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ALAN S. HENRY

Polis/acropolis, Paymasters and the
Ten Talent Fund*

In order to trace the development of various formulaic expressions in Attic decrees
at the beginning of the fourth century it is essential to establish a chronological
framework. Unfortunately, there are very few dated inscriptions between 400 and
370, and the dates assigned to many documents are often calculated with reference
to the very formulae whose development we wish to trace. The risk of riding on the
roundabout of circular argument is thus very grave.

Two phenomena in particular are central to this enquiry: (i) the shift from the ex-
pression £ TOAEL to év dkponOAeL; and (i) the sequence of officers responsible for
the expenses of inscribing decrees. The locus classicusfor a discussion of these two in-
terrelated factors is a parergon in a paper of DINsMOOR’s, now some fifty years old.!
In less than four pages of compressed and dangerously persuasive writing Dins-

* This paper is a prolegomenon to a wider study of the formulaic language of Attic decrees.

I make reference to the following publications by the name of the author only:
Dinsmoor = W.B.DiNsMoOOR, The Burning of the Opisthodomos at Athens, AJA 36, 1932,
143-172.
Jonnson = A.C. Jounson, Notes on Attic Inscriptions, CPh 9, 1914, 417-441.
Pecirka = J.PeCirKA, The Formula for the Grant of Enktesis in Attic Inscriptions, Prague
(Acta Universitatis Carolinae, Phil. et Hist. Mon. XV) 1966.
Top = M.N.Top, A Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions, vol. 2, Oxford 1948.

T also employ the following abbreviation apart from those in general use:
ML = R.MzicGsand D. M. Lewis, A Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions to the End of
the fifth Century B. C., Oxford 1969.

All dates are B.C.

1 AJA 36, 1932, 157-160, reviewing the earlier position arrived at by Jounson, CPh 9,
1914, 417-423. DinsmooR’s point of departure was IG XII 1, 977 (Top 110), a copy of an
Athenian decree found on the island of Karpathos, recording inter alia honours for the Eteo-
karpathian kowvov for a cypress-trunk given for the rebuilding of the temple of Athena the
Guardian of Athens. Despite the provision that the Athenian copy is to be inscribed év othAnt
[A]1[W9ivne ép m]OANL (vv. 34-35), DiNsMOOR attempted to place the text just after 377. Top
accepted the more orthodox date c. 393, relating the gift to repairs carried out in the 390s as a
result of a fire in 406/5. [T understand that this text will appear as I 1454, assigned to the fifth
century, but I have not seen the evidence for this dating.]
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MoOOR argued (i) for a transitional period of twelve years (c. 386-374) for the re-
placement of £ nodeL by év dxpondlet, and (ii) for four distinct periods, each with
different disbursing officers, in the fourth century.? This schema has ever since
found general acceptance.? I suggest, however, that a close examination of Dins-
MOOR’s arguments and evidence will reveal (i) that there is no justification for the
claim that éu noier was employed as late as 375, and (ii) that the various responsible
paymasters do not fall into such neat and tidy compartments.

In the nineteenth century Foucart? had claimed that éu noAeL was replaced by év
dkpomdrel immediately after the Peace of Antalcidas: hence KiRCHNER’s <ante
387/6> in the Corpus for texts showing £ moAer. DinsMooR, however, in his at-
tempt to lower this terminus post guem non, first points to I1> 32, which he describes
as <a decree of 385/4 B. C. containing this expression.» What DINsMOOR neglects to
record is that the phrase is entirely restored, in a very fragmentary text indeed:
(vv.6-9)

CApxovidny————————————— TPOEEVO] stoich. 27
[v kadl ebepyétin[v] 'Ad[nvat]ov [dvaypd]

[wou v modet €]at[NAn]t Adivi [TOv]

[Yypapnpatléa thg BlovAlfg-

Ido notdeny the plausibility of the restoration. Even granting that, however, there is
another much more important consideration. I12 32 almost certainly orders the pub-
lication (or re-publication) in 385/4 of an award previously made before the end of
the fifth century, at a time when év 1@ tore]wv Scwv *AlInv[aio] | [t kpat]oo[i]v
(vv.10-11) was appropriate to Athenian circumstances.® That being so, the lan-
guage of the award as far as the beginning of the rider (v.19) probably reflects, or
even repeats verbatim, the original fif#h century wording. The use of the expression
¢vmoret—if indeed it does occur — is therefore of no relevance to the problem before
us.®

Dinsmoor also directs our attention to 112 245,7 a fragmentary text where we can
have little faith in what is again a total restoration: (vv.2—4)

70 8¢ yMeio Jua t[6de yphuy] stoich. 35
[a TOV ypappatéo t1ig BoAfig £]v othA[n kol d¢)
[Tva ép moOAeL- ¢ B¢ Topiog] Thg [3]ed dov[at. ]

2 T.e.down to 303 B.C.

3 In his brief (butvery useful) discussion P.J. Ruopes, The Athenian Boule, Oxford 1972,
103 note 7, while urging general acceptance of DiNsMOOR’s sequence, expresses doubts about
the apodektai and the Ten Talent Fund.

« BCH 12, 1888, 153-179.

5> See RHODEs, op. cit., 83 (with notes 1, 2 and 6) and 84.

6 See A. WiLHELM, Attische Urkunden V, Wien-Leipzig 1942, 99-100.

7 This text also appears under I1? 178, which should be deleted from the Corpus.
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KircHNER notes: <Wilh. lapidem, quem non vidi, propter litteraturam, medio s. IV
utique antiquiorem esse censet. Ex supplementis v. 4 sane initio s.IV adsignandus
est.»® This does not advance us very far. DiNsMOOR, however, is prepared to accept
JounsoN’s arguments for a date <shortly after 383/2 B.C., when many Thebans and
other Boeotians took refuge at Athens after the Spartans had captured Thebes.»? Al-
though there may be some substance in this historical argument, it would, however,
be unwise to place too much weight on a phrase which does not actually appear on
the preserved portion of the stone. It is certainly not conclusive evidence for &u 116-
A€l as late as 382.

In a recently published text'® (unknown, of course, to DiNnsmooRr) of the year
379/8 PritcHETT has offered a reconstructed decree which purports to order its set-
ting up év OAeL I quote vv.6-21 in full in order to demonstrate the general unsatis-
factoriness of the restorations:

nepl OV oi oTplatnyol AE[yoouv, énedn &] stoich. 34
[vip dyadog éyéve]to Edpuedv [nepl tog npéa)
[Beg TV ’AInvaim]v Tovg Tt ovy[payiot, Kol €]
[0 mogT Ot dvvat]at, Eyneiodat [Tt BoAfit TO]

10 [¢mpoédpog ot av] Tuyybveot tpo[edpedovTe |
[c ég v mpd TV €]kKAncioy po[cayayelv EV]
[pved@vta kot xpn]uoticot TpdT[ov petd Td ig]
[pd, yvounv 8¢ Evu]BariiecIot T[Tic foAtic € TO]
[v dfjuov OTL doke]T Tt BoAft [Enavioal ¢ ]

15 [0TOV, Enedn Edpluedv tog 1[e npéoPeg £b mog]
[T kol T oA TN "Admva[iov, dvaypdyor 5¢]
[adToV EotAn A]div k[ ol otiioot év TOAE]
[vOmov @V SokfLad]tdi: Kol TpdEevov 10 dHKO]
[0 'ASnvainv dvaylpdypot [Evpuedvta tov ypal

20 [ppotéo Tig oAng] En ed[epyecion &g TOV O]
[ov- kadéoal 8¢ kal] Evpu[eavia..... . 1]

We need only note (i) 8¢ in v. 14 is impossible, since énawvécot must be construed
with the preceding 8oket; (i1) dvaypdyoat adtov (as opposed to TOBE TO yheLopa
vel. sim.) is attested only in cases where the publication formula and proxeny award
are combined in one and the same formulation (as they are not here); (iii) a proxeny
award beginning kol npod&evov is totally unparalleled. These faults suffice to throw

§ On the basis of its lettering KircHNER dated 112 178 <ante 353/2> (by implication, there-
fore, not earlier than 378/7). Davip Lewis, however, informs me per epistolam that the most
visible letter on his squeeze of II? 245 is an omega with a narrow loop, as, e.g., on 112 20. Let-
tering alone, therefore, could support a date in the 380s or even earlier.

