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ALAN S. HENRY

The Spelling ycévio/Eévia in Fifth-Century Invitations
to the Prytaneion!?

In 1955 W.A.McDonaLD wrote as follows:2 «In our series up to the year 408 B.C.
the consonant combination at the beginning of the word xenia (entertainmerit for .
foreign guests) is consistently indicated by xo. It is true that there are only eleven
precisely datable examples before 408 which contain this word; but that uniformi-
ty appears to be significant. In one further case [i’ 106.23-24], dated between 411
and 408, the single Ionic symbol & is restored. We shall see, however, that there is
good reason on another count to doubt the correctness of the restoration. The
Ionic symbol appears first on stone in 408 and is regularly used thereafter in writ-
ing this formula. In the case of several inscriptions dated somewhere between 446
and 405, the overwhelming likelihood should be, then, that xo was used. One of
them [i? 144.11-12] seemed to controvert this, for in it the single letter £ is re-
stored. It was an interesting coincidence, therefore, to find that Meritt in re-
publishing the text [Hesperia 8.66/67.22.27-29] has for quite different reasons
changed the length of (stoichedon) line from 26 to 27 letters and now restores the
word in question with yc. He dates it in 416/15(?).»

In this confessedly preliminary discussion,> however, there are many points at

which McDonaLD is less than illuminating: .

(1) whatis «the year 408 B. C.»? Presumably the archon year 408/7, to which be-
longs the incomparable decree in favour of Oiniades of Palaiskiathos (i* 110),
with its clear-cut Eévia in v. 25. The terminus post quem non for ycévia is then,
on McDoNALD’s reasoning, 409/8.

t In addition to the standard abbreviations I shall use the following in this paper:
ML =R.MEzices and D. M. Lewis, A Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions to the
End of the Fifth Century B.C. (Oxford, 1969)
Miller ~ =Stephen G.Miller, The Prytaneion: Its Function and Architectural Form (Univ.
of California Press, 1978)
Walbank =Michael B.Walbank, Athenian Proxenies of the Fifth Century B.C. (Samuel
Stevens, Toronto and Sarasota, 1978)
In referring to inscriptions in the Corpus I omit the letters I.G.: thus i* 11 = Inscriptiones
Graecae, vol. I? no. 11.
2. AJA 59 (1955) 151.
3 McDonaLp (ibid.) stresses that his conclusions are tentative and merely intended as
prolegomena.
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(ii) what are «the eleven precisely datable examples before 408» — McDoNALD
nowhere lists them — and what does he mean by «precisely datable»? Pre-
sumably — given the uncertain chronology of most decrees of the fifth centu-
ry* — these are texts which can safely be assigned to a date before 408/7, but
not texts which can necessarily be placed in a particular year.

(it}) what does «contain this word» mean? If «contain» implies actually on the
stone, or sufficiently so as to leave no doubt about the restoration, then the
number eleven is too high. If it includes all examples of the koécot formula
in which, ipso facto, the word xenia must be restored, eleven is too few.?

(iv) are the «several inscriptions dated somewhere between 446 and 405» included
in McDonaLp’s eleven?

Against this background of uncertainty and in view of the refinements of read-
ing and dating as evidenced in the recent third edition of volume I of the Corpus
and elsewhere, it may be as well to set out in tabular form the evidence as it now
stands a quarter of a century after McDonNALD wrote.¢ This will allow us to test his
theory of the year 408/7 as a significant dividing-line in the transition from the
spelling xcévia to the spelling Eévia in the formula. From the evidence of Table 1
(see p.66—67) we may draw the following conclusions about the incidence of ycé-
via/Eévia:

xcévia:

(i) There are 7 instances where ycévia may be regarded as certain: i* 11; 66; 101
I; 101 II; 163; 165 and 173. Of these i 11; 66; 101 I and 165 all fall clearly
before McDonaLD’s lower terminus (409/8). Some doubt may be felt about i*
163 and 173, but with regard to the former, it is only the Ionicism BovA&c in
v.4. which encourages WALBANK to entertain the possibility of a date in the
410s rather than in the 420s to which the letter-forms point,” and on the latter
WaLBANK comments: «The neatness and regularity of both script and chequer
are characteristic of inscriptions of the 430s and 420s».8 i* 101 II, however,
seems certainly to be located c. 407/6: although the first decree on this stone
is firmly placed in 410/9, the second decree (moved by Axiochos) is generally
regarded to have followed the recapture of Thasos: «Thasos was recovered

