatives should be considered. DauxÕs suggestion (1983, 156Ð157,
166Ð167) that the Þrst entry on the left side belongs together with line
27 makes little sense. It is hard to see why the addition was written
on the left side and at such a distance, and it is not clear why the
ω at the end of DauxÕs restored line 27 (Π[%σειδ3]) is repeated at the
beginning of the Þrst entry on the left side (-ωνι).101 It is possible to
place a semicolon after τ�λε%ν in line 27 and take Πυαν%ψ8%ις together
with the last word at the lost end of this line. This, however, creates a
new problem, since the space of seven letters (including the preserved
Π) seems hardly sufficient for both an offering and its recipient (cf.
Parker 1987, 146). It is still not entirely unthinkable that a special kind of
offering was prescribed here but any restoration depends on a correct
understanding of a postulated ritual.102 It might, therefore, be advisable
to leave the semicolon at the end of line 26. In this case line 27 would be
taken independently. DunstÕs π[ρατ#ν], (supported by Parker) is possible,
although it requires one space to have been left empty at the end of line
27, and, if the recipent is Neanias, creates an awkward word order. It
should also be pointed out that the festival of the Pyanopsia was held in
Athens on 7 Pyanopsion.103 If line 27 is taken independently, a distorted
order of offerings has to be understood, unless (Parker 1987, 142, 146)
these are local Pyanopsia, celebrated after the city festival. Considering
the local Prerosia (lines 5Ð6), the local Plynteria (52Ð53), and perhaps
the Hieros Gamos (line 32), this might be possible.

Line 25
On Zeus Kataibates see above commentary on line 10.

100 Cf. above n. 51. It is equally difficult to say whether the sacriÞce to Apollo was
also to be offered at the Salt Works.

101 For a possible solution see discussion above pp. 125Ð126.
102 For example, π[ρ#1υμα] Þts the space nicely but does not appear to make any

clear sense.
103 Mikalson 1975, 69Ð70.
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Line 27
Neanias receives a rather signiÞcant triple offering104 of a bovine, a
sheep, and a piglet in the calendar of the Marathonian Tetrapolis,
LSCG 20 B 21,105 in Mounichion. A [heroon] of Neanias is mentioned in
Agora XIX L6.141. The location of this possible sanctuary is unknown.106

Some have preferred to see in this heroÕs name (ÔYouthÕ) not a real
name but rather a generic title comparable to Kore.107

Lines 28–30
For Thorikos see commentary on lines 16Ð19. In the fourth-century
calendars of the Marathonian Tetrapolis (LSCG 20 A 40; B 6, 9, 20, 35,
43, 56) and of the genos Salaminioi (LSS 19.85; 363/2 B.C.), bovines
are valued at 90 and 70 drachmas respectively. The lower price here
(and in lines 54Ð56) might advocate a Þfth-century date for the present
calendar. But the strict limit put on the price here is noteworthy, and a
less expensive animal may simply be required. The two bovines lacking
their age marking teeth108 in the state calendar (LSS 10 A 50Ð51; 403Ð
399 B.C.) cost 50 drachmas.109 One notes that price tags are attached
in the present calendar only to animals offered to local heroes, namely
Thorikos and the couple Cephalus and Procris (lines 54Ð57).110

Posideion (Line 31)

Line 31
The reference is obviously to the so-called Rural Dionysia which the
Attic demes held on various dates in Posideion.111 The lack of offerings
in this month can be explained by a concentration of the sacriÞcial
activity around the festival (cf. Daux 1983, 164)112 which appears to

104 Cf. below commentary on line 41.
105 Parker 1987, 146. Nevertheless, making him a brother of Oinoe (comm. ad loc.)

appears to be a result of an incorrect reading of Pausanias 1.33.8, as Parker (ibid.) has
shown.

106 But see M.B. WalbankÕs commentary in Hesperia 52 1983, 122Ð123; cf. Parker 1987,
146.

107 Roscher Lex. s.v.; cf. Kearns 1989, 188; on Neanias here cf. also C. Calame, Thésé
et l’imaginaire athénien: Légende et culte en Grèce antique2, Lausanne, 1996, 320.

108 See below commentary on line 34.
109 For animal prices in Athenian sacriÞcial calendars see van Straten 1995, 175Ð186.
110 For the couple see commentary on lines 16Ð19.
111 See Whitehead 1986, 213 for attestions at Brauron and Salamis.
112 This festival could have been dealt with in a different document.
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have included a sacriÞcial procession.113 At Thorikos one would like, if
not to make the local theater a destination of some such procession,
to regard it as a center of activities for the festival, at least in the
Classical period. The original structure of this unusually shaped theater
(oval rather than round) goes back to the late sixth century B.C. Stone
benches were constructed in works undertaken in the middle of the Þfth
century, during which a small temple of Dionysus and an altar appear
to have been added.114 The seating space was further expanded around
the middle of the fourth century with the addition of the upper koilon,
enabling the theater to accommodate a considerable crowd.115

Gamelion

Line 32
The festival of the Hieros Gamos was held in GamelionÑwhich is
clear from the reference hereÑcelebrating the marriage of Zeus and
Hera and, through it, marriage itself.116 It appears to have been held
on 27 Gamelion,117 a day on which sacriÞces are offered in the Erchian
calendar (LSCG 18) to Kourotrophos (in the sanctuary of Hera) and
Hera (Β 32Ð39), and to Zeus Teleios (in the sanctuary of Hera: Γ 38Ð
41).118 All of these sacriÞces are local, to be performed in the deme
itself. This festival may be matched with the Theogamia,119 a festival
which, as Deubner suggested (1932, 177Ð178), should be further equated
with the Gamelia, from which the monthÕs name, Gamelion, had been
derived. From Hesychius we learn that the month of Gamelion was

113 A. Pickard-Cambridge, The Dramatic Festivals of Athens2, Oxford, 1988, 42Ð55, 361;
Whitehead 1986, 212Ð222. For a comparable procession at Eleusis cf. Clinton 1992,
124Ð125.

114 The temple is somewhat difficult to date; see T. Hackens, Thorikos 3, 1965, 93, 95;
H.F. Mussche, Thorikos: A Guide to the Excavations, Brussels, 1974, 41. The temple might
perhaps be identiÞed with the Δι%ν?σι%ν mentioned in Agora XIX P29.15 (Labarbe 1977,
no. 40; SEG XXVIII 130) with M. CrosbyÕs note ad loc. Hesperia 19, 1950, 266.

115 Hackens, Thorikos 1, 1963, esp. 113Ð118; 3, 1965, 75Ð69, esp. 94Ð96 with plan V;
Mussche ibid. 29Ð41; Travlos 1989, 430Ð431; cf. Pickard-Cambridge, Dramatic Festivals2,
52Ð53; Whitehead 1986, 219Ð220.

116 Hesychius s.v. bΙερ�ς γ�μ%ς6 a%ρτM Δι�ς κα2 dΗρας; (cf. Photius, Etym. Magn. s.v.
bΙερ�ν γ�μ%ν); Lex. Rhet. Cant. s.v. bΙερ�ς γ�μ%ς6 %� γαμ%/ντες π%ι%/σι τG3 Δι2 κα2 τC: dΗρHα
�ερ%@ς γ�μ%υς (Those who get married celebrate Sacred marriage to Zeus and to Hera).

117 Menander fr. 225 PCG.
118 Mikalson 1975, 107Ð108.
119 Cf. Schol. Hes. Op. 782Ð784.
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sacred to Hera.120 A piglet is offered to Zeus Heraios in this month
in the oldest surviving Athenian calendar.121 See A. Avagianou, Sacred

Marriage in the Rituals of Greek Religion, Bern-New York, 1991, esp. 19Ð21,
27Ð36.

As Parker noted, considering the Erchian evidence (above), where
local sacriÞces are offered on the day of the Hieros Gamos to related
deities, there may be reason to believe that this festival was celebrated
locally at Thorikos.122

Anthesterion (Lines 33Ð35)

Lines 33–34
For the Athenians, Anthesterion 12 marked the date of the central
part of the Anthesteria, namely, the Choes. This is well illustrated by
Harpocration s.v. �#ες:

a%ρτ) τις �ν παρ’ JΑ1ηνα8%ις 4γ%μ�νη JΑν1εστηρι3ν%ς δωδεκ�τCη. (ησ2 δ�
JΑπ%λλ#δωρ%ς JΑν1εστ)ρια μ�ν καλε0σ1αι κ%ιν3ς τMν Oλην a%ρτMν Δι%ν?σGω
4γ%μ�νην, κατ� μ�ρ%ς δ� Πι1%8για, �#ας, �?τρ%υς.

Choes . . .This was a festival in Athens, held on twelve Anthesterion.
Apollodorus (FGrHist 244 F 133) says that the festival, which was cele-
brated for Dionysus, is jointly called Anthesteria as a whole, but Pithoi-
gia, Choes, and Chytroi in parts.123

The Choes appear to have focused on private symposia, involving
drinking contests.124 ParkerÕs suggestion that the sacriÞce here could be
a local, official, minor-scale contribution, prompting the demesmenÕs
private activities, is attractive.125

For goat sacriÞce to Dionysus cf. α<U (goat): LSCG 18 Δ 35Ð36;
[177.27]; Nρι(%ς (kid): LSCG 18 Α 17Ð18(?); 18 Γ 44Ð47; 141.3Ð4; 151 A 45,
57Ð58, 62; τρ�γ%ς (he-goat): LSS 104.3Ð5 (τρ�γ%ς πρατ)νι%ς (yearling));

120 S.v. Γαμηλι	ν6 A 〈+w〉 τ3ν μην3ν, τ:ς dΗρας �ερ#ς.
121 LSCG 1. 20Ð21 (IG I3 234) [- - -Δ]|.ι2 : Hερα8%ι : "%[0ρ%ς - - -].
122 Parker 1987, 142 with reference to F. Salviat BCH 88, 1964, 647Ð654 who discusses

the Erchian evidence.
123 R. Hamilton, Anthesteria and Choes: Athenian Iconography and Ritual, Ann Arbor, 1992,

T57. Cf. Suda s.v. (Hamilton ibid. T11), Schol. Ar. Ach. (Hamilton T12). The three
parts of the Anthesteria are usually considered to have been held consecutively on the
eleventh, twelfth, and thirteenth of Anthesterion. Hamilton ibid. 42Ð50 suggested that
the Choes and the Chytroi were held on the same day.

124 Perhaps generated by a public one: Hamilton ibid. 14, cf. 118.
125 Parker 1987, 142. This does not preclude HenrichsÕ suggestion (1990, 263) that,

while some Thorikians may have celebrated the Choes at home, others could attend
events elsewhere. In general see Hamilton ibid. 9Ð33, 113Ð121.
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cf. LSCG 90.4; "8μαρ%ς ((young) he-goat): LSCG 96.27. For a review
of the relevant literary evidence see W. Richter RE X A 423Ð424, s.v.
Ziege.

Line 34
The adjective λειπ%γν	μων appears to be used as an age indicator,
referring to an animal lacking its age-marking teeth, the γν	μ%νες.
Theoretically, the animal could be either (1) a newborn whose γν	μ%νες
have not yet appeared, or (2) a mature animal which has already
lost them. Such an animal is qualiÞed as τ�λει%ς by the Etymologicum

Magnum (s.v. =�%λ%ς) and Eustathius (1404.59Ð62). H. Hansen (GRBS,
14, 1973, 325Ð332) advances the Þrst possibility, Rosivach (1994, 148Ð
153) the second, asserting that the adjective refers to an old animal,
past its prime, older than τ�λει%ς. RosivachÕs argument is in and of
itself convincing, but a requirement to sacriÞce animals past their prime
seems peculiar.126 The spelling λειπε- may be ascribed to a scribal error
(cf. λειπ%- in line 43; see above Restorations).

The Color of Victims. The color of victims is occasionally speciÞed
in sacred laws.127 The signiÞcance of this speciÞcation is not always
easy to grasp. For a general discussion of the evidence see Stengel
1920, 151Ð152 and Opferbräuche der Griechen, Leipzig and Berlin, 1910,
187Ð190.128 Although an ancient distinction between ÔChthonianÕ deities
who receive dark-colored victims and ÔOlympianÕ or ÔheavenlyÕ deities
who receive light-colored ones should be taken into account, it is not
always very helpful.129 On the one hand, in Iliad 3.103Ð104, before the
duel of Paris and Priam, a white ram is to be sacriÞced to the sun
and a black ewe to the earth. On the other hand, Poseidon receives a

126 Particularly considering requirements concerning the quality of sacriÞcial victims.
On this point cf. above commentary on line 7; below commentary on 26.31Ð32.

127 E.g. LSCG 20 B 18; 96.6, 9; 142.4Ð7; LSS 97.2Ð4; 115 A 7; LSAM 41.6; below 26.28;
cf. below lines 45Ð46.

128 Cf. Rosivach 1994, 16 n. 24.
129 See Porphyry De philosophia ex oraculis haurienda F. 314.27 Smith (p. 361; p. 114

Wolff = Eusebius Praeparatio Evangelica 4.9.2): (αιδρ� μ�ν %7ραν8%ις, "1%ν8%ις δJ *ναλ8γκια
"ρ%ιC: (Bright (colored) to heavenly (gods), but to earthly ones (victims) of a like color).
The locus classicus appears to be Arnobius Advesus Nationes 7.19: Quia superis diis,
inquit, atque omnium dexteritate pollentibus color laetus acceptus est ac felix hilaritate
candoris, at vero diis laevis sedesque habitantibus inferas color furvus est gratior et
tristibus suffectus e fucis (Because, he said, to the heavenly gods, the skilfully all-
powerful, bright color is acceptable and favorable in cheerfulness of luster, but to the
unpropitious gods, inhabiting the nether parts, a dark and the red-stained color is more
pleasing). Cf. Schol. Hom. Il. 3(Γ) 103, 23 (Ψ) 30a.



seg xxxiii 147 141

hecatomb of black bulls in Od. 3.6, a red ((%0νιU: or ÔtawnyÕ cf. Schol.)
herd of bulls in Pindar Pyth. 4.205 (365), and a white ram and lamb
in LSCG 96.6, 9. Whereas here (and more securely in line 46) tawny
(πυρρ#ς) is an alternative to black, thus marking the recipient, Dionysus,
as Ôchthonian,Õ in LSS 97.2Ð4 Helius receives twice an ox, Ôeither white
or tawny (πυρρ#ς),Õ the white alternative marking him as ÔOlympian.Õ If
something should be salvaged from the ancient generalizing statements,
it may be that the choice of color is not inßuenced merely by a classiÞ-
cation of a deity as ÔchthonianÕ or ÔOlympianÕ but by particular qualities
and the associations which this or that deity assumes in a speciÞc cultic
context.

Lines 34–35
Zeus Meilichios and the Diasia. Much of our knowledge about the Diasia
depends on a passage in Thucydides (1.126.6), as supplemented by an
entry in the Erchian calendar, LSCG 18 A 37Ð43, discussed by Jameson
1965, 164Ð165.130 The festival appears to have been celebrated centrally
at Agrai on 23 Anthesterion.131 Many people attended, celebrating,
or so it seems, with their families, offering their sacriÞces, be these
sacriÞcial animals or not; it may be that others celebrated elsewhere
with their families. The entry in the Erchian calendar suggests (*ν |
=στει *ν fΑγρας lines 38Ð39) that the deme of Erchia contributed a
victim to the event at Agrai. Parker 1987, 140 inferred that other
demes acted similarly and that the offering here could represent some
such local contribution to the central celebration.132 A geographical
designation for the offering might, however, be expected in this case.
On the Diasia see Deubner 1932, 155Ð157; on Zeus Meilichios and

130 Thuc. 1.126.6: Nστι γ�ρ κα2 JΑ1ηνα8%ις Δι�σια L καλε0ται Δι�ς a%ρτM Μειλι"8%υ
μεγ8στη NUω τ:ς π#λεως, *ν CI πανδημε2 1?%υσι π%λλ%2 %7" �ερε0α 4λλ� 1?ματα *πι"	ρια
(For the Athenians have a very great festival, called the Diasia, outside of the city,
in which many sacriÞce communally not sacriÞcial victims but local(? or: ancestral,
customary offerings?). The 1?ματα *πι"	ρια are said in the Scholia to be pastries
shaped into the forms of animals (τιν� π�μματα ε5ς +	ων μ%ρ(�ς τετυπωμ�να), which,
by analogy to Herodotus 2.47, are assumed to have been offered by the poor instead
of animals. See Jameson 1965, 165Ð166. LSCG 18 Α 37Ð43: JΑν1εστηρι3ν%ς, Διασ8%ις,
*ν | =στει *ν fΑγρας, | Δι2 Μιλι"8ωι, | %gς, νη(�λι%ς | μ�"ρι σπλ�γ"|[ν]ων, Δ (In
Anthesterion, at the Diasia, in the city, at Agrai, to Zeus Meilichios, a sheep, wineless
until (the roasting of) the splanchna, 12 drachmas).

131 Schol. Ar. Nub. 408: Δι�σια a%ρτM JΑ1)νησι Μειλι"8%υ Δι#ς6 =γεται μην�ς JΑν1εστη-
ρι3ν%ς ηw (18ν%ντ%ς (The Diasia is a festival of Zeus Meilichios at Athens. It is held on
the 23rd of Anthesterion): Mikalson 1975, 117.

132 Cf. Jameson 1965, 165.
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the Diasia and ThucydidesÕ account see further Jameson 1965, 165Ð
167; more particularly on Zeus Meilichios see Jameson, Jordan, and
Kotanski 1993, 81Ð103 esp. 92Ð96. In Athens see also Jameson 1997,
173.133

Elaphebolion (Lines 36Ð39)

Lines 36–37
ParkerÕs 1984 objections to DauxÕs Ηρακλε0 δ�[μαλιν, %gν] seem valid: a
δ�μαλις is not mentioned elsewhere in this document (but cf. Restorations

line 7), and heroes appear to receive only one victim. On the cult of
the Heraclidae in Attica see ibid. and Kearns 1989, 166Ð167. Both the
Heraclidae and Alcmene had a cult at Aixone where Alcmene shared a
priestess with Hebe at the latterÕs sanctuary.134 Alcmene also receives
a sheep in LSS 19.84; otherwise she does not appear to have been
particularly popular in Attica.

Lines 37–38
The fΑνακε are the Dioscuri, Castor and Pollux. This makes DunstÕs
restoration of their sisterÕs name, [bΕλ�]νηι, quite plausible. On the
Dioscuri in Attica see Kearns 1989, 148Ð149; Mikalson 1998, 225;135 on
their festival, the Anakeia, about which next to nothing is known, see
Deubner 1932, 216. On Helen, not a particularly prominent cult Þgure
in Attica, see Parker 1987, 139;136 Kearns ibid. 158. On the Dioscuri and
Helen in general see J. Larson, Greek Heroine Cults, Madison/London
1995, 69Ð70.

Lines 38–39
A pregnant ewe offering to Demeter (cf. below, line 46). With almost
no exceptions, sacriÞces of pregnant animals are offered in sacred laws
to divinities which are most readily affiliated with fertility, perhaps not
surprisingly.137 In LSCG 96.16 a pregnant sow is explicitly said to be

133 Cf. commentary on 27 A below.
134 IG II2 1199.22Ð25.
135 Cf. Dunst 1977, 254
136 With note 22 for a sacriÞce to her and to the Anakes.
137 One notes the following: Pregnant ewe: LSCG 18 E 19Ð20: to Ge; 20 A 28:

(recipient missing), B 12: to Daeira; 146.3: to Demeter(?); 151 A 60: to Demeter; LSS
95.4Ð5: to the Demeters (Demeter and Kore); cf. LSS 19.92: to Athena Skiras. Pregnant
sow: LSCG 20 A 43 (recipient missing), B 48Ð49 two victims: to Demeter Eleusinia and
Demeter Chloe; 96.11Ð13: to Demeter Chloe, 16: to Demeter for the crop; LSCG 65.33,
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offered to Demeter Tπ�ρ καρπ%/ (for the crop).138 See on this subject
Clinton forthcoming.

τMν "λ%[�αν]:139 As with τMν πρηρ%[σ8αν] (line 5), Daux (1983, 167)
understood τMν "λ%[�αν] here to be a temporal accusative, meaning
Ôdans le jour dit Chloia.Õ But, as has been said above, τMν πρηρ%[σ8αν]
could rather refer to an offering and it may be better to understand
with Parker140 ÔTo Demeter, as the Chloia offering, a pregnant ewe.Õ
The same principle should probably be applied to =ν1ειαν (line 44), an
offering which would relate to the Antheia; the syntax in this case still
seems somewhat awkward. On the Chloia see BrumÞeld 1981, 132Ð138;
cf. Deubner 1932, 67.

Mounichion (Lines 40Ð46)

Line 40
The offering to Artemis Mounichia should probably be connected to
the Mounichia, a festival in honor of Artemis held on 16 Mounichion
which, as we learn from Plutarch, also marked the Greek victory at
Salamis.141 For a collection and a study of the literary evidence, in
relation to the sanctuary of Artemis Mounichia see L. Palaiokrassa, Τ�
ιερ� τ2ς Αρτ�μιδ ς Μ υνι4�ας, Athens, 1991, esp. 24Ð41, 90Ð96.

Line 41
Sanctuaries of the Pythian Apollo are attested in several places in
Attica.142 It may thus be reasonable to assume (Parker 1987, 146) that
one existed at Thorikos as well. The preposition *ς seems, however, to
imply that the victim is to be sent to a sanctuary of the Pythian Apollo
and sending makes better sense if the sanctuary is outside the deme.

68: to Demeter; LSS 87 A 3Ð4 [B 2]: [to Demeter]. Pregnant cow: LSCG 20 B 9: to Ge.
The possible exception is the pregnant ewe offered to Athena Polias in LSCG 151 A 56.

138 Line 25 speciÞes another offering for the crops, this time a black sheep for Zeus
Chthonios and Ge Chthonia.

139 See discussion above, commentary on line 5.
140 1987, 145, cf. 141 n. 41.
141 Plut. Mor. 349F: τMν δ’ Wκτην *π2 δ�κα τ%/ Μ%υνι"ι3ν%ς JΑρτ�μιδι κα1ι�ρωσαν, *ν

CI τ%0ς dΕλλησι περ2 Σαλαμ0να νικ3σιν *π�λαμψεν > 1ε�ς πανσ�λην%ς ((The Athenians)
dedicated the sixteenth to Artemis Mounichia, a date on which the goddess had shone
forth as a full moon upon the Greeks who were winning around Salamis). Cf. Mikalson
1975, 143Ð144.

142 See E. Meier RE XXII 552Ð562, s.v. Pythion; Travlos 1970, 91 with Þg. 540 (north
slope of the Acropolis; disputed), 10Ð103, 578 with Þg. 379 (near the Ilissus); 1989, 177
(Daphne).
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The destination may or may not be the sanctuary at Daphne (suggested
by Labarbe 1977, 62 n. 27) which is said to have been founded by the
descendants of Cephalus (on whose Thorikian connections see above,
commentary on lines 18Ð19).

The spelling τρ8ττ%α for τρ8ττ%ια is attested in LSCG 4.5.143 The word,
referring to an offering of three victims, appears in Attic sacred laws
in an Eleusinian context,144 modiÞed by the adjective �#αρ"%ς (i.e. a
sacriÞce of three animals, headed by a bovine). Testimonies regarding
the exact meaning of the word and the particular animals that would be
offered are confusing.145 The choice of animals may have been dictated
by the cultic context. See L. Ziehen RE VII A 1, 328Ð330, s.v. Τρ8ττ%ια.
Even if the restoration is correct, the signiÞcance of this offering here
seems obscure.146

Lines 41–44
On Kourotrophos see above commentary on lines 20Ð21. Cult of Leto
seems to be attested in LSS 125.2 though not according to SokolowskiÕs
restoration of the text. For a better text see S.D. Lambert, The Phratries

of Attica2, Ann Arbor, 1998, T 4. For λειπ%γν	[μ%να] see above com-
mentary on line 34. On =ν1ειαν see above commentary on lines 5 and
38Ð39.

Line 44–45
DauxÕs Φιλ[ων8δι] is supported by the fact that Philonis is mentioned
by Conon147 as a native of Thorikos, being the daughter of Heospho-
ros and Kleoboia and the mother of Philammon. Nevertheless, Phere-
cydes148 makes her an inhabitant of Parnassus, the daughter of Deion,

143 LSJ s.v. τριττ?α; cf. Threatte, GAI I 17.0216 (p. 326).
144 LSCG 4.5; 5.37.
145 E.g, Etym. Magn. (cf. Photius) s.v. τριττ?αν6 1υσ8αν. Καλλ8μα"%ς μ�ν τMν *κ κρι%/

κα2 τα?ρ%υ κα2 κ�πρ%υ6 fΙστρ%ς δ� *κ �%3ν, α5γ3ν, T3ν 4ρσ�νων, π�ντων τριετ3ν (A
SacriÞce. As Callimachus (fr. 578) says, of a ram, a bull, and a boar; as Istros (FGH I
423 fr. 34), of bovines, goats, and pigs, all three years old). Eustathius 1676.30 JΙστ�%ν δ�
Oτι > τ%ια?τη 1υσ8α τριττ?α λ�γεται παρ� τ%0ς παλαι%0ς, %� τριττ?αν Nλεγ%ν τMν *κ τρι3ν
+	ων 1υσ8αν, %y%ν δ?% μ)λων κα2 �%#ς, zς JΕπ8"αρμ%ς, V �%�ς κα2 α5γ�ς κα2 πρ%��τ%υ,
V κ�πρ%υ κα2 κρι%/ κα2 τα?ρ%υ (It should be known that such an offering was called a
trittya among the ancients; who referred to a trittya as a sacriÞce of three animals, such
as two sheep and a bovine, according to Epicharmus, or a bovine, a goat, and a sheep,
or a boar, a ram, and a bull).

146 But cf. Labarbe 1977, 62 n. 27.
147 FGrHist 26 F 1.7; Labarbe 1977, no. 14.
148 FGrHist 3 F 120 and see JacobyÕs commentary.
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and the mother of Philammon from Apollo and of Autolycus from Her-
mes.149 See M.C. van der Kolf RE XX 1, 74Ð75, s.v. Philonis; Parker
1987, 146; Kearns 1989, 203.

Line 45
The location of Μυκην%ς or Μυκην%ν is unknown and the form is better
left unaccented.

Line 46
On the color of the victim see above commentary on line 34.

Thargelion (Lines 47Ð51)

Line 47
ΕΠΑΥΤ�ΜΕΝΑΣ: see above commentary on line 14.

Lines 48–51
On this passage see Kearns 1989, 37. As has been noted, Sosineos (line
50) could have something to do with seafaring, as his name suggests
(σ	+ω+να/ς). See Parker 1987, 147; Kearns 1989, 37, 199. Nothing
signiÞcant is known about Hyperpedios, Thras[- - -], Rhogios, and
Pylo(u)chos. Cf. Dunst 1977, 253; Parker 1987, 139; Kearns 1989, 202,
169, 196, 197.

Line 49
Nisus. The Atthidographers agree, according to Strabo,150 that, when
Attica was divided among the four sons of Pandion, Nisus was allotted
the Megarid and founded Nisaea. According to Philochorus (FGrHist

328 F 107), his territory extended from the Isthmus to the sanctuary of
the Pythian Apollo; according to Andron (FGrHist 10 F 14), it reached
Eleusis and the Thriasian plain. His grave was located at Athens,
behind the Lyceum.151 Dunst (1977, 258) assumed, accordingly, that the
sacriÞce to Nisus would be performed at this location.152 Nisus may,
however, have had some local signiÞcance at Thorikos. As has been

149 Cf. Hesiod fr. 64 Merkelbach-West.
150 9.1.6 = FGrHist 329 F 1; cf. Sophocles TGrF 24.
151 Pausanias 1.19.4.
152 On problems relating to the connection between graves and hero cult in Attica cf.

Parker 1987, 147, who refers to A.D. Nock HThR 37, 1944, 162Ð166 (= Essays on Religion
and the Ancient World, Z. Stewart ed., Cambridge, Mass. 1972, II, 593Ð597).
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suggested, if the Pythian sanctuary mentioned by Philochorus is the
one at Daphne, Nisus could have gained signiÞcance in Thorikian cult
due to his relations with the founders of this sanctuary, the descendants
of the Thorikian hero Cephalus. See Labarbe 1977, 63 n. 30; Parker
1987, 139, 146Ð147.

Skirophorion (Lines 52Ð65)

Line 52
On the oath victim see above commentary on line 11. The oath victim
obviously belongs together with the oath of the euthynos and his atten-
dants. Cf. below lines 57Ð65.

Lines 52–53
The festival of the Plynteria appears to have been held in central
Athens in Thargelion, the previous month, probably on the twenty-
Þfth.153 Its commemoration here in Skirophorion shows that it was
celebrated locally like the Prerosia (line 13) and possibly the Pyanopsia
(line 27). It would be interesting to know something about the nature
of this local festival and its relations, if any, to the central Athenian
Plynteria which came to focus on a particular objectÑthe ancient
image of AthenaÑand its bath.154

Lines 53–54
Aglauros. According to the more prevalent version, Aglauros was a
daughter of Cecrops and a sister of Pandrosos and Herse. Follow-
ing ApolloÕs oracular response, she sacriÞced herself for AthensÕ sake
by jumping from the Acropolis. The ephebes consequently took their
oath in her sanctuary.155 She was a priestess of Athena156 who, accord-
ing to another version, handed over the infant Erichthonius, concealed
in a basket, to the three daughters of Cecrops for nurturing. Disobey-
ing her, they looked in the basket, and, upon seeing its content, cast
themselves from the Acropolis.157 Cult of Aglauros is documented in

153 Mikalson 1975, 160Ð161; cf. 163Ð164.
154 Cf. Robertson 1983, 281Ð282; Christopoulos, 1992, 35Ð36; Larson 1995, 39Ð40;

Scullion 1998, 120Ð121.
155 Philochorus FGrHist 328 F 5: G.E. Dontas, ÔThe True Aglaurion,Õ Hesperia 52,

1983, 48Ð63 at 61.
156 Philochorus FGrHist 328 F 5, F 6.
157 Amelesagoras FGrHist 330 F 1. Written and iconographic sources dealing with

Erichthonius and the daughters of Cecrops were collected by B. Powell, Erichthonius
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Attica in Erchia158 and among the genos of the Salaminioi, where
she shares a priestess with her sister, Pandrosos, and apparently with
Kourotrophos.159 Hesychius160 and an entry in the ΛΕ6ΕΙΣ ΡΕΤ"ΡΙ-
ΚΑΙ161 connect Aglauros with the Plynteria. Although both are likely to
refer to the city festival, an offering to her at (or around) the Plynteria
here can hardly be coincidental.

Lines 54–56
On Cephalus and Procris see above, commentary on lines 16Ð17.

Line 57
%gΔΔν: Daux (1983, 169) took the two small deltas as a reference to
the price of the sheep, i.e. twenty drachmas. Parker and van Straten
objected on the grounds that this price is too high, considering that
bovines (lines 28Ð30, 54Ð56) cost 40Ð50 drachmas.162 This is a valid
objection, but it is not said that the sheep has to cost exactly twenty
drachmas and besides, this could be a very special sheep. At any rate, it
is unlikely for such a combination to have been inscribed by mistake; it
ought rather to be an abbreviation.163

Lines 57–65
The passage concerning the oath of the euthynos and his assistants evi-
dently belongs together with the oath victim listed in line 52. The pas-

and the Daughters of Cecrops (Cornell Studies in Classical Philology 17), Ithaca, 1906
(on Aglauros see 30Ð37); see now U. Kron in LIMC I 283Ð298, s.v. Aglauros, Herse,
Pandrosos. An interpretation of the sources may be found in D. Boedeker, Descent from
Heaven: Images of Dew in Greek Poetry and Religion, Chico, CA, 1984, 100Ð124. The versions
related above are by no means the only ones. For other and conßicting accounts and for
the spelling variations Aglauros/Agraulos see, in addition to works referred to above,
Tšpffer RE I 826Ð828, s.v. Aglauros; Kearns 1989, 140; Christopoulos 1992, 29Ð31. For
more on Aglauros and especially on her relation with the Athenian ephebes see Dontas
Hesperia 52, 1983, 61 whose relocation of her sanctuary from the north to the east slope
of the Acropolis, following the discovery of SEG XXXIII 115, has raised some havoc.

158 LSCG 18 B 57Ð58.
159 LSS 19.12, 45. Human sacriÞce was purportedly offered to Aglauros in Cyprus as

we learn from Porphyry Abst. 2.54.3.-55.1; (cf. Eusebius Praeparatio Evangelica 4.16.2, De
Laudibus Constantini 13.646.6; see notes in Bouffartigue and PatillonÕs BudŽ edition).

160 S.v. πλυντ)ρια.
161 Bekker Anecdota Graeca I 270.2.
162 Parker 1987, 147; van Straten 1987, 167 n. 22; idem 1995, 177.
163 Whether this is to be credited to a need to abbreviate at the end of the stone (so

Daux 1983, 169; note, however, the vacant space below the text) is another question.
The abbreviation may go back to the cutterÕs copy.
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sage is otherwise self-contained, and its placement six lines after the
appropriate victim seems somewhat peculiar.164 As Daux and White-
head noted,165 we are concerned here with the appointment of the
euthynos and his assistants, who are to present their report in Metageit-
nion (line 12). At Halai Aixonides the demarch appears to administer
the oath to the euthynos and his assistants.166 For the oath cf. IG II2 1183
(Myrrhinous).167 A concern with euthynai is evident in the sacred law
of the deme Skambonidai, LSCG 10 B, which also preserves an oath
formula (though not of the euthynos).168 For a documented discussion of
deme euthynai see Whitehead 1986, 116Ð119.

Left Side

Line 31
A sacriÞce to Poseidon at the Pyanopsia is not entirely impossible, but
Apollo, the main divinity of this festival, is a more natural candidate.169

Line 42
Considering the epithet, the restoration [Δι]8 is certain. On Zeus Her-
keios see above commentary on Front line 22. DauxÕs idea (1983, 157Ð
158) that this entry belongs at the end of Front line 22, that the syllable
ΔΙ was thus shared,170 for abbreviationÕs sake, by both divine names,

164 To add speculation to a hypothesis, it would not be surprising if this gap of six
lines was an outcome of a revision of an older version of this calendar (see discussion
of the entries on the sides pp. 125Ð126 above). The oath passage, which had not been
included in the older version, might have been added in the new version immediately
following the older list of sacriÞces to be offered in Skirophorion whose order was thus
left undisturbed.

165 Daux 1983, 164; Whitehead 1986, 118 n. 172.
166 IG II2 1147 with Whitehead 1986, 118. The reference to the demarch (line 15) is

wholly restored.
167 With Whitehead 1986, 119.
168 For oath-taking in sacred laws see especially LSAM 30 B; cf. LSAM 88; Part I

pp. 73Ð74.
169 Harpocration s.v. Πυαν#ψια: JΑπ%λλ	νι%ς κα2 σ"εδ�ν 〈π�ντες〉 %� περ2 τ3ν JΑ1)-

νησιν a%ρτ3ν γεγρα(#τες Πυανεψι3ν%ς a�δ#μCη τ� Πυαν�ψια JΑπ#λλωνι =γεσ1α8 (ασι
(Apollonius and almost all those who have written about Athenian festivals say that
the Pyanopsia is held on the seventh of Pyanopsion in honor of Apollo). Cf. FGrHist
365 F 2; 368 F 3. See Mikalson 1975, 69Ð70; on the Pyanopsia cf. C. Calame, Thésé
et l’imaginaire athénien: Légende et culte en Grèce antique2, Lausanne, 1996, 150Ð153 and, at a
greater length, 291Ð324.

170 I.e. one would read ΑΡΤΕΜΙΔΙ|ΙΕΡΚΕΙΩΙ for ΑΡΤΕΜΙΔΙ|ΔΙΙΕΡΚΕΙΩΙ.
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and that these words, which had been mistakenly inscribed here, were
then aptly repeated in Right Side line 44, is ingenious but farfetched.

Line 58
The identity of the heroines, undoubtedly obvious to contemporary
local residents, is, as Daux remarked (1983, 158Ð159), entirely obscure
to us. It would be tempting to connect them to the promontory of
Κ%ρ	νεια, modern Koroni, not far from Thorikos,171 but, as Parker
notes (1987, 147), the use of what appears to be a genitive plural is
peculiar in this case. DauxÕs attempt to connect them to the Boeotian
town of Coronea is not particularly satisfying.172 If I am right in my
hypothesis that the entries on the left supplemented the text which
was once inscribed on the back (see above pp. 73Ð74), one should
expect these heroines to be preceded by some hero(es).173 Such heroes
as Κ%ρωνε0ς are, however, unknown.

Right Side

Line 4
For Mykenos or Mykenon see Front line 45 with commentary.

Line 12
Phoenix could be identiÞed as either AchillesÕ companion or EuropaÕs
father, but, as Parker noted (1987, 147), neither one can be shown to
have had any physical connection with Athens. Alternatively, Parker
suggested that the present Phoenix could simply be a Phoenician buried
at Thorikos who thus came to be ÔThe Phoenician Hero.Õ The lack
of context makes a deÞnite identiÞcation conjectural. See Parker ibid.;
Kearns 1989, 204.

Line 44
On Zeus Herkeios see above commentary on Front line 22.

171 Stephanus of Byzantium s.v.; J.R. McCredie in PECS 462Ð463; Dunst 1977, 256
reading Κ%ρωνε[ι�δες]; cf. Parker 1987, 147.

172 Daux 1983, 159; cf. Parker 1987, 147; Larson 1995, 33.
173 Cf. Front lines 29Ð30, 48Ð49, 51 (Thorikos, Hyperpedios, and Pylochos with their

heroines).
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SEG XXVIII 103 (XXVI 134)1

ATTICA. ELEUSIS. TWO DEME DECREES.
FUNDING FOR THE CULT

OF HERACLES IN AKRIS. 332/1 B.C.

(Figures 8Ð9)

A tapered stele of white marble with a molding, intact except for damage
to the molding on which the Þrst line of the text was engraved; the back
is rough-picked. The stone was found in Eleusis on January 7, 1970, at the
intersection of Nikolaidou and Hygieias (Georgiou Pavlou) streets,2 during the
excavation of the house of the Liaskos brothers. It had been used in the wall
of a house of the late Roman period. A large part of it was covered with
mortar, most of which was removed without real damage to the text. Parts
of the inscribed face (especially the Þrst and last stoichoi of lines 2Ð17) are
still covered with a thin layer of mortar which makes the reading particularly
difficult at times. In addition, a number of letters are rather worn. The two
decrees are separated by a relief of a volute crater on a stand surrounded by a
crown of olive branches.

H. 0.93; W. 0.39 (top), 0.457 (bottom); Th. 0.087 (top), 0.121 (bottom). L.H.
0.008 (line 1), 0.007 (lines 2Ð17), 0.006. (lines 18Ð53). Round letters are some-
what smaller; triangular letters are sometimes somewhat smaller. Stoichoi:
lines 2Ð17: 0.0111 (horizontal), 0.0108 (vertical); lines 18Ð53: 0.0093 (horizon-
tal), 0.0094 (vertical).

Eleusis, Eleusis Museum. Inv. E1140. (The stone is actually located in the
storeroom of the Archaeological Service).

Ed. Coumanoudis and Gofas 1978; (= SEG XXVIII 103; C.J. Schwenk, Athens
in the Age of Alexander: The Dated Laws and Decrees of ‘the Lykourgan Era’ 338–322
B.C., Chicago, 1985, 212Ð219 no. 43).

Cf. J. and L. Robert BE 1979 no. 185;3 van Straten 1979 (= SEG XXIX 131);
Ampolo 1979, 176Ð178; Ampolo 1981 (= SEG XXXI 109A); Ampolo 1982 (=

1 Referring to S.N. KoumanoudisÕ, ÔΘησ�ως σηκ#ς,Õ ArchEph 1976, 194Ð205 at 205
no. 3, quotations from the not yet published text.

2 For a map see Wolf 1998, 54.
3 On Coumanoudis and Gofas 1978.
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SEG XXXII 145); Osborne 1985, esp. 54, 77Ð78, 104Ð105; Whitehead 1986,
esp. 89Ð90, 116, 124, 157Ð158, 163Ð164, 169Ð170, 180, 183, 255 n. 2, 269Ð270,
288Ð290, 424, 427, 428; Koumanoudis and Matthaiou 1987, 17Ð18; Aleshire
1991, 244Ð246; E. Tagalidou, Weihreliefs an Herakles aus klassischer Zeit (SIMA-PB
99), Jonsered, 1993, pp. 44Ð45 (non vidi);4 Clinton 1994, 30Ð31;5 Threatte, GAI
II 66.02221 a.� (p. 463);6 Wolf 1998, 54Ð56, 84Ð85.7

Photograph: ArchDelt 29, 1973Ð1974, B, p l. 121a8 (= Wolf 1998, 56 Þg. 5; too
small to be readable); van Straten 1979, 195 no. 1 (relief only).

332/1 a. ΣΤ�Ι�. 35, ll. 2Ð17; ΣΤ�Ι�. 43, ll. 18Ð53

Θ [ε %] 8

JΕπιγ�νη .ς ε.gπεν6 τ? ." .ηι 4γα .1:ι τ3ν δ .η .μ%τ3ν6
v

*πειδM .Φιλ#κωμ%ς ε5σηγ)σατ% τ%0ς δημ#τα-
4 ις π[ερ2 τ]:ς f .Ακριδ%ς 4π%δ#σ .1αι τ3ι .1ε3ι τMν

λι .1[%τ%μ]8αν, Oπως `ν > 1υσ8α γ8γνηται zς καλ-
λ8στ .η, [κα2 *	]ν .ητ .αι π .αρ .� τ3ν δ .ημ%τ3ν Μ%ιρ%κ-
λ .:ς [ε5ς] π.� .ν .τε Nτη τρι3ν >μιμ .ν[α8]ων τ%/ *νι[α]-

8 υτ%/ .κ .α.2 .aκ .ατ�ν δρα"μ�ς *π�[δωκ]εν ε5.ς τ� π.�-
.ντ .ε Nτ .η, [δε] .δ# ." .1 .αι JΕλευσιν8%[ις]6 .* .παι .ν�σ .αι [μ]-
�ν Φιλ#κωμ%ν Φ .αλαν18δ%υ κα.2 [στ]ε(αν3〈σα〉ι "ρ[υ]-
[σ] .3.ι στ .ε .(� .νωι 4ρετ:ς Wνεκα .κ .α[2] .ε7ν%8 .ας τ .:[ς]

12 ε5ς τ%@ς δημ# .τ .ας, .ε.5ς δ� τ�ν σ .τ.�( .αν%ν .τ� [4ργ]-
?ρι% .ν δ%/ .ν .αι Φιλ%κ	μωι *ναντ8%ν τ3ν δ .ημ[%]-
.τ3ν aκ .α.τ�ν δ .ρ .α"μ�ς Μ%ιρ%κλ� .α, *παιν.�σ .αι δ-
� Μ%ι .ρ% .κλ� .α Ε71υδ .)μ%υ, Oτι τ%0ς .δ .ημ#τ .αις *-

16 πιμελε0τ .αι, Oπως .̀ .ν .�ι π .ρ#σ%δ%ς zς πλε8στη,
κ .α2 στε( .α .ν3σ .α.ι .1 .αλλ%/ στ .ε(�νωι. vacat

anaglyphum

Φιλ# .κω[μ]%ς Φαλαν18δ%υ JΕλευσ8νι%ς .εgπε .ν6 τ?" .ηι .4γ .α .1-
.:ι τ3ν δ .ημ%τ3ν6 Oπως `ν τ3ι bΗρακλε0 τ3ι *ν f .Ακριδι πρ#σ-

20 %δ%ς .�.ι zς πλε8στη .κ .α.2 .> .1υσ8 .α .1? .ητ .αι zς κ .αλλ8στη, .*ψη-
(8σ .1 .αι τ%0.ς δημ#ταις6 τ .�ς λι .1%τ%μ8 .ας τ .�ς JΕλευσ0νι, Ε

Restorations. Suppl. Coumanoudis et Gofas. || 8–9 verba primum recte legit Clinton
(b .Η[ρ|�] .κ[λ]εια C. -G.); vid. adn. || 21–22 *| .π[ε8δ) . . . . . .] C. -G: *|π[ε8 *κ πρ%γ#] .ν .ων
et Daux et Gauthier apud C. -G.; cf. adn.

4 See commentary on lines 8Ð9 below. I owe this reference to Kevin Clinton.
5 Prosopography (both this and the previous two citations). See introductory re-

marks below.
6 The imperative endings in lines 42Ð43.
7 See commentary on lines 8Ð9 below. I owe this reference to Kevin Clinton.
8 This photograph accompanies the report (pp. 167Ð168) about the excavation

during which the stone was discovered.
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Π . [ 6. . . . . .] . . ΙΩΝ ε5σ2 .ν �ερ .α2 τ%/ bΗρακλ�ως τ%/ *ν f .Ακρι-
δι, μ[ισ] .1 .%/ν τ�ν δ .)μ .αρ"%ν *ν τ:ι .4γ%ρ .Pι .τ3 .ν δ .ημ%τ3 .ν τ3-

24 .ι .τ� .π[λε0σ]τ%ν διδ#ντ.ι6 .τ� .ν δ� .μισ .1ωσ .�μεν%ν .4 .π%διδ#ν-
.αι τ .M .ν μ8σ .1ωσιν τM .ν μ�ν .* .π2 Νικ)τ%υ =ρ"%ντ%ς *ν Kι .̀ ν
."ρ# .ν .ω.ι .τ%@ς .δ .ημ# .τ .ας .πε[8]1ει, πρ� τ:ς .1υσ8ας, μετ� δ� Νι-
κ .)την =ρ"%ντ .α ε5ς τ�ν .Μετ .α .γειτνι3ν .α μ:ν .α τ .α0ς 4ρ" .α-

28 ιρ .εσ8 .αις, Oτ .αν %� δημ# .τ .αι .4 .γ%ρ .�+ωσιν *ν τ3ι .Θησε8ωι6
*γγυητ�[ς] .δ[�] κ .ατ .αστησ .�τω A μισ1ωσ�μ .ε .ν%ς δ?% =νδρ .ας
[vμ%υμ�ν]%υς .� .μ .M .ν .4π%δ	σειν τMν μ8σ1ωσιν π .Pσαν *ν τ3-
ι " .ρ#[νω]ι τ3ι ε5ρ .ημ�νωι6 τ�ν .δ .� δ)μαρ"%ν λα�#ντα τ%/τ-

32 % .τ� .4 .ργ?ρι%ν παρ .�"ειν ε5ς .τMν .a%ρτMν τ%/ bΗρακλ�ως τ-
%[/ *ν fΑκ]ρι .δι6 .δια" .ειρ% .τ%ν:σ .αι δ� α7τ.8κα μ .�λ .α τ%@ς δη-
μ# .τ .α.ς .* .�ν τε ε.5ς * .νι .αυτ�ν δ%κε0 μισ1%/ .ν, .*�ν τε ε5ς πλ-
�ω "ρ#ν%ν, Aπ#τερα .δ’ .̀ν δ%κeει, .τα/τ .α κ?ρια εgναι κα2 μι-

36 σ .1 .%/ .ν .πρ�ς τ .α/τα τ�ν δ)μ .αρ"% .ν6 μM *U�στω δ� ε5πε0ν μη-
1.�να τ%/τ% τ� 4ργ?ρι%ν zς δε0 =λλ%18 π%υ τρ�ψ .αι V ε5ς

.τMν 1υσ8 .αν τ%/ bΗαρ .ακλ�ω.ς, μηδ� τ%0ς �ερ%μν)μ%σιν *πι-
.ψ .η(8σαι, μηδ� τ3ι δημ�ρ"ωι6 *�ν δ� τις V ε<πει .V *πιψη(-

40 8σει π .αρ� τ#δε τ� ψ)(ισμα, v(ειλ�τω τ3ι 1ε3ι τ� διπλ�-
σι%ν .V Oσ%ν .̀ν ε<πει V *πιψη(8σει6 κα2 A ε�1υν%ς κα2 A σ-
υν .) .γ%ρ%ς *π�ναγκες α7τ3ν καταγιγνωσκ#ντων τ%/τ%
τ� 4ργ?ρι%ν V α7τ%2 v(ειλ#ντωσαν6 4ν .αγρ�ψαι δ� τ#δε

44 τ� .ψ .)(ισμα τ�ν δ .)μ .αρ"%ν *ν στ)λει λι .18νει κ .α2 σ .τ:σα-
ι *ν .τ3ι �ερ3ι τ%/ b .Ηρακλ�ως τ%/ *ν fΑκριδι, Oπως `ν τ� *ψ-
η(ισμ�ν .α Tπ� τ3ν .δημ%τ3ν κ?ρια e*ι ε5ς τ�ν 4ε2 "ρ#ν%ν

.κ[α2 μ] .M πα .ρ .αλ? .η.τ .αι6 .συ .νεπιμ.ελη1:ναι δ� τ:ς στ .)λης Oπ-
48 ως .̀ .ν στα .1ε0 * .ν τ3ι �ερ3ι τ�ν �ερ�α τ%/ b .Ηρακλ�ως J .Αν[τ].ι-

( .�[ν] .ην πρ� .τ .:ς 1υσ8ας τ:ς *π2 Νικ)τ%υ =ρ"%ντ%ς6 ε5ς δ�
τ .M .ν 4 .ν .α .γ .ρ .α( .M .ν τ:ς στ .)λ .ης δ%/ν .αι τ�ν δ)μαρ"% .ν δ�κα ...
[δ]ρ .α"μ[�ς *]κ τ .:ς τ%/ .1.ε%/ πρ%σ#δ%υ6 κ?ρι%ν δ� εg .ν .αι τ#δ-

52 [ε τ� ψ])(ισ .μ .α .4π� Νικ .)τ%υ .=ρ"%ντ%ς, .4(J Iς `ν >μ�ρας %� δ-
.η .μ# .τ .αι ψ .η .(8σωνται.

vacat

vacat ca. 0.072

Restorations. 29 .δ[�] L. dubitanter: .τ[ε] C. -G (vid. adn. epigr.) || 47 πα .ρ .αλ? .η.τ .αι primum
recte legit Clinton: καταλ?ηται C. et G.

Epigraphical Commentary. I have seen the stone; I was not able to read securely some
previously read letters which are therefore dotted. Most sigmas are very faint. It is
usually almost impossible to distinguish between Η and Ν; Α, Δ, and Λ; and Θ and �.
Dotted Ηs and Νs lack a middle stroke; dotted Αs and Δs are identical with Λs; dotted
Θs are identical with �s.

10–11 [. .]ΕΦΑΝΩ.Ι�Ρ[ . | .]ΩΙΣΤΕΦΑΝΩΙ lapis (i.e. στε(�νωι "ρυσ3ι στε(�νωι for
στε(αν3σαι "ρυσ3ι στε(�νωι).

22 Some traces appear in the lacuna. Second stoichos: perhaps a round letter;
ninth stoichos: possibly a triangular letter; tenth stoichos: confusing traces.

29 .δ[�]: The traces of the Þrst letter are doubtful but do not seem to allow .τ[�].
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Translation

Gods

Epigenes made a motion; for the good fortune of the demesmen.
Whereas Philokomos proposed to the demesmen regarding the Akris

that the stone quarries be leased out for the sake of the god, in order
that the sacriÞce might be performed in the best possible way, (6) [and]
Moirokles has leased them from the demesmen [for] Þve years for three
half minae a year9 and contributed one hundred drachmas for the Þve
years, (9) let it be decided by the Eleusinians to commend Philoko-
mos son of Phalanthides, and to crown him with a golden crown, on
account of his virtue and his good will toward the demesmen. (12) Let
Moirokles give the money for the crown, in the amount of one hundred
drachmas, to Philokomos in front of the demesmen, (14) and let them
commend Moirokles son of Euthydemos, as he takes care, for the sake
of the demesmen, that the revenue be the highest, and let them crown
him with an olive crown.

(Relief )

(18) Philokomos the Eleusinian, son of Phalanthides made a motion; for
the good fortune of the demesmen.

In order that the revenue for Heracles in Akris may be the highest
possible and the sacriÞce may be performed in the best possible way,
(20) let the demesmen vote that the demarch lease out in the assembly
of the demesmen to the highest bidder the stone quarries in Eleusis, [-
- -] are the sacred property of Heracles in Akris.

(24) Let the lessee make the payment in the archonship of Niketes,
at the date for which he obtains the demesmenÕs consent,10 before the
sacriÞce; and after the archonship of Niketes, during the elections of
magistrates, in the month of Metageitnion, when the demesmen meet
in assembly in the Theseion. (29) As sureties the lessee shall provide
two men who will swear in truth to pay back the contract price in full
on the aforementioned date. The demarch shall take this money and
provide it for the festival of Heracles in Akris.

(33) Let the demesmen choose on the spot, by showing of hands,

9 I.e. 150 dr. (100 dr. = 1 mina).
10 I.e. on a date agreed upon between him and the demesmen.
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whether it seems right to lease out the stone quarries for a year or
for a longer period of time. Whichever of the two seems right shall
be authoritative and the demarch shall lease out the stone quarries
accordingly.

(36) Let it be impossible for anyone to make a motion that this
money be directed elsewhere instead of to the sacriÞce of Heracles. Let
neither the hieromnemones nor the demarch put it to a vote. If someone
brings a motion or puts the matter to a vote against this decree, let him
owe to the god twice as much as he suggested in his motion or put to a
vote. (41) Let the euthynos (scrutinizer) and the synegoros (public advocate)
bring a charge for this money against such persons on compulsion, or
else they shall owe it themselves.

(43) Let the demarch inscribe this decree on a stone stele and place it
in the sanctuary of Heracles in Akris in order that what the demesmen
have decreed may be authoritative for ever [and may not] be abol-
ished. Let Antiphanes, the priest of Heracles, see to it, jointly (with the
demarch), that the stele be placed in the sanctuary before the sacri-
Þce, in the archonship of Niketes. (49) For inscribing the stele, let the
demarch give ten drachmas from the revenues of the god. Let this
decree be authoritative from the archonship of Niketes, from the day
in which the demesmen approve it by vote.

Commentary

This set of decrees is presented in an inverse chronological order. The
Þrst is a decree honoring Philokomos and Moirokles, the proposer
of the second decree and the person who has successfully brought
the plan prescribed therein to fruition respectively. Philokomos, who
proposed that the festival of Heracles in Akris, obviously a deme festival
consisting of a public sacriÞce, be funded by quarry revenues, is to
be honored with a golden crown paid for by Moirokles, who himself
receives an olive crown for his role.

The non-religious contents of the inscription have been amply dis-
cussed. The following points should be noted here.

Some of the juridical and civic questions, addressed by Coumanou-
dis and Gofas in their commentaire juridique (1978, 297Ð306), were
dealt with by Whitehead 1986, especially 124 (the assemblyÕs prohibi-
tion related to the demarch (lines 38Ð39), 157 (sureties), 164 (stipulation
against other usage of the revenues), 169Ð170 (cult Þnance).
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On the leasing of the quarries see Ampolo 1982 and cf. Osborne
1985, 103Ð107.

The discussion of questions relating to the agora of the demesmen
(line 23), the election in the Theseion (obviously at Athens and not at
Eleusis), and their relation to Athenaion Politeia 62.1 (Coumanoudis and
Gofas 1978, 298Ð299) was expanded by the Roberts (BE 1979 no. 185),
Osborne (1985, 77), and Whitehead.11

For prosopography, discussed by Coumanoudis and Gofas on pages
294Ð296, see also appropriate entries in Whitehead 1986, 424, 427,
428. The career of Moirokles was thoroughly studied by Ampolo 1981,
190Ð193, suggesting that the two persons referred to as Moirokles in
PA12 are in fact one person. This, however, remains questionable. For
prosopography see further Koumanoudis and Matthaiou 1987, 17Ð18;
Aleshire 1991, 245Ð246; Clinton 1994, 30Ð31. Of the various details
known about Moirokles it is interesting to note here that the connection
between stone quarries and cult may run in his family. His father,
Euthydemos,13 was a priest of Asclepius at Zea, where the cult appears
to have beneÞted quarry revenues.14

The religious content of the inscription is unfortunately rather ob-
scure. We hear of a sanctuary of Heracles in Akris, a priest (lines 43Ð
49), and a festival, but the document is not interested in any of these in
their own right but rather in Þnancing the festival and the sacriÞce to
Heracles.15 Practically no other evidence for the cult exists.

Date. The date is indicated by the archonship of Niketes.

Lines 8–9
Coumanoudis and GofasÕ b .Η[ρ]|�] .κ[λ]εια, to be found in all current
editions, is attractive but does not agree with the remains on the stone.
It should also be noted that in lines 32Ð33 below the festival is not
referred to as Heracleia but rather as > a%ρτM τ%/ bΗρακλ�ως τ%/ *ν

11 1986, 89Ð90, 116 n. 154, 268Ð270, 288Ð290. Whitehead suggests that the Eleusini-
ans were in town for a meeting of their tribe.

12 5535 (son of Euthydemos) and 10400.
13 PA 5533.
14 LSS 11; LSCG 21 A 11Ð13 with commentary (cf. Part I pp. 63Ð64); Coumanoudis

and Gofas 1978, 295; Ampolo 1981, 196 with n. 3, 199 witn n. 1 (more skeptical as to the
exact role Euthydemos played in directing the revenues to the cult). See also Ampolo
1982, 254; Rosivach 1994, 117Ð118. On the family, with ample bibliography, see Aleshire
1991, 244Ð246.

15 Cf. on this problem Part I pp. 110Ð111.
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fΑκριδι: Ôthe festival of Heracles in Akris;Õ in lines 5, 20, 26, 38, 49 it
is simply referred to as Ôthe sacriÞce.Õ Van Straten (1979) suggested that
the volute crater (or lebes) represented in the relief that separates the
two decrees is distinctly connected to the cult of Heracles. It was used
particularly in the %5νιστ)ρια, a ceremony in which ephebes poured
libations to Heracles upon cutting their long hair.16 A relief (probably
votive; Athens, National Archaeological Museum 1462) found in Eleu-
sis in the late 1800s near the church of St. Zachary17 depicts a reclin-
ing, drunken Herakles with a ßute-playing satyr and various Herakles
attributes on a tree and a rock formation or cliff in the background.
Wolf (1998, 54Ð56) follows Tagalidou18 in relating this relief to the sanc-
tuary of Herakles in Akris, to be located in the vicinity of the Þndspots
of both the relief and the present stele, and suggests (1998, 84Ð85)19

wine as the connection between the relief and the relief on the stele.
HeraclesÕ connection with Eleusis is advocated by a number of lit-

erary sources, documenting his initiation there.20 It is also supported
by iconographical evidence. The literary evidence is discussed by H.
Lloyd-Jones, ÔHeracles at Eleusis: P. Oxy. 2622 and PSI 1391,Õ Maia 19,
1967, 206Ð229. For discussion of the iconographical evidence see Clin-
ton 1992, 68, 69, 81Ð84, (cf. 43, 89), with Þgures 20Ð21, 24, 30, 31, 33,
34.

Festivals of Heracles are documented elsewhere in Attica.21 The most
celebrated is perhaps the one at Cynosarges, involving nothoi (bastards
and individuals without full citizen status) as parasitoi, i.e. HeraclesÕ table
mates.22 Although it shares common elements, the cult of Heracles in

16 van Straten 1979, 190 and see Woodford 1971, 214.
17 Not far from the Þndspot of the stele.
18 E. Tagalidou, Weihreliefs an Herakles aus klassischer Zeit (SIMA-PB 99), Jonsered,

1993, 45 n. 187 (cited by Wolf 1998, 55 n. 25).
19 Through a study of two red Þgure vases with Heracles scenes.
20 As most sources indicate, this initiation took place before HeraclesÕ descent into

Hades. See Eur. HF 610Ð613; Xen. Hell. 6.3.6 (on this passage see Clinton 1992,
69 n. 33); [Plato] Axiochus 371e; Apollod. Bibl. 2.5.12; Diod. Sic. 4.25.1: É παρ:λ1εν
ε5ς JΑ1)νας κα2 μετ�σ"ε τ3ν *ν JΕλευσ0νι μυστηρ8ων, Μ%υσα8%υ τ%/ J�ρ(�ως υ�%/ τ#τε
πρ%εστηκ#τ%ς τ:ς τελετ:ς (É he went to Athens and took part in the Eleusinian
Mysteries, Musaeus son of Orpheus being in charge of the rite at that time. Cf.,
however, 4.14.3 where Demeter is said to have instituted the Lesser Mysteries for him);
Plut. Thes. 30.5 (cf. 33.1). Cf. also Tzetzes Chiliades 2.396Ð397.

21 See the detailed study by Woodford 1971, 215Ð225.
22 Athenaeus 6.234d-f (= Polemon, FHG III 137Ð139 fr. 78); Woodford 1971, 215Ð216;

Parke 1977, 51. Cf. below p. 200.
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Attica tends to be diverse and to have local characteristics.23 Compara-
tive evidence may thus not yield much help in reconstructing the nature
of the Eleusinian cult or HeraclesÕ festival-cum-sacriÞce. It may be fair
to assume that it had a local signiÞcance, perhaps connected in part to
the special relations between Heracles and Eleusis.

Line 19
Coumanoudis and Gofas suggested that the sanctuary of Heracles in
Akris was located near the place were the stone had been found, close
to the sanctuary of Demeter and Kore, perhaps on a hill. The word
=κρις, ι%ς (< =κρ%ς), meaning Ôa hill-top, height,Õ is used several times
in the Odyssey.24 Accordingly, the Akris could be identiÞed with the hill
just above the sanctuary of Demeter and Kore.25 Kevin Clinton pointed
out to me that this hill, parts of which have been consumed by the local
cement factory, has never been systematically excavated; the quarries at
its northern side are evidently ancient.

Lines 21–22
Coumanoudis and Gofas suggest (1978, 293) that the main part of the
decree starts here, that *[πειδ)] should be restored, and that some
adverbial expression should follow. As is, the syntax is still somewhat
awkward. Daux and GauthierÕs *|π[ε8 *κ πρ%γ#] .ν .ων gives good sense
but may be incompatible with the remains on the stone especially since
the placement of the vertical stroke to the left of the omega suggests a
iota.

Line 38
For hieromnemones cf. below commentary on 6 block 5 and on 26.27.

23 Woodford 1971, 212. On Heracles in Attica cf. A. Verbanck-PiŽrard, ÔHŽracl•s
lÕAthŽnien,Õ in A. Verbanck-PiŽrard and D. Viviers (eds.), Culture et Cité: L’avènement
d’Athènes à l’époque archaïque, Bruxelles, 1995, 103Ð125.

24 δι’ =κριας 9. 400, 10.281, 14.2; *πJ =κριας 16.365.
25 Coumanoudes and Gofas 1978, 296Ð297; cf. van Straten 1979, 190.
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SEG XXXV 113

ATTICA. PHREARRHIOI. FRAGMENTARY
SACRIFICIAL REGULATIONS. CA. 300Ð250 B.C.

(Figure 10)

Fragment of a white marble stele, said to have been found in southern Attica,
south of the village of Olympos, between it and the village of Anavyssos. The
stone is broken above, below, and on the right. Part of the left margin survives
at the level of lines 16Ð23. Part of the rough-picked back survives. Despite signs
of weathering, the inscribed face is fairly well preserved.

H. 0.0251, W. 0.226., Th. 0.098. L.H. ca. 0.005, � and Ω usually smaller,
ca. 0.003. Stoichoi ca. 0.0085 (horizontal), 0.0082 (vertical). Left margin (lines
16Ð23) 0.017.

Athens, Epigraphical Museum. Inv. 13384.

Ed. Vanderpool 1970 (= SEG XXXV 113; Sokolowski 19711 = SEG XXXVI
206; Simms 1998); Lupu 2003a.

Cf. J. and L. Robert BE 1972 no. 150; Osborne 1985, 177; Parker 1984a;
Whitehead 1986, esp. 79 n. 54, 205; Le Guen-Pollet 1991, 20; van Straten
1995, 127; Detienne 1996, 35;2 Threatte, GAI I 41.03 no. 15 (pp. 491Ð492),3

II 66.02221b (pp. 463Ð464);4 Clinton 1996a, 122; Robertson 1996, 351 n. 93;
358.5

Photograph: Vanderpool 1970, pl. 15 (excellent).

1 NB: In his GRBS article F. Sokolowski published a virtually complete restoration
of this inscription. This was severely criticized by J. and L. Robert in BE 1972 no. 150,
asserting that the lineÕs length, estimated by Sokolowski to allow 35 letters, could not be
established and that the restored text is often unintelligible. Unfortunately, Sokolowski
provided neither a thorough account for his restorations nor a translation of his text.
Although his restoration of the end of line 12 seems feasible and a line of 35 letters is
therefore not altogether inconceivable, his conjectures are too extensive to be discussed
here. The reader is advised to consult his article directly.

2 See below n. 32.
3 See commentary on lines 9Ð10 and 13.
4 Date.
5 On the Eleusinion.
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ca. 300Ð250 a. ΣΤ�Ι�.

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
[ 6. . . . . . τ3ν �ε]ρ%π%ι3ν [ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Δ)]-
[μητρι Θεσμ%] .(#ρωι jν πρ[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]
[ 6. . . . . . πρ] .%ιστ�ντωσαν κ .α[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]

4 [ 6. . . . . .] . αδ%ς τ3ι λαμπαδε8[ωι - - - - - - - - - - - - -]
[�ερε	σ]υνα κωλ:ν πλευρ�ν 5〈σ〉"[8%ν - - - - - - %� �ε]-
[ρ%π%ι]%2 κα2 A κ:ρυU δαιν?σ1ωσ[αν - - - - - - - - -]
[. . . Π]λ%?τωνι 1υ#ντωσαν κρ〈ι#〉[ν - - - - - - - τ%0ς]

8 [δημ]#ταις μετ� τ3ν =λλων κα2 v [- - - - - - - - - - - -]
[. . τ]�ν *ν τ3ι JΕλευ〈σ〉ιν8ωι �ωμ# .ν [ - - - - - τ3ν 4κ]-
[%λ]%?1ωμ �ερ%π%ι�ς 4(ι�τω ΤΑΣ[ - - - - - - - - - - -]
[. . *]πειδ�ν α� ��ρειαι π%ι)σω[σι - - - - - - - - - - - - -]

12 [. .] Φρεα〈ρ〉ρ8ων 1υ#ντωσαν τ .:ι Δ .)[μητρι - - - - -]
[. .]ιωι κα2 τ:ι Κ#ρηι �%/μ =ρρε[να - - - - - - - - - - -]
[. .] κ .α2 *�ν τι =λλ% �%?λωνται vv [- - - - - - - - - - ν#]-
μι〈μ〉#ν *στιν6 *π2 δ� τ%@ς �ωμ%@ .ς [ - - - - - - - - - - -]

16 Ι μηρ%@ς μασ"αλ8σματα >μ8κ〈ρ〉α[ιραν - - - - - - - μ]-
ηρ%@ς μασ"αλ8σματα >μ8κραιρ[αν- - - - - - - - - - - -]
*π2 τ%/ �ωμ%/ *ν τ3ι JΕλευσιν8ω[ι - - - - - - - τ3ι τ]-
%/ Πλ%?των%ς �ωμ3ι �ερε	συν[α - - - - - - - - - - - -]

20 %0ν τ3ν �ω〈μ〉3 .ν τ:ι �ερε8αι κα[2 - - - - - - - - - - πλε]-
υρ�ν 5σ"8%ν ΙΙΙ τ%/ �ερε8%υ [ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - U]-
?λα *π2 τ�ν "?τρ%ν π .αρ .ε[" - - - - - - - - - - - - *ν τ:]-
ι α7λ:ι τ%/ JΕλευσιν8%[υ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]

24 ΥΣvΝ δPιδα κα2 τ3 .ν ΗΓ[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - δ]-
Pιδα διδ#ντωσαν .Γ[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]
[.]ς κα2 τ%/ JΙ�κ"%υ Ι[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]

Restorations. 2 πρ[%1υ#ντωσαν κτλ] Sokolowski: πρ[ωτ%τ#κ%ν]? Simms vid. adn. || 3–
15 Vanderpool || 3 κ .α[2 κτλ] Sokolowski || 4 in. [λαμ]��δ%ς (i.e. vulgo pro λαμπ�δ%ς)
Sokolowski || 5 πλευρ�ν 5〈σ〉"[8%ν - - -] Vanderpool: πλευρ�ν 5〈σ〉"[8% - - -] vel 5〈σ〉"[8%υ
- - -] Le Guen-Pollet; vid. adn. || 10 pro 4(ι�τω maluit Sokolowski α5〈ρ〉�τω. || 12–13
(Δ)μητρι) [Θεσμ%|(#]〈ρ〉ωι Sokolowski: (Δ)μητρι) [Φρεα|ρρ]8ωι? Simms; vid. adn. || 14
ita primum interpunxit Sokolowski. || 14–15 [1ε]μι〈τ〉#ν vel [ν#]μι〈μ〉%ν vel tale quid
Vanderpool; cf. adn. || 16–17 >μ8κραιραν Sokolowski: >μ8κραιρα Vanderpool || 18–20
Vanderpool || 19–20 [τ%0ν 1ε]|%0ν Vanderpool: [4π� 4μ(]|%0ν Sokolowski; vid. adn. ||
20 Þn. Sokolowski || 21–29 Vanderpool || 22 παρ.ε["#ντωσαν κτλ] Sokolowski: vid. adn.
|| 24 τ3ν Vanderpool (cf. adn. epigr.): τ3ι Sokolowski
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[. .]�Ι〈.〉 τ:ι δ� a�δ#[μηι - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]
28 [. . .] κα2 τ:ς μ%υσ.ι[κ:ς - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]

[ 5. . . . .] τ�ν �ωμ[#ν - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]
[ 6. . . . . .]ΕΝ�Ι[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]
[ 7. . . . . . .]ΕΜΙ[- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]

32 [ 8. . . . . . . .] .�[- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Restorations. 27 τ:ι δ� a�δ#[μηι *π2 δ�κα] Simms. || Sokolowski (1971) titulum ita resti-
tuit (= SEG XXXVI 206): ΣΤ�Ι�. 35(?) - - - [- - τ3ν �ε]ρ%π%ι3ν .α[

10. . . . . . . . . .τ:ι
Δ)|μητρι Θεσμ%](#ρωι jν πρ[%1υ#ντωσαν κα2 τ:ς | a%ρτ:ς πρ] .%ιστ�ντωσαν κ .α[2 παρε-
"#ντωσαν μ|ετ� λαμπ]�δ%ς τ3ι λαμπαδε8[ωι λ?"ν%υς6 τ�δε ||5 �ερε	σ]υνα6 κωλ:ν, πλευ-
ρ#ν, 5〈σ〉"[8%ν, ΙΙ6 %� δ� �ε|ρ%π%ι]%2 κα2 A κ:ρυU δαιν?σ1ω[σαν6 Aμ%8ως δ� | τ3ι Π] .λ%?τωνι
1υ#ντωσαν κρ[ι�ν V %gν6 τ%0ς δ� | δημ]#ταις μετ� τ3ν =λλων κα2 v [τ� τι1�μενα *|π2
τ]�ν *ν τ3ι JΕλευ〈σ〉ιν8ωι �ωμ#ν6 [A δJ α7τ%0ς 4κ||10%λ]%υ13μ �ερ%π%ι�ς 4(ι�τω (vel potius
α5〈ρ〉�τω: 1971, 219) τ�ς [αTτ%/ μερ8δ|ας6 *]πειδ�ν α� ��ρειαι π%ι)σω[σι τ� �ερ� τ� τ|3ν]
Φρεα〈ρ〉ρ8ων 1υ#ντωσαν τ:ι Δ .)[μητρι Θεσμ%|(#]〈ρ〉ωι κα2 τ:ι Κ#ρηι �%/μ =ρρε[να κα2
πρ#�ατ|%ν] .κα2 *�ν τι =λλ% �%?λωνται vv [κα2 1?ειν ν#]||15μι〈μ〉#ν *στιν6 *π2 δ� τ%@ς
�ωμ%@[ς παρατι1�να]|ι μηρ%?ς, μασ"αλ8σματα, >μ8κ〈ρ〉α[ιραν, σ�ρκα, μ]|ηρ%?ς, μασ"α-
λ8σματα, >μ8κραιρ[αν, κρ�α, τ� δ�] |*π2 τ%/ �ωμ%/ *ν τ3ι JΕλευσιν8ω[ι, τ� *π2 τ3ι τ]|%/
Πλ%?των%ς �ωμ3ι6 �ερε	συν[α τ�δε 4π� 4μ(]||20%0ν τ3ν �ω〈μ〉3ν τ:ι �ερε8αι κα[2 τ3ι �ερε06
πλε]|υρ#ν, 5σ"8%ν, ΙΙΙ τ%/ �ερε8%υ [aκ�στ%υ πρ�ς U]|?λα *π2 τ�ν "?τρ%ν6 παρ .ε["#ντωσαν
δ� πρ�ς τ:]|ι α7λ:ι τ%/ JΕλευσιν8%[υ ε5ς 4ν�1εμα περι"ρ]|?σ[η]ν δPιδα κα2 τ3ι .Π .Ε[

14. . . . . . . . . . . . . . τMν δ]||25Pιδα διδ#ντωσαν6 .Γ[ 9. . . . . . . . . A δ� τ:ς Σεμ�λ|[η]ς κα2 τ%/
JΙ�κ"%υ �[ερε@ς πρ%κριν�τω τρ�γ%|ν V] %g[ν]6 τ:ι δ� a�δ#[μηι τι1�ντων τ�ν τ:ς "%ρε|8ας]
κα2 μ%υ .σ.ι[κ:ς 4γ3να - - -| . πρ�ς] τ�ν �ωμ[�ν τ%/ Δι%ν?σ%υ - - - ||30μελπ#μ]εν%ι [τ�ν 1ε�ν
- - -| 7. . . . . . .]εμι[- - -] - - -

Epigraphical Commentary. I have seen the stone. Θ identical with �; the two bracketed
rhos in lines 12 and 16 lack a loop; some letter spaces were left empty, presumably to be
painted.

2 .(: I could not verify the loop. Vanderpool does not dot this letter.
3 .%: Only traces of the upper right part survive. End: .α: a lower part of a diagonal

stroke.
4 Beginning: Before the alpha Vanderpool saw traces of a rounded letter: Θ or �.
5 End: Ιv�.
7 End: ΚΡ vv.
9 〈σ〉: One vacant space on the stone; end: .ν: only the lower part of the left

vertical stroke survives.
12 End: .η: only the left vertical seems secure.
15 End: the third stroke of the sigma survives.
20 〈μ〉: One vacant space on the stone.
22 End: .α: perhaps a part of a diagonal stroke; .ε: Ι.
24 The last ν looks more like a left part of Υ (which would give no sense). Iota (i.e.

τ3.ι) might not be excluded. SokolowskiÕs reading .Π .Ε for ΗΓ on the basis of the
photograph is unwarranted.

25 The last letter appears to be a gamma.
28–32 The stoichedon order is somewhat interrupted.
28 .ι: Faint traces at the top of the stoichos.
32 Only the upper part of the letter survives.
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Translation

[- - -] of [the] hieropoioi [- - -] (2) a sow to [Demeter Thesmo]phoros [-
- -] (3) [- - -] they shall set before [- - -] (4) [- - -] the torch holder [- -
-] (5) The priestly prerogatives are: the ham, the side/rib, the ischium
[- - -] (6) [- - -] The [hieropoioi] and the herald shall eat [- - -] (7) [- - -]
They shall sacriÞce [a ram] to Plouton[- - -] (8) for(?) [the demesmen]
together with others and [- - -] (9) [- - -] the altar at the Eleusinion [- -
-] (10) of(?) [the attendants] the hieropoios shall give up [- - -] (11) [- - -]
Once the priestesses made [- - -] (12) [- - -] of the Phrearrhians(?), they
shall sacriÞce to Demeter [- - -] (13) [- - -] and to Kore a male bovine [-
- -] (14) [- - -] and if they wish something else [- - -] (15) it is [allowed].
But/And (δ�) upon(?) the altars [- - -] (16) thighs, pieces cut off from
the shoulders, half the head [- - -] (17) thighs, pieces cut off from the
shoulders, half the head [- - -] (18) on the altar at the Eleusinion [- - -]
(19) altar of Plouton. The priestly prerogatives are: [- - -] (20) [- - -] of(?)
the altars for(?) the priestess [- - -] (21) the side/rib, the ischium, three
obols, of(?)6 the victim [- - -] (22) [provide?] wood for(?) the pot [- - -]
(23) [in] the court of the Eleusinion [- - -] (24) [- - -] a Þrebrand and
of the [- - -] (25) They shall give a Þrebrand [- - -] (26) [- - -] and of
Iacchus [- - -] (27)[- - -] on (?) the seventh [- - -] (28) [- - -] and of music
[- - -] (29) [- - -] the altar [- - -]

Commentary

This set of regulations concerned with the cult of the Eleusinian gods,
Demeter, Kore, Plouton, and Iacchus alongside, so it seems, Demeter
Thesmophoros, was attributed by Vanderpool to the deme Phrearrhioi
mentioned in line 12.7 Vanderpool understood that the reference here
is to a local cult. Thus the Eleusinion (lines 9 and 18) would be the
demeÕs Eleusinion and not the city Eleusinion in Athens.8 Sokolowski
(1971, 218Ð219) followed Vanderpool in assuming a local cult. He added
that we have here prescriptions for a Phrearrian celebration of the
Thesmophoria. Osborne suggested that we may be concerned here not

6 Or: for; see below commentary on lines 21Ð22.
7 For the identiÞcation of the deme and its geographical location see Vanderpool

1970, 48, 52Ð53.
8 Vanderpool 1970, 49.
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with a deme decree but with regulations for a local Eleusinion.9 Simms
argued (1998, 101Ð106) for the city Eleusinion10 as the location and for
the �ερε0α δε/ρ% and the Epidauria as the events. Clinton (1996a, 122)
identiÞed here a sacriÞce to Demeter Thesmophoros in an Eleusinion.

It seems clear that these regulations govern the performance of
public cult, most likely during a celebration of a festival involving
Eleusinian gods and Demeter Thesmophoros. The document itself is,
however, too fragmentary to allow exact identiÞcation of the particular
occasion with which it is concerned.

Date. For the date, based largely on the endings of the imperative,
see Vanderpool 1970, 47; cf. Threatte, GAI II 66.02221b (pp. 463Ð464).
Simms (1998, 93) favored a slightly earlier date, ca. 300 B.C.

Line 1
On deme hieropoioi see Whitehead 1986, 142Ð143.

Line 2
Pig (or rather "%0ρ%ς, piglet) is a customary sacriÞce in both the Thes-
mophoria and the Eleusinian mysteries.11 As Sokolowski (1971, 219)
noted, the pig sacriÞce here might be considered an introductory sac-
riÞce. Preliminary sense may be hinted at by [πρ] .%ιστ�ντωσαν (line 3);
SokolowskiÕs conjecture jν πρ[%1υ#ντωσαν] might therefore be right.
SimmsÕ πρ[ωτ%τ#κ%ν] makes good sense but currently available evi-
dence does not suggest that this word was a part of the Athenian sacri-
Þcial vocabulary.

Line 4
A λαμπαδε0%ν is attested in two temple inventories from Eleusis.12 Cf.
also δα8ς in lines 24Ð25 below. Torches have close connections to Deme-

9 Osborne 1985, 177 and note 39 (p. 251). Cf. Simms 1998, 93.
10 Cf. Robertson 1996, 351 n. 93.
11 See Burkert 1985, 242Ð245, 286; idem 1983, 256Ð264; Parke 1977, 62Ð63, 83Ð84,

159Ð160; also M. Detienne, ÔThe Violence of Wellborn Ladies: Women in the Thes-
mophoria,Õ in Detienne and Vernant 1989, 129Ð147; Jameson 1988, 98Ð99; C. Rolley,
BCH 89, 1965, 470Ð471 (Þgurines found at the Thesmophorion in Thasos with refer-
ence to other sites). On piglets, the Mysteries and the Thesmophoria at Eleusis see
Clinton 1988 and 1993, 113, 118. On pig sacriÞce for Demeter and in general see above
all idem forthcoming.

12 IG II2 1541.15 and 1543.16.
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ter and Kore both in cult practice and in myth.13 They are also a
trademark of their associate, Hecate.14

Line 5
Τ� �ερε(ι)	συνα or �ερ	συνα15 are the priestly prerogatives for the sac-
riÞces.16 Although money is sometimes included (e.g. LSCG 19; 28) or
even featured exclusively (notably in LSCG 20),17 these prerogatives
usually comprise speciÞc parts of the victim. Among these the vic-
timÕs thigh or leg and its skin are customary,18 but even ears may be
included.19 This sense of the word is clear from usages such as in LSCG

19.4Ð5. It is also supported by the lexicographers.20 Nevertheless, in
Phrynichus the word is said to denote parts of the victim chosen for
the gods.21 This may be the sense of the word in Amipsias, Connus fr.
7.22 The confusion between these two meanings is probably due to the

13 See accounts of the Eleusinian festival in Burkert 1985, 285Ð290 esp. 288; Parke
1977, 55Ð72; Clinton 1993. Also Parke 1977, 87 with note 97 (Thesmophoria); Burkert
1983, 267Ð268 n. 16, 275Ð277, 279, 281 with note 34.

14 See Burkert 1985, 222 with notes 59Ð60; Detienne in Detienne and Vernant 1989,
134 with note 42; Clinton 1992, 112, 118 with Þgs. 74Ð76. Cf. also Deubner 1932, 44
with plate 2 and contra E. Simon, Festivals of Attica: An Archaeological Commentary, Madison,
1983, 20 with note 12.

15 For spelling variations see LSJ under �ερ	συν%ς, η, %ν; Puttkammer 1912, 2 n. 3;
Threatte, GAI II 7.03, 3d (p. 154).

16 On priestly prerogatives and portions see Puttkammer 1912, 1Ð16; Gill 1991, 15Ð
19; Le Guen-Pollet 1991; van Straten 1995, 154Ð155; cf. Sokolowski 1954; Kadletz 1981;
Debord 1982, 68Ð70; below commentary on 20.7. For interesting Near-Eastern parallels
cf. the Punic inscriptions known as the Marseilles and Carthage Tariffs (see below
Appendix A). See also Lev. 7: 8Ð9, 31Ð32, Deut. 18: 3; cf. Jenson in Beckwith and
Selman 1995, 26; see in general SchŸrer 1979, 257Ð274, esp. 259Ð261. Following Deut.
18: 3 strictly, Samaritan priests are given the front leg of each victim offered during the
Passover sacriÞce still today.

17 For money in priestly prerogatives (�ερε(ι)	συνα appears alongside 4π#μετρα) in
Classical Athens see Loomis 1998, 76Ð87, 273Ð275.

18 Puttkammer 1912, 7Ð8; for the skin cf. below commentary on 20.7.
19 LSCG 19.5Ð7; 151 A 61. For other parts see especially works by Puttkammer and

Le Guen-Pollet cited above note 11.
20 Hesych. s.v. �ερ	συνα6 τ� τG3 �ερε0 διδ#μενα �ερε0α (the (parts of the) victims given

to the priest); ΛΕ6ΕΙΣ ΡΗΤ"ΡΙΚΑΙ (Bekker Anecdota Graeca, I 266.7): bΙερ	συνα6 τ�
ε5ω1#τα δ8δ%σ1αι *Uα8ρετα τ%0ς �ερε/σιν Tπ�ρ τ:ς �ερωσ?νης (what is customarily chosen
and given to the priests on account of their priesthood); the versions in Photius and the
Etym. Magn. are more or less identical with this.

21 Phryn. PS (p. 77.5 von Borries): bΙερ	συνα6 τ� τ%0ς 1ε%0ς *Uαιρ%?μενα μ�ρη κα2
1υμι	μενα (parts chosen and burnt for the gods).

22 PCG II note ad loc.; see Puttkammer 1912, 25, but cf. van Straten 1995, 154; cf.
also Gill 1991, 16Ð17.
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fact that in practice priests were commonly entitled to divine portions
as well as to priestly ones.23

In LSCG 28.4, 9Ð11, 19, 23 (SEG XLVI 173; cf. also LSCG 29.8),
the parts intended for the cult table are κωλ:, πλευρ�ν 5σ"8%υ, and
>μ8κραιρα "%ρδ:ς. The term πλευρ�ν 5σ"8%υ denotes here one part. Its
exact identiÞcation is difficult.24 Although attractive, Le Guen-PolletÕs
(1991, 20) conjecture πλευρ�ν 5〈σ〉"[8%υ] is rebuffed by [πλε]υρ�ν 5σ"8%ν
lines 21Ð22.

Line 6
On the κ:ρυU (herald) in Attic demes see Whitehead 1986, 141Ð142; at
Eleusis see Clinton 1974, especially 79Ð81.

Line 7
Plouton was a common cult name for Hades.25 On the complexity
of the equation Plouton-Hades see Clinton 1992, 59Ð63. Worshipped
also under such titles as Zeus Eubuleus, related to Zeus Chthonios,26

Plouton is closely connected to the cult of Demeter and Kore. He had a
special importance at Eleusis where he had his own priestess.27 In art he
is often represented holding a cornucopia.28 Hesiod advises the farmer
to pray to Zeus Chthonios and Demeter.29 An inscription from Paros
mentions Zeus Eubuleus together with Hera, Demeter Thesmophoros,
Kore, and Baubo.30

Line 8
For possible implications of the phrase [τ%0ς δημ]#ταις μετ� τ3ν =λλων
for the question of outsiders in deme cult see Whitehead 1986, 205Ð206.

23 Puttkammer 1912, 17; Gill 1991, 15Ð19; Le Guen-Pollet 1991, 16Ð17; van Straten
1995, 154Ð155.

24 See Ziehen, LGS II p. 81; Le Guen-Pollet 1991, 19Ð20.
25 Nilsson GGR I2 452Ð453; 471; Clinton 1992, 105.
26 M.P. Nilsson, ÔDie eleusinischen Gottheiten,Õ Opuscula Selecta II, Lund, 1952, 542Ð

623, at 554; Clinton 1992, 60. For a list of titles see Farnell 1896Ð1909, III, references on
pp. 367Ð368.

27 Cf. LSCG 7 B with Dow and Healey 1965, 35Ð37; Clinton 1974, 97; Nilsson GGR
I3 471. On the location of his sanctuary, the Ploutonion, see Clinton 1992, 18Ð21; 1993,
118; and 1996a, 123.

28 E.g. Farnell 1896Ð1909, III pl. VIIIa (facing p. 226), pl. XXXIIa (facing p. 287) =
Nilsson GGR I3 pl. 42a. For a thorough treatment see Clinton 1992, 105Ð113.

29 Op. 465 and see note ad loc. in WestÕs commentary pp. 275Ð276.
30 IG XII 5, 227. On Zeus Eubuleus and the Thesmophoria see also M.P. Nilsson,

ÔDie eleusinischen Gottheiten,Õ (above n. 26) esp. 553Ð554.
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Lines 9–10
For the Eleusinion see introductory remarks.

[4κ|%λ]%?1ωμ: Both here and in in �%/μ (line 13) the Þnal μ might be
an error. See Threatte, GAI I 41.03 (pp. 491Ð492).

Lines 12–13
SokolowskiÕs (Δ)μητρι) [Θεσμ%|(#]〈ρ〉ωι makes sense and Þts the con-
text; it appears to me preferable to SimmsÕ tentative and sparsely docu-
mented (Δ)μητρι) [Φρεα|ρρ]8ωι.

Line 13
�%/μ: Threatte (GAI I 41.03 no. 15 (p. 492)) notes that the mu is a
copying error.

On bovine sacriÞce at Eleusis see Burkert 1983, 292; idem 1985, 288Ð
289; Clinton 1988, 71, 78; idem 1993, 119.

Lines 14–15
It is difficult to choose between VanderpoolÕs [1ε]μι〈τ〉#ν and [ν#]μι-
〈μ〉%ν. For ν#μιμ%ν cf., however, the contemporary IG II2 1214.17.

Line 15
Considering the particle δ�, SokolowskiÕs semicolon seems to be re-
quired.

Lines 16–17
As Vanderpool has noted (1970, 49), this is the only attestation of the
word μασ"αλ8σματα in its secondary sense, except in the lexicographers.
The entry in the Suda reads (s.v.):

(Μασ"αλ8σματα6 É) σημα8νει δ� > λ�Uις κα2 τ� τ%0ς μηρ%0ς *πιτι1�μενα 4π�
τ3ν �μων κρ�α *ν τα0ς τ3ν 1ε3ν 1υσ8αις.31

The word also denotes the ßesh from the shoulders which is placed on
the thighs at the sacriÞces of the gods.

The reference to thighs is striking, as thighs, likely thighbones, are
mentioned together with the μασ"αλ8σματα in the present inscription.
It is also noteworthy, as Parker (1984) and van Straten (1995, 127)
observed, that in this meaning, the word μασ"αλ8σματα refers to a

31 The versions in Hesychius and Photius are practically the same; all of them
ultimately go back to Aristophanes of Byzantium fr. 412 Slater (fr. 78 p. 221 Nauck).
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practice somewhat similar to the one expressed by the verb ~μ%1ετ�ω
in Homer, i.e. placing pieces of raw meat cut off from all the limbs of
the animal, again on the thighbones, which are then burnt on the altar.
Od. 14.427Ð428 reads:

A δJ ~μ%1ετε0τ% συ�	της,
π�ντων 4ρ"#μεν%ς μελ�ων, *ς π8%να δημ#ν.

And the swineherd placed pieces of raw ßesh on the rich fat cutting them
off from all the limbs.32

Parker and van Straten (ibid.) have likewise suggested that the lexico-
graphical reference to shoulder(s) (�μ%ς) might be ascribed to a con-
fusion between ~μ#ς (raw) and �μ%ς (shoulder). Indeed, Eustathius
(134.35) states that there were those who derived the verb ~μ%1ετε0ν
from ~μ#ς (raw) rather than from �μ%ς (shoulder).33 I have suggested
elsewhere (2003a) that there might, in fact, be no confusion: the shoul-
der and the armpit (μασ"�λη) of the sacriÞcial animal could, from a
culinary point of view, be seen as two parts of the same cut, an approx-
iomate parallel to the chuck, including both the blade meat and the
upper portion of the arm34 (hence armpit)35 as well as neck meat.36 The
offering which had been named after the armpit was explained by the
lexicographers with a reference to the shoulders. In reality both are
parts of the same cut.

The offering expressed by ~μ%1ετε0ν is commonly taken as a Þrst
fruits offering (cf. Eustathius 134.30), that is, small bits of meat are
offered to the god and burnt on the altar, in the course of what is
otherwise an eaten sacriÞce where the victim is consumed. Similar
offerings are attested elsewhere in Homer. In Il. 9.219 the pieces of the
victimÕs meat are referred to as 1υηλα8: The word =ργματα is used later

32 Cf. Il. 1.460Ð462, 2.424; Od. 3.458, 12.361. Cf. Dionysius of Halicarnassus 7.15,
17. On the practice see also Burkert 1983, 6 with note 25; 1985, 57. On μασ"αλ8σματα
cf. Detienne 1996, 34Ð35. On the sacriÞce of Eumaeus see Petropoulou 1987.

33 Considering that the passage quoted from the Odyssey clearly shows that ~μ%1ε-
τε0ν consisted in cutting pieces from all limbs, this derivation seems wrong.

34 Cf. LSJ s.v. �μ%ς: Ôthe shoulder with the upper arm.Õ
35 The armpit, μασ"�λη, may in turn provide the link between the meaning of

μασ"αλ8σματα discussed here and the other meaning of the word, referring to a custom
practiced by ancient murderers consisting in cutting off their victimÕs extremities and
tying these on a string under the victimÕs armpit. See Suda s.vv. μασ"αλισ1:ναι and
μασ"αλ8σματα; Etym. Magn. s.v. 4π�ργματα etc.; Parker 1984; above all G.L. Kittredge,
ÔArm-Pitting among the Greeks,Õ AJP 6, 1885, 151Ð169.

36 See (e.g.) Webster’s Third New International Dictionary s.v. Beef. Cf. I.S. Rombauer and
M. Rombauer Becker, The Joy of Cooking, Indianapolis, 1967, 391.
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in the scene from Od. 14 (line 446) discussed above; A. Petropoulou37

suggested that the =ργματα, offered at the beginning of the meal, ought
to be taken from the portions of meat already roasted and distributed.
I have suggested (2003a) that comparison with the Homeric passages
suggests that the offering of maschalismata should be understood as a
Þrst-fruit offering where, although the victim would be consumed, small
pieces of its meat would, nevertheless, be offered to the god and burnt
on the altar.

The actual destruction of meat is probably connected to the charac-
ter of the divinities involved, who are clearly concerned with agricul-
tural fertility and wealth. Cf. the several cases of destruction of meat in
27 A below (including Þrstlings in lines 15Ð16, 19) in sacriÞces to divini-
ties of possibly similar character.

For >μ8κραιρα see below commentary on 20.19; cf. above commen-
tary on line 5. As for the repetition, this may not necessarily be dittog-
raphy as Sokolowski noted (1971, 219). ÔAltarsÕ in the plural are men-
tioned in line 15 and two altars may be referred to here. Lack of sen-
tence connectives and the fragmentary state of the text allow, however,
little certainty.

Lines 19–20
Without sufficient context,VanderpoolÕs [τ%0ν 1ε]|%0ν cannot be ascer-
tained. SokolowskiÕs �ερε	συν[α τ�δε 4π� 4μ(]|%0ν τ3ν �ω〈μ〉3ν τ:ι
�ερε8αι κα[2 τ3ι �ερε06]38 could make sense; good attestations for such
a phrase as �ερε	συνα 4π� τ%//τ3ν �ωμ%//3ν are desirable, however.
JΑμ(%0ν τ3ν �ωμ3ν for 4μ(%0ν τ%0ν �ωμ%0ν is matched by 4μ(%0ν τ3ν
γ%ν�ων in the much later SEG XIX 127 II 66 (A.D. 174/5). For a more
contemporary example see Aristotle APr 61a 23.

Line 21
For �ερε0%ν see below commentary on 27 B 10.

37 1987, esp. 139, 143, 146, 148. The word appears to be now echoed in the 4π�ρ-
γματα of the theoxenia ritual of the law from Selinus, 27 A 19 below. Cf. Lupu 2003a, 75Ð
76 n. 23. Note, however, that while the theoxenia offerings would be destroyed, the sacri-
Þce as a whole would involve consumption of the victimÕs meat by human participants.

38 ÔThese (are the) priestly prerogatives for the priestess and the priest from both
altarsÕ (if I understand correctly).
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Lines 21–22
On wood see Gill 1991, 17. Wood, i.e. Þrewood, is likely to form here
a part of the items due to the priestess.39 \?λα *π2 τ�ν �ωμ#ν (wood for
the altar) is mentioned in LSCG 7 B 25 (Dow and Healey 1965) among
items to be purchased with the 4π#μετρα (money given to priests for
cultic expenses). The exact same phrase occurs in LSS 19.92.40 The text
here seems to have a similar sense: Ôwood for the potÕ could indicate a
requirement to supply the priestess with wood which would be used for
Þre to boil water inside the pot where meat would be cooked.41

It is interesting to note that, following the building of the second
temple in Jerusalem, supplying wood for the altar was established as a
public service: ÔConcerning the offering of wood, we cast lots for the
priests, the Levites, and the people to bring it to the house of our Lord,
the house of our forefathers, on appointed times each yearÕ (Nehemia
10:35). See SchŸrer 1979, 273.

Line 22
π .αρ.ε[" - - -]: Although it seems clear that some form of παρ�"ω ought
to be restored here, and SokolowskiÕs π .αρ.ε["#ντωσαν] may be correct,
the fragmentary state of the text might not preclude an imperative
inÞnitive.

Line 26
On Iacchus, a companion of the Eleusinian goddesses, see Burkert
1983, 279 with notes and 1985, 287Ð288; Clinton 1992, especially 64Ð
71 and 1993, 119. His name might have originated from the cultic cry

39 Cf. Σ"8+αι: LSCG 55.11; LSS 22.7 (see below n. 36). \?λα: LSCG 7 B 25; 17 A b 6;
96.18; cf. 177.39; LSS 7.5; 19.86Ð92 passim. Φρ?γανα: LSCG 2 A 2, 8Ð9, B 6, D 5Ð6; 28
(SEG XLVI) 2Ð8 passim, 22; 151 C 13Ð14.

40 Cf. LSCG 55.10Ð11 Nλαι%ν | *π2 �ωμ#ν (oil for the altar).
41 Simms (1998, 100) suggests that what we have here is a stipulation requiring

some official to Ôplace money for(?) wood on the khytros.Õ Sokolowski (1971) restored
ΙΙΙ τ%/ �ερε8%υ [aκ�στ%υ πρ�ς U]|?λα *π2 τ�ν "?τρ%ν i.e. Ôthree obols for each victim
for wood for(?) the pot.Õ I assume that he had in mind something like LSS 22 from
Epidaurus (cf. below commentary on 13.4), instructing the priest to collect sums of
money from worshippers for wood used for the sacriÞce of a full-grown or a suckling
victim respectively. If this is correct, the money here would probably be still used, as at
Epidaurus, to reimburse the priestess for the purchase of wood for (cooking in) the pot
rather than be placed on it.



170 document 3

fΙακ"J � fΙακ"ε shouted during the procession from Athens to Eleusis
during the Eleusinian festival.42

Line 27
Any restoration of the date, such as SimmsÕ τ:ι δ� a�δ#[μηι *π2 δ�κα],
depends upon exact identiÞcation of the event(s) in question; cf. above,
introductory remarks.

Line 28
The importance of music and dance in civic sacriÞces is emphasized in
Plato, Leg. 799a-b. PlatoÕs discussion, utopian as it may be, is still based
on actual precedents; see Demosthenes, Meid. (21) 51Ð52.43 On music at
sacriÞces see also G.C. Nordquist, ÔSome Notes on Musicians in Greek
CultÕ, in R. HŠgg (ed.), Ancient Greek Cult Practice from the Epigraphical

Evidence (ActaAth-8o 13), Stockholm, 1994 81Ð93.

42 Parke 1977, 65; Burkert 1983, 30 n. 2; Clinton 1992, 65. Clinton, 1992 67, n. 25,
points out that Σεμελ)ι’ fΙακ"ε πλ%υτ%δ#τα (son of Semele, Iacchus, giver of wealth)
of the Lenaia (Schol. Ar. Ran. 479c) does not mean that Iacchus was equated with
Dionysus but rather that Dionysus is evoked here under two different epithets.

43 Rudhardt 1992, 181.
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SEG XXXVI 267

ATTICA. MARATHON. CAVE OF PAN. DEDICATION
TO PAN WITH A PROHIBITION. 61/60 B.C.

(Figure 11)

The upper part of a small stele of Pentelic marble. It is broken below but
otherwise there is no damage to the inscribed face. The stele has a pediment
which is broken at the top. Parts of two acroteria survive at the corners of the
pediment. The back is smooth-picked and has been worked with a claw chisel.
The stone was found during the excavations of the cave of Pan in 1958.

H. 0.22, W. 0.207 (0.229 at the base of the pediment), Th. 0.044. L.H. 0.01Ð
0.012; Ω 0.005Ð0.006; Φ 0.015. Interlinear space 0.002Ð0.004.

Vrana. Marathon Museum. Inv. Λ 231.

Ed. Petrakos 1987, 305Ð306 n. 30; (= SEG XXXVI 267); Petrakos 1993, 69Ð70;
Petrakos 1996, 88Ð90;1 Lupu 2001.

Photograph: Petrakos 1993, 70; Petrakos 1996, 90, Þg. 37 (excellent).

61/60 a.

JΑγα1M τ?"η6 *π2 Θε% v-
()μ%υ =ρ"%ντ%ς6 v v v

Πυ1αγ#ρας κα2 Σωσι v-
4 κρ�της κα2 Λ?σανδρ%ς

%� συν�(η�%ι Παν2 κα2
Ν?ν(αις 4ν�1ηκαν. {α}
JΑπαγ%ρε?ει A 1ε�ς μM

8 [ε]5σ(�ρειν "ρωμ�τιν[%ν]
[μ] .ηδ� �απτ�ν μηδ� [. .]
[ ca. 5–6. . . . .]ΕΙΣΠ[ ca. 7–8. . . . . . . ]
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Restorations. Suppl. P. || 6 Þn. A: secl. P., SEG || 9–10 .λ[εγ|νωτ#ν]; ε5σπ[%ρε?εσ v |1αι - -
-] L., illud magna, hoc aliqua cum dubitatione; vid. adn.

1 Adapted from the authorÕs 1993 article.
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Epigraphical Commentary. I have seen the stone. The letters seem somewhat crowded;
Alpha with a broken crossbar; smaller, suspended omega; some serifs. The lineÕs length
seems to be Þxed at sixteen letters, allowing up to eighteen letters with several iotas.
Syllabic division is apparently observed (see lines 1 and 3). An obvious attempt to divide
the dedication from the actual law may account for the superßuous alpha at the end of
line 6: the letter-cutter appears to have started inscribing the Þrst word of the law only
to realize his mistake and start again without erasing the alpha.

6 Ν?ν(αις sic.
10 In the Þrst break there is room for Þve letters or six including a iota; in the

second there is room for seven letters or eight including a iota. If ε5σπ%ρε?εσ1αι
is correct, syllabic division requires the letters to be disposed on the stone with
a vacant space at the end of this line.

Translation

Good Luck. In the archonship of Theophemos, the fellow ephebes
Pythagoras, Sosikrates, and Lysandros dedicated (this stele) to Pan and
the Nymphs. (7) The god forbids to carry in either colored (garments)
or dyed (garments) or [- - -]

Commentary

This inscription belongs to a group of sacred laws which regulate entry
to sanctuaries by listing, at times alongside cathartic requirements (for
these see 7 below), items which are forbidden inside.2 Garments of
certain materials may be prohibited, as may makeup or items such as
footwear or jewelry. See LSCG 68.1Ð11; 124.17Ð18; 136.25Ð26; LSS 32.1Ð
2; 33 A 1Ð8; 56.2; 91.7Ð10; LSAM 6.4Ð7; 14.9Ð11; cf. 35.5; 84.10; SEG

XXXVI 1221.1Ð11;3 cf. LSCG 65.15Ð27.
Date. The date is indicated by the archonship of Theophemos.

The Findspot, the Cult, the Dedicators, and the Dedication

The cave where the inscription was found was discovered late in 1958;4

subsequent small-scale excavations led the excavator I. Papadimitriou

2 Cf. Part I pp. 16Ð17.
3 Cited above Part I p. 16. For LSAM 35 see 15Ð16.
4 Report in Ergon 1958, 15Ð22. On the discovery see Petrakos 1993, 67Ð68 who adds

(cf. 1996, 86) that the cave had been evidently known in the nineteenth century.
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to identify it, no doubt correctly, with the cave of Pan described by
Pausanias (1.32.7).5 It is located about three kilometers west of the mod-
ern village of Marathon on the north slope of a hill which in antiquity
was the acropolis of the deme Oenoe, one of the four members of the
Marathonian Tetrapolis.6

PanÕs relationship with the nymphs, frequently worshipped together
with him in caves, is asserted by the god himself in MenanderÕs Dyskolos

36Ð37. The cult of Pan in Attica is archaeologically documented from
around the beginning of the Þfth century B.C.,7 corresponding on the
whole to HerodotusÕ report (6.105) relating PanÕs arrival in Attica to the
battle of Marathon. The cult of Pan and the nymphs at the Marathon
cave seems to have started around this date: although remains suggest
human activity from the Neolithic era onwards, the evidence for cult
dates to the Classical and Roman periods.8

Ephebic activity in the cave is probably linked to PanÕs affinities to
the battle of Marathon9 and to the role the commemoration of the Per-
sian Wars played in the ephebic curriculum.10 The three ephebes11 are
unlikely to have formulated the law; their dedication consisted rather
in inscribing and setting up a stone bearing regulations representing a
local custom.12

5 See Ergon 1958, 16Ð17 with photographs; J.M. Wickens, The Archaeology and History
of Cave Use in Attica, Greece from Prehistoric through Late Roman Times, Dissertation, Indiana
University, 1986, II, 230Ð231; Petrakos 1996, 86Ð88 (idem 1993, 69); Lupu 2001, 119
with further bibliography.

6 Ergon 1958, 15; Wickens ibid. II, 224; Petrakos 1996, 86 (cf. 1993, 69). For a map
see Petrakos 1996, 4Ð5, Þg. 1.

7 See Wickens ibid. I, 170; Parker 1996, 164 with n. 38. For a possible cultic use of
Pan-Nymph caves in the Archaic period see Wickens ibid. I, 166Ð167, 173. On their cult
in Attica down to late antiquity see ibid. esp. I, 168Ð186, 197Ð200, 205Ð208, 210Ð214.
Cf. also P. Borgeaud, The Cult of Pan in Ancient Greece, Trans. K. Atlass and J. RedÞeld,
Chicago and London, 1988 (French original 1979), esp. 133Ð156.

8 Petrakos 1996, 88Ð89 with photographs (idem 1993, 69); Wickens ibid. II, 229Ð
230. For photographs of Þnds see also the report in Ergon 1958, 18Ð22.

9 So Wickens ibid. I, 179; Petrakos 1987, 305Ð306; cf. idem 1993, 68.
10 On the ephebes and the Persian Wars see Mikalson 1998, 248Ð249; cf. C. PŽlŽ-

kidis, Histoire de l’éphébie attique des origines à 31 avant Jésus-Christ, Paris, 1962, 253; cf.
also Aristotle Ath. Pol. 42.3 with P.J. Rhodes, A Commentary on the Aristotelian Athenaion
Politeia, Oxford, 1981, note ad loc. (pp. 505Ð506).

11 Πυ1αγ#ρας: LGPN II s.v. 4; Σωσικρ�της: ibid. s.v. 11; Λ?σανδρ%ς: ibid. s.v. 14.
12 Cf. Petrakos 1996, 88 (1993, 70). Note below nos. 10 and 21.
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Line 7
Ascribing the prohibition to the god himself is noteworthy; cf. 25.1Ð2
and commentary on 7.1Ð3. The cathartic code from Cyrene, LSS 115,
presents itself as an oracle of Apollo; Xanthus, the author of LSCG 55,
was chosen by the god, Men; the prescriptions of LSAM 20 appear to
have been revealed in a dream.13

Line 8
Ε5σ(�ρειν, literally Ôcarry in,Õ is used, when governing clothing items, in
the sense of Ôwear.Õ Cf. LSCG 124.17; 136.25Ð26; SEG XXXVI 1221.8Ð11;
cf. Lupu 2001, 122.14

Line 8–9
"ρωμ�τιν[%ν] and �απτ#ν: Whereas "ρωμ�τιν%ς is likely to refer gen-
erally to any color-bearing garments, i.e. printed,15 woven, or embroi-
dered,16 �απτ#ς seems to refer speciÞcally to dyed garments.17 A white-
only dress code is prescribed in a few comparable documents.18 I have
elsewhere suggested (2001, 122Ð123) that if a similar notion was, as
Petrakos observed (1996, 90 (1993, 70)), operative here, the restora-
tion μηδ� .λ[εγ|νωτ#ν] forbidding garments with colored borders would
make some sense.19

13 Cf. Part I pp. 77Ð79, 11Ð12, 89.
14 LSJ does not record this sense of the word. For SEG XXXVI 1221 see part I p. 16.
15 Cf. R.J. Forbes, Studies in Ancient Technology2, Leiden, 1964Ð1972, IV, 138Ð139.
16 Cf. Forbes ibid. 225Ð250 esp. 235Ð236. On the color of clothes see G. Losfeld, Essai

sur le costume grec, Paris, [1991], 183Ð190 (menÕs clothes; including a discussion of border
ornaments), 262Ð267 (womenÕs clothes). On dyeing in general see Forbes ibid. 99Ð150.

17 Cf. Forbes ibid 128, 132.
18 LSAM 35.5 is the clearest case; cf. LSCG 65.15Ð16 (Andania): initiatesÕ clothes are

to be white; σαμε0α (ornaments, probably fringe ornaments: SokolowskiÕs note ad loc.)
of a speciÞc size are nevertheless allowed); LSAM 14.9: incubants at the Pergamene
Asclepieion are ordered to wear white clothes; LSS 91.8: only white footwear, and not
made of goat skin.

19 The word λεγν%τ#ς is rare but attention paid to the border of clothes is not
particularly surprising: LSCG 65 (Andania), authorizes border ornaments (lines 16, 21)
of speciÞc dimensions only. For Jewish prescriptions regarding fringes see Num. 15.38
(Forbes ibid. 121).
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Line 10
If a form of ε5σπ%ρε?εσ1αι ought to be restored here, the inÞnitive is
most probable. The verb is frequently used in comparable documents.20

20 See LSCG 55.4Ð5, 6; LSAM 14.[1], 7; 18.13; [20.32]; OGIS 598.1Ð2 and SEG VIII
169.1 (two copies of the sacred law from the Herodian temple in Jerusalem; see Part I
p. 20); below 7.3Ð4, 17, 18; cf.; LSCG 65.37 171.15 (see Part I p. 35). If λεγνωτ#ν is correct,
the space has no room for a negative and the restored verb ought to have started a
new, positive stipulation involving a shift from indirect to direct speech. See Lupu 2001,
123Ð124.
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SEG XXXI 122

ATTICA. PAIANIA(?). STATUTES OF AN ERANOS.
CA. EARLY SECOND CENTURY A.D.

(Figure 12)

A virtually intact, slightly tapered stele of white marble consisting of two joined
fragments. It is topped by a pediment crowned by three acroteria, one at the
apex and two at the lower corners, of which the left one is broken. In the
middle of the pediment there is a shield. The left edge of the stone is slightly
damaged. The back is rough picked, as is the socket, the front of which is
fully preserved. The stone, which had passed through several hands during the
1960s and 1970s before it was donated to the J. Paul Getty Museum, is said
to have come from Liopesi, a village in central Attica, the site of the deme
Paiania.

H. 0.745; W. 0.43 (top), 0.447 (bottom); Th. ca. 0.047 (top right), ca. 0.075 (bot-
tom left). L.H. ca. 0.01; Φ ca. 0.017 (line 1), 0.012 (line 46). Interlinear Space:
practically none in lines 1Ð36; ca. 0.002 in lines 37Ð46. Margins ca. 0.009 (top),
ca. 0.021 (bottom), ca. 0.002 (sides; varying). Socket H. 0.056, W. 0.285, Th.
ca. 0.075.

Malibu, The J. Paul Getty Museum. Inv. 78.AA.377.

Ed. Raubitschek 1981 (= SEG XXXI 122).

Cf. J. and L. Robert BE 1984 no. 185; Pritchett 1987, 188 n. 25 (=SEG XXXVI
198);1 Follet 1989, 40Ð41 (=SEG XXXIX 311); Aleshire 1991, 228Ð229;2 Arna-
outoglou 1994.

Photographs: Raubitschek 1981, 93 Þg. 1,3 92 Þg. 2 (excellent but too small).

1 See below commentary on lines 23Ð27.
2 See below commentary on lines 1Ð2.
3 = Figure 12.
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ca. init. saec. II p.
manus
prima JΑγα1C: τ?"Cη. JΕπ2 Τ8τ%υ Φλα�8%υ Κ#νων%ς =ρ"%ντ%-

ς κα2 �ερ�ως Δρ%?σ%υ Tπ�τ%υ, Μ%υνι"ι3ν%ς vκτo
κα2 δεκ�τCη6 Nδ%Uεν τG3 4ρ"ερανιστC: [[Μ�ρκGω]] Α5μιλ8Gω manus altera

in rasura
4 Ε7"αρ8στGω Παιαν<ι>ε0 συν#δ%υ τ:ς τ3ν bΗρακλιαστ3ν τ3ν

*ν Λ8μναις )( τ�δε δ%κματ8σαι6 *�ν τις *ν τC: συν#δGω
μ�"ην π%ι)σCη, τC: *"%μ�νCη >μ�ρHα 4π%τιν�τω πρ%στε8μ-
%υ A μ�ν 4ρU�μεν%ς δρα"μ�ς δ�κα, )( A δ� *Uακ%λ%υ1-

8 .)σας δρα"μ�ς π�ντε )( κα2 *U�νανκα πραττ�σ1ω τ3ν .σ-
[υ]νερανιστ3ν ψ:(%ν λα�#ντων *κ�ι��σαι6 )( τ:ς δ� *ν1)κ-
ης τ:ς τε1ε8σης Tπ� τ%/ 4ρ"ερανιστ%/ κα2 Oση `ν =λλη *ν-
1)κη *πισυνα"1C:, τα?της μη1ε2ς κατ� μηδ�να τρ#π%ν Bπτ-

12 [�]σ1ω .πλε8ω τ%/ τ#κ%υ τ%/ πεσ%μ�ν%υ, )( μM πλ�ω δ� δαπαν�τ-
[ω] A ταμ8ας δρα"μ3ν [[Τ6 Nδ%Uε]] *κ τ%/ τ#κ%υ6 )( *�ν δ� τι πλε8ων- manus altera

in rasura
[%]ς Zψηται V *κ τ:ς *ν1)κης )( V *κ τ%/ τ#κ%υ 4π%τειν�τω πρ%σ-
[τ]ε8μ%υ τ� τριπλ%/ν6 Aμ%8ως δ� κα2 `ν ταμιε?σας τις *πιδει"1 .C:

16 [ν]εν%σ(ισμ�ν%ς )( 4π%τιν�τω τ� τριπλ%/ν6 περ2 δ� �ερεωσυν-
[3]ν Kν =ν τις 4γ%ρ�σCη παρα"ρ:μα κατατι1�στω )( *ν τG3 *"-
[%]μ�νGω *νιαυτG3 )( α7τG3 τG3 4ρ"ερανιστC:, κα2 λαμ�αν�τω πρ#σ-
[γ]ρα(%ν παρ� τ%/ 4ρ"ερανιστ%/, λαν��νων δ� *U N1%υς τ� διπλP

20 [μ]�ρη *κτ�ς τ%/ %.<ν%υ6 %� δ� *ργ%λα�)σαντες Tϊκ�ν V %5νικ�ν μ-

.M 4π%καταστ)σαντες *ν GK )( δειπν[[%/]]σιν *νιαυτG3 4π%τιν�τω- manus altera
in rasura

σαν τ� διπλ%/ν6 %� δ� *ργ%λα�%/ντες *νγυητ�ς ε7αρ�στ%υς
παρατι1�τωσαν τG3 ταμ8Hα κα2 τG3 4ρ"ερανιστC:6 καταστ�νεσ1αι δ� Γ

24 [[παννυ"ιστ�ς]] τ%@ς δυναμ�ν%υς6 *�ν δ� μM 1�λωσιν τ#τε *κ π�ντ- manus altera
in rasura

ων κληρ%?σ1ωσαν κα2 A λα"oν Tπ%μεν�τω6 *�ν δ� μM Tπ%μ�νCη V
μM 1�λCη παννυ"ιστMς εgναι λα"oν 4π%τιν�τω πρ%στε8μ%υ δρα"μ�ς aκ-
ατ#ν6 )( καταστ�νεσ1{ωσαν}αι δ� *π�νανκες *κ τ:ς συν#δ%υ πρ�κ-

28 τ%ρες δ�κα6 )( *�ν δ� τινες μM 1�λω .σ.ιν πρ�κτ%ρες Tπ%μ�νειν κλερ%?σ1ω-
σαν *κ τ%/ πλ)1%υς δ�κα6 )( Aμ%8ως δ� .κα2 *�ν A ταμ8ας 4π%διδ%0 λ#γ%ν 4γ-
%ρPς γεν%μ�νης καταστ�νεσ1αι *γλ .%γιστ�ς τρε0ς κα2 τ%@ς *γλ%γιστ�ς vμ-
ν?ειν α7τ#ν τε τ�ν bΗρακλ:ν κα2 Δ)μητρα κα[2] Κ#ρην6 )( κληρ%/σ1αι δ� τ:ς >μ�ρ-

32 ας aκ�στης *π2 τ� κρ�α 4ν1ρ	π%υς δ?ω6 )( .A .μ%8ως κα2 *π2 τ%@ς σ[[τρε]]πτ%@- manus altera
in rasura

ς 4ν1ρ	π%υς δ?ω6 )( *�ν δ� τις τ3ν πεπιστευ .μ .�νων εTρε1C: 9υπαρ#ν τ-
[ι] πεπ%ιηκoς 4π%τιν�τω δρα"μ�ς ε<κ%σι6 )( α�ρε8σ1ω δ� A 4ρ"ερανιστMς
%|ς `ν �%?ληται *κ τ:ς συν#δ%υ [[ε5ς τ� συνεγ]]δαν8σαι τMν *ν1)κην μετJ α7τ%/ manus altera

in rasura
36 4ν1ρ	π%υς Γ6 διδ#τωσαν δ� τMν σιμ8δαλιν π�ντες τC: .δημ%σ8Hα "%8νικι . 6

manus
altera *γδ8δ%σ1αι δ� κα1J Wκαστ%ν *νιαυτ�ν Tπ� τ%/ ταμ[8%] .υ 1/μα τG3 1εG3

κ�πρ%ν Ν
Μ ΚI6 *�ν δ� τις τ3ν *κ τ%/ *ρ�ν%υ τ�κν%ν [.] . Σ . 1�λCη 5σ�γιν

διδ#τω Tϊκ%/ Ν
Μ Ις 〈I, *�ν δ� τις *μ�:ναι 1�λCη διδ#τω Tϊκ%/ Ν

Μ ΛΓ6
40 κατα��λλεσ1αι δ� τ�ν λ#γ%ν Oταν %� *γλ%γιστα2 vμ#σαντε[ς]

4π%δ3σι τG3 4ρ"ερανιστC: τ�ν λ#γ%ν κα2 *πιδ8Uωσι ε< τι v(8λι A τα-
μ8ας6 U?λα δ� *γδ8δ%σ1αι Tπ� τ%/ κα1J Nτ%ς ταμ8%υ6 < τ�ς δ� (%ρ�ς
κατα(�ριν τG3 ταμ8Hα *π�ναγκες 5ς τ�ς *γδ#σις6 A δ� μM κατεν�νκας

44 4π%τιν�τω τ� διπλ%/ν6 < A δ� μM δ%@ς τ� κ�1%λ%ν *U�ραν%ς
Nστω6 / μM *U�στω δ� τ3ν *ν τG3 =λσι U?λων Zπτεσ1αι6 < στ�(α-
[ν%]ν δ� (�ριν τG3 1εG3 Wκαστ%ν. vacat

vacat ca. 0.021
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Restorations. Suppl. Raubitschek || 13 Τ6: τw (CCC) || 23 Γ γw (III) || 38 ΚI: κw (minae XX);
[.] . Σ .: [τ].8σ.ι (= τ8σει) R. dubitanter || 36 Γ γw (III) || 39 Ις〈I: vid. adn. ad loc.; Þn. ΛΓ:
λγw (minae XXXIII).

Epigraphical Commentary. I have seen the stone and I made use of excellent study pho-
tographs provided by the J. Paul Getty Museum. The stone was inscribed by two hands:
lines 1Ð36 belong to the Þrst; 37Ð46 to the second. Corrections in the several erasures
in lines 1Ð36 were probably made by the second hand. The letters of the Þrst hand are
somewhat uneven; they are particularly crowded with practically no interlinear space.
Alpha with a broken crossbar and square lunate sigma are employed, and there are no
serifs. The sign )( is used for punctuation. The second hand is somewhat more orderly
and the letters are not as closely packed. Α with a broken crossbar, Σ, serifs. The sign
< is used for punctuation (cf. also the sign / in line 45; for the larger 〈 in line 39 see
commentary ad loc.). Unlike the Þrst hand, the second hand uses ι for ει. Raubitschek
does not dot a few doubtful letters where the readings are secured by the context.

4 Παιανε0: The stone (and the photographs). Raubitschek prints Παιανιε0.
13 Τ6: The Τ is followed by a dot placed in the middle of the line (for the dot cf.

Threatte GAI I 4.021 no. 3 (p. 88).
19 λαν��νων: Raubitschek prints λαμ��νων, but the stone (and the photograph)

have a nu. The nu for mu is probably a copying mistake (Threatte GAI I 41.03
(pp. 491Ð492)).

21 Raubitschek brackets the Þrst eta. The lower tip of the right vertical seems
secure to me.

30–31 RaubitschekÕs division *γλ%γιστ�ς | vμν?ειν must be a mistake.
36 End: Raubitschek prints [.]. As he says, the traces visible on the stone might

belong to a Γ (i.e. 3) which had been erased.
38 ΚI: RaubitschekÕs κ< / appears to be a misprint. [.] . Σ .: before the sigma the

stone has a bottom part of a vertical stroke. I thought I could see secure traces
of iota after the sigma but this may be wrong and Raubitschek has [τ].8σ.ι.

41–42 RaubitschekÕs division A | ταμ8ας must be a mistake.
44 I follow Raubitschek in printing < though on the stone the sign looks somewhat

like a small Y placed in the middle of the line. It looks somewhat the same in
line 45, where it might be damaged by a small break.

45 A diagonal stroke appears in the middle of the line between the Þrst two words.
It seems intentional and might be interpreted as a punctuation mark.

46 End: for (for the sign see commentary below) Raubitschek has I; this must be
a misprint.

Translation

To good luck. When Titus Flavius Conon was an archon and priest of
the consul Drusus, on the eighteenth of Mounichion, Marcus Aemilius
Eucharistus of the deme Paiania, the archeranist of the association of
the Heracliastai in the Marshes, has decreed that the following be laid
down:

(5) If anyone engages in a Þght in the association, on the following
day the one who started the Þght shall pay a Þne of ten drachmas; the
one who joined it (shall pay) Þve drachmas. (8) Such a person shall on
compulsion be subjected to expulsion from the association, following
the votes of the fellow members.
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(9) No one shall touch the endowment deposited by the archeranist
or any possible added endowment in any way beyond the accrued
interest, nor shall the treasurer spend more than 300 drachmas, he (the
archeranist) has decreed, of the interest. If he lays hold of more, either
from the endowment or from the interest, he shall pay as a Þne three
times as much. (15) Likewise, if someone is shown to have appropriated
(funds) for himself while acting as a treasurer, he shall pay three times
as much.

(16) With regard to whatever priesthoods someone may buy at
once(?), the buyer shall make a payment, in the following year, to the
archeranist himself, and shall receive a receipt from the archeranist. As
is customary, he shall receive double portions, with the exception of
wine.

(20) If those contracting the (supply of) pork and wine do not hand
(them) over during the year in which they furnish meals, they shall
pay twice as much. The contractors shall provide the treasurer and
the archeranist with satisfactory sureties.

(23) Three able men shall be appointed as pannychistai. If they refuse,
then these shall be chosen by lot from among all, and whoever is
chosen shall comply. If he does not comply or refuses to be a pannychistes

although chosen by lot, he shall pay a Þne of one hundred drachmas.
(27) Ten praktores shall be appointed on compulsion from the associ-

ation. If some members do not wish to serve as praktores, ten shall be
chosen by lot from the body of members.

(29) Likewise, when the treasurer renders an account, a meeting
(4γ%ρ�) having been called, there shall be appointed three auditors, and
the auditors shall swear by Heracles himself, by Demeter, and by Kore.

(31) Two people in charge of meat shall be chosen by lot every day
and likewise two people in charge of pastries. If any of those entrusted
is found to have done something sordid, he shall pay 20 drachmas.

(34) The archeranist shall choose which three association members
he wishes to join him in lending out the endowment.

(36) All shall give Þne wheaten ßour (measured) according to the
public choinix.

(37) The treasurer shall take care that a boar of 20 minae be provided
each year as a sacriÞcial victim for the god.

(38) If any association member wishes to enter a child [- - -], he shall
give 161/2(?) minae of pork. If anyone wishes to join (himself), he shall
give 33 minae of pork.

(40) The account shall be deposited when the sworn auditors render
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their account to the archeranist and show if the treasurer owes some-
thing.

(42) The annual treasurer shall take care that wood be provided.
It shall be required to pay the dues to the treasurer for letting out

contracts. Whoever does not pay, shall pay twice as much in Þnes.
Whoever does not pay at all shall be expelled from the eranos.

(45) It shall be forbidden to touch the trees at the grove.
Everyone shall wear a wreath for the god.

Commentary

Any addition to the somewhat limited group of Athenian sacred laws
of the Roman Imperial period4 is welcome, all the more so when it
happens to be a fully preserved, substantial document like the present
one. It is therefore regrettable that this inscription has attracted so little
attention since its publication, especially because it is, as the Roberts
observed (BE 1984 no. 185), not without problems. The inscription is
full of details which ought to have been obvious to its target audience.
Most of them are mentioned by passing reference only, without suffi-
cient context. As a result, they remain at times both unclear, further
obscured by the haphazard style, and difficult to elucidate, especially
since comparable documents are relatively rare. Thus, while allowing
us a glimpse (perhaps not nearly as revealing or as entertaining as the
one given by the Iobacchi inscription, LSCG 51),5 into the mundane
reality of an association with its intricate combination of Þnance and
religion, this document may also serve as an indication of the gaps in
our knowledge of matters pertaining to contemporary Athenian associ-
ations, cult practice, topography, and prosopography.

