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The substance of this investigation can be presented hest as a
1

commentary on the following table :—

Year
B¢,

353/2
352/1
351/0
350/9
349/8
348/7
347/6
346/5
345/4
344/3
343/2
342/1
341/0
340/9
339/8
338/7
337/6
336/5
335/4
334/3
333/2
33271

Tribe of Secre-
tary of the
Trensurers of
Atheua

Hippothontis
Alantis
Antioehis
Trechtheis
Algeis
TPandionis
Leontis
Akamantis
Oineis
Kekropis
Hippothontis
Alantis
Antiochis
ISrechtheis
Algeis
Pandionis
Leontis
Akmmantis
Oincis
Kekropis

Tribe of Se¢rctary

and of Priest
Antiochis
Brechtheis
Ajgeis
Pandionis
Teontis
Akamantis
Oineis
Kekropis
Tippothontis
Aiantis
Antiochis
Srechthiecis
Algeis
Pandionis
Leontis
Akamantis
Oineis
Kekropis
ITippothontis
Aiantis
Antiochis
Trechtheis

Deme of
Secretary

Pallene
Enonymon?

Phrearrhol

Acharnai
Phlya
Oion

Aigilia

Araphen
Kytheros

Eitea
Acharnai
Xypete
Acherdus
PPhaleron
Paltene
Anagyrus

Priest of Asklepios

HdTa[wos] (' ENevoiveos) !
Avgifeos [Tp)ikoptaios
Bovyerns U Augirpomrijfev

Iowekidns " ANac(evs)
AcoxNgs
TloN\vEevos

Tewrias

[Te]hesi[as] PAuv(ebs)

| This investigation was begun ag a preliminary study to a work on later
Athenian history for the prosecution of whieh the Carnegic Tnstitution of
Washington has generonsly provided the funds.
presented to the Philologieal Club of the University of California on IFeh-

ruary

26, 1906,

Its general resnlts were
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Year
B.C.
331/0
330/9
329/8
328/7
327/6
326/5
305/4
324/3
bids
AP /T

Yeur
B.C.
307/6
306/
305/4
304/3
303/2
302/1
301/0
300/9
200/8
298 /7
207/6
206/5
205/4
204/3
203/2
202 /1
201/0
200/9
280/8
288/7
287/0
286/5
285/4
284/3
283/2
282/1
281/0
280/9
279/8
278/7
277/6
2F68/5
275/4
274/3

Tribe of Seeye-
tary of the
Tyreasurers of
Athena

Iippothontis

Alantis

Antiochis

Erechtheis

Algels

Pandionis

Teontis

Akamantis

Oineis

Nekropis

Archon
Anaxikrates
Koroibos
[luxenippos
Dherekles
TLeostratos
Nikokles
Klearchos
Itegemachos
Iinktemon
Muesidemos
Antiphates
Nikias
Nikostratos
Olympiodoros
Philippos
Kimon 1
Charinos
Diokles
Diotimos
Tsaios
Isuthios
NXenophon
Urios
Tclokles?
Menekles
Nikias Otr,
Aristonymos
Ciorgias
Anaxikrates
Demokles
— laios?
Ioubulos
Polyenktos
Hievon

University of California Publications.

Trile of Seerefary
and of Priest
Algeis
Pandionis
Leontis
Akamantis
Oiueis
Kekroyis
TEippothontis
Aiantis
Autioehis
Freehtheis
Deme ot
Secretary
Diomeia
Rhiunnus
Alopeke ?
Gargettos
Phegus
Plotheia
Probalinthos

IKephale

Azenia
Thaleron

IEalai
Paiania

Cholargos
Aixone
Trikorynthos

Alopeke
Aithalidai

Kephale
Oe

Detnte of
Secretnry
Kollytos
daianin
Iupyridai
ITagnus

Eleusis
Rhanmnus
Alopeke
Kephisia
Tribe of
Seeretary
Algeis
Alantis
Antiochis
Antigonis
lorechtheis.
Aigeis
Tandionis
Leontis
Akamantis
QOincis
Kckropis
ITippothontis
Alantis
Antiochis
Antigonis
Demetrins
Iorechtheis
Aigeis
Pandionis
TLeontis
Akamantis
Oineis
Kekropis
Hippothontis
Adantis
Antiochis
Antigonis
Demetrias
lSrechthels
Algeis
Pandionis
T.contis
Akamantis
Qineis

[Cnass. P1iL.

Priest of Asklepios

diNoxdpns " Oaber?

“Avdporgs (... ... éx
Kepau]éwy

"Ovirwp " Ovhropos
TEUS

Tribe of Priest Priest of Asklepios
[Srechtheis
:\ig(‘iS
Pandionis
Leontis
Akamantis
Oineis
Kekropis
ITippothontis
Alantis
Antiochis
Antigonis
Demetrias
Iyeehtheis
Aigeis
Pandionis
Teontis
Akimantis
Oineis
IKekropis
TTippothontis
Alantis
Antiochig

PrAevs Xaspiov [ Ihevo]i-
vios

Antigonis
Demetrias
Erechiheis
Algeis
>andionis
Leontis
Akamantis
Oineis
Kekropis
ippothontis
Alantis Zevékpiros [ A]pLd{ vaios)

Antiochis [....6]idns” AXwm (exfiber)
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Year
B.C.
27842
272/1
27170
27079
2649/3
268/7
267/6
266/5
265 /4

264/3
263 /2
2 /1
Year
..
261/0
260/9

254/3
20H/5
2521
251/0
250/9
249,/8
248/7
247/6
246/5
245/4
204/3
243/2
242/1
241/0
24079
230/8
238/7
237/6
236/5
235/4
234/3
233/2
280 /1
231/0

A\rehon

Pytharatos

Philokrates

Peithidemos

Diognetos

Antipatros

Archon

Arrhencides

Klcomachos

Diogeiton
Olhios

Lysiades
Kallimedes
(ilaukippos?
Thersilochos

Charikles
Liysiag
KNimon |1
ISkphantos
Lysanias

Diomedon
Jason

Ierguson.—The Priests

Deme of
Necretary

Melite

Deme of
Necretary

Kettos

IKitea

I’lotheia

NMyrrhinus

Phrenrrhoi

Rlinmnas

Hippotomadai

Tribe of

Secrcetary
Kekropis
Iippothontis
Aiantis
Antiochis
Antigonis
Demetrias
Ervechtheis
Aigeis
Pandiouis

Leontis
Akamantis

t Qineis
{ Oineis

of Asklepios.

Trihe of Priest
Antigonis
Demetrias
Erechthets
Aigeis
Pandionig
Leontis
Akanatis
Oincis
Kekropis

Hippothontis
Aiantis
Anttochis
Antiochis

Trihe of Neeretary
amt of Priest
Antigonis
Demetring
Tvechtheis
Aigeis
Pandionis
T.eontiy
Akamintis

QOineis
Kekropis
Hippothontis
Adantis
Antiochis
Antigonis
Demet rins
Erechtheis
Algeis
Pandionig
Leontis
Akamantis
Oineis
Kekropis
Iippothoutis
Alantis
Antiochis
Antigonis
Demetrias
Iorechtheis

Aigeis
Pandionis

Leontis
Akamantis

133

Priest of Axklepios
[T Juoxnn(s) L[ ireaios]?

X ulxvbos ' Avay(vpdaios)
Nixduayos??
Avoavia[s lpopa]Ni(aios)
... Zoun(evs)
"Apev—!
"ApxisNis Naxedd{ns)
Avowc[N]5s Svraldgr-
(7105}
[Tlpo]xNs Mlep[aciels)]
Avkéas Papvolvatos)
D\éas Vireai(os)
KaXhuddns Adye\ (eds)
Priest of Asklepios
O¢blevos 1lepyao (Hbev)
Oeoowpo(s) MeNer(ets)
[....o08]) Ebwrvuers
[®eni]rmos " Twpi(d7s)
AdroxAgs "Oale( )
DbidoxpdTns "Exaki)( fev)
lipaererns [T ]udpxov
Kipealdns
Krnowrtdns
Botoros bhu(evs)

— — Zure]T{a}wdr
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\l';ji"": Arclion _\lo):‘:::‘(j.‘:{ \[\',‘Jz(t:'rl“ Priest of Asklepios
230/9 Epikephisia Oineis

220/8  Ileliodoros Athmonon Kekropis
228/7  Leoclures ITippothontis
227/6  Theophilos Aiantis
226/5  Lrgochares  Alopeke Antiochis
225/4 XNiketes Antigonis
224/3 Antiphilos Demetriag
223/2 Kalli — Iireehtheis
222/1  Menckriates Aldgeis

221/0  Thrasvphan  Paiania Pandionis
220/9 Leontis
o19/8 ’tolemais
218/7 Kephale? Akamantis
217/6 Chairephon Oineis

216/5  Pasindes Wekropis
215/4 Diokles Keiriaedai Iippothontis  Eierparoes Oivaios*
214/3  Luphiletos Alantis
213/2  Ierakleitos Antiochis
212/1  Archelaos Kydathenaton  Antigonis
21170 Aischron Demetrias
210/9 Linmptrai Ereehtheis
200/8  Philostratos Aigeis
208/7  Antimachos  Myrrhinus Pandionis
207/6  Phanostratos Leontis
20675 Kallistratos Ptolemais
205/4 Akamantis
204/3 Oinets
203/2 Kekropis
202/] Hippothontis
201/0 Ptolemais
200/9 Akamantis
199/8 Oineis

108/7 Kekropis
197/6 Tlippothentis
106/5 Alantis
105/4 Antioehis
104/3 Attalis

103 /2 Isrechtheis
192/1 Aigeis

101/0 Pandionis
100/9 Leontis
180/8 Plolemais
I88/7  Symnachos  Thorikos Akamantis
187 /6 Theoxenos Oincis
186/5  Zopyros Aixone Kekropis

185/4  liapolenos Tlamaxartein  Hippothontis
184/3 Alantis
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Year
B,
183/2
182/1
18170
180/9
179/8
s /7
177 /6
176/5
175/4
174/3
a2
172/1
171/0
170/9
169/8
168/7
167/6
16G/5
165/4
164/3
163/2
162/
161/0
160/9
159/8
158/7
157/6
156G /5
155/4
1534/3
153/2
152/1
151/0
150/9
149/8
1487
147/6
146/5
145/4
144/3
143/2
142/1
141/0
140/9
139/8
1387

Ferguson—The Priests of Asklepios.

o Dee of
Archon Ketretniy
Iermogenes

Timesianax Prohalinthos

1lippakos

Sonikos Pevithoidai

Tychandros  Marathon

De—

Funikos
Xenokles

Kephisia
Teithras

Pelops [Tekale
luerg—
ISrastos
Poseidonios
Aristolas Elensis

Aristaichmos

Anthesterios
Kallistratos
Aleesitheos

Phaidrins
Lysiades
Archon
ISpikrates
Theaitetos
Aristophon

Sypalettos

Ilagnotheos  Thorikos

Timarchos

135

Tribwe of

Recretary
Antiochis
Attalts
ISrechtheis
Aigeis
Pandionis
T.eontis
Ptolemais
Akamantis

Priest of Asklepios

Oincis
Kekropis
[ippothontis
Aiantis
Anttochis
Attahs
[Brechiheis
Aigeis
Pandionis
Loeontis
Ptolemais
Akanantis
Oineis

lpwraydpas Nixsjrot
[lepyaonpper®

Kekropis
TLippothontis
Alantis
Antiochis
Attalis
Frechtheis
Algeis
Pandionis
Leontis
Ptolewmiis
Akawmantis
Oineis
'\V.L‘k]'npis
Iippothontis
Alantis
Antiochis
Attalis
Frechtheis
Aigeis
Pandionis
Lieontis
Ptolemais
Akamantis
Oineis
Kekropis [ZwiNos] Nuox[paTov]
DAvers*



Year

B.C.
137/46
136/5
135/4
134/3
133/2
132/1
131/0
130/9
12978
128/7
127/6
126/5
125/4
19478

232
| hALF R |
121/0
12079

110/8
118/7
117G

116/5

115/4
11473

113/2

112/1
1M1/0
110,/9
100/5
108/7
10776
‘[(i(i/;'b
105/4
104/3

101/0
100/9
9449/8
98/7
07/6

Archon

1l erakleitos
Nikomachos

Metrophanes
lirgokles
Fipikles
Demostratos
Lykiskos
Dionysios
Theodorides
Diotimos
Jason
Nikias and
Isigenes
Denctrios
Nikodemos

Iutaehos

Hipparehos
Lowtios

Nausias
Ierakleides?