4 See my paper, «The Dating of Fifth Century Attic Inscriptions», CSCA 11 (1978)
75-108, especially pp.77-83.

5 See my detailed argument below.

¢ The reader should note that I have dlsregarded ‘WALBANK’s rather sanguine restoration
of a xarécor formula amidst the pathetic remnants of i 169 (see WALBANK, no.58). This
fragment was previously unpublished, and would not therefore have been known to Mc-
DoNALD. WALBANK reads xcévia (totally restored), and dates the text c. 430-415.

7 See WALBANK, pp.306-307.

8 See WALBANK, p. 158.
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by Thrasyboulos in 407 . . ., and it was probably in this year that Axiochos . . .
moved the second decree».’

There are a further 8instances where ycévia is restored, but in contexts
whose lettering and/or stoichedon cutting makes the restoration likely: these
are 1> 43;63;91; 113; 123; 149; 172 and 180. Of these 1> 43; 63;91; 113 and
149 do no violence to McDonNALD’s thesis, and both i* 172 and 180 may
squeeze inside the required limit: of i* 172 WaLBANK notes: «The letter-forms
suggest a date in the late 420’s or early 410’s,»1° and Lewis would reject any
dating lower than 411 for i* 180 «in quo [anno] colacretas (v.4) cessisse credi-
tur». Once again, however, we have an example which would seem to defy at-
tempts to date it in 409/8 or before viz. i* 123, on which MEeices and Lewis.
comment: «It seems clear that Hannibal and Himilkon were both referred to
in a context which has to do with Sicily. This seems to point clearly to the first
half of 406, when they were together in Sicily».!!

There are 3 other possible examples of xcévia, all of which involve problems
of one sort or another:

i* 106:

“kaAécan 82 TToA[v]kAéa kai Tetpand kol toc pet” adtov kol éni CTOIX. 50

[xcévia gic] T mputaveiov éc abprov. vacat

McDonaLp rejected HiLLER's [E£via glcc] on the grounds that we have no par-
allel for the «double sigma on stone in these formulas [and] the &t looks out of
place 20 years before the earliest authentic instance. Furthermore, the second
occurrence of the preposition . . . is on the stone and it is spelled &c».12 He is
clearly aware of the weakness of his argumentation here,*® but he is unable to
suggest a revised restoration which would account for the [xcévia &c] — one
letter too short — implied in his remarks.

WiLHELM’s [xcévia glc] gets round this latter problem, but does not meet
McDonaLD’s objection to gic, nor, more importantly, does it square with the
Ionic &s found immediately above in vv.18 (cuvnpdéovt![ac) and 19 (Evv-
Bovietcovi[ac]). One should perhaps, therefore, consider the possibility of
reading [8€tnvov &c], a possibility mentioned by WALBANK, only to be rejected
by him since «this formula seems to apply more to citizens than to foreign-
ers».! Certainly, 8€tnvov is the strictly appropriate form of entertainment for
citizens, and &wia for foreigners, but, as I hope to have shown in a forthcom-

9

10
11
12
13
14

ML, p.274.
P.309.

ML p.281.

Art. cit., p.152.

See his footnote 12 ibid.
‘WALBANK, p.430.
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ing paper, the Athenians could, and did, exercise their discretion in awarding
detnvov even to those not strictly eligible for it.*?

1 118:
10c 8¢ mpécP[ec kal] "’Amor CTOIX. c. 36

[AOBopov K]ahécat Ec ipuToveiov €[l ycév]ia &

[c abpiov] vacat
The main problems here are a) that the stoichedon pattern is not faithfully ad-
hered to throughout;* and b) that, although the writing is predominantly At-
tic, there are «frequent lapses into Ionic».V Given, however, the space that ap-
pears to be available on the stone — plus, perhaps, the fact that Ionic € appears
nowhere else — it is perhaps not unreasonable to accept the restoration &x[i
xcév]wa. That being so, we now have another example of ycévia later than
409/8, since it is now generally agreed that Selymbria was recaptured by Al-
cibiades in 408, and that the settlement then made was ratified by the Atheni-
ans on the motion of Alcibiades in 407.18