? See Jonnson, 419 and 439. The argument is based on vv.9-11 of the inscription: glvai 3¢
naot] | [toig pedyoot tev] Bowwtdv v [&]téA[et]a[v 10 1] | [etotkiov.

10 EM 13230:see CSCA 5, 1972, 165-169. (I quote only lines 6-21).
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doubt on the overall reconstruction of the decree.! There is therefore no reason
whatsoever to feel constrained on this <evidence> to downdate &v ndreito 379/8.

As for the later expression £v dkpondret, DinsMOOR first points out that what had
been considered to be the earliest dated example (112 19, 394/3) <has now been more
accurately restored (my italics) with &v tOAer.»12 While this may indeed be so, it is evi-
dent that we are still operating in the rather unreal sphere of restoration. <Evidence>
of such a nature must be treated with extreme caution, and should not be allowed to
form the basis of an attempt to establish firm termini for formulaic usage.

If then we allow the stones to speak for themselves, we find in 112 30 b. 2

0TNoa]Te &v AKpOTO[AEL

Since, however, the context is totally lacking, the restoration ctnod]tw must re-
main doubtful, and we cannot even be sure that what we have at this point is a publi-
cation formula as such. Nevertheless, one may accept DiNsMOOR’s claim that this is
one of «the earliest dated examples of &v dkponOAew, that is to say 386/5.12

His other <earliest dated example> is II? 31 (Top 117), certainly also dated in
386/5, but where once again there is doubt about the reading at the crucial point:
(vv.12-14)

k]af[l otfic]ot [€]g oThAny vayp[dyavt] stoich. 30
o Tov ypap[ulaté[a] Tiig PoAfig Ta éy[neiop]
tvo (v d)[k]p[omO]A[etL

Because of the rho, however, we may accept the hypothesis of a haplography of Ena.
Nevertheless, it should again be noted how flimsy the evidence is.

Before we can conclude, however, that 386/5 is the terminus ante guem non for
the expression £&v dkpomOAEL, we must pause to consider one further document: II2
9, a decree plausibly restored to order the re-erection of a stele destroyed under The
Thirty, and for that reason dated «paullo post 403/2> by KircHNER. The text is as
follows:

N | PO 20 ... gnel stoich. 28
[8]m 8¢ kKo dIn[1péIn énl t@Vv TprakovTa]

avToig 1) o[ AN 1 TpdTEPOV AvaKeL]

évn adtol[g, dvaryplyon TV oTHANY T]

1 T am also uneasy about the vague location of the stone: énov év doxf avtdL would be
unparalleled at this period (and in any case would more naturally be expressed with anaphoric
adt@®t immediately after &v).

12 DinsMOOR is referring to WiLHELM’s text in 112 19b. Addenda p.656. In WiLHELM’s later
discussion of this text (Attische Urkunden V, Wien-Leipzig 1942, 96—103) he retains the res-
toration &V TOAEL.

13 The date is based on an out of context reference in v.b. 5 to unvog 16 petd Oed[dotov
Gpyovta]. (See also note 27 below).
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5 Oy ypoppo[téa Thg BoAfig Kol otiical]

v axpon[OAet........ 17 ]
oo f.......... 20 ... ]
TUIA A

This was WiLHELM’s first version.! Later, however, in an attempt to associate 11> 9
with 112 10, WiLHELM restored vv. 6—8 thus:15

&v akpor|OAet. £50Eev TR POATL Kal]

@ dNpo, [Itnodwvrig énputdvevs, ]

[Avc]idd[ne eypappdreve, ————————— ]

But D. M. Lewis'¢ has argued convincingly against this association and restoration
on the following grounds: i) the stone is lost, so that we have no way of confirming
KoeHLER’s reading of the letter traces in v.8; ii) even if we do accept IAA there,
several other names besides Avoddng could be made to fit; iii) WiLHELM’S text im-
plies three decrees on the original stone (the pre-Euclidean decree; the decree order-
ing its re-inscription, partly preserved in vv. 1-6, and which WiLHELM dates between
403 and 401 ; and the third decree of 401/400 [vv. 6—8], of unknown content); iv) we
must assume either that the stone remained uninscribed until the third decree was
passed (despite the decision taken in the second decree) or that the cutter of the third
decree decided to begin in the middle of a line; v) the only reason for dating vv. 1-6
between 403 and 401 is the restored prescript of this hypothetical third decree; vi) if
that were the date, it would be an instance of &v dkpomdAel some 15 years earlier
than the next dated example; vii) WiLHeLM’s implied chronology is very tight, but, if
we accept 404/3 (the archonship of Pythodoros, instead of 401/400, the archonship
of Xenainetos) for the date of II? 10 and hence of our supposed third decree, the
chronological sequence of the three decrees becomes a virtual impossibility : the de-
mos would have had rather too much on its hands at this time to indulge in so much
decree-making so early after its return.

We may, therefore, conclude with LEwis that there were only two decrees, the de-
cree providing for the re-inscription of a pre-Euclidean decree, which will itself have
followed later on the stone (vv.61f.). For the latter LEwis, very tentatively, suggests
the year 410/9, by restoring

AL dMpoL, [ Ae®VTig EMPLTAVELE, Z1]
[UpT]dO[NG EYPOUPATEVE ——————————— 1V

There is, of course, no need to find a precise home for the original decree, nor is
there any need for us to assume that we must date the later decree close to 403/2.

14 Arch. epigr. Mitt. Oest. 17, 1894, 38.

15 Osterr. Jahreshefte 21-22, 1922-1924, 164. See SEG 111 69.

16 ABSA 49, 1954, 35-36. (I summarize LEwis’ arguments here; for details the reader
should consult the original article.)

7 He compares 12 106, but this must be inerror for 12 108.
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For, as we have already seen, we have evidence for a decision being taken to re-in-
scribe a pre-Euclidean decree as late as 385/4.18 We may therefore agree with Dins-
MOOR! that IT?9 may well be later than 387. It certainly cannot be cited as secure evi-
dence for &v dkpondret at the very end of the fifth century.

Our survey so far, therefore, has confirmed DinsMOOR’s claim that the year
386/5 marks the earliest dated examples of &v dxpomoOAgl, but we have found no
firm evidence to suggest that &u tOAeL occurs after 387/6.

Now, it is also part of DiINsMOOR’s thesis that <the new phrase could not have
marked an abrupt change, as would have been the case with administrative matters
such as a different board or a different fund. There was certainly a period of tran-
sition.»?® Prima facie, this seems a very reasonable point to make, and presumably
no-one would expect to find &u n6Aet suddenly vanish completely and for ever. I
wonder, however, if the reasoning implied by DiNsMOOR’s claim is not open to chal-
lenge — the implication, that s, that the Athenians would not have taken a conscious
decision (at some meeting of the Assembly, no doubt) to adopt the expression &v k-
pondhet in place of the earlier éu nOrer. For, after all, not many years before, the
Athenians had taken an official decision henceforth to employ the Ionic alphabet for
official publications. Matters of form as well as substance were, therefore, suscepti-
ble to actual debate and decision by the Athenian people.

