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ACCOUNTS OF PAYMENTS FROM THE TREASURY OF ATHENA IN
410-407? BC (IG I* 375 AND 377)*

S. D. Lambert

IG I3 375 and 377, respectively the front and reverse faces of the so-called “Choiseul Marble”
in the Louvre, contain accounts of payments from the treasury of Athena. 375 is dated to
410/9 BC (archonship of Glaukippos, I. 1), and its text is not controversial. 377 is more
difficult. This paper supports the English translations of 375 and 377 which are published
today on AIO. It (a) presents a fresh text of 377, (b) discusses its date, and (c) presents an
annotated table of the accounts on both faces of the inscription.

Text of IG 13 377

There are currently three texts of all or part of 1G I® 377 in circulation, for the 1G text, by
David Lewis, published in 1981, but signed off in 1976, differs at numerous points, in
particular in lines 1-27, from the, essentially contemporary, rival texts of Pritchett 1977, and
Meritt 1978. The judgement of the last two scholars was severely distorted by the spirit of
unbridled polemic which marred their work on this topic;? but both (especially Pritchett) had
also made a close study of the stone and of numerous photographs, and their readings can not
in every case be dismissed out of hand. Lewis’ text is the best-judged, but it was informed
by study of photographs rather than by independent autopsy, and though he attempted to give
due credit to Pritchett, his loyalty to Meritt, of whom he was a pupil, is also apparent, here
as elsewhere in 1G I3, The stone is very difficult to read, and, as is well-known to every
epigraphist with experience at the epigraphical “coal face”, the evidence of photographs tends
to be misleading or controversial precisely at those points where readings are most difficult.
Further conventional autopsy would be laborious and would probably yield little; new
technology for reading abraded stones offers a way forward; but in the meantime the
translator needs a text to translate and the historian needs a text and a translation to work
with. At the end of this paper | publish a composite interim text, which reproduces only those
readings on which Lewis, Pritchett and Meritt were in agreement. It forms the basis for the
translation of 1G I 377 on AlO.

11 prepared this paper and the associated translations while a Visiting Fellow of Utrecht University
in spring 2014, and completed it in the excellent library of the Seminar fiir Alte Geschichte und
Epigraphik of the University of Heidelberg in May-July 2014. | am very grateful to my hosts in those
places, Josine Blok and Christian Witschel, and for financial support to Utrecht University and the
Humboldt Foundation. | thank Roy van Wijk for invaluable assistance during my stay in Utrecht. |
am grateful to Christian Mann for his hospitality in Mannheim, where a short version of this paper
was delivered in June 2014. | am grateful to members of the AIO Advisory Board, especially to Peter
Rhodes and Josine Blok, for helpful discussion and comments on a draft. | thank John Morgan for his
advice on the date of I1G I® 377 and for permission to summarise his new argument, which has
important wider implications for our understanding of Athenian chronology. | use the following
abbreviations:

Pritchett 1977: W. K. Pritchett, “The Choiseul Marble: a Palimpsest with Graffiti”, BCH 101 (1977),
7-42;

Meritt 1978: B. D. Meritt, “The Choiseul Marble Again”, Arch. Eph. 1978 [1980], 95-108.

2 In my experience Pritchett’s tendency to insist on perverse readings and Meritt’s to develop
fancifully speculative ones was exaggerated when, as here, they were at loggerheads.
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Date of IG I8 377

A word is also needed on the date.® The front face of the inscription, 1G I® 375, neatly covers
the accounts of a single year, whereas on 377 we have two blocks of text separated by a
vacat: lines 1-27, before the vacat, contain entries from the last three prytanies of one year
and the first two prytanies of a succeeding year; after the vacat, lines 28-52 contain entries
from the second prytany of a year. Neither block preserves an archon date.

As Lewis makes clear (p. 359), the parameters for the date of 377 are supplied by the
accounts on the front, 1G I® 375, explicitly dated to 410/9, and by IG I® 378, which should
date at the latest to 406/5. The years represented on our inscription should therefore be 409/8,
408/7 or 407/6. None of these three years can be ruled out, nor has there been agreement on
whether the block of text after the vacat follows on in sequence from that before the vacat,
but in my view the strongest theory is that the upper block of text belongs to 408/7 and the
beginning of 407/6 and the lower block succeeds directly from it in 407/6. The two most
important chronological indicators for the upper section are: (a) the names of the tribes in
prytany; (b) the implied relationship between the Council’s calendar and the lunar calendar.

