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PREFACE 

The present study developed in the course of pre- 
paring a collection, which has long been needed, of all 
the epigraphical evidence relating to the sanctuary of 
Demeter and Kore at Eleusis. As I started editing 
texts and writing commentaries, however, it soon 
became clear that many problems connected with the 
priesthoods could be treated more conveniently in a 
separate study than in the commentaries on individual 

inscriptions. The proper scope of the separate study 
naturally appeared to be all Eleusinian priesthoods 
and sacred offices. Since some problems relating to 

the priesthoods, such as the chronology of individual 
incumbents, required a fairly close examination of the 

individuals, it seemed desirable to build the entire 

study around such an examination. This held out the 
further advantage of allowing documents concerning 
an individual incumbent to be treated as part of an 
examination of all information about him, and the 

opportunity of discussing all information about him 
with a view to making every possible inference con- 

cerning his priesthood and cult. 

Thus the scheme I have adopted is a prosopo- 
graphical account, in chronological order, of all the 
known incumbents of each priesthood, with an empha- 

sis on certain aspects: qualifications for a priesthood 
(or sacred office), manner of selection, length of in- 

cumbency, official functions and duties, rank or im- 
portance relative to other priesthoods (or sacred 
offices) in the cult, social position, participation in 

civic life and in other festivals or cults, and religious 
dress. The evidence (literary, epigraphical, and 

archaeological) not connected with specific priests or 
priestesses has been interspersed chronologically 

among them (with dates as headings); but there are 
occasional departures from this procedure where it 

was more useful to discuss in one place all the evidence 

on a given topic (e.g., religious dress). 
Although a continuous history of the sacred officials 

would naturally be more desirable than this piecemeal 

account of the evidence, there is unfortunately not 
enough evidence to compose one; often there are gaps 
of well over a century even between the facts, fre- 

quently meager, which are available. On the other 
hand, the reader who wishes to see what evidence is 

available for an individual priest or priestess or for a 
priesthood at a particular period should be able to do 
so fairly easily, and in those few cases where the 

evidence cannot be found chronologically, the table 
of contents and the indices can be consulted. 

The previous most extensive treatments of these 

sacred officials were by P. Foucart, Les Mysteres 
d'Eleusis (Paris, 1914) and J. Toepffer, Attische 

Genealogie (Berlin, 1889). Toepffer used all the then 

known epigraphical and literary testimonia; Foucart 
did a general study of the priesthoods, but in regard 
to individual priests limited himself to certain periods. 
Since their studies, information has increased as new 
inscriptions have been discovered in the course of ex- 

cavations at Eleusis and in the Athenian Agora (where 
the Eleusinion has been partially excavated), and 
much that is new has been gained through re-study of 

inscriptions known to Toepffer and Foucart, especially 
with the publication of the Attic inscriptions in the 
second edition of Imscriptiones Graecae. In addition, 
some results of my own study and inspection (in 1967— 

1970) of all the inscriptions now located at Eleusis as 
well as many now in Athens have been incorporated 
here. Advantage has also been taken of the discovery 
within the past seventy years of vase-paintings and 
sculptures depicting (or allegedly depicting) sacred 

officials of the Mysteries. Previously, inferences 
about the officials’ appearance have usually been 

derived from non-Attic works of art, with the ever 
present danger that these might refer not to the 

Mysteries at Eleusis but to other Mystery cults of 
the Greco-Roman world ;! and at least one new Attic 

monument reveals that this has indeed been the case. 

Because of this difficulty and because of the great 
number of these non-Attic works of art,? a study of 
them cannot be made here, but it is hoped that results 

of the present treatment of the Attic material will serve 
as a basis for more accurate interpretation of the non- 

Attic works. 
In keeping with the primarily epigraphical origin of 

this study, I have attempted to mention all epigraphi- 

cal references, including the insignificant, to the priest- 
hoods and their incumbents, but I have not thought 
it worth while to include insignificant literary refer- 

ences. Further limitation of the literary sources is 

discussed in the Introduction. It should also be noted 
that I have not tried to treat as such the vén which 
were involved in supplying sacred officials, but I hope 
that the evidence made available concerning the priest- 
hoods and members of the yéry will be a help to anyone 

undertaking such a study. 
The latinized form of Greek names, except for Kore 

and Kerykes and the names of demes, is used through- 
out. I have anglicized dgdoixos as daduch and wais 
&' éorias pwunfels as hearth-initiate. 

I would like to express here my gratitude to James 

H. Oliver, who introduced me to the study of Eleu- 

1For example, on hierophants in cults of Dionysus cf. 
F. Cumont, 4.7.4 37 (1933): pp. 243-244. 