The term «polis> was clearly open to misunderstanding — probably not by the
Athenians themselves?! but certainly by those foreigners for whom the Athenians so
often legislated. Consider also how the Athenians were accustomed to refer to
themselves in official parlance: there were basically three forms:

1) "Adnvoiou:??e.g. [12 1. 43 (403/2): Gvdpeg dyadol mepl 'Adnvaiog

i) 6 dfjuog 6 "Adnvainv:? e.g. ibid. 65: dyJadoi Eowv nepl TOV dfjnov TOV
"Adnvaiov

i) M oMg N Adnvaiov: e.g. ML 80. 10-11 (411): &) noet 6t dOvart]l ot Ty
TOMY TV "Adnvoiov
ABSA 65 (1970) 157 vv.6-7 (394/3):** gb]lepyétat tig mOAEws TAS
"Adn[vaiwv, followed at vv.9—-10 by &v] noAm?®

18 J1232.

19 157 note 12. But, as we shall see, it could be a year or two earlier.

20 157-158.

21 Londoners, or even the British in general, have little problem in coping with the term «the
City», but, at first encounter, it may slightly mystify the financially uninitiated. Moreover, the
ancient Greeks did not have the convenience of a distinction based on upper- and lower-case
letters.

22 Never with the article.

2 By far the form most frequently encountered.

24 OsBORNE’s revised text of II2 17.

25 Obviously &v dkpo] | noAN is theoretically possible here, but the overall context makes

the longer form unlikely.
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112 82.10-11 (? before 378/7) :2¢ dryadog ] tip oAV Tv ’AS[M] | [vaiwv,
followed at v. 15 by év akpondhet.

The inconvenience (or worse) of employing mOAL in its widest and narrowest senses
in one and the same context must have been evident even to the least style-conscious
Athenian. I can see no reason, therefore, why an official decision should not have
been taken at some particular time to eliminate this awkwardness by referring
henceforth to the acropolis as 1) dkpOmoArig.?” This is not, of course, to say that the
idea will not have occurred (and even been put into practice) even before the official
decision: clearly a debate on the matter is likely to have been preceded by sporadic
and spontaneous experimentation by enterprising drafters of decrees. Nor should
we expect every drafter from then on to use the new expression without fail. What I
am claiming is that we may have some grounds for believing in an official dividing
line (say 386) between the old and new expressions. If we can accept that, then we
can apply it as a chronological criterion, at least in those cases where there is no other
evidence to the contrary.

However, as we have seen, DiNsMoOR argued for a transitional period of 12 years
(c.386-374), attempting to justify that assumption by adducing the complementary
evidence of the sequence of disbursing officers responsible for providing the funds
for inscribing decrees.?® It is to these officials that we too now must turn.??

Jonnson had attempted to define five periods for the fourth-century paymasters
down to 303 B.C.:*

I.  404—c.394:the Treasurers (of Athena and the Other Gods), i.e. the joint board
II. c.394-387: the Treasurer of the People

III. 387-c.384: the Apodektai

IV. c.384-377: the Treasurers of the Goddess

V. 377-303: the Treasurer of the People again

% For present purposes I accept KIRCHNER’s date.

7 gxpomoig does, of course, appear in other contexts even in the fifth century: e.g. ML
58.B5 and 11 (Kallias Decrees).

28 For a synopsis of arrangements for public expenditure, see RHODES, op.cit., 102 ff. Brief-
ly, until 411 (or perhaps shortly before: see PrircuerT BCH 88, 1964, 474 with note 3) there
was a separate dnuootov from which the kolakretai paid for specifically domestic as opposed
to imperial expenses. After this date the imperial and domestic funds were merged, and the
Hellenotamiai provided the money for domestic items such as stelai and crowns. After 404 the
tamiai appear to have taken over these functions.

2 [In this exceedingly complex and uncertain debate the reader may find that the informa-
tion set out in Table 1 will enable him to see at a glance just what is, and is not, on the stones.
(For the degree of (im)probability of any given restoration, however, it will be necessary to
consult the texts themselves.) For convenience of reference the inscriptions are listed simply in
the order in which they appear in the Corpus.

30 417-423.
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DiNsMOOR wants to carry <this simplification still further>:31

I.  404-386: the Treasurers (of Athena and the Other Gods)
II.  386/5: the Apodektai

III. 385-376: the Treasurers of the Goddess

IV. 376-303: the Treasurer of the People.

Any kind of «simplification> in the financial labyrinth at the beginning of the fourth
century would indeed be welcome, but we must beware in case the simplification is a
mere illusion. Let us therefore consider the evidence.?

L. ol tapion, the joint Treasurers of Athena and the Other Gods:

According to Dinsmoor (following JoHnsoN) the joint treasurers assume the func-
tion of providing the money to pay for decrees <in decrees of 403/2 and shortly
thereafters, and he cites as evidence I1? 1, 2, 3 and 4. In fact there is only one certain
example viz. I12 1 (403/2), vv.67—-68: oi 8¢ tapion tapacydviov |[1d dpydplov &g
avarypopfv.’> We may, however, accept the restoration in 112 2 b. 8-10: oi 8] I[¢
TJapiot [tapacydviov t0] | [apydpiov, although DiNnsMooR is wrong to quote this
as an instance of the tamiai providing money for publication expenses. The context,
fragmentary though it is, shows that the tamiai are providing the funds for a golden
crown. The year is the same as 112 1, 403/2.

In I12 3 b. 5-6 the only trace of the tamiai is the plural article ot 8&[, following an
almost totally restored reference to the poletai letting the contract, which is the basis
for the date ¢.403/2 in the Corpus. For the evidence for the activities of the poletai in
relation to contracts for inscribing decrees virtually ceases in 405/4.3

KoEeHLER’s restoration of 112 4. 3—4, 10]1[8¢ dp]yvplov dov[at tO¢ Tapioag Tig
9€0, was, as DINSMOOR says, <plainly in errors, because that board did not exist at
this date (c.403/2 again, because of the mention of the poletai in v.3). WiLHELM’s
restoration of «the treasurers> without further qualification, in a line of 33 letters,* is
therefore probably correct; but I would prefer dov[at tog Tapiog] to d6V[twv oi
tapiat], in order to continue the accusative and infinitive construction evident in the
rest of the fragment.

31 158-159.

32 T make no apology for turning DINsMOOR’s two pages of compressed justification into
many pages of detailed discussion. It is only by looking very closely indeed at the evidence of
the stones themselves that we shall be able to judge whether DiNnsM0OOR’s schema can stand or
not.

3 Tob 97 prefers KircuNER’s SI G reading, &g thv othAnv. (Note also that at v. 60 we find
ot 8¢ taui]at 86vtov 1o dpyvprov in connection with a gift of money.)

3¢ RHODES’ claim (op. cit. 96 with note 6) that the poletai were responsible for such con-
tracts down to 405/4 only is too precise (he himself dates II? 3 «c. 400?> on p. 259): see STROUD,
Hesperia 43, 1974, 183—4, with note 107. The implication of vv.47-49 of the text there pu-
blished by STroUD is that the poletai were still exercising this function as late as 375, but were
no longer normally referred to in the publication formulae of decrees.