(a) Names of tribe in prytany.
Two arguments are in play, tending in opposite directions:

(i) IG I® 476 shows that Aegeis held the ninth prytany in 408/7 (I. 282) and that tribe also
holds the ninth prytany in the upper part of our inscription (I. 6). This suggests, but does not
prove, that the upper part of 377 belongs to 408/7.

(i) IG I® 476 also shows that the sequence of the tribes in prytany in prytanies 5, 7, 8 and 9
of 408/7, was as follows (the Roman numeral here is used to indicate the tribe’s position in
the “official” order, used for some purposes where official responsibilities rotated among the
tribes):

pryt. 5 Oeneis VI (l. 57)
pryt. 6 Unknown (l. 61)
pryt. 7 Leontis IV (1. 66)
pryt. 8 Pandionis 111 (Il. 183-4, 267-8)
pryt. 9 Aegeis 11 (1. 282)

% To avoid becoming entangled in a morass of inconclusive arguments, | do not give full references
to the twists and turns of previous scholarship on this point or to the weaker arguments that have been
adduced. I also deliberately avoid stating whether, on this or that point, [ “follow Meritt”, or “follow
Pritchett”, since such statements tend to imply and embed misplaced tribal loyalties. It may help
readers unversed in the Athenian calendar to be informed that the Athenian year consisted of 12
“lunar” months (i.e. months which followed in theory and possibly in practice a lunar cycle) of 30
days (“full”) or 29 days (“hollow”): Hekatombaion, Metageitnion, Boedromion, Pyanopsion,
Maimakterion, Posideon, Gamelion, Anthesterion, Elaphebolion, Mounichion, Thargelion,
Skirophorion. Periodically intercalary months were inserted to ensure, over the long term,
correspondence between this year and a solar year. In the late 5 century the Council’s year was a
“solar” year of 366 days, and was divided into 10 prytanies (periods during which the tribal
contingents of the Council, or “prytanies”, acted as its executive committee, in rotation, in random
order). In the 4™ century the Council’s year was coterminous with the lunar year. See further below
and AlO Papers no. 4, 23-25.
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It has been held that this should imply that Erechtheis, tribe I in the official order, held the
tenth prytany in 408/7, which is inconsistent with 1G I® 377, 14, where the tenth prytany is
held by Antiochis. This argument has much less weight than (i). There is no reason to suppose
that, in this year, or in any other, tribes were deliberately made to hold prytanies in reverse
official order. All our other evidence suggests that tribes held prytanies in a random order,
and a random sequence occasionally produces an illusion that it is a deliberately ordered
sequence. This is most likely what has happened in this case. In a random order, no sequence
is more or less probable than any other sequence; and (pace Lewis, p. 359) no sound argument
can be based on a calculation of the probability of this particular sequence occurring by
chance; it is the same as the probability of any other sequence.

(b) Synchronism of the Council’s calendar and the lunar calendar.

This is a matter of teasing out the implications of the calendar equations by which entries in
these accounts are dated. So, for example, the first entry (I. 3) is dated: “on the twenty-third
of the prytany (8), the third of Mounichion”. On this topic | am grateful for the advice of
Professor John Morgan of the University of Delaware, currently the foremost authority on
the Athenian calendar, who has developed a persuasive (if, again, not quite conclusive)
argument based on forward calculation from a well-established synchronism between the
prytany calendar and the lunar calendar in 411. In 411 the first day of the first prytany
coincided with 14 Skirophorion (Ath. Pol. 32.1), and Morgan shows in a chapter of a
forthcoming book that if one projects forward from that equation on the basis of what we
know about the workings of the Council’s calendar and the lunar calendar at this period, and
in particular on the assumption of a Council year of 366 days,* one would expect the
equivalences in our inscription to have occurred at the end of 408/7 and the beginning of
407/6. More specifically, one would expect the equation 1 Hekatombaion = pryt. | 1 at the
beginning of 407/6, as implicitly in the second year recorded in the upper part of 1G I® 377
(20" Hekatombaion = pryt. 1 20, II. 24-26).5

No other arguments that have been developed on this issue seem to have weight. These two
arguments suggest, though they do not prove, that the upper part of IG I® 377 dates to the end
of 408/7 and the beginning of 407/6.