This is not the place for a discussion of the full range of meanings
covered by the word Nραν%ς. It should suffice to mention here the two
basic meanings: (1) a meal consisting of contributions made by those
participating in it;6 (2) a particular kind of loan, perhaps friendly, but
not necessarily interest-free.7 At least to a certain extent, the social and

4 LSCG 8; 51Ð55 (and IG II2 1365); LSS 16; 127.
5 For which cf. Part I p. 89.
6 LSJ s.v. [I]; P. Millett, Lending and Borrowing in Ancient Athens, Cambridge, 1991, 154;

E. Cohen, Athenian Economy and Society: A Banking Perspective, Princeton, 1992, 208.
7 LSJ s.v. II; Millett ibid. 153Ð159 (with note 33 for bibliography); Cohen, ibid. 207Ð

215 esp. 214, who questions the common labeling of such a loan as Ôfriendly.Õ
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Þnancial aspects embedded in these two meanings seem to character-
ize associations called Nραν%ς. Associations of *ρανιστα8 were already
known to Aristotle (see below). They appear to have gained popularity
in Athens during the Hellenistic era.8 At Þrst glance, an eranos may seem
to have existed mainly for Þnancial reasons, i.e. to offer to its mem-
bers loans, presumably on terms better than those offered by bankers.9

But the situation must have been more complex than this. In the Nico-

machean Ethics (8.9.5 (1160a 20)) Aristotle gives a different reason for the
existence of associations of *ρανιστα8: like the associations of 1ιασ3ται,
they exist 1υσ8ας Wνεκα κα2 συν%υσ8ας.10 These elements, loaning money,
cultic activity, and socializing, are evident in the present document. The
paramount concern with Þnance indicates that the association was not
founded merely for cultic purposes and socializing but had preeminent
Þnancial interests.11 We might even say that the concern with cultic
matters is, if not superÞcial, at least secondary.12 It would still be wrong
to assume that the cultic, social, and Þnancial elements were not looked
upon as complementary by the founder and the members of the asso-
ciation. To them, a cultic framework may have appeared to provide a
natural setting for socializing, and this framework, secondary perhaps,
may have not been wholly superÞcial. On the contrary, it may have
been regarded as essential to the Þnancial interests of the association.13

Date. On the date see below commentary on lines 1Ð2.

Lines 1–2
The office of �ερε@ς Δρ%?σ%υ Tπ�τ%υ, created in Athens following the
death of Drusus in 9 B.C., was held by the eponymous archon who,
after 9/8 B.C., was thus to be known also as ÔThe Priest of the Consul
Drusus.Õ The priesthood is Þrst documented in IG II2 1722. It seems to
have disappeared during the reign of Hadrian: the last archon docu-
mented to have borne this double title appears to be T. Fl. Alcibiades
of IG II2 3589.14

8 For a review of the epigraphic evidence see N.F. Jones, The Associations of Classical
Athens: The Response to Democracy, New York/Oxford, 1999, 308.

9 I follow Vondeling 1961, 161Ð162; Raubitschek 1981, 96.
10 For the sake of sacriÞce and socializing.
11 Cf. Raubitchek 1981, 69; see below.
12 For a fair assessment of the role of religion in comparable Attic organizations see

Jones, The Associations of Classical Athens, 228.
13 Cf. Vondeling 1961,161; Raubitschek 1981, 98.
14 I follow P. Graindor, Athènes sous Auguste, Cairo, 1927, 157; idem, Athènes sous Hadrien,

Cairo, 1934, 171; D.J. Geagan, The Athenian Constitution after Sulla (Hesperia Suppl. 12),
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The date of the archon T. Fl. Conon is, unfortunately, far from
secure. The stemma of his family, the Flavii of Sounion, which had
occupied several scholars during the twentieth century, has been more
recently reconsidered by Aleshire 1991, 123Ð130.15 T. Fl. Conon could
have been the younger brother of T. Fl. Sophocles, who was an ar-
chon in the Þrst years of the second century A.D. (between 100/1
and 105/6).16 The two could possibly be identiÞed as the Sophocles
and Conon mentioned in the ephebic catalog IG II2 1992.3Ð4. The
relationship between them and the Conon who was an archon in the
Þfth decade of the Þrst century A.D. is not certain. They could be
his sons, aged sixty to seventy at the time of the present document,
or grandsons, aged around thirty, which is more plausible since in
contemporary Athens a person was unlikely to serve as archon at such
an advanced age as sixty or seventy. If they were grandsons, it is not
clear whether they were indeed brothers or perhaps cousins.17

Whatever restoration of the stemma we might prefer, RaubitschekÕs
date of ca. A.D. 120 may be somewhat too late, although it should be
taken as a terminus ante quem, since the priesthood of the Consul Drusus
does not appear to be documented afterwards. Aleshire has reasonably
advocated a date between A.D. 90 to A.D. 110.18 If the present archon
is indeed the younger brother (or even the cousin) of T. Fl. Sophocles,
the consul of the beginning of the second century A.D., and the two
are the grandsons of Conon, the archon of the Þfth decade of the Þrst
century A.D., a date in the early second century A.D. and following the
archonship of T. Fl. Sophocles is probable.

Lines 3–5
The archeranist, Marcus Aemilius Eucharistus, is otherwise unknown.
Similarly, nothing concrete may be said about the Λ8μναι. They are
probably not to be identiÞed with the famous site of the sanctuary
of Dionysus *ν Λ8μναις (Raubitschek 1981, 95).19 As Raubitschek noted

Princeton, 1967, 8; (Raubitschek 1981, 95); cf. Follet 1989, 37Ð38. IG II2 3589 is currently
dated to A.D. 121/2 (Aleshire 1991, 229 n. 1).

15 For bibliographical references see 225 n. 2.
16 Follet 1989, 40Ð41.
17 Raubitshek 1981, 95; Aleshire 1991, 227Ð230 with table XI for the stemma.
18 Aleshire 1991, 228Ð230 who points out that, regarding letter forms, only the

square sigma of the Þrst hand precludes a date as early as A.D. 80. A date around
the beginning of the second century A.D. seems to have also been preferred by the
Roberts in their short notice (BE 1984 no. 185).

19 On the location of the sanctuary of Dionysus see Travlos 1971, 332.
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(1981, 95Ð96), it may be signiÞcant that the law of the eranistai, LSCG

53, was also discovered at Liopesi, the site of EucharistusÕ home deme
of Paiania.20 It is tempting to assume an affinity between the two doc-
uments. One should note, however, that the date of LSCG 53 is not
secure (either in the second or third centuries A.D.),21 and that the
archeranist (line 35) is not identiÞed in that document. If the two
documents refer to the same association, there could be a chance, as
Raubitschek suggested, that the archeranist of LSCG 53.35 was not nec-
essarily Eucharistus himself but his son or grandson. Raubitschek also
noted (ibid.) that it is interesting that both documents date themselves
to Mounichion 18, which could be the date of the annual meeting of
the association.22 Still, this might be coincidental.

ArnaoutoglouÕs assertion (1994, 108, 109Ð110) that in Athens, unlike
in Rhodes, an 4ρ"ερανιστ)ς is found mostly in groups whose mem-
bers do not call themselves *ρανιστα8, and that, accordingly, the preem-
inence of the archeranist in the context of an association is doubtful,
since it is only inferred from the meaning of the word itself, is, as the
author himself admits, not pertinent to the present association in which
the archeranist appears to have extensive authority.

Lines 5–9
Fights among association members appear to have been a serious prob-
lem (cf. Raubitschek 1981, 96, 98). The two most closely related Attic
documents also contain clauses which deal with them. See LSCG 51.72Ð
102 and 53.40Ð44 with commentary.

Line 8
*U�νανκα: an adverb. See Threatte GAI II 64.0667 (p. 410).

Lines 9–16, 34–36
Finances. The exact Þnancial details, referred to here in passing, can
only be inferred. It is understood that the archeranist deposited an
endowment (*ν1)κη lines 9Ð10)23 for the sake of providing loans (lines

20 For the site see Travlos 1989, 192.
21 See S. Follet, Athènes au II e et au III e siècle: Études chronologiques et prosopographiques,

Paris, 1976, 158 n. 2, 512, 518.
22 At least Þve decrees of the Orgeones of the Magna Mater (third-second century

B.C.) date themselves to Mounichion: IG II2 1314, 1315, 1327, 1328Ð1329 (=LSCG 48);
(Raubitschek 1981, 95); see also IG II2 1343.

23 See also below commentary on line 43.
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34Ð36).24 As Raubitchek noted (1981, 96, 98), no more than three
hundred drachmas of the accrued interest may be spent, while the
principal itself is never to be touched. The association may also earn
income from the following sources: (1) Fines (lines 6Ð8, 14Ð15, 25Ð27,
33Ð34); (2) Sale of priesthoods (lines 16Ð18); (3) Membership fees (lines
42Ð45). Raubitschek observed (1981, 96; cf. Vondeling 1961, 161) that it
was nowhere stated that the archeranist made any proÞt for himself. It
is still worth noting that, while the membership fee is paid to the
treasurer, payment for priesthoods goes directly to the archeranist. One
wonders whether this has any signiÞcance.

Line 13
The insertion of Nδ%Uε is perplexing. It seems (Raubitschek 1981, 96) to
represent some afterthought regarding the sum of the Þne.

Line 16
For ν%σ(8+%μαι, meaning Ôto put aside for oneself Õ etc. (LSJ s.v. ν%σ(8+ω
II 3) see C. Spicq, Notes de lexicographie néo-testamentaire, Gšttingen, 1978,
s.v. (II 584).

Lines 16–20
Perhaps παρα"ρ:μα goes with κατατι1�στω. On the sale of priesthoods
see Part I pp. 48Ð53. RaubitchekÕs accent probably makes this the Þrst
documented case from mainland Greece. The buyer would obviously
receive here a double portion of any offering. The reference to such
a dispensation as ÔcustomaryÕ (*U N1%υς line 19) may serve as a sad
reminder of our limited knowledge of contemporary local cult prac-
tice.25 If we read �ερεωσ?ν|[ω]ν, the reference here would probably be
to buying priestly prerogatives (see above commentary on 3.5; cf. Part I
52 n. 263) rather than priesthoods.

24 Presumably on easier terms than those offered by bankers, and presumably to
members, although this is not mentioned in the present document. See Raubitschek
1981, 96; Vondeling 1961,159Ð161.

25 Distribution of portions has been understood in the law of the Iobacchi, LSCG 51
(IG II2 1368, LGS II 46) 121Ð122; but the context is difficult. See ZiehenÕs and KirchnerÕs
commentaries ad loc. On sacriÞcial portions cf. below commentary on 14 B 65Ð66;
on assigning portion(s) of the victim to the priest see below commentary on 20.7. For
distribution of portions cf. also IG II2 1343.32.
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Lines 18–19
There can be little doubt that the word πρ#σγρα(%ν means here Ôa
receipt.Õ A few actual receipts, labeled πρ#σγρα(%ν, survive on papyri.
See P.Oxy. XVI 1997, 1998 (cf. 1934).

For λαν��νων see Epigraphical Commentary above.

Lines 20–23
The interpretation of this sentence seems to depend on the meaning
of the verb 4π%κα18στημι. Raubitchek (1981, 316Ð317) noted that two
different processes might be envisioned: (1) If the verb is translated Ôto
restore,Õ26 one has to assume that the contractors receive the money for
buying the goods from the treasurer, sell the meals to the members, and
thus restore the funds. (2) If the verb is translated Ôto hand over/give,Õ27

the contractors receive the money from the treasurer and use it to
provide meals, either free or not, to the members.

Lines 23–27
It is not clear what exactly is meant by the word παννυ"ιστα8. Raubit-
schek (1981, 97) took these all-nighters to be night watchmen entrusted
with the task of watching over the property of the association and its
members on nights of meeting days. Pritchett (1987, 188 n. 25) preferred
to regard them as ancient precursors of modern nightclub bouncers,
whose duty was to maintain order during night meetings. The qualiÞ-
cation of the παννυ"ιστα8 as ÔableÕ support both these suggestions.

Lines 27–28
The exact function of the praktores here remains conjectural. A board of
praktores whose members were chosen by lot28 is known to have existed
in Classical Athens. The function of these officials can be inferred
mainly from references in the orators, where they are mentioned as
tax collectors with whom public debtors were registered.29 The office

26 This appears to be the more prevalent meaning; cf. Welles, RC 316Ð317.
27 Cf. I. Avotins, On the Greek of the Novels of Justinian: A Supplement to Liddell-Scott-Jones

together with Observations on the Influence of Latin on Legal Greek, Hildesheim/ZŸrich/New
York, 1992, s.vv. 4π%κα18στημι and 4π%κατ�στασις (pp. 26Ð27).

28 ΔΙΚΩΝ "Ν"ΜΑΤΑ (Bekker, Anecdota Graeca, I 190.26Ð27): κληρ%τα2 4ρ"α2 πρακτ#-
ρων, *κλ%γ�ων κα2 4ντιγρα() (the office of the 4ντιγρα(ε?ς; cf. M.H. Hansen GRBS 21,
1980, 157).

29 See esp. decree apud Andocides 1.77Ð79 (cf. D.M. Macdowell, Andokides, On the
Mysteries, Oxford, 1962, 113Ð119); Demosthenes 25.28; law apud 43.71; 58.20, 48. Full
reference in H. Schaefer, RE XXII 2, 2538Ð2548 s.v. Πρ�κτωρ. To the Athenian
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is documented elsewhere, its function varying according to time and
place. To Hesychius and the Suda (s.vv.) the praktores were known merely
as tax collectors, probably due to their function in Roman Egypt.30

RaubitschekÕs note (1981, 97) that the function of the present praktores

ought not to have been to collect membership fees which were paid
directly to the treasurer (lines 42Ð43) but to collect Þnes, is reasonable.

Lines 30–31
The Oath of the Auditors. Swearing by Heracles is self-explanatory. The
presence of Demeter and Kore is obscure. Heracles had a special
signiÞcance at Eleusis (above no. 2) but I doubt that it is relevant here.
The end of the auditing procedure appears to be referred to in lines
40Ð42, which seem, accordingly, to belong together with this clause.

Lines 31–34
Raubitschek might be right in assuming that Ôevery dayÕ refers to every
feast day.

The streptoi were twisted pastries Ôin the form of a ßat cake.Õ31 They
appear to have been popular in Athens.32

Line 36
Σεμ8δαλις was Þne wheat ßour. Bread made from it is mentioned by
Hippocrates33 and in Athenaeus34 as invigorating. See E. Battaglia,
‘ARTOS’: Il lessico della panificazione nei papiri greci, Milan, 1989, 66Ð67.
The requirement to contribute food or ingredients seems to recall the
contributive character of the archetypal Nραν%ς. It may be that the
entrance fee paid in pork rather than money (lines 38Ð39) should be
interpreted in this context.35 The δημ%σ8α "%8νιU should probably be the

attestations should be added Agora XVI 56.34 (cf. Clinton, 1980, 283); cf. M.H. Hansen
GRBS 21, 1980, 160.

30 Cf. Schaefer ibid. 2545Ð2546; Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 89Ð90. For a list
of attestations see also N. Lewis, The Compulsory Public Services of Roman Egypt2, Florence,
1997, 42Ð43.

31 πλακ%/ντ%ς εgδ%ς: Harpocration and the Suda s.v. στρεπτ%?ς; Pollux 6.77.
32 Demosthenes De Cor. (18) 260; Athenaeus 4.130d.
33 Vict. 2.42.20.
34 3.115d, cf. 115c, 109b, 112b; (Raubitschek 1981, 97).
35 Cf. above introductory remarks. For contributions in wine in associations which

are not formally called eranos cf., however, Sokolowski 1954, 160.
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public grain measure.36 Raubitschek (1981, 97) noted that it may have
been followed by a number, namely Γ (i.e. 3), which has been erased.

Lines 37–38
For 1/μα see below commentary on 19.8. Although κ�πρ%ς may be
used for a domestic pig, I do not see any reason to doubt37 that the
present κ�πρ%ς is indeed a wild boar. Acquiring the victim should not
have been particularly difficult since, according to Pausanias (1.32.1),
wild boars (σ/ς =γρι%ς) were hunted (alongside bears) on mount Parnes
in this period. Handling the victim should have also been fairly easy,
since, as is indicated by its weight (ca. twenty pounds), it must not have
been a full-grown boar but a piglet, and a relatively small one.

The choice of a wild boar for a sacriÞce to Heracles should not be
particularly surprising considering HeraclesÕ wild attributes.38 Boars are
occasionally sacriÞced to other divinities elsewhere.39

Lines 38–39
Raubitschek himself considered his restoration [τ].8σι (i.e. for τ8σει, dative
of τ8σις), which he translated Ôby making a payment,Õ uncertain. One
can only concur with his reservations40 and hope that a better restora-
tion will be suggested in the future.

It seems more probable that the minae refer to the weight of the
victim than to its price since the price of twenty minae would be
astronomical. In the combination Tϊκ%/ Ν

Μ (line 39) the minae ought to
refer to the weight of the pork meat. On the payment in pork cf. above,
commentary on line 36. The statutes of the Iobacchi, LSCG 51, discuss
introduction of new members in greater detail (lines 32Ð62).

36 Cf. L. Foxhall and H.A. Forbes Chiron 12, 1982, 51Ð62 and 84 Table 1.
37 As Raubitschek (1981, 97) does.
38 See Burkert 1985, 209.
39 With the provision that some may well be domestic pigs see e.g. LSCG 65.34, 69

(Andania; to Apollo Karneios); 96.17 (Mykonos; to Kore); LSS 85.29Ð30 (Lindus; to
Enyalios, together with a dog and a kid); 89.3 (Lindus; to Zeus Amalos); Pausanias
8.38.8 (a boar sacriÞced to Apollo Epikourios at the agora of Megalopolis and con-
sumed at the sanctuary of Apollo Parrhasios). Boars were used as oath victims: See e.g.
Iliad 19.266Ð268; Pausanias 4.15.8, 5.24.9 (oaths taken over pieces of boar ßesh); cf. Ar.
Lys. 202; Xen. An. 2.2.9; LSAM 30 B 3Ð4 with commentary; cf. also above commentary
on 1.12.

40 See LSJ s.v. τ8σις: Ôpayment by way of return or recompense, retribution, ven-
geance; power to repay or requite.Õ
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Line 39
As Raubitschek translated it, the numeric notation likely stands for 161/2.
It should probably be deciphered as follows:

Ις = 16

〈 = 1/2

I = numeric marker41

On ς = 6 see M.N. Tod BSA 45, 1950, 135. For the I as numeric marker
cf. ΚI in line 38. For the use of 〈 for 1/2 see Threatte GAI I 5.0124 (p. 107);
cf. Tod ibid. 129. This sign is here larger than the < evidently used for
punctuation in lines 42, 44, and 45 (cf. Epigraphical Commentary above).

Lines 40–42
This clause refers to the last stage of the auditing procedure and seems
to belong together with lines 29Ð31 (Raubitchek 1981, 97).

Line 43
It seems more likely that Nκδ%σις refers to letting out contracts than to
making loans, preferred by Raubitschek (1981, translation and p. 97).
From lines 33Ð36 it seems clear that the endowment is used for provid-
ing loans. Letting out a contract is referred to in lines 20Ð23; it is also
likely that the victim (line 38) and the wood (line 42) would be provided
through a contract let out by the treasurer. This meaning (LSJ s.v. 3) is
quite common.42 The cognate verb is used in exactly the same sense in
the Andania regulations, LSCG 65.64Ð66 (supply of victims), 108 (supply
of wood).

Line 45
The prohibition against touching the trees in the grove, which seems
to have been issued to protect the grove of the association and which
may well relate to the prescription regarding the provision of wood, is
potentially very telling. As comparative evidence suggests, the associa-
tion is likely to have been lodged in a small sanctuary, which included a
grove and a piece of land, parts of which could be leased out.43 In fact,

41 Or, perhaps more correctly, punctuation mark signaling numbers.
42 E.g. LSCG 70.28; 83.68; 84.21.
43 For leasing out a sanctuary see LSCG 47 (Part I p. 40). For sanctuaries of associa-

tions in Attica see esp. IG II2 1322.1Ð6; 1327.24Ð27; 1343.41Ð42; LSCG 47; 51.101; LSS 20
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this temenos or the rent earned from leasing parts of it could have con-
stituted the archeranistÕs endowment or at least a part of it, obviously
with additional capital.

Line 46
For the sign minus the internal dot see Threatte GAI 5.0124 (p. 107).
Its use here must be strictly ornamental.

(Agora XVI 161) 6Ð7; SEG XXIV 203. Cf. F. Poland, Geschichte des griechischen Vereinswesens,
Leipzig, 1909, esp. 453Ð454. For protection of sacred groves see Part I pp. 26Ð27.
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SEG XXX 380

ARGOLIS. TIRYNS. FRAGMENTARY CULT(?)
REGULATIONS. LATE SEVENTHÑEARLY SIXTH

CENTURY B.C.1

(Figures 13Ð16)

Nineteen blocks of limestone, found in late 1962 among blocks covering two
(northern and southern) Mycenaean underground passages originally used
for water supply on the northwest side of the Cyclopean walls of the lower
Acropolis of Tiryns. By the time the inscriptions were written, the passages
seem to have already gone out of use, at least as far as water supply is
concerned.2 Blocks 5 and 6 were the only ones found in situ, at the lower and
upper sections of the southern passage respectively. The rest of the blocks had
been removed before it was discovered that they were inscribed. It appears
that none of the relevant blocks was used to cover the northern underground
passage. The question of whether the fragments come from one or several texts
remains unanswered.

The size of the blocks varies from 0.50×0.30 to 2×1.50.3 L.H. ca. 0.08Ð0.10.;
Θ, �, and sometimes Δ are smaller, 0.04Ð0.05.

Ancient Tiryns. Around the storeroom; in situ (blocks 5 and 6).

Ed. Verdelis, Jameson, and Papachristodoulou 1975 (= SEG XXX 380; Koer-
ner, Gesetzestexte no. 31 (blocks 1Ð4 and 7 only); Nomima I no. 78).4

Cf. Verdelis 1963, 73; Dubois 1980; van Effenterre 1982;5 Hansen 1984; Koer-
ner 1985 (= SEG XXXV 275); M. Gagarin, Early Greek Law, Berkeley/Los

1 Although these fragments are clearly concerned with religious matters, classifying
them as sacred law(s) is questionable. They are included here due to the possibility that
they governed actual cult performance.

2 On the underground passages see Verdelis 1963, 66Ð73; Verdelis, Jameson, and
Papachristodoulou 1975, 150Ð153.

3 For detailed measurements see Verdelis, Jameson, and Papachristodoulou 1975,
154Ð161.

4 The end of block 3 and the beginning of 4 are also reproduced in Rhodes 1997,
77.

5 The present fragments and the slave community in Tiryns (Herodotus 6.83).
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Angeles/London, 1986, 81 n. 2;6 Pilar Fern‡ndez Alvarez 1986; Foley 1988,
126Ð128, 147; LSAG2 443; PiŽrart 1991, 569Ð570 (= SEG XLI 294);7 Jameson
1992, 183 n. 20; P. Schmitt Pantel, La cité au banquet. Histoire de repas publiques dans
les cités grecques, Rome, 1992, 100Ð101;8 C.A. Salowey, The Peloponnesian Herakles:
Cult and Labors, Dissertation, Bryn Mawr, 1995, 20Ð21; Osborne 1997, 75, 78.9

Photograph: Verdelis, Jameson, and Papachristodoulou 1975, pls. 46Ð51
(good).10

Drawings: Verdelis, Jameson, and Papachristodoulou 1975 (including drawings
of the blocks); (= Nomima I 298Ð299 (9Ð11, 14, 16, 18 only)).

Text

Sigla. In the following text, bold numbers represent blocks (1-19) and
lines (1.1 etc.); when a single block is inscribed on two or three sides,
bold capital letters (A, B, C) represent the different sides. The changes
from one block to another are marked by a double vertical line (||); line
breaks and transitions from one side to another within a single block
are marked by a single vertical line (|).

Joins.11 Blocks 1Ð4 belonged originally to the same stone, as is con-
Þrmed by the direction of the veins in the stones. A composite text is
therefore possible, although the placement of 2B is conjectural; it may
perhaps be placed between lines 5 and 6 of 2A. Blocks 1Ð4 are probably
connected to block 5 and were originally situated at the lower (western)
section of the southern passage.12 Blocks 6Ð10 and 19 probably belong
together. They ought to have been located at the upper (eastern) section
of the same passage. There is a probable connection between blocks
12Ð14. The lower part of block 19 bears some resemblance to block
10. It should probably be placed somewhere to the right of the lat-
ter. It should be noted again that it is not clear whether the fragments
belonged to one or more texts.

6 The context of early law.
7 Arguing against ed. pr. for the dependence of Tiryns on Argos.
8 Summary.
9 The context of early law.

10 Pl. 48α = LSAG2 pl. 74.7 = Figure 13; pl. 50� = Figure 15.
11 I repeat the conclusions of Verdelis, Jameson, and Papachristodoulou 1975, 162Ð

184; summary on 184.
12 For the location of block 5 see above lemma.
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Script.13 The letters are engraved in a style known as Falsch/Ur-

Bustrophedon or, perhaps more appropriately, Schlangenschrift. The alpha-
bet is similar to that of Argos and Mycenae;14 Σ = Μ (σ�ν); Ψ and Β are
not represented; in 15A I read a possible tricolon (...) used for punctua-
tion.

Restorations. All restorations and interpretations in the text and the
apparatus belong to Verdelis, Jameson, and Papachristodoulou, with
the exception of KoernerÕs restoration of 2A6 (the restored phrase
seems to me to be somewhat incomplete).

Epigraphical Commentary. I have seen the blocks, but 5 and 6 were said
to be in situ and were inaccessible, and I have not been able to make a
positive identiÞcation of 10, 14, 18, and 19.15 The state of preservation
and the conditions of the work prevented me from ascertaining all of
the readings of the Þrst edition to which the reader is referred for a
full account of dotted letters and for the interpretation of traces. The
text presented below is meant to supplement the Þrst edition but by no
means to replace it.

In most cases little or no attempt has been made to smooth the
inscribed faces. The letters are large, clearly and deeply cut (wherever
the inscribed face is well preserved), and ably executed, though this
is not necessarily the impression given by the photographs and the
drawings.

13 Verdelis, Jameson, and Papachristodoulou 1975, 184Ð189.
14 See LSAG2 Þg. 37 n. 1 p. 151; Foley 1988, Þg. 18.
15 The blocks are conveniently arranged outside of the apothiki in ancient Tiryns;

no. 15 is in the storage shed.
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ca. Þn. saec. VII-init. saec. VI a. SCHLANGENSCHRIFT

1, 2A, 3, 4
1.1[- - -] . .ρ .α [- - -] ||2a1 Wετ�ø%ν ταιδε ||1.2 [ 3–4. . . .] αιWρ .ε[1–2. ] .ν τ�νς πλ||2a2[ατι]W%ι-
ν�ρ"%νς *νς . . [- - - |2a3 - - -] . ν δα .ρ .(?) %ιWα .κτ%ν ταμι% .ν ||1.3 [τ�ν] .ς
πλατιW%8ν% .ν[ς ||2a4 W]εκ�στε. α5 μJ *Uσ .1 .% .�σαιιεν v(λeεν *ν[ς ||3a1 Δ8]Wα κ4-
1αναι8αν τριια�q%ντα .μ||2a5[ε]δ8μμν%νς .α[- - - |2a6 - - - διπλ]�σι%ν ||3a2
[. .]π%σταντ%ν πλατιW%ιναρ"%ν ταδ ||2a7 [- - -] . . . [- - - ||3a3 4]π%δ#μεν
τe%ι 5αρ%μμν�μ%νι τ�νς πρα[- - - |3a4 - - -].ς. τ�ν δJ 5ιαρ%μμν�μ% .ν[α - - - |3a5
- - -]εν τ|3b� δαμ#σιια h#||4.1πυι κα δ%κε0 τe%ι δ�μ%ι 4λιιαι8αν .1εν .(?)ια. αιδ
. [- - - |4.2 - - -] .απ .α 1αιιεατρα .α . .vacat

2B

[- - -]ι hαγν%ν . . . [- - -]
[- - -] τα .γ .ρ�1ματα τα .(?) [- - -]

Restorations. Suppl. Verdelis, Jameson, et Papachristodoulou. || 2A1 ταιδε: τPιδε (= τC:δε)
vel τα8δε (= αkδε) || 1.2 αιWρ.ε[.] .ν: αιWρεν (originem huius verbi ab α<ρω noli repetere) vel
. . . . αι Wρεν(?) (= 9)ν) || 2A3 . ν δJ 4 .ρ .(?) %ιWα .κτ%ν vel δαμ%ι Wακτ%ν(?); ταμιe%ν: 〈+〉αμιe%ν
(inf.) || 2A4 *Uσ .1[%] .�σαιιεν: opt. aor. ab *Uσ1ω�ω vel *Uσ1ω�+ω (= *κ1ω�ω/�+ω) || 3A1
κ41αναι8αν: κα2 JΑ1αναι8αν || 2A5–6 .α[- - - |2a6 - - - διπλ]�σι%ν: 4[υτ�νς v(λeεν διπλ]�σι%ν
Koerner || 3A2 [. .]π%σταντ%ν: [hυ]π%σταντø%ν vel [4]π%σταντø%ν || 3A3–4 πρα[- - - | - -
-].ς: παρP[τ%νς- - -] vel πρα[τεν8%ν] .ς(?) (cf. πρατ)νι%ς = πρητ)ν) et cf. πρατ#ς; [α- - -]: [α
4λιιαι8αι vel 4λιιαι8αν](?) cf. infra 5 || 3A5 [- - -]εν: [*πευ1?ν]εν (inf.?) cf. *πευ1[- - -] infra
15.1 || 4.1 .1εν .(?)ια: 1�μ(ε)ν vel 1�〈σ〉 .1〈αι〉 (ια pro αι) || 4.2 1αιιεατρα = 1�ατρα(?) ||
2B2 .γ .ρ�1ματα = .γ .ρ�μματα

Epigraphical Commentary. I have seen the stones, but cf. general comments above.

1 The block comprises three lines inscribed on one side. The letters are worn but
on the whole readable.

1.1 Only the upper parts of the letters are preserved. A horizontal stroke is certainly
traceable before the dotted rho; ed. pr. suggest an upper part of a pi.

1.2 Only a vertical stroke is traceable after the digamma; ed. pr. note that it could
be followed by one or two letters.

1.3 Ed. pr. note that a mu can be read for the σ�ν.
2 The block is inscribed on two sides (A-B). A comprises seven lines; B comprises

two lines; it might be placed between lines 5 and 6 of 2A (cf. above).
2A The letters are worn but on the whole readable.
2A1 Before the digamma ed. pr. consider traces of one or two letters
2A2 At the end of the line ed. pr. read a vertical stroke followed by a diagonal stroke

and consider ΙΑ.
2A3 For the Þrst trace ed. pr. consider an epsilon or a similar letter. They detected

a possible vertical stroke after the dotted rho: iota or perhaps a tau. I could
not ascertain any intentional strokes for the rho; the following traces I found
confusing. The upper diagonal of the kappa is uncertain.

2A4 After the theta there are probable traces of an omicron.
2A7 Only traces of the upper parts of three letters are visible.
2B I could detect only occasional letters; ed. pr.Õs readings are reported.
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3 The block is inscribed on two sides (A-B). Both are well preserved. The text
begins on A; in line 5 it moves gradually to B (the actual change occurs within
the alpha) where it breaks after a few letters.

3A1 The superscript line above the two iotas in τριιααq%ντα can hardly be uninten-
tional. As ed. pr. note (p. 166), it is less clear whether it is an orthographic sign.

4 The Þrst four letters of the text, which continues from the previous block, were
inscribed on the lower part of the stone, the surface of which had been leveled,
perhaps for this purpose (ed. pr. 167). I could read securely only the Þrst part
of line 1. In light of the state of preservation, I report the readings of the Þrst
editors.

5

[- - - τ�ν] δJ 5ιαρ%μμν�μ%να 4λιιαιι [- - -]

Epigraphical commentary. This block is composed of two fragments. I have not seen it. I
report ed. pr.Õs readings.

6

[- - -]κα τ�ν *πιγν#μ%να *Uστ .ρα(εται6 α5 δεραμ%ισ.(?) (ερε.(?)τα [1–2. .].ι h[%] .δ .ε
πλατιW%8ναρ"%ς .α[- - -]

Restorations. init. [h%π%]κα vel [α5] κα; *Uστ .ρ�(εται: aor. subiun. ab *κ-στρ�(ω (vel *κ-
τρ�(ω); α5 δεραμ%ισ.(?): coniectura de errore lapicidae facta, *ρ�〈ν〉%ις hic potest legi
(cf. infra 8).

Epigraphical commentary. I have not seen the stone. Ed. pr.Õs readings are reported.
Regarding traces, they note that before the (ερε there may be room for one letter,
that between the h and the .δ.ε there may be room for one or two letters, and that the
last letter is probably an alpha.

7

1 a[- - -] . ι h%δ%q%ι .λh% .%νε .μ[
3–4. . . .] .δ .%[- - -]

2 [- - -]ας h .%ν .α . [ 2–3. . . τ]�νς πλατ.ι .W%ιν�ρ"%ν .ς [τ�]ν +αμ8ιαν παρσ ." .eε[ν] τ%%ν
q|b%[ι]ν%ν6 α5 δ� μ� hυπερπαρσ"[%]ιιεν W%8q%1εν h% *πιγν#μ%ν *πε .λ[�]στ%
τ% .ν %qλ%ν vacat?

Varia Lectio: [- - -]ας h .%ν .α . [- - -] .δ .%[- - -] . ιh%δ%q%ι .λh% .%νε .μ [1–2. .] .τ�νς πλατ.ι .W%ιν�ρ"%ν .ς
κτλ. The Þrst editors assumed that the Þrst reading is better because the Schlangenschrift
of these inscriptions has a ÔclosedÕ appearance.

Restorations. 1 h%δ% q%ι .λh% .%ν (i.e. Aδ%/ κ%8λων), sed licet tibi q%ι .νh%, q%ι .νh%%ν, h% .qνε .μ[-
- -] legere; vid. ed. pr. 175. || 2 W%8q%1εν = %<κ%1εν (= *κ τ3ν 5δ8ων); *πε .λ[�]στ% =
*πελ�σ1ω; %qλ%ν: ab p"λ%ς; utrum acc. sg. an gen. pl.?

Epigraphical Commentary. The stone, consisting of two fragments, is inscribed on two
sides. The (current) upper side (A) is very worn and I could barely verify ed. pr.Õs
readings (which are doubtless correct). See there (p. 175) for full account of traces and
dotted letters. The ßank (B) is well-preserved and the letters are very clear.
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A2 After h .%ν .α there are traces of a vertical stroke: perhaps the Þrst leg of a σ�ν.
B Ed. pr. suggest that, since no letter was inscribed after the break, a vacat is

probable after %qλ%ν.

8

1 [πλατιW%8]ν%νς(?) α5 μJ *Uστ[- - -]
2 [- - -] . .ας Nραν[%ς - - -] (vel *ραν[8+ειν - - -])?

Epigraphical Commentary. The block is broken into two fragments; both are very worn.
I report the readings of ed. pr. who trace an upper part of a vertical stroke at the
beginning of line 2 which is followed by an alpha missing its middle stroke.

9

A1 [- - - *]πιγν#[ν?]ς ε[- - -]
2 [- - -]σπ[- - - - - - -]
B [- - -]%[- - -]

Restorations. [- - - *]πιγν#[ν]ς: i.e. (si haec lectio vera est) *πιγν%?ς (pt. aor. ab *πιγιγν	-
σκω).

Epigraphical Commentary. The block, broken into two fragments, is inscribed on two sides.
Both are very worn and I could only read securely A2 and the last two letters in A1.

10

[- - -]ν α5 τ.ι.ς *U .σ[- - -]

Epigraphical Commentary. I could not make a positive identiÞcation of this block. I report
the readings of the Þrst editors who note that the inscribed part of the stone seems to
have been trimmed to receive the inscription and that the upper parts of the letters τ.ι
extend beyond the inscribed face.

11

1 a[- - -] .π .λατιW%ιν�ρ"%νς διπλεεαν v([λεν - - -]
2 [- - -] . . ν%νς hυιρερτα[- - -]
3 [- - - h]%π#κα |b .W%ιν .α . [ .(?)] ατ%π .(?) [- - -]

Restorations. 2 [πλατιW] .%.8ν%νς?; hυιρερτα: utrum nomen viri an adverbium? fortasse hυι-
〈π〉ερτα[ - - -], i.e. υy περ τα[- - -]. || 3 in.: Aπ#κα, Oπω κα? W%ιν .α.ιατ%? vel W%ιν .α.ι[ι]ατ%? vel
W%ιν .α .κ[ρ]ατ%π[%τ%ιεν] (ab *W%ινακρατ%-π%τ- (cf. μελ8κρατ%ν))?

Epigraphical Commentary. The block is inscribed on two sides. The top (A) is well-
preserved but I could not verify all possible traces detected by the Þrst editors on it
and on the ßank (B).

A2 Ed. pr. suggest possible .%.ι at the beginning.
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12

1 [- - - πλατιW]%ιν .α[ρ"% - - -]
2 [- - -] .% . .α γεν% .μ[- - -]
3 [- - -]ς δε + .α .μ[ι - - -]

Restorations. 2 γ�ν%ς? || 3 + .α .μ[8α] vel + .α .μ[ιø%ν]? cf. 2A et fortasse 13.

Epigraphical Commentary. I could securely read only part of line 2. Ed. pr.Õs readings are
reported.

13

A [- - - +]αμιιας Nνστε . (?) [- - -]
B [- - -].τ[.]ι ανδρ[- - -]

[- - -]ι[.] h.ι[- - -]

Restorations. A Nνστε = Nστε

Epigraphical Commentary. The block is inscribed on two sides; both are very worn; I
report ed. pr.Õs readings.

A At the end ed. pr. trace a possible narrow nu.
B1 After the dotted tau ed. pr. consider an alpha.
B2 Ed pr. note that the beginning of the line is difficult to read and might consti-

tute the conjunction between sides A and B.

14

1 [- - - α]ρ"%ν .ς [- - -]
2 [- - -] α εν .σ.τ.ε .α[- - -]
3 [- - -] 5ιαρ� τρ�π[ε+α(?) - - -]

Restorations. 1 [πλατιW%8να]ρ"%ν .σ[- - -] vel [πλατιW%ιν�]ρ"%ν .ς

Epigraphical Commentary. I could not make a positive identiÞcation of this block; ed. prÕs
readings are reported.

15

A [- - -] .α τ% hερακλειι% ... επευ1[- - -]
B [- - -]% δε α .ν[.(?)]1.ε .ν δ[- - -]
C [- - -] . . επ% . [- - -]

Restorations. A hερακλειι%: bΗρ�κλει%ν (fanum Herculis) vel bΗρ�κλει%ς (mensis). *πJ ε7-
1[ε0αν]? vel *πευ1[?νεν]? B 4ν[�]1.ε .ν? vel JΑ .ρ .γ .#1.ε .ν?

Epigraphical Commentary. The block is inscribed on three sides. A (top) is very well-
preserved; I could see little on B and C where I report the readings of the Þrst editors.
They note that it is uncertain if and how A connects to B and how C joins B.

A As ed. pr. noted, what looks like an alpha missing its crossbar at the beginning
might be the right part of a σ�ν. C.M. Keesling Þrst pointed out to me that
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a tricolon (...) clearly appeared on the stone between hερακλειι% and επευ1. It
also came out clearly in the squeeze. It was not noted by the Þrst editors, and
punctuation is otherwise not used in these fragments. I doubt, however, that
it may be taken for damage to the stone.16 At the end of the line ed. pr. note
possible traces of letters.

B Ed. pr. tentatively consider an epsilon after the Þrst dotted nu.

16

αεεν π% . [- - -]

Epigraphical Commentary. Only a small section of the block was inscribed. The inscribed
face is rather worn and I report ed. pr.Õs readings. They note that nothing was inscribed
before the α.

17

a[- - -]1 |b hεντ[- - -]

Restorations. [4να]1h�ντ[%ν]? [τι]1h�ντ[%ν]? [με] 1J hεν τ[- - -]?

Epigraphical Commentary. The block is inscribed on two sides. A is inaccessible; ed. pr.
report probable traces before the theta. The letters on B are worn but clear enough.

18

[- - -]εκαα[- - -]

Epigraphical Commentary. I could not make a positive identiÞcation of this block; I report
ed. pr.Õs reading. They note possible traces before the epsilon.

19

[- - -]ν[- - -]

Epigraphical Commentary. I could not make a positive identiÞcation of this block; I report
ed. pr.Õs reading. They note a possible epsilon before the nu.

Translation

1, 2A, 3, 4

[- - -] years [- - -] the platiwoinarchoi shall [- - -] Þne the platiwoinoi in
each case. If they do not Þne them, they shall owe to Zeus and Athena

16 For the use of punctuation in general and of the tricolon in particular in Tiryns
and the Argolid see LSAG2 145, 153.
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thirty medimnoi (of grain?) [- - -] twice as much. The platiwoinarchoi

[leaving their office (?)] [- - -] give back to the hieromnamon the [- - -]
the hieromnamon [- - -] shall [administer(?)] the public goods(?) wherever
the people decide. Assembly [shall be held(?)17- - -] theater(?)[- - -]

2B

[- - -] pure [- - -] writings (or: letters?) [- - -]

5

[- - - the] hieromnamon to the assembly(?)

6

[- - -] the epignomon (arbiter?) change(?) [- - -] the platiwoinarchos [- - -]

7.2

[- - -] the platiwoinarchoi shall provide the Þne of (from?) the public
goods(?). If they do not provide it (on behalf of someone? or: substan-
tially?) from their own resources, the epignomon shall drive the crowd.

11.1

[- - - the] platiwoinarchoi shall owe double(?)

14.3

[- - -] sacred table [- - -]

17 Or: É wherever the people decide [to hold?] an assembly.
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Commentary

Date, Script, Language

On the basis of the script and the forms of the letters, the Þrst edi-
tors dated these fragments to the late seventh century.18 Jeffery-Johnston
(LSAG2 443) suggested a slightly later date: ca. 600Ð550(?). Argive inßu-
ence may be evident in both script and dialect. Nevertheless, as Mi-
chael Jameson has pointed out to me, the similarities between the
Argive and Tirynthian scripts and dialects are not necessarily due
to Argive inßuence; both could simply have developed from a com-
mon source. On the script cf. above and see Verdelis, Jameson, and
Papachristodoulou 1975, 184Ð189; Foley 1988, 126Ð127; PiŽrart 1991,
569Ð570 . On the dialect see Pilar Fern‡ndez Alvarez 1986.

The πλατιW%8ν%ι and the πλατιW%8ναρ"%ι

Among the several obscurities of these fragments, the question of what
is referred to by the words πλατιW%8ναρ"%ς and πλατιW%8ν%ι is one of the
more puzzling. The Þrst editors assumed that the fragments deal with
meetings associated with Zeus and Athena, where wine and probably
food are consumed.19 They identify πλατι- with Dor. πλøατι-=Att. πλησι-,
as in πλøατ8%ν/πλησ8%ν (ÔnearÕ).Thus πλøατι-/πλησι- is in fact equivalent to
παρ�.The πλατιW%8ν%ι are Ôthose who take wine near or beside,Õ i.e. be-
side a person or a god. The πλατιW%8ναρ"%ς would be their head or su-
pervisor.20 They are comparable to the Athenian =ρ"%ντες and παρ�σι-
τ%ι (in the pre-comic sense of the word, i.e. those who eat beside a god)21

or to the Peloponnesian (*ν)σ8ταρ"%ι/Nνσιτ%ι.22 It is unclear whether
these symposia or common meals are connected to an occasional reli-
gious ceremony or form a regular institution like the Spartan and Cre-
tan συσσ8τια or (ειδ8τια. One way or the other, failure to provide con-
tributions (Nραν%ς(?) nos. 6 and 8) to them would result in a Þne.23

18 Verdelis, Jameson, and Papachristodoulou 1975, 184Ð189.
19 Verdelis, Jameson, and Papachristodoulou 1975, 202, 205.
20 Verdelis, Jameson, and Papachristodoulou 1975, 165Ð166; cf. 169.
21 On the Athenian institution see P. Schmitt Pantel, La cité au banquet. Histoire de repas

publiques dans les cités grecques, Rome, 1992, 100Ð104.
22 Citing IG V 1 passim (see index p. 343); SEG XXX 351; IG V 2, 266.36Ð37.
23 Verdelis, Jameson, and Papachristodoulou 1975, 195Ð199, 202; cf. English sum-

mary on page 205. For documentation see 195Ð199. On the meaning of Nραν%ς cf.
above commentary on no. 5.
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This interpretation was essentially adopted by Koerner (1985) who,
carrying it further, attempted a reconstruction of Tirynthian institutions
on the basis of these fragments. Van Effenterre and RuzŽ also follow
it (Nomima I no. 78), translating πλατιW%8ναρ"%ι as Ôchefs-convivesÕ and
πλατιW%8ν%ι as Ôconvives.Õ

Both Koerner24 and Van Effenterre and RuzŽ25 rejected DuboisÕ
interpretation connecting, through an elaborate etymological study,
πλατι- with πλα1?ω (Attic πλη1?ω Ôto be/become fullÕ). According to
this interpretation, the πλατιW%8ν%ι would be a college of priests, sacred
cup-bearers, in a cult of Zeus or Athena, in charge of libation at cere-
monies, comparable to the so-called sacred men of the Andania myster-
ies regulations, LSCG 65.1Ð3, who take their oath while libating blood
and wine.26 The comparison, as Kevin Clinton pointed out to me, is
invalid: the libation of blood and wine at Andania is merely a part
of the oath ritual, not a duty of the office. DuboisÕ interpretation was
employed by Hansen (1984) in an attempt to reconstruct a religious
amphictyony in Tiryns on the basis of the reference to a hieromnemon.

It is worth noting that dignitaries whose title is a compound of ÔwineÕ
and ÔlordÕ (or ÔmasterÕ) are not unheard of in the ancient Near East.
In a series of Hittite texts, we meet an official entitled GAL.GEÿsTIN
(Ôwine lord.Õ Sumerograms are used throughout; the exact Hittite word-
ing is unknown). The reference is mostly to a military office although
civilian office is also documented.27 The Akkadian rab karani (= Sume-
rian GAL.GEÿsTIN) is attested in neo-Assyrian documents.28 This title
appears to be echoed in the Old TestamentÕs �"�	�% (Rab-shakeh;
ÔChief of Cup-BearersÕ).29

It is beyond question that the platiwoinoi are subjected to the plati-

woinarchoi. But the internal dynamics within the two parties constitut-
ing the group remain a matter of conjecture with varying degrees of
probability. It is quite clear, however, that the group plays a role in the
community. The existence of a community, obviously a polis, and its
institutions, is evident from the references to officials i.e. epignomon (6
and 7) and hiaromnamon (3 and 5), to a 4λιιαι8α (4 (meeting in a theater?)

24 Koerner 1985, 453 n. 4.
25 Nomima I p. 296.
26 Dubois 1980, 256. Cf. LSJ suppl. s.v. πλατιW%8ναρ"%ς and πλατιW%8ν%ι.
27 See R.H. Beal, The Organization of the Hittite Military, Heidelberg, 1992, 342Ð357.
28 The Chicago Assyrian Dictionary, K 206. I owe the Akkadian reference to Raymond

Westbrook.
29 2Kings 18Ð19; Is. 36Ð37 passim.
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and 5), to a δPμ%ς with its power to issue resolutions (4), to δαμ%σιια,
to q%ιν� (7),30 and perhaps to pqλ%ς. All of these may not explain the
exact relations between the group and the polis but they are unlikely
to have been mentioned unless the group were subject to the author-
ity of the polis. The public dimension and the religious context suggest
a collegeÑobviously hierarchicÑpossibly of officials in charge of or at
least engaged in a particular cultic activity regulated by the city and
performed on its behalf;31 the fact that these texts were inscribed in a
rather secluded location (instead of being displayed in a public place)
suggests an exclusive activity, though public cult performance is likely
to have been involved on occasion.

The hieromnemon (5); Zeus and Athena

The hieromnemon mentioned here is very likely a sanctuary official.32

In the Archaic period hieromnemones are documented elsewhere in the
Argive plain. Four of them, representing the four Argive tribes, are
known from the Argive Heraion.33 Hieromnemones are also known from
the heroon of Perseus in Mycenae.34 It is reasonable to assume that the

30 The meaning Ôpublic goodsÕ for δαμ%σιια by which provisions or property rather
than money may be meant in this early period seems better than Ôpublic affairs,Õ as the
context appears to be Þnancial. See Verdelis, Jameson, and Papachristodoulou 1975,
194; Koerner, Gesetzestexte p. 92. For an example see SEG XI 244.1Ð2 (LSAG2 143 no. 8;
Sicyon, ca. 500 B.C.): τ%?τ%νδε κ%ιν� Nστ% τ� aστιατ#ρι%ν κα2 τ� pρε κα2 h% "αλκι�ν κα2
τnλα, κτλ (The following items shall be the common property of the following (members
of an association): the dining hall, and the wooden implements for pressing olives and
the copper cauldron and the rest etc.). I owe this reference to M.H. Jameson. On public
property cf. D.M. Lewis, ÔPublic Property in the City,Õ in O. Murray and S. Price (eds.),
The Greek City from Homer to Alexander, Oxford, 1990, 245Ð263.

31 See Part I p. 102.
32 Verdelis, Jameson, and Papachristodoulou 1975, 194Ð195. This appears to be the

earliest known attestation: Parker 1996, 52 n. 37. Cf. below commentary on 26.27Ð28.
33 LSAG2 32 (p. 170; = IG IV 517; DGE 669.1; Buck, GD no. 82) ca. 460Ð450 B.C.(?).

See also LSAG2 21 (p. 196, cf. 161Ð162; plate 28; = DGE 96.3) c. 480Ð475 B.C.(?) and
perhaps LSAG2 36 (p. 170 cf. 166; = SEG XVI 244; DGE 96.2) ca. 460Ð450 B.C.(?); SEG
XXXIII 275 ca. 475Ð425. For later inscriptions see IG IV 516, 521, 530.

34 IG IV 493 (= DGE 98; Buck, GD 81); early Þfth century B.C. A capital of a column
from Mycenae. Now in Athens, Epigraphical Museum, Inv. No. 218. (I have seen the
stone).

Α5 μ� δαμι%ργ8α ε<ε τ�ς 5αρ%μν�μ%νας τ�ς *ς .Περσeε τ%〈0〉σι γ%ν.ε/σι κριτeερας e*μ.ε .ν κ�〈τ〉
τ� WεWρεμ�να.

If the office of damiourgos is not manned, the hieromnamones designated to the heroon of
Perseus shall judge between the parents,* according to the decrees.

* Of the children who participate in the cult. See Frankel (IG) and BuckÕs commen-
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present hieromnemon handles sanctuary Þnances or property.35 A sanc-
tuary is not mentioned. Its existence is implied by the phrase v(λeεν
*ν[ς || Δ8]Wα κ41αναι8αν (2A–3). The debt Ôto Zeus and AthenaÕ is prob-
ably paid to a sanctuary of the gods, in all probability in their poliad
capacity. The existence of a sanctuary of Athena in Tiryns, perhaps
on the Acropolis and so probably of Athena Polias, as the Þrst editors
have argued, is supported by a few other Þnds, all from the Acropo-
lis or its immediate surroundings. Among these is a potsherd bearing
the inscription JΑ1ανα8ας *μ8 (I belong to Athena).36 Nevertheless, the
sanctuary on the Acropolis of Tiryns had previously been attributed
to Hera and the Þrst editorsÕ reattribution to Athena has been ques-
tioned.37 True, literary sources say nothing about a cult of Athena in
Tiryns. Pausanias (2.17.5), on the other hand, saw a wooden statue
of Hera at the Argive Heraion that had been brought from Tiryns.38

But considering ArgosÕ subsequent complete subjugation of Tiryns, it
is entirely possible for a local cult of Athena to have been terminated
without leaving any traces in the literary tradition. Accordingly, even
if the dialect and the script could betray Argive inßuenceÑand this is
in and of itself questionableÑ39 these fragments strongly suggest that
in this period Tiryns was religiously independent of Argos; its poliad
divinities were not Hera but rather Zeus and Athena.

Block 5

For the hieromnemon see above.

taries ad loc. and esp. M.H. Jameson, ÔPerseus, the Hero of Mykenai,Õ in R. HŠgg and
G.C. Nordquist (eds.), Celebrations of Death and Divinity in the Bronze Age Argolid (ActaAth-4o

40), Stockholm, 1990, 213Ð223.
35 Koerner, Gesetzestexte p. 92. Cf. LSCG 91.6Ð8.
36 Sixth century B.C.(?) LSAG2 p. 150 no. 9 (photograph in Verdelis, Jameson, and

Papachristodoulou 1975, pl. 48b). On the Þnds see Karo RE VI A 2, 1466, s.v. Tiryns;
Verdelis, Jameson, and Papachristodoulou 1975, 199 with n. 3; Foley 1988, 147. Further
on the sanctuary see Verdelis, Jameson, and Papachristodoulou 1975, 199Ð201.

37 See Foley 1988, 127Ð128, 145Ð147; PiŽrart 1991, 569Ð570.
38 On this passage see Verdelis, Jameson, and Papachristodoulou 1975, 200Ð201;

Foley 1988, 146.
39 See above p. 200.
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Block 14 line 3

If the restoration 5ιαρ� τρ�π[ε+α] is correct (as it seems), this is prob-
ably a reference to a cult table. SacriÞcial activity may therefore be
inferred.40

Block 15A

hερακλειι% may be taken as a reference to a sanctuary of Heracles (or
to a month).41 Heracles had close connections with the Argolid since he
was enslaved to Eurystheus, the ruler of the region.42 Diodorus 4.10.1Ð
2 implies that Heracles was born at Tiryns prior to his mother and
stepfatherÕs ßight to Thebes, his more common birthplace.43

40 On cult tables see Gill 1991; Jameson 1994, esp. 39Ð41 (as used in theoxenia) and
56Ð57. It is tempting yet somewhat too risky to take the possible reference to a table as
an indication of theoxenia and to connect this further with the direct or indirect reference
to Heracles (see note on 15A), a favorite theoxenia guest (on this see Jameson 1994 passim).
It is likewise impossible to decide whether the table and a possible theoxenia are related
to the communal meals which may be referred to here (cf. above), and, if so, in what
way.

41 Verdelis, Jameson, and Papachristodoulou 1975, 183.
42 Il. 19.95Ð133 and see Foley 1988, 127, 147.
43 On Heracles at Tiryns see C.A. Salowey, The Peloponnesian Herakles: Cult and Labors,

Dissertation, Bryn Mawr, 1995, 20Ð22.
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SEG XXVIII 421

ARCADIA. MEGALOPOLIS. SANCTUARY
REGULATIONS. CA. 200 B.C.

(Figure 17)

An upper part of a slightly tapered limestone stele badly weathered, worn,
and scratched, found in 1975, 700 meters northeast of the ancient theater at
Megalopolis where it had been left by a shepherd. The original provenance is
unknown. The stone is unevenly broken below; the top, left, and right sides
are preserved; the preserved back is rough-picked. The inscribed face is worn
to the extent of being at times almost unreadable. The stone is now cemented
into a base which conceals the lower part of the letters in the last line.

H. 0.64, W. 0.545 (top), 0.572 (bottom), Th. 0.14 (top), 0.154 (bottom) L.H.
ca. 0.02, Φ 0.024, �, Θ, and some Ωs ca. 0.012Ð0.015. Interlinear space 0.01.
Upper margin ca. 0.035.

Megalopolis, Archaeological Museum. Inv. 133.

Ed. Te Riele 1978 (= SEG XXVIII 421; A.L. Connolly, New Docs. IV, 110Ð111).

Cf. J. and L. Robert BE 1979 no. 196; G.H.R. Horsley, NewDocs. III, 23;1 Parker
1983, 353Ð355; Jost 1985, 543;2 Cole 1992, 110 with note 66, 111 with note 76;
Lupu 2001, 123 note 32.

Photograph: Te Riele 1978, 327 (fair).

ca. 200 a.

Στ�λα fΙσι%ς Σαρ�πι%ς.
Θε#ς6 τ?"α 4γα1�. bΙερ�ν Zγι%ν fΙσι%ς
Σαρ�πι%ς JΑν%?�ι%ς. v Ε5σπ%ρε?εσ-

4 1αι ε5ς τ� �ερ�ν τ�ν �%υλ#μεν%ν
1?ειν κα1αρ8+%ντα 4π� μ�ν
λ�"[%]υς * .νατα8αν, 4π� δ� δι-

.α .( .1�ρ .ματ%ς
v τεσσαρ�κ%ντα

1 Summary.
2 Egyptian cults in Arcadia.
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8 κα2 τ�σσαρας Bμ�ρας, 4π� δ� τ3[ν]
(v .υσικ3ν a�δ%μα8αν, 4π� .( .#[ν]% .υ(?)
aπτ� Bμ�ρας, 4π� δ� α5γ�%υ κα2
πρ%�ατ�%υ τριτα0%ν, 4π� δ� τ3ν

12 λ%ιπ3ν �ρωμ�των *κ κε(αλPς
λ%υσ�μεν%ν α71ημερ8, 4π� δ�
4(ρ%δισ8ων α71ημερ2 v λ%υσ�-
μεν%ν, 4π� ΠΑΘΙΝ[.].ΙΑΜΕΙΙΓΑΝ

16 Μ .� .Α .Ν α71ημερ2 λ%υσ� .με[ν]%ν .
[- - - - - ]υεσ1αι μηδε .ν[ - - - - - -]
[- - - - - - ] .ε.5 .σπ%ρε?εσ1α[ι - - - -]
[- - - - - - - ] . ΕΩΝΠ�[ - - - - - -]

20 [- - - - - - - - - -]ΣΘΕ[ - - - - - - -]
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Restorations. Suppl. Te Riele. || 17 fortasse [μηδ� (vel sim.) ε5σπ%ρε]?εσ1αι μηδ� .ν[α- - -] L.

Epigraphical Commentary. I have seen the stone. I have not given an account of each and
every disagreement with the Þrst edition in respect to dotted letters. A small middle
point appears in some of the omicrons. Alpha with a broken crossbar; some serifs.

7 A crack in the stone coincides with the vacant space.
9 The vacant space coincides with a crack. a�δ%μα8αν: ΕΒΔ�ΜΑΙΑΝ. The iota

which had been left out was inscribed above the line. The stone is extremely
worn past ΑΠ�. Te Riele prints (#[ν]%υ. The only secure letter seemed to me
to be an omicron, 0.055 to the right of ΑΠ�. The upsilon-like traces visible
in Te RieleÕs photograph to the right of this secure omicron may not be an
upsilon, which has a different shape in this inscription. If this is a genuine
upsilon, and it is the last letter of a word, a vacat has to be assumed at the
end of the line. A possible loop appears 0.025 to the right of ΑΠ� preceded by
what could be an upper part of a vertical stroke but the traces are confusing.

15 The lacuna is followed by a vertical stroke which could be a part of a letter. Ε:
the vertical and the outer horizontal strokes seem secure. Te Riele suggests that
a Ν or an Η might be possible. ΙΙ: A rather slim Ν or, less likely, Η is perhaps
not entirely impossible.

16 Μ .� .Α .Ν: A dot appears in the middle of the �; .Α: Λ; .Ν (so Te Riele): doubtful
traces. Last trace: Υ Te Riele.

17 .ν: a bottom of a left vertical seems to appear: .Μ Te Riele.
19 First trace: .Μ Te Riele.

Translation

Stele of Isis and Sarapis. God! Good luck. A sanctuary sacred to
Isis, Sarapis, Anoubis. (3) Whoever wishes to sacriÞce shall enter the
sanctuary, being pure: From3 childbirth on the ninth day; from an

3 Or: after.
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abortion, for forty-four days; from menstruation, on the seventh day;
from bloodshed(?), for seven days; (10) from (eating) goat meat and
mutton, on the third (day); from other foods, having washed oneself
from the head down, on the same day; from sexual intercourse, on the
same day, having washed oneself; (15) from [- - -] on the same day,
having washed oneself [- - -] (17) no one shall enter(?) [- - -] enter [- - -]

Commentary

This inscription belongs to a group of sacred laws which must have
stood at entrances to sanctuaries listing cathartic requirements to be
met upon entering. Most, though not all, of the concerns common
to this group of laws are evident here.4 That a purifying measure was
required from anyone entering a sanctuary is clear from HippocratesÕ
statement (De morbo sacro VI 364 LittrŽ):5

É α7τ%8 τε Oρ%υς τ%0σι 1ε%0σι τ3ν �ερ3ν κα2 τ3ν τεμεν�ων 4π%δεικν?μεν%ι,
zς `ν μηδε2ς Tπερ�α8νCη Vν μM Bγνε?Cη, ε5σι#ντες τε >με0ς περιρραιν#με1α
%7" zς μιαιν#μεν%ι, 4λλJ ε< τι κα2 πρ#τερ%ν N"%μεν μ?σ%ς, τ%/τ% 4(αγνι%?-
μεν%ι.

É we ourselves both affix boundaries to the sanctuaries and the sacred
precincts of the gods in order that no one may cross them unless he is
pure and, upon entering, sprinkle ourselves with water not as if deÞling
ourselves but as ridding ourselves from any pre-existing pollution we may
have.

This simple action is not commonly prescribed speciÞcally in compa-
rable documents6 and is likely to have been taken for granted. Oth-
erwise, the documents may be quite speciÞc, enumerating particular
types of pollution and measures to be taken before entering. As is quite
common, the source of pollution is followed here by the number of
days needed for puriÞcation, expressed by the cardinal or the ordinal.7

4 See Part I p. 15. For a study with bibliographical references to these laws as a
group see Parker 1983, 352Ð356 (for the code from Cyrene, LSS 115, (above Part I
pp. 77Ð79) see ibid. 334Ð351); cf. Chaniotis 1997, esp. 145Ð148.

5 Rudhardt 1992, 172.
6 For exceptions see below commentary on lines 12Ð13. For the perirrhanteria as

marking the sacred area of a sanctuary cf. SEG LXVIII 1937 B 2 (new fragment of LSS
51; for the text see Part I pp. 22Ð24); LSS 91.2; Lucian Sacr. 13; see also Cole 1988, 162.

7 This does not seem to affect the sense beyond distinguishing between women and
men (the masculine adj. is used for both; cf. Te Riele 1978, 329, 330). Cf., however,
Connolly, New Docs. IV, 110Ð111.
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Except in the cases of bloodshed (rarely mentioned and doubtful here)
and death (very common though not mentioned in the surviving part of
this inscription), the pollution is on the whole contracted through bodily
functions.8 It is either primary, i.e. contracted through oneÕs own body
or secondary, i.e. contracted through the body of another person, more
speciÞcally (excluding contact with a corpse),9 the body of a woman,
as in the case of childbirth and abortion/miscarriage.10 Pollution being
taken as a given, these documents aim at avoiding sacrilege by taking
measures to prevent the pollution from reaching the sanctuary. Sprin-
kling upon entry aside, the lapse of time is mostly enough to remove the
pollution; in certain cases a simple additional remedy (namely a wash)
may be prescribed.

Date. Te RieleÕs reasonable date, ca. 200 B.C., is based upon letter
forms and upon the dialect, Doric koine rather than Arcadian.

Lines 1–3
Θε#ς and τ?"α/η appear together as a heading in a number of Arca-
dian official documents.11 Their appearance here may suggest that this
document is also official. Provided that the date is correct, it may
indeed be, as Te Riele has pointed out, the earliest known evidence for
an organized cult of the Egyptian gods in this area.12 The emphasis on
divine interest in the inscription is noteworthy. Ascribing the ownership
of the stele listing regulations for entry into the sanctuary to the gods
seems somewhat similar to presenting the prohibition in no. 4 above as
a divine pronouncement.13

Line 2
bΙερ�ν Zγι%ν is, to the best of my knowledge, not attested in documents
of this kind. For the meaning Ôa sanctuary sacred toÕ cf. Herodotus 2.41
and 44.14

8 Cf. Chaniotis 1997, 147.
9 Not represented in the surviving part of the present inscription.

10 Discussed by Cole 1992, 109Ð110.
11 Cf. IG V 2, 1, 11, 391Ð393, 396, 429. Θε#ς6 τ?"α/η αγα1�/) appears as the heading

in IG V 2, 395; SEG XI 1051, XXV 447, XXXVII 340. Cf. Sfameni Gasparro 1997,
83Ð84.

12 Te Riele 1978, 329Ð330. On the cult of the Egyptian gods in Arcadia see Jost 1985,
542Ð544.

13 Cf. in this respect no. 25 below.
14 LSJ s.v. Zγι%ς I 1; for further discussion see Connolly, New Docs. IV, 111Ð112.
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Line 6
Childbirth.15 Pollution is contracted by contact with a woman giving
birth (λε"	, %/ς) or from the function itself which pollutes the woman
(λ�"%ς, %υς; a form of τ8κτω makes things clearer).16 Cf. LSCG 124.5Ð8;17

171.1618 (10 days); LSS 54.5 (7 days);19 91.15 (3 days after contact with
childbirth; 21 days for the woman); 119.6 (?; 14 days if the child was
exposed;20 cf. 11Ð12(?));21 LSAM 12.7 (2 days plus a wash);22 14.2 (the text
is mutilated); below 8.3. Cf. also LSCG 154 A 24;23 LSS 115 A 16Ð20 (3
days for a man present in a house with a woman in childbirth), cf. B
15Ð23.24

Pollution may be contracted not only from human birth. LSAM

51.6Ð9 mentions a dog: ([4]π� É ) γ .υ .ναι .κ�ς [λ]ε|["%/]ς κ .α2 κυ .ν .�ς|
[τε]τ%[κυ]8ας τ[ρ]ι[τα]8 .% .υ[ς] λ%υσα|[μ] .�ν%υς κτλ.25

Lines 6–7
Abortion (or Miscarriage).26 Cf. IG II2 1365.22 (40 days for the woman);
LSCG 55.7 (40 days);27 139.12 (abortive drugs; 40 days); 171.17 (?; 10
days); LSS 54.6 (40 days);28 119.4 ((?)), 5, 10 (40 days);29 LSAM 84.5

15 Cf. Parker 1983, esp. 48Ð55, 59Ð60, 63Ð64; also Cole 1992, 109Ð110.
16 I follow here Te Riele 329; Connolly, New Docs. IV, 110; Parker 1983, 352Ð353.
17 A difficult passage; see ZiehenÕs note ad loc. (LGS II pp. 305Ð306). For possible

interpretations see Parker 1983, 354Ð355.
18 Quoted in Part I p. 35.
19 The number of days is expressed by a masculine adjective.
20 40 days are required after exposure in LSAM 84.3Ð4.
21 The state of the text does not allow any certainty. It may well be that the reference

here is only to abortion and miscarriage, rather than to childbirth. Cf. note on lines 6Ð7
below.

22 The number of days is expressed by a masculine adjective.
23 On this document cf. Part I pp. 42, 77.
24 The cathartic code from Cyrene; cf. Parker 1983, 336, 345Ð346.
25 (From É) a woman giving birth and a dog giving birth on the third day, having

washed oneself etc. (I am grateful to L.T. Brown). On childbirth as well as contact
with a corpse and bloodshed as sources for pollution see also Euripides IT 380Ð384;
Theophrastus Char. 16.9 (the Superstitious); Porphyry Abst. 4.16.6; cf. Diogen. Laert.
8.33 (= Kern Orph.frag Test. 214).

26 Cf. Parker 1983, 354Ð356; also Cole 1992, 110.
27 For the woman; by analogy to IG II2 1365 which is an earlier version of the same

law (cf. Part I pp. 11Ð12).
28 The number of days is expressed by a masculine adjective.
29 The text is mutilated.
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(40 days);30 cf. LSCG 154 A 24; LSS 115 B 24Ð27;31 LSAM 20.20.32 The
word δι�(1ερμα is not documented elsewhere although derivatives of
the same root are usually used to denote abortion or miscarriage. As in
the case of childbirth, the pollution may not be limited to the women
undergoing a miscarriage/abortion; it may be contracted through con-
tact with her (see LSS 115 B 24Ð27). A person may contract pollution
not only from a human miscarriage. A third-century A.D. inscription
from Lindus mentions a miscarriage of a woman, a dog, and a donkey:
[4]π� (1%ρPς γυναικ�ς V κυν�ς V pν%υ >με. μw (40 days).33

Lines 8–9
Menstruation.34 There is no doubt that menstruation is meant by τ� (υσι-
κ�, as Te Riele noted (1978, 329Ð330), although it is may be elsewhere
referred to as τ� καταμ)νια or τ� γυναικε0α. Seven days35 are a com-
mon requirement and appear also in LSS 119.13 (καταμ)νια) and IG

II2 1365.20 and, in a more elaborate form, in the parallel LSCG 55.5
(γυναικε0α) which, like LSS 119.13, also requires a wash. Nine days are
prescribed in LSS 54.7Ð8 (γυναικε0α).36

Lines 9–10
Bloodshed(?). I doubt very much that (#ν%υ can indeed be read here.37

If it can, it is likely, as the Roberts have asserted (BE 1979 no. 196),
to refer not to murder but rather to killing of an animal or hunting.38

30 The same number of days is prescribed for exposure of an infant (lines 3Ð4). 14
days are prescribed in this case in LSS 119.17.

31 Cf. above n. 24.
32 For this document cf. Part I p. 89.
33 LSS 91.11. Sokolowski (comm. ad loc.) seems to be wrong in understanding

(1%ρ� as ÔsŽduction.Õ See ZiehenÕs note (LGS II p. 151) on LSCG 55.7, Parker 1983,
355, Cf. S. Wide, ÔΑΩΡ�Ι ΒΙΑΙ�ΘΑΝΑΤ�Ι,Õ ARW 12, 1909, 224Ð233 esp. 226Ð227;
Soranus 1.56 (A 18.75); Galen 17 (1) 800 (lines 4 and 5). Sokolowski himself understood
(1%ρε8ων in LSCG 139.12 and δια(1%ρPς in LSS 54.6 as an abortion. Cf. also LSAM
51.7 mentioned above note on line 6.

34 Cf. Parker 1983, 100Ð103, 153Ð154; also Cole 1992, 111.
35 Responding, perhaps, to the seven days of menstruation viewed as a puriÞcation

process; cf. Philo Legum Allegoriae 1.13: κα2 γυναιU2 δ� α� καταμ)νι%ι κα1�ρσεις ="ρι
a�δ%μ�δ%ς παρατε8ν%υσιν (and the monthly cleansing of women extends to seven days).

36 Parker (1983, 101Ð102) notes that this requirement appears only late and in non-
Greek cults; cf. however, Cole 1992, 111. LSS 54 (Delos; Syrian divinity) is dated to the
late second century B.C.; LSS 119 (Ptolemais in Egypt) to the Þrst century B.C.; IG II2

1365/LSCG 55 (Attica; Men) to the second century A.D.
37 See above epigraphical commentary and note the asyndeton which occurs again

only in 15.
38 LSJ s.v. (#ν%ς 4: Ôblood when shed, gore.Õ
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In IG II2 1365.22Ð23, an 4νδρ%(#ν%ς (evidently a homicide) is not
allowed into the area of the sanctuary. Other laws, at least in their
surviving parts, are practically silent.39 As Ziehen noted (LGS II p. 151),
exclusion of homicides from sanctuaries requires little elaboration.40

Pollution contracted from murder is far more serious than the types
of pollution usually dealt with by such laws; it is not temporary, may
not be discarded by ordinary means, and puriÞcation from it calls for
particular measures. Cf. below commentary on 17 and 27 B.

Lines 10–12
Goat Meat, Mutton, Other Foods.41 Prohibitions regarding the goat are not
uncommon. Prohibitions against sacriÞcing it appear mostly in cults of
oriental divinities; see Part I pp. 57Ð58; LSS 91.8Ð9 prohibits footwear
or anything else made of goat skin. As for consumption of goat meat,
three days are also required in LSCG 139.10 and probably in I.Perg III
161 A 13.42 The sheep (along with the pig) is forbidden in LSCG 114 A 2.
A number of Greek sources talk about exclusion of sheep in Egyptian
cults.43

A general stipulation regarding food seems unparalleled. It is pos-
sible that �ρ3μα refers only to meat.44 For speciÞc prohibitions see IG

II2 1365.10Ð11 (garlic; pork; entrance on the same day following a wash
from the head down is added in LSCG 55.3); 139.9 (lentil dish ((ακ));
3 days), 11 (cheese; 1 day);45 LSS 54.2Ð3 (a Þsh (vψ�ρι%ν); 3 days) 3Ð4
(pork; a wash); 108.2Ð3;46 I.Perg III 161 A 13 (goat meat and cheese);
3 days(?)). Cf. also the regulations pertaining to the cult of Dionysus
Bromius, LSAM 84.12Ð15.

39 Φ%ν�ας in LSCG 124.10 (cf. Chaniotis 1997, 155) is wholly restored.
40 Cf. below commentary on 27 B 10.
41 Cf. Parker 1983, 357Ð365.
42 Quoted in Part I pp. 61Ð63.
43 (Following Te Riele 1978, 330): Herodotus 2.42: Oσ%ι μ�ν δM Δι�ς Θη�αι�%ς kδρυνται

�ρ�ν V ν%μ%/ τ%/ Θη�α8%υ ε5σ8, %jτ%ι μ�ν ν/ν π�ντες v8ων 4πε"#μεν%ι αgγας 1?%υσι κτλ.
(All those who have a sanctuary of the Theban Zeus or live in the nome of Thebes
abstain from sheep and sacriÞce goats). Sextus Empiricus Pyr. 3.220: πρ#�ατ%ν fΙσιδι
1?ειν =1εσμ%ν (it is unlawful to sacriÞce a sheep to Isis). Cf. ibid. 3.223; Plutarch De Is.
et Os. 4 (352 D); Strabo 17.1.40 (812).

44 LSJ s.v.
45 In addition to goat meat (line 10).
46 See Part I p. 17.
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Lines 12–13
Washing Oneself.47 A wash κατακ�(αλα or κατ� κε(αλ:ς, i.e. from the
head down,48 is required in IG II2 1365.24; LSCG 55.4, 5Ð6; cf. LSS

65.8. Lustral sprinkling (περιρρα8νεσ1αι)49 is mentioned in LSAM 12.8.
In LSCG 139.15Ð17 it is to be preceded by anointment with olive oil.
Other laws use λ%?εσ1αι without speciÞc details. See LSCG 124.4, 9;
LSAM 12.6; 14.3; 18.12; 51.9Ð10, 11Ð12; cf. LSS 115 A 12. A shower is
mostly required for puriÞcation after sexual intercourse (cf. below). It
is interesting that here (as in LSS 54.3Ð4; cf. LSCG 55.3) it is mentioned
after eating. As Ziehen has noted (LGS II p. 151) about the shower Ôfrom
the head down,Õ the meaning of washing oneself lies beyond the mere
act of cleaning; it is a ritual which obviously has a solemn cathartic
signiÞcance.50

Lines 13–15
Sexual intercourse.51 In contrast to the general reference here and
elsewhere,52 some laws may further qualify their requirements. LSAM

12.4Ð6 distinguishes between intercourse with oneÕs own spouse and
with a spouse of another;53 LSAM 29.5Ð7 mentions a wife vs. a hetaira;54

47 Cf. Parker 1983, 19Ð20.
48 The expression goes back to Homer. An interesting example is Il. 18.24 where the

grieving Achilles deÞles himself by pouring dust on his body κ�κ κε(αλ:ς. Cf. Parker
1983, 68.

49 Cf. above general remarks.
50 Cf. Theophrastus Char. 16.12Ð13 (14Ð15 DielsÕ Oxford text) (the Superstitious): κα2

τ3ν περιρραιν%μ�νων *π2 1αλ�ττης *πιμελ3ς δ#Uειεν `ν εgναι. κ=ν π%τε *π8δCη σκ%ρ#δGω
*στεμμ�ν%ν τ3ν *π2 τα0ς τρι#δ%ις 4πελ1oν κατ� κε(αλ:ς λ%?σασ1αι κα2 �ερε8ας καλ�σας
σκ8λλCη V σκ?λακι κελε/σαι αTτ�ν περικα1Pραι (He would seem to be one of those who
sprinkle themselves diligently on the sea shore, and if ever he sees one of the garlic-
wreathed offerings on crossroads, he goes away to wash himself from the head down,
and, having summoned a priestess, he orders her to purify him all over with a squill or
a puppy). Cf. ibid. 16.2. Cf. Porphyry De philos. ex orac. haur. F. 314.36Ð37 Smith (p. 362;
p. 116 Wolff).

51 Cf. Parker 1983, esp. 91Ð92, 94; Cole 1992, 107Ð109. On sexual purity see also
M.L. West, Hesiod, Works and Days, Oxford, 1978, 336Ð337.

52 See also LSCG 55.4; IG II2 1565. 23Ð25 (same day; wash from the head down);
LSCG 95.5; 124.9 (same day; wash); 171.17 (3 days); LSS 54.4 (3 days); 59.16; 108.1; 119.8Ð
9 (2 days); I.Perg III 161. A 13; cf. LSCG 151 A 42; LSS 31.6. For sexual intercourse in a
sanctuary see LGS II 61 (Buck, GD 64); cf. IG II2 1035.10Ð11.

53 4π� 5δ8ας γ[υναι]|κ�ς κα2 5δ8%υ 4νδρ�ς κτλ. (same day/second day plus a wash).
54 (2 days/3 days). On a hetaira cf. LSS 91.18 (30 days); requirement from a hetaira:

LSAM 18.13Ð14.
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4π� συν%υσ8ας ν%μ8μ%υ55 is speciÞed in the Lindian second-century A.D.
LSCG 139.14;56 in the third-century A.D. LSS 91.19, also from Lindus,
we encounter the sinister 4π� τ3ν παραν#μων %7δ�π%τε κα1αρ#ς.57 The
Cyrene code (LSS 115 A 10Ð12) distinguishes between sexual intercourse
at night or during the day.58 In most cases a wash is required59 and
entrance to a sanctuary is frequently allowed on the same day.60

Line 16
It seems that the lost word starting with ΠΑΘΙΝ ought to be related to
π�1%ς/π�σ"ω. Nevertheless, no solution seems possible to me without
replacing some of the letters visible on the stone in this line.

Line 17
Condition or conditions under which one is not allowed into the sanc-
tuary might have been dealt with here; see e.g. LSCG 124.10Ð22. For the
use of ε5σπ%ρε?εσ1αι in laws of this kind see Lupu 2001, 123Ð124; cf.
commentary on 4.11 above.

55 This was taken to be a distinction between heterosexual and other types of
intercourse. See ZiehenÕs com. ad loc. LGS II p. 365.

56 Same day; lustral sprinkling and Þrst anointment with olive oil.
57 From that which is unlawful, never pure.
58 See Parker 1983, 335Ð336.
59 Cf. Herodotus 2.64.
60 For sexual conduct cf. also LSAM 20.25Ð28, 35Ð41.
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SEG XXXVI 376

ARCADIA. LYCOSURA. FRAGMENTARY SANCTUARY
REGULATIONS. CA. SECOND CENTURY B.C.

(Figures 18Ð19)

A bottom left corner of a limestone stele, found in the early 1970s, built into
the chapel of Hagios Elias (Αγι%ς-Λι�ς), situated on a hilltop, ca. 200 m. east of
the archaeological site of Lycosura.1 The stone is built into a window frame on
the south side of the chapel. It is cut on the right and somewhat unevenly on
top; the left side and probably the bottom are intact. The text covers less than
one half of the preserved stele. The inscribed face is fairly well preserved but a
fresh coat of stucco applied just before my visit in August 2001 made letters at
the edges difficult to read and concealed the left side.

H. 0.40, W. 0.42, Th. 0.14. L.H. 0.015Ð0.02. Interlinear space ca. 0.01

Ed. Matthaiou and Pikoulas 1986 (= SEG XXXVI 376; Loucas and Loucas
1994).

Cf. L. Dubois BE 1988 no. 627; SEG XLVII 435.2

Photograph: Matthaiou and Pikoulas 1986, pls. 10 and 12 (good).

ca. saec. II a.

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

.�[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Δεσπ]
2 %8ναι 5δ8%ι μ�ν δ�κα .B .μ[�ρας - - - - γυναικ2]
δ� λε"%0 =π%1ι *μεν Α .Ν[ - - - - - - - - - - - - -]

4 δ�κα Bμ�ρας6 4λλ%τρ8%ι δ .�[ - - - - - - - - π�ν]-
τε Bμ�ρας6 τ� δ� λ%ιπ� ΕΥ[ - - - - - - - - - - -]

6 1?ην κα1oς `ν A �ερε@ς [ε<πηι (vel sim.) - - -]

vacat 0.225

Restorations. Suppl. Matthaiou et Pikoulas.

1 For a photograph of the chapel before the restoration during which the inscription
was discovered see Jost 1985, pl. 42 Þg. 2.

2 On Loucas and Loucas 1994.
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Epigraphical Commentary. I have seen the stone. The letters are quite thick but not very
deeply cut. Alphas with both straight and broken crossbars appear; some omicrons
have a middle dot; no serifs. In lines 2 and 4 Dubois (BE 1988 no. 627) read ωι for %ι in
the photograph. The omicrons are, however, clear on the stone.

Commentary

This is the second sacred law coming from the sanctuary of Despoina
in Lycosura, the Þrst being the better, though still imperfectly pre-
served, LSCG 68.3 The indications of numbers of days (lines 2, 4, 5)
and the reference to childbirth (line 3) suggest that the present docu-
ment belongs to the same class as no. 7 above. In its present state the
text deÞes translation. Only line 6 makes any coherent sense: Ô[- - -]
(shall) sacriÞce according to what the priest (says, prescribes,Õ vel sim.).
Although it seems clear, as the Þrst editors realized,4 that the fragment
deals with cathartic requirements, the details remain conjectural.5 For
5δ8%ι vs. 4λλ%τρ8%ι (lines 2, 4) cf. LSCG 124.4; LSS 119.3;6 LSAM 12.4Ð6.7

Language. The dialect is on the whole Arcadian, but the Doric inÞni-
tive *μεν (i.e. e*μεν) is found alongside the Arcadian inÞnitive 1?ην.
Dubois (BE 1988 no. 627) postulated, accordingly, that the letter cut-
ter was Dorian.8 The adverb =π%1ι (line 3; Ôfar awayÕ, ÔapartÕ)9 is alto-
gether new. Matthaiou and Pikoulas (1986, 76) suggested that γυναικ2
δ� λε"%0 =π%1ι = 4π� γυναικ�ς λε"%/ς.10 It would therefore have the
force of a postpositive rather than that of an adverb. Dubois pointed
out that =π%1ι may equally be taken with *μεν which would thus be an
imperative inÞnitive. The restoration [Δεσπ]%8ναι in lines 1Ð2 is almost

3 See further immediately below.
4 Matthaiou and Pikoulas 1986, 76Ð77.
5 For cathartic requirements see above no. 7.
6 Referring to pollution contacted through contact with a corpse, the dead being a

family member vs. someone else. Cf. LSAM 18.7Ð9; 84.6Ð9.
7 Distinguishing between sexual intercourse with oneÕs own/not oneÕs own spouse

as a source for pollution.
8 JΕμεν appears in an inscription from Tegea (IG V 2, 159 (= Buck, GD no. 70) 4,

6), but the dialect of that inscription is not Arcadian. See Hiller von GŠrtringen and
BuckÕs commentaries ad loc. On the Arcadian inÞnitive see Buck, GD 163; L. Dubois,
Recherches sur le dialecte arcadien, Louvain-la-Neuve, 1986, I 111 (p. 175).

9 LSJ suppl. s.v.
10 LSAM 51.5Ð8. On 4π# with the dative see Buck, GD 136.1. For childbirth as a

source of pollution see above commentary on 7.6.
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inevitable not only because of the Þndspot, but also because other
words in -%ιν-α make much less sense here.

Date. Matthaiou and Pikoulas dated the fragment to the second cen-
tury B.C. on the basis of letter forms, which are somewhat rustic look-
ing. If so, it postdates, as they suggest, the other sacred law from Lyco-
sura, the neatly and elegantly inscribed LSCG 68, commonly dated to
the third century B.C.11 This inscription opens with regulations for
entry into the sanctuary. The same can be assumed for the present
fragment but, in so far as this can be judged, the two documents might
have been somewhat different. Whereas what survives here deals with
cathartic requirements, LSCG 68 lists various restrictions with respect to
clothing, jewelry, and hair style, also prohibiting pregnant and nursing
women from being initiated. It ends presently with sacriÞcial regula-
tions;12 concern with sacriÞce is also evident at the end of the present
fragment though the details of the older inscription have been left out.
The documents seem therefore somewhat complementary.

Loucas and Loucas 1994 assume that the publication of the two
documents in relatively close succession reßects a wish to reassert the
sanctuaryÕs rules in face of a growing inßux of worshippers and/or to
put them on a par with the rules of contemporary great sanctuaries.

The Cult

ÔThe Arcadians worship Despoina (the Mistress) more than any other
god, saying that she is a daughter of Poseidon and Demeter.Õ Thus says
Pausanias,13 adding that he dares not reveal her real name to the unini-
tiated.14 In the preceding paragraphs he had described meticulously
the sanctuary of Despoina at Lycosura with its imposing cult statue
group. This, a work of the Messenian sculptor Damophon,15 repre-
sented Despoina, her mother, Demeter, her stepfather, the titan Anytus,

11 Matthaiou and Pikoulas 1986, 75; E. Voutiras, ÔOpfer fŸr Despoina: Zur Kult-
satzung des Heiligtums von Lykosura IG V 2, 415,Õ Chiron 29, 1999, 233Ð246 at 133Ð134
(the present fragment is mentioned in 134 n. 4); cf. Loucas and Loucas 1994, 98. The
date of the sanctuary is of not much help as it is itself disputed. Jost 1985 advocates late
fourth/early third century B.C.; see esp. 174Ð175.

12 See Voutiras op. cit.
13 8.37.8 τα?την μ�λιστα 1ε3ν σ��%υσιν %� JΑρκ�δες τMν Δ�σπ%ιναν, 1υγατ�ρα δ�

α7τMν Π%σειδ3ν#ς (ασιν εgναι κα2 Δ)μητρ%ς.
14 8.37.9 τ:ς δ� Δεσπ%8νης τ� pν%μα Nδεισα *ς τ%@ς 4τελ�στ%υς γρ�(ειν.
15 On Damophon see A.F. Stewart, Greek Sculpture: An Exploration, New Haven, 1990,

303Ð304; cf. SEG XLI 332, a decree in his honor by the people of Lycosura.
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and Artemis, DemeterÕs daughter according to a local Arcadian ver-
sion.16 SigniÞcant pieces of this monument were discovered and are on
display at the National Archaeological Museum in Athens and at the
museum in Lycosura. Among these are the heads of Artemis, Deme-
ter, and Anytus, as well as a remarkable fragment of marble drapery,
belonging to the robe of Despoina, with reliefs depicting, inter alia, ani-
mals, or rather humans masked as animals and wearing long dresses,
some of whom are playing musical instruments, and others dancing.17

Pausanias informs us that Ôthe Arcadians carry into the sanctuary
fruits of all cultivated trees except the pomegranateÕ.18 As for the meth-
od of sacriÞce practiced in the megaron where the mysteries were cele-
brated, he says that each of the Arcadians sacriÞces whatever he owns,
but instead of slashing the victimÕs throat, as in other sacriÞces, they
cut off whatever limb of the sacriÞcial animal each happens to grab.19

While practically nothing else may be said with certainty, it is still
conceivable that the dancing scene described above and other scenes
engraved on the robe of Despoina might reßect some of the activities
taking place at the mysteries.20

The temple in Lycosura is quite small. It is ßanked on the south
by a small theatral area facing a side entrance. In the adjacent large
stoa of the sanctuary Pausanias saw a πιν�κι%ν γεγραμμ�ν%ν (inscribed
tablet), containing Ôthings regarding the mysteriesÕ21 of Despoina. JostÕs
argument against identifying this πιν�κι%ν with LSCG 68Ñbesides the
exclusion of pregnant and nursing women from the mysteries, it might
not be concerned speciÞcally with the mysteriesÑmight also apply to
the present inscription.22

16 Pausanias 8.37.4Ð6.
17 See FrazerÕs comm. ad loc. (IV 375Ð379); Jost 1985, 328Ð329 with plates 44Ð45;

Stewart, Greek Sculpture, 94Ð96 with Þgs. 788Ð792. The cult group is also represented on
a Roman imperial period coin from Megalopolis. See Jost 1985, 175 with pl. 44.

18 8.37.7: τ3ν δ� >μ�ρων %� JΑρκ�δες δ�νδρων Bπ�ντων πλMν 9%ιPς *σκ%μ8+%υσιν *ς τ�
�ερ#ν.

19 8.37.8: 1?ει μ�ν δM α7τ3ν Wκαστ%ς O τι κ�κτηται6 τ3ν �ερε8ων δ� %7 τ�ς (�ρυγγας
4π%τ�μνει Xσπερ *π2 τα0ς =λλαις 1υσ8αις, κ3λ%ν δ� O τι `ν τ?"Cη, τ%/τ% Wκαστ%ς 4π�κ%ψε
τ%/ 1?ματ%ς.

20 See JostÕs discussion (reference below). On dancing in mysteries cf. C. Karadima-
Matsa and K. Clinton ZPE 138, 2002, 89 with n. 8.

21 τ� *ς τMν τελετ)ν: 8.37.2.
22 Jost 1985, 329Ð330; Voutiras (Chiron 29, 1999) 247Ð248. Further on Lycosura and

Despoina see Jost 1985, esp. 172Ð178, 326Ð337.
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I.Oropos 278; SEG XLVII 488

BOEOTIA. OROPUS. FRAGMENTARY SACRIFICIAL
REGULATIONS. FOURTH CENTURY B.C.

(Figure 20)

A small, weathered fragment of a white marble stele broken on all sides. The
original rough-picked back seems to survive. ÔDiscovered behind [i.e. north of]
the Curio monument.Õ1 The letters are not deeply cut, and the inscribed face
is rather worn. The lower part of the last letter in line 7 is covered by a drop
of what appears to be cement, and the left side, which may be cut rather than
broken, seems covered by some rough, corroded matter. There is vacant space
above the Þrst line; it may establish it as the original Þrst line, or, less likely,
represent a space between paragraphs or different documents.

H. 0.27, W. 0.071 (top)Ñ0.08 (bottom), Th. 0.08. L.H. 0.007Ð0.008, �, Θ, and
Ω 0.005. Interlinear Space 0.009. Surviving uninscribed surface above the Þrst
line ca. 0.023Ð0.028.

Piraeus, Archaeological Museum, Inv. 408.

Ed. Petrakos I.Oropos 278 (= A. Chaniotis SEG XLVII 488). Lupu 2003, 326Ð
334.

Cf. Petrakos I.Oropos p. 182; A. Chaniotis EBGR 1997 no. 296 (Kernos 13, 2000).

Photograph (of the squeeze): Lupu 2003, 327 Þg. 3 (very good).

1 B. Leonardos apud Petrakos, I.Oropos p. 183. For the monument see ibid. no. 444
and plate Ε no. 15.
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saec. IV a. NON-ΣΤ�Ι�.

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

vacat

[- - -]ας με . [ - - - - - - - - - - - ]
[- - -] τραπε+[ - - - - - - - - - - ]
[- - -] τMν δεU[ι�ν κωλ:ν - - - ]

4 [- - - τρ]8π%δι τω[ - - - - - - - - ]
[- - - -]α vvvvv Ε[ - - - - - - - - - - ]
[- - - - *μ��]λλειν τ .(?)[ - - - - ]
[- - - pρ]νι1%ς v .�[%λ#ν - - - - ]

8 [- - -]%ς δ?% v�[%λ%?ς/	 - - - ]
[- - -] �%�ς δε[ - - - - - - - - - - ]
[- - -]ων "ρε8α [ - - - - - - - - - ]
[- - -] μισ1ωμ[ - - - - - - - - - - ]

12 [- - -] σ"ι+3[ν - - - - - - - - - - - ]
[- - - -]Θ[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Restorations. 1 [τ]�ς με[ρ8δας?] Chaniotis (SEG XLVII 488) || 2 [*π2 δ� τMν] τρ�πε+[αν]
L. e.g. || 3 δεU[ι�ν] supplevit Petrakos [κωλ:ν - - -] C. || 6 [*μ��]λλειν τ[� 4ργ?ρι%ν?] C.
vid. adn. || 7 [- - pρ]νι1%ς P.; v .�[%λ#ν - - -] L. || 8 in. vid. adn.; Þn. v�[%λ%?ς/	 - - -] L.:
v�[%λ- - -] Petrakos || 9 δ� [- - -] C. || 12 P.

Epigraphical Commentary. I have seen the stone. The letters are, on the whole, nicely
executed albeit with a few irregularities. They seem more crowded and at times
relatively smaller in the lower part of the fragment.

1 What looked like the upper left and bottom tips of Τ seemed to me to appear on
the stone. The upper left tip was closer to the preceding Ε than Τ is elsewhere,
and a scratch could not be ruled out. A Σ turned up to be more or less traceable
in my photograph and might possibly be read.

6 The last trace might be taken for a lower tip of a somewhat slanting stroke. The
closest parallel is the left lower stroke of the Ω in line 10 but a scratch is likely.

7 .�: The lower part of the letter is concealed by what looks like a drop of cement,
and the right part is damaged by the break. Ρ (so Petrakos) is possible.

9 Before the � there is a trace, very likely a scratch, which seems like a middle
part of a vertical stroke.

Translation

(3) the right thighÑ(4) tripodÑ(6) put [in the thesauros]Ñ(7) for a bird
an obolÑ(8) for a (animal) two obolsÑ(9) for a bovine(?)Ñ(10) of which
there is a need(?)Ñ(12) Þrewood Ñ
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Commentary

Petrakos dated the inscription to the fourth century B.C. He noted that
it was a sacred law enumerating offerings and sacriÞces to a divinity,2

and referred to it in his note on the stipulation in LSCG 69.30Ð31
(I.Oropos 277) that allows worshippers at the Amphiareum to sacriÞce
whatever animal they wish, noting that this license was due to the
broader policy of the sanctuary.3 In EBGR 1997 no. 296 (Kernos 13,
2000, 206) Chaniotis noted the concern with sacriÞces and references
to a table of offerings, animals, an amount of two obols, and the lease
of an item (μισ1ωμ in line 11). In SEG XLVII 488 he further interpreted
this reference and suggested a number of restorations (see commentary
below). I have elsewhere suggested that lines 5Ð9, which are separated
from the previous text by a vacat, consist of a sacriÞcial tariff listing fees
to be paid by worshippers for the sacriÞce of speciÞc animals.4

Line 2
Τραπε+ is doubtless a reference to a cult table. For the [*π2 (δ�) τMν]
τρ�πε+[αν] see LSCG 28 (SEG XLVI 173) 3Ð4, 8, 10Ð11, 14Ð15, 18, 22
(where the restorations are secure).5 On cult tables see Gill 1991.

Line 3
ΔεU[ι�ν] evidently refers to a part of a victim, probably to a κωλ: (thigh)
as Chaniotis realized (SEG XLVII 488). This κωλ: is likely a priestly

2 I.Oropos p. 183.
3 I.Oropos p. 182.
4 Lupu 2003. As for the occasion, pre-incubation sacriÞce is not inevitable. The

tariff would give the unparalleled stipulation in LSCG 69.30Ð31 that allowed each
person to sacriÞce whatever he wished a more deÞnite form (the closest parallel to
LSCG 69.30Ð31, LSS 67.3Ð4, is wholly restored and somewhat unwarranted in my
mind; even if it is correct, it is to be explained by a departure from the rule(s) listed
in lines 1Ð2). From PausaniasÕ description of the sanctuary and cult of Amphiaraus at
Oropus (1.34.5), a ram on whose skin incubants would sleep seems mandatory. But, as
has been noted (see A.B. Petropoulou ÔPausanias 1.34.5: Incubation on a Ram Skin,Õ
in G. Argoud and P. Roesch, (eds.), La Béotie antique. Lyon—Saint-Étienne 16–20 Mai 1983
(Colloques internationaux du CNRS), Paris, 1985, 169Ð177, at 175Ð176; van Straten
1995, 73Ð74), the incubant in the Archinos relief is lying on a piece of cloth. There
is therefore reason to believe that pre-incubation ram sacriÞce was the norm at the
Amphiareum but not necessarily the rule while LSCG 69 was in effect. The rule might
have allowed more choice, at least in the fourth century B.C.

5 For some representative cases see LSCG 90.5 (= I.Kallatis 47.3); 163.17; LSAM 24 A
15Ð20. Chaniotis (SEG XLVII 488) noted that forms of τραπ�+ωμα and τραπε+#ω were
also possible here. The second possibility is better attested in sacred laws.
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prerogative: it is particularly common as such, and, should right legs be
distinguished from left legs, they usually go to the priest.6

Line 4
The possible tripod could be a three-legged stand for a cauldron used
to cook the meat of the victims, as is iconographically documented.7

Lines 5–9
This is evidently a sacriÞcial tariff. The general sense of the origi-
nal could have been approximately ε[5ς δ� τ�ν 1ησαυρ�ν *μ��]λλειν
τ[%@ς 1?%ντας (lacuna?) pρ]νι1%ς v .�[%λ#ν, (lacuna)[- - -]%ς δ?% v�[%λ%?ς,
(lacuna)] �%�ς δε[- - -].8

Line 6
ChaniotisÕ [*μ��]λλειν, referring to money put in the thesauros (trea-
sury/offertory box),9 is doubtless correct. For the AmphiareumÕs the-

sauros see LSCG 69.13, 23, 40; LSS 35.4; I.Oropos 324.33Ð39 (LSCG 70)10

and 290.16Ð25.

6 See Puttkammer 1912, 23Ð25; for the right thigh see also Jameson, Jordan, and
Kotanski 1993, 38. In LSCG 55.9Ð10 (cf. Part I pp. 11Ð12) the right leg might reach the
founder of the sanctuary by way of the cult table. Left legs may go to divinities (though
they might have to settle for the bones alone) as might a left half of the head ( >μ8κραιρα:
LSCG 28.4, 9, [11], [15], 19, [23]; 29.8; above 3.16, 17; cf. also Amipsias, Connus, fr.
7 PCG: above commentary on 3.5), which is a less likely possibility here. For priestly
prerogatives see part I pp. 42Ð43; above commentary on 3.5; below commentary on
20.7.

7 See Lupu 2003, 328Ð329. Tripods were dedicated at Oropus at the sanctuary of
the nymph Halia (B.C. Petrakos, ;" �Ωρωπ<ς κα= τ< #ερ<ν τ % �Αμ�ιαρ� υ, Athens 1968,
54Ð58; for inscribed bases (some are now at the Amphiareum) see I.Oropos nos. 511Ð516).
The sanctuary was located in the town (Petrakos ibid. 55Ð56; I.Oropos pp. 401Ð402).

8 Those who offer sacriÞce shall put in the thesauros [- - -] an obol for a bird [- - -]
two obols for a [- - -] for a bovine [- - -]. For sacriÞcial tariffs see Part I pp. 59Ð60.

9 For a study of which see G. Kaminski, ÔThesauros: Untersuchungen zum antiken
Opferstock,Õ JdI 106, 1991, 63Ð181; cf. K. Tsakos, ÔΘησαυρ#ς Α(ρ%δ8της �υραν8ας6
η επιγρα(),Õ Horos 8Ð9, 1990Ð1991, 17Ð28; K.N. Kazamiakis, ÔΘησαυρ#ς Α(ρ%δ8της
�υραν8ας6 η κατασκευ),Õ ibid. 29Ð44 (the inscription on this thesauros is SEG XLI
182); K. Tsakos, ÔExploitation of Religious Sentiment,Õ in D. Vasilikou and M. Lykian-
dropoulou, Coinage and Religion: The Ancient World, the Byzantine World: Proceedings of a One-
Day Colloquium, Athens, 1997, 48Ð59 (I do not accept the authorÕs (p. 56 n. 27) classiÞ-
cation of I.Beroia 16 as a sacred law); D. Knoepßer, ÔLe tronc ˆ offrandes dÕun nŽocore
ŽrŽtrien,Õ AntK 41, 1998, 101Ð115.; Parker and Obbink 2000, 436Ð438.

10 Discussed in part I p. 32.
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Line 7
f�ρνις usually, but not exclusively refers to chickens.11

Line 8
A number of animals are possible. These include a hare (i.e. δασ?-
π%υς, [δασ?π%δ]%ς),12 a goat (α<U, [α5γ]#ς)13 or, should the bird not be
a chicken, a chicken or rooster (4λεκτρυ	ν, [4λεκτρυ3ν]%ς, κ�λαϊς,
[καλ�ϊδ]%ς,14 4λ�κτωρ, [4λ�κτ%ρ]%ς).15 None of these possibilities seems
entirely satisfactory.

Line 9
The δε would ideally distinguish the bovine from smaller animals. This,
however, may require a μ�ν perhaps already after [pρ]νι1%ς in line 7.16

Line 10
For [- - -]ων "ρε8α [- - - -] cf. below 26.28Ð29.

11 See L. Robert, ÔSur un decret dÕIlion et sur papyrus concernant des cultes royaux,Õ
American Studies in Papyrology 1, 1966, 175Ð211 (= Opera Minora Selecta VII, 599Ð635) at 196
with note 127. Cf. LSJ s.v. pρνις III. For bird sacriÞce in the ancient Near East cf. below
Appendix A lines 11Ð12 with Delcor 1990, 89Ð92.

12 See LSCG 125.
13 A common victim but perhaps too large if it is to follow the bird directly.
14 For the accent see LSJ s.v. IdentiÞcation as a chicken may not be entirely secure.
15 LSS 108.12; cf. Aristophanes, Amphiaraus, fr. 17 (PCG). Chickens are more charac-

teristic of private than of public sacriÞce. In public sacriÞce they are commonly offered
together with other victims: The rooster (4λεκτ[ρυ#να]) in LSAM 67 B 3 is offered
alongside a number of other, larger victims; the chickens/roosters (κ�λαϊς) in LSCG
60.5Ð6, 23 are offered in connection with cattle sacriÞce; in LSCG 172.4 καλα�δια are
offered together with a goat. LSCG 51 (cf. Part I p. 65) calls for three chickens/roosters;
the Þrst (4λεκτρυ	ν, line 5) seems to be wholly burnt; the others (4λ�κτ%ρες line 27) are
offered together.

16 Δ�[κα] is possible but unlikely if it refers to a sum of money: the sum of ten obols is
not a fraction of a drachma (six obols per drachma); the sum of ten drachmas is surely
too high.
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Line 11
Μισ1ωμ may stand for both nominal (i.e. from μ8σ1ωμα) and verbal
forms (perfect middle/passive of μισ1#ω). Leasing of sacred property17

or contracting services essential for the performance of cult18 are possi-
ble inter alia.19

Line 12
Σ"8+αι: Þrewood; U?λα and (ρ?γανα are common; for attestations see
commentary on 3.21Ð22 above. As Chaniotis noted, this is evidently a
reference to the provision of wood for sacriÞce.

17 Perhaps including, by analogy to no. 18 below, leasing of shops such as those
mentioned in I.Oropos 290.18.

18 If μ8σ1ωμα is used in the meaning Ôcontract price,Õ as in the regulations for the
Lesser Panathenaia, LSCG 33 B 28.

19 A lease of a priesthood (so Chaniotis, SEG XLVII 488, citing LSS 47) seems
unlikely to me considering the date and the location. See on this Part I pp. 48Ð49.
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I.Oropos 279; SEG XLVII 497

BOEOTIA. OROPUS. FRAGMENTARY SACRIFICIAL
REGULATIONS. ROMAN IMPERIAL PERIOD

An unßuted marble kioniskos. The inscribed part is smoothed. The stone was
found in 1957 in ancient Oropus where it was seen and copied by I. Papadi-
mitriou. B.C. Petrakos could not locate it.

H. 1.00, Diameter 0.26. L.H. 0.02Ð0.025.

Publications: Petrakos, I.Oropos 279 (= SEG XLVII 497).

Cf. A. Chaniotis, EBGR 1997 no. 296 (Kernos 13, 2000).

aet. imp.

ΡΙΑΕ[ - - - - - - - - α7τ%]-
κρ�τ%ρ%ς [ - - - - - - - - - ]
�ερ�+ειν [ - - - τ%/ *νιαυ]-

4 τ%/ [ - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
ΓΕΥΙ[ - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
ρ8%υ Ι[ - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
κα2 =[γειν ε5ς τMν 1υσ8αν]

8 �%/ν [ - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
ΩΝ[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
ΠΙ�Ν[ - - - - - - - - - 5(?)]-
σ"8%ν Ι[ - - - - - - - - - - - - ]

12 ΡΙ�Ν[ - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
ε7σε�[ - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
ΚΗΣ[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
J�ρ%πι[ - - - - - - - - - - - - ]

16 ν%υς T[ - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
4ν� .1 .η .κ.ε.

Restorations. Suppl. Petrakos dubitanter || 10 L. (cf. supra 3.5, 21) || 11–12 [πλευ]|ρ8%ν?
idem (cf. infra 21.8) L. || 13–14 fortasse JΩρ%π8[%υς] vel JΩρ%π8[ων] P.

Epigraphical Commentary. The epigraphical comments are derived from PetrakosÕ edition.
In the Þrst three lines the alpha has a broken crossbar.
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Commentary

Very little can be said about this inscription. It may be a private
foundation (line 17),1 perhaps for an event including a public sacriÞce:
if =[γειν ε5ς τMν 1υσ8αν]|�%/ν (lines 7Ð8) is correct, it would imply a
sacriÞcial procession.2 A priesthood, perhaps yearly (lines 3Ð4) seems
likewise involved; cf. the regulations for the priesthood featured in
LSCG 103 B 16Ð18. Distribution of parts of the bovine (line 8) might
have been discussed (lines 10Ð12). The reference to an emperor does not
necessarily imply imperial cult; it might have been used for dating. The
eusebeia of a particular person directed at the OropiansÑan emperor
cannot be ruled outÑtogether or not with other virtues might have
been involved (lines 13Ð15).

1 Though the subject of 4ν� .1 .η .κε might have simply set up the stone bearing the
regulations. For foundations see Part I pp. 81Ð87.

2 Cf. L. Robert, Hellenica XIÐXII Paris, 1960, 120 (Gauthier 1996, 20 n. 53).
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SEG XXXII 456

BOEOTIA. HALIARTUS. DECREE ON CULT. CA.
235 B.C. OR A LITTLE LATER

(Figures 21Ð22)

A limestone stele found in 1966 near the acropolis of Haliartus. The stone
which has moldings above and below is broken on the right; the top and
the left side are smooth-picked; the back is broken unevenly. In its present
condition, the stone is shaped like a quarter of a cylinder; originally it might
have been shaped like a cylinder or a semi-cylinder, in which case it could
have formed a part of a cylindrical monument. The inscribed face is badly
weathered and worn to the point of being almost entirely illegible. The text
starts 0.03 below the upper molding and ends 0.16 above the lower one.
Roesch noted that faded traces of another text (or texts) appeared on the side,
the only readable words being τ�ν π#λιν situated on the right, a little below
line 27. It is clear that these words belong to a text which had a different line
spacing.

H. 0.88, W. (i.e. surviving circumference) 0.525, Th. (lower left) 0.215. L.H.
ca. 0.01; smaller, suspended �, Θ, and Ω, ca. 0.007. Interlinear space ca. 0.01.
Upper margin 0.03. Lower margin 0.016. Left margin 0.01.

Thebes, Archaeological Museum. Unnumbered.1

Ed. Vatin 19682 (= SEG XXV 556); Roesch 1982, 203Ð255; Teiresias 13, 1983,
E.82.71 (= SEG XXXII 456; Rigsby 1987).

Cf. Stephanis 1982; J. and L. Robert BE 1984 no. 209; Schachter 1981Ð1994,
esp. I, 71, 116; III, 19, 20Ð21, 93Ð94, 101; SEG XXXVII 380;3 D. Knoepßer,
Review of SEG XXXI, XXXII, and XXXIII, Gnomon 60, 1988, 222Ð235 at
234;4 TrŽheux 1990, 121Ð122 n. 24; D. Knoepßer, ÔSept annŽes de recherches

1 In July 2002 the stone was located in the courtyard of the museum in the
inscription storage area between the inscription storage shed and the museum. Vassilis
Aravantinos, director, the Eighth Ephoria of Prehistoric and Classical Antiquities,
kindly allowed me to look for it.

2 Only a partial decipherment. Completely superseded by the following.
3 On Rigsby 1987.
4 On JΑρ8αρτ%ς vs. bΑρ8αρτ%ς: Restorations line 7.
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sur lÕŽpigraphie de BŽotie (1985Ð1991),Õ Chiron 22, 1992, 411Ð503 at 480Ð481;5
M. NaÞssi, ÔUn decreto di Haliartos ed il culto di Athena Itonia,Õ AFLPer. 29,
1991Ð1992 (non vidi);6 Rhodes 1997, 125, 514.7

Photograph: Vatin 1968, 619 Þg. 1 (good), 621 Þg. 2 (part of the squeeze; very
good); Roesch 1982 pl. XV (good).8

ca. 235 a. vel paulo post

fΑρ"[%]ντ%ς [JΕμ]πεδι	νδα[%],
bΕρμα0%ς JΕπιτ�λε%ς NλεUε πρ%�ε�ω-
λευμ�ν%ν ε[g]μεν αTτ/ [π�τ]

4 [τ]�ν δPμ%ν6 *πιδε2 B π#λις JΑκρη[(]ιε8ω[ν] πρ[ι]σ-
γε0ας 4π%στε8λασα Δαμ#[(ι]λ%ν JΑλε[U8]α%,
ΔευU8λα%ν Θ�λ[λ]ω, [JΑ]π%λλ	νι%[ν nomen patris],
παρακαλ0 μ�ν τ�ν π#λιν JΑρια[ρτ8ων Oπ]ως

8 1%υσ8αν σ%υντ�λει *ν τ/ [JΑ]1ανPς JΙτω-
ν8ας κM Δι�ς Καρα[ι3] τεμ�ν[ει], 4Uι[%0 δ�]
πεμπ�μεν 4π� π#λι%ς �ππ[�α]ς [*ν τ�ν] 4[γ3]ν[α]

.τ�ν 4π� τελ�ων *ν τ/ Πτω8ων 4[γ]3νι6
12 Oπως διακιμ�να τ� π�τ τoς 1εoς ε7σ[ε]�[3ς]

κM *ν τ�ν λυπ�ν "ρ#ν%ν δια[μ]ε8νει 4κ#-
λ%υ1α πρ�ττωσα τ: >ρ�σι6 δε[δ]#"1η τ/
δ�μυ τ�ς τε 1%υσ8ας σ%υντελ�[μεν τoς 4ντι]-

16 τ%υν"�ν%ντας *π2 Δα[μ%]κλ[ε]0%ς *ν�[ρ"ως]
[κ]M 4π%δ#σ1η �%/ν Oστις παρεσ"�[1]ει π[�τ]
τoς κατ#πτας6 δ#μεν δ� κM 4ν�λ[ωμ]α [τoς τα]-

.μ8ας δρα"μ�ων aκατ�ν πεντε8κ%[ν]-
20 τα κα1�περ κM *ν τ� Μωσε0α6 τ�ν δ� =ρ-

["]%ντ� τJ 4π� τPς π#λι%ς κM τoς [τε]-
[1]μ%(%?λακας παρε0μεν κM σ%υνπ%μπ�ν [πεμ]-
π�μεν6 διδ#σ1η δ� τ/ 4ρ"/ κM τ/ς π%λεμ�[ρ"υς κM τ/ς]

24 τε1μ%(%υλ�κεσσι τ� %Tπ�ρπ%υρα
π�ντα κ: τ�ν κωλ8αν6 π#[ρ]%ν δJ εgμ[εν]
*ν %jτ% τ� Zλωμα 4π� τPς *μ(%ρPς
τPς *ψα(ισμ�νας.

vacat 0.016 (vestigia incerta)

Restorations. Suppl. Roesch. || 4 [τ]�ν Vatin || 7 JΑ Knoepßer: bΑ Roesch || 20–21 τ�ν δ�
4ρ|"�ν τ� [sc. πεμπ#μενα] τJ 4π� Stephanis post Roesch ([.]�ΝΤΑΤΑΠ� lapis) || 21–22
[τε]|[1]μ%(%?λακας Roesch post Vatin.

5 See previous note.
6 Cited on p. 149 n. 1 in NaÞssiÕs article mentioned below n. 11.
7 I was unable to consult a work by G. Vottero referred to in SEG XLV 440.
8 Due to the condition of the stone the only legible photograph is that of the

squeeze.
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Epigraphical Commentary. I have seen the stone, but in its deteriorating state I could not
verify all of RoeschÕs readings. As Roesch noted, the lettering displays a transition
between an older style and that of the late third century: Α with a straight, and
sometimes broken crossbar; Μ with parallel outer strokes; Π with a short right vertical;
smaller, suspended �, Θ, and Ω; Σ with both slanting and parallel outer strokes; Φ with
an oval loop; both small and developed serifs appear. Syllabic division is observed and
may account in part for the fact that the lines vary in length.

Translation

In the archonship of Empediondas, Hermaios son of Epiteles said that
he had a probouleuma (to present) to the people.

(4) Whereas the city of Acraephia, having sent Damophilos son of
Alexias, Deuxilaos son of Thallos, and Apollonius [son of - - -] as
ambassadors, invites the city of Haliartus to celebrate the sacriÞce in
the precinct of Athena Itonia and Zeus Karaios, and expects it to
send from the city cavalrymen to the contest by teams at (or: during)
the contest of the Ptoia, (12) in order that, being piously disposed
with respect to things concerning the gods, (the city of Haliartus) may
continue to behave in accordance with its course of action in future
time as well, (15) let it be decided by the people that the magistrates who
happen to be in office under Damokles should celebrate the sacriÞces
and that a bovine, which has been furnished (for inspection) before the
comptrollers, should be provided; (18) the treasurers should assign one
hundred and Þfty drachmas for the expenses, in the same way as for
the Mouseia; the archon and the thesmophylakes should be present from
the city and escort the procession; all the roasted meat and the thigh
should be given to the archon, the polemarchs, and the thesmophylakes;
(25) the means for these expenses should come from the emphora which
has been voted.
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Commentary9

The interpretation of this difficult document involves two basic ques-
tions, namely: (1) Where was the sacriÞce to Athena and Zeus supposed
to take place? (2) Did the Acraephian ambassadors invite the Haliartans
to participate in one event or two? These questions must be addressed
against the background of the Ptoia.

The history of the Ptoia may be roughly summarized as follows.
As we know it, the Ptoia was a musical competition in honor of the
Ptoan Apollo. It was celebrated in his oracular sanctuary, the Ptoion,
at modern Perdikovrysi. This sanctuary is not to be confused with the
nearby sanctuary of the hero Ptoios at modern Kastraki.10 The festival
was founded at an unknown date. It underwent two reorganizations:
one in the 220s,11 the other in ca. 120 B.C. In the Þrst reorganiza-
tion the Ptoia became Pan-Boeotian when, under the auspices of the
Delphic amphictyony, the city of Acraephia formally invited Boeotian
cities to share in it. A number of inscriptions document this reorgani-
zation. These include the amphictyonic decree and a related oracle12

and a series of decrees of Boeotian cities accepting AcraephiaÕs invita-
tion: one from Oropus13 and fragments of four more from Acraephia

9 I append here a short list of select difficult Boeotian forms:
Line 3. αTτ/ = Att. αTτG3 (Buck, GD 30, 106.2); π#τ = πρ#ς (ibid. 135.6).
Lines 4–5. πρισγε0ας: Acc. pl. < πρισγε?ς i.e. Att. πρ�σ�υς (ibid 68.1, 86.3, and cf. no.

40.18).
Line 7. παρακαλ0 = παρακαλε0 (ibid. 29).
Line 9. κ) = κα8 (ibid. 26).
Line 11. τ/ = τG3 (ibid. 30, 106.2. Cf. αTτ/ above).
Line 12. τoς 1ε	ς = τ%@ς 1ε%?ς (ibid. 25, 104.8 etc.).
Line 13. λυπ#ν = λ%ιπ#ν (ibid. 30. Cf. αTτ/ above).
Lins 14. τ: >ρ�σι: Dat. sg. < > αkρεσις (ibid. 104.3 etc.); δεδ#"1η = δεδ#"1αι.
Line17. 4π%δ#σ1η: see next note.
Line 23. διδ#σ1η = διδ#σ1αι (cf. κ) above); τ/ς etc. = τ%0ς (ibid. 106.4 etc).
Line 24. %Tπ�ρπ%υρα: %υ = υ (ibid. 24).

10 On the two deities and their sanctuaries see Schachter 1981Ð1994, I, 52Ð126, III,
11Ð21; on the sites cf. also P. Roesch PECS 741Ð742.

11 Considering the virtual lack of earlier evidence for the festival, it has been sug-
gested that we are concerned here with its foundation rather than reorganization. See
S. Lauffer RE XXIII 2, 1547Ð1548, s.v. Ptoion; M. NaÞssi, ÔZeus Basileus di Lebadeia.
La politica religiosa del Koinon beotico durante la guerra cleomenica,Õ Clio 77, 1995,
149Ð169, 156Ð167 with n. 27 with bibliography.

12 LSCG 73 = Rigsby 1996, nos. 2Ð3 with pp. 59Ð67; CID IV 76.
13 LSCG 71.
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which include decrees from Oropus and Haliartus,14 and Orchomenus
and Lebadeia.15

Roesch attempted to show that the ambassadors presented a double
invitation: the Haliartans were to join them in a sacriÞce in a temenos of
Athena on the Acropolis of Haliartus itself,16 and to send cavalrymen to
a contest at the Ptoia and a bovine to be sacriÞced there. He dated
the inscription to ca. 235Ð230 B.C.17 This date is mainly based on
letter forms and on a possible identiÞcation of the proposer of the
decree, Hermaios son of Epiteles, with the Hermaios who was a federal
archon ca. 235Ð215.18 His father might have been the Epiteles who
was one of the two Boeotian hieromnemones at Delphi ca. 230.19 As has
been said above, the decrees that document the Þrst reorganization
of the Ptoia include two which were passed by the city of Oropus.
Rejecting FeyelÕs inference that the fragment from Acraephia is a copy
of the inscription from Oropus, Roesch (1982, 237Ð241) postulated a two
decree mechanism: one decree, designed for the Ptoion at Acraephia,
should have dealt with accepting only; the other, designed for Oropus,
should have dealt with speciÞc details. Since a decree from Haliartus
exists among the above mentioned decrees from Acraephia, he applied
this mechanism to Haliartus, connecting the present document to the
reorganization of the Ptoia.

The validity of RoeschÕs arguments was questioned by Stephanis
(1982, 221Ð222), who suggested Acraephia as the site, the Ptoia as the
event, and Zeus and Athena as the recipients of the sacriÞce. It was
further challenged by Rigsby, who maintained that one polis would
not invite another to join in a sacriÞce at the otherÕs sanctuary, and
suggesting that the embassy delivered one invitation: to send cavalry-
men to a contest during the Ptoia and a bovine to be sacriÞced at that
event to Zeus and Athena. Not only was the Ptoia a musical contest
in honor of Apollo, but the location where it was held, on the western

14 Feyel 1942, 133Ð147 no. I; Roesch 1982, 236Ð237 nos. 3Ð4.
15 Feyel loc. cit. no. II; Roesch loc. cit. nos. 1Ð2; cf. Schachter 1981Ð1994, I, 71.

Also relevant are two boundary stones, IG VII 4153Ð4154; see Rigsby 1996, 67. For a
conspectus of later inscriptions, namely catalogues of victors, see Roesch, 1982, 225Ð
229.

16 On the temenos cf. Schachter 1981Ð1994, I, 116.
17 Roesch 1982, 207; for the date see also RoeschÕs 1982, 246 discussion in relation to

the Mouseia (see below).
18 Mentioned in a proxeny decree from Oropus, I.Oropos 66 (Roesch 1982, 207 n. 10).
19 SEG II 260, 6.7Ð8 Β%ιωτ3ν6 JΑσωπ8"%υ, JΕπιτ�|[λε%ς]. On the date cf. Roesch 1982,

207 n. 11.
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slopes of Mount Ptoon, is hardly suitable for cavalry races. The con-
test and the sacriÞce should be held at a temenos of Athena Itonia and
Zeus Karaios. A cavalry contest in honor of Athena Itonia would make
more sense, since she was a military divinity and delighted in horses.20

It would be a local rehearsal competition for the games of the Pam-
boeotia which were held at the sanctuary of Athena Itonia in Coronea.
The document is to be dated somewhere between the 230s and the
200s, after the Pan-Hellenization of the Mouseia21 and before the Ptoia
were made Pan-Boeotian. It is not to be connected to the Haliartan
decree from Acraephia, and the two decree mechanism postulated by
Roesch should be discarded.22

Schachter (1981Ð1994, III, 20Ð21) accepted RigsbyÕs arguments re-
garding the location of the sacriÞce. However, he too assumed two dif-
ferent requests. The Þrst, which occasioned the present decree, would
be to join in a sacriÞce to Zeus and Athena. The second would be to
send cavalrymen to a contest at the Ptoia; this should have been dealt
with in another decree. The motive for the sacriÞce is to be adduced
from the presence of the thesmophylakes. In charge of legal matters, these
magistrates were instrumental in settling some dispute between the two
cities. The sacriÞce to Zeus and Athena celebrated this settlement.
Developing RoeschÕs hypothesis (1982, 242Ð243), Schachter postulated
that cavalry contests in honor of the hero Ptoios were held in the sixth
and Þfth centuries.23 This would still have been the case in the third
century. The reorganization of the contest thus should have consisted
in a transformation of the cavalry Ptoia in honor of the hero Ptoios
into the Ptoia known to us, i.e. a musical contest in honor of Apollo. It
would have taken place after the present document was issued.

It is true that small bronzes of horsemen and charioteers, miniature
bronze wheels, and chariots were discovered, among other sixth to Þfth-
century B.C. votive offerings, during the excavations of the sanctuary of
the hero Ptoios.24 The discovery of comparable objects during the exca-

20 Cf. Pindar Parthenia 2 (fr. 94b) 38Ð47 and perhaps Callimachus Hymn. 5.60Ð64.
21 On the date of the re-organization of the Mouseia see below.
22 Rigsby 1987, 735Ð737. Rigsby adds (p. 739) that a joint military success like a

victory of the Boeotians and Demetrius II in the Megarid ca. 236 could have prompted
the invitation. The evidence which places this Demetrius in the Megarid at this time
may be inconclusive. See F.W. Walbank CAH2 VII, I, 450.

23 1981Ð1994, III, 19, 20Ð21. Roesch in his turn had followed P. Guillon and M. Feyel
(see next note). He postulated that this cavalry contest was in honor of either the hero
Ptoios or the Ptoan Apollo. For references see loc. cit.

24 Roesch 1982, 242Ð243; Schachter 1981Ð1994, III, 14. Both refer to P. Guillon, Les
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vations of the Ptoion25 suggests that an immediate connection between
such objects and the deity or the sanctuary in which they have been
discovered does not necessarily exist.26 In and of itself, their presence at
the hero sanctuary can hardly be taken as evidence for cavalry races.
One should note, on the other hand, that cavalry competitions held at a
festival should not necessarily be expected to take place on the grounds
of the sanctuary where the festival is celebrated. The Amphiareum at
Oropus does not seem suitable at all for cavalry competitions, yet the
local festival featured them.27 They ought to have been held somewhere
in the vicinity. A similar situation is not unthinkable for the Ptoion.
Accordingly, the location of the cavalry race referred to in the present
document remains, in my opinion, undecided. Strictly speaking, both
the hero sanctuary and the Ptoion may be possible.

Date. For the date see above pp. 231, 232; cf. 229.

Line 2–4
For the formula [A δε0να] NλεUε πρ%�ε�ωλευμ�ν%ν εgμεν αTτ/ π�τ τ�ν
δPμ%ν see Buck, GD commentary on no. 43.10 (p. 253); TrŽheux 1990;
Rhodes 1997, 124 who translates: Ôthat it should have been made a
probouleuma for him (sc. the proposer) to the people.Õ

Lines 8, 15
As Roesch noted, the context implies that the stock phrase 1υσ8αν
συντελε0ν28 is used in the present case to the effect of Ôcelebrate the
sacriÞce with/join in the sacriÞce.Õ29 The singular here and the plural

trépieds du Ptoion, Paris, 1943, II, 152 n. 6 (no photographs) with M. FeyelÕs comments in
his review of that work in REG 56, 1943, 363Ð364, and to G. Daux BCH 88, 1964, 856
with p. 861 Þg. 15.

25 J. Ducat, Les kouroi du Ptoion: le sanctuaire d’Apollon Ptoieus a l’époque archaïque, Paris,
1971, no. 39 (p. 59) pl. XII; no. 51a (p. 91) pl. XXI; no. 191d (p. 327) pl. CVI; no. 317
(p. 434) pl. CLV. Cf. Roesch 1982, 242 n. 169.

26 Dedicatory miniature wheels can be also found at other sanctuaries. See W.H.D.
Rouse, Greek Votive Offerings: An Essay in the History of Greek Religion, Cambridge, 1902,
390; for the Samian Heraion see P. Brize, ÔArchaische Bronzevotive aus dem Heraion
von Samos,Õ ScAnt 3Ð4, 1989Ð1990, 317Ð326 at 321Ð323; cf. H. Kyrieleis, ÔOfferings
of the ÒCommon ManÓ in the Heraion at Samos,Õ in R. HŠgg, N. Marinatos, and
G.C. Nordquist (eds.), Early Greek Cult Practice (ActaAth-4o 38), Stockholm, 1988, 215Ð
221 at 218 n. 18.