Paramonos

Dionysios
Sosikrates?
Polykleitos
Jason
Demochares
Aristarchos
Agathokles
Menoites
Sarapion

Archon

Theokles
Echekrates
Medeios
Theodlosios
Prokles
Argeios

University of California Publications.

Deme of
Secretary

Anakaia

Laomptrai

Jileusis

Oinoe

Skambonidai

Rhomnos

Tamptrai
Ankyle
Paianin
Aithalidai

Iphistiadai

Peme of
Keervetury

lsleusis*

Kothokidai*

Tribe of Seeretary

and Priest of
Serapis

ITippothentis
Alantis
Antiochis
Attalis
Irechtheis
Aigeis
Pandionis
Teontis
Ptolemais
Akamantis
Oineis
Kekropis
Tlippothontis
Aiantis

Antiochis
Attalis
Joreehtheis

Algeis
Pandionis

Ticontis
Ptolemais

Akamantis

Oineis
Kekropis

Iippothontis

Adantis
Antiochis
Attalis
Iirechtheis
Aigeis
Pandionis
Lieontis
Ptolenuiis
Akamantis

Deme of Priest
of Serapis

[Sleusis
Trikorynthos
Anaphlystos
Sunion
Lamyptrai
PPhilaidai
Paiania
Leukonoe
Phlya
Kerameikos
Acharnai
Melite

Marathon

Alopeke
Tyrneidai
Pergase

{ Myrrhinutta

| Otryne
Tainnia
Kolone
PPhlya

+ Thorikos

1 Sphettos
Acharnai
Melite

{ Peiraiecus

1 Broindad
Rlzimmus
Anaphlystos
Oinoe
Kephisia

Phlyva
Deme of Priest
of Serapis

Skambonidai*

Acharnan*

[CLass. Puin.

Priest of Asklepios

Oeodwpos Vo[ 1] arsfer®

Priest of Asklepios
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\l;e(‘f Archon {\]:(:"";:;t; . )l‘:}":‘e’: "l; ’]:“S t Pricst of Asklepios
96/5  Argeios

93/4  TTerakleitos Kitea*

04/3

93/2

92/1

91/0  Medeios

90/9  Nedeios

80/8 Aledeios

88/7 "Avapyxia

Ve Avchon Demeof - TAMALAN by of Asklevion
87/6  Philanthes ISrechtheis

8G/5 -ophautes Algeis

83/4 Pandionis

84/2 Leontis

83/2 Ptolemais

82/1 Akamantis

81,0 Oineis

S0/9 IKekropis

/8 1Tippothontis

w8/7 Aiantis

77/6 Antiochis

16/5 Attalis

/4 Breehtheis

74/3 Algeis

3/2 Yandiouis

Vi | Liecontis

71/0 Ptolemais

T0/9 Akamantis

GO/8 Ojneis

68/7 Kekropis

67/6 Ilippothontis

66/5 Alantis

65/4 Antiochis

64/3 Attalig

63,2 Torechtheis TwkpdTns Capamwiwvos

Kngiaevs
62/1  Aristaios Algeis Oebdwpos  Napidfuov
&y Muppivobrrys

G170 Theophemos Pandionig

60/9  Ilerodes Leontis

59/8 Leukios Ptolemais

58/7  XKalliphon Akamantis

57/6  Diokles Oineis

56/5 Xointos Kekropis

55/4  Aristos Hippothontis

54/3 Zecnon Alantis
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\i.;::‘.': Arelon \]:):‘:le“t‘st\ [|I'1”'\~:1\'1|[|,r|]1.r:' Priest of Asklepios
53/2 Diodoros Antiochis
52/1  Lysandros Tlalai* Attalis
531/0 Lysiades Erechtheis AwxNis dwokhéovs Knge-
o Levs
50/9  Demetrios Aigeis
49/8  Demochares  Apollonieis Pandionis
48/7 —a— — Tieontis
47/6 Ptolemais
46/5 Akamantis
43/4 Oineis
44/3 Kekropis
43/2 [Tippothontis
42/1 Aiantis
4170 Antiochis
+0/9 Attalis
I1.

1. Let us take T G 1T 836 as owr starting point.  From it we
obtain the names, demes, and sequence of fourteen priests of
Axklepios.  They need only to he listed for the observation to
obtrude itself that they tollow one another in the offlicial order
of their tribex.!  One exception alone occwrs. ®oaéas Elreaios
and Kaxiadys Avyoners, the fourth and fitth in the list, helong
to the tribe Antiochis.

I G IT Add. Nov. 373D next demands owr attention.  The
priest of  Asklepios for the year preceding that of the arehon
Ly [si]a[de]s was — = Evme]r[a Jwor, from the trihe Demetrias.

Then we consider T G IT5 178 b from whieh it is clear that
the priest of Asklepiox and the pryvtany-secretary for 328 7 B.C-
hoth helonged to the tribe Akmnantis,  In the same way 1 (11
766, when properly construed, shows that the priests of Askle-
pios for 341 0 B.C. and 336 5 B.C. were taken, like the secreta-
vies for these years, from Aigeis and Iekropis rvespectively.
Henee we conelude that the tribes of the priests and the tribes
of the seeretaries normally concurred in each year. The smne

' Kirehmer's timely demonstration (Rliene. Mus. 59, 1004, pp. 204 f1.) that
Pergise was transferred to Antigonis hetween 307 and 201 B.C, removes the
dificulty whieh Bebdéevos Ilepyaonfey — the sixth in 1he list-—would otherwise
have presented.
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conclusion is wrged upon us hy the fact that, when, in the
second half of the seeond eentury 13.C., the priests of Serapis
and the searetaies hoth followed the official order, in this case
too the same tribe was ealled nupon each vear for the two officials,

The dating of the priests of Asklepios of T G [T 836 need not
now detain us long.  The tribe Pandionis is fixed for the seere-
taryship in 221 0 B.C. by the coineidence of the arehon Thirasy-
phon and the Olvmpiad 142, 2" Working back and forwad
from this point we must construet, as Kirelmer saw,” the scheme
of tribal votation for the third century. It then appems that
there are only two possibilities — one to aseribe the list of four-
teen priests to 253 2 —241 0, the other to date it in 265 4 —
258 2 B.C. The ¢hotee 1s not difficudt.  For hy loecating the lisi
in 265 4 —253 2 it resultx that the two priests from Antiochis
fall in 262 1 B.C'.  That they belong to the same year may he
taken for granted. It is analogous to what we find upon consid-
cring the reconstructions made jn the board of Amphictyons iy
3776 £, and is i accord with the practice repeatedly attested
for the election of suffecti to the priests of Serapis.”  Twice —in
319 8% and in 296 5'— a similar substitution of magistiates took
place in the widdle of the yemr.  On each oceasion the archon-
cponymos was re-elected.  The same was done with one at Jeast
of the generals in 296 5, Phaideos of Sphettos being struategos
twice in Nikias’' archonship.®  We have long sinee concluded,®
from evidence which until vecently was perhaps inadequate," that
in the year wlhich ended the Chyemomdean War Antigonos
Gonatag, like the revolutionists in 319 8 and 206 5 3., sub-
stituted for the old magistiates a new set congenial to himself,
Moreover we have lately learned that this war was ended in
262 1 B.C.; for Athens survendered in Antipatros’ arehonship;

P DIPMTENBERGER : Sylloge= 256, 11, 12 (1.

TGl gl Az 1000, pp. 433 (T

"DITTENBERGER: Sylloge® 86y of. Classical Reciew XV, 1901 pp, 38 fF,

“Bee above, pp. 136 f.

“For Apollodoros dedrepos see T G 1T Add. 209 b5 ¢f. TT5 209 ¢.

"For Nikiax terepos T (¢ TT 2095 T (1 1T5 200 ¢,

“TGOTT 831, 1. ot

YDROYSEN: Gesch.d. Hellewismus T )2 p. 2465 BELoOCH : Griech. Geseh. 111
9 2170
Zg 1T,

P iTegesandros in Athenaeus TV 167 1.5 ¢f. below p. 154,
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Autipatros was the immediate predecessor of Airheneides, and
Arrheneides followed Klearchos (801/0) by an iuterval of 39
vears and three months, DBy erclusive veckoning Arrheneides
thus falls into 261:0."

For these reasons we must date the list of fourteen priests in
265/4—9253/2 B.C.

The dating of T G II Add. 378D is not so easy. The limits
are 233/2 and 230729, and, since the priest is from Kekvopis, it
is possible for Lysiades to oveupy either 247/6 or 235/4. 1lis
rival for cither of these positions is Liysaniag, the successor of
Ekphantosx.  One is tempted to regard these two archons as the
same, since 1 G IT Add. Nov. 873D gives us only Ly [si]a[de]s
—a very casy wisreading for Ly [sa]ulials. But the temptation
to identify them must be vesisted; for the secretaries ave different,
one heing "Apiaropayos "Apiaro —, the other Edunhos *Eumedio-
vos lidwvvpeds. llence a place must be found for both Lysindes
and Lysanias.  The decision comes from considering the pre-
decessor of Lysanias. 1k name ocenpies eight spaces” —yprecisely
the number vequived for the archon of 286/5 B Lysiades
therefore helongs to 247/6 and the priest from Xopete to 248/7.
Sinee Gesdopos Mehirevs would occupy this year, if the list of
fourteen were assigned to 238/2 1, its location in 265/4 ff. is thus
nade doubly sure.

Now we can proceed farther.  But fiest let ux remark that
the official order of the priests was not hroken by the Chremo-
nidean War, and that by a ¢uious coineidence a priest from
Antigonis— the tribe established by the Athenians in honor of
Autigonos Gonatas’ grandfather and namesake — was due for
261/0.  Owr next stopping place is T G IT Add. Nov. 567 1. This
precious stone yields us a priest of Asklepios for the tvibe Hippo-
thontis and the avchon Isaios.  The official order of the priests
ot Asklepios locates this priest, dvieds NXawplov [’E)\evo](wo:,”
i 288/7, and thus scttles a mueh debated problem in favor of
the view originally proposed by me aud rashly (so they said)
m\\' pp. 153 1T,

2 RKouBE: esischrift f. Ollo Hirsehyeld p. 317 has settled this point.

B The restoration is undoubtedly right The decree is one of the tribe
ITippothontis.
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b For the usefulness of the official order

accepted by Kirehmer,"
of the seeretarvies’ tribes as a eanon in dating the arehons of the
first third of the third century B.C. depended upon the mainte-
nance of the arehon Isaios in 288/7 B.C.  And since 288/7 is
demanded for Isaios by the official order of the priests’ tribes,
wlhien we work backward from 262/1 and by the official owder of
the secretaries’ tribes, when we work forward from 303/2 —
293/2, there is no longer any room for discussion as to the loca-
tion of this arehon, and very little for differenee of opinion upon
the avclion-list between 203/2 and 271/0 B.(.

FFinally we observe that upon the rve-establishiment of demo-
eratic government in 307 6 B.C, the tribe from which the priest
of Asklepios was chosen was Erechtheis — the first in the official
order prior to the ereation in that year of Antigonis and
Demetrias.™

2. Let us leave the priests of Asklepios at this point and
turn to the prytany-scerctmries.  lere too the official order,
which had continued without an interruption from 353 2 B.C.,
was  thrown axide with the establislhment of the arvistoaratie
government in 322/1, bhut, unlike that of the priests was not ve-
ostablished H1 three years after 307°6, u 3043, In the summer
of this yemr Demetrins Polioreetes, at the command of his father
Antigonos, abhandoned the siege of Rhodes in order a second
time to resene Athens from Nassander, and it was doubtless to
commemorate his vietorious entry into the city that his fathei’s
tribe, Antigonis — the first in the official order —wax given the
privilege of possessing the secretaryship for the year then com-
mencing,  In the yvear 303 2, however, his own tribe, Demetrias,
wax passed by and the seerctiryship was given to Erechtheis.
The veason for this is not hard to find. It was seemingly in the
carly part of the vear 303, while Polioreetes was absent in the
Peloponnesus,"  that  the  Stratokles=Demetrius * govamment

Y Gott. gel. Anz. 1900, pp. 436 (€5 Prosopographia Attice 11, 1. 636,

Nhe cleetion of the priest took place some nine weeks prior to the
Cheginning of the official year (I G IT Add. 489 h)—as did that of the archon
and the other ordinary miagistrates (11 4716). Antigonis and Demetrins began
to exist preswmably on the first day of the official year.  Cf. BaTis: Cornell
Studies VIIL, p. 1.