4 This is implied for 426/5-423/2 by I1G I° 369.

® As Morgan also points out, this casts doubt on the usual interpretation of this inscription as showing
that, from 407/6 onwards, the beginning of the Council year was systematically synchronised with
the beginning of the lunar year. Morgan goes on to develop a further argument, which again seems to
me persuasive, but not conclusive, based on the equations in this inscription, that, in 407/6, the
Council year was not in fact coterminous with the lunar year, the Council year still consisted of 366
days, that it had 37 days in each of the first six prytanies and 36 in the last four prytanies (which
arguably applied also in 426/5-423/2), and that the omitted day to create a hollow month in
Metageitnion of this year was not deutépa ¢pBivovrog (“second of the waning month”, i.e.
penultimate day), but might have been évarn ¢Bivovrog (“ninth of the waning month”, i.e. 22", the
day on which the countdown to the end of the month begins). On the omitted day see also my remarks,
“Athenian Chronology 352/1-322/1”, in A. Tamis, C. J. Mackie and S. G. Byrne eds., Philathenaios.
Studies in Honour of Michael J. Osborne (Athens, 2010), 100-101 = Inscribed Athenian Laws and
Decrees (Leiden, 2012), 398-99. Morgan further suggests per ep. that the shift to a coterminous
Council and lunar year may have coincided with the re-establishment of democracy after the fall of
the Thirty, perhaps 403/2 BC. [On Morgan’s view of the calendar of these years see further now AlO

Papers no. 7 (2016), 9-10].
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Date of IG I8 377 - Lower section

The lower part of 1G I2 377, i.e. Il. 27-52, following the vacat, would seem best taken as
following on directly from the upper part. This is the most natural and obvious way to read
the text; it is consistent with the fact that the tribe Erechtheis is named as holding the second
prytany in both the last line of the upper part and the first line of the lower part; and it is also
consistent with the fact that the first calendar equation in the lower part, 20 Metageitnion =
pryt. 11 13, follows on sequentially, at an interval of twelve days, from the last one given in
the upper part, i.e. 8 Metageitnion = pryt. Il 1.

Why is there a gap between the two sections of text? Several explanations are
possible. One is that in this inscription the accounting year, appropriately enough for the
treasurers of Athena, was conceived of as running from Panathenaia to Panathenaia (the
principal day of which was the 28" of the first month of the year, Hekatombaion), and that
the very last payment in the upper section, on 8 Metageitnion, a few days after the
Panathenaia, was a carry-over from the previous year.

It seems, therefore, that while the date of IG I 377 can not be proved, on current evidence it

is a reasonable working hypothesis that all the entries on IG I 377 date to the year 407,
specifically to the last three prytanies of 408/7 and the first two of 407/6.°

Table of payments in IG I® 375 and 377

Purpose (H = fodder for Date Recipient officials (h | Amount
horses, D = diobelia,” U = = hellenotamiai, | =
Unspecified, SESIOBOI°). logistai)®
375,3-5H 410/9 | h Kallimachos of 3 talents 3,237
Aiantis Hagnous, drachmas %2 obol
Phrasiteleides (?) of (Polias), 91 dr.
Ikaria 34 ob. (Nike)
375, 5-6 Great Panathenaia | 410/9 Il athlothetai, Philon of | 5tal. 1,000 dr.
Aegeis Kydathenaion'® (Polias)
375, 6-7 hekatomb same annual hieropoioi, 5,114 dr.%?
Diyllos of Erchia!

® The accounts for the period 409/8-408/7 pryt. 1-V11 were perhaps inscribed on another stele, which
might be 1G I* 376.

" The diobelia was introduced by Kleophon (Ath. Pol. 28.3), supervised by Archedemos in 406/5
(Xen. Hell. 1.7.2) and dissolved by Kallikrates of Paiania (date unknown), “having first undertaken
to add to the two obols a further obol” (Ath. Pol. 28.3). Josine Blok will publish elsewhere a paper
which explores the nature of this payment. [ZPE 193, 2015, 87-102].