27 See B.C. Petrakos, ;" �Ωρωπ<ς κα= τ< #ερ<ν τ % �Αμ�ιαρ� υ, Athens, 1968, 121Ð122
nos. 16 and 17 with pls. 38Ð39, 194Ð198.

28 In this collection see 14 B 64.
29 See Roesch 1982, 206, 208Ð210, 244; Rigsby 1987, 730. Cf. LSAM 33.7Ð8.
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1υσ8ας in line 15 suggest two different events, unless one assumes that
they are used interchangeably.

Lines 8–9
Athena Itonia was a goddess of military character whom the Boeotians
had brought with them from Thessaly.30 Her federal sanctuary, the Ito-
nion, where the games of the Pamboeotia were held, was located in
the territory of Coronea, although its exact site is disputed.31 Both she
and Zeus Karaios32 were the principal deities of the Boeotian league.33

Direct evidence for the worship of Zeus Karaios comes from Acraephia
(where he shared a precinct with Athena Itonia), Anthedon, Orchome-
nus, and Thespiae.34 His cult in Boeotia must have been preeminent
enough to leave as lasting an impression as is indicated by the remark
in Hesychius Καραι#ς6 }ε@ς παρ� Β%ιωτ%0ς %�τω πρ%σαγ%ρε?εται.35

Line 11
On τ�λ%ς meaning Ôa teamÕ see Feyel 1942, 60Ð65 (cf. 76) and cf. IG VII
2871.17; SEG III 354.

Lines 17–18
On the katoptai see Roesch 1965, 207Ð209. They would be given an
account of the purchase of the bovine, ensuring that budgetary restric-
tions have been kept. The stipulation seems, however, to require that
the actual animal be presented before them. The purpose is evidently
inspection: the katoptai would ascertain that its quality matches the price
paid for it: if the quality were lower, this may indicate misappropriation
of some of the money.36

30 Strabo 9.2.29 (cf. 9.5.14): R.J. Buck, A History of Boeotia, Edmonton, 1979, 77.
31 See P. Krentz, ÔAthena Itonia and the Battle of Koroneia,Õ in H. Beister and

J. Buckler (eds.), Boiotica (MŸnch.Arb.z.Alt.Gesch. 2) Munich, 1989, 313Ð317.
32 Or Keraios and perhaps even Akraios; see Schachter 1981Ð1994, III, 97, 153.
33 Schachter 1981Ð1994, III, 93Ð94.
34 To which should be added Haliartus if we accept RoeschÕs interpretation.
35 Karaios: Zeus is thus called among the Boeotians: Hesych. s.v. Καραι#ς; cf.

Photius s.v. Κ�ρι%ς }ε?ς. The preeminence of the cult of Athena Itonia seems to be
equally expressed by the phrase (Hesych. s.v.) JΙτων8α6 JΑ1ηνP *ν Β%ιωτ8Hα. Further on
Athena Itonia and her sanctuary see Schachter 1981Ð1994, I, 117Ð127; Roesch 1982,
217Ð224; Rigsby 1996, 55Ð59. On Zeus Karaios see Schachter 1981Ð1994 (in addition to
the places already mentioned) III, 151, 104Ð106, 146Ð147; Roesch 1982, 104Ð112.

36 See Roesch 1982, 245Ð246. In general see Gauthier 1984; below commentary on
26.31Ð32; cf. Part I p. 99.
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Lines 18–20
The Mouseia were an agonistic festival of the Muses at Thespiae. At
the time the present document was issued,37 the competition, for which
there is no direct evidence before the middle of the third century B.C.,
were facing a signiÞcant reorganization.38 It took place in the last two
decades of the third century. As the sum of 150 drachmas allocated
here for the Ptoia was obviously to be spent on the victim (and related
sacriÞcial expenses), it has been reasonably assumed that the same held
true for the Mouseia.39

Line 20–21
Roesch suggested (1982, 249) that the words 4π� τPς π#λι%ς were mis-
placed by the stone cutter. The meaning is that local magistrates are
to escort the bovine in a procession from the city to its destination.
StephanisÕ alternative interpretation (1982, 222) that the Haliartan ar-
chon is to be followed in the procession at the Ptoia by the things sent

from the city (τ� [sc. πεμπ#μενα]), namely the cavalrymen headed by
the polemarchs and the bovine, and by the thesmophylakes, was dismissed
by the Roberts (BE 1984 no. 209) on the grounds that all of these are
not likely to be expressed by one neutral term.40

Lines 20–24
Magistrates. The archon and the polemarchs referred to here are local
magistrates. Both offices entailed religious duties, and a local archon
and polemarchs are mentioned in comparable documents.41 As for
the thesmophylakes, the reference here is apparently to local magistrates;
federal ones are better documented. The office is known from other

37 If, indeed, it is dated correctly.
38 For this reorganization, see works cited in the next note.
39 Schachter 1981Ð1994, II, 163Ð164; Roesch 1982, 246Ð247. For the complicated

question of the date and nature of the re-organization cf. Rigsby 1987, 735Ð736. On
the Mouseia and on the cult of the Muses at Thespiae, the origins of which go back
to Hesiod (Op. 650Ð659; in the grove of the Muses at Thespiae Pausanias (9.31.3) saw
an ancient tripod which was said to be the one which Hesiod had won at Chalcis and
dedicated to the Muses of Helicon), see Schachter 1981Ð1994, II, 147Ð179.

40 The conjecture, in fact, had Þrst been considered by Roesch himself (1982, 249),
who rejected it.

41 Further on the local archon and polemarchs and for documentation see Roesch
1965, 157Ð179; on their religious duties see ibid. 158 (archon), 173Ð174 (polemarchs).
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parts of the Greek world. It is obvious that the thesmophylakes dealt
with legal matters.42 Nevertheless, their exact function remains, on the
whole, conjectural,43 and the precise role they play here is obscure.44

Their presence among the magistrates escorting the bovine may have
no religious signiÞcance.45

Line 24
Distribution of the Sacrificial Meat. The meaning ÔroastedÕ or Ôgrilled over
a ÞreÕ for (%)Tπ�ρπ(%)υρα is very poorly documented; Tπ�ρπυρ%ι 4παρ-
"α8 (ÔroastedÕ or Ôburnt Þrst-fruit (offerings)Õ) are mentioned twice by
Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Ant. Rom. 2.31, 6.14), describing two Roman
sacriÞcial scenes.46 Through a study of sacriÞcial scenes in Homer and
in vase paintings, Roesch (1982, 249Ð254) has shown convincingly that
what is meant here by this word has no relation to Þrst fruits and must
describe parts of the sacriÞcial animal which are to be roasted over a
Þre. The evidence seems to allow us to go one step further and to iden-
tify these parts.

A series of vase paintings depicting sacriÞcial scenes portray one or
more persons who roast pieces of meat on long spits directly over the
Þre.47 From the Elder Pliny we learn that the one who performed this
task was referred to as splanchnoptes, i.e. splanchna-roaster.48 The roasted
splanchna are the Þrst parts of the sacriÞcial animal to be consumed.49

42 Cf. Diod. Sic. 5.67.4 É 1εσμ%(?λακας κα2 1εσμ%1�τας vν%μ�+εσ1αι τ%@ς τ� περ2
τ%@ς 1ε%@ς Oσια κα2 τ%@ς τ3ν 4ν1ρ	πων ν#μ%υς δια(υλ�ττ%ντας (Thesmophylakes and
thesmothetai are called those who watch over the laws of gods and men).

43 Cf. R.J. Buck, A History of Boeotia, Edmonton, 1979, 157.
44 But see Schachter 1981Ð1994, III, 21 (cf. above p. 232).
45 Still, it might be worth noticing that Philochorus (FGrHist 328 F 64 α, F 64 �,

and F 64 in the commentary volume) mentioned the Athenian nomophylakes in a similar
(though much more speciÞc) circumstance, i.e. arranging and escorting the procession
when the wooden image of Pallas was carried to the sea (at the Plynteria). Further on
the thesmophylakes see Roesch 1965, 145Ð152, 1982, 249, 382Ð386.

46 The more common meaning is, Ôexceedingly Þery.Õ As a substantive the word also
refers to a Byzantine gold solidus. See LSJ s.v. and the detailed discussion in Roesch
1982, 250Ð254.

47 van Straten 1995, 131Ð139 with plates.
48 HN 34.81, cf. 22.44. The word does not appear to be otherwise documented.
49 It should be admitted that in Classical times the splanchna were not always the

only parts to be roasted on spits. While a different method of cooking was customarily
used for other parts, they too were occasionally roasted. The Homeric evidence is
not very helpful in this respect, because Homeric sacriÞcial practice differed from
the Classical in roasting both the splanchna and the rest of the parts. See Il. 1.457Ð
466, 2.419Ð429; Od. 3.447Ð463, 14.418Ð456 (cf. above commentary on 3.16Ð17), and
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This is followed by division, and, when a sacriÞcial meal ensues,50 cook-
ing and consumption of the remaining parts of the sacriÞcial animal.51

Since in this document the roasted meat given to the magistrates can-
not come from the leg, and would probably not come from other parts,
which are likely to go to other participants in the sacriÞce, it might be
safe to assume that the pieces referred to here as %Tπ�ρπ%υρα to be
roasted or grilled over the Þre are the splanchna: the heart, lungs, liver,
spleen, and kidneys.52

The thigh is customarily assigned to magistrates in cases where
they are mentioned among those who take part in the sacriÞce. See
Puttkammer 1912, esp. 31Ð35; cf. LSCG 60.13Ð17 (and 30Ð34; Epidaurus;
cult personnel).53

Line 26
The *μ(%ρ� was, according to Rhodes,54 an extraordinary tax, compa-
rable to the Athenian ε5σ(%ρ�.

van Straten 1995, esp. 147Ð148 and 152; M. Detienne, Dionysus Slain, Translated by
M. and L. Muellner, Baltimore, 1979 (French original 1977), esp. 74Ð78. Cf., however,
BerthiaumeÕs reservations, 1982, 15Ð16.

50 Cf. commentary on 14 A 65Ð66 below.
51 On the whole process see esp. J.-L. Durand, ÔGreek Animals: Toward a Typology

of Edible Bodies,Õ in Detienne and Vernant 1989, 90Ð104; van Straten 1995, 115Ð153.
52 Aristotle, De partibus animalium 665 a 28Ð672 b 10; van Straten 1995, 131 with n. 51.
53 É τ%/ δευτ�ρ%υ �|%�ς τ%0ς 4%ιδ%0ς δ#ντ% | τ� σκ�λ%ς, τ� δJ Zτερ%ν σκ|�λ%ς τ%0ς

(ρ%υρ%0ς δ#ν|τ% κα2 τJ *νδ%σ18δια (É of the second ox, they shall give one thigh to the
singers, and the other, as well as the internal organs, they shall give to the sanctuary
guards).

54 1997, 125, 514.
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SEG XXVI 524

BOEOTIA. HYETTUS. RULE FOR AN ORACLE.
LATE HELLENISTIC PERIOD

(Figure 23)

A limestone cippus roughly hewn, discovered by ƒtienne and Knoepßer in
November 1972 and examined again by them in June 1975. There is no real
damage to the inscribed face; the text is complete.

H. 0.65, W. 0.36, Th. 0.25. L.H. 0.03Ð0.035.

The stone was probably removed to the Archaeological Museum in Thebes
where I could not Þnd it.1

Ed. ƒtienne and Knoepßer 1976, 182Ð185 (= SEG XXVI 524, P. Roesch
Teiresias 7, 1977, E.77.29; Bousquet 1977 = SEG loc. cit., P. Roesch Teiresias 9,
1979, E.79.05).

Cf.2 Schachter 1981Ð1994, II, 2Ð3 (= SEG XXXVI 421); III, 163Ð164 (= SEG
XLIV 411).

Photograph: ƒtienne and Knoepßer 1976, 183 Þg. 93 (= Figure 23), Bousquet
1977, 453 (too light).

Text according to Étienne and Knoepfler

aet. Hell. tarda

1 �vΑΝΕΙΣ b� 4νε2ς The one who has made a consecration3

2 ΕΠΙΤΩ *π8τω shall approach

1 I am particularly grateful to V. Aravantinos, director, the Eighth Ephoria of
Prehistoric and Classical Antiquities, for allowing me to look for the stone.

2 The following contain new word divisions and may formally be placed among the
editions.

3 I.e. consecrated an offering: ƒtienne and Knoepßer 1976, 185. For this meaning of
4ν8ημι see LSJ s.v. II 6.
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3 ΜΑΝΤΕΙ .Ω μαντε8Gω the oracle.

vacat

2 vel *π8τω 〈τG3〉 E. -K.

Commentary

Despite ƒtienne and KnoepßerÕs assertion (1976, 184Ð185) that it was
impossible to read b� [μ]4νε8ς in line 1, Bousquet (1977), using another
print, reading Μ in line 1 and maintaining that, on the basis of the
photograph, it was also impossible to read Π in line 2, suggested the
following transcription:

1 b� μανε2ς The madman
2 *U8τω shall exit
3 μαντε8ω the oracle.4

Since the published photographs do not allow any deÞnite reading,
only an autopsy of the stone will settle the controversy. Until then,
we ought to prefer the reading made from the stone. At any rate,
RoeschÕs remark (Teiresias E.77.29) that the inscription is enigmatic and
its interpretation very doubtful seems true.

Date. ƒtienne and KnoepßerÕs dating of the inscription to the late
Hellenistic period is based on letter forms.5 BousquetÕs note that the
lettering suggested approximately the Þrst century B.C. was rejected
by Roesch (Teiresias E.79.05), as being incompatible with the formerÕs
interpretation of μαντε8ω as a dialectical genitive, if it was a genitive at
all.

The Oracle. It is impossible to say exactly to which oracle this inscrip-
tion refers. ƒtienne and KnoepßerÕs tentative suggestion that this was
an oracle of Heracles is, however, worth considering: Pausanias (9.24.3)
mentions a healing sanctuary of Heracles in Hyettus where the cult
image was an unwrought stone. Hyettus is also mentioned by the Elder
Pliny (HN 36.128) as a source for one of the Þve kinds of magnetite.
ƒtienne and Knoepßer have therefore suggested that the unwrought
stone mentioned by Pausanias was, in fact, magnetic, that healing pow-

4 Schachter 1981Ð1994, II, 3 n. 3 pointed out that the nonsensical reading A μJ 4νε2ς
| *π2 τG3 | μαντε8Gω was also possible. In III, 163Ð164 he suggested the following reading:
A μ4νε2ς | *U0 τ3 | μαντε8ω (The madman shall keep out of the oracle).

5 1976, 184 n. 598.
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ers were attributed to it, and that this was the origin of the expression
λ81%ς bΗρ�κλεια, one of the Greek expressions for magnet.6 The oracle
referred to in this inscription would, accordingly, be some sort of a heal-
ing oracle7 and this cippus, resembling a boundary stone, would have
been placed at the entrance to the sanctuary of Heracles.8 It seems
to me that this hypothesis stands without the suggestion concerning
the magnetic stone, which I Þnd to be too speculative; a connection
between the inscription and the healing oracle of Heracles may be ten-
tatively suggested on the evidence of Pausanias alone.

6 ƒtienne and Knoepßer 1976, 176Ð181. This is incompatible with the essentially
geographical explanation to be found in the Etymologicum Magnum (s.v. Μαγν:τις) and
Hesychius (s.v. bΗρ�κλεια λ81%ς) which are rejected by ƒtienne and Knoepßer (1976,
179Ð180).

7 ƒtienne and Knoepßer 1976, 182. On HeraclesÕ medical affinities and on his pos-
sible connections with Asclepius (IG VII 2808 documents a sacred gerusia of Ascle-
pius Soter at Hyettus in the Roman imperial period) see ibid. 185Ð188, but contra cf.
Schachter 1981Ð1994, I, 107; II, 3. On the predominantly healing oracle (Schachter
1981Ð1994, I, 23) of Amphiaraus at Oropus cf. above no. 9; on the oracle of Trophonius
in Lebadeia see L.A. Turner, The History, Monuments and Topography of Ancient Lebadeia in
Boeotia, Greece, Dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, 1994, esp. 465Ð480 (with copi-
ous references); Schachter 1981Ð1994, III, 66Ð89 esp. 79Ð83; cf. C.A. Meier, Ancient
Incubation and Modern Psychotherapy, trans. M. Curtis, Evanston (German original 1949),
1967, 93Ð112. For oracular healing in the cult of Asclepius see below no. 13.

8 ƒtienne and Knoepßer 1976, 185.
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SEG XLIV 505

MACEDONIA. AMPHIPOLIS.
REGULATIONS PERTAINING TO THE CULT

OF ASCLEPIUS. CA. 350Ð300

Fragment of a white marble stele, discovered in spring 1965, at the site of the
ancient city of Amphipolis. The stone is broken above, below, and on the right;
the left side is only slightly damaged. The back is smooth.

H. 0.27, W. 0.17, Th. 0.10. L.H. 0.01, � and Ω1 ca. 0.006Ð0.007. Interlinear
space 0.002Ð0.005.

Amphipolis Museum. Inv. Λ 694.

Ed. G.B. Kaftantzis, ;Ιστ ρ�α τ>ς π�λεως Σερρ?ν κα= τ>ς περι�ερε�ας τ>ς I,
Athens, 1967, 370 no. 606 (non vidi); Veligianni 1994;2 (= A. Chaniotis SEG
XLIV 505).

Cf. D. Lazaridis Prakt 1965, 47; Voutiras 1993, 253;3 M.B. Hatzopoulos BE 1994
no. 413; E. Stavrianopoulou EBGR 1993Ð1994 no. 258 (Kernos 10, 1997, 311).4

Photograph: Veligianni 1994, pl. XXIIa.

1 And obviously Θ (Veligianni 1994, 392).
2 Veligianni presents a virtually complete restoration of this fragment. I am not

convinced that the lineÕs length can be restored nor that comparative evidence supplies
deÞnite formulas which enable establishing a coherent text. Consequently VeligianniÕs
text is printed in the apparatus and the reader is urged to consult her article directly.

3 Note in passing.
4 Last two citations: on Veligiani 1994.
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ca. 350Ð300 a. NON-ΣΤ�Ι�.

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
[ 6-7. . . . . . .] .ΣΘ .Ε[ - - - - - - - - - ]
[ 3-4. . . .]γηι ταυ[ - - - - - - - - - - ]

.μ[η] .δJ *γκα1ε .?[δειν - - - - - - ]
4 δρα"μMν τ .ε[λε0ν(?) - - - - - - - ]

[�]ερ�ν τ�μ �% .υ[λ#μεν%ν - - - ]
[1]?ειν τ%0ς 1ε[%0ς - - - - - - - ]

.=λλ% τι `ν ΑΥ[ - - - - - - - - - ]
8 [*]γκα1ε?δει .ν [ - - - - - - - - - ]

.1?ειγ κα2 τι1� .ν[αι - - - - - - - - ]
κωλ�αις Zμα τ .ε[ - - - - - - - - - ]
τ� 4ργ?ρι%ν ΕΠΙ .Τ[ - - - - - - ]

12 Oς δJ `μ μM παρ[ - - - - - - - - ]
τ3ι 1ε3ι διπλ�ς [ - - - - - - - - ]
1?ηι 1ε3ι ΕΝΤΕΜ[ - - - - - - ]
τελε8τω τ� ν%μ[ι+#μενα - - - - ]

16 JΑσκληπι3ι 1υ[ - - - - - - - - - ]

.τ .3ι JΑσκληπι3ι [ - - - - - - - - ]
[ 3-4. . . .] .α .̀ ν δ� μ[M - - - - - - - - ]
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

1 Veligianni: non habet Kaftantzis. || 3 init. V., Þn. K.; *γκα1ε .?[δειν *ν τ3ι �ερ3ι6]
Chaniotis post Veligianni || 4 τ.ε[ V.: τ .ρ[ K. || 5 K. || 6 V.: [1]? .σειν τ%0ς 1ε[%0ς K. || 7
.=λλ% V.: =]λλ% K.; Þn. α .7[τ%0ς K. || 8 V.: κα2 *]γκα1ε?δειν6 K. || 9 V.: 1?ει γJ κα2 τι1ε[μεν
K. || 10 V.: ]ω λ�αις Zμα τι[ K. || 11 *πι[ K. || 12 Þn. [- - - v(ειλ�τω?] L. || 13 τ3ι V.:
]γωι K. || 14 Þn. *ν τεμ[�νει K. || 15 V.: ν#μ[ιμα K. || 16 1υ[ V.: .%[ K. || 17 in. V.: ]%ι
K. || 18 K. || Veligianni titulum ita restituit: [bΙερ� τ%0].ς 1.ε[%0ς6 `ν δ� μM πρ%σ|αγ�]γηι
τα/[τα, μM *U�στω 1?ειν] | .μ[η] .δJ *γκα1ε .?[δειν ε5ς τ� �ερ#ν6] | δρα"μMν τ .ε[λε0ν *λ1#ντα ε5ς
τ� ||5 �]ερ�ν τ�μ �% .υ[λ#μεν%ν 1?ειν6 | 1]?ειν τ%0ς 1ε[%0ς �ερε0α κα2] | .=λλ% τι `ν α7[τ�ς
�%?ληται | κα2 *]γκα1ε?δει .ν [τα/τα π%ι%/ντα6] | .1?ειγ κα2 τι1� .ν[αι σκ�λη σ@ν] ||10 κωλ�αις
Zμα τ.ε [δ%/ναι τ3ι �ερε0] | τ� 4ργ?ρι%ν *πι.τ[�Uαντι α7τ3ι6] | Oς δJ `μ μM παρ[α1:ι �ερ�ς
μ%8ρας] | τ3ι 1ε3ι, διπλ�ς [ 4π%τιν�τω6 `ν δ�] | 1?ηι 1ε3ι *ντεμ[εν8ωι aτ�ρωι,] ||15 τελε8τω
τ� ν%μ[ι+#μενα κα2 τ3ι] | JΑσκληπι3ι6 1?[ειν κα2 τι1�ναι] | .τ .3ι JΑσκληπι3ι [*π2 τ%/ �ωμ%/
τ� | α7τ] .�6 .̀ν δ� μ[M - - -]

Epigraphical Commentary. I have not seen the stone; the epigraphically-related informa-
tion is derived from VeligianniÕs edition. Alpha with a straight crossbar, smaller theta,
omicron and omega, kappa with short diagonals, pi with a short right vertical, mu and
sigma with diagonal outer strokes; serifs seem visible in the photograph.
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Translation5

(3) not sleepÑ(4) pay(?) a drachmaÑ(5) sanctuary(?) whoever wishesÑ
(6) sacriÞce to the godsÑ(7) something elseÑ(8) sleepÑ(9) sacriÞce and
placeÑ(10) thighs together withÑ(11) the moneyÑ(12) whoever does
notÑ(13) [shall pay/owe] double to the godÑ(14) sacriÞce to a god(?)Ñ
(15) pay/present the customaryÑ(16) to Asclepius sa[criÞce/offer-
ings?]Ñ(17) to AsclepiusÑ(18) and if not Ñ

Commentary

This inscription is a chance Þnd, discovered during trial excavations in
Amphipolis at Bezesteni (Μπε+εστ�νι), very near an excavated colon-
nade. Further trial excavations revealed only walls of a later building,
evidently Byzantine.6 A fragment of an Ionic column was discovered in
the process of re-Þlling the excavated area.7

Restorations aside, it seems obvious that this fragment regulates
activities in a sanctuary of Asclepius, where incubation is practiced
(*γκα1ε?δειν lines 3, 8), and where other gods are worshipped together
with him (line 6). Worshippers, or more likely prospective incubants,
seem to be required to provide both sacriÞcial offerings (lines 6, 9Ð
10) and money (lines 4, 11). In these requirements a reference may be
made to divine and priestly portions, although precise attribution seems
difficult. For pre-incubation sacriÞce in other Asclepiea see particularly
LSS 22 (Epidaurus)8 and I.Perg III 161.9

Date. Veligianni dated the inscription to ca. 350Ð300 B.C. on the
basis of letter forms.10

5 Due to the lack of sufficient context, I have not attempted to express the voice of
the verbal forms. It is likely that some inÞnitives have an imperative force and that the
subjunctives stand in protaseis.

6 Photograph in Prakt 1965, pl. 55.
7 D. Lazaridis Prakt 1965, 47; cf. idem ArchDelt 21, 1966, B 365; A.H.S. Megaw AR

12, 1965Ð1966, 16.
8 Below Appendix B 3.8. See A.B. Petropoulou, ÔProthysis and Altar: A Case Study,Õ

in R. ƒtienne and M.-Th. le Dinahet (eds.) L’espace sacrificiel dans les civilisations méditer-
ranéennes de l’antiquité, Paris, 1991, 25Ð31.

9 See Part I pp. 61Ð63.
10 Veligianni 1994, 392Ð394. Cf. D. Lazaridis ArchDelt 21, 1966, B 365.
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Lines 3, 8
Incubation. It is difficult to say how incubation worked exactly. Normally
the patients would come to the sanctuary; following puriÞcatory mea-
sures,11 they would offer sacriÞce;12 they would sleep there and dream;
in their dreams the god would appear to them; he would speak to
them,13 prescribe a cure for their ailments,14 touch them,15 or even per-
form surgery;16 some had a different dream in which the ailment left
them without the godÕs direct intervention;17 at any rate, once awake,
most would be cured instantaneously; some would be healed by apply-
ing the prescribed treatment.18

The location where the incubation takes place is referred to by the
sources as =�ατ%ν,19 =δυτ%ν,20 or *γκ%ιμητ)ρι%ν.21 Such a location might
have been mentioned in the lost part of line 3. Even so, the exact
restoration remains open to question since this location could have
been referred to by any one of these three terms or perhaps another.

11 Cf. in this respect LSAM 14.1Ð6 (= Edelstein and Edelstein 1945, I no. 513: a less
adventurous text).

12 See Part I pp. 60Ð65.
13 E.g. IG IV 12 121 VIII (ll. 68Ð79) = L.R. LiDonnici, The Epidaurian Miracle Inscrip-

tions: Text, Translation and Commentary, Atlanta 1995, A 8.
14 E.g. Cicero De Divinatione 2.59.123 (= Edelstein and Edelstein 1945, I no. 416); this

type of divine epiphany may be referred to as an oracle.
15 E.g. IG IV 12 122 XXXI (ll. 60Ð63) = LiDonnici ibid. B 11.
16 E.g. IG IV 12 122 XXVII (ll. 38Ð45) = LiDonnici ibid. B 7.
17 E.g. IG IV 12 121 XIV (ll. 104Ð106) = LiDonnici ibid. A 14. IG IV 12 121 XVII

(ll. 113Ð119)=LiDonnici ibid. A 17 gives an explanation for the cure: while a man
dreamt that a youth had sprinkled his inßicted toe with a drug, it was in fact a serpent
that healed him with his tongue as he was sleeping.The afflicted may even have some-
one else dream on their behalf: e.g. IG IV 12 122 XXI (ll. 1Ð6)=LiDonnici ibid. B 1.

18 IG IV 12 126 is particularly instructive. On incubation see Graf 1992, 186Ð195.
On incubation and temple medicine see Edelstein and Edelstein 1945, I nos. 414Ð
442, II, 139Ð180 with B.G. FerngrenÕs reservations in the introduction to the 1998
reprint pp. xviii-xxii. Cf. C.A. Meier, Ancient Incubation and Modern Psychotherapy, Trans.
M. Curtis, Evanston, 1967, 53Ð72 (German original 1949). On the famous incubation
scene in AristophanesÕ Plutus 653Ð747 see Roos 1960. The basic work on incubation,
medical and otherwise, is still L. Deubner, De incubatione capita quatuor, Leipzig, 1900.
For iconography see U. Hausmann, Kult und Heiltum: Untersuchungen zu den griechischen
Asklepiosreliefs, Potsdam, 1948, esp. 38Ð60.

19 As in the Epidaurian miracle inscriptions; literally not to be entered (vel. sim. Cf. Part
I pp. 20Ð21; commentary on 1.10 and 23 A 22).

20 IC I xvii 9.9; the innermost part of a sanctuary; cf. below commentary on 23 A 22.
21 LSAM 14; I.Perg III 161; literally a sleeping place (vel. sim); also known from the

Asclepieum in Beroia: I.Beroia 18.4; cf. Voutiras 1993, 257 n. 30 (the other inscription
mentioned therein is I.Beroia 16). For a discussion of these three terms see Graf 1992,
186Ð187.
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Incubation was practiced both in celebrated sanctuaries such as
those of Epidaurus, Cos, or Pergamum, and in local ones.22 It is tempt-
ing to assume that this inscription originates from some such local sanc-
tuary, where the people could seek medical attention without traveling
to one of the famous centers.23

Lines 4, 11, (cf. 15)

Money and Payment. The Edelsteins have Þrmly asserted that admission
fees for incubation in sanctuaries of Asclepius were uncommon;24 all or
a part of the sums mentioned here could, strictly speaking, be a part
of prerogatives due to cult officials or, as in LSS 22 where money is
paid for speciÞc items needed for the pre-incubation sacriÞce (wreaths,
barley groats, wood for sacriÞce), exacted to cover incubation-related
costs. At the same time, this document together with I.Perg III 161 A
8, 22Ð23,25 which requires, among the pre-incubation sacriÞces, that
three obols be paid to the temple treasury,26 suggests that pecuniary
compensation for incubation was expected.27

Line 6
Asclepius was frequently worshipped in association with other gods,
especially with Hygieia and Apollo.28 This may explain the reference to
gods in the plural here (and perhaps in line 1). It seems that under the

22 Edelstein and Edelstein 1945, II, 148; cf. 233Ð234. For a documented checklist
of known sanctuaries of Asclepius from mainland Greece and the islands see Semeria
1986; for a discussion of some of the more important sanctuaries and their locations
see Graf 1992. For the cult of Asclepius in Macedonia see Voutiras 1993 (the present
inscription is mentioned on p. 253). Asclepius of course did not have exclusive rights for
the practice of incubation.

23 For the site of discovery see above. The present inscription is mentioned in
Semeria 1986, 937Ð938, although there seems to be some confusion in the reference
to LazaridisÕ article.

24 Edelstein and Edelstein 1945, II, 149 with n. 17 and cf. 175Ð178; cf. G.B. FerngrenÕs
reservations in the introduction to the 1998 reprint pp. xviii-xix. A fee was demanded
from those wishing to consult the oracles of Trophonius in Lebadeia (LSCG 74) and
Amphiaraus in Oropus (LSCG 69.20Ð24, 40); see Schachter 1981Ð1994, III, 81 n. 6. For
Oropus cf. above commentary on no. 9.

25 One must keep in mind that these two pieces of evidence were unknown to the
Edelsteins.

26 A payment of a phocais Ôand whatever else the god may askÕ is expected after the
cure in lines 31Ð32. Sureties are mentioned in lines 29Ð30. Cf. LSAM 24.16Ð17, 20 with
Sokolowski 1954, 153.

27 Cf. Sokolowski 1954, 153Ð154.
28 In sacred laws see e.g. Attica: LSCG 21 (Asclepius and several other gods), 40, 44,
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Macedonian kings the priest of Asclepius was eponymous in Amphipo-
lis,29 which perhaps was also the case in Kalindoia and Beroea and
possibly elsewhere in Macedonia.30 In Kalindoia Asclepius appears to
have shared a priest with Apollo,31 while in Beroea both gods shared a
priest with Hygieia.32 It may well be that in Amphipolis too the priest
of Asclepius was also a priest of Apollo.33 I am not sure, however, that
this justiÞes VeligianniÕs restoration *ντεμ[εν8ωι aτ�ρωι] in line 14.34

Line 15
Cf. above commentary on line 4, 11.

54, LSS 16 (Asclepius and Hygieia); Epidaurus: LSCG 60 (Asclepius, Apollo, Artemis,
and Leto) LSS 22 (below Appendix B 3.8; Asclepius and Apollo), 23 (Hygieia and
Asclepius), 25 (Asclepius, Apollo, and others); Cos: LSCG 162 (Asclepius and Hygieia);
Pergamum: LSAM 13 (Asclepius and other, unspeciÞed gods), I.Perg III 161 (Asclepius
and several other gods); Erythrae: LSAM 24 (Asclepius and Apollo); cf. Edelstein and
Edelstein 1945, II, 186Ð188.

29 SEG XLI 557 (Hatzopoulos 1996, II no. 84) 11Ð13.
30 See Hatzopoulos 1996, I, 152Ð156; cf. Voutiras 1993, 259Ð261.
31 Hatzopoulos 1996, I, 152 with II no. 62 (SEG XXXVI 62 and cf. XLI 584).
32 Hatzopoulos 1996, I, 152 with II no. 82 (SEG XL 530).
33 Veligianni 1994, 399Ð405, esp. 402; cf. Hatzopoulos BE 1994 no. 431 and 1996, I,

152.
34 The exact restoration seems to me questionable. The two cited attestations (LSAM

46. 3Ð4 and 52 A 7Ð8) employ the article. This is the case in other attestations which I
have managed to Þnd, except, not surprisingly, in dedications. It should also be noted
that in all these places the word *ντεμ�νι%ς is attested in the plural. The following is a
list of secure attestations; dedications are marked by an asterisk (*): Thessalonica: *IG X
2, 1, 38.6Ð9 fΙσιδι κα2 τ%0ς =λλ%ις 1ε%0ς | τ%0ς *ντεμεν8%ις πPσι | κα2 π�σσαις; *ibid. 84.5Ð
6 1ε%0ς | *ντεμεν8%ις; *ibid. 109.5Ð7 É J�σ8ριδι κα2 τ%0ς | =λλ%ις 1ε%0ς τ%0ς *ντεμεν8%ις
πPσι | κα2 π�σσαις; *ibid. 116.2 [- - -] .ς 1ε%0ς *ν[τεμεν8%ις - - -]. Delos: *IG XI 4, 1215.6Ð7
[Σαρ�] .πι, fΙσι, 1ε%0ς *ν|[τεμεν8%ις - - -],; *ibid. 1239.3Ð4 É Σαρ� .πι, fΙσι, JΑν%?�[ι], |1ε%0ς
*ντ.εμεν8%ις. Miletus: LSAM 46. 3Ð4 τ3ν =λλων 1ε3ν τ3ν | [*ν]τεμεν8ων; ibid. 52 A 7Ð8
τ3ν *ντεμεν8ων α7τ%/ 1ε3ν π�|ντων; *Milet I 3, 1592 [JΑπ#λλωνι Δε]λ(ιν8ωι κα2 1ε%0ς
*ντεμεν8%ις. Priene: I.Priene 123.10 τ%0ς *ντεμεν8%ις 1ε%0ς. Amyzon: J. and L. Robert.
Amyzon 27.5Ð6 É τ3ι τε JΑπ#λλ[ωνι - κα2 τ%0ς] | *ντεμεν8%ις 1ε%0ς.
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SEG XXVII 261; I.Beroia 1

MACEDONIA. BEROIA. GYMNASIARCHAL LAW.
FIRST THIRD OF THE SECOND CENTURY B.C.1

A tapered, opisthographic stele of white marble with a molding on top. Below
line 20 face A is badly damaged by erosion. The stone, which had been used
as the covering, probably of an early Christian tomb, was discovered in 1949
by the brothers E. and C. Karantoumani on their land at Palaiophoros, at the
south entrance to Beroia. It was then used by the Þnders as a ramp in their
garden and eventually removed to the Museum at Thessaloniki and from there
to the newly built museum in Beroia. The inscription, Þrst published in a pro-
visional form by Cormack, had been known to a number of scholars, including
M.P. Nilsson2 and J. and L. Robert,3 through copies made by B.G. Kallipolitis
and C. Makaronas. MakaronasÕ copy of face A4 includes parts which, as the
latest editors affirm, cannot be read now, and may never have been legible.
I have followed the latest editors in underlining these parts and in translating
them only where their sense is clear.5

H. 1.755; W. 0.407, (top), 0.450 (bottom); Th. 0.142 (top), 0.165 (bottom), 0.195
(molding). L.H. 0.015 (lines 1Ð2), ca. 0.005, 0.01 (last line on face B). Interlinear
space 0.002Ð0.005.

Beroia. Museum. Inv. Λ 488.

Ed. Cormack 1977 (= SEG XXVII 261); Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993 (A =
SEG XLIII 381); Hatzopoulos 1996, II, 75Ð83 no. 60; I.Beroia no. 1.

1 The present work is concerned only with the regulations for the Hermaia (B
45Ð87). A text and translation with a condensed apparatus of the entire inscription
and some notes (consisting mainly of references to Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993) on
parts not dealt with here have nevertheless been included so as to facilitate the reading
of the entire document. The lemma lists all editions of the text but only discussions
pertaining to the Hermaia are mentioned. For a full bibliography down to 1994 see
Gauthier and Hatzopoulos and I.Beroia 1. I should stess my debt to AustinÕs translation;
as usual, I avoided introducing a different translation when the existing translation
seemed preferable.

2 Nilsson 1955, V.
3 BE 1978 no. 276 (p. 432 ad Þn.).
4 See Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, pls. IIÐIII.
5 For a detailed history of the stone and the events which preceded its publication

see Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 13Ð16.
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Cf. Nilsson 1955, 38, 62, 79; L. Robert Ann. Collège de France 74e année 1974,
535Ð537;6 J. and L. Robert, BE 1978 no. 274 (p. 434));7 Knoepßer 1979, 173Ð
175, 177Ð178;8 Austin 1981, 203Ð207 no. 118; Crowther 1985, 289Ð290; idem
1991, 303Ð304; Gauthier 1995, passim; Gauthier 1995a, esp. 582; A. Chaniotis
EBGR 1993Ð1994 no. 87 (Kernos 10, 1997);9 Arnaoutoglou 1998, no. 98; Pleket
1999, 235.

Photograph: Cormack 1977, pl. 1Ð3 (good); Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993,
pls. VIIIÐXIV (all good to very good). M.B. Hatzopoulos, ÔLÕŽtat macŽdonien
antique,Õ CRAI 1997, 7Ð25, pl. 3 (A only); I.Beroia p. 531 (very good).

Facsimile of Face A (by C. Trochides): Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, pls.
IVÐVII

Latus Anticum (A) ca. init. saec II a.

JΕπ2 στρατηγ%/ντ%ς bΙππ%κρ�τ%υ τ%/
Νικ%κρ�τ%υ, vac. JΑπελλα8%υ vac. ΙΘ. vacat

συνα"1ε8σης *κκλησ8ας }	πυρ%ς JΑμ?ντ%υ,
4 A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς, JΑσκληπι�δης bΗρP, Κ�λλιππ%ς

bΙππ%στρ�τ%υ εgπαν6 *πε2 κα2 α� =λλαι 4ρ"α2 πPσαι
κατ� ν#μ%ν =ρ"%υσιν κα2 *ν αyς π#λεσιν γυμν�σι�
*στιν κα2 =λειμμα συν�στηκεν %� γυμνασιαρ"ι-v

8 κ%2 ν#μ%ι κε0νται *ν τ%0ς δημ%σ8%ις, καλ3ς N"ει κα2 πα-

.ρ’ >μ0ν τ� α7τ� συντελεσ1:ναι κα2 τε1:ναι _ν δεδ	- v

καμεν τ%0ς *Uεταστα0ς *ν τ3ι γυμνασ8ωι 4ναγρα(�ν-
τα ε5ς στ)λην Aμ%8ως δ� κα2 ε5ς τ� δημ#σι%ν6 τ%?- v

12 τ%υ γ�ρ γεν%μ�ν%υ %k τε νε	τερ%ι μPλλ%ν α5σ"υν1)-
σ%νται κα2 πει1αρ")σ%υσι τ3ι >γ%υμ�νωι αk τε πρ#σ%-
δ%ι α7τ3ν .% .7 κατα(1αρ)σ%νται τ3ν α�ρ%υμ�νων 4ε2
γυμνασι� .ρ ."ων κατ� τ�ν ν#μ%ν 4ρ"#ντων κα2 Tπευ1?- v

16 νων pντων6 vac. Nδ%Uεν τ:ι π#λει τ�ν γυμνασιαρ"ικ�ν
ν#μ%ν _ν ε5σην�γκατ% }	πυρ%ς JΑμ?ντ%υ .A γυμνασ8-

.α .ρ"%ς, JΑσκληπι�δης bΗρP, Κ�λλιππ%ς bΙππ%στρ�τ%υ κ?-
[ρ]ι%ν εgναι κα2 τ.ε1:ναι ε5ς τ� δ .ημ#σια κα2 "ρ:σ1αι τ%@ς

20 γυμνασι�ρ"%υς τ%?τωι, τε1:ναι δ� .α .7τ�ν κα2 *ν τ3ι v

γυμνασ8ωι 4ναγρα(�ντα ε5ς στ)λην6 *κυρ	1η Περιτ8%υ v

ν%υμην8αι. v Ν#μ%ς γυμνασιαρ"ικ#ς6 vac. > π#λις α�ρε8σ1ω
γυμνασ8αρ"%ν Oταν κα2 τ�ς =λλας 4ρ"�ς μM νε	τερ%ν *- v

24 τ3ν τρι�[κ%ντα] μηδ� πρεσ�?τερ%ν aU)κ%ντα6 A δ� α�ρε1ε2ς

Restorations. A 19 Gauthier et Hatzopoulos post Makaronas et Cormack || A 24 idem

6 On the 4κρ#αμα; non vidi: BE 1976 no. 354.
7 On CormackÕs text.
8 See commentary on B 46Ð47 and 60Ð61.
9 On Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993.
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γυμνασ8αρ"%ς 4ρ["�]τω vμ#σας τ�ν Tπ%γεγραμμ�ν%ν Oρκ%ν6
[v]μν[?]ω Δ8α, Γ:ν, dΗλι%ν, JΑπ#λλω, bΗρακλ:ν, bΕρμ:ν γυμνασιαρ")σω
κατ� τ�ν ν#μ%ν τ�ν γυμνασιαρ"ικ#ν, Oσα δ� μM *ν τ3ι ν#-

28 μωι γ�γραπται γν	μCη τC: [*]μαυτ%/ "ρ	μεν%ς zς `ν δ?-v

νωμαι [A]σι〈	〉τατα κα2 δικαι#τατα, %�τε (8λωι "αρι+#μεν%ς %�-
τε *"1ρ�ν �λ�πτων παρ� τ� δ8και%ν κα2 τ3ν Tπαρ"%υσ3ν
πρ%σ#δων τ%0ς ν�%ις %�τε α7τ�ς ν%σ(ι%/μαι %�τε =λλωι

32 *πιτρ�ψω ε5δoς τρ#πωι %7δ� παρευρ�σει %7δεμιPι6 ε7%ρ-
κ%/ντι μ�ν μ%ι ε<η π%λλ� κα2 4γα1�, *(ι%ρκ%/ντι δ� τ4ναν-
τ8α6 v A δ� [α]�ρ[ε]1[ε2]ς γυμνασ8αρ"%ς Oταν ε5σπ%ρε?ηται ε5ς
τMν [4]ρ"[Mν 4γαγoν] τ[%/] Δ8%υ μην�ς τ:ι ν%υμην8αι *κκλησ8αν

36 *ν τ3ι [γυμνασ8]ωι πρ%�αλε0ται =νδρας τρε0ς %kτινες "ειρ%τ%νη-
1�ντες κα2 vμ#σαντες τ�ν Tπ%γεγραμμ�ν%ν Oρκ%ν συνεπι�λ�-
ψ%νται τ%@ς [νεωτ�ρ]%υς κα1oς `ν πρ�ς [α]7τ%@ς τ�Uωνται
κα2 [τ]3ι γυμ[ν]ασι[�ρ"ωι] 4[κ%]λ%υ1)σ%υσιν κα1J >μ�ραν *ν τ3ι γυ-

40 μνασ[8ωι- - - - - - -] τ%/ γυμνασι�ρ"%υ με1J Kν δε)σε[ι]
[κ]α2 τMν [- - -]ΕΓΔΙΔ�[- - -] τ:ι δ� Tστ�ραι τ%/ Δ8%υ πρ%σπαρα-
[- - - - - - - - - - - - - -]ΑΙ π%λιτ�ρ"ας κα2 *Uεταστ�ς
[- - - - - - -] τ� γ[υμν]�σι%ν μετ� τ3ν πρ%ειρημ�νων 4νδρ3ν

44 [- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -] τ� 4π%ταγ�ν Tπ� τ%?των δ[ι]-
[δ]3ται 4π� τ3ν πρ[%]σ#δων Kν 4ναλαμ��νCη ε5ς τ� =λειμμα κα2 %�τως
[*κ τ]%/ ΚΑΤΑΛΕΙΠ�Υ[- - - - - - - - - -] *�ν δ� τις μM π%ι)σCη τ3ν πρ%ειρη-
μ�νων, 4π%τιν�τω [- - - - - - - - - - - > δ�] πρPUις γιν�σ1ω δι� τ%/ π%λι-

48 τικ%/ πρ�κτ%ρ%ς [παραγραψ�ντων] τ3ν *Uεταστ3ν6 *�ν δ� μM παρα-
[γρ�ψωσιν, 4π%τιν�τωσαν κα2 %jτ%ι τ� <σ%ν *π8τιμ%ν κα2 τ3ι *γδικασ]αμ�-
[νωι διδ#σ1ω τ� τρ8τ%ν μ�ρ%ς - - - - - - - - - - - - - .] U?λων παρασκευ)6 T[. . . .]
[- - - - - -] μετ� τ3ν *Uε[τ]αστ[3ν] Α[- - -]ΝΑ[- - -]ντων 4νδρ3ν κα2 μM πλε8[. . .]

52 [- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - τ�ς Tπαρ"]%?σας κτ)σε[ις]
[- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]�Σ�ΔΙ�ΝΩΣΑΡ�ΩΙΚΑ[.]
[- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - δ8]κCη κρ8νων
[- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - vμν?%μεν Δ8α, Γ:ν], dΗλι%ν, JΑπ#λλω, bΗρακλ[:ν],

56 [bΕρμ:ν - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]��Ι[. .]Ε
[- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - γν3μηι τ:ι >μ3ν α7τ3ν] "ρ	μεν%[ι]
[zς `ν δυν	με1α Aσι	τατα κα2 δικαι#τατα - - - - - - - - - - - - - -] μ�νων
[- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - %7δ� τ3ν Tπα]ρ"%υ[σ3ν πρ%σ]#δων

60 [τ%0ς ν�%ις ν%σ(ι%?με1α, %�τε (8λωι "αρι+ι#μεν%ι] %�τε *"1ρ�ν �λ�πτ%ν-
[τες παρ� τ� δ8και%ν τρ#πωι %7δ� παρευρ�σει %7δεμιPι6] ε7%ρκ%/σιν μ�ν >-

Restorations. A 25 G. -H. || A 26 G. -H. post Makaronas et Cormack || A 28 G. -H. ||
A 29 idem A 34 G. -H. post Makaronas et Cormack || A 35 G. -H.: [4]ρ"[Mν] G. -
H. post Makaronas; [4γαγoν] G. -H.: [συναγ�τω] J. et L. Robert || A 36 G. -H. post
Makaronas || [νεωτ�ρ]%υς J. et L. Robert; [α]7τ%@ς G. -H. post J. et L. Robert || A 39
G. -H. || A 40 Makaronas || A 41 in. Makaronas; ad Þn. verba primum interpretati
sunt J. et L. Robert || A 42 [διδ#ν]αι J. et L. Robert || A 43-fin. non habet Cormack ||
A 43 Makaronas || A 44–45 J. et L. Robert || A 46 [*κ τ] J. et L. Robert || A 47
[> δ�] idem || A 48 Makaronas || 49–50 G. -H.: [γ]ρ�ψωσιν α7τ%2 4π%τιν�τω[σαν] τ�
[. .] ([τε] J. et L. Robert) *π8τιμ%ν κα2 τ3ι *γδικασα[μ�|[ν]ωι διδ#σ1ω τ� tμ[ισ%υ - - -]
Makaronas || 51 Makaronas || A 52–63 G. -H. || A 54 Þn. *τ3ν Cormack || A 60 Þn.
�λ�πτων Cormack
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[μ0ν ε<η π%λλ� κα2 αγα1�, *(ι%ρκ%/σιν δ� τ4ν�ντια - - - - - -]ς πα8δων, A δ� α[�]-
[ρε1ε2ς γυμνασ8αρ"%ς - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]

sequuntur vestigia vv. fere 44

Restorations. A 62 πα8δων primum legit Cormack || post A 63 sequuntur vestigia vv. fere
44; ex imagine a Trochides delineata hauriunt G. -H. haec: A 64 ΓΛΠΛΛΑΒΩΝΤΩΝ:
παραλα�oν τ3ν? || A 65 in. �ΝΣΒΥΤ: πρεσ�υτ�ρων? || A 84 ταμ8ας || A 86 τ3ν
νεωτ�ρων legit Cormack

Latus Posticum (B)

.*πεγδ?εσ1αι δ� μη1εν2 *U�στω τ3ν Tπ� τ� τρι�κ%ντα Nτη
τ%/ σημε8%υ κειμ�ν%υ, *�ν μM A 4(ηγ%?μεν%ς συν"ωρ)σηι6 vac.

.Oταν δ� τ� σημε0%ν 4ρ1:ι, μηδ� =λλωι μη1εν8, *�ν μM A 4(ηγ%?με-
4 .ν%ς συν"ωρ)σCη, μηδ� *ν =λλCη παλα8στραι 4λει(�σ1ω μη1ε2ς *ν τC:

α7τ:ι π#λει6 ε5 δ� μ), κωλυ�τω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς κα2 +ημι%?τω δρα-

."μ{ν}α0ς πεντ)κ%ντα6 _ν `ν δ� καταστ)σCη A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς 4(ηγε0-

.σ1αι, τ%?τωι πει1αρ"ε8τωσαν π�ντες %� (%ιτ3ντες ε5ς τ# γυμν�-
8 [σ]ι%ν, κα1�περ κα2 τG3 γυμνασι�ρ"Cη γ�γραπται6 τ�ν δ� μM πει1αρ"%/ν-

.τα, τ�ν μ�ν Tπ� τMν 9��δ%ν μαστιγ%?τω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς, τ%@ς v

.δ .� =λλ%υς +ημι%?τω. vac. 4κ%ντ8+ειν δ� κα2 τ%Uε?ειν μελετ�τωσαν %k
τε N(η�%ι κα2 %� Tπ� τ� δ?% κα2 ε<κ%σιν Nτη κα1J aκ�στην >μ�ραν, Oταν

12 .%.� πα0δες 4λε8ψωνται, Aμ%8ως δ� κα2 *�ν Wτερ#ν τι 4ναγκα0%ν (α8νη-
.ται τ3ν μα1ημ�των. vac. περ2 πα8δων6 ε5ς .τ .% .@ς πα0δας μM ε5σπ%ρευ-
�σ1ω τ3ν νεαν8σκων μη1ε8ς, μηδ� λαλε8τω τ%0ς παισ8ν, ε5 δ� μ), A γυ-
μνασ8αρ"%ς +ημι%?τω κα2 κωλυ�τω τ�ν π%ι%/ντ� τι τ%?των6 4παν-

16 τ�τωσαν δ� κα2 %� παιδ%τρ8�αι aκ�στης >μ�ρας δ2ς ε5ς τ� γυμν�σι%ν
τMν Xραν tν `ν A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς 4π%δε8UCη, *�ν μ) τις 4ρρωστ)σCη v

.V =λλη τις 4ναγκα8α 4σ"%λ8α γ�νηται6 ε5 δ� μ), *μ(ανισ�τω τ3ι γυ- v

.μνασι�ρ"Cη6 *�ν δ� τις δ%κ:ι vλιγωρε0ν τ3ν παιδ%τρι�3ν κα2 μM παραγ8νε-
20 .σ1αι τMν τεταγμ�νην Xραν *π2 τ%@ς πα0δας, +ημι%?τω α7τ�ν κα1J >μ�-

[ρ] .αν δρα"μα0ς π�ντε6 κ?ρι%ς δ� Nστω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς κα2 τ3ν v

.πα8δων τ%@ς 4τακτ%/ντας μαστιγ3ν κα2 τ3ν παιδαγωγ3ν, v

Oσ%ι `ν μM *λε?1ερ%ι �σιν, τ%@ς δ� *λευ1�ρ%υς +ημι3ν6 *πανα .γ-
24 .κα+�τω{ι} δ� κα2 τ%@ς παιδ%τρ8�ας π%ιε0σ1αι 4π#δειUιν τ3ν πα8δων v

[τ]ρ2ς *ν τ3ι *νιαυτ3ι κατ� τετρ�μην%ν κα2 κα1ιστ�τω α7τ%0ς κριτ�ς,
[τ]�ν δ� νικ3ντα στε(αν%?τω 1αλλ%/ στε(�νωι. vac. %yς %7 δε0 μετε0-

.ν .αι τ%/ γυμνασ8%υ6 μM *γδυ�σ1ω δ� ε5ς τ� γυμν�σ%ν .δ[%] ./[λ] .%ς μηδ� 4πε-
28 [λ]ε?1ερ%ς μηδ� %� τ%?των υ�%8 μηδ� 4π�λαιστρ%ς .μ .ηδ� >τ .α.ιρευκoς μη-

[δ].� τ3ν 4γ%ρα8αι τ�"νCη κε"ρημ�νων μηδ� με1?ων μηδ� μαιν#μεν%ς6 *�ν
[δ]� τινα A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς *�σCη 4λε8(εσ1αι τ3ν διασα(%υμ�νων ε5δ	ς,
[V] *ν(αν8+%ντ#ς τιν%ς .α7τ3ι κα2 παραδε8Uαντ%ς, 4π%τιν�τω δρα"μ�ς

32 "ιλ8ας6 kνα δ� κα2 ε5σπρα"1:ι, δ#τω A πρ%σαγγ�λλων 4π%γρα(Mν τ%0ς *Uε- v

[τ] .αστα0ς τ:ς π#λεως, %jτ%ι δ� παραγραψ�τωσαν τ3ι π%λιτικ3ι πρ�κτ%ρι6 *-v
[�] .ν δ� μM παραγρ�ψωσιν V A πρ�κτωρ μM πρ�UCη, 4π%τιν�τωσαν κα2 %jτ%ι τ� <σ%ν
[*] .π8τιμ%ν κα2 τ3ι *γδικασαμ�νωι διδ#σ1ω τ� τρ8τ%ν μ�ρ%ς6 *�ν δ� δ%κC: 4δ8κως

36 [π]αραγεγρ�(1αι A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς, *U�στω α7τ3ι 4ντε8παντι *ν >μ�ραις

Restorations. literas hic illic deperditas restituerunt Makaronas (secundum G. -H.) et
Cormack || B 35 [*] .π8τιμ%ν Makaronas: [4ν]τ8τιμ%ν Cormack
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[δ]�κα διακρι1:ναι *π2 τ%/ κα1)κ%ντ%ς δικαστηρ8%υ6 κωλυ�τωσαν δ� κα2 %�

.* .πιγιν#μεν%ι γυμνασ8αρ"%ι τ%@ς δ%κ%/ντας παρ� τ�ν ν#μ%ν 4λε8(εσ1αι6
[ε5] δ� μ), Nν%"%ι Nστωσαν τ%0ς α7τ%0ς *πιτ8μ%ις. vac. μM *U�στω δ� τ�ν γυμνα-

40 [σ8]αρ"%ν *ν τ3ι γυμνασ8ωι κακ3ς ε5πε0ν μη1εν8, ε5 δ� μ), +ημι%?τω α7τ�ν δρα-v

["] .μα0ς πεντ)κ%ντα6 *�ν δ� τις τ?πτCη τ�ν γυμνασ8αρ"%ν *ν τ3ι γυμνασ8ωι, v

[κ]ωλυ�τωσαν %� παρ#ντες κα2 μM *πιτρεπ�τωσαν, κα2 Aμ%8ως +ημι%?τω

.τ�ν τ?πτ%ντα δρα"μα0ς aκατ�ν κα2 "ωρ2ς Tπ#δικ%ς Nστω α7τ3ι κατ� τ%@ς
44 [κ]%ιν%@ς ν#μ%υς6 κα2 _ς `ν τ3ν παρ#ντων μM �%ιη1)σCη δυνατ�ς �ν, +ημι%?-

[σ]1ω δρα"μα0ς πεντ)κ%ντα. vac. περ2 bΕρμα8ων6 π%ιε8τω δ� A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς τ� bΕρ-v

[μ]α0α τ%/ bΥπερ�ερετα8%υ μην�ς κα2 1υ�τω τ3ι bΕρμε0 κα2 πρ%τι1�τω Oπλ%ν κα2

.=λλα τρ8α ε7εU8ας κα2 ε7ταU8ας κα2 (ιλ%π%ν8ας τ%0ς Wως τρι�κ%ντα *τ3ν6 v

48 .τ%@ς δ� κριν%/ντας τMν 〈ε7εU8αν〉 4π%γρα(�τω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς τ3ν *κ τ%/
[τ]#π%υ =νδρας aπτ� κα2 τ%?τ%υς κληρωσ�τω κα2 τ%@ς λα"#ντας τρε0ς Aρκισ�τω
[τ]�ν bΕρμ:ν δικα8ως κρινε0ν, _ς `ν α7τ3ι δ%κ:ι =ριστα τ� σ3μα διακε0σ1αι, %�τε

"�ρι-

.τ%ς Wνεκεν %�τε N"1ρας %7δεμιPς6 *�ν δ� %� λα"#ντες μM κρ8νωσιν
52 [μ]ηδ� *U%μ#σωνται 4δ?νατ%ι εgναι, κ?ρι%ς Nστω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς +ημι3ν

τ�ν 4πει1%/ντα δρα"μα0ς δ�κα κα2 *κ τ3ν λ%ιπ3ν 4ντ2 τ%/ *νλε8π%ντ%ς

.4π%κληρωσ�τω6 τ:ς δ� ε7ταU8ας κα2 (ιλ%π%ν8ας vμ#σας A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς
τ�ν bΕρμ:ν κριν�τω τ:ς ε7ταU8ας, _ς `ν α7τ3ι δ%κ:ι ε7τακτ#τατ%ς εgναι v

56 [τ]3ν Wως τρι�κ%ντα *τ3ν, τ:ς δ� (ιλ%π%ν8ας, _ς `ν α7τ3ι δ%κ:ι (ιλ%π%ν	τατα

.4λε0(1αι *ν τ3ι *νεστ3τι *νιαυτ3ι τ3ν Wως τρι�κ%ντα *τ3ν6 %� δ� νικ)σαντες
[*]κε8νην τMν >μ�ραν στε(ανη(%ρε8τωσαν κα2 *U�στω ταινι%/ν τ�ν �%υλ#μεν%ν6
[π] .%ιε8τω δ� κα2 λαμπ�δα *ν τ%0ς bΕρμα8%ις τ3ν πα8δων κα2 τ3ν νεαν8σκων6 > δ� ε5ς

τ�
60 [O]πλα δαπ�νη γιν�σ1ω 4π� τ3ν Tπαρ"%υσ3ν πρ%σ#δων. vac. 4γ� v τωσαν

δ� τ� bΕρμα0α .κ .α.2 %� �ερ%π%ι%2 λαν��ν%ντες παρ’ aκ�στ%υ τ3ν (%ιτ	ντων v

[ε]5ς τ� γυμν�σι%ν μM πλε0%ν δρα"μ3ν δ?% κα2 �στι	ντων *ν τ3ι γυμνασ8ωι6 4 .ν[α]-v

.δ.εικν?τωσαν δ� 4ν1J αTτ3ν aτ�ρ%υς %kτινες ε5ς τ%7πι�ν �ερ%π%ι)σ%υσιν ‘ .Ε[ρ]-
64 [με]06 συντελε8τωσαν δ� τMν 1υσ8αν τ3ι bΕρμε0 κα2 %� παιδ%τρ8�αι, Oταν κα2 %�

�ερ%π%ι%8, vac.

[λ]αμ��ν%ντες παρ� τ3ν πα8δων μM πλε0%ν δρα"μ:ς παρ’ aκ�στ%υ κα2 π%ιε8τωσαν v

.μ.ερ8δας τ3ν 1υ1�ντων τ� κρ�α ~μ�6 %� δ� �ερ%π%ι%2 κα2 A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς 4κρ#αμα v

.μ .η1�ν παραγ�τωσαν ε5ς τ�ν π#τ%ν.
vac. τ� δ� n1λα L `ν λαμ��νωσιν %� νικ3ντες,

68 .4νατι1�τωσαν *π2 τ%/ ε5σι#ντ%ς γυμνασι�ρ"%υ *μ μησ2ν vκτ	6 ε5 δ� μM, +εμι%?-
τω α7τ%@ς A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς δρα"μα0ς aκατ�ν κα2 τ%@ς λυμαγων%/ντας κα2 μM δι-

.κα8ως 4γωνι+%μ�ν%υς τ%@ς 4γ3νας κ?ρι%ς Nστω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς μαστιγ3ν κα2
+ημι3ν, Aμ%8ως δ� κα2 *�ν τις ν8κην aτ�ρωι παραδ3ι. vac. λαμπαδαρ"3ν αkρεσις6

72 .α�ρε8σ1ω δ� A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς τ3ν *κ τ%/ τ#π%υ λαμπαδ�ρ"ας τρε0ς *ν τ3ι

.Γ%ρπια8Gω μην8, %� δ� α�ρε1�ντες παρε"�τωσαν Nλαι%ν τ%0ς νεαν8σκ%ις Wκαστ%ς
[>]μ�ρας δ�κα6 α�ρε8σ1ω δ� κα2 τ3ν πα8δων λαμπαδ�ρ"ας τρ0ς, %� δ� α�ρε1�ντες

παρε"�-

.τω{ι}σαν Nλαι%ν τ�ς <σας >μ�ρας6 *�ν δ� τις 4ντιλ�γCη τ3ν α�ρε1�ντων V πατMρ α7-
76 [τ]%/ V 4δελ(%2 V vρ(αν%(?λακες, zς %7 δυνατ#ς *στιν λαμπαδαρ"ε0ν, *U%μ%σ�σ1ω

*-

.ν >μ�ραις π�ντε 4(J Iς `ν α�ρε1:ι6 *�ν δ� μM λαμπαδαρ":ι V μM *U%μ#σηται, 4π%τιν�-

Restorations. B 46 intra Oπλ%ν et κα2: 〈μακρ%/ δρ#μ%υ〉 Knoepßer; vid. adn. || 48
〈ε7εU8αν〉 Cormack: ε7ταU8αν lapis || B 63–64 G. -H.
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.τω A α�ρε1ε2ς δρα"μ�ς πεντ)κ%ντα κα2 Aμ%8ως 4λει(�τω κα2 λαμπαδαρ"ε8τω6 zσα?-

.τως δ� κα2 *�ν A aU%μ%σ�μεν%ς (ανC: μM δε#ντως vμωμ%κ�ναι, *λεν"1ε2ς Tπ� τ%/
80 .γυμνασι�ρ"%υ κα2 τ3ν ν�ων, 4π%τιν�τω δρα"μ�ς πεντ)κ%ντα κα2 Aμ%8ως 4-v

.ναγκα+�σ1ω τι1�ναι τ� =λειμμα κα2 λαμπαδαρ"ε0ν6 4ντ2 δ� τ%/ δικα8ως *U%μ%-

.σαμ�ν%υ =λλ%ν 4π%δεικν?τω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς, π%ιε8τω δ� τMν τ3ν πα8δων λαμ-

.π�δα *κ τ3ν (%ιτ	ντων, %� `ν α7τ3ι δ%κ3σιν *πιτ)δει%ι εgναι, Aμ%8ως δ� κα2 τ3ν νε-
84 .αν8σκων. v Tπ�ρ �ρα�ευτ3ν6 κα1ιστ�τω δ� A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς �ρα�ευτ�ς %� `ν α7τ3ι

.δ%κ3σιν *πιτ)δει%ι εgναι, Nν τε τ:ι λαμπ�δι τ3ν bΕρμα8ων κα2 τ3ι μακρ3ι δρ#μωι κα2
*ν v

.τ%0ς λ%ι .π%0ς 4γ3σιν6 *�ν δ� τις *νκαλ:ι τιν2 τ3ν �ρα�ευτ3ν (�σκων sδικ:σ1αι Tπ# τι-

.ν%ς ε71υν�τω α7τ�ν κατ� τ%@ς κ%ιν%@ς ν#μ%υς. vac. κυριευ�τω δ� A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς
88 .τ3ν πρ%σ#δων τ3ν Tπαρ"%υσ3ν τ%0ς ν�%ις κα2 4π� τ%?των 4ναλισκ�τω6 Oταν δ�

[*]U�λ1Cη *κ τ:ς 4ρ":ς τ� πλ:1%ς τ:ς πρ%σ#δ%υ κα2 ε< τι *κ τ3ν +εμι3ν V ε71υν3ν ε5-
[σ]επρ�"1η{ι} κα2 τ� 4π� τ%?των 4ναλω1�ν 4ναγρ�ψας ε5ς σαν8δα *κ1�τω *ν τ3ι

γυμνασ8-
ωι *ν μην2 Δ8ωι τ%/ ε5σι#ντ%ς Nτ%υς, τ%0ς δ� *Uεταστα0ς τ:ς π#λεως κατ� τετρ�μη-v

92 ν%ν 4π%διδ#τω κα2 *U�στω, *�ν τινες �%?λωνται, μετ� τ%?των συνεγλ%γ8+εσ1αι

.α .7τ#ν6 τ� δ� περι�ν τ:ς πρ%σ#δ%υ 4π%διδ#τω τ3ι με1J αTτ�ν γυμνασι�ρ"ηι *ν >μ�ραις
[τ]ρι�κ%ντα, 4(J Iς `ν >μ�ρας *κ τ:ς 4ρ":ς 4π%λυ1:ι6 *�ν δ� μM 4π%δ3ι τ%@ς λ#γ%υς

V τ�

.π .ερι#ντα κα1J L γ�γραπται, 4π%τιν�τω τ%0ς ν�%ις δρα"μ�ς " v ιλ8ας κα2 πραU�τω α7τ�ν
A v

96 [π]%λιτικ�ς πρ�〈κ〉τ%ρ παραγραψ�ντων τ3ν *Uεταστ3ν κα2 Aμ%8ως τ�ν λ#γ%ν
4π%δ#τω κα8 v

.τ� περι#ντα. v A δ� τMν τ%/ γλ%ι%/ πρ#σ%δ%ν v 4γ%ρ�σας παρε"�σ1ω τMν τ%/ παλαιστρ%-
[(]?λακ%ς "ρε8αν, π%ι3ν τ� πρ%στασσ#μενα Tπ� τ%/ γυμνασι�ρ"%υ Oσα κα1:κεν *ν τ3ι
[γ]υμνασ8ωι6 *�ν δ� μM πει1αρ"C: V 4τακτC: τι μαστιγ%?σ1ω Tπ� τ%/ γυμνασι�ρ"%υ. vac.

*�ν δ�
100 [τ]ις κλ�ψCη τι τ3ν *κ τ%/ γυμνασ8%υ, Nν%"%ς Nστω �ερ%συλ8αι δ8κCη νικη1ε2ς *π2 τ%/ κα1)-

[κ]%ντ%ς δικαστηρ8%υ. vac. τα0ς δ� +ημ8αις Bπ�σαις *πιγρα(�τω τMν α5τ8αν A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς
δ5 [tν]

[*+]ημ8ωσεν κ .α[2] .4 .νακηρυσσ�τω *ν τ3ι γυμνασ8ωι κα2 *κτι1�τω τ%@ς *+ημιωμ�ν%υς
π[�ν]-

[τα]ς *ν λευκ	ματι κα2 παραγρα(�τω τ3ι π%λιτικ3ι πρ�κτ%ρι, A δ� πρ�κτωρ ε5σπρ�Uας
4π% .κ[α]-

104 [τ] .αστησ�τω τ3ι *νεστ3τι γυμνασι�ρ"ωι6 *�ν δ� τις ()σCη μM δικα8ως *+ημι3σ1αι, *U�-
[σ].τω 4ντε8παντι α7τ3ι διακρι1:ναι *π2 τ3ν κα1ηκ#ντων 4ρ"ε8ων κα2 *�ν νικ)σCη τ:ι

κρ8σει A +η-
[μ]ιω1ε8ς, 4π%τιν�τω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς τ� >μι#λι%ν τ3ι νικ)σαντι, πρ%σαπ%τιν�τω τ�

*π8πεμ-v

.πτ%ν κα2 *πιδ�κατ%ν. vac. ε71υν�τω δ� τ�ν γυμνασ8αρ"%ν A �%υλ#μεν%ς Oταν *U�λ1Cη
α7τ3ι A

108 .*νιαυτ#ς, *μ μησ2ν ε<κ%σι τ�σσαρσιν, α� δ� περ2 τ%?των κρ8σεις γιν�σ1ωσαν *π2 τ3ν
κα1ηκ#ν-

.των δικαστηρ8ων. vacat

παρ� τ3ν π%λιταρ"3ν. v τ%/ ψη(8σματ%ς6 ‘%�’ εyς. vacat

Restorations. B 96 πρ�〈κ〉τ%ρ: ΠΡΑΒΤΩΡ lapis.
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Epigraphical Commentary. I have not seen the stone. The epigraphical notes are based
on Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993 and I.Beroia. Alpha with a broken crossbar, epsilon
with the vertical extending above and below beyond the horizontals, kappa with short
diagonals, smaller theta, omicron and omega, pi with a shortened right vertical, mu
and sigma with parallel outer strokes; serifs.

A 29 The omega in pointed brackets seems more like a theta.
B 12 4ναγκα0%ν: the second, third, and fourth letters were inscribed in a rasura.
B 13 ε5ς .τ .% .@ς: the last letter of the Þrst word and the Þrst three of the second were

inscribed in a rasura.
B 32 πρ%σαγγ�λλων: the omicron was inscribed above the sigma.
B 76 vρ(αν%(?λακες: inscribed in a rasura except the Þrst two and last three letters.
B 105 νικ)σCη: the letter cutter had Þrst inscribed νεικ)σCη only to erase the superßuous

epsilon.

Translation

Front (A)

In an assembly held on 19 Apellaios, when Hippocrates son of Nikokra-
tes was strategos, Zopyros son of Amyntos, the gymnasiarch, Asclepiades
son of Heras, and Kallipos son of Hippostrates proposed:

(5) Since both all other magistrates rule according to a law, and in
cities where there are gymnasia and where anointing with oil exists
gymnasiarchal laws are deposited in the public archives, it is good that
the same be accomplished among us too and (the law) which we have
given to the exetastai be inscribed on a stele and placed in the gym-
nasium and likewise in the public archives; for, once this has been
done, the young men will have more sense of shame and will obey the
gymnasiarch, and their revenues will not be lost, as the elected gym-
nasiarchs will serve according to the law and will be liable to be sued.

(16) The city has decided that the gymnasiarchal law brought for-
ward by Zopyros son of Amyntos, the gymnasiarch, Asclepiades son
of Heras, and Kallipos son of Hippostrates be valid, that it be placed
in the public archives, that the gymnasiarchs use it, and that it be
inscribed on a stele and be placed also in the gymnasium. It was ratiÞed
on the Þrst of Peritios.

(22) Gymnasiarchal Law: Whenever the city elects other magistrates,
it shall elect a gymnasiarch, neither younger than thirty nor older than
sixty. The elected gymnasiarch shall hold office after taking the oath
inscribed below: ÔI swear by Zeus, Ge, Helios, Apollo, Heracles, and
Hermes (that) I will act as gymnasiarch according to the gymnasiarchal
law. (27) As for anything which is not written in the law, I shall use
my own judgment to the best of my ability, in the most pious and just
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way, neither favoring a friend nor harming a foe unjustly, and I shall
neither steal myself from the revenues accruing to the young men nor
knowingly allow another, in no way and under no pretext. If I take a
true oath let many and good things happen to me; if I take a false oath,
the opposite.Õ

(34) Upon entering office, the elected gymnasiarch will call together
an assembly at the gymnasium on the Þrst of Dios and nominate three
men who, once they have been elected by show of hands and have
taken the oath inscribed below, will monitor jointly (with him) the
young men accordingly as they are assigned to them and follow the
gymnasiarch every day in the gymnasium [- - -] of the gymnasiarch
with whatever (whomever?) he will need and the [- - -] on the second
day of Dios [- - -] (42) the politarchs and the exetastai [- - -] the
gymnasium with the above mentioned men (44)[- - -] by them [- - -] (45)
for anointing and thus (46) from [- - -] of the above mentioned things
(47) [he shall pay - - -] and the collection (of Þnes) shall be through the
civic praktor, [following a written notice made by] the exetastai; if they
do not [make a notice, they too shall pay the same penalty and a third
shall be given to the accuser - - -.]

(50) Furnishing of wood: [- - -] (51) and not more [- - -] (52) the
existing properties [- - -] (54) in lawsuit judging [- - - (56) we swear by
Zeus, Ge,] Helios, Apollo, Heracles, [and Hermes - - -] we shall use
[our own judgment to the best of our ability, in the most pious and just
way, - - - (59) and we shall not steal from the] revenues accruing [to
the young men, neither favoring a friend nor] harming a foe [unjustly,
in no way and under no pretext.] If we take a true oath [let many and
good things happen to us; if we take a false oath, the opposite - - -] (of ?)
boys, the elected [gymnasiarch - - -]

Back (B)

No one of those under thirty years of age shall be allowed to strip
off while the sign is down unless the superintendent authorizes it.
Once the sign has been raised, no other shall be allowed (to do so)
unless the superintendent allows it, nor shall anyone anoint himself in
another palaestra in the same city. Otherwise, the gymnasiarch shall
deny him access and Þne him Þfty drachmas. All those who use the
gymnasium shall obey anyone whom the gymnasiarch appoints to be
superintendent, as is also prescribed for the gymnasiarch. If someone
does not obey, the gymnasiarch shall whip a person subject to the whip
and Þne others.
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(10) The ephebes and those under twenty-two years of age shall
practice javelin-throwing and archery every day, when the boys have
anointed themselves, and likewise if some other sort of practice seems
necessary.

(13) Regarding boys: None of the young men shall enter among
the boys nor talk to the boys. Otherwise, the gymnasiarch shall Þne
and prevent any one who does any of these things. (15) The paidotribai

(gymnastic trainers) shall come to the gymnasium twice every day, at a
time determined by the gymnasiarch, unless one (of them) is ill or has
some other inevitable business. Otherwise, he shall report to the gym-
nasiarch. If one of the paidotribai seems to be negligent and is not present
before the boys at the designated time, he (the gymnasiarch) shall Þne
him Þve drachmas a day. (21) The gymnasiarch shall have the authority
to whip both disorderly boys and paidotribai who are not free; he shall
Þne the free ones. He shall compel the paidotribai to make a review of
the boys three times a year, every four months; he shall appoint judges
for them and crown the victor with a crown of olive branches.

(26) Those who ought not to share the gymnasium: The following
shall not strip off (to exercise) in the gymnasium: a slave, a freedman
and their sons, an apalaistros, a prostitute, anyone of those who have
business at the marketplace, a drunk, and an insane person. (29) If the
gymnasiarch knowingly allows any of those speciÞed to anoint himself
or after someone has reported or indicated (this) to him, he shall pay a
thousand drachmas. To ensure collection (of the Þne), the informer shall
hand a (written) charge to the exetastai of the city, and they shall submit
his name to the civic praktor. If they do not submit his name or the
praktor does not collect (the Þne), they too shall pay the same penalty,
and a third shall be given to the prosecutor. (35) If the gymnasiarch
seems to have been accused unjustly, he shall be allowed to appeal
within ten days and to be judged before the appropriate court. Future
gymnasiarchs shall also prevent those who seem to anoint themselves
against the law. Otherwise, they shall be liable to the same penalties.

(39) No one shall be allowed to insult the gymnasiarch in the gym-
nasium. Otherwise, (the gymnasiarch) shall Þne him Þfty drachmas. If
someone strikes the gymnasiarch in the gymnasium, those present shall
prevent him and not permit him, and (the gymnasiarch) shall likewise
Þne the person who strikes him one hundred drachmas, and, in addi-
tion, he shall be liable (to a private action) from him according to the
public laws, and any of those present who does not help (the gym-
nasiarch), although being able, shall be Þned Þfty drachmas.
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The Hermaia (B 45–87)

(45) Regarding the Hermaia: The gymnasiarch shall celebrate the Her-
maia in the month of Hyperberetaios; he shall sacriÞce to Hermes and
designate a weapon as prize and three others for command appear-
ance (euexia), discipline (eutaxia), and endurance (philoponia) for those up
to thirty years of age. (48) The gymnasiarch shall set up a list of seven
men from among the men of the place to be judges in the (competi-
tion of) 〈command appearance〉; he shall draw lots among them and
have the three allotted men swear by Hermes to judge justly who seems
to them to be in the best bodily condition, with neither favoritism nor
hostility of any sort. (51) If the allotted men do not judge and decline
serving by oath, (swearing) that they are unable (to serve as judges), the
gymnasiarch shall have the authority to Þne any disobedient person ten
drachmas and draw lots among the rest to replace the one failing. (54)
Concerning the (competitions of) discipline and endurance, the gym-
nasiarch shall swear by Hermes and judge, in discipline, who seems to
him to be most disciplined among those up to thirty years of age, and
in endurance, who seems to him to have anointed himself most endur-
ingly in the present year among those up to thirty years of age. (56) The
winners shall wear crowns on that day, and anyone who wishes shall
be allowed to put on a head-band. (The gymnasiarch) shall also hold a
torch-race at the Hermaia, (one) of boys and (one) of young men. The
costs of the (prize) weapons shall be covered by the accruing revenues.

(60) The hieropoioi too shall hold the Hermaia, collecting from each of
the visitors to the gymnasium not more than two drachmas, and hold
a meal in the gymnasium. They shall designate others to replace them
as hieropoioi for Hermes in the following year. The paidotribai too shall
celebrate the sacriÞce to Hermes at the same time as the hieropoioi. They
shall collect from the boys not more than a drachma each and divide
the sacriÞced (victims) into portions of raw meat. The hieropoioi and the
gymnasiarch shall introduce no performance during the drinking.

(67) As for the prizes which the winners receive, they shall dedicate
them under the following gymnasiarch within eight months. Otherwise,
the gymnasiarch shall Þne them one hundred drachmas. He shall also
have the authority to whip and Þne those who introduce foul play, those
who compete unjustly in the competitions, and likewise if anyone hands
over the victory to another.

(71) Election of lampadarchs: The gymnasiarch shall elect three lam-
padarchs from among the men of the place in the month of Gorpiaios,
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and those elected shall supply the young men with oil, each for ten
days. He shall also elect three lampadarchs from the among the boys,
and those elected shall supply oil for an equal number of days. (75)
If one of those elected or his father or brothers or orphan guardians
(opposes the election), claiming that he is unable to serve as a lam-
padarch, he shall decline serving by oath within Þve days after being
elected. If he does not serve as a lampadarch and does not decline serv-
ing by oath, the lampadarch elect shall pay Þfty drachmas and shall all
the same supply oil and serve as lampadarch. (78) Likewise, if someone
who has declined serving by oath appears to have sworn without justi-
Þcation, he shall, after having been convicted by the gymnasiarch and
the young men, pay Þfty drachmas and shall all the same be compelled
to furnish the oil and serve as a lampadarch. The gymnasiarch shall
appoint another instead of the one who has justly declined serving by
oath. He shall organize the torch-race of the boys, (choosing) from the
visitors (to the gymnasium) those who seem to him to be qualiÞed, and
likewise (he shall organize the torch-race) of the young men.

(84) Regarding judges: The gymnasiarch shall appoint judges who
seem to him to be qualiÞed for the torch-race at the Hermaia, the
long race, and the other competitions. If someone brings a charge
against one of the judges, asserting that he has been treated unjustly
by someone, he shall sue him according to the public laws.

(87) The gymnasiarch shall be in charge of the revenues accruing to
the young men and shall use them for expenditures. Upon leaving his
office he shall write the amount of the revenue, anything which has
been collected in Þnes or from legal suits, and the amount spent from
these on a board and display it in the gymnasium in the month of Dios
of the following year. He shall hand over (his accounts) to the exetastai

of the city every four months, and anyone who wishes shall be allowed
to participate in checking his accounts with them. (93) He shall give the
surplus of the revenue to the next gymnasiarch within thirty days from
the day on which he was released from office. If he does not hand over
his accounts or the surplus monies as is prescribed, he shall pay the
young men a thousand drachmas, and the civic praktor shall collect (the
Þne from him), the exetastai having submitted his name, and he shall
likewise hand over his account and the surplus monies.

(97) The buyer of the revenue from the gloios shall provide the ser-
vice of a keeper for the palaestra, acting upon the orders of the gym-
nasiarch for everything that is appropriate in the gymnasium. If he does
not obey or does something disorderly, he shall be whipped by the gym-
nasiarch.



260 document 14

(99) If anyone commits any act of theft in the gymnasium, he shall
be liable to an action for sacrilege, having been convicted before the
appropriate court. For all the Þnes the gymnasiarch shall inscribe the
motive for which he imposed them; he shall both make a proclamation
in the gymnasium and display (the names of) all who have been Þned
on a white board, and submit them to the civic praktor. The praktor

shall collect (the Þnes), and hand (the money) over to the present
gymnasiarch. (104) If someone says that he was Þned unjustly, he shall
be allowed to oppose (the Þne) and to be judged before the appropriate
magistrates; if the Þned person wins his case, the gymnasiarch shall pay
the winner one-and-a-half times (the Þne) and an additional Þne of one-
Þfth and one-tenth. (107) Anyone who wishes shall sue the gymnasiarch
when his year (of office) has expired, within twenty-four months; the
cases about these matters shall be (held) before the appropriate courts.

By the politarchs; regarding the decree, ÔNayÕ one (voice).

Commentary

Date

The recent publication of a letter of Antigonus Doson to be dated
probably to 223 B.C, I.Beroia 4 (=SEG XLVI 729),10 helps to date the
present inscription on a prosopographical basis. The Hippostratos son
of Kallippos mentioned in this letter (lines 11Ð12), has been identiÞed
by Gauthier and Hatzopoulos (1993, 40Ð41) as the father of Kallippos
son of Hippostratos, one of the promulgators of the gymnasiarchal law.
The present inscription should accordingly date to the Þrst third of the
second century B.C., perhaps arround 180 and probably before 168.

Front (A)

A 7
=λειμμα: Anointing with oil, i.e. for gymnastic training; similarily the
verb 4λε8(ω (B passim). See Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 57Ð58.

10 I was not able to consult the Þrst edition by V. Allamani-Souri and E. Voutiras in
�Επιγρα��ς τ>ς Μακεδ ν�ας, Thessaloniki, 1996. I have relied on the discussion in SEG
XLVI 729 and 730, taking into consideration HatzopoulosÕ reservations regarding dates
in BE 1997 no. 370 (p. 545).
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A 10
Exetastai: comptrollers, although in this Þrst reference to them in this
document their function seems not merely Þnancial: ibid. 42Ð43.

A 15–16
Tπε?1υν%ς: here Ôliable to be sued/liable to be taken to court.Õ Similar-
ily ε71?νω (B 87 and 107): Ôto sue/to take to court,Õ and ε�1υναι (B 89)
Ôlegal suits:Õ ibid. 138Ð139.

A 32
τρ#πωι %7δ� παρευρ�σει %7δεμιPι: cf. below commentary on 18.3.

A 47–48
Civic praktor: the cityÕs tax collector: ibid. 42, 89Ð90; cf. commentary on
5.27Ð28 above.

Back (B)

B 1
ÔStrip off:Õ i.e. for gymnastic training: See Gauthier and Hatzopoulos
1993, 57Ð58

B 2
ÔWhile the sign is down:Õ The gymnasium is open when the sign is up:
ibid. 59Ð61. Superintendent: Second to the gymnasiarch and appointed
by him: ibid. 62Ð65 (but cf. Pleket 1999, 234).

B 9
ÔSubject to the whip:Õ subject to corporal punishment: not a free per-
son, as opposed to the ÔothersÕ who are free persons: Gauthier and
Hatzopoulos 1993, 65Ð68.

B 10–15
Ephebes, boys, young men: on age groups see Gauthier and Hatzopou-
los 1993, 76Ð78, who distinguish between three categories: young men
(ν�%ι, νε	τερ%ι, νεαν8σκ%ι), ephebes, and boys (πα0δες).

B 16
Paidotribai: gymnastic trainers: ibid. 73, 75.
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B 28
Apalaistros: probably a person unÞt for or incapable of gymnastic train-
ing: ibid. 81Ð84.

B 45–87: Regulations for the Hermaia

The question of how Hermes became involved with sport and com-
petitions and particularly how he became a patron god of gymnasia
does not seem to have a single, clear-cut answer.11 Nevertheless, by Hel-
lenistic times, if not before, he is found well established in this capacity,
often in close association with Heracles.12 Both gods are mentioned in
an agonistic context as early as Pindar (Nem. 10.51Ð53), and HermesÕ
association with gynmnasia might be even earlier, if we accept Pausa-
niasÕ report (3.24.7) that at Las in Laconia he saw an Archaic statue
(=γαλμα 4ρ"α0%ν) of Hermes near a gymnasium. The Homeric Hymns,
however, seem to know nothing of this.13

HermesÕ patronage of the gymnasium proved beneÞcial for all sides.
Despite his importance, Hermes could claim for himself practically no
major public festival.14 But at local gymnasia, which are to be counted
among the hallmark institutions whose very existence made a Greek
city a Greek city15 and are thus known to have existed all over the
Greek world, Hermes was at last honored with his very own festival, the
Hermaia. The gymnasium may be portrayed as a crossroads of Greek
civic life, where exercise, education, and socializing all come together.
While we hear nothing real of education in the present document, it is
still notable that the young menÕs gymnastic and military16 curriculum
alone would not be complete without a religious dimension. This is

11 But cf. (e.g.) Farnell 1896Ð1909, V, 29Ð30; H. Herter, RhM 119, 1976, 229Ð230.
12 Both are included among the oath-gods listed in A 26, [55Ð56].
13 Farnell 1896Ð1909, V, 29. In his capacity as patron of competitions Hermes may

be entitled 4γ	νι%ς and *ναγ	νι%ς.
14 Nilsson 1906, 388; for the few exceptions see 392Ð394. Cf. J. and L. Robert BE

1962 no. 248.
15 In this respect cf. G. Cordiano, La ginnasiarchia nelle ‘poleis’ dell’occidente mediterraneo

antico, Pisa, 1997, 23Ð24. This of course does not mean that each and every Greek
city had a full-ßedged gymnasium. On the Hellenistic gymnasium see the discussion
by Gauthier 1995. On the role of the gymnasiarch see also Cordiano ibid. 21Ð37
with copious general bibliography. I was unable to consult E. Fontani, Ricerche sulla
ginnasiarchia nelle città della Provincia d’Asia, Diss., Florence, 1995.

16 Evident from the reference to javelin throwing and archery (A 10Ð11): Gauthier
and Hatzopoulos comm. ad loc. p 84, and their Conclusion. Cf., however, PleketÕs
comments, 1999, 233.
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provided by the cult of Hermes17 and his festival, the Hermaia. By
Hellenistic times the diffusion of the Hermaia was as wide as was the
diffusion of gymnasia. The festival is documented all around the Greek
world, and one may assume that, as it was as essential for gymnasia
as gymnasia were for a Greek city, it existed even in places where
documentation is currently lacking.18

The high point of the competitions at the Hermaia and of the festival
itself appears to be the torch-race. The end of this race would be the
lighting of the Þre on the altar of Hermes (see below). This done,
the sacriÞce to Hermes would be performed and a sacriÞcial banquet
would follow. The festival was celebrated in Hyperberetaios, the last
month of the official year. ÔThe competitions, the sacriÞce, and the
sacriÞcial banquet thus solemnized the end of a year of training for
the frequenters of the gymnasium and the end of his tenure for the
gymnasiarchÕ (Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 97).

As this document has been amply commented upon, the commentary
discusses only a few points.19

B 46
Despite the lack of a time indicator (such as πρ#) with the verb 1?ω, the
sacriÞce referred to here may be some preliminary sacriÞce rather than
the sacriÞce referred to later following the torch-race. Gauthier and

17 Which, as has been said, may elsewhere be practiced alongside other cults,
including that of human benefactors; see in this respect Gauthier 1996, 20Ð27. In
general see also Nilsson 1955, esp. 62Ð67; for ruler cult cf. 71Ð75. I was unable to
consult H. Siska, De Mercurio ceterisque deis ad artem gymnicam pertinentibus, Diss., Halle,
1933 (Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 95 n. 4).

18 I follow J. and L. Robert BE 1962 no. 248; Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 95Ð
96. On gymnasium festivals cf. 78Ð80.

19 The most relevant sacred laws dealing with gymnasia, duties of gymnasiarchs,
and gymnastic contests are: LSCG 98 (banquet and competitions: Part I pp. 101,
102Ð103; commentary on lines 65Ð67 below); 165 (calendar of a gymnasium); LSS 44
(the Eumeneia at Delphi: Part I p. 84); 61 (foundation of Kritolaos; Part I p. 85;
cf. GauthierÕs commentary 1980, 210Ð218); no. 15 below; LGS II 131 (Iscr.Cos ED
82; foundation of Pythokles: Part I p. 84); SEG XXXVIII C (the Demosthenia in
Oenoanda: Part I p. 101); Iscr.Cos ED 16 (fragmentary regulations concerning the
Hermaia; cf. A. Chaniotis EBGR 1993Ð1994 no. 219 (Kernos 10, 1997); ED 86 (see Part
I p. 85 n. 449; A. Chaniotis, ibid, p. 302); ED 145 (sale of the priesthood of Hermes
Enagonios); ED 215 (sale of the priesthood of Zeus Alseios; for both see Gauthier
1995a). Cf. the recently published Iscr.Cos ED 257, 263 (see Part I p. 85 n. 449); SEG
LXVI 1721 and 1722 (honorary decree for a gymnasiarch from the Letoon in Xanthus:
Gauthier 1996).
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Hatzopoulos suggest (1993, 97Ð98) a puriÞcatory offering or an oath
sacriÞce for the oath of the judges.20 The use of 1?ω for an uneaten
sacriÞce is possible.21

B 46–47
In its present state, the text is defective; something seems to have
been omitted after Oπλ%ν where one would expect a reference to the
competition for which this prize, distinguished from the Ôthree others,Õ
is designated. Knoepßer22 suggested δ%λ8"%υ or more likely μακρ%/
δρ#μ%υ (long race).23 This was rejected by Pleket (1999, 235), pointing
out that the close connection between μακρ�ς δρ#μ%ς and the torch-
race for boys in Iscr.Cos ED 145.52 and in line 85 below suggests that
the long race would be here out of context. Perhaps, as Gauthier and
Hatzopoulos argued (1993, 98Ð99), a whole part of a phrase which had
dealt with prizes for all competitions referred to here was left out by the
letter-cutter. Alternatively, Pleket suggests (ibid.) with much hesitation
that Oπλ%ν be taken either as a collective singular of sorts or as a
symbol for all prizes for victors at all competitions, the =λλα τρ8α having
been Ôadded merely because they were prizes sui generis, for which after
careful and protracted scrutiny juries and the gymnasiarch designated
the victors.Õ

For arms and other prizes in comparable sacred laws see Part I
p. 101; for documented general discussion see Gauthier and Hatzopou-
los 1993, 100Ð101.

B 47
Euexia (command appearance), eutaxia (discipline), philoponia (endurance).
For these competitions see Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 102Ð108,
Crowther 1985, 289Ð291 (euexia) and 1991. The eutaxia appears to have
concentrated on Þtness rather than on mere beauty. The gymnasiarch
judges alone in the competitions of discipline (eutaxia) and endurance
(philoponia) because, unlike the judgement of command appearance (eue-

xia), success in these branches is based on the young menÕs conduct
during the entire year. The winners in these two competitions would

20 On oath victims cf. commentary on 1.2 above.
21 Summarily see Rudhardt 1992, 213Ð214.
22 1979, 173 n. 28, 177 with n. 54 (Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 99).
23 Mentioned below, line 85. As Knoepßer pointed out, a exact parallel occurs in

OGIS 339.82Ð83.
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thus be announced at the Hermaia, as has been suggested (Crowther
1991, 303Ð304; Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 105Ð106).

B 48
CormackÕs (1977, 149) conjecture 〈ε7εU8αν〉 for the stoneÕs ε7ταU8αν
seems required by the context.24

B 48–49
The Ômen of the placeÕ (%� *κ τ%/ τ#π%υ) are the Ôyoung menÕ (ν�%ι,
νε	τερ%ι, νεαν8σκ%ι) aged twenty to thirty: Gauthier and Hatzopoulos
1993, 78.

B 59
As is implied from the role of the torch-race in the present Hermaia,
the Greek torch-race had a religious signiÞcance extending beyond the
realm of sports. It was fundamentally connected to altars, used as both
starting point and Þnish line of torch races, as is suggested by both
written and iconographic sources. The torch would be lit at the altar
used as a starting point and used to light an altar used as the end
mark.25 In LSS 44.15Ð1626 (Delphi, the Eumeneia)27 the real purpose
in lighting the altar is explicitly sacriÞce:

A δ[�] δρ#μ%ς γιν�σ1ω *κ τ%/ γυμνασ8%υ ="ρι π%τ2 τ�ν �ωμ#ν, A δ� νικ�ων
T(απτ�τω τ� �ερ�.

The race shall be from the gymnasium to the altar, and the winner shall
set a Þre underneath the offerings.28

24 Ben Millis notes (personal communication) that one may rather print ε7〈ε〉U8αν.
25 See in general J. JŸthner, Die athletischen Leibesübungen der Griechen (SBWien 249 IÐII),

Vienna, 1965Ð1968, II, 134Ð156 with documentation; Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993,
109, 120; Gauthier 1995a. I make no claim of understanding what exactly the torch race
symbolized for the Greeks. A symbolic signiÞcance is evident, however, in the opening
torch race of the modern Olympics which was introduced at the Nazi-sponsored Berlin
games of 1936. Cf. JŸthner ibid. 134Ð135 with n. 308.

26 Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 109 n. 3. JŸthner, ibid. 143; Stengel 1920, 224.
For torch-races in other sacred laws see LSCG 13.33Ð35; 98.22Ð23; LSS 61 (= IG XII 7,
515 lines 39Ð86) 84Ð86; LSAM 49 B 12Ð16; Iscr.Cos ED 145; ED 215; SEG XXXVIII C
65Ð67; cf. LSAM 37.25Ð26.

27 Cf. Part I p. 84.
28 The �ερ� are not likely to be the edible parts of the victims but the parts desig-

nated for the god. Cf. Casabona 1966, 13Ð14. For the divine share and its offering on
the altar cf. below commentary on 21.
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Although it is not stated explicitly, the fact that the present torch-
race is to be followed by sacriÞce and a sacriÞcial banquet seems to
imply that the goal of the torch-race was to light the Þre on the altar
of Hermes; sacriÞce would ensue, the divine share being offered on
the altar and meat solemnly consumed. Two torch-races are mentioned
here, however, and the exact logistics remain obscure.

B 60–61
The Hieropoioi. The hieropoioi here29 must be members of the gymna-
sium (hence young men) and not city officials as Knoepßer (1979, 178)
realized. Similarly, an agonistic inscription from Chalcis, SEG XXIX
809,30 lists children who served as hieropoioi at local Hermaia.31 This is
not surprising, as the office of hieropoios (most references are to a college
of heiropoioi) is deÞned by its functionÑchießy cult administrationÑnot
by the functionaries and their affiliation; the office may be encoun-
tered in a variety of organized bodies, including cities, sanctuaries, and
ad hoc organizations,32 as long as cultic activity plays a part in their
agenda.

B 63
τ%7πι#ν: τ� *πι#ν (sc.) Nτ%ς.

B 65–66
Division of the Meat and Banquets. The mode of meat division prescribed
here, reminiscent of the Homeric so-called δα2ς *8ση (equal feast), is evi-
dently employed to ensure a certain degree of equality. Its hallmark is
that, though the animal undergoes a primary division according to its
natural parts, by the time butchery is completed, it has been entirely
divided into portions of meat, evidently equal in weight (rather than
in quality). Another mode common in ordinary Greek eaten sacriÞce
leaves some parts of the victim whole; it is met perhaps more often
than the mode employed here in sacred laws.33 Generally speaking, in
that case speciÞc parts or cuts are assigned as prerogatives to cult per-
sonnel, preeminently priests, or other officials (namely in public sacri-

29 See Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 110Ð112.
30 Knoepßer 1979 and see ibid. 178Ð179 for children hieropoioi.
31 Note, however, that here the sacriÞce following the torch-race of the boys is taken

care of by the paidotribai. Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 112.
32 See (e.g.) Stengel 1920, 48Ð49.
33 In the present collection see especially nos. 3, 9, 20, 21.
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Þce); remaining meat may be divided into portions (μερ8ς and μ%0ρα are
used frequently)34 and distributed between other participants including,
in public sacriÞce, the general public. Officials may sometimes receive
such portions as or as a part of their prerogatives.35 Unless consumption
on the spot is required, the meatÑin certain cases clearly distributed
rawÑmay be taken away and consumed elsewhere.36

Here, on the other hand, no prerogatives are prescribed; those who
are to share the meat contribute equally toward the costs of the ani-
mal, and the meat is to be distributed among them in equal portions.
The reference to portions of raw meat is probably related to this. The
meat would not be distributed raw; rather it would be weighed raw.
The portions would then be cooked and distributed among the partici-
pants in the sacriÞcial banquets.37 Weighing meat while raw is explicitly
prescribed in a comparable context in LSCG 98 from Coressia on Ceos,
as Gauthier and Hatzopoulos have noted (1993, 112Ð113): a banquet is
to be held; the refreshments include wine and dried fruits; meat serving
per person consists of a given amount weighed raw per person;38 weigh-
ing is assigned to the appropriate officials (lines 11Ð16).39 As for the ban-
quets, one ought to agree with Gauthier and Hatzopoulos (1993, 113)
that two such banquets were held, probably in two separate rooms, one
for the boys with their paidotribai and one for the young men with the

34 But cf. LSS 14.55 where μερ8δες refer more generally to parts of the victims.
35 As in 20.7 below (private sacriÞce). For distribution of meat see particularly LSCG

33 B 8Ð27 (two sacriÞces and two distributions; equal portions distributed among
officials in the Þrst; no prerogatives in the second); 151 A 49Ð55; LSAM 39.20Ð25; 70.4Ð
8; SEG XLV 1508 A 9Ð13. Cf. commentary on 3.5, 11.24 above; commentary on 20.7
and 19 below with bibliographical references. For division and butchery see Berthiaume
1982, 44Ð53. The basic work on distribution of parts is still Puttkammer 1912. On the
sacriÞcial process see especially J.-L. Durand in Detienne and Vernant 1989, 90Ð104;
van Straten 1995, 115Ð153. In general see Ziehen 1939.

36 Except if consumption on the spot is obvious. Cf. Puttkammer 1912, 47Ð65; van
Straten 1995,145Ð146; Jameson 1997, 178Ð179. On the prohibition to take away meat see
commentary on 16.5Ð6 below. For distribution of the meat while raw see LSCG 13.25Ð
26 [h%ι h]|ιερ%π%ι%2 [νε]μ#ντ%ν [α]7τ%0ς vμ� τ� κρ�α (the hieropoioi shall distribute the
meat to them raw); LSS 19.23Ð24: ν�μεσ1αι τ� κρ�α ~μ|�. For κρεαν%μ8α see LSCG 33
B 24Ð25; LSS 11.10Ð17; SEG XLV 1508 A 9Ð13 with Part I p. 100.

37 But cf. Nilsson 1955, 62.
38 É κρε3ν στα1μ�ν κατ� | τ�ν =νδρα ~μ� �στ�ντα μM Nλαττ%ν : ΜΜ (two minae) κα2

*κ τ3ν *γκ%ι|λ8ων Oσα `ν N"ει τ� �ερε0α (all of the victimsÕ intestines).
39 δ%κιμ�+ειν δ� τ� �ερε0α τ%@ς πρ%�%?λ%υς || κα2 τ�ν ταμ8αν κα2 τ�ν κ)ρυκα κα2

4(8στασ1αι τ� κρ�α κτλ (The probouloi shall inspect the victims with the treasurers and
the herald and weigh the meat). For weighed portions cf. I.Priene 123.5Ð6 (cf. 10Ð11;
Berthiaume 1982, 112 n. 59). For raw meat cf. LSCG 10 C 18Ð22 (sale of meat); 13.24Ð25;
LSS 19.22Ð24 (see above note 36).
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gymnasiarch. More speciÞc details (namely, the prohibition against per-
formances) are given only regarding the banquet of the young men.

B 66–67
No Performances in the Banquet of the Young Men. In PlatoÕs Protagoras (347
c-d) the introduction of artistic performances into a symposium is de-
nounced as Þtting only lewd ((α/λ%ι) and vulgar (4γ%ρα0%ι) men. While
moral reasons may underlie the ban against them here too, the pro-
hibition against performances during the sacriÞcial banquet seems to
represent a more direct attempt to preserve discipline and order.40 This
attempt is equally evident in the exclusion of a hetaireukos from the gym-
nasium (B 28 with Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 84Ð85) and elsewhere.41

The preoccupation with discipline is neither philosophical nor coin-
cidental: as is implied from A 11Ð16 (with Gauthier and Hatzopou-
los 1993, 95, 126Ð127), together with mishandling the gymnasiumÕs
Þnances, lack of discipline among the young men was the primary rea-
son for the introduction of the present law.

B 87, 89, 107
ε71?νω, ε�1υναι: See above commentary on A 15Ð16.

B 97
Gloios: ÔThe mixture of oil, sweat, and dirt, scraped off with a strigil
or ßoating in the bath.Õ J. and L. Robert, BE 1978 no. 274 (for the
use of this substance see their discussion on pp. 434Ð435; Gauthier and
Hatzopoulos 1993, 129).

B 100–101
A person convicted of theft could be liable to an action for sacrilege
since an offence against the gymnasium or its users was seen as an
offence against the god to whom the gymnasium was consecrated. See
Gauthier and HatzopoulosÕ commentary ad loc. especially 131Ð137.

B 110
ÔBy the politarchs:Õ i.e. the decree and the law were transmitted to
the authorities of the gymnasium by the politarchs: Gauthier and Hat-
zopoulos 1993: 43.

40 See Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 113Ð114; Pleket 1999, 234.
41 See Crowther 1991, 303.
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SEG XLVI 923

CHERSONESUS. FRAGMENTARY REGULATIONS
MENTIONING THE HERMAIA. SECOND HALF OF

THE SECOND CENTURY B.C.

(Figure 24)

A fragment of grayish marble found by chance by workers on the coast in
construction Þll in 1989. The stone is broken above, below, and on the right.
The inscribed face is poorly preserved with some parts being almost entirely
obliterated.

H. 0.135, W. 0.13, Th. 0.08. L.H. 0.008Ð0.01. Interlinear space 0.005.

UnspeciÞed location (Chersonesus?). Inv. 74/36504.

Ed. Solomonik 1996, 44 no. 2; Makarov 20001 (=SEG XLVI 923).

Photograph: Solomonik 1996, pl. 2 (= Figure 24).

Text according to Solomonik Text according to Makarov
pars alt. saec II a.
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ] [ - - - e.g. 4κ%λ%?1ως τ%0ς τε ν#μ%ις κα2 τ%0ς τ%/]
[τ%/ δ]�μ%υ ψ�(ι[σμα - - - - - ] [δ]�μ%υ ψα(8[σμασιν - - - - - - - - - *ν τ3ι γυμνα]-
ΣΙΩΙ τ%0ς bΕρμα8%.ι.ς[ - - - - - - - ] σ8ωι τ%0ς bΕρμα8%[ις 4γ3νας τ81εσ1αι - - π%ι:σα8]

4 .ΣΕΤΑ . .ΕΑΡΑΤΑΙ[- - - - - - - - ] .τε τα/τα κατ� τ�[ν μαντε8αν τ%/ 1ε%/6Δ8α Κτ)σ]-
. . �ΝΚΑΙΚΑ .ΘΥΠΕΡ[ - - - - - ] ι%ν κα2 Κα1υπερ[δ�Uι%ν �λ�σασ1αι - - - - - - - τG3]
1ε3ι bΕρμ[ε0 - - - - - - - - - - - - ] 1εG3 bΕρ .μ[Pι 1υσ8αν συντελλε0ν - - - - - - - - - - - ]
Σ . ΑΤ[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ] [. .]ΑΤ[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]

8 ΣΑ[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ] ΣΑ[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
ΠΑΡΑ . ΕΣΙ . . Ε . �ΙΕΡ .Μ[- - ] παρ’ Bμ�ς . . . \ . �Ι .Φ.Ι[ - - - - e.g. τ%@ς *()�%υς]
παραπ�μπε〈ι〉 .τ%@ς Ε[ - - - - - - ] παραπ�μπ[%ντα]ς [τ� �ερ� - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Epigraphical Commentary. I have not seen the stone; the epigraphical comments are based
on Solomonik and MakarovÕs editions. Note the considerable differences between the
two. The letters have distinct serifs and are rather crowded. The alpha is open above
and has a broken crossbar; Κ with short diagonals; smaller �; Π with a short right
vertical; elliptical Ω.

1 I infer that the author saw the stone from his discussion.
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10 Solomonik prints ΠΑΡΑΠΕΜΠΕ . �ΥΣΕ in majescules, restoring παραπ�μπε[ι
τ]%@ς ε. As far as this can be judged, the majescule version agrees with the
photograph. It follows that one of the two letters in square brackets should be
dotted, the other put in triangular brackets.

Translation

[In accordance with the laws and the] decrees of the people [- - - in
the] gymnasium [to hold competitions(?)] at the Hermaia [- - -] this
according to the(?) [- - -] (5) and [- - -] (6) to [the] god Hermes [- - -] (9)
among us [- - -] (10) escort the [- - -]

Commentary

It is obvious that this fragment concerns the Hermaia, a gymnasium
festival, for which see above no. 14. Little more can be said with any
degree of certainty.

Solomonik dated the inscription to the second century B.C. accord-
ing to letter forms, citing IOSPE I2 348, 349, 352 (Syll.3 709), and 353
and E.I. Solomonik, Novye epigraficheskie pamjatniki Khersonesa (NEPKh) I,
Kiev, 1964, no. 1 as parallels. Makarov identiÞed it as a decree or a
sacred law concerned with the activity of the gymnasiarch and the
ephebes. He dates the document to shortly before 110 B.C., around the
time when, at the end of the period of the Scythian-Chersonesian wars,
as is vividly described in the ca. 107 B.C. Chersonesian decree for the
Mithridatic general Diophantos, IOSPE I2 352 (Syll.3 709),2 the city went
under the rule of Mithridates Eupator. Makarov adds that a concern
with the institution of the ephebia is appropriate in this period.3 He
thinks that the appearance, probably through the agency of Delphi, of
a postulated cult of Zeus Kathyperdexios, an epithet documented once
in SEG XV 427,4 which he assumes, mainly on the basis of the some-
what rare cult of Zeus Hyperdexios, had both gymnastic and military
characteristics, also beÞts the period.5

2 For bibliography see A. Avram I.Kallatis 41 n. 158.
3 2000, 113, 118Ð119.
4 Δι�ς Π%ρ8σ%υ Κτησ8%υ κα2 Κα1υπερδεU8%υ; a Roman imperial period altar of an

unknown provenance in Istanbul; see Schwabl 1972, 318.
5 2000, 115Ð119.
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SEG XXXVIII 786

RHODES. LINDUS. SACRIFICIAL REGULATIONS.
CA. 250 B.C.

(Figures 25Ð26)

A fragment of a mottled gray plaque of Lartian stone, found in March 1982
lying in the yard of a private house. It is not clear how the stone reached
its Þnding place; original provenance remains unknown. The stone is broken
above, below, and on the right. The back is rough-picked. The inscribed face
is fairly well preserved. There was probably nothing inscribed in the vacant
space under the text, and Kostomitsopoulos seems correct in observing that
not much is missing on the top.

H. 0.20, W. 0.21 (top)Ñ0.09 (bottom), Th. 0.075. L.H. 0.014Ð0.017, round
letters somewhat smaller, 0.012Ð0.013. Interlinear space 0.01. Left margin 0.01.

Rhodes, Archaeological Museum. Inv. E 2273.

Ed. Kostomitsopoulos 1988, 121Ð123; (= SEG XXXVIII 786).

Photograph: Kostomitsopoulos 1988, 121 (good).

ca. 250 a.

- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
JΑπ#λλωνι ΕΝ .� . [.]

2 "8μαρ%ς6 1υ�τ[ω]
τ3ν (υλετP[ν]

4 A γερα8τατ[%ς6]
τ� 1υ1�ντ[α α7τε0]

6 κατα"ρ .:[σ1αι.]

vacat

- - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Restorations. Suppl. Kostomitsopoulos. || 1 JΕν .% .δ[8ωι] vel JΕν .% .λ[μ8ωι] K. dubitanter: Nν .% .ρ-
["%ς] (cf. LSS 98.3 (Camirus) L.) Fraser apud K.; vid. adn.
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Epigraphical Commentary. I have seen the stone. Nice, large letters; small serifs; the strokes
tend to widen toward the edges of the letters.

1 Last two traces: a lower part of a smaller round letter (� or Θ), followed by a
lower part of a diagonal stroke. There are no signs of a serif at the bottom and
the stroke itself does not widen toward the edge. If it is intentional, Α and Λ
might be possible; � is somewhat less likely because the stroke begins too close
to the preceding traces to allow sufficient room for the upper part of the other
stroke. A Δ seems to me unlikely since there are no traces of the bottom bar.

Translation

To Apollo [- - -] a young he-goat; the eldest of the tribesmen shall
sacriÞce (it); the sacriÞced meat shall be consumed [on the spot].

Commentary

This fragment is very close to a number of Rhodian sacred laws which
may generally be described as calendar extracts, commonly listing the
recipient divinity and the animal to be sacriÞced; the officiant and
the motive or occasion for the sacriÞce are typically not mentioned.
In addition to similarity in contents these documents tend to share
some physical features: they comprise a small number of comparatively
short lines and are commonly inscribed on small stones.1 The major
difference between the calendar extracts and the present fragment is
its lack of a date (cf. LSS 88a). One might assume that the date was
inscribed in the part now lost above, but the stone gives the impression
that not much is missing on the top. The fragment may be regarded
as an independent document, and the fact that nothing was inscribed
below the preserved text seems to corroborate this. KostomitsopoulosÕ
assumption that the stone could originally have been built into a wall
or an altar is plausible.

Date. KostomitsopoulosÕ plausible dating of the inscription to the
mid-third century B.C. is based upon letter forms and orthography.

Lines 1–2
The fragmentary word in line 1 probably referred to Apollo or to the
victim (ed. pr. 122). JΕν#λμι%ς (Ôsitting at the tripodÕ), which might be

1 See Part I pp. 69Ð70.



seg xxxviii 786 273

epigraphically possible, is an epithet of Apollo attested in Sophocles Fr.
1044.2 The epithet JΕν#δι%ς is unattested and probably inappropriate
for Apollo.3 It also seems to me epigraphically impossible. fΕν%ρ"%ς
(or rather *ν#ρ"ας ÔuncastratedÕ) gives fairly good sense, but seems
incompatible with the remains on the stone and may also be too long.
Ed. pr. notes (122) that a place name is also possible.

The goat has close relations with Apollo and seems to be a favorite
sacriÞcial animal of his.4 ApolloÕs altar in Delos, which enjoyed great
renown in antiquity, was made of goat horns.5 Remains of horns of
sacriÞced young goats were discovered during the excavations of a
Geometric sanctuary of Apollo at Dreros, Crete.6

Kostomitsopoulos argued that the word "8μαρ%ς retains here its lit-
eral meaning, Ôa one winter-old he-goat,Õ7 and, accordingly, that the
sacriÞce would take place in early spring. Nevertheless, "8μαρ%ς may be
used here merely to indicate relative age: a he-goat older than a kid
(Nρι(%ς) and already having small horns, but still not a fully developed
τρ�γ%ς.8

2 = Etym. Magn. s.v. *ν%λμ8ς; Zenobius 3.63 (Corpus Paroemiographorum Graecorum I 72)
has Nν%λμ%ς. See LSJ s.v. Nν%λμ%ς; Kostomitsopoulos 1988, 122 with notes 5 and 6,
noting the connection between this epithet and the cult of Pythian Apollo, which is
prevalent at Lindus (and well-attested elsewhere on Rhodes: see attestations in Morelli
1959, 25Ð27).

3 It is suitable for divinities who had their statues by the side of the road or at
crossroads, mainly Hecate: LSJ s.v. *ν#δι%ς II.

4 This is not to say that it is not associated with other gods such as Aphrodite
(W. Richter RE X A 427, s.v. Ziege) or Dionysus (Richter ibid. 423Ð424; cf. above
commentary on 1.33Ð34). Regarding Apollo see: α<U (goat): LSCG 7 A 9; 18 Α 33Ð36,
Β 47Ð49, Ε 40Ð43; 20 A 26; LSS 116 A 3Ð5; above 1.43. "8μαρ%ς (young he-goat): LSS
115 A 6Ð7; above 1.20. He-goat: LSAM 32.51 (4ττηγ#ς). Cf. also Theocritus Ep. 1.5Ð6;
Antoninus Liberalis Met. 20.8 (cf. 2); Pausanias 10.11.5 and Stephanus of Byzantium s.v.
Τραγα8α. On ApolloÕs role as a pasture god see Nilsson GGR I3 536Ð538; on Rhodes see
Morelli 1959, 103Ð104, 105Ð106, 108, 182.

5 Callimachus Hymn. Ap. 59Ð64; Plutarch De sollertia animalium 35 (983 E), Theseus
21.1; Martial Liber de spectaculis 1.4. In general: P. Bruneau, CRAI 1995, 321Ð339.

6 S. Marinatos BCH 60, 1936, 224, 241Ð244; cf. Yavis 1949 ¤34.2. The cult of Apollo
was especially important on Rhodes, where he was worshipped under a wide variety of
titles; see Morelli 1959, 21Ð28, 102Ð110.

7 Cognate with "ε0μα, "ειμ	ν: LSJ s.v.
8 The goat horns discovered at Dreros (S. Marinatos BCH 60, 1936, 244 with Þg. 18

on p. 243) are relatively small and belonged to young animals, not more than one year
old in age., i.e. Nρι(%ι and "8μαρ%ι. At Camirus a yearling he-goat (offered to Dionysus)
is referred to as τρ�γ%ς πρατ)νι%ς in LSS 104.4Ð5, and the same word is mentioned in
relation to the same place by Photius s.v. πρ%τ)νι%ν (for the (obviously wrong) spelling
cf. Guarducci 1967Ð1978, IV, 43).
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Lines 3–4
The eldest of the tribe. Regrettably, one must admit that the circumstances
under which the present sacriÞce is to be performed are by no means
clear: it is not entirely self evident why the sacriÞce is to be performed
by the eldest of the tribe. To a certain extent, this obscurity relates to
the scantiness of unambiguous information regarding the tribal organi-
zation of Rhodes, both before and after the synoecism of 408/7. Much
has been written about this problem. Nevertheless, proposed explana-
tions, as reasonable as they are, and as much as they help to clarify
the problem, involve a great deal of assumptions and deductions.9 Kos-
tomitsopoulos suggested (1988, 122) that the sacriÞce is to be performed
by the eldest of the tribe instead of a priest because it took place at the
annual meeting of the tribe, when the tribesmen elected their officials.
The he-goat is to be offered to Apollo since he would help the process
with his mantic power. This may or may not be the case. At any rate,
the role of the eldest of the tribe was probably to preside over the sac-
riÞcial event and perhaps to take an active part in whatever stages of it
were essential parts of the ritual (as opposed to (e.g.) mere butchery and
division of the victimÕs meat), such as placing offerings on the altar, say-
ing prayers, and pouring libations. See below commentary on 21.12Ð13
and 27 A 12.

Lines 5–6
KostomitsopoulosÕ restoration is secured by analogy to LSS 88a 3Ð
4 (τ� 1υ1�ντ .α | α7τε0 κατα"ρ:σ1αι) and b 4Ð5 (τ� 1υ|1�ντα α7τε0
κατα"ρε0σ1α〈ι〉); cf. also LSCG 142.6Ð7.

On the Spot Consumption of Sacrificial Meat. The requirement to consume
the sacriÞcial meat on the spot is to be found elsewhere,10 expressed

9 G. Pugliese Carratelli ÔLa formazione dello stato rodio,Õ SCO 1, 1951, 77Ð88, at
78Ð80; idem ÔSui damoi e le phylai di Rodi,Õ SCO 2, 1953, 69Ð78, at 74Ð78; P.M. Fraser,
ÔThe Tribal-Cycles of Eponymous Priests at Lindos and Kamiros,Õ Eranos 51, 1953, 23Ð
47; Jones 1987, 242Ð244, 248Ð250; V. Gabrielsen, The Naval Aristocracy of Hellenistic Rhodes,
Aarhus, 1997, 29Ð31; Papachristodoulou 1999. The nature of the synoecism of Rhodes
has been recently questioned by Vincent Gabrielsen, ÔThe Synoikized Polis of Rhodos,Õ
in P. Flensted-Jensen, T. Heine Nielsen, and L. Rubinstein (eds.), Polis and Politics: Studies
in Greek History Presented to Mogens Herman Hansen on his Sixtieth Birthday, August 20, 2000,
Copenhagen, 177Ð205.

10 For a comprehensive collection of Greek and other evidence (understandably out-
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by other verbs: (κατ)4ναλ8σκω as in LSS 94.13Ð14,11 LSAM 34.7,12 and
below 20.8);13 cf. Pausanias 2.27.1,14 8.38.8;15 δα8νυμι as in LSCG 96.26Ð
29;16 cf. probably σκαν�ω in LSCG 82.417 and the requirement to chop
up (κατακ#πτειν) the victim (minus prerogatives) in the sanctuary in
LSCG 55.18.18 This requirement is more commonly expressed nega-
tively as a prohibition. Most frequent are the expressions %7κ 4π%(%-
ρ� and %7κ *κ(%ρ�19 as in LSCG 69.31Ð32,20 151,21 below 23 AÐB pas-

sim, and 24.4; cf. Aristophanes Plutus 1136Ð1138;22 Theopompus fr. 70

dated with respect to epigraphic evidence) see A. Thomsen, ÔDer Trug des Prome-
theus,Õ ArchRW 12, 1909, 460Ð490 at 466Ð468 (Greek) 468Ð472 (other). From among
later discussions one may single out Ziehen 1939, 622; Nilsson GGR I3 79, 88Ð89;
M.S. Goldstein, The Setting of the Ritual Meal in Greek Sanctuaries: 600Ð300 B.C., Diss.,
Berkeley, 1978, 50Ð54, 322Ð345; Scullion 1994, 98Ð117 (particularly on the connec-
tion between consumption on the spot and chthonian cult; cf. idem 1998, 119; 2000,
165); Jameson 1994, 55Ð56; idem 1997, 178Ð179. The following list of examples draws
upon sources other than sacred laws only to illustrate similar usage of the specialized
vocabulary.

11 κρ: α7τε0 | 4ναλ%/ται.
12 τ� 1υ1�ντα καταναλισκ�[τ]ω[σαν α7τ%/] (They shall consume the sacriÞces on the

spot).
13 Cf. commentary.
14 τ� δ� 1υ#μενα, qν τ� τις JΕπιδαυρ8ων α7τ3ν qν τε U�ν%ς A 1υ3ν C�, καταναλ8σκ%υσιν

*ντ�ς τ3ν Oρων6 τ� α7τ� γιν#μεν%ν %gδα κα2 *ν Τιτ�νCη (The sacriÞces performed (in the
sacred grove of Asclepius), be the sacriÞcer an Epidaurian or not, they consume within
the boundaries of the grove. I know that the same is practiced also in Titane).

15 κα2 τ� τε μηρ8α *κτεμ#ντες κα8%υσι κα2 δM κα2 4ναλ8σκ%υσιν α/τ#1ι τ%/ �ερε8%υ τ�
κρ�α (É and, having cut off the thighs, they burn them and, indeed, consume the meat
of the victim there (in the Lycaeum; the sacriÞce is to Apollo Parrhasios)). Cf. also 10.4.1
and 10.38.8.

16 δαιν?σ1ων δ� α7τ%/ (They shall eat on the spot). Cf. Cato Agr. 83: Ôvotum pro
bubus, uti valeant, sic facito: Marti Silvano in silva interdius in capita singula boum
votum facito; É ubi res divina facta erit, statim ibidem consumatioÕ (Perform the vow
for the cattle, that they may be healthy, thus: make a votive offering to Mars Silvanus
in the wood, during the day, for each head of cattle; É Once the ceremony has been
completed, consume (the offering) at once on the spot.).

17 For the expression cf. LSAM 54.1Ð2 with SokolowskiÕs commentary.
18 See ZiehenÕs note ad loc., LGS II p. 152; E.N. Lane, CMRDM III 13.
19 Right of carrying away/out.
20 τ3ν δ� κρε|3ν μM εgναι *κ(%ρMν NUω τ%/ τεμ�νε%ς (No sacriÞcial meat shall be

carried out of the precinct).
21 %7κ 4π%(%ρ�: A 45, 58, 60, 62, B 4, 24; %7κ *κ(%ρ�: B 10. On the other hand

B 7Ð8 explicitly allows to take away meat of the choice heifer (δ� .μ|αλις κριτ� ll. 5Ð6).
Although both a piglet and a kid are required to be sacriÞced in A 44Ð45, 57Ð58, 62, it
is forbidden to take away meat of the piglet alone (cf. Ziehen 1939, 622); cf. D [2], 4.
For %7κ 4π%(%ρ� cf. also LSCG 157 A 5, 7.

22 Ερ. ε< μ%ι π%ρ8σας =ρτ%ν τινJ εl πεπεμμ�ν%ν | δ%8ης κατα(αγε0ν κα2 κρ�ας νεανι-
κ�ν | Kν 1?ε1J Tμε0ς Nνδ%ν. Κα. 4λλJ %7κ *κ(%ρ� (Hermes: Would you pick up and give
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(PCG).23 A verb may be used as in LSCG 54.10Ð1124 and 27 A 20 below;25

%7 (%ρ� is used frequently in LSCG 18.26

The requirement to consume sacriÞcial meat on the spot has been
much discussed.27 The basic underlying factors must be religious and
are likely to have something to do with the notion of eating in a
holy place28 and with the character of the cult in question. I am not
sure, however, that a single explanation can account successfully for all
occurrences. Several factorsÑÞrst religious but also practical29Ñmay
be operative in particular cases.

me to eat some well-baked bread and a nice piece of meat from what you sacriÞce
inside.ÑCario: But there is no carrying out.) Cf. Schol. ad loc.

23 (= Schol. Ar. Plut. 1138): ε<σω δραμoν α<τησ%ν. (B.) 4λλJ %7κ *κ(%ρ� (Run inside
and ask for it! (B.) But there is no carrying out).

24 τ3ν δ� κρε3ν μM | (�ρεσ1αι ((Portions) of the meat shall not be carried away).
25 τ� κρP μ*"(ερ�τ% (The meat shall not be carried out). Cf. CIL VI 576 (= ILS II

4915) extra 6 hoc 6 limen 6 aliquid 6 de sacro | Silvani efferre fas non est (It is not allowed
to carry out of this precinct anything from SilvanusÕ sacriÞce).

26 Cf. Rosivach 1994, 18Ð19.
27 See above note 10.
28 As in the Israelite  &�'(� (.ha.t.tat; ÔpuriÞcationÕ a.k.a ÔsinÕ offering) and ��	��& ("ašam;

Ôreparation,Õ a.k.a. ÔguiltÕ offering; on their introduction see Milgrom 1991, 176Ð177).
They were to be consumed by priests alone, considered Ômost holy,Õ and could be eaten
only in a Ôholy placeÕ (Leviticus 7:5Ð6) which, after ritual activity had been constricted
to the Jerusalem temple, was the priestly part of this temple (see SchŸrer 1979, 261Ð262,
270). One should note that these two offerings are not quite comparable to the Greek
sacriÞces discussed here. These involve consumption of the victim by both priests and
worshippers and should rather be compared to the Israelite ������	 (šelamim Ôwell beingÕ
a.k.a. ÔpeaceÕ offering). For the notion of ÔcommunionÕ (odious to many nowadays) in
this offering see Jenson in Beckwith and Selman 1995, 30Ð31 cf. 26. The requirement
to consume sacriÞcial meat on the spot in the Passover sacriÞce, Exodus 12:8Ð10 (cf. 29:
31Ð34 and Deuteronomy 16:14 see further Alexander in Beckwith and Selman 1995,
esp. 8Ð9), may perhaps be taken into account here.

29 Such as the risk of becoming impractical in sacriÞces involving large crowds (see
Jameson 1997, 178Ð179). As in most cases cited above, the requirement governs here the
sacriÞce of a single victim.
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SEG XXXIX.729

RHODES. LINDUS (CHARAKI). DECREE
CONCERNING SUPPLIANTS. THIRD CENTURY B.C.

(Figure 27)

A left lower part of a stele of lightish, mottled Lartian stone, discovered in
1952 or 1953 in the territory of the deme Κλ�σι%ι or Πεδιε0ς, at the small
coastal town of Charaki near Malonas, north of Lindus.1 The stone is broken
above and on the right. The inscribed face is fairly well preserved. The back
is smoothed-picked and has four holes suggesting secondary use as a threshold
block, probably on two occasions. The more secure restorations (lines 4, 7)
suggest that the stone was originally twice as wide.