Y Beity. all. Gesel, V, p. 174, n. 3.
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wax overthrown at Athens, on the issue of subservience to the
Macedonian prinee, and Demochares and the democratic oppo-
nents of Demetrins took affairs into their own hands."  To be
suve the deposed government was soon reinstated and Democha-
res was foreed into exile, hut the elections and the beginning of
the official year, we may assmne, came in the interval and
Stratokles did not think it worth while to take the secretaryship
from the person whom the lot had designated to hold it,

A disloeation of the two svstems thus occurred.  And I take
thix opportunity to remark that there was probably a small group
of ammual single officers lined up with bhoth the priests and the
secretaries.  The dixloeation was such that when Antigonos
Gonatax came to reconstruet the state in 262 1 Oineis had the
secretarvship and Antioehis the priestship.  The displacement
was no doubt awkward and senseless. Tt was not perpetuated,
and in 261 0 we find Antigonis, the first in the official order,
and at the same time the tribe of which the conqueror wag, ax it
were, the living eponyimos, in possession of hoth the offices.

Thus is explained the first break in the official order of the
secretaries’ tribes—a break whiech has been uxed by many
scholars to rejeet all archon-lists constiucted with it ax the
euiding prineiple.  The second break concerns us next: for
between the last yvears of the third century and 188 7 B.C. a
hreach ocewrred by which some geven tribes were omitted.  This
I believe ¢can now he explained also.  The distwhing event in
this interval is, ax has all along been aftirmed, the abrogation of
the tribes Antigonis and Demetrias and the introduction of a
new tribe, Attalis. We have abundance of literary evidence that
Attalis was established in 200 B.C'. Moreover V., von Schoeffer
has recently shown us that, hetween the disappearance of Anti-
conis and Demetrias and the creation of Attalis, a short period
intervened during whicli there were but eleven tribes in Athens.”
Antigonis and Demetrias were therefore abolished in 201—in all

Y PrLrraRCn s Demetrins XXIV. In this way the omission of Demctrias
can be explained, whether the official order begun, for some unknown
reason, with Aiantis in 306/5 or, as assumed above, with Antigonis in 304/3.
Demochares was doubtless opposed to the creation of the two new tribes and
in 303/2 they had not vet got xecnrely establixhed.

"See Pavny-Wissowa: V, 1, p. 32 and pp. 38 f].

y
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likehhiood. The important ocenrrences in Athenian  history
during this year were the Acarnanian-Macedonian raid into
Attiea, the outhreak of hostilities hetween Athens and Philip,
and, what has heen insufliciently emphasized in this conneetion,
the asswrances of aid given to Athens by Ptolemy of Egypt —
with whose conrt the eity had been on the most friendly terms
for over twenty yveavs—appavently in 201" at any rate hefore
the collapse of BEgyptian power at the battle of Daneion in the
first halt of 200 B.(C.

The official order of the secretaries’ tribes is amply demon-
strated for the greater part of the second century. We work
baek, according to Kivehmer’s method, from the fixed points to
the uneertain period af ifs start.  The system is affached to the
Roman consul-lists or the Olympiads o 1109, 1121, 1254,
140 39, 168 7, and, when contimued to 201 0, the intervesting faet
ix revealed that in this vear the tribe n the secrvetaryship was
Ptolemals.  Everything is now clear. The outbreak of indigna-
tion which caused the Athenians to throw aside Antigonis and
Demetrias™ took place in 201, The machinery for tribal distriba-
tion of oftices was thereby thrown out of working. and in stavt-
ing anew in 2010 the Atlienians acted as they did in 261 0 and
gave the honor of leading off the tribal procession to ’tolemais,
of which too the living eponymos was the ruling king of Egypt,
the benefactor from whom at that moment the Athenians eon-
fidently expected aid against Macedon. For less than a year
there were eleven tribes in Athens. Then came the visit of

"Lvy: XXX, 9. 15 ¢f. Niese: Gesch. d. griech. w. wmaked. Staaten, 11,
p. B80 and pp. 389 f.

vy (XXXT, 0 eft Diox Cirys. : XXXV 47) velates how in the vear
90, after the eveation of Attalis (XXX, 15; ¢f. Ponypivs: XVI, 23) the
Atheniaus cut from the stones all memovials of the Macedonian rulers and
otheprwise mdulged their indignation agaiust Philip. lither this occnrrence
is misplaced by Livy, or the tribes Antigonis and Demetrias were not among
the Macedonian institutions at that time enst aside. Tt is quite possible that
upon the first violation of Atheus’ nentrality by the Macedonians and Acar-
nanians (Livy: XXXI, 14) the Athenians disearded these two tribes.  Doly
bins says unothing of their abrogation where he deseribes in detail the
civetmstanees ander which Attalis was created.  Besides, 1 G 11 901 shows
that Antigonis and Demetrias were non-cexistent for some time hefore {he
creation of Attalis,

T OF eonrse the dishbanding of Antigonis and Demetrias may have taken
place in the conrse of the year 201/0. Ptolenutis will in that ease have given

the secretary (amd other single annual officials) for the Tatter payt of 201/
only.
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Attalos tn 200, and the ereation of the new tribe Attalis. The
offieial order, which thus started afiesh in 20170, eontinued with-
out interruption till the constitutional changes of 103 2 13.(1.*
It was then abandoned, apparvently forever.

3. We must now vevert to omr priests of Asklepios.  Theve
are many of them helonging to the period from the fourth
century B.CL to the second centiry A.D. to whom no year can
be assigned with any certainty. It will be sufficient to append
a list of these.™  The priests who ave dated exactly hetween 229
andd 88 B.C. wre four in number. They fall in 2154, 165 4,
133/7 and 126 5 B3.C. and came from the demes Oinoe, DPergase,
Phlva, and Hestiaia. These demes helonged at this time to 1’tole-
maix, lrechtheis, Ptolemais, and Aigels vespeetively.  Sinee the
niintenance of the offleial order for the priests concwrrent with
that tor the secretariex demands for these yvears priests from Ilip-
pothontis, Ptolemats, Kekropig, and Wekropiy, it is elear that the
two xvstems were not kept fogether at this time. Nor do the
intervals hetween the priests allow us to insert these officials
either as a whole or in pairs upon any orderly scheme of tribal
sequences.  In other words the official order wasx disregarded in
the seleetion of the priests of Askleptos duving thie time when it
was maintained most vigidly for the pryvtany-secretarvies, and for
this reason owr loss, for clonological purposes, i not a very
ereat one,

Proceeding down into the first century B3.C we have evidence
from the yvears 63/2, 62/1, and 51/0 that the priests of Asklepios
were again sueeeeding one another in the official order of their
tribes.  There ¢an be no doubt ax to these dates, or as to the
matntenance of the sequence at this time; for the ammrangement
of the whole group of archons hetween 621 and 47 6 is demon-
strated by the combination of T ¢ TIT 1015 and 1074, and one ot
the group, Lerodes, is fixed in 60759 hy his <ynehronisin with
O1. 180. 1.*  In order to determine the point at which the reeu-

2 Beily. alt. Gesel. TV, pp. 1 T
“See helow pp. 172 ff.

M Probores 1, 4, savs: Tovrov 87 (Julius Cacsar) ai mpoTar wpdies dmereNéo-
Onaav S\vumiddos T7s éxaroaThs xal 6ydonkoaTHs karda TO wpLrTov Eros ém’ dpyovros
"Abfvnew ‘lipddov, 1t is confirmatory that Theophemos, the predecessor of

Herodes, is assigned by Kastor (in Ensching 1 p, 183, 8. p. 295, 33 Schoene)
to 61,0 B.C.j ¢f. KIRCHUNER: P.AL T092.
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lar suceession was resuimmed we liave again to work backward
from 63:2 as a fixed point, and this time we have not far to go.
It is obvions that what happeuned before in 262/1 and 201 0 B.C.
happened again at this time. In 88 7 the Athenian democrats,
looking for the coming of Mithrvidates the Great, overturned the
pro-Roman arvistoeratic government which had existed from
1032 B.C. on. They put themselves into the hands of two
military leaders — so-called tyrants,— and offered a desperate
resistance to Sulla in 87.6. When the Roman procousul cap-
tured the city the arvistocrats were rvestored,” the preceding year
was marked oun the list of the eponymi as avapyla, and the offices
were reassigned. The priest of Asklepios for 87 6 was taken, as
in 307/6 and 261.0, from the first tribe in the official order—
Krechtheis. At what time the scheme of sequences, begun in
8776, ceased to exist, I cannot at present determine.”

IT1.

We must now return and take up a number of points in
detail.

1.  The list of secretavies to the treasnry-board of Athena is
given to bring out the fact that their official order does not con-
cur with that of the prytany-seerctaries and priests. At what
times the three sets began cannot be determined. _

2. Tdrawos (P.A. 11677) was priest shortly hefore 343 2
(arehon Pythodotos). The name being rave, it is perbhaps admis-
sible to identify him with Tlaraicos "EXevaivios [ G 11T 834 b,
eol. I, 50 (320 8. P.A. 11679).

Avoifeos Tpuropioios (P.A. 9407) appears in I G IT 767 1. 19,
and 1459, e must have been priest in 334 3, 1if this fragment
—a list of donationg to Asklepios— followed I (+ IT 766: bhut
that is impossible, for the list for 334/3 is extant in 766 itself,
and 707 certainly formed no part of 766, Ilence 767 mnst pre-
cede 766, in which case it shonld probably be joined with Add.
Nov. 766 b, Lysitheos is therefore assigned to 34473 B.C.

= RBedlr. all, Geseh. IV, p. 17,

“ A hurried snrvey of the data for the first two centuries A.D. vevealed
nothing conelugive on thix point.
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For ®ovyenys ["Audirporifer], who is closely associated in
1 ¢+ 1T Add. 766 b with the archon Pythodotos (343 2), see P.A.
6699 and 6700.  The epimeletes of 2821, who also made a dedi-
eation to Asklepios i c. 252, wax the grandson of the priest.

Edvwcidns ‘Ahweds appears in the  Asklepios-list for 341 0
in the following connection: Muvwvioy T radras épy o lepe(ds)
Bomridns ‘Aac(ew) maraas etvar T GOITT66 1. 7T £ ef ). 3:
Muwyaapérn A, ENNelmer - |= |-, TavTas Sei| v] égy amododvar Aco-
khéa Muppe (vovorov). Such an  affirmation could bave been
made by no one except the priest in charge for the year.

TToAvEeros, priest in 334 8, xeems to he missing in the Proso-
pographic® He is possibly to le identified with TlodEevos
Ooxvkpd (Tovs) Zovmeds T G 11 864 (7. A. 12066).

For Tewofas priest in 338 7 ¢f. Teaoias Keparifer(1’. A 18478).

Texeolas PAv(eds)(1. A, 13520) is mentioned as priest in the
list of donations I G II 766 1. 66 and 67. No priest appears
elsewhere in this or the similar lists except the priest of
Asklepios.  If the donations arrived with about the same fre-
quency in 338/7 (1. 29ff.) and 337/6 as in 340/39 and 339/8
(1. 8ft.), we should expeet the priest for 336/5 to appear any-
where in the neighborhood of 1. 66,

3. Dunoydpns "Oaber and "Ovijrop Melteds are mentioned
in the catalogue of donations published in I G IT 835. This list
follows that of which part—for the years 341/0- 336/5ft.—is
extant in I G I1 766. Since Jines 8ff of 766 helong to 340/39,
and lines 66 and 67 deal with dedications in 336 /5, it is clear that
line 119, with which the catalogue ended, reached to about 332 /0.
We can therefore place the heginning of II 835 at about that
time. Consequently the seventeen priests mentioned v it belong
i the main after 330 B.C. Tlence I G IT 835 eannot have been
published hefore 313,/2 B.C. Tt undoubtedly was set up much
later.  Sinee Onctor’s publie carcer does not extend heyond
322 13.C..2% he can be assiened to 326/5 with considerable cer-
tainty.  Philochares, his neighbor in I (¢ IT 833, may be located
conjecturally in 330/29. The deme of none of the other fifteen

T 8imilavly  Erupdras (T G 11835 1.61) and Hubbvwos (ibid. 1. 50) have been

omitted.
- KIrCuNER, PoA, 11471,
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priests in this eroup is determinable—a faet the less to he
deplored, sinee many of them helong between 322 and 307, when,
as we have seen, the official order was generally disearded in the
eleetion of magistrates.