8 The nature of this payment will be discussed elsewhere by Josine Blok. [ZPE 193, 2015, 87-102].
° For the names of the officials see the translations. | do not repeat them all in this table.

10 The athlothetai (“Games-masters”) were responsible for the competitive elements of the
Panathenaia that occurred every four years (“Great Panathenaia”), the hieropoioi for the elements,
such as the sacrifices, which occurred every year (“Little” or “Annual Panathenaia”).

11 See previous note.

12 From this point onwards in this account it is not specified whether payments are from the account
of Athena Polias or the account of Athena Nike.
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375,7-8H 410/9 111 h Perikles of 2 tal. 5,420 dr.
Oineis Cholargos
375,8-9H same same 2 tal. 5,400 dr.
375, 9-10, for Hermon, same same 6 tal.
archon at Pylos®®
375,10 D same same 2 tal.
375,11-12 H 410/9 IV h Perikles of Chol. 3 tal.
Akam.
375,12 D same same 8 tal. 1,355 dr.
375,14 D 410/9 V h Perikles of Chol. 4 tal. 2,200 dr.
Kek.
375, 14-15U 410/9 VI h Dionysios of 1,284 dr.
Leon. 3 Kydathenaion
375,15-16 U 410/9 VI 9 h Thrason of 3tal. 1,083 dr. 2
Boutadali ob.
375, 16-17 for the general 410/9 VI 11 | h Proxenos of 3740 dr. 1% ob.
from Eretria, Eukleides, Aphidna
acknowledgement*
375, 18-19 U 410/9 VI 13 | h Perikles of Chol. [one digit] +
4,906 dr.
375,19 U 410/9 V1 28 | h Spoudias of Phlya | 2 tal. 2,000 [one
or two digits] +
100 dr.
375, 20-21 the (money) 410/9 V1 30 | h Anaitios of Sphettos | 57 tal. 1,000 dr.
from Samos, and his deputy
acknowledged?®®
375,21-22D 410/9 VII [h] Dionysios of Kyd. | 1 tal.
Antioch. 5
375, 22-23 D 410/9 VII 7 | h Thrason of Bout. 1tal. 1,232 dr.
3Y4 ob.
375, 23-24 H 410/9 VI1 7 | h Phalanthos of 4 tal. (?)
Alopeke
375, 24-25U 410/9 V11 16 | h Proxenos of 1,534 dr. 3 ob.
Aphidna
375,25-26 U 410/9 V11 24 | h Eupolis of Aphidna | 5,400 dr.

13 This payment was perhaps in the context of defence against the ultimately successful Spartan
attempt to re-establish control over Pylos at this period. See Ath. Pol. 27.5 with Rhodes ad loc.

% This seems to have been a book transaction. In other words income for Athena arising in Eretria
was not remitted to Athens, but appropriated directly for military use by Eukleides, apparently an
Athenian general operating in Euboea. The income perhaps arose wholly or in part from rentals of
properties in Eretria owned by Athena. Cf. IG I° 418, 9 with N. Papazarkadas, Sacred and Public
Land in Ancient Athens (Oxford, 2009), 91-92.

15 As with the payment to Eretria, this was a book transaction. Samos was also the location of sacred
estates owned by Athena, and functioned at this period as the major Athenian base for naval
operations. See Papazarkadas, 92.