2 For an extensive treatment of them see H. G. Pringsheim, 
1905: pp. 8-19; also, for critical observations, G. E. Mylonas, 
1961: pp. 187213 (with comments also on Attic works). 
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sinian inscriptions. While I was at Athens and 
Eleusis examining inscriptions, he generously re- 

sponded to my many requests for advice, and he pro- 

vided much further help and advice during the writing 
of a preliminary version of this as a dissertation for the 

Johns Hopkins University. With Eugene Vanderpool 
I have had valuable discussions on many Eleusinian 

topics and inscriptions, and I cannot thank him 
enough for his assistance in countless matters both 

practical and scholarly. I have also profited much 
from discussions on various matters with Jacquelyn 
Collins Clinton, Sterling Dow, Giinther Klaffenbach, 

Benjamin D. Meritt, Michael C. Stokes, Leslie L. 
Threatte, and John S. Traill. John H. Young's 

meticulous reading of the dissertation led to many 

improvements. I would also like to thank Colin N. 

Edmonson for allowing me to quote sections of an 

inscription he is about to publish ; the German Archae- 

ological Institute at Rome for photographs of statues 

in the Palazzo dei Conservatori; and the British 
Museum, the Agora Excavations in Athens, and the 

Epigraphical Museum in Athens for their courteous 
help when I examined inscriptions in their collections. 

My study of the inscriptions at Athens and Eleusis 
was made possible by fellowships of the American 
School of Classical Studies and the Johns Hopkins 
University ; research at Eleusis in the summer of 1969 

was financed in part by a grant from the American 
Philosophical Society. Cornell University granted 
funds for the typing of the manuscript; and I am very 
grateful for the patience and care of my typist, 
Beverly Myers. 

I am especially indebted to the Greek Archaeologi- 
cal Society for permitting me to study the inscriptions 
at Eleusis. 

The manuscript was completed in June, 1971 ; since 

then only minor alterations have been made. 

K. C. 
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Membership in either of the gene of the Eumolpidae 
or the Kerykes was a pre-requisite for eligibility to 
most of the important priesthoods of the Eleusinian 

Mysteries. The hierophant was taken from the 
Eumolpidae; the daduch, sacred herald, and altar- 

priest were from the Kerykes; and the exegetes were 

from the Eumolpidae. 
These two gene also controlled the administration of 

the sanctuary.! The deme of Eleusis apparently had 
no jurisdiction over it, even though it was within the 

territory of the deme. None of the extant decrees 

passed by the deme were erected within the sanctuary, 
and there is no other evidence indicating that the deme 

had any authority over the sanctuary. But there is 
some evidence implying just the opposite. When in 
403 the Thirty established at Eleusis a separate state, 
the status of the sanctuary in relation to the govern- 
ments of Athens and the Thirty is described by 
Aristotle as follows?: 70 &' lepor elvar kowodv dugorépuw, 
émiueNeiofar 6¢ Knpukas kal Eduohwidas kara 7a marpia. 

Just as before, in accordance with ancestral custom, 
the Kerykes and Eumolpidae were to be in charge of 

the sanctuary. In inscriptions, when a question of 
sanctuary administration involves the Athenian state, 

the representatives of the interests of the sanctuary 
are always the Eumolpidae and Kerykes®; the deme 

of Eleusis is never consulted. Thus, whatever the 
relation of the town of Eleusis to the sanctuary of 
Demeter and Kore may originally have been, by the 
fifth century it seems to have become mainly the acci- 
dental one of location. It is noteworthy, too, that 

the Eleusinian demotic occurs only once among all the 
preserved names of priests and fathers of priestesses, 
which indicates that the priests and fathers of priest- 

esses were most of them not direct descendants in the 
male line of those living at Eleusis at the end of the 

sixth century (when they received their demotics).* 
Accordingly, the term ‘‘Eleusinian priests’” as used in 
this study will mean priests who had functions in the 

1The Athenian state, however, at least by the end of the fifth 

century, controlled the finances of the sanctuary; but although 

expenditure of funds for the sanctuary had to be authorized by 
the state, tk is no indication that the state ever made any de- 

cision affecting the administration of the sanctuary without 
having at least consulted these gene. As an example of such con- 

sultation the law of ca. 450 wblishing the émorarac may be 
Cited IS B ) 2% 24 lines 28 30 as N o en o e NN o 
dtev perd Tov hepéoy kal Tés BLoN]Es Bohevouévos 76 Novréy. There 

was apparently no need to consult the deme. 
2 4th. Pok., 39, 2. 

3 See especially 1.G., 1%, 76 and II%, 204, and the discussion 

below, pp. 17-18; also S.E.G., X, 24, lines 28-30, cited above, 

note 1. 

4 Hierophant no. 10: Chaeretius son of Prophetes of Ele 
P. MacKendrick, The Athenian Aristocracy (Cambridge, M 
1969), p. 38 states that ‘“Eumolpids often came from \hg (lum 
where the Mysteries were celebrated, Kerykes never.” Yet in 

    

      

his list of Eumolpidae, ibid., p. 99 only one person with the 
Eleusinian demotic appears, viz. the Chaeretius mentioned above. 