Beyond the fully extant beginning (265,4) of I ¢ 11 836
(which 1s written on the back of the stone on whieh T (¢ IT 835
is inseribed) le the years of nine priestg, who as ex-officials made
donations 1o Asklepios i 2665 and 263,22, Seven of them
appear together at the end of the catalogue for 263720 At this
point the commmissioners placed in the inventory a lot of mis-
cellaneous items—the weight of gold on hand, the épyvpopata
ols ot iepels éypavro cte. Perhaps an assortivent of cult-furniture
which had been contribnted by the pdests themselves was put
out of service at this time, a censer, a ladel. several ndvroTia,
a bowl, ete. O it may be that the commissioners ¢hose this point
to Nst the articles of the permanent outfit which were donated
hy priests who held office prior to the year in whieh Athens fell;
for all but three items n this part of the inventory concern
objects donated by priests, while of the others one was appar-
ently the property of Asklepios himself, and a sccond eame as
a wift frow the Sfuos of Athens.

It is not miportant to deeide whether this nest of dedications
is the result of something done i 2621 or of the cataloguing
in 232,17, In any ease its insertion just hefore the first year of
the Macedonian regime cheeks in o decisive way owr echronology
of the whole period.

The first dedication by the Sjpos was hsted in 263/2: the
next was made in 2565 and this seems to have estabhshed a
precedent : for in the two following yvears (for which alone a
complete catalogue is extant) the state likewise made a ¢ift to
ithe shrine.  Was the precedent set in the yvear m which Athens
regained her freedom?  That is given by Eusebius (II 120) as
25574, but, as Beloeh has remarked,” this has for us wmerely the
value of an approximation.

Macedonian money appears among the dedieations for the
first time in what we have determmed to be 261,/0. Thus during

“riech. Geseh. 112 p. 436,
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the pristship of Theoxenos of Pergase (1. 43) a [ rerpayporv *Av-
Ti]yoveor  was eiven as an offering by Kuagion. In 25675 four
rérpaypa "Avrryovea were dedicated (1o80)in 25574 three (1
36, and some more in 25473 (1 93).

After a period during which Athens had lost her right of
coinage the mint was reopened in 229 and the new style of Attie
coins beean.  Iead determines the period of suspension to be
from 322 to 2295 That is asswredly wrong. [t is inpossible to
believe that hetween 307 and 26271 Athens coined no money in
her own name. The fiest appearance of *Avreyoveia Térpaypa in
261,/0 tells clearly enough when it was that the old siyle of Attie

coins, or, for anything that T kXnow, one of the sevies of the new

slyle, was abindoned.  Llead® following J. P, Six,* attributes
the 7erpaypma *Avriysvaa of onr catalogue to Antizonos, the
father of Demetring Poliorectes.  This view is based on a false
dating of 1 ¢ II 836.  The coins helong, as is now clear, fo Anti-
aonos Conatas, and can probably be identified by the nuinismat-
ists.  Tn oany case we have again a decisive c¢heek upon our
chironology in the fact that these rérpaypa "Avreyovea make their
Giest appearance in the priestship wliel we have dated in the
vear after the fall of Athens.

Before assigning to precise yvears the nine priests who made
dedications as ex-officials it will be well to look to the hmits of
the mseription in which they ocenr. ITts heginning is extant in
a fracmentary condition. and. judging from the normal nwmber
of Tines requived for a year, it appears that at least five annunal
;atalogues preecded that from 26540 Tlow many more there
were depends npon the extent of the lacuna between fragments
ab and d. Since. as will be seen ina moment, the carliest vear
requared Dy the {ribes of the nine pricsts involved is 275/4. i
is conceivable that the list began at about that time, It ended in
232 1 B¢ Hence about 45 vears were tneluded.  Sinee it is to
be supposed that the inseription on the front of the stone was
eartally long, it is probable that the two sides contained a con-

" Historic: Nammorum p. 316.

"Op. el p. 201

Fonuadre de Nundsmatigue 1882 p. 27,0 1 have not had aceess to this
serial or to any other of the numismatic journals.
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tinuous narrative, and together listed the dedications from ahout
330 to 232 1T B.CL, the juneture being at about 276/5 13.C. And
this proves to be not an approximate but the exaet date: for
[ G TT 835 was set up in the archionship of K[ v— and the seere-
taryship of KXey[évms]. Between 3327 and 274 3 officials
whose names begin in this way are possible only twice. In 277 6
or 284/3—Ilaios? was archion.  Ths seeretary is unknown.  ence
there s nothing to exelude his year.  Bat there is nothing to
commend 1t either. Whereas 2765, the year which preceded that
of the carliest priest i [ (1 11 336, and the year of a most
important change of covernment in Athens:” has for archion
Isubulos.  THs seeretary has not been known hitherto.  We may
therefore safely conelude that T ¢ 1T 835 was inseribed in 276/5.
That being the case we have foand a reason for its peeuliar ar-
rangement ; for this catalogue differs from the rest in that the
donations are grouped, not under the nawmes of the priests in
whose yvear they were made, but according to their location in
the shrine.  This was natural, if the articles were listed in 276/5
B.C. The many changes of govermment and the abandonment
of the official order durving the preceding fifty years made it at
that time nnpossible to arrange the dedications ehronologically,

Sinee it s certain that the ex-priests helong to the period
immediately preceding 265/4 B.C L have assigned them to ihe
vears into which their demes distribute them.  In the process |
have made two restorations, one rash, the other probable.
[Te]morraj(s) "E— belongs to 273,2, 2721, 270/69, or 267, 6,
and in the tribes which are involved by these vears only four
demes hegin with "E; viz, Brehia and Erikeia (Aligeis 270/69),
Iiresidai (A kammantis 267/6), and litea (Aotigonis 273/2). Be-
canse of Tipoxris Eitealos (1, A 13733) the last possibility has
heen preferred.

The case of Aveavia[s ..... Jxe leaves less for guesswork.
The space calls for six or seven letters between A and A, The

HOf Betlr. alt. Gesele, ¥ opp. 167 £, 170, 173, and below pp. 159 and 166,
It will he observed thiat the change frow the financial boavd of éri vy dwwroe
to the single officer, which was made in 276/5, was acecompanied by the teans-
fer, in part at least, of certiain of the duties of the college, e ¢., the payment
for inseribing documents, to the replas Tov orpatiwrwey,  The carliest men-

tion of the military treasurer in this conmection is still T G 11 835: ¢f. Liar-
FELD [1 2, p. 722,
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possible years are the same as for Timokles, but the possible
demes are simply Adfa Ai(dys) (Anticonis 273 ,2) Kovflu [N{(8ns)
and HpoBa\i(awos) (Pandionis 269/8).  Aithalidai is ruled
out hecause of its length, and a reference to . AL 9321, 9322 will
suffice to justify us in preferving Probalinthos to Konthyle.

4. A few remarks may now be made on the archon-list.

It should no longer he doubted that Philippos helongs in
20372 B.C.. and that no nmne is lacking m the list given by
Dionysius of Talicarnassus; for hetween Philippos and Diokles
(290./89) place must be found for Kimon and Charinos.  The
reference in the letters of Epicurus—emi 8¢ Napd[ vov vat émi]
Acorip[ov]—makes it practically impossible, as Kolbe rightly
renarked, # 1o locate Charinos after Diokles,

Kimon 1 will have to he assigned to 29271 rather than to the
following year (or to the preceding) because of the conncetion
hetween the poliey of Phaidros in this archonship and the situa-
tion inevitably arising out of the revolt in - Boeotia in 292/1 13.C. #"
Phaidros was doubtless moderate in his polities.  Ile held the
generalship between 301 and 296/H, and in 29675 wnder hoth
the aristoeracy and Lachares. 1le contined to serve imder the
demoeraey of 295/4-276/5, and was publiely commended in
275 44 after the moderates again asswined control,

Moderate counsels were meh needed in Athens in the year
which followed that of Philippoes, for the extreme oligarchs were
then back from exile® and many reasons nrged the eity to join
i the anfortunate Bocotian rebellion (292/1).  That Athens
maintained peace, freedom, and a liberal government was, it
seems, due to the infinence of Phaidros v Kimon's year (292713,
The passagce from which we learn this is worth quoting in full.
NXewporovnbels 8¢ vmo Tov Sijuov émi Ta bmha aTpaTyyos Tov éviav-
rov Tov €mi Kipwvos apyovros detéleser ayorlduevos Umep Tis
Kowfs cwTyplas, kal TEPOTAVTOY TEL TONEL Kawp®dy Suokdhwy
Sieptraler Thy elpfvny T ywpat, amodpawduevos del Ta KpaTiaTa,
Kal TOV GiTOY €k TIS XWPAS KAl TOUS UANOUS KAPTOvS aiTios EyeveTo

Sk, Mt XXX . 103,

#a JOLBE : Toe. cit. pp. 108, 108; BELocn: Griech. LIL 1 . 234 0, 1,
@ Iox. 1an. De Dinareho IX =p. 651; of. Beilr. all. Geseh. ¥V op. 16E
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eloxopocBivar. cvpBovievoas Tou juwe curtenesar (erasure of ¢, 38
letters in whiel there was sonie reference to Demetring)  xai v
woMY éNevBepav xal Sypoxparovucimy adTovouor Tapédwxey kal Tos
vopovs rupiovs Tois ued éavtor (crasure of e. 71 letters).>™
That is to say, in spite of the erisis peace was maintained. but
contributions of money were necessary to eather in the harvest.
The penalty for indiscretion would have heen the destruetion of
the legal safeeuards of life and property. and a rabid oligarehy
upheld by the drawn sword of Macedon,

If T G TT 310 is a correet reproduction of the stone. it seems
mpossible to restore the archon-name found in line 24 except
as "Oxvumiodo |pov.  In that case the decrce which occeupies the
carlier part of the stone precedes 301 B.(CL: for the raudas
was instrueted to pay the cost. This ¢an be either the rapdas Tod
Sjuov or the raplas tédv orpatiwricdy. The taplas 7. 8. was
abolished in 301: the Tapias 7. 0. was first entrusted® with the
payment for the inscribing of documents on the change of gov-
ernment in 276 5. Adoypwv llpoevov, to whom the deeree in
question  renders praise, was given Athenian  eitizenship in
290789 or the following year. ITence it is much the most likely
ihing that the rapdas ». 8. is meant. I G II 310 was passed
elpivns 8¢ yevouerns. The end of the ““four yeamrs’ war’ is prob-
ably referred to.  Aloypawv, the leader perhaps of a pro-Athenian
party in Delphi, was according lauded by Stratokles and his
friends in c. 303/2 and by the sanme government upon its restora-
tion in 29473 (Olympiodoros). For befriendine Athenians in
Delphi, probably at the time the Aetolions seized the shrine,”
he was finally given the ¢itizenship in 290/89. Aischron was in
all likelihood the most prominent man among the out and out
democrats in Delphi.

We shall have to reconeile omrsclves after all to dating the
return of Demochares fromw exile, the revolt of Athens from
Demetring Polioreetes, and the storming of the Auseion in

“ T (TT 331

¥ See above p. 149 n. 33,
¥ Pavny-Wissowa: IV p. 2568; Jahrd. 1897 p. 187. DIomtow concludes
that Aischron was not a Delphian because his name is wanting in the

Delphian inseriptions.  The same argument would eomviet Lachures of
Eevias in Athens.
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289 B.CL™ and Plutareh will have to be corrected where he nar-
rates the vevolt of Athens after the expulsion of Demetrios from
Macedon™ the only alternative heing that some fallaey exists in
o caleulation of the limits of Demetiius’ reign t®

Urios must precede Kubulos; for T GoTE 331 must have heen
passed i the year immediately after Eubulos—not a few years
later, as Kolbe assames,  Certainly no one who aceepts Beloeh's
very plausible dating of Eubulos in 2765 should attribute
1 ¢f TT 331 to any vear but that of his suecessor, sinee it is upon
the observation that the vear of this dociment was the second
of an Olympiad that Eubulos is assigned to the first.*t  This
heing so, a single officer émri 7 Stoueroer appears in 2754, where-
as i [Udos” wear the board still existed.  TTence Urios helongs to
28:) .A/_]_.-I'_‘

I is likely that hoth Telokles and ——laios? precede Iubulos;
For after Kubulos no arehon-name, unless it be these, appears in
Epicurus’ correspondence. That wonld seem to have ceased with
the infirmitios of {he philosopher’s Tatter days. The only posi-

SThe agonothetes, Philippides of Kephale, in 2887, éri]terov dydva xarea-
kevaaey Tel Apu[yrpe kai 7€l Kape]e [mp]dros vmbuvnua 7is ToU dryuou feNevbeplas].