375,26-27 U 410/9 VII 27 | h Kallias of 1 tal. 2,565 dr.
Euonymon 4% ob.
375,27-30 U 410/9 VIII h Proxenos 3tal. 634 dr. 4
Hipp. 12, 24, | h Dionysios ob.;
36 h Thrason 3 tal. 4,318 dr.
1% ob.;
1tal. 3,329 dr. 3
ob.
375,30-34 U 410/9 IX h Proxenos 2,188 dr. 1 ob.;
Erech. 12, h Dionysios [one digit] + 3 tal.
23, 36 h Thrason 793 dr. 3 0b.;
2 tal. 3,850 dr.
2% ob.
375, 34-36 The allies 410/9 1X 36 | Named generals on 21 tal. 1,000 dr.;
acknowledged money from Samos, and trierarchs | 6 tal.; 5 tal.; 5 tal.
Samos?® 3,896 dr.; 3,000
dr; [...]
375, 37-40 410/9 X Pan. | h Proxenos 5tal. 442 dr. 5
11, 23, 36 h... ob.;
h... 2 tal. 5,090 dr. 3
ob.; 5 tal. 4,656
dr. 4 ob.
375, 40 Total - L
[375 D Total at least 16 tal.
4787 dr. 3%
Ob.17]
377 Upper?'®
377,2-4 U 408/7? VIl | | [named] [one digit?] + 1
23 = Moun. tal. 2,500 dr. +
3 [up to seven
digits]
377,4-5U 408/7? VIII | h -on of Kollytos (?), | 1tal. + [two
26 = Moun. | -sistratos of digits] + 20 dr. +
6 [Phaleron?] [up to six digits]
377,5-7U 408/7? IX h Lysitheos of [up to three
Aegeis 2 = Thymaitadai digits] + 10 dr. +
Moun. 17 [up to six digits]
377, 79D 408/7? 1X 4 | h Athenodoros of 2 tal. + [one
= Moun. Melite digit?]
<1>8

16 Another book transaction. Cf. previous note.

7 This sum is not given on the stone, but is included here for ease of reference. It is a minimum, as
there are a number of entries in the accounts where the use to which the money is to be put is
unspecified.

18 It would seem from the calendar equations in the upper section of 377 that there were severe
calendrical irregularities in the second half of Mounichion.
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377,9-100 408/72 1X 7 | I Archedemos of -
= Moun. 25 | Marathon,'® h
Kephalion (?) of
Kopros
1 377,11-130 408/7? IX | I Archedemos of 1,250 dr.
15 =Tharg. | Marathon, h
2 Athenodoros of
Melite
1 377,13-140 408/7? IX - | I Archedemos of -
= Tharg. 11 | Paionidai
| 377,14-16 0 408/7? X | Archedemos of 1,100 dr.
Antioch. 12 | Paionidai
= Skir. 5 h Protarchos of
Probalinthos
377,16-18 U 408/7? X 12 | | Archedemos of P. -
= Skir. 5 h -sistratos of
Phaleron;
[X] - = Skir.
- h Lysitheos of Thym. | [up to two digits]
+20 (?) dr.
377, 18-20 To Thorikos?® 408/7? X - = | h Protarchos of 1 tal.
Skir. - Probalinthos
377, 20-22 0?% 408/7? X 23 | | Archedemos of - [one or two
= Skir. 16?2 digits?] + 20 dr. +
2
377,22-23 U 408/7? X 33 | h Lysitheos of Th. 150 dr. +?
= Skir. -
377,23-25D 407/67? 1 h Lysitheos of [up to 3 digits] +
Ant. or Thymaitadai 10dr.? +
Hipp. 20 =
Hek. 20
377,25-26 U 407/6?120 |? 17 tal., 1,500 dr.
= Hek. 20
377, 26-27 U 407/6? 1 h 1tal. +?
Erech. 1 =
Met. 8

377 Lower?®

19 The logistai are associated with the hellenotamiai in relation to the obol grant, but not the diobelia.
The significance of this will be discussed by Josine Blok.
20 |f this was for the fortification of Thorikos in 409 to receive grain ships diverted in consequence of
the Spartan occupation of Dekeleia (Xen. Hell. 1 2, 1), the accounting may have been somewhat
delayed. W. K. Pritchett, “Loans of Athena in 407 BC”, Ancient Society 8 (1977), 33-47, at 46-47,
however, takes the payment to be “for assisting the military operation”.
2L It is not certain that this entry relates to the obol grant.

22 After the date there is the following obscure wording: . . . of - and Eua- and Amphikedes, from

the...”.

