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ALAN S. HENRY

Archon-Dating in Fifth Century Attic Decrees: The 421 Rule

In a customarily refreshing paper presented as a tribute to BenjamiN DEeaN
MEerrTT,! HAROLD MATTINGLY has attempted inter alia to reappraise the date of
the Eleusinian First-fruits Decree.2 He urges against MerITT’s date of 415 B.C.3
the absence of archon-dating in the prescript: this to MATTINGLY is a «decisive
argument» against any date after 421 B. C. MATTINGLY maintains that the signifi-
cance of the archon-dating criterion has never been properly recognised, chiefly
because no-one has collated the evidence in assessable form. He attempts to remedy
this situation and to argue the proposition that all Attic decrees of 421 B. C. or
later show or, at least, can be restored to show, archon-dating.

As a preliminary MATTINGLY briefly deals with certain texts without archon-
dates which have been placed later than 421 B. C. by various scholars. The Kallias
Decrees, the Halieis Treaty and the second Athena Nike Decree? are all rapidly
disposed of, and few would question MATTINGLY’s judgement in any of these.

This paper is a revised and expanded version of a communication originally presented at
the VIIth International Congress of Greek and Latin Epigraphy in Constantza, Rumania,
in September, 1977. It was my privilege on that occasion to have Professor H. B. Mat-
TINGLY in my audience, and lest it be thought that my criticisms of this thesis display a
churlish example of odium epigraphicum, 1 wish to record here my debt to the inspiration
of his various studies of formal dating criteria.

Abbreviations, in addition to those in general use:

BM = D. W. BrabeeN and M. F. McGREGOR, Studies in Fifth-Century Attic Epi-
graphy, University of Oklahoma Press 1973

ML = R.Mszices and D. M. Lewis, A Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions to
the End of the Fifth Century B. C., Oxford 1969

PAD = A.S. Henry, The Prescripts of Athenian Decrees, Mnemosyne Supplement

49, Leiden 1977

dbdgog = POPOZ, Tribute to Benjamin Dean Meritt, edd. B. W. BRaDEEN and M. F.
MCcGREGOR, Locust Valley, New York 1974

In referring to inscriptions in the <Corpus> I omit the letters IG: thus 12 1 = Inscrip-

tiones Graecae vol. 12 n. 1.

1 ®ogog, 90-103.

2 J1276 = ML n. 73.

3 See B. D. MerrrT, PAPAS 115, 1971, 109-110.

4 1291,92 (ML n. 58); I2 87 (SEG X 80); I2 25 (ML n. 71).
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He then turns his attention to three other decrees without archon-dating, which
he would likewise put back before 421 B. C. The first of these, the proxeny grant
to Lykon of Achaia (I2 93), is generally placed between 425 and 412 B. C. MaT-
TINGLY argues that the secretary Theaios («the name is rare at Athens») should be
identified with the mover of I2 81, the decree about bridging the Rheitos at Eleusis,
of the year 422/1. The remaining two, the proxeny decrees for Proxenides of Kni-
dos (I2 144 + 155; ATL 2 D23) and for Kallippos of Gyrton (II2 27), passed in
the same prytany, and probably on the same day, were placed by MERITT in
416/15.5 But MERITT had reservations about the Proxenides decree: no great con-
fidence could be placed in the restoration of Aspwoo- to yield as orator the dema-
gogue Demostratos, conspicuous in Plutarch® in the debate on the Sicilian ex-
pedition, and furthermore MEeRITT had noted that the style of lettering looked to
be rather earlier than his proposed date.” MaTTINGLY therefore has no hesitation in
embracing a context in the 420s, and argues that the decree for Kallippos the
Thessalian can equally well find 2 comfortable historical home in the same period.8

Possibly, therefore, but not quite indubitably, these three texts may belong be-
fore 421 B. C. There still remains, however, one document without archon-dating
which must fall between 421/0 and 405/4 B. C., the decree for the Klazomenians
at Daphnous, proposed by Alkibiades after his return to Athens from Samos.® No
archon appears (or can be restored) in the prescript; nor can one posit 2 missing
crowning member. But the stone is broken at the bottom, which prompts MaT-
TINGLY to entertain the possibility of archon-dating «in the text itself or in akind of
postscript’. The former suggestion seems inherently unlikely, and the latter has the
slim support of the first decree for Sthorys the Thasian,!® in which MicHAEL Os-
BORNE has demonstrated that the archon-date in line 14 belongs to the preceding
decree.!! One cannot prove or disprove this contention: but it is methodologically
unsound to draw any conclusion, one way or the other, from such evidence.