INTRODUCTION 
    

sanctuary of Demeter and Kore at Eleusis; the adjec- 
tive “‘Eleusinian’’ will not imply any connection with 
the deme of Eleusis. 

The terms “priest” and “sacred official’’ also need 

some explanation. The latter term is meant to in- 

clude persons who had religious functions in the cult 
but were probably never called iepels or iépea, such as 

the watdes a¢’ éorias and the vuwvaywyol. It is also 

convenient to use it to designate people who were re- 

garded as iepeis in some periods but may not always 
have been, such as the exegetes. Excluded from this 

study, therefore, are state-appointed officials of the 
sanctuary and its festivals (with the exception of the 
hearth-initiate). 

THE SECRET OF THE MYSTERIES AND 
CHRISTIAN WRITERS 

Since the present study is intended to be introduc- 
tory to a corpus of Eleusinian inscriptions, and the 
focus of this study is primarily on the sacred officials 
and not on the cult as a whole, it would be somewhat 

out of place and premature to attempt to discuss here 
the highly controversial evidence concerning the secret 

content of the Mysteries, the one part of the cult to 
which the inscriptions naturally very rarely pertain. 
The situation is both simplified and complicated 
by the fact that most of our evidence for the secret 

content comes from Christian writers; simplified, to 

some extent, because often enough these writers refer 
to the secrets without specifying which priesthood was 

involved ; complicated, because often we cannot be 

sure whether the Mysteries they had in mind were 

those of the Athenian Eleusis. There was a suburb 
of Alexandria called Eleusis,” and it has long been 

suspected that there was a Mystery cult there. 
Nilsson was the first to gather adequate evidence®; 

and much good sense would result by following 
Mylonas’s suggestions that at least some of the state- 
ments of Christian writers on the Mysteries refer only 
to the Alexandrian Eleusis.” Decisive proof that 
there was a Mystery cult there and that it was at 
least superficially modeled after the Athenian cult I 
believe can be found in a statement of Porphyry 
which to my knowledge has always been understood 
by modern snholars as referring to the Athenian cult®: 
& 6¢ 7ols kar' 'ENevoiva uvornplots 6 uév lepophvtns €ls 
elkova TOU dnuiovpyod évokevaierat, dadobxos O¢ eis v HAlov- 
Kal 6 éml Bwud els Ty ceNfurs, 6 6 teporipuE ‘Epuov. This 
situation, rather strange for an agricultural cult such 
as the one in Attica, one might offhand ascribe to late 
  

5 See R.E., V, coll. 2339-2342 (Schiff). 
¢ Geschichte, 2: pp. 94-95. 
" Eleusis, Appendix, pp. 

(1959) : pp. 7-58. 
8 Apud Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica, 111, 12, 4 (ed. 

K. Mras, Die g wen christlichen Schriftsteller, vol. XLIII) 
(= Porphyry, I]E;)L dyadudroy, fr. 10, p. 22* ed. Bidez). 

   

287-316; 'Emwornuoviy 'Emernpis 9 
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syncretism. However, it is clear that the fragment 
of Porphyry’s Ilepl ayaluarwy cited by Eusebius, of 

which the above sentence on Eleusis forms a small 

part, is a discussion of Egyptian cults and is so intro- 
duced by Eusebius: 7a 6¢ 7av Alyvrrior ma\w TolaiTd 

¢now éxew aipBola. Thus the reference must be to 
the Mystery cult at the Alexandrian Eleusis. 

The beginning of this Alexandrian cult probably 

dates back to the time of Ptolemy I, who according to 
Tacitus consulted Timotheus, the exegete of the 
Eumolpidae, concerning a dream he had: 

Ptolemaeus omine et miraculo excitus sacerdotibus 
Aegyptiorum, quibus mos talia intellegere, nocturnos vis 
aperit. atque illis Ponti et externorum parum gnaris, 
Timotheum Atheniensem e gente Eumolpidarum, quem 
ut antistitem caerimoniarum Eleusine exciverat, quaenam 
illa supersititio, quod numem, interrogat. Timotheus 
quaesitis qui in Pontum meassent, cognoscit urbem illic 
Sinopen, nec procul templum vetere inter accolas fama 
Tovis Ditis; namque et muliebrem effigiem adsistere quam 
plerique Proserpinam vocent.’ 

   

  

The natural interpretation of this passage is that 
Timotheus had been summoned by Ptolemy some 

time previous to this dream as an antistes caeri- 
moniarum and was still in Alexandria when Ptolemy 

had the dream; it is also natural to assume that the 

caerimoniae for which he gave exegesis were those of 
the newly established or about-to-be-established 

Mystery cult in a suburb of Alexandria.l® At any 
rate, in view of the statement of Porphyry and the 

  

evidence cited by Nilsson, there was a Mystery cult 

there and at least in some externals it was very similar 

to the Athenian cult. However, the present study is 
not the place to continue the discussion, which has 
been well advanced by Mylonas's studies, about 

which of the statements of the Christian writers are 

applicable to Alexandria and which to Attica. 