H. 0.406, W. 0.284, Th. somewhat uneven, 0.0101 (upper left)Ñ0.104 (lower
right). L.H. 0.009Ð0.011, � and Θ relatively slightly smaller, 0.009. Interlinear
space 0.006Ð0.007. Left margin 0.009. Lower margin 0.165.

Rhodes. Archaeological Museum. Inv. 359.

Ed. Kontorini, 1989, 17Ð29 no. 1 (French summary 187Ð189); (= SEG XXXIX
729).

Cf. Kontorini 1987 (= BE 1988 no. 1014; EBGR 1987 (Kernos 4, 1991)); Erskine
1991, 200; A. Chaniotis EBGR 1989 no. 60 (Kernos 6, 1993);2 idem 1996, 67Ð68
n. 11, 71 n. 20; Giuliani 1998, 73Ð74.3

1 For a map see Papachristodoulou 1999, 34, Þg. 2 with the authorÕs comment
on page 33. Remains of tombs, fortiÞcations, and of an early Christian basilica were
located in the wider territory. Drums of columns and a number of inscriptions, includ-
ing a list of priests of Poseidon Hippius, are said to have come from the same area,
where another, still unpublished, sacred law (Þnd no. 484) has also been found. A brief
report by P. Courbin in BCH 78, 1954, 157 mentions that traces of the cult of Dionysus
had previously been detected at Charaki and that both sacred laws came from a sanc-
tuary of Dionysus. Such a sanctuary is, however, yet to be discovered, and Kontorini
(1989, 18) asserts that existing evidence shows that the cult of Dionysus in the area was
conÞned to groups such as the koinon mentioned in IG XII 1, 937 and others mentioned
in the unpublished sacred law.

2 On Kontorini 1989.
3 Cf. below introductory remarks.
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Photograph: Kontorini 1989, pl. 1 (very good).

saec. III a.

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
[- - - -] aκ�σ[τ]ω[ν - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
[T] .π�ρ"%υσαν ΠΑΡ�[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
πρ�σσεσ1αι πλ�%να δ .ρ[α"μPν - - - - - - - - ]

4 O τι δ� κ� τις παρ� τ#δε [τ� ψ�(ισμα π%ι)]-
σηι 4(ικετε?ων V δεκ#μ[εν%ς τ%@ς �κ�τας,]
"ιλ8ας δρα"μ�ς 4π%τεισ[�τω 5ερ�ς τPι 1ε]
3ι6 τ%2 δ� 5ερε0ς V τ%2 κ�ρ[υκες α< κ� τι *πι]-

8 τ�σσωντι παρ� τ� *ψα(ι[σμ�να ca. 7. . . . . . .]-
ντι τ%@ς �κ�τας κατ� τ� [γεγραμμ�να, N]-
ν%"%ι *#ντω τ3ι ν#μωι τ[3ι τPς �κετε8?]-
ας6 γρα(�σ1ω δ� A "ρ)ι+[ων α7τ%@ς κατ� τ�ν]

12 ν#μ%ν6 τ� δ� ψ�(ιαμα τ#δ[ε 4ναγρ�ψαι]
*στ�λαν λι18ναν, 4π%δ#σ[1ων δ� τ%2 πωλη]-
τα2 κα1� κα A 4ρ"ιτ�κτων [συγγρ�ψηι,]
κα2 1�μειν. vac.

vacat 0.165

Restorations. Supplevit Kontorini, coniecturis de vv. 4, 7, 11Ð12, 14 a G. Dontas factis
adiuta. || 2 παρ’ %[7δεν#ς (sc. �κ�τα)]? K. || 3 δ .ρ[α"μPν numerus] vel δ.ι[ακ%σιPν δρα"μPν]
K. || 8–9 [V μM κα1α8ρω]|ντι vel Bγν8+ω]|ντι; K. vid. adn. || 9 vel τ� [δεδ%γμ�να] K. ||
10–11 Kontorini in textu [5ερ%συλ8?]|ας, in adn. [�κετε8?]|ας habet.

Epigraphical Commentary. I have seen the stone. Disagreements with the Þrst edition
regarding dotted letters are not noted. Neat letters with strokes showing a tendency
to widen toward the edges.

1 The restored tau is not impossible although the space between the sigma and
the omega is tight and I could see no markings in it.

13 Nothing exists now or in the photograph in the Þrst edition after the last sigma.

Translation

(3) exact more than [- - -] drachmas; if someone does something against
this decree, either acting as an agent in supplication or receiving the
suppliants, he shall pay a thousand drachmas [sacred to the] goddess.
(7) If the priests and the heralds order something against what has been
decreed [- - -] the suppliants according to the [written (regulations vel
sim.)], they shall be liable to the law [of supplication(?)]. Whoever wish-
es shall bring a charge against [them according to the] law. (12) This
decree [shall be inscribed] on a stone steleÑ[the poletai shall] lease out
(the contract) according to whatever the architect [speciÞes]Ñand set it
up.
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Commentary

Kontorini noticed the striking similarities between this difficult frag-
ment and the section on hikesioi in the cathartic law from Cyrene, LSS

115 B 28Ð59.4 Her equation of the heralds (κ�ρ[υκες]) (line 7) with the
announcer mentioned in the third Cyrene paragraph seems perceptive
and correct. She is surely right in recognizing that the 4(ικετε?ων V
δεκ#μ[εν%ς] (line 5) should be understood as referring to one and the
same person, and that this person is to be identiÞed with the Cyrene
intermediary whom Wilamowitz5 had understood as the subject of the
inÞnitive 4(ικετε?εν in LSS 115 B 50.6 But identifying this person fur-
ther with the host of the Þrst Cyrene paragraph, recognizing all three
categories of hikesioi in the present document, and thus proving that all
three hikesioi are human beings7 is too complex.8 Similarities between
the two documents are rather conÞned to the third Cyrene para-
graph dealing with a homicide (α7τ%(#ν%ς) hikesios. The 4(ικετε?ων V
δεκ#μ[εν%ς] should be identiÞed only with the Cyrene subject of the
inÞnitive 4(ικετε?εν (LSS 115 B 50) who hosts the homicide and puriÞes
him. His role in the proceedings conforms, in fact, to the role of a host
in the puriÞcation of a homicide, the essentials of which procedure are
known from literary sources. The homicide was required to Þnd a host,
commonly in a different city, who would act as his puriÞer, as is evident

4 Cf. Part I pp. 77Ð79. The best commentary is Parker 1983, 347Ð351; Servais
1960 has the most reasonable text. Lines 50Ð59 are quoted here with slight changes
(the translation owes much to Buck, GD no. 115, Servais, and Parker): �κ�σι%ς τρ8τ%ς,
α7τ%(#ν%ς6 4(ικετε?εν *ς [ ca. 4. . . .]| π%λ8αν κα2 τρι(υλ8αν. zς δ� κα καταγγ)λε[ι �κ�]|σ1αι,
kσσαντα *π2 τ3ι ~δ3ι *π2 ν�κει λευκ[3ι, ν8]|+εν κα2 "ρ0σαι, κα2 *U8μεν *ς τ�ν δαμ%σ8[αν]
| Aδ�ν κα2 σιγeεν π�ντας, � κα NU%ι Nωντ[ι, ca. 4. . . .||55 . T]π%δεκ%μ�ν%ς τ�ν πρ%αγγελτ .ε[0ρα

ca. 5. . . . .|. .]ν παρ8μεν τ�ν 4(ικετευ[#]μεν .%[ν ca. 5. . . . .| . . .]εων κα2 τ�ς aπ%μ�ν%ς [ ca. 8. . . . . . . .|.
. 1]υσε0 1?η κα2 =λλ[α - - -|- - - α5 δ]� μM [- - -]|- - - A third hikesios, a homicide: he
shall plead (his case), presenting him to the [- - -] cities(?) and the three tribes. When
he announces that he (the homicide) has come as a suppliant, he shall have him sit on
the threshold on a white ßeece, wash him, and anoint him, and they shall go forth to
the public road, and all shall keep silent while they are outside, [- - -] listening to (or:
receiving?) the announcer; [- - -] the suppliant shall pass by (or: proceed?) [- - -] and
the followers [- - -] he shall sacriÞce offerings (probably cakes: Casabona 1966, 112) and
other [- - -] if not [- - -]

5 SBBerl 1927, 171; cf. Parker 1983, 350.
6 Kontorini 1989, 22Ð25.
7 Kontorini 25Ð29. On the hikesioi of Cyrene see further additional note below.
8 Cf. Giuliani 1998, 73Ð74; Erskine 1991, 200.
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in Iliad 24.480Ð483.9 According to Herodotus (1.35),10 the procedure was
common to all Greeks.11 Its basic elements appear also in the second
column of the law from Selinus (27 below) discussing the puriÞcation
of a homicide (α7τ%ρρ�κτας) from vengeful spirits (elasteroi) through a
host (hυπ%δεκ#μεν%ς). The procedure might not have been completely
uniform and the documentary evidence may not always be in agree-
ment with the literary tradition, which is more detailed in respect to
the actual puriÞcation. It is also noteworthy that the Cyrene document
is mainly interested in the procedure itself, originally private, now state-
endorsed.12 While the present document is likely to have shown a simi-
lar interest, the punitive measures suggest that a concern for abuses of
the procedure contributed to its promulgation.

Date. Kontorini (1989, 18) dated the inscription to the third century
B.C. on the basis of an agreement between letter forms and the general
character of the writing.

Line 5
4(ικετε?ων V δεκ#μ[εν%ς]: The two participles refer to two actions
performed by one and the same individual. Δεκ#μ[εν%ς] corresponds
to the [hυ]π%δεκ#μεν%ς at Selinus (27 B 3Ð4 below), and refers to
hosting the homicide, as it seems, at home.13 JΑ(ικετε?ειν ought to
mean something like Ôact as an agent in supplicationÕ as is suggested
by the requirement at Cyrene (LSS 115 B 50Ð51) that the homicideÕs
arrival be announced, in all probability by the host, to some sort of a

9 zς δJ OτJ `ν =νδρ’ =τη πυκινM λ��Cη, Oς τJ *ν2 π�τρCη | (3τα κατακτε8νας =λλων
*U8κετ% δ:μ%ν | 4νδρ�ς *ς 4(νει%/, κτλ (And as when sore infatuation takes over a man
who, having killed a mortal in his land, would come (as a suppliant) to another land to
(the house) of a wealthy man, etc.).

10 Παρελ1oν δ� %jτ%ς *ς τ� Κρ%8σ%υ %5κ8α κατ� ν#μ%υς τ%@ς *πι"ωρ8%υς κα1αρσ8%υ
*δ�ετ% *πικυρ:σαι, Κρ%0σ%ς δ� μιν *κ�1ηρε. Nστι δ� παραπλησ8η > κ�1αρσις τ%0σι Λυδ%0σι
κα2 τ%0σι dΕλλησι. *πε8τε δ� τ� ν%μι+#μενα *π%8ησε A Κρ%0σ%ς, *πυν1�νετ% Aκ#1εν τε
κα2 τ8ς ε<η, κτλ (After he (Adrastus) had come to CroesusÕ house, he asked to obtain
puriÞcation according to the local customs, and Croesus puriÞed him. Now, the Lydian
puriÞcation is very similar to the Greek. Once Croesus had performed the customary
actions, he asked him who he was, etc.).

11 This explains the similarities (which Kontorini (1989, 29; cf. 1987) ascribes to the
inßuence of Rhodians participating in the so-called second colonization of Cyrene)
between practices at Lindus and Cyrene. On the puriÞcation of a homicide, see in
general Parker 1983, 370Ð374 (cf. 386Ð388). For the host Clinton (1996a, 176Ð177) adds
Aesch. Choe. 291Ð296. On supplication see especially Gould 1973; Freyburger 1988.

12 Cf. below commentary on 27 B 10.
13 Cf. Clinton 1996a, 176.
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civil body (4(ικετε?εν *ς [ ca. 4. . . .]|π%λ8αν κα2 τρι(υλ8αν). The hostÕs most
important action, puriÞcation, is unfortunately not referred to here. It
seems to include washing at Selinus14 and at Cyrene, where the host
seats the homicide on a white ßeece (B 52Ð54). The use of the blood of
a slaughtered animal, namely a piglet, in the puriÞcation is prevalent
in the literary tradition and described vividly by Aeschylus15 and, at
greater length, by Apollonius Rhodius.16 Epigraphy is, however, silent
on this detail.17

Lines 6–7
The Goddess. Kontorini (1989, 25) seems right in asserting that, owing to
the relative importance of the decree, the deity referred to here ought
to be Athena Lindia, the most important deity of Lindus. She seems
to have been a pre-Greek divinity whom the Dorian settlers identiÞed
with Athena. Her priest was the eponymous magistrate of Lindus.18

Lines 7–9
Heralds and Priests. As Kontorini noted, the Lindian heralds are to be
matched with the announcer (πρ%αγγελτ)ρ) of the third Cyrene para-
graph,19 who seems to be leading a sort of silent procession, obviously
announcing the presence of the homicide and the danger of pollution
(LSS 115 B 53Ð55; cf. Parker 1983, 371).20 There is no mention of a public
crier at Selinus, but the importance of a public proclamation is manifest
in B 2Ð3; see further commentary on no. 27 below.

In the reference to priests Kontorini recognized the second Cyrene
paragraph, assuming that the priests are to purify the suppliants and,
accordingly, supplementing [V μM κα1α8ρω|]ντι or [V μM Bγν8+ω]|ντι.21

14 See further below commentary on 27 B 4Ð5.
15 Eum. 280Ð283, 448Ð450; cf. LIMC III 64 s.v. Erinys, VII 48 s.v. Orestes. See Parker

1983, 386Ð388.
16 Arg. 4 especially 703Ð709.
17 Cf. below commentary on 27 B 4Ð5.
18 Cf. above commentary on 16.3Ð4. On Athena Lindia see further Morelli 1959,

80Ð88.
19 Kontorini 1989, 24Ð25.
20 For the announcement see also Euripides IT 1207Ð1211 (Giuliani 1998, 73). On the

herald cf. A. Maiuri, Nuova silloge p. 35 (commentary on 20.13); C. Blinkenberg, I.Lindos
p. 720 (commentary on 378 b 75).

21 Kontorini 1989, 25, 27. This seems to have little support in the text: priests
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If similarities between the two documents are conÞned to the third
Cyrene paragraph, this restoration is permissibleÑthough it may be
somewhat too long for the spaceÑonly if puriÞcation is not taken liter-
ally, since actual puriÞcation is the responsibility of the host. The priests
might be instrumental at other stages of the procedure. Conceivably,
the suppliant Þrst takes refuge in a sanctuary (cf. below commentary
on 18.8Ð9); in this case, the priests might have to help in matching him
with a host. They can also step into the process if it ends with sac-
riÞce at a sanctuary (cf. the sacriÞce Ôon the public altarÕ at Selinus,
27 B 10 with commentary). The fact that they are mentioned together
with the heralds is possibly signiÞcant and suggestsÑthe preeminence
of the host notwithstandingÑthat religious authorities take part in the
procedure.22

Lines 10–11
Kontorini tentatively prefers the restoration [5ερ%συλ8]|ας (cf. Chaniotis
1996, 71 n. 20) to [�κετε8]|ας, assuming a revision of the clause on
hiketeia in a general law on hierosylia.23 Perhaps the present decree could
supplement a narrower law on supplication, possibly in a sanctuary,24

which had not considered the special case of supplication of a homicide
or had done so unsatisfactorily.

Lines 13–15
By analogy to three other Rhodian inscriptions that mention poletai

(Þnancial officials, documented mostly in Athens, Rhodes, and Cos) in

are nowhere to be found in the second Cyrene paragraph. Their presence might be
inferred from the reference to a public sanctuary, but their function in the bizarre pro-
ceedings remains unknown; no allusion seems to me to be made to their participation
in puriÞcation.

22 The verb 4δικ�ω (�κ�την μM 4δικε0ν LSAM 75.7, 9; cf. Pausanias 7.25.1; Chaniotis
1996, 83Ð85 with n. 74) would give some sense here and [V 4δικ3]|ντι almost Þts the
space. This would require, however, taking κατ� τ� [γεγραμμ�να] with [N]|ν%"%ι *#ντω
which seems unidiomatic. A construction with μ) seems preferable; the verb should
generally mean something like Ôtreat, handleÕ or ÔassistÕ (~(ελ3|ντι).

23 Kontorini 1989, 26 with n. 32. For hierosylia cf. Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993,
129Ð130. For the psilosis see Buck, GD 58b, 261.8.

24 The sanctuary of Athena Lindia on the acropolis of Lindus (cf. above commentary
on lines 6Ð7) seems the natural candidate. Cf. the concern with suppliants in no. 19
below.



seg xxxix.729 283

a very similar context,25 KontoriniÕs restoration, printed in her com-
mentary,26 appears secure enough to be included in the text.

Line 15
As Kontorini suggested (1989, 26), the stone could have been placed
near another stone which bore a related inscription, perhaps the law
referred to in line 10 (cf. 12).

Additional Note

The Suppliants of Cyrene

The identity of the Cyrene suppliants is controversial. Most earlier
scholars including Servais (1960) preferred to see them as real human
suppliants. H.J. Stukey27 suggested that they were all supernatural be-
ings. R. Parker (1983, 344Ð351) accepted this for the Þrst hikesios, main-
taining that the other two, and certainly the third, were human.
W. Burkert28 reasserted that all three hikesioi were supernatural beings.
ParkerÕs interpretation still seems best to me. Demanding that all three
hikesioi belong to one and the same category is understandable but
somewhat simplistic, as the arrangement of ancient legal texts may not
follow modern logic.29 While dwelling on the differences between them,
we have forgotten that all three hikesioi are related semantically and by
their potential to pollute. A modern code would not group under the
same heading a supernatural visitant and a human suppliant. But this
does not mean that the promulgators of this code (ascribed to Apollo
in the heading)30 would have not done so. They seem to have applied

25 LSS 107.22Ð26 and ArchDelt 18, 1963, A 15, 21.3Ð7 (both from the city of Rhodes);
IC III iii 3 a 97 (an alliance between Rhodes and Hierapytna): τ%2 πωλητα2 4π%δ#σ1ων
κα1� κα A 4ρ"ιτ�κτων συγγρ�ψηι. On the Athenian poletai see M.K. Langdon, Agora
XIX 53Ð69.

26 1989, 27 with discussion.
27 ÔThe Cyrenean Hikesioi,Õ CP 32, 1937, 32Ð43.
28 The Orientalizing Revolution: Near Eastern Influence on Greek Culture in the Early Archaic

Age, Trans. M.E. Pinder and W. Burkert, Cambridge, Mass. (German orig. 1984), 1992,
68Ð73.

29 Cf. R. Westbrook, ÔThe Coherence of the Lex Aquilia,Õ RIDA III 42, 1995, 437Ð471,
esp. 450Ð456.

30 See Part I pp. 77Ð78.
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the word hikesios to different yet semantically related phenomena. Hike-

sioi arrive (cf. kκω, �κν�%μαι, �κ�νω; Freyburger 1988, 504). Furthermore,
their arrival, be they ghosts or humans, is potentially polluting and calls
for cathartic measures. Treating them under a single subheading in a
code aiming to cover various kinds of pollution is only appropriate.
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SEG XXVII 545; IG XII 6, 169

SAMOS. CHARTER OF THE SHOPKEEPERS
IN THE HERAION. CA. 245/4 B.C.

(Figure 18)

A large stele of white marble comprising two joining fragments (a-b). Fragment
b (lower part) was found in 1927 in a Byzantine wall in a north-south road
between the north stoa of the Heraion and the main temple (H 7 on the map
of the Heraion published in AthMitt 74, 1959). Fragment a (upper part) was
found in 1952 or 1953 in debris in the same area. The stone is damaged above
on the right; the bottom, including the socket, is preserved. The left margin is
preserved only under the inscribed area; the right margin is lost. The inscribed
face is rather badly corroded and seems to be deteriorating, especially at the
margins and around the break between the two fragments. The surviving back
is rough-picked. On the right side there is a 0.01×0.01 dowel hole at 0.06 from
the top and from the front which is probably the result of secondary use.

H. (without the socket) 1.38, W. 0.36 (top)Ñ0.60 (bottom), Th. 0.22. Socket H.
0.095, W. 0.23 m. L.H. 0.01, � and Θ slightly smaller, 0.009. Interlinear space
0.011. Upper margin 0.04. Empty space below the text 0.54.

Samos Town (Vathy). Archaeological Museum. Inv. J 284 (a) and J 35 (b).

Ed. Habicht 1972, 210Ð225 no. 9; Dunst 1975;1 ThŸr and Tauber 1978;2 (SEG
XXVII 545; D.F. McCabe, J.V. Brownson, B.D. Ehrman, Samos Inscriptions:
Texts and List, Princeton, 1986, no. 123); K. Hallof IG XII 6, 169.

Cf. Koenen 1977; Sokolowski 1978; Shipley 1987, 217; Franke 1984, 119Ð122 (=
SEG XXXIV 864);3 G. Nenci Messana 1, 1990, 9Ð15 (non vidi; = R.D. Tybout
and A. Chaniotis SEG XLIV 700);4 Tracy 1990, 75 (= SEG XL 726); Soverini
1991;5 Sinn 1993, 95; Chaniotis 1996, esp. 81; Rigsby 1996, 365; Hallof and
Mileta 1997, 264Ð268 (= P. Gauthier BE 1998 no. 313; SEG XLVII 1315Ð1316);6

1 Using a squeeze.
2 Using a squeeze provided by Dunst.
3 See Restorations lines 26Ð27.
4 See Restorations lines 8Ð9.
5 Reproducing the SEG text.
6 Date.
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Dillon 1997, 216Ð217; Rhodes 1997, 280 no. 123, 285; Arnaoutoglou 1998, no.
46; Hallof 1999, 202; Gauthier 2001, 222Ð223.

Photograph: Habicht 1972, 87, 1972, pl. 79, 80 (close-up of a); Tracy 1990, 96
Þg. 27 (close-up of b); IG XII 6 pt. II pl. XXIX (lines 31Ð38); (all very good).

Drawing (from a squeeze): ThŸr and Tauber 1978 between pp. 224 and 225.7

N.B. The text printed here is rather close to the SEG text which appears to
me to be the most sensible. It leaves to the apparatus most restorations which,
however plausible, are not sufficiently documented or do not seem to Þt the
space. In places where the general sense (though not the exact Greek words)
is clear enough from the context I have tried to convey the sense of the lost
words in the translation, without necessarily translating a given restoration
literally. The division into paragraphs is that of ThŸr and Tauber 1978.

ca. 245/4 a.

a [JΕπ2 - - - - - - - - - - - - - ].ι3ν%ς aνδεκ�τη[ι, *κκλησ8ας - - -]
[- - - - - - - - - - τ3] .ν 4ρ"αιρεσι3ν *ν τ3ι [1ε�τρωι, *πιστα]-
[τ%/ντ%ς - - - - - - - - -]υ. v Τ�δε ε5σ)νεγκαν %� νε .ω[π%0αι περ2]

4 [τ3ν καπηλε8ων, δι%ρ1ωσ�]μεν%ι τMν διαγρα(Mν τ3ν καπ .)[λων *ν]
¤1 [τ3ι τ:ς dΗρας �ερ3ι κατ]� τ� ψ)(ισμα, κα2 A δ:μ%ς *κ?ρωσ[εν6 4π%μι]-

[σ1%/ν καπηλε0α *ν] 〈τ〉3ι τ:ς dΗρας τ�σσαρα, *(J Kι %7κ *U%υ[σ8α Nσ]-
[ται πλε8%να N"ειν κ]απηλε8%υ aν#ς, *(J %j κα2 *πJ %5κ)σει %� μ[ισ1ω]-

¤2 8 [σ�μεν%ι μεν3σιν π�ντ]α τ�ν *νιαυτ#ν6 παρακαπηλ[ε]?σει δ� Α[- - -]

D. = Dunst 1975 Hall. = Hallof N. = Nenci (= SEG XLIV 700)
Daux = Daux 1975 (apud Hall. = IG app. crit.) S. = Sokolowski 1978
F. = Franke 1984 K. = Koenen 1977 T. -T. = ThŸr and Tauber 1978
H. = Habicht 1972

Restorations. 1–2 [JΕπ2 ca. 12- - - - - - - - Κρ%ν]ι3ν%ς aνδεκ�τη[ι, *κκλησ8ας ν%μα8ας | %�σης κα2
γεν%μ�νων τ3ν] H.: aνδεκ�τη[ι *ν τ:ι πρ	τηι τ3ν *κ|κλησι3ν γεν%μ�νων τ3]ν T. -T.:
[JΕπ2 - - - JΑρτεμισ].ι3ν%ς aνδεκ�τη[ι, *κκλησ8ας κατ� ν#μ%ν | συνα"1ε8σης περ2 τ3]ν
Hall. || 2 fin.-5 H. || 2–3 (*πιστατ%/ν|τ%ς) T. -T. || 3–4 (περ2 τ3ν | καπηλε8ων) T.
-T. || 4–5 καπ .η[λε8ων | τ3ν *ν τ3ι �ερ3ι κατ]� D.: καπ .)[λων τ3ν *ν | τ3ι �ερ3ι τ:ς
dΗρας κατ]� T. -T. || 5–6 L. dubitanter post *κ?ρωσ[εν6 V (quod solum in imagine
invenies) 4π%|μισ1%/ν καπηλε0α *ν] τ3ι T. -T.: *κ?ρωσ[εν6 4π%|μισ1%/ν τ� καπηλε0α τ�
*ν] H.: *κ?ρωσ[εν6 4π%|μισ1%/ν *ν τ3ι �ερ3ι] D.: *κ?ρωσ[εν6 4π%μισ1|%/ν καπηλε0α *ν
τ3ι �ε]〈ρ〉3ι Hall. || 6–7 D.: *U%υ[σ8αν εg|ναι μηδεν2 ε5 μM κ] H.: *U%υ[σ8α Nσται | μηδεν2
πλε8%να N"ειν κ] T. -T. || 7–8 T. -T.: *πJ %5κ)σει %� μ[ισ1ωσ�|μεν%ι μνPν (�ρ%υσιν] H.: A
μ[ισ1ω|σ�μεν%ς παρ’ (δ’ apud Hall.) Zπαντ] D. || 8 med. H. || 8–9 4[ντJ α7τ3ν | %�τε
δ%/λ%ς %�τε σ]τρατι	της H.: =[λ|λ%ς %7δε8ς, %�τε σ]τρατι3της D.: α[7τ%0ς | %�τε δ%/λ%ς
%7τε σ]τρατι	της: K. (α[7τ%0ς] S. apud K.): 4[μισ12 | *ν τ3ι �ερ3ι %�τε σ]τρατι	της S.:
α[l1ι | %�τε παρασ]τρατι	της N. (quod nimium breve videtur)

7 This drawing incorporates restorations. This shows that some of them are suspect;
in certain lines it is evident that the restored letters are spaced either more densely or
more widely than those surviving on the stone.
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[- - - - - - - - - σ]τρατι	της %�τε =περγ%ς %�τε �κ�της [%�τε - - -]
[- - - - - - - - -]ς τρ#πωι %7δ� παρευρ�σει %7δεμιPι πλ .M[ν τ3ν]
[μισ1ωσαμ�νων6 A δ�] παρακαπηλε?ων 4π%τε8σει τ%0ς μισ1 .ω[σαμ�ν%ις]

¤3 12 [δρα"μ�ς - numerus - +η]μ8αν6 %� δ� μισ1ωσ�μεν%ι %7 παραδ	σ%υ[σιν - - -]
[- - - - - - - - - - 4π�]ργ .ωι %�τε �κ�τηι τρ#πωι %7δ� παρευρ�σε[ι %7δεμι]-
[Pι6 - - - - - - - - -] τ%?των τιν8, 4π%τε8σει τ:ι 1ε3ι δρα"μ�[ς �ερ�ς - numerus -6]
[> δ� +ημ8α ε5σπρ�σ]σεται Tπ� τ3ν νεωπ%ι3ν κα2 τ%/ ταμ8%υ [τ3ν �ε]-

¤4 16 [ρ3ν6 %� δ� μισ1ωσ�με] .ν%ι %7" Tπ%δ�U%νται παρ� δ%?λ%υ %71�ν [%7δ� παρ�]
[�κ�τ%υ %7δ� παρ� σ].τρατι	τ%υ %7δ� παρ� 4π�ργ%υ %7δ� 4γ%ρ3σ.ι[ν]
[- - - - - - - - - τ]:ς "	ρας γιν%μ�νων %�τε =λλ% %71�ν τρ#π[ωι %7]-
[δ� παρευρ�σει] %7δεμιPι, πλMν *�ν τινες τ3ν γε%?"ων V τ .3[ν - - -]

¤5 20 [- - - - - - - - - -]ΩΝΩΝ πωλ3σ8ν τινα τ3ν *γκαρπ8ων6 %7" T .π[%δ�U%ν]-
[ται δ� *ν τ%0ς κα]πηλε8 .%ις τ%@ς κα18+%ντας %5κ�τας ε5ς τ� �ερ�ν %[7δ� παρ]-
[�U%υσιν %�τε Nργα %]�τε σ0τα %7δJ Tπ%δ�U%νται παρ’ α7τ3ν %7δ�ν [τρ#πωι]
[%7δ� παρευρ�σ] .ει %7δεμιPι6 *�ν δ� τινες τ3ν *πεστηκ#των [- - -]

24 [- - - - - - - - -] .τ3ν 4πειρημ�νων, Tπ#δικ%ς Nστω A [- - - τ:ι]
¤6 b [1ε3ι δρα"μ3ν - numerus -6 *�]ν δ� .τ.ι .*[γ] .καλ:ι A 5δι	της τ3ι καπ)λωι V [A

κ�πηλ%ς]

Restorations. 9–10 %[�τε τις | 4π#ρως διακε8μεν%]ς H.: %[�τε | δ%/λ%ς %7δε2]ς D.: %[�τε |
=λλ%ς τις τ%ι%/τ%]ς K. e. g.: %[�τε δ%/|λ%ς %�τε =λλ%ς %7δε8]ς S.: [%�τε =λ|λ%ς κ�πη-
λ%ς %υδε2]ς T. -T.: %[�τε τ3ν | *πιδημ%?ντων %7δε8]ς Kirsten apud T. -T. || 10–11 H.
(τ3ν μι|σ1ωσαμ�νων T. -T.) || 11–12 μισ1ω[σαμ�ν%ις | τ:ς �λ��ης τMν >μι%]λ8αν Kuss-
maul apud H.: μισ1	[σασιν | δρα"μ�ς -numerus- +η] .μ8αν D.: μισ1ω[σαμ�ν%ις | δρα"μ�ς
-numerus- +η] .μ8αν K.: μισ1ω[σαμ�|ν%ις δρα"μ3ν -numerus- +η] .μ8αν T. -T. || 12–13 παρα-
δ	σ%ν[ται %�|τε δ%?λωι %�τε 4π�ρ]γωι H.: παραδ	σ%υ[σιν | στρατι	τηι %�τε 4π�ρ]γωι
D.: παραδ	σ%υ[ιν %71�ν | στρατι	τηι %�τε 4π�ρ]γωι K.: παραδ	σ%υ[σιν τ� κα|πηλε0α
%�τε 4π�]ργωι Behrend apud T. -T.: παραδ	σ%υ[σιν δ%?|λωι %71�ν %�τε 4π�]ργωι Van-
gelatou apud T. -T.: παραδ	σ%υ[σιν %�|τε δ%?λωι %�τε παρασρατι	τηι %�τε 4π�ργ]ωι N.
(quod sane nimium longum est) || 13–14 παρευρ�σε[ι %7δεμι|Pι6 *�ν δ� τις παραδιδ3ι]
H.: παρευρ�σε[ι %7δεμιPι6 A δ� | παραδιδ%@ς] D.: παρευρ�σε[ι %7δεμι|Pι6 A δ� παρα-
δ%?ς τι] K.: παρευρ�σε[ι %7δεμι|Pι6 A δ� παραδιδ%@ς] T. -T. || 14 Þn. δρα"μ� .ς [�ερ�ς
-numerus-6] T. -T. || 14–15 δρα"μ�[ς �ερ�ς | ca. 7-8. . . . . . . . κα2 +ημιω1)]σεται H.: δρα"μ�[ς �ερ�ς
-numerus-. > δ� | τιμM ε5σπρ�] .σσεται D. || 15 in.T. -T.: [ε5σπρ�σ]σεται: [ε5σπρα"1)]σεται
Wšrle apud Hallof || 15 fin.–17 in. H. || 16 [ρ3ν6 %� μισ1ωσ�με] T. -T. 16–17 || [%7δ�
παρ� | �κ�τ%υ %7δ� παρ� παρασ]τρατι	τ%υ N. (quod nimium longum videtur). παρ�:
παρ’ T. -T. || 17 Þn. 4γ%ρ3σι[ν] Daux || 17–18 4〈π〉#ρως [*"%μ�|ν%υ %71�ν τ3ν *κ
τ]:ς H. (4〈π〉#ρως Kussmaul): 4γ%ρ	σ[%υσιν %71�ν | τ3ν σ8των τ3ν (*κ apud Hall.)] D.:
4γ%ρ3 .σ.ι[ν σ0|τ%ν(?) παρ� τ3ν 4π� τ]:ς K.: 4γ%ρ3 .σ.ι[ν %71�ν | τ3ν σ8των τ3ν *κ τ]:ς
S. || 18–19 %7|δ� T. -T.: τρ#π[ωι vac.? | %7δ� παρευρ�σει] H. || 19–20 τ[3ν =λλων |
π%λιτ3ν 4π� 5δ8ων?] ~ν3ν H.: τ[3ν κληρ%?|"ων(?) V τ3ν σιτ]ων3ν D.: τ[3ν γεωρ|γ3ν
δι� *γγρ�(ων] ~ν3ν K.: τ[3ν | σιτων3ν V τ3ν καρπ]ων3ν S.: τ .3[ν 4π%|δει"1�ντων
σιτ]ων3ν T. -T. || 20 fin.–23 in. H. || 20–21 T .π[%δ�U%νται δ� τ%0ς | aαυτ3ν κα] D
apud Hall. || 21–22 %[�τε �δωρ παρ|�"%ντες %]�τε D.: %[7δ� παρ|�U%υσιν Nργα %]�τε T.
-T. || 23–24 [4ρ"ει3ν | Bλ3σιν (aλ3σιν T. -T.) τινα π%ι%/ντα τι] H.: [τ%0ς κα|πηλε8%ις
π%ι3σ8 τι] D. ||24–25 [π%ι)σας τ:ι] κτλ H.: [4δικ3ν ([4δικ3ν vac.] apud Hall.) κτλ D.:
[π%ι)σας | τ%0ς νεωπ%8αις. JΕ�]ν T. -T. || 25 in Hall.: [*�]ν δ� [*νκ] .αλ:ι Kussmaul apud
H.: * .π[ι] .καλ:ι T. -T.: [*�ν δ�] ΙΛΕΡΙ .* .γ .κ .αλ:ι D. apud Hall. || 25 fin–27 in. H. || 25–26
[τ%7ναντ8%ν, | τ%@ς μ�ν μ].ισ1	σαντας δ[ε8Uαι] D.: [κα2 τ%7ν|αντ8%ν, γρα(] .�σ1ωσαν T. -T.
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[τ3ι 5δι	τηι, γρα(] .�σ1ωσαν τ�ς δ.8[κας] .*π2 τ3ν νεωπ%ι3ν Wως [- - -]
[- - - - - -6 %� δ]� νεωπ%0αι τ�ς γρα[(ε8σας δ8]κ .ας ε5σαγ .�[τωσαν - - -]

28 [- - - - - δικαστ])ρι%ν, 4(J Iς `ν >μ�ρας γρα(3σιν, * .ν .> .μ[�ραις - numerus -]
[- - - - -] περ2 τMν ε5σαγωγMν π%ιε8τωσαν κατ� τ�ν .�[ερ�ν(?) ν#μ%ν]
[- - - - -]ε μισ1�ν τ3ι δικαστηρ8ωι (�ρειν τ�ν *κκ τ%/ ν[#μ%υ - - - ]

¤7 [- - - - -] .τMν δ8κην, γ8νεσ1αι δ� *κ τ%/ >σση1�ντ%ς6 *�ν δ� .τ[ινας]
32 [μM δικα8ως %�] νεωπ%0αι +ημι	σωσιν περ8 τιν%ς τ3ν *ν τ3ι �ερ3ι 4 .π[ειρη]-

[μ�νων κα2 %� +η]μιω1�ντες 4ντε8πωσιν, ε5σ�γεσ1αι τ�ς γρα(ε8σας [παρα]-
¤8 [γρα(�ς Tπ� τ]3ν *Uεταστ3ν ε5ς τ� π%λιτικ�ν δικαστ)ρι%ν κατ� τα7[τ�6 τ�ν]

[δ� μισ1�ν] κατα�αλ%/σιν %� μισ1ωσ�μεν%ι τ3ι ταμ8αι τ3ν �ερ3ν κατJ
[Nτ%ς(?) - - -]

¤9 36 [- - -].ικ%/ντες %71�ν %7δJ Tπ#λ%γ%ν (�ρ%ντες6 %� μισ1ωσ�μεν%ι Ε[- - -]
[- - -])σ%υσιν τ3ι ταμ8αι τ3ν �ερ3ν 4τελε0ς Nσ%νται Kν `ν ~ν3ν(?) [- - -]

¤10 [- - -] .*ν τ3ι �ερ3ι6 μM *U%υσ8α δ� Nστω τ3ν �ερ3ν πα8δων καπηλε?ει .ν. [vac.]

vacat 0.54

Restorations. 26–27 .δ[εκ�της >μ�|ρας. %� δ]� D.: .δ[εκ�της aκ�σ|τ%τε >μ�ρας6 %� δ]� S.:
.δ[ρα"μ3ν | Σαμ8ων -numerus-6 %� δ]� T. -T.: δ[ρα"μ3ν γw v�%λ3ν �w vel δ[ρα"μ3ν �w v�%λ3ν
εw F. || 27 med. D. || 27–28 γρα[(�ς τα?τ]ας ε5σαγ .�[τωσαν ε5ς τ� π%|λιτικ�ν δικαστ])ρι%ν
H.: ε5σαγ .�[τωσαν ε5ς τ� �ερ�ν |δικαστ])ρι%ν D. (�ε|ρ�ν T. -T.): ε5σαγ .�[τωσαν ε5ς τ� |
κα1:κ%ν δικαστ])ρι%ν S. || 28–29 *ν >[μ�ραις ε<κ%σιν | κα2 τMν κρ8σιν] H.: *ν .δ.�[κα >μ�-
ραις. %� δ� δι|καστα2] D.: * .ν .> .μ[�ρας ε<κ%σι κα2 | π�ντα τ�] T. -T.: *ν >[μ�ραις τρι�κ%ντα |
κα2 *πιμ�λειαν] S. || 29–30 [ν#μ%ν6 aκα|τ�ρ%υς δ� τ#ν τ] H.: [�ερ�ν ν#|μ%ν6 | τ�ν δ]� D.:
[4γ%ραν%μι|κ�ν ν#μ%ν6 τ�ν δ]� S.: [�ερ�ν ν#μ%ν6 | aκατ�ρ%υς δ]� T. -T. || 30–31 τ%/
ν .#[μ%υ κα2 %�τω π%ιε0σ1αι τ]Mν H.: τ%/ [γ8νεσ|1αι (vel ε5σ�γεσ|1αι) τ]Mν D.: τ%/ ν .#[μ%υ
aκ�|τερ%ν γρ�ψαντα τ]Mν S.: τ%/ .ν[#μ%υ γρα|(%μ�ν%υς] .τMν T. -T. || 31 fin.-35 in. H. ||
31–32 [%� δικαστα2 | V %�] D.: [%� 4γ%|ραν#μ%ι V] S.: .τ[ινας 4|δ8κως %�] T. -T. || 32–33
4 .ν[#μων | κα2 %5 +η]μιω1�ντες T. -T. || 33–34 [δ8κας | Tπ� τ]3ν D.: [*|λ�γUεις Tπ� τ]3ν
S. || 34–35 τα7[τ�. τ�ν | (#ρ%ν] T. -T. || 35–36 [*νιαυ|τ#ν6 L δ� 4δι]κ%/ντες H.: [*νιαυ-
τ#ν | 4δι]κ%/ντες D.: [Nτ%ς | Zπαντα, 4δι]κ%/ντες S.: [Nτ%ς 4ν|τιδ].ικ%/ντες T. -T. quod
brevius esse spatio lacunae suspicor. || 36 ita primus interpunxit D. || 36–37 μισ1ωσα-
μ�ν%ι κ[�πη|λ%ι πωλ])σ%υσιν, H.: μισ1ωσαμ�ν%ι [δ� - - - D.: %� 〈δ�〉 μισ1ωσ�μεν%ι κ[α1� |
ε7τακτ])σ%υσιν S.: *[(J Kι κα|τα1])σ%υσιν T. -T. || 37–38 [πω|λ3σιν *]ν H.: ~ν3νται |
*]ν D. (quod sane nimium est breve): ~ν3ν[ται π�ν|των *]ν S.: [πωλ3|σιν] .*ν T. -T.

Epigraphical Commentary. I have seen the stone. The letters have small serifs and the
strokes tend to be somewhat curved; for a detailed description of the letters see Tracy
1990, 75. The inscribed face is deteriorating: Hallof underlined letters which he could
read only in an old squeeze. In the following cases I could not see on the stones letters
which had been read by him: 8 Þrst α; 10 end .η; 13 Þrst γ (in addition to the rho
underlined by Hallof); 30 end .ν. I have not accounted for all dotted letters or for letters
dotted here but un-dotted in IG.

4 First Μ (dotted in IG) seems to lack only the Þrst stroke.
6 After the lacuna the stone seems to have ΙΩΙ. For the 〈τ〉 Habicht and Dunst

print .τ; ThŸr and Tauber τ.
29 Last .ι: Only a bottom tip of a vertical stroke seems to appear on the stone.
32 Last .π: only a part of a vertical stroke with a lower serif appears on the stone.
36 The last surviving letter appears to be an epsilon (ThŸr and Tauber, Hallof)

rather than a kappa (Habicht).
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Translation

[Under the demiourgos8 - - -] on the eleventh of [- - -, when a meeting of
the assembly was held - - - regarding(?)] the elections of magistrates in
the [theater, under the presidency of - - -]. The neopoiai, having revised
the charter of the shopkeepers [in the sanctuary of Hera] according
to the decree, brought forward the following (measures) regarding the
shops, and the people ratiÞed (them).

¤1 (6) Four [shops shall be leased out in the sanctuary] of Hera,
under the condition that [no one] will be allowed [to have more than]
one shop, at which the lessees [will remain] in residence for the [entire]
year.

¤2 (8) [No one] will engage in retail trade in addition9 [- - - whether
a slave(?)], a soldier, an unemployed person,10 a suppliant or [- - -] in
any way or under any pretext [except the lessees]. Whoever engages
in retail trade in addition (to the authorized shopkeepers) will pay the
lessees [(so many) drachmas] as a Þne.

¤3 (12) The lessees will not hand [the shop] over [whether to a - - -],
to an unemployed person, or to a suppliant in any way or under any
pretext. [If anyone hands over the shop] to any of these, he will pay [(so
many)] drachmas (sacred) to the goddess. [The Þne] will be exacted by
the neopoiai and the treasurer [of the sacred funds].

¤4 (15) The lessees will neither accept anything from a slave, [from a
suppliant, from] a soldier, or from an unemployed person, nor will they
buy [- - -] those from the land or any other thing in any way [or under]
any [pretext], except if any of the geouchoi or [- - -] put some produce
for sale.

¤5 (20) The shopkeepers will not host [in their] shops slaves who
take refuge in the sanctuary, will [offer them neither employment] nor
food, and will not receive anything from them in any [way or under]
any [pretext]. If any of [the magistrates] who are in charge [catches

8 Habicht 1972, 216; see below commentary on line 1.
9 The verb παρακαπηλε?ειν seems otherwise not documented. Παρ� is likely to have

here the force of not merely ÔbesidesÕ but of Ôagainst the lawÕ and the compound would
thus mean Ôto engage in retail trade unlawfully, without authorization/licenseÕ. See
Habicht 1972, 218; Koenen 1977, 212; Soverini 1991, 69Ð70.

10 The unemployed may be not only ordinary unemployed persons (Dunst 1975, 173;
cf. Sokolowski 1978, 144Ð145), but also veterans and soldiers not on active duty (Habicht
1972, 218 with n. 93, supported by OGIS 266.7; 11. Cf. Hallof and Mileta 1997, 265Ð266,
and see especially Soverini 1991, 82Ð83).
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someone doing any] of the forbidden things, the [person caught] shall
be liable [- - - to the goddess (so many) drachmas].

¤6 (25) If a private person brings a charge against a shopkeeper or
[vice versa], they shall submit their charges in writing to the neopoiai

up to [- - -]; the neopoiai shall present the written charges [- - -] court,
[within (so many) days] from the day in which the written charge was
brought, [- - -] shall make11 regarding bringing the case according to
the [sacred(?) law]. [Both sides] shall bring the payment prescribed by
law for the court [when they - - -?] the charge, but it shall be (exacted)
from the losing party.12

¤7 (31) If the neopoiai Þne [someone unjustly] with regard to one
[of the things which are forbidden] in the sanctuary [and the] Þned
persons make an appeal, the written [pleas] shall be brought by the
exetastai to the city court following the same (procedure).

¤8 (34) The lessees will pay the rent to the treasurer of the sacred
funds each [year, - - -] and receiving no discount.

¤9 (36) The lessees will [- - -] to(?) the treasurer of the sacred funds
and will have tax exemption from whatever [- - -] in the sanctuary.

¤10 (38) The temple slaves shall not be allowed to engage in retail
trade.

Commentary

As Habicht noted (1972, 213), leasing out sacred property was a com-
mon practice in Greece.13 Nevertheless, most comparable documents
deal with leasing out sacred land or sometimes sanctuaries; unfortu-
nately we do not have any document quite parallel to the present one.
The information about retail trade in Greek sanctuaries is also limited.
Discussion of the subject matter in sacred laws is by and large conÞned
to festival fairs. The Andanian mysteries regulations, LSCG 65, devote
one paragraph (lines 99Ð103) to the subject; LSCG 92.32Ð35 (Eretria) is

11 Plural.
12 Both parties are required to deposit the payment for the court; the winning party

gets his deposit back.
13 There are numerous examples. IG XIV 645 (Habicht ibid.) is particularly notable.

For a discussion and bibliography see Soverini 1991, 62Ð63, 86Ð94 passim. Add M. Wal-
bank in Agora XIX, discussion on pp. 149Ð169 with documents L2, L6Ð7, L9Ð12, L14,
L16, LA 1 (cf. Soverini 1991, 90 n. 262).
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less detailed; cf. also LSCG 66.26Ð27 (Tegea); LSS 45.31Ð34 (Actium).14

Shops (καπηλε0α), evidently permanent, at the sanctuary of Amphiaraus
are mentioned in I.Oropos 290.18; IG XI 2, 161 A 16 refers to Ephesian
shops (τ3ν %5κημ�των *ν %yς fΕ(εσ%ς καπηλε?ει) on Delos.15 See Habicht
1972, 213Ð214; Soverini 1991, 78 and in general 86Ð94; Dillon 1997, 214Ð
221 (the present inscription is mentioned on pp. 216Ð217).

It is notable that the document does not discuss some of the details
of the lease, such as duration and sureties. They ought to have been
speciÞed elsewhere, probably in the diagraphe to which this seems to
be a supplement (lines 4Ð5).16 Conceivably the publication was directed
not only at the lessor and the lessees, i.e. the authorities and the shop-
keepers, but also at visitors to the sanctuary, both welcome and unwel-
come. The document emphasizes points which may concern its entire
audience: prohibiting unwanted elements from engaging in retail trade
(¤2) protects the licensed shopkeepers against competition; it may also
be addressed at the unwanted elements themselves, in an attempt to
scare them away.17 Similarly, prohibiting the shopkeepers from handing
over their shops to unwanted elements (¤3) and from assisting runaway
slaves (¤5), though formally addressing the shopkeepers, is equally rel-
evant to these unwelcome persons, encouraging them in fact to avoid
the sanctuary altogether.18 The stipulations concerning settling disputes
(¤7Ð9) certainly concern not only the shopkeepers and the officials but
also visitors.

Even though the archaeological evidence allows reconstructing the
development of the Heraion with some degree of accuracy,19 knowledge
of Samian cult practice remains meager due to lack of adequate evi-
dence. A coherent exposition on the local religion, possible to a certain
extent for islands such as Cos or Rhodes, is thus impossible for Samos.20

Regrettably, the present inscription is of little help in this respect. Even

14 Cf. Part I p. 92 and the article by de Ligt and de Neeve cited there.
15 The *ργαστ)ρια leased out in LSAM 11.7Ð14 (Pergamum) are probably workshops:

Welles, RC p. 117, commentary ad loc.
16 For a discussion see Habicht 1972, 215; Soverini 1991, 63. For diagraphe cf. Part I

p. 50.
17 Cf. Habicht 1972, 219.
18 Cf. Koenen 1977, 216.
19 For a concise discussion see Kyrieleis 1993, 126Ð134.
20 See Shipley 1987, 4. Even literary evidence concerning the Heraion itself is

frustratingly scanty; see Kyrieleis 1993, 125.
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so, it is a remarkable piece of evidence, allowing a somewhat rare and
rather vivid illustration of everyday reality in a major Greek sanctuary.21

Date. The date is essentially based on letter forms. The hand is quite
similar to that of IG XII 6, 156 which dates itself to the reign of Ptolemy
III Euergetes.22 Hallof and Mileta argued that this inscription dates to
the period between the beginning of Ptolemy IIIÕs rule in 246 and the
establishment of the cult of the Θε%2 Ε7εργ�ται in 243. They conclude
that the present inscription, which dates to ca. 245/4 B.C., reßects
a Samian attempt (in response to PtolemyÕs command) to have the
administration of the Heraion conform to the mode of administration
practiced in Alexandria.23

Since this document has been amply commented upon elsewhere, the
commentary here is limited to a few points.

Line 1
The eponymous magistrate of Hellenistic Samos was the demiourgos.
The office was held by one or two magistrates at a time. See Shipley
1987, 211 with note 39, 221Ð222 with note 85, 305; Habicht 1972, 216
and no. 10 (IG XII 6, 2).

The Samian year appears to have begun, like the Athenian, with the
Þrst moon after the summer solstice. On the succession of the months
see Hallof 1999. Gauthier24 makes a case for preferring HabichtÕs Kro-
nion (twelfth month of the year) to Hallof Õs Artemision (eighth month
of the year).

Line 3
The Samian neopoiai were a board of temple curators of the Heraion.
In this document the office seems to have an overall legal character: the
neopoiai, who brought forward the present charter (lines 2Ð3), impose
Þnes (¤3, 7), listen to claims, and take actions to court (¤6). Their

21 In general see Sinn 1993, esp. 95Ð97; Dillon 1997, 204Ð221, 227.
22 Fragments a and b of this inscription were Þrst published by Habicht 1957, no.

59 (pl. 134); fragment c by Hallof and Mileta 1997. Habicht (1972, 212) was the Þrst to
notice the similarity in the hands. In his study of Samian hands Tracy (1990, 75) has
independently reached the same conclusion, ascribing both stones to the same cutter.

23 Hallof and Mileta 1997, 263Ð264. See also Hallof in IG XII 6 I p. 133. Cf. below
commentary on lines 8Ð9.

24 2001, 222Ð223; cf. 226.
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connection to a court is referred to in IG XII 6, 156.4Ð5.25 The office
was held for a year26 and the neopoiai came from the wealthiest class.27

The end of the Athenian cleruchy and the return of the exiles28 seem to
have been commemorated at Samos by a construction of a hall of the
neopoiai (νεωπ%ιε0%ν) at the Heraion.29

Lines 8–9, 12–13, 16–17; Line 21
Suppliants and Runaway Slaves. The right of asylum enabled anyone,
including Ôpessimi servitiorum, obaerati, suspecti capitalium crimi-
num,Õ30 as Tacitus puts it,31 to enjoy it by taking refuge at a sanctuary.
Once a person had presented himself as a suppliant, the sanctuaryÕs
authorities were forced to investigate whether the suppliantÕs cause was
just, and if so, to offer him legal help and to mediate between him and
his pursuers.32 Suppliants thus became a real burden for sanctuaries. It
is therefore all the more interesting to see how the authorities of the
Heraion try to deal with this problem.

The inscription seems to distinguish between two types of suppli-
ants:33 (1) runaway slaves (line 21) and (2) all other suppliants, obviously
free persons. Both appear to be unwelcome, but the treatment of run-
away slaves seems more strict. The shopkeepers are to offer them nei-
ther employment34 nor food. As for other suppliants, taking their resi-
dence at the sanctuary as a given,35 the authorities appear to attempt
to make their living conditions harder: they are not allowed to engage

25 Cf. Hallof and Mileta 1997, 67Ð68.
26 IG XII 6, 156.11Ð12.
27 ThŸr and Tauber 1978, 217Ð218; Shipley 1987, 223.
28 In 323Ð322, 321, or even 320 B.C. (Soverini 1991, 65). On the dates see Shipley

1987, 166Ð168.
29 Shipley 1987, 169Ð170; cf. 202; Habicht 1972 no. 1. with pp. 193Ð194. On the νεω-

π%ιε0%ν cf. L. Robert BCH 59, 1935, 472Ð488 no. 3.10Ð11 (the word is spelled νεωπ%ε0%ν)
with pp. 484Ð485. On Samian neopoiai see E. Buschor, ÔSamische Tempelpßeger,Õ Ath-
Mitt 68, 1953, 11Ð24 (the present inscription is mentioned on p. 12); K. Hallof, ÔDas Kol-
legium der samischen Neopoiai,Õ Tyche 13, 1998, 111Ð113. More generally see Soverini
1991, 63Ð64.

30 The worst slaves, debtors, and those suspected of capital offences.
31 Annales 3.60 (cited by Sokolowski 1978, 145).
32 Sinn 1993, 91Ð92. Cf. Soverini 1991, 83Ð84; Rigsby 1996, 9Ð10.
33 Cf. Soverini 1991, 105 n. 199.
34 HabichtÕs restoration (1972, 221) is secured by a parallel in the Andanian mysteries

regulations, LSCG 65.81. Cf. Sinn 1993, 95. For Nργα παρ�"ειν Habicht (ibid.) cites
B. Haussoulier, Traité entre Delphes et Pellena: Étude de droit grec, Paris, 1917, 40 with n.
1.

35 Cf. Sinn 1993, 94Ð95.
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in retail trade (8Ð9), and the shopkeepers are not allowed to hand their
shop over to them (12Ð13) or to receive anything from them (16Ð17, a
restoration). These restrictions make it clear that living at the sanctuary
will be very difficult, if not impossible, for prospective suppliants, and
it is conceivable that they were listed, at least in part, in the hope that
suppliants, like other unwelcome visitors, would avoid the Heraion in
the Þrst place. In other words, the authorities of the sanctuary appear
to try to eliminate the problem before it arises.36

As is evident from IG XII 6, 156,37 runaway slaves in the precinct
of the Heraion38 and the jurisdiction of the neopoiai were discussed in a
letter of Ptolemy III around the time of the present inscription.39 Much
later, in A.D 23, the inviolability of the Heraion was ratiÞed by the
Roman senate.40

Line 13
On the formula τρ#πωι %7δ� παρευρ�σει %7δεμιPι see J. Crampa
I.Labraunda I p. 56.41

Line 17
4γ%ρ3σιν: Future active < 4γ%ρ�+ω. See Daux 1975.

Lines 17–20
Although some of the proposed restorations are credible, none may be
admitted into the text with a reasonable degree of certainty, since they
postulate circumstances42 which are, in fact, unknown.

36 Cf. above introductory remarks. On the problem in general see Chaniotis 1996.
Regarding the runaway slaves cf. Hallof and Mileta 1997, 67. For some innovative
ways to get rid of suppliants once they had already taken refuge at a sanctuary see
(besides Chaniotis 1996) Gould 1973, 83; cf. Sinn 1993, 92Ð93. I do not follow SoveriniÕs
argument regarding the runaway slaves (1991, 75Ð77 with Appendix I pp. 112Ð114).

37 Habicht 1957, no. 59; Hallof and Mileta 1997. Cf. Soverini 1991, 64, 84Ð85; Rigsby
1996, 395; Chaniotis 1996, 80Ð81.

38 Lines 9Ð10.
39 Cf. above Date.
40 Rigsby 1996 no. 184 with pp. 364Ð366.
41 Habicht 1972, 219.
42 A requirement that the shopkeepers do not receive produce from the unwanted

elements (Habicht 1972, 220), or that they buy only from farmers and write a contract
when buying produce (Koenen 1977, 214Ð215), or that they buy only from producers
and city officials (Sokolowski 1978, 145Ð146), all aiming at deterring thieves and avoid-
ing dealing in stolen goods (which in and of itself is plausible). Dunst (1975, 175) postu-
lated a shortage which resulted in rationing and grain control. Cf. Soverini 1991, 71Ð74.
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Line 19
The geouchoi could be owners of larger or smaller pieces of land as in
Ptolemaic Egypt (Habicht 1972, 220), or lessees of the land of the sanc-
tuary (Soverini 1991, 73Ð74). This second possibility, although somewhat
remote from the literal meaning of the word (LSJ s.v.), might give a bet-
ter sense in the context, as far as this is not obscured by the lacuna.

Lines 27–28
As attractive as DunstÕs [�ερ�ν | δικαστ])ρι%ν is (cf. the possible .�[ερ�ν
ν#μ%ν] in line 29), direct evidence for the existence of this court is cur-
rently lacking. See especially the discussion of ThŸr and Tauber 1978,
219Ð222 (supporting Dunst) and cf. Chaniotis 1996, 80Ð81. As peculiar
as it may seem at Þrst glance, SokolowskiÕs [κα1:κ%ν δικαστ])ρι%ν has a
parallel in 14 B 37 above (see Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 91Ð92).
This, however, is not enough to validate it.

Line 34
The exetastai seem to function here as directors of the city court. They
are otherwise known as Þnancial officials;43 IG XII 6, 14 entrusts them
with its publication.44 See Habicht 1972, 223Ð224; ThŸr and Tauber
1978, 219.

Line 38
The #ερ = παAδες. Sacred slaves were persons who had become the
property of a divinity in some way. They could have been dedicated
like any other material dedication; they could have been born at the
sanctuary or foundlings raised there; the sanctuary could simply have
bought them; some could also have been under an obligation to priests
who had been instrumental in their manumision.45 Euripides Ion 309Ð
311 is particularly instructive:

Ιω. τ%/ 1ε%/ καλ%/μαι δ%/λ%ς ε5μ8 τJ, � γ?ναι.
Κρ. 4ν�1ημα π#λεως, q τιν%ς πρα1ε2ς �π%;
Ιω. %7κ %gδα πλMν Wν6 Λ%U8%υ κεκλ)με1α.

43 In the Samian grain law, IG XII 6, 172.60Ð63, 76Ð78, they audit public accounts.
44 Lines 57Ð58. A similar formula is used in IG XII 6, 42.65Ð67.
45 I follow Hepding RE VIII 2, 1459Ð1460 s.v. Hierodouloi; Y. Garlan, Les esclaves en

Grèce ancienne2, Paris, 1995, 116Ð118; Debord 1982, 86Ð87. See these works for documen-
tation and further bibliography.
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Ion: I am called the slave of the god and I am, my lady.
Creousa: A cityÕs dedication or sold by someone?
Ion: I do not know, except one thing: I am LoxiasÕ.46

Ion is, in fact, a foundling raised at the sanctuary; three of the above
mentioned cases are accordingly represented in this passage. Sacred
slavery is documented in the ancient Near East,47 and the Hellenistic
East is the source of much of the Greek evidence.48

It should be noted that, although slaves could be called πα0δες,
they are elsewhere in this document referred to as δ%/λ%ι. This might
suggest that the �ερ%2 πα0δες are not sacred salves but sacred children.
bΙερ%2 πα0δες are mentioned, however, in a decree from Pergamum,
LSAM 13.25, and �ερ%2 κα2 δημ#σι%ι πα0δες are mentioned in a fragment
of a decree from Olymus, I.Mylasa 862.2. In both of these documents
�ερ%2 πα0δες appear to be temple slaves rather than children.49 The �ερ%2
πα0δες of I.Didyma 40.7Ð8, 41.6050 must be slaves. It is conceivable that
the word πα0δες is used here as a quasi-technical term, distinguishing
between temple slaves and other slaves (δ%/λ%ι).51 Some of these sacred
slaves could have been runaway slaves, like those mentioned in line 21,
who reached this status after they had taken refuge at the Heraion.52

Excluding them from retail trade protects the licensed shopkeepers
from competition53 while allowing the authorities better control over
them and over commercial activity in the sanctuary.

46 Hepding ibid. 1464; Garlan ibid.
47 M.A. Dandamaev, Slavery in Ancient Babylonia. From Nabopolassar to Alexander the Great

(626–331 B.C.), Translated by V.A. Powell, edited by M.A. Powell, D.B. Weisberg, co-
editor, DeKalb, Ill., 1984, 469Ð557; De Vaux 1961, 89Ð90, 382Ð383; SchŸrer 1979, 250Ð
251, 290Ð291.

48 Garlan ibid. For a considerable collection of sources see Hepding ibid. 1460Ð1468.
In general see F. Bšmer, Untersuchungen über die Religion der Sklaven in Griechenland und Rom
II: Die sogenannte sakrale Freilassung in Griechenland und die (δ%/λ%ι) �ερ%8, Wiesbaden, 1960,
149Ð186; Debord 1982, esp. 76Ð90, 95Ð100 and Appendix III (pp. 117Ð124).

49 See Hepding in RE 82 1476 and nn. ad locc. in LSAM and I.Mylasa. Cf. Bšmer
ibid. 173.

50 Bšmer ibid. 171Ð172, 179Ð180; Debord 1982, 87. b� �ερ�ς τ:ς 1ε%/ Πελ?σι%ς
mentioned in the Heraion inventory IG XII 6, 261.39 may be a sacred slave of some
sort (Bšmer ibid. 158), although he has been taken to be a priest (J.P. Barron, The Silver
Coinage of Samos, London 1966, 134 n. 13 (Hallof Õs IG comm. ad loc.)). On �ερ%8 see also
L. Robert, Hellenica VI, Paris 1948, 49Ð50.

51 I owe this point to Ben Millis.
52 See Habicht 1972, 225; cf. Chaniotis 1996, 81Ð83; Hallof and Mileta 1997, 265.
53 Cf. Habicht 1972, 224; ThŸr and Tauber 1978, 216 n. 36.
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*U%υσ8α: The construction of *U%υσ8α with the genitive is difficult.
There can, however, be little doubt as to the meaning. See SoveriniÕs
discussion (1991, 79Ð80).
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IG XII 6, 170

SAMOS(?). SALE OF A PRIESTHOOD. FIRST-SECOND
CENTURY B.C.

A fragment of a gray marble stele broken on all sides. The stone was dis-
covered in 1924 in a building in Pithagorio (ancient Samos) by Albert Rehm
who copied it, made a squeeze, and had it transferred to the museum where
it seems to have to been lost. The squeeze survives in the collection of the
Inscriptiones Graecae in Berlin.

H. 0.18, W. 0.19, Th. 0.085. L.H. 0.012. Interlinear Space 0.003.

Ed. K. Hallof, IG XII 6, 170 with p. 608 (pt. II, Addenda).

saec. IIÐI a.

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
[- - - - - - - - - - - -] [- - -] [.] [ - - - ]
[- - - A �]ερε@ς παρ�Uει πατ[ - - - - - - - - ]
[- - - - κ]α2 τιμ�ς WUει κα2 4.τ[�λειαν - - - ]

4 [- - - - κ]α1#τι *ν τ:ι κ%ιν:ι [διαγρα(:ι ]
[διαγ�γραπ]ται, τ�ν �ωμ�ν τα[0ς - - - - - ]
[- - - >μ�ρ]αις στε(αν	σε[ι - - - - - - - - ]
[- - - - - -] *κ "%8νικ%ς πατρΙΗ[ - - - - - - ]

8 [- - - - -ε5]ς τ� 1?ματα κα2 Τ� [ - - - - - ]
[- - - δρα"]μ�ς δ?% aκ�στ%υ μην[�ς- - - ]
[- - - - τM]ν �ερωσ?νην Ν0κ%ς Νικ[ - - - - ]
[- - - - π#]λει κ%ιν:ι διαγρα(:ι [ - - - - ]
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Restorations. Suppl. Rehm apud Hallof || 2 πατ[ρ8 - - -] Dunst apud Hallof || 3 4.τ[�λ-
- -] Rehm, plenius Dunst || 5 Dunst: [συγγ�γραπ]ται Rehm || 5–6 fortasse τα[0ς πρ%-
γεγραμ|μ�ναις >μ�ρ]αις Hallof || 7 in. fortasse Nλατρ%ν vel tale quid L.; πατρ2 Η (V?)
Dunst: fortasse πατρ8η[ς- - -] Hallof || 8 τ� .ν vel τ% .@[ς- - -] idem || 9 Rehm || 10 in. A
πρι�μεν%ς vel *πρ8ατ%(?) Hallof; Ν8κ[%υ - - -](?) Rehm.

Epigraphical Commentary. The stone is lost. Hallof Õs IG edition is based on RehmÕs notes
and squeeze. The division of the lines is arbitrary.

11 Last trace: � or Υ.
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Translation

(2) [- - -] the priest will furnish [- - -] he will have honors(?) and exemp-
tion [- - -] (4) according to [what is written] in the public [diagraphe],
he will garland the altar(?) on (6) the [prescribed (vel sim.)] days [- - -
cake/cakes (made)] from a choinix [- - -] (8) for the offerings and [- - -]
two drachmas each month [- - -] (10) the priesthood Nikos [son of ?]
Nik[ - - -] the city [- - -] the public diagraphe.

Commentary

This is one of two inscriptions dealing with the sale of priesthoods
known from Samos. The other one, IG XII 1197,1 Þrst published by
P. Herrmann, ÔEine Òpierre erranteÓ in Samos: Kultgesetz der Kory-
banten,Õ Chiron 32, 2002, 157Ð172, probably reached Samos from Ery-
thrae. The present stone is also likely to have reached the island (per-
haps due to use as ballast or some such thing) from a mainland location
where the sale of priesthoods was practiced.2 The use of the future
indicative in lines 2Ð3 alongside the likely indication of the buyerÕs
name in line 10 suggests that the present document is a contract for
sale.3

Date. The date is based on letter forms.4

Line 2
Παρ�"ω is mostly used in sales of priesthoods when priests are assigned
to furnish sacriÞcial paraphernalia (grain, incense, cakes, Þrewood);5

items due to the priest are ordinarily governed by a form of λαμ��νω.6

See LSCG 87.4; LSAM 1.4; 37.10; 38 [A 15], B 10; cf. Iscr.Cos ED 236.11;
LSCG 151 A 45Ð46, 50, 56, 58, 61, 62Ð63, B 4, 7, 16Ð17, D 2Ð3, 4Ð5, 20;
LSCG 156.20Ð21.

1 Appendix B 1.21 below.
2 Hallof IG XII 6 II Addenda p. 608.
3 See Part I pp. 49Ð50.
4 K. Hallof per epistulam electronicam.
5 The verb is used differently in LSAM 73.5Ð6 (quoted in Part I pp. 51Ð52).
6 L. Robert BCH 59, 1935, 433 (= Opera Minora Selecta I, 190).
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Line 3
4.τ[�λειαν]: Exemption from a variety of duties for buyers of priesthoods
is very common. These may include military service (LSAM 1.14; 5.2)
and certain liturgies (as in LSAM 37.28Ð30).7 Exemption from public
duties would understandably be applicable mainly to men. As Parker
and Obbink have noted (2000, 424), exemption (from taxes?) is granted
to a woman in LSCG 120.11.

Lines 4–5, 12
κ%ινM διαγρα(): The present document is evidently a concise or modi-
Þed version of another, more detailed document referred to as the κ%ινM
διαγρα().8 This is likely to have been a sort of a master document con-
taining the full set of regulations governing the priesthood in question,
used as a basis for subsequent documents, promulgated and published
whenever the priesthood would be put on the market for sale.9

Lines 5–9
Matters regarding the performance of cult are probably referred to
here.

Line 7
JΕκ "%8νικ%ς probably refers to the amount of grain used for one or
more sacriÞcial cakes.10 On cakes see commentary on 23 B 3 below.

Line 8
The speciÞc force of 1/μα/1?ματα (generally ÔofferingÕ) is a matter for
conjecture. The word is not frequent in sacred laws. In LSCG 65.33,
64Ð73 passim, 86, 75, in LSCG 68.18, in 5.37 above, and probably in 27

7 See Parker and Obbink 2000, 424; 2001, 232Ð233.
8 I am not aware of direct parallels. Cf., however, the κ%ιν%2 ν#μ%ι: public, i.e. city

laws, above 14 B 44, 87 (Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 94).
9 Cf. LSAM 34.22Ð25 with SokolowskiÕs note p. 99; Segre 1937, 86Ð87; Parker and

Obbink 2000, 419, 421, 424.
10 I note that the amount of grain needed for (one or more) of the sizable, ßat cakes

(cf. Hesychius s.v. *λατ)ρ; Kearns 1994, 66Ð67) known as Nλατρ%ν (this form, attested
at Miletus and Priene, would be preferable here) or *λατ)ρ is always indicated in
sacred laws: LSAM 37.10Ð12 (Priene) παρ�Uεται (the buyer (A πρ.ι .� .με|.ν .%.ς lines 3Ð4) shall
provide) É Nλατρα, É *κ τεταρτ�ως, É *U >μι�κτ%υ, É *γ δ?% "%ιν8κων; 50.36 (Miletus)
Nλατρα *U >μεδ8μν% É πλακ#ντινα (ßat); LSCG 151 B 9Ð10 (Cos) *λατMρ *U >μι�κτ%υ
[σπ]|υρ3ν (wheat); cf. the *λατ:ρ "%ινικια|0%ς (of a choinix) in LSCG 19.7Ð8 (Athens).
Other possibilities exist (see e.g. LSCG 135.71Ð73, 78Ð79; LSAM 38 A 14, B 10).
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A 12 below, it denotes victims (similarly in the treaty between Cnossus
and Tylissus, Meiggs-Lewis, GHI 42 B 31 (IC I viii 4, I xxx 1; Nomima

I 54).11 In LSS 113.13Ð14 from Axos it denotes rather the offering of
victims, i.e. ÔsacriÞces.Õ12 Both meanings are possible here.

Line 9
The two drachmas per month could perhaps be a reference to an
allowance given to the priest for cultic or other expenses. Cf. LSAM

7.9Ð10, 14Ð16, 20Ð23, 26Ð27; 49 A 13Ð16.

11 Cf. IC IV 145.9 with Casabona 1966, 153. The meaning in 23 D 4 below is
unclear.

12 See Casabona 1966, 150Ð151 and in general 146Ð154.
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SEG XXXV 923

CHIOS. TWO DECREES CONCERNING THE
PRIESTHOOD OF EILEITHYIA. CA. 400 B.C.

A block of gray marble, brought from Myloi Kastellou to the museum at Chios
in 1983. A stripe runs along the top and the two sides which appear to be
rough-picked. The inscribed face is broken on the upper left and the lower
right where the stone is also particularly worn. The back is rough-picked and
a large part of it appears to have been detached. The stone has probably been
re-used as a step in stairs. The advanced attrition makes the letters especially
difficult to read.

H. 0.58, W. 0.485, Th. 0.25. L.H. 0.013 . Interlinear space 0.003.

Chios, Archaeological Museum. Inv. 3568.

Ed. Koumanoudis and Matthaiou 1985 (= SEG XXXV 923).

Cf. Sarikakis 1989, Α 306, Π 92; Osborne 1993, 401Ð402 (= SEG XLIII 1310);
Rhodes 1997, 230; Sarikakis 1998, 292.1

Photograph: Koumanoudis and Matthaiou 1985, 106 (fair).

ca. 400 a. ΣΤ�Ι�. 24

A [ 9. . . . . . . . . γν] .	μη6 .�[ε]ρ�[αι JΕλει]-
[18η]ς6 *[π] .M .ν .> π#λις π%ιC:, .γ.8[ν].εσ1-
[αι] παρ� τe% .4γωγ[e%] 4λ(8των >μυσ-

4 .υκτ�ως [σ]8[τ]% >μ8ε .κτ%ν6 Vν δ� 5δ-
ι	της π%ι[C:], δ8δ%σ1αι 4π� τe% �.ε-
.ρ[e%], Xστε * .ς [τ�] .λ[8]κν%ν *ν1ε0[ν]αι
[μ] .%0ραν κα2 γ�ρας κα2 γλ3σσαν

8 [κα2] τ .�δε 4να .λ[8]σκεσ1αι α7τe% μ-
[ε]τ� τ3ν γυναικ3ν τ3ν π[%]ι[η]σασ-

.�[ων] τ� � .ρ�6 εgν .α.ι [δ�] τα7τ� τ .α/τ-

Restorations. Suppl. Koumanoudis et Matthaiou || 1 [Πρυτ�νεων γν] .	μη K. -M. vid.
adn. || 1–2 �[ε]ρ�[αι JΕλει|18η]ς Oikonomides apud K. -M.

1 The agogos.
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.α .κ .α2 Oταν �ρ�ν κα1αιρ�ωσιν κ-
12 .α.2 .σπ[%ν]δ[�ς] π .%[ι�ωνται(?)]. vvvvvv

B JΕπ2 Π[ερ]ικλ�%ς6 Λε[υ]κ .α .1ε3ν%ς .v-
γδ .#[ηι6 >] �%υλ .M .Nγν[ω] .� .ασιλ�ων ψ-
:(%ν .1.ε[μ] .�ν[ω]ν6 [τ] .:.ι .�.ε .ρ� .αι τ:ς ’ .Ε-

16 .λει18 .η .ς, [O]τ .α .ν .> π#λις π[%] .:ι, γ[8ν]-
εσ1αι τ .� .* .ν [τ]:ι στ)ληι [γ].ε[γ]ρα[μ]-
.μ� .ν .α κα[2] 4π .� [τ]%/ �ε .ρ .�[%] .υ [4] .π .%δ[#]-
σ[1]αι [κ] .ε( .αλ)ν6 .V[ν] .δ.� 5[δ].ι .	[τ] .η .ς .π[%]-

20 .ι .:ι, γ8 .ν .εσ .1αι α7τ .:.ι τ� [*ν τ] .:ι .σ-
τ)λη.ι .γεγ .ραμμ .�ν .α6 .V[ν δ� τ]ι .=[λλ]-
% λ .�� .ηι, [+] .η .μι .%/σ .1[α]ι, [z] .ς .%[� 1?%ν(?)]-
τες τ� [�ε] .ρ[ε]0[α]6 .τ .α ./.τα [δ� πρ%σ]γ[ρ]-

24 � .ψαι πρ�ς τ .M[ν] στ .)λη .ν [παρ� τ3ι]
[bΗ] .ρ .α8ωι6 *πιμελη1:ναι [δ� τ%] .@[ς]
[�ε] .ρ%π%ι%@ς ΑΝΤΙ . Ν[ 8. . . . . . . .]

vacat

Restorations. 12 .σπ[%ν]δ[�ς] L.: .σπ[%ν]δ[)ν] K. -M.; Þn. K. -M. in textu π .%[ι�ωσιν]. vvvvvvv in
adn. π .%[ι�ωνται]. vvvvvv habent || 22–23 [1?%ν]|τες ((?) adieci): [=γ%ν]|τες Oikonomides
apud K. -M. || 26 Þn. JΑντ8 .%ν[α] (nomen alicuius hieropoiou)? 4ντ2 .Kν .�? 4ντ8 .%ν .�?
prima verum lectio ipsis editoribus melior esse videtur (cf. Sarikakis 1989, Α 306).

Epigraphical Commentary. I have not seen the stone; the epigraphical notes are based on
the Þrst edition.

26 End: ΑΝΤΙ . Ν[ 8. . . . . . . .]: The letters are very worn; ΑΝΤΙ .�Ν[ 8. . . . . . . .] or
ΑΝΤΙ .ΩΝ .�[ 7. . . . . . .] could be read.

Translation

A Decree [of - - -]: Whenever the city performs (a sacriÞce), the
priestess of Eleithia shall receive from the agogos a hemiekteus of [grain]
of (=for) a hemisykteus of barley groats. (4) If a private person performs
(a sacriÞce), a portion (of meat) shall be given from the victim, so as
to be placed in the liknon, and the priestly prerogative, and the tongue.
These shall be consumed on the spot with the women who performed
the sacriÞce (or: rites). (10) The same rules shall be also in effect when
they slaughter a victim and perform libations.

B Under Pericles; on the eighth of Leukatheon; the council decreed;
the basileis put the matter to the vote: (15) Whenever the city performs
(a sacriÞce), the priestess of Eleithia shall receive whatever is inscribed
on the stele, and of the victim the head shall be given to her. (19) If
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a private person performs (a sacriÞce), she shall receive whatever is
inscribed on the stele. (21) If she takes something else, she shall be Þned,
[as those sacriÞcing the victims(?)]. (23) This shall be written in addition
on the stele [at the] Heraion. The hieropoioi shall take care [- - -]

Commentary

The chronological relationship between these two rather difficult de-
crees (A-B) is clear: the second is later than the Þrst. It cannot be
much later, since the letters of both decrees appear to be similar.2

The exact reasons that brought the local religious authorities to revise
the regulations within a short period of time are unknown. The two
essential points in B are the assignment of the victimÕs head to the
priestess at a public sacriÞce (lines 18Ð19), where she had not received
any part of the victim in A, and the punishment clause (lines 21Ð23). B
is evidently an afterthought, reßecting some general dissatisfaction with
A. Considering the addition of an actual part of the victim to the grain
given to the priestess in A and the punishment, B could also reßect a
more particular dissatisfaction on the part of the cult personnel with
the distribution of the sacriÞcial parts prescribed in A, being an attempt
to deal with the possible outcomes (i.e. cult personnel taking additional
portions) of this dissatisfaction.

Date. Koumanoudis and Matthaiou dated the inscriptions on the
basis of the genitive singular in ø%, the omission of ι in π%8Cη (lines 2, [5];
note, however, the transition to scriptio plena in B),3 and on the shortened
introductory formulas.4

Line 1
Rhodes (1997, 230) found Koumanoudis and MatthaiouÕs [πρυτ�νεων
γν] .	μη unsatisfactory: the word πρυτ�νεις (in the plural) is not attested
in contemporary Chian inscriptions;5 surviving Chian documents em-

2 Koumanoudis and Matthaiou 1985, 109.
3 Although ηι>η occurs in the dative singular of the Þrst declension, it seems ex-

tremely rare at this time in the third singular subjunctive. H.W. Smyth, The Sounds
and Inflections of the Greek Dialects: Ionic, Oxford, 1894, ¤240; Thumbs-Kieckers-Scherer,
Handbuch der griechischen Dialekte, Heidelberg, 1932Ð1959, II 311.8b; Buck, GD 38. In Attic
cf. Threatte, GAI I 22.021 (p. 360), 23.012b (p. 380); II 66.03 (p. 466).

4 Koumanoudis and Matthaiou 1985, 109.
5 Except for I.Erythrai 15.21 which cannot be attributed to Chios with certainty. On

the problem of such pierres errantes at Chios see Graf 1985, 11. Prytaneis are mentioned
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ploy as a dating device a reference by name to a single πρ?τανις,
obviously an eponymous magistrate;6 γν	μη (i.e. decree) or a form of
γιγν	σκω is not used with the proposers but rather with the deciding
body.7 By analogy to line 13 one would like to make this body the
council, but �%υλ:ς cannot be restored here without assuming a vacat

of three letters.8 The restoration would be easier, if information about
contemporary Chios and its institutions were not so limited.

�[ε]ρ�[αι]: For the form cf. F. Bechtel, Die griechischen Dialekte, Berlin,
1921Ð1924, III ¤11.2.

JΕλει18η is a variant of Ε5λε81υια whose name appears in no less
than seven other spelling variations.9 As e-re-u-ti-ja her name is attested
in a Linear B tablet from Cnossus.10 Ε5λε81υιαι (in the plural) are
mentioned in the Iliad.11 Although her cult is fairly widely attested, this
is, to the best of my knowledge, the only Greek sacred law devoted
to it.12 Eileithyia shares her function as a birth goddess with other
deities, notably with Artemis-Hecate.13 On the practical details of her
cult see Pingiatoglou 1981, esp. 77Ð81. As the publication clause at the
end of the second decree implies, her cult here seems connected to
the cult of Hera.14 Private sacriÞce referred to here would presumably
be connected to childbirth or perhaps marriage, the latter being also

in SEG XII 390 A 30 dated to the last quarter of the fourth century B.C. For the date
(perhaps ca. 320) cf. SEG XXX 1070.

6 G. BusoltÑH. Swoboda, Griechische Staatskunde, Munich, 1920Ð1927, I, 505; Sarika-
kis 1998, 323. Chian documents (Rhodes, 1997, 228Ð230): Syll.3 283 (Tod, GHI 192) 1;
286.1; LSCG 118.10, 22Ð23 [SEG XIX 571.1; 580.1].

7 Rhodes 1997, 230.
8 [> τ:ς �%λ:ς γν] .	μη seems too awkward.
9 Koumanoudis and Matthaiou 1985, 110.

10 KN Gg 705.1 (J. Chadwick et al., Corpus of Mycenean Inscriptions from Knossos I,
p. 268); cf. Pingiatoglou 1981, 30.

11 11.269, 19.119 (but singular in 16.187, 19.103; Od. 19.188). See in general R. Olmos
LIMC III 1, 685Ð699 s.v. Eileithyia; for a comprehensive review of the evidence see Pin-
giatoglou 1981; an older collection of sources is P.V.C. Bauer, Eileithyia (The University
of Missouri Studies vol. I no. 4), [Chicago], 1902.

12 She is mentioned (as JΙλει1?α) in LSS 17 B 5 and (as JΙλι1υ8α) in I.Kyz II 1.5 (cf.
below Appendix B 1.31).

13 E.g. Aesch. Supp. 676Ð677 fΑρτεμιν δJ bΕκ�ταν γυναι|κ3ν λ#"%υς *(%ρε?ειν ((We
always pray that) Artemis-Hecate watch over the womenÕs childbirth). Plutarch Quaest.
Conviv. 3.10, 659A É τMν fΑρτεμιν Λ%"ε8αν κα2 Ε5λε81υιαν, %7κ %lσαν aτ�ραν V τMν
σελ)νην, ~ν%μ�σ1αι (Artemis is called Locheia and Eileithyia, being none other than
the moon (i.e. Selene-Hecate)). Cf. Catullus 34.

14 Cf. below commentary on lines 24Ð25.
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the domain of Hera.15 In PlatoÕs Laws (784a) the women supervising
procreation are required to meet in the temple of Eileithyia where they
would discuss cases of young couples attending to matters other than
Ôthe rules set at the sacriÞces and rites performed at the marriage.Õ
Regarding public cult, it is worth noting that on Delos Eileithyia was
honored with a special festival.16

Line 2, 5, 9–10
π%ιC:: The context suggests that sacriÞceÑperformed through priestly
agencyÑshould be understood with π%ιC:.17 In lines 9Ð10 the meanings
ÔritesÕ and ÔsacriÞcesÕ are practically indistinguishable as the rites clearly
involve sacriÞce.

Line 3
4γωγ#ς: As Koumanoudis and Matthaiou suggested,18 it is reasonable
that the otherwise unattested 4γωγ#ς supervises (or, perhaps, manages)
the sacriÞce. They are probably right in assuming that his title evolved
from his task of leading victims to sacriÞce. Although the actual cult
practice appears to be managed by women (cf. lines 9Ð10),19 the agogos

seems to be a man. His function is probably auxiliary. LSAM 61.8Ð9
appears to authorize a man to assist in slaughtering victims in a cult
that otherwise seems to be run by women; a similar state of affairs
might be detected in LSAM 6.2Ð3.20

Line 3–4
The =λ(ιτα are barley groats used for sprinkling the sacriÞcial victim
or offered on the altar.21 A custom of sprinkling roast meat with =λ(ιτα
can be traced back to Homer.22 In Od. 14.429 Eumaeus, the swineherd,
sprinkles barley meal (4λ(8τ%υ 4κτ)) over the pieces of meat which he
had cut off all limbs of the victim before throwing them into the Þre.23

15 On Hera and marriage cf. above commentary on 1.32.
16 See P. Bruneau, Recherches sur les cultes de Délos a l’époque hellénistique et à l’époque

impérial, Paris, 1970, 215Ð219; Pingiatoglou 1981, 79Ð80.
17 Cf. Casabona 1966, 11Ð12 and more generally 5Ð18.
18 1985, 108; cf. Sarikakis 1998, 292.
19 For parallels see Pingiatoglou 1981, 78.
20 For the exclusion of men from feminine cults cf. also LSCG 63.10; 127.5Ð10.
21 Explicitly so (with other substances) in the calendar of Cos, LSCG 151 A 47.
22 Il. 18.558Ð560 (the interpretation of this passage is disputed; see M. Edwards (in

G.S. Kirk ed.), The Iliad: A Commentary, Cambridge 1985Ð1993, V, 224; Od. 14.76Ð77.
23 On this passage see Burkert 1985, 66Ð67; Petropoulou 1987; cf. above commentary
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The difference between =λ(ιτα and %7λα8 (barley groats or corns; Att.
vλα8) may lie in their use,24 the %7λα8 being destined for sprinkling over
the altar and the head of the victim before killing,25 the =λ(ιτα being
used after the kill.

bΗμυσυκτ�ως is a hapax.26 As Koumanoudis and Matthaiou sug-
gested (1985, 108), the meaning would be mμισυς27 aκτε?ς plus a aκτε?ς,
i.e. 11/2 aκτε?ς = 3 >μ8εκτα = 3/12 or 1/4 μ�διμν%ς. The priestess would
thus receive one half of a hekteus of grain for each three hemiekta (i.e.
hemysykteus) of barley groats (i.e. one third). Σ0τ%ς (grain; either wheat
or barley) is, to the best of my knowledge, not attested in comparable
regulations.28 Its use here is not so clear but the amount seems com-
mensurate with the amount of barley groats which in turn may depend
on the number of victims.29

Lines 5–6
bΙερ#ν is not used frequently in the singular for an offering.30 The
meaning ÔvictimÕ (= �ερε0%ν)31 is particularly difficult.32 But, considering
the repetition of the phrase in lines 18Ð19, this is likely a mere spelling
variation and the meaning Ôvictim,Õ whether a spelling variation or not,
also seems unavoidable in line 11.

Line 6
The liknon was an oval, shovel-shaped, wickerwork basket used as a
winnowing fan.33 It functioned as a basket in the cult of Dionysus,

on 3.16Ð17. More generally see van Straten 1995, 141Ð144.
24 LSJ s.vv.
25 On this use of barley groats see Burkert 1985, 66; Detienne in Detienne and

Vernant 1989, 10; van Straten 1995, 32Ð33, 37Ð38.
26 Although Koumanoudis and Matthaiou (1985, 108) suggest [>μυσ]υκτ�ως Α[- - -]

in LSS 76.8.
27 dΗμυσυς (assimilation) is documented; see LSJ s.v. mμισυς.
28 The word is used differently in LSS 38 (CID I 7 with note on p. 22).
29 Cf. Koumanoudis and Matthaiou 1985, 108.
30 See LSCG 133.4 with Casabona 1966, 11.
31 On the meaning of �ερε0%ν see below commentary on 27 B 10.
32 Casabona 1966, 15Ð16; cf., however, LSS 10 B 5, 8.
33 In general see J. Schelp, Das Kanoun: der griechische Opferkorb, WŸrzburg, 1975, 11

with n. 16, cf. 60. A large collection of literary and iconographic evidence may be found
in J.A. Harrison, Prolegomena to the Study of Greek Religion3, Cambridge, 1922, esp. 517Ð538,
546Ð548. See also M.P. Nilsson, The Dionysiac Mysteries of the Hellenistic and Roman Age
(ActaAth-8o 5), Lund, 1957, esp. 21Ð38, 108Ð109, 115; C. BŽrard, AntK 19, 1976, 101Ð114;
Kroll RE XIII 538Ð541, s.v. Liknon. On the liknon at Roman period Eleusis see Nilsson
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and in the marriage rite,34 and was also used as a cradle.35 The liknon

and the far more regular sacriÞcial basket, the καν%/ν, may have been
interchangeable.36 But, considering EileithyiaÕs role as a birth goddess,
her connection to Hera, and the latterÕs close affinities with marriage,
the usage of the liknon which may be related both to birth (as a cradle)
and marriage might be meaningful here.

Line 7
Γ�ρας (mostly in the plural: γ�ρα or γ�ρη) is used frequently for priestly
prerogatives, especially in Asia Minor, the Ionian islands, and Cos.37

When the contents of the γ�ρας are speciÞed, they comprise mostly
parts of the victim(s). Money is possible.38 There are some instances,

ibid. 36 with n. 38; idem GGR I3 pl. 43.2. For a possible connection between ritual
baskets and the cult of Eileithyia in Athens see Pingiatoglou 1981, 78.

34 Zenobius 3.98 (Corpus Paroemiographorum Graecorum I p. 82): JΑ1)νησι γ�ρ *ν τ%0ς
γ�μ%ις N1%ς �ν, 4μ(ι1αλ: πα0δα �κ�ν�αις (Hesych.: 4κ�ν1ας) μετ� δρυ�νων καρπ3ν
στ�(εσ1αι, κα2 λ8κν%ν =ρτ%ν πλ:ρες περι(�ρ%ντα λ�γειν, fΕ(υγ%ν κακ#ν, εjρ%ν =μειν%ν
(There was a marriage custom at Athens for a boy who had both his parents alive to
be crowned with a crown of thorns(?) and oak fruits and, carrying around a liknon full
of bread, to say: ÔI (or: they) have ßed bad and found betterÕ). Cf. Hesychius s.v. N(υγ%ν
κακ#ν, εjρ%ν =μειν%ν etc. See Harrison ibid. 532Ð533; Nilsson, The Dionysiac Mysteries,
36; J.H. Oakley and R.H. Sinos, The Wedding in Ancient Athens, Madison, 1993, 28Ð29.
On the liknon in marriage rites cf. also A.-M. VŽrilhac and C. Vial, Le mariage grec du VIe
siècle av. J. -C. à l’époque d’Auguste (BCH suppl. 32), Paris, 1998, 353.

35 In the Homeric hymn to Hermes the baby Hermes goes back innocently to his
liknon (l. 150 (cf. 21, 63, 254, 290, 358)) after he had stolen the cattle of Apollo. The cattle
stealing scene is depicted on an Attic red Þgure fragment (LIMC V 2 s.v. Hermes 242a)
which shows the baby Hermes equipped with his hat and staff, lying in his liknon with
one member of the stolen herd to his right. See Harrison ibid. 523.

36 Hesychius s.v. λ8κν%ν6 καν%/ν. Cf., however, Harpocration s.v. λικν%(#ρ%ς: τ�
λ8κν%ν πρ�ς πPσαν τελετMν κα2 1υσ8αν *πιτ)δει#ν *στιν6 A τ%/τ% %lν (�ρων λικν%(#ρ%ς
λ�γ%ιτJ =ν (The liknon is suitable for every mystery rite; whoever carries it may be called
a liknophoros). It seems clear that a mystery rite, rather than simply a rite is meant here
by τελετ). This is a gloss on Demosthenes De Cor. 260, where the author ridicules
Aeschines, presenting him as an accomplice in his motherÕs superstitious mystery rites.
Cf. Harrison ibid. 533; Nilsson, The Dionysiac Mysteries, 23. On the meaning of τελετ)
see K. Clinton, ÔStages of Initiation in the Eleusinian and Samothracian Mysteries,Õ in
M.B. Cosmopoulos (ed.), Greek Mysteries: The Archaeology and Ritual of Ancient Greek Secret
Cults, London and New York, 2003, 50Ð78.

37 Less frequently in Athens: LSCG 2 A 3; 18 E 55Ð56; [LSS 8.9]; LSS 19.28. On
priestly prerogatives see commentary on 3.5 above.

38 It is formally included in the γ�ρα in LSAM 23.10Ð12+SEG XLVII 1638.6Ð11
(Appendix B 3.11 below). Only money is assigned to the priest in the Chian LSS 77.10Ð
12 Ôwhen the city holds a banquet.Õ
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both Chian39 and other,40 where an unspeciÞed γ�ρας is prescribed,
as here, together with other, speciÞc parts of the victim. Some docu-
ments refer to ÔcustomaryÕ γ�ρα/η41 or to those which were recorded
elsewhere.42 It is possible that a ÔcustomaryÕ γ�ρας would consist of the
most common prerogatives: a thigh or leg of the victim and its skin.43

The same is possible for an unspeciÞed γ�ρας.44 At any rate, the phrase
4π� τe% �.ε| .ρ[e%] (lines 5Ð6) implies a part of the victim here.

The μ%0ρα is perhaps a portion of the rest of the remaining meat
(i.e. minus the γ�ρας) which has been divided into portions to be dis-
tributed among the participants.45 A double portion of meat is com-
monly assigned to the priest in other Chian priesthood regulations.46

The tongue is frequently given to the priest.47 If any general conclu-
sion may be drawn from the few comparable Chian laws which have
reached us, this seems to have been a local norm. Four out of seven
assign the tongue to the priest (LSCG 119.3, 7; LSS 77.7; 78.7; 129.2Ð3).
The remaining three (LSCG 117; 120; LSS 130) are too fragmentary to
draw any conclusions.

Lines 8–10
On the requirement to consume the sacriÞcial meat on the spot see
commentary on 16.5Ð6 above. To the best of my knowledge, this is the
only instance in which it is documented on Chios. Osborne pointed out

39 LSCG 120.4: [- - -] κα2 γ�ρας (even without endorsing the restorations); LSS 78.4Ð8.
40 LSAM 46.1.
41 γ�ρη τ� ε51ισμ�να LSAM 32.53; τ� *1ι+#μενα γ�ρα SEG XXXIX 1135.26; τ�

ν%μι+#μενα γ�ρα SEG XLV 1508 A 9Ð10, 24; cf. Aristophanes Plutus 1185. For a similar
expression cf. also τ� γ�ρα τ� γιν#μενα in LSAM 45.17; I.Labraunda 1.4.

42 τ� γ�ρα/η τ� γεγραμμ�να LSS 19.28; LSAM 45.8Ð10 (cf. 17); 49 A 28; γ�ρη κατ� τ�
γεγραμμ�να LSCG 161 A 20Ð21; γ�ρη τ� (δια)τεταγμ�να LSAM 49 B 30Ð31, 36Ð37; (cf. 60
A 3Ð4, [B 3Ð4]).

43 Puttkammer 1912, 7Ð8; cf. above commentary on 3.5. The skin may be exempted
from priestly prerogatives in private sacriÞces (LSAM 44.13Ð15; 73.9Ð16 (Part I pp. 51Ð
52)); skins from public sacriÞces may also be sold (see Part I pp. 71Ð72).

44 Sokolowski LSS p. 140.
45 See Berthiaume 1982, 49Ð50. Cf. Puttkammer 1912, 14Ð15; Le Guen-Pollet 1991,

19Ð20. Generally on distribution see commentary on 14 B 66Ð67 above.
46 LSS 76.7; 129.6; 130.2 μ%8ρας δ?%; 77.7Ð8 É κρ|ε3ν δ?% μ%8ρας δ[8]κρεως (two

portions of a double portion of meat); LSCG 119.4Ð5, 8Ð9 μερ8δα (portion) δ8κρεων. The
δ8κρεας may be two cuts of two kinds of meat; see Sokolowski LSS p. 139; Ziehen LGS
II p. 298; Le Guen-Pollet 1991, 22). One notes that the combination μ%0ρα κα2 γ�ρας
(without any connection to sacriÞcial meat) appears once in Homer, Od. 11.534: μ%0ραν
κα2 γ�ρας *σ1λ�ν N"%ν ((Achilles) having a share (of the booty) and his noble γ�ρας).

47 Puttkammer 1912, 13; Kadletz 1981.
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(1993, 402 n. 45) that a requirement to consume priestly prerogatives on
the spot is unparalleled.

ÔThe women who performed the hieraÕ (cf. above commentary on
line 2) can be both worshippers48 and cult personnel. Each one of these
possibilities is supported by the use of π%ιε0ν τ� �ερ� in Chian priest-
hood regulations, the Þrst by LSS 77.5Ð6, the second by LSS 129.10Ð11.
The requirement for the priestess to share her prerogatives with the
worshippers is odd since, in a way, it renders prerogatives meaningless.
There is reason to believe that the cult involved more personnel than
a single priestess.49 Perhaps sharing the priestly prerogatives with these
cult personnel is possible.

On the signiÞcance of these lines to the question of the part taken by
women in Greek animal sacriÞce see Osborne 1993, 401Ð402.

Lines 11–12
The verb κα1αιρ�ω is, as Koumanoudis and Matthaiou noted (185,
109), used by Euripides in the sense Ôto slaughter, slayÕ in a (rather more
gruesome) sacriÞcial context in the Electra.50

For �ρ#ν see above commentary on lines 5Ð6.
The present stipulation evidently concerns a special sacriÞcial occa-

sion distinct from those covered above. As Koumanoudis and Mat-
thaiou understood, the sacriÞce is offered by the city but the prerog-
atives are the same as those prescribed for private sacriÞce. Otherwise,
it is difficult to see the need for a separate stipulation.51 If, as it appears,
this occasion consists of a libation ceremony combined with sacriÞce,
σπ%νδα8 seems preferable to σπ%νδ).52 As regards the verb, the middle
is used in the calendar of Cos, LSCG 151 A 40:53 *πε2 δ� κα σπ%νδ�ς

48 Koumanoudis and Matthaiou 1985, 108.
49 PausaniasÕ (2.35.11) discussion of the sanctuary and worship of Eileithyia in Her-

mione seems to imply the same. In Athens cf. the Ersephoroi of Eileithyia at Agrai
mentioned in IG II2 5099 (Pingiatoglou 1981, 78).

50 1142Ð1143: καν%/ν δJ *ν:ρκται κα2 τε1ηγμ�νη σ(αγ8ς, | mπερ κα1ε0λε τα/ρ%ν, κτλ.
(The kanoun is here ready and the knife has been sharpened, the one which slew the
Bull (i.e. Aegisthus)).

51 Alternatively one may understand ÔThe same rules shall be in effect both when
they slaughter a victim and when they perform libation(s).Õ It is hard to say how the
rules prescribed for sacriÞce would apply for libation(s). One notes that .σπ[%ν]δ[)ν/�ς]
is ambiguous. Autopsy of the stone was, however, impossible for me.

52 See Casabona 1966, 259. These libations are distinct from the ordinary sacriÞcial
libations; cf. in this respect commentary on 27 A 11Ð12 (the context is of course
different).

53 Cited by Koumanoudis and Matthaiou 1985, 109.
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.π[%ι)]σ[ω]νται (the reference is to the banquet of the cult officials). It
therefore looks slightly preferable to me, although the case is indeci-
sive.54

Lines 13–14
Nothing else is known of Pericles (Sarikakis 1989, Π 92).

On the Chian calendar see TrŸmpy 1997, 102Ð105; Graf 1985, 18Ð21
(cf. 145); cf. Samuel 1972, 124Ð125; Sarikakis 1998, 305Ð306. The month
of Leukatheon is attested in other North-Ionic cities. TrŸmpy tenta-
tively matches the Chian Leukatheon with the Athenian Hecatomba-
ion.

Line 14
The Basileus. The office of basileus is mentioned in the so-called Consti-

tution of Chios55 line 4 (mid-sixth century B.C.), and a basileus, perhaps
the head of a college,56 is referred to in DGE 688 C 8 (Þfth century
B.C.). A college of basileis is attested in LSCG 116.8 (ca. 400 B.C.).
In DGE 688 the basileus is to imprecate in his official imprecation a
curse upon one who makes sales invalid. In LSCG 116 the basileis are to
receive reports about those damaging sacred groves (namely by graz-
ing and dumping) and, although this is not explicitly stated, they are
likely to deal with Þning the wrongdoers. These two attestations sug-
gest a religiousÑjuridical function compatible with the concern with
religious matters evident in the present inscription, as Koumanoudis
and Matthaiou noted (1985, 110), in the fact that the basileis brought the
matter before the council.

Line 19
The Head of the Victim. The head or a half of it is a relatively common
priestly prerogative.57 When given to the priest, it might not include the
tongue. In fact, in LSS 121.20 (Ephesus) Ôthe head, the tongue, and the

54 The middle seems prevalent in CasabonaÕs 1966, 261Ð262 review of the literary
evidence. See also I.Kalch 13.11; [IG II2 1325, 29Ð30]. For the active see IG II2 1297,
13Ð14; Syll.3 705.45; I.Didyma 375.7

55 Meiggs-Lewis, GHI 8; Nomima I 62. The original provenance of the stone is
disputed; it might be attributed to Erythrae. See Meiggs-Lewis, GHI p. 17, Nomima I
p. 264.

56 L.H. Jeffery, BSA 51, 1956, 165. The Chian evidence is discussed in Sarikakis
1998, 314Ð315 and in a wider context in P. Carlier, La royauté en Grèce avant Alexandre,
Strasbourg, 1984, 446Ð450.

57 Puttkammer 1912, 12Ð13; Le Guen Pollet 1991, 20Ð21, cf. 14.
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skinÕ are given to a hierophant and from Aristophanes we learn that
παντα"%/ τ:ς JΑττικ:ς > | γλ3ττα "ωρ2ς τ�μνεται.58 It has been suggested
that this was not necessarily the case elsewhere,59 but the tendency
of the tongue to be treated independently of the head points in this
direction.60 Besides the tongue, cheekbones, snouts, and ears appear
to have been gastronomically attractive, although the last two seem to
be treated independently of the head.61 One wonders what else in the
victimÕs head could be deemed desirable. Le Guen-Pollet (1991, 20Ð21)
makes a good case for the victimÕs brain. The brain is rarely mentioned
in sacred laws. In LSCG 151 A 54 it is given to coppersmiths and potters
who seem lowest in the hierarchical list of those speciÞcally entitled to a
part of the victim. In LSS 93.2 the brain is listed among other parts that
are very likely to be priestly prerogatives, although this is not stated.
The fact that it is not explicitly mentioned elsewhere may be ascribed
to a prohibition against eating the brain or even mentioning it by name
discussed in Athenaeus 2.65fÐ66c.62 This prohibition was nevertheless
ignored. In Athenaeus 4.147d a whole, boiled head of a milk-fed kid
is served cut in halves. Even though the brain is not mentioned, there
could be little doubt that its consumption is the point. The Þrst-century
B.C. agoranomos inscription from the Piraeus, SEG XLVII 196, plainly
lists brains (A 11, 16, 29, B 15, 18, 24, with Steinhauer 1994, 64). We
can therefore conclude that brain-eating was practiced and tolerated
even in cases when explicit reference to it was avoided and that there
is a good chance that, perhaps together with the cheekbones, it was the
unspoken end of assigning the head, all the more a snout-, ear-, and
perhaps tongue-less head, to a priest.63

58 Everywhere in Attica the tongue is cut (off from the head) separately: Av. 1704Ð
1705; cf. Pax 1060; Pl. 1110 etc.; see N. Dunbar, Aristophanes, Birds, Oxford 1995, 743Ð744.

59 Puttkammer 1912, 13.
60 See Ziehen LGS II p. 297; Berthiaume 1982, 51Ð52. In general on the tongue see

Kadletz 1981.
61 Snouts: LSCG 151 B 20; LSAM 21.4; 54.4Ð5 (and trotters); ears: LSCG 19.5Ð6, 7;

151 A 61. Ears and cheekbones (σιαγ#νες) are mentioned in Athenaeus 3.94c where they
are served on a platter together with feet, heads, guts, tripe, and tongues, all cooked
in water in the fashion of the cook-shops (a(1%π	λια) of Alexandria. Cf. in this respect
the agoranomos inscription from the Piraeus, SEG XLVII 196 with Steinhauer 1994. For
snouts and pig ears cf. Alexis fr. 115 (K.-A.).

62 Cf. Le Guen-Pollet 1991, 21.
63 On half the head cf. commentary on 3.5 above. For Near Eastern parallels cf.

D.E. Fleming, The Installation of Baal’s High Priestess at Emar, Atlanta, 1992, 136. (I owe
the reference to this work to J.S. Cooper). According to Herodotus (2.39) the Egyptians,
who did not consume any part of a head of a living being, used to imprecate curses
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Lines 21–23
Punishment. Koumanoudis and Matthaiou explain (1985, 109Ð110) that
the priestess is to be punished according to a procedure prescribed else-
where for .%[� 1?%ν]|τες τ� [�ε] .ρ[ε]0[α], understood as butchers who mis-
appropriate a part of the victim.64 LSAM 70.8Ð10, which Þnes officials
for misappropriating sacriÞcial meat, comes to mind in this respect.
The corpus of sacred laws contains a few other punishment clauses for
cult personnel.65 None is exactly parallel. The rather difficult LSS 113.1Ð
866 prescribes a Þne to be exacted from priests who take something
against τ� sγραμ�να (what is written), unless someone gives it himself
free of pressure. LSCG 107.2Ð5 stipulates that a priestess who charges to
a private person more than what is written in the law be liable to law-
suits.67 In LSAM 59.6Ð7, predominantly occupied with sacriÞcial pre-
rogatives, the priest of Zeus Megistos is warned that he will lose his
priesthood and be barred from the sanctuary if he does not act accord-
ing to the rules.68 More generally, Parker and Obbink 2000 no. 1 lines
33Ð3569 heavily Þnes the priestess of Aphrodite Pandamos and Pontia
for failure to perform any of her inscribed duties and makes her liable
to lawsuits. An interesting parallel can be found in the Punic inscrip-
tion known as the Marseilles Tariff, KAI 69.20Ð21 (below Appendix A).
It Þnes priests who charge worshippers against what is set in the tar-
iff and evidently proceeds to Þne reluctant worshippers.70 The exact
Þnes remain unknown as the stone is damaged. In 1Samuel 2:12Ð17,
Hophni and Phinehas, EliÕs sons, are reported to have confused the
sacriÞcial process, sending their servant to the worshippers sacriÞcing at
the Shiloh sanctuary to grab sacriÞcial portions which did not belong to

upon the head of the sacriÞcial animal and then get rid of it by selling it to Greeks or,
where this was impossible, by throwing it into the Nile.

64 Σ(�+ω would have of course been better but does not Þt the space.
65 The greedy priest of Asclepius, immortalized by Aristophanes in the Plutus (676Ð

681), might come to mind in this context; in fact he is only collecting his due share. See
below commentary on 23 B 3.

66 IC II v 9; see GuarducciÕs commentary ad loc.
67 *�ν δ� τις ��ρεια πλε8ω τ3[ν | γεγρα]μμ�νων *ν τ3ι ν#μωι πρ%στ�σσηι τ%0ς 5δι	ταις

É Tπ#δικ%ς | [Nστω] κτλ. Cf. Sokolowski 1954, 158.
68 Vν δ� μM [κ]ατ� τ� γεγραμμ�να π%ι[:ι μM �ε]ρ�σ1ω κα2 τ%/ | �ερ%/ *ργ�σ1ω. For this

inscription cf. Part I p. 42.
69 Cf. commentary ad loc. p. 444
70 Cf. the parallel clauses in KAI 75.3Ð4.
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their prerogatives.71 The punishment in their case is divine and severe:
both are subsequently (4:11) killed in battle.

Lines 24–25
The reference to a sanctuary of Hera where the stone bearing the two
decrees seems to have stood and where, accordingly, the cult would be
performed, is understandable.72 Eileithyia was taken to be a daughter of
Zeus and Hera,73 who, indignant at her husbandÕs extra-marital affairs,
is known to have attempted to prevent her daughter from attending a
birth, as in the birth of Apollo and Artemis.74 The two goddesses may
even be equated: Hesychius (s.v. Ε5λει1υ8ας) mentions Eileithyia as dΗρα
*ν fΑργει.

71 According to the traditional interpretation (traceable back to the Medieval biblical
commentator Isaiah of Trani, if not farther), these are the breast (�����) and the right
thigh (�����)(� *+	: ÔshoulderÕ SchŸrer 1979, 258), since this is obviously a ������	 (šelamim)
type sacriÞce; see Leviticus 7:31Ð32 and cf. Jenson in Beckwith and Selman 1995, 26.

72 See Koumanoudis and Matthaiou 1985, 110 with n. 6. Cf. Pingiatoglou 1981, 78.
This is probably the most substantial evidence for the cult of Hera on Chios, attested
otherwise through theophoric names: Graf 1985, 42.

73 Hom. Il. 11.270Ð271, Hes. Theog. 921Ð923. See R. Olmos LIMC III 1, 685.
74 Hymn. Hom. Ap. 97Ð101.
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SEG XXXVIII 853

THASOS (NEAR POTOS). FRAGMENTARY
SACRIFICIAL REGULATIONS. CA. 430Ð420 B.C.

(Figure 29)

A lower part of a tapered stele of Thasian marble found in Thasos in 1969
near the coast, south of Potos, among the excavated remains of a post-Byzan-
tine chapel which had utilized building materials of the early Christian period
in its construction. A relief of Roman times was also discovered among these
remains.1 The stone is broken above and about one quarter is missing on the
upper right down to about the level of line eight. The back is rough-picked
and was somewhat crudely hollowed to create a wider base. In the middle of
the bottom there is a shallow cutting of roughly 0.06 in length into which a
stabilizing metal tenon might have been inserted. The inscribed face is worn
and considerable parts have peeled off. The last two words are somewhat
bigger than the rest of the inscription and 0.05 was left uninscribed below
the text. The inscription is written in the Parian alphabet.2

H 0.325, W. 0.431 (bottom)Ñ0.428 (at the level of line 8), Th. 0.145 (at the
base)Ñca. 0.95. L.H. ca. 0.015Ð0.017; �, Θ ca. 0.007Ð0.01. Last two words
ca. 0.02; Θ ca. 0.017. Interlinear space ca. 0.003Ð0.005. Bottom margin 0.05.

Thasos (Limenas), Archaeological Museum. Inv. Λ 2726.

Ed. Veligianni 1988 (= SEG XXXVIII 853; Duch•ne 1992, 127Ð128 no. 29).

Cf. J. Pouilloux BE 1989 no. 480.

Photograph: Veligianni 1988, pl. XIXa; (= Duch•ne 1992, pl. XX); (good).

1 Ch. Koukouli-Chrysanthaki AD 25, 1970, B 2, 40 (cf. 22, 1967, B 2 423); (Veligianni
1988, 191).

2 See below epigraphical commentary.



318 document 21

ca. 430Ð420 a. NON-ΣΤ�Ι�.

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]
[ ca. 3–4- - - ] Α� .ΩΣΤ [ ca. 19- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]
[1υ�τ]ω [�]e%ν κα2 λαμ[�αν�τω ca. 10- - - - - - - - - -]

4 .μ%0ρ .α .ν Τ[.] ΤΑ [ ca. 18- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]
[.] ΓΥ[ ca. 4- - -]Τ�Ι *πιπ .ρ .%[σ1 ca. 13- - - - - - - - - - - -]
σπεσ�τ[ω] τ�ν τρ8τ% .ν [ ca. 10- - - - - - - - - - - 4π%ν]
εμ� .τ[ω κα2?] μ%0ραν τι1[�τω ca. 11- - - - - - - - - - - -]

8 [κωλ]:ν κα2 πλευρ8%[ν ca. 13- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]

.σπλ�ν"νων κα2 =ρτ[%ν/ς ca. 9- - - - - - - - ]ΤΕ.Ι[. σ]-
πενδ[ca. 3–4- - -] τ� τρ8τ%ν [ ca. 8- - - - - - - - ]Σ .Η�Σ [. .]-
"σετα.ι [ 2–3- - -] .*π2 τ� π/ρ ΕΠ[ ca. 7- - - - -]ΕΝΘΑ .�[.]

12 .Τ .�Ν . ΠΓ[.]ΕΝ .τ .� τρ8τ%ν σπ� .νδει κα2 �ρ� .4-
π%ν�μει6 JΑντ8%"%ς 4ν�1ηκεν. vac.

vacat 0.05

Restorations. Suppl. Veligianni. || 1 vid. adn. epigr. || 8 Þn. [μ�ρ%ς] vel sim. L. (vid.
adn.) || 9 =ρτ[ø%ς] V. || 10–11 [δ]�|"σεται vel [=]|"σεται eadem (vid. SEG).

Epigraphical Commentary. I have seen the stone. My readings differ from ed. pr. in several
places; an account of the differences is given where needed. The letters are rather
crowded and somewhat crudely inscribed. Vertical strokes have sometimes been lined
up, occasionally creating a semi-stoichedon impression. The inscription employs the
Parian alphabet which uses Γ for Λ, Λ for Γ, � for Ω, and Ω for �. These forms have been
retained in the text for capital letters.

1 Whatever remains of line (not counted by V.) is affected by attrition.
2 .Ω (= %): � (= ω) might be considered. Last traces: probably Ω missing its upper

part. For this line V. prints - - -�ΩΣ- - - and restores [9?ν]"%ς. One is tempted to
take what appears to be Α for Λ (= γ) and read [9] .? .γ"%ς,

3 but alpha appears a
more obvious reading and, moreover, upsilons in this inscription (lines 5, 8, 10)
do not have pronounced stems, if they have stems at all.

4 The lacuna after the Þrst tau might allow one letter plus a iota.
5 Second letter: Α, Δ, or Λ (= γ) are possible. After the upsilon V. detected traces

of a Φ or a Β. End: I could not see any traces after the doubtful rho.
7 The Þrst lacuna allows about three letters, perhaps with an extra iota. V.Õs κα8

gives good sense but may be too long.
9 First word: ω: ed. pr. (followed by subsequent editions) mistakenly transcribed

the stoneÕs � as an omicron.
10 First Σ: traces of bottom strokes seem clear (not read by V.). .Η: traces of

verticals: V. reads an epsilon lacking a middle horizontal.
10–11 V. prints the restoration [δ]|�"σεται, but the chi seems too close to the left edge

to be preceded by any letter.
11 The epsilon in .*π8: insecure traces (V. tentatively detected a vertical stroke).

End: V. Þnds a theta more likely for the dotted �.

3 For snouts cf. commentary on 20.16 above.
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12 .Τ: The horizontal and perhaps a part of the vertical seem secure. .�: strictly
speaking, Θ is possible. Fourth letter: perhaps a lower part of an epsilon or of a
somewhat irregular sigma. Last letter: .

Translation

[- - -] (3) shall sacriÞce a bovine and take [- - -] (4) portion [- - -] (5)
before [- - -] (6) shall libate the third(?) [- - -] (7) shall assign/allocate(?)
and place a portion [- - -] (8) thigh and rib(?) [- - - a part] (9) of
the splanchna and bread [- - -] (10) libate(?) [- - -] third(?) [- - -] (11)
[- - -] onto(?) the Þre [- - -] (12) libates for the third time(?) and assigns
offerings(?) (13) Antiochus dedicated.

Commentary

This fragment probably regulates a cult founded by one Antiochus, list-
ing oblations, libations, and distribution of parts,4 though it is possible
that Antiochus merely dedicated the stone,5 or perhaps something to
which the sacriÞce relates. Pouilloux (BE 1989 no. 480) pointed to simi-
larities between this fragment and the almost equally fragmentary, very
short LSS 70.6 If this is a cult foundation, the ritual(s) in question may
well have been prescribed by the founder as is quite normal in such
cases.7 Possible resulting idiosyncrasies may render the interpretation of
such a fragmentary document all the more difficult. SacriÞce accom-
panied by a triple libation seems probable. .Τ .� τρ8τ%ν σπ� .νδει κα2 �ρ�
.4|π%ν�μει in lines 12Ð13 may refer back8 to σπεσ�τ[ω] τ�ν τρ8τ% .ν [- - -
4π%ν]|εμ�.τ[ω in lines 6Ð7.9

4 Cf. Veligianni 1988, 193Ð194.
5 Like the three ephebes in no. 4 above; for the problem cf. also 10.17.
6 (= J. Pouilloux, Recherches sur l’histoire et les cultes de Thasos I (ƒtudes Thasiennes 3),

Paris, 1954, 344 no. 129).
7 Cf. B. Laum, Stiftungen in der griechischen und römischen Antike: Ein Beitrag zur antiken

Kulturgeschichte, Leipzig/Berlin 1914, I, 61Ð65 and see Part I pp. 81Ð87. One notes some
similarities in respect to offerings and details of performance between this fragment and
the sacriÞcial prescriptions in the foundation of Epicteta, LSCG 135.69Ð90.

8 As in a subordinate clause.
9 Τ� τρ8τ%ν is probably adverbial here and in line 10. In τ�ν τρ8τ%ν it might be

possible to see a reference to a crater (i.e. κρατ:ρα). In LSCG 151 A 48Ð49 the priest
libates over the offerings three craters of wine (κα2 *πισπ�νδει A �ε[ρ]|.ε .@.ς τ%?τ%ις %<ν%υ
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Date. Veligianni dated the inscription on the basis of the use of
the Parian alphabet, employed in Thasos down to about 430Ð425, on
characteristic letter forms, on the use of �Σ for \, and on the loose
semi-stoichedon style.10 Duch•ne noted (1992, 128) that such a date
might be a little too low.

Line 4
For the μ%0ρα see next note.

Lines 7–9
All or most of the items mentioned here may go to a priest, perhaps
placed on a cult table or possibly on an altar (though not in the Þre).
Cf. especially LSAM 21.

For μ%0ρα cf. commentary on 20.7 above.11 The word πλευρ8%ν ap-
pears to be otherwise not attested in sacred laws (unless it is restored
in 10.11Ð12 above). It is a diminutive of πλευρ#ν (rib, side),12 but a more
exact deÞnition is difficult. Κωλ: is a common, if not the most common,
priestly prerogative.13 For the splanchna see commentary on 11.24 above.
Priests get a fourth of the splanchna in LSAM 59.3Ð4, 72.39, 73.14,14 and
SEG XXIX 1088.9Ð10. Σπλ[�ν"νων] τ�ταρτ%μ μ�ρ%ς is employed in the
Þrst instance; τεταρτημ%ρ8ς σπλ�ν"νων in the other three. Cf. ZiehenÕs

κρατ:ρας τρε0ς). For the banquet libation of three craters, the Þrst to Zeus Olympios (or
Zeus Olympios and the Olympians), the second to the heroes, and the third to Zeus
Soter who may be also referred to as Teleios see Schol. Pind. Isthm. 6.10; Schol. Plat.
Phileb. 66d; Hesychius s.v. τρ8τ%ς κρατ)ρ; cf. Plato Resp. 583b; Photius s.vv. τρ8τ%ς κρατ)ρ
and τρ8τ%υ κρατ:ρ%ς; Suda s.v. τρ8τ%υ κρατ:ρ%ς; Schol. Plat. Charm. 167a. cf. Burkert
1985, 70Ð71 with n. 38.

10 Similar Υ (V shaped) and Θ (full-sized) are used in around 430Ð425; similar Α
and (more clearly) Ρ are used earlier in the Þfth century: Veligianni 1988, 191Ð192 with
reference to Pouilloux Recherches- - - (Thasos), 443 with n. 2, 445. The inscriptions used
for comparison are Pouilloux ibid. 86 no. 13 (450Ð425 B.C.), 87 n. 14 (ca. 430 B.C.),
116 no. 15 (ca. 440Ð420 B.C.), 139 no. 18 (ca. 415Ð400); BCH 88, 1964, 270Ð271 (459Ð
440 B.C.).

11 Perhaps it is to be placed on the cult table or on the altar (though not necessarily
in the Þre). The �ερ� μ%0ρα which is evidently placed on the altar (and probably burnt)
in LSAM 24 A 33Ð34, is explicitly assigned to the priest in LSAM 40.5, 44.6Ð7, 48.17,
52 B 6, and evidently 63.7. See Puttkammer 1912, 18Ð19; cf. Graf 1985, 254. For priestly
entitlement to table offerings see Gill 1991, 15Ð19.

12 For which cf. commentary on 3.5 above.
13 Priests tend to get the right leg when a distinction between right and left legs is

made. See commentary on 3.5 and 9.3 above.
14 See Part I pp. 51Ð52.
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restoration [μ�ρ%ς] σπλ�ν"νων in LSCG 125.4.15 I have little doubt that
some such phrase should be restored here, but the exact amount and
the wording are better left open. Bread seems to be listed alongside
parts of a victim offered to a divinity but destined to reach the priest in
LSAM 21.16 In LSCG 151 A 47Ð48 it is sacriÞced on the altar.

Line 11
For .*π2 τ� π/ρ cf. perhaps LSCG 69.25Ð27 (Oropus): κατε?"εσ1αι δ� τ3ν
�ερ3ν κα2 *π|2 τ�ν �ωμ�ν *πιτι1ε0ν, Oταν παρε0, τ�ν �ερ�α.17

Lines 12–13
bΙ(ε)ρ� 4π%ν�μειν is baffling. The lack of an article may point to a
collective reference to sacriÞcial accessories18 or items offered alongside
a victim,19 but the uncertain context calls for caution.20

15 In Iscr.Cos ED 236.1Ð5 a priestess gets a fourth (τ� τ�ταρτα μ�ρη) of the cakes and
splanchna put on the cult table for the god. SokolowskiÕs restoration of LSCG 120.9Ð10
assigns a priestess a sixth of the splanchna. In the foundation of Epicteta, LSCG 135.86Ð
90, those officiating in the sacriÞces are to distribute all the cakes and one half (τ�
>μ8ση) of the splanchna keeping the rest for themselves. Cf. also LSAM 66.12

16 For priestly consumption of pastries see commentary on 23 B 3 below; cf. the
treatment of the Skiras bread distributed in LSS 19.41Ð46. LSAM 79.16 appears to
forbid selling sacred bread.

17 When he is present, the priest shall pray over the divine portions and place them
on the altar.

18 Cf. the �ερ� in �ερ� παρ�"ειν used in the Coan LSCG 151 A 20, 45Ð46, 50, 56, 58,
61, 63, B 4, 7, 17, D 2Ð3, 4Ð5, [17], 20 and 156 A 20Ð21 (Casabona 1966, 12Ð13).

19 LSCG 135.71, 78 (Testamentum Epictetae): (1υ�τω) É �ερε0%ν κα2 �ερ� where the �ερ�
are evidently the cakes speciÞed thereafter (see Ziehen LGS II p. 321).

20 One would like to take �ερ� for parts of the victim burnt on the altar for the god
(as in LSCG 69.25Ð27 (quoted above) or in the Testamentum Epictetae, LSCG 135.75Ð76,
81Ð82), especially because pouring libations over them is appropriate (e.g. Iliad 11.772Ð
775; Ziehen 1939, 613Ð614; van Straten 1995, 134Ð136; cf. commentary on 3.16Ð17 and
16.3Ð4 above; commentary on 27 A 12 below). The article is desirable, however, in this
case. In general see Casabona 1966, 5Ð18. cf. Ziehen LGS II pp. 65, 321 (also for τ� �ερ�
in LSCG 135.90Ð91).
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SEG XLI 739

CRETE. ELEUTHERNA. LAW ON DRINKING.
LATE SIXTH CENTURY B.C.

A slightly tapered stele of local limestone broken above and below; the sides
survive with intermittent damage. The stone was found in 1987 in the eastern
apse of the late Roman/early Christian building at the site called Pyrgi (see
Eleutherna II 1, 13 Þg. 3). The text is inscribed boustrophedon in two paragraphs
(A-B), the Þrst starting from the left, the second from the right, between deeply
cut guidelines. Traces of a Þner vertical line, probably a margin marker, appear
on the right at the level of lines 7Ð9, 0.005 from the right margin. There is a
vacant line above the text.

H. 0.30, W. 0.27Ð0.272,1 Th. 0.105. L.H. (= distance between guidelines) 0.023.

Rhethymnon Museum. Inv. Ε 125.

Ed. H. van Effenterre, Eleutherna II 1, 17Ð21 no. 1;2 (= SEG XLI 739); Nomima II
no. 98.

Photograph: Eleutherna II 1, pl 1 (= Nomima II p. 345); (excellent).

Þn. saec. VI a. Β�ΥΣΤΡ�ΦΗΔ�Ν

- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
vacat spatium 1 v.

A ΜM 5νπ8νεν6 Α[.] →
. μ�〈ν〉 δρ%μ�α 〈5〉σ- ←
ς Δ0%ν fΑκρ%ν σ- →

4 υνινπ8ν%ντα ←
π8νεν6 vacat →

B 5αρ�α δ� μ)6 α5 δJ ←
5αρ#WW%ι τe%ι 1- →

Restorations. Suppl. van Effenterre || 2–3 variae lectiones: δρ%μ�ας | 〈5〉ς; δρ%μ�α 〈5〉σ|ς
v. E.|| 6–7 minus probabiliter α5 δ|5αρ#WW%ι v. E. || 8 α5 μ .M [W]8〈ν〉 v. E. dubitanter:
α<μ[ατ]ι J.-E. Perpillou apud v. E. quod vestigiis non respondet.

1 Nomima II p. 347 has 0.27Ð0.22.
2 Henceforth ed. pr.
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8 ι e%ι, ΑΙΜ . [.]Ι τεκ .ν- ←
[#]Wστεν 4ρκα0- →
#ν *στι pσστι[ς] ←
[. . .]τ:ρας .τ .ε[ - - -] →

12 [. . .] .Μ .Η.Ι[ - - - - - -] ←
- - - - - - - - - - - - -

Restorations. 11 [κρα]τ:ρας idem.