= See Beitre all, Geseh, ¥, pp. 176

“orse's (loe. et pp. OLL) eriticism of Beloch's conclusion (Griceh.
Gexeh. T2y, 80) that Demetrins Polioreetes wus expelled from Macedon in
288 B.C.is not fatal. The attack on Demetrius cian well have been delivered
in the carly summer of 288, Ilis abdication was naturally made on hig de-
pirture for Asia in 288 /7 or later.

M This Kolbe seems to have overlooked.

Sha TG 325, whieh Rolbe in contradiction to Kochler, who after sceing
the stone (115 325) decided for Avvheneides, loeates in Kallimedes™ avelion-
ship. appears, as between 2054 and 276/5, the board ol officers entitied of émi
7 dwwkoer.  Tn 1 Add. Nov. 373 b (24/7), 11 305 (Glaukippos), and 11 334
(Diomedon) we find on the other hand 6 €ri 7y dowkdoe.  Again after 220 B.C.
oi €émi T Bwwkhaer yecurs, and helore 20170 6 éri 77 Swwdhoe snccceds. It ix
casy to anderstand that in 229 the demaocracy veverted to the practice of
the carlier democrats of 205/4-276/5 B.CU, and then dropped it when the
first zeal of the restoration wore away and the advantages of one responsible
administrator prevailed over sentiment.  But how explain the isolated ap-
poarnnee of the college in the middle of the century?  We have Kolbe's
assuranee that the stone has ro]ofs, otherwise the casiest way wounld he to
agsume a misrcading. 1t is, however, possible that o college was reap-
pointed when the Chremonidean War hegan, and that it remained in charge
till the Athenian pro-Macedonians came to have :t free hand in 2335, In
that case 11 325 should be assigned to Arvhencides and the ss. of Diogenes
Laertins  (Winamowrrz: datigonos von Narystos p. 841) which yield
Toy émrl Ths Swikhoews, corrvected to rTols émt Ty dwwpoe.  But the whole matter
is uneertain.
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hilities are 284 73 and 277/6. and there is no means of deciding

which of these comes to cach.
5. Beloeh has assigned Antipatros to 263/2 and Arrhencides

to 262/1.

The determining passages arve as follows %

Kui *AmodXd [80]pos 8¢ 10 xa[Oni-
pliaur [ribnoe 7]y médw [én *Av-
rur | drpov 1[0¥] mpo "Appeverd[ov
kai $povpa[v eis] 6 Movoeloy[ rére
elopx0u Om'] "Avreyovon [kul Tas
apyas [armpiof]a kal mv év[i

Poviev [ELV‘? 545] etorOut.

Kabimep év mip[1] me-
pLexovane Ta wept  AvTidav|Tos
émrrorne Xéyera 1], ylvera[r Be
Busios & Lojywy . ., e . .. ..
TRV P Kal 4 ETOV, Ao
KXedpyov yap éx’ "App]eve[i-
Snv. €™ ob onpanb]jra [re-
rexevryrévalt] Lojvova, ety
érrw évven ka[i] rpuiro[vra

Kul prves Tpeis.

[yeyoverar KXe]
dvlny ér’ dpxov[ros]
"Apwrrogdyovs ke [i]
v axolny dw[katu-]
oxely én’ &y Tpudk[o]v-

T kut [elv.

amyAAdyn[8 €' dpyovros I-]

doovos €r[&]v ra p[dhoTa p].

The sequence of Antipatros and Arvheneides is thus elearly

established.

Klearchos was avehon in 3010 B.C. Thirty-nine

vears bring us to the beghming of 261/0.  Three months can

carry us as well into the yvear 261 0 as into that of Klearchos.

Henee Beloeh st ealenlation is not the only one possible.

“or 2 wmore exact presentation of Cronert’s reading of these papyrus-
fragmoents sce ]’,1;_[.0011 112 pp. 424 R}), 472f. ’J.‘h'c text here given (does not
indicate the varying degrees of certainty of particular fetters.

* Griceh. Gesch. 1112 4y, 424,
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The publie tomb was decreed to Zeno in the latter part of the
fifth month, Maiakterion,*® and, since he was already dead some
time (Antizonos requested the monument),*® it is probable that
his death occurred two months earlier, in the third month of
261/0. Zeno's suceessor, Kleanthes, was head of the Stoa for
upward of thirty-one years, By inclusive reckoning this hrings
us to 23170 for his death and for the archon Jason. The lack
which emt ealls for is explained by the three months of
Arrheneides” year given to Zeno. The calentation is then verified
by the equation 331/0 (Arvistophanes) minus 231/0 (Jason) ==
about 100. We need not concern omrselves here with other com-
putations as to the lves and headships of Zeno and Kleanthes,
smee it is through the one which he himself gives that the vears
of Philodemus’ archons must be arvived at.

Sinee it was not till 26271 B.C., and, if the distribution of
the dedications to Asklepios is any eriterion—314 lines to Phileas,
4 to Kalliades!™—n the late fall of 262 at the earliest, that
Athens canme into the hands of Antigonos, it 1s apparent that the
surrender of the city took place at the time that the young king
Antiochios 11 came to the throne of the Seleueids (hetween July
262 and July 261),* and declaved war upon Ptolemy Philadel-
phus**—the c¢hampion and ehief hope of the Athenians. This
new entanglement destroyed the last prospect of Egyptian aid,
and the eity could do nothing but vield. The marriage of
Antigonos” hetr to Antochos’ sister, Stratonike, was the consum-
mation of the alliance which cost Athens its independence. The
war, in which the siege and fall of Athens formed hut an episode,
continued for some time after 262, and resulted in the downfall
of the sca-power of Philadelphus.™

Antigonos, we observe, is said Tas apyas [avppnoflac «al
mav év[i] Bovrev[ew?]| [ed]eicbar.

“ DIOGENES LarrTius: VII 10-12,

“ D1oGENES Laermius: VII 15; ¢f. Winaxowinwz: Antigonos v. Karystos
pp- 118, 344,

LG IL 836 1. 36T,

B BEVAN: The Uouse of Seleueus I p. 168.
9 BELOCH : Griech. Gesch. TI1 1 p, 615.
®BeLocn: [II{ p. 618; TIT2 pp. 4281f.
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6. The arehons between 261/0 and 230,29 form a group by
themselves and deserve a speecial study. Leaving out of account
Sosistratos and Philoneos,® who belong hefore 262/1, and Philos-
tratos, Antimachos, and Phanostratos, whom Kolbe™ has, 1
helieve rightly, assigned to 209/81f.) theve vemain for the thirty-
one years imvolved twenty-two archon-names: Kleomachos, Dio-
aeiton, Olbios, Lysiades, Kallimedes, Glaukippos,™ Thersilochos,
Charikles, Tjysias, Kimon, Ikphantos, Iysanias, Diomedon,
Jason, Alecibiades, Flagnias, Lykeas, Pheidostratos, Philippides,
Theophemos, Thymochares,. .. . bios? and, as a possible twenty-
third, Arsteides. Of {hese the first fourteen are assigned in the
table to a definite year. These assignments requive a word of
Justification.

Diomedon has been dated by Kirehner in 232/1, for obvions
and adequate reasons. That leaves only 24473 and 256/5 open
to a secretary from Leontis i.e. to Thersilochos and Kleomachos.
Kallimedes precedes Thersilochos by a clear year: hence a de-
cision hetween 256/5 and 244/3 involves all three archons. It is
hard to make. But first it shonld be remarked that Kolbe’s
attort® to carry Iallimedes and Thersilochos back to 290/89 and
288/T was most ill-advised. The deerces of these archons contain
a formula of allegiance to Macedon which is found only hetween
276/5 and 230,29 1BB.C.,* and in the second place one of them
exhibits the form «ydvopar, whieh does not appear till after 261/0
and then only in wnofficial docmments.®® Nvopar demands as late
a year as possible for Thersilochos. The contents of the docwiments
of Thersilochos’” year demand that Macedon be on friendly terms
with both the Boeotian T.eague and Athens; for each of these
aceepts arbitrators for a dispute from the Macedonian depen-

M Philoneos cannot be located in 265/4; for Avewdgs Zvraljrrios, priess of
Asklepios in 265/4 and drovriords in Philoneos’ arehonship, cannot have held
these two offices in the same year.

# Loe. cit, pp. T6ff.  An additional and conclusive argument may now
be added to those given hy Kolbe. There is no other place in the third

century B.(!. for the three archons whether Antimachos was the first or
middle one of the three. lle doubtless occupied the middle place.

% The reason for dating Glaukippos in 245/4 rather than in 257/6 or
233/2 is the similarity of content in L[ 305 and I1 325. The prosopo-
graphical data given in Cornell Studies X p. 34 also favor 245/4.

“gth, Mitt, XXX 1905 pp. 98fF, *Sec LARFIELD: JL2 pp. G84f. 3¢ Sce
MEISTERHANS : Grammatik der atiischen Inschriften® pp. 177f, n. 1478,
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deney, Lamia. The condition thus imposed was not fulfitled
hetween the revolt of Alexander IKrateros” son in e, 252 and the
defeat of Abacokryitos at Chacronea in 24557 There is no un-
likeliliood that it §as met in 256/5 0 1t was adimirably fulfilled
24473, After the bhattle of Chaeronca the Bocotian Teague en-
tered into sympolify with Aetolia, and thus came over {o the
Macedonian camp.® [t had svmpathized with Alexander™ and
had Deen in allianee with Aehaea up to 245, During this time its
relations with Athens were undoubtedly strained, and upon the
change of poliex i 245 it is natural to find disputes referred to
a Macedonian dependeney for arbitration,

Between 262 and 235 Atliens was very completely under
Macedonmian tutelage,® and it is less natural to find a group of
decrees extant from this pertod than from 246fE. ITence for
these vindous reasons 246/5 and 244/3 should bhe assigned to
Nallimedes and Thersilochos, and 256/5 to Kleomaclhios.

T a deeree of Kallimedes' year (I (¢ 11 306) we read o7pla-
TOs 6 Tarh[p..... ] Bacinéws Ayu[yrpiov..] ““As far as one
may judee. it is heve said that the father of the person eulogized
in the Qecree did some services to Atheng durine the reien of
Jemetrios Polioreretes.”  This mterpretation, made i Cornell
Nludies X p. 31, Xolbe (LAgh, 20 NXIN 1905 p. 100) reeards as
gekiinstellt and a Verlegenheitsaushunfl. To me 1t seems most
natmal as well as corveet. Did Kolbe foreet such doeanents
as T G IT 331, in whiel the carlier part of the deeree enumerates
the services rendered to Athens by the (erandfather and) father
of the henefactor to whom the body of the psephisina is devoied?
Over forty years had elapsed in 246 /5 since Demetrins had ceased
to he a king. I'hat is also natwral.  The benefactor of 246 could
well iave been a boy of 10 or 15 in 290 B3.C. while his father was
still i the prame of life.

7. The appearance in the archonships of Kallimedes and
Glankippos of a eult of Zeus Soter in Athens as well as in the

* BELOCIL: Griech. Geseh. T1I1 p. 642

®NIESE: Gesch. d. griech, u. maked. Staaten L) 1. 250.