HIERONYMY 

For the convenience of the reader this unusual 

custom will be described here. 

Hieronymy applied to five priests: the hierophant, 
daduch, sacred herald, altar-priest, and pyrphoros; 

and to one group of priestesses, the hierophantids. 

It involved the replacement of their name with the 
title of their priesthood. For example, according to 

the rule of hieronymy the hierophant’s name took the 
from: ‘Tepogdrrys, Patronymic, Demotic. If he was 
a Roman citizen, this form could be preceded by his 

praenomen and gentilicium; for example: TyB¢ptos 

  

9 Tacitus, Histories, 1V, 83, 2; ¢f. Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride, 

362 A, where Timotheus is called an exegete. 

10 So Nilsson, loc cit., but he describ 

Zeremonien. 

    

motheus as Leiter der 
Though antistes can mean one who offi 

directs, it can also mean exegete, which was Timotheus’ position 
in the Athenian cult, and so the word is probably better under- 
stood in this sense. Mylonas, Eleusis, p. 302, incorrectly indi- 

cates that Timotheus was a hierophant. 

iates or 
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Khabdwos ‘Tepogartns Kalwparidov Tpwopboos. In a 

particular case all these elements of a hieronymous 
name need not be present, but his original Greek name 
is never present, having been replaced by the title of 

his priesthood (in the instance given, ‘Iepogdrrys). 
The custom was in force from the time the priest was 

installed until he died. After his death his original 

name could again be used. 
This custom was not in use throughout the entire 

history of the cult, and did not begin at the same time 

for all the priesthoods which eventually adopted it. 

In the case of the hierophant it evidently began to be 
rigorously observed sometime between 148 B.c. and 
the last quarter of the second century B.cC., after which 

time all the evidence shows that it was being observed, 

there being no evidence to the contrary. 
In the case of the daduch, hieronymy was evidently 

not observed before the beginning of the first century 
after Christ, and there is no positive evidence for its 
observance until the «eisitoi lists of the middle of the 

second century. 
The sacred herald did not become hieronymous 

until sometime between 119/20 and 166 A.D. 
Hieronymy for the altar-priest is first attested for 

L. Memmius, Altar-Priest, of Thorikos, who served 

from 121-124 to 191 or 192 A.D., but no evidence 
concerning his title is available before 168/9. The 
altar-priest was not hieronymous at the end of the 

first century B.C. 
The first evidence for hieronymy for the pyrphoros 

comes from the end of the second century A.D.; he was 
not hieronymous at the end of the first century B.C. 

The first securely datable inscription for a hieronym- 

ous hierophantid is from the end of the first century 

A.D. 
In the case of the hierophant hieronymy did occur, 

in at least one instance, considerably before the time 
when it began to be observed strictly. At least one 

inscription shows that the practice was in use around 
the end of the fourth century B.c. This leads me to 

believe, with Foucart,! that originally it may have 
been a mark of respect given to the hierophant, at 
first not required and not officially observed, but 

eventually it became established as a custom and as 
an official rule. In the case of the hierophant, as has 

been stated above, strict official observance of 
hieronymy began in the third or fourth quarter of the 
second century B.c. Eventually, it became a crime 

to reveal the real name of a hieronymous priest, so 
that by Lucian’s time a scene such as the following 

could be described!?: 
Eir' elfds évrvyxdvw ogdoxw Te Kal lepogdrTy Kal Tols 

11914: p. 176. 
2 Lucian, Lexiphanes, 10. The complaint was evidently 

brought before the hoplite general.  Cf. J. Delz, Lukians Kenntnis 
der athenischen Antiquititen (Diss. Basel, Freiburg, 1950), 
pp. 73-74, and Geagan, Constitution, p. 29.  
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éyk\nua émayovtas 8TL dvdualer abrols, kal TalTa €0 €ldos 

87 €& olmep wawwlnoay, dvwvvuot T€ elot Kal obkéTL dvopaaTol 

s av lepdvuuor #6n yeyevnuévor. 

I. HIEROPHANT (‘Iegogpdvenc) 

Until shortly before the end of the fourth century 
A.D. there is no attested transgression of the ancestral 

custom which dictated that the hierophant was to be 
taken only from the genos of the Eumolpidae.t 

1. Zakopos. Pseudo-Lysias, Against Andocides, 54. 
‘lioepiier,  1889ENpINE5 I RoucaRt ST AL 81 

P.A4., 6182. Around the beginning of the fifth 
century before Christ. 

Zacorus, the earliest known hierophant, was the 

great-grandfather of an unknown Eumolpid who de- 
livered a speech against Andocides in 400?; thus he 
would have been living around the beginning of the 

fifth century. He was married, but neither his great- 
grandson nor son, Diocles, who is mentioned in the 

great-grandson’s speech as having once given advice 
to a court hearing a case of asebeia, were hierophants.? 