12167

The problem here is quite unique: in brief, we are asked to believe in a text in
which the first provision of the decree is an invitation to the prytaneion. I find
this totally unacceptable, for reasons which I have given in detail elsewhere.?®
Suffice it to say here that the restoration depends solely on the letters
JEZTOMP[ in v.6, without which it would never have occurred to anyone to at-
tempt to foist an invitation upon this part of an honorary decree. Indeed, the
text is so fragmentary that we can base nothing on what it may have con-
tained. I suggest, therefore, that we leave it out of consideration here.

EEvia:

0]

(i)

Of the 2 certain examples of E&via, i* 110 is securely located in 408/7, and i?
107 is probably not far from the same date

As restored examples we have cited i 57 and 182 bis. On the latter WaLBANK
notes that «the hand in which this decree is inscribed is very close to, and per-

15

16

See Antichthon 15 (1981), 100-110.
Cf. R.P.Austin, The Stoichedon Style in Greek Inscriptions (Oxford, 1938), p.51: «it

[+*.118] actually begins in fairly good stoichedon script, which is maintained for about twen-
ty-five lines; then irregularities become frequent and the stoichedon sequence finally breaks
down altogether».

17
18
19
20

ML, p.267.

See ML, p.269. )

See my forthcoming book, Honours and Privileges in Athenian Decrees (chap.IX).
WaLBaNk (p,483) comments: «The closeness of the hand of #93 to that of IG, 2,

110a [= 103, of the year 410/9] suggests to me that it belongs at the same point in this
series, in the last decade of the fifth century.»
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haps the same as that of # 93 [i® 107]». It thus probably belongs also in the last
decade of the fifth century, and not in the first half of the fourth century,
where McDonNALD would have found it under ii? 202. i* 57 has also taken a
considerable upward leap since its placement in the first half of the fourth
century by SCHWEIGERT in his original publication.?? WiLHeLM?? had wished
to join it with i? 55 (= i* 55), but this suggestion was correctly dismissed by
MEeritT.? Nevertheless, it is generally agreed that i* 57 was cut by the same
hand as i* 55 (dated c.431), and this and the letter-forms both suggest «a date
in the 430’s or early 420’s».2* If then we can accept the restoration

KaAéco 6& a]uTov Kol [l Eévia éc TO) CTOIX. 31(?)

[mpvtaveiov éc] abplov

this may be considered evidence for a much earlier occurrence of the spelling
&tvio than McDonaLp would admit.

Conclusion

Our review of the available evidence would seem to indicate, therefore, that
McDonaLp’s dividing-line of the year 409/8 is not quite so clear-cut as he would
have us believe.?” Certainly, there does appear to be a fairly firm Jower limit for the
spelling ycévia, but this is no more than one would expect shortly before the offi-
cial adoption of the Ionic alphabet in 403 B.C. On the other hand the evidence of i*
57 could be taken to suggest that the form Evio may well have appeared much
earlier than McDonNaLp would have it.?¢ There seems no good reason therefore to
reject MEISTERHANS® placing of this phenomenon simply as one of several Ioni-
cisms which occur in the half century 450-400 B.C.?

21 Hesp. 7 (1938) 275/7.10.
2 AU 4.37/8 (cf. SEG 10.50).
5 Hesp. 10 (1941) 336-337.

24 WALBANK, p.173.

25 McDoNaLD does, of course, take pains to defend himself against any charge of naively
assuming «that the year 408 saw this particular change in the Attic alphabet begun and com-
pleted». At the same time, however, he sees the «transition as a very swift one, occurring a
few years before the archonship of Eukleides». (art. cit., p. 152).

% * 57 may be an isolated occurrence, but the evidence for the fifth century is too scanty
for us to be sure of that.

27 See MEISTERHANS-SCHWYZER, Grammatik der attischen Inschriften?, (Berlin, 1900),
3-5. The reader may also note that LesLie THREATTE, The Grammar of Attic Inscriptions,
vol.1 (Berlin, 1980) pp. 26 ff. makes no particular reference to the ycévio/Eévia dichotomy.

~
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