23 On the interpretation of the calendar equations see above n. 5.



377, 28-30% D 407/62 11 h Lysitheos of for Athena
Erech. 13 = | Thymaitadai Nike,? 215 dr. 4
Met. 20 ob.
377,30-32D 407/6? 11 17 | h Thrasylochos of 113 dr.
= 25 Met. Thorikos
377,32-34 D 407/6? 11 17 | h Lysitheos of for Athena
= 25 Met. Thymaitadai Nike,? 986 dr. 1
ob.
377,34-36 D 407/6? 11 18 | h Protarchos of [one digit] + 2 dr.
= 26 Met. Probalinthos
377,36-37D 407/6? 1119 | h Protarchos of 205 or 210 or 250
= 27 Met. Probalinthos dr.
377, 38-39 D 407/6? 11 22 | h Lysitheos of 17 dr. 4 ob.
= last day of | Thymaitadai
Met.
377,39-41D 407/6? 11 23 | h Thrasylochos of 162 dr. 2 ob.
=1 Boed. Thorikos
377,41-43D 407/6? 11 24 | h Lysitheos of 6 dr. 3% ob.
= 2 Boed. Thymaitadai
377,43-44D 407/6? 11 26 | h Lysitheos of 85 dr. + [one or
= 4 Boed. Thymaitadai two digits]
377, 45-46 D 407/6? 11 30 | h Lysitheos of for Athena
= 8 Boed. Thymaitadai Nike,?” 506 dr. +
[one digit]
377, 46-48 D 407/6? 11 30 | h Lysitheos of 82 dr.
= 8 Boed. Thymaitadai
377,48-50 D 407/6? 11 36 | h Protarchos of 28 dr. 1v4 ob.
= 14 Boed. Probalinthos
377,50-52 D? 407/6? 11 36 | h Lysitheos of
=14 Boed. | Thymaitadali

24 These lines begin a new section of text, separated from the previous section by a vacat.

% This perhaps means that this cost was to be attributed specifically to the account of Athena Nike
(rather than Athena Polias), just as some expenses listed in 375 are attributed specifically to A. Polias
or A. Nike (375, 4-5, 6). Note that in two of the three instances of this specification there is another
payment on the same day, presumably from A. Polias.

26 See previous note.

2 See previous note.
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Composite text of 1G 12 377, Pritchett 1977 and Meritt 1978.

408/7 BC?

10

15

20

[. ... Moywotaig [ ..o . JPATAL .JO[. . . .. 0o Jvxpepladrolvl katéx to[. . . ..o ] stoich. 73
[. . . .Jt Nopevio<i2> MapaBo[v]iot, Alpxledépor [[T]arovidet, [. . .0 . Jwo[. . . .. ... B Joy18er [ANotr]-
[ex&?]0ev, Parvitrmor [arovidet, tpite[t kai] eikooter [teg wplutalvelag (8)] tpi[tler Moviyiovos i[ot]-
[aplevo [JTXXI. .. .. .] eNkevotapiag kot rapé[S]polis . . .°. . .Jovt KoMwutei? [Epa or Nav]orotpdror [Pa]-
[ep?]ei Exter kol eixooTet T[E]g TpuTaveiag E[k]tet Mov[iyi]évog [iotap]é[v]o T[. .JAA[. . .. . .]- &mi [1]-
¢ Aliyeidoc (9) éENevotapiaig [k]al [1r]apébpoic [A]uoiBéor [Oupar]tdder xai ouvapyootv Seutépat
[¢ Aliyeidog (9) €N piaug [k]ai [m]apédporg [AluoiBéor [Oupan]tdder kot cuvdpyootv Seutép
TE|C TIPUTAVELOG EPOOpIEL €TTL Oeka Moviyio|vog . . .JA]. . .°. .. - eAJAevot|apioig| k[atf TTapeopoic A-
[ A] P ’ ¢ S/P b \ 6/ X /-\[ ] [ 6 (X]X [ P/ ] [ \] P/6p 9

ev]oS6por Mehttel xai ou[vd]pyootv tetdp[Tle[r T8¢ TrpuTavel]ag oySder <émi Séka> [M]oviyiovolc] é[¢] t[ev] S[1]-
[Bev]o&op Mtel kai oufvd]py; ip[rlefr teg mp tJag 0y&der <émi Séka> [M]oviyiovolc] €[¢] tlev] 8[1]

[oB]ehiav ¥ TT[.] " Aoyrotailg] Apyebépor [M]apablovior kai cuvdpylootv [kai EAN]evo[talpioig Kep?[a]-

Movt K<o>Trpeior B66per Te[¢] mrputavetag [kt]er [¢B]iv[ovrog] Moviyibvog €[¢ To]v oBolov [. . .°. ]

[.]- Aoyrotaic [Aplyedépor [M]apaboviot kai ouv[d]p[yootv kai ENe]vo[tapiaig] AOnv[od]Spor Me)[it]

mévr kol Sexdrne Thg putaf ta [veliog devtépar Oapynhidvog ioltapévo [éx?] ToV - - - - - - - - - - - non-stoich.