Let us now turn from MATTINGLY’s case for texts without archon-dating to his
detailed tabulation, presented in an Appendix, of the evidence for the years 421/0
to 405/4 B. C. Here MaTTINGLY finds «twenty-one decrees with undeniable archon-
dating», involving twelve different archons, and another six decrees of the same
period which «should be restored with archons in their preamble», and which

5 See Hesperia 8, 1939, 65-69 and 10, 1941, 328-330.

6 Nikias 12,4 and Alkibiades 18,2 (both references are wrongly given by MATTINGLY,
art. cit., 91 note 9).

7 Cf. WoODHEAD’s comment in SEG XXV 37: «propter aspectum antiquiorem littera-
turae non sine iure aetatem ante 4162 quaerere possumus».

8 He points to the evidence of Thucydides (4, 78-79,1; 108, 1;132,2 and 5,13, 1) for
the intrigues of Perdikkas and Brasidas in Thessaly, and cites Aristophanes, Wasps 1245 ff.
for jokes about Athenian embassies to Thessaly.

9 12117 = ML n. 88.

10 112 17 (not 112 23+), of the year 394/3 (not 395/4).

11 BSA 65,1970, 150-174.
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yield «one more archon to the tale».12 It is the accumulated evidence of this Appen-
dix whose solidarity I wish to challenge.

In Table A (<Archons in decree headings, 421/0-405/4 B. C.») MaTTINGLY lists
the evidence in detail, distinguishing <heading title> from «preamble>,13 and indicat-
ing the sequence of prescript items: secretary (S), epistates (E), archon (A), and
orator, or equivalent, (O). Of the texts cited one can accept without demur 12 82,
84, 94, 96, 103, 108, 109, 110, 115, 118, 124, 125 and 126, for in these the archon
is surely attested. I would also be prepared to admit the validity of the restoration
of archons in SEG X 111, 12 110a, 119 and 112 174,14 In 12 123 the prescript is al-
most entirely reconstructed:

[Avowdég b—— stoichedon
éyvoauu[ dreve],
[Alvuvyéve[s Zoye].
[Edoy Joev 1€ BLoAEL xal TdL dépor, —— Eroutdveve, Avoxhig
gypooaundreve, ——|
5 ..2..c¢nleotbre, —— elner ——

But here, on the analogy of 12 124 (406/5), I think there can be no doubt about the
restoration of line 3, that is to say the archon is listed in the superscript. There can,
however, be no certainty whatsoever that the archon (or, for that matter, the
secretary) reappeared in the prescript proper: for appearance in a superscript is
no guarantee of reappearance in a prescript.’® MATTINGLY rightly places a question-
mark after his S.E.A.O.

So far we have covered eighteen of MATTINGLY’s twenty-one examples, and, as
yet, we have found no occasion to fault his thesis. The three remaining examples,
however, are more open to question. I consider them in detail:

1) SEG XVII 5:16
[IT]aowpdv Poedo[orog Eypauundrevev].
stoichedon 62-65
£doyoev 8L BorEL xot [tOL déuo, . .. 672, . . Emputdveve, Ilaoupdv
gvoa lundreve, . . .
%A éneotdre, Khe[—————— ging' ————J]oaodar xth.

MatTiNGLy’s S.E.A.O. without qualification is perhaps too categorical: the secre-
tary and epistates are manifestly represented, but Kie[ may or may not be the
archon Kleokritos of 413/12. BINGEN!? restores: K\e[6xottog Foye, ———— elme’, and

-

2 Art. cit., 90 (with note 3).

13 T prefer the terminology «superscripts and «prescript>: see PAD xi.

14 There is a new text of 112 174 in Hesperia 39, 1970, 111-114. (Note that the order of
prescript items is S. E. A. O., not S. A. E. O.).