Although it is not known whether Zacorus was still 
married or a widower when he became hierophant, it 

is at least evident that a man who had married was not 
thereby disqualified. 

BEGINNING OF FIFTH CENTURY 

Around the time of Zacorus, perhaps even during 
his term of office, two sets of regulations were set up 

within or near the Eleusinion in Athens, one concern- 
ing perquisites of priesthoods of the Mysteries and the 

other concerning sacrifices at festivals whose names 
are lost.* The former is conjectured to date from ca. 

510-500 and the latter 500-480 (both datings are 
based on letter-forms and on the fact of boustrophedon 
writing). Only the earlier of the two definitely men- 
tions Eleusinian priesthoods, but in a context which 
is obscure because of the fragmentary state of the in- 

scription: [~ — 7& h]iépelaly [kal |rov] pawbulvrér——]. 
We can assume that the other Eleusinian priests, in- 
cluding the hierophant, were mentioned in the missing 

! The clearest statment of this fact is made by Aelius Aristides, 
Eleusinian Oration, 4 (ed. Keil). Hellanicus wrote about the 
vévos of the hierophants in the second book of his A#this (Harpo- 
cration, s.v. lepopérrys). 

% Pseudo-Lysiades, 4 gainst Andocides, 54: Bobhopas Toivvy eimeiv 
& Awkhis 6 Zaxbpou Tob ilepopidvTov, TamTOS 8¢ HuéTepos, cuveBoihevae 
Bovhevopevos butv & Tu bei xpiabar Meyapei awdpl oefnrér. For the 
date of this trial, 400 B.c., see D. MacDowell, Andocides, On the 

Mysteries (Oxford, 1962), append. J. 

# If they had been, the great-grandson would surely have men- 
tioned it, since he was obviously proud of the fact that he could 
mention it in the case of his great-grandfather. This particular 
point and his whole case would have carried greater weight if he 
and his grandfather had been hierophants. 

4S.E.G., XXI, 3-4; XII, 2-3 (= Sokolowski, Supplément, 
1-2); L. Jeffery (Hesperia 17 [19487: pp. 86-111) did the editio 
princeps, which is still the best text.     
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part. The special significance of these two inscrip- 
tions lies in the fact that they are the first in a series 

of known measures regulating the perquisites of these 
priests. The fees of the hierophant and the other 
Eleusinian priests, all members of aristocratic gene, 
were at this time not left to the whim of the individual 
priests but were regulated by law.? 

Ca. 460 B.C. 

The perquisites were again regulated around 460, 
as part of a major piece of legislation published on four 

sides of a stele which was set up in the City Eleu- 
sinion.® According to this law the perquisites were 

to be paid at the Mysteries to each priest by each 
initiate. Although only the amount paid by each 
initiate to the priestess of Demeter is actually pre- 

served in the main body of the law, the priestess is 
clearly the last in a list of priests and the amounts 
they are to receive. I present here a new text of the 

relevant part of this inscription, Face C, which I in- 
spected in the summers of 1969 and 1970, and some 
epigraphical commentary.” 

LG 1256 Race i@ 

    

ca. 460 a. 

Stoikhedon 23 : lines 1-46 
Non-Stoikhedon : lines 47-50 

SlEer e BkcsoNEc el | 
e e o> ¢ 
[ O Ly el io C B\ oo cal 

8 [0’ éulépay [mapa 716 wboro [hexJa[ o] 

[7o]" 7év hit[peav] rév Abue[r Jpos 
[N]auBéver pvlore Jpiows o Jis 6 
[\eJtoow wapa [76 plboro h ek Jao 

® The question of when the Athenian state first began to exert 
control over the hierophant and the other priests of the Mysteries 
is intimately bound up with the date of the first Athenian at- 
tempts to connect the Eleusinian Mysteries to Athens. For a 
discussion of this see F. Walton, H.Th.R. 45 (1952): pp. 105-114. 
If it really was, as Andocides (116) says, a law of Solon which 
ordained that the Boule meet in the Eleusinion in Athens on the 
day after the Mysteries to review infractions which took place 
during them, it would be the earliest known law regulating the 
affairs of the Mysteries. But as to what extent the priesthoods 
were regulated in Solon’s time there is no evidence. For the law 
codes from Solon to Nicomachus ¢f. L. Jeffery, op. cit., pp. 
106-111, and S. Dow, Proc. Mass. Hist. Soc. 71 (1953-1957): 
pp. 1-35. 

SL1.G, I 6 (= S.E.G., XXI, 5; Sokolowski, Supplément, 3). 
Dated by letter-forms. 