Epigraphical Commentary. I have not seen the stone; the epigraphical notes are based on
the Þrst edition. The letters tend to occupy the entire space between the guidelines. Ed.
pr. mentions IC II xii 3 as a parallel for the lettering.

1 End: room for one not very large letter.
2 The stone has . ΜΕΔΡ�ΜΕΑΣ. Beginning: traces of a left diagonal stroke: Α, Σ

(ed. pr.), or Ε (Nomima). Last letter: less likely a nu.
4 End: if any letter is lost after the alpha, the room allows only a iota.
8 After ΑΙΜ: traces of a vertical stroke as in eta.
12 Only the upper part of the letters survives.

Translation

One shall not drink. [- - -] a dromeus at Dion Akron, drinking at a
symposium shall drink. (6) Nor shall the priest. But if he performs cult
for the god - - -

Commentary

It seems that the inscription is a city law, as has been noted (ed. pr. 18;
Nomima II p. 346), and that it is concerned with drinking, evidently of
wine. Despite the vacant space at the end of line 5 (and what may be
understood as a general heading in line 1), the two paragraphs should
probably not be interpreted as two independent sets of regulations but
as two clauses in a single set, as the δ� in line 6 suggests, dealing with
the same circumstances, i.e. cult performance at Dion Akron (a place
mentioned in Ptolemy Geog. 3.15.5 (cf. on 23 A 7); see ed. pr. 18Ð19). A
would concern the citizens, allowing sympotic drinking at a festival;
B would concern the priest, requiring him to stay sober, though it
seems to have discussed additional cultic matters as well; see further
ed. pr. 18Ð21. The document appears to have no immediate parallel.
For prohibitions concerning wine cf. LSCG 94 (Ôdo not enter after
consuming wineÕ); LSS 79 (forbidding libations of wine; see SokolowskiÕs
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commentary). The famous Delphian law, LSCG 76 (CID I 3), prohibits
carrying wine out of the stadium (see RougemontÕs CID I commentary).

For the language see ed. pr. 18.
Date. van Effenterre dated the inscription to the late sixth century

B.C. on the basis of the lettering.

Line 1
5νπ8νεν = Att. *μπ8νειν: ed. pr. 19.

Line 2
δρ%με?ς: an adult citizen: Nomima II p. 346.

Line 3
For Dion Akron see introductory remarks.

Line 7
5αρ#WW%ι = �ερε?%ι: ed. pr. 18 cf. 20.

Line 8
van Effenterre (ed. pr. 21) suggested to restore α5 μ .M [W]8〈ν〉 translating
Ôquiconque offrirait un sacriÞce alors quÕil nÕest pas traditionnel pour
lui dÕopŽrer, - - -.Õ PerpillouÕs (ibid.) alternative α<μ[ατ]ι is attractive but,
as van Effenterre points out, it does not agree with the remains on the
stone.

Lines 8–10
τεκ .ν[#]Wστεν inÞnitive from *τε"ν%υστ�ω(?): ed. pr. 18; Nomima II p. 347;
4ρκα0%ν = 4ρ"α0%ν: ed. pr. 18.
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SEG XLI 744

CRETE. ELEUTHERNA. SACRIFICIAL
CALENDAR. CA150Ð100 B.C.

Four fragments (AÐD) of Þne limestone, each broken on all sides, which are
likely to have belonged to the same stone. Fragments AÐC were discovered
during the 1987 and 1988 excavation seasons in the late Roman/early Chris-
tian building at the site called Pyrgi (see Eleutherna II 1, 13 Þg. 3); fragment D
was discovered there in 1986. A and D were built into different walls in this
structure; B was discovered over a late Roman mosaic ßoor; C was discovered
in a rubble heap.

A: H. 0.385, W. 0.18, Th. 0.08. B: H. 0.12, W. 0.13, Th. 0.08. C: H. 0.10, W.
0.08, Th. 0.08. D: H. 0.14, W. 0.08, Th. 0.10. L.H. 0.01, � and Θ 0.007Ð0.008.
Interlinear Space 0.002Ð0.005.

Ed. E. Stavrianopoulou, Eleutherna II 1, 31Ð50 (henceforth ed. pr.) nos. 5α, 5�,
5γ, 5δ; (= SEG XLI 744); D: Kalpaxis and Petropoulou 1988/1989, 127Ð129.

Cf. Stavrianopoulou 1993.

Photographs: Eleutherna II 1, pls. 5, 6α-γ (excellent).

Drawing (of D): Kalpaxis and Petropoulou 1988/1989, 129.

Rhethymnon Museum. Inv. Ε 115, Ε 120, Ε 121, Ε 118.

ca. 150Ð100 a.

A - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
[- - - - - -]Ν[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]

2 [- - - - - -]Μ[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]
[- - - - - -]ΑΝ�ΥΜ[ - - - - - - - - - - - -]

4 [- - - - - -] . ιππωι δι[ - - - - - - - - - - - -]
[- - - - - -].ια κρι�ν %7 .κ [4π%(%ρ� - - -]

Restorations. Supplevit Stavrianopoulou (praeter D 5) || A 3 [4μν]�ν %7 μ[�λανα] vel [%7κ
4π%(%ρ]� ν%υμ[ην8αι] S. || A 4 fortasse [Λευ] .κ8ππωι (heros) vel [λευ] .κ8ππωι (cognomen
Proserpinae apud Pindarum Ol. 6.95 (160)) S.; Δι[κτυννα8ω] (mensis)? eadem || A 5
[*ν#ρ"].ια (= *ν#ρ"εα non castratum S.; cf. infra 26.31Ð32 adn.).
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6 [- - - - - -] .ηι mρωτι τ� .λ[ε%ν? - - - - - - - - -]
[- - - μην�ς Δ]αματρ8ω 5μ [π#λι - - - - - - -]

8 [- - - - - -].ι �3ν, Kι *ς τρ2ς [ - - - - - - - - -]
[- - - τ3ι] }ην2 Π%λια#["ωι - - - - - - - - -]

10 [- - - - - -] I κα τPι λ?μ(α〈ι〉 Π[ - - - - - -]
[- - - - - -] .%7κ 4π%(%ρ� Α .Λ[ - - - - - - - -]

12 [- - - - - -]%ν I κα τPι ΑΡΙΗ . [ - - - - - - -]
[- - - κα1ι]στ�ντανς 5μ π#[λι - - - - - - - -]

14 [- - - - - -] . .�Σ JΑρτεμ8σι%ν "8[μαρ%ν - - -]
[- - - κρι�] .ν τ�λε%ν λευκ�ν τ3[ι - - - - - - -]

16 [- - - μ]�λανα, _ς κα μετ .ρ[ - - - - - - - - - -]
[- - - 1?]εν τ3ι }ην2 τ�λε%ν .τ[α/ρ%ν - - -]

18 [- - - - - -] . τ% Ματ�ρσι τ�ν �α . [ - - - - -]
[- - - - - -] .αται 5ν τPι 4π� Π .Α[ - - - - - - -]

20 [- - - - - -] Ι W�καστα W�ννα [ - - - - - - - -]
[- - - α� δ� κα] μM 1?ηι 4νδρακ[�ς - - - -]

22 [- - - *ς τ]� =δυττα 〈τ�〉 JΑρτ�[μιδ%ς - - -]
[- - - - - -].ι %gν I κατα .γ[�γρατται - - - - - -]

24 [- - - - - -]ΕΙ δα0τα Ν[ - - - - - - - - - - - - -]
[- - - - - -]ΔΕ Aπ#κ[α - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]

26 [- - - - - -]ΜΜΩΙ . [ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]
[- - - - - - ] .Ν .Ω .Μ[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -]
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

B - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
[- - - - - -]ΑΛΛ[ - - - - - - - - - - ]

2 [- - - - - -] τ�λε%ν [ - - - - - - - - ]
[- - - - - - -]ρτωι δ#λπ[ας - - - - ]

4 [- - - 1:λυ]ς "%0ρ%ς τρ[ - - - - - ]
[- - - - - -] .ΑΣΚ�Ι, I κα .Α[ - - - ]

6 [- - - - - -]ατωι π�νσ[α - - - - - - ]
[- - - - - -] τρ8τω W�[τ%υς- - - - - ]

8 [- - - %7κ 4]π%(%[ρ� - - - - - - - ]
[- - - - - - - - -] . [ - - - - - - - - - ]
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Restorations. A 7 vel [*ν τ3ι Παντ]αματρ8ω μ[ην�ς - - -] S. || A 11 4λ[λα"Pι]/[4λ[λα"%/] vel
%7κ 4π%(%ρ�6 JΑλ[- - -ω μην#ς] S. || A 12 in. [κρι]#ν, [τ�λε]%ν, [λευκ]#ν? S.; Þn. de verbo
4ρι)κ%%ς agitur (Apollonius Rhodius 4.1702, Callimachus, Hymn. IV 308) eadem || A
19 5ν τPι 4π� Π .α[νταματρ8ω π%μπPι] cf. v. 4 S. || A 20 [τ3ν (υλ3ν 1?ε]ι W�καστα W�ννα
S. || A 23 in.: dativus nominis alicuius deae S. || A 24 fortasse [παρ�"εν τ%0ς �αρε/]〈σ〉ι
δα0τα ν[εμ%ν)ιαι.] S. || A 27 in. [- - -] .ν .ω: fortasse genitivus alicuius mensis S. || B 1 [%7κ
4π%(%ρ�] 4λλ[α"Pι] cf. A 11 S. || B 3 [- - - Δ�ματρι Μεγαλ�]ρτωι cf. IG IX 2.418 S. || B
4 τρ[8ς], τρ[ι�καδι], τρ[8ται] S. || B 6 [}ην2 Θεν]�τωι vel [5ν 4�α]�τωι S.
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C - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
[- - - - - -]Π�[ - - - - - - - -]

2 [- - - - - -] .ΑΑΙ .Μ[ - - - - - -]
[- - - - - -] .�Η .Κ[ - - - - - - -]

4 [- - - - - -]ΜΑΤ[ - - - - - - -]
[- - - - - -] .�στα[μ�ν%υ - - -]
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

D - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
[- - - - - -] . [ - - - - - - - - - - - - -]

2 [- - - - - -] }η .ν[ - - - - - - - - - - - -]
[- - - - - -] . I κα .Ε[ - - - - - - - - -]

4 [- - - - - -]αι 1?μ .α[τα - - - - - - - -]
[- - - }]ην2 Μα["αν:ι - - - - - - -]

6 [- - - JΑρτ�μιδι] JΑγρ .%[τ�ραι - - -]
[- - - - - -] . [ - - - - - - - - - - - - -]
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Restorations. C 1 [%7κ 4]π%[(%ρ�] vel [5μ] π#[λι] S. || C 2 [- - -] .α6 α5 .μ[) - - -] (pro α5 δ�
μ)? (cf. A 21) L.) S. || D 4 [1?ετ]αι vel dativus nominis alicuius deae S. || D 5 [}]ην2 vel
[Τ]ην2 Μα["αν:ι] vel [μ])νιμα Kalpaxis et Petropolou: Μα["αν:ι] vel minus probabiliter
Μα[τ�ρσι] S. || D 5 K. et P.; minus probabiliter [5ν] 4γρ .%[0ς] S.

Epigraphical Commentary. I have not seen the stones; the epigraphical notes are based on
ed. pr. Alpha with a broken crossbar, kappa with short diagonals, smaller omicron and
theta, pi with a full-length right vertical, mu and sigma with parallel outer strokes, =
W; serifs; strokes tend to widen toward their tips.

A 4 First trace: Α or Κ.
10 ΛΥΜΦΑ lapis.
22 ΑΔΥΤΤΑΑΡΤΕ lapis.

Translation

A (5) a ram, not [to be carried away]Ñ(6) (to the) hero, a [full grown]Ñ
(7) in the month of Damatrios(?) in [the city]Ñ(8) a bovine to
which(?)Ñ(9) to Zeus PoliaouchosÑ(10) as to the Nymph(?)Ñ(11) not to
be carried awayÑ(12) as toÑ(13) in the cityÑ(14) Artemision a young
he-goatÑ(15) a white, full grown [ram] toÑ(16) blackÑ(17) sacriÞce to
Zeus a full-grown [bull]Ñ(18) to the MothersÑ(19) at theÑ(20) each
a lamb/sheepÑ(21) [and if he does] not sacriÞce, (than+verb) man by
man(?)1Ñ(22) [to the] adyta of Artemis(?)Ñ(23) [to - - -] a sheep as is
prescribedÑ(24) feast Ñ

1 For a possible sense see ed. pr. 37.
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B (2) full-grownÑ(3) dolpaiÑ(4) [female] pigletÑ(7) third yearÑ(8) [not
to be] carried awayÑ

C (5) [on the (day)]

D (2) Zeus (4) offering[s]Ñ(5) to Zeus MachaneusÑ(6) [to Artemis]
Agrotera(?)Ñ

Commentary

There could be little doubt that the four fragments belong to the same
document and that the document in question is a sacriÞcial calendar.
Little else can be said with certainty. A considerable variety of sacriÞces
is involved and they are to be performed in more than one place (A 7,
13, 14, 22(?)). Stavrianopoulou is probably correct in arguing that this
was a calendar of the city of Eleutherna.2 If so, the incompleteness of
the surviving pantheon stands out: Zeus (A 9, 17; D 2, 5) and Artemis
(A 14, 22(?); D 6(?)) seem prominent,3 but Apollo, the chief divinity of
Eleutherna,4 is missing.

Stavrianopoulou puts forward many restorations, at times suggesting
alternative ones, whether in the text or the commentary. Practically all
of these are well considered; all are included in the apparatus. Since too
often the fragmentary state of the text precludes any deÞnite conclu-
sions, only a few of these restorations are discussed in the commentary
below.

Date. The fragments were dated by Stavrianopoulou to the second
half of the second century B.C. on the basis of letter forms and of the
appearance of the digamma; see discussion in ed. pr. 31Ð32.

Fragment A

A 6
mρωτι = mρωι: dative of mρως. See ed. pr. 34. On τ�λε%ς (also below A 17
and B 2) see commentary on 1.9 above.

2 Ed. pr. 34Ð35, 36, 39Ð41.
3 See further ed. pr. 42Ð43; on Artemis cf. below commentary on D 6.
4 Ed. pr. 41Ð43; Willetts 1962, 275.
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A 7
Stavrianopoulou suggests two alternative restorations: [- - - μην�ς Δ]α-
ματρ8ω 5μ [π#λι - - -] and [*ν τ3ι Παντ]αματρ8ω μ[ην�ς - - -]. Her choice
of a monthÕs name (known from Boeotia: I.Oropos 177.30) appears more
secure than a name of a place which is thought to have been the port
of Eleutherna (ed. pr. 34). A place called Παντ%μ�τρι%ν is mentioned
by Ptolemy Geog. 3.15.5, between Dion Akron and Rhethymnon. In
Stephanus of Byzantium (502.4) Παντ%μ�τρι%ν is described as π#λις
Κρ)της.

A 8
Stavrianopoulou suggests (ed. pr. 35) that Kι ought to refer to an act
preceding the sacriÞce, like the preliminary action taken prior to the
sacriÞce of the ox in the calendar of Cos, LSCG 151 A 28Ð32.

A 9
Poliaochos/Poliouchos is attested alongside the better known Polieus
as a title of Zeus in his poliad capacity, i.e. as protector of cities and
their institutions, a function he shares with Athena.5 Whereas the cult
of Athena Polias is attested in a number of Cretan cities, this seems
to be the Þrst attestation of Zeus in this capacity in Crete. See ed. pr.
43; Willetts 1962, 280Ð281. Athena Poliouchos is mentioned in oaths at
Dreros and Gortyn: Willetts 1962, 281.

A 10
λ?μ(α = ν?μ(α, at StavrianopoulouÕs suggestion, by comparison to
Latin lympha, ae Ôwater nymphÕ (OLD s.v.); see ed. pr. 35 and cf. Varro
Ling 7.87 ÔÉ 〈lympha〉 a Nympha,Õ etc. Stavrianopoulou points out that
the adverb I which is used in Cretan inscriptions in modal (ÔhowÕ), local
(ÔwhereÕ), and temporal (ÔwhenÕ) senses, is to be understood as modal
here and in line 23, and as temporal in D 3.6

A 11
On not carrying away sacriÞcial meat see above commentary on 16.5Ð
6.

5 See in general Nilsson, GGR I3 417Ð418; for a list of attestations see Schwabl 1972,
354Ð355 (cf. idem RE XV suppl. 1052Ð1053).

6 Ed. pr. 35, 38Ð39 with note 113; F. Bechtel, Die griechischen Dialekte II, 761; cf Buck,
GD 132.7 (p. 103).
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A 13
As Stavrianopoulou notes (ed. pr. 36), the exact meaning of [κα18]στημι
here is dubious. For 5μ π#λι cf. *ν =στει in the calendar of Erchia, LSCG

18 Α 4Ð5, 38Ð39, Β 4, Γ 16Ð17, Δ 16.

A 14
With Stavrianopoulou (ed. pr. 36) one would expect the JΑρτεμ8σι%νÑ
a sanctuary of ArtemisÑto be a place designation but, in the present
state of the stone, the syntax is baffling. For "8μαρ%ς see commentary
16.2 above. If Artemis is the recipient here, the feminine, "8μαιρα, seems
equally possible.7

A 15
On the color of victims see above commentary on 1.34.

A 16
In _ς κα μετ .ρ[- - -] Stavrianopoulou (ed. pr. 36) detects a reference to
the distribution of meat.

A 18
Evidence concerning the cult of the Materes has been thoroughly stud-
ied by Stavrianopoulou (ed. pr. 43Ð49 and 1993). Summarily, a sanctu-
ary of them is known from literary sources, primarily Diodorus Siculus
4.79.5Ð80.6,8 to have existed in Engyon in Sicily, where their cult is
said to have been brought from Crete. This inscription appears to be
the Þrst epigraphical attestation. As to their identity, Stavrianopoulou
prefers to identify the Mothers as divinities who nurtured the baby
Zeus after his birth in the Idaean cave in Crete, which follows Diodorus
(4.80.1Ð2, citing Aratus 30Ð35) and accounts for the Cretan connections
of the cult. The possibility that Demeter might be worshipped here
alongside the Mothers under a different title, Megalartos (B 3: ed. pr.
49Ð50, Stavrianopoulou 1993, 173Ð175), does not in and of itself seem
to me to provide sufficient grounds for rejecting Demeter and Kore as
candidates.

7 Cf. Jameson 1991, 210, 214.
8 Cf. Plutarch Marcellus 20.2Ð4; Cicero Verr. 5.72.186.
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A 20
W�ννα = =ρνα, accusative of 4ρ)ν (LSJ s.v); for ρν> νν see Bile 1988, 152
(ed. pr. 37); cf. Buck, GD 86.5 (p. 74).

A 22
Stavrianopoulou suggests that the doubling of tau in ΑΔΥΤΤΑ is a
scribal error standing either for =δυτα or =δυτα 〈τ�〉, in which case
she supplies JΑρτ�[μιδ%ς]. The word =δυτ%ν, literally, Ôa sacred place,
not to be entered,Õ is commonly understood as the innermost or back
chamber in a temple accessible only from the cella, and by extension,
the sanctuary or temple itself.9 Stavrianopoulou (ed. pr. 38) has noted
another reference to adyta of Artemis, the Bγν� =δυτα referred to in a
suspect line (1155) in EuripidesÕ Iphigenia Taurica, where foreigners are
to be burnt. Stengel (1920, 26) suggested that these adyta could only
be sacriÞcial pits, comparable to megara, in which the victim would be
burnt whole. The two terms are, in fact, used interchangeably (together
with "�σματα) in the famous scholion on Lucian 80, 2.1 (275Ð276 Rabe),
discussing the rite at the Athenian Thesmophoria of depositing piglets
in sacriÞcial pits from which their putreÞed remains were later recov-
ered (Stengel loc. cit.; Stavrianopoulou 43).10 Uncovering the realities
behind the suspect Euripidean passage is, however, not simple.11 It is
not clear that sacriÞcial pits rather than Ôsanctuary/templeÕ should be
understood. Euripides is, in fact, consistent in prefering the plural, and
it may simply be poetic.12 SacriÞcial pits where victims are destroyed,
but not burnt, are well known in the cult of Demeter and Kore;13 a
clear-cut proof for their existence in the cult of Artemis has yet to sur-
face.14 Considering the obscure context here, it seems best to under-
stand adyta literally as Ôsacred places, not to be enteredÕÑthat is by any-
one other than authorized personnel15Ñcomparable to =�ατα on which
cf. above Part I pp. 20Ð21 and commentary on 1.10.

9 Stengel 1920, 25Ð26; Welles, RC pp. 309Ð310; M.B. Hollinshead, ÔAgainst Iphi-
geneiaÕs Adyton in Three Mainland Temples,Õ AJA 89, 1985, 419Ð440 at 419. For a
sacriÞce performed in an adyton see LSS 110.8.

10 The bibliography on the Lucian scholion is vast. See works cited above, p. 163 n.
11.

11 Cf. Hollingshead ibid. esp. 438Ð439.
12 See E.B. England, The Iphigeneia Among the Taurians of Euripides, London, 1886, 233.
13 See Clinton 1996.
14 For possible sacriÞcial pits in the cult of Hecate, see, however, E. Simon, Festivals

of Attica: An Archaeological Commentary, Madison, 1983, 20 with n. 12.
15 Cf. Stengel 1920, 26.
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Fragment B

B 3
δ#λπαι6 πλακ%?ντια μικρ�. ΚG3%ι:16 Hesychius s.v. (ed. pr. 38).

SacriÞcial cakes are discussed in Kearns 1994;17 for iconography see
van Straten 1995, esp. 70Ð71, 163Ð164. Cakes may be referred to gen-
erally (π�μματα is rather common) or speciÞcally, varying in shape and
size. Among the better known varieties are the (1#ϊς (e.g. LSCG 151 A
30Ð37), the W�δ%μ%ς �%/ς (e.g. LSCG 25 A 2, B 2), the Nλατρ%ν/*λατ)ρ
(see commentary on 19.7 above), or the knobbed π#παν%ν, decorated
with one knob (μ%ν#μ(αλ%ν LSS 80.5Ð6), with nine (*ννε#μ(αλ%ν I.Perg

III 161),18 or even with twelve (δωδεκ#ν(αλ%ν LSCG 52.2Ð3, 10Ð13, 17Ð
19). Cakes were commonly, though not exclusively, offered in connec-
tion with animal sacriÞce. Not all cakes were burnt on the altar in
all cases: in AristophanesÕ Plutus 676Ð681 a priest is said to collect
phthois cakes and dried Þgs from the cult table, proceeding to scour
the altars for leftover popana. As has been noted,19 the priest is col-
lecting here what was in fact his share. Priestly entitlement to cakes
is in fact documented.20 Israelite practice is relevant here. Baked and
cooked cereal offerings are prominent in Israelite sacriÞce, grouped
with other cereal offerings under the category of ������� (min.hah; Lev. 2;
6:7Ð11; 7:9Ð10; Mishnah, (Qodashim) Mena.hot). These offerings would
either accompany animal sacriÞce or be offered independently. A con-
siderable amount of each offering was not burnt on the altar but rather
assigned to the priests as their prerogative (Lev. 2:3, 10; 6:7Ð11, 7:9Ð10,
cf. 12Ð16; Mishnah, (Qodashim) Mena.hot 6.1Ð2).21 The treatment of the
bread of Presence (��#��,(� �
�
� (le.hem hapanim) also known as shewbread)
is particularly signiÞcant:22 a batch of twelve loaves was placed on the
godÕs table in the temple (Ex. 25:30) every Sabbath; the loaves were

16 Dolpai: small ßat cakes; Coan.
17 Cf. Stengel 1920, 98Ð101; Rudhardt 1992, 131Ð134.
18 See Part I pp. 61Ð63.
19 See Roos 1960, 77Ð87; van Straten 1995, 154.
20 Asia Minor: LSAM 24 A 22 (table offering); 50.38; 59.3Ð4; 66.12; see Debord 1982,

69 with 342 n. 159. Chios: LSS 77.9.
21 Milgrom 1991, 202. See in general ibid. 195Ð202 with reference to other relevant

Near Eastern evidence. On the high priestÕs daily cereal offering see SchŸrer 1979,
301Ð302.

22 As Roos 1960, 81 noted; cf. the distribution of the Skiras bread in LSS 19.41Ð46.
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distributed among the priests for consumption upon the deposit of the
new batch (Lev. 24:5Ð10; Mishnah (Mo#ed) Sukkah 5.7Ð8).23

B 4
For piglet sacriÞce see Clinton forthcoming.24

B 7
Stavrianopoulou (ed. pr. 38) assumes a triennial festival such as those
documented in Gortyn (IC IV 80.2Ð3) and Axos (LSS 113.11Ð14 (=IC II
v 9)).

Fragment D

D 4
On 1/μα see commentary on 19.8 above; the exact meaning here
cannot be determined.

D 5
[}]ην2 Μα["αν:ι] seems certain here, although the cult of Zeus Macha-
neus is otherwise not directly documented in Crete. Μα"ανε?ς (alone)25

is mentioned as a recipient of sacriÞce in the treaty between Cnossus
and Tylissus under the aegis of Argos, Meiggs-Lewis, GHI 42 B 29 (IC I
viii 4, I xxx 1; Nomima I 54).26 The exact meaning of this title is open to
interpretation. See ed. pr. 39, 43; H. Verbruggen, Le Zeus crétois, Paris,
1981, 129Ð130.

D 6
The epithet Agrotera, which most commonly characterizes Artemis in
her military capacity, is perhaps best known from Sparta. It is, however,
also documented in other cities including Athens. See further in Jame-
son 1991, 209Ð210. The cult of Artemis must have been important at
Eleutherna. She is represented as a huntress on the earliest coins of the
city: Head, Hist. Num. 464; Willetts 1962, 277; Kalpaxis and Petropoulou
1988/1989, 128Ð129; ed. pr. 42Ð43.

23 Cf. 1Sam. 21:4Ð7. See De Vaux 1961, 422; Milgrom 1991, 411Ð412; SchŸrer 1979,
261; for the table (cf. Ez. 41:22; Josephus Ant. 3.139Ð143) see ibid. 298 with n. 19. For
bread cf. above commentary on 21.7Ð9.

24 Cf. Part I p. 66 n. 331; commentary on 3.2 with n. 11 above.
25 See Meiggs-Lewis, GHI p. 103.
26 Willetts 1962, 244; Kalpaxis and Petropoulou 1988/1989, 131 n. 8; ed. pr. 43.
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SEG XXVIII 750

CRETE. LISSOS. A DEDICATION TO ASCLEPIUS
WITH SACRIFICIAL REGULATIONS FROM THE

ASCLEPIEUM. HELLENISTIC (OR ROMAN?) PERIOD

(Figure 30)

A statue of Asclepius on a rectangular base of blue marble, found at the
Asclepieum at Lissos in 1957. The base is inscribed with an epigram (lines 1Ð2)
and a short law (lines 3Ð5). The statue is unpublished and cannot be discussed
here;1 the entire monument is currently on display in the Archaeological
Museum in Chania.

Dimensions of the base: H. 0.174, W. 0.655, Depth 0.44. L.H. lines 1Ð2: 0.011Ð
0.017, �, Θ, 0.011Ð0.014, Ω 0.008; lines 3Ð5: 0.016Ð0.018, �, Θ, 0.008Ð0.009, Ω
0.007. Upper margin ca. 0.015; left margin: line 1: 0.018 m., line 2: 0.015, lines
3Ð5: 0.182; lower margin 0.052Ð0.066. Interlinear space: lines 1Ð3: 0.014Ð0.015,
lines 3Ð4: 0.003Ð0.005, lines 4Ð5: 0.002Ð0.006.

Chania, Archaeological Museum. Inv. Λ 135.

Ed. Peek 1977, 80Ð81 no. 10 (= H.W. Pleket SEG XXVIII 750); (Bile 1988, 56
no. 56).

Photograph (of the squeeze) Peek 1977, pl. XIX 1 (excellent).

aet. Hell. (vel Rom.?)

Θυμ8λ%ς kσσατ% τ#νδJ JΑσκληπι�ν *ν1�δε πρ3τ%ς6
2 Θαρσ?τας δJ υ��ς τ#νδJ 4ν�1ηκε 1ε3ι.

Θ?ην τ�ν �ωλ#μεν%ν.
4 κρε3ν %7κ 4π%(%ρ�.

τ� δ�ρμα τ3ι 1ε3ι.

Epigraphical Commentary. I have seen the stone. The arrangement of the lines of the
printed text corresponds roughly with their arrangement on the stone. The letters are
nicely cut but the stone is somewhat carelessly inscribed. It is clear that the letter-cutter
wanted to separate the hexameter from the pentameter in the epigram and the epigram
from the law that follows. In the Þrst line he seems, however, to have miscalculated

1 But see BCH 82, 1958, 798Ð799 with plates.
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the relationship between the space and the size of the letters which decreases toward
the end with the last sigma practically touching the right edge of the inscribed face.
Lines 3Ð5 show a tendency toward slanting upward. This results in irregular interlinear
spacing and affects the bottom margin as well. Smaller �, Θ, and Ω. Small, triangular
serifs appear at the tips of vertical stokes.

Translation

Thymilos Þrst had this (statue of) Asclepius set up, and Tharsytas, his
son, dedicated this to the god.

(3) Whoever wishes shall sacriÞce. Meat shall not be carried away.
The skin goes to the god.

Commentary

This document comes from the sanctuary of Asclepius at Lissos, exca-
vated in the late 1950s by N. Platon but otherwise unknown, as it is not
mentioned in literary sources.2 The sanctuary, which is rather small, is
located near the chapel of Hagios Kirkos, about an hour and a half
walk from Souya in south-western Crete. It includes a small Doric tem-
ple constructed mostly of ashlar masonry, with polygonal masonry used
in the lower east wall built against the slope of a mountain. The tem-
ple, which is entered from the south, has a mosaic ßoor. A base, perhaps
large enough for two statues, is located at the north end. To its left there
is a basin with a drain.3 A source of water with therapeutic qualities is
known to exist in the area; some such source may have been the reason
for the foundation of the sanctuary on this spot.4 Under (i.e. to the west
of) the temple there are remains of a fountain house built of massive
polygonal masonry. The water appears to have ßowed into it passing
beneath the ßoor of the temple.

2 See N. Platon, ΚρητικB (ρ νικ� 11, 1957, 336Ð337; 12, 1958, 465Ð467; 13, 1959,
376Ð378; 14, 1960, 515Ð516; Semeria, 1986, 955; M.S.F. Hood AR 1957, 20; 1958, 15Ð16;
G. Daux BCH 82, 1958, 798Ð799; 83, 1959, 753Ð754.

3 For various interpretations of this structure see G. Kaminski, ÔThesauros: Unter-
suchungen zum antiken Opferstock,Õ JdI 106, 1991, 63Ð181, at 126Ð127.

4 PlatonÕs 1957 report p. 337. For the use of water for cures in contemporary
Asclepiea see J.H. Croon, ÔHot Springs and Healing Gods,Õ Mnemosyne, 20, 1967, 225Ð
246; cf. Cole 1988, 162, 163.
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A considerable number of statues and statuettes, mostly Hellenistic
and Roman, among them representations of Asclepius, Hygieia, and
Plutus, as well as of children, were discovered at the site. Some are on
display in the Archaeological Museum in Chania. A few are said to
have inscribed bases.5 Other inscriptions were also discovered; a few
are still on the site.6 The excavation also revealed a broken, reddish,
inscribed table of Asclepius which is currently on display at the museum
in Chania.

On the cult of Asclepius cf. no. 13 above; Part I pp. 60Ð65. For a
more or less comparable document see the sacriÞcial regulations from
an Attic precinct of Asclepius and Hygieia, LSCG 54.7 Although both
come from sanctuaries of Asclepius and the sacriÞces may therefore be
taken to be incubation-related,8 there is little in the way they put forth
their rules to suggest this exclusively. The sacriÞces involved may be in-
dependent, performed at will at the discretion of the worshippers.

Date. The inscription was dated by H.W. Pleket to the early Hellenis-
tic period, according to letter forms as seen in the published photo-
graph. The date appears correct enough, but exact dating may depend
upon the date of the statue and may have to wait until it and the rest of
the material from the sanctuary is published.

Line 1
Τ#νδJ in the Þrst line of the epigram most likely refers to Asclepius; it is
not entirely clear what is referred to by τ#νδJ in the second line. Since
an altar does not appear to have been included in the dedication, it
seems inevitable that the law assumes the existence of an altar in the
sanctuary.9 It is thus noteworthy that Tharsytas was in a position to
publish a law which regulates the use of this altar. Accordingly, PeekÕs
unargued assumption (1977, 80) that both the father who had installed
the statue and son who made the dedication were priests of Asclepius
seems reasonable.10

5 PlatonÕs 1958 report (p. 466) gives detailed information about the statues.
6 See especially PlatonÕs 1959 report p. 377.
7 Cf. Part I pp. 56Ð57. For the Þrst stipulation cf. LSS 17 A 6.
8 Cf. commentary on no. 13 above.
9 Unless an altar (�ωμ#ς) is meant by the second τ#νδε, which seems somewhat

unlikely to me.
10 The priesthood could, perhaps, be hereditary (cf. on this Part I pp. 44Ð46). I avoid

further speculation because not all factors affecting the date are in the public domain
and it is not yet possible to reconstruct the history of the sanctuary and the cult.
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kσσατ%: For the form see Bile 1988, 32.50 p. 237.

Line 4
On the prohibition to take away meat see commentary on 16.5Ð6
above.

Line 5
As divine property, the skin would go to whoever controls the sanctu-
ary,11 handed over or left by the worshippers.12

11 For the skin as a priestly prerogative cf. commentaries on 3.5 and 20.7 above; for
skin given to the god (and from there probably to the founder of the sanctuary) see
LSCG 55.9Ð10 (cf. Part I pp. 11Ð12).

12 In case there is no priest (or another cult official) on duty. For sacriÞce performed
in the absence of a priest see LSCG 69.25Ð27; LSS 129.7Ð11 (cf. LSCG 119.9Ð11).
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SEG XXVI 1084

SICILY. MEGARA HYBLAEA.
FRAGMENTARY SACRIFICIAL LAW.

FIRST HALF OF SIXTH CENTURY B.C.

(Figure 31)

A large limestone block found in 1953. The stone, which is tapered on the right
and badly corroded, was reused in a wall dated to the second to third centuries
B.C. near the south-west gate of the Hellenistic city. The letters are deeply cut.
The inscription begins on the front (a) and continues on the left side (b).

H. 1.085, W. 0.44 (top) 0.625 (bottom), Th. 0.22 (top) 0.39 (bottom). L.H. 0.04Ð
0.075 (a), 0.05Ð0.058 (b).1

Megara Hyblaea, Antiquarium.

Ed. Manni Piraino 1975, 141Ð143 no. 5 (= SEG XXVI 1084); Guarducci 1986Ð
1988, 13Ð18 no. 2; (Arena, Iscrizioni I2 no. 13 with Addenda p. 99;2 Dubois,
IGDS no. 20; Koerner, Gesetzestexte no. 85).

Cf. Gallavotti 1977, 107Ð109; G. Manganaro in Le origini della monetazione di
bronzo in Sicilia e in Magna Grecia,3 304Ð305 (cf. 306); Manni Piraino, ibid. 372Ð
373; (both restated their opinions in Kokalos 26Ð27, 1980Ð1981, 457 (Manganaro)
and 464 (Manni Piraino)); G. Valla, ibid. 466Ð4674 (= SEG XXXI 833); LSAG2

460; Lejeune 1991, 200Ð201; idem 1993, 3Ð4; Arena 1996; L. Dubois BE 1997
no. 727.5

Photograph: Manni Piraino 1975 pl. XXXÐXXXI A; a only: Kokalos 26Ð27,
1980Ð1981 pl. XXV (= Guarducci 1986Ð1988, pl. III; LSAG2 pl. 77.6; Arena,
Iscrizioni I2 pl. VI).6

1 For a drawing of the block with detailed dimensions see Guarducci 1986Ð1988,
pl. II 2.

2 The author refers to an article by Manganaro which I was not able to consult.
3 Atti del VI convegno del centro internazionale di studi numismatici, Napoli 17–12 aprile 1977,

Rome, 1979.
4 Date.
5 On Arena 1996.
6 = Figure 31.
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Drawing (a only): Guarducci 1986Ð1988, Þg. 3; Arena 1996 Þg. 1.

Megara, Antiquarium.

in. saec. VI a. Β�ΥΣΤΡ�ΦΗΔ�Ν

Latus Adversum (a) ΠPσ.ι : 4ρ� : τe% [1-] →
2 [ε]e% : h�δε : h�ς κ- ←
�(τ) τe% 4ρ"%μ- →

4 �% 1?ε : vγδ- ←
#αν 4π%τει- →

6 σ�τ% : α5 δ� [- - -] ←
[- -]Ν[- - -]Α[- - - -] →

8 [- - -]Α [- - - -] δ�- ←
Latus Sinistrum (b) κα λ8τρας : 4- ←

10 π%τεισ�τ%. →

Restorations. 1–2 Guarducci: Πασαρ�τ|% Manni Piraino: Πασ�δατ%[ς h|]% h�δεh%ς
Manganaro || 2–4 Gallavotti: κ|α(τ�) τ� =ρ"%μ|α v 1?ε Manni Piraino: κ|α(τ�) τe%
4ρ"e% Μ[α|λ]�q%υ Manganaro: κ|α〈τ〉 4ρ"%μ|�% 1?ε〈ι〉, Arena (Iscrizioni I2 no. 13): hPδε
h#ς κ|α τe% JΑρ"%μ|�% 1?ε Dubois: h#ς κ|α τe% 4ρ"e% μ|4q%?ε Arena (1996): [- - -]|% hPδε6
h#ς κ|α τe% 4ρ"e% μ[�] | 4q%?ε〈ι〉 (vel μ|4q%?ε〈ι〉) idem (Iscrizioni I2 Addenda p. 99) || 5–6
4π%τ.ε[ι]|σ�τ% M.-P. || 8–9 [τ8]ν[εσ1]α[ι λeε 4ν]� h[ε〈κ〉κα8]δε|κα vel α5 δ�[κα λeε πρ]P[Uαι
4ν]� κτλ Gallavotti || 7–10 non habet Guarducci.

Epigraphical Commentary. I have not seen the stone; the epigraphical comments are based
on Manni Piraino and GuarducciÕs editions.

5 4π%τ.ε[ι]|σατ% Manni Piraino.

Translation

This is the imprecation of the god for all: Whoever sacriÞces against
the (will/directions of) the archomaos shall pay the eighth (part). But
if[- - -] (10) he shall pay ten litras.

Commentary

This fragmentary and largely obscure inscription appears to regulate
sacriÞce in an unknown sanctuary of an unknown divinity, where it
is likely to have stood in a conspicuous place and perhaps near an
altar, as Guarducci (1986Ð1988: 17Ð18) points out, favoring a local
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sanctuary of Olympian Zeus.7 Two clauses can be distinguished. The
Þrst (lines 1Ð6) states the rule; the second (lines 6Ð10), probably a con-
ditional clause starting with α5 δ�, might have added modiÞcations,
exceptions, or possibly dealt with infringements of the preceding rule.
The poor condition of the stone seems to preclude, however, any con-
clusive restorations. The inscription has, to the best of my knowledge,
no immediate parallels. For a law presented as a pronouncement of a
god see no. 4 above with commentary on line 7.8

Date. The date is based upon the forms of the letters and seems
compatible with the archaeological context of the Þndspot. See Manni
Piraino 1975, 142, Guarducci 1986Ð1988 13Ð14, and VallaÕs note.

Lines 1–4
Manni Piraino, who read in lines 1Ð2 Πασαρ�τ|%, i.e. a genitive of
a personal name, interpreted the present document as expressing the
proposal (�%υλ), γν	μη or the like should be understood with h�δε) or
will of one Pasaratos, imposing a Þne on anyone who does not (v i.e.
%7) sacriÞce according to the law (the unattested =ρ"ø%μα). Her reading
of a personal name was accepted by Gallavotti, reading in lines 2Ð4
κ|�(τ) τe% 4ρ"%μ|�% 1?ε, and, with modiÞcations, by Dubois, reading
Πασαρ�τ|% hPδε: h#ς κ|α τe% JΑρ"%μ|�% 1?ε: Ô(Cult) of Pasaratos; (one
shall sacriÞce) according to the following prescriptions (hPδε relative
adverb): whoever sacriÞces in the month of Archomaos, Òduring which
one ought not to sacriÞce.ÓÕ9 The interpretation of this document as a
sacred law was opposed by Manganaro who took it to be a mortgage
boundary stone, demanding a payment in agricultural produce from
a certain individual in accordance with the judgement of an archos

whose name began with Μ. In ManganaroÕs interpretation, the stone
comes from Syracuse and is to be dated to ca. 460. His interpretation,
which calls for rather suspect readings, was in turn rejected by Manni
Piraino and has found virtually no followers. Neither, to the best of my
knowledge, have ArenaÕs revised readings (1996; Iscrizioni I2 Addenda
p. 99),which are translated Ôwhoever does not obey the archos.Õ10

7 Cf. Gallavotti 1977, 108.
8 Cf. commentary on 7.1Ð3.
9 IGDS p. 27.

10 Cf. L. Dubois BE 1997 no. 727.
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Although 4ρ"#μα%ς is not documented elsewhere, GuarducciÕs inter-
pretation seems preferable to me. Besides giving a reasonably good
sense, it is the only one that takes into account the dicolon (:), used
as a punctuation mark, which appears twice in the Þrst line and makes
its decipherment as a continuum unlikely.11

Line 1
For 4ρα8 in the context of sacred law see Part I p. 22. The meaning
ÔlawÕ (i.e. divine or sacred: Guarducci 1986Ð1988, 16) is stretched but
perhaps possible here.

Lines 3–4
GalavottiÕs conjectured 4ρ"#μα%ς, adopted by Guarducci,12 is Ôperhaps
a religious officialÕ (LSJ supplement s.v.), comparable to HesychiusÕ
�ερ#μα%ς6 τ3ν �ερ3ν *πιμελ%?μεν%ς (in charge of religious matters). Hia-

romaoi are known from Olympia.13 Guarducci suggests (1986Ð1988, 16Ð
17) that the present 4ρ"#μα%ς would be a city magistrate or a head of a
college of magistrates.

Lines 4–5
vγδ|#αν: It is not entirely clear what exactly is meant by vγδ#αν. One
may follow Gallavotti (1977, 108; see below) in understanding μερ8δα
with it or Guarducci (1986Ð1988, 16) in taking this to be a part of the
victim.

Lines 9–10
λ8τρα: This appears to be the earliest known reference to the litra, which
is known down to the third century B.C. as a weight and monetary unit
in Sicily (Lejeune 1993, 2Ð3, 9Ð10). Gallavotti (1977, 108) suggested that
the ÔeighthÕ in lines 4Ð5 ought to be an eighth part of a weight unit
divided into ten pounds, like the δεκ�λιτρ%ς στατ)ρ known from the
Þfth-century comic poet Epicharmus (fr. 10 (cf. 9) PCG). This attractive
solution may, however, be anachronistic, as the inscription seems to

11 Cf. Koerner, Gesetzestexte pp. 324Ð325.
12 Gallavotti 1977, 107Ð108; Guarducci 1986Ð1988, 16.
13 I vO 1.2; 4.4Ð5; 10.6; [13.7 (Nomima I no. 36)].
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antedate currency (Dubois, IGDS p. 27).14 Accordingly, unless the dates
involved are allowed some ßexibility, the litra here is probably Ôa metal
bar used as currencyÕ (LSJ suppl. s.v. I).

14 Cf. Guarducci 1986Ð1988, 16; Manni Piraino 1975, 142Ð143. But note Lejeune
1993, 4 n. 12; idem 1991, 200Ð201 (vγδ#α: monetary-weight unit); LSJ suppl. s.v. pγδ%%ς:
Ômonetary unit.Õ
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SEG XXX 1119

SICILY. NAKONE. DECREE ON RECONCILIATION.
CA. MID (OR EARLY?) THIRD CENTURY B.C.

A bronze tablet with a molding above. The upper right corner is missing;
the rest seems virtually intact. The Þrst three lines are indented to the right.
The lower part of a nail hole appears just under the break, between lines 2
and 3, above the last two letters of this line.1 The tablet belongs to the nine
decrees (plus one fake) inscribed on bronze tablets, forming a dossier known
as the bronze tablets of Entella, which surfaced through copies in the late
1970s, having been discovered under mysterious circumstances at a single site,
or so it is believed.2 The original provenance of the tablets is known from their
contents, the present tablet standing out as the only one from Nakone. All of
the editions published so far are based on transcriptions or on a photograph.
Dimensions have never been published.

Ed. Nenci 1980, 1272Ð1273 no. III; SEG XXX 1119; Asheri in Materiali e con-
tributi, 776Ð777 no. III; Asheri 1989, 136; (Dubois, IGDS no. 206);3 L. Porciani
in Ampolo 2001, 27Ð28, Nakone A.

Cf.4 Alessandr“ 1982; Asheri 1982; Giangiulio 1982, 970Ð992; Lejeune 1982
passim; Savalli 1982 (= SEG XXXII 914); Asheri 1984; Daux 1984, 393Ð394,

1 Cf. Asheri 1984, 1260.
2 For the (modern) history of the dossier see M.I. Gulletta in Ampolo (ed.) 2001,

33Ð41.
3 To the best of my knowledge, this edition is not based on a transcription or on a

photograph.
4 N.B. The Entella dossier has generated a staggering amount of discussion. I

have attempted to make myself acquainted with whatever parts of the bibliography
are essential for the interpretation of religious aspects of the present document. I
doubt that I was able to cover each and every contribution. There also seems to be
little justiÞcation in discussing here matters which are of less immediate relevance,
particularly since synthetic discussions with speciÞc bibliographies as well as a general
bibliography for the entire dossier are available in Ampolo (ed.) 2001. In respect to
matters not covered here, reference is primarily given to this work. Haec non vidi:
V. Giustolisi, Nakone ed Entella alla luce degli antichi decreti recentemente apparsi e di un nuovo
decreto inedito, Palermo, 1985 (SEG XXXV 999); D. Knoepßer, ÔLa Sicile occidentale
entre Carthage et Rome ˆ la lumi•re des nouvelles inscriptions grecques dÕEntella,Õ
Annales Université de Neuchâtel, 1985Ð1986, 4Ð29 (SEG XXXVI 825); M. Lombardo,
ÔOsservazioni sul decreto di Nakone,Õ in Giornate internazionali di studi sull’area elima: Atti
del convegno, Gibellina 1991, PisaÑGibellina, 1992, 421Ð442 (SEG XLII 1619).
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396; Gauthier 1984 (= SEG XXXIV 934); Amiotti 1985; Dubois 1986, 102Ð
105;5 van Effenterre 1989, 2, 4Ð5;6 Asheri 1989 (= SEG XXXIV 934); van
Effenterre and van Effenterre 1988;7 Nenci 1990; ThŽriault 1996, 22Ð26, 69Ð
70; Rhodes 1997, 320; U. Fantasia in Ampolo (ed.) 2001, esp 62Ð63; Ampolo
in Ampolo (ed.) 2001 XIÐXII, 203Ð205; C. Michelini in Ampolo (ed.) 2001, 71;
N. Loraux, The Divided City: On Memory and Forgetting in Ancient Athens, New York,
2002, 215Ð228 (French original, 1997).8

Photograph: Ampolo (ed.) 2001, 26.

Unknown location.

ca. med. (vel init.?) saec. III a.

JΕπ2 Λευκ8%υ τ%/ Καισ8%υ κα2 Φιλων8δα Φι .λ[- - -]6
JΑδων8%υ τετ�ρται �σταμ�ν%υ6 Nδ%Uε
τPι Bλ8αι κα1� κα2 τPι �%υλPι6 *πειδM τPς

4 τ?"ας καλ3ς πρ%αγημ�νας δι	ρ1ωται τ� .κ%[ιν�]
τ3ν Νακωνα8ω .ν, συμ(�ρει δ� κα2 *ς τ�ν λ%ιπ�ν "ρ#ν%ν Aμ% .ν[%]-
%/ντας π%λιτε?εσ1αι, πρ�σ�εις τε JΕγεστα8ων παργενα .1[�]ν-
τες JΑπ�λλι"%ς JΑ .λε8δα, JΑττικ�ς Π8στων%ς, Δι%ν?σι%ς Δεκ[8]-

8 %υ Tπ�ρ τ3ν κ%ινPι συμ(ερ#ν .των π〈P〉σι τ%0ς π%λ8ταις συνε�%[?]-
λευσαν, δεδ#"1αι τ%/ JΑδων8%υ τPι τετ�ρται �σταμ�ν%υ .B .λ.8 .α .ν
τ3ν π%λιτP .ν συναγαγε0ν, κα2 Oσσ%ις B δια(%ρ� τ3μ π%λιτP .ν
γ�γ%νε Tπ�ρ τ3ν κ%ιν3ν 4γωνι+%μ�ν%ις 4νακλη1�ντας *ς

12 τ�ν Bλ8αν δι�λυσιν π%ι)σασ1αι α7τ%@ς π%τJ α7τ%@ς πρ%γρα-
(�ντας aκατ�ρων τρι�κ%ντα6 %� δ� Tπεναντ8%ι γεγ%ν#τες *ν
τ%0ς Nμπρ%σ1εν "ρ#ν%ις aκ�τερ%ι aκατ�ρων πρ%γραψ�ντω6 %� δ�
=ρ"%ντες τ� vν#ματα κλαρ%γρα()σαντες "ω .ρ2ς aκατ�-

16 ρων *μ�αλ#ντες *ς Tδρ8ας δυ#ω κλαρ	ντων Wνα *U aκα-
τ�ρων, κα2 *κ τ3ν λ%ι[π]3ν π%λιτPν π%τικλαρ	ντω τρε0ς
π�τ τ%@ς δ?% NUω τPν 4γ"ιστ .ειPν �ν A ν#μ%ς *κ τ3ν .δικασ-
τηρ8ων με18στασ1αι κ�λεται6 κα2 *ς τ�ν α7τ3ντα %� συν-

Restorations. Suppl. Nenci (1980). || 1 Φιλ[ων8δα(?)] Asheri (Materiali e contributi) || 7
idem || 9 Bλ8αν Asheri, SEG XXX || 19 Ôfortasse intellig. esse *ς τ�ν (κλPρ%ν?) α7τ3νταÕ
Asheri

5 See below n. 11.
6 Reproducing NenciÕs ed. pr.
7 Reproducing AsheriÕs 1989 text. This article was published later than van Effen-

terre 1989.
8 General discussion; cf. n. 64 below.
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20 λα"#ντες 4δελ(%2 α�ρετ%2 Aμ%ν%%/ντες 4 .λ .λ� .λ%ις με-
τ� π�σας δικαι#τατ%ς κα2 (ιλ8ας6 *πε2 δ� κα %�
aU)κ%ντα π�ντες κλPρ%ι 4ερ .1�ωντι κα2 %� π%τ2
τ%?τ%υς συ .λλα"#ντες, τ%@ς λ%ιπ%@ς π%λ8τας

24 π�ντας κατ� π�ντε συγκλαρ	ντω, μM συγκλα-

.ρ3ντες τ�ς 4γ"ιστε8ας κα1� .γ�γραπται, κα2 *ς
τ�ν α7τ3ντα 4δελ(%2 κα2 %jτ%ι κα1� [κ]α2 τ%0ς Nμπρ%σ-
1εν α7τ%0στα συνλελ%γ"#τες6 %� δ� �ερ%μν�μ%νες τPι .1 .υσ[8]αι

28 1υ#ντ .ω αg〈γ〉α λευκ�ν, κα2 τ� π%τ2 τ�ν .1υσ8αν Oσων "ρε8α *στ2
A ταμ8ας παρε"�τω6 Aμ%8ως δ� κα2 α� κατ� π#δας 4ρ"α2
πPσαι 1υ#ντω κα1J .Wκαστ%ν *νιαυτ�ν τα?ται τPι Bμ�ραι τ%0[ς]
γενετ#ρεσσι κα2 τPι b�μ .%ν%〈8〉αι �ερε0%ν aκατ�ρ%ις, O κα δ%κιμ�+ων-

32 τι, κα2 %� π%λ0ται π�ντες a%ρτα+#ντω παρ’ 4λλ�λ%ις
κατ� .τ�ς 〈4〉δελ(% .1ετ8ας6 τ� δ� Bλ8ασμα τ#δε κ%λαψ�με-
ν%ι %� =ρ"%ντ〈ε〉ς *ς "�λκωμα *ς τ� .πρ# .ν .α%ν τ%/ Δι�ς [τ%/] J�λυμπ8%υ
4να .1�ντω.

Restorations. 20 4λλ�λ%ις Asheri, SEG XXX || 26 Ôfortasse intellig. esse *ς τ�ν (κλPρ%ν?)
α7τ3νταÕ Asheri || 27 δ� �ερ%μν�μ%νες τPι .1 .υσ[8]αι Asheri, SEG XXX || 31–32 Oκα
δ%κιμ�+ων|τι idem (Oκα δ〈%〉κιμασ|τικα0 Nenci): O κα Gauthier.

Epigraphical Commentary. NenciÕs Þrst edition was based on a copy; a photograph was
used indirectly for the SEG and for AsheriÕs 1982 texts. Words Þrst read by Asheri and
the SEG have been noted above. The present text follows PorcianiÕs edition. Diversions
from this edition have been noted, but I have generally avoided noting earlier readings
not made directly from the photograph. The lettering shows a number of irregularities,
some letters having more than one form. Alpha with a straight crossbar; smaller,
suspended Θ, �, and Ω; sigma vacillating between parallel and somewhat slanting
strokes; no serifs. The scribe evidently ran out of space toward the end, struggling
to squeeze the last two lines into the limited space available.

8 If I see correctly, the photograph suggests that the last nu of συμ(ερ#ν .των
and the pi of π〈P〉σι were written above what looks somewhat like a Λ: συμ-
(ερ#ντω〈ν π〉Pσι SEG.

13 Tπεναντ8%ι: Porciani dots the upsilon. The photograph shows confusing traces
but suggests an upsilon written with something else, above an epsilon: 〈Tπ〉εναν-
τ8%ι SEG.

22 aU)κ%ντα: aU)κ%〈ν〉τα Porciani, SEG. The photograph shows nu with a short
slanting stroke (or a scratch?) between it and the tau, touching the upper right
vertical of the nu.

28 αg〈γ〉α: From the photograph I cannot quite make a letter from the traces
between the iota and the last alpha (perhaps a kappa?); they do not seem to
suggest a gamma, however.

33 .τ�ς 〈4〉δελ(% .1ετ8ας: The upper stroke of the Þrst tau does not seem entirely
secure. In 〈4〉δελ(% .1ετ8ας the scribe evidently omitted the alpha. The photo-
graph seems to show a small sigma written above the line between the preced-
ing alpha and the delta.: τ�〈ς 4〉δελ(% .1ετ8ας SEG.

34 The iota seems visible in the photograph. =ρ"%ντ〈ε〉ς: The photograph has
ΑΡ��ΝΤ�Σ.
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Translation

In the year of Leukios son of Kaisios and Philonidas son of Phil[- -
-], on the fourth of the month of Adonios, the assembly has decided
accordingly as the council: (3) Whereas fortune has taken a favorable
course and order has been restored to the public affairs of the Nako-
nians and it is Þt for them to govern themselves harmoniously in the
future, and whereas the Segestan ambassadors, Apellichos son of Alei-
das, Attikos son of Piston, and Dionysius son of Dekios arrived (at
Nakone) and advised all the citizens regarding matters of public inter-
est, (9) let it be decided to call an assembly of the citizens on the fourth
of the month of Adonios and to summon to the assembly all those cit-
izens among whom the disagreement arose as they were Þghting (for
control) over the public affairs so that they put an end to hostilities
among them, the two factions having each presented a list of thirty
names of (members of) the other. (13) Those who have previously been
enemies shall write their names each before the other. (14) The archons
shall transcribe the names of each faction separately on ballots, put
them in two hydrias, and chose by lot one (member) of each faction.
They shall then choose by lot three men from the rest of the citizens
in addition to the (former) two, avoiding relationships which the law
states deviate from the (practice of the) courts. (19) Those united into
the same group (shall live) as elective brothers with each other har-
moniously in full justice and friendship. (21) When all the sixty ballots
have been drawn and those united by lot in addition to them, they (the
archons) shall allot all the rest of the citizens into groups of Þve, avoid-
ing in the allotment the relationships as has been written (above). Those
united by lot into the same group (shall) also (live) as brothers like the
former ones.

The hieromnamones shall sacriÞce at the sacriÞce a white goat and the
treasurer shall provide whatever is needed for the sacriÞce. Similarly all
subsequent magistrates shall sacriÞce each year on the same day to the
ancestors and to Homonoia a victim for each whichever they inspect
and all the citizens shall celebrate among themselves according to the
adelphothetiai. The archons shall engrave this decree on a bronze tablet
and set it up in the pronaos of (the temple of) Olympian Zeus.



seg xxx 1119 351

Commentary

Date. The bronze tablets of Entella have been variously dated to the
mid-late fourth-early third century B.C. or to the mid-third century,
before and after the Roman penetration into Sicily respectively, on the
basis of references to external events.9 The town of Nakone, mentioned
in Stephanus of Byzantium (468.3 = Philistus FGrHist 556 F 26) and the
Suda (s.v. Νακ	νη) is otherwise known from its coins of the late Þfth and
Þrst half of the fourth century B.C. It was situated in western Sicily but
its exact location is unknown.10 With no substantial reference to datable
historical events, the date of the present document, the only one to
come from Nakone, remains very much uncertain, depending upon the
date of the entire Entella dossier and possibly upon letter forms.11

Though from a cultic point of view the signiÞcant part of the doc-
ument is conÞned to a few lines (27Ð33, it is important for the study
of Greek cult practice because it governs the institution of a festival,
regardless of its civic impetus. The closest parallel in the corpus of
sacred laws is LSAM 81 which establishes, in much greater detail, a
yearly festival for Athena and Homonoia to commemorate the recon-
ciliation between Antiochia ad Pyramum (Magarsus) and Antiochia ad
Cydnum (Tarsus).12 The present festival was clearly instituted to com-
memorate the reconciliation discussed in the Þrst part of the document.
Unfortunately, the document is very sparing in respect to details, offer-
ing little more than an outline of the celebration. Obscurities abound,
accordingly, not the least because the meaning of the hapax 4δελ(%1ε-
τ8α and therefore the construction with κατ� are unclear.

9 Primarily, though not solely, a war with the Carthaginians, as has been noted,
referred to in SEG XXX 1117 and 1118 (= Ampolo (ed.) 2001 Entella C2 and C3).
The lack of explicit reference to Rome, particularly in the context of a war with
the Carthaginians, might suggest an earlier date, though the appearance of a Roman
epimeletes, Tiberius Claudius son of Gaius in SEG XXX 1120.4 (= Ampolo 2001 Entella
B1), is signiÞcant and could point to the Þrst Punic war (264Ð241) and its ultimate phase
(254Ð241) as a date for the decrees. See discussions by Ampolo in Ampolo (ed.) 2001,
xiÐxii and L. Porciani in Ampolo (ed.) 2001, 43Ð47 with bibliography.

10 See A. Facella in Ampolo (ed.) 2001, 197Ð205 with bibliography.
11 See esp. Asheri 1989, 137. One must note that the paucity of parallels, practically

conÞned to the rest of the dossier, calls for particular caution.
12 See ThŽriault 1996, 85Ð88 with bibliography.
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The Þrst part of the document has been thoroughly discussed and
cannot concern us in any detail.13 We therefore limit ourselves to out-
lining its contents, mainly the reconciliation procedure.

Lines 1–2714

It appears that in the mid-third century B.C. the city of Nakone was
undergoing a period of stasis (or at the very least some civil unrest),
strife (B δια(%ρ� of line 10)15 having broken out between two opposing
factions that fought over public affairs.16 Once order had eventually
been restored17 and once Segestan arbitrators had arrived at Nakone
and been heard,18 a reconciliation scheme was at length devised:19 each
of the two opposing factions is required to submit a list of thirty names
of members of the opposing faction. These are inscribed on ballots and
put in two separate hydrias. Two ballots are then to be drawn. Three
more citizens are to be added to these, chosen by lot from the rest of
the citizens. A group of Þve non-related Ôelective brothersÕ would thus
be created; no group is to include members related by direct ties of the
type avoided in court, evidently, that is, for jurors.20 This process is to be
repeated for all the names submitted by the opposing factions and then

13 See Alessandr“ 1982; Asheri 1982; Savalli 1982; Amiotti 1985; van Effenterre and
van Effenterre 1988; Asheri 1989; Ampolo in Ampolo (ed.) 2001, 203Ð205.

14 For Adonis and the month Adonios see Lejeune 1982, 789; Savalli 1982, 1056Ð
1057; Asheri 1989, 139; A. Corretti in Ampolo (ed.) 2001, 89Ð90. For onomastics see
Lejeune 1982 (esp. 794Ð796 for Κα8σι%ς and Λε?κι%ς); B. Garozzo in Ampolo (ed.) 2001,
75Ð80 under appropriate entries). For language see especially Dubois, IGDS.

15 Perhaps used euphemistically for stasis: Savalli 1982, 1061.
16 The strife does not seem to have included the entire citizen body, however: Asheri

1982, 1035Ð1036; Savalli 1982, 1061. Ampolo (in Ampolo (ed.) 2001, 205) considers the
possibility that if the decree dates to the Þrst Punic war, the two opposing factions can
consist of supporters of Rome and Carthage respectively.

17 It has been suggested that δι	ρ1ωται τ� .κ%[ιν�] | τ3ν Νακωνα8ω .ν (lines 4Ð5)
equals δι#ρ1ωσις τ3ν ν#μων and refers to a constitutional reform: Alessandr“ 1982, 1047;
Savalli 1982, 1059Ð1060; cf., however, van Effenterre and van Effenterre 1988, 698 n.
41.

18 A Segestan rather than Nakonian initiative has been suggested: Asheri 1982,
1034Ð1035; idem 1989, 139Ð140; Savalli 1982, 1058Ð1059. Nenci 1990, 174Ð177 passim
stress the role of Segesta in devising the reconciliation procedure.

19 See Alessandr“ 1982, 1050Ð1052; Asheri 1982, 1037Ð1039; Savalli 1982, 1061Ð1063;
Asheri 1989, 140Ð141; Amiotti 1985, 121; Dubois, IGDS pp. 259Ð261; ThŽriault 1996,
24Ð26; Ampolo in Ampolo (ed.) 2001, 203Ð204.

20 Alessandr“ 1982, 1051; Savalli 1982, 1063 n. 35 citing SEG XXIX 1130 bis B
37Ð41 from Clazomenae listing who should not judge whom; the forbidden degrees
of relationship go beyond the immediate family. Dubois 1986, 103Ð104, IGDS p. 260
followed AsheriÕs tentative κλPρ%ν in lines 19 and 26, taking κλPρ%ς as a plot of land:
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for the remaining citizens, resulting in an artiÞcial civic body based on
the newly constituted groups of Þve so-called elective brothers rather
than on family relations.

Lines 27–3321

Once the allotment procedure has been completed, the reconciliation
is solemnized through a sacriÞce of a white goat, the care for which
is assigned to the hieromnamones with costs defrayed by the treasurer.
To commemorate the reconciliation, an annual celebration is to take
place in the future on 4 Adonios; the magistrates are to offer sacriÞce
to Homonoia and to the ancestors and the citizens are to celebrate
according to the adelphothetiai.

So much is clear, but the conciseness of the text raises some questions
as to the recipient of the goat sacriÞce,22 the force of Aμ%8ως (line 29),23

α� κατ� π#δας 4ρ"α2 πPσαι,24 the identity of the �ερε0%ν (line 31), the
antecedent of aκατ�ρ%ις, and, since it refers, so it seems, to the ancestors
and Homonoia,25 the number of victims to be offered in the future.26

Lines 27–28
The office of the hieromnemon/hiaromnamon is documented as early as
the Tiryns regulations, no. 5 above. A hieromnamon27 appears as the
eponymous magistrate in two of the decrees of Entella, SEG XXX 1117
and 1118 (= Ampolo 2001 Entella C2 and C3).

τPι .1 .υσ[8]αι | 1υ#ντ .ω: For the dative cf. (e.g.) 1.27, 32 above where it
is used to denote the events at which the sacriÞces are to be performed.

the groups of Þve would share a plot of land parcelled out to them. Contra see esp. van
Effenterre and van Effenterre 1988, 689, 692Ð693.

21 Dubois, IGDS p. 261; ThŽriault 1996, 26; U. Fantasia in Ampolo (ed.) 2001, 63Ð64;
C. Michelini ibid. 71.

22 Probably the ancestors and Homonoia as in the future.
23 Used generally or implying exact repetition of the initial sacriÞce which would

make future victims a white goat.
24 It is attractive to assume that the reference is only to all successive hieromnamones

(and treasurers), but this may be impossible: Giangiulio 1982, 981; Fantasia in Ampolo
(ed.) 2001, 62.

25 Cf. Amiotti 1985, 121. One can translate Ôfor each of one of the two parties,Õ but it
seems unlikely for these to be the two rival groups. I do not follow the interpretation of
van Effenterre and van Effenterre 1988, 695Ð696.

26 Two if all the magistrates (or just the hieromnamones) offer one victim to each of the
two parties. More if each magistracy offers one victim to each.

27 The mixed-dialect form documented here too.
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Line 28
As happens occasionally, the color of the victim is speciÞed. White
seems appropriate for the festive occasion.28 The signiÞcance of the
choice of the animal, a goat, is less clear.29 The sacriÞce of a single
goat implies a limited distribution of meat.30

Lines 28–29
τ� π%τ2 τ�ν .1υσ8αν Oσων "ρε8α *στ8: i.e. (besides funds for purchasing the
victim) wood and sacriÞcial paraphernalia (such as wine for libations,
barley groats). The costs are to be defrayed by the treasurer since this
is a public sacriÞce. In private sacriÞces, provision of such items may be
assigned to worshippers.31

Lines 30–31
Homonoia32 and The Ancestors. The cult of Homonoia, the personiÞca-
tion of Concord, gathers momentum in the Hellenistic period (having
emerged in the fourth century B.C.), a phenomenon which is com-
monly, and perhaps all too easily, considered an outcome of the politi-
cal upheavals of the Hellenistic world.33 She may Þrst appear in a given
location in an identiÞable context involving strife and reconciliation or,
as in the calendars from Isthmus, LSCG 169 A 4, and Erythrae34 LSAM

26.101, SEG XXX 1327.7, as a member of a local pantheon. Even the
Þrst category should not necessarily imply a new cult. The ignorance

28 On the color of victims see commentary on 1.34 above.
29 One notes that for all intents and purposes the goat is more readily available

in pure white than other sacriÞcial animals (which is not to deny the existence of
requirements to sacriÞce white sheep and cows). Savalli 1982, 1055 n. 1 tentatively
relates the choice of a goat for sacriÞce to the possible derivation of the toponym
Nakone from ν�κ%ς (Ôpelle di capraÕ or rather ÔßeeceÕ).

30 See van Effenterre and van Effenterre 1988, 649Ð696, adducing a small civic body
from this and from the fact that the deliberations at the council and at the assembly
(and possibly the Segestan consultation), the realization of the reconciliation scheme,
and the sacriÞce all took place on the same day. As regards the sacriÞce, one cannot
be absolutely sure, however, that each and every one of the participants got a share in
the meat (for distribution to dignitaries with possible leftovers assigned to the rest of the
citizens see LSCG 33 B 9Ð16; cf. above Part I p. 100; commentary on 14 B 65Ð66). Note
that at least two victims are offered in the future.

31 Cf. commentaries on 3.21Ð22; 20.3Ð4 above.
32 For Homonoia see ThŽriault 1996; Giangiulio 1982, 981Ð992 with an emphasis on

Sicily.
33 Cf. Giangiulio 1982, 991; ThŽriault 1996, 70.
34 Probably a list in a calendar format rather than a calendar. Cf. Part I p. 80.
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of all things Nakonian precludes a deÞnite answer here.35 One way or
another, her association with the ancestors is appropriate. I would take
the ancestors as the communal forefathers of the city,36 the sacriÞce and
the celebration thus commemorating the reconciliation which allows
the harmonious perpetuation of the cityÕs communal heritage.

Line 31
bΙερε0%ν may retain here its usual force meaning either a generic ÔvictimÕ
of an unspeciÞed type or, by virtue of its ubiquitous sacriÞcial use, a
sheep.37 The identity of the victim may not be as important so long as
it is inspected and found good for sacriÞce (see below).

Lines 31–32
δ%κιμ�+ων|τι: Inspection of the victim here has been thoroughly dis-
cussed by Gauthier (1984), correcting the temporal Oκα to O κα.38 In-
spection of sacriÞcial animals, considered in a battered passage of the
Amphictionic law of 380, LSCG 78.14Ð15,39 is prescribed occasionally in
Greek sacred laws in the context of festivals. The most precise cases
are the diagramma of the Andanian mysteries, LSCG 65. 70Ð72, and the
festival regulations from Coressia on Ceos, LSCG 98.14Ð15. All three
inscriptions, as here, use the verb δ%κιμ�+ω. So does Herodotus 2.38,40

cited by Gauthier (1984, 847Ð848), describing an inspection in Egypt
which likely bears upon the Greek custom.41 JΕπισκ%π�ω is used in
the scholia to Demosthenes 21.171 (584; II 238 Dilts). The verb κρ8νω
and its compounds may be employed in respect to selection and/or
inspection of sacriÞcial bovines.42 See the decree regarding the Lesser
Panathenaia, LSCG 33 B 20Ð21,43 and the calendar of Cos, LSCG 151

35 Possibly preexisting: ThŽriault 1996, 26, following Giangiulio 1982, esp. 981.
36 Rather than the original members of the groups of Þve: Alessandr“ 1982, 1053.
37 See commentary on 27 B 10 below.
38 Alessandr“ (1982, 1048) was the Þrst to understand that the object of δ%κιμ�+ων|τι

was �ερε0%ν. i.e. that this was inspection of victims rather than dokimasia (scrutiny) of
humans (so Asheri 1982, 1036Ð1037, 1044, correction in 1984, 1261; Savalli 1982, 1064Ð
1065 considering δ%κιμ�+ων|τ〈α〉ι).

39 SokolowskiÕs text is unreliable; see CID 10.
40 See A.B. Lloyd ad loc. in Commentary on Herodotus Book II II, Leiden, 1976, 173.
41 Victims found worthy of sacriÞce are marked (see also Plutarch, De Is. et Os. 31:

Sokolowski LSS p. 145), similarly to Andania and Bargylia (EpigAnat 32, 2000, 89Ð93
lines 23Ð24; cf. the decree from Astypalaia LSS 83).

42 See Part I pp. 99Ð100.
43 Πρ%κρ8νω: (advance) selection of one of the most beautiful cows bought for the

occasion.
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A 10Ð18.44 The dossier from Bargylia, SEG XLV 1508+EpigAnat 32,
2000, 89Ð93,45 employs δ%κιμ�+ω46 in respect to inspection of pre-reared
bovines and κρ8νω in respect to appraisal of best breeders.47 Κρ8νω is
evidently used in the Myconos calendar LSCG 96.13, stipulating the
choice (by the assembly) of two sows, one of which must be pregnant.
LSAM 32.12 is less implicit but doubtless no less binding than such doc-
uments when simply qualifying the bull to be reared and eventually
sacriÞced to Zeus Sosipolis at Magnesia on the Maeander as zς κ�λλι-
στ%ς.48 In fact, inspection and selection of victims for public sacriÞce is
commonly implied even when it is not prescribed by means of adjec-
tives such as (e.g.) τ�λει%ς/τ�λε%ς,49 λειπ%γν	μων,50 *π8π%κ%ς,51 *ν#ρ"ης,52

κυ%/σα (vel sim.),53 Aλ#κληρ%ς,54 κριτ#ς (vel sim.)55 or clauses describ-
ing speciÞcally the age and physical attributes (including color, not to
mention gender), or generally the quality of the victims.

At Andania (LSCG 65.70) the inspection of the victims is to ensure
that they are generally ε78ερα (worthy of sacriÞce),56 κα1αρ� (pure),
and Aλ#κλαρα (sound; lacking physical imperfections)57 and that they
conform to speciÞc requirements (listed in lines 67Ð69);58 in 11.17Ð18
above the implied inspection seems more Þnancially oriented.59 Here
the inspection would probably consist in ascertaining the general qual-
ity; if the ÔvictimÕ is a white goat, consideration will have to be made

44 Κρ8νω: a few rounds of selection. It has been suggested that the animal selects
itself; see Scullion 1994, 84 with n. 20.

45 Appendix B 1.2 below.
46 A 4Ð5; C 22Ð23. C 21 uses the noun δ%κιμασ8α; cf. B 15Ð16.
47 Τ�ν =ριστα �ε�%υτρ%|(ηκ#τα A 7Ð8/%� =ριστα �ε�%υτρ%(ηκ#τες C 31. C 24 uses

the noun κρ8σις generally in respect to the animals; cf. B 15Ð16.
48 As beautiful as possible; same for the ram sacriÞced in line 50. For this inscription

see Part I pp. 97Ð99.
49 ÔFull-grown.Õ See commentary on 1.9 above.
50 ÔLacking its age-marking teeth.Õ See commentary on 1.34.
51 Evidently ÔwoolyÕ (LSJ s.v.): LSCG 169 A 6, (restored ibid. 15; 154 B 6Ð7; 156 B 11).
52 Uncastrated: LSCG 96.6, 9 (both victims must also be white); LSS 98.3; LSAM

50.20; 67 B 10; (restored above 19.1; 23 A 5).
53 Pregnant: see commentary on 1.38Ð39.
54 ÔWithout imperfections/wholesome/blemishless:Õ LSCG 85.1; cf. 65.70; [LSAM 42

B 5Ð6]. Cf. commentary on 1.9.
55 ÔChoice.Õ See e.g. above 1.14, 17, 18, 20, 21, 39, [47], 54; LSCG 92.8 (Nγκριτ%ς), 27.
56 Cf. 1?σιμ%ς in Hdt. 1.50 and more clearly in Ar. Ach. 784Ð785.
57 See commentary on 1.9 above.
58 Gender, color, age; a sow (line 68) must be *π8τ%U (about to give birth).
59 Cf. LSCG 98.14Ð15.
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of its color. One way or another, the inclusion of the stipulation that
inspection be held seems to point to the importance of the sacriÞce.

Line 33
The meaning of κατ� .τ�ς 〈4〉δελ(% .1ετ8ας is not sufficiently clear, main-
ly because the word 4δελ(%1ετ8α is a hapax. Various attempts at expla-
nation have been made,60 taking κατ� to denote distribution,61 confor-
mity,62 and time within which63 respectively. Since the festival is clearly
meant to commemorate the reconciliation, it makes sense to take the
adelphothetiai as referring to the groups of Þve, with the celebration pre-
scribed here carried out by each group and its descendants. There is
no assurance that this is correct, however. As the document is unfor-
tunately silent regarding the practical implications of the reconciliation
mechanism, it is impossible to give a deÞnite answer to such questions
as whether the newly constituted groups were merely artiÞcial or viable
entities and, if so, how they functioned, particularly in respect to real
families.64 We have, of course, no way to verify the persistence of the
institution or of the festival with its yearly sacriÞce to the ancestors and
Homonoia.65 As the case of the Magnesian Eisiteria seems to suggest,66

new festivals in particular ran the risk of losing popularity within a
fairly short time.

60 Asheri noted (1982, 1041Ð1045; 1989, 141Ð145) that the adoptio in fratrem as a legal
institution, otherwise unknown in the Greek world and considered invalid (irritum)
in Cod. Just. 6.24.7, was common enough in the ancient Near East. As he further
noted (considering Italic and Greek explanations), whether NakoneÕs adelphothetiai can
(alongside the month name Adonios: Ampolo in Ampolo (ed.) 2001, 204) represent
Near Eastern, namely Phoenician, inßuence is a different question. See Alessandr“
1982, 1051Ð1053; Asheri 1982, 1041Ð1045 with 1984, 1260Ð1261; idem 1989, 141Ð145;
Savalli 1982, 1065Ð1067; Amiotti 1985, 121Ð126; van Effenterre and van Effenterre 1988,
698Ð700; Dubois, IGDS p. 61; Ampolo 2001, 204Ð205.

61 ÔAssociation par association,Õ the association being the associated Þve and their
descendants: Dubois, IGDS p. 261 and translation on p. 162.

62 ÔSelon les rites dÕÒaffr•rementÓÕ Asheri 1989, 141.
63 ÔPendant les adelphothŽsiesÕ Daux 1984, 396.
64 Cf. van Effenterre and van Effenterre 1988; 699Ð700; N. Loraux, The Divided City:

On Memory and Forgetting in Ancient Athens, New York, 2002, 222Ð227.
65 Contra: Giangiulio 1982, 991Ð992; ThŽriault 1996, 26, 69Ð70.
66 See Part I pp. 107Ð108.
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Line 34
The pronaos apparently belongs to a temple of Zeus Olympios, evidently
chosen for posting the decree due to its importance.67

67 For the temple cf. Alessandr“ 1982, 1049Ð1050; for the problem of Zeus Olympios
in the area see Giangiulio 1982, 970Ð981.
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SEG XLIII 630

SICILY. SELINUS.
SACRIFICE TO CHTHONIAN DIVINITIES;

PURIFICATION FROM ELASTEROI. FIRST HALF
OF THE FIFTH CENTURY B.C.

(Figures 32Ð34)

A large lead tablet, given as a gift to the J. Paul Getty Museum in 1981 and
returned to Italy in 1992. The use of the epichoric alphabet of Selinus suggests
it as the original provenance. The tablet, which is broken on all sides, is
inscribed in two columns (A, B) both of which had been pre-inscribed with
horizontal guidelines. The columns are positioned upside down relative to
one another, separated by a bronze bar with three nail-holes spaced at equal
intervals at both ends and in the middle; both the bar and the tablet could
originally have been larger.1

H 0.597, W. 0.23, Th. 0.002. Average distance between guidelines 0.008.

The tablet was returned to Italy.

Ed. Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993; (= SEG XLIII 630; Arena, Iscrizioni
I2 no. 53 bis).

Cf. L. Dubois BE 1995 no. 692; idem 1995;2 Graham 1995; Clinton 1996a;
Cordano 1996; B. Jordan 1996; Kingsley 1996; North 1996; Schwabl 1996;
Arena 1997;3 Brugnone 1997; A. Chaniotis EBGR 1993Ð1994 no. 121 (Kernos
10, 1997);4 idem EBGR 1996 no. 45 (Kernos 12, 1999);5 Cordano 1997;6 D. Jor-
dan 1997;7 Giuliani 1998; Lazzarini 1998; Matthaiou 1992Ð1998, 429Ð430;8
W. Burkert, ÔVon Selinus zu Aischylos,Õ Berlin-Brandenburgische Akad. d. Wiss.

1 See Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 4. For more details see below Epigraphical
Commentary.

2 An expanded version of the authorÕs BE lemma of the same year; containing text.
3 Reproducing Jameson, Jordan, and KotanskiÕs text.
4 On ed. pr.
5 Mainly on Clinton 1996a.
6 Adapted from the authorÕs 1996 review.
7 The Tritopatores.
8 The elasteros.
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Berichte u. Abhandlungen 7, 1999, 23Ð38 (non vidi);9 Curti and van Bremen 1999;
Dubois 1999;10 Burkert 2000; Scullion 2000.11

Photographs: Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, frontispiece,12 plates 1Ð5 (=
Brugnone 1997); (excellent).

Drawing: Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, folding plates 1 and 2; (=
Arena, Iscrizioni I2 pp. 105, 111; Brugnone 1997 (1 only); Curti and van Bremen
1999, Þg. 1).13

pars prima saec. V a.

A

[ ca. 8- - - - - -] . ΑΝ[ ca. 4- - - -] .Α[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
[ ca. 6- - - - -] . .ΔΕΜΑ[.] .Α[.]ΤΕΗ .Α .ΛΑΤ .ΕΡΑ[.]ΚΑ.Ι .�[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
[ ca. 4- - - -] . .Β[.] καταλ[ε].8π%ντας, κα .τhαιγ8+ .εν δ� τ�ς h%μ%σεπ?%ς vacat

4 [[[ 8 min.- - - - - - -]Η.Ι . [ ca. 2- - -]ΤΑΣ[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]]]
[[Κ[ ca. 13- - - - - - - - - - -]�[- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]]]
[[Α[ ca. 3- - -] . . . Η[ 7–8- - - - - - -]� . [ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]]]
τe%ν hιαρe%ν hα 1υσ8α πρ� q%τυτ8%ν κα2 τPς *"ε"ερ8ας π�ν .π[τ%ι]

8 W�τει he%ιπερ h#κα hα J�λυνπι�ς π%τε8ε6 τe%ι Δι2 : τe%ι Ε7μενε0 1?[ε] .ν [κα2]
τα0ς : Ε7μεν8δεσι : τ�λε%ν, κα2 τe%ι Δι2 : τe%ι Μιλι"8%ι τe%ι : *ν Μ?σq% : τ�λε%ν :

τ%0ς Τρ-
ιτ%πατρε/σι 6 τ%0ς 6 μιαρ%0ς h#σπερ τ%0ς hερ#εσι, W%0ν%ν hυπ%λhε8-
ψας 6 δι’ vρ#(% 6 κα2 τPν μ%ιρPν 6 τPν *ν�ταν 6 κατακα-

12 8εν 6 μ8αν6 1υ#ντ% 1/μα : κα2 καταγι+#ντ% h%0ς h%σ8α 6 κα2 περιρ�-
ναντες καταλιν�ντ% : κNπειτα : τ%0ς κ〈α〉1αρ%0ς : τ�λε%ν 1υ#ντ% : μελ8κρατα

hυπ%-
λε8�%ν 6 κα2 τρ�πε+αν κα2 κλ8ναν κ*ν�αλ�τ% κα1αρ�ν heεμα κα2 στε(�-
ν%ς *λα8ας κα2 μελ8κρατα *ν καινα0ς π%τερ8δ.ε[σ]ι κα2 : πλ�σματα κα2 κρP κ4π-

16 αρU�μεν%ι κατακα�ντ% κα2 καταλιν�τ% .τ�ς π%τερ8δας *ν1�ντες6
1υ#ντ% h#σπερ τ%0ς 1ε%0ς τ� πατρe%ια : τe%ι *ν Ε71υδ�μ% : Μιλι"8%ι : κρι�ν .1[υ]-
#ντ%6 Nστ% δ� κα2 1/μα πεδ� W�τ%ς 1?εν6 τ� δ� hιαρ� τ� δαμ#σια *Uh〈α〉ιρ�τ%

κα2 τρ�[πε+α]-
ν : πρ%1�μεν κα2 q%λ�αν κα2 τ4π� τPς τραπ�+ας : 4π�ργματα κα2 τvστ�α

κα[τα]-

Restorations. Suppl. Jameson, Jordan, et Kotanski. || A 2 δ� μP[+]α[ν] τε h�λα τε (non
verisimiliter) vel hvλ�τερ α[.]και . (4λ�τηρ6 5ερε?ς Hesych.) J. -J. -K. || A 14 κα2 〈πρ%-
1�τ%〉 τρ�πε+αν Dubois post J. -J. -K. || A 16 καταλιν�τ% .τ�ς π%τερ8δας *ν1�ντες6:
fortasse καταλιν�τ%6 .τ�ς π%τερ8δας *ν1�ντες κτλ Clinton || A 18 *Uh〈α〉ιρ�τ%: *Uh〈ε〉ιρ�τ%,
*Uhι〈κ〉�τ%? J. -J. -K.: *Uhιρ�τ% Arena

9 Cited by Burkert 2000.
10 Containing text.
11 For reviews see also L. Boffo, Athenaeum 84, 1996, 620Ð621; F. Prost, AntCl 65, 1996,

421Ð422; G. Manganaro, Gnomon 69, 1997, 562Ð563.
12 = Figure 32.
13 = Figures 33Ð34.
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20 κPαι 6 τ� κρP μ*"(ερ�τ%6 καλ�τ% [h]#ντινα λeει6 Nστ% δ� κα2 πεδ� W�[τ%ς W]-
%8q%ι 1?εν : σ(α+#ντ% δ� : κα2 �e%[ν πρ]� 4γαλμ�τ%ν [. . .] .ΔΕΣ[. .] ca. 2–3. . [ ca. 6–7- - - -]
� 1/μα h#τι κα πρ%"%ρeει τ� πατρe%[ια . ] . Ε\ΑΙ . [ ca. 24- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]

.Τ[. .] . ΙΤ�ΙΑΠΤ���Ι τρ8τ%ι W�.τ[ει] .Ε[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
24 [ ca. 7–8- - - -] .ΕΥΣΥΝ .Β[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]

vacat

B

[ ca. 2–3- - - α].< .κJ = .ν .1 .ρ .% .π .%ς [α7τ%ρ�κ] .τ .α[ς *λ]ασ .τ.� .ρ%ν 4 .π%κα[1α8ρεσ1]-
[αι], πρ%ειπ�ν h#π% κα λeε.ι .κα2 τe% W .�[τ] .ε%ς h#π% κα λeει κα2 [τe% μεν�ς]
h%πε8% κα λeει κα2 〈τPι〉 4μ�ραι h%πε8αι κα λ〈eε〉ι, π{%}ρ%ειπ�ν h#πυι κα λeει,

κα1αιρ�σ1 .%. [h% δ� hυ]-
4 π%δεκ#μεν%ς 4π%ν8ψασ1αι δ#τ% κ4κρατ8Uασ1αι κα2 h�λα τe%ι α7[τ%ρ�κται]

[κ]α2 1?σας τe%ι Δ2 "%0ρ%ν *U α7τe% <τ% κα2 περιστ{ι}ρα(�σ1% vacat

κα2 π%ταγ%ρ�σ1% κα2 σ0τ%ν hαιρ�σ1% κα2 κα1ευδ�τ% h#πε .κ-
α λeει6 α< τ8ς κα λeει Uενικ�ν � πατρe%ι%ν, � Jπακ%υστ�ν � J(%ρατ�ν

8 � κα2 "pντινα κα1α8ρεσ1αι, τ�ν α7τ�ν τρ#π% .ν .κα1αιρ�σ1%
h#νπερ h%7τ%ρ�κτας *πε8 κJ *λαστ�ρ% 4π%κα1�ρεται6 vacat

hιαρε0%ν τ�λε%ν *π2 τe%ι �%μe%ι τe%ι δαμ%σ8%ι 1?σας κα1αρ�-
ς Nστ%6 δι%ρ8Uας hαλ2 κα2 "ρυσe%ι 4π%ραν�μεν%ς 4π8τ%6

12 h#κα τe%ι *λαστ�ρ%ι "ρ�+ει 1?εν, 1?εν h#σπερ τ%0ς vacat

41αν�τ%ισι6 σ(α .+�τ% δJ *ς γPν. vacat

vacat spatium vv. 10

Restorations. A 21–22 e.g. [1υ#ντ]|% 1/μα, [τ]|� 1/μα, vel � σ[(α] .+ .#[ντ% =λλ]|% 1/μα J.
-J. -K. || A 22 Þn. fortasse [μ] .� *Uαι .ρ[�τ%] J. -J. -K. || A 23 fortasse [Nσ]|.τ[% τ] .ρ8τ%ια
πτ%"e%ι vel .τ[e%ι] Δ2 τe%ι JΑπτ%"e%ι (cognomen Iovis ignotum) J. -J. -K. dubitanter. || A 24
.ε7σ?ν�[%λ%ς] vel .ε7σ?ν�[λετ%ς]? J. -J. -K. || B 1 [ ca. 2–3- - - α].< .κJ = .ν .1 .ρ .% .π .%ς [α7τ%ρ�κ] .τ .α[ς
*λ]ασ.τ� .ρ%ν: minus probabliliter [α< τ].ι .ς = .ν .1 .ρ .% .π .#ς [κα λeει 4]π� τe%[ν *λ]ασ.τ� .ρ%ν vel [α<]
.κJ = .ν .1 .ρ .% .π .%ς [τe%ν α7]τe% [*λ]ασ.τ� .ρ%ν 4 .π%κα[1α8ρεσ1αι | λeει] J. -J. -K.; [α7τ%ρ�κ] .τ .α[ς]:
4ν1ρ#π% Burkert || B 3 〈τPι〉 4μ�ραι: fortasse 〈τ〉4μ�ραι vel 〈1〉4μ�ραι Schwabl; [h% δ�
hυ]|π%δεκ#μεν%ς J. -J. -K. (1993, 56 adn. 2): [κα2 h% hυ]|π%δεκ#μεν%ς (ibid. 41): fortasse
[εgτÕ hυ]|π%δεκ#μεν%ς: Schwabl: ["v]|π%δεκ#μεν%ς Burkert || B 4 α7[τ%ρ�κται] Clinton:
α7[τe%ι] J. -J. -K. || B 9 h%7τ%ρ�κτας6 *πε8 κJ *λαστ�ρ% 4π%κα1�ρεται, κτλ Burkert || B 11
δι%ρ8Uας, hαλ2 κτλ Dubois. || B 11 "ρ�+ει: "ρε〈8〉+ει Arena.

Epigraphical Commentary. I have not seen the tablet; the epigraphical notes are based
on the Þrst edition. The inscription employs the Selinuntine alphabet, with q used
only in column A. Horizontal guidelines, inscribed before the text, appear in both
columns. They cover the entire length of column B but only the Þrst eighteen lines
of column A, affecting the horizontal orientation of the remaining six lines of text.
A few graffiti appear written across the guidelines in the uninscribed area of column
B. In both columns no straight right margin has been observed, and the inscribed lines
vary in length. Two vertical lines appear in the middle of the tablet marking the left
margins of both columns. The observance of these margins in an attempt to use the
entire available surface of the tablet might explain why the two columns are written
upside down with respect to one another (Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 3Ð
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4).14 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski (1993, 4Ð5) identiÞed provisionally three different
hands: I: A 1Ð3, II: A 4Ð24 (in lines 4Ð6 the rasura prevents deÞnite identiÞcation), and
III: column B. They suggested that the tablet might originally have been Þxed to a
table or a board which could be turned around, without ruling out the possibility, taken
further by Clinton, of an immovable table around which the reader would have turned
upon Þnishing reading column A.15 Nenci (1994) suggested a kyrbis.

A 1 First trace: possibly right bottom of a loop; � or Θ are possible.
A 2 Beginning: a letter space with no visible traces.

.Δ: a semicircle open to the left; Θ, �, or Φ are possible.
First .Α: lower part of Α or Ν.
.Λ: lower tip of Α or Λ but possibly corrected from � or vice versa.
.Ε: less likely �.
.�: rather large; possibly Π with an unusually long right vertical.

A 3 Beginning: a letter space with no visible trace followed by complete Β or a right
part of Μ. In κα.τhαιγ8+ .εν the h was written over the Α.

A 4–6 The letters seem to belong to an earlier inscription.
A 4 The dotted iota is followed by an isosceles: Α, Λ, Μ, or Ν.
A 6 Traces before the Η: Π or Τ; Θ or �; Δ, Ε, Η, Ι, Κ or Π.
A 7 The q is written over Π.
A 13 The second Ν was written above an older Ν.
A 21 The sequence of letters from Κ to � involves confusing corrections and sec-

ondary writing which seem to have resulted Þnally in ΚΑΙΒ�.
4γαλμ�τ%ν: written ΑΓΑΛΜΤΝ by the Þrst writer and corrected by the second.
.Δ: possibly � or Θ.
The Σ might be followed by a vertical stroke.
End, between the two lacunae: a gap for one or two letters followed by an
upper part of a rightward slanting stroke.

A 22 . Ε\ΑΙ .: First trace: Ε, or rather angular � or Θ. Last trace: top left tip of Ε, Π
or Ρ.

A 23 .Τ: left tip of the crossbar.
Before the iota: trace of a right curved tip: a circular letter, Δ, or Ρ.

A 24 .Ε: a high horizontal.
.Β: downward-slanting vertical and a sharp angle; ΙΑ is physically possible.

B 1 Between = .ν .1 .ρ .% .π .%ς and the Α of [*λ]ασ.τ� .ρ%ν the tablet reads [ ca. 6–7- - - -] . . Ι
(probably .Τ) . [ 2–3- - -].

B 2 Beginning: the Ρ was omitted then added below the letters between Π and �.
ΝΗ�Π�Κ was written over Η�ΠΕΚΑΛΕΙ.

B 3 Right of the break: Η�ΠΕΙΑΙΚΑΛΙΠ�Ρ�ΕΙΠ�ΝΗ�Π was written over ΚΑ-
ΛΕΙΚΑΙΗ�ΠΕΙΑΙΚΑΛΕΙ (the Λ appears to have been written on top of Ε) and
ΥΙΚΑΛΕΙ written backward under Π�ΝΗ�Π.

B 4 The second Π was written in a rasura.
In the fourth word Ρ was made into the Þrst Κ by erasing the top diagonal.

B 7 In πατρe%ι%ν the Τ was omitted then inserted.
B 9 Second-to-last word: the Λ was omitted with ΛΑ being subsequently written

over Α.

14 Curti and van Bremen 1999, 21Ð22 reject the irregular outer margins theory.
15 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 4, 5; Clinton 1996a, 162. Contra: Curti and

van Bremen 1999, 22Ð23 who consider that the strange arrangement of the text had a
symbolic meaning.
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B 10 Fifth word: the Β was omitted then written over �.
B 11 In hαλ8 the ΛΙ were Þrst written joined as Ν then written over this letter.

In "ρυσe%ι the Ρ was omitted then written over Υ.
B 13 The last Σ was written over a vertical.

Translation

A

(3) [- - -] leaving behind, but the homosepuoi shall perform the conse-
cration [- - -] (7) The offering of the sacriÞces before (the festival of)
the Kotytia and the truce on the Þfth year in which the Olympiad also
takes place. SacriÞce to Zeus Eumenes [and] to the Eumenides a full-
grown (victim) and to Zeus Meilichios in the (sanctuary?) of Myskos
a full-grown (victim). (SacriÞce) to the polluted Tritopatores as to the
heroes, having poured wine through the roof, and burn one of the ninth
portions. (12) Those to whom it is permitted shall sacriÞce (the) vic-
tim and perform the consecration. And having sprinkled around with
water, they shall anoint (the altar?) and then they shall sacriÞce a full-
grown (victim) to the pure (Tritopatores). Pouring down honey mixture,
(he shall set out) a table and a couch and throw over a pure cloth and
(place on it) olive wreaths and honey mixture in new cups and cakes
and meat. And having sampled Þrstlings, they shall burn them and per-
form anointment, having put the cups on (the altar). (17) They shall
sacriÞce the ancestral sacriÞces as to the gods. To Meilichios in the
(sanctuary?) of Euthydamos they shall sacriÞce a ram. It shall also be
possible to sacriÞce a victim after a year. And he shall take out the pub-
lic hiara and set out a table and burn the thigh and the Þrstlings from
the table and the bones. No meat shall be carried away; he shall invite
whomever he wishes. It shall also be possible to sacriÞce at home (or: in
the oikos) after a year. They shall also slaughter a bovine in front of the
statues [- - -] whatever victim (or sacriÞce) the ancestral customs permit
[- - -] the third year [- - -]

B

[If a] person, [a homicide, wishes] to purify himself from elasteroi,
having made a proclamation from wherever he wishes, and in whatever
year he wishes, and in whatever [month] he wishes, and on whatever
day he wishes, having made a proclamation in whatever direction he
wishes, he shall purify himself. (4) The one hosting him shall offer (lit.
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give) the [homicide] to wash himself and something to eat and salt;
and, having sacriÞced a piglet to Zeus, he (the homicide) shall go away
from him, and turn around, and he shall be spoken to, and take food,
and sleep wherever he wishes. (7) If someone wishes to purify himself
with respect to a guest/host (? or: foreign?) or ancestral (elasteros), either
heard or seen or any whatsoever, he shall purify himself in the same
way as the homicide when he puriÞes himself from an elasteros. Having
sacriÞced a full-grown victim on the public altar, he shall be pure.
Having marked a boundary with salt and having sprinkled around with
gold (i.e. a golden vessel), he shall go away. (12) Whenever one needs
to sacriÞce to the elasteros, sacriÞce as to the immortals. But he shall
slaughter the victim with the blood pouring onto the earth.

Commentary16

This document stands out as one of the few cases where rituals are
dictated in relatively great detail in a Greek sacred law. It is, however,
not safe to put too great an emphasis on the details. The law is mani-
festly interested in establishing a sequence of actions which, performed
in order, constitute a ritual. It is, however, not much more interested in
singular actions than comparable Greek sacred laws; like them it takes
for granted a basic familiarity with ordinary cult practice. Details are
given only when deviation from common practice is required or when
the proceedings are particularly complex. One is tempted to ascribe the
amount of detail to unfamiliarity with rites which have been newly for-
mulated. But the rituals may not be new; this could rather be the Þrst
time the information pertaining to their performance is made acces-
sible. The detailed format may be due to the inherently idiosyncratic,
complex nature of the rituals, or, particularly in B, to their extraordi-
nariness and to the seriousness of the subject matter.

16 This document has been much discussed since its publication and it is impossi-
ble to review in detail all of the discussions here. In what follows we therefore conÞne
ourselves to general considerations and to a condensed running commentary, attempt-
ing to highlight what seem to be substantial contributions to interpretation, referring,
where the same or similar points were made by different scholars, mainly to whoever
Þrst made these points. Disagreement in particular matters aside, Jameson, Jordan, and
KotanskyÕs readily available Þrst edition remains indispensable; the reader is directed to
it for detailed discussion of particular points.
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Date

The date is based on letter forms. Jameson, Jordan and Kotanski 1993,
46Ð48 suggest mid-Þfth century or somewhat earlier; Cordano (1996,
137Ð138; 1997, 422) points out that this date may be too high; Graham
(1995, 367) cautions that the Þrst half of the Þfth century seems reason-
able.

Language17

For a systematic study see Dubois 1999; for a summary of notable
phenomena see also Arena Iscrizioni I2 114Ð115; idem 1997, 438Ð439.

Structure

It is agreed that each of the two columns deals with separate rituals.
The proceedings in column B evidently concern puriÞcation from elas-

teroi and the identiÞable protagonists are private individuals. The Þrst
editors have suggested that the rituals in column A would likewise be
puriÞcatory but, as the protagonists in column B are private individuals,
column A would be concerned with the cult of groups, probably gentili-
tial. The entire document, likely to have been formulated to deal with a
state of pollution caused by stasis, would thus be concerned with puriÞ-
cation.18 Clinton, on the other hand, suggested that the document could
have been arranged according to the chronological repetition of the rit-
uals involved. If, as the Þrst editors suggested, the tablet was meant
to be viewed as it appears today with the intentional rasura of lines
4Ð6,19 the Þrst two words in line 7 are more likely to belong together
with the following sentence than with a sentence begun in the rasura.
A 7Ð24 is to be taken as a self contained section; it deals with quadren-
nial rituals; A 18, 20Ð21 envision repetition after a year; A 23 envisions
repetition after two years, although it is not clear of what. Column B
deals with rituals to be performed independently of a Þxed date. The

17 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski, 1993, esp. 48Ð49.
18 See Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, Ch. III; 113Ð114, 123. North (1996, 298Ð

299) considers an outbreak of a disease or a period of infertility. For a postulated role
of travelling religious experts such as Empedocles in formulating the rituals (Jameson,
Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 59) cf. Kingsley 1996, 282.

19 See Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 20Ð21 with their explanation of this
problem (words lost in the rasura were for some reason not re-inscribed).
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tablet might originally have been larger; the entire document, which
might have likewise not been conÞned to a single tablet, could have
dealt with annual, biennial, triennial, quadrennial rituals and with ritu-
als which can recur as needed.20 Clinton has furthermore doubted that
the two columns shared a thematic connection. While B is concerned
with puriÞcation, there is little in A, except the reference to polluted
and pure Tritopatores, to suggest a similar concern. Nor does the fact
that B deals with the puriÞcation of an individual imply that A is con-
cerned with the cult of groups.21

We should note that it may be rare, but entirely possible, for docu-
ments that are not immediately related to each other to be inscribed
and published together for a variety of reasons.22 As in the case of the
two Archaic fragments from Ephesus, LSAM 30,23 it is safer to treat
each column as the sum of its parts. As such, the two columns do not
seem to have much in common with one another.

Column A

The comprehensible part of column AÑthe precise relationship of lines
1Ð3 to the main part cannot be determinedÑopens with a heading
(lines 7Ð8) followed by four sets of prescriptions (lines 8Ð9, 9Ð13, 13Ð
17, 17Ð22 where the text becomes too fragmentary). Excluding the
third set, connected to the second with a κα8, each set begins with an
asyndeton, naming the divinities (in the dative) to whom the sacriÞces
are to be performed.24 Each of the two sets concerned with sacriÞces
to the polluted and pure Tritopatores is summed up by an independent
statement. The protagonists in the actions are only identiÞed twice in
the entire column (lines 3 and 12). The number of the verbs vacillates,
however, between third singular and third plural. The signiÞcance of
this is not clear.

20 Clinton 1996a, 160Ð162.
21 Clinton 1996a, 162Ð163. See further commentary on A (Nature of the Cult) below.
22 One can only imagine the explanations for the relations between the First Fruits

decree and LamponÕs rider published together with it in LSCG 5 (see Part I p. 36), had
the connecting passage (lines 47Ð54) not survived. LSAM 12 (documents belonging to
the same sanctuary) is another notable example.

23 The fragments, which belonged to the same document, are not related to one
another thematically; see Part I p. 74.

24 Clinton 1996a, 173; Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 43.
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Location of Cult Performance

Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski (1993, 52, 132Ð136) suggested that the
rituals in column A took place in particular plots in the so-called
Campo di Stele, an area west of the precinct assigned to Zeus Meili-
chios at the north-east corner of the Malophoros sanctuary at the
Gaggera where a number of aniconic or semi-iconic stones have been
found. Some of these proclaim themselves by means of inscriptions to
be the Meilichios of so-and-so, to belong to Meilichios, or to be given
to Meilichios by so-and-so; others appear to bear personal names.25

Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski conjectured that beyond being mere
embodiments of the god, these stones marked places where groups
would engage in the performance of cult.26 The designations *ν Μ?σq%
(line 9) and *ν Ε71υδ�μ% (line 17) are to be understood as referring to
some such plots. Myskos and Euthydamos would be names of the fore-
fathers of important gentilitial groups; their Meilichios cults would have
acquired signiÞcance for the entire community or for the groups for
whose sake the present rituals were composed.27 The name Myskos is
in fact attested on a late seventh-century gravestone from Selinus (IGDS

71); this person who might have belonged to the Þrst settlers of Selinus
could be identiÞed as the Myskos of *ν Μ?σq% or as a descendant of
his.28 Clinton suggested, however, that, while Myskos and Euthydamos
might have been founders promoted to the status of local heroes, *ν
Μ?σq% and *ν Ε71υδ�μ% would designate not plots but sanctuaries29

comparable to a sanctuary of an eponymous local hero, Pamphylos,
at Megara, the grandmother city of Selinus, which had an incorpo-
rated or attached sanctuary of Zeus Meilichios. The rituals prescribed
here would accordingly take place not in the sanctuary of Zeus Meili-
chios on the Gaggera but in a few sanctuaries, the sanctuary of Zeus
Eumenes and the Eumenides, the precinct of Zeus Meilichios in the
sanctuary of Myskos, the sanctuaryÑperhaps doubleÑof the Tritopa-
tores, and the precinct of Zeus Meilichios in the sanctuary of Euthy-
damos.30

25 See Jameson, Jordan, and KotanskiÕs catalogue, 1993, 89Ð90.
26 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 201Ð202.
27 Ibid. 29, 53.
28 Ibid. 28Ð29.
29 Cf. Dubois 1995, 134; idem 1999, 343. For Myskos and Euthydamos cf. also

Cordano 1996, 139 (eadem 1997, 426Ð427).
30 Clinton 1996a, 163Ð165 with reference to Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993,
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Nature of the Cult

The Þrst editors assumed a thematic unity for the entire document
with the rituals of column A dealing with the puriÞcation of groups
(see Structure above). Clinton seems correct, however, in denying explicit
concern with puriÞcation; the sacriÞces here are performed for chtho-
nian divinities, by which designation one should not necessarily under-
stand netherworld divinities concerned with death or the like, but
rather earthly agrarian divinities whose realm of operation is fertility.
The cult is public, that is, performed by the city and on its behalf,
and the protagonists may include religious officials.31 It is still possible
that the rituals draw upon ancestral family cults (namely of Myskos and
Euthydamos; cf. B. Jordan 1996, 327). This could account for some of
the cultic idiosyncrasies, particularly for the elements characteristic of
hero cult and the cult of the dead and, if the families retained some
of their cultic prerogatives, for the prominence of Ôthose to whom it is
allowedÕ (line 12) and (provided that lines 1Ð7 relate to the rest of A) the
h%μ%σ�πυ%ι (line 3; see commentary below).

A 3
κα.τhαιγ8+ .εν: Despite spelling variations, this is likely to be the same
verb as καταγι+#ντ% in line 12 rather than καταιγ8+ειν. See further below
commentary on line 12.32

h%μ%σ�πυ%ι = Aμ%σ8πυ%ι, glossed by Hesychius (s.v.) as Aμ%τρ�πε+%ι
(ÔmessmatesÕ LSJ). Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski (1993, 20)33 advance

84 for the Megarean evidence. For more on possible cultic relations between Selinus
and its maternal cities see Curti and van Bremen 1999, 24Ð26. They understand (29Ð
31) *ν Μ?σq% and *ν Ε71υδ�μ% as sacred areas, taking Myskos and Euthydamos to be
opposing symbolic names of imaginary mythic-historical heroes or founders. Myskos
would symbolize pollution and death (Hesych. s.v. μ?σκ%ς6 μ8ασμα. κ:δ%ς), Euthydamos
something positive. In 30Ð31 they point out the existence of an underground double
structure beneath the foundation blocks of the Meilichios naiskos consisting of a possible
tomb with a hole in its cover slab (I) and cylinders allowing the channeling of liquids
(II). (I) would be the heroon of Myskos; (II) the receptacles of the TritopatoresÕ libations.
They place the sanctuary of Euthydamos in the agora of Selinus. For column A they
suggest a ritual of renewal and puriÞcation of the whole community, accepting a
thematic link between it and column B.

31 Clinton 1996a, 163, cf. 168 n. 39; 173 (contra: Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993,
8).

32 But cf. Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 18Ð19; Dubois 1995, 131.
33 See further ibid.; cf. Brugnone 1997, 123Ð124; the term might refer to a group

wider than a family: Clinton 1996a, 165 n. 19.



seg xliii 630 369

the extended sense Ômembers of an oikosÕ ascribed by Aristotle Pol. 1252b
14 to Charondas of Catane.

A 7–8
Time designation for the rituals.

A 7
Τe%ν hιαρe%ν hα 1υσ8α is to be taken as the nominal equivalent of
1?ειν τ� �ερ�34 and understood as a heading governing all of the rites
prescribed here.35

A 7–8
q%τυτ8%ν: This is the Þrst epigraphic reference to the festival of the
Kotyt(t)ia. The festival and its goddess, Kotyto, assigned a Thracian
origin by Strabo (10.3.16), have been maligned as involving obscene
rites and mocked in EupolisÕ Baptai. More relevant here is a note in
[Plutarch] Proverbia 1.78 (= Corpus Paroemiographorum Graecorum I 333)
stating that the Κ%τ?ττια a%ρτ) τις *στ2 Σικελικ), *ν CI περ8 τινας κλ�δ%υς
*U�πτ%ντες π#πανα κα2 4κρ#δρυα *π�τραπ%ν Bρπ�+ειν.36 The branches
of the Sicilian festival bear a remarkable resemblance to the Athenian
eiresione featured at the Pyanopsia37 and probably at the Thargelia.38 See
Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 23Ð26.39

JΕ"ε"ερ8α = *κε"ειρ8α, the sacred truce, likely to have started at the
Þrst full moon after the summer solstice, a month before the Olympic
games, probably held at the second full moon after the summer solstice.
The Kotytia were held before or around the beginning of the truce;
double dating is employed here probably to accommodate calendar

34 See Casabona 1966, 9Ð12 and in general 5Ð18.
35 See Clinton 1996a, 160Ð161; cf. Graham 1995, 367; Dubois 1995, 131. This inter-

pretation was considered and dismissed by Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 20Ð23.
Curti and van Bremen (1999, 26) translate Ôthe sacriÞcing of the victims.Õ

36 The Kotyttia is a Sicilian festival in which they used to hang cakes and fruits on
branches and let (people) snatch them.

37 Plut. Theseus 22; Suda s.vv. ε5ρεσι	νη; Πυανεψι3ν%ς; Schol. Ar. Eq. 724; Plut. 1054.
38 Suda s.v. ε5ρεσι	νη; Schol. Ar. ibid.
39 Summarily, EupolisÕ mockery is directed at the Corinthians (Hesych. s.v. Κ%τυτ-

τ	). Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski consider a non-Thracian origin for the Sicil-
ian festival. Contra see Dubois 1995, 132 rejecting their unlikely derivation (1993, 25)
from Heb./Aram. qt"/qt #, and preferring the view which takes Corinth as the mediator
between Thrace and Sicily. One notes (inter alia) that the Heb./Aram. derivation does
not account for the third consonant of the root.
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discrepancies. As the text states, the sacriÞces prescribed are to be held
before the Kotytia and the Olympic truce in the Olympic year, that is
every fourth (Greek Þfth) year. Some of the sacriÞces may be repeated
after a year (18, 20Ð21); repetition after two years also seems to have
been considered (Ôthird yearÕ in 23). See Clinton 1996a 161.40

h#κα = Oτε; h#κκα i.e. h#κα κα (Oταν) is possible; he%ιπερ h#κα:
pleonasm; π%τε8ε = πρ%σε8η (<πρ#σειμι): Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski
1993, 28; subjunctive missing a iota < πρ%σι�ναι: Dubois 1995, 133; idem
1999, 340Ð341.

A 8–9
SacriÞce to Zeus Eumenes, the Eumenides and Zeus Meilichios in the
sanctuary of Myskos.

Zeus Eumenes and the Eumenides.41 The relationship between the Eume-
nides and the Erinyes is much debated. The question is whether they
are to be seen as a single group of divinities whose two aspects, kindly
and harmful, are addressed by different names or as originally two
distinct groups fused into one at a later stage, not the least under the
inßuence of Aeschylus. The Þrst editors (1993, 79) favor the Þrst option;
Clinton (1996a, 166Ð170) the second: The Eumenides are here kindly
chthonian deities; the sacriÞce to them is evidently ordinary and they
have nothing to do with the destructive Erinyes. Their associate, the
previously unattested Zeus Eumenes (Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski
1993, 77), ought to have a similar nature.42

Zeus Meilichios.43 The most prevalent symbol connected to Zeus Meili-
chios (occasionally referred to only as Meilichios) is the snake as is
appropriate for a manifestly chthonian divinity. The Þrst editors stres-
sed his popularity among individuals and groups and the scarcity of his
cult at the state level44 which, like his concern with puriÞcation from

40 Curti and van Bremen 1999, 26Ð27 suggest that the reference to the Olympiad
had a cultic signiÞcance: prior to participation or to sending a delegation to Olympia
the entire community had to undergo a collective ritual, possibly puriÞcatory. Jameson,
Jordan, and Kotanski (1993, 27) suggest that the performance of the rites could have
started at any year.

41 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, Ch. V.1.
42 Clinton 1996a, 166Ð170. For possible relations between the cult of Zeus and the

Eumenides here and at Ain el Hofra, near Cyrene (SEG IX 325Ð346, XX 723) see
Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 77Ð79; Lazzarini 1998.

43 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, Ch. V.2Ð3.
44 Cf. on the Diasia 1.34Ð35 above.
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bloodshed referred to by Pausanias (2.20.1Ð2) and the lexicographers,45

seems consistent with their interpretation of the rites in this column.
On the other hand, Zeus MeilichiosÕ concern with wealth, as a kindly
chthonian divinity, is not any less consistent with ClintonÕs interpreta-
tion.46

For Myskos see Location of Cult Performance above.
For τ�λε%ν see commentary on 1.9 above. Jameson, Jordan, and

Kotanski (1993, 28) suggest that without a reference to an animal it
would signify a sheep like �ερε0%ν (see commentary on B 10).

A 9–13
SacriÞce to the polluted Tritopatores Ôas to the heroes,Õ involving liba-
tion of wine through the roof and division of the victim into nine por-
tions, one of which is to be burnt on the altar. The ritual is presided
over by Ôthose to whom it is allowedÕ who are instructed to perform
the consecration themselves. Following the sacriÞce, water is sprinkled
around and anointmentÑprobably of the altarÑis performed.

A 9–10
The Tritopatores.47 Φαν#δημ%ς (FGrHist 325 F 6) (ησ2ν Oτι μ#ν%ι JΑ1η-
να0%ι 1?%υσ8 τε κα2 ε�"%νται α7τ%0ς Tπ�ρ γεν�σεως πα8δων, Oταν γαμε0ν
μ�λλωσιν: Harpocration s.v. Τριτ%π�τ%ρες.48 This is the most complete
account of the realm of actionÑprocreationÑ of these rather obscure
ancestral deities.49 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski (1993, 110) are correct
in doubting PhanodemosÕ exclusive statement, although the cult of the
Tritopatores is not particularly widespread and the bulk of the evidence
does come from Athens, where the cult is documented at the gentilitial
level (genos/phratry as probably in LSCG 2 D 8Ð10),50 the deme level
(LSCG 18 Δ 41Ð46 (Erchia)); LSCG 20 B 32, 52Ð53 (Marathon)), and at
the state level (the sanctuary of the Tritopatores in the Kerameikos).51

45 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 83 v.
46 See also N. Cusumano, ÔZeus Meilichios,Õ Mythos 3, 1991, 19Ð47.
47 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, Ch. V.4.
48 Phanodemos says that the Athenians alone sacriÞce and pray to them for the

generation of children when they are about to marry.
49 Literally Ôgreat-grandfathersÕ LSJ s.v.; Arist. Fr. 415 (Rose) = Pollux 3.17.
50 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 108 also cite IG II2 2615 and Agora XIX

H20. Both are boundary markers of precincts of groups identiÞable as either gene or
phratries. See on this Parker 1996, 323.

51 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 107Ð108 citing the boundary markers IG I3

1066 AÐC and 1067.
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In accordance with their designation of this column as devoted to the
cult of groups, the Þrst editors favored the gentilitial level here, the Tri-
topatores being ancestral spirits of a group or a family transformed
in the process of the rites from polluted into pure.52 Clinton preferred
the city level and rejected the transformation:53 there simply exist two
groups of Tritopatores referred to as polluted and pure; if they were to
become pure after the Þrst sacriÞce, the law would not say κNπειτα τ%0ς
κ〈α〉1αρ%0ς (Ôand then the pure onesÕ) but κNπειτα h%ς κα1αρ%0ς (Ôand
then as pureÕ). The two groups, which might have had two precincts,
ought to have shared a single altar.54

A 10
h#σπερ τ%0ς hερ#εσι: As h#σπερ τ%0ς 1ε%0ς (A 17) and h#σπερ τ%0ς |
41αν�τ%ισι (B 12Ð13; cf. commentary on B 1), this designation seems
to be used here technically, referring to ritual performance.55 Such
designations appear occasionally in literature56 referring mostly to the
status of the recipient.57 Here these designations are likely to govern not
only the sacriÞce of the animal proper but the entire ritual.

A 10–11
hυπ%λhε8ψας 6 δι’ vρ#(%: The requirement to pour the wine down
through the roof (Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 30 suggest
the same procedure for lines 13Ð14) probably implies libation into a
subterranean or partially subterranean structure, most likely a heroon.
Pausanias witnessed a similar custom of pouring blood into the grave
of a hero through a hole in the roof in Phocis.58 Pouring liquids onto
or into the ground is typical of hero cult and of the cult of the dead.59

52 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 29Ð30, 53Ð54, 111; cf. D. Jordan 1997, 70Ð73.
For the puriÞcation of the Tritopatores cf. North 1996, 299Ð300.

53 Cf. Curti and van Bremen 1999, 32.
54 Clinton 1996a, 172.
55 ÔPerform the sacriÞce as you perform sacriÞce to heroes.Õ
56 See Stengel 1920, 141Ð143; Scullion 2000, 168Ð171 stresses the predominance of

the status of the recipient over ritual performance.
57 ÔSacriÞce to X as a hero/god.Õ Both designations appear in the case of Heracles

as in Herodotus 2.44, using 1?ω for divine sacriÞce and *ναγ8+ω for heroic (zς 41αν�τGω
1?%υσι, zς mρωι *ναγ8+υσι; similarly Pausanias 2.10.1).

58 10.4.10. Jameson, Jordan and Kotanski (1993, 30Ð31) cite the so-called Paestum
hypogeion as a possible parallel structure. Note Curti and van BremenÕs 1999, 30Ð31
discussion of the complex underneath the naiskos of Meilichios and the feasibility of
channeling liquids into it (cf. above 368 n. 30).

59 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 30Ð31, 70Ð71; Rudhardt 1992, 246Ð248; in
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Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski (1993, 70) seem right in assuming that
the prescription for an extraordinary type of libation does not preclude
performance of ordinary libations here.60 For λε8�ω (essentially Ôpouring
drop by dropÕ) and Tπ%λε8�ω see Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 71; cf.
Arena Iscrizioni I2 108; idem 1997, 434.

A 11–12
As is implied, nine parts are to be apportioned. One of these, doubt-
lessly considered a divine share, is to be burnt entirely for the polluted
Tritopatores (as would be other, more common divine portions such as
the thighbones and fat); the other eight are likely to be eaten. Jame-
son, Jordan, and Kotanski (1993, 31) suggested that the ninth part came
from the two victims offered to Zeus Eumenes and the Eumenides and
to Zeus Meilichios. Clinton (1996a, 170Ð171) is right in Þnding such a
procedure highly unlikely and in suggesting that the polluted Tritopa-
tores receive their own victim expressed by 1/μα (line 12).61 The cus-
tom referred to here seems to be echoed in three other inscriptions by
the verb *νατε?ειν. The calendar of Myconos, LSCG 96.23Ð24, speci-
Þes τ%/τ% *να|τε?εται for a yearling offered to Semele. The two other
attestations come from Thasos: LSS 63.5 forbids *νατε?εσ1αι of a vic-
tim offered to Thasian Heracles; IG XII Suppl. 353.9Ð10 has �%/ν |
[---] [*]νατευ1:ι, also in a cult of Heracles. The treatment of the ninth
part is not speciÞed in Myconos and Thasos nor is burning it men-
tioned; it may fall to cult officials, supposedly having been placed on
the cult table (cf. Sokolowski LSS p. 121). The burning of its coun-
terpart here cannot refute this assumption unequivocally. SacriÞcial
regulations assume basic familiarity with ordinary practices, highlight-
ing modiÞcations or deviations.62 Here no instruction is given regard-
ing division into nine parts, and the cursory reference to Ôthe ninth
partsÕ seems to assume knowledge of this practice in a sacriÞcial ritual
designated Ôas to the heroes.Õ While burning one of the parts as the
divine share may be prescribed explicitly to ensure exact performance,

general see also F. Graf, ÔMilch, Honig, und Wein: Zum VerstŠndnis der Libation im
griechischen Ritual,Õ in Perennitas: Studi in honore di Angelo Brelich, Rome, 1980, 209Ð221;
A. Henrichs, ÔThe Sobriety of Oedipus: Sophocles OC 100 Misunderstood,Õ HSCP 87,
1983, 87Ð100 especially 99Ð100.

60 For which see also van Straten 1995, 133Ð141.
61 For the word see commentary on 19.8 above.
62 Cf. Part I pp. 55Ð56.
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it can equally well be prescribed because it is extraordinary, perhaps
as extraordinary as the peculiar form of libation alongside which it is
mentioned.63

A 12
1υ#ντ% 1/μα : κα2 καταγι+#ντ% h%0ς h%σ8α: This sentence sums up
the entire sacriÞcial ritual performed for the polluted Tritopatores.
While 1?ω is used generally, referring to the entire sequence of actions,
κα1αγ8+ω refers back speciÞcally to burning (κατακα8εν lines 11Ð12) the
ninth portion on the altar.64 ÔThose to whom it is allowedÕ are to
officiate; they would preside over the entire event without necessarily
being personally involved in the performance at each stage (the victim
may well be divided by a professional).65 They themselves are required,
however, to place the ninth part on the altar66 and to consecrate it
through burning.67

A 13
Καταλ8νω has the same meaning as καταλε8(ω (Jameson, Jordan and
Kotanski 1993, 33; Hesychius s.v. 4λ8νειν6 4λε8(ειν). The object of the
verb is most likely the altar.68 The action itself should consist in either
anointing it with oil or in applying a coat of plaster. ÔOil for the altarÕ
is mentioned in LSCG 55.10Ð11 without specifying its use.69 Plastering
(or whitewashing) the altars in the course of preparing the sanctuary of
Aphrodite Pandamos for her procession is mentioned in LSCG 39.24Ð
25.70 Clinton (1996a, 171) adduces further comparable evidence from
Eleusis (IG I3 386.153Ð156 with Clinton 1992, 23; IG II2 1672.140Ð
141). Cf. the anointment of the Tabernacle altar with oil upon its

63 Cf. Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 70.
64 See in general Rudhardt 1992, 236Ð238; Casabona 1966, 200Ð204; Jameson,

Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 18Ð20. For the general force of 1?ω here cf. 1υσ8α in the
heading (line 7).

65 For a comparable distribution of tasks cf. Eur. IT 40.
66 Cf. Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski, 1993, 32. For placing parts on the altar cf.

LSCG 69.25Ð26; LSAM 24 A 33Ð34; Iscr.Cos ED 145.10Ð11; ED 216 B 11Ð12.
67 Cf. commentary on 16.3Ð4 and 21.12 above. Dubois 1995, 135 and Scullion 2000,

163Ð164 understand κα1αγ8+ω here as a synonym of *ναγ8+ω (cf. n. 57 above).
68 But see Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 33Ð35 for alternatives. Curti and van

Bremen 1999, 27 translate Ôlet them anoint (themselves?)Õ here and in line 16.
69 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 34. Cf. LSCG 7 B 25 U?λα (wood) *π2 τ�ν

�ωμ�ν κα2 N[λαι%ν].
70 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski ibid.
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consecration in Numbers 7:1, 1071 and the routine application of a coat
of lime to the altar in the Herodian temple discussed in the Mishnah
(Qodashim) Midot 3.4. As Clinton notes, the sacriÞces to both sets of
Tritopatores would be performed on the same altar after it had been
refurbished.72 Performance in very close succession is unlikely especially
if plastering is involved.

A 13–17
SacriÞce to the pure Tritopatores Ôas to the gods,Õ performed on the
same altar. Theoxenia: The divinities are invited to recline on a couch
and put on olive wreaths. They are offered a honey mixture to drink in
new cups, cakes, and meat. Firstlings are taken from these and placed
on the altar where they are burnt together with the cups. Anointment
Ñprobably of the altarÑis performed.

A 13–14
μελ8κρατα: Μελ8κρατ%ν δ� %� παλαι%2 μ8γμα (ασ2 μ�λιτ%ς κα2 γ�λατ%ς
*ντα/1α. %� μ�ντ%ι με1J d�μηρ%ν μ�"ρι κα2 *σ�ρτι κρ�μα μ�λιτ%ς κα2
�δατ%ς τ� μελ8κρατ%ν %<δασι:73 Eustathius on Od. 11.10, 1668.23Ð25. See
further Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 72. As they note, the ritual
Ôas to the godsÕ would be expected to follow more common patterns
than the one Ôas to the heroes.Õ The use of honey mixture rather than
wine here is therefore notable: wineless libations (νη(�λια)Ñattested
also in the wineless sacriÞce to the Tritopatores in Erchia (LSCG 18
Δ 41Ð46)Ñare generally less common than libations of wine used in
ordinary ÔOlympianÕ sacriÞce (as Jameson, Jordan and Kotanski noted
1993, 72Ð73). Their use appears to indicate here the recipientsÕ less than
Olympian character.74

A 14–16
Theoxenia. Although divinities are assigned a share in any ordinary
Greek sacriÞce, in a theoxenia ritual theyÑthe pure Tritopatores hereÑ
are formally entertained at a meal with actual food and drink set before

71 Cf. Exodus 29:36Ð37 with Milgrom 1991, 278Ð279.
72 Clinton 1996a, 171.
73 The ancients call melikraton a mixture of milk and honey. Those after Homer and

down to the present time know it as a mixture of honey and water.
74 Libations are not discussed in the sacriÞce to the Tritopatores in LSCG 20 B 32

(52Ð53 is a table offering; the context in LSCG 2 D 8Ð10 is unclear) and may accordingly
be ordinary.
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them on a table. The ritual must have been common enough: Ôadorn-
ing (κ%σμ:σαι) the table,Õ obviously for theoxenia,75 was a common task
of Athenian priests, to judge from frequent references in priestly hon-
orary decrees.76 Gods may be represented by their actual images as in
LSAM 32.41Ð46 (U#ανα).77 The list of objects dedicated by Diomedon as
a part of his foundation (LSCG 177.120Ð130) includes several items to be
used in a theoxenia: a table, golden crowns for the statues (4γ�λματα lines
124Ð125), and a couch (127). See further Jameson, Jordan, and Kotan-
ski 1993, 67Ð70; Jameson 1994. Actual divine consumption of the food
can hardly be expected here as consecration is achieved through burn-
ing samples on the altar. As Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski note (1993,
67; cf. Dubois 1995, 136), the couch and the table should probably be
understood as direct objects of an omitted πρ%1�μεν used in line 19.