15 See PAD 8ff.

16 Cf. SEG X 64.

17 RBPh 37,1959, 31-44.
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this of course ties in well with a document concerned with the cult of the goddess
Bendis. We may well, therefore, feel inclined to give MATTINGLY the benefit of the
doubt. Nonetheless, doubt there is.

ii) 12 104: the subject of this decree is unknown. Indeed, only a handful of letters
survive from the whole prescript, and only one letter remains in the superscript.
It is on this single letter that the case for «undeniable archon-dating» in this text
rests:
[xl Kalriov dpyo]v[Toc].
[#d0yoev T8l oA ol t61] 84[p]ov stoichedon 26
[‘Inodovrig émputdveve, Ailoyido
[c #vooaupéreve, ... .2. ... E]ncot
5 [&te, —— elne: ——

Now, we know from 12 103 that Aeschylus was secretary in the prytany of Hippo-
thontis in the year of Kallias: so the restoration has a certain justification. But there
can be no certainty that the nu of line 1 is part of the archon-formula. It could,
for example, be part of the name of the recipient of some honour specified later in
the decree, or of the name of the state with whom an alliance is being concluded
(yovuu]oxor may appear in line 8). At the very least we should proceed with care
before whole-heartedly embracing the archon Kallias here.

iii) SEG X 133 (12 120): here again the subject-entry <unknown> should warn us
to approach this highly restored prescript with caution:

Awg[6Yeos .. .¢: 8. . Eyoaundrevev].
(] [e 0 i].
E[dxtéuov goyev.]
gdoyo[ev &L Bor&L zal toL dépor ... 7. .. igdmoutd]  stoichedon 41
5 vevev, [Aogddeos Eyoaundtevey, ... .2. ... dneotdt]
g, Edut[énov Zoyev, ——— elmev: ———

The restorations are MERITT’s.18 One could, of course, restore line 5 to read veve,
N[-——— &ypopudrevev, provided, naturally, that Awg[ in the superscript is 7ot
the secretary, but perhaps the honorand. MeriTT, however, makes out a convincing
case for the secretary Dorotheos, attested elsewhere (12 313, line 175) as having held
this office in the year of Euktemon. If, however, this conjunction is rejected, Edxt[
in line 6 could be taken as the orator.1?

Of these three texts discussed immediately above we could perhaps call one of

18 AJPh 69, 1948, 70-71.

1 For a more detailed discussion of this prescript, with particular reference to the
restorations with movable 7#, see my paper: The Dating of Fifth-Century Attic Inscrip-
tions, forthcoming in Calif. Stud. Class. Ant. 11, 1978.
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them «probables (SEG X 133) and one <possibles (SEG XVII 5), but the other (12
104) is at least open to some doubt. Nevertheless, one may concede that all docu-
ments of MATTINGLY’s Table A may well be accepted as showing archon-dating
in their headings. At the same time we should be aware that the evidence is not
quite as watertight as the neat tabulation may suggest.

I turn now to Table B («some more decrees with archon-dating in this periods).
Here MATTINGLY lists another six decrees which, he urges, should be restored with
archons in their prescripts. Before accepting this further contention we would do
well to look very carefully at the evidence.20

For SEG X 138 (12 105), the honorary decree for Archelaos of Macedonia, and
SEG XII 29 (I2 149), a proxeny decree, MATTINGLY claims that «archon-dating
has never been doubted . . .. the only question was which archon should be restor-
ed.» I would agree with this in the case of SEG X 138, even though the archon-
item is totally within a restoration:

[Edoyoev &L PoA&r xal 6] dépor *Axaua] stoichedon 31
[vtig gngutdveve, Ded]hevs [Byolop[p]dr[ev]

[e, *Avuiyéves Zoxe, ZiB]boto[¢ &]lmeoté[te],

[*AMufiédeg elme

Between the secretary and the epistates there are thirteen available spaces in the
stoichedon pattern, and these are most suitably filled by *Avtiyévec Zoye2t The
resulting sequence, S.A.E.O., rather than the more customary S.E.A.O., is un-
objectionable in principle. The same sequence is found in 12 126 (ML n. 94), of the
year 405/4, and is probably to be restored in I2 119 (408/7).22

SEG XII 29 (12 149),23 however, is more problematical. It has an extremely frag-
mentary prescript:

[£doyoev tEL Por]EL x[al 1oL Sépo] stoichedon 25
[v....i éxput]avev[e, .S:3. éne]

There can be no certainty whatsoever that an archon appears here, or even that the
epistates precedes the secretary. MATTINGLY argues for Fuphemos as orator, not
archon, citing the authority of MerrrT,2¢ who dismissed the IG restoration on the

20 Note the danger of circular argument here: if one restores chronologically appropriate
archons in these texts, then of course they fall just within the period MATTINGLY is trying
to demonstrate always shows archon-dating in decrees.