®Berocu: [1T1 639; Niesg: LI p. 249, ¢f. however BELocu: LIT »
p. 438,

“ Surpas: Philochoros. BELocH: LT pp. 435fF,
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Peiraicus shonld he noted:®' for the finding in Athens of the
stones, on whieh weve written T G TT 305 (Glaukippos). 325
(Iallimedes, aceording to Kolbe), 326 (same time as 325) 616
(middle of third centwry) and 1387 (dateless) . demonstrates
this point clearly enough, Tt is significant that all these stones
beloneg to the period 262-229.  The same duplication of worship
is demonstrable in this period for still another eult—that of
Bendis.  Krom an interesting inseription published by Wilhelm
in 19025 we learn that in Polystratos’ archonship (with which
Lakeas from an unpublished docinient must he closely  asso-
ciated)™ a braneh cult of this goddess had recently been estab-
lished among the Thracians in the eity, and that by formal reso-
lution the old organtization agreed to asswme a friendly attitude
toward it—xai vov of nu[py]pevor év THL doTe ratacrevdcacfat
iepov olovtar detv olxelws Suaxei[al]ar mpos dXAghovs. Provision is
imade for cooperation hetween the two societies in the woupsrs from
Athens to the Peiraicus which formed so charvacteristic a feature
of the Bendis worship. The émperyradin the Peivaicus were to
provide sponges, basing, and wreaths for the members of
both e¢lubs upon the arvival of the procession in {he harbor-town,

IFurthermore it s to be observed that hetween 260 H9 and
229 ot a single person from either the Peiraiens™ or Phaleron
appears in any capacily whatsoever in the Athenian documents.

One is tempted to believe that the Peivaieus and its environs
were taken away from the rest of Athens in 255 and put under
the military covernment of the Atheman strategos, “tyrant.””
Herakleitos Asklepiades’ son of Athmonon.®  But on elose exam-
imation this view is proved wntenable; forr the Athenian archon
was eponymos in the Penraieus in Polystratos” year, and {he
Thracians there resident elaim eertain exelusive rights on the

CAacusyMUTI: JHe Staat Athen imo Allerthaon I p. 145 denies the ex-
istence of a separate calt in Athens. MoMMsEN: Die foste der Slaal
Athens, p.o 524 stontly maintains it.  Jubkwcu: Topographie von oAllen .

302 agrees with Momnusen.

*The provenience of I G 1T 167 (e. 134 A.D.) is disputed.
* Oesterr. Jahreshefte V pp. 1271
" WILKELM : loe. ¢if. p. 136,

1

" The restoration IHepJae? in 1 G IT 330 (Kimon T 237/6) is ¢uite un-
certain.

W Kabearnrass vrd Tou BaciNéws aTparyyos eémi Tou llepatéws kai rov dN\wy Tov
rarrouévwy uera Tov lleparéws. 1 (1 115 591 ),
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strength of the Athenian laws,*™ Moreover in 23978 ((harikles)
the ekklesia met in the Peiraiens.® and again in 2307299 (I ¢ 11
5 3T3c) the senate was convened there. The Peiraieus was thus
more than an ovdinary deme still.

The solution of these various problems is undoubtedly this,
that the eitizen population in the Peiraieus had dimminished very
greatly o numbers, and had perhaps aceepted another politieal
¢reed than that dominant m the eity. It morecover had lost con-
stant toneh with the eity through the destruction or delapidation
of the long walls. Tt was still possible for processions to co from
the one town to the other, and for the populace o the senate to
proceed to the harbor when local business iade that expedient.
But all this could be done only in time of peace, and there was
no longer the unbroken interconrse hetween the two places whicl
made it possible for men resident in Athens to render daily wor-
ship to deities resident only in the Peiraieus.

8. Smee the ekklesia met i ihe Peivadeus in Charvikles” year
1t 18 clear that in 23978 the war with Arvatos, which in Plutaveh’s
narrative is deseribed for us as a series of disconnected inei-
dents, had not yet begun. A similar state of peace is presupposed
for the time® of I G 115 373 ¢, i.e. for Skirophorion of 229—
after the withdrawal of the Macedonian garrison, and after a
cood wnderstanding had been reached with the Achacan League.
That Ptolemais did not yet exist is no objection to this date: for
it s now certain that this tribe was created in the coumrse of
225 4 o1 in 224/3 or in 223-2; for while it was not in existenee
at the beginning of Niketes” arvechonship, 1t already received offi-
cers under Menckrates. By far the most likely year in this
interval 1s 224, not so mueh for the reason wrged by Kirehner
and Zhebelev (Gott. gel. Anz. 1900 p. 450), that the archon-
eponymos for 22473 was taken from Aphidna, a deme of Ptole-
mais, but heecause of the mention of king Ptolemy in conneetion
with the gynmasiareh for 2243, Unfortunately the document
CE¢.’Apy. 1897 p. 43) is badly damaged, but the conjecture is

T Ocsterr, Juhreshefte N, 1902, pp. 127 11,

R, " Apx., 1901, p. B2,
®The possibilities are 254/3, 242/1, and 230/24.
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obvious that we have to do with the donation of the evmnasium
named from its founder the Ptolemaion—die ersie grosse Banstif-
tung aus hellenistiseher Zeit.™  The establishment of the tribe
was Athens' way of vendering thanks for the eift. The interest
of Ptolemy in Athens was doubtless due in part at lTeast to the
cood understanding  reached by Antigonos Doson  and  the
Achaean League.  The same event foreed Athens to secure the
cood will of Ptolemy.™

The formula and usages which prove Kolbe's location of
Kallimedes and Thersilochos m 290789 and 288,/7 to he wrong,
prove with equal cogencey his dating of TLysias and Kimon IT to
e vight. The chief inseription of these years™ has the notice of
snerifices offered for the Macedonian rulers—king Denetrios 1l
and ¢queen [Phthia]l—and also the late form yfopar.  Now that
there is absolutely no vroom for Tivsias hefore Iimon [ in 29271
1t s certain that this pair belongs in 238 /7 and 237/6. As alveady
pointed out their hmmediate successors were  Lkphantos and
Tiysanias. ™

The attemipts which Aratos and the Achacan League had
made prior to 239 to capture the Peivaiens were renewed wpon
the death of Antigonos Gonatas, and a war hroke out in 2387

NEAEE

which had not yet come to an end in 236 /5. The Athenians

are censured by Plutareh for indecently rejoicing over the re-
ported death of their distineuished adversary, and indeed
Athenian troops joined the Macedonian carvisons in protecting
the country.™.  The strugele was one in which, according ta

PJupkIek s Topographic von Hhen p,o 315 n. 27,

TRELOCH : (rriech. Gesel 1112 po Gl

=T G ITa 614h; of. Kouse: Festeloift f. Otto Harschfeld p. 314,

T See above po 300 Far a deseription of this struggle see Worse in
Festsehrift fir Otto IHivsehfcld pp. 3154,

PTG T 614b is the only document relating to garrisons in Isleusis in
which 2 detachment of  foreign mereenaries appears.  The others helong
between 31877 and 276/5% and after 220, The nationality of the mer-
cenaries of 238{T is worth noticing.  So far as the extant names permit o
indgment it scems that there were no Celts among them.  They arc mainly
Grecks. One ix designated "Ayads—a deserter or traitor.

One of the soldicrs’ decrees (e Apx., 1806, p. 33) found at Eleusis
begins as follows: Bredy Avri[yovo]s 6 [fa]odess dpubueros.  Unfortnnately
nothing further is extunt. The orafor, however, was “Auewok\s TaysA\ov
Kvdalfqpraweds.  The same name appears in 1 G IT 1024 1, 9 —a Tist which
helongs hefore 307.  The probabilities, given by the name-connections, ave
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Aratos’s usual tacties, his enemies had nmore to fear from sur-
prises—night attacks, ambuseades, ete., than from dirawn hattles.
I seldom came to a regula campaizn, but the destruetion of the
crops had constantly to be expeeted by the Aihenians, and on
at least one occasion Ariatos marched even into the subwibs of
Athens. Tn 23675 it is said of the generval ér > EXevativos, \risto-
phanes. émepeijfy e kai omw[s éx Tis ywpas ol gl |Tor per’ doda-
Xelas eloevexfaaw. The situation had not essentially changed in
23271, On the last of Elaphebolion of this vear a subserip-
tion was started to provide the raplas rdv orpaTiwtcov with
Funds.™  The purpose of the contribution is stated to be [{va kara
ToV K] ard\ovror Xpdvor Tol €viavrob ovvk[omaOdow ol éx is?
klapmol per dacpareias. The inference to be made is that in the
carher part of the vear the harvesting had been molested o at
any rate accompanied by danger. .\ study of the provemence of
the subseribers will, T believe, show where the exposed erops lay.
O of them came from Erehia, 5 from Paiamia, 5 from Sphettos,
3 From Halai, 3 from Philya, and 3 from Kephisia.  Of these
Phiyva and Kephisia lay i the castern side of the Athemian plain,
placed at the entrance of the valley wlhich Ted nto the Mesogoein
proper.  The ofhers were in the heart of the Mesogeia itself, and
comstituted its most important villages.  The ondy other deme,
whieh in the extant portion of the list furnished more than fwo
subscribers, was Phyle.  From the six eity demes Melite, Skam-
honidai, Kerameikos, Kollytox, Kydathenaion, Kolonos, there
came a total of only four or five.  There were none for Phaleron

that it belongs before 3200 and a grandson of one of the wmen in the cata-
logue, Xawpdvdys Bpaswridov AifaNidns, was cphebe in 28372 while the abme of
the grandson of amothevy, "Lreyérms  Lryévous Kudabnvawels, cante according to
Kirchner in e, 268 B.C. There is, thevefore, no unlikelihood that the
Anteinokles or 11 1024 and of Be. Apx. 1806, p. 33, e grandfathey and
arandson—it the time of the Intter document is 276/5-266/3.  And at
what other time could o king Antigonos come in contact with Athenian
troops in garrison at Nleusis? Between 262/1 and 240739 mereenaries wonld
have been agsociated with Athenians and Eleusinians in the deeree.  Anti-
gonos the One-lived was king between 306 and 30), but was never wear
Athens in that interval.  Antigonos Doson wias not on sneh terms with
Athens as to make a visit (what else does agexdueves menn?) possible. On
the other hand our tradition represents Awmtigonos Gonatas as a frequent
visttor of Athens hetween 27675 and 26170 (death of Zeno), e 266/5 B.c.
(outhreak of Chremonidean War).

1 GT 5 GI4b L 66F,

LoD 334,
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or Peiraicus, and only one cach from Eleusis and Sunion. It is
triee that the Bst as we have it is fragmentary, but the demes in
it are not arranged on any principle. nor are the individuals from
one deme listed together.  We have no reason, therefore, to sup-
pose that a different proportional distribution would result from
ian analysis of the entire eatalogue.

The explanation of these facts would seem to he that the erops
which could still be preserved and harvested in 2321 B lay
for {he most part in the Mesogeia. Those in the Athenian plain
itself. we may suppose, were alveady destroyad in whole or in
part.  And what was true in 23271 was, we anmy safely assume.
true in a great many instances i the course of the third century.
While the rest of Attica was exposed to the ravages of war, from
pitates on the coast places,™ from the soldiers of Alexander
Kreateros” son in e 25200, and of Arvatos, and the Achacan
Leagoue during the latter part of Antigonos Gonatas’ veign and
the whole of Demetrios 11, the Mesogeia proper, protected by
Pentelikon and Tlymettos and by the flanking position which
Athens and the Peivaiens assumed to an invader of the trans-
TTymettos region. enjoyed practieal inmmnity from devastation,
and cnne inoconsequence to be politieally the most important
stetion of Attica.

The kowov 7év Mesoyelwy meets ns in the inseriptions for the
first tinie 1n one of Olhios” archonship and for the last time i
a contemporary docnment.

Olhios must necessarily oceupy the yvear 251/6: for 239 X the
only other place hetween 261 and 229 open to an archon whose
seeretiry was from Adantis, must be assianed to Charikles. The
reason for this is as follows:  Aristokreon, the nephew of the
philosopher Chrysippos, who is commended for various services
to Athens in Charikles® vear, canmot possibly have been old
enongh for such a distinetion in 231.°0, vet the decree was passed
prior to 2297

The constitution of the xowop lies for the most part bevond
owr ken. It undoubtedly embraced men from demes which he-
loneed to differcut tribes and trittyes in the Kleisthenian system.