3 See 112 4 Addenda p. 655.
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Three other texts maybelong in the period under review.’ These are:
112 5: where Lewis offers

] stoich. 40
0¢ 8¢ ToAN[T0g AmoptoIdaatL, TO 8¢ ApyVLPLOV TToPEXE]
[v t] o¢ [tapiog———————————————————————

Here our treasurers hang by a thread — the restored and uncertain 1]0g. And there
must be further doubt about the present infinitive mapéyewv, which, to my know-
ledge, would be unparalleled in the formula for the expenses of a stele. Unfortunate-
ly, neither mapaoyelv nor dovau fits the space required, so that, whereas we expect
to find the treasurers here, it cannot be categorically stated that they do in fact oc-
cur.’8

112 51: vv.13-15 are restored as follows

[kal] dvadev[atév moret, TOG 6] stoich. 22
[& Tauiog o[ vat £ dvarypoupm)]
[v g]ikoo[L dpoyubig:

and I12 57. 9-11 reads:
ToVg 8¢ Tapilog dovvat Td Gval dmpo

with a clear éu OAetL on the stone at v. 4.

Both of these texts, on the basis of £u mOAeL (which is restored at v. 13 of the for-
mer), are dated <ante 387/6> by KIRCHNER, and we have seen no reason above to
challenge this inference. DinsmOOR, however, while prepared to accept the two de-
crees in his group I, points out that, if we were to assume that <the scribe carelessly
omitted Tfig 9e0>, it would be possible to push them down into his group III
(385-376).> But this would mean accepting éu nOAet later than 387/6 — no problem
for DiNsMOOR, but, as I hope to show, not justified by the evidence as we have it. I
would therefore prefer to keep 112 51 and 57 in the period before 386/5 and to as-
sume that they both refer to the joint treasurers.

IL. ol &modékTat
The apodektai are, properly speaking, the official receivers of public revenue, one
appointed by lot from each tribe.* They do not normally make payments direct to

3¢ DiNsMOOR considers only I12 51 and 57.

37 ABSA 49, 1954, 34-35.

% A possible restoration might be: & 8¢ v oTqAny Soova] | [L T]og [tapicg ———]. Sodvar
(rather than 86vat) would be «supporteds by LEwis’ tovg atpatnyovg inv. 4. Or we might have
10 8¢ tapiog dotval ]l[ik]oot dpayubs ———]. But I place no confidence in either of these
suggestions.

39 158 note 3.

4 "Ad.moA.47 v
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the public, but allocate (uepilewv) the sums which they receive to other officials enti-
tled to spend public monies. On occasion, however, the system seems to have per-
mitted a direct instruction to the apodektai (by-passing the tamiai, for example),
and in these cases the apodektai are cited as the responsible disbursing officers.
Jounson had argued for a period 387—c. 384 to contain all examples of this activity
of the apodektai in spending money;* Dinsmoor went even further, and attempt-
ed to narrow it down to the single year 386/5.42 Ever since this theory has found a
measure of general acceptance, although RHODEs* considers it more likely that the
apodektai could make a payment in any emergency.

The one securely dated textis 112 31 (Top 117), 14-17 (386/5):

&g 8]& v dvaypoae[nv Tiig) stoich. 30
[o]th[Ang neploat] tog [am]odéktalg Tpiék]
[o]v[ta] d[poypdc] tedt ypounatet Tffig Porf]
(¢

The restorations seem safe: pgpioat is restored not just because it fits the available
space, but also because it is the appropriate verb for the activity of apodektai: they
allocate funds. The date is the archonship of Mystichides.

Dinsmoor would date all the «similar undated decrees to the same year. Of these
112 29 (Tob 116) refers to the events of 387/6, but DiNsMOOR reasons that the hon-
ours might just as well have been granted in the following year (i.e. 386/5). This
could well be so, but both Dinsmoor and RHODES* are wrong in quoting this as an
example of the apodektai being responsible for the costs of publication. From
vv. 18-22

uepiloat 8¢ t
0 apyvpLov To elpnuévov TOg dmodé
KTOG EK TOV KATOPOALOUEVOVY Y p1Ld
[T]ov énelddv 1d éx TV vOL®V Lep[iom]
[o1]#

itis quite clear that the provision relates to a gift of money mentioned somewhere in
the missing portion of the decree.

41 The argument here is concerned only with the activities of the apodektai in providing
funds for the erection of stelai. I take no account of their parallel activities in other arease.g. cf.
112 212. 4244 (347/6), where the apodektai make a temporary advance from the stratiotic
fund for the purpose of paying for crowns.

42 The year of 112 31, «the disturbed year in which the boards of treasurers were reorgan-
ized> (158).

4 Op. cit., 103 note 7 (cf. 101, with notes 1 and 2).

4 Op. cit., 100.

45 Which Top paraphrases: «directing the payment of the aforesaid sum by the apodektai
out of the funds at their disposal after all legal charges have been made>. I presume that by <le-
gal charges> he means other allocations to various funds as prescribed by law.
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Jonnson* had also wished to restore the apodektai in the publication formulae of
I12 33: v.2 80[ va TOg dmodéktag], and 112 81: vv. 11-12 §[ovar tog dmodékt]I[a]g,
and in this he has DinsMooOR’s enthusiastic support.#’ But RHoDEs rightly points out
that the verb 80ovau <makes it more likely that in these cases a treasurer or treasurers
paid>.#® KircHNER preferred 86[t® 6 topiog t6 8Mpo in I1? 33, dating c. 385, and
d[otvat tovg taui?]l[a]gin 112 81 (ante 378/7). PouiLLoux, however, has sought to
place I12 33 ¢. 402,*° and I suggest that the text could be restored (exempli gratia)

d0[vou tOg Tapiog vAAAv dp].°

I12 81 is somewhat more difficult, but one may note that the syntax of the rest of the
publication formula might lead us to expect an imperative, rather than an infinitive.
That being so, one might venture

d[6vtov ol tapion T]l[d]g eikoot Spayp[bc

but it is with hesitation that I offer this solution since, although the article (tag) can
be given point (<the usual 20 drachmai>), I know of no parallel in similar formula-
tions where a specific sum is provided.

Still to consider is I12 40. 21-23, where, pace DiNsmooOR,** KIRCHNER was almost
certainly correct in restoring

OnEp 8¢ Thg dvarypa]eTic TV oTNA®Y Lepic stoich. 35
[ TOg AmodékTag TPLa]KovTa dparog EKaTE
[pag, kai dvaypaydre O v]pappate[Og] Thg [BloAf[c].

In the Addenda p.657 WiLHELM’s later text reads

VTEP 8¢ TTig Avaypa]efic TOV oTNA®Y peplo
[on TOg Tapiog TeTTapd]KovTo Spauog EKOTE
[pag thg othAng AA t@t y]poppotel v T BoATg.

but puepioau is virtually conclusive against any restoration with treasurers.

On the basis of KircHNER’s text JorNsoN had wished to push the date of 112 40
back to 386/5,°2 while WiLHELM’s treasurers allowed DiNsMOOR to retain the date
378/7, where, by dint of the historical circumstances, this decree seems securely lo-
cated. The solution, however, is clear: one must accept both the apodektai anda date

% 419 and 422.

47 158 note 4: In 112, 33 and 81, Johnson has with practical certainty (my italics) restored
106 AmodéKTag.>

48 Op. cit., 101 note 1.

49 Recherches sur histoire et les cultes de Thasos I, Paris 1954, 199 and 203. Cf. SEG XV
87 and XXVI70.

50 WiLHELM’s SO[vTov of taptat eikoat 8p] is one letter too long (AU V [cf. note 12] 3—4).

51 158 note 4 and 158—159 note 6.

52 419-420, and 422.
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in 378/7, and assume that the financial situation again required a direct payment by
the apodektai. This ruins DinsMooR’s tidy scheme but is preferable to forcing the
evidence into a mould it will not fit.