21 See MERITT, Classical Studies Presented to E. M. Capps, 1936, 246-252, in preference
to the archon Theopompos. (See further the discussion in ML n. 91.)

22 But not in 112 174 = Hesperia 39, 1970, 111-114 (see note 14 above).

28 See also BM 100-105.

24 Hesperia 21, 1952, 344-346. MErITT proposed as archon either Epameinon (429/8) or
Astyphilos (420/19).
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grounds that it left room for demotics: these he contends, are not found till c. 406
B. C. In my opinion, however, this «ule> about demotics is open to question: de-
motics do appear in su#perscripts much earlier than 406 B. C.,25 and I can see no
reason for categorically excluding them from prescripts earlier than that date. If,
in the text before us, the secretary were allowed a demotic, the epistates could then
occupy his usual position after the secretary, Euphemos could remain as orator, and
the archon would disappear altogether.26

MATTINGLY, however, arguing for archon inclusion, posits a sequence E.S.A.O.
Now, the sequence E.S.O. certainly occurs,?? but is E.S.A.O. a reality or a mere
figment of the imagination? The only possible parallel would seem to be the
proxeny decree SEG X 88 (12 72):

[E80oyoev 181 Borde %ol oL dénor]” Avtioyls [émoutd]  stoichedon 40
[veve, «oovvnt ... gvoJlouudreve, [..6...]
[.3. gneotdre, ....2.... elne én]owéoa E[. .. ... ]

MarTincLy would prefer to fill out the nineteen letter lacuna in line 2 by inserting
the epistates: this in turn creates a commensurate gap between lines 2 and 3 where
MaTTINGLY now finds room for the archon:

[veve, ..2.. égneotbre, .. 5. .. &yolopndreve, ["Aotig]
[roc Foxe, ..... 12..... elmev:

This is very ingenious, but entirely hypothetical. Astyphilos is selected because of
his year, 420/19, «since the arbitrary inversion (of epistates and secretary) in the
preamble suggests that they (this text and 12 149) are near the beginning of the
archon-dated series.» Astyphilos fits nicely into MATTINGLY’s reconstruction of I2
149, and so the ends are once more neatly tied together. This is dangerously per-
suasive — until we realise that a secretary with nomen and demoticum of nineteen
letters ruins the whole proposition. I 149 and I2 72 almost certainly stand or fall
together: since they offer an otherwise unattested sequence E.S.A.O., I find them
highly suspect.28

What then of the three remaining examples for which MATTINGLY urges the

25 For a discussion of I2 149 and of the evidence for secretaries with demotics see PAD
5-6 and 8-9.

26 The resultant sequence S. E. O. would be unimpeachable: cf., e.g., I2 115 (ML n. 86)
of 409/8.

27 Restored, for example, in SEG XII 9 (I2 27), of c. 450/49, and surely attested in the
fourth century: e.g. 112 31 (386/5).

28 Fven MATTINGLY himself marks the sequence in both cases with a query. In Epi-
graphica 36,1974,40 n. 27, he in fact revises his position and argues for a sequence
A.S.E.O. in both prescripts. But this mutually interdependent and otherwise unattested
sequence is open to precisely the same criticism as E. S. A. O.
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restoration of archon-dating? The first of these is SEG XIV 9 (12 101), the honorary
decree for the Samians, of the year 412/11:29
Oc[ot]. stoichedon 98
#doyoev T8 oAl xol oL dépor *Axoanavtic Enou[ tévevey, ————
———— 8YQOUUATEVEY, ————— gneotbrel, ————— elme:

MATTINGLY points out that there is room in this text (LEwis’s) for an archon.
Accordingly, he reconstructs as follows:

stoichedon 98
€doyoev T8l PoldL xal T Sépor *Anapavtic Erou[téveve, S8 .
dyoauudreve, .<: 2. dneotdre, Kodhiog Eoye, . o6 elne 5]
v utv dépou toL Sopiov Emovéoar —————

thus affording us a series of officials all with conspicuously, though, to be sure, not
impossibly, short names. It should also be noted that the sequence S.A.E.O. is
equally restorable, a sequence which MaTTINGLY himself adopts in the next text he
deals with. He sees S.A.E.O., however, as a late development, not earlier than
c. 408/7 B. C.30

The text in question is SEG X 127 (I2 113), an honorary decree for Evagoras of

Cyprus:
[#80yoev 181 foldL nal oL déuol .. 3. . ic én]outdveve stoichedon 43
[——— éyoaupdreve, ——— éncotdre, Polaocidenfog]
5  [elne

On historical grounds this document must fall c. 410 B. C. MATTINGLY, assuming
that Phrasidemos is the epistates, not the orator, easily works an archon into the

prescript:
[Edoyoev t8L BorEL nail oL Séuwor ... 7. .. éx]ovtdveve stoichedon 43
[....2.... &yoaupdteve, ....2. ... Eoye, ®olucidenfos]
[éneotdre, .. ... L3 S sime dmeldt dvep Gya]dos é[omi]
[Edaydoag 6 Salauniviog ———————————————— ]

One may note that if the archon’s name contained nine letters, then the only
candidates would be Theopompos (411/10) and Antigenes (407/6). But, of course,
the nine-lettered archon and secretary are purely exempli gratia.

The last text to be considered is SEG X 136 (12 47), the treaty with Carthage:3!

[80oyoev 8L BolrEL x[al 8L Séuor .. & .. dmgu] stoichedon 36
[téveve, ..6...]c  Aq@d[vaioc &yoaupdreve, . 3.]
............ g émeo[tdre, ... 7. .. clne

29 See Thuc. 8, 21.
30 Cf. my comments in PAD 7-8.
31 See MeritT, HSPh Suppl. 1, 1940, 247-253; ML n. 92.
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In order to accommodate an archon here MATTINGLY is forced to lengthen the line
to a tentative stoichedon 39. This in turn entails an epistates with nineteen letters
(presumably nomen plus demoticum) and an orator of five:

[doyoev 8L fo]A& %[ al ToL Séuor .. L0 ... Emgu]  stoichedon 39?
[téveve, . £.-8. . Jc "Apd[vaiog dvoauudteve, ... ... 1

[..... 12, ....]c &reo[thre, KoAhiac Toxe, ... .. el]

[ne: émeldé apE]xav Kal oxedbvior néounac? ————]

Neither of these assumptions need worry us: more significant is the fact that MaT-
TINGLY neglects to indicate how his remodelled line can be continued beyond line 4
into the body of the text to fit in with the traces there preserved.

The verdict then that we must pass on Table B (with the possible exception of
SEG X 138) is well argued, but not proven. All the texts cited are open to alterna-
tive restoration and interpretation without omnipresent archons. In no case can it
be demonstrated that an archon must (or even should) be included.

The <421 rule> is therefore open to considerable question. The «ample evidence»
of which MaTTiNGLY speaks certainly leads one to expect archon-dating after
421 B. C., but it is misleading to suggest that all prescripts later than that year
must be dated by archon. It islikewise methodologically erroneous to use absence of
archon-dating as a criterion for putting documents earlier than 421 B. C.32

Archon-dating is regular, but not mandatory, after 421 B. C.33

32 No one would deny that 112 6 is to be dated after the fall of the Thirty. Moreover,
if we extend our survey into the fourth century, we can still find examples of decrees with-
out archons either in prescript or superscript: see PAD 23.

33 The moral to be drawn from this exercise is that it is hazardous to attempt to establish
rigid criteria based on the lamentably small body of evidence which the fifth century has
bequeathed us. Furthermore, it was only very late in the fourth century that the Attic
prescript began to approach anything like a stereotyped form. Indeed, it never did achieve
a fixed and final pattern (see PAD 104-105).