®I G II5 591h,

BWILIELM: B, "Apx. 1001, pp. 52, 55,
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Curiously enough the c¢hief officer (apywv) for the only two oc-
casions on which he is known came from Bate and Kydathenaion,
suburban or eity demes.  The patvon deity of the wowor was
[Herakles, and, since two of the three stones which have inserip-
tions relating to the association were found in Diomeia, it 1s
clear that the temple in whieh the decrvees of the xowov ave said
{o have been set up, was the famous one of Ferakles in Ky nos-
HrUCs,

Althowgh the xowov 1édv Megoyelwr, like that of the ““‘four
cities, (Terpamolis) was primavily a veligions fedevation, its
creation or revival in about 230 eannot have lacked some politi-
¢al significance.  The union of the demesmen 1t involved must
have given them increased imfluence in the ekklesia.  ‘Thenr ma-
terial prosperity came into relief now that the shipping and
trade of the Peiraiens and Athens had diminished, and the weak-
ening of Athens” predomimanee in Attica must have strengthened
1he separatist tendencies always latent i a mountainons country.
The Mesogera was exposed to spoliation beeause Athens was of
neeessity mvolved in all of Macedon’s wars, It counld not escape
them by making the state join Macedon’s enemies. 1t got no
help from Athens’ walls, nor did the vecovery of sea-power lie
within the range of its ambition. And now for the first time
sinee the days of Kleistlienes the Mesogeia determined the pohiey
of Athens. Of {his there can be little doubt.  The three most
influential families in the state hefore and after 229 came,
Dromeas—Diokles from Evehia, Mikion=Kurykleides from Iep-
hisia, Zenon=Asklepiades from Phyle—all from demes located in
ihe Kleisthenian Mesogeia.  These were the men who foiled
Avatos of his hope of hringing Athens into the Achaean League,
and carried throngh the poliey of striet neutrality which gave
the country respite from wars and devastation for nearly thirty
years,

9. From Kimon's year we possess a list of ephebes.®® It con-
tained from twenty to thirty names. It is the last of the kind
i1l we reach the second half of the second century B.(L T
disposition of the names i the list is like that of 1 ¢ I 338

he

G I 330.
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{ Philoneos). and 324 (Polyeuktos 275/4). and all three differ in
a significant point from the catalogue of 283/2 (I G II 316
Menekles). In the earlier list the deme is used to segregate the
names Into groups: in the later ones the tribe alone perforims
this funetion.  Sinee the number of names is abont equally small
m each case, the elassification of them in about 150 deme-groups
is absurd—explicable only on the supposition that it is the
survival of an idea, sensible in the not very distant past. 1In
305/4 (I G II5 251h) the same system is employed, and it meets
us again in 334/3 (I G 115 563D), but in each of these instances
it 1s applied to a mueh Tareer number of names.

In 334/3 the ephebe system deseribed by Aristotle®' was in
existence, All the young men i then ciehteenth and nineteenth
vears were obliged to serve as ephebes. Upon attaining legal
maturity they were entered by the demarehs in the official list
of citizens. and became thereby attached till their sixtieth year
for ephebe. military, and judicial service to the archon-eponymos
for the vear of their registration. They were put as ephebes
under the supervision of state officials, the most important of
whonm were one kosmetes, chosen from all the citizens, and ten
sophronistai, taken from thirty rveputable and qualified eitizens
nominated by the tribes.

The list for 334/3 eontained o¢ E[dnBor] (riis Kexpomribos) oi
émi Kryowheéo (v)s dpyovros evypadevtes.™ 1In it there were from
forty-four to fifty names.® There were therefore about 500
ephebes enrolled under the archon Ktesikles, and as many more
are to he added for the archon of the preceding vear: so that the
voung men of Athens in their 18th and 19th vears numbered
about 1000.84  Since there were only 33 in 283/2 it js clear that
the compulsory serviee has already become voluntary. The term
too was seemingly reduced to one vear, and the sophronistai exist
no longer. We have to do with a most timportant change in the

f_fth. Pol. 42.

£ The technical term for registration with the demarchs; ¢f. ARISTOTLE:
loc. elt,

“WoucarT: 13 ¢ 1T XIII p. 263 thinks that col. 1 of I G II5 563Db had
more than 22 names. Col. IT had 22,

S0 GIRARD: article "EgpBoc in Daremberg et Saglio.
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[ife and institutions of Attica. It was equivalent to the abandon-
nent of wniversal conseription as a national system of defense,
and in the case of Athens that meant the confession of the city's
inability to proteet heeself with her own resources.

When in an age of war Athens renounced the effort to train
her yvoung men in the highly technical profession of arms, it was
over with her days as a free-aeting political agent.

The time of this eonfession of hnpotence is surely worth in-
vestigating.  Its determination rests laveely with the ephebe-list
I G II5251h. "This is like that of 334/3 in 2iving ns the ephebes
for one year only. What we have is a catalogue of Tots epy)-
Bous Tod]s évy[padevras émi KopoiBov dpyovros. NMorcover two
sons of Kreokles from the same deme, if the yvestorations ave cor-
veet, which is doubtful, and two sons of Kephisokles of IKikynna,
if the restorations again are corvcet, appear in it. Unless these
are in both cases twins, or mere coincidences, or false restorations
it is imperative for us to assume that in 3054 the term of office
was already reduced, as in 283 72MF, to one year,

The number of ephebes must next be ascertaimed.  The stone
is s0 badly damaged that an approximation is all that is possible.
Fighteen names are extant in part or in whole from the tribe
Joreehtheis and fourteen trom the tribe Akamantis.  Ilow many
are lost?

It is known that the population of the tribes®™ and demes is
quite evenly vepresented in the surviving nanies, and that it is
the big demes that have the Targest representation in Kirvehner’s
Prosopoyraphie Atlica. A eomparison of the relative strength
of the demes in the P AL and in the prytany-lists will show this
to he the case.  Enonymon had eleven ephebes in 305,/4: it has
208 names out of a total of 929 for the tribe lrechtheis in the
P. A, That sugeests a total of slightly over fifty for the ephebe-
List of this tribe. In the case of Akamantis, Thorikos had 1
ephehe to a total representation of 129 : Kerameikos had 3 to 143,
Kephale had over 5 to 120, and Kikyvina had 2 to 56. The four
have over 11 to 448, which vields about 26 for the whole tribe
with 979, A comparison of the ephebe-list with the hist of the

¥ See Komrre: Goll. gel. wnz. 1903 pp. 8201,
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prytanies will probably yvield a safer result. Tart of Paiama
was assiened to Antigonis. It was wndoubtedly the smaller
part.3® which, in a prytany of fifty, eot hut one member in
T G IT 871 and 865, while the other part, which remained in Pan-
dionis, had regularly 12, We do not know how many llaiavieis
from Pandionis were ephebes in 305/4, but from Antigonis there
came three. This sugeests that the ephebe-list was much larger
than the prytanyv-list.  So too Phegus had one ephebe in 305/4,
whereas it had no senator at all in T (¢ TT5 8710, There are four
names and one fragment of a name extant in T G IT5 231b frg. k
from an unknown deme. Since there were so many, the deme
can have been only Kydathenaion, Oe, or Mwvivhinus. Tt was
certainly Myrrhinus; for three™ of the four names are found
among the Muppwovoioe in Iirehner’s Prosopoyraphia, and none
among those from ecither of the other two demes. llence there
were at least five ephebes from Myrrhinus in 30574, This dewme
was represented by six members in the senate in the fourth cen-
fury.

Al this evidence goes to show that there were as many nanes
m each tribal Tist in 3054 as 1 33473, and that the total nmm-
ber must have been hetween five and six hundred. At the time
of the census of Demetrius of Thaleron theve were 21,000 ¢itizens
m Athens.  This, on the ratio of the Belgian census,™ calls for
1176 young men in their 18th and 19th years, or about 588 for
cither of these ages. It is thus likely that T G IT5 251h contains

0

a list of voung men of only one age and it is to he observed

that this document takes cognizance of the registration in the

Cornell Studies V111, p.o 12,

T For Kallisthenes ¢f. P, AL 8103; for Athenodoros . A, 276, and for
Aristokrates o AL 1921,

TERANCOTTR:  L'industrie dans o Greee ancienne (Bibliotheyne de la fa-
calte de plilosophic de Damirersite de Licye, Fase. VII 1900, p. 164).

P Among the .. e]is of Demetrias appear side by side the ephehes —
Ip]voxhéous and — 'Epyo]shéovs. The lust name may he restoved in many
Wiys, e.y., Ddo]kNéous, Bemaro]kNéous, Tepo]xheovs, ete. Amouny the Kevpvess
are [A)duaxos Kngwok[éous] and [1Ei]Bovios Kngioo[xNéovs]. Ilerve too there
is possible a mumber of different restorations of one nane, e.y., Knguwo[dorov]
Kygiro[ porros] Kngero[ddpov] xrX. It is simply through the assumption that
we have to do with two pairs of brothevs that the vestovationg jn the Corpus
became carrent.  Brothers ave, of conyse, common in the same cphebe-lists
when the service was for one yenr only and there was no compulsion s to
nge-limits or registration.
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demes (of évypapevres et KopoiBov dpyovtos), just as I G Il5
563D does, whereas in 28372 the young men are referved to as
Tovs épnBevoavras érl Meve o rxheovs dpyovros. If the service
were voluntary in 305/4 and in 283/2 it is impossible to explain
why 1100 (at Jeast 5=600) came forward in the eavlier year and
only 33 in the latter: for the city was equally popular in its
government and equally involved in a serions foreign war in the
two years.

I conelude therefore that the national ephebe system was still
i existence in 305 /4, and this vesult finds substantial confirma-
tion in that the soploronistai, who arve lacking in 283/2ff., are
found in this year still.  The sophronistai appear in 303/2 also
(I G 15 565b), so that the change had not oceurred at that date.
It therefore took place in the following twenty yearvs. Tlad a
national ephebe system heen in existence when Athens regained
her independence in 289, it would never have heen abolished hy
the democrats in the war-time which followed. Nor is it coneeiv-
able that it was abolished n 289 itself. On the other hand, if
done away with prior to 295/4, the demoerats on recovering the
govermment in that year would have been unable to rvestore it
because of their relations to Demetrius Polioveetes. .\ Alace-
doman garvison m Museion and a restoration of unmiversal con-
seription do not harmonize.  The only ocecasion suitable for this
momentous change ¢ante in 301 B.C. In this year a government
was established in Athens on a moderately arvistoeratie hasis—its
enemies called it an oligarchy—whieh had as its foreign poliey
the abandomment of all imperiahistic notions, and, without saeri-
fice of independence, the maintenance of friendly, nentral rela-
tions with all the powers.”” It was this government which made
the ephebe system voluntary. The nmumber of ephebes instantly
fell to a mere handful. Ten soplronistai for about three times
as many chavges seened absurd. The soplironistai were theve-
fore dispensed with,  But the old habit of registering the
ephebes under deme-captions persisted. [t existed in 283,/2, but
upon the change of government i 276/5, it was also disearded,
and in 275/4ff. the tribe-captions alone are used. IIad Kimon II

*® Beitr. alt. Gesch. V, pp. 155ff.; EDUARD MEYER: bid. py. 180fF.
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helonged in 29271 the old system should have been emploved in
I G 11 330.

10. T G 115 371e will have to be dated in either 250/49 or
249 /8¢ for the seeretary’s deme began with “Ee, which can be
restored only as KEipeaSns o Kiteaios. Tor Akamantis, the tribe
of Tiresidai, there is no place between 255 /4 and 24372, Kitea.
which at this time helonged to both Antioehis and Auntigonis, has
a place in 230 749 o 249780 The decree was passed at the con-
clusion of the war hetween Athens and Areos. friends of Anni-
gonos Gonatas, on the one side. and Alexander, his rebellions
nephew, on the other. It commends Aristomachos of Arvgos tor
insisting on ineluding Athens in the peace he had purehased from
the suceessful rebel.  Alexander was dead i 243" he had not
rebelled i 255 Lo when Antigonos withdrew hig garrison from
Museion. llence the dating above oiven. It is obvious that the
ahme of Alexander’s suceess was rcached a short time hefore the
passing of the decree oo either 250 or 249,

Diogeiton has heen assigned to 232/1 hecanse "Axpotipos Alo-
xlov lreapiess, who moved the passing of T G TT Add. Nov. 352D
in this archonship, was raulas (tov crpatioTwar’!) in 255 /4.
Twelve yvears earlier is out of the guestion, for that takes us back
of the Macedonian regime.  Twelve years later in 240 739 s
possible, but mueh less probable.