I1I. oi taptot (t@v) tHg €0

DINSMOOR states that <the treasurers of the Goddess, necessarily belonging to the
period of reorganization after 385 B.C., appear as disbursing officers in dated in-
scriptions of 379/8 and 378/7.5% The texts in question are II? 39 and 43. In the for-
mer the formula is almost entirely restored: vv.6-7

10g 8¢ tapia]l[¢ dova]tl To dvaimuo.

although the date is certain from the postscript (v.8) which names the archon
Nikon. Theoretically, however, one could also restore tov 8¢ tapic]![v,* so that,
although dated, this document is not <evidence> for one board or official rather than
another.*®

In the other text, 11243 (Top 123), the charter of the Second Athenian Confeder-
acy, we find the only indubitable instance of the treasurers of the goddess in a pre-
cisely dated decree: vv.66-69

70 8¢ &p[yv]prov dovar gig v av stoich. 31

aypaenyv tig ot[fiin]c eEfrovta Spayig

£K TOV déKa TaA[Av]TV TOG Tauiag Thig e

0.
We also have here clear evidence for the Ten Talent Fund.%¢

DinsMOOR makes the further assumption that «n the absence of any other dis-

bursing officers in datable decrees between 385 and 376, we may assume that six
other decrees wherein the treasurers of Athena functioned belong to these eight
years>.”” | propose now to examine this claim in detail:
11222 b.8-10:

53 158, with note 5. It should be emphasised that the situation is further complicated by the
fact that on occasion (? through carelessness) the jointboard could be described as tapiot t@v
g Yo (e. g. 112 1391.5[398/7]). DinsMoOR’s postulate that the appearance of tapiot t@v tiig
9¢0 necessarily implies a date 385/4 or later is therefore untenable.

54 Cf. A. LamBrEcHTS, Texst en Uitzicht van de Atheense Proxeniedecreten tot 323 v.C.,
Brussels 1958, 113 n. 3.

55 With the restoration of the plural board DinsmMoOR assumes (ibid.) that the words tfig
9¢0 have been omitted «apparently through carelessness of the scribes (sic)>.

% See my discussion of this Fund below.

57 158. (Between 385/4 and 377/6 there are actually nineyears on my count). The texts are
112 22, 40 (already dealt with above, with reference to the apodektai, who should be restored in
this document), 76, 141, 173 and 245 (= 178).
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&c 8¢ Tv dva] stoich. 31
[ypa]env dovat [ og Topiog TV T1ig b Tp]
[Wa]kov[T]a dpayu[ag ék T@V déka TaAAVTOV] -

Dinsmoor concedes that the name of the disbursing board is restored, but one will
agree with him that «it fits the space> and is indeed likely in a line of this width. But
note how DINSMOOR continues: <mention (my italics) of the treasurers of the God-
dess and of the ten-talent fund show (sic) that it cannot be as early as about
390/89>.58 We should not lose sight of the fact that the Ten Talent Fund is also en-
tirely restored, and, regardless of the period to which we assign this Fund, it is me-
thodologically dangerous to adduce it as supporting evidence when there is nothing
save the spatial consideration to suggest its presence.

112 76.20-22: this is a well-preserved proxeny decree for one Philinos of Byzantium:

10] 8¢ dpyvpLo stoich. 20
v 86vTov ofi ta]uiot TdV TH
[c] 9eo eiko[ot dplayubs. vacat.

The documentis dated <before 378/7> by KIRCHNER, but because the honorand is al-
so mentioned in 112 41 of the year 378/7, DiNnsMOOR argues that I12 76 is therefore
«probably of the same year>.* That may be going a little too far, but we may agree
that there may be some proximity between the two documents.

Before leaving this text it may be worth observing a peculiarity of the expenses
formulation: in most decrees we find eitherthe vague term 10 dpyOpiov ora particu-
lar sum specified. Here we find both. The only other examples are 11243 (378/7) and
112 84 (? before 378/7), and perhaps also in I12 33 (? . 402). Leaving aside this last
alleged instance, where there is no necessity whatsoever to accept the proposed res-
toration, one could conclude, cautiously, that this particular type of foundation was
current for a short time around the year 378/7.%°
I1? 141 (Top 139) 15-18:

&g BE VA stoich. 27
Varypoupmv Tiig oThANG dotvat Tovg
tapiog @ ypoppotel Thg BoAfig A
AA Sporypog EK T®V BEKO TAAAVTOV.

The date of this well-preserved decree honouring Straton, King of Sidon, is much
disputed. On the basis of Athenaeus XII, 41, p.531, Boecks and KorHLER had as-

58 KIRCHNER’s date in the Corpus, associating the references to Medokos (vv.a. 2 and 4)
with Xen. Hell. 4.8.26 and the expedition of Thrasyboulos. (Note that Jounson, 421, had al-
so wished to bring I12 22b. down to c.378-376 on the strength of the supposed disbursing
board.)

59 158-159 note 6, comparing Glotz, REG 34, 1921, 12-13 and 17.

0 But, of course, one cannot press this argument since the quantity of the evidence is so

slight.
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signed the decree to the period 376360, but Jounson,® on formulaic grounds, had
wished to place it a little earlier than this, thus enabling DiNsMOOR to squeeze it into
his group III. We should note, however, that Top argued for a date c.367, and in-
deed a date in the 360s seems hard to avoid. Most recently, Moysey®? has urged a
date c. 364.If thisbe accepted, it is more than just an <obstacle>*? to DINsSMOOR’s view
of the Ten Talent Fund: it also affords an undeniable instance of <the treasurers»
paying for the erection of a stone in the 360s, a period which both Jonnson and
DinsMOoOR reserve for the functions of the Treasurer of the People.®*

12 173. 11-14: the text is highly restored

£c 8¢ stoich. 32
[TV dvarypaenv Thig oTHANG Sdvat] 106 Tap
[log T@v g Ie0 AAA Sparyudic ek TV §]éka T
[aA&vTOV TOL YPoLLOTET TG BOATS.

but the reference is certainly to plural treasurers, and there is enough on the stone in
v. 13 to make it clear that the reference is to the Ten Talent Fund and not to the ten
day time-limit. KoEHLER had, very tentatively, suggested that 1oig £¢nl X at the end
of v.8 might permit the association of the decree with the archon Charisandros
(376/5), but KiIRCHNER was content to settle for <ante 353/2> on the basis of the
script. JoHNSON’s reason for placing the text in the period 378-376 was the reference
to the Ten Talent Fund, and DiNsMOOR acquiesces in this allocation.

112 245 (= 178) 4-5:%5 the text is again heavily restored

t0¢ d¢ tapiog] thg [9]ed dov[at] stoich. 35
[. Spaxpdg &g Ty dvaypoaenyv] tiig [c]tA[ng:

Aswe have already seen, Jornnson®® thought that the historical circumstances would
support a date shortly after 383/2, and this Dinsmoor is glad to accept. But all that
can be claimed for this dating is a degree of probability: although the decree may be
associated with the events in Boeotia at that time, the evidence is insufficient to justi-
fy absolute reliance on such a date.

51 423.

62 AJAH 1, 1976, 182-189.

¢ As Ruobes refers to it, op. cit., 103 note 7.

¢4 Also relevant to the date of this decree may be the fact that the secretary of the Council is
instructed to have the stone inscribed «within ten days» (8¢ka fiuep@v, v.14). This phrase
seems to have a very limited life in publication formulae, the evidence suggesting a date nearer
the middle of the century. I have found no other example earlier than the 350s. (See also
M.].OsBoRNE, ABSA 66, 1971, 319 note 145.)

5 T have already discussed the date of this text with reference to the expression ép TOAEL:
see above p.92.

6 419,439.
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Dinsmoor would also place I12 84 in his group II1,¢7 although it contains no indi-
cation at all of the paymaster(s) involved:%®

70 8[¢&] dpyvpL stoich. 20
[ov dov]o gig TV [c]thAnv T
[ptéak]ovta dpayu[c]s ek TV
[6éx]a tarbvTov.