"I have not seen the Agora fragments. The line numbers are 
given here according to the system of Meritt, Hesperia 14 (1945) : 
pp. 61-81, revised in Hesperia 15 (1946): pp. 249-253. This 
edition of Meritt represents the greatest advance in the editorial 
history of this difficult inscription. My text shows more dotted 
letters than previous editions; for I have tried to adhere as 
strictly as possible to the Leiden system: if the physical traces of 
a letter can be interpreted as more than one possible letter, the 
letter is dotted. In the commentary I generally do not call 
attention to cases where I introduce subscript dots, but I do call 
attention to cases where I think that they can be removed. 
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12 [7Jo 6Borow kai [ois ulel¢Loow] 

[uJvoreptos o[ BoNdy mape 76 u] 
[bo Jro hexéoro o[ tumavras 680] 
\os Tow feol v elvar mhév he] 

16 xoakogiov ka[l xthiov 6pJaxu 
ov' aro 8¢ Tov h[exoakooio v ka 

! xehiov dpaxulov Tév hiépea 
v TéwaNopara [dovar kab JaTep 

20 réos dwéloro’ E[Uuomid Jas ka 
! Kép[ukJas NapBav[ev mapa] 76 p 

tor[o hlexdoro .[.Do[....0....] 
[ WevoviifeNetolive st i il 

24 [..5.. plboren ue ével .. il 

[. et€lva mhév 76 4@’ é[oTias pv] 
LopévJo- Képukas 6¢ pv[ @& dixa 7] 

[0s] wboras hékaoror [kai Etuo] 

28 [:\]zr[i]éas xara rabra’ éfav 6¢ kar] 

a mhelos, evfveatalL . o 

[.] dpaxueot pvev oe '///[: el 

oat Keplrov kal E0[ pokmidov ] . 

32 70 6¢ h[Jeps apyvpi[o Tés drap] 

Xés &x[o Jetvar "Afev[aios . . ol 

[.]dbaL ho[7] av BoNo[vrar, rkafé | 

Tep 70 rés 'Afevaial's apyvplo] 

36 76 éu mohew 7O 8¢ ap[yvpov 70 

s hueporows 7[6] o[ v feolv é] 

[u] moXe Tauebesblar . . o 

L.J6C. ... Ixer & 700 I%[ ...... 

40 [.J6[. ... Jev 7o[v & Jpe[avoy 

[.] 7os dppavos way[ras kal 765 

[wJboras hékaoron I%[ s b 

[716s mboras 7os 'Exe[vaive wvo ] 

44 [u]évos &v 7€[ L] abhe (B ohi] 

[vJepa, Tos 8¢ év doTer [pvopévo] 

[s] & 7o "Exevowios [ .. 1. ] 

[7Jov éml 7ot Bouor {epéa kal T[ov Kképuka ] 

48 [7]ov Geowv kal Tov iepea o[ v mavaye] 

[N\ JavBaver éxaorov r670[v 6BoNoV Tapd ] 

[76] ubor[o €]xdoro i[epow Tolv Beoiv] 

    

COMMENTARY 

Lines 5-8: Sokolowski, Supplément, 3 correctly re- 

jected Meritt's hue[poross] (line 6). The hieropoioi, 

as seems clear from this inscription and others of the 

fifth century, were a body of officials appointed by the 

state whose duties were mainly financial and adminis- 

trative,® and thus did not belong ‘“‘au service du culte 

  

8 The institution of the hieropoioi in Athens needs further 

study. Hieropoioi perform a series of sacrifices at the Eleusinia 

(I.G., 12, 5), but these may not be the same as those in the docu- 

ment edited here, who control the sacred money of the Eleusinian 

aparche on the Acropolis. In I.G., I%, 76 iepomowol "ENevawéfer are 

in charge of the administration of the aparche and perform a 

sacrifice from the proceeds of the sale of this aparche. These are 

the same as the iepomowol 'EXevatne (1.G., I3, 311) who turn over 
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proprement dit’’; their remuneration would have 
come from the state, not from the initiates. How- 

ever, his own restoration, hue[poképukas], is also un- 
satisfactory. There was never in the history of the 

cult more than one sacred herald. Moreover, the 

article, which is used before all the other names of 

priesthoods in this inscription, should be expected 
before hue[ poxépuxas] as well. 