[.]ov o1 Aoyrotal éc Tov 0foov XHHF ¥ [Moyiotailg Apyel6n[por Mat]o[v]idnt [k]at [ouvdpyootv - - - -]

1ic putaveiag evde[kdtni] @apynhiovolc] [JA[. .]I. . & to]v 6BoMo[v - -]- &mi Tiic Avtioyibog (10) [Aoyiotaic Apyedn]-

pot Tatovidnt kai ouvapyootv kai EAvotapiat[g Tpot]dpyot [po[Balii[oi]ot [xai ou]vd[pylo[otv Sodexdrnt Tiig
TpUTAVELQG TIEV]-

TNt ioTopévo Ekipopoptovog Tol. . TJov 0forov XH- hoy[ro]rai[c] Apxednpor Maro[vidnt kai cuvdpyootv kai ENAnvotapialg

-0101p&?]

To1 Podnpel kai ouvdpyootv dodekarnt t[fig wlputav[e]iag lé]vrrt[nt iot]alpévo Zxi]popop[iovog - - - - ENnvota]-

pioig kai Taped : AuoiBéor Oupar kai ouvapyooty [- - - tig puta]veiag [- - Zkipoglo[piovog] [. JAA: EN[Anvota]-

pioag kai mapedporg [potdpyot IpoPalA]ioior kai cuvdpyooty [- - - - - - - - Tii¢ TTputa]veiag [- - - - pBivov]-

T0g ZK1popop16vog £ Oopikov T- hoyiotais [Apyledipor [- kail ouvdpyooty kai ENnvotapiai]g Ke[pahiz]o-

vt Kotpeiot kai ouvdpyootv tpitnt kai ei[k]Joo[t]ft tiig [mpultaveiag Ekt[nt e]mi [Seéx]a [k ]ipogplo]pltlov[og - - -]
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k<a>1 Bval. .Jého kai Apgikndog ek 1ov AIALL . . . €]g [tov 6PfoAov ? . .JAA[- -+ ENN]nvota[picus xali Talp]édporg Au[oibéot

Ou] pa[n]
Kal ouvapyooty Tpitht kol Tprakootijt [tfg m]putav[eliafg - - - - - - - - - ] Z[xipogopidvo]c HF[- émi ti]¢ [- - - mrpotng]
Tputaveuoong EAnvotapiaig [k]oi apédpoig Avoifléor Ouplai[tadni?] kai ouvdpyooi[v] eikooti Tig TpuTaveiag [eikoo]t[ii]
16 pnvogs ‘ExatopPoaidvog [& thlv Stofediav [ . JA[- - - === - - - c oo e eikootit Tiig] T[putav]ei-
ag eikootijt 16 pnvog ‘ExarovP[a]iovog AP TTXP- EMNnvotapiong [- - - == === - - - - - oo m oo oo oo €]-
i i "EpeyOnibog mpotnt thig putalveliog 0y&ont 16 pnvog Metay[e]itviovog T[] vacat
vacat 0.038

emi 1&g "EpeyOeibog Seu[tlépag E[. . .JEP[....] éEN[Mevorap[i]alic kai] mapéSpolic Auot]Oéor Oupartd-  stoich. 73 or 74
et kai ouvapyoot Tpitlet] kai dexare[t] &[] m[plutav[elialg Sexar]er mt[po]répor M[e]rayertvivog
& tev droPehiav ABevalia]t Niket HHAMII- éN\evotap[iaig k]ai mapeSporg Oplacul]dyor Oopik-

iot kai ouvapyoot £B6S[pler kai Sexdrer T8¢ T[plutaveiag €[k ]ter pOi[v]o[vr]ogc Metayertvibvo[g]