A 15
*ν καινα0ς π%τερ8δ .ε[σ]ι: The cups, burnt in the next line, are to be used
in this ritual for the Þrst and last time. Π%τηρ8ς is a new word; see
Jameson, Jordan and Kotanski 1993, 35 who note (35Ð36) that the use
of new vessels is prescribed three times in LSCG 151 A 60Ð61, B 25Ð26,
and C 6.

πλ�σματα: Clinton has shown (1996a 171 n. 48) that Jameson, Jordan,
and KotanskiÕs suggestion (1993, 69) that shaped cakes are meant here
is corroborated by the well known scholion to Lucian (276.11Ð16 Rabe),
where the same word is used to denote shaped pastries. On cakes see
commentary on 23 B 3 above.

κρP: κρ�α: Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 36; Dubois 1995,
137; idem 1999, 338.

75 Dow and Healey 1965, 28; Mikalson 1998, 163; Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski
199, 68. The other telltale expression is στρ	νυμι vel sim. (spread) referring to the
preparation of a couch.

76 Cf. IG II2 676.14Ð15 (sacred officials: Zeus Soter and Athena Soteira); 775.18;
[976.6] (priest of Asclepius); 776.12 (priestess of Athena Polias); SEG XXXIII 115.29Ð
30 (priestess of Aglauros). Cf. the calendar of Eleusis, LSCG 7.12Ð13.

77 For the text see Part I pp. 97Ð98.
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A 15–16, 19
4π|αρU�μεν%ι, 4π�ργματα: JΑπ�ργματα seem to echo the Homeric sac-
riÞcial Þrst fruits =ργματα of Od. 14.446. The use of the noun suggests
that the cognate verb denotes here an action consisting in taking sam-
ples of the food placed on the table and offering them as Þrstlings for
the divinities. Offerings of Þrstlings appear elsewhere in eaten sacri-
Þce in Homer, and I have elsewhere suggested that the μασ"αλ8σματα
of 3.16Ð17 above (cf. commentary ad loc.) might be interpreted in the
same context. For 4π�ργματα and 4παρ"α8 cf. Pollux 1.28.

A 16–17
The object of the anointment is probably once again the altar (Clinton
1996a 171)78 and not the cups (Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 62, 69Ð
70) that would be placed on the altar prior to its anointment. The
syntax is difficult (Clinton 1996a, 171Ð172) but possible, and the cups
ought to be burnt together with the portions of the offerings used for
the theoxenia of which they form an integral part.

A 17
Θυ#ντ% h#σπερ τ%0ς 1ε%0ς τ� πατρe%ια should be taken as a general state-
ment governing the preceding sacriÞce.79 As in the case of sacriÞce Ôas
to the heroes,Õ the law names the speciÞc type of sacriÞcial ritual to be
performed, explicitly providing whatever details about the performance
are not self-explanatory.

A 17–21
SacriÞce to Meilichios in the sanctuary of Euthydamos. Theoxenia in-
volving the public hiara followed by burning on the altar of the victimÕs
thigh, bones, and Þrstlings from the table. Meat must be consumed on
the spot. Anyone can be invited to participate at will. Repetition after a
year at an oikos is permitted.

As Clinton noted, the present rituals ought to concern (Zeus) Meili-
chios. As elsewhere, the set of prescriptions opens with an asyndetic
heading with the names of the concerned divinities in the dative.

78 Cf. Dubois 1995, 136.
79 Cf. Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 36.
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A 17
Euthydamos: See on Location of Cult Performance above.

A 18
JΕUh〈α〉ιρ�τ% is probably from *Uαιρ�ω (Ôtake outÕ): Jameson, Jordan, and
Kotanski (1993, 22).80

τ� hιαρ� τ� δαμ#σια: Considering line 7 above, ÔsacriÞcesÕ might
seem preferable for hιαρ�,81 but the word has a wide range of mean-
ings and Jameson, Jordan, and KotanskiÕs (1993, 21Ð23) Ôpublic sacred
objects,Õ including images,82 to be used at the sacriÞce, is possible con-
sidering the theoxenia context. B. Jordan contends (1996, 327) that the
reference to 4γ�λματα in line 21 obviates the interpretation of the
hiara as images here, but a distinction between 4γ�λματα, i.e. statues,
and portable images is possible. Unless other, unnamed divinities are
invited,83 Meilichios would be the sole guest at the theoxenia, as Clinton
noted (1996a, 173), since this paragraph appears to concern him alone;
the public hiara might include his image alongside other objects.

A 20
τ� κρP μ*"(ερ�τ% 6 καλ�τ% [h]#ντινα λeει: On the requirement to con-
sume meat on the spot see on 16.5Ð6 above. Jameson, Jordan, and
Kotanski 1993, 39 tentatively took the open invitation as providing
the sacriÞcer and his gentilitial group with an opportunity for re-
integration into the community through the participation of non-group
members. ClintonÕs suggestion (1996a, 173Ð174) that it is connected to
the need to consume a considerable amount of meat on the spot is eas-
ier. For an invitation to partake in a public sacriÞcial feast see LSCG

98.9Ð11.

80 Other possibilities (ibid. 1993, 21, 22) *Uhι〈κ〉�τω (Ôlet him go out to the public
shrinesÕ cf. Chaniotis EBGR 1993Ð1994 no. 121 (p. 280)) and *Uh〈ε〉ιρ�τω from *U-
ε8ρω (Ôput forward;Õ cf. Arena Iscrizioni I2 110Ð111; idem 1997, 436: *Uhιρ�τω) are less
convincing.

81 Graham (1995, 367) understanding *Uh〈α〉ιρ�τ% as Ôremove.Õ
82 For this meaning see Casabona 1966, 8.
83 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski (1993, 64) take the recipients of this sacriÞce to be

the Tritopatores and Zeus *ν Ε71υδ�μ% (Ôor perhaps all the Þgures mentioned so farÕ).
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A 20–21
As Clinton noted (1996a, 174), the Þrst repetition concerns the vic-
tim, the second the place of cult performance.84 Jameson, Jordan, and
KotanskiÕs interpretation (1993, 39Ð40) of oikos as home Þts the use of
the locative.85 Clinton (1996a, 174) may nevertheless be justiÞed in con-
sidering a sacred building, perhaps the public hiara-depot or even a
temple. This could Þt the next restored stipulation requiring a bovine
to be slaughtered in front of statues. SacriÞce in front of statues is pre-
scribed in the foundation of Kritolaos, LSS 61.74Ð81, where the same
mode of slaughtering is employed. For sacriÞce on altars placed in
front of statues see the two private foundations from Calauria LSCG

59.11Ð14 (πρ� τPν ε|5κ#νων); 58.5Ð8 (παρ� τ�ν ε5κ#να).86 For 4γ�λματα
see commentary on line 18 above. The sacred house (%gκ%ς τεμ�νι-
%ς �ερ#ς/�ερ�ς %gκ%ς) lodging κ%ιν� or πατρ3ια �ερ�, perhaps statues
and/or cult implements of the phratry document from Chios, LSCG

118, discussed in Part I p. 37, may be relevant here.87

σ(α+#ντ%: The action expressed in the verb refers to a particular
mode of slaughtering in which the animalÕs throat is pierced with
the blood ßowing down.88 Whereas slaughtering of this sort may be
practiced in ordinary eaten sacriÞce where the blood would be made
to ßow onto the altar or be collected in a vessel89 and thrown on it,90 it
is commonly associated with a variety of uneaten sacriÞcesÑespecially
in the cult of the dead, in hero cult, and before battle,91where blood
plays a central role serving a variety of ends. The destination of the
ßow of the blood, frequently expressed by ε5ς plus the accusative as
in B 13, depends on the aim or on the context of the sacriÞce and

84 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 29, 53, have the sacriÞce involving the public
hiara concern the Tritopatores.

85 Curti and van Bremen 1999, 26Ð27 assume a collective ritual for the whole
community, envisioning follow-ups at home on a private or group level.

86 For these three foundations see Part I pp. 83Ð84.
87 Cf. Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 37.
88 The cognate noun σ(�γι%ν, mostly used in the plural σ(�για, may be employed

for victims and for the ritual. The mode of slaughtering is particularly well illustrated
on a vase from Cleveland: Jameson, 1991, 218 Þg 1; van Straten 1995, Þg. 112 with
p. 106. In general see Casabona 1966, esp. 154Ð174, 180Ð186; Rudhardt 1992, 272Ð281.

89 Namely a σ(αγε0%ν (4μν8%ν in Homer); cf. Photius s.v. σ(αγε0%ν6 τ� 4γγε0%ν ε5ς _
τ� αyμα τ3ν σ(α+%μ�νων �ερε8ων δ�"%νται (the vessel in which they receive the victimsÕ
blood). Cf. Casabona 1966, 180.

90 See van Straten 1995, 104Ð105.
91 On which see Jameson 1991.
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may include the earth,92 a river,93 the sea,94 or vessels.95 All of these are
evidently mentioned in the second century A.D. in a single sentence
in the Mishnah ((Qodashim) .Hulin 2.9) that warns its readers against
slaughtering into seas, rivers, or vessels, as into a pit, due to the danger
of imitating heathen worship. In B 13 below the use of this mode of
slaughtering in what is otherwise an ordinary eaten sacriÞce suggests
a mixed ritual. An eaten context is not impossible here: although
destruction of an animal would be in line with the destruction of the
leg in line 19 or the ninth part in line 11, destroying a whole bovine
seems too extraordinary. One way or the other, in the case of such a
large animal as a bovine, the victimÕs throat would probably have been
pierced after it had Þrst been knocked out with a blow to the head.96

Column B

This column appears to comprise two main sections. One sets out
ritual proceedings for a puriÞcation from elasteroi; the other discusses
further applications in particular cases; the text ends with a stipula-
tion concerning sacriÞce to an elasteros. Jameson, Jordan, and Kotan-
ski (1993, 54Ð56, 58Ð59, 75Ð76, 119) equated the procedure in lines 1Ð7
with the Þrst paragraph of the section on hikesioi in the cathartic law
of Cyrene (LSS 115 B 29Ð59),97 prescribing a ritual to rid a person of a
visitant ghost, referred to as �κ�σι%ς *πακτ#ς, through hosting Þgurines
(κ%λ%σ(σ)%8) at a meal. They matched the Selinus [hυ]π%δεκ#μεν%ς (lines
3Ð4) with the Cyrene host (Tπ%δεU�μεν%ν B 36), the elasteroi with the
Cyrene �κ�σι%ς *πακτ#ς, and the offering of the water for washing, a

92 As in B 13 below. Cf. the slaughtering over a grave in Hdt. 5.5. In Od. 11.35Ð36 a
similar action seems to be expressed with the blood collected in a hole in the ground,
although 4π%δειρ%τ%μ�ω is used there. In a puriÞcatory context cf. the slaughtering
(*πισ(�+ω) of the piglet for puriÞcation at meetings of the assembly in Athens: Schol. in
Aeschin. 1.23.

93 As the Strymon in Hdt. 7.13 into which the magi slaughter white horses to obtain
good omens en route to Ennea Hodoi.

94 As in Hdt. 6.76 where Cleomenes slaughters (σ(αγι�+%μαι is used) a bull into the
sea (σ(αγιασ�μεν%ς δ� τC: 1αλ�σσCη τα/ρ%ν) en route to Sepeia.

95 As in Xen. An. 2.2.9 where the blood of a bull, a boar, and a ram is collected
in a shield and used in an oath ceremony or in Hdt. 3.11 where the blood of PhanesÕ
children is collected in a crater, mixed with wine and water and drunk before a battle.
For oaths cf. also LSAM 88.

96 I follow van Straten 1995, 107Ð109. This method is used on a pig in the sacriÞce
of Eumaeus in Od. 14.425Ð426.

97 See above pp. 283Ð284 Additional Note to no. 17.
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meal, and salt at Selinus (line 4) with serving the Cyrene Þgurines
Ôa portion of everythingÕ (Tπ%δεU�μεν%ν παρτι1[�]|μεν τ� μ�ρ%ς π�ν-
των B 36Ð37). Clinton noted, however, that with a change of subjects
the [hυ]π%δεκ#μεν%ς at Selinus functions more like the person who in
the third Cyrene paragraph hosts the homicide (α7τ%(#ν%ς) suppliant
and puriÞes him;98 α7[τ%ρ�κται] should be restored in line 4 instead
of α7[τe%ι]; the purpose of the present regulations is to purify a mur-
derer from elasteroi, vengeful spirits comparable not to the �κ�σι%ς *πα-
κτ#ς of the Þrst Cyrene paragraph but to the better known Erinyes.99

The host is also identiÞable as the 4(ικετε?ων V δεκ#μ[εν%ς], doubtless
functioning similarly in the decree from Lindus, no. 17 above (see com-
mentary there), although in contrast to the Cyrene and Lindus doc-
uments, at Selinus the homicide is not presented as a suppliant and
the pronounced end of the present process is rather narrowly deÞned
as puriÞcation from elasteroi. Despite disagreement in some details, all
three documents share key elements and are evidently modeled upon
the procedureÑpan-Greek (so Herodotus 1.35) though not entirely
uniformÑof purifying a homicide.100 The protagonists in the action
here are for the most part private individuals.101 Some of them may be
familiar with the basics of the present procedure. It is, however, extraor-
dinary by nature, and this, alongside the seriousness of the subject mat-
ter and the relative complexity of the performance, justiÞes the detailed
format.

B 1–7
A homicide wishing to purify himself from elasteroi is to make an an-
nouncement declaring his wish. A host is to offer him water to wash
himself, food, and salt. The homicide sacriÞces a piglet to Zeus (this
is not a puriÞcatory sacriÞce). He then departs from the host. As an
unpolluted person, he is free to act normally and may be spoken to by
others.

98 The change of subjects is less peculiar considering the changes from plural to
singular and vice versa and the lack of subjects for most of the verbs in A.

99 Clinton 1996a, 174Ð179.
100 See commentary on 17 above. Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 56 n. 2, 76

considered and discarded a similar interpretation.
101 But see commentary on line 10.
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B 1
The word α7τ%ρ(ρ)�κτας is otherwise unknown. Jameson, Jordan, and
KotanskiÕs (1993, 44Ð45) ÔhomicideÕ has been contested but is compat-
ible with other α7τ%- compounds referring to homicide,102 Þts the con-
text, and seems preferable to the alternatives.103

Elasteros:104 Ελ�στερ%ς is otherwise known only as an epithet of Zeus
on Paros where he receives a libation of honey in LSS 62.105 As Jame-
son, Jordan and Kotanski realized, the word is related to 4λ�στωρ or
4λ�στ%ρ%ς attested as an epithet of Zeus.106 JΑλ�στωρ is identiÞed with a
vengeful Zeus by Cornutus (10.20Ð11.4) and Hesychius (s.v.).107 Relations
between the elasteroi and Zeus are suggested here too by the sacriÞce to
Zeus in line 5 that ends the puriÞcation process in the Þrst section. An
elasteros appears to be a divine being as he may receive sacriÞces Ôas to
the immortalsÕ in lines 12Ð13. But this designation does not necessarily
express the divine status of the recipient but merely describes the type
of ritual to be performed (cf. commentary on A 10). The fact that a
homicide may need to get puriÞed from elasteroi and the requirement
that the blood of the victim ßow onto the ground reveal the true char-
acter of the elasteroi. Divine though they are, they are not Olympians
but harmful netherworld divinities;108 their task is evidently to pursue

102 Α7τ%(#ν%ς, α7τ#"ειρ, α71�ντης, α7τ%υργ#ς/8α (containing the same elements as
α7τ#ρρεκτας).

103 Dubois (1995, 1999) translates ÔcoupableÕ (Ôagent responsableÕ 1995, 139); Schwabl
1996 similarly suggests ÔSchuldige.Õ Giuliani (1998, 78) understands Ôautore direttoÕ or
Ôcolui che materialmente/personalmente compiuto lÕazioneÕ and similarly to Dubois
(1995, 139Ð140) notes (1998, 71Ð74) that homicide is too serious for the city to leave
puriÞcation private; the spirit-ridden autorrektas would not be a homicide. One should
note, however, that the puriÞcation properÑhere strictly speaking only from elasteroiÑ
does not necessarily absolve a homicide from the act of killing and is different from a
trial.

104 Jameson, Jordan and Kotanski 1993, Ch. V.6.
105 To Jameson, Jordan and KotanskiÕs 1993, 116Ð117 list of other Parian attestations

should now be added SEG XLVIII 1136 and 1183 (= Matthaiou 1992Ð1998, 424Ð430
nos. 1 and 2).

106 Jameson, Jordan and Kotanski 1993, 117Ð118, citing for Zeus Alastoros the two
inscriptions from ParosÕ colony Thasos published by C. Rolley, BCH 89, 1965, 442Ð446
nos. 1,4. On the vocalization see A.M. Matthaiou, ÔJΕλ�στερ%ςÑJΑλ�στ%ρ%ς,Õ Horos 13,
1999, 241Ð242.

107 Jameson, Jordan and Kotanski 1993, 118.
108 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 116. Clinton (1996a, 179) is more cautious.

North (1996, 299Ð300) suggests that by the end of the column the elasteros undergoes a
transformation (comparable to that suggested by the Þrst editors for the Tritopatores in
column A (see above) into a divine Þgure.
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murderers.109 As Clinton has noticed (1996a, 175Ð177), Jameson, Jordan
and KotanskiÕs equation of the elasteros with the Cyrene �κ�σι%ς *πα-
κτ#ς, a visitant of an unclear divine status purposely sent by one per-
son against another, is problematic. ClintonÕs (1996a, 179) equation with
the Erinyes is more likely, especially considering Euripides IT 970Ð971
where Orestes mentions the Erinyes who kept drivingÑsλ�στρ%υνÑ
him.

B 2–3
I have followed Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 40Ð41 in referring
the place, time, and direction to the circumstances of the proclamation.
Dubois 1995, 41 (for the forms see idem 1999, 339, 342) refers them to
the contents of the proclamation (i.e. the place, time etc. of the puriÞ-
cation), which appears to make the meaning of h#πυι more difficult. An
announcement is evident at Cyrene (LSS 115 B 51Ð52); cf. the participa-
tion of an announcer at a later stage (B 55) and the reference to heralds
at Lindus (17.7 above).

B 3
π{%}ρ%ειπ#ν: For the additional omicron see Dubois 1995, 129Ð130;
idem 1999, 337.

B 4–5
The offering of water (for washing), food, and salt by a host to a guest
is very common.110 Here water for washing is obviously provided for
puriÞcation purposes. At Cyrene (LSS 115 B 52Ð53) the host seats the
suppliant on a white ßeece at the threshold, washes him, and anoints
him. Washing is evident in the regulations of the Athenian eupatrids.111

The offering of food and salt at the very outset of the process is
probably a token of hospitality.112 A shared meal, to be counted among

109 Clinton 1996a, 179.
110 See Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 42. Salt is entitled Ôthe purifying table-

mate of hosts and guestsÕ (τ�ν U�ν%ις σ?νδ%ρπ%ν Bγν8την π�γ%ν) in LycophronÕs Alexandra
134Ð135 and the scholia expound (inter alia) εg"%ν γ�ρ π�λαι τ%@ς Zλας *ν τα0ς τραπ�+αις
σ?μ�%λ%ν Uεν%δ%"8ας (in the old times they used to have salt on their tables as a token of
hospitality). For salt as a purifying agent cf. commentary on line 11 below. For offerings
of food and water for washing see e.g. Od. 172Ð176 (cf. Gould 1973, 79 with note 35);
Genesis 18:4Ð9.

111 Athenaeus 9.410a-b = FGrHist 356 F 1; F. Jacoby, Atthis: The Local Chronicles of
Ancient Athens, Oxford, 1949, 27Ð28; Parker 1983, 317; Burkert 2000, 211.

112 Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 42; Burkert 2000, 211.
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the elements marking the integration or reintegration of the homicide
into society,113 is implied in the eupatrids regulationsÕ reference to Ôthose
who eat the splanchna.Õ Here it would follow the sacriÞce of the piglet.
Despite the use of the blood of slaughtered piglets in the puriÞcation
of murderers, as is so vividly illustrated by Apollonius Rhodius,114 there
is nothing here to suggest that the present one is not consumed;115 it
most probably is and, furthermore, the sacriÞce marks the culmination
of the ritual.116 This sacriÞce is not puriÞcatory but a normal sacriÞce.
It is not performed as a part of the puriÞcatory ritual but rather after
puriÞcation is completed, indicating that the homicide is now engaging
in normal activity as an unpolluted person.117

B 5
Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski (1993, 42) saw in *U α7τe% a reference
to a sanctuary where the public altar of line 10 is likely to have stood.
Clinton has shown that it is more likely to refer to the host.118 Deciding
upon the location of the sacriÞce ought to have been his prerogative
and it may have taken place in front of his house.119

περιστ{ι}ρα(�σ1%: For the additional iota see Dubois 1995, 129Ð130;
idem 1999, 337.

B 6
π%ταγ%ρ�σ1%: 4γ%ρ�ω (previously undocumented) = 4γ%ρε?ω: Jameson,
Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 43; from πρ%σηγ%ρ�ω: Dubois 1995, 141.

113 Cf. Clinton 1996a, 176.
114 Arg. 4 esp. 703Ð709. See also Aesch. Eum. 280Ð283, 448Ð450; LIMC III 64 s.v.

Erinys, VII 48 s.v. Orestes; Parker 1983, 386Ð388; cf. Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski
1993, 42Ð43. Piglets may of course be used for puriÞcation in other cases.

115 Had a sacriÞce other than eaten been envisioned, the lawÑexceptionally careful
with sacriÞcial terminology Ñwould probably not have used 1?ω here or would have
at least been more speciÞc.

116 Burkert (2000, 210Ð211) maintains that both puriÞcation with blood and eating are
meant here. The reference to sacriÞce at Cyrene (LSS 115 B 58) is unfortunately very
obscure but could possibly be interpreted in a similar context. The lower part of the
stone is completely defaced and should caution against assuming that the procedure
ended where the text breaks off.

117 Cf. Clinton forthcoming.
118 Dubois (1995, 141) suggests a separation between the subject and the vengeful

spirit or rather a representation of it used in the ritual. Burkert (2000, 211) translates
Ôfrom his own,Õ understanding that the puriÞcant is required to pay for the piglet.

119 Clinton 1996a, 176.
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The silence of the homicide prior to completion of his puriÞcation
is stressed in Aeschylus Eum. 448.120 It is also evident in Cyrene (LSS

115 B 54) where, as the homicide marches along the Ôpublic road,Õ all
are required to keep silent: obviously no one is allowed to talk to the
murderer or vice versa.

B 7–11
The ritual proceedings set out in the Þrst section are applied in particu-
lar cases in this section.121 The crux is the qualiÞcation of the elasteros as
Uενικ#ς, πατρe%ι%ς, *πακ%υστ#ς, *(%ρατ#ς, and Ôany whatsoeverÕ (lines 7Ð
8). Clinton makes a good case for seeing here a gradation in the gravity
of the act, proceeding from uncharacterized homicide to more serious
cases of homicide of a U�ν%ς, i.e. a guest (or a host), and homicide of
a blood relative.122 In these cases the elasteros might make its presence
known, i.e. affect the mind or body of the pursued, as Ôseen,Õ Ôheard,Õ
or in any other way.123 PuriÞcation is to be obtained in the way out-
lined above but gradation is evident here too. The sacriÞcial victim is
upgraded from a piglet to (in all probability) a full-grown sheep offered
now (probably to Zeus again) on the public altar and the sacriÞce is to
be followed by an additional marking of a boundary and sprinkling.124

Others have suggested, on the other hand, that the second sacriÞce
would govern both the puriÞcation of the autorrektas and of the cases
mentioned in lines 7Ð8.125 If this is correct, it follows that the puriÞca-
tion of the autorrektasÑnot completed with the piglet sacriÞceÑwould
be repeated in the case of persons wishing to rid themselves of other
elasteroi, of various origins, heard or seen.126

120 Burkert 2000, 210; Parker 1983, 371 for further references.
121 North (1996, 297) considers that neither section deals with homicides who are only

referred to as a parallel or that both sections deal with a single, two-stage process for
which cf. also Giuliani 1998, esp. 75Ð78, focusing on the sacriÞces and understanding
the Þrst (line 5) to be cathartic (contra see commentary ad loc.).

122 Similarly Dubois 1995, 141Ð142 citing Apoll. Rhod. Arg. 4.716Ð717.
123 For the maddening effect of vengeful spirits on a killer one only need recall

Orestes.
124 Clinton 1996a, 177Ð179.
125 Burkert 2000, 212; cf. Giuliani 1998, 75Ð78; North 1996, 297. For the autorrektas see

commentary on B 1 above.
126 Burkert (2000, 209) suggests that the Uενικ#ς is sent like the Cyrene �κ�σι%ς *πακτ#ς

by magic from outside and that the πατρe%ι%ς is from within a family. He notes (2000,
212) that while the process is private at the outset, the city steps in for the concluding
public sacriÞce. Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski (1993, 44) understand Ôforeign or ances-
tral,Õ taking Ôheard or seenÕ to be manifestations other than through declarations of the
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B 9
BurkertÕs punctuation127 is possible but not mandatory. If it is accepted,
the translation of the two sentences would run ÔIf someone wishes to
purify himself with respect to a guest/host (? or: foreign?) or ancestral
(elasteros), either heard or seen or any whatsoever, he shall purify himself
in the same way as the homicide. When he has puriÞed himself from
an elasteros, having sacriÞced a full-grown victim on the public altar, he
shall be pure.Õ This does not preclude the possibility that the sacriÞce
in line 10 belongs only to the cases discussed in lines 7Ð8. The law
may merely distinguish between puriÞcation proper and the sacriÞce
marking the apex of the procedure.

B 10
bΙερε0%ν is glossed in the Etymologicum Magnum (s.v.) as τ� πρ#�ατ%ν
(sheep). This is consistent with LSCG 88.13Ð14 �%�ς μ�ν "ιλ8%υς δια-
κ%σ8%υς | �ερε8%υ δ� κα2 α5γ�ς τριακ%σ8%υς (for a bovine 1200; for a
sheep and for a goat 300).128 Note, however, Hesychius and the Suda

s.v. �ερε0%ν6 1/μα, πPν τ� 1υ#μεν%ν (anything sacriÞced) 1εG3. Cf. com-
mentary on A 9 above.

*π2 τe%ι �%μe%ι τe%ι δαμ%σ8%ι: The sacriÞce on the public altar129 implies
an interest in the proceedings on the part of the city and may involve
priests (cf. the reference to priests at Lindus in 17.7 above). The absence
of the city in the Þrst section should not be taken as lack of interest but
rather as an indication for a civic endorsement of a procedure enacted
by private protagonists (cf. Burkert 2000). The possible involvement of
priests here may be due to the relative gravity of the offence, though
even it should not overshadow the importance of the host in the proce-
dure.

dead manÕs relatives. B. Jordan (1995, 328) tentatively takes all adjectives as referring to
persons; *πακ%υστ#ς and *(%ρατ#ς refer to a man overheard or seen committing the
crime. Giuliani (1998, esp. 81Ð82) takes Uενικ#ς and πατρe%ι%ς as referring to the source
of pollution.

127 2000, 208; cf. Giuliani 1998, 75.
128 Ziehen LGS II p. 249 n. 1; Stengel 1920, 123. The Aramaic of the trilingual stele

from the Letoon at Xanthus (see Part I pp. 82Ð83), has (line 15) nqwh for the Greek
�ερε0%ν (line 25). The word seems to denote a sheep rather than a generic Ôvictim;Õ see
DNWSI s.v.

129 From which a homicide would be barred before puriÞcation: Aesch. Choe. 291;
Eur. IT 381Ð383.
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B 11
δι%ρ8Uας hαλ2 κα2 "ρυσe%ι 4π%ραν�μεν%ς: �ρυσe%ι probably refers to a
golden vessel. Cf. the similar use of 4π� "ρυσ8%υ in LSCG 154 A 30
and passim ("ρυσ8ωι in B 15 is an even closer parallel) and Iamblichus,
VP 153 V "ρυσG3 V 1αλ�ττCη (sea water) περιρρα8νεσ1αι.130 Sprinkling is
prescribed after a sacriÞce in A 12Ð13. Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski
(1993, 45) suggest that the purpose of boundary markingÑperhaps to
be taken with sprinkling as a single actionÑis here to separate the
subject from the altar.131 The use of salt, particularly sea water (1�λασσα
κλ?+ει (washes) π�ντα τ4ν1ρ	πων κακ�: Euripides IT 1193), is common
and well-attested. See e.g. Theophrastus Char. 16.12Ð13; Lycophron
Alex. 134Ð135 with scholia; Schol. Il. 1.314; LSCG 97 A 14Ð16; Jameson,
Jordan, and Kotanski, 1993, 45; Parker 1983, 227.

B 13
For σ(α+�τ% see above commentary on A 20Ð21. The mixed sacriÞ-
cial ritualÑordinary divine sacriÞce with the blood ßowing onto the
groundÑis explained by the identity of the recipient: a divine being of
netherworld affiliation (cf. commentary on line 1 above). The motive for
the sacriÞce is not mentioned. If an elasteros is the recipient of the sacri-
Þce on the public altar, the stipulation might refer back to it. Otherwise,
some elasteroi may persist and require recurrent sacriÞces.132

130 See further Jameson, Jordan, and Kotanski 1993, 33, 45.
131 Dubois 1995, 142 takes δι%ρ8Uας separately (see above Restorations).
132 Dubois (1995, 142) takes the elasteros here to be Zeus Elasteros. For the sacriÞce see

also Schwabl 1996, 286; Burkert 2000, 211Ð212.
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appendix a

THE PUNIC MARSEILLES TARIFF. CIS I 165; KAI 69.
CA. THIRD CENTURY B.C.

The so-called Marseilles Tariff, as it came to be known after its Þndspot, was
discovered in early 1845 or late 1844 in the foundations of an old house near
the port of Marseilles. Fragments of similar documents were subsequently
discovered at Carthage.1 Considering that the type of stone used seems to
point to Carthage, Carthage appears to be the original provenance. This is
therefore likely to be a pierre errante, which reached Marseilles on board a ship
where it might have been used as ballast.2 In its current form, the inscription
comprises two conjoined fragments (a-b). The top, bottom, and right sides
survive with intermittent damage; a substantial piece is lost on the left, broken
diagonally from top to bottom. The remainder seems to amount to about
three-fourths of the original stone. It comprises some twenty-one lines, which
become progressively lacunose from top to bottom; the last line appears to
have been the last line of the original.3

H. 0.40, W. 0.555, Th. 0.04.

I present here a text4 based on the the text in KAI and a minimally interpre-
tative translation with a few notes. For commentaries and basic bibliography
see CIS I 165; KAI 69; M.G. Guzzo Amadasi, Le iscrizioni fenicie e puniche delle
colonie in occidente, Rome 1967, 169Ð183 no. 3; F. Rosenthal ANET pp. 656Ð657;
D. Pardee COS I 98 (pp. 305Ð309 ).

ca. saec III a.

b

-�.� ���/��� �0  �   /&.�� �� .& .&� �.�. &0�û- .&   &/.��  0�� �û�û�û���  � a

/������� ��.&01� ��  � 1� ��
vacat /����0�û � ������ �� ��.&1� �� -�.�

��  �� �� ��� ����û � 1�&� 23  �.� 45� ����� ��� ��. �&  ��� �& ��� 4�&�
/633  &� .�. �*.� �&0. �  &.��

1 The so-called Carthage Tariff(s), CIS I 167 (KAI 74), 169, 170, 3915, 3916 (KAI 75),
3917; for an English translation of different fragments as a single document see ANET
p. 657 (F. Rosenthal). See the commentary in KAI.

2 KAI II 83.
3 CIS I p. 220.
4 I have allowed myself to employ Classical editorial conventions to denote vacant

spaces and lacunae. The superlinear circellus equals the Classical sublinear dot.
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vacat ���� ���� �&.� ���&� ������ ���.��  ��� ���  ����  ��*  ����� 4

45� ����� ��� ��. �& / �0�� �& ��� ��&� �& &-��-&� �5����� ���* .& �7��
-/�� �� ��� ����� 1�&� 80  .��

���.��  ��� ���  ����  ��*  ����� 283 �.���  &� �*.� �&. �  &.�� ��  
/���� ���� �&.� ���&� ��0����

�0��  ����� 1�&� 9 �� 2 �*. 45� ����� ��� ��. �&  ��� �& ��� ��� �& ����
/ ��* �  &.�� ��  �� ��

vacat ���� ���� �&.� ���&� ������ ���.��  ��� ���  ���� 8

��  .�. ��� 45� ����� �/�0� ��. �&  ��� �& ��� ��& ���� �& &17� �& ��&�
-/�� �� ���  ����� 1�&� 90

/vacat ����0 ���� �&.� ���&� ������ ���.��  ��� ���  ����  ��* �  &.�� �� / 0
��� 1�&� 9 ��  .�. ��� 45� �����  �� �& 4�. �& /�0�� ��. :� �& ��7& ��/��0

/���� ���� �&0.�
/- - -0 1�&�� 23 / �70& 45� ����� ��. ��� �& 1� ��� �&  .1*  �1* �& ��� �/�0 12

/- - -0  ���/�0�  ����  ��* ����� ��� ��&  �� 5��� .&  ��� ��/�0
/ - - - ������ ��0� / 0���� ���� �1& .& ��� �� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� �/�0

/vacat ��� �0���� ��� �� ��� �1 �& &�*� �1 ���� .& ��� ���
/- - -0 ���� .& ��1& ��� ��& ���� ��� ��. ��� ���� �� 16

/ - - -  0� ��  .  1�� 1�& ��� ��  &.�  �� ��1&�
 �   &.�� �� .& �.&� - - - � �0 .&  � �� ��� � �� � 5��  . ���& .&  &.� �/�0

-/� 1� �� ������ �
vacat ������ ��.&1� �� �������  

/- - - .0���� � 5��  . .&� :1�  &.� �*� .& ��� �� 20

/- - -0 .&  &.�� �/; ; ;0�  & � � ���& .& ��� ��� �/�0

Translation

Temple of Ba#al .Saphon. Tariff of fees which [the thirty men in charge
of fees] set up in the time of .Hille.sba#al5 the suffet son of Bodtinnit son of
Bodeÿsmun, [head(?)], [and .Hille.sba#al] the suffet son of Bodeÿsmun son
of .Hille.sba#al and their colleagues.

(3) For an ox, whether kll (offering), .sw #t (offering), or šlm kll (offering),
the priests (shall receive) ten (shekels) silver for each (sacriÞce). And for
kll (offering) they shall receive in addition to this fee meat [weighing
three hundred]. And for .sw #t (offering) the q.srt and the y.slt and likewise
the skins and the šlbm and the p #mm and the rest of the meat (shall
belong) to the one offering the sacriÞce.

(5) For a calf that is missing his horns naturally (? ".twm.t"), or for a
deer (? or: ram), whether kll, .sw #t, or šlm kll, the priests shall receive Þve

5 PardeeÕs transcriptions of names have been followed; vocalization might be dis-
puted in some cases.
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(shekels of) silver [for each and for a kll they shall receive] in addition to
this fee meat weighing one hundred and Þfty. And for .sw #t the q.srt and
the y.slt and likewise the skins and the šlbm and the p #mm [and the rest of
the meat (shall belong) to the one offering the sacriÞce].

(7) For a ram or a goat, whether kll, .sw #t, or šlm kll, the priests shall
receive one shekel of silver (and) two zr for each. And for .sw #t they shall
receive [in addition to this fee the q.srt] and the y.slt and likewise the
skins and the šlbm and the p #mm and the rest of the meat (shall belong)
to the one offering the sacriÞce.

(9) For a lamb, a kid, or a .srb "yl, whether kll, .sw #t, or šlm kll, the priests
shall receive three-fourths of (a shekel of) silver (and) [two zr for each
and for .sw #t they shall receive in] addition to this fee the q.srt and the
y.slt and likewise the skins and the šlbm and the p #mm and the rest of the
meat (shall belong) to the one offering the [sacriÞce].

(11) For a bird, whether "gnn or .s.s, whether šlm kll, š.sp, or .hzt, the
priests shall receive three-quarters of a (shekel) of silver (and) two zr for
each and the meat shall belong [to the one offering the sacriÞce].

(12) For a bird, whether kdmt kdšt, a game (bird) sacriÞce, or (bird?) fat
sacriÞce, the priest shall receive ten "grt of silver for each [- - -]

(13) For every .sw #t which (anyone) brings before the god the priests
shall receive the q.srt and y.slt and for .sw #t [- - -]

(14) For mixed ßour and oil(?) offerings and for milk and for fat
(offerings) and for each sacriÞce which a man may sacriÞce as an
offering to the god(?) [the priests] shall receive [- - -]

(15) For each sacriÞce which a person poor in cattle or in birds
sacriÞces the priests shall not receive [a thing].

(16) Any association, any clan, any fellow-drinkers association (in
honor) of a god (mrz.h "lm), and any men who sacriÞce [- - -] (17) these
men [shall pay] a fee for each sacriÞce according to what is set in the
document [- - -]

(18) Any fee which is not set in this tablet shall be given according to
the written document which [the men in charge of fees in the time of
.Hille.sba#al son of Bodtinnit, head(?),] and .Hille.sba#al son of Bodeÿsmun

and their colleagues [wrote].
(20) Any priest who takes a fee against what is set in this tablet shall

be Þned [- - -] (21) Any person who offers sacriÞce who does not give
the [- - -] the fee which [is set in this tablet - - -].
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Notes

Despite its fragmentary state, the contents of the document are quite
clear. It lists animals and types of offerings, and discusses priestly pre-
rogatives and the distribution of parts between priests and worshippers.
There is no mention of divine portions. The officiating priests receive
prerogatives in cash and kind. Cash prerogatives seem to be paid to
them directly. Among the Greek sacriÞcial tariffs,6 a similar situation
might be detected in LSCG 45.2Ð7 and Iscr.Cos ED 216 B 2Ð8, but wor-
shippers are commonly instructed to put the money in a thesauros. The
animals appear to be listed in a hierarchical order according to size and
age.7 The list of animals (lines 3Ð12) opens with full-grown bovines and
ends with birds. We note a similarity in Parker and Obbink 2000, lines
10Ð12 and in no. 9 above. Most Greek sacriÞcial tariffs are arranged
hierarchically; the order might, however, be descending (as here) or
ascending (notably Iscr.Cos ED 216 B 2Ð8). In line 13 the Marseilles
Tariff considers speciÞcally the sw #t offering; line 14 discusses a partic-
ular non-blood offering. Line 15 makes a special consideration of the
poor: the priests receive no prerogative from their sacriÞce. Offerings
by groups are discussed in lines 16Ð17. Lines 18Ð19 consider fees not
covered in the present document. The tariff ends with punishment
clauses for greedy priests (line 20) and reluctant worshippers (line 21);
these appear also in Greek sacred laws.8

Date. The date depends entirely upon letter forms, and the inscrip-
tion has been assigned both to the late fourth-early third century and
to the third century B.C.9

Line 1
ÔTariff of fees:Õ b #[t hmš]"tt. There is disagreement as to the exact transla-
tion of these two heading words by which the document identiÞes itself.
The label ÔTariffÕ was deemed inaccurate (Delcor 1990, 87Ð89). It has
persisted, for better or for worse.

ÔIn the time of .Hille.sba#al É, [head(?)]:Õ #t [r .Hl.s]b #l. #t [r] is secure
considering CIS I 170.1. Less so is the signiÞcance of r (DNWSI s.v. r1).
For the meaning ÔheadÕ see Pardee COS I 306 n. 7; Ôlord/greatÕ (i.e. Ôin

6 See Part I pp. 61Ð62.
7 The following analysis is based on that of Pardee (COS I no. 98).
8 See Part I p. 43 and 20.21Ð23 with commentary.
9 Pardee COS I p. 305; KAI II 83.
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the time of the lord(s) .Hille.sba#alÕ etc.) have also been understood (CIS

I p. 261; KAI II 83; ANET 656).

Lines 3–4
Attempts to reconstruct the sacriÞcial categories evident in the tariff
have primarily relied upon comparison with the Israelite system as
evident in the Levitical code. Etymology of its Þrst component renders
the Punic šlm kll10 a likely counterpart of the Israelite šelamim (Ôwell
being,Õ also known as ÔpeaceÕ offering), equaling the common Greek
eaten sacriÞce; the Punic šlm kll would be a Ôwhole well beingÕ offering.
Less clear are the cases of the Punic kll11 and the diversely interpreted
.sw #t. See especially Pardee in COS I 98 (pp. 305Ð309).

Both the q.srt and the y.slt are parts of the victim. Multiple suggestions
have been made regarding their identity. See DNWSI svv. q.srh and
y.slh.

As the p #mm are likely to be feet of the victim, the šlbm might be the
legs/thighs though other suggestions have been made. See DNWSI svv.
p#m2 1 and ÿslb2.

Line 5
".twm.t": This word is commonly considered to be a loan word from
Greek. Several derivations have been attempted including, perhaps
most convincingly, one from α7τ#ματ%ς: the horns Ômissing naturally/of
their own accordÕ would serve as an age marker.12 See DNWSI s.v.

Line 9

.srb "yl: A ram, deer, and several other possibilities have been suggested.
See DNWSI s.vv. "yl2 and .srb1.

Lines 11
"gnn and .s.s are birds, again of disputed identities. See DNWSI s.vv. "gnn
and .s.s1.

š.sp and .hzt may refer to the type of the sacriÞces. .hzt (DNWSI s.v.
.hzh) might be divination/augury-related sacriÞce which, inter alia, has

10 M. Dietrich, O. Loretz, and J Sanmart’n, Ugarit-Forschungen 7, 1975, 561, take the
second kll with the following lkhnm (Ôas a general rule, to the priests ten silver [pieces]Õ),
but see Pardee COS I pp. 306Ð307 n. 13.

11 ÔWholeÕ and therefore perhaps Ôwholly burntÕ offering.
12 For age markers cf. above commentary on 26.31Ð32.
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also been suggested for š.sp (ibid. s.v. ÿs.sp2). For the bird sacriÞce see
Delcor 1990, 89Ð92.

Line 12
The identiÞcation of .spr as ÔbirdÕ here has been contested. See M. Del-
core, ÔA propos du sens de .spr dans le tarif sacriÞciel de Marseilles (CIS

I, 165, 12): Parfume dÕorigine vŽgŽtale ou parfume dÕorigine animale?,Õ
Semitica 33, 1983, 33Ð39.

kdmt kdšt: holy Þrst fruit (DNWSI s.v. kdÿs3 3.), i.e. offering?

Line 14
ÔMixed ßour and oil offering:Õ bll. See DNWSI s.v. bll.

ÔFor milk and fat:Õ #l .hlb w #l .hlb; either dittography or two distinct
substances. See DNWSI s.vv. .hlb3 and .hlb4.

ÔOffering to the god:Õ mn.hh. See DNWSI s.v. mn .hh1.

Line 17
ÔDocument:Õ ktbt (DNWSI s.v. ktbh1); evidently a cross reference to a
different document.

Lines 20–21
For the punishment clause see above commentary on 20.21Ð23.
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CHECKLISTS

1. Significant New Documents from Asia Minor1

SEG vel sim. Provenance Contents Date

1 Amyzon no. 2 Amyzon Amyzon decrees
Bagadates a neokoros of
Artemis2

321/320 B.C.

2 AÐB: SEG XLV 1508;
C: EpigAnat 32, 2000,
89Ð93

Bargylia Decrees concerning a
festival of Artemis
Kindyas3

II/I B.C.

3 I.Knidos 1614 Cnidus Fragmentary decree
concerning the cult of
Aphrodite

III/II B.C.

4 SEG XLIII 710 Euromus Regulations for entry
into the temple of
Zeus5

I A.D.

5 SEG XVI 1225 Halicarnassus Boundary stone of a
sanctuary of Apollo
restricting entry to the
akra

Hellenistic
period

6 SEG XL 956 Heraclea
under
Latmus

An oracle concerning
the priesthood of
Athena Latmia with a
list of priests6

ca. 100Ð
75 B.C.-early
I A.D.

1 Geographical order as in SEG. An asterisk (*) denotes particularly doubtful or
fragmentary cases.

2 Including this document in the corpus might be found objectionable. See Part
I p. 54 n. 270.

3 See Part I p. 100, 107.
4 A. Chaniotis, EBGR 1992 no. 25 (Kernos 9, 1996) suggests that I.Knidos 173 could

be a fragment of a sacred law rather than a dedication.
5 See Part I pp. 17Ð18.
6 See Part I p. 47.
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SEG vel sim. Provenance Contents Date

7 I.Iasos 219 Iasus Fragmentary decree
mentioning priests
and the restoration of
temples7

8 I.Labraunda 46 Labraunda Letter of Zeuxis
regarding the
protection of the
sanctuary

203 B.C.

9 Ibid. 53, 54, 54 A Ibid. Roman Imperial
period copies of IV
B.C. festival
regulations8

10* Ibid. 58 Ibid. Decree of Mylasa on
preservation of order
in the sanctuary

II A.D.

11 Ibid. 59 Ibid. Decree of Mylasa on
services to be
performed by cult
personnel

II A.D.

12 Ibid. 60 Ibid. Decree of Mylasa
containing sanctuary
prohibitions9

II A.D.

13* I.Mylasa 344 Mylasa Fragment mentioning
sacriÞce

14 SEG XXXIX
1135Ð1137

Olymus Decrees on building
activities and sacriÞces
in the temple of
Leto10

ca. 150Ð
100 B.C.

15 EpigAnat 34, 2002, 1Ð2
no. 1

Stratonicea Decree for the priest
Leros

2nd half of
IV B.C.

16 SEG XXIX 1088 Theangela Sale of a priesthood of
Zeus Nemeios11

III B.C.

17 SEG XXX 1283 Didyma Fragmentary
sacriÞcial regulations

2nd half of
VI B.C.

7 See Part I pp. 38Ð39.
8 See Part I p. 110.
9 See Part I p. 20.

10 See Part I p. 38.
11 See Part I p. 51.
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SEG vel sim. Provenance Contents Date

18 I.Ephesos 1263 Ephesus Fragmentary
priesthood
regulations12

19 SEG XXXVI 1039 Erythrae Decree on building a
temple of Aphrodite

ca. 400 B.C.

20 SEG XXXVII 921 Ibid. Fragmentary list of
sales of priesthoods13

IV B.C.

21 IG XII 6, 1197 Ibid.(?) Sale of the priesthood
of the Corybantes

II B.C.

22 I.Ephesos 3418A
(SEG XXXII 1167)

Metropolis Fragmentary
regulations
concerning cult of
Ares

23 G. Kleiner,
P. Hommel, and W.
MŸller-Wiener,
Panionion und Melie
(JdI, ErgŠnzungsheft
23), Berlin 1967,45Ð63.

Panionium Regulations for cult at
the Panionium14

Mid IV B.C.

24* TAM V 590 Emre
(Maeonia)

Fragmentary
prohibition against
harming trees
(possibly in a
sanctuary)

Roman
Imperial
period

25* I. Manisa 24 (Manisa) Fragmentary
sanctuary
regulations15

Roman
Imperial
period

26* SEG XXXIX 1290 Sardis Boundary stone of the
sanctuary of Artemis
with a decree of
Caesar conÞrming the
right of asylum16

March 4,
44 B.C.

12 Line 3 reads λ)ψετα[ι]. The verb is most likely to govern items due to the priest
(cf. comm. ad loc.; L. Robert BCH 59, 1935, 433 (= Opera Minora Selecta I, 190)); the use
of the future is characteristic of sales of priesthoods (see Part I p. 49).

13 See Part I p. 53. For 19 see 37.
14 D.F. McCabe et al., Priene Inscriptions: Texts and List, Princeton, 1987, no. 11. Ed.

pr. and F. Sokolowski (ÔR•glement relatif ˆ la cŽlŽbration des Panionia,Õ BCH 94, 1970
109Ð116) suggest regulations for the Panionia; J. and L. Robert (BE 1968 no. 469, 1970
no. 582) are more cautious.

15 See Part I p. 16.
16 See Part I p. 21.
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SEG vel sim. Provenance Contents Date

27 SEG XXIX 1205 Ibid. Edict of Artaxerxes II
Memnon concerning
the cult of Zeus
Baradates

ca. A.D. 150

28 SEG XLVI 1547
(I.Alexandria Troas 9)

Alexandria
Troas

Sale of a priesthood Late Hel-
lenistic/Early
Roman

29* SEG XXXVIII 1251 Assos SacriÞcial
regulations(?)

ca. 530Ð500

30 SEG XXVI 1334 Skepsis Sale of a priesthood of
Dionysus Bambyleius

II B.C.(?)

31 I.Kyz. II 1 Miletupolis Fragmentary
sacriÞcial calendar

Late IV-early
III B.C.

32 I.Perg III 161 Pergamum Incubation at the
Asclepieum17

II A.D.

33 SEG XLVII 1806 Derekšy Regulations
concerning the cult of
Zeus (sacriÞces;
festivals)

A.D. 138 or
shortly after

34* SEG XXVII 930 Oenoanda Part of temple
regulations

Not later
than early II
B.C

35 SEG XXXVIII 1462
C

Ibid. Regulations for the
Demosthenia18

July 5, A.D.
125

36 SEG XXVII 942 Xanthus Decree of the
Xanthians and the
perioikoi on the
foundation of a cult
for Basileus Kaunios
and Arkesimas19

337 (or 358)
B.C.

37 SEG XXXVI 1221 Ibid. Regulations for entry
into the Letoon20

Late III-early
II B.C.

38 I.Mylasa 931 Unknown Fragment of a decree
regulating sacriÞces

17 See Part I pp. 61Ð63.
18 See Part I p. 101.
19 See Part I pp. 82Ð83.
20 See Part I p. 16.
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2. New Documents from Cos.21

Ed. pr or SEG Provenance Contents Date

1 Parker and Obbink
2001, 233Ð237 no. 3

Cos Sale of a priesthood
(of Asclepius?)

ca. 275 B.C.

2 Iscr.Cos ED 15 Sale of a priesthood Early III B.C.

3 ED 211 Fragment mentioning
puriÞcation

Early III B.C.

4* ED 92 Fragment mentioning
depositing money in a
thesauros22

III B.C.

5* ED 99 Doubtful fragment III B.C.

6* ED 164 Fragment of sacriÞcial
regulations

III B.C.

7* ED 175 Priesthood
regulations(?)

III B.C.

8* ED 261 Sale of a priesthood(?) III B.C.

9* ED 262 Sale of a priesthood(?) III B.C.

10 ED 216 Sale of the priesthood
of Dionysus
Thyllophorus

ca. 225 (or
ca. 175)
B.C.23

11 Parker and Obbink
2001, 229Ð233 no. 2

Sale of a priesthood of
the Symmachidai

ca. 225 (or
ca. 175) B.C.

12 Iscr.Cos ED 177 Sale of the priesthood
of the Kyrbanthes

Late III B.C.

13 ED 238 Sale of the priesthood
of Heracles Kallinikos

Late III
B.C.?24

14* ED 112, ED 60 Financial measures
relating to a
sanctuary(?)

ca. 200 B.C.

15 ED 16 Regulations for the
Hermaia

IIIÐII B.C.

16* ED 219 Fragment of a
testamentary(?)
foundation

IIIÐII

21 An asterisk (*) denotes particularly doubtful or fragmentary cases. For a general
review of the documents included in Iscr.Cos see A. Chaniotis EBGR 1993Ð1994 no. 219
(Kernos 10, 1997).

22 See above Part I p. 59; commentary on 9.6.
23 Parker and Obbink 2000, 422; 2001, 230Ð232.
24 Parker and Obbink 2000, 422.
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Ed. pr or SEG Provenance Contents Date

17 ED 178 Sale of the priesthood
of Aphrodite
Pandamos and Pontia

Shortly after
198 B.C.25

18 ED 3 Sale of a Priesthood First half of
II B.C.

19 ED 145+Parker and
Obbink 2001, 245Ð246
no. 6

Sale of the priesthood
of Hermes Enagonios

ca. 180/70
(or mid III)
B.C.26

21 Iscr.Cos ED 25 Regulations for a
festival of Artemis27

II B.C.

22 ED 85 Sale of a priesthood II B.C.

23 ED 86 Foundation:
commemorative:
sacriÞce to Hermes28

II B.C.

24 ED 109 Sale of a priesthood II B.C.

25 ED 146 Foundation of
Phanomachos29

II B.C.

26* ED 166 Fragment mentioning
construction and altar

II B.C.

27 ED 237 Sale of a priesthood II B.C.

28* ED 239 Decree concerning
the sanctuary of
Aphrodite30

II B.C.

29 Parker and Obbink
2001, 245 no. 5

Sale of a priesthood II B.C.

30 Parker and Obbink
2001a 266Ð271 no. 3

Foundation of
Teleutias31

II B.C.

25 Parker and Obbink 2000, 422.
26 Parker and Obbink 2000, 422.
27 Lines 15Ð17 ([- - - τ� δ�] | λ%ιπ� κρ[�ατα - - -] | τ%0ς .π[- - -]) evidently deal with

meat distribution of a victim led along in a procession (see Part I p. 98). The restoration
[- - - τ� δ�] | λ%ιπ� κρ[�ατα διανειμ�ντω (vel sim.) ] | τ%0ς .π[%λ8ταις - - -] therefore comes
to mind (for the verb cf. ED 145.60). Τ%0ς .π[%μπε?σασι - - -] is attractive considering the
procession, but one may rather expect συμπ%μπε?ω (as in LSAM 32.55 quoted in Part I
p. 98; LSCG 177.158Ð159).

28 See Part I p. 85 n. 449.
29 See Part I p. 86.
30 See SegreÕs note.
31 See Part I p. 86.
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Ed. pr or SEG Provenance Contents Date

31 Parker and Obbink
2000 no. 1

Sale of the priesthood
of Aphrodite
Pandamos and Pontia

ca. 125 B.C.?

32 Iscr.Cos ED 32 Sale of a priesthood II/I B.C.

33 ED 180 Sale of the priesthood
of Heracles Kallinikos

II/I B.C.32

34 ED 165 Sale of a priesthood I B.C.

35 ED 215 Sale of the priesthood
of Zeus Alseios

I B.C.

36 ED 236 Sale of a priesthood
(perhaps of Artemis)

I B.C.

37 Parker and Obbink
2001, 237Ð243 no. 4A

Sale of the priesthood
of Asclepius

I B.C.

38 Parker and Obbink
2001, 237Ð243 no. 4B

Sale of the priesthood
of Asclepius

II/I B.C.

39* ED 121 Doubtful fragment33 Roman
Imperial
period

40* SEG XXVIII 700 Cephalus Fragmentary decree
concerning offerings(?)

2nd half of
III B.C.

41 Parker and Obbink
2001a, 253Ð256 no. 1

Halasarna Decrees concerning
the completion of the
construction of the
temple of Apollo34

ca. 200 B.C.

42* Parker and Obbink
2001a, 265Ð266 no. 2

Decree concerning
the sanctuary of
Apollo

175Ð100 B.C.

32 Parker and Obbink 2000, 423.
33 One wonders whether [- - - �|ερε].0%ν could be restored in lines 2Ð3.
34 See Part I p. 38.
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3. Some significantly expanded or improved texts of

inscriptions included in Sokolowski’s corpus.35

Sokolowski SEG Other

1 LSCG 28 XLVI 173

2 38 XLIV 42

3 90 XLV 914 I.Kallatis 47

4 103 A 1Ð9 IG XII Suppl. p. 144 (245+237)

5 LSS 10 XLVII 71 All the published fragments have now been
reedited by S.D. Lambert, ÔThe SacriÞcial
Calendar of Athens,Õ BSA 97, 2002,
353Ð399.

6 12 XXX 61 Agora XVI 56

7 18 IG I3 250

8 22 W. Peek, Inschriften aus dem Asklepieion von
Epidauros (AbhLeip, 60.2) 1969, no. 336

9 51 XLVIII 1037 (Text: Part I pp. 22Ð24)

10 162 Iscr.Cos 2

11 LSAM 23 SEG XLVII
162836

12 26 XXX 1327

35 NB The following list includes mainly inscriptions of which new fragments have
been published; in no. 3 the fragments have been rearranged; no. 7 includes signiÞcant
new and improved readings. For other IG I3 inscriptions see concordances.

36 See Dignas 2002.



CONCORDANCES

1 LSCG → LGS → Standard Corpora
2 LGS I → LSCG
3 LGS II → LSCG
4 LSS → Standard Corpora
5 LSAM → Standard Corpora
6 Sokolowski → CID I
7 CID I → Sokolowski
8 NGSL → SEG → Varia
9 SEG → NGSL
10 Varia → NGSL

1

LSCG LGS Standard Corpora1

1 I 1 IG I3 234
2 I 2 IG I3 246
3 II 1 IG I3 4B
4 II 2 IG I3 5
5 II 4 IG I3 78
6 II 5 IG I3 251
7 II 6 IG II2 1363
8 II 7 IG II2 1078
9 II 8 IG I3 982
10 II 9 IG I3 244
11 II 10 IG I3 255
12 A II 11 A IG I3 35
12 B II 11 B IG I3 36
13 II 12 IG I3 82
14 II 13 IG I3 84
15 II 14 IG I3 7
Ñ II 15 A IG I3 238
16 II 15 B IG I2 845
17 A II 16 A IG I3 241
17 B II 16 B IG II2 1357a
17 C II 16a IG II2 1357b
18 Ñ SEG XXI 541

1 Multiple corpus references are given only when one of the works cited is relatively
rare or new.
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LSCG LGS Standard Corpora

19 II 17 IG II2 1237
20 I 26 IG II2 1358
21 II 18 IG II2 4962
22 II 19 IG II2 4971
23 II 20 IG II2 4970
24 II 21 IG II2 4986
25 II 22 IG II2 4962
26 Ñ SEG XXI 786
27 II 23 IG II2 4988
28 II 24 IG II2 1356
29 II 25 IG II2 1359
30 II 26 IG II2 1360
31 II 27 IG II2 1146
32 II 28 IG II2 204
33 II 29 (B only) Agora XIX L72

34 II 30 IG II2 337
35 II 32 IG II2 403
36 II 33 IG II2 1177
37 II 34 IG II2 1362; SEG XLIV 42
38 II 35 IG II2 1195
39 II 36 IG II2 659
40 II 37 IG II2 772
41 II 38a IG II2 839
42 II 38b IG II2 840
43 II 39 IG II2 995
44 II 40 IG II2 1046
45 II 41 IG II2 1361
46 II 42 IG II2 1283
47 II 43 IG II2 2499
48 A II 44 A IG II2 1328
49 II 45 IG II2 1326
50 Ñ SEG XXII 114
51 II 46 IG II2 1368
52 I 3 IG II2 1367
53 II 47 IG II2 1369
54 II 48 IG II2 1364
55 II 49 IG II2 1366
56 II 50 IG IV 1607
57 II 51 IG IV 557
58 II 52 IG IV 840
59 II 53 IG IV 841
60 II 54 IG IV 12 40
61 II 56 IG V 1, 1144

2 LSCG 33 A = SEG XVIII 13; LSCG 33 B = LGS II 29 = IG II2 334.
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LSCG LGS Standard Corpora

62 I 14 IG V 1, 363
63 II 57 IG V 1, 364
64 I 15 IG V 1, 1447
65 II 58 IG V 1, 1390
66 II 59 IG V 1, 1498
67 II 62 IG V 2, 3
68 II 63 IG V 2, 514
69 II 65 IG VII 235; I.Oropos 277
70 II 67 IG VII 303; I.Oropos 324
71 II 68 IG VII 351; I.Oropos 304
72 II 69 Syll3 1185
73 II 70 IG VII 4135; CID IV 76
74 II 71 IG VII 3055
75 II 72 IG VII 3169
76 II 73 CID I 3
77 II 74 CID I 9
78 II 75 CID I 10; CID IV 1
79 II 76 CID IV 108
80 II 77 Syll3 672
81 II 78 Syll3 631
82 II 79 IG IX 1, 129
83 II 80 IG IX 2, 1109 I
84 II 81 IG IX 2, 1109 II
85 II 82 IG IX 2, 1110
86 II 83 IG IX 1, 654; IG IX 12 IV 1700
87 II 84 I.Tomis 1
88 II 85 IOSPE I2 76
89 II 86 CIRB 1005
90 I 22 SEG XLV 914; I.Kallatis 47
91 II 87 IG XII 9, 90
92 II 88 IG XII 9, 189
93 II 89 IG XII 9, 194
94 II 90 IG XI 4, 1300
95 II 92 I.Délos 2367
96 I 4 Syll3 1024
97 II 93 IG XII 5, 593
98 II 94 IG XII 5, 647
99 Ñ IG XII 5, 646
100 II 95 IG XII 7, 1
101 II 96 IG XII 7, 2
102 II 97 IG XII 7, 4
103 II 98 IG XII 7, 237
104 II 99 IG XII 5, 1
105 II 100 IG XII 5, 52 A
106 II 101 IG XII 5, 1008 A
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LSCG LGS Standard Corpora

107 II 102 IG XII 5, 1012
108 II 104 IG XII 5, 107
109 II 105 IG XII 5, 183
110 II 106 IG XII 5, 225
111 II 107 IG XII 5, 108
112 II 108 IG XII 5, 126
113 Ñ LSAG2 p. 466 K
114 II 109 IG XII 8, 358
115 II 110 IG XII 8, 265
116 II 111 Syll3 986
117 Ñ SEG XXII 497
118 II 112 Syll3 987
119 II 113 Syll3 1013
120 II 114 SGDI 5564
121 Ñ SEG XVII 394
122 II 115 IG XII 6, 168
123 II 116 IG XII 6, 3
124 II 117 IG XII Suppl. 126
125 II 118 IG XII 2, 72
126 II 119 IG XII 2, 73
127 II 121 IG XII 2, 499
128 I 18 CIG 6850 A
129 II 122 IG XII 3, 248
130 II 123 IG XII 3, 183
131 II 124 IG XII 3 Suppl. 1369
132 II 125 IG XII 3, 378
133 II 127 IG XII 3, 452
134 II 128 IG XII 3, 436
135 II 129 IG XII 3, 330
136 II 145 IG XII 1, 677
137 II 146 IG XII 1, 762
138 II 147 Syll3 723
139 II 148 IG XII 1, 789
140 I 23 IG XII 1, 905
141 I 24 IG XII 1, 906
142 II 149 IG XII 1, 892
143 II 150 I.Rhod.Per. 501
144 II 152 IC I xvii 2
145 Ñ SEG XXIII 5663

146 I 20 IC IV 3
147 II 151 IC IV 65
148 II 153 IC IV 186 A

3 One doubts very much that this is a sacred law; both readings and interpretation
are doubtful: P. Roesch AntCl 40, 1971, 207; van Effenterre 1989, 5Ð7.
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LSCG LGS Standard Corpora

149 Ñ SEG XX 256
150 A Ñ Herzog, Die heilige Gesetze von Cos 11
150 B Ñ Ibid. 12; (12-end: Iscr.Cos. ED 181)
151 A I 5 Herzog ibid. 1; Syll3 1025
151 B I 6 Herzog ibid. 2; Syll3 1026; Iscr.Cos. ED 241
151 C I 7 Herzog ibid. 3; Syll3 1027; Iscr.Cos. ED 140
151 D Ñ Herzog ibid. 4
152 Ñ
153 Ñ
154 Ñ Ibid. 8
155 Ñ Ibid. 14
156 I 8 Ibid. 5; Iscr.Cos ED 55 (A 16-end; B12-end only)
157 I 9 PatonÑHicks, I.Cos 41
158 Ñ Herzog ibid.13
159 Ñ Herzog ibid. 15
160 II 139 PatonÑHicks, I.Cos 29; Iscr.Cos ED 144
161 II 140Ð141 Iscr.Cos ED 62
162 II 135 PatonÑHicks, I.Cos 30; Iscr.Cos ED 2
163 Ñ Maiuri, Nuova Silloge 441; Iscr.Cos ED 89
164 Ñ Maiuri, Nuova Silloge 442; Iscr.Cos ED 58
165 I 13 Syll3 1028; Iscr.Cos ED 45
166 II 133 Syll3 1012
167 II 134 PatonÑHicks, I.Cos 28
168 II 137 Syll3 1000
169 I 10Ð12 PatonÑHicks, I.Cos 401Ð403
170 Ñ SEG XVIII 328
171 Ñ SEG XIV 529
172 II 138 PatonÑHicks, I.Cos 369
173 II 130 Syll3 1023
174 II 143 Syll3 793
175 II 132 Syll3 1006
176 I 21 PatonÑHicks, I.Cos 42; Herzog. ibid. 7
177 II 144 Syll3 1106; Iscr.Cos ED 149
178 Ñ IG I3 256
179 Ñ Agora XVI 67
180 Ñ
181 Ñ IG IX 12 670
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2

LGS I LSCG Standard Corpora4

1 1
2 2
3 52
4 96
5 151 A
6 151 B
7 151 C
8 156
9 157
10 169 A
11 169 B
12 169 C
13 165
14 62
15 64
16 Ñ IG V 2, 5
17 Ñ I.Perg. I 247
18 128
19 Ñ IG XII 3, 450
20 146
21 176 PatonÑHicks, I.Cos 42
22 90
23 140
24 141
25 Ñ SEG VII 1233
26 20
27 Ñ I.Perg. II 374
28 LSAM 27

3

LGS II LSCG Standard Corpora5

1 3
2 4
3 LSS 3
4 5
5 6
6 7

4 Cited only for inscriptions not included in SokolowskiÕs corpus; otherwise use
Concordance 1.

5 Cited only for inscriptions not included in SokolowskiÕs corpus; otherwise use
Concordance 1.
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LGS II LSCG Standard Corpora

7 8
8 9
9 10
10 11
11 12
12 13
13 14
14 15
15 A Ñ IG I3 238
15 B 16
16 17
17 19
18 21
19 22
20 23
21 24
22 25 A
22b 25 B
23 27
24 28
25 29
26 30
27 31
28 32
29 33 B
30 34
31 Ñ IG VII 4252; I.Oropos 296
32 35
33 36
34 37
35 38
36 39
37 40
38a 41
38b 42
39 43
40 44
41 45
42 46
43 47
44 48
45 49
46 51
47 53
48 54
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LGS II LSCG Standard Corpora

49 55
50 56
51 57
52 58
53 59
54 60
55 Ñ IG V 1, 1155
56 61
57 63
58 65
59 66
60 Ñ I VO 5
61 Ñ I VO 6
62 67
63 68
64 Ñ IG VII 43
65 69
66 Ñ IG VII 422; I.Oropos 284
67 70
68 71
69 72
70 73
71 74
72 75
73 76
74 77
75 78
76 79
77 80
78 81
79 82
80 83
81 84
82 85
83 86
84 87
85 88
86 89
87 91
88 92
89 93
90 94
91 LSS 59
92 95
93 97
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LGS II LSCG Standard Corpora

94 98
95 100
96 101
97 102
98 103
99 104
100 105
101 106
102 107
103 Ñ IG XII 5, 150
104 108
105 109
106 110
107 111
108 112
109 114
110 115
111 116
112 118
113 119
114 120
115 122
116 123
117 124
118 125
119 126
120 Ñ IG XII 2, 7
121 127
122 129
123 130
124 131
125 132
126 Ñ IG XII 3 Suppl. 377
127 133
128 134
129 135
130 173
131 Ñ Iscr.Cos 82
132 175
133 166
134 167
135 162
136 Ñ PatonÑHicks, I.Cos 32
137 168
138 172



414 concordances

LGS II LSCG Standard Corpora

139 160
140 161 A
141 161 B
142 Ñ Herzog, Koische Forschungen 134 no. 211
143 174
144 177
145 136
146 137
147 138
148 139
149 142
150 143
151 147
152 144
153 148

4

LSS Standard Corpora

1 IG I3 231
2 IG I3 232
3 IG I3 6
4 IG I3 257
5 IG I3 1382a
6 IG I3 136
7 IG I3 129
8 IG I3 137
9 IG I3 240
10 cf. SEG X 348; XXI 540; XL 146
11 IG II2 47
12 SEG XXX 61; Agora XVI 56
13 IG II2 140
14 SEG XXI 469C
15 SEG XXI 494
16 IG II2 4997
17 IG II2 4547Ð4548
18 IG I3 250
19 Agora XIX L4a
20 Agora XVI 161
21 SEG XXI 813
22 SEG XI Addenda 419
23 IG IV 12 73
24 IG IV 12 45
25 IG IV 12 742
26 SEG XI 369



concordances 415

LSS Standard Corpora

27 SEG XI 314
28 IG V 1, 772
29 IG V 1, 1511
30 IG V 1, 1316
31 IG V 2, 4
32 SEG XI 1112
33 DGE 429
34 Corinth VIII 1, 22
35 I.Oropos 276
36 SEG II 185
37 CID I 2
38 CID I 7
39 CID I 8
40 A CID I 6
40 B CID I 5
40 C CID I 4
41 CID I 13
42 CID I 12
43 Syll3 523; CID IV 85
44 Syll3 671 A; F.Delphes III 3, 238
45 IG IX 12 II 538
46 IG XII 9, 192
47 IG XII 5, 721
48 IG XII Suppl. 303
49 I.Délos 68
50 I.Délos 69
51 IG XI 4, 1030; SEG XLVIII 51
52 IG XI 4, 1032
53
54 I.Délos 2530
55 I.Délos 2305
56 I.Délos 2180
57 I.Délos 2308
58 I.Délos 1720
59 I.Délos 2529
60 IG XII 7, 220
61 IG XII 7, 515
62 IG XII 5, 1027
63 IG XII Supl. 414
64 Nouveau Choix 19
65 Recherches—(Thasos) I 82Ð85 no. 10
66 SEG XVIII 340
67 IG XII Suppl. 398
68 IG XII Suppl. 378
69 SEG XVII 415



416 concordances

LSS Standard Corpora

70 Recherches—(Thasos) I 344 no. 129
71 IG XII Suppl. 365
72 cf. SEG XXIX 774
73 IG XII Suppl. 394
74 IG XII Suppl. 409
75 SEG XII 395; I.Samothrake 62
75a I.Samothrake 63
76 SEG XXII 501
77 DGE 694
78 DGE 692
79 DGE 696
80 IG XII 6, 260
81 IG XII 6, 171
82 IG XII Suppl. 23
83 IG XII Suppl. 150
84 GIBM II 300
85 I.Rhod.Per. 251
86 I.Lindos 484
87 I.Lindos 181Ð182
88 Suppl.Epigr.Rh. II no. 20
89 I.Lindos 26
90 I.Lindos 419
91 I.Lindos 487
92 I.Lindos 680
93 Suppl.Epigr.Rh. II no. 14
94 Tit.Cam. no. 153
95 I.Lindos 671
96 Tit.Cam. no. 148
97 Tit.Cam. no. 152
98 Tit.Cam. no.146
99 Tit.Cam. no. 149
100 Tit.Cam. no. 150
101 Tit.Cam. no. 151
102 Tit.Cam. no. 155
103 Tit.Cam. no. 154
104 Tit.Cam. no. 156
105 Tit.Cam. no. 112
106 Suppl.Epigr.Rh. I no. 112b
107 Suppl.Epigr.Rh. I no. 1
108
109 I.Rhod.Per. 1
110 I.Rhod.Per. 292
111 I.Rhod.Per. 201
112 IC I xvi 6
113 IC II v 9
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LSS Standard Corpora

114 IC IV 214 no. 146
115 SEG IX 72
116 SEG XX 719
117 SEG IX 73
118 SEG IX 347
119 SB 3451; cf. SEG VIII 639
120 SEG IV 92
121 I.Ephesos 10
122 SEG XVI 715
123 Milet I 3, 32
124 IG II2 1184
125 IG II2 1242
126 IG II2 1275
127 IG II2 1346
128 SEG XVI 368
129 SEG XVII 377
130 SEG XVII 378
131 SEG XVII 379
132 SEG XX 542
133 SEG XX 718

5

LSAM Standard Corpora

1 Syll3 1017
2 I.Kalch 13
3 I.Kalch 10
4 I.Kalch 11
5 I.Kalch 12
6 I.Kios 19
7 I.Kyz. 195
8 I.Lampsakos 9
9 I.Ilion 52
10 I.Ilion 10
11 I.Perg 40
12 I.Perg 255
13 I.Perg 251
14 I.Perg 264
15 Syll3 694
16 Syll3 1219
17 I.Smyrna 735
18 TAM V 1, 530
19 TAM V 1, 536
20 Syll3 985
21 I.Erythrai 203



418 concordances

LSAM Standard Corpora

22 I.Erythrai 204
23 I.Erythrai 206
24 I.Erythrai 205
25 I.Erythrai 201
26 I.Erythrai 207
27 I.Erythrai 208
28 CIG 3062
29 I.Ephesos 3401
30 I.Ephesos 1678
31 I.Ephesos 24B
32 I.Magnesia 98
33 I.Magnesia 100
34 I.Magnesia 99
35 I.Priene 205
36 I.Priene 195
37 I.Priene 174
38 A I.Priene 201
38 B I.Priene 202
39 I.Priene 362
40 I.Priene 364
41 Milet I 3, 31a; DGE 725
42 Milet I 3, 132; LSAG2 414 no. 39
43 SEG XV 675
44 Syll3 1002
45 SGDI 5496
46 Milet I 3, 133; Syll3 1037
47 Milet I 3, 117; SGDI 5498
48 cf. SEG XV 679
49 Milet VI 1, 203
50 Milet I 3, 133; Syll3 57
51 Milet VI 1, 202
52 Milet VI 1, 204
53 Milet I 3, 134; cf. SEG XV 685
54 I.Didyma 482
55 I.Knidos 160
56 I.Rhod.Per. Appendix no. V
57 cf. SEG XV 644
58 I.Mylasa 861
59 I.Iasos 220
60 A I.Iasos 245
60 B I.Iasos 246
61 I.Mylasa 303
62 I.Mylasa 301
63 I.Mylasa 304
64 I.Mylasa 309
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LSAM Standard Corpora

65 I.Mylasa 305
66 I.Mylasa 302
67 I.Stratonikeia 1+39a
68 I.Stratonikeia 2
69 I.Stratonikeia 1101
70 I.Mylasa 914
71 I.Mylasa 942
72 Syll3 1044
73 Syll3 1015
74 I.Rhod.Per. 3
75 I.Tralleis 3
76 TAM I 65
77 SEG VI 775
78 TAM II 548
79 SEG II 710
80 OGIS 573
81 SEG XII 511
82 cf. SEG XV 783
83 I.Heraclea Pontica 70
84 I.Smyrna 728
85 I.Ephesos 1520
86 MAMA VIII 411
87 cf. SEG XII 478
88 I.Laodikeia am Lykos 64

6

Sokolowski CID I

LSCG 76 3
LSCG 77 9
LSCG 78 10
LSCG 79 Ñ
LSCG 80 Ñ
LSCG 81 Ñ
LSS 37 2
LSS 38 7
LSS 39 8
LSS 40 A 6
LSS 40 B 5
LSS 40 C 4
LSS 41 13
LSS 42 12
LSS 43 Ñ
LSS 44 Ñ



420 concordances

7

CID I Sokolowski

1 Ñ
2 LSS 37
3 LSCG 76
4 LSS 40 C
5 LSS 40 B
6 LSS 40 A
7 LSS 38
8 LSS 39
9 LSCG 77 (C 19Ð52 and D only)
10 LSCG 78
11 Ñ
12 LSS 42
13 LSS 41

8

NGSL SEG Varia

1 XXXIII 147
2 XXVIII 103
3 XXXV 113
4 XXXVI 267
5 XXXI 122
6 XXX 380 Koerner, Gesetzestexte 31

Nomima I 78
7 XXVIII 421 New Docs. IV p p. 110Ð111
8 XXXVI 376
9 XLVII 488 I.Oropos 278
10 XLVII 497 I.Oropos 279
11 XXXII 456
12 XXVI 524
13 XLIV 505
14 XXVII 261 I.Beroia 1
15 XLVI 923
16 XXXVIII 786
17 XXXIX 729 Kontorini, 1989, 17Ð29 no. 1
18 XXVII 545 IG XII 6, 169

D.F. McCabe et al., Samos Inscriptions: Texts and List,
Princeton, 1986, no. 123

19 IG XII 6, 170
20 XXXV 923
21 XXXVIII 835
22 XLI 739 Eleutherna II 1, 1

Nomima II 98
23 XLI 744 Eleutherna II 1, 5α, 5�, 5γ, 5δ
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NGSL SEG Varia

24 XXVIII 750 Bile 1988, 56 no. 56
25 XXVI 1084 Arena, Iscrizioni I2 13

IGDS 20
Koerner, Gesetzestexte 85

26 XXX 1119 IGDS 206
27 XLIII 630 Arena, Iscrizioni I2 53 bis
Appendix A CIS I 165

KAI 69

9

SEG NGSL

XXVI 524 12
XXVI 1084 25
XXVII 261 14
XXVII 545 18
XXVIII 103 (XXVI 134) 2
XXVIII 421 7
XXVIII 750 24
XXX 380 6
XXX 1119 26
XXXI 122 5
XXXII 456 11
XXXIII 147 1
XXXV 113 3
XXXV 923 20
XXXVI 267 4
XXXVI 376 8
XXXVIII 786 16
XXXVIII 835 21
XXXIX 729 17
XLI 739 22
XLI 744 23
XLIII 630 27
XLIV 505 13
XLVI 923 15
XLVII 488 9
XLVII 497 10

10

Varia NGSL

Arena, Iscrizioni I2

13 25
53 bis 27
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Varia NGSL

Bile 1988
56 no. 56 24

CIS
I 165 Appendix A

Eleutherna II 1
1 22
5α, 5�, 5γ, 5δ 23

I.Beroia
1 14

IG XII 6
169 18
170 19

IGDS
20 25
206 26

I.Oropos
278 9
279 10

KAI
69 Appendix A

Koerner, Gesetzestexte
31 6
85 25

Kontorini, 1989
17Ð29 no. 1 17

D.F. McCabe et al.,
Samos Inscriptions:
Texts and List,
Princeton, 1986
123 18

New Docs.
IV pp. 110Ð111 7

Nomima
I 78 6
II 98 22
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Π%σιδει3ν%ς 1.31

Πυαν%ψι	ν
Πυαν%ψι3ν%ς 1.25

Σκιρ%(%ρι	ν
Σκιρ%(%ρι3ν%ς 1.52

bΥπερ�ερετα0%ς
π%ιε8τω É τ� bΕρμα0α τ%/
bΥπερ�ερετα8%υ μην#ς 14 B 45Ð46
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4. Geographical Names

JΑτ)νη
[μ]ην�ς JΑτ) .ν[ησιν] 1.8 Rest.

fΑκρις (Eleusis) 156–158
π[ερ2 τ]:ς fΑκριδ%ς 2.4; τ3ι bΗρα-
κλε0 τ3ι *ν fΑκριδι 2.19; (α� λι1%-
τ%μ8αι) ε5σ2ν �ερα2 τ%/ bΗρακλ�ως
τ%/ *ν fΑκριδι 2.22; τMν a%ρτMν
τ%/ bΗρακλ�ως τ%/ *ν fΑκριδι
2.32Ð33; *ν τ3ι �ερ3ι τ%/ bΗρα-
κλ�ως τ%/ *ν fΑκριδι 2.45

fΑργ%ς
JΑ .ρ .γ .#1.ε .ν 6.16 A Rest.

Α7τ%μεναι (Attica; doubtful) 132–
133

*πJ Α7τ%μ�νας/*πJ JΑϋτ%μ�νας
1.14, 47 Rest.

Δ0%ν fΑκρ%ν (Crete) 324
〈5〉σς Δ0%ν fΑκρ%ν 22.2Ð3

JΕλευσ8ς
τ�ς λι1%τ%μ8ας τ�ς JΕλευσ0νι 2.21

Λ8μναι (Attica)
(σ?ν%δ%ς) τ3ν bΗρακλιαστ3ν τ3ν
*ν Λ8μναις 5.4Ð5

Μυκην%ν/ς (Attica)
*π2 Μυκην%ν 1.45, Lat. Dex. 4

Σ%?νι%ν (Attica)
*π2 Σ%?νι%ν 1.19

5. Tribes, Demes, Clans, Associations, etc. (including demotics etc.)

JΑκραι(ιε0ς
B π#λις JΑκρη(ιε8ων 11.4

bΑλι�ρτι%ι
παρακαλ0 τ�ν π#λιν JΑρια[ρτ8ων]
11.7

JΕγεστα0%ι
πρ�σ�εις JΕγεστα8ων παργενα1�ν-
τες É 26.6Ð7

JΕλευσ8νι%ς
Φιλ#κωμ%ς Φαλαν18δ%υ JΕλευσ8-
νι%ς 2.18; δεδ#"1αι JΕλευσιν8%ις
2.9

bΗρακλιαστα8
(σ?ν%δ%ς) τ3ν bΗρακλιαστ3ν τ3ν

*ν Λ8μναις 5.4Ð5
Νακωνα0%ι

τ� .κ%[ιν�] τ3ν Νακωνα8ω .ν 26.4Ð5
Παιανε?ς

Nδ%Uεν τG3 4ρ"ερανιστC: Μ�ρκGω
Α5μιλ8Gω Ε7"αρ8στGω Παιαν(ι)ε0
5.3Ð4

Φιλ%μηλ8δαι
*μ [Φιλ%μ]η〈λ〉ιδ3ν 1.25Ð26

Φρε�ρρι%ι
Φρεαρρ8ων 3.12

JΩρ#πι%ι
JΩρ%π8[%υς/ων] 10.15 Rest. (J�ρ%-
πι[- - -])

6. Personal Names

JΑντ8%"%ς 21.13
JΑντι(�νης 2.48Ð49
JΑπ�λλι"%ς JΑλε8δα 26.7
JΑπ%λλ	νι%ς 11.6
JΑσκληπι�δης bΗρP 14 A 4, 18
JΑττικ�ς Π8στων%ς 26.7
Δαμ%κλ:ς 11.16
Δαμ#(ιλ%ς JΑλεU8α% 11.5
ΔευU8λα%ς Θ�λλω 11.6
Δι%ν?σι%ς Δεκ8%υ 26.7Ð8

Δρ%/σ%ς (brother of Tiberius) 5.2
JΕμπεδι	νδας 11.1
JΕπιγ�νης 2.2
bΕρμα0%ς JΕπιτ�λε%ς 11.2
}	πυρ%ς JΑμ?ντ%υ 14 A 3, 17
Θαρσ?τας 24.2
Θε#(ημ%ς 4.1Ð2
Θυμ8λ%ς 24.1
bΙππ%κρ�της Νικ%κρ�τ%υ 14 A 1Ð2
Κ�λλιππ%ς bΙππ%στρ�τ%υ 14 A 4Ð5, 18
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Λε?κι%ς Καισ8%υ 26.1
Λ?σανδρ%ς 4.4
Μ�ρκ%ς Α5μ8λι%ς Ε7"�ριστ%ς Παια-

νε?ς 5.3Ð4
Μ%ιρ%κλ:ς Ε71υδ)μ%υ 2.6Ð7, 14, 15;

63 n. 318, 156
Νικ)της 2.25, 26Ð27, 49, 52
Ν0κ%ς Νικ[- - -] ([Ν8κ[%υ] Rest.) 19.10

Περικλ:ς 20.13
Πυ1αγ#ρας 4.3
Σωσικρ�της 4.3Ð4
Τ8τ%ς Φλ��ι%ς Κ#νων 5.1; 182–183
Φιλ#κωμ%ς Φαλαν18δ%υ JΕλευσ8νι%ς

2.3, 10, 13, 18
Φιλων8δας Φι .λ[- - -] 26.1

7. Significant Words and Phrases

=�ατ%ν 20–21, 130–131, 246, 333
4γα1#ς

τ?"ηι 4γα1:ι τ3ν δημ%τ3ν 2.2,
18Ð19; 4γα1M τ?"η 4.1; 5.1; Θε#ς6
τ?"α 4γα1� 7.2; ε7%ρκ%/ντι μ�ν
μ%ι ε<η π%λλ� κα2 4γα1� 14 A 32Ð
33, cf. 61Ð62

=γαλμα
σ(α+#ντ% �e%[ν πρ]� 4γαλμ�τ%ν
27 A 21

4γερμ#ς 81
=γερσις 81
Zγι%ς

�ερ�ν Zγι%ν fΙσι%ς Σαρ�πι%ς
JΑν%?�ι%ς 7.2Ð3
τ� Bγι%ν 19

Bγν8+ω
[V μM Bγν8+ω]ντι (τ%@ς �κ�τας) 17.8
Rest.

Bγν#ς
hαγν%ν 6.2B1

4γ%ρ�
*ν τ:ι 4γ%ρPι τ3ν δημ%τ3ν 2.23;
4γ%ρPς γεν%μ�νης 5.29Ð30

4γ%ρ�+ω
Oταν %� δημ#ται 4γ%ρ�+ωσιν
2.28; περ2 �ερεωσυν3ν Kν =ν τις
4γ%ρ�σCη 5.16Ð17; A τMν τ%/ γλ%ι%/
πρ#σ%δ%ν 4γ%ρ�σας 14 B 97; %7δ�
4γ%ρ3σ.ι[ν] 18.17

4γ%ρα0%ς
(μM *γδυ�σ1ω É) μηδ� τ3ν 4γ%-
ρα8αι τ�"νCη κε"ρημ�νων 14 B 28Ð29

4γ"ιστε8α
NUω τPν 4γ"ιστειPν �ν A ν#μ%ς É
κ�λεται 26.18Ð19; μM συγκλαρ3ν-

τες τ�ς 4γ"ιστε8ας 26.24Ð25
=γω

=[γειν ε5ς τMν 1υσ8αν] �%/ν 10.7Ð8;
[4γαγoν] τ[%/] Δ8%υ μην�ς τ:ι
ν%υμην8αι *κκλησ8αν 14 A 35;
4γ� τωσαν δ� τ� bΕρμα0α κα2 %�
�ερ%π%ι%8 14 B 60Ð61; .%[� =γ%ν]τες
([1?%ν(?)]τες Text) τ� [�ε] .ρ[ε]0[α]
20.22Ð23 Rest.; [=]"σετα.ι 21.10Ð11
Rest.

4γωγ#ς

.γ.8[ν].εσ1[αι] παρ� τe% .4γωγ[e%] É
20.2Ð3

4γ	ν
πεμπ�μεν �ππ[�α]ς [*ν τ�ν] 4[γ3]-
ν[α] .τ�ν 4π� τελ�ων *ν τ/ Πτω8ων
4[γ]3νι 11.10Ð11; τ%@ς μM δικα8ως
4γωνι+%μ�ν%υς τ%@ς 4γ3νας
14 B 69Ð70; *ν τ%0ς λ%ιπ%0ς 4γ3σιν
14 B 85Ð86; [*ν τ3ι γυμνα]σ8ωι
τ%0ς bΕρμα8%[ις 4γ3νας τ81εσ1αι]
15.2Ð3

4γων8+%μαι
τ%@ς μM δικα8ως 4γωνι+%μ�ν%υς
τ%@ς 4γ3νας 14 B 69Ð70; Oσσ%ις
É Tπ�ρ τ3ν κ%ιν3ν 4γωνι+%μ�ν%ις
26.10Ð11

4δελ(%1ετ8α
a%ρτα+#ντω É κατ� τ�ς 〈4〉δελ-
(%1ετ8ας 26.32Ð33

4δελ(#ς
*�ν τις 4ντιλ�γCη É V 4δελ(%8
14 B 75Ð76; 4δελ(%2 α�ρετ%2 Aμ%-
ν%%/ντες 4λλ�λ%ις 26.20; É4δελ-
(%2 κα2 %jτ%ι É συνλελ%γ"#τες
26.26Ð27
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4δικ�ω
(�σκων sδικ:σ1αι Tπ# τιν%ς
14 B 86Ð87; [4δι].ικ%/ντες %71�ν
18.36 Rest.

=δικ%ς
*�ν δ%κC: 4δ8κως παραγεγρ�(1αι
A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς 14 B 35Ð36

4δ?νατ%ς
*�ν %� λα"#ντες É μηδ� *U%μ#-
σωνται 4δ?νατ%ι εgναι 14 B 51Ð52

=δυτ%ν 130, 246, 333
[*ς τ]� =δυττα 〈τ�〉 JΑρτ�[μιδ%ς]
23 A 22

4ε8ρω
*πε2 δ� κα %� É κλPρ%ι 4ερ1�ωντι
26.21Ð22

41�νατ%ς
1?εν h#σπερ τ%0ς 41αν�τ%ισι
27 B 12Ð13

n1λ%ν
τ� n1λα L `ν λαμ��νωσιν %�
νικ3ντες, 4νατι1�τωσαν É
14 B 67Ð68

α<γε%ς
4π� α5γ�%υ κα2 πρ%�ατ�%υ τρι-
τα0%ν 7.10Ð11

α<U
αgγα 1.6, 7 Rest., 42 (Λητ%0), 43
(JΑρτ�μιδι); αgγα λειπεγν	μ%να
πυρρ�ν V [μ�λανα] (Δι%ν?σωι)
1.34; αgγα λειπ%γν	μ%να (JΑπ#λ-
λωνι) 1.43; τPι 1υσ8αι 1υ#ντω
αg〈γ〉α λευκ�ν 26.27Ð28

αkρεσις
4κ#λ%υ1α πρ�ττωσα τ: >ρ�σι
11.13Ð14; λαμπαδαρ"3ν αkρεσις
14 B 71

α�ρετ#ς
4δελ(%2 α�ρετ%2 Aμ%ν%%/ντες
4λλ�λ%ις 26.20

α�ρ�ω
Oσαι δJ `ν 4ρ"α2 α�ρε13[vacat]σιν
1.64Ð65; α�ρε8σ1ω A 4ρ"ερανι-
στMς %|ς `ν �%?ληται 4ν1ρ	-
π%υς 5.34Ð36; τ3ν α�ρ%υμ�νων
4ε2 γυμνασι�ρ"ων 14 A 14Ð15;
> π#λις α�ρε8σ1ω γυμνασ8αρ"%ν

14 A 22Ð23; A α�ρε1ε2ς γυμνασ8αρ-
"%ς 4ρ"�τω 14 A 24Ð25; A α�ρε1ε2ς
γυμνασ8αρ"%ς Oταν ε5σπ%ρε?ηται
ε5ς τMν 4ρ")ν É πρ%�αλε0ται É
14 A 34Ð36, cf. 62Ð63; α�ρε8σ1ω
A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς É λαμπαδ�ρ-
"ας τρε0ς 14 B 72; %� α�ρε1�ντες
παρε"�τωσαν Nλαι%ν 14 B 73Ð74,
74Ð75; α�ρε8σ1ω δ� κα2 τ3ν πα8-
δων λαμπαδ�ρ"ας τρ0ς 14 B 74;
τις τ3ν α�ρε1�ντων 14 B 75; *ν
>μ�ραις π�ντε 4(J Iς `ν α�ρε1:ι
14 B 76Ð77; 4π%τιν�τω A α�ρε1ε2ς
δρα"μ�ς πεντ)κ%ντα 14 B 77Ð78;
σ0τ%ν hαιρ�σ1% 27 B 6

α<ρω
Oταν δ� τ� σημε0%ν 4ρ1:ι 14 B 3

α5σ"?νω
%� νε	τερ%ι μPλλ%ν α5σ"υν1)σ%ν-
ται 14 A 12Ð13

α5τ8α
τα0ς +ημ8αις Bπ�σαις *πιγρα(�τω
τMν α5τ8αν 14 B 101

4κ%λ%υ1�ω
τ%0[ς 4κ%λ%?1%ις α7τe% πPσι =]ρι-
στ%μ παρ�"εν 1.2Ð3 Rest.; [τ3ν
4κ%λ]%?1ωμ �ερ%π%ι�ς 4(ι�τω
3.10; [τ]3ι γυμ[ν]ασι[�ρ"ωι] 4[κ%]-
λ%υ1)σ%υσιν 14 A 39

4κ#λ%υ1%ς
4κ#λ%υ1α πρ�ττωσα τ: >ρ�σι
11.13Ð14; [4κ%λ%?1ως τ%0ς τε
ν#μ%ις κα2 τ%0ς τ%/ δ]�μ%υ ψα(8-
[σμασιν] 15.1Ð2

4κ%ντ8+ω
4κ%ντ8+ειν κα2 τ%Uε?ειν μελετ�τω-
σαν 14 B 10

4κρατ8+%μαι
κ4κρατ8Uασ1αι (δ#τ%) 27 B 4

4κρ#αμα
4κρ#αμα μη1�ν παραγ�τωσαν ε5ς
τ�ν π#τ%ν 14 B 66Ð67

=λειμμα
*ν αyς π#λεσιν É =λειμμα συν-
�στηκεν 14 A 6Ð7; ε5ς τ� =λειμμα
14 A 45; τι1�ναι τ� =λειμμα
14 B 81
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4λε8(ω
μηδ� *ν =λλCη παλα8στραι 4λει-
(�σ1ω μη1ε2ς É 14 B 4; Oταν %�
πα0δες 4λε8ψωνται 14 B 11Ð12;
*�ν δ� τινα A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς *�σCη
4λε8(εσ1αι 14 B 29Ð30; κωλυ�-
τωσαν É τ%@ς δ%κ%/ντας παρ�
τ�ν ν#μ%ν 4λε8(εσ1αι 14 B 37Ð38;
_ς `ν α7τ3ι δ%κ:ι (ιλ%π%ν	τατα
4λε0(1αι 14 B 56Ð57; κα2 Aμ%8-
ως 4λει(�τω κα2 λαμπαδαρ"ε8τω
14 B 78

Bλ)
*(J Bλ:ι 1.23

Bλ8α
[4λιιαι8αι vel 4λιιαι8αν](?) 6.3A4
Rest.; (h#πυι κα δ%κε0 τe%ι δ�μ%ι)
4λιιαι8αν .1εν (1�μ(ε)ν vel 1�〈σ〉-
.1〈αι〉 Rest.) 6.4.1; 4λιιαιι 6.5;
Nδ%Uε τPι Bλ8αι κα1� κα2 τPι
�%υλPι 26.2Ð3; δεδ#"1αι É .B .λ.8 .α .ν
τ3ν π%λιτP .ν συναγαγε0ν 26.9Ð10;
4νακλη1�ντας *ς τ�ν Bλ8αν 26.11Ð
12

Bλ8ασμα
τ� Bλ8ασμα É κ%λαψ�μεν%ι É *ς
"�λκωμα É 26.33Ð34

=λλ%ς

.=λλ% τι 13.7; [τ%0ς δημ]#ταις μετ�
τ3ν =λλων 3.7Ð8; *�ν τι =λλ%
�%?λωνται 3.14; q[ν τ]ι .=[λλ]%
λ .�� .ηι 20.21Ð22

4λλ#τρι%ς
4λλ%τρ8%ι 8.4

Zλς
h�λα (δ#τ%) 27 B 4; δι%ρ8Uας hαλ2
κα2 "ρυσe%ι 27 B 11

=λσ%ς
μM *U�στω τ3ν *ν τG3 =λσι U?λων
Zπτεσ1αι 5.45

=λ(ιτ%ν
4λ(8των >μυσυκτ�ως 20.3Ð4

Zλωμα
π#[ρ]%ν εgμ[εν] *ν %jτ% τ� Zλωμα
4π� τPς *μ(%ρPς 11.25Ð27

Zμα
κωλ�αις Zμα τ .ε[- - -] 13.10

4μν#ς
4μ�ν κριτ#ν 1.19Ð20 (Π%σειδ3νι)

=μ(ω
[4π� 4μ(]%0ν τ3ν �ωμ3ν 3.19Ð20
Rest.

4ναγκ�+ω
κα2 Aμ%8ως 4ναγκα+�σ1ω τι1�ναι
τ� =λειμμα É 14 B 80Ð81

4ναγκα0%ς
*�ν Wτερ#ν τι 4ναγκα0%ν (α8νηται
τ3ν μα1ημ�των 14 B 12Ð13; =λλη
τις 4ναγκα8α 4σ"%λ8α γ�νηται
14 B 18

4ναγρα()
ε5ς τMν 4ναγρα(Mν τ:ς στ)λης
δ%/ναι É δρα"μ�ς 2.49Ð50

4ναγρ�(ω
4ναγρ�ψαι [τ�ν Oρκ%]ν *στ)ληι
1.62Ð63; 4ναγρ�ψαι τ� ψ)(ισμα
*ν στ)λει 2.43Ð44; (ν#μ%ν) 4να-
γρα(�ντα ε5ς στ)λην 14 A 10Ð11,
21; 4ναγρ�ψας ε5ς σαν8δα 14 B 90;
τ� ψ�(ιαμα τ#δ[ε 4ναγρ�ψαι]
*στ�λαν λι18ναν 17.12Ð13

4ναδε8κνυμι
4ναδεικν?τωσαν 4ν1J αTτ3ν
aτ�ρ%υς 14 B 62Ð63

4νακαλ�ω
4νακλη1�ντας *ς τ�ν Bλ8αν 26.11Ð
12

4νακηρ?σσω
4νακηρυσσ�τω *ν τ3ι γυμνασ8ωι
14 B 102

4ναλ8σκω 274–275
4π� τ%?των 4ναλισκ�τω 14 B 88;
τ� 4π� τ%?των 4ναλω1�ν 14 B 90;
τ .�δε 4να .λ[8]σκεσ1αι α7τe% 20.8

4ν�λωμα
δ#μεν 4ν�λ[ωμ]α [τoς τα] .μ8ας
11.18Ð19

4νατ81ημι 83
4ν�1ηκαν (Παν2 κα2 Ν?ν(αις)
4.6; 4ν[�]1.ε .ν 6.15B Rest.; (%�
συν�(η�%ι) [4να]1h�ντ[%ν] 6.17
Rest.; 4ν� .1 .η .κ .ε 10.17; τ� n1λα
É 4νατι1�τωσαν É 14 B 67Ð
68; JΑντ8%"%ς 4ν�1ηκεν 21.13;
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Θαρσ?τας É τ#νδJ 4ν�1ηκε
1ε3ι 24.2; τ� Bλ8αστημα É *ς τ�
πρ#να%ν τ%/ Δι�ς [τ%/] J�λυμπ8%υ
4να1�ντω 26.33Ð35

4νδρακ�ς
23 A 21

=ν1εια
%gν κυe%σαν =ν1ειαν (offering?)
1.44

=ν1ρωπ%ς
κληρ%/σ1αι *π2 τ� κρ�α 4ν1ρ	-
π%υς δ?ω 5.31Ð32; (κληρ%/σ1αι)
*π2 τ%@ς στρεπτ%@ς 4ν1ρ	π%υς
δ?ω 5.32Ð33; α�ρε8σ1ω A 4ρ"ε-
ρανιστMς %|ς `ν �%?ληται 4ν-
1ρ	π%υς 5.34Ð36; = .ν .1 .ρ .% .π .%ς
[α7τ%ρ�κ] .τ .α[ς] 27 B 1

4ν)ρ
*γγυητ�ς δ� καταστησ�τω É δ?%
=νδρας 2.29; πρ%�αλε0ται =νδρας
τρε0ς %kτινες É 14 A 36; τ3ν *κ
τ%/ τ#π%υ =νδρας aπτ� 14 B 48Ð49

4ν8ημι
b� 4νε2ς *π8τω μαντε8Gω 12

4ντε0π%ν
*U�στω α7τ3ι 4ντε8παντι É
διακρι1:ναι 14 B 36Ð37, 104Ð
105; (*�ν É) [κα2 %� +η]μιω1�ντες
4ντε8πωσιν 18.33

4ντιδικ�ω
[4ντιδ].ικ%/ντες %71�ν 18.36 Rest.

4ντιλ�γω
*�ν τις 4ντιλ�γCη 14 B 75

4ντ8%ς
*(ι%ρκ%/ντι δ� τ4ναντ8α 14 A 33Ð
34, cf. 62

4ντιτυγ"�νω
τ�ς 1%υσ8ας σ%υντελ�[μεν τoς
4ντι]τ%υν"�ν%ντας É *ν�[ρ"ως]
11.15Ð16

4Uι#ω
4Uι[%0] πεμπ�μεν �ππ[�α]ς 11.9Ð10

4παγ%ρε?ω
4παγ%ρε?ει A 1ε#ς 4.7; τ3ν 4πει-
ρημ�νων 18.24 (cf. Rest.); περ8
τιν%ς τ3ν *ν τ3ι �ερ3ι 4 .π[ειρη-
μ�νων] 18.32Ð33

4π�λαιστρ%ς
(μM *γδυ�σ1ω É) μηδ� 4π�λαι-
στρ%ς 14 B 28

4παντ�ω
4παντ�τωσαν %� παιδ%τρ8�αι É
ε5ς τ� γυμν�σι%ν 14 B 15Ð16

=παργμα
τ4π� τPς τραπ�+ας 4π�ργματα
(κατακPαι) 27 A 19

4π�ρ"%μαι
κ4παρU�μεν%ι κατακα�ντ% É
27 A 15Ð16

4πει1�ω
+ημι3ν τ�ν 4πει1%/ντα δρα"μα0ς
δ�κα 14 B 52Ð53

=πειμι
4π8τ% 27 B 11

4πελε?1ερ%ς
(μM *γδυ�σ1ω É) μηδ� 4πελε?1ε-
ρ%ς 14 27Ð28

=περγ%ς
(παρακαπηλ[ε]?σει É) %�τε =περ-
γ%ς 18.9; (%7 παραδ	σ%υ[σιν])
[4π�]ργ .ωι 18.13; %7" Tπ%δ�U%νται
É %71�ν É %7δ� παρ� 4π�ργ%υ
18.16Ð17, cf. 12Ð13 Rest.

4π#
4π� λ�"%υς 7.5Ð6; 4π� δια(1�ρμα-
τ%ς 7.6Ð7; 4π� τ3ν (υσικ3ν 7.8Ð9;
4π� .( .#[ν]% .υ(?) 7.9; 4π� α5γ�%υ
κα2 πρ%�ατ�%υ 7.10Ð11; 4π� τ3ν
λ%ιπ3ν �ρωμ�των 7.11Ð13; 4π�
4(ρ%δισ8ων 7.13Ð14; 4π� ΠΑΘΙΝ
7.15

4π%γρα()
δ#τω A πρ%σαγγ�λλων 4π%γρα(Mν
É 14 B 32

4π%γρ�(ω
τ%@ς κριν%/ντας É 4π%γρα(�τω A
γυμνασ8αρ"%ς 14 B 48

4π%δε8κνυμι
τMν Xραν tν `ν A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς
4π%δε8UCη 14 B 17; =λλ%ν 4π%δει-
κν?τω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς 14 B 82

4π#δειUις
π%ιε0σ1αι 4π#δειUιν τ3ν πα8δων
14 B 24
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4π%δ8δωμι
4π%δ#σ1αι τMν λι1%τ%μ8αν 2.4Ð5;
τ�ν μισ1ωσ�μεν%ν 4π%διδ#ναι τMν
μ8σ1ωσιν 2.24Ð25; [vμ%υμ�ν]%υς
4π%δ	σειν τMν μ8σ1ωσιν 2.30; *�ν
A ταμ8ας 4π%διδ%0 λ#γ%ν 5.29;
Oταν %� *γλ%γιστα2 É 4π%δ3σι É
τ�ν λ#γ%ν 5.40Ð41; [4]π%δ#μεν
τe%ι 5αρ%μμν�μ%νι τ�νς πρα[- -
-] 6.3A3; (δεδ#"1η) 4π%δ#σ1η
�%/ν É 11.17; τ%0ς *Uεταστα0ς τ:ς
π#λεως É 4π%διδ#τω 14 B 91Ð
92; τ� δ� περι�ν É 4π%διδ#τω
14 B 93; *�ν μM 4π%δ3ι τ%@ς
λ#γ%υς V τ� περι#ντα 14 B 94Ð
95; τ�ν λ#γ%ν 4π%δ#τω κα8 τ�
περι#ντα 14 B 96Ð97; 4π%δ#σ[1ων
τ%2 πωλη]τα8 17.13Ð14; 4π .� [τ]%/
�ε .ρ .�[%] .υ [4] .π .%δ[#]σ[1]αι [κ].ε( .αλ)ν
20.18Ð19

=π%1ι
[γυναικ2] λε"%0 =π%1ι *μεν 8.2Ð3

4π%κα1α8ρω
[*λ]ασ .τ� .ρ%ν 4 .π%κα[1α8ρεσ1αι]
27 B 1Ð2; *πε8 κJ *λαστ�ρ% 4π%κα-
1�ρεται 27 B 9

4π%κα18στημι
%� *ργ%λα�)σαντες É μM 4π%κα-
ταστ)σαντες 5.20Ð21; (A πρ�κτωρ)
4π% .κ[ατ] .αστησ�τω τ3ι É γυμνα-
σι�ρ"ωι 14 B 103Ð104

4π%κληρ#ω
*κ τ3ν λ%ιπ3ν É 4π%κληρωσ�τω
14 B 53Ð54

4π%λ?ω
*κ τ:ς 4ρ":ς 4π%λυ1:ι 14 B 94

4π%μισ1#ω
[4π%μισ1%/ν καπηλε0α *ν] 〈τ〉3ι
τ:ς dΗρας τ�σσαρα 18.5Ð6

4π%ν�μω
[4π%ν]εμ� .τ[ω] 21.6Ð7; �ρ� .4π%ν�μει
21.12Ð13

4π%ν8+ω
4π%ν8ψασ1αι δ#τ% 27 B 4

4π%ρρα8νω
4π%ραν�μεν%ς 27 B 11

4π%στελλω

B π#λις JΑκρη(ιε8ων πρισγε0ας
4π%στε8λασα 11.4Ð5

4π%τ8νω
4π%τιν�τω πρ%στε8μ%υ δρα"μ�ς
δ�κα É δρα"μ�ς π�ντε 5.6; 4π%-
τειν�τω πρ%τε8μ%υ τ� τριπλ%/ν
5.14Ð15; 4π%τιν�τω τ� τριπλ%/ν
5.16; 4π%τιν�τωσαν τ� διπλ%/ν
5.21Ð22; 4π%τιν�τω πρ%στε8μ%υ
δρα"μ�ς aκατ#ν 5.26Ð27; 4π%τι-
ν�τω δρα"μ�ς ε<κ%σι 5.34; 4π%τι-
ν�τω τ� διπλ%/ν 5.44; 4π%τιν�τω
δρα"μ�ς "ιλ8ας 14 B 31Ð32, 95;
4π%τιν�τωσαν τ� <σ%ν *π8τιμ%ν
14 B 34Ð35; 4π%τιν�τω δρα"μ�ς
πεντ)κ%ντα 14 B 77Ð78, 80; 4π%-
τιν�τω É τ� >μι#λι%ν τ3ι νικ)-
σαντι 14 B 106; "ιλ8ας δρα"μ�ς
4π%τεισ[�τω]17.6; 4π%τε8σει τ%0ς
μισ1 .ω[σαμ�ν%ις δρα"μ�ς - numerus
- +η]μ8αν 18.11Ð12; 4π%τε8σει τ:ι
1ε3ι δρα"μ�[ς �ερ�ς - numerus -]
18.14; vγδ#αν 4π%τεισ�τ% 25.4Ð8;
δ�κα λιτρ�ς 4π%τεισ�τ% 25.10Ð
12

4π%(%ρ� 275–276
%7κ 4π%(%ρ� 23 A [5], 11, B 8;
κρε3ν %7κ 4π%(%ρ� 24.4;

Zπτω
μη1ε2ς Bπτ�σ1ω (τ:ς *ν1)κης
πλε8ω τ%/ τ#κ%υ) 5.11Ð12; *�ν
τι πλε8ων%ς Zψηται 5.13Ð14; μM
*U�στω τ3ν *ν τG3 =λσι U?λων
Zπτεσ1αι 5.45

4ρ� 22, 344
4ρ� τe% [1ε]e% 25.1Ð2

=ργματα 167–168
4ργ?ρι%ν

τ� 4ργ?ρι%ν δ%/ναι 2.12Ð13;
λα�#ντα τ%/τ% τ� 4ργ?ρι%ν 2.31Ð
32; Ñ τρ�ψαι 2.37; α7τ3ν κατα-
γιγνωσκ#ντων Ñ 2.42Ð43; [*μ-
��]λλειν τ[� 4ργ?ρι%ν?]) 9.6 Rest.;
Ñ ΕΠΙ .Τ[- - -] 13.11

4ρετ)
*παιν�σαι É 4ρετ:ς Wνεκα κα2
ε7ν%8ας É 2.9Ð11
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4ρ)ν
=ρνα κριτ#ν 1.39 (Δι8), 47Ð48 (Δι8),
54 (JΑ1ηνα8αι); W�ννα 23 A 20

=ριστ%ν
=ριστ%μ παρ�"εν 1.3Ð4, 16

=ριστ%ς
=ριστα τ� σ3μα διακε0σ1αι
14 B 50

4ρρωστ�ω
*�ν μ) τις 4ρρωστ)σCη 14 B 17

=ρσην
�%/μ =ρρενα (τ:ι Κ#ρηι) 3.13

JΑρτεμ8σι%ν
JΑρτεμ8σι%ν "8[μαρ%ν] 23 A 14

=ρτ%ς
[- - -] .σπλ�ν"νων κα2 =ρτ[%ν/ς]
21.9

4ρ"α0%ς
4ρκα0#ν *στι 22.9Ð10

4ρ"αιρεσ8α
(4π%διδ#ναι τMν μ8σ1ωσιν) τα0ς
4ρ"αιρεσ8αις 2.27Ð28; [τ3] .ν 4ρ"αι-
ρεσι3ν 18.2

4ρ"ε0%ν
διακρι1:ναι *π2 τ3ν κα1ηκ#ντων
4ρ"ε8ων 14 B 105

4ρ"ερανιστ)ς
Nδ%Uεν τG3 4ρ"ερανιστC: 5.3; τ:ς
*ν1)κης τ:ς τε1ε8σης Tπ� τ%/
4ρ"ερανιστ%/ 5.9Ð10; κατατι1�στω
α7τG3 τG3 4ρ"ερανιστC: 5.17Ð18;
λαμ�αν�τω πρ#σγρα(%ν παρ� τ%/
4ρ"ερανιστ%/ 5.18Ð19; *νγυητ�ς
παρατι1�τωσαν τG3 ταμ8Hα κα2 τG3
4ρ"ερανιστC: 5.22Ð23; α�ρε8σ1ω
A 4ρ"ερανιστMς %|ς `ν �%?ληται
4ν1ρ	π%υς 5.34Ð36

4ρ")
ε71υν3 τMν 4ρ")ν 1.58; *[γκα-
1�στ] .η .κεν > 4ρ") 1.59Ð60; Oσαι δJ
`ν 4ρ"α2 É 1.64; *πε2 κα2 α� =λλαι
4ρ"α2 πPσαι κατ� ν#μ%ν =ρ"%υσιν
14 A 5Ð6; > π#λις α�ρε8σ1ω γυμνα-
σ8αρ"%ν Oταν κα2 τ�ς =λλας 4ρ"�ς
14 A 22Ð23; (A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς)
Oταν ε5σπ%ρε?ηται ε5ς τMν 4ρ")ν
14 A 34Ð35; Oταν *U�λ1Cη *κ τ:ς

4ρ":ς 14 B 88Ð89; *κ τ:ς 4ρ":ς
4π%λυ1:ι 14 B 94; α� κατ� π#δας
4ρ"α2 πPσαι 26.29Ð30

4ρ"ιτ�κτων
κα1� κα A 4ρ"ιτ�κτων [συγγρ�-
ψηι] 17.14

4ρ"#μα%ς
h�ς κ�(τ) τe% 4ρ"%μ�% 1?ε 25.2Ð4

=ρ"ω
[�ρ"]εν/[�ρU]εν 1.58Ð59 Rest.;
4π%τιν�τω πρ%στε8μ%υ A μ�ν 4ρU�-
μεν%ς (μ�"ης) É 5.6Ð7; *πε2 κα2
α� =λλαι 4ρ"α2 πPσαι κατ� ν#μ%ν
=ρ"%υσιν 14 A 5Ð6; τ3ν α�ρ%υμ�-
νων 4ε2 γυμνασι�ρ"ων κατ� τ�ν
ν#μ%ν 4ρ"#ντων 14 A 14Ð15; A α�-
ρε1ε2ς γυμνασ8αρ"%ς 4ρ"�τω É
14 A 24Ð25

=ρ"ων
*π2 Νικ)τ%υ =ρ"%ντ%ς 2.25; 49;
μετ� Νικ)την =ρ"%ντα 2.26Ð
27; 4π� Νικ)τ%υ =ρ"%ντ%ς 2.52;
*π2 Θε%()μ%υ =ρ"%ντ%ς 4.1Ð
2; *π2 Τ8τ%υ Φλα�8%υ Κ#νω-
ν%ς =ρ"%ντ%ς κα2 �ερ�ως Δρ%?-
σ%υ Tπ�τ%υ 5.1Ð2; =ρ"[%]ντ%ς
[JΕμ]πεδι	νδα[%] 11.1 τ�ν =ρ"%ντα
κM τoς [τε1]μ%(%?λακας παρε0-
μεν É 11.20Ð22; διδ#σ1η τ/ 4ρ"/
κM É τ� %Tπ�ρπ%υρα π�ντα κ:
τ�ν κωλ8αν 11.23Ð25; %� =ρ"%ντες
É κλαρ	ντων 26.14Ð16; τ� Bλ8α-
σμα É%� =ρ"%ντ〈ε〉ς É 4να1�ντω
26.33Ð35

4σ"%λ8α
*�ν μ) =λλη τις 4ναγκα8α 4σ"%λ8α
γ�νηται 14 B 18

4τακτ�ω
τ3ν πα8δων τ%@ς 4τακτ%/ντας
μαστιγ3ν 14 B 21Ð22; *�ν μM
πει1αρ"C: V 4τακτC: τι 14 B 99

4τ�λεια
[κ]α2 τιμ�ς WUει κα2 4.τ[�λειαν] 19.3

4τελ)ς
4τελε0ς Nσ%νται 18.37

α71ημερ8
4π� τ3ν λ%ιπ3ν �ρωμ�των *κ
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κε(αλPς λ%υσ�μεν%ν α71ημερ8
7.11Ð13; 4π� 4(ρ%δισ8ων α71ημερ2
λ%υσ�μεν%ν 7.13Ð15; α71ημερ2
λ%υσ�μεν%ν 7.16

α7λ)
[*ν τ:]ι α7λ:ι τ%/ JΕλευσιν8%υ
3.22Ð23

α7τ%κρ�τωρ
[α7τ%]κρ�τ%ρ%ς 10.1Ð2

α7τ%ρρ�κτας
= .ν .1 .ρ .% .π .%ς [α7τ%ρ�κ] .τ .α[ς] 27 B 1;
[h% hυ]π%δεκ#μεν%ς É δ#τ% É
τe%ι α7[τ%ρ�κται] 27 B 3Ð4 (cf.
Rest.); (τ�ν α7τ�ν τρ#π%ν) h#νπερ
h%7τ%ρ�κτας É 27 B 9

4(ηγ�%μαι
*�ν μM A 4(ηγ%?μεν%ς συν"ωρ)σηι
14 B 2, 3Ð4; _ν `ν δ� καταστ)σCη A
γυμνασ8αρ"%ς 4(ηγε0σ1αι 14 B 6Ð7

4(8ημι
[τ3ν 4κ%λ]%?1ωμ �ερ%π%ι�ς 4(ι-
�τω 3.10

4(ικετε?ω
4(ικετε?ων V δεκ#μ[εν%ς τ%@ς
�κ�τας] 17.5

4(8στημι
[4]π%σταντø%ν (πλατιW%ιναρ"%ν)
6.3A2 Rest.

4(ρ%δ8σια
4π� 4(ρ%δισ8ων α71ημερ2 λ%υσ�-
μεν%ν 7.13Ð15

�απτ#ς
μηδ� �απτ#ν (ε5σ(�ρειν) 4.9

�ασιλε?ς

.� .ασιλ�ων ψ:(%ν .1.ε[μ] .�ν[ω]ν
20.14Ð15

�λ�πτω
%�τε (8λωι "αρι+#μεν%ς %�τε
*"1ρ�ν �λ�πτων 14 A 29Ð30, cf.
60Ð61

�%η1�ω
_ς `ν É μM �%ιη1)σCη δυνατ�ς �ν
14 B 44

�%υλ)
[>] �%υλ .M .Nγν[ω] 20.14; Nδ%Uε τPι
Bλ8αι κα1� κα2 τPι �%υλPι 26.2Ð3

�%?λ%μαι
*�ν τι =λλ% �%?λωνται 3.14;
α�ρε8σ1ω A 4ρ"ερανιστMς %|ς `ν
�%?ληται 5.34Ð35; ε5σπ%ρε?εσ1αι
ε5ς τ� �ερ�ν τ�ν �%υλ#μεν%ν 1?ειν
7.3Ð5; τ�μ �% .υ[λ#μεν%ν (1?ειν
Rest.)] 13.5; *U�στω ταινι%/ν τ�ν
�%υλ#μεν%ν 14 B 58; *�ν τινες
�%?λωνται (*U�στω É) 14 B 92;
ε71υν�τω τ�ν γυμνασ8αρ"%ν A
�%υλ#μεν%ς 14 B 107; 1?ην τ�ν
�ωλ#μεν%ν 24.3

�%/ς
Θ%ρ8κωι �%/ν μqλαττ%ν V τετταρ�-
κ%ντα δρα"μ3ν μ�"ρι πεντ)κ%ντα
1.28Ð30; [Κε(�]λωι �%/ν μsλ�τ-
τ%ν%ς V τετταρ�κ%ντα δρα"μ3ν
μ�"ρι πεντ)κ%ντα 1.54Ð56; κα2
τ:ι Κ#ρηι �%/μ =ρρενα 3.13; �%#ς
9.9; =[γειν ε5ς τMν 1υσ8αν] �%/ν
10.7Ð8; (δεδ#"1η) 4π%δ#σ1η �%/ν
Oστις παρεσ"�[1]ει π[�τ] τoς κατ#-
πτας 11.17Ð18; [1υ�τ]ω [�]e%ν 21.3;
�3ν 23 A 8; σ(α+#ντ% �e%[ν] É
27 A 21

�%υτρ%(8α 99–100
�ρα�ευτ)ς

Tπ�ρ �ρα�ευτ3ν 14 B 84; κα1ι-
στ�τω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς �ρα�ευτ�ς
14 B 84; *�ν τις *νκαλ:ι τιν2 τ3ν
�ρα�ευτ3ν 14 B 86

�ρ3μα
4π� τ3ν λ%ιπ3ν �ρωμ�των *κ
κε(αλPς λ%υσ�μεν%ν α71ημερ8
7.11Ð13

�ωμ#ς
τ�ν *ν τ3ι JΕλευσιν8ωι �ωμ#ν 3.9;
*π2 τ%@ς �ωμ%?ς 3.15; *π2 τ%/
�ωμ%/ *ν τ3ι JΕλευσιν8ωι 3.18;
[τ3ι τ]%/ Πλ%?των%ς �ωμ3ι 3.19;
τ3ν �ωμ3ν 3.20 ([4π� 4μ(]%0ν
τ3ν �ωμ3ν Rest.); τ�ν �ωμ#ν
3.29; τ�ν �ωμ�ν τα[0ς - - - >μ�ρ]αις
στε(αν	σε[ι] 19.5Ð6; hιαρε0%ν
τ�λε%ν *π2 τe%ι �%μe%ι τe%ι δαμ%σ8%ι
1?σας 27 B 10
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γεν�τωρ
1υ#ντω É τ%0ς γενετ#ρεσσι κα2
τPι b�μ .%ν%〈8〉αι �ερε0%ν 26.30Ð31

γ�ν%ς
γ�ν% .ς 6.12.2 Rest.

γε%/"%ς
*�ν τινες τ3ν γε%?"ων É πωλ3σιν
É 18.19Ð20 (cf. Rest.)

γεραι#ς
1υ�τ[ω] τ3ν (υλετP[ν] A γερα8-
τατ[%ς] 16.2Ð4

γ�ρας
(δ8δ%σ1αι 4π� τe% �.ε .ρ[e%]) μ%0ραν
κα2 γ�ρας κα2 γλ3σσαν 20.7

γ:
σ(α+�τ% δJ *ς γPν 27 B 13

γ8γν%μαι
Oπως `ν γ8γνηται > 1υσ8α zς καλ-
λ8στη 2.5Ð6; 4γ%ρPς γεν%μ�νης
5.29Ð30; γεν% .μ[- - -] 6.12.2; τ%?τ%υ
γ�ρ γεν%μ�ν%υ 14 A 11Ð12; γιν�-
σ1ω 14 A 47; =λλη τις 4ναγκα8α
4σ"%λ8α γ�νηται 14 B 18; > δαπ�νη
γιν�σ1ω 4π� É 14 B 59- 60; α�
περ2 τ%?των κρ8σεις γιν�σ1ωσαν
É 14 B 108; [τ]:ς "	ρας γιν%μ�-
νων 8.18 (cf. Rest.); γ8νεσ1αι δ� *κ
τ%/ >σση1�ντ%ς 18.31; .γ.8[ν].εσ1[αι]
παρ� τe% .4γωγ[e%] É 20.2Ð3; γ8νε-
σ1αι τ� *ν τ:ι στ)ληι γεγραμμ�να
20.16Ð18, 20Ð21; Oσσ%ις B δια(%-
ρ� τ3ν π%λιτPν γ�γ%νε 26.10Ð11;
%� Tπεναντ8%ι γεγ%ν#τες 26.13

γιγν	σκω
[>] �%υλ .M .Nγν[ω] 20.14

γλ%ι#ς
A τMν τ%/ γλ%ι%/ πρ#σ%δ%ν 4γ%ρ�-
σας 14 B 97

γλ3σσα
(δ8δ%σ1αι 4π� τe% �.ε .ρ[e%]) μ%0ραν
κα2 γ�ρας κα2 γλ3σσαν 20.7

γν	μη
γν	μCη τC: [*]μαυτ%/ "ρ	μεν%ς
14 A 28, cf. 57; [γν] .	μη ([πρυτ�-
νεων γν] .	μη Rest.) 20.1

γρ�μμα
γρ�1ματα 6.2B2

γρ�(ω
Oσα δ� μM *ν τ3ι ν#μωι γ�γρα-
πται 14 A 27Ð28; κα1�περ κα2 τG3
γυμνασι�ρ"Cη γ�γραπται 14 B 8;
*�ν μM 4π%δ3ι É κα1J L γ�-
γραπται 14 B 94Ð95; κατ� τ�
[γεγραμμ�να] ([δεδ%γμ�να] Rest.)
17.9; γρα(�σ1ω A "ρ)ι+[ων α7-
τ%@ς κατ� τ�ν] ν#μ%ν 17.11Ð
12; [γρα(] .�σ1ωσαν τ�ς δ.8[κας]
18.26; τ�ς γρα[(ε8σας δ8]κ .ας
ε5σαγ.�[τωσαν] 18.27; 4(J Iς `ν
sμ�ρας γρα(3σιν 18.28; ε5σ�-
γεσ1αι τ�ς γρα(ε8σας [παρα-
γρα(�ς] É 18.33Ð34; γ8νεσ1αι
τ� *ν τ:ι στ)ληι γεγραμμ�να
20.16Ð18, 20Ð21; κα1� γ�γραπται
26.25

γυμνασιαρ"�ω
vμν?ω É γυμνασιαρ")σω κατ�
τ�ν ν#μ%ν 14 A 26Ð27

γυμνασι�ρ"ης. See γυμνασ8αρ"%ς
γυμνασιαρ"ικ#ς

%� γυμνασιαρ"ικ%2 ν#μ%ι κε0νται
*ν τ%0ς δημ%σ8%ις 14 A 7Ð8; τ�ν
γυμνασιαρ"ικ�ν ν#μ%ν É κ?ρι%ν
εgναι 14 A 16Ð19; ν#μ%ς γυμνα-
σιαρ"ικ#ς 14 A 22; vμν?ω É
γυμνασιαρ")σω κατ� τ�ν ν#μ%ν
τ�ν γυμνασιαρ"ικ#ν 14 A 26Ð
27

γυμνασ8αρ"%ς/γυμνασι�ρ"ης
}	πυρ%ς JΑμ?ντ%υ, A γυμνασ8-
αρ"%ς 14 A 3Ð4, 17Ð18; τ3ν α�-
ρ%υμ�νων 4ε2 γυμνασι�ρ"ων É
14 A 14Ð15; "ρ:σ1αι τ%@ς γυμνασι-
�ρ"%υς τ%?τωι 14 A 19Ð20; > π#λις
α�ρε8σ1ω γυμνασ8αρ"%ν É μM νε	-
τερ%ν É 14 A 22Ð23; A α�ρε1ε2ς
γυμνασ8αρ"%ς 4ρ"�τω É 14 A 24Ð
25; A α�ρε1ε2ς γυμνασ8αρ"%ς É
πρ%�αλε0ται É 14 A 34Ð36, cf.
62Ð63; [τ]3ι γυμ[ν]ασι[�ρ"ωι]
4[κ%]λ%υ1)σ%υσιν 14 A 39; τ%/
γυμνασι�ρ"%υ με1J Kν δε)σει
14 A 40; κωλυ�τω A γυμνασ8αρ-
"%ς κα2 +ημι%?τω 14 B 5; _ν `ν
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δ� καταστ)σCη A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς
4(ηγε0σ1αι 14 B 6Ð7; κα1�περ
κα2 τG3 γυμνασι�ρ"Cη γ�γραπται
14 B 8; μαστιγ%?τω A γυμνασ8αρ-
"%ς 14 B 9; A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς +ημι-
%?τω κα2 κωλυ�τω É 14 B 14Ð15;
τMν Xραν tν `ν A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς
4π%δε8UCη 14 B 17; *μ(ανισ�τω τ3ι
γυμνασι�ρ"Cη 14 B 18Ð19; κ?ρι%ς
Nστω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς É 14 B 21,
52, 70; *�ν δ� τινα A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς
*�σCη 4λε8(εσ1αι 14 B 29Ð30; *�ν
δ%κC: 4δ8κως παραγεγρ�(1αι A
γυμνασ8αρ"%ς 14 B 35Ð36; κωλυ�-
τωσαν %� *πιγιν#μεν%ι γυμνασ8αρ-
"%ι τ%@ς É 14 B 37Ð38; μM *U�στω
τ�ν γυμνασ8αρ"%ν É κακ3ς ε5-
πε0ν μη1εν8 14 B 39Ð40; *�ν τις
τ?πτCη τ�ν γυμνασ8αρ"%ν 14 B 41;
π%ιε8τω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς τ� bΕρ-
μα0α 14 B 45Ð46; τ%@ς κριν%/ντας
É 4π%γρα(�τω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς
14 B 48; vμ#σας A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς
τ�ν bΕρμ:ν κριν�τω 14 B 54Ð55;
%� �ερ%π%ι%2 κα2 A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς
4κρ#αμα μη1�ν παραγ�τωσαν
É 14 B 66Ð67; *π2 τ%/ ε5σι#ντ%ς
γυμνασι�ρ"%υ 14 B 68; +εμι%?τω
α7τ%@ς A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς 14 B 68Ð
69; α�ρε8σ1ω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς É
λαμπαδ�ρ"ας τρε0ς 14 B 72; *λεν-
"1ε2ς Tπ� τ%/ γυμνασι�ρ"%υ É
14 B 79Ð80; =λλ%ν 4π%δεικν?τω
A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς 14 B 82; κα1ι-
στ�τω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς �ρα�ευτ�ς
14 B 84; κυριευ�τω δ� A γυμνασ8-
αρ"%ς τ3ν πρ%σ#δων É 14 B 87Ð
88; τ� δ� περι�ν É 4π%διδ#τω τ3ι
με1J αTτ�ν γυμνασι�ρ"ηι 14 B 93;
τ� πρ%στασσ#μενα Tπ� τ%/ γυμνα-
σι�ρ"%υ 14 B 98; μαστιγ%?σ1ω
Tπ� τ%/ γυμνασι�ρ"%υ 14 B 99;
τα0ς +ημ8αις É *πιγρα(�τω τMν
α5τ8αν A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς 14 B 101; (A
πρ�κτωρ) 4π% .κ[ατ] .αστησ�τω τ3ι
*νεστ3τι γυμνασι�ρ"ωι 14 B 103Ð
104; 4π%τιν�τω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς τ�

>μι#λι%ν É 14 B 106; ε71υν�τω
τ�ν γυμνασ8αρ"%ν A �%υλ#μεν%ς
14 B 107

γυμν�σι%ν
*ν αyς π#λεσιν γυμν�σι� *στιν
14 A 6Ð7; *ν τ3ι γυμνασ8ωι
14 A 10, 20Ð21, 39Ð40, B 40,
41, 62, 90Ð91, 98Ð99, 102; ε5ς
τ# γυμν�σι%ν 14 B 7Ð8, 27, 62;
%yς %7 δε0 μετε0ναι τ%/ γυμνασ8%υ
14 B 26Ð27; *�ν τις κλ�ψCη τι τ3ν
*κ τ%/ γυμνασ8%υ 14 B 99Ð100;
[*ν τ3ι γυμνα]σ8ωι τ%0ς bΕρμα8%[ις
4γ3νας τ81εσ1αι] 15.2Ð3

γυν)
[γυναικ2] λε"%0 =π%1ι *μεν 8.2Ð3;
μ[ε]τ� τ3ν γυναικ3ν τ3ν π[%]ι[η]-
σασ .�[ων] τ� � .ρ� 20.8Ð10

δα8νυμι 274–275
[%� �ερ%π%ι]%2 κα2 A κ:ρυU δαιν?-
σ1ωσ[αν] 3.5Ð6

δα�ς
δPιδα 3.24 ([περι"ρ]?σ[η]ν Rest.),
25

δα8ς
δα0τα 23 A 24

δ�μαλις
δ[�μαλιν] 1.7 Rest.; δ�[μαλιν %gν]
1.36 Rest.