Since the perquisites of the other principal priests 
of the cult are stated at the end of the inscription 

(lines 47-50, in a different hand), presumably the only 
priests mentioned here before the priestess of De- 
meter are the hierophant and daduch. Yet a satis- 

factory restoration is difficult to find. The restoration 

680N[ov" kal 7o|is Shetfoow hlo hue[pogarre|s NapBavérw 
he o8 Awov] is doubtful because of the imperative, 

which is not used in this inscription, and the position 

of the hierophant (following the daduch). 
[mapé 7|6 woro hekdorJo was apparently first re- 

stored by Ziehen; [ka |6’ éuJépar by Kirchhoff. 
Line 9: huép[cav Meritt. 
Line 11: ¢|[\]éroow Meritt. 
Line 15: [efvar mhé& he] Meritt. 
Line 20: avéhoro : E[0]u[ormidJas Meritt. There is 

no interpunct here, as far as I can see, and the point 
on the stone where the mu is supposed to be is com- 

pletely broken away. 
Line 21 : Kép[vJkas Meritt. 
Lines 22-3: n[¢]y[re upépe ov| refupévor Behed[v 

Merrit, r[¢Jv[ra 7d and 76|v GvopJevor Sokolowski. 
Lines 23-4: [are\é 'a|irois pJboren pé tve[var pve|v 

wedé Jva Meritt, OeNeo[ v 6¢ kal ap | pévou wlboTen ué &ve[ Nika 

wvé|v uedéJva Sokolowski. 
It is quite possible that young people other than the 

mais d¢’ éorias could not be initiated, but there is 
nothing, as far as I know, which proves it. Meritt's 
restoration seems to be a guess also. 

Line 25: [uedé Jva mhév 76 ¢’ [éorias pvouéJvo Hiller. 
Line 26: [dixa 7|6 ]s Sokolowski, [70s vé|o]s Wilhelm. 

I could not see the interpunct which Meritt reported 
that he saw before Keépukas. 

Line 27: I could read no letter before wboras. 
Line 28: [Eiwo|Arié]as Meritt, [Eiuo|N]r[i]das 

Clinton. 
Line 29: [xt\iac | ] or [uvpiac | ] Wilhelm, [hexaré|»] 

Cronert. 
Lines 30-1: [hot dv he8]|oor or 6ex]|oo Meritt, 

Nax ]| oot Sokolowski, §" €ei[var 7ois ]| éot Keptror Kirch- 

hoff and Cronert. 

proceeds from the aparche to the émarara 'ENevowéfer (instituted 
around 446 B.C. according to S.E.G. X, 24). By 408/7 these 

epistatai seem to have completely taken over the administrative 

duties of the hieropoioi, for, in an account issued by them in that 

year (I.G., 1%, 313/314), there is no mention of the hieropoiot in 

connection with the aparche, which seems at this time to be com- 

pletely in the care of the epistatai. After this, the fate of the 
hieropoioi is unclear until new boards of hieropoioi appear in in- 
scriptions of the Lycurgan period. Cf. Busolt, Staatskunde 2: 

pp. 1103-1104. 
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Meritt (Hesperia 14 (1945): p. 71) objects to 

Cronert’s restoration on the ground that it is bar- 
barous Greek. If he has 7ois é0v Keplkor in mind, 

Andocides probably would not agree ; he quotes a man 
saying: "Q Kal\ia, wpwTov pév &nyn Knpbkwr v 

(On the Mysteries, 116). Whatever the restoration, 
the sense must be that any member of either genos was 

entitled to conduct myesis; it was completely up to 
him whether he did so or not, the genos having no 

voice in the matter; otherwise Andocides, a member 
of the Kerykes but not warmly beloved of his genos at 

the time, probably would not have conducted the 
myesis which he mentioned in On the Mysteries, 132. 

This consideration does not favor [AaxJoot. Ac- 
cording to Meisterhans-Schwyzer (Grammatik der 
attischen Inschriften, p. 178) 6w (in place of éélw)) 

does not occur in Attic inscriptions until the middle 
of the third century. 

Lines 32-4: [r¢é amap|xJés Meritt (Hesperia 14 
(1945): p. 77), [ré ¢ula|k]Jés Meritt (bid. 15 (1946): 
p. 253), [és dand |v]es Sokolowski; [ué\|elofac Meritt, 
[apx |eJofar Sokolowski. 

Meritt does not say what made him change his 
mind. The upper tip of an oblique stroke which I 

could see at the beginning of line 33 offers only K or X, 
no solution. But I favor [ré éarap]|xés in connection 
with the new reading in line 34 (see below). L.S.J. 

does not report any examples in Attic prose of ué\esfac 
or épxesfar meaning ‘‘to be in charge of’’ or “‘in control 
of” as Meritt and Sokolowski seem to have in mind 
for their use of the middle infinitives here. 

Line 34 : h[¢Jos Meritt. When the light was striking 
the stone at a certain angle, the second letter of this 

word appeared clearly as O. I could not make out any 
certain traces of the next two letters. This reading 
eliminates the somewhat superfluous phrase héos 

Bolovrar in favor of ho[7:] (or hé[7o7]) dv BoNo[vrar]. I 
find worthy of some consideration the restoration 

"Abev[aioror xp|eJofac ho[m] dv Bého[vrac]; that is, 
authorization was made here for borrowing money 

from the fund of Demeter and Kore just as it had been 
done from the fund of Athena. [t is interesting that 
here, as in S.E.G., X, 24, lines 12-13, a change in the 

administration of the treasury of Demeter and Kore 
is described in terms of an already existing arrange- 

ment in the administration of the treasury of Athena 
on the Acropolis. 