& tev droPehiav HAFHE [€]Mevotapiang [x]ai m[a]péSpoic [Auat]Oéor Ouplait]ader kai ouvdpyooli]
ePOSper kot Sekarer 1E[g] Tputaveiag Ektel p[Bivovi[og] Metayertviov[og ¢fc tev Srofehiav A-
Bevaior Niket FHHHHFA[AAICH: éNevotapiai[¢] kai apédpotg [p[ot]dpyor Tpofaioior kai o-
uvapyoot 0[yd]oer kai Sexdret [1E] putaveiag mép[m]te[r pOi]vov[tlog [M]e[t]ayertvidvog & Te"-

v S1oPeMalv . JFH ENkevotapiaig kot rapédporig [[potd]pyor [IT]poPallo]ior kai ouvdpyoot eva-
Ter kai Sex[dt]er 8¢ TpuTaveiag te[T]padt pBivovrog Metalye]iTviovog &g Tev SroBeliav HH . -
eEMevotapiaig kai tapedporg Auoibéor Oupontdder [k]oi olulva[pyolot deutépan kai eikoot[et]

Teg TpuTaveiag Evet kal [v]éor Metayetrtvidvog g tev Srofehiav APHHII ENkevotapiang [kai]
Tapeédpois Opaculdyor Ofo]prkiot kai ouvdpyoot Tpitet Kai eikooTel Teg TpuTaveiag [v]o[pe]-

viot Boedpopidvog & tev Srofehiav HFARHI- éEN\evotapiaig kai mtapedpois AuoiBéor Oulpan]-

TGSt kal oUVAPYOOL TETAPTEL KAl eiko0TEL Te¢ TEpuUTaveiag deutépat Boedpopidvog & t[ev]
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SroPehiav MHIIC ENevotapiaig kai Tapeédpois AuoiBéor Ofup]oitader kai cuvdpyoot Exte[t]
Kal elk0O0TEL TEG TIpUTAVELaS TETpAdt ioTapévo Boedpopi[6]vog & tev Srofeliav FAAAT[. 2. eN]-
45 Aevotapiaig kai tapedporg AuoiBéor Ou[plartader kai ouvdpyoot tprokooTet e TTpuTalvei]-
ag 6y&oet ioTapévo Boebpopidvog &g tev drofeliav Abevaiar [N]iker FIH.]- éENkevotopialis kal-
1 Tapedporg AucBéor Oupaitdder kai cuvapyoot TpiakooTet 1&g Tputave[i]ag dySder iot[opé]-
vo Boebpopidvog é¢ tev Srofehiav FAAARE- ENevotapiaig kat Ttapedporg Mpotdpyor {[IT]po[tdp]-
yot} IpoPBolioiot kai ouvdpyoot EkTel Kal TPLAKOOTEL TEC TTpuTaveiag TeTpadt €l Séka [Boe]-
50  [8]popidvog [& tev 8lioBellilav AAPHHHT: éNkevotapiarg [x]ai apeédpoig Auaibéor Oupar[t]ad]et]
[ka]i ouvapy[oot Exter kat Tprak]ooTet Teg puTaveialg Te]tpddt emi Séka Boedpopidvog [ég tev]

[SroBeMav - = == == == - o e e e oo ] e TR

1-2 in. Perhaps Apyeldépo]t Nopevio MapaBo[v]iot (thus IG I’), cf. 1. 9 etc., the patronymic added uniquely here to help differentiate this
man from Archedemos of Paionidai, named next.

4. -ovi KoMwtel 'Epaoctotpdror [. .I. . .Jet Pritchett 1977, Meritt 1978, -1 Na[uot]grpdtor [Palep]ei IG .

12-13. [éx] 10V Tap[6v Tol]to T[apéla]lBov IG I’ seems the most plausible of the readings proposed.

16-17. Navoiotpa]ltor IG I (cf. 1. 4).

23 fin. The candidates for the tribe are Avtioyidog (Pritchett) and ‘IrrroBovridog (Meritt, Lewis).

37 fin. HHIF or HHA or HHI™.
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