δαπαν�ω
μM πλ�ω δαπαν�τω A ταμ8ας 5.12Ð
13

δαπ�νη
> δ� ε5ς τ� Oπλα δαπ�νη γιν�σ1ω
4π� É 14 B 59Ð60

δε0
μM *U�στω ε5πε0ν É τ� 4ργ?ρι%ν
zς δε0 =λλ%18 π%υ τρ�ψαι 2.36Ð37;
με1J Kν δε)σει 14 A 40; %yς %7 δε0
μετε0ναι τ%/ γυμνασ8%υ 14 B 26Ð27

δειπν�ω
%� *ργ%λα�)σαντες Tϊκ�ν V %5νι-
κ�ν μM 4π%καταστ)σαντες *ν GK
δειπν%/σιν *νιαυτG3 5.20Ð21

Δελ(8νι%ν
[Δελ](8νι%ν αg .γ[α] 1.6; *ν τ3ι
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σηκ3ι π[αρ]� τ� [Δελ(8νι]%ν 1.10Ð
11; π[αρ� τ� Δελ〈(8〉ν]ι%ν 1.63Ð64

δεUι#ς
τMν δεU[ι�ν κωλ:ν] 9.3

δε#ντως
*�ν A aU%μ%σ�μεν%ς (ανC: μM
δε#ντως vμωμ%κ�ναι 14 B 79

δ�ρμα
τ� δ�ρμα τ3ι 1ε3ι 24.5

δ�"%μαι
4(ικετε?ων V δεκ#μ[εν%ς τ%@ς
�κ�τας] 17.5; [δ�]"σετα.ι 21.10Ð11
Rest.

δ)μαρ"%ς
(τ�ς λι1%τ%μ8ας) μ[ισ]1%/ν τ�ν
τ�ν δ)μαρ"%ν 2.23, 35Ð36; τ�ν δ�
δ)μαρ"%ν λα�#ντα Éτ� 4ργ?ρι%ν
παρ�"ειν É 2.31Ð32; μM *U�στω
δ� ε5πε0ν É μηδ� τ3ι δημ�ρ"ωι
(*πιψη(8σαι) 2.36Ð39; 4ναγρ�ψαι
τ#δε τ� ψ)(ισμα τ�ν δ)μαρ"%ν
2.43Ð44; ε5ς τMν 4ναγρα(Mν É
δ%/ναι τ�ν δ)μαρ"%ν É 2.49Ð50

δ:μ%ς
δαμ%ι 6.2A3 Rest.; h#πυι κα δ%κε0
τe%ι δ�μ%ι 6.4.1; πρ%�ε�ωλευμ�ν%ν
[π�τ τ]�ν δPμ%ν 11.2Ð4; δεδ#"1η
τ/ δ�μυ 11.14Ð15; [4κ%λ%?1ως
τ%0ς τε ν#μ%ις κα2 τ%0ς τ%/ δ]�μ%υ
ψα(8[σμασιν] 15.1Ð2; A δ:μ%ς
*κ?ρωσ[εν] 18.5

δημ#σι%ς
διδ#τωσαν τMν σιμ8δαλιν τC: δημ%-
σ8Hα "%8νικι 5.36; τ� δαμ#σιια
6.3A5Ð3B; %� γυμνασιαρ"ικ%2
ν#μ%ι κε0νται *ν τ%0ς δημ%σ8%ις
14 A 7Ð8; Aμ%8ως δ� κα2 ε5ς τ�
δημ#σι%ν 14 A 11; (τ�ν γυμνασιαρ-
"ικ�ν ν#μ%ν) τε1:ναι ε5ς τ� δημ#-
σια 14 A 19; τ� hιαρ� τ� δαμ#σια
27 A 18; *π2 τe%ι �%μe%ι τe%ι δαμ%σ8%ι
27 B 10

δημ#της
Oταν %� δημ#ται 4γ%ρ�+ωσιν 2.28;
4(J Iς `ν >μ�ρας Ñ ψη(8σωνται
2.52Ð53; *ναντ8%ν τ3ν δημ%τ3ν
2.13Ð14; *ν τ:ι 4γ%ρPι Ñ 2.23

παρ� Ñ (~νε0σ1αι) 2.6; τ?"ηι
4γα1:ι Ñ 2.2, 2.18Ð19; τ� *ψη(ι-
σμ�να Tπ� Ñ 2.45Ð46; ε5σηγ)σατ%
τ%0ς δημ#ταις 2.3, Ñ *πιμελε0ται
2.15Ð16, Ñ *ψη(8σ1αι 2.20Ð21;
4ρετ:ς Wνεκα κα2 ε7ν%8ας τ:ς ε5ς
τ%@ς δημ#τας 2.11Ð12; *ν Kι `ν
"ρ#νωι Ñ πε81ει 2.25Ð26; δια-
"ειρ%τ%ν:σαι Ñ 2.33Ð34; [τ%0ς
δημ]#ταις μετ� τ3ν =λλων 3.7Ð8

διαγρα() 50, 301
[δι%ρ1ωσ�]μεν%ι τMν διαγρα(Mν
τ3ν καπ .)[λων] 18.4; [κ]α1#τι
*ν τ:ι κ%ιν:ι [διαγρα(:ι διαγ�-
γραπ]ται 19.4Ð5; κ%ιν:ι διαγρα(:ι
19.11

διαγρ�(ω
[κ]α1#τι *ν τ:ι κ%ιν:ι [διαγρα(:ι
διαγ�γραπ]ται 19.4Ð5

δι�κειμαι
διακιμ�να τ� π�τ τoς 1εoς ε7σ[ε]-
�[3ς] 11.12; =ριστα τ� σ3μα
διακε0σ1αι 14 B 50

διακρ8νω
διακρι1:ναι *π2 τ%/ κα1)κ%ντ%ς
δικαστηρ8%υ 14 B 37; διακρι1:ναι
*π2 τ3ν κα1ηκ#ντων 4ρ"ε8ων
14 B 105

δι�λυσις
δι�λυσιν π%ι)σασ1αι 26.12

διασα(�ω
τινα É τ3ν διασα(%υμ�νων
14 B 30

δι�(1ερμα
4π� δια(1�ρματ%ς τεσσαρ�κ%ντα
κα2 τ�σσαρας Bμ�ρας 7.6Ð8

δια(%ρ�
Oσσ%ις B δια(%ρ� τ3ν π%λιτPν
γ�γ%νε 26.10Ð11

δια"ειρ%τ%ν�ω
δια"ειρ%τ%ν:σαι É τ%@ς δημ#τας
(*�ν δ%κeει) 2.33Ð34

δ8δωμι
(τ�ς λι1%τ%μ8ας μισ1%/ν) τ3ι τ�
π[λε0σ]τ%ν διδ#ντι 2.23Ð24; ε5ς
τMν 4ναγρα(Mν τ:ς στ)λης δ%/ναι
2.49Ð50; διδ#ντωσαν (δPιδα) 3.25;
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διδ#τωσαν τMν σιμ8δαλιν π�ντες
5.36; διδ#τω Tϊκ%/ É 5.39; A
μM δ%@ς τ� κ�1%λ%ν 5.44; δ#μεν
4ν�λωμα [τoς τα] .μ8ας 11.18Ð19;
διδ#σ1η τ� %Tπ�ρπ%υρα π�ντα É
11.23Ð25; _ν (ν#μ%ν) δεδ	καμεν
τ%0ς *Uεταστα0ς 14 A 9Ð10; δ#τω
A πρ%σαγγ�λλων 4π%γρα(Mν
É 14 B 32; τ3ι *γδικασαμ�νωι
διδ#σ1ω τ� τρ8τ%ν μ�ρ%ς 14 B 35;
δ8δ%σ1αι 4π� τe% �.ε .ρ[e%] 20.5Ð6; [h%
δ� hυ]π%δεκ#μεν%ς É δ#τ% É
27 B 3Ð4

δ8και%ς
[A]σι〈	〉τατα κα2 δικαι#τατα
14 A 29, cf. 58; παρ� τ� δ8και%ν
14 A 30, cf. 61; δικα8ως κρινε0ν
14 B 50; τ%@ς μM δικα8ως 4γωνι+%-
μ�ν%υς τ%@ς 4γ3νας 14 B 69Ð70;
4ντ2 τ%/ δικα8ως *U%μ%σαμ�ν%υ
14 B 81Ð82; μM δικα8ως *+ημι3-
σ1αι 14 B 104; *�ν .τ[ινας μM δικα8-
ως] É +ημι	σωσιν 18.31Ð32

δικαι#της
μετ� π�σας δικαι#τατ%ς κα2 (ιλ8ας
26.20Ð21

δικαστ)ρι%ν
διακρι1:ναι *π2 τ%/ κα1)κ%ντ%ς
δικαστηρ8%υ 14 B 37; νικη1ε8ς
*π2 τ%/ κα1)κ%ντ%ς δικαστη-
ρ8%υ 14 B 100Ð101; α� É κρ8σεις
γιν�σ1ωσαν *π2 τ3ν κα1ηκ#ν-
των δικαστηρ8ων 14 B 108Ð109;
ε5σαγ.�[τωσαν ε5ς τ� π%λιτικ�ν/�ερ�-
ν/κα1:κ%ν δικαστ])ρι%ν 18.27Ð28
Rest.; μισ1�ν τ3ι δικαστηρ8ωι (�-
ρειν 18.30; ε5σ�γεσ1αι É ε5ς τ�
π%λιτικ�ν δικαστ)ρι%ν 18.33Ð34;
A ν#μ%ς *κ τ3ν δικαστηρ8ων με18-
στασ1αι κ�λεται 26.18Ð19

δ8κη
[δ8]κCη κρ8νων 14 A 54; Nν%"%ς
Nστω �ερ%συλ8αι δ8κCη 14 B 100;
[γρα(] .�σ1ωσαν τ�ς δ.8[κας] 18.26;
τ�ς γρα[(ε8σας δ8]κ .ας ε5σαγ .�[τω-
σαν] 18.27; τMν δ8κην 18.31 (cf.
Rest.)

δι%ρ1#ω
[δι%ρ1ωσ�]μεν%ι τMν διαγρα()ν
18.4; *πειδM É δι	ρ1ωται τ�

.κ%[ιν�] τ3ν Νακωνα8ω .ν 26.4Ð5
δι%ρ8+ω

δι%ρ8Uας hαλ2 κα2 "ρυσe%ι 27 B 11
διπλ�σι%ς

v(ειλ�τω τ3ι 1ε3ι τ� διπλ�-
σι%ν 2.40Ð41; .α[- - - - διπλ]�σι%ν
6.2A6 (cf. Rest.)

διπλε8α
πλατιW%ιν�ρ"%νς διπλεεαν v([λεν]
6.11.1

διπλ#%ς
λαν��νων τ� διπλP μ�ρη 5.19Ð20;
4π%τ8νω τ� διπλ%/ν 5.21Ð22, 44;
τ3ι 1ε3ι διπλ�ς 13.13

δ%γματ8+ω
(Nδ%Uεν τG3 4ρ"ερανιστC:) τ�δε
δ%κματ8σαι 5.5

δ%κ�ω
δεδ#"1αι JΕλευσιν8%ις 2.9; *�ν
δ%κε0 μισ1%/ν 2.34; Aπ#τερα δJ
`ν δ%κeει 2.35; Nδ%Uεν τG3 4ρ"ερα-
νιστC: 5.3; Nδ%Uε 5.13; h#πυι κα
δ%κε0 τe%ι δ�μ%ι 6.4.1; δεδ#"1η τ/
δ�μυ 11.14Ð15; Nδ%Uεν τ:ι π#λει
14 A 16; *�ν τις δ%κ:ι vλιγωρε0ν
τ3ν παιδ%τρι�3ν 14 B 19; *�ν
δ%κC: 4δ8κως παραγεγρ�(1αι A
γυμνασ8αρ"%ς 14 B 35Ð36; τ%@ς
δ%κ%/ντας παρ� τ�ν ν#μ%ν 4λε8-
(εσ1αι 14 B 38; _ς `ν α7τ3ι δ%κ:ι
É 14 B 50, 55, 56; %� `ν α7τ3ι
δ%κ3σιν *πιτ)δει%ι εgναι 14 B 83,
84Ð85; κατ� τ� [δεδ%γμ�να] 17.9
Rest.; Nδ%Uε τPι Bλ8αι κα1� κα2
τPι �%υλPι 26.2Ð3; δεδ#"1αι É
.B .λ.8 .α .ν τ3ν π%λιτP .ν συναγαγε0ν
26.9Ð10

δ%κιμ�+ω
(�ερε0%ν) O κα δ%κιμ�+ωντι 26.31

δ%κιμασ8α 99–100
δ#λπαι

δ#λπ[ας] 23 B 3
δ%/λ%ς

%7" Tπ%δ�U%νται παρ� δ%?λ%υ
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%71�ν 18.16, cf. 8Ð9 Rest., 9Ð10
Rest, 12Ð13 Rest.

δρα"μ)
δρα"μMν aκατερ[%/ω] 1.4Ð5 (cf.
Rest.); �%/ν μqλαττ%ν/μsλ�ττ%ν%ς
V τετταρ�κ%ντα δρα"μ3ν μ�"ρι
πεντ)κ%ντα 1.28Ð30, 55Ð56; aκα-
τ�ν δρα"μ�ς *π�δωκεν 2.8; (τ�
4ργ?ρι%ν δ%/ναι) aκατ�ν δρα-
"μ�ς 2.14; δ%/ναι τ�ν δ)μαρ"%ν
δ�κα δρα"μ�ς 2.50Ð51; 4π%τι-
ν�τω πρ%στε8μ%υ δρα"μ�ς δ�κα
É δρα"μ�ς π�ντε 5.6Ð8; μM πλ�ω
δ� δαπαν�τω A ταμ8ας δρα"μ3ν
É 5.12Ð13; 4π%τιν�τω πρ%στε8μ%υ
δρα"μ�ς aκατ#ν 5.26Ð27; 4π%τι-
ν�τω δρα"μ�ς ε<κ%σι 5.34; δ#μεν
4ν�λωμα É δρα"μ�ων aκατ�ν
πεντε8κ%ντα 11.18Ð20; δρα"μMν
τ .ε[λε0ν(?)] 13.4; +ημι%?τω δρα-
"μα0ς πεντ)κ%ντα 14 B 5Ð6, 40Ð41,
44Ð45; +ημι%?τω É κα1J >μ�ραν
δρα"μα0ς π�ντε 14 B 20Ð21; 4π%-
τιν�τω δρα"μ�ς "ιλ8ας 14 B 31Ð32,
95; +ημι%?τω É δρα"μα0ς aκα-
τ#ν 14 B 42Ð43, 68Ð69; +ημι3ν
É δρα"μα0ς δ�κα 14 B 52Ð53;
λαν��ν%ντες É μM πλε0%ν δρα-
"μ3ν δ?% 14 B 61Ð62; λαν��ν%ν-
τες É μM πλε0%ν δρα"μ:ς 14 B 65;
4π%τιν�τω δρα"μ�ς πεντ)κ%ντα
14 B 77Ð78, 80; πρ�σσεσ1αι πλ�-
%να δ .ρ[α"μPν] 17.3; "ιλ8ας δρα-
"μ�ς 4π%τεισ[�τω 5ερ�ς τPι 1ε]3ι
17.6Ð7; 4π%τε8σει É [δρα"μ�ς -
numerus - +η]μ8αν 18.11Ð12; 4π%-
τε8σει τ:ι 1ε3ι δρα"μ�[ς �ερ�ς -
numerus -] 18.14, cf. 24Ð25 Rest.;
[δρα"]μ�ς δ?% aκ�στ%υ μην[�ς]
19.9

δρ%με?ς
δρ%μ�α É συνινπ8ν%ντα π8νεν
22.2Ð5

δρ#μ%ς
Nν τε É κα2 τ3ι μακρ3ι δρ#μωι
14 B 85

δρ?(ακτ%ς 19–20

δ?ναμαι
καταστ�νεσ1αι É παννυ"ιστ�ς
τ%@ς δυναμ�ν%υς 5.23Ð24; γν	μCη
τC: [*]μαυτ%/ "ρ	μεν%ς zς `ν
δ?νωμαι 14 A 28Ð29, cf. 57Ð58

δυνατ#ς
_ς `ν É μM �%ιη1)σCη δυνατ�ς
�ν 14 B 44; (*�ν τις 4ντιλ�γCη) zς
%7 δυνατ#ς *στιν λαμπαδαρ"ε0ν
14 B 76

*�ω
*�ν δ� τινα É *�σCη 4λε8(εσ1αι
14 B 29Ð30

a�δ%μα0%ς
4π� τ3ν (υσικ3ν a�δ%μα8αν 7.8Ð9

*γγυητ)ς
*γγυητ�ς καταστησ�τω É 2.29;
*νγυητ�ς παρατι1�τωσαν 5.22Ð23

*γκα1ε?δω

.μ[η] .δJ *γκα1ε .?[δειν] 13.3; *γκα1ε?-
δειν 13.8

*γκα18στημι
κατ� τ� ψη(8σματα *(J %yς *[γκα-
1�στ] .η .κεν > 4ρ") 1.59Ð60

*γκαλ�ω
*�ν τις *νκαλ:ι τιν2 τ3ν �ρα�ευτ3ν
14 B 86; [*�]ν .τ.ι .*[γ] .καλ:ι A
5δι	της τ3ι καπ)λωι É 18.25

*γκ�ρπι%ς
*�ν τινες É πωλ3σ8ν τινα τ3ν
*γκαρπ8ων 18.19Ð20 (cf. Rest.)

*γκ%ιμητ)ρι%ν 246
*1�λω

*�ν μM 1�λωσιν (παννυ"ιστ�ς
εgναι) 5.24; *�ν μM Tπ%μ�νCη V μM
1�λCη παννυ"ιστMς εgναι 5.25Ð26;
*�ν τινες μM 1�λωσιν πρ�κτ%ρες
Tπ%μ�νειν 5.28; *�ν τις τ3ν *κ τ%/
*ρ�ν%υ τ�κν%ν 1�λCη 5σ�γιν 5.38;
*�ν τις *μ�:ναι 1�λCη 5.39

N1%ς
λαν��νων *U N1%υς τ� διπλP μ�ρη
5.19Ð20

ε5δ	ς. See %gδα
ε5μ8

Oσαι δJ `ν 4ρ"α2 É Tπευ1?ν%ς
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e*ναι 1.64Ð65; Oπως `ν �ι πρ#-
σ%δ%ς zς πλε8στη 2.16, 19Ð20;
(α� λι1%τ%μ8αι) ε5σ2ν �ερα2 τ%/
bΗρακλ�ως 2.22; κ?ρι#ς ε5μι 2.35,
46, 51; 14 A 18Ð19, B 21, 52, 70;
[ν#]μι〈μ〉#ν *στιν 3.14Ð15; *�ν
μM Tπ%μ�νCη V μM 1�λCη παννυ"ι-
στMς εgναι 5.25Ð26; *U�ραν%ς Nστω
5.42; Nνστε 6.13A (cf. 6.14.4Ð45);
[γυναικ2] λε"%0 =π%1ι *μεν 8.2Ð3;
NλεUε πρ%�ε�ωλευμ�ν%ν εgμεν αT-
τ/ 11.2Ð3; π#[ρ]%ν εgμ[εν] *ν %jτ%
τ� Zλωμα É 11.25Ð26; *ν αyς π#-
λεσιν γυμν�σι� *στιν 14 A 6Ð7;
τ3ν α�ρ%υμ�νων 4ε2 γυμνασι�ρ"ων
É Tπευ1?νων pντων 14 A 14Ð16;
ε7%ρκ%/ντι μ�ν μ%ι ε<η π%λλ� κα2
4γα1� 14 A 32Ð33, cf. 61Ð62; τ3ν
παιδαγωγ3ν, Oσ%ι `ν μM *λε?1ε-
ρ%ι �σιν 14 B 22Ð23; Nν%"#ς ε5μι
14 B 39, 100, 17.9Ð10; Tπ#δικ%ς
Nστω 14 B 43; 18.24; δυνατ#ς ε5μι
14 B 44, 76; *�ν É μηδ� *U%μ#-
σωνται 4δ?νατ%ι εgναι 14 B 51Ð52;
_ς `ν α7τ3ι δ%κ:ι ε7τακτ#τατ%ς
εgναι 14 B 55; %� `ν α7τ3ι δ%κ3σιν
*πιτ)δει%ι εgναι 14 B 83, 84Ð85;
%7κ *U%υ[σ8α Nσται] 18.6Ð7; 4τελε0ς
Nσ%νται 18.37; μM *U%υσ8α Nστω
18.38; εgν .α.ι τα7τ� τ .α/τ .α 20.10Ð
11; τ� π%τ2 τ�ν 1υσ8αν Oσων "ρε8α
*στ2 É 26.28; Nστ% É πεδ� W�τ%ς
1?εν 27 A 18, 20Ð21; κα1αρ�ς
Nστ% 27 10Ð11

εgμι
*U α7τe% <τ% 27 B 5

εgπ%ν
(A δε0να) εgπεν 2.18; μM *U�στω
ε5πε0ν μη1�να É 2.36Ð37; *�ν
τις V ε<πει V *πιψη(8σει παρ�
τ#δε τ� ψ)(ισμα 2.39Ð40; Oσ%ν
`ν ε<πει V *πιψη(8σει (v(ειλ�τω
τ3ι 1ε3ι) 2.41; 1?ην κα1oς `ν
A �ερε@ς [ε<πηι] 8.6; }	πυρ%ς
JΑμ?ντ%υ,JΑσκληπι�δης bΗρP,
Κ�λλιππ%ς bΙππ%στρ�τ%υ εgπαν
14 A 3Ð5

ε<ρω
*ν τ3ι "ρ#νωι τ3ι ε5ρημ�νωι 2.31

ε5ς
*ς (to the sanctuary of) Πυ18%
JΑπ#λλων%ς 1.41; *νς 6.2A2; *ν[ς
Δ8]Wα κ41αναι8αν (v(λeεν) 6.2A4Ð
3A1; ε5ς τ� �ερ#ν (ε5σπ%ρε?εσ1αι)
7.3Ð4; [ε5ς τMν 1υσ8αν] (�%/ν
=[γειν]) 10.7

ε5σ�γω
*�ν τις τ3ν *κ τ%/ *ρ�ν%υ τ�κν%ν
1�λCη 5σ�γιν 5.38; [%�] νεωπ%0αι τ�ς
γρα[(ε8σας δ8]κ .ας ε5σαγ .�[τωσαν]
18.27; ε5σ�γεσ1αι τ�ς γρα(ε8σας
[παραγρα(�ς] É 18.33Ð34

ε5σαγωγ)
περ2 τMν ε5σαγωγMν π%ιε8τωσαν
κατ� τ�ν .�[ερ�ν(?) ν#μ%ν] 18.29

ε<σειμι
*π2 τ%/ ε5σι#ντ%ς γυμνασι�ρ"%υ
14 B 68; *ν μην2 Δ8ωι τ%/ ε5σι#ντ%ς
Nτ%υς 14 B 91

ε5σηγ�%μαι
ε5σηγ)σατ% τ%0ς δημ#ταις περ2 τ:ς
fΑκριδ%ς É 2.3Ð4

ε5σπ%ρε?ω 175, 213
ε5σπ[%ρε?εσ1αι] 4.10 Rest.; ε5σ-
π%ρε?εσ1αι ε5ς τ� �ερ�ν τ�ν �%υ-
λ#μεν%ν 1?ειν 7.3Ð5; [μηδ� ε5σ-
π%ρε]?εσ1αι μηδ� .ν[α- - -] 5.17
Rest.; .ε.5 .σπ%ρε?εσ1α[ι] 7.18; Oταν
ε5σπ%ρε?ηται ε5ς τMν 4ρ")ν 14 A
34Ð35; ε5ς τ%@ς πα0δας μM ε5σπ%-
ρευ�σ1ω τ3ν νεαν8σκων μη1ε8ς
14 B 13Ð14

ε5σπρ�σσω
kνα δ� κα2 ε5σπρα"1:ι 14 B 32;
ε< τι *κ τ3ν +εμι3ν V ε71υν3ν
ε5[σ]επρ�"1η{ι} 14 B 89Ð90; A
πρ�κτωρ ε5σπρ�Uας 4π% .κ[ατ] .αστη-
σ�τω É 14 B 103Ð104; [> +ημ8α
ε5σπρ�σ]σεται ([ε5σπρα"1)]σεται
Rest.) Tπ� τ3ν νεωπ%ι3ν É 18.15

ε5σ(�ρω 174
μM ε5σ(�ρειν "ρωμ�τιν%ν É 4.7Ð
8; τ�ν γυμνασιαρ"ικ�ν ν#μ%ν _ν
ε5σην�γκατ% }	πυρ%ς JΑμ?ντ%υ
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É 14 A 16Ð17; τ�δε ε5σ)νεγκαν
%� νε .ω[π%0αι περ2 τ3ν καπηλε8ων]
18.3Ð4

*κ
*κ κε(αλPς (λ%υσ�μεν%ν) 7.12

*κ�ι��+ω
πραττ�σ1ω *κ�ι��σαι 5.8Ð9

*κδ8δωμι
*γδ8δ%σ1αι 1/μα τG3 1εG3 κ�πρ%ν
5.37Ð38; U?λα *γδ8δ%σ1αι 5.42;
189

*κδικ�+ω
τ3ι *γδικασαμ�νωι διδ#σ1ω τ�
τρ8τ%ν μ�ρ%ς 14 B 35

Nκδ%σις
τ�ς (%ρ�ς κατα(�ριν τG3 ταμ8Hα 5ς
τ�ς *γδ#σις 5.42Ð43

*κδ?ω
μM *γδυ�σ1ω ε5ς τ� γυμν�σ%ν

.δ[%] ./[λ] .%ς É 14 B 27
*κε"ειρ8α 94–96

πρ� q%τυτ8%ν κα2 τPς *"ε"ερ8ας
27 A 7

*κκλησ8α
συνα"1ε8σης *κκλησ8ας 14 A 3;
[*κκλησ8ας] 18.1 (cf. Rest.)

*κλ%γιστ)ς
καταστ�νεσ1αι *γλ%γιστ�ς τρε0ς
5.30; τ%@ς *γλ%γιστ�ς vμν?ειν
5.30Ð31; Oταν %� *γλ%γιστα2 vμ#-
σαντες É 5.40Ð41

*κστρ�(ω
[h%π%]κα (or [α5] κα) *Uστρ�(εται
6.6 Rest.

*κτ81ημι
4ναγρ�ψας ε5ς σαν8δα *κ1�τω
*ν τ3ι γυμνασ8ωι 14 B 90Ð91;
*κτι1�τω τ%@ς *+ημιωμ�ν%υς
π[�ντα]ς *ν λευκ	ματι 14 B 102Ð
103

*κτρ�(ω
[h%π%]κα (or [α5] κα) *Uστρ�(εται
6.6 Rest.

*κ(�ρω
τ� κρP μ*"(ερ�τ% 27 A 20

*λα8α
κα2 στε(�ν%ς *λα8ας É 27 A 14Ð15

Nλαι%ν
παρε"�τωσαν Nλαι%ν 14 B 73, 74Ð
75

*λ�στερ%ς
[*λ]ασ .τ� .ρ%ν 4 .π%κα[1α8ρεσ1αι]
27 B 1Ð2; *πε8 κJ *λαστ�ρ% 4π%κα-
1�ρεται 27 B 9; h#κα τe%ι *λαστ�-
ρ%ι "ρ�+ει 1?εν 27 B 12

Nλατρ%ν
19.7 Rest.

*λ�γ"ω
*λεν"1ε2ς Tπ� τ%/ γυμνασι�ρ"%υ
κα2 τ3ν ν�ων 14 B 79Ð80

*λε?1ερ%ς
Oσ%ι `ν μM *λε?1ερ%ι �σιν 14 B 23;
τ%@ς *λευ1�ρ%υς +ημι3ν 14 B 23

JΕλευσ8νι%ν
τ�ν *ν τ3ι JΕλευσιν8ωι �ωμ#ν 3.9;
*π2 τ%/ �ωμ%/ *ν τ3ι JΕλευσιν8ωι
3.18; [*ν τ:]ι α7λ:ι τ%/ JΕλευσιν8%υ
3.22Ð23

*λλε8πω
*κ τ3ν λ%ιπ3ν 4ντ2 τ%/ *νλε8π%ν-
τ%ς 4π%κληρωσ�τω 14 B 53Ð54

*μ�α8νω
*�ν τις *μ�:ναι 1�λCη 5.39

*μ��λλω 222
[*μ��]λλειν (τ[� 4ργ?ρι%ν?] Rest.)
9.6; *μ�αλ#ντες *ς Tδρ8ας δυ#ω
26.16; κ*ν�αλ�τ% κα1αρ�ν heεμα
27 A 14

*μπ8νω
μM 5νπ8νεν 22.1

*μ(αν8+ω
*μ(ανισ�τω τ3ι γυμνασι�ρ"Cη
14 B 18Ð19; *ν(αν8+%ντ#ς τιν%ς
α7τ3ι 14 B 31

*μ(%ρ�
π#[ρ]%ν εgμ[εν] É 4π� τPς *μ-
(%ρPς τPς *ψα(ισμ�νας 11.25Ð
27

*ν
*ν = ε5ς 11.10, 20, 26; τe%ι Δι2 τe%ι
Μιλι"8%ι τe%ι *ν (in the sanctuary
of ?) Μ?σq% 27 A 9; τe%ι *ν (in the
sanctuary of ?) Ε71υδ�μ% Μιλι"8%ι
27 A 17
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Nναρ"%ς
[τoς 4ντι]τ%υν"�ν%ντας *π2 Δα-
[μ%]κλ[ε]0%ς *ν�[ρ"ως] 11.15Ð
16

*νατα0%ς
4π� λ�"%υς *νατα8αν 7.5Ð6

*νατε?ω 373–374
Nνατ%ς

τPν μ%ιρPν τPν *ν�ταν κατακα8εν
μ8αν 27 A 11Ð12

*ν1)κη
τ:ς *ν1)κης τ:ς τε1ε8σης Tπ�
τ%/ 4ρ"ερανιστ%/ κα2 Oση `ν
=λλη *ν1)κη *πισυνα"1C: (μη1ε2ς
Bπτ�σ1ω) 5.9Ð11; *�ν τι πλε8ων%ς
Zψηται V *κ τ:ς *ν1)κης V *κ τ%/
τ#κ%υ 5.13Ð14; τ� συνεγδαν8σαι
τMν *ν1)κην 5.35

*νιαυτ#ς
*	νηται ε5ς π�ντε Nτη τρι3ν >μι-
μα8ων τ%/ *νιαυτ%/ 2.7Ð8; δια-
"ειρ%τ%ν:σαι *�ν τε ε5ς *νιαυ-
τ�ν δ%κε0 μισ1%/ν É 2.33Ð35;
κατατι1�στω *ν τG3 *"%μ�νGω *νι-
αυτG3 5.17Ð18; *γδ8δ%σ1αι κα1J
Wκαστ%ν *νιαυτ�ν 1/μα 5.37;
[τ%/ *νιαυ]τ%/ 10.3Ð4; π%ιε0σ1αι
4π#δειUιν É τρ2ς *ν τ3ι *νιαυ-
τ3ι 14 B 24Ð25; *ν τ3ι *νεστ3τι
*νιαυτ3ι 14 B 57; Oταν *U�λ-
1Cη α7τ3ι A *νιαυτ#ς 14 B 107Ð
108; *πJ %5κ)σει É [μεν3σιν
π�ντ]α τ�ν *νιαυτ#ν 18.7Ð8;
1υ#ντω κα1J Wκαστ%ν *νιαυτ�ν
É 26.30

*ν8στημι
*ν τ3ι *νεστ3τι *νιαυτ3ι 14 B 57;
4π% .κ[ατ] .αστησ�τω τ3ι *νεστ3τι
γυμνασι�ρ"ωι 14 B 103Ð104

Nν%ρ"%ς
Nν .% .ρ["%ς]/*ν .# .ρ["ας] ("8μαρ%ς) 16.1
Rest.; [*ν#ρ"].ια 23 A 5 Rest.

Nν%"%ς
Nν%"%ι Nστωσαν τ%0ς α7τ%0ς *πιτ8-
μ%ις 14 B 39; Nν%"%ς Nστω �ερ%συ-
λ8αι δ8κCη 14 B 100; [N]ν%"%ι *#ντω
τ3ι ν#μωι 17.9Ð10

*ντεμ�νι%ς
1?ηι 1ε3ι *ντεμ[εν8ωι aτ�ρωι] 13.14
Rest.

*ντ81ημι
Xστε * .ς [τ�] .λ[8]κν%ν *ν1ε0[ν]αι
20.6; τ�ς π%τερ8δας *ν1�ντες
27 A 16

*Uαιρ�ω
τ� hιαρ� τ� δαμ#σια *Uh〈α〉ιρ�τ%
27 A 18

*Uακ%λ%υ1�ω
A μ�ν 4ρU�μεν%ς (μ�"ης) É A δ�
*Uακ%λ%υ1)σας É 5.7

*U�νανκα
*U�νανκα πραττ�σ1ω *κ�ι��σαι
5.8Ð9

NUειμι. See *U�ρ"%μαι
*U�ραν%ς

A μM δ%@ς É *U�ραν%ς Nστω 5.44
*U�ρ"%μαι

b� μανε2ς *U8τω μαντε8ω 12 Com-
mentary; Oταν *U�λ1Cη *κ τ:ς 4ρ-
":ς 14 B 88Ð89; Oταν *U�λ1Cη α7-
τ3ι A *νιαυτ#ς 14 B 107Ð108

NUεστι
μM *U�στω ε5πε0ν μη1�να 2.36Ð37;
μM *U�στω τ3ν U?λων Zπτεσ1αι
5.45; *πεγδ?εσ1αι δ� μη1εν2 *U�-
στω 14 B 1; *U�στω α7τ3ι 4ντε8-
παντι É διακρι1:ναι 14 B 36Ð37,
104Ð105; μM *U�στω τ�ν γυμνα-
σ8αρ"%ν É κακ3ς ε5πε0ν μη1εν8
14 B 39Ð40; *U�στω ταινι%/ν τ�ν
�%υλ#μεν%ν 14 B 58; *U�στω (συνε-
γλ%γ8+εσ1αι) 14 B 92

*Uεταστ)ς
(τ�ν ν#μ%ν) _ν δεδ	καμεν τ%0ς *U-
εταστα0ς 14 A 9Ð10; π%λιτ�ρ"ας
κα2 *Uεταστ�ς 14 A 42 (cf. 48); τ%0ς
*Uεταστα0ς τ:ς π#λεως 14 B 32Ð33
(δ#τω), 91 (4π%διδ#τω); παραγρα-
ψ�ντων τ3ν *Uεταστ3ν 14 B 96;
τ�ς γρα(ε8σας [παραγρα(�ς Tπ�
τ]3ν *Uεταστ3ν É 18.33Ð34

*U%μν?ω
*�ν %� λα"#ντες É μηδ� *U%μ#-
σωνται 4δ?νατ%ι εgναι 14 B 51Ð52;
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*U%μ%σ�σ1ω *ν >μ�ραις π�ντε É
14 B 76Ð77; *�ν μM λαμπαδαρ":ι V
μM *U%μ#σηται 14 B 77; *�ν A aU%-
μ%σ�μεν%ς (ανC: μM δε#ντως vμω-
μ%κ�ναι 14 B 79; 4ντ2 τ%/ δικα8ως
*U%μ%σαμ�ν%υ 14 B 81Ð82

*U%υσ8α
%7κ *U%υ[σ8α Nσται πλε8%να N"ειν
κ]απηλε8%υ aν#ς 18.6Ð7; μM *U%υ-
σ8α Nστω τ3ν �ερ3ν πα8δων καπη-
λε?ειν 18.38

*Uσ .1 .% .�σαιιεν Aor. opt. from *Uσ1ω-
�ω or *Uσ1ω�+ω (= *κ1ω�ω/�+ω)
6.2A4 Rest.

*U	λεια
*U	λειαν *παρ	μεν%ν 1.61

a%ρτ�+ω
%� π%λ0ται É a%ρτα+#ντω É 26.32

a%ρτ)
παρ�"ειν (τ� 4ργ?ρι%ν) ε5ς τMν
a%ρτMν τ%/ bΗρακλ�ως τ%/ *ν
fΑκριδι 2.32Ð33

*παιν�ω
*παιν�σαι Φιλ#κωμ%ν κα2 στε(α-
ν3〈σα〉ι "ρυσ3ι στε(�νωι 2.9Ð11;
*παιν�σαι Μ%ιρ%κλ�α É 2.14Ð15

*πακ%υστ#ς
� Jπακ%υστ�ν � J(%ρατ#ν 27 B 7

*παναγκ�+ω
*παναγκα+�τω τ%@ς παιδ%τρ8�ας
π%ιε0σ1αι 4π#δειUιν 14 B 23Ð24

*π�ναγκες
*π�ναγκες α7τ3ν καταγιγνωσκ#ν-
των τ%/τ% τ� 4ργ?ρι%ν 2.42Ð43;
καταστ�νεσ1αι *π�νανκες É πρ�-
κτ%ρες É 5.27Ð28; τ�ς (%ρ�ς
κατα(�ριν *π�ναγκες 5.42Ð43

*παρ�%μαι
*U	λειαν *παρ	μεν%ν 1.61

*παϋτ�ω
*παϋτ%μ�νας 1.14, 47 Rest.

Nπειμι
b� 4νε2ς *π8τω μαντε8Gω 12; ε5ς
τ%7πι#ν 14 B 63

*πεκδ?ω
*πεγδ?εσ1αι δ� μη1εν2 *U�στω
14 B 1

*πελα?νω
h% *πιγν#μ%ν *πε .λ[�]στ% τ% .ν
%qλ%ν 6.7.2

*πευ1?νω
*πευ1?νεν 6.3A5 Rest., 15A Rest.

*π8
With gen. *πJ α7τe% μ�νας 1.14,
47 Rest.; *π2 τ%/ �ωμ%/ *ν τ3ι
JΕλευσιν8ωι 3.18; With dat. *(J
Bλ:ι 1.23; With acc. *πJ Α7τ%μ�-
νας/JΑϋτ%μ�νας 1.14, 47 Rest.; *π2
Σ%?νι%ν 1.19; *π2 Μυκην%ν 1.45
(cf. Lat. Dex. 4 Rest.); *π2 τ%@ς
�ωμ%?ς 3.15; *π2 τ�ν "?τρ%ν (U?-
λα) 3.22 [*π2 δ� τMν] τρ�πε+[αν]
9.2 Rest.

*πιγ8γν%μαι
κωλυ�τωσαν %� *πιγιν#μεν%ι
γυμνασ8αρ"%ι τ%@ς É 14 B 37Ð
38

*πιγιγν	σκω
[*]πιγν#[ν?]ς 6.9A

*πιγν	μων
h% *πιγν#μ%ν *πε .λ[�]στ% τ% .ν
%qλ%ν 6.7.2

*πιδε8κνυμι
`ν ταμιε?σας τις *πιδει"1C: νεν%-
σ(ισμ�ν%ς 5.15; Oταν %� *γλ%γιστα2
É *πιδ8Uωσι ε< τι v(8λι A ταμ8ας
5.40Ð42

*πιδ�κατ%ν
πρ%σαπ%τιν�τω τ� *π8πεμπτ%ν κα2
*πιδ�κατ%ν 14 B 106Ð107

*πιδ8δωμι
aκατ�ν δρα"μ�ς *π�[δωκ]εν 2.8

*πιμελ�%μαι
*παιν�σαι Μ%ιρ%κλ�α, Oτι τ%0ς
δημ#ταις *πιμελε0ται 2.14Ð16;
*πιμελη1:ναι [τ%] .@[ς �ε] .ρ%π%ι%?ς
20.25Ð26

*πι%ρκ�ω
*(ι%ρκ%/ντι δ� τ4ναντ8α 14 A 33Ð
34, cf. 62

*π8πεμπτ%ν
πρ%σαπ%τιν�τω τ� *π8πεμπτ%ν κα2
*πιδ�κατ%ν 14 B 106Ð107

*πισκ%π�ω 355
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*πιστατ�ω
[*πιστατ%/ντ%ς] 18.2Ð3

*πιτ�σσω
[α< κ� τι *πι]τ�σσωντι παρ� τ�
*ψα(ι[σμ�να] 17.7Ð8

*πιτ)δει%ς
%� `ν α7τ3ι δ%κ3σιν *πιτ)δει%ι
εgναι 14 B 83, 84Ð85

*π8τιμ%ν
4π%τιν�τωσαν τ� <σ%ν *π8τιμ%ν
14 B 34Ð35; Nν%"%ι Nστωσαν τ%0ς
α7τ%0ς *πιτ8μ%ις 14 B 39

*πιτρ�πω
%�τε =λλωι *πιτρ�ψω ε5δ	ς
14 A 31Ð32; μM *πιτρεπ�τωσαν
14 B 42

*πιψη(8+ω
*�ν τις V ε<πει V *πιψη(8σει 2.39Ð
40; Oσ%ν `ν ε<πει V *πιψη(8σει
v(ειλ�τω τ3ι 1ε3ι 2.40Ð41

*ραν8+ω
*ραν[8+ειν] 6.8.2

Nραν%ς
*�ν τις τ3ν *κ τ%/ *ρ�ν%υ τ�κν%ν
1�λCη 5σ�γιν 5.38; *ρ�〈ν〉%ις 6.6
Rest.; Nραν[%ς] 6.8.2

*ργ%λα��ω
%� *ργ%λα�)σαντες Tϊκ�ν V %5νικ#ν
5.20; %� *ργ%λα�%/ντες *νγυητ�ς
παρατι1�τωσαν 5.22Ð23

Nργ%ν
%[7δ� παρ�U%υσιν %�τε Nργα %]�τε
σ0τα 18.21Ð22

aστι�ω
�στι	ντων *ν τ3ι γυμνασ8ωι
14 B 62

aταιρε?ω
(μM *γδυ�σ1ω É) μηδ� >ταιρευκ	ς
14 B 28

Nτ%ς
*	νηται ε5ς π�ντε Nτη 2.6Ð9; τ%/
κα1J Nτ%ς ταμ8%υ 5.42; Wετ�ø%ν
6.2A1; γυμνασ8αρ"%ν É μM νε	τε-
ρ%ν *τ3ν É μηδ� πρεσ�?τερ%ν É
14 A 23Ð24; τ3ν Tπ� τ� τρι�κ%ντα
Nτη 14 B 1; %� Tπ� τ� δ?% κα2 ε<-
κ%σιν Nτη (μελετ�τωσαν) 14 B 11;

(πρ%τι1�τω Oπλ%ν) τ%0ς Wως τρι�-
κ%ντα *τ3ν 14 B 47; (_ς `ν α7τ3ι
δ%κ:ι) τ3ν Wως τρι�κ%ντα *τ3ν
14 B 56, 57; *ν μην2 Δ8ωι τ%/ ε5σι-
#ντ%ς Nτ%υς 14 B 91; κατJ [Nτ%ς(?)
- - -] 18.35; τρ8τω W�[τ%υς] 23 B 7;
π�ν .π[τ%ι] W�τει he%ιπερ h#κα hα
J�λυνπι�ς π%τε8ε 27 A 7Ð8; Nστ%
É πεδ� W�τ%ς 1?εν 27 A 18,
19Ð20; τρ8τ%ι W� .τ[ει] 27 A 23; τe%
W.�[τ] .ε%ς h#π% κα λeει 27 B 2

ε7εU8α
πρ%τι1�τω Oπλ%ν É ε7εU8ας
κα2 ε7ταU8ας κα2 (ιλ%π%ν8ας É
14 B 46Ð47; τ%@ς κριν%/ντας
τMν 〈ε7εU8αν〉 (ε7ταU8αν lapis)
4π%γρα(�τω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς
14 B 48

ε�1υναι
Aρκωμ#σι%ν παρ�"εν *ς ε71?νας
1.12; ε< τι *κ τ3ν +εμι3ν V ε71υν3ν
ε5[σ]επρ�"1η{ι} 14 B 89Ð90

ε�1υν%ς
τ�ν ε�1υν%ν vμ#σαι 1.57; A ε�1υ-
ν%ς κα2 A συν)γ%ρ%ς καταγιγνω-
σκ#ντων 2.41Ð42

ε71?νω
ε71υν3 τMν 4ρ"Mν tν Nλα"[%ν
ε71?ν]εν 1.58Ð59; ε71υν�τω α7τ�ν
κατ� τ%@ς κ%ιν%@ς ν#μ%υς 14 B 87;
ε71υν�τω τ�ν γυμνασ8αρ"%ν A
�%υλ#μεν%ς 14 B 107

ε�ν%ια
*παιν�σαι Φιλ#κωμ%ν 4ρετ:ς
Wνεκα κα2 ε7ν%8ας É 2.9Ð12

ε7%ρκ�ω
ε7%ρκ%/ντι μ�ν μ%ι ε<η π%λλ� κα2
4γα1� 14 A 32Ð33, cf. 61Ð62

εTρ8σκω
*�ν τις εTρε1C: 9υπαρ#ν τι πεπ%ιη-
κ	ς 5.33Ð34

ε7σε�)ς
διακιμ�να τ� π�τ τoς 1εoς ε7σ[ε]-
�[3ς] 11.12; cf. ε7σε�[- - -] 10.13

ε�τακτ%ς
_ς `ν α7τ3ι δ%κ:ι ε7τακτ#τατ%ς
εgναι 14 B 55
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ε7ταU8α
πρ%τι1�τω Oπλ%ν É ε7εU8ας
κα2 ε7ταU8ας κα2 (ιλ%π%ν8ας É
14 B 46Ð47; ε7ταU8αν 14 B 48
Rest.; τ:ς ε7ταU8ας κα2 (ιλ%π%ν8ας
É A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς É κριν�τω τ:ς
ε7ταU8ας É τ:ς δ� (ιλ%π%ν8ας É
14 B 54Ð56

N(η�%ς
%k N(η�%ι (μελετ�τωσαν) 14 B 10Ð
11; [τ%@ς *()�%υς] παραπ�μπ[%ν-
τα]ς [τ� �ερ�] 15.9Ð10

*(8στημι
*�ν τινες τ3ν *πεστηκ#των 18.23
(cf. Rest.)

*(%ρατ#ς
� Jπακ%υστ�ν � J(%ρατ#ν 27 B 7

N"1ρα
%�τε "�ριτ%ς Wνεκεν %�τε N"1ρας
%7δεμιPς 14 B 50Ð51

*"1ρ#ς
%�τε (8λωι "αρι+#μεν%ς %�τε
*"1ρ�ν �λ�πτων 14 A 29Ð30, cf.
60Ð61

N"ω
τC: *"%μ�νCη >μ�ρHα (4π%τιν�τω) 5.6;
*ν τG3 *"%μ�νGω *νιαυτG3 (κατατι-
1�στω) 5.17Ð18; καλ3ς N"ει κα2
πα� >μ0ν τ� α7τ� συντελεσ1:ναι
14 A 8Ð9; %7κ *U%υ[σ8α Nσται πλε8-
%να N"ειν κ]απηλε8%υ aν#ς 18.6Ð7

+ημ8α
[τ�]ν +αμ8ιαν παρ� ." .ε[ν] 6.7A2;
+ .α .μ[8α]/+ .α .μ[ιø%ν] 6.12.3 Rest.;
[+]αμιιας 6.13A; ε< τι *κ τ3ν
+εμι3ν V ε71υν3ν ε5[σ]επρ�"1η{ι}
14 B 89Ð90; τα0ς +ημ8αις Bπ�σαις
*πιγρα(�τω τMν α5τ8αν 14 B 101;
4π%τε8σει τ%0ς μισ1 .ω[σαμ�ν%ις
δρα"μ�ς - numerus - +η]μ8αν 18.11Ð
12; [> +ημ8α ε5σπρ�σ]σεται Tπ�
τ3ν νεωπ%ι3ν É 18.15

+ημι#ω
〈+〉αμιe%ν ([τ�ν]ς πλατιW%8ν%νς)
6.2A3 Rest.; κωλυ�τω É κα2
+ημι%?τω δρα"μα0ς πεντ)κ%ντα

14 B 5Ð6; (τ�ν μ�ν É) τ%@ς δ�
=λλ%υς +ημι%?τω 14 B 9Ð10;
+ημι%?τω É τ�ν π%ι%/ντ� τι
τ%?των 14 B 15; +ημι%?τω α7τ�ν
κα1J >μ�ραν δρα"μα0ς π�ντε
14 B 20Ð21; τ%@ς δ� *λευ1�ρ%υς
+ημι3ν 14 B 23; +ημι%?τω α7τ�ν
δρα"μα0ς πεντ)κ%ντα 14 B 40Ð41;
+ημι%?τω τ�ν τ?πτ%ντα δρα"μα0ς
aκατ#ν 14 B 42Ð43; +ημι%?σ1ω
δρα"μα0ς πεντ)κ%ντα 14 B 44Ð45;
+ημι3ν τ�ν 4πει1%/ντα δρα"μα0ς
δ�κα 14 B 52Ð53; +εμι%?τω α7τ%@ς
É δρα"μα0ς aκατ#ν 14 B 68Ð
69; κ?ρι%ς Nστω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς
μαστιγ3ν κα2 +ημι3ν 14 B 70Ð71;
(*πιγρα(�τω τMν α5τ8αν) δ5 [tν
*+]ημ8ωσεν 14 B 101Ð102; *κτι1�τω
τ%@ς *+ημιωμ�ν%υς π[�ντα]ς *ν
λευκ	ματι 14 B 102Ð103; *�ν
τις ()σCη μM δικα8ως *+ημι3σ1αι
14 B 104; *�ν νικ)σCη τ:ι κρ8σει
A +ημιω1ε8ς 14 B 105Ð106; *�ν
.τ[ινας μM δικα8ως %�] νεωπ%0αι
+ημι	σωσιν 18.31Ð32; (*�ν É)
[κα2 %� +η]μιω1�ντες 4ντε8πωσιν
18.33; (Vν É) [+] .η .μι .%/σ .1[α]ι
20.22

>γ�%μαι
(%� νε	τερ%ι) πει1αρ")σ%υσι τ3ι
>γ%υμ�νωι 14 A 13

Iμα
κ*ν�αλ�τ% κα1αρ�ν heεμα 27 A 14

>μ�ρα
4(J Iς `ν >μ�ρας %� δημ#ται ψη(8-
σωνται 2.52Ð53; τC: *"%μ�νCη >μ�ρHα
(4π%τιν�τω) 5.6; κληρ%/σ1αι τ:ς
>μ�ρας aκ�στης 5.31Ð32; 4π� δια-
(1�ρματ%ς τεσσαρ�κ%ντα κα2 τ�σ-
σαρας Bμ�ρας 7.6Ð8; δ�κα Bμ�ρας
8.2, 4; [π�ν]τε Bμ�ρας 8.4Ð5; κα1J
>μ�ραν 14 A 39, B 20Ð21; κα1J
aκ�στην >μ�ραν 14 B 11; 4παν-
τ�τωσαν %� παιδ%τρ8�αι aκ�στης
>μ�ρας δ2ς É 14 B 15Ð16; *ν >μ�-
ραις δ�κα 14 B 36Ð37; *κε8νην
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τMν >μ�ραν στε(ανη(%ρε8τωσαν
14 B 58; (παρε"�τωσαν Nλαι%ν)
Wκαστ%ς >μ�ρας δ�κα 14 B 73Ð74;
(παρε"�τωσαν Nλαι%ν) τ�ς <σας
>μ�ρας 14 B 75; *U%μ%σ�σ1ω *ν
>μ�ραις π�ντε É 14 B 76Ð77; 4π%-
διδ#τω É *ν >μ�ραις τρι�κ%ντα,
4(J Iς `ν >μ�ρας *κ τ:ς 4ρ":ς
4π%λυ1:ι 14 B 93Ð94; 4(J Iς `ν
>μ�ρας γρα(3σιν, * .ν .> .μ[�ραις -
numerus -] 18.28; τ�ν �ωμ�ν τα[0ς
- - - >μ�ρ]αις στε(αν	σε[ι] 19.5Ð
6; 1υ#ντω É τα?ται τPι Bμ�ραι
26.30; 〈τPι〉 4μ�ραι h%πε8αι κα λeει
27 B 3

>μ8εκτ%ν
[σ]8[τ]% >μ8ε .κτ%ν 20.4

>μ8κραιρα
μηρ%@ς μασ"αλ8σματα >μ8κραιραν
3.16, 17

>μ8μνα0%ν
*	νηται ε5ς π�ντε Nτη τρι3ν >μι-
μα8ων τ%/ *νιαυτ%/ 2.7Ð8

>μι#λι%ν
4π%τιν�τω É τ� >μι#λι%ν τ3ι
νικ)σαντι 14 B 106

>μυσυκτε?ς
4λ(8των >μυσυκτ�ως 20.3Ð4

bΗρα0%ν
[παρ� τ3ι bΗ] .ρ .α8ωι 20.24Ð25

bΗρ�κλει%ν
15 A Rest. (hερακλειι% lapis)

mρως
mρωτι τ�λ[ε%ν?] 23 A 6; τ%0ς
Τριτ%πατρε/σι É h#σπερ τ%0ς
hερ#εσι 27 A 9Ð10

>σσ�%μαι
γ8νεσ1αι δ� *κ τ%/ >σση1�ντ%ς
18.31

1αλλ#ς
1αλλ%/ στε(�νωι στε(αν3σαι
2.17; τ�ν νικ3ντα στε(αν%?τω
1αλλ%/ στε(�νωι 14 B 26

1�ατρ%ν
*ν τ3ι [1ε�τρωι] 18.2; cf. 1αιιεα-
τρα 6.4.2

1�λω. See *1�λω
1εμιτ#ς

[1ε]μι〈τ〉#ν *στιν 3.14Ð15 Rest.
1ε#ς

Θ[ε%]8 2.1; τ3ι 1ε3ι 4π%δ#σ1αι τMν
λι1[%τ%μ]8αν 2.4Ð5; τ3ι 1ε3ι v(ει-
λ�τω τ� διπλ�σι%ν 2.40Ð41; [τ%0ν
1ε]%0ν 3.19Ð20 Rest.; 4παγ%ρε?ει
A 1ε#ς 4.7; *γδ8δ%σ1αι 1/μα τG3
1εG3 κ�πρ%ν 5.37Ð38; στ�(αν%ν
(�ριν τG3 1εG3 Wκαστ%ν 5.45Ð46;
Θε#ς6 τ?"α 4γα1� 7.2; διακιμ�να
τ� π�τ τoς 1εoς ε7σ[ε]�[3ς] 11.12;
[1]?ειν τ%0ς 1ε[%0ς] 13.6; τ3ι 1ε3ι
διπλ�ς 13.13; 1?ηι 1ε3ι ΕΝΤΕΜ[-
- -] (*ν τεμ[�νει]/*ντεμ[εν8ωι aτ�ρωι]
Rest.)13.14; κατ� τ�[ν μαντε8αν
τ%/ 1ε%/] 15.4; 1εG3 bΕρ .μ[Pι] 15.6;
"ιλ8ας δρα"μ�ς 4π%τεισ[�τω 5ερ�ς
τPι 1ε]3ι 17.6Ð7; 4π%τε8σει τ:ι
1ε3ι δρα"μ�[ς �ερ�ς - numerus -]
18.14, cf. [24Ð25]; α5 δJ 5αρ#WW%ι
τe%ι 1ιe%ι 22.6Ð8; Θαρσ?τας É
τ#νδJ 4ν�1ηκε 1ε3ι 24.2; τ� δ�ρμα
τ3ι 1ε3ι 24.5; 4ρ� τe% [1ε]e% 25.1Ð
2; 1υ#ντ% h#σπερ τ%0ς 1ε%0ς É
27 A 17

1εσμ%(?λακες
τ�ν =ρ"%ντα κM τoς [τε1]μ%(%?-
λακας παρε0μεν É 11.21Ð23; διδ#-
σ1η É κM τ/ς τε1μ%(%υλ�κεσσι
τ� %Tπ�ρπ%υρα π�ντα κ: τ�ν
κωλ8αν 11.23Ð25

1:λυς
[1:λυ]ς "%0ρ%ς 23 B 4

Θησε0%ν
Oταν %� δημ#ται 4γ%ρ�+ωσιν *ν τ3ι
Θησε8ωι 2.28

1υηλα8 167–168
1/μα 301–302, 373

*γδιδ#σ1αι 1/μα τG3 1εG3 κ�πρ%ν
5.37Ð38; [ε5]ς τ� 1?ματα 19.8;
1?μ .α[τα] 23 D 4; 1υ#ντ% 1/μα
É h%0ς h%σ8α 27 A 12; Nστ%
δ� κα2 1/μα πεδ� W�τ%ς 1?εν
27 A 18; 1/μα h#τι κα πρ%"%ρeει
τ� πατρe%[ια] 27 A 22
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1υσ8α
Oπως `ν > 1υσ8α γ8γνηται zς καλ-
λ8στη 2.5Ð6; Oπως `ν > 1υσ8α
1?ηται zς καλλ8στη 2.19Ð20;
πρ� τ:ς 1υσ8ας τ:ς *π2 Νικ)τ%υ
=ρ"%ντ%ς 2.49; τMν 1υσ8αν τ%/
bΗαρακλ�ως 2.38; =[γειν ε5ς τMν
1υσ8αν] �%/ν 10.7Ð8; παρακαλ0
[Oπ]ως 1%υσ8αν σ%υντ�λει 11.7Ð
8; δεδ#"1η τ�ς 1%υσ8ας σ%υντε-
λ�[μεν] 11.14Ð15; συντελε8τωσαν
τMν 1υσ8αν 14 B 64; 1εG3 bΕρ .μ[Pι
1υσ8αν συντελλε0ν] 15.6; τPι 1υσ8αι
1υ#ντω αg〈γ〉α λευκ�ν 26.27Ð28;
τ� π%τ2 τ�ν 1υσ8αν Oσων "ρε8α
*στ2 É 26.28; τe%ν hιαρe%ν hα
1υσ8α 27 A 7

1?ω 263, 353, 384 n. 115
[τ�δε 1?εται Θ%ρικ8%ις] 1.1 Rest.;
Oπως `ν > 1υσ8α 1?ηται zς καλ-
λ8στη 2.19Ð20; 1υ#ντωσαν (κρι#ν
Πλ%?τωνι) 3.7; Ñ (τ .:ι Δ .)[μητρι])
3.12; ε5σπ%ρε?εσ1αι ε5ς τ� �ερ�ν
τ�ν �%υλ#μεν%ν 1?ειν 7.3Ð5; 1?ην
κα1oς `ν A �ερε@ς [ε<πηι] 8.6; τ�μ
�% .υ[λ#μεν%ν 1?ειν] 13.5 Rest.;
[1]?ειν τ%0ς 1ε[%0ς] 13.6; .1?ειγ κα2
τι1� .ν[αι] 13.9; 1?ηι 1ε3ι ΕΝΤΕΜ[-
- -] (*ν τεμ[�νει]/*ντεμ[εν8ωι aτ�ρωι]
Rest.)13.14; JΑσκληπι3ι 1υ[- - -]
13.16; 1υ�τω (A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς) τ3ι
bΕρμε0 14 B 46; π%ιε8τωσαν μερ8-
δας τ3ν 1υ1�ντων τ� κρ�α ~μ�
14 B 65Ð66; 1υ�τ[ω] τ3ν (υλε-
τP[ν] A γερα8τατ[%ς] 16.2Ð4; τ�
1υ1�ντ[α α7τε0] κατα"ρ .:[σ1αι]
16.5Ð7; .%[� 1?%ν(?)]τες ([=γ%ν]τες
Rest.) τ� [�ε] .ρ[ε]0[α] 20.22Ð23;
[1υ�τ]ω [�]e%ν 21.3; [1?]εν τ3ι }ην2
τ�λε%ν .τ[α/ρ%ν] 23 A 17; [α� δ�
κα] μM 1?ηι 23 A 21; 1?ην τ�ν
�ωλ#μεν%ν 24.3; h�ς κ�(τ) τe%
4ρ"%μ�% 1?ε 25.2Ð4; τPι 1υσ8αι
1υ#ντω αg〈γ〉α λευκ�ν 26.27Ð28;
1υ#ντω É τ%0ς γενετ#ρεσσι κα2
τPι b�μ .%ν%〈8〉αι �ερε0%ν 26.30Ð
31; τe%ι Δι2 τe%ι Ε7μενε0 1?[ε] .ν

É τ�λε%ν 27 A 8Ð9; 1υ#ντ%
1/μα É h%0ς h%σ8α 27 A 12; τ%0ς
κ〈α〉1αρ%0ς τ�λε%ν 1υ#ντ% 27 A 13;
1υ#ντ% É τ� πατρe%ια 27 A 17;
τe%ι *ν Ε71υδ�μ% Μιλι"8%ι κρι�ν

.1[υ]#ντ% 27 A 17; Nστ% É πεδ�
W�τ%ς 1?εν 27 A 18, 19Ð20; 1?-
σας τe%ι Δ2 "%0ρ%ν 27 B 5; hιαρε0%ν
τ�λε%ν É 1?σας 27 B 10; h#κα τe%ι
*λαστ�ρ%ι "ρ�+ει 1?εν 27 B 12;
1?εν h#σπερ τ%0ς 41αν�τ%ισι
27 B 12Ð13

<δι%ς
5δ8%ι μ�ν δ�κα .Bμ[�ρας] 8.2

5δι	της
[*�]ν .τ.ι .*[γ] .καλ:ι A 5δι	της τ3ι
καπ)λωι V [A κ�πηλ%ςτ3ι 5δι	τηι]
18.25Ð26; Vν 5δι	της π%ιC: 20.4Ð5,
19Ð20 (π%ι:ι)

�ερ�+ω
�ερ�+ειν 10.3

��ρεια
*πειδ�ν α� ��ρειαι π%ι)σωσι 3.11;
τ:ι �ερε8αι 3.20; .�[ε]ρ�[αι JΕλει18η]ς
20.1Ð2; [τ]:.ι .�.ε .ρ� .αι τ:ς ’ .Ε .λει18 .η .ς
20.15Ð16

�ερε0%ν 83, 353, 371, 386
πλευρ�ν 5σ"8%ν ΙΙΙ τ%/ �ερε8%υ
3.20Ð21; 4π .� [τ]%/ �ε .ρ .�[%] .υ [4] .π .%-
δ[#]σ[1]αι [κ].ε( .αλ)ν 20.18Ð
19; .%[� 1?%ν(?)]τες ([=γ%ν]τες
Rest.) τ� [�ε] .ρ[ε]0[α] 20.22Ð23;
1υ#ντω É τ%0ς γενετ#ρεσσι κα2
τPι b�μ .%ν%〈8〉αι �ερε0%ν 26.30Ð31;
hιαρε0%ν τ�λε%ν É 1?σας 27 B 10

�ερε?ς
τ�ν �ερ�α (=ριστ%μ παρ�"εν)
1.16, 4 Rest.; συνεπιμελη1:ναι
τ:ς στ)λης É τ�ν �ερ�α 2.47Ð
48; *π2 Τ8τ%υ Φλα�8%υ Κ#νων%ς
=ρ"%ντ%ς κα2 �ερ�ως Δρ%?σ%υ
Tπ�τ%υ 5.1Ð2; 1?ην κα1oς `ν A
�ερε@ς [ε<πηι] 8.6; τ%2 5ερε0ς É
[α< κ� τι *πι]τ�σσωντι παρ� τ�
*ψα(ι[σμ�να] 17.7Ð8; [A �]ερε@ς
παρ�Uει 19.2; 5αρ�α δ� μ) 22.6
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�ερε?ω
α5 δJ 5αρ#WW%ι τe%ι 1ιe%ι 22.6Ð8

�ερε	συν%ς 164–165, cf. 52, 185
�ερε	συνα κωλ:ν πλευρ�ν 5σ"8%ν
3.5; �ερε	συνα 3.19;

�ερ%μην8α 94–96
�ερ%μν)μων

μM *U�στω δ� ε5πε0ν μη1�να É
μηδ� τ%0ς �ερ%μν)μ%σιν *πιψη(8σαι
2.36Ð39; [4]π%δ#μεν τe%ι 5αρ%μμν�-
μ%νι τ�νς πρα[- - -] 6.3A3; τ�ν δJ
5ιαρ%μμν�μ%να 6.3A4, 6.5; %� �ερ%-
μν�μ%νες τPι 1υσ8αι 1υ#ντω É
26.27Ð28

�ερ%π%ι�ω
(4ναδεικν?τωσαν aτ�ρ%υς) %kτινες
É �ερ%π%ι)σ%υσιν bΕρμε0 14 B 63Ð
64

�ερ%π%ι#ς 265–266
[τ3ν �ε]ρ%π%ι3ν 3.1; [%� �ερ%π%ι]%2
κα2 A κ:ρυU δαιν?σ1ωσ[αν] 3.5Ð
6; [τ3ν 4κ%λ]%?1ωμ �ερ%π%ι�ς
4(ι�τω 3.10; 4γ�τωσαν δ� τ�
bΕρμα0α κα2 %� �ερ%π%ι%8 14 B 60Ð
61; Oταν κα2 %� �ερ%π%ι%8 14 B 64;
%� �ερ%π%ι%2 É 4κρ#αμα μη1�ν
παραγ�τωσαν É 14 B 66Ð67;
*πιμελη1:ναι [τ%] .@[ς �ε] .ρ%π%ι%?ς
20.25Ð26

�ερ#ς
Adjective τ�ς λι1%τ%μ8ας τ .�ς JΕλευσ0νι,

[- - -] ε5σ2ν �ερα2 τ%/ bΗρακλ�ως
2.21Ð22; 5ιαρ� τρ�π[ε+α(?)] 6.14.3;
"ιλ8ας δρα"μ�ς 4π%τεισ[�τω 5ερ�ς
τPι 1ε]3ι 17.6Ð7; 4π%τε8σει τ:ι
1ε3ι δρα"μ�[ς �ερ�ς - numerus -]
18.14; ε5σαγ.�[τωσαν ε5ς τ� �ερ�ν
δικαστ])ρι%ν 18.27Ð28 Rest.;
π%ιε8τωσαν κατ� τ�ν .�[ερ�ν(?)
ν#μ%ν] 18.29; μM *U%υσ8α Nστω
τ3ν �ερ3ν πα8δων καπηλε?ειν
18.38

Substantive *ν τ3ι �ερ3ι (τ%/ bΗρακλ�-
ως τ%/ *ν fΑκριδι στ:σαι τMν στ)-
λην) 2.45; 48; �ερ�ν Zγι%ν fΙσι%ς
Σαρ�πι%ς JΑν%?�ι%ς 7.2Ð3; ε5σπ%-
ρε?εσ1αι ε5ς τ� �ερ�ν τ�ν �%υλ#με-

ν%ν 1?ειν 7.3Ð5; [�]ερ#ν 13.5; [τ%@ς
*()�%υς] παραπ�μπ[%ντα]ς [τ�
�ερ�] 15.9Ð10; [*ν τ3ι τ:ς dΗρας
�ερ3ι] 18.4Ð5 (cf. Rest); A ταμ8-
ας τ3ν �ερ3ν 18.15Ð16, 35, 37;
τ%@ς κα18+%ντας %5κ�τας ε5ς τ�
�ερ#ν 18.20Ð21; περ8 τιν%ς τ3ν *ν
τ3ι �ερ3ι 4 .π[ειρημ�νων] 18.32Ð
33; *ν τ3ι �ερ3ι 18.38; δ8δ%σ1αι
4π� τe% � .ε .ρ[e%] 20.5Ð6; τ3ν γυναι-
κ3ν τ3ν π[%]ι[η]σασ .�[ων] τ� � .ρ�
20.9Ð10; Oταν �ρ�ν κα1αιρ�ωσιν
20.11; �ρ� .4π%ν�μει 21.12Ð13; τe%ν
hιαρe%ν hα 1υσ8α 27 A 7; τ� hιαρ�
τ� δαμ#σια *Uh〈α〉ιρ�τ% 27 A 18;
τ� �ερ� 37, 265 n. 28, 308, 311,
320–321, 369, 378

�ερ%συλ8α
Nν%"%ς Nστω �ερ%συλ8αι δ8κCη
14 B 100; [N]ν%"%ι *#ντω τ3ι ν#μωι
τ[3ι τPς 5ερ%συλ8?]|ας) 17.9Ð11
Rest.

�ερωσ?νη
περ2 �ερεωσυν3ν Kν =ν τις 4γ%ρ�-
σCη 5.16Ð17; [(A πρι�μεν%ς vel *πρ8-
ατ% Rest.) τM]ν �ερωσ?νην 19.10

k+ω
Θυμ8λ%ς kσσατ% τ#νδJ JΑσκληπι#ν
24.1

�κετε8α
[N]ν%"%ι *#ντω τ3ι ν#μωι τ[3ι τPς
�κετε8?]ας 17.9Ð11

�κ�της
4(ικετε?ων V δεκ#μ[εν%ς τ%@ς
�κ�τας] 17.5; (παρακαπηλ[ε]?σει
É) %�τε �κ�της 18.9; (%7 παρα-
δ	σ%υ[σιν]) %�τε �κ�τηι 18.13; %7"
Tπ%δ�U%νται É %71�ν É [%7δ�
παρ� �κ�τ%υ] 18.16Ð17

�λ�σκ%μαι
[Δ8α Κτ)σ]ι%ν κα2 Κα1υπερ[δ�Uι%ν
�λ�σασ1αι] 15.4Ð5

�ππε?ς
πεμπ�μεν 4π� π#λι%ς �ππ[�α]ς 11.9

<σ%ς
4π%τιν�τωσαν τ� <σ%ν *π8τιμ%ν
14 B 34Ð35
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kστημι
4ναγρ�ψαι τ� ψ)(ισμα É κα2
στ:σαι *ν τ3ι �ερ3ι 2.43Ð45;
συνεπιμελη1:ναι τ:ς στ)λης pπως
`ν στα1ε0 *ν τ3ι �ερ3ι É 2.47Ð48

�στι�ω See aστι�ω
5σ"8%ν

�ερε	συνα κωλ:ν πλευρ�ν 5σ"8%ν
3.5 (πλευρ�ν 5〈σ〉"[8%/%υ] Rest.);
πλευρ�ν 5σ"8%ν 20Ð21; [5(?)]σ"8%ν
10.10Ð11

κα1αγ8+ω
κα.τhαιγ8+ .εν τ�ς h%μ%σεπ?%ς
27 A 3; É καταγι+#ντ% h%0ς h%σ8α
27 A 12

κα1αιρ�ω
Oταν �ρ�ν κα1αιρ�ωσιν 20.11

κα1α8ρω
[V μM κα1α8ρω]ντι (τ%@ς �κ�τας)
17.8Ð9 Rest.; κα1αιρ�σ1 .% 27 B 3;
α< τ8ς κα λeει É κα1α8ρεσ1αι
27 B 7Ð8; τ�ν α7τ�ν τρ#π% .ν
.κα1αιρ�σ1% É 27 B 8

κα1αρ8+ω
ε5σπ%ρε?εσ1αι ε5ς τ� �ερ�ν É
κα1αρ8+%ντα 4π� μ�ν É δ� É
7.3Ð6

κα1αρ#ς
τ%0ς κ〈α〉1αρ%0ς τ�λε%ν 1υ#ντ%
27 A 13; κ*ν�αλ�τ% κα1αρ�ν
heεμα 27 A 14; (hιαρε0%ν 1?σας)
κα1αρ�ς Nστ% 27 B 10Ð11

κα1ε?δω
κα1ευδ�τ% h#πε .κα λeει 27 B 6Ð7

κα1)κω
*π2 τ%/ κα1)κ%ντ%ς δικαστηρ8%υ
14 B 37 (διακρι1:ναι), 100Ð101 (νικη-
1ε8ς); (α� κρ8σεις γιν�σ1ωσαν) *π2
τ3ν κα1ηκ#ντων δικαστηρ8ων 14 B
108Ð109; τ� πρ%στασσ#μενα É Oσα
κα1:κεν *ν τ3ι γυμνασ8ωι 14 B 98Ð
99; ε5σαγ.�[τωσαν ε5ς τ� κα1:κ%ν
δικαστ])ρι%ν 18.27Ð28 Rest.

κα18+ω
%7" T .π[%δ�U%νται] É τ%@ς κα18-
+%ντας %5κ�τας ε5ς τ� �ερ#ν 18.20Ð21

κα18στημι
4ναγρ�ψαι É *στ)ληι κα2 κατα-
1eεναι É 1.62Ð63; *γγυητ�ς κατα-
στησ�τω 2.29; καταστ�νεσ1αι
παννυ"ιστ�ς 5.23Ð24; κατα-
στ�νεσ1{ωσαν}αι πρ�κτ%ρες
5.27Ð28; καταστ�νεσ1αι *γλ%γι-
στ�ς τρε0ς 5.30; _ν `ν δ� κατα-
στ)σCη A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς 4(η-
γε0σ1αι 14 B 6Ð7; κα1ιστ�τω
α7τ%0ς κριτ�ς 14 B 25; κα1ι-
στ�τω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς �ρα�ευτ�ς
14 B 84; [κα1ι]στ�ντανς 5μ π#[λι]
23 A 13

κ�1%λ%ν
A μM δ%@ς τ� κ�1%λ%ν 5.43

καιν#ς
κα2 μελ8κρατα *ν καινα0ς π%τερ8-
δ .ε[σ]ι É 27 A 15

κακ#ς
κακ3ς ε5πε0ν 14 B 40

καλ�ω
καλ�τ% [h]#ντινα λeει 27 A 20

καλ#ς
Oπως `ν > 1υσ8α γ8γνηται zς
καλλ8στη 2.5Ð6; καλ3ς N"ει κα2
παρ’ >μ0ν 14 A 8Ð9; τPς τ?"ας
καλ3ς πρ%αγημ�νας 26.3Ð4

καν%/ν 309
καπηλε0%ν

τ�δε ε5σ)νεγκαν %� νε .ω[π%0αι
περ2 τ3ν καπηλε8ων] 18.3Ð4;
[4π%μισ1%/ν καπηλε0α *ν] 〈τ〉3ι
τ:ς dΗρας τ�σσαρα 18.5Ð6; %7κ
*U%υ[σ8α Nσται πλε8%να N"ειν
κ]απηλε8%υ aν#ς 18.6Ð7; %7"
T .π[%δ�U%νται *ν τ%0ς κα] .πηλε8 .%ις
É 18.20Ð21

καπηλε?ω
μM *U%υσ8α Nστω τ3ν �ερ3ν πα8δων
καπηλε?ειν 18.38

κ�πηλ%ς
τMν διαγρα(Mν τ3ν καπ .)[λων]
18.4Ð5; [*�]ν .τ.ι .*[γ] .καλ:ι A 5δι-
	της τ3ι καπ)λωι V [A κ�πηλ%ς
τ3ι 5δι	τηι] 18.25Ð26; cf. 18.9Ð10
Rest.



462 indices

κ�πρ%ς
*γδιδ#σ1αι 1/μα τG3 1εG3 κ�πρ%ν
5.37Ð38

κατα��λλω
κατα��λλεσ1αι τ�ν λ#γ%ν 5.40;
[τ�ν μισ1�ν] κατα�αλ%/σιν %�
μισ1ωσ�μεν%ι 18.34Ð35

καταγιγν	σκω
καταγιγνωσκ#ντων α7τ3ν τ�
4ργ?ρι%ν 2.42Ð43

καταγρ�(ω
I κατα .γ[�γρατται] 23 A 23

κατακα8ω
τPν μ%ιρPν τPν *ν�ταν κατα-
κα8εν μ8αν 27 A 11Ð12; κ4παρU�-
μεν%ι κατακα�ντ% É 27 A 15Ð
16; q%λ�αν κα2 É κα[τα]κPαι
27 A 19Ð20

καταλε8πω
καταλ[ε].8π%ντας 27 A 3

καταλ8νω
περιρ�ναντες καταλιν�ντ%
27 A 12Ð13; κα2 καταλιν�τ%
27 A 16

κατατ81ημι
κατατι1�στω α7τG3 τG3 4ρ"ερανιστC:
5.18

κατα(�ρω
τ�ς (%ρ�ς κατα(�ριν τG3 ταμ8Hα
5.42Ð43; A μM κατεν�νκας 4π%τι-
ν�τω 5.43Ð44

κατα(1ε8ρω
α� πρ#σ%δ%ι %7 κατα(1αρ)σ%νται
14 A 13Ð14

κατα"ρ�%μαι
τ� 1υ1�ντ[α α7τε0] κατα"ρ .:[σ1αι]
16.5Ð7

κατ#πτης
4π%δ#σ1η �%/ν Oστις παρεσ"�[1]ει
π[�τ] τoς κατ#πτας 11.17Ð18

κε0μαι
%� γυμνασιαρ"ικ%2 ν#μ%ι κε0νται
*ν τ%0ς δημ%σ8%ις 14 A 7Ð8; τ%/
σημε8%υ κειμ�ν%υ 14 B 2

κ�λ%μαι
A ν#μ%ς *κ τ3ν δικαστηρ8ων
με18στασ1αι κ�λεται 26.18Ð19

κε(αλ)
4π� τ3ν λ%ιπ3ν �ρωμ�των *κ
κε(αλPς λ%υσ�μεν%ν α71ημε-
ρ8 7.11Ð13; 4π .� [τ]%/ �ε .ρ.�[%] .υ
[4] .π .%δ[#]σ[1]αι [κ].ε( .αλ)ν 20.18Ð
19

κ:ρυU
[%� �ερ%π%ι]%2 κα2 A κ:ρυU δαιν?-
σ1ωσ[αν] 3.5Ð6; É τ%2 κ�ρ[υκες
α< κ� τι *πι]τ�σσωντι παρ� τ�
*ψα(ι[σμ�να] 17.7Ð8

κλ�πτω
*�ν τις κλ�ψCη τι τ3ν *κ τ%/ γυμνα-
σ8%υ 14 B 99Ð100

κληρ%γρα(�ω
τ� vν#ματα κλαρ%γρα()σαντες
26.15

κλ:ρ%ς
*πε2 δ� κα %� É κλPρ%ι 4ερ1�ωντι
26.21Ð22

κληρ#ω
*κ π�ντων κληρ%?σ1ωσαν 5.24Ð
25; κλερ%?σ1ωσαν *κ τ%/ πλ)1%υς
δ�κα 5.28Ð29; κληρ%/σ1αι *π2 τ�
κρ�α 4ν1ρ	π%υς δ?ω 5.31Ð32;
τ%?τ%υς κληρωσ�τω 14 B 49; %�
=ρ"%ντες É κλαρ	ντων 26.14Ð16

κλ8νη
κα2 (〈πρ%1�τ%〉 Rest.) τρ�πε+αν
κα2 κλ8ναν 27 A 14

κ%0λ%ς
q%ι .λh% .%ν (κ%8λων) 6.71A Rest.

κ%ιν#ς
τ%%ν q%[ι]ν%ν 6.7.2; Tπ#δικ%ς
Nστω α7τ3ι κατ� τ%@ς κ%ιν%@ς
ν#μ%υς 14 B 43Ð44; ε71υν�τω
α7τ�ν κατ� τ%@ς κ%ιν%@ς ν#μ%υς
14 B 87; [κ]α1#τι *ν τ:ι κ%ιν:ι
[διαγρα(:ι διαγ�γραπ]ται 19.4Ð5;
κ%ιν:ι διαγρα(:ι 19.11; τ� .κ%[ιν�]
τ3ν Νακωνα8ω .ν 26.4Ð5; Tπ�ρ τ3ν
κ%ινPι συμ(ερ#ντων 26.8; Oσσ%ις
É Tπ�ρ τ3ν κ%ιν3ν 4γωνι+%μ�ν%ις
26.10Ð11

κ%λ�πτω
τ� Bλ8ασμα É κ%λαψ�μεν%ι É *ς
"�λκωμα É 26.33Ð34
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κρεαν%μ8α 100
κρ�ας

κληρ%/σ1αι *π2 τ� κρ�α 4ν1ρ	-
π%υς δ?ω 5.31Ð32; π%ιε8τωσαν
μερ8δας τ3ν 1υ1�ντων τ� κρ�α
~μ� 14 B 65Ð66; κρε3ν %7κ 4π%-
(%ρ� 24.4; κα2 πλ�σματα κα2
κρP 27 A 15; τ� κρP μ*"(ερ�τ%
27 A 20

κρ8νω 355–356
[δ8]κCη κρ8νων 14 A 54; τ%@ς κρι-
ν%/ντας τMν 〈ε7εU8αν〉 4π%γρα-
(�τω 14 B 48; δικα8ως κρινε0ν
14 B 50; *�ν %� λα"#ντες μM κρ8νω-
σιν 14 B 51; κριν�τω τ:ς ε7ταU8ας
É 14 B 55

κρι#ς
1υ#ντωσαν Πλ%?τωνι κρι#ν 3.7;
κρι#ν 23 A 5; [κρι�] .ν τ�λε%ν
λευκ#ν 23 A 15; τe%ι *ν Ε71υδ�μ%
Μιλι"8%ι κρι�ν .1[υ]#ντ% 27 A 17

κρ8σις
*�ν νικ)σCη τ:ι κρ8σει A +ημιω1ε8ς
14 B 105Ð106; α� περ2 τ%?των
κρ8σεις γιν�σ1ωσαν É 14 B 108

κριτ)ς
κα1ιστ�τω α7τ%0ς κριτ�ς 14 B 25

κριτ#ς
4μν�ν κριτ#ν (Π%σειδ3νι) 1.19Ð20;
=ρνα κριτ#ν 1.39, [47Ð48] (Δι8),
54 (JΑ1ηνα8αι); %gν κριτ�ν 1.13Ð14
(Δι8), 17 (Κε(�λωι), 18 (Θ%ρ8κωι),
53 (JΑ1ηνα8αι); [%gν (jν Rest.)]
κριτ)ν κυe%σαν (Δ)μητρι) 1.38Ð
39; "8μαρ%ν κριτ#ν (JΑπ#λλωνι)
1.20; "%0ρ%ν κριτ#ν (Δι8 Π%λιε0)
1.14; "%0ρ%ν κριτ)ν (Κ%ρ%τρ#(ωι)
1.21

κυριε?ω
κυριευ�τω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς τ3ν
πρ%σ#δων É 14 B 87Ð88

κ?ρι%ς
τα/τα κ?ρια εgναι 2.35; Oπως
`ν τ� *ψη(ισμ�να κ?ρια e*ι ε5ς
τ�ν 4ε2 "ρ#ν%ν 2.45Ð46; κ?ρι%ν
εgναι τ� ψ)(ισμα 2.51Ð52; τ�ν
γυμνασιαρ"ικ�ν ν#μ%ν É κ?ρι%ν

εgναι 14 A 16Ð19; κ?ρι%ς Nστω A
γυμνασ8αρ"%ς É 14 B 21, 52

κυρ#ω
*κυρ	1η Περιτ8%υ ν%υμην8αι
14 A 21Ð22; A δ:μ%ς *κ?ρωσ[εν]
18.5

κ?ω
[%gν] ([jν] Rest.]) κριτ)ν κυe%σαν
(Δ)μητρι) 1.38Ð39; %gν κυe%σαν
=ν1ειαν (Δ)μητρι) 1.44

κωλ:
�ερε	συνα κωλ:ν πλευρ�ν 5σ"8%ν
3.5; τMν δεU[ι�ν κωλ:ν] 9.3; διδ#-
σ1η τ/ 4ρ"/ É τ� %Tπ�ρπ%υρα
π�ντα κ: τ�ν κωλ8αν 11.23Ð25;
κωλ�αις Zμα τ .ε[- - -] 13.10; [κωλ]:ν
κα2 πλευρ8%[ν] 21.8; q%λ�αν κα2 É
κα[τα]κPαι 27 A 19Ð20

κωλ?ω
κωλυ�τω A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς κα2
+ημι%?τω 14 B 5; +ημι%?τω κα2
κωλυ�τω τ�ν π%ι%/ντ� τι τ%?των
14 B 15; κωλυ�τωσαν %� *πιγιν#-
μεν%ι γυμνασ8αρ"%ι 14 B 37Ð38;
κωλυ�τωσαν %� παρ#ντες 14 B 42

λαγ"�νω
ε71υν3 τMν 4ρ"Mν tν Nλα"[%ν ε7-
1?ν]εν 1.58Ð59; A λα"oν Tπ%με-
ν�τω 5.25; *�ν μM Tπ%μ�νCη V μM
1�λCη παννυ"ιστMς εgναι λα"	ν
5.25Ð26; τ%@ς λα"#ντας τρε0ς Aρκι-
σ�τω 14 B 49; *�ν %� λα"#ντες μM
κρ8νωσιν 14 B 51

λαλ�ω
μηδ� λαλε8τω τ%0ς παισ8ν 14 B 14

λαμ��νω 300
τ�ν δ)μαρ"%ν λα�#ντα τ%/τ%
τ� 4ργ?ρι%ν É 2.31Ð32; τ3ν
συνερανιστ3ν ψ:(%ν λα�#ντων
5.8Ð9; λαμ�αν�τω πρ#σγρα(%ν
παρ� τ%/ 4ρ"ερανιστ%/ 5.18Ð19;
λαν��νων τ� διπλP μ�ρη 5.19Ð
20; λαν��ν%ντες παρ’ aκ�στ%υ É
μM πλε0%ν δρα"μ3ν δ?%/δρα"μ:ς
14 B 61Ð62, 65; τ� n1λα L `ν
λαμ��νωσιν %� νικ3ντες 14 B 67;
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V[ν δ� τ]ι .=[λλ]% λ .�� .ηι 20.21Ð22;
[1υ�τ]ω [�]e%ν κα2 λαμ[�αν�τω] 21.3

λαμπαδαρ"�ω
(*�ν τις 4ντιλ�γCη) zς %7 δυνατ#ς
*στιν λαμπαδαρ"ε0ν 14 B 76; *�ν
μM λαμπαδαρ":ι V μM *U%μ#σηται
14 B 77; κα2 Aμ%8ως 4λει(�τω
κα2 λαμπαδαρ"ε8τω 14 B 78; κα2
Aμ%8ως 4ναγκα+�σ1ω É κα2
λαμπαδαρ"ε0ν 14 B 80Ð81

λαμπαδ�ρ"ης
λαμπαδαρ"3ν αkρεσις 14 B 71;
α�ρε8σ1ω É λαμπαδ�ρ"ας τρε0ς
14 B 72; α�ρε8σ1ω δ� κα2 τ3ν
πα8δων λαμπαδ�ρ"ας τρ0ς 14 B 74

λαμπαδε0%ν
τ3ι λαμπαδε8[ωι] 3.4

λαμπ�ς
[λαμ]��δ%ς 3.4 Rest.; π%ιε8τω δ�
κα2 λαμπ�δα *ν τ%0ς bΕρμα8%ις
14 B 59; π%ιε8τω τMν τ3ν πα8δων
λαμπ�δα 14 B 82Ð83; Nν τε τ:ι
λαμπ�δι τ3ν bΕρμα8ων É 14 B 85

λεγνωτ#ς
μηδ� .λ[εγνωτ#ν] (ε5σ(�ρειν) 4.9Ð10
Rest.

λ�γω
bΕρμα0%ς NλεUε É 11.2

λειπ%γν	μων
αgγα λειπεγν	μ%να πυρρ�ν V
[μ�λανα] (Δι%ν?σωι) 1.34 αgγα
λειπ%γν	μ%να (JΑπ#λλωνι) 1.43

λευκ#ς
[κρι�] .ν τ�λε%ν λευκ#ν 23 A 15;
τPι 1υσ8αι 1υ#ντω αg〈γ〉α λευκ�ν
26.27Ð28

λε?κωμα
*κτι1�τω τ%@ς *+ημιωμ�ν%υς
π[�ντα]ς *ν λευκ	ματι 14 B 102Ð
103

λ�"%ς
4π� λ�"%υς *νατα8αν 7.5Ð6

λε"	
[γυναικ2] λε"%0 =π%1ι *μεν 8.2Ð8

λ81ιν%ς
4ναγρ�ψαι τ� ψ)(ισμα *ν στ)λει
λι18νει 2.43Ð44; τ� ψ�(ιαμα τ#δ[ε

4ναγρ�ψαι] *στ�λαν λι18ναν
17.12Ð13

λι1%τ%μ8α
(Φιλ#κωμ%ς ε5σηγ)σατ%) 4π%δ#-
σ1αι τMν λι1%τ%μ8αν 2.4Ð5; τ�ς
λι1%τ%μ8ας τ�ς JΕλευσ0νι (μισ1%/ν)
2.21

λ8κν%ν
Xστε * .ς [τ�] .λ[8]κν%ν *ν1ε0[ν]αι
20.6

λ8τρα
δ�κα λ8τρας 4π%τεισ�τ% 25.10Ð12

λ%γε8α 81
λ#γ%ς

*�ν A ταμ8ας 4π%διδ%0 λ#γ%ν
5.29; κατα��λλεσ1αι τ�ν λ#γ%ν
5.40; Oταν %� *γλ%γιστα2 4π%δ3σι
Éτ�ν λ#γ%ν 5.40Ð41; *�ν μM
4π%δ3ι τ%@ς λ#γ%υς V τ� περι#ντα
14 B 94Ð95; τ�ν λ#γ%ν 4π%δ#τω
κα8 τ� περι#ντα 14 B 96Ð97

λ%ιπ#ς
4π� τ3ν λ%ιπ3ν �ρωμ�των 7.11Ð
12; τ� λ%ιπ� 8.5; Oπως κM *ν τ�ν
λυπ�ν "ρ#ν%ν διαμε8νει 11.12Ð13;
*κ τ3ν λ%ιπ3ν 4ντ2 τ%/ *νλε8π%ν-
τ%ς 4π%κληρωσ�τω 14 B 53Ð54; *ν
τ%0ς λ%ιπ%0ς 4γ3σιν 14 B 85Ð86;
*ς τ�ν λ%ιπ�ν "ρ#ν%ν 26.5; *κ τ3ν
λ%ιπ3ν π%λιτPν π%τικλαρ	ντω É
26.17; τ%@ς λ%ιπ%@ς π%λ8τας É
συγκλαρ	ντω 26.23Ð24

λ%?ω
4π� τ3ν λ%ιπ3ν �ρωμ�των *κ
κε(αλPς λ%υσ�μεν%ν α71ημερ8
7.11Ð13; 4π� 4(ρ%δισ8ων α71ημερ2
λ%υσ�μεν%ν 7.13Ð15; α71ημερ2
λ%υσ�μεν%ν 7.16

λυμαγων�ω
τ%@ς λυμαγων%/ντας É μαστιγ3ν
κα2 +ημι3ν 14 B 69Ð71

λ?μ(α. See ν?μ(η
λ3

καλ�τ% [h]#ντινα λeει 27 A 20;
h#π%/h%πε8%/h%πε8αι/h#πυι/h#πε
κα λeει 27 B 2Ð3, 6Ð7; α< τ8ς κα λeει
É κα1α8ρεσ1αι 27 B 7Ð8
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μ�1ημα
*�ν Wτερ#ν τι 4ναγκα0%ν (α8νηται
τ3ν μα1ημ�των 14 B 12Ð13

μα8ν%μαι
b� μανε2ς *U8τω μαντε8ω 12 Com-
mentary; (μM *γδυ�σ1ω É) μηδ�
μαιν#μεν%ς 14 B 29

μακρ#ς
Nν τε É κα2 τ3ι μακρ3ι δρ#μωι
14 B 85

μαντε8α
κατ� τ�[ν μαντε8αν] 15.4

μαντε0%ν
b� 4νε2ς *π8τω μαντε8Gω 12

μαστιγ#ω
τ�ν μ�ν Tπ� τMν 9��δ%ν μαστι-
γ%?τω 14 B 9; τ%@ς 4τακτ%/ντας
μαστιγ3ν 14 B 22; κ?ρι%ς Nστω A
γυμνασ8αρ"%ς μαστιγ3ν κα2 +ημι-
3ν 14 B 70Ð71; *�ν μM πει1αρ"C:
É μαστιγ%?σ1ω 14 B 99

μασ"αλ8σματα
μηρ%@ς μασ"αλ8σματα >μ8κραιραν
3.16, 17

μ�"η
*�ν τις *ν τC: συν#δGω μ�"ην π%ι)σCη
5.5Ð6

μ�διμν%ς
v(λeεν τριια�q%ντα μεδ8μμν%νς
6.2A4Ð2A5

με18στημι
A ν#μ%ς *κ τ3ν δικαστηρ8ων
με18στασ1αι κ�λεται 26.18Ð19

με1?ω
(μM *γδυ�σ1ω É) μηδ� με1?ων
14 B 29

με8ς
[μ]ην�ς JΑτ) .ν[ησιν] 1.8 Rest.; ε5ς
τ�ν Μεταγειτνι3να μ:να 2.27;
τ� n1λα É 4νατι1�τωσαν É *μ
μησ2ν vκτ	 14 B 67Ð68; *ν τ3ι
Γ%ρπια8Gω μην8 14 B 72Ð73; *μ
μησ2ν ε<κ%σι τ�σσαρσιν 14 B 108;
[δρα"]μ�ς δ?% aκ�στ%υ μην[�ς]
19.9; [μην�ς Δ]αματρ8ω 23 A 7 (cf.
Rest.); [τe% μεν�ς] h%πε8% κα λeει
27 B 2Ð3

μ�λας
αgγα λειπεγν	μ%να πυρρ�ν V
[μ�λανα] (Δι%ν?σωι) 1.34; [τρ�γ%ν]
πυρρ�ν V μ�λανα (Δι%ν?σωι) 1.45Ð
46; [μ]�λανα 23 A 16

μελετ�ω
4κ%ντ8+ειν κα2 τ%Uε?ειν μελετ�τω-
σαν É 14 B 10

μελ8κρατ%ν
μελ8κρατα hυπ%λε8�%ν 27 A 13Ð
14; κα2 μελ8κρατα *ν καινα0ς
π%τερ8δ .ε[σ]ι É 27 A 15

μ�νω
*πJ α7τe% μ�νας 1.14, 47 Rest.; *πJ
%5κ)σει É [μεν3σιν π�ντ]α τ�ν
*νιαυτ#ν 18.7Ð8

μερ8ς
[τ]�ς με[ρ8δας?] 9.1 Rest.; π%ιε8-
τωσαν μερ8δας τ3ν 1υ1�ντων τ�
κρ�α ~μ� 14 B 65Ð66

μ�ρ%ς
λαν��νων τ� διπλP μ�ρη 5.19Ð20;
τ3ι *γδικασαμ�νωι διδ#σ1ω τ�
τρ8τ%ν μ�ρ%ς 14 B 35; cf. 21.8 Rest.

μ�τειμι
%yς %7 δε0 μετε0ναι τ%/ γυμνασ8%υ
14 B 26Ð27

μηρ#ς
μηρ%@ς μασ"αλ8σματα >μ8κραιραν
3.16, 17

μιαρ#ς
τ%0ς Τριτ%πατρε/σι τ%0ς μιαρ%0ς
27 A 9Ð10

μισ1#ς
μισ1�ν τ3ι δικαστηρ8ωι (�ρειν É
18.30; [τ�ν μισ1�ν] κατα�αλ%/σιν
%� μισ1ωσ�μεν%ι 18.34Ð35

μισ1#ω
μισ1%/ν (τ�ς λι1%τ%μ8ας) 2.23,
34, 35Ð36; τ�ν μισ1ωσ�μεν%ν
4π%διδ#ναι τMν μ8σ1ωσιν 2.24Ð
25; *γγυητ�ς καταστησ�τω A
μισ1ωσ�μεν%ς 2.29; *πJ %5κ)σει %�
μ[ισ1ωσ�μεν%ι μεν3σιν] É 18.7Ð8;
πλ .M[ν τ3ν][μισ1ωσαμ�νων] 18.10Ð
11; 4π%τε8σει τ%0ς μισ1 .ω[σαμ�ν%ις]
É 18.11; %� μισ1ωσ�μεν%ι %7
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παραδ	σ%υ[σιν] 18.12; [%� μισ1ω-
σ�με] .ν%ι %7" Tπ%δ�U%νται παρ�
δ%?λ%υ %71�ν É 18.16; [τ�ν
μισ1�ν] κατα�αλ%/σιν %� μισ1ω-
σ�μεν%ι 18.34Ð35; %� μισ1ωσ�μεν%ι
Ε[- - -])σ%υσιν 18.36Ð37 (cf. Rest.);
cf. μισ1ωμ 9.11

μ8σ1ωμα. Cf. μισ1ωμ 9.11
μ8σ1ωσιν

4π%διδ#ναι τMν μ8σ1ωσιν 2.24Ð25,
30

μ%0ρα 310, 320
(δ8δ%σ1αι 4π� τe% �.ε .ρ[e%]) μ%0ραν
κα2 γ�ρας κα2 γλ3σσαν 20.7;
.μ%0ρ .α .ν 21.4; μ%0ραν τι1[�τω] 21.7;
τPν μ%ιρPν τPν *ν�ταν κατακα8εν
μ8αν 27 A 11Ð12

μ%υσικ)
τ:ς μ%υσικ:ς 3.28

νεαν8σκ%ς
ε5ς τ%@ς πα0δας μM ε5σπ%ρευ�σ1ω
τ3ν νεαν8σκων μη1ε8ς 14 B 13Ð14;
π%ιε8τω λαμπ�δα Éτ3ν πα8δων
κα2 τ3ν νεαν8σκων 14 B 59; %�
α�ρε1�ντες παρε"�τωσαν Nλαι%ν
τ%0ς νεαν8σκ%ις 14 B 73; Aμ%8ως δ�
κα2 τ3ν νεαν8σκων 14 B 83Ð84

ν�%ς
τ3ν Tπαρ"%υσ3ν τ%0ς ν�%ις πρ%σ-
#δων 14 A 30Ð31, cf. 59Ð60, B 88;
*λεν"1ε2ς Tπ� τ%/ γυμνασι�ρ"%υ
κα2 τ3ν ν�ων 14 B 79Ð80; 4π%-
τιν�τω τ%0ς ν�%ις δρα"μ�ς "ιλ8ας
14 B 95

νεωπ%8ης
τ�δε ε5σ)νεγκαν %� νε .ω[π%0αι]
18.3Ð4; [> +ημ8α ε5σπρ�σ]σεται
Tπ� τ3ν νεωπ%ι3ν É 18.15; [γρα-
(] .�σ1ωσαν τ�ς δ.8[κας] .*π2 τ3ν
νεωπ%ι3ν 18.26; [%�] νεωπ%0αι τ�ς
γρα[(ε8σας δ8]κ .ας ε5σαγ .�[τωσαν]
18.27; *�ν .τ[ινας μM δικα8ως %�]
νεωπ%0αι +ημι	σωσιν 18.31Ð32

νε	τερ%ς
%� νε	τερ%ι μPλλ%ν α5σ"υν1)σ%ν-
ται 14 A 12Ð13; γυμνασ8αρ"%ν É

μM νε	τερ%ν *τ3ν É μηδ� πρε-
σ�?τερ%ν É 14 A 23Ð24; συνε-
πι�λ�ψ%νται τ%@ς [νεωτ�ρ]%υς É
14 A 37Ð38

νικ�ω
τ�ν νικ3ντα στε(αν%?τω 1αλλ%/
στε(�νωι 14 B 26; %� νικ)σαντες
*κε8νην τMν >μ�ραν στε(ανη(%ρε8-
τωσαν 14 B 57Ð58; τ� n1λα L `ν
λαμ��νωσιν %� νικ3ντες 14 B 67;
νικη1ε2ς *π2 τ%/ κα1)κ%ντ%ς δικα-
στηρ8%υ 14 B 100Ð101; *�ν νικ)σCη
τ:ι κρ8σει A +ημιω1ε8ς 14 B 105Ð
106; 4π%τιν�τω É τ3ι νικ)σαντι
14 B 106

ν8κη
*�ν τις ν8κην aτ�ρωι παραδ3ι
14 B 71

ν%μ8+ω
τελε8τω τ� ν%μ[ι+#μενα] 13.15; τ�
ν%μι+#μενα 111

ν#μιμ%ς
[ν#]μι〈μ〉#ν *στιν 3.14Ð15

ν#μ%ς 5, 10, 11, 46, 51, 76
*πε2 κα2 α� =λλαι 4ρ"α2 πPσαι
κατ� ν#μ%ν =ρ"%υσιν 14 A 5Ð6;
%� γυμνασιαρ"ικ%2 ν#μ%ι κε0ν-
ται *ν τ%0ς δημ%σ8%ις 14 A 7Ð8;
τ3ν α�ρ%υμ�νων 4ε2 γυμνασι�ρ-
"ων κατ� τ�ν ν#μ%ν 4ρ"#ντων
14 A 14Ð15; τ�ν γυμνασιαρ"ικ�ν
ν#μ%ν É κ?ρι%ν εgναι 14 A 16Ð19;
ν#μ%ς γυμνασιαρ"ικ#ς 14 A 22;
γυμνασιαρ")σω κατ� τ�ν ν#μ%ν
τ�ν γυμνασιαρ"ικ#ν 14 A 26Ð27;
Oσα δ� μM *ν τ3ι ν#μωι γ�γραπται
14 A 27Ð28; τ%@ς δ%κ%/ντας παρ�
τ�ν ν#μ%ν 4λε8(εσ1αι 14 B 38;
Tπ#δικ%ς Nστω α7τ3ι κατ� τ%@ς
κ%ιν%@ς ν#μ%υς 14 B 43Ð44; ε7-
1υν�τω α7τ�ν κατ� τ%@ς κ%ιν%@ς
ν#μ%υς 14 B 87; [4κ%λ%?1ως τ%0ς
τε ν#μ%ις κα2 τ%0ς τ%/ δ]�μ%υ
ψα(8[σμασιν] 15.1Ð2; [N]ν%"%ι
*#ντω τ3ι ν#μωι τ[3ι τPς �κετε8?]ας
([5ερ%συλ8?]|ας Rest.)17.9Ð11; γρα-
(�σ1ω A "ρ)ι+[ων α7τ%@ς κατ�
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τ�ν] ν#μ%ν 17.11Ð12; π%ιε8τωσαν
κατ� τ�ν .�[ερ�ν(?) ν#μ%ν] 18.29;
μισ1�ν É τ�ν *κκ τ%/ .ν[#μ%υ]
18.30; �ερ�ς ν#μ%ς 22, 42, 65 n.
325, 92–93, 295

ν%σ(8+%μαι
`ν ταμιε?σας τις *πιδει"1C: νεν%-
σ(ισμ�ν%ς 5.15Ð16; τ3ν Tπαρ"%υ-
σ3ν É πρ%σ#δων %�τε ν%σ(ι%/-
μαι É 14 A 30Ð31, cf. 59Ð60

ν%υμην8α
*κυρ	1η Περιτ8%υ ν%υμην8αι
14 A 21Ð22; τ[%/] Δ8%υ μην�ς τ:ι
ν%υμην8αι 14 A 35

ν?μ(η
τPι λ?μ(α〈ι〉 23 A 10

Uενικ#ς
Uενικ�ν � πατρe%ι%ν 27 B 7

U?λ%ν
U?λα *π2 τ�ν "?τρ%ν παρε["- - -]
3.21Ð22; U?λα *γδιδ#σ1αι 5.42;
μM *U�στω τ3ν *ν τG3 =λσι U?λων
Zπτεσ1αι 5.45; U?λων παρασκευ)
14 A 50

v�%λ#ς
[pρ]νι1%ς v .�[%λ#ν] 9.7; δ?% v�[%-
λ%?ς/	] 9.8

pγδ%%ς
vγδ#αν 4π%τεισ�τ% 25.4Ð8

Aδ#ς
h%δ% (Aδ%/) 6.7.1 Rest.

%gδα
%�τε =λλωι *πιτρ�ψω ε5δ	ς
14 A 31Ð32; *�ν É *�σCη 4λε8-
(εσ1αι É ε5δ	ς 14 B 29Ð30

%5κ�της
%7" T .π[%δ�U%νται] É τ%@ς κα18-
+%ντας %5κ�τας ε5ς τ� �ερ#ν 18.20Ð
21

%<κησις
*πJ %5κ)σει %� μ[ισ1ωσ�μεν%ι
μεν3σιν ] É 18.7Ð8

%<κ%1εν
α5 δ� μ� hυπερπαρσ"[%]ιιεν W%8-
q%1εν 6.7.2

%<κ%ι
Nστ% δ� κα2 πεδ� W�[τ%ς W]%8q%ι
1?εν 27 A 20Ð21

%5νικ#ς
%� *ργ%λα�)σαντες Tϊκ�ν V %5νικ#ν
5.20

%<ν%ς
λαν��νων τ� διπλP μ�ρη *κτ�ς τ%/
%<ν%υ 5.19Ð20; W%0ν%ν hυπ%λhε8-
ψας δι’ vρ#(% 27 A 10Ð11

pϊς
%gν 1.48 (bΥπερπεδ8ω), 49 (Ν8σωι),
50 (Θρασ[. . . . .], Σωσιν�ωι, bΡ%-
γ8ωι), 54 (Αγλα?ρωι), 57 (Π[ρ#-
κριδι]), Lat. Sin. 42 (Δι2 bΕρκε8ωι),
58 (bΗρω�νησι Κ%ρων�ων), Lat.
Dex. 5, 44 (Δι2 bΕρκε8ωι); 23 A 23;
%gν κριτ#ν 1.13Ð14 (Δι2 Π%λιε0),
17 (Κε(�λωι), 18 (Θ%ρ8κωι), 53
(Α1ηνα8αι); [%gν] κριτ)ν κυe%σαν
(Δ)μητρι) 1.38Ð39; %gν κυe%σαν =ν-
1ειαν (Δ)μητρι) 1.44; %gν πρατ#ν
1.23 (Α1ηνα8αι), 35 (Δι2 Μιλι"8ωι)

vλιγωρ�ω
*�ν τις δ%κ:ι vλιγωρε0ν τ3ν παιδ%-
τρι�3ν É 14 B 19

Aλ#καυτ%ς
"%0ρ%ν ~νητ�ν Aλ#καυτ%ν (Δι2
Π%λιε0) 1.15

pμνυμι
τ�ν ε�1υν%ν vμ#σαι κα2 τ[�ς
παρ�δ]ρ%ς 1.57Ð58; vμν?ναι Δ8α,
JΑπ#λλ[ω, Δ)μητρ]α 1.60Ð61;
[vμ%υμ�ν]%υς 4π%δ	σειν τMν μ8-
σ1ωσιν 2.30; vμν?ειν bΗρακλ:ν,
Δ)μητρα, Κ#ρην 5.30Ð31; Oταν %�
*γλ%γιστα2 vμ#σαντες 4π%δ3σι τ�ν
λ#γ%ν 5.40Ð41; 4ρ"�τω vμ#σας τ�ν
Tπ%γεγραμμ�ν%ν Oρκ%ν 14 A 25;
vμν?ω Δ8α, Γ:ν, dΗλι%ν, JΑπ#λλω,
bΗρακλ:ν, bΕρμ:ν 14 A 26 (cf. 55Ð
56); vμ#σαντες τ�ν Tπ%γεγραμ-
μ�ν%ν Oρκ%ν 14 A 37; vμ#σας A
γυμνασ8αρ"%ς τ�ν bΕρμ:ν κριν�τω
14 B 54Ð55; *�ν A aU%μ%σ�μεν%ς
(ανC: μM δε#ντως vμωμ%κ�ναι
14 B 79
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Aμ%ν%�ω
συμ(�ρει É Aμ%ν%%/ντας π%λι-
τε?εσ1αι 26.5Ð6; 4δελ(%2 α�ρετ%2
Aμ%ν%%/ντες 4λλ�λ%ις 26.20

Aμ%σ8πυ%ς
κα.τhαιγ8+ .εν τ�ς h%μ%σεπ?%ς
27 A 3

pν%μα
τ� vν#ματα κλαρ%γρα()σαντες
26.15

Oπλ%ν
πρ%τι1�τω Oπλ%ν É ε7εU8ας É
14 B 46Ð47; > δ� ε5ς τ� Oπλα
δαπ�νη 14 B 59Ð60

Aρκ8+ω
Aρκισ�τω τ�ν bΕρμ:ν δικα8ως
κρινε0ν 14 B 49Ð50

Oρκ%ς
4ναγρ�ψαι [τ�ν Oρκ%]ν *στ)ληι
1.62Ð63; 4ρ"�τω vμ#σας τ�ν
Tπ%γεγραμμ�ν%ν Oρκ%ν 14 A 25;
vμ#σαντες τ�ν Tπ%γεγραμμ�ν%ν
Oρκ%ν 14 A 37

Aρκωμ#σι%ν
Aρκωμ#σι%ν παρ�"εν *ς ε71?νας
1.12; Aρκωμ#σι%ν 〈π〉αρ[�"εν] 1.52

pρνις
[pρ]νι1%ς v .�[%λ#ν] 9.7

pρ%(%ς
W%0ν%ν hυπ%λhε8ψας δ5 vρ#(%
27 A 10Ð11

vρ(αν%(?λαU
*�ν τις 4ντιλ�γCη É V vρ(αν%(?-
λακες 14 B 75Ð76

Aσ8α
1υ#ντ% 1/μα É h%0ς h%σ8α
27 A 12

Oσι%ς
[A]σι〈	〉τατα κα2 δικαι#τατα
14 A 29, cf. 58

vστ�%ν
τvστ�α (κατακPαι) 27 A 19

%7λα8 308
v(ε8λω

v(ειλ�τω τ3ι 1ε3ι τ� διπλ�σι%ν
2.40Ð41; καταγιγνωσκ#ντων É
τ� 4ργ?ρι%ν V α7τ%2 v(ειλ#ντω-

σαν 2.42Ð43; Oταν %� *γλ%γιστα2
*πιδ8Uωσι ε< τι v(8λι A ταμ8ας
5.40Ð42; v(λeεν *ν[ς Δ8]Wα κ41α-
ναι8αν É 6.2A4Ð3A1; 4[υτ�νς
v(λeεν διπλ]�σι%ν 6.2A5Ð6 Rest.;
πλατιW%ιν�ρ"%νς διπλεεαν %([λεν]
6.11.1

p"λ%ς
h% *πιγν#μ%ν *πε .λ[�]στ% τ% .ν
%qλ%ν 6.7.2

παιδαγωγ#ς
τ3ν παιδαγωγ3ν, Oσ%ι `ν μM
*λε?1ερ%ι �σιν 14 B 22Ð23

παιδ%τρ8�ης
4παντ�τωσαν %� παιδ%τρ8�αι É
ε5ς τ� γυμν�σι%ν 14 B 15Ð16; *�ν
τις δ%κ:ι vλιγωρε0ν τ3ν παιδ%τρι-
�3ν É 14 B 19; *παναγκα+�τω
τ%@ς παιδ%τρ8�ας π%ιε0σ1αι 4π#-
δειUιν 14 B 23Ð24; συντελε8τωσαν
δ� τMν 1υσ8αν É κα2 %� παιδ%τρ8-
�αι 14 B 64

πα0ς
πα8δων 14 A 62; Oταν %� πα0δες
4λε8ψωνται 14 B 11Ð12; περ2 πα8-
δων 14 B 13; ε5ς τ%@ς πα0δας μM
ε5σπ%ρευ�σ1ω τ3ν νεαν8σκων
μη1ε8ς 14 B 13Ð14; μηδ� λαλε8τω
τ%0ς παισ8ν 14 B 13Ð14; παραγ8νε-
σ1αι É *π2 τ%@ς πα0δας 14 B 19Ð
20; τ3ν πα8δων τ%@ς 4τακτ%/ντας
μαστιγ3ν 14 B 21Ð22; π%ιε0σ1αι
4π#δειUιν τ3ν πα8δων 14 B 24;
π%ιε8τω λαμπ�δα É τ3ν πα8δων
κα2 τ3ν νεαν8σκων 14 B 59; λαμ-
��ν%ντες παρ� τ3ν πα8δων É
14 B 65; α�ρε8σ1ω δ� κα2 τ3ν πα8-
δων λαμπαδ�ρ"ας τρ0ς 14 B 74; μM
*U%υσ8α Nστω τ3ν �ερ3ν πα8δων
καπηλε?ειν 18.38

παλα8στρα
μηδ� *ν =λλCη παλα8στραι 4λει(�-
σ1ω μη1ε2ς É 14 B 4

παλαιστρ%(?λαU
παρε"�σ1ω τMν τ%/ παλαιστρ%(?-
λακ%ς "ρε8αν 14 B 97Ð98
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παννυ"ιστ)ς
καταστ�νεσ1αι É παννυ"ιστ�ς
τ%@ς δυναμ�ν%υς 5.23Ð24; *�ν É
μM 1�λCη παννυ"ιστMς εgναι 5.25Ð
26

παραγ8γν%μαι
*�ν τις δ%κ:ι É μM παραγ8νεσ1αι
É *π2 τ%@ς πα0δας 14 B 19Ð20;
πρ�σ�εις JΕγεστα8ων παργενα1�ν-
τες É 26.6Ð7

παραγρα()
ε5σ�γεσ1αι τ�ς γρα(ε8σας [παρα-
γρα(�ς] É 18.33Ð34

παραγρ�(ω
%jτ%ι παραγραψ�τωσαν τ3ι π%λι-
τικ3ι πρ�κτ%ρι 14 B 33; *�ν μM
παραγρ�ψωσιν 14 B 33Ð34; *�ν
δ%κC: 4δ8κως παραγεγρ�(1αι
A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς 14 B 35Ð36;
παραγραψ�ντων τ3ν *Uεταστ3ν
14 B 96; παραγρα(�τω τ3ι π%λιτι-
κ3ι πρ�κτ%ρι 14 B 103

παρ�γω
4κρ#αμα μη1�ν παραγ�τωσαν ε5ς
τ�ν π#τ%ν 14 B 66Ð67

παραδε8κνυμι
*ν(αν8+%ντ#ς τιν%ς α7τ3ι κα2
παραδε8Uαντ%ς 14 B 31

παραδ8δωμι
*�ν τις ν8κην aτ�ρωι παραδ3ι
14 B 71; %� μισ1ωσ�μεν%ι %7
παραδ	σ%υ[σιν] 18.12

παρακαλ�ω
παρακαλ0 τ�ν π#λιν É [Oπ]ως
1%υσ8αν σ%υντ�λει 11.7Ð8

παρακαπηλε?ω
παρακαπηλ[ε]?σει 18.8; [A] παρα-
καπηλε?ων 4π%τε8σει É 18.11

παραλ?ω
Oπως `ν (τ� *ψη(ισμ�να) μM
παραλ?ηται 2.45Ð47

παραπ�μπω
παραπ�μπε〈ι〉 .τ%@ς 15.10 (or [τ%@ς
*()�%υς] παραπ�μπ[%ντα]ς [τ�
�ερ�] 9Ð10)

παρασκευ)
U?λων παρασκευ) 14 A 50

παραστρατι	της
[%�τε παρασ]τρατι	της 18.8Ð9
Rest; [%7δ� παρ� παρασ]τρατι	-
τ%υ 18.17 Rest.

παρατ81ημι
*νγυητ�ς παρατι1�τωσαν τG3 ταμ8Hα
É 5.22Ð23

παρα"ρ:μα
5.17

π�ρεδρ%ς
τ�ς παρ�δρ%ς vμ#σαι 1.57Ð58, 61Ð
62

π�ρειμι
τ�ν =ρ"%ντα κM τoς [τε1]μ%(%?-
λακας παρε0μεν 11.21Ð22; κωλυ-
�τωσαν %� παρ#ντες 14 B 42; _ς
`ν τ3ν παρ#ντων μM �%ιη1)ση É
14 B 44

παρε?ρεσις
τρ#πωι %7δ� παρευρ�σει %7δεμιPι
14 A 32, [61]; 18.10, 13Ð14, 18Ð19,
22Ð23

παρ�"ω 300
=ριστ%μ παρ�"εν 1.3Ð4, 16; Aρ-
κωμ#σι%ν παρ�"εν 1.12, 52; παρ�-
"ειν (τ� 4ργ?ρι%ν) ε5ς τ)ν a%ρ-
τMν 2.31Ð32; παρε[" - - -] 3.22
(παρε["#ντωσαν] Rest.); [τ�]ν
+αμ8ιαν παρσ ." .eε[ν] 6.7A2; 4π%δ#-
σ1η �%/ν Oστις παρεσ"�[1]ει π[�τ]
τoς κατ#πτας 11.17Ð18; παρε"�τω-
σαν Nλαι%ν 14 B 73, 74Ð75; παρε-
"�σ1ω τMν τ%/ παλαιστρ%(?λακ%ς
"ρε8αν 14 B 97Ð98; %[7δ� παρ�U%υ-
σιν %�τε Nργα %]�τε σ0τα 18.21Ð22;
[A �]ερε@ς παρ�Uει 19.2

πατ)ρ
*�ν τις 4ντιλ�γCη É V πατMρ α7τ%/
14 B 75Ð76

π�τρι%ν
(κατ�) τ� π�τρια 11, 68, 87, 90,
102, 111

πατρG3%ς
1υ#ντ% É τ� πατρe%ια 27 A 17;
1/μα h#τι κα πρ%"%ρeει τ� πα-
τρe%[ια] 27 A 22; Uενικ�ν � πα-
τρe%ι%ν 27 B 7
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πει1αρ"�ω
(%� νε	τερ%ι) πει1αρ")σ%υσι
τ3ι >γ%υμ�νωι 14 A 13; τ%?τωι
πει1αρ"ε8τωσαν π�ντες É 14 B 7;
τ�ν δ� μM πει1αρ"%/ντα, τ�ν μ�ν
É τ%@ς δ� É 14 B 8Ð10; *�ν μM
πει1αρ"C: V 4τακτC: τι 14 B 99

πε81ω
*ν Kι `ν "ρ#νωι τ%@ς δημ#τας
πε81ει 2.25Ð26

π�μπω
4Uι[%0] πεμπ�μεν 4π� π#λι%ς
�ππ[�α]ς 11.9Ð10; (τ�ν =ρ"%ντα
κM τoς [τε1]μ%(%?λακας) σ%υν-
π%μπ�ν [πεμ]π�μεν 11.21Ð23

περ8ειμι
τ� περι�ν τ:ς πρ%σ#δ%υ 14 B 93;
*�ν μM 4π%δ3ι τ%@ς λ#γ%υς V τ�
περι#ντα 14 B 94Ð95; τ�ν λ#γ%ν
4π%δ#τω κα8 τ� περι#ντα 14 B 95Ð
96

περιρρα8νω
περιρ�ναντες καταλιν�ντ%
27 A 12Ð13

περιστρ�(ω
περιστ{ι}ρα(�σ1% 27 B 5

περ8"ρυσ%ς
[περι"ρ]?σ[η]ν (δPιδα) 3.23Ð24
Rest.

π8νω
δρ%μ�α É συνινπ8ν%ντα π8νεν
22.2Ð5

π8πτω
τ%/ τ#κ%υ τ%/ πεσ%μ�ν%υ 5.12

πιστε?ω
*�ν τις τ3ν πεπιστευμ�νων εTρε1C:
É 5.33

πλ�σμα
κα2 πλ�σματα κα2 κρP 27 A 15

πλατιW%ιν�ρ"%ς
τ�νς πλατιW%ιν�ρ"%νς 6.2A2, 7A2;
[. .]π%σταντ%ν ([hυ]/[4]π%σταντø%ν
Rest.); πλατιW%ιναρ"%ν 6.3A2;
πλατιW%8ναρ"%ς 6.6; πλατιW%ιν�ρ-
"%νς διπλεεαν %([λεν] 6.11.1; for
partially preserved and restored
forms see 6.12.1, 14.1 Rest.

πλατιW%8ν%ι
(〈+〉αμιe%ν) [τ�ν]ς πλατιW%8ν%νς
6.1.3 (cf. Rest.); πλατιW%8ν%νς
[6.8.1, 11.2 Rest.]