It is evident that the archon-list T ¢ 11 859 was hegmn, as
Zhebeley and Kivchner ¢laimed i the yvear 23029 swith the
officers for the first year of Atheman mdependence,

Three boys who were 18 in Phaidvias™ archonship were rije
mpwrys Hhurias in the year of Anthesterios.®  Anthesterios was
archon in 160759 or 158/7—156/5: for a boy 1is Sevrépas Hhixcias
in 16170 won the boxing-match open to bovs of all ages in An-
thesterios archonship. 1598 is excluded, becanse comie exhibi-
tions, which were not given in two sueeessive vears, were given
in 161/0 and in the year which preceded that of Anthesterios,
The possibilities arve Phaidrias in 15473 and  Anthesterios in

* Corinth was taken by Aratos in 243 from Antigonos, not from Alex-
ander,

" (rott. gel. Anz. 1900, p. 448.
“ Tor the references see Cornell Studies X, pp. 67f.
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160759, or Phaidrias in 153/2 and Anthesterios in 158/7. A hoy
of 15 lias litile ehanee 1in a boxing match with others of 19. A
boy of 17 is a much move likely winner.  IHenee the last possi-
hility is to be preferved. Tt is assumed with Rangabe (CAnl. Hell.
II 678(F.) that waides Tijs mpdTys Nhicias were 12 and 13, raides
Tis Sevrépas puxias 14 and 15, and waies Tijs TplTys Rhicias
16, 17, 18, aned 19 years old.

The result of Wilhelm’s combination™ of T (¢ IT5 3R5e. 496e,
and IT Add. 453D is that the name of the priest for Timarchos’
year (33,7 B.C) was......? Nuwofv..... ] Prvevss. No Attie
names bewin with Neo[v, and. in fact, what is read by Koehler
as Y ean be equally well K. Then the restoration  [ZwiXos] Ne-
xotc[pa/mv] Pdrvevs may he made, No other name among  the
Pdrveis in the Prosopographic tulfills the conditions.  Zoilos’
father Nucowparys Zwihov drveds was an ephebe in 172/1 (I G
IT 1224)0  Ilis cousin Zoiros Zwirov dlvevs was priest of
Serapis in 117/6 (P.A. 6251) and of  ayvijs "Adpodirys at ahout
the stne time. In T (: 115 373¢ (230.29?) Zwihos Zoiiov dAvels
is found.  One item in the catalogue of dedieations to Asklepios
eiven in 1 ¢ 1T 403 (Thrasyphon 221 °0) is as follows: tdmov 6p
avebniey Zowihos vmep Tov madiov.  ‘The two are probably the
same. The priest of Asklepios i 13877 will be the great-erand-
son of the donor of 221 70 B.(C.

I as a far ery from Finland to Calitormia ! None the less
while this study was in the press T oreceived throngh the kindness
of the anthor, Johannes Sundwall of the royal Alexander—ini-
versity in Helsingfors, an adimirable monograph, entitled #pi-
graphisclie Betlyige zwr sozial-politisclien Gesclichte Alhens hin
Zedaller des Demosthenes (Leipzig: Kreysing, 1906).%7  Sund-
wall has also made the discovery (pp. 47£.) that the official order
was employed to distiribute the priestship of Asklepios among the
tribes, and in §9 (pp. 75fE ) he tabulates the extant priests.  The
matter had only a subsidiary nterest for him, however, and his
fathiee to examine T (1 1T 836 with sufficient thoroughness has

" ])’m‘[: pin’l. Woch, 1902, pp. 1908f.
" Also published in Beitr. all. Geseh. as Beileft 1V.
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made his hist for the most part incorvect.  ITis cardinal error was
in not distinguishing hetween the priests and ex-priests of Askle-
pios found in this document.  And yet they are marked oft with
all reasonable precision.  The annual offerings to the tenple are
invariably catalogued wnder ihe headings xai rade é¢' lepéws
ITpoxreovs Tlewpaiws (1. 22), dunéov Eirealov (I. 36) ete., thus
clearly designating the priests in office for each year. The ex-
priests simply make dedieations like other people, .. oxdpeor,
tepevs Avowehis  Svmradjrros (1. 22) cte, and when the officiat-
ing priest donates anything this {oo s recorded by entering
it regularly as an item in the secetion to whieh his name gives the
date.  There is not the least difficulty in deciding which is a
priest and which an ex-priest, and yet their confusion vitiates
the entire disposition of the priests in Sundwall’s table.

Sundwall (p. 76 n. 1) suggests that the archon-name l‘][f)—
of 1T 835 1. 8§ be restored Kuxenippos (305,/5).  This is practi-
cally impossible, The seeretary for 305,4 was [....... Jos Adrov
"Ahomecife[v] (I G IT Add. 252h; T15 252¢) : that for the yvear
of 1T 835 Kxery [€vms] ;110 other restoration of line T being possible.
[t is trne that [....... Jos Nvkov "Aremercifer is found only in
inseriptions from swhich the archon-name is lost, but Bofevimrmov
fills the lacuna in these exactly, and there is absolutely no place,
except 30574, in the entire neighborhood in which a seerctary
from Alopeke can be placed.  There ean be no doubt that I {o-
ntust be restored Eu[bulos|.

In regard to Aveavia[s Me]hi(reds) Sundwall says (.
T8 0. 3): Die Evginzung st ganz sicher.  Von M ist noch cine
Nparibrig. It 1s true that a faint serateh Jike the lower limb of
a M appears in the lacuna of 1. 33, But the space eertainly calls
for more than three letters, and on other grounds also the restor-
ation Aveavia[s 1lpoBa]Xi(aios) is much preferable.®

The juxtaposition of Nikomachos (1. 33) and Nikomachos
Iawaviess of II 839, thoueh it tempted me to make the same
restoration as Sundwall has made (p. 78 n. 2), is probably de-
ceitful. Tt would require Nikomachos to have heen priest prior
to 276/5.

¥ Bee above pp. 149 f,
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The restoration Tipordis K[lreatos] (1. 16) Sundwall also
makes.  So too he assigns Telesias of Phlva to 336/5 and Eunik-
ides of Halai to 34170, To Teisias (338/7) he likewise gives the
demotikon Keparifer and to Pataikos that of *Exevaivos. The
reasons eiven above (p. 145) show that Livsitheos of Trikorynthos
was not priest in 33473,

[Minally it st be insisted that Sundwall’s investigation of
the priests of Asklepios, apart from calling attention to the offi-
cial-sequence, and confirmmng my ohservations in the points just
enmumerated, vields no tenable results.  Nor does it. [ am sure.
in any way weaken my conelusions.

Number V3 of Klio (the new and convenient title of Beiliriye
2ur allen Geselidelile) also reached me after my study had gone
to the printer. T am pleased to find that Beloeh in his article
Griceliselie Aufgebote (p. 352) avvives at approximately the
same conelusion, though by a slightly different nethod. as to the
number of ephebes listed in 1 G 105 2511, The comparison whieh
I have instituted bhetween this ephebe-list and the prytany-lists
can now he earred further by the aid of Sundwall’s tables (op.
Al pp. 861E) . Tt is perhaps worth noting that tlis saime scholav
(p. 89) has proved the correetness of Bates™ conjecture (Cornell
Ntudies VIIT p. 12) that the part of Paiania transterred to
Antigonis (see above p. 165) was the sinaller one of the two.

C. K. Lehmann=Ilanpt (the distinguished historian . . Leh-
mann ; the Beitrige and its founder being, it secmns, rebaptized at
the same time) in his well-considered arvticle Zur altischen
Politil vor dem Chremonideisclien I riege, which this number of
Ilio also contains (pp. 375(1.), has doubtless done a zood serviee
in showing that Athens in 27470 had the sane foreign policy as
in 301ff.—the establishment of friendly velations with all the
great powers of the time.  Tts embassy to Pyrrhns (Justin XXV,
4. 4 probably songht respeet for its neuntrality.  And in fact
the city had the friendship of Ptolemy and his allies. the Spar-
tans and others: of Antigonos, at this time Ptolemy s friend : and
seemingly of Pyvrrbus, for it was not imolested by him.

Lehimann-1laupt’s  explanation  of  the estrangement  of
Ptolemy and Antigonos—the desiens of Arsinoe upon the throne
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of Macedon—is also plausible.  And T do not think that il is
invalidated by the faet that the Chremonideanr War did wol
bhegin in 268, Philokrates ¢annot now be ejected from 268/7,
and sinee the capture of Athens came in the fall of 262, five mili-
tary scasons had then celapsed, if the war began in the sumnmer
of 266 (Perthidemos).  Pausamias’ vemark that the Athenians
resisted for a very long time (émt paxporarov) calls for no more
than this. Tt is, of comrse, none the less possible, as Lehmann-
[laupt maintains, that the treaty made between Athens and
Ptolemy in 266 was the deferred vesult of an aderstanding
aimaed @l in 274 70 while Arsinoe was still alive.

The war begun by Antiochos Soter in 268 (Lehmanu-TLaupt:
Klio TLL pp. H09f., V' pp. 248, 386) we shall have to leave to its
discoverer to orientate. T should like simply to ask the qunes-
tions:  Is there any zood evidence that Antiochos [ was more
hikely 1o he combating Ptolemy than Antigonos in 2687 Are the
rerpaypa "Avrteydveia of 26170 (see above p. 147 £.) the well known
tetradirachims struck by Antigonos Gonatas to commemorate his
naval victory as Cos?  If so, Lehmann-Tlaupt’s objeetion ( Kiiy
Vi pe391 0l 1) to Beloeh’s dating of this engagement will have
to be endorsed, and wmy reimarks at p. 154 above will have to he
modified.

*This is better than Lehmann-Tlaupt’s reached ; for the allianee with
its point against Macedon doubtless did not issue from the moderate govern-
ment ot 276-2672 bhat from the radical democracy which at this time re-
placed it.
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IV centney B
"Av... 1 G 11835,
"AploTapyos Kobwxidys 11 1466, 1468,
"Apy? .. Sov [éx KoiX]ys 11 1479,
"ApxéoTparos 11 835,
Acopei@ns 11 835,
BN )mwivgs 11 14H6.
"Barieparys 11 835,
Kod— 1l 835,
1508 {8anTos 11 835,
Lo6vdypos "EXevaivios 11 1651.
Bouvyoros T1 835.
Meo— 11 835,
BpacvBo[vios] 11 835.
Krnourils "AJyvodawos 11 14815 111 144
Avaias 11 835,
Meravwmros Nohapyevs 11 1472,
MevéoTpaTos *Ayyerifer 11 14H7, 1448, 350 41?2
Nuodnpos 11 1440,
IvBovicos? 11 835,
Tiuwr 111473,
Pbaidpirmos 11 833 1480.
Pbavopayos 11 835.
BLen]e[mr]os 11 835,
Prowr)s Evrerarwy 11 1475,
Ddexokryuor 11 855,
Napivos 11 835,

IV ov T century B.C.
"OXdpmiyos Kvbalyvateds 11 1491,

T century BLC
Noypwrid[ys] 11 1496,
L000dyuo [s] "Avrienéous ef [Olov]  TT 1496,
Nicovidys Orvevs 11 1495 301 0, 289, 8.
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Sip]vros Nucoorpdarov [éx K]oirxgs 11 1500.
Bdinos Painpers 11 1505, End of century.
Poppliw}yv “‘Hhov ["EXJevaivios 1L 1504, End of century,

IT century B.C.
Znyov  AbOnvaryopov Menreds 11 1204
Newvidns Orveds 1T 840, Archon Pleistainos,

I eentury B
Ni[«]oorparos *A¢ibraiofs] I 1511.
Soporris Pwtov Sovmels, yovw e Awovvaodwpov Aepa-
Sworov  Ath. Mitt. XXI, p. 297, ¢. 100 13.C.
— Muppw(odaios)? 1 G 1T Add. 477 ¢. Avehon Kal-. Ix it
Kallikratides? 36 5.

[ and IT centuries AD.
*Ayabomous Prveds 111 693, Arehon Peiso ¢. 175 A.D.
"Acwm [68wpos] Kieopevous Prv(eds) 111 102a. ¢. 61 A.D.
Awddparys *Amorhwviov "Afymevs 111 228, 228 a, 220, 229 a,
Bed[pros] Eddckov ’LErevaivios TIT 1321,
Pbrd(ovios) TI 729,
— KJox\vrevs IIT 181 . Avehon Q. Trebelling Rufus

¢, 100 A.D.
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