KircHNER dated this <ante 378/7> on the basis of the script; for DinsMOOR, because
of the mention of the Ten Talent Fund, it should <undoubtedly> belong in the period
378-376.°

Finally, we may briefly allude to 112 79. 15-17, where the reference to the paymas-
ter(s) is wholly restored:

glg 8¢t stoich. 23
(v av]aypae([nv thg olthing 66[v]
[on TOV] Tlopioy ——————— ]

dated <ante 378/7>, on script, by KiRcHNER. Two points may be made here: (i) the
appearance of the probouleumatic formula yvaun[v 8¢ Evu]BdArecIat | Tiig BoAfig
(vv.6-7) suggests a date not before 379;7° (ii) as DiNnsmMoOR correctly points out, one
could equally well restore tog] tlaping], so that, even if we accept a date as early as
379, the evidence need not be at variance with DINsMOOR’s terminus post quem for
the Treasurer of the People. The text could belong in his group II1.

It may be appropriate at this point to review the evidence for the Ten Talent Fund,
which, as we have seen, is inextricably bound up with the arguments relative to the
texts which DiNnsmMoOR places in group III. We have, in fact, already had occasion to
discuss all the texts in which reference to the Fund appears or is restored.”t Dins-
MOOR’s (and JOHNSON’s) contention, let us recall, is that this Fund operated only in
the years 378-376, that is to say during the last two years of DinsmooR’s group 111
inscriptions, 378/7 and 377/6. How far then does the evidence go to support this
contention that, for a short time before the expense-account of the Assembly was

7 158-159 note 6:

8 Cf. SEG XXI 230. 2-3, which is likewise restored without mention of a paymaster:

86 5[ ¢ dvaypaptv 80] stoich. 20
[vou] Tprék[ovto Spoyuds:
It is interesting to note the date assigned to this alliance with Arethusa in Euboea: c. 377.

¢ For the mention of 10 &pyOptov plus a specific sum, see above p.108.

70 This earliest example of this formula seems to occur in the decree of the year of Nikon,
379/8 (quoted above): see PrircHETT CSCA 5, 1972, 164-169, and cf. JoHNSON’s comments,
422.

71 11222, 43 (Top 123), 84, 141 (Top 139) and 173.
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created,”? stelai were paid for from a fund of ten talents administered by the Treas-
urers of the Goddess?

112 43 (Top 123) of 378/7 is the only absolutely secure evidence. I1? 22 has been
associated with an historical milieu c¢. 390/89, but is otherwise itself dated in terms of
the alleged reference to the Fund. Likewise, 112 84 has little beyond a vague script
criterion and mention of the Fund itself to establish its date.”? II? 173 might just refer
to the archon of 376/5, otherwise we are again dependent on the script and a refer-
ence to the Fund itself. Most significantly, 112 141 (Top 139) seems to require a date
in the 360s, perhaps as late as 364. There is, therefore, little basis for the claim that
texts referring to the Ten Talent Fund must fall within the years 378-376, and we
should reject this as a dating criterion.

Furthermore, if Jones™ is right in simply identifying the Ten Talent Fund with the
ecclesia’s expense-account, a possible hypothesis is as follows: sometime at the be-
ginning of the fourth century, in the general financial reorganization whereby var-
ious <allocations> were made to various disbursing authorities, ten talents were set
aside each year as a special fund for the expenses involved in inscribing and erecting
stelai bearing decrees enacted by the Assembly, and sometimes, when the source of
the funds was specifically mentioned in the wording of the decree, the phrase &k T@v
déka taldviwv was employed.”® In course of time, a more general expression de-
veloped, gk TdV (gig ) Karta yneiopota dvaiiokopévov tdL dnumt,’® a <blankets
term which may have permitted (and may conceal) fluctuations in the size of the ap-
propriation for the Assembly’s expense account.”

As for the period of activity of the Treasurers of the Goddess themselves, the evi-
dence is in large measure coextensive with that just reviewed in connection with the
Ten Talent Fund.”® Our chief witness is again [12 43, securely located in 378/7; 11276
may stand association with the same year; there is a slight possibility of placing II2
1731n376/5, and some evidence to support a date for I12 245 just after 383/2. But II?
141 (Top 139) seems destined to resist any attempt to locate it in DINSMOOR’s group
111

72 That is the expense-account for decrees, usually referred to by the words ¢k t@v (glg Tr)
Ko To ynelopoto GvalloKopuEvev TdL dNHpot.

73 But see note 69 above, and cf. H. W. Parke, Greek Mercenary Soldiers, Oxford 1933,
83 note 1, who tentatively suggests a connection between the honorand’s son Alkibiades
(vv. 13-14) and the mercenary commander of that name mentioned by Aischines (2. 168) with
reference to the expedition of Chares to Phlious in 366.

74 Athenian Democracy, Blackwell 1957, 102, with 154 note 33.

75 Always (as far as the present evidence goes) in conjunction with a specific sum, and al-
ways, it appears, with the Treasurers of the Goddess as disbursing officials.

76 The first securely dated appearance of this expression is 12 106. 18-19 (368/7), although
it also occurs in I1? 82, dated on grounds of script <ante 378/7-.

77 On this hypothesis 112 141 (Top 139) will — if we accept a date in the 360s — simply be a
late example of the earlier formula.

78 The additional documents are 112 39,76, 79 and 245 (= 178).
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Our conclusion must therefore be that the evidence does not support a clear-cut
1solation of the disbursing functions of the Treasurers of the Goddess in the years
385-376.

IV. 6 toptag 10 oMo’
DinsmooR claims that the Treasurer of the People appears as the disbursing official
in all decrees later than 376. He rejects the apparently contrary evidence of 112 141,
173 and 245% on the ground that he has shown these to belong to an earlier period.
This we have seen reason to doubt: one of the three (II? 141) almost certainly be-
longs in the 360s.

DinsmooR is probably correct, however, in eliminating a fourth problematic text,
112 197. In vv.2-5 WiHELM had read

eig 8¢ ] stoich. 26
v dvarypopnv¥ dov[at 1og taplag t1ig 9]
£0 AA dpayuag &[k TV kata yneiop)
oto dvaiokou[évov -

and KirRcHNER dated <ante 353/2> on the basis of script.8? But Jounsons? had object-
ed that the treasurers of the Goddess never had control of the Assembly’s inscription
fund and, moreover, that the traces on the stone at v.4 supported the reading TOv
topiov 6 6M] 1 po. It would be uncharitable to describe this as «convenients, espe-
cially since we now have the authority of PrircHETT for the same reading®* and the
same reasoning viz. that WiLHELM’s text would record a unique payment by the
treasurers of Athena out of the contingent fund of the demos. I am prepared to ac-
cept PriTCHETT’s verdict as to the true reading, but at the same time I would point
out that the Treasurers of Athena manifestly made payments ¢k t@v déka Ta-
Aavtov, which was virtually (if not precisely) the same thing as £k t@v katd yneio-
LOTO OVAALGKOUEVOV TML STULOL.

DiNsMOOR also deals with 6 undated decrees mentioning the Treasurer of the
People (or the Treasurer without further qualification) which editors had placed
earlierthan 376: 112 21, 24, 25, 53, 56 and 82. These, DiNsMoOR maintains, should
all be dated after 376. Let us consider each in turn:

I12 21. 4-6: these lines are heavily restored, but there is possibly just enough left on

79 This official has no genera/financial functions, but merely administers the fund at his dis-
posal.

80 All three with disbursing officials other than 6 tayuiog t6 8fpo and placed later than 376
by previous editors.

8 Line 3 should be printed (v &)vaypopnyv, since, as KircHNER himself indicates, the stone
reads NATPAOHN.

82 Tn IG II2IV. p. 37 Kirchner has changed his mind and offers «c. 376/5>.

83 423.