Line 37: 7[¢] ro[iv feotv] Hiller and Meritt, [&] r[o 
heepdi] Sokolowski. 

Meritt was right to retain Hiller’s reading : there is 

no vertical stroke at the left of the stoichos of the 
dotted tau but there is an upper horizontal stroke 
barely visible. 

Lines 38-40: rauwetesffar” Eiporr | o[ as 6" €]xer & 
Tou uléoor Tév Bl0]8[Nov 7]év 7ov [b]pe[avor] Meritt. 
Sokolowski suggests Be |8[ ator Jév. 

The stone shows that the mu of u[ésor can also be 
interpreted as eta or epsilon; perhaps, then, & 7ot 
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h[tepo. The second letter in line 40 could also be a 
sigma; so perhaps é 76t h[wepor "EXe|v]o[ive. Though 
the restoration eludes us, the passage probably refers 
to the special care taken by the state or the gene to 

assure the initiation of orphans. 
Line 40: [0ber 6|¢] Meritt (1945), [ypd¢e|v] Meritt 

(1946), [8bev §|¢] Sokolowski. 
I am inclined to favor [@ber 6|¢], but certainty is 

impossible. 

Line 41: rai[das Meritt. The vertical stroke of the 
third letter of this word lies at the left of the stoichos, 

and so is probably not iota. Perhaps the restoration 

is ray[ras; that is, the orphans sacrifice all together, the 
costs of which were borne by the gene or the state; the 

regular initiates, the mystai, sacrifice individually and 
bear the costs themselves. 

Line 42: hékaorou” pl[vésBar 6¢] Meritt (1945), 
hekdoro ue[vos xopis ] Meritt (1946), hékaorou [ poréNewa ] 
Sokolowski. 

Sokolowski’s conjecture is the most appealing, but 

m[pofiuara] should be substituted for m[poré\ea], on 
the basis of I.G., 11?, 1673, line 62: mpofiuara o[ févra 

els wbnow. Meritt's restoration (1946), however, 
cannot be excluded, for it is known that the Eumol- 

pidae had the task of inscribing the initiates (see 
below, p. 26). 

B or 
Sokolowski. 

Sokolowski (op. cit., p. 18) points out that Ovesfar is 
just as frequent as Bbew. But he does not note any 

difficulty in having 6bew and 6uvouérvos in the same 
sentence for the same agent. Anyway his inter- 

pretation of the whole sentence does not really require 
Buouévos in place of uvouévos. 

Line 44: [& mpo 76|i]Jepo Leonardos (apud Hiller), 
[ékrés] or [evrés] Roberts-Gardner, [&ros 76 h|Jepo 
Cronert. The iota of 7é is at the present time com- 
pletely illegible. 

It seems to me that the ad)\g outside the sanctuary 
is meant, in light of the practice of prohibiting the 

duimror from entering the sanctuary (¢f. Mylonas, 
Eleusis, pp. 224-226). Two ablai were connected 

with the cult of Demeter and Kore at Eleusis, one 
within the sanctuary in front of the Telesterion and 

the other in front of the main gate (now the Greater 
Propylaea). The latter is probably the one men- 

tioned by Pseudo-Demosthenes in Against Neaera 
(116): érl 775 éoxbpas t7s & 77 abl\y 'EXevoive. The 

courtyard in front of the sanctuary does in fact have an 
éoxapa.’ 

Line 45 : [uvopévo| s ] Kirchhoff, [vouévo | s ]Sokolowski. 

[uvo|uJévos  Kirchhoff, [Bvo | u]évos 

9See Mylonas, Eleusis, pp. 169-170. Other references to a 
courtyard at Elet are: & T ad i 700 lepov in 1.G., 112, 847, 
line 54, 949, line 21, 1235, line 22, 1299, lines 28 and 78, 1304, 
line 45; & 7 & 'EXevoive adMiu in 1.G., 1V2, 83, lines 14-15; & 
"EXevoive & Ti lepac ad)ie Taw featv in 1.G., IV?, 84, lines 35-36. 
In all of these passages the courtyard could be the one outside of 
the sanctuary. 
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See note on line 43. The final sigma first appears in 

Hiller’s text; I could not see it. 
Line 47: 7[ov oadwrév] Foucart. Hiller and 

Meritt read the omicron of 7[6év, which I could not. 

For the restoration [képuka] see below, p. 77. 
Line 48: [r]ov feotv need not be a mistake for [ Jow 

feotv (so Meritt) but could be rather a shortened form 

of 7ov 7oy feoty as 6 dmuos 6 'Abnvaiwy for 6 dnuos 6 T@w 

"Abnvalwy. 

o[y mavayé mwofév] Ziehen. Meritt's study re- 

moved the support for wobéy which was formerly 

found in line 9. In addition, lack of space seems to 
render it impossible here. The inscription