πλευρ8%ν
[πλευ]|ρ8%ν? 10.11Ð12 Rest.;
[κωλ]:ν κα2 πλευρ8%[ν] 21.8

πλευρ#ν
�ερε	συνα κωλ:ν πλευρ�ν 5σ"8%ν
3.5 (πλευρ�ν 5〈σ〉"[8%/%υ] Rest.);
πλευρ�ν 5σ"8%ν 3.20Ð21

πλ:1%ς
κλερ%?σ1ωσαν *κ τ%/ πλ)1%υς
δ�κα 5.28Ð29; τ� πλ:1%ς τ:ς
πρ%σ#δ%υ 14 B 89

π%ι�ω
*πειδ�ν α� ��ρειαι π%ι)σωσι 3.11;
*�ν τις *ν τC: συν#δGω μ�"ην π%ι)-
σCη 5.5Ð6; *�ν τις εTρε1C: 9υπαρ#ν
τι πεπ%ιηκ	ς 5.33Ð34; +ημι%?τω
κα2 κωλυ�τω τ�ν π%ι%/ντ� τι τ%?-
των 14 B 15; π%ιε0σ1αι 4π#δειUιν
τ3ν πα8δων 14 B 24; π%ιε8τω A
γυμνασ8αρ"%ς τ� bΕρμα0α 14 B 45Ð
46; π%ιε8τω δ� κα2 λαμπ�δα *ν
τ%0ς bΕρμα8%ις 14 B 59; π%ιε8τω-
σαν μερ8δας τ3ν 1υ1�ντων τ�
κρ�α ~μ� 14 B 65Ð66; π%ιε8τω
τMν É λαμπ�δα É 14 B 82Ð83;
π%ι3ν τ� πρ%στασσ#μενα Tπ� τ%/
γυμνασι�ρ"%υ 14 B 98; [π%ι:σα8]
.τε τα/τα κατ� τ�[ν μαντε8αν τ%/
1ε%/] 15.3Ð4; O τι δ� κ� τις παρ�
τ#δε [τ� ψ�(ισμα π%ι)]σηι 17.4Ð5;
π%ιε8τωσαν κατ� τ�ν .�[ερ�ν(?) ν#-
μ%ν] 18.29; *πMν > π#λις π%ιC: 20.2,
16 (Oταν Ñ π%ι:ι); Vν 5δι	της π%ιC:
20.4Ð5, 19Ð20 (π%ι:ι); τ3ν γυναι-
κ3ν τ3ν π[%]ι[η]σασ .�[ων] τ� � .ρ�
20.8Ð10; Oταν É κ .α.2 .σπ[%ν]δ[�ς]
π .%[ι�ωνται(?)] (π .%[ι�ωσιν]. Rest.)
20.11Ð12; δι�λυσιν π%ι)σασ1αι
26.12

π%λ�μαρ"%ς
διδ#σ1η É κM τ/ς π%λεμ�[ρ"υς]
É τ� %Tπ�ρπ%υρα π�ντα κ: τ�ν
κωλ8αν 11.23Ð25
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π#λις
B π#λις JΑκρη(ιε8ων 11.4; παρα-
καλ0 τ�ν π#λιν JΑρια[ρτ8ων] 11.7;
4Uι[%0] πεμπ�μεν 4π� π#λι%ς
�ππ[�α]ς 11.9Ð10; τ�ν =ρ["]%ντ�
τ’ 4π� τPς π#λι%ς κM τoς [τε1]μ%-
(%?λακας παρε0μεν 11.20Ð23;
*ν αyς π#λεσιν γυμν�σι� *στιν
É 14 A 6Ð7; Nδ%Uεν τ:ι π#-
λει 14 A 16; > π#λις α�ρε8σ1ω
γυμνασ8αρ"%ν É 14 A 22Ð23;
μηδ� *ν =λλCη παλα8στραι 4λει-
(�σ1ω μη1ε2ς *ν τC: α7τ:ι π#λει
14 B 4Ð5; τ%0ς *Uεταστα0ς τ:ς
π#λεως 14 B 32Ð33 (δ#τω), 92
(4π%διδ#τω); [π#]λει 19.11; *πMν >
π#λις π%ιC: 20.2, 16 (Oταν Ñ); 5μ
[π#λι] 23 A 7; [κα1ι]στ�ντανς 5μ
π#[λι] 23 A 13

π%λιτ�ρ"ης
π%λιτ�ρ"ας κα2 *Uεταστ�ς 14 A 42;
παρ� τ3ν π%λιταρ"3ν 14 B 110

π%λιτε?ω
συμ(�ρει É Aμ%ν%%/ντας π%λιτε?-
εσ1αι 26.5Ð6

π%λ8της
τ%0ς π%λ8ταις συνε�%?λευσαν 26.8Ð
9; δεδ#"1αι É .B .λ.8 .α .ν τ3ν π%λιτP .ν
συναγαγε0ν 26.9Ð10; Oσσ%ις B δια-
(%ρ� τ3ν π%λιτPν γ�γ%νε 26.10Ð
11; *κ τ3ν λ%ιπ3ν π%λιτPν π%τι-
κλαρ	ντω É 26.17; τ%@ς λ%ιπ%@ς
π%λ8τας É συγκλαρ	ντω 26.23Ð
24; %� π%λ0ται É a%ρτα+#ντω É
26.32

π%λιτικ#ς
%jτ%ι παραγραψ�τωσαν τ3ι π%λι-
τικ3ι πρ�κτ%ρι 14 B 33; πραU�τω
α7τ�ν A [π]%λιτικ�ς πρ�〈κ〉τ%ρ
14 B 95Ð96; παραγρα(�τω τ3ι
π%λιτικ3ι πρ�κτ%ρι 14 B 103;
ε5σαγ.�[τωσαν ε5ς τ� π%λιτικ�ν
δικαστ])ρι%ν 18.27Ð28 Rest.; ε5σ-
�γεσ1αι É ε5ς τ� π%λιτικ�ν δικα-
στ)ρι%ν 18.33Ð34

π#ρ%ς
π#[ρ]%ν εgμ[εν] *ν %jτ% τ� Zλωμα

É 11.25Ð26
π%τηρ8ς

κα2 μελ8κρατα *ν καινα0ς π%τερ8-
δ .ε[σ]ι É 27 A 15; τ�ς π%τερ8δας
*ν1�ντες 27 A 16

π#τ%ς
4κρ#αμα μη1�ν παραγ�τωσαν ε5ς
τ�ν π#τ%ν 14 B 66Ð67

π%?ς
α� κατ� π#δας 4ρ"α8 26.29

πρα[- - -] 6.3A3 see Rest.
πρ�κτωρ

καταστ�νεσ1αι *π�νανκες πρ�-
κτ%ρες δ�κα 5.27Ð28; *�ν τινες
μM 1�λωσιν πρ�κτ%ρες Tπ%μ�νειν
5.28; %jτ%ι παραγραψ�τωσαν τ3ι
π%λιτικ3ι πρ�κτ%ρι 14 B 33; (*�ν)
A πρ�κτωρ μM πρ�UCη 14 B 34;
πραU�τω α7τ�ν A [π]%λιτικ�ς
πρ�〈κ〉τ%ρ 14 B 95Ð96; παρα-
γρα(�τω τ3ι π%λιτικ3ι πρ�κτ%ρι
14 B 103

πρ�σσω
πραττ�σ1ω *κ�ι��σαι 5.8Ð9;
4κ#λ%υ1α πρ�ττωσα τ: >ρ�σι
11.13Ð14; (*�ν) A πρ�κτωρ μM
πρ�UCη 14 B 34; πραU�τω α7τ�ν
A [π]%λιτικ�ς πρ�〈κ〉τ%ρ 14 B 95Ð
96; πρ�σσεσ1αι πλ�%να δ .ρ[α"μPν]
17.2

πρατ#ς
π[ρατ#ν] 1.27 Rest.; %gν πρατ#ν
1.23 (Α1ηνα8αι), 35 (Δι2 Μιλι"8ωι);
τ�λε%μ/ν πρατ#ν 1.9, 11Ð12 (Δι2
Καται��τηι), 26 (Δι2 Καται��τηι)

πρ�σ�υς
B π#λις JΑκρη(ιε8ων πρισγε0ας
4π%στε8λασα 11.4Ð5; γυμνασ8αρ-
"%ν É μM νε	τερ%ν *τ3ν Éμηδ�
πρεσ�?τερ%ν É 14 A 22Ð24; πρ�-
σ�εις JΕγεστα8ων παργενα1�ντες
É 26.6Ð7

πρηρ%σ8α > (offering)
πρηρ%σ8αν 1.5Ð6 (cf. Rest.)

*πρ8αμαι
[A πρι�μεν%ς vel *πρ8ατ% τM]ν
�ερωσ?νην 19.10 Rest.
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πρ%�γω
τPς τ?"ας καλ3ς πρ%αγημ�νας
26.3Ð4

πρ%��λλω
πρ%�αλε0ται =νδρας τρε0ς 14 A 36

πρ%��τει%ς
4π� α5γ�%υ κα2 πρ%�ατ�%υ τρι-
τα0%ν 7.10Ð11

πρ%�%υλε?ω
πρ%�ε�ωλευμ�ν%ν [π�τ τ]�ν δPμ%ν
11.2Ð4

πρ#γ%ν%ς
τ�ς λι1%τ%μ8ας, *π[ε8 *κπρ%γ#] .ν .ων
ε5σ2ν �ερα8 2.21Ð22 Rest.

πρ#γραμμα 18
πρ%γρα() 18
πρ%γρ�(ω

πρ%γρα(�ντας aκατ�ρων τρι�-
κ%ντα 26.12Ð13; aκ�τερ%ι aκατ�-
ρων πρ%γραψ�ντω 26.14

πρ%ε0π%ν
πρ%ειπ�ν h#π% κα λeει 27 B 2;
π{%}ρ%ειπ�ν h#πυι κα λeει 27 B 3

πρ%1?ω
πρ[%1υ#ντωσαν] (jν) 3.2 Rest.

πρ%8στημι
[πρ] .%ιστ�ντωσαν 3.3

πρ#να%ς
τ� Bλ8αστημα É *ς τ� πρ#να%ν
τ%/ Δι�ς [τ%/] J�λυμπ8%υ 4να-
1�ντω 26.33Ð35

πρ%σαγγ�λλω
δ#τω A πρ%σαγγ�λλων 4π%γρα(Mν
É 14 B 32

πρ%σαγ%ρε?ω
π%ταγ%ρ�σ1% 27 B 6

πρ%σαπ%τ8νω
πρ%σαπ%τιν�τω τ� *π8πεμπτ%ν κα2
*πιδ�κατ%ν 14 B 106Ð107

πρ#σγρα(%ν
λαμ�αν�τω πρ#σγρα(%ν 5.18Ð19

πρ%σγρ�(ω

.τ .α ./.τα [πρ%σ]γ[ρ]�ψαι πρ�ς τM[ν]
στ .)λη .ν 20.23Ð24

πρ#σειμι
π�ν .π[τ%ι] W�τει he%ιπερ h#κα hα
J�λυνπι�ς π%τε8ε 27 A 7Ð8

πρ%σκληρ#ω
*κ τ3ν λ%ιπ3ν π%λιτPν π%τικλα-
ρ	ντω É 26.17

πρ#σ%δ%ς
Oπως `ν �ι πρ#σ%δ%ς zς πλε8-
στη 2.16, 19Ð20; δ%/ναι δ�κα
δρα"μ�ς *κ τ:ς τ%/ 1ε%/ πρ%σ-
#δ%υ 2.50Ð51; α� πρ#σ%δ%ι %7
κατα(1αρ)σ%νται 14 A 13Ð14;
τ3ν Tπαρ"%υσ3ν πρ%σ#δων
(%�τε ν%σ(ι%/μαι É) 14 A 30Ð
31, cf. 59Ð60; > δαπ�νη γιν�σ1ω
4π� τ3ν Tπαρ"%υσ3ν πρ%σ#-
δων 14 B 59- 60; (κυριευ�τω)
τ3ν πρ%σ#δων τ3ν Tπαρ"%υσ3ν
τ%0ς ν�%ις 14 B 88; τ� πλ:1%ς
τ:ς πρ%σ#δ%υ 14 B 89; τ� περι-
�ν τ:ς πρ%σ#δ%υ 14 B 93; A τMν
τ%/ γλ%ι%/ πρ#σ%δ%ν 4γ%ρ�σας
14 B 97

πρ%στ�σσω
τ� πρ%στασσ#μενα É Oσα κα1:-
κεν *ν τ3ι γυμνασ8ωι 14 B 98Ð99

πρ#στιμ%ν
4π%τιν�τω πρ%στε8μ%υ δρα"μ�ς
δ�κα É δρα"μ�ς π�ντε 5.6Ð8;
4π%τειν�τω πρ%τε8μ%υ τ� τριπλ%/ν
5.14Ð15; 4π%τιν�τω πρ%στε8μ%υ
δρα"μ�ς aκατ#ν 5.26Ð27

πρ%τ81ημι
πρ%τι1�τω Oπλ%ν É ε7εU8ας
É 14 B 46Ð47; κα2 〈πρ%1�τ%〉
τρ�πε+αν κα2 κλ8ναν 27 A 14
Rest.; τρ�[πε+α]ν πρ%1�μεν É
27 A 18Ð19

πρ%"ωρ�ω
1/μα h#τι κα πρ%"%ρeει τ� πα-
τρe%[ια] 27 A 22

πρ?τανις
[πρυτ�νεων γν] .	μη 20.1 Rest

πρωτ%τ#κ%ς
πρ[ωτ%τ#κ%ν] (jν) 3.2 Rest.

π/ρ

.*π2 τ� π/ρ 21.11
πυρρ#ς

αgγα λειπεγν	μ%να πυρρ�ν V [μ�-
λανα] (Δι%ν?σωι ) 1.34; [τρ�γ%ν]
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πυρρ�ν V μ�λανα (Δι%ν?σωι )
1.45Ð46

πωλ�ω
*�ν τινες É πωλ3σ8ν τινα τ3ν
*γκαρπ8ων 18.19Ð20 (cf. Rest.)

πωλητ)ς
4π%δ#σ[1ων τ%2 πωλη]τα8 17.13Ð14

9��δ%ς
τ�ν μ�ν Tπ� τMν 9��δ%ν μαστι-
γ%?τω 14 B 9

9)ν 6.1.2 Rest.
9?γ"%ς 21.2 Epigraphical Commen-

tary
9υπαρ#ς

*�ν τις εTρε1C: 9υπαρ#ν τι πεπ%ιη-
κ	ς 5.33Ð34

σαν8ς
4ναγρ�ψας ε5ς σαν8δα 14 B 90

σεμ8δαλις
διδ#τωσαν τMν σιμ8δαλιν É 5.36

σηκ#ς
*ν τ3ι σηκ3ι π[αρ]� τ� [Δελ(8νι]%ν
1.10Ð11

σημε0%ν
τ%/ σημε8%υ κειμ�ν%υ 14 B 2; Oταν
δ� τ� σημε0%ν 4ρ1:ι 14 B 3

σ0τ%ς
%[7δ� παρ�U%υσιν %�τε Nργα %]�τε
σ0τα 18.21Ð22; [σ]8[τ]% >μ8ε .κτ%ν
20.4; σ0τ%ν hαιρ�σ1% 27 B 6

σπ�νδω
σπεσ�τ[ω] τ�ν τρ8τ% .ν 21.6; [σ]πεν-
δ[- - -] τ� τρ8τ%ν 21.9Ð10; .τ .� τρ8τ%ν
σπ� .νδει 21.12

σπλ�γ"ν%ν

.σπλ�ν"νων κα2 =ρτ[%ν/ς] 21.9 (cf. 8
Rest.); σπλ�γ"να 236–237

σπ%νδ)
Oταν É κ .α.2 .σπ[%ν]δ[�ς] ( .σπ[%ν]-
δ[Mν] Rest.) π .%[ι�ωνται(?)] 20.11Ð
12; σπ%νδα8 94–96

στε(ανη(%ρ�ω
%� νικ)σαντες *κε8νην τMν >μ�ραν
στε(ανη(%ρε8τωσαν 14 B 57Ð
58

στ�(αν%ς
"ρυσ3ι στε(�νωι στε(αν3σαι
2.10Ð11; 1αλλ%/ στε(�νωι στε-
(αν3σαι 2.17; στ�(αν%ν (�ριν τG3
1εG3 Wκαστ%ν 5.45Ð46; τ�ν νικ3ντα
στε(αν%?τω 1αλλ%/ στε(�νωι
14 B 26; κα2 στε(�ν%ς *λα8ας É
27 A 14Ð15

στε(αν#ω
στε(αν3σαι "ρυσ3ι στε(�νωι
2.10Ð11; Ñ 1αλλ%/ στε(�νωι 2.17;
τ�ν νικ3ντα στε(αν%?τω 1αλλ%/
στε(�νωι 14 B 26; τ�ν �ωμ�ν τα[0ς
- - ->μ�ρ]αις στε(αν	σε[ι] 19.5Ð6

στ)λη
4ναγρ�ψαι [τ�ν Oρκ%]ν *στ)ληι
1.62Ð63; 4ναγρ�ψαι τ� ψ)(ι-
σμα *ν στ)λει λι18νει 2.43Ð44; ε5ς
τMν 4ναγρα(Mν τ:ς στ)λης δ%/-
ναι É δ�κα δρα"μ�ς 2.50Ð51;
συνεπιμελη1:ναι τ:ς στ)λης É
τ�ν �ερ�α 2.47Ð48; στ�λα fΙσι%ς
Σαρ�πι%ς 7.1 4ναγρα(�ντα ε5ς στ)-
λην 14 A 10Ð11, 21; τ� ψ�(ιαμα
τ#δ[ε 4ναγρ�ψαι] *στ�λαν λι18ναν
17.12Ð13; γ8νεσ1αι τ� *ν τ:ι στ)-
ληι γεγραμμ�να 20.16Ð18, 20Ð21;
.τ .α ./.τα [πρ%σ]γ[ρ]�ψαι πρ�ς τM[ν]
στ .)λη .ν 20.23Ð24

στρατηγ�ω
*π2 στρατηγ%/ντ%ς bΙππ%κρ�τ%υ
τ%/ Νικ%κρ�τ%υ 14 A 1Ð2

στρατι	της
(παρακαπηλ[ε]?σει É [%�τε]) [σ]τρα-
τι	της 18.9; %7" Tπ%δ�U%νται É
%71�ν É [%7δ� παρ� σ].τρατι	τ%υ
18.16Ð17, cf. 12Ð13 Rest.

στρεπτ#ς
(κληρ%/σ1αι) *π2 τ%@ς στρεπτ%@ς
4ν1ρ	π%υς δ?ω 5.32Ð33

συγγρ�(ω
κα1� κα A 4ρ"ιτ�κτων [συγγρ�-
ψηι] 17.14

συγκληρ#ω
τ%@ς λ%ιπ%@ς π%λ8τας É συγκλα-
ρ	ντω 26.23Ð24; μM συγκλαρ3ντες
τ�ς 4γ"ιστε8ας 26.24Ð25
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συγ"ωρ�ω
*�ν μM A 4(ηγ%?μεν%ς συν"ωρ)σηι
14 B 2, 3Ð4 (συν"ωρ)σCη)

συλλ�γ"ανω
*ς τ�ν α7τ3ντα %� συνλα"#ντες
26.19Ð20; %� π%τ2 τ%?τ%υς συλλα-
"#ντες 26.22Ð23; É4δελ(%2 κα2
%jτ%ι É συνλελ%γ"#τες 26.26Ð
27

συλλ%γ8+%μαι
μετ� τ%?των συνεγλ%γ8+εσ1αι
α7τ#ν 14 B 92Ð93

συμ�%υλε?ω
τ%0ς π%λ8ταις συνε�%?λευσαν 26.8Ð
9

συμπ%μπ)
(τ�ν =ρ"%ντα κM τoς [τε1]μ%(%?-
λακας) σ%υνπ%μπ�ν [πεμ]π�μεν
11.22Ð23

συμ(�ρω
συμ(�ρει É Aμ%ν%%/ντας π%λιτε?-
εσ1αι 26.5Ð6

συν�γω
συνα"1ε8σης *κκλησ8ας 14 A 3;
δεδ#"1αι É .B .λ.8 .α .ν τ3ν π%λιτP .ν
συναγαγε0ν 26.9Ð10

συνεκδανε8+ω
ε5ς τ� συνεγδαν8σαι τMν *ν1)κην
(α�ρε8σ1ω 4ν1ρ	π%υς) 5.35

συνεμπ8νω
δρ%μ�α É συνινπ8ν%ντα π8νεν
22.2Ð5

συνεπι�λ�πω
συνεπι�λ�ψ%νται τ%@ς [νεωτ�ρ]%υς
14 A 37Ð38

συνεπιμελ�%μαι
συνεπιμελη1:ναι τ:ς στ)λης Éτ�ν
�ερ�α 2.47Ð48

συνερανιστα8
τ3ν συνερανιστ3ν ψ:(%ν λα�#ν-
των 5.8Ð9

συν�(η�%ς
%� συν�(η�%ι Παν2 κα2 Ν?ν(αις
4ν�1ηκαν 4.5Ð6

συν)γ%ρ%ς
A ε�1υν%ς κα2 A συν)γ%ρ%ς É
2.41Ð42

σ?ν%δ%ς
(4ρ"ερανιστ)ς) συν#δ%υ τ:ς τ3ν
bΗρακλιαστ3ν τ3ν *ν Λ8μναις
4Ð5.3; καταστ�νεσ1αι É *κ τ:ς
συν#δ%υ πρ�κτ%ρες É 5.27Ð28;
α�ρε8σ1ω É %|ς `ν �%?ληται *κ
τ:ς συν#δ%υ 5.34Ð35

συντελ�ω 233
παρακαλ0 [Oπ]ως 1%υσ8αν σ%υντ�-
λει 11.7Ð8; δεδ#"1η τ�ς 1%υσ8ας
σ%υντελ�[μεν] 11.14Ð15; καλ3ς
N"ει κα2 πα� >μ0ν τ� α7τ� συντελε-
σ1:ναι 14 A 8Ð9; συντελε8τωσαν
τMν 1υσ8αν 14 B 64; 1εG3 bΕρ .μ[Pι
1υσ8αν συντελλε0ν] 15.6

σ(�+ω
σ(α+#ντ% �e%[ν πρ]� 4γαλμ�τ%ν
27 A 21; σ(α+�τ% δJ *ς γPν 27 B 13

σ"8+α
σ"ι+3[ν] 9.12

σ3μα
=ριστα τ� σ3μα διακε0σ1αι
14 B 50

ταιν#ω
*U�στω ταινι%/ν τ�ν �%υλ#μεν%ν
14 B 58

ταμ8ας
μM πλ�ω δαπαν�τω A ταμ8ας 5.12Ð
13; *νγυητ�ς παρατι1�τωσαν τG3
ταμ8Hα κα2 τG3 4ρ"ερανιστC: 5.22Ð23;
*�ν A ταμ8ας 4π%διδ%0 λ#γ%ν 5.29;
*γδ8δ%σ1αι Tπ� τ%/ ταμ8%υ 1/μα
τG3 1εG3 5.37; Oταν %� *γλ%γιστα2
*πιδ8Uωσι ε< τι v(8λι A ταμ8ας
5.40Ð42; U?λα *γδ8δ%σ1αι Tπ�
τ%/ κα1J Nτ%ς ταμ8%υ 5.42; τ�ς
(%ρ�ς κατα(�ριν τG3 ταμ8Hα 5ς τ�ς
*γδ#σις 5.42Ð43; δ#μεν 4ν�λωμα
[τoς τα] .μ8ας 11.18Ð19; [> +ημ8α
ε5σπρ�σ]σεται Tπ� τ3ν νεωπ%ι3ν
κα2 τ%/ ταμ8%υ [τ3ν �ερ3ν] 18.15Ð
16; [τ�ν μισ1�ν] κατα�αλ%/σιν É
τ3ι ταμ8αι τ3ν �ερ3ν 18.34Ð35; [-
- -])σ%υσιν τ3ι ταμ8αι τ3ν �ερ3ν
18.37; τ� π%τ2 τ�ν 1υσ8αν É A
ταμ8ας παρε"�τω 26.28Ð29
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ταμιε?ω
`ν ταμιε?σας τις *πιδει"1C: νεν%-
σ(ισμ�ν%ς 5.15

τ�σσω
συνεπι�λ�ψ%νται τ%@ς [νεωτ�ρ]%υς
κα1oς `ν πρ�ς α7τ%@ς τ�Uων-
ται 14 A 38Ð39; παραγ8νεσ1αι
τMν τεταγμ�νην Xραν 14 B 19Ð
20

τα/ρ%ς
[1?]εν τ3ι }ην2 τ�λε%ν .τ[α/ρ%ν]
23 A 17

τ�κν%ν
*�ν τις τ3ν *κ τ%/ *ρ�ν%υ τ�κν%ν
1�λCη 5σ�γιν 5.38

τεκ .ν[#]Wστεν
22.8Ð9

τ�λει%ς 129, 371
τ�λε%ν 1.21Ð22 (Δ)μητρι), 22 (Δι2
bΕρκε8ωι), 24 (Π%σειδ3νι), 27
(Νεαν8αι), [36] (bΗρακλε8δα[ις]), 37
(JΑλκμ)νηι, JΑν�κ%ιν), 38 ([bΕλ�]-
νηι), 40Ð41 (JΑρτ�μιδι Μ%νυ-
"8αι), Lat. Sin. 31, Lat. Dex. 12
(Φ%8νικι); 23 B 2; τ�λε%μ/ν πρατ#ν
1.9, 11Ð12 (Δι2 Καται��τηι), 26 (Δι2
Καται��τηι); [κρι�] .ν τ�λε%ν λευκ#ν
23 A 15; [1?]εν τ3ι }ην2 τ�λε%ν
.τ[α/ρ%ν] 23 A 17; τe%ι Δι2 τe%ι Ε7-
μενε0 1?[ε] .ν [κα2] τα0ς Ε7μεν8δεσι
τ�λε%ν 27 A 8Ð9; τe%ι Δι2 τe%ι Μιλι-
"8%ι τe%ι *ν Μ?σq% τ�λε%ν 27 A 9;
τ%0ς κ〈α〉1αρ%0ς τ�λε%ν 1υ#ντ%
27 A 13; hιαρε0%ν τ�λε%ν É 1?σας
27 B 10

τελετ) 309 n. 36
τελ�ω

τελε8τω τ� ν%μ[ι+#μενα] 13.15
τ�λ%ς

πεμπ�μεν �ππ[�α]ς [*ν τ�ν] 4[γ3]-
ν[α] τ�ν 4π� τελ�ων 11.10Ð11

τ�μεν%ς
*ν τ/ JΑ1ανPς JΙτων8ας κM Δι�ς
Καραι3 τεμ�νει 11.8Ð9; 1?ηι 1ε3ι
*ν τεμ[�νει] 13.14 Rest.

τετρ�μην%ς
τρ2ς *ν τ3ι *νιαυτ3ι κατ� τετρ�-

μην%ν 14 B 25; κατ� τετρ�μην%ν
4π%διδ#τω É 14 B 91Ð92

τ�"νη
(μM *γδυ�σ1ω É) μηδ� τ3ν 4γ%-
ρα8αι τ�"νCη κε"ρημ�νων 14 B 28Ð
29

τ81ημι
τ:ς *ν1)κης τ:ς τε1ε8σης Tπ� τ%/
4ρ"ερανιστ%/ 5.9Ð10; 4λιιαι8αν
1�μ(ε)ν vel 1�〈σ〉 .1〈αι〉 6.4.1 Rest.;
[τι]1h�ντ[%ν] 6.17 Rest.; .1?ειγ κα2
τι1� .ν[αι] 13.9; τε1:ναι (τ�ν ν#μ%ν)
*ν τ3ι γυμνασ8ωι 14 A 9Ð10, 20;
(τ�ν γυμνασιαρ"ικ�ν ν#μ%ν)
τε1:ναι ε5ς τ� δημ#σια 14 A 19;
τι1�ναι τ� =λειμμα 14 B 81; [*ν τ3ι
γυμνα]σ8ωι τ%0ς bΕρμα8%[ις 4γ3νας
τ81εσ1αι] 15.2Ð3; κα2 1�μειν (τ�
ψ�(ιαμα) 17.15; .� .ασιλ�ων ψ:(%ν
.1.ε[μ] .�ν[ω]ν 20.14Ð15; μ%0ραν
τι1[�τω] 21.7

τιμ)
[κ]α2 τιμ�ς WUει κα2 4.τ[�λειαν] 19.3

τ#κ%ς
τ%/ τ#κ%υ τ%/ πεσ%μ�ν%υ 5.12;
*�ν τι πλε8ων%ς Zψηται V *κ τ:ς
*ν1)κης V *κ τ%/ τ#κ%υ 5.13Ð14

τ%Uε?ω
4κ%ντ8+ειν κα2 τ%Uε?ειν μελετ�τω-
σαν 14 B 10

τ#π%ς
τ3ν *κ τ%/ τ#π%υ 14 B 48Ð49, 72

τρ�γ%ς 273
[τρ�γ%ν] πυρρ�ν V μ�λανα (Δι%ν?-
σωι) 1.45Ð46

τρ�πε+α 133
Πρ#κριδι τρ�πε+αν 1.17; bΗρω�νησι
Θ%ρ8κ% Ñ 1.18Ð19, 30; bΗρω�νησι
Πυλ%"8σι Ñ 1.51; bΗρω�νησιν
bΥπερπεδ8% Ñ 1.48Ð49; Φιλων8δι
Ñ 1.44Ð45; 5ιαρ� τρ�π[ε+α(?)]
6.14.3; [*π2 δ� τMν] τρ�πε+[αν]
9.2 Rest.; κα2 (〈πρ%1�τ%〉 Rest.)
τρ�πε+αν κα2 κλ8ναν 27 A 14;
τρ�[πε+α]ν πρ%1�μεν É 27 A 18Ð
19; τ4π� τPς τραπ�+ας 4π�ργματα
(κατακPαι) 27 A 19
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τρ�πω
μM *U�στω ε5πε0ν É τ� 4ργ?ρι%ν
zς δε0 =λλ%18 π%υ τρ�ψαι 2.36Ð
37

τριπλ#%ς
τ� τριπλ%/ν 4π%τ8νω 5.14Ð15, 16

τρ8π%υς
[τρ]8π%δι 9.4

τριτα0%ς
4π� α5γ�%υ κα2 πρ%�ατ�%υ τρι-
τα0%ν 7.10Ð11

τρ8τ%ς
τ3ι *γδικασαμ�νωι διδ#σ1ω τ�
τρ8τ%ν μ�ρ%ς 14 B 35; σπεσ�τ[ω]
τ�ν τρ8τ% .ν 21.6; [σ]πενδ[- - -] τ�
τρ8τ%ν 21.10; .τ .� τρ8τ%ν σπ� .νδει
21.12; τρ8τω W�[τ%υς] 23 B 7; τρ8τ%ι
W� .τ[ει] 27 A 23

τρ8ττ%ια
*ς Πυ18% JΑπ#λλων%ς τρ8ττ%αν 1.41

τρ#π%ς
κατ� μηδ�να τρ#π%ν 5.11; τρ#πωι
%7δ� παρευρ�σει %7δεμιPι 14 A 32,
[61]; 18.10, 13Ð14, 18Ð19, 22Ð23;
τ�ν α7τ�ν τρ#π% .ν .κα1αιρ�σ1% É
27 B 8

τρ?(ακτ%ς. See δρ?(ακτ%ς
τ?πτω

*�ν τις τ?πτCη τ�ν γυμνασ8αρ"%ν
14 B 41; +ημι%?τω τ�ν τ?πτ%ντα
É 14 B 42Ð43

τ?"η
τ?"ηι 4γα1:ι τ3ν δημ%τ3ν 2.2,
18Ð19; 4γα1M τ?"η 4.1; 5.1; Θε#ς6
τ?"α 4γα1� 7.2; τPς τ?"ας καλ3ς
πρ%αγημ�νας 26.3Ð4

Tδρ8α
*μ�αλ#ντες *ς Tδρ8ας δυ#ω 26.16

Tϊκ#ς
%� *ργ%λα�)σαντες Tϊκ�ν V %5νικ#ν
5.20; διδ#τω Tϊκ%/ É 5.39

υ�#ς
(μM *γδυ�σ1ω É) .δ[%] ./λ] .%ς μηδ�
4πε[λ]ε?1ερ%ς, μηδ� %� τ%?των υ�%8
14 B 27Ð28; Θαρσ?τας δJ υ��ς É
4ν�1ηκε 24.2

Tπ�ρ"ω
τ3ν Tπαρ"%υσ3ν πρ%σ#δων
14 A 30Ð31, 59, B 88; [T] .π�ρ-
"%υσαν 17.2

�πατ%ς
*π2 Τ8τ%υ Φλα�8%υ Κ#νων%ς
=ρ"%ντ%ς κα2 �ερ�ως Δρ%?σ%υ
Tπ�τ%υ 5.1Ð2

Tπεναντ8%ς
%� Tπεναντ8%ι γεγ%ν#τες 26.13

Tπερπαρ�"ω
α5 δ� μ� hυπερπαρσ"[%]ιιεν W%8q%-
1εν 6.7.2

Tπ�ρπυρα
διδ#σ1η τ/ 4ρ"/ É τ� %Tπ�ρ-
π%υρα π�ντα κ: τ�ν κωλ8αν
11.23Ð25

Tπε?1υν%ς 260, cf. 23
Oσαι δJ `ν 4ρ"α2 É Tπευ1?ν%ς
e*ναι 1.64Ð65; τ3ν α�ρ%υμ�νων
4ε2 γυμνασι�ρ"ων É Tπευ1?νων
pντων 14 A 14Ð16

Tπ%γρ�(ω
vμ#σας τ�ν Tπ%γεγραμμ�ν%ν
Oρκ%ν 14 A 25; vμ#σαντες τ�ν
Tπ%γεγραμμ�ν%ν Oρκ%ν 14 A 37

Tπ%δ�"%μαι
[%� μισ1ωσ�με] .ν%ι %7" Tπ%δ�-
U%νται παρ� δ%?λ%υ %71�ν É
18.16; %7" T .π[%δ�U%νται *ν τ%0ς
κα] .πηλε8 .%ις É 18.20Ð21; %7δJ Tπ%-
δ�U%νται παρ’ α7τ3ν %7δ�ν 18.22;
[h% δ� hυ]π%δεκ#μεν%ς É δ#τ% É
27 B 3Ð4

Tπ#δικ%ς
Tπ#δικ%ς Nστω 14 B 43Ð44; 18.24

Tπ%λε8�ω
W%0ν%ν hυπ%λhε8ψας δι’ vρ#(%
27 A 10Ð11; μελ8κρατα hυπ%λε8�%ν
27 A 13Ð14

Tπ#λ%γ%ς
%7δJ Tπ#λ%γ%ν (�ρ%ντες 18.36

Tπ%μ�νω
A λα"oν Tπ%μεν�τω6 *�ν δ� μM
Tπ%μ�νCη 5.25; *�ν τινες μM 1�λω-
σιν πρ�κτ%ρες Tπ%μ�νειν
5.28
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jς, σ/ς
[jν κρ]ιτ)ν κυe%σαν (Δ)μητρι)
1.38Ð39 Rest.; [Δ)μητρι Θεσμ%]-
.(#ρωι jν 3.1Ð2 (jν πρ[ωτ%τ#κ%ν]
Rest.)

�στερ%ς
τ:ι Tστ�ραι τ%/ Δ8%υ 14 A 41

T(8στημι
[hυ]π%σταντø%ν (πλατιW%ιναρ"%ν)
6.3A2 Rest.

(α8νω
*�ν Wτερ#ν τι 4ναγκα0%ν (α8νηται
τ3ν μα1ημ�των 14 B 12Ð13; *�ν
É (ανC: μM δε#ντως vμωμ%κ�ναι
14 B 79

(�σκω
(�σκων sδικ:σ1αι Tπ# τιν%ς
14 B 86Ð87

(�ρω
στ�(αν%ν (�ριν τG3 1εG3 Wκαστ%ν
5.45Ð46; μισ1�ν τ3ι δικαστηρ8ωι
(�ρειν 18.30; %7δJ Tπ#λ%γ%ν
(�ρ%ντες 18.36

(ημ8
*�ν τις ()σCη μM δικα8ως *+ημι3-
σ1αι 14 B 104

(ιλ8α
μετ� π�σας δικαι#τατ%ς κα2 (ιλ8ας
26.20Ð21

(ιλ%π%ν8α
πρ%τι1�τω Oπλ%ν É ε7εU8ας
κα2 ε7ταU8ας κα2 (ιλ%π%ν8ας É
14 B 46Ð47; τ:ς ε7ταU8ας κα2
(ιλ%π%ν8ας É A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς
É κριν�τω τ:ς ε7ταU8ας É τ:ς δ�
(ιλ%π%ν8ας É 14 B 54Ð56

(ιλ#π%ν%ς
_ς `ν α7τ3ι δ%κ:ι (ιλ%π%ν	τατα
4λε0(1αι 14 B 56Ð57

(8λ%ς
%�τε (8λωι "αρι+#μεν%ς %�τε
*"1ρ�ν �λ�πτων 14 A 29Ð30, cf.
60Ð61

(%ιτ�ω
π�ντες %� (%ιτ3ντες ε5ς τ# γυμν�-
σι%ν 14 B 7Ð8; τ3ν (%ιτ	ντων ε5ς

τ� γυμν�σι%ν 14 B 61Ð62; π%ιε8τω
τMν É λαμπ�δα *κ τ3ν (%ιτ	ντων
14 B 82Ð83

(#ν%ς
4π� .( .#[ν]% .υ(?) aπτ� Bμ�ρας 7.9Ð10

(%ρ�
τ�ς (%ρ�ς κατα(�ριν τG3 ταμ8Hα É
5.42Ð43

(?λαU
[τ3ι (?λ]ακι 1.2 Rest.

(υλ�της
1υ�τ[ω] τ3ν (υλετP[ν] A γερα8-
τατ[%ς] 16.2Ð4

(υσικ#ς
4π� τ3ν (υσικ3ν a�δ%μα8αν 7.7Ð8

"�λκωμα
τ� Bλ8ασμα É κ%λαψ�μεν%ι É *ς
"�λκωμα É 26.33Ð34

"αρ8+%μαι
%�τε (8λωι "αρι+#μεν%ς %�τε
*"1ρ�ν �λ�πτων 14 A 29Ð30, cf.
60Ð61

"�ρις
%�τε "�ριτ%ς Wνεκεν %�τε N"1ρας
%7δεμιPς 14 B 50Ð51

"ειρ%τ%ν�ω
=νδρας τρε0ς %kτινες "ειρ%τ%νη1�ν-
τες É 14 A 36Ð37

"8μαρ%ς 273
"8μαρ%ν κριτ#ν (JΑπ#λλωνι) 1.20;
"8μαρ%ς (JΑπ#λλωνι) 16.2

"λ%�α, > (offering)
Δ)μητρι, τMν "λ%[�αν, ("λ%α8αν
Rest.) %gν (jν Rest.) κρ]ιτMν κυe%-
σαν 1.38Ð39

"%0νιU
διδ#τωσαν τMν σιμ8δαλιν τC: δη-
μ%σ8Hα "%8νικι 5.36; *κ "%8νικ%ς
19.7

"%0ρ%ς
"%0ρ%ν 1.22 (Κ%ρ%τρ#(ωι), 24
(JΑπ#λλωνι), 42 (Κ%ρ%τρ#(ωι),
51 (Πυ[λ#"ωι]); "%0ρ%ν κριτ#ν
(Δι2 Π%λιε0) 1.14; "%0ρ%ν ~νητ�ν
Aλ#καυτ%ν (Δι2 Π%λιε0) 1.15;
"%0ρ%ν κριτ)ν (Κ%ρ%τρ#(ωι) 1.21;
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[1:λυ]ς "%0ρ%ς 23 B 4; 1?σας τe%ι
Δ2 "%0ρ%ν 27 B 5

"ρ�ω
"ρ:σ1αι τ%@ς γυμνασι�ρ"%υς
τ%?τωι 14 A 19Ð20; γν	μCη τC:
[*]μαυτ%/ "ρ	μεν%ς 14 A 28,
cf. 57; (μM *γδυ�σ1ω É) μηδ�
τ3ν 4γ%ρα8αι τ�"νCη κε"ρημ�νων
14 B 28Ð29

"ρε8α
[- - -]ων "ρε8α 9.10; τMν τ%/ παλαι-
στρ%(?λακ%ς "ρε8αν 14 B 97Ð98;
τ� π%τ2 τ�ν 1υσ8αν Oσων "ρε8α
*στ2 É 26.28

"ρC)+ω
γρα(�σ1ω A "ρ)ι+[ων α7τ%@ς
κατ� τ�ν] ν#μ%ν 17.11Ð12; h#κα
τe%ι *λαστ�ρ%ι "ρ�+ει 1?εν 27 B 12

"ρ#ν%ς
*ν Kι `ν "ρ#νωι τ%@ς δημ#τας
πε81ει 2.25Ð26; *ν τ3ι "ρ#νωι
τ3ι ε5ρημ�νωι 2.31; *�ν τε ε5ς
*νιαυτ�ν δ%κε0 μισ1%/ν, *�ν τε
ε5ς πλ�ω "ρ#ν%ν 2.34Ð35; Oπως `ν
τ� *ψη(ισμ�να κ?ρια e*ι ε5ς τ�ν 4ε2
"ρ#ν%ν 2.45Ð46; Oπως κM *ν τ�ν
λυπ�ν "ρ#ν%ν διαμε8νει 11.12Ð13;
*ς τ�ν λ%ιπ�ν "ρ#ν%ν 26.5; *ν τ%0ς
Nμπρ%σ1εν "ρ#ν%ις 26.13Ð14

"ρυσ#ς
"ρυσ3ι στε(�νωι στε(αν3σαι
2.10Ð11; δι%ρ8Uας hαλ2 κα2 "ρυσe%ι
27 B 11

"ρωμ�τιν%ς
μM ε5σ(�ρειν "ρωμ�τιν%ν 4.7Ð8

"	ρα
[τ]:ς "	ρας γιν%μ�νων 8.18 (cf.
Rest.)

ψη(8+ω
*ψη(8σ1αι τ%0ς δημ#ταις 2.20Ð21;
Oπως `ν τ� *ψη(ισμ�να κ?ρια
e*ι ε5ς τ�ν 4ε2 "ρ#ν%ν 2.45Ð46;

4(J Iς `ν >μ�ρας %� δημ#ται
ψη(8σωνται 2.52Ð53; τPς *μ(%ρPς
τPς *ψα(ισμ�νας 11.26Ð27; τ%2
5ερε0ς É [α< κ� τι *πι]τ�σσωντι
παρ� τ� *ψα(ι[σμ�να] 17.7Ð8

ψ)(ισμα
τ� ψη(8σματα *(J %yς *[γκα1�στ] .η-
.κεν > 4ρ") 1.59Ð60; *�ν τις V ε<πει
V *πιψη(8σει παρ� τ� ψ)(ισμα
2.39Ð40; 4ναγρ�ψαι τ� ψ)(ισμα
*ν στ)ληι 2.43Ð44; κ?ρι%ν εgναι τ�
ψ)(ισμα 2.52; τ%/ ψη(8σματ%ς6
‘%�’ εyς 14 B 110; [4κ%λ%?1ως τ%0ς
τε ν#μ%ις κα2 τ%0ς τ%/ δ]�μ%υ
ψα(8[σμασιν] 15.1Ð2; O τι δ�
κ� τις παρ� τ#δε [τ� ψ�(ισμα
π%ι)]σηι 17.4Ð5; τ� ψ�(ιαμα τ#δ[ε
4ναγρ�ψαι] *στ�λαν λι18ναν
17.12Ð13; [δι%ρ1ωσ�]μεν%ι τMν
διαγρα(Mν É [κατ]� τ� ψ)(ισμα
18.4Ð5

ψ:(%ς
τ3ν συνερανιστ3ν ψ:(%ν λα�#ν-
των 5.8Ð9; .� .ασιλ�ων ψ:(%ν
.1.ε[μ] .�ν[ω]ν 20.14Ð15

~μ%1ετ�ω 166–168
~μ#ς

π%ιε8τωσαν μερ8δας τ3ν 1υ1�ντων
τ� κρ�α ~μ� 14 B 65Ð66

~ν�%μαι
[*	]ν .ητ .αι παρ� τ3ν δημ%τ3ν 2.6

~ν)
4τελε0ς Nσ%νται Kν `ν ~ν3ν(?)
18.37, cf. 20 Rest.

~νητ#ς
"%0ρ%ν ~νητ�ν Aλ#καυτ%ν (Δι2
Π%λιε0) 1.15

Xρα
τMν Xραν tν `ν A γυμνασ8αρ"%ς
4π%δε8UCη 14 B 17; παραγ8νεσ1αι
τMν τεταγμ�νην Xραν 14 B 19Ð20
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source index

1. Literary Sources

Aeschines
Scholia 1.23: 380 n. 92

Aeschylus
Eum. 280Ð283: 281
448Ð450: 281, 385
Supp. 676Ð677: 306 n. 13

Amipsias
Connus fr. 7 (PCG) 164

Apollonius Rhodius
Argon. 4.703Ð709: 281, 383

Aristides
Schol. 55.24Ð56.5, 340.31Ð341.2

(D): 127
Aristophanes

Ach. 784Ð785: 356 n. 56
792Ð795: 58 n. 291
Av. 1704Ð1705: 313
Plut. 653Ð747: 246 n. 18
676Ð681: 64 n. 322, 314 n. 65,

334
1136Ð1138: 275
1173Ð1175: 43 n. 206
Schol. Eq. 725: 127
Schol. Nub. 408: 141 n. 131
Schol Plut. 1054: 127
Schol. Ran. 479: 170 n. 42

Aristotle
Ath. Pol. 55.3: 135
Pol. 1252b 14: 66
1319b 24: 67
Eth. Nic. 1160a 20: 182

Arnobius
Adv. Nat. 7.19: 140 n. 129

Artemidorus 2.9: 130
Athenaeus 2. 65f-66c: 313

3.94c: 313 n. 61
4.147d: 313
9.410a-b (FGrHist 356 F 1): 383

Callimachus
Hymn 2 (Ap.) 59Ð64: 33

Cato
Agr. 83: 275 n. 16

Clearchus
Fr. 48 (Wehrli): 131

Codex Iustinianus 6.24.7: 357 n. 60
Conon

FGrHist 26 F 1.7: 144Ð145

Demosthenes
De Cor.: 309 n. 36
Schol. 21.171: 355

ΔΙΚΩΝ "Ν"ΜΑΤΑ
Bekker, Anecdota Graeca, I 190.26Ð

27: 186 n. 28
Diodorus Siculus 4.10.1Ð2: 204

4.25.1: 157 n. 20
4.80.1Ð2: 332
5.57.4: 236 n. 42

Dionysius of Halicarnassus
Ant.Rom. 2.31, 6.14: 236

Epicharmus
Fr. 10 (PCG): 344

Etymologicum Magnum
s.v. *ν%λμ8ς: 273
s.v. �ερε0%ν: 386
s.v. Μαγν:τις: 241 n. 6
s.v. τριττ?αν: 144 n. 145

Euripides
El. 1142Ð1143: 311
Ion 309Ð311: 295Ð296
IT 970Ð971: 383
1155: 333
1193: 387

Eustathius 134.35: 167
1668.23Ð25: 375
1676.30: 144 n. 145

Harpocration
s.v. bΕρκε0%ς }ε?ς: 135
s.v. λικν%(#ρ%ς: 309 n. 36
s.v. Πυαν#ψια: 148 n. 169
s.v. στρεπτ%?ς: 187 n. 31
s.v. Τριτ%π�τ%ρες: 371
s.v. �#ες: 139
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Herodotus 1.35: 281, 381
1.50: 356 n. 56
2.38: 355
2.39: 313Ð314 n. 63
2.42: 211 n. 43
2.44: 372 n. 57
2.47: 141 n. 130
3.11: 380 n 95
6.76: 380 n. 94
6.105: 173
7.13: 380 n. 93

Hesychius
s.v. 4λ8νειν: 374
s.v. Γαμηλι	ν: 138Ð139
s.v. Ε5λει1υ8ας: 315
s.v. N(υγ%ν κακ#ν, εjρ%ν =μειν%ν:

309 n. 34
s.v. bΗρακλε8α λ81%ς: 251 n. 6
s.v. �ερε0%ν: 386
s.v. �ερ#μα%ς: 344
s.v. �ερ	συνα: 164 n. 20
s.v. bΙερ�ς γ�μ%ς: 138 n. 116
s.v. JΙτων8α: 234 n. 35
s.v. λ8κν%ν: 309 n. 36
s.v. μ?σκ%ς: 368 n. 30
s.v. Aμ%σ8πυ%ι: 368
s.v. Πλυντ)ρια: 147

Hippocrates
Morb. Sacr. VI 364 LittrŽ:

207
Homer

Il. 3.103Ð104: 140
9.219: 167Ð168
18.558Ð560: 307 n. 22
19.266Ð268: 131
24.480Ð483: 280Ð281
Od. 3.6: 141
11.35Ð36: 380 n. 92
11.534: 310 n. 46
12.340Ð402: 29
14.427Ð428: 167Ð168
14.429: 307
14.449: 377

Homeric Hymns
Ap. 33
Cer. 126: 134
Merc. 150: 309 n. 35

Iamblichus
VP 153: 387

Josephus
BJ 5.193Ð194: 19

ΛΕ6ΕΙΣ ΡΗΤ"ΡΙΚΑΙ
Bekker, Anecdota Graeca I 270.2:

147
266.7: 164 n. 20

Lexicon Rhetoricum Cantabrigiense
s.v. bΙερ�ς γ�μ%ς: 138 n. 116

Lucian
Sacr. 13: 18
Schol. 80, 2.1: 333, 376

Lycophron
Alex. 134Ð135 (and Schol.): 383 n.

110

Menander
Dys. 36Ð37: 173

Mishnah
Sukkah 5.7Ð8: 335
Mena.hot 6.1Ð2: 334
.Hulin 2.9: 380
Tamid: 74 n. 382
Midot 3.4: 375
Kelim 1.8: 19 n. 88

Old Testament
Ex. 12:5: 129 n. 61
Lev. 2:3, 10: 334
4:28: 129 n. 61
6:7Ð11: 334
7:5Ð6: 276 n. 28
7:9Ð10: 334
7:31Ð32: 315 n. 71
24:5Ð10: 335
Num. 7:1, 10: 374Ð375
1 Sam. 2:12Ð13, 4:11: 314Ð315
Neh. 10:35: 169
1 Chr. 28:9: 12 n. 45

Pausanias 1.32.1: 188
1.34.5: 221 n. 4
2.27.1: 275
3.24.7: 261Ð262
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4.33.5: 105
5.14.10: 130Ð131
5.24.9Ð11: 131
8.37.8Ð9: 217
8.38.8: 275
9.24.3: 240Ð241
9.31.3: 235 n. 39
10.4.10: 372

Phanodemos
FGrHist 325 F 6: 371

Pherecydes
FGrHist 3 F 120: 144Ð145

Philo Judaeus
Legum Allegoriae 1.3: 210 n. 35

Philochorus
FGrHist 328 F 64: 236 n. 45

Photius
Lexicon s.v. πρ%τ)νι%ν: 273 n. 8
s.v. σ(αγε0%ν: 379 n. 89

Phrynichus
PS 77.5 (von Borries): 164 n. 21

Pindar
Pyth. 4.205: 141

Plato
Leg. 784a: 307
799a-b: 170
Prt. 347c-d: 267

Pliny the Elder
HN 34.81: 236 n. 48

Plutarch
Mor. 349F: 143 n. 141
659A: 306 n. 13
Thes. 27.5: 131

[Plutarch]
Prov. 178: 369

Porphyry
Abst. 2.19.5: 17
2.543Ð55.1: 147 n. 159
De philosophia ex oraculis hau-

rienda fr. 314.27 (Smith) 140
n. 129

P.Oxy XXXVI 2797: 57 n. 283
Ptolemy

Geog. 3.15.15: 324, 331

Septuagint
Ex. 12:5: 129 n. 61
Lev. 4:28: 129 n. 61
1 Chr. 28:9: 12 n. 45

Sextus Empiricus
Pyr. 3.220: 211 n. 43

Sophocles
Fr. 1044: 272Ð273

Stephanus Byzantius 468.3: 351
502.4: 331

Strabo 9.1.6. 145
10.3.16369

Suda
s.v. ε5ρεσι	νη: 127
s.v. �ερε0%ν: 386
s.v. Κ%υρ%τρ#(%ς γ:: 134
s.v. μασ"αλ8σματα: 166Ð168
s.v. στρεπτ%?ς: 187 n. 31

Tacitus
Ann. 3.60: 293

Theophrastus
Char. 16.12Ð13: 212

Theopompus
Fr. 70 (PCG): 275Ð276

Thucydides 1.126.6: 141 n. 130

Varro
Ling. 7.87: 331

Xenophon
An. 5.3.7Ð13: 83
2.2.9: 380 n. 95

Zenobius 3.38: 309 n. 34
3.63: 273 n. 2

2. Inscriptions

Agora XVI
56: 95, 104
57: xii n. 3, 104, 109

Amyzon
2: 54
27: 248 n. 34
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CID I
9: 76, 90

CIL I2

366: 27 n. 123
2872: 27 n. 123

CIL VI
576: 276 n. 25
820: 60

CIS I
166: 110

COMIK
705: 306

Corinth VIII
1, 1: 65Ð66

DGE 688c: 312

EpigAnat 32, 2000, 89Ð93: 99, 107,
355 n. 41, 356. Cf. SEG XLV
1508

I.Iasos
219: 39
244Ð245: 85 n. 449

I.Beroia
4: 260
16: 222 n. 9
18: 246 n. 21

IC
III iii 3 a 97: 283 n. 25
iv 9: 22

I.Didyma
40Ð41: 296

I.Ephesos
24: 95Ð96
1263: 399 n. 12

I.Erythrai
15: 305 n. 5

IG I3

138: 80 n. 420
230: xi n. 2
644: 20 n. 91

IG II2

1365: 11, 210 n. 36, 211, 212
2501: 40 n. 191
2600: 135
4964: 20Ð21, 130

4969: 35 n. 162
IG IV

493: 202Ð203 n. 34
IG IV 12

121Ð122: 246 n. 17
126: 246 n. 18

IG VII
2808: 241 n. 7

IG X 2 I
38: 248 n. 34
84: 248 n. 34
109: 248 n. 34
116: 248 n. 34

IG XI 2
161: 291

IG XI 4
1215: 248 n. 34
1239: 248 n. 34

IG XII 3
330 (LSCG 135): 45, 86Ð87, 110,

319, 321
IG XII 3 Suppl.

1360: 131
IG XII 5

227: 165
IG XII 6

14: 295
261: 296
292: 293, 294
1197: 300

IG XII 7
515: 85

IG XII Suppl.
353: 373

IGDS
71: 367

I.Kallatis
48B: 35 n. 162

I.Knidos
173: 397 n. 4

I.Labraunda
1: 43 n. 208, 310 n. 41
46: 24 n. 107
53Ð54: 110
60: 20

I.Lampsakos
9: 85



indices 483

I.Mylasa
502: 20 n. 91
862: 296

I.Oropos
284: 21Ð22
290: 6Ð7, 291, 224 n. 17

IOSPE I2

352: 270
I.Perg. III

161: 17, 61Ð63, 211, 247, 334
I.Priene

123: 248 n. 36
I.Italiae

XIII, II 48: 69
Iscr.Cos

ED 2: See LSCG 162
ED 5: 7
ED 25: 402 n. 27
ED 82: 45, 84
ED 86: 85 n. 449
ED 121: 403 n. 33
ED 145: 263Ð264
ED 146: 86
ED 246: 86
ED 216: 394
ED 236: 75, 321 n. 15
ED 257: 31 n. 148,

85 n. 449
ED 263: 85 n. 449
EV 134: 84Ð85 n. 447

KAI
76: 110

LGS
I 16: 65 n. 325
I 17: 69
I 25: 93Ð94
I 27: 69 n. 349
II 15 A: 124Ð125
II 61: 212 n. 52
II 64: 81 n. 428
II 66: 21Ð22
II 91: See LSS 59
II 131: See Iscr.Cos ED 82

LSAG2

150 n. 9: 203

LSAM
2: 89
5: 28, 75
6: 307
8: 85, 95
9: 85Ð86, 109
10: 109
11: 30, 47Ð48
12: 72, 212, 366 n. 22
13: 45, 131, 296
14: 17
15: 8
16: 76Ð77
17: 29Ð30
20: 89, 174
21: 43 n. 209, 320, 321
24: 64Ð65, 320 n. 11
25: 53
26: 68 n. 341, 80
27: 68 n. 341, 80
28: 74
29: 212
30: 74, 366
31: 95Ð96, 108 n. 569, 110 n. 582
32: 97Ð99, 106, 310 n. 41, 356, 376
33: 107Ð108, 357
34: 51 n. 257, 275
35: 15Ð16
36: 47 n. 227
37: 41, 50, 301 n. 10
39: 65
40: 42, 320 n. 11
44: 52, 320 n. 11
45: 43, 310 n. 42
46: 43, 248 n. 34
47: 35 n. 162, 81
48: 320 n. 11
49: 310 n. 42
50: 102, 301 n. 10
51: 209
52: 51, 248 n. 34
54: 72
55: 26
58: 73
59: 42, 43 n. 207, 314, 320
60: 85 n. 449
61: 307
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62: 31Ð32
66: 51 n. 254
67: 223 n. 15
69: 74Ð75, 108
70: 314
72: 45, 86Ð87
73: 51Ð52
74: 31
75: 21, 282 n. 22
78: 46Ð47
79: 48, 321 n. 16
80: 89
81: 7, 8 n. 22, 106, 351
83: 22
84: 17
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abaton, 20Ð21, 130Ð131, 333
abortion

polluting, 209Ð210
Acarnanian confederacy, 90Ð93
accountability

cult performance and, 68
Acropolis, Athens, 24, 33
Actias, 90Ð93
adyton, 59, 333; cf. 130, 246
Agathe Tyche, 73, 86Ð87
Agathos Daimon, 73, 86Ð87
Aglauros, 146Ð147
Alektrona

sanctuary at Ialysus, 14Ð15
Alkesippeia, 84, 96
altar
anointment of, 39, 374Ð375; cf. 377

house, 131
placed near statues, 83Ð84, 379
regulating sacriÞce and, 42Ð43; cf.

342Ð343
torch race and, 265

Amphiaraus
sanctuary at Oropus, 6Ð7, 9Ð10,

13, 32, 221, 233
Anakes, 58, 142
Anaktorion, 90Ð93
ancestors

cult of, 368; cf. 371Ð372
at Nakone, 354Ð355

Andania
mysteries 105Ð106, 111
regulations 4, 13, 14, 26, 99, 111,

189, 201, 290, 355, 356
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animals
polluting, 15
pasturing, 27Ð28
sacred, 29Ð30
sacriÞce prohibited, 57Ð58

Antheia, 128
Anthesteria, 139
Aphrodite

Ourania, 34 (Piraeus), 58 (Delos)
Pandemos, 39 (Athens); 37 (Ery-

thrae)
Peitho, 57
pigs and, 58 n. 291
sacred pigeons (Aphrodisias), 29

Apollo
Asgelatas (Anaphe), 36Ð37
birth of, 315
at Cyrene, 77Ð78
Dalios, priesthood at Cos, 42
Delphinios, sanctuary at Miletus,

31, 128
at Eleutherna, 330
Enodios, 273
Enolmios, 272Ð273
Erithyaseus, sanctuary of, 27
festivities for (Cos), 7
goats and, 273
at Halasarna, 38, 72Ð73
nymphs and, 57
Patroos at Athens, 135
priesthood at Gytheum, 46
Ptoan, sanctuary of, 94Ð95, 101,

230Ð233
Pythian, 84, 127, 143Ð144 (sanctu-

aries in Attica)
relations with Athens, 108
sanctuary at Actium, 90Ð93
sanctuary at Delos. See Delos
sanctuary at Delphi. See Delphi
sanctuary at Dreros, 273
sanctuary at Korope, 10Ð11, 27
Telmessian, 86Ð87

Archilochus
cult on Paros, 34

aresterion, 6Ð7, 32, 38
Artemis

Agrotera, 334

Artemis-Hecate, 306
birth, of 315
at Eleutherna, 330, 333
at Ephesus, 95Ð96, 108 n. 569
Kindyas (Bargylia), 99Ð100, 107
Lochaia (Gambreion), 76
at Magnesia on the Maeander,

107Ð108
Mounichia, 143
Pergaia (Halicarnassus), 51Ð52
sanctuary at Sardis, 21
Skiris, 81
Xenophon and, 83

Artemisia
at Ephesus, 95Ð96
at Eretria, 96, 101

"ašam (��	�&), 276 n. 28
Asclepius

cult of, 60Ð65
fellow deities and, 61Ð64, 71, 247Ð

248
festival at Lampsacus, 85, 95
festival at Cos, 86
festival at the Piraeus, 110
Hygieia and, 13, 56Ð57, 70Ð71
in Macedonia, 247Ð248
priesthood at Pergamum, 45
sanctuary at Amphipolis, 60Ð61,

245
sanctuary at Athens, 38, 64
sanctuary at Calchedon, 28, 74
sanctuary at Erythrae 64Ð65
sanctuary at Epidaurus, 17, 60,

71, 74
sanctuary at Lissos, 338Ð339
sancuary at Pergamum, 17, 61Ð63
sanctuary at the Piraeus, 62Ð64
sanctuary at Rhodes, 31

associations. See cult associations
Astarte Palaestina, 58
asylum, 21, 293Ð294
Attaleia, 84, 96
Athena

festivals at Ilium, 86Ð87, 109
Homonoea and, festival at Anti-

ochia ad Pyramum, 7, 106, 351
Itonia, 235
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Latmia, 47
Lindia, 33, 59 (sanctuary), 281
Nike (Athens), 20 n. 91, 35, 47, 83
Nikephoros, 72
peplos of, 44Ð45
Patroia, 70
sanctuary at Tegea, 25, 27Ð28
Soteira, 84
Zeus and, at Tiryns, 203

augury, 74

banquet. See also dining
public, 84, 85, 100, 266Ð267
entertainment at, 267Ð268

basileus
Athens, 36, 39
Chios, 312

Basileus Kaunios and Arkesimas, 46,
82Ð83

baskets
sacriÞcial, 307Ð308

barley
in sacriÞce, 307Ð308

battle
fallen in, 77
sacriÞce before, 379Ð380

Bendis
in Athens, 82
orgeones, of 34 n. 160, 88

Bible
and Greek sacred law, 12

birds. See also chickens
sacriÞce, 57, 223, 395

blood
libation, of 201
in puriÞcation, 281
in sphagia, 379Ð380

boars
as oath victims, 74, 131
sacriÞce, 188

body
as source of pollution, 208

books
sacred, 111; cf. 105

bread, 321, 333Ð334. See also cakes

cakes 71, 301, 334Ð335

to Asclepius and fellow deities,
61Ð62

to Nymphs, 29
to Trophonius, 60

calendar
Athenian state, 67, 124Ð125
Attic demes, 67Ð68, 124Ð125
commemorative, 69
extracts, 69Ð70, 93Ð94, 272
festival, 68Ð69; cf. 354
informative vs. uninformative,

66Ð68
publication, of 67Ð68, 80
sacriÞcial, 65Ð68; cf. 123Ð124, 330

catalogs
of priests, 53

Cephisus, 35
ceremonies, 102
Charites, 57
Chersonesus, 270
chickens. See also birds

sacriÞce, 59 (rooster), 71 n. 359,
223

childbirth 306Ð307
polluting, 78, 209; cf. 216

Choes, 139
chthonian deities

consumption of meat and, 274Ð
275 n. 10

destruction of meat and, 168
vs. Olympian, 140Ð141
sacriÞce to, 368

clothing
entry into sanctuaries and, 16; cf.

172
collections, 81; cf. 44
color

of clothing, 16, 174 (entry into
sanctuaries)

in funerary laws, 76
of victims, 140Ð141, 354; 353

communion
sacriÞce, 276 n. 28

contracts
future tense in, 49

Cos
Asclepieum, 29, 38
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calendar of, 66Ð67. See also Source
Index under LSCG 151

eviction of Gauls from Delphi
and, 7

informative documents from, 52
priesthoods, 42
sales of priesthoods, 49Ð51, 52

cows
sacriÞce prohibited, 58

cult
ancestral, 86
associations. See cult associations
divine vs. human, 7Ð8, 84, 86; cf.

85
expenses, 80
Þnances, 79Ð81
funerary, 85 n. 449
officials, 40Ð54
participation in, 18 n. 82 (re-

stricted), 72Ð73
performance, 54Ð90; cf. 4Ð5, 54

(and sacred law); 54Ð55 (nature
of documents)

personnel, 54, 71 (prerogatives);
72 (remuneration)

practice and tradition, 111
recurrent by nature, 5 n. 14
consolidation of, 67
taxes. See tax

cult associations, 88Ð90
documents concerning, 88
Þnances and religion in, 182
sanctuaries in Attica, 189Ð190 n.

43
cult foundations, 81Ð87; cf. 226, 319

commemorative, 8, 83Ð85 passim
corpus of sacred laws and, 8, 75,

81
documents concerning, 81Ð82,

319
of Agasigratis (Calauria), 83Ð84,

379
of Agasikles and Nikagora (Ca-

lauria), 84, 379
of Alkesippos (Delphi), 84, 96
of Archinos (Thera), 83
of Attalos (Delphi), 84, 96

of C. Iulius Demosthenes (Oeno-
anda), 85 n. 447, 97 n. 511, 101

of Diomedon (Cos), 45, 86Ð87,
111 n. 588, 376

of Epicteta (Thera), 45, 86Ð87,
110

of Eumenes (Delphi), 84, 96
of Hegesarete (Minoa) 85, 109
of Hermias (Ilium), 85Ð86, 109
of Hierokles (Iasus), 85 n. 449
of Kritolaos (Aigiale), 85, 100, 379
of Phainippos (Iasus), 85 n. 449
of Phanomachos (Cos), 86
of Posidonius (Halicarnassus), 45,

86Ð87
of Pythokles (Cos), 45, 84
of Teleutias (Cos), 86
of Xenophon (Skillous), 83
private, 83Ð86 (public cult), 86Ð87

(family cult)
priesthoods in, 45
state, 82Ð83

daily service, 74Ð75
Damophon of Messene, 217Ð218
dead, cult of, 372Ð373, 379. See also

cult, funerary
corpus of sacred law and, xii, 8,

75
death

polluting, 76, 208; cf. 216 n. 6
decrees

cult associations and, 88
festivals and, 94
as law, 43
priesthood regulations and, 41
sales of priesthoods and, 49Ð52
sanctuary management and, 14

dedications, 31Ð33; cf. 89, 91
compulsory, 31Ð32
damage to, 32
of documents, 173 n. 12
of miniature wheels, 232Ð233
placement of, 31
protection of, 31
reuse of, 32Ð33

deer
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sacriÞce, 395
statue of, 99 n. 517

Delos, sanctuary of Apollo, 22Ð24;
cf. 58
altar of Dionysus, 28Ð29
horn altar, 33, 273

Delphi, sanctuary of Apollo, 13, 28,
33, 39
eviction of Gauls from, 7
festival foundation at, 84, 96
Pythian games, 94, 104; cf. 39

Demeter
Coan priestesses of, 42
Kore and, 7Ð8, 106Ð107; (at

Elaea); 38Ð39 (at Tanagra);
163Ð164 (torches); 165 (and
Plouton); 332 (as the Mothers);
333 (sacriÞcial pits)

pigs and, 163
pregnant victims and, 142Ð143
Prerosia and, 126Ð127
Thesmophoros, 162Ð163
at Thorikos, 134

demiourgos, 292; cf. 202 n. 34
Demosthenia, 85 n. 447, 97 n. 511,

101
Despoina

sanctuary at Lycosura, 16Ð17,
217Ð218

diagramma, 105, 111
diagraphe, 50, 291, 391
Diasia, 141Ð142
dining. See also banquet; hestiatorion

at sanctuaries, 25 n. 110, 30
Dionysia

rural, 137Ð138
Dionysiastai, 87
Dionysus

Bacchus, sanctuary at Cnidus, 26
festival at Eretria, 96, 110
goats and, 139Ð140; cf. 57
Lindus and, 108
sanctuary at Tralles, 21

doctor
Hero. See Hero Doctor
public, 71

dogs

birth of, 209
miscarriage of, 210
sacriÞce, 80

donkeys
miscarriage of, 210

doves. See pigeons
drought

sacriÞce during, 70
dream

regulations revealed in, 89
incubation and, 246

ears. See victim
Echelos and Heroines

orgeones of, 89
Egretes

sanctuary and orgeones of, 40, 88
Eileithyia, 306Ð307, 309, 315
eiresione, 369
Eisiteria, 107Ð108, 357
elasteroi, 380Ð383, 385, 386, 387
Eleusis

cult of Heracles at, 156Ð158
mysteries, 95 (truce); 96 (proces-

sion); 103Ð104, 109 (dossier)
Sacred Orgas, 39

Eleutherna
pantheon of, 330

Entella
bronze tablets of, 315

Enyalios, 80
ephebes

battle of Marathon and, 173
Epidauria, 163
Epidaurus. See Asclepius, sanctuary

at Epidaurus
epiphany

of Artemis, 107
eponymic title

sale of, 48 n. 236, 51 n. 257
eranistai, 89, 181Ð182
eranos, 181Ð182, 187
Erinyes, 370, 381, 383
Eros

festival of, 93
Eumeneia 84, 96
Eumenides, 370
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Euthydamos (Selinus), 367
Euthydemos of Eleusis (priest of

Asclepius), 63Ð64
family of 156

euthynai, 124, 147Ð148
exegetai, 42 (Cos), 111 n. 589 (Athens)
exetastai, 260, 295

fees
sacriÞcial, 72. See also tariffs

festivals, 90Ð111
agonistic, 84Ð85, 91Ð93, 101Ð

102
Athenian, 104Ð105
attestations, 103 nn. 538Ð540
calendars. See calendar
commemorative, 106Ð107
documents, 93Ð94, 106Ð110

(publication)
modiÞcations to, 109Ð110
new, 106, 351
Panhellenic, 104
reÞnancing of, 108Ð109
"religious" vs. "non-religious," 8

n. 22
revival, 107Ð108
sacriÞcial calendars and, 68

Þnes. See penalties
Þrst fruits

offerings, 83, 166Ð168, 377
Þsh

sacred, 29Ð30
sacriÞce, 87; cf. 111 n. 588

food
hospitality and, 383
polluting, 211
in puriÞcation of homicides, 383Ð

384
Flavii of Sounion, 183
foreigners

excluded from sanctuaries, 19
excluded from cult performance,

66
foundations. See cult foundations
fountain houses. See sanctuaries
funerals. See also law, funerary

of members of a thiasos, 89

future tense
in contracts and leases, 49
in sacred laws, 5Ð6
in sales of priesthoods, 49

Galato, 48
GAL.GEÿsTIN, 201
gene, 89Ð90; cf. 44Ð45, 67Ð68
goat

Apollo and, 273
Dionysus and, 139Ð140; cf. 57
kid sacriÞce, 80
polluting, 211
sacriÞce, 57Ð58 (prohibited); cf.

223
trees and, 27 n. 121
white, 353, 354

groves. See trees and vegetation
gymnasium

calendar, 69
foundations beneÞting, 85 n. 449
religion, 261Ð263, 264Ð268 pas-

sim; cf. 270

Hades. See Plouton
hare

sacriÞce, 59; cf. 223
.ha.t.tat ( &�'(�), 276 n. 28
Hauronas, 58
Hecate

Artemis-Hecate, 306
in Attica, 129
aversion to incense, 73
sacriÞcial pits and, 333 n. 14
at Stratonicea, 74Ð75, 108
torches and, 163Ð164

Hephaestia, 109Ð110
Hera

at Argos, 202Ð203; cf. 315
Eileithyia and, 306Ð307, 309, 315
Epilimnia, 58
Hieros Gamos and, 138Ð139
sanctuary at Arkesine, 25, 26
sanctuary at Samos. See Samos
at Tiryns, 202Ð203

Heracles
in the Argolid, 204
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boar sacriÞce to, 188
at Cynosarges, 157; cf. 200
Diomedonteios, 86
at Eleusis, 156Ð158
festivals in Attica, 157Ð158
gymnasia and, 261
at Halasarna, 72Ð73
of Iamnia, 58
oracle at Hyettus, 240Ð241
priesthood of (Chios), 90
sanctuary near Ilissus (Athens), 29
Thasian, 58, 373
theoxenia and, 204 n. 40
women and, 58

Heracliastai 89
in the Marshes, 183Ð184

Hermaia 261Ð262
at Beroia, 263Ð268
at Chersonesus, 270

Hermes, 57, 309 n. 33
gymnasia and, 261Ð263

Hero Doctor
orgeones of, 40 n. 191
sanctuary of, 32

heroes, 87 (foundation of Epicteta)
ritual and, 372Ð374, 375, 379

heroization, 85; cf. 87
hestiatorion, 13, 15
hetaira, 212
hieromnemones

in the Argolid, 202Ð203
at Nakone, 353

hieropoioi, 265Ð266
Hieros Gamos, 138Ð139
hikesioi, 78, 79, 279Ð280, 283Ð284,

380Ð381, 383Ð384
homicide

barred from sanctuaries, 210Ð211,
386 n. 129

puriÞcation of, 79, 279Ð282, 283Ð
284, 380Ð387

Homonoea, 354Ð355
at Antiochia ad Pyramum, 11,

106, 351
at Nakone, 354Ð355

honey,
libations of, 375, 382

hospitality, 383Ð384
house

sacred, 37, 80, 90, 379
Hygieia. See Asclepius
hymns, 74Ð75

Iacchus, 169Ð170
Ilieia, 86
imperative mood, 5Ð6, 49
impiety, 77
imprecations, 22, 24, 30, 76, 100, 344
incense, 73, 74
incubation, 10, 16Ð17, 245, 246Ð247;

cf. 339
at Oropus, 221 n. 4
payment for, 247
preliminary sacriÞces, 60Ð64
thanksgiving sacriÞce after, 63 n.

312, 64Ð65
inÞnitive mood, 6Ð5, 49
inspection. See victims
inventories. See temples
Iobacchi, 89, 181, 184
Isis

in Arcadia, 208
ritual begging for, 44

Isthmian games, 104

Jerusalem
temple, 6, 19Ð20, 169, 276 n. 28,

375; cf. 333Ð334
jewelry

banned in sanctuaries, 16, 172

Kalamaia, 128
Kodros, Neleus, and Basile 39
Kore. See Demeter
kosmoi, 102
Kotyto, 369
Kotyttia, 369Ð370
Kourotrophos, 134; cf. 80

lamentations, 76
law 10, 11

ancestral, 54
ancient, 11
codes, 78, 283Ð284 (arrangement of)
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decree with force, of 43
funerary, 75Ð77
sacred. See sacred law

leases
as sacred laws, 39, 40
future tense in, 49

leasing
of sacred property, 39Ð40, 290; cf.

189Ð190
of a priesthood, 48 n. 236

leg. See victim
le.hem hapanim (��#��,(� �
�
�), 334
Leto

in Attica, 144
at Olymus, 38
sanctuary at Xanthus, 16, 26; 46,

82Ð83 (trilingual stele)
Leucophryena, 107
libation, 73, 311Ð312, 319, 321 n. 20,

372Ð373, 375; cf. 201
banquet, 320 n. 9

loans
in cult associations, 183; cf. 184Ð

185, 186
Lycosura. See Despoina

magistrates
in processions, 96, 98
sacriÞcial prerogatives, 237

Magnesia on the Maeander
festivals of Artemis, 107Ð108
festival of Zeus Sosipolis, 97Ð99,

106
magnet, 240Ð241
makeup

entry into sanctuaries and, 16; cf.
172

manure, 28, 40
Marathon

battle and ephebes, 173
cave of Pan at, 172Ð173

marriage, 138Ð139, 306Ð307, 309; cf.
87 n. 461, 371

meat of sacriÞcial victims
consumption of, 100, 266Ð267;

274Ð276, 310Ð311 (on-the-spot)
cooking of, 169, 222, 236Ð237, 267

destruction of, 168, 236Ð237, 313
distribution of, 71, 72Ð73, 100,

266Ð267; cf. 185, 354
division of, 266Ð267, 310
entitlement to, 72
sale of, 71Ð72, 129Ð130

Meilichios. See Zeus
Men, 11Ð13
menstruation

polluting, 210
Metroia, 85
min.hah (�������), 334
miscarriage

polluting, 209Ð210
Moirai, 73, 86
molpoi, 102
Mother, 83, 85, 86

orgeones of, 53Ð54, 89
Mothers, 332
Mounichia, 143
mourning, 76
Mouseia, 235
mouseion, 87
Muses, 87
music

at sacriÞces, 170
Myconos

calendar of, 66Ð67. See also Source
Index under LSCG 96

Myskos, 367
Mysteries. See also Andania; Eleusis;

Despoina; Samothrace
attestations, 103 n. 539
regulations concerning, 16Ð17; cf.

22 n. n. 99

Nakone, 351, 352Ð353, 354Ð355
Neanias, 137
Nemean games, 104
neokoros, 53
neopoiai, 292Ð293
Nisus, 145Ð146
Nymphs, 29, 80; cf. 331

oath, 73Ð74
victims, 131

Oinisteria, 157
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Olympian gods
chthonian deities and, 140Ð141
heroes and, 372, 375

Olympic games, 104
torch race (modern), 265 n. 25
truce, 369Ð370

oracles
as sacred laws, 35 n. 162; cf. 47,

70, 77Ð78, 81, 87
temple construction and, 36Ð38

passim
Orgas. See Eleusis, Sacred Orgas
orgeones, 40, 53Ð54, 88Ð89. See also

Bendis; Mother; Ergetes; Hero
Doctor; Echelos and Heroines

paian, 57 n. 284, 65
Pamboeotia, 232, 234
Pan

cave at Marathon, 172Ð173
cult in Attica, 172Ð173

parasitoi, 157, 200
Panathenaea 104

Lesser, 99, 100, 108Ð109
panegyris, 109
Passover

sacriÞce, 164 n. 16 (Samaritan),
276 n. 28

pasture
sanctuaries and, 27Ð28

Peitho, 58Ð59
Pelargikon, 36, 39
penalties, 22Ð30 passim, 40, 76, 77; cf.

342Ð343
peplos. See Athena
perirrhanteria

sanctuaries and, 207; cf. 27
Perseus

heroon at Mycenae, 202Ð203 n. 34
Philonis, 144Ð145
phratries, 89Ð90

Demotionidai (Athens), 89Ð90
Klytidai (Chios), 37, 90
Labyadai (Delphi), 76, 90

Phrearrhioi, 162Ð163
pigs

Demeter and, 163

piglet sacriÞce en masse, 66; cf. 134
polluting, 211; cf. 15
pregnant sow, 142Ð143
puriÞcation and piglets, 281, 380

n. 92, 384
sacriÞce, 57Ð58 (prohibited), 133

pigeons
sacred to Aphrodite, 29
sacriÞce, 39

piglets. See pigs
Plouton, 165
Plynteria, 146; cf. 263 n. 45
poletai, 282Ð283
pollution, 76, 77Ð79. See also puriÞca-

tion; purity
popanon, 61Ð64, 334
Poseidon

of Ascalon, 58
at Calauria, 83Ð84

praktor, 186Ð187, 260
Praxiergidai, 44Ð45
present indicative, 5Ð6
priesthoods, 40Ð53. See also priests

allotted, 47Ð48
changes in mode of acquisition,

46, 47, 50Ð51
comprehensive regulations, 41Ð42
of consul Drusus, 182Ð183
elected, 46Ð47
entitlement to, 72Ð73
lease of, 48 n. 236
hereditary, 44Ð46
publication of regulations, 42Ð43,

44Ð45, 46
sale of. See sale of priesthoods
speciÞc regulations, 42Ð44
term of office, 46, 49
types of, 40Ð42

priests. See also priesthoods
apparel, 45, 48
cakes and, 334Ð335
catalogs of, 53
death of, 48
exemptions, 41, 45, 48, 301
expert, 47
puriÞcation of a homicide and,

281Ð282, 387
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purity and (Cos), 42; cf. 78
rights and duties, 41, 45, 48, 300;

cf. 11
salary, 47; cf. 52Ð53, 82, 302
sacriÞcial prerogatives, 42Ð44,

45, 52, 185, 305, 308, 309Ð
310, 312Ð313, 320Ð321; cf. 89
(Greek); 164 n. 16 (Samaritan);
314Ð315 (Israelite)

prizes, 101Ð102; cf. 263Ð264
procession, 84, 91Ð92, 96Ð98, 99Ð

100, 226
Proerosia, 126Ð128
Psythyros, 59
Ptoia, 94Ð95, 101, 230Ð233
Ptoios (hero), 230Ð233
puriÞcation, 77Ð79

after death, 76
entry into sanctuaries and, 76,

207Ð211
of a homicide. See homicide
sanctuaries and, 16, 42, 77, 79
use of blood in, 281; cf. 380 n. 92,

384
See also pollution; purity

purity. See also pollution; puriÞcation
moral conduct and, 89
priests and, 42
sanctuaries and, 14Ð16, 207Ð208
spiritual, 17Ð18

Pyanopsia, 136, 148, 369
Pythian games. See Delphi
Pythokleia, 84

Rab-shakeh (�"�	�%), 201
Rhodes

calendar extracts, 69Ð70, 272
synoecism, 69Ð70, 274
tribes, 274

ritual begging. See collections
rituals

prescriptions for. See sacred law,
prescribing rituals

Roma, 106Ð107; cf. 7Ð8
ruler cult

corpus of sacred law and, xii, 8,
84 n. 444

sales of priesthoods in, 48 n. 236

Sabbatistai, 89
sacred law (Greek)

common practice and, 55Ð56, 73,
75, 79, 99, 111, 364, 373Ð374

corpus of, 3Ð4
deÞned, 4Ð9
exclusions from corpus, of xii,

7Ð8
formation of, 61, 63
hieros nomos, 4, 22, 42, 92, 295
laconicity of, 54, 68, 79
leases as. See leases
limitation of, 56, 68, 92Ð93, 103Ð

106, 110Ð112
nature of, 54Ð56, 111; cf. 12
oracles as. See oracles
prescribing rituals, 54, 66Ð67, 364
prohibitive, 58
publications of, 43, 68
retroacitve, 32, 33, 37
sources for, 111, 173; cf. 174
verbal moods and tenses used in,

5Ð6
in verse, 17Ð18; cf. 70 n. 357

sacriÞce, 55Ð73; cf. 12, 307, 320Ð321,
339, 342Ð343, 353, 354, 368, 379Ð
380, 384 See also banquet; cakes;
dining; meat; sphagia; victim
absence of a priest, 340
accessories to, 321, 354
barley in, 307Ð308
baskets used in, 307Ð308
classiÞcation of, 5
communion, 276 n. 28
compulsory, 71
divine share in, 166Ð168, 222 n.

6, 265 (n. 28), 320 n. 11, 321 n.
21, 374Ð375

dependent, 60Ð65
during drought, 70
eaten vs. destroyed, 66
exclusion from, 76Ð77
extraordinary, 7Ð8
at festivals, 98Ð100
heroic, 85, 373Ð374
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Homeric vs. Classical, 236Ð237 n.
49

Israelite, 276 n. 28, 314Ð315, 334Ð
335, 394Ð395

joint, 233
libation accessory to, 73
lists of, 68 n. 341, 80
officiants in, 274, 374
partaking in, 378
periodic, 65Ð71
in pits, 333
preliminary, 60Ð64
prerogatives from: civic officials

237; cult personnel: 54, 71,
72; priests: 42Ð44, 52Ð53, 57,
164Ð165, 315; cf. 89, 221Ð222,
266Ð267, 305, 308, 309Ð310,
312Ð313, 320Ð321

cf. 307, 320Ð321, 339, 342Ð343,
353, 354, 368, 379Ð380, 384

Punic, 393Ð396
regulations for, 55Ð56
Samaritan, 164 n. 16
statues and, 83, 84, 85, 379
table offerings. See table
thanksgiving, 63 n. 312, 64Ð65
unacceptable, 12
uncustomary, 78Ð79
undated, 56Ð65

sacrilege, 208, 268; cf. 58
sale of priesthoods, 48Ð53, 135, 300

attestations, 48 n. 236
diagraphai, 50
documents associated with, 49Ð51
future tense in, 49
lists of, 53
transition to and from, 47, 49,

50Ð51
salt

token of hospitality, 383
puriÞcation and, 387

Samaritans
Passover sacriÞce, 164 n. 16

Samos
calendar, 292
Heraion, 13, 29, 40, 291Ð292

Samothrace, 19

sanctuaries, 9Ð40
accommodation of visitors, 13
asylum and. See asylum
boundaries of, 22Ð23, 36, 39
burial in, 22
construction and, 33, 36Ð39, 86
dedications in, 31Ð32
dining in, 25 n. 110
dumping and, 28
documents associated with, 9Ð10,

13Ð14
entry into, 14Ð21, 172
Þre and, 25
founding of, 33, 34Ð36
fountain houses at, 6Ð7, 38
implements belonging to, 30
items forbidden in, 16Ð17; cf. 172
leasing of, 39Ð40; cf. 189Ð190
lodging in, 26
maintenance of, 39
management of, 9Ð13, 291
pasture and, 27Ð28
protection of, 21Ð30
puriÞcation of, 79. See also puriÞ-

cation, sanctuaries and
purity rules for entry, 14Ð18, 207Ð

208; cf. 216
relocation (Tanagra), 37Ð38
repair, 38Ð39; cf. 46
retail trade in, 290Ð291
treasury boxes. See thesauros
trees in, 26Ð27
water sources, 29

šelamim (������	), 276 n. 28, 315 n. 71
sexual intercourse

polluting, 212Ð213
in sanctuaries, 212 n. 52

sheep
polluting, 211; cf. 15
sacriÞce prohibited, 57
trees and, 27 n. 121

Shiloh, 314
shower

puriÞcation and, 212
skin. See victim
slaves

refuge at sanctuaries, 293Ð294
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dedication of, 35, 86
emancipation, 82Ð83; cf. 11
sacred, 295Ð296; cf. 45

snakes
and Zeus Meilichios, 370

snout. See victim
Soadeni, 93
soldiers

taxation of, 80
sow. See pigs
space

sacred. See sanctuaries
sphagia, 379Ð380; cf. 74
sprinkling

lustral, 207, 212; cf. 387
splanchna, 236Ð237, 320Ð321
splanchnoptes, 236
statues. See also xoana

construction, 37; cf. 38
cult, 37
cult foundations and, 83Ð84, 85,

86Ð87
deer, 99 n. 517
group at Lycosura, 217Ð218
repair of (Athena Nike), 38
reuse, of 33
seated, 39
sacriÞce in front of, 83Ð84, 85,

379
stoas

protection of, 25 n. 110
subscriptions, 38
suppliants, 279Ð281, 281Ð282, 283Ð

284, 293Ð294. See also hikesioi
synoecism

calendars and, 67
of Cos, 67
of Myconos, 67
of Rhodes, 69Ð70, 274

table
cult, 133, 204, 221, 320, 373

tamim (������), 129
tariffs

Greek sacriÞcial, 59Ð60, 222,
393Ð394

pelanos, 59 n. 297

Punic sacriÞcial, 60, 391, 393Ð394
Roman sacriÞcial, 60

tax
cultic, 13, 80
emancipations and, 81Ð82
exemption for priests, 41, 45, 48,

301
temples

construction of, 33, 36Ð37; cf. 47
inventories, 30
opening of, 21, 28, 74

Thargelia, 104, 369
Theogenes, 59
theoroi, 13

Passage of the (Thasos), 57
theoxenia, 97, 204 n. 40, 375Ð376
thesauros, 6Ð7, 59, 222, 393Ð394

construction of, 38; cf. 52
Thesmophoria, 76 (Gambreion);

102, 104, 162Ð163, 333 (Athens)
Thesmophorion, 11, 12 (Piraeus); 163

n. 11 (Thasos)
thiasos, 89; cf. 182
thiasotai, 89
thigh. See victim
Tiryns, 200, 202Ð203
Thorikos (deme), 124, 133; cf. 134Ð

135, 138
thymelic competitions, 235 n. 38
tongue. See victim
torches, 163Ð164
torch race, 84, 265
trees. See also wood

sanctuaries and, 26Ð27, 78, 189;
cf. 11, 22

tripod, 222
Tritopatores, 371Ð372
Trophonius, 60
Truce

sacred, 94Ð96; cf. 369Ð370
Twelve Tables, 78 n. 406

vegetation. See trees
victim (sacriÞcial). See also meat;

sacriÞce
age of, 129, 140, 371, 395
attributes of, 56, 66, 123, 356Ð357
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brain of, 313
branding, 99Ð100, 355 n. 41
cheekbones of, 313
choice of, 56, 57Ð58
color of. See color
cooked whole, 85 n. 448
divided into nine parts, 373Ð374
ears of, 164
head of, 312Ð313; cf. 72; 165
inner organs of. See splanchna
inspection of, 99, 234, 355Ð356
killing of, 308, 380
legs of, 43 n. 209, 164, 221Ð222,

310; cf. 320
meat of. See meat
nourishment of, 97, 99Ð100
pregnant, 142Ð143 cf. 163
provision of, 99
skin of, 71Ð72 (sale), 164 (priestly

prerogative); cf. 29, 340
shoulders of, 166Ð168
slaughtering of, 379Ð380
snout of, 313; cf. 72; 318
thighs of, 164, 221Ð222, 310, 320
tongue of, 43 n. 209, 310, 312Ð313
uncastrated, 273
uncustomary, 78Ð79
Cf. 301Ð302, 308, 355, 386

water
healing sanctuaries and, 338
sanctuaries and, 29, 80

weapons
barred from sanctuaries, 16

wine. See also libation
regulations concerning, 73, 324Ð

325
official titles and, 201

women. See also abortion; childbirth;
hetaira; menstruation; sexual
intercourse
barred from sanctuaries, 18Ð19
cult performers, 102, 307; cf. 11,

51Ð52, 53Ð54
excluded from sacriÞce, 58, 70
funerary laws and, 76Ð77
participation in sacriÞce, 70; cf. 311

pollution and, 78, 208; cf. 16 n.
65

at Tanagra, 38
wood. See also trees

for sacriÞce, 60, 169; cf. 13,
224

worshippers
priestly prerogatives and, 43; cf.

396
status in sacred laws, 43, 68, 79

Xanthus (slave). See Men
xoana, 97Ð98, 376, 378

zakoros, 53Ð54
Zeus

Athena and (Tiryns), 203
Chthonios, 165
Dictaian, 22
Elasteros, 73, 382
at Eleutherna, 330
Eubuleus, 165
Eumenes, 370
Hecate and (Stratonicea), 74Ð75,

108
Herkeios, 135
Hikesios and Theoi Patrooi, 35
household god, 135; cf. 130Ð131
of the Hyarbesytai, 31Ð32
Hyetios 70
Hyperdexios 270
Karaios, 234
Kataibates, 21, 70, 130Ð131
Kathyperdexios, 270
leader of the Moirai, 73
Machaneus, 335
Meilichios, 370Ð371 cf. 5, 141Ð142,

367
Nemeios, 51
Ourios, 58
Patroos, 86
priesthood at Tlos, 46Ð47
Polieus, 42, 80, 132
Poliouchos, 331
sanctuary at Labraunda, 20
Sosipolis, 97Ð99, 106
Soter, 83Ð84 (Calauria; Cos)





postscript

SOME CORRECTIONS AND SECOND THOUGHTS

Immediately following the publication of NGSL, I found a number of
errors that deserved correction. As time has gone by, I have found a few
more mistakes to correct, though I have not looked for them system-
atically, and naturally have rethought (and will likely keep rethinking)
some of my positions. I Þnd it appropriate to make these corrections
and second thoughts available here. It must be stressed that they by
no means represent an attempt, let alone systematic, to supplement or
update NGSL (which is impossible at this time).1

P. XI n. 2: Regarding SEG XXXII 86: Even with some uncertainties
cleared up by autopsies (I personally carried out one in 1999), it remains
questionable whether, even accepting it as a set of festival regulations,
this text should be included in the corpus of Greek sacred laws. I
note that comparable regulations (e.g. SEG XVI 55 or perhaps IG I3

3) have previously been excluded. The reasons were, possibly, the lack
or paucity of information they add to our knowledge of cult practice
(which may well be due to the fragmentary state of the documents),

1 Where possible, emendations have been made in the text of the work itself. The
present postscript omits occasional typographical errors, and I allow myself only one
more footnote in addition to the present one. For comments and discussions I am
grateful to Jan Mathieu Carbon, Kevin Clinton, Nora Dimitrova, Philip Forsythe,
Catherine Keesling, and Adele Scafuro. I am likewise indebted to Jan Mathieu Carbon
and Corpus Christi College Oxford for inviting me to deliver a talk entitled ÒWhat is
Greek About Greek Sacred Law?Ó given in March 2005; I am grateful to those who
attended my talk for their comments, particularly to Beate Dignas, Sally Humphreys,
Riet van Bremen, and Scott Scullion. Responsibility for errors that remain in the
bookÑand errors, experience teaches, remainÑrests, of course, with me. As for one
possible error: J.M. Carbon tells me that SEG XLVI 1157, which forbids defecation by
women, should be considered a sacred law. But the place where defecation is forbidden
is not mentioned and, for my part, I would expect more compelling evidence that the
Þndspot was a sanctuary or a sacred place of some sort before classifying this inscription
as a sacred law. (Cf. in this respect quite probably CIRB 939, which evidently forbids
defecating in a sanctuary and is therefore a likely candidate for inclusion in the corpus,
despite being omitted by Sokolowski. Cf. also SB I 4531Ð4532, which have so far been
excluded from the corpus, perhaps because they seem to be borderline cases between
curses and regulations.)
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or because the events regulated were not considered to be primarily
of religious meaning (always a tricky matter in my mind). Whether
exclusion is justiÞed in such cases is a considerably complex question,
which the editors of a new corpus will have to address, as they sift
through the evidence.

Part I, first section: The Corpus of Greek Sacred Laws
I realize that my attempt to explain which documents have ordinarily
been included in the corpus of Greek sacred laws, and that are there-
fore termed Òsacred laws,Ó could be stated more concisely (I attempted
to explain after-the-fact principles employed by others who had ac-
counted for their own methods laconically, if at all). Put more loosely
(and at the risk of oversimpliÞcation), the main points are as follows:2

1. Although ancient precedents should not be underestimated, the
corpus as we have it is by and large a modern construct.
2. The documents included in the corpus can be said very generally

to fall into two main groups (cf. Parker (above n. 2); in a sense, this
division is already noticeable in ProttÕs brief introduction to LGS I):

i. Actual legislative acts, above all by states, formally speaking,
mostly in the form of decrees. These legislative acts may deal with
whatever realm of religious activity the legislators wished to regu-
late: the management of sanctuaries, the function of cult officials,
and issues relating to festivals, appearing to be most prevalent.

ii. Documents that are perhaps the Þrst to be associated with the
term Òsacred law,Ó putting forth rules governing cult activity and
religious customs (regarding, e.g. sacriÞcial performance or main-
taining the ritual integrity of sacred spaces). Formally, using the
term ÒlawÓ for such documents is a bit of a stretch: from whatever
source they may emanate, they do not necessarily represent actual
legislation; ν#μ%ς is not entirely inappropriate in this respect (sug-
gesting by no means that all documents of this sort were referred
to as such in antiquity). Although this trait may make them appear

2 The deÞnition of Greek sacred law was discussed at about the same time as the
publication of my book or shortly thereafter in two important articles by Robert Parker
(ÒWhat are sacred laws?,Ó in E.M. Harris and L. Rubinstein (eds.), The Law and the
Courts in Ancient Greece, London 2004, pp. 57Ð70; ÒLaw and Religion,Ó in M. Gagarin
and D. Cohen, (eds.), The Cambridge Companion to Ancient Greek Law, Cambridge 2005,
pp. 61Ð81). I have attempted to take ParkerÕs discussions into account here. I seem to
share basic agreement with him, differing in some speciÞc points.
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to be deÞcient in authority, I doubt that they were necessarily
viewed as mere suggestions: at least where transgression was pos-
sible, its potential results, if nothing else, could be an incentive for
would-be transgressors to contemplate the consequences of their
actions.

These groupings should, however, be treated with caution for several
reasons. It is possible to note a few examples where the two groups
may intermix (cf. Parker (above n. 2)): documents seemingly falling into
the second group could be determined to be official even when min-
imal or no official formulation is evident, while actual legislative acts
may regulate the performance of cult or prescribe religious customs;
occasionally both ÒofficialÓ and Ònon-officialÓ documents may employ
imprecations as a means (or additional means) of enforcement; docu-
ments under discussion may emanate from sources other than states,
and when these are private individuals or organizations, their authority
is naturally limited; some documents may involve official endorsement
of private initiatives; a single document might deal with more than one
main subject. The result may seem to border upon a formal mayhem.
But documents which have found their way into the modern corpus,
and are thus referred to for better or worse as Òsacred lawsÓ (and calling
them leges sacrae neither changes nor improves the situation) do share in
common at the very least two basic traits: (1) their subject matter and
(2) the way in which it is handled: they are by and large prescriptive,
whether they represent formal legislation or not.

Further qualiÞcation is needed, and as I have pointed out (p. 9,
2nd paragraph, lines 12–13) much in the evidence deÞes clear-cut
classiÞcation. This is of course not an inherent characteristic of all the
documents assembled in the corpus of Greek sacred laws. I think it
should be sufficiently clear from my review of the contents of the corpus
that classes of documents emerge (and these may even have sometimes
been in the minds of the promulgators). And yet, though it would
naturally follow the internal rules of given forms (such as decrees), the
context under which a document is promulgated, the authority it relies
upon, its purpose or function largely determine the range of issues it
attempts to address and determine its character, not just a need to
conform to a speciÞc class of sacred laws, let alone to a theoretical
model. I therefore personally do not see any reason to brush aside this
trait. Admittedly, the issue deserves further discussion. Part I, however,
did not mean to set in stone classes of documents (and I am not sure
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that complete agreement regarding such classes is realistic) but aimed at
a general review of the evidence, aiming at making the contents of the
corpus of Greek sacred laws more accessible to the general classicist.

Pp. 5–6: Regarding language, it goes without saying that besides these
general observations, the documents may express rules and particularly
prohibitions in a variety of ways.
P. 7, 7th line from bottom: (regarding Iscr.Cos ED 5ÑSEG XXXIII
675): inter alios: it seems that more gods have been mentioned in the
lacuna in line 14 (including the one(s) restored at the end and the
beginning of line 15).
P. 9: last paragraph: Though this should be clear enough from the
opening sentence and even more so from the introductions to the
various subsections, perhaps a general statement is due here that most
documents discussed in this section deal mutatis mutandis and in the most
general sense with aspects of management or administration of sanctuaries
and sacred spaces, perhaps above all, but not only, with maintaining
and protecting their ritual integrity (or purity) and physical integrity.

Comprehensive vs. speciÞc documents: It is worth emphasizing that
the terms ÔcomprehensiveÕ and ÔspeciÞc,Õ as used in my general review
of the contents of the corpus, do not relate to any innate differences
between the documents under discussion save their scope. It goes with-
out saying that the circumstances under which documents of each
group are issued can be similar.
Pp. 9–10: The fact that LSCG 69 does not quite refer to itself by a
speciÞc term should not preclude referring to it as a law.
P. 11, 2nd paragraph: Ensuring the rights of the priestess is probably
not the sole motivation behind prohibiting activities in her absence in
LSCG 36.
P. 12, lines 3–4: Strictly speaking, only not sacriÞcing in the presence
of the founder will result in the sacriÞce not being accepted, not viola-
tions of all the rules in LSCG 55.
Pp. 14–15: LSCG 136: in reference to the following law the decree
mentions ÔlawsÕ regarding the subject matter. Penalties are to be pub-
lished with the decree and the law. Πρ#�ατα (cattle/herds, not nec-
essarily sheep) may be barred merely to prevent grazing rather than
pollution.
P. 21, 2nd paragraph: regarding SEG XXXIX 1290, in retrospect I
doubt that this document belongs in the corpus of Greek sacred laws
(more than e.g. SEG XLIV 1227 does).
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P. 22, 1st paragraph: regarding LSAM 83: ÒburialÓ or, literally,
Òholding funerary rites.Ó For burial (cf. n. 99) see the new document
from Paros, SEG LI 1071 (I leave the question of whether this inscription
should be included in the corpus of Greek sacred laws or excluded (as
IG XII 3.87) to the future editors of the corpus).
P. 27, 1st paragraph: LSCG 84: the punishment clauses are partially
restored.
P 27, line 11: Òupon entry:Ó my addition.
Pp. 27–28: The discussion of LSCG 67 is somewhat confusing. See IPark

2 for a discussion.
P. 28, 2nd paragraph: While in some cases ÔmanureÕ or ÔdungÕ are
probably the correct terms for kopros, where regulations prohibit dump-
ing it on sanctuary grounds, these terms may be too speciÞc, since
the origin of the kopros could be both animals and humans. Cf. above
note 1.

Regarding the Delian document, I assume that puriÞcation has taken
place at the speciÞed location from the reference to it as κα1αρ1�ντα
(line 6).
P. 32, 2nd paragraph (the melting of dedications): Regarding
the appended lists (missing in Sokolowski), the list is different in LSCG

42 (IG II2 840.38Ð43; IG II2 841Ð842 are among the documents that
have not made it into the corpus, doubtless due to their fragmentary
state).
P. 34: To make my point relating to the oracular responses regard-
ing the cult of Archilochus more clear: oracles that do not prescribe
rules directly, but rather include reports of divine pronouncements indi-
rectly (Òso and so askedÑthe god answered that ÉÓ), have for the
most part been excluded from the corpus. I would prefer to keep this
state of things as it stands and include oracles as long as they are
directly prescriptive. Prescriptive documents that base their prescrip-
tions upon oracular pronouncements or those that cite oracular pre-
scriptions directly should not, of course, be excluded. I would likewise
prefer not to see in the corpus narratives relating to the performance
of cult such as ones which may appear in certain honoriÞc decrees.
This is by no means to underestimate the value of such pieces of evi-
dence as testimonies for the study of cult activity; but testimonies is exactly
what they are and in my mind the corpus should not include testi-
monies. One might argue that all oracles are by nature prescriptive
and that the question whether, when published, the prescriptions are
expressed directly or indirectly is immaterial. I wonder whether this
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can be proved beyond doubt in all cases: it remains possible for ora-
cles, when not given formal legal recognition, to be published for other
reasons, commemoration or documentation being just two possibilities.
The matter is admittedly complex, and one, as usual, must try to exam-
ine the context of the publicationÑregrettably all too often unknown.
Individual cases deserve speciÞc consideration. The document in ques-
tion, I note again, is a borderline case, and its inclusion in LSCG

(rather than in LSS, where one would rather expect to see it consid-
ering the date of the Þrst edition), seems to have been an afterthought
on SokolowskiÕs part.
Pp. 37–38: Regarding LSCG 72, the discussion may seem a bit haphaz-
ard and it would have been better to remain less precise about the date
(see cross-reference in SEG XLIII 212 for dating problems).
P. 39, last paragraph: Regarding LSCG 14, the sanctuary (? hieron) is
to be enclosed and precinct (temenos) leased; while the basileus is very
instrumental in the proceedings, marking the boundaries is of course
the province of the horistai. The use of the rent is actually not quite
stated. ÒMatters pertaining to irrigation:Ó water use.
Ibid.: The sweeping initiative affected the general care of sacred lands
(or sanctuaries), not necessarily just their boundaries.
P. 42, 1st paragraph: For LSCG 154 see S. Sherwin-White, Ancient Cos,
pp. 305Ð306 with n. 142.
P. 45, 2nd paragraph: Regarding LSAM 13, I note that the text men-
tions speciÞcally Asclepiades and the descendants of Asclepiades (the
point evidently still being granting the priesthood to the descendants of
Archias).
P. 49, n. 238: The sale in LSAM 49 is for three years and eight months.
P. 49 n. 242: I note again that the future may be used not only in sales
of priesthoods. Cf. LSAM 78; cf. also LSAM 36.
P. 52: LSAM 73, translation: Ôdistributed withÕ or: Ôon.Õ
P. 52 n. 263 (cf. p. 299 n. 19): Regarding �ερ	συνα and �ερωσ?νη, see
Puttkammer 1912 p. 2.
P. 56: It cannot be overstressed that statements regarding the classiÞca-
tion of documents involve generalizationsÑa necessary evil unto them-
selves (cf. inter alia dependent sacriÞces, p. 60). Almost by necessity the
study of individual documents may leave room for modiÞcations (an
obvious example is LSS 63: p. 58).

I hope that it is goes without saying that a statement that x or y

is religiously, or better, ritually desirable, does not necessarily entail a
wholesale deÞnition but may depend upon context.
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P. 59, 1st paragraph: My account of LSS 86 seems to follow Soko-
lowskiÕs commentary too closely. If Psythiros is an oracular deity, I
assume that sacriÞce would be offered in connection with consultation,
but this is not necessarily the case.
P. 60, last paragraph: Regarding Trophonius and his fee, much has
been done to attempt to make sense of the difficult text of LSCG 74;
various solutions have been offered. I have followed what seems to be
the simplest one, which is, nevertheless, not foolproof.
P. 64 n. 320: Regarding LSS 11, the exact sense of *Uηγ�%μαι here
(direct, prescribe, interpret, report, expound?) is difficult, as is the rela-
tionship between the sacriÞces mentioned.
Pp. 65–70: It goes without saying that the amount of detail in calen-
dars may inter alia have something to do with the complexity of the
rituals involved.
P. 65: 2nd paragraph: LSAM 39 can only partially be referred to as a
calendar (cf. SokolowskiÕs commentary).
Ibid: n. 325 end: ProttÕs inference is logical but may be at odds with
the physical features of the stone.
P. 66 with note 331: Regarding Corinth VIII, i, 1: In retrospect, my
comments on the kappa and iota are not necessarily relevant. Other
editors spent more time with the stone and early squeezes, and the
inscribed surface could have deteriorated over time. The iota should
therefore be dotted, not put in square brackets, or at least a dot should
be placed in its stead.
P. 67, 3rd paragraph: my discussion of LSS 16.81Ð84 seems somewhat
oversimplifying. The inscription requires to inscribe Òthe sacriÞcesÓ
though not explicitly the prices of victims and incidentals which are
recorded in the calendar. On the other hand, it speciÞcally requires
to record the Òτιμα8 (fees, stipends, allowances vel sim.) of the priestsÓ
which (Ferguson 1938: 56, 64) have already been speciÞed.
P. 68 n. 341: The requirement to sacriÞce pregnant animals may be
viewed as Þnancial rather than religious due to the price of the animals.
P. 75: 2nd paragraph: Regarding burial, cf. above note on p. 22.
P. 76, 1st paragraph, 4th line from the bottom: Òfunerary para-
phernaliaÓ or, with RougemontÕs CID I Addenda et Corrigenda p. 158,
Òfunerals.Ó The Þne mentioned affects the Þrst clause.
P. 80 2nd paragraph: ÒCultic Expenses:Ó Regarding LSS 2 (IG I3 232),
the IG text should have been used for references; inter alia, what divine
names are fully restored may be questionable (except for Zeus Polieus).
LSS 1 (IG I3 231) should have been discussed here as well (perhaps more



508 postscript

naturally than with the Eleusinian dossier on p. 104). At least in form,
such documents may remind one of some Linear B texts.
P. 81, 1st paragraph: Whether LSAM 47 was passed after the oracular
consultation depends on the (reasonable) restoration of the last line.
Pp. 82–83: State Foundations: The Þrst two sentences of this subsec-
tion constitute an unnecessarily confusing deviation from ÔfoundationÕ
as discussed in the previous introductory paragraph. Considering this,
these two sentences (and the remark on state foundations in the pre-
vious paragraph) should be virtually ignored. It would probably have
been better to treat here only the Xanthus documentÑperhaps not
quite a full-ßedged ÔfoundationÕ but a likely precursor, and change the
title of the subsection (ÒA Public PrecursorÓ or the like?). Perhaps the
document could have also been discussed with other early founda-
tions. One might alternatively argue that it could have been handled
with foundations of sanctuaries. As for LSS 6, it would have been bet-
ter discussed elsewhere, probably, at least in its fragmentary state, in
the section on ÒreÞnancingÓ of festivals (pp. 108Ð109). I note that my
no. 2 could possibly have been mentioned therein. I should add that
I decided to include this inseparable pair of two decrees in NGSL
because funding the cult, and speciÞcally the festival of Heracles, is
ultimately the goal of the second decree; it is not merely about leasing.
P. 84, 2nd paragraph: The course of the procession of the Alke-
sippeia is not fully dictated (this is more the case with the Attaleia),
and something could have been said about the relations between the
Eumeneia and the Attaleia (cf. below note on p. 103, n. 540).
P. 86: 6th line from bottom: Òas long as they perform:Ó literally:
Òperforming.Ó
P. 87, line 6: Regarding IG XII 3, 330, I should have made clear
that capital letters (AÐC) are commonly used to denote the different
texts (A: name labels of the statues, B: testament (= Þrst document,
lines 1Ð108, columns IÐIII), C: statues (= second document, lines 109Ð
288, columns IVÐVIII)). Thus LSCG 135 reproduces lines 1Ð94 of text C.
(The reference to slabs in the 1st edition is irrelevant.)
P. 90: Festivals and ceremonies: It is worth emphasizing that the section
on festivals and ceremonies is, by deÞnition, an extension of the section
on cult performance.
Pp. 94–95: The question of the re(?)-organization of the Ptoia and the
documents involved is considerably more complex than it appears from
the discussion here (and in the commentary on no. 11). See Rigsby
1996: 59Ð67.
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P. 100, lines 3–4: Òat the risk of an imprecationÓ and a Þne.
P. 102, 3rd paragraph: LSAM 50 is not quite a dossier but a multi-
layered composite (the present copy being evidently Hellenistic). (Note
also that FontenroseÕs interpretation of the γυλλ%8 had been considered
before.) See A. HerdaÕs massive Der Apollon-Delphinios-Kult in Milet und die

Neujahrsprozession nach Didyma: Ein neuer Kommentar der sog. Molpoi-Satzung

(Milesische Forschungen 4), Mainz am Rhein 2006.
P. 103, n. 540: LSS 44 includes a torch race and, strictly speaking,
could have been mentioned in note 538. Such a problem may be
encountered elsewhere, especially if documents are incomplete or more
laconic (cf. in this respect LSCG 80).
P. 104, 1st paragraph: For LSS 1 see above note on p. 80.
Ibid. 2nd paragraph: for the Panathenaea see below note on no. 1,
Right Side.
P. 105, 10th line from bottom: Some of the references to LSCG 65
seem to have gone through an Enigma machine and some clariÞcation
is needed here: lines 103Ð106 deal with water; lines 106Ð110 with anoint-
ment and bathing. For Òoffences and legal procedureÓ read, Òofficials,
offences, and legal procedureÓ and note that only some examples have
been cited; for the handling of funds see 45Ð64; for the transfer of the
books: 11Ð13. I also note regarding publication that we do not deal here
with the typical publication clause of epigraphic documents as the text
deals rather with copying.
Pp. 107–108: New festivals, resuscitated festivals: Regarding the Eisi-
teria I note that my moderate attempt to make some sense of the con-
siderably problematic formation of the Leukophryena and the date, as
affecting the Eisiteria, may be misleading. In general I note that the
classiÞcation of festivals as Ònew,Ó Òresuscitated,Ó ÒrevitalizedÓ and so
on may be tentative, depending on the internal evidence of the doc-
uments themselves, whether unambiguous or interpreted (cf. Nilsson
1906: 251). In principle, a similar problem could arise where the ques-
tion whether a given festival is new or simply placed on new Þnancial
footing depends mostly or solely on internal evidence. As for resusci-
tation, in some cases revitalization is the real issue, and the section on
resuscitated festivals should have been entitled Òresuscitated and revi-
talized festivals.Ó
Pp. 108–109: ÒReÞnancing:Ó cf. above notes on pp. 82Ð83 and 107Ð
108. Regarding LSAM 9 and 10 and the relations, if any, between them
(two festivals or one?), and its/their name(s), is complex, as has been
routinely noted (e.g. Nilsson 1906: 92Ð93, SokolowskiÕs commentaries
ad locc.).
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No. 1
Note that what I said about hyphens in the Þrst edition is better
ignored: DauxÕs use of them was strictly typographical; I was wrong
to understand the small horizontal stroke touching the Þrst iota in the
second entry as a hyphen.
Right Side: Regarding the Þrst additions, I have full conÞdence in
the late M.H. JamesonÕs readings (ÒThe Spectacular and the Obscure
in Athenian Religion,Ó in S. Goldhill and R. Osborne (eds.), Perfor-

mance Culture and Athenian Democracy, Cambridge 1999: 321Ð340, at 330
n. 32 (and see 329 n. 29 for the left side)) Μυκηνω[ι] τ�[λε%ν - - -
| - - -]|αν %gν Πανα1[ηνα8]|%ις 1?εν πρατ[#ν], based, as they are,
on his exhaustive study of the stone. Most of the letters can be ver-
iÞed in the photograph the J. Paul Getty Museum has kindly sent
me (with the proviso that some letters must be dotted). Although I
remain extremely grateful to the J. Paul Getty Museum, particularly
to Janet Grossman, for allowing access to the stone during the very
short period in which it was accessible, I must note that given the lim-
itation of time and the conditions of my inspection (including inability
to use water and charcoal), which was pursued all too close to the sub-
mission of my manuscript, the inspection could consist in little more
than checking DauxÕs readings. I should add that, although I expect
no dramatic changes to the main text, further study of the stone is
likely to result in further modiÞcations of DauxÕs ideas. Note in this
respect that the placement of the additions in NGSL in relation to the
lines of the main text is approximate. I have, again, followed Daux in
numbering them. I should also like to caution that the hypothesis that
the additions on the left side belong to a text once inscribed on the
back of the stone remains a hypothesis: in a conversation, M.H. Jame-
son, though not altogether dismissing the idea, was not quite con-
vinced.
Lines 14–16: Even if the second piglet is sacriÞced in another place,
its recipient is probably still Zeus Polieus (otherwise the offering has no
recipient). It may also not be entirely inevitable that (like the Þrst piglet)
it is still connected to the Prerosia. Regarding the priestÕs provision
of an ariston to the attendant (lines 15Ð16), G. EkrothÕs (The Sacrificial

Rituals of Greek Hero-Cults in the Archaic to the Early Hellenistic Periods. Kernos

Supplément 12. Li•ge 2002, 218Ð219) highlights the need for a meal in the
uneaten sacriÞce, is much better than my very tentative association of
the ariston with a possible trip (as I have pointed out in SCI 24, 2005,
285 n. 1).
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P. 131, 1st paragraph: Regarding the relevance of the passage from
Clearchus to the Thorikian evidence, I should have cited again Parker
1987 (cited at the beginning of the discussion on p. 130 n. 67).
P. 140, n. 129: The translation of Arnobius is not very accurate,
particularly: Òsaid:Ó Òsays;Ó Òskillfully all-powerful:Ó Òall-powerful with
readiness to help/readily helping, all powerful;Ó Òand thoseÓ should
stand before ÒinhabitingÓ; Òred-stained:Ó or simply Ògloomy hue.Ó
P. 148, n. 164: Regarding the order of sacriÞces in this month, it is
not quite clear which are offered at the Plynteria; in principle, all of
the sacriÞces could be, though I doubt this. In hindsight, I would, how-
ever, include the choice lamb prescribed for Athena with the Plynteria
offerings despite the seemingly awkward order of recipients, AthenaÐ
AglaurosÐAthena again.
P. 149: Regarding the heroines, they are here evidently not related
to any hero(es). They are probably to be associated with a locality, as
difficult as this option may be.

No. 2
See above comments on pp. 82Ð83. Kevin ClintonÕs edition of this
inscription should now be considered deÞnitive (Eleusis, The Inscriptions

on Stone: Documents of the Sanctuary of the Two Goddesses and Public Documents

of the Deme, Athens 2005, no. 85)

No. 3
P. 167: Although ~μ%1ετε0ν is commonly taken to involve pieces cut
from all the limbs of the animal, this is only put forward more or less
explicitly in Homer in Od. 427Ð428.
Ibid.: In this passage (Od. 14.427Ð428), 4ρ"#μεν%ς (startingÑcutting/
sampling Þrstlings), seems again echoed by the 4π�ργματα of Selinus
(though see below, note on 27.15, 19).
P. 168: commentary on lines 19Ð20: I am aware that the use of 4μ(%0ν
with a noun in the (genitive) plural in SokolowskiÕs restoration is not
problematic (in fact, this is the point of my note). But *ν 4μ(%0ν τ%0ν
�ερ%0ν in IG II2 1252.11 may be worth mentioning.

No. 4
P. 174: commentary on line 7: For 4παγ%ρε?ει A 1ε#ς cf. IG II2 1289.9.
Ibid.: commentary on line 8: considering the belt in line 21 (and
possibly the ring in the previous line), LSS 59 should be added to
the list of references. The rest of the items mentioned there are not
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necessarily worn on oneÕs body but rather carried. In this regard, I
add that, as should be clear from my translation, the basic meaning
of ε5σ(�ρειν remains Ôto carry in;Õ when governing clothing items it
may be used loosely to refer inter alia to such items worn by visitors.
I should have mentioned that Petrakos (1996: 89Ð90) thinks garments
would be carried in as offerings. Regarding the commentary on line 9,
I should note that the Andania regulations refer generally to stripes, not
to borders per se.
P. 175, n. 20: If a change in construction should occur here at all,
it would involve a shift not quite from indirect to direct speech, but
more so from a negative (inÞnitive + μ) after 4παγ%ρε?ω) to a positive
stipulation (at the time I obviously had in mind some such combination
as in LSAM 35.3Ð5 and LSCG 171.15). This point was not well treated
in my 2001 article, where a semicolon was placed in the text in line 7
after 4παγ%ρε?ει A 1ε#ςÑa less natural construction with 4παγ%ρε?ω
(LSJ s.v., KŸhner-Gerth II p. 208).

S. Follet (BE 2003 no. 311) reads in lines 6Ð7 L (for A secluded by
Petrakos, the SEG, and myself) | 4παγ%ρε?ει A 1ε#ς, taking the inÞnitive
μM [ε]5σ(�ρειν in apposition to the relative. She restores in line 10 ε5ς
Π[αν�ς %gκ%ν] vel sim. (%gκ%υς may come to mind, recalling PausaniasÕ
description of the cave: 1.32.7, though this is not a compelling argument
in its favor). This restoration seems attractive because it makes what
must have been a fairly short document self-contained with a minimal
number of letters. I am not sure that it can be admitted into the text
with certainty, however.

For a suggestion why this inscription was set up by ephebes see
A. Chaniotis EBGR 2001 no. 115 (Kernos 17, 2004: 218Ð219)

No. 5
Translation, lines 29–30: It is possible to translate agora with Raubi-
tschek as Ôsale.Õ
Pp. 182–183: I suspect that my discussion of the dating formula and of
the Flavii of Sounion is deÞcient and leaves room for corrections.

No. 7
Translation: ÒAbortionÓ or ÒmiscarriageÓ (as should be clear from the
commentary).
P. 207: Quotation from Hippocrates: for Òas deÞling ourselvesÓ one
could translate Òas being deÞled.Ó
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No. 12
D. Knoepßer (BE 2006 no. 199) notes that J. BousquetÕs reading of this
text should be considered conclusive, the date being not later than the
end of the 2nd century B.C.

Nos. 14–15
No. 14. I understand that the inclusion of the entire text may seem
questionable. It was done merely to answer the immediate needs of
those interested in the section on the Hermaia. As for the regulations
of the Hermaia, it would have been unfortunate to exclude from the
corpus regulations, agonistic notwithstanding, featuring as an integral
part such signiÞcant rules regarding meat distribution, albeit brief, and
bizarre to include the meat distribution regulations in isolation, without
the context (Heramia regulations) to which they belong.

Regarding no. 15, I add that although little can be had from this
fragment, it seems fairly clear, despite the miserable state of preserva-
tion, that it dealt with Hermaia performanceÑthe reference to Her-
mes in the dative makes him a likely recipient of sacriÞce (or of the
celebration). Personal preferences aside, inclusion seemed preferable to
exclusion, if only as what would otherwise be a little-noticed piece of
evidence.

No. 17
In general the tone of my commentary seems too assertive for such a
fragmentary document. In lines 10Ð11, as much as I would prefer my
speculation regarding hiketeia to be correct, hierosylia remains possible. It
may also be possible that the document discussed cases of supplication
other than that of a murderer.
279 lines 5–6: In principle it is possible that the 4(ικετε?ων V δεκ#μ[ε-
ν%ς] are two different persons.

No. 18
Line 15: ε5σπρ�"1ησεται is naturally preferable to ε5σπρ�σσεται but
seems too long for the space.
Line 36: for Tπ#λ%γ%ς perhaps ÔcreditÕ.

No. 19
Line 3: for τιμα8 cf. τιμ�ς τ3ν �ερ�ων in LSS 19.
P. 301: Commentary 4–5, 12: Considering LSAM 44, the κ%ιν)
(perhaps Ôcommon/generalÕ) διαγρα() could have taken into account
other sales.
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No. 20
Line 8–10: In retrospect Òthe women who performed (made) the sacri-
ÞceÓ are probably worshippers, as peculiar as the provision in question
seems to be.
P. 305: Introductory remarks: the second decree could reßect lack of
satisfaction on the part of cult personnel. But I ought to note again that
the modiÞcations could simply reßect general dissatisfaction with the
Þrst decree, emanating solely from the officials involved.
Pp. 305–306 n. 5: SEG XII 390 is irrelevant.
P. 308, 1st paragraph, last sentence: The grains allocated to the
priestess may be used entirely for sacriÞcial performance. As for the
amount of barley groats, reading the text without interpretation, it is
Þxed rather than dependent on anything else.
P. 311, n. 51: one could argue that the stipulation, whether or not
expressed by a Ôboth when É and when ÉÕ (if the non-repetition of
Oταν is not an impediment) could be logical if it applied only to public
sacriÞce. Perhaps it could be argued that it applied to a private occa-
sion. At any rate, it appears somewhat futile to argue about ÔlibationÕ vs.
ÔlibationsÕ and about the voice of the following (almost wholly restored)
verb. The arguments are hardly conclusive, the reading .σπ[%ν]δ[)ν]
seeming in and of itself a bit problematic as it is nearly entirely restored.

No. 21
Line 3: Part of the Þrst word may have started on line 2.

No. 23
P. 331, 1st paragraph: For Pantomatrion as the possible port of
Eleutherna see P. Perlman in M.H. Hansen and T.H. Nielsen, An

Inventory of Archaic and Classical Poleis, Oxford 2004: 1159.

No. 24
Lemma: To the list of editions, add CEG II 847 where the inscription
is dated to ca. 300B.C. (but with no discussion of the date).

No. 25, pp. 344–345: Òseems to antedate currencyÓ or rather Òcoin-
age.Ó

No. 26
As time goes by, my grasp of this decree seems to become more and
more tenuous. I assume that there are points in my discussion, par-
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ticularly the summary of the Þrst part of the decree, which were not
presented tentatively enough but should be taken as tentative.
Lemma: add to discussions Rhodes 1997: 315, 320.
Lines 5–6: Aμ%ν%%/ντας π%λιτε?εσ1αι: perhaps Òto share in the govern-
ment harmoniously.Ó
Line 8: The alpha printed in triangular brackets should not be brack-
eted (cf. epigraphical commentary ad loc., p. 349), but either dotted or
possibly not even dotted.
Line 13 (and epigraphical commentary p., 349): Tπεν�ντι%ι: the
upsilon or an upper part of it and, so it seems, something looking
like a pi, were evidently written above the epsilon and nu respectively,
although the traces are strange and perhaps justify dots.
Line 27: the translation Òat the sacriÞceÓ is inconclusive.
Line 33 (with epigraphical commentary p., 349): The dotted tau
may not need to be dotted after all. The alpha printed in triangular
brackets should not be bracketed: it appears to have been originally
omitted by the scribe/engraver, but the photograph seems to show
what looks like superscript lambda (following the superscript sigma;
cf. epigraphical commentary). The alpha should either be dotted or
possibly not dotted at all.
Line 34 (epigraphical commentary ad loc. p., 349): Contrary to
what was said in the Þrst edition, Porciani did not bracket any iota.
Pp. 335–336: for κρ8νω cf. also LSCG 92.

No. 27
Translation Lines 15 and 19: Regarding 4ρU�μεν%ι and 4π�ργματα,
although I think that we deal here with Þrstlings, we may prefer the
more general ÒofferingsÓ as the Þrst editors do.
P. 371: I must stress that my references to the levels of cult of the
Tritopatores at Athens are entirely derived from Jameson, Jordan, and
KotanskiÕs (1993) discussion of the evidence. For state cult see now the
new fragment of the state calendar (L. Gawlinski, ÒThe Athenian Cal-
endar of SacriÞces: A New Fragment from the Athenian Agora,Ó Hes-

peria 76, 2007, 37Ð55), at B line 12. (For previously published fragments
of the Athenian state calendar see the article by S.D. Lambert cited on
p. 404, Checklist 3, no. 5.)
P. 373, commentary on A 11–12: The verb *νατε?ω (ÔIn Pass., have

the ninth part removed for sacrifice:Õ LSJ s.v.) is also attested in J. Pouilloux,
Recherches sur l’histoire et les cultes de Thasos I, (Paris 1954), 82Ð85 no. 10a,
which, however, does not seem to add much.
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P. 382, 2nd paragraph: In the discussion of designation of sacriÞce
as to the immortals, the question here is not whether elasteroi are divine
beings or notÑthey are, as is statedÑbut whether the designation Òas
to the immortalsÓ qualiÞes them as ÒOlympiansÓ or not. That ÒstatusÓ
refers to the class of the divine being under discussion is indicated in
the commentary on A 10 (p. 272).

Checklist 1
As stated, the list is not Þnite. Future editors will decide what doc-
uments (e.g. P. Herrmann, Klio 52 (1970) 165Ð173; certain Labraunda
texts) could have been included or excluded (as no. 26, for which see
above, note on p. 21).

Figures
Figure 4: in the Þrst edition the photograph has been printed upside-
down.
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