84 And the mu printed withouta dot: CSCA 5, 1972, 175-176.



Polis/acropolis 113

the stone to justify the Corpus text, at least as far as the point where the paymaster is
mentioned:

10 [8]E[&pyvprov eigThv o] stoich. 36
[ThAnv dovar to]v taniav [t]0 [6Muo ¢k TOV Kotd yi]
[piopat dvorio]kouévov,

Nevertheless, the context is so fragmentary that we cannot even be certain that the
payment to be made by the treasurer of the demos is for the publication of a decree
(and not for some other purpose); moreover, especially if the year assigned to the
decree in the Corpus (390/89)% is correct, we may well hesitate before conceding
the restoration of the phrase relating to the Assembly’s expense-account.® The ter-
mination Jkopévev may, in fact, be a red herring: it could, for example, be the geni-
tive of the same verb which appears as Juevou in v.3% (? awd]uevor), and have
nothing to do with expenditure. Jounson, of course, on formulaic grounds,® had
referred the text to c. 376 or later, when we know that Chabrias was active. Yet even
DinsmoOR,® for all his desire to accept this later date, senses the force of KircH-
NER’s objection that Seuthes (v. 8) was probably long dead by then.

11224 b.8-10:

do[vaide. ... €] stoich. 35

¢ AvarypoenVv Thig oA NG T]dL Ypo[ ppartel TOV T]
apiav thg BoAfg eiko[ot] dpoypd[g-

This is an intriguing text. Quite apart from the enigma of what might be missing at
the end of v. 8,% there is the unexpected entrance of <the Treasurer of the Boules, an
intruder whose presence can only disconcert us the more.** Almost certainly, how-
ever, he can be gently removed by assuming an error on the part of the secretary or
the cutter: what should have been inscribed is t@t ypoppotet tiig BoAfig TOV Tapiay,
or, probably better, Tov Taniov t@L ypoppoatet tiig Porfig. In other words, the
phrase tfig BoAfig has simply become misplaced.”

Both 112 24 and 112 25, which reads, vv. 10-133

8 On the basis of Chabrias’ (see v.2) activities in Thrace with Thrasyboulos in that year
(Xen. Hell. 4.8.26).

8 The implication of RHODES’ footnote (op. cit., 101 note 3) is that only the treasurer of the
demos, not the fund itself, is mentioned here.

& [ Juevor [ v] o[vppubdywy ———-]

8 418,421,

8 159 note6.

% Almost certainly not kad €i].

91 For the treasurers of the boule see RHODES op. cit., 141 note 4.

92 'This was JOHNSON’s solution: 418.

% ] retain the line-numbering of the Corpus. For a new fragment preserving a portion of
the prescript of this text, see Hesperia 10, 1941, 262-263 no.66 (and note PRITCHETT’S com-
ments there on the question of the dating). -
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£¢] stoich. 18
3¢ v avaypapny dova]
LTOV T[apiay eikoot 5p]
oxuéfc].

would seem to be associated with the campaign of Thrasyboulos against Thasos in
390/89. DINsMOOR, however, prefers a different context for these honours for Tha-
sians, viz. after the foundation of the Athenian League in 377, when Chabrias was
recruiting in the northern Aegean. And indeed from the standpoint of purely histori-
cal context either ¢.387/6 or 377/6 could be the year of these decrees.*

Relevant to their dating is also the place of erection of the stones, 112 24 stijcat
[8u O]AN (v.b.8), 112 25 év dx[pomOret (v.10). Thus we have two decrees, both
concerned with honours for Thasians and both, on any economical hypothesis,
probably belonging to approximately the same period, but one with the older, the
other with the newer expression for the acropolis. I have argued earlier in this pa-
per® that the evidence points to a time around 386 for the dividing line between the
two expressions, but I have also allowed for the possibility of <overlaps to accommo-
date documents where there is adequate other evidence. In the case before us, rather
than assume a very late instance of £&u o etin 377/6, 1 am on balance inclined to ad-
mit both documents in the period shortly before 387/6.

II?53:vv.7-9

Kol oot L TOANL, £¢ stoich. 34
o v oAV dovo TO[ V] tapioy AA dpayudg
[t@]i[y]p[anpatet] Thg Borng:

In his discussion of this text PECirkA® states that our criteria for dating it are limited
to <the lettering, the orthography, éu n6Antin 1.7 and the title of the disbursing offi-
cerin 1. 8>. As for the lettering, KoeHLER placed the document between 403/2 and
377/6, KIRCHNER «in. s. iv> but before 387/6 because of & noAnt. The consistent
spelling, E, O for the spurious diphthongs also indicates the first two decades of the
fourth century. As for DinsmoOR’s attempt to place the text later than 376 because
of the treasurer (of the demos), PeCirka is too generous in conceding that Dins-
MOOR has proved <that the term oA was used in the publication formula up to at

9 Cf. PouiLLoux, Recherches sur Phistoire et les cultes de Thasos I, Paris 1954, 196-198
(SEG XV. 85 and 86). (In his forthcoming book <Naturalization in Athens> [to be published
by the Royal Belgian' Academy] MicHaEL OsBORNE gives 112 25 the number D9 and dates it
c.388. Although I have had privileged access to his check list of citizenship decrees, I have not
seen his detailed arguments for the allocation of particular documents to specific years or peri-
ods. I would like to express here my sincere thanks to Dr. OsBorNE for providing me with a
complete list of citizenship decrees.)

% See pp.91-97 above.

% 26-28.
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least 375>. DiNsMOOR reached this lower limit only by assuming a twelve year trans-
ition period (38612 = 374) and by then attempting to force the evidence of the dis-
bursing officers to conform.

PECirka sensibly stresses the perils of placing too great a faith in criteria <which
are neither absolutely reliable nor precisely datables, and castigates Miss Lam-
BRECHTS for falling into this trap.”” Certainly we cannot hope to specify a particular
year by such means, but, used sensibly and within their limitations, such criteria
should be capable of focussing attention on one period rather than another.

PECirka’s conclusion is that the inscription can be assigned to the first third or
perhaps the first quarter of the fourth century, and this assessment may not be far
wrong. Of the criteria he adduces, script is notoriously unreliable,’® and the orthog-
raphy of Attic inscriptions in the early fourth century is inconsistent, to say the least.
On the other hand, with a phrase like éu 1OANL we can point to the evidence such as
we have it, and that would suggest a date not later than 387/6. And we cannot allow
DinsMOOR’s <theory> (for that is all it is) for the treasurer of the demos to influence
our decision, for we have already seen cause to place some texts with the tapiog to
dMuo outside DINsMOOR’s boundaries.

One additional piece of evidence, however, which does not seem to have been ad-
duced previously, is the mention of the right of trial before the polemarch’s court:
vv.4-5:

[tag Sikag] Eval adtdL TPOg TOWU® TOAELAPY OV
[kadan]e[p] to[T]g dAAoig TpoLévorg-

It may be worthwhile to pause for a moment to consider the evidence relating to the
occurrence of this privilege in honorary decrees. For it is perhaps not without signif-
icance that apart from I12 53, there is only one possible instance later than the end of
the fifth century, viz. I1?, 265, for which PECirkA!® argues a date shortly before the
middle of the fourth century. A date as late as this for the provision would make it
impossible for us to use this criterion as an argument for an earlier rather than a later
date for II2 53.
However, one should note that I12 265 is an extremely fragmentary text. I give the
relevant lines (vv.7-9) with and without restoration:
Kol €]
INAI vou [avtdL Koddmep ToTg BAA] stoich. 23
o1zn ot [ po&évolg PG TOV TOAE]
MAPX  popy[ov tag dikag Adfvnot-

97 But he is unfair to her insofar as he declares that he fails to see why she «did not accept
Dinsmoor’s correction (my italics)> vis-a-vis £l TOAgL.

98 Especially in terms of a terminus post quem non.

9 See PECirRKA 27.

100 51-53.
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It may be observed on the restoration i) that it produces a word-order unlike that in
any other example of the formulation;'°! and ii) that, in any case, the reference to the
polemarch may be entirely illusory: MmaPx could, for example, be part of the name of
the honorand in a provision of a quite different nature. I am not therefore prepared
to accept 112 265 as evidence for the right to appear before the polemarch’s court
being awarded so late in the first half of the fourth century. 11 53 is consequently
probably our only fourth century example, and should preferably be dated as early
in the century as possible.102

112 56 : the date of this tiny fragment again turns on the restored reference to ép 116-

Lovenn. Lo Jov kal [d]va[ypayoar 10 yheo] stoich. 36
[1o t6de Tov ypap]uatéa thig BLOVATG £v oTHANLA]

[19ivn ép OeL], €ig 8¢ dvary[papnv TnotAng §]

[ovar tov tapiov T]0 dMpo tét [ypapuatel Tfig fo]

[Afg TpldkovTo dpary]uds.  vacat

Certainty is impossible here, but the overall reconstruction of the fragment would
seem to support the inclusion of éu oAeL. If it be accepted, then KircHNER’s date,
<ante 387/6>, is a necessary consequence.1%

We must conclude, therefore, that DiNsMOOR’s claim that, in the texts just ex-
amined, <n practically every case we have good grounds for dating them after 376
B.C., is just not borne out by the evidence.?*

CONCLUSION

I. éu nOAeL / €V dkpoTOAEL:
We are now in a position to apply the results of our re-examination of these texts
to the conclusions arrived at by DinsmooR «with regard to the relative use of &v 6-

101 Tn every extant case "Adnvnot always precedes npog tov norépapyov (e.g. SEG X 23.
4-5;ibid. 108. 22-23; I 152. 4-5 and 153. 7—8).

12 According to PECIRKA, D. M. LEwis would not put the lettering as far back as the 390s.

105 The omission of the article with dvaypog?v may also be relevant. This is certainly an
<earlier> phenomenon, the later standard formulation being invariably &ig 8¢ Ti|v dvaypaenv.
Unfortunately, the only other instance of the omission of the article on the stoneis undated: I12
24 b.8-9. The phrase is also restored without the article in I1? 1. 68 (403/2), although Top 97
prefers the reading &g tijv otfAny, and II2 51. 14-15. Although I incline towards early dates
for I1? 24 and 51, this evidence should not be pressed too far.

104 ForI12 33, which KiRcHNER restored with a reference to the Treasurer of the People, see
above p. 106. For II* 79, where again the Corpus shows the treasurer, see above p. 110.
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Aet and év dkpomOAEL. 1% I shall not, of course, repeat the evidence which has al-
ready been set out in detail above.

0]

(ir)

(iiif)

(iv)

DinsMoOR’s conclusions are as follows:
<between 399 and 386 B. C., six'% inscriptions, or 100%, consistently employ &v
noAeL> we can accept the allocation to this period of the dated inscriptions II2
13, 17 and 19, in all of which n6Aet (mOA) is probably correctly restored, and
I12 51 and 57 probably belong here simply because of the formula ép no)et it-
self. But we have seen reason to believe that at least two texts with &v dkpondiet
may fall within this period: I1? 22 and 25.1%
<between 386 and 376 B.C. only two inscriptions, or 12 %%, contain £v nOAeL,
while fourteen, or 87 12%, employ the new expression £v dkponOAeL:>
&v moAeL: DiNsMOOR here cites I12 32 and 245. But, as we have seen, it is of no
consequence to our discussion which expression is restored in the former. As
for the latter, we may accept, with due caution, both the restoration and the al-
location.
év akpomnodhet: here we may accept I12 30, 31, 34, 39, 44, 95 and possibly 29. I1?
81 could also fall in this period, but with treasurers instead of apodektai. Con-
versely, 112 40 can stand here as well, but with apodektai instead of treasurers. It
may also be possible to include II2 9, 76 and 84.

However, I1? 22 may be as early as 390/89, and 112 141 should be placed in
the 360s.
<between 376 and 370 B.C. we find three inscriptions, or 43%, with &v noAeL,
and four, or 57%, with &v dxpondAiet:
év moAeL: Dinsmoor’s three texts, 112 24, 53 and 56, should all be placed before
387/6.
&v dkpomodreL: we can accept [1298 and 197, but probably not I12 25 or 82.
<uncertain date:
&v tOAeL: I can see no reason to reject the Corpus dating of <ante 387/6> for I12
52 and 54. 112 55 belongs in 428/7.108
év dkpomorel: I would place 112 70 «c. between 390 and 3785, and II? 79
«shortly before 378/7>.11° II2 80 may belong in the period ¢.380-370.

In short, the evidence seems to me to support a possible upper limit for év dkpondet

105
106
107
108

109

159-160.

In fact only five, since II? 27 belongs in 416/15: see SEG X 109.

And possibly also I12 29.

See SEG X 67.

A combination of the earliest likely example of &v dkpondrer (II? 22) and the Corpus

script criterion <ante 378/7>.

110

See above p.110.
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c.390, but in no way justifies DINsMOOR’s final view that &u noAer was employed <as
late as 375 at leasv.

II. The Disbursing Officers:

reluctant as I am to discard such a neat schema as DinsmooR’s, I do not believe that
the evidence supports his clear-cut divisions. Excepting the apodektai,!!! the evi-
dence such as it is at present!!? affords the following picture:

()

(ii)

(iif)

403—c.390: oi Topion.

Unquestionably the joint treasurers took over after 404 B.C. They are evi-
denced by II? 1 and 2 (403/2); 3 (c.403/2); and perhaps 33 (? ¢.402) and 5
(c.400). They are also presumably to be restored in II% 4 (c.403/2). 112 51 and
57, dated before 387/6 because of £u ndAet (real or restored), may be assumed
to be earlier than 390 if it is felt desirable to avoid an overlap with the next
group.

€.390-2c.364: oi tapiol (t®Vv) g 90 and 6 tapiog 6 dNuo.

The evidence suggests that both the Treasurers of the Goddess and the Trea-
surer of the People were called upon as paymasters in this period. For the for-
mer there may be a concentration of activity around the time of the establish-
ment of the Second Athenian Confederacy (112 43; ? 76; ?? 173), but 112 22 —
where the restoration of Athena’s Treasurers seems necessary — is probably to
be dated in 390/89, and 112 141 in the 360s (? 364). 112 245 may perhaps be as-
signed to the period shortly after 383/2. As for the Treasurer of the Demos, he
too seems to make an entrance in 390/89 (II2 21), as well as in several docu-
ments perhaps from the early 380s (112 24, 25,53, 56, ? 82). The date of 12197 is
impossible to determine any more closely than ¢.390-353/2.

363-303: 6 Topuiog TO dMpo. 13

From 363 onwards the Treasurer of the People is clearly the sole disbursing of-
ficer in the matter of payments for decrees: e.g. I12 109 b.26-29 (363/2); 111
(Top 142) 25-27 (363/2); 116 (Top 147) 44—45 (361/0) etc. 114

11 Who, it seems, were liable to be called upon at any time to make direct allocations for
decrees.

112 Further discoveries may, of course, alter the picture once again.

113 Also frequently referred to simply as 6 Tauiog.

14 The paymasters after 303 B. C. involve problems of their own. These I hope to treat else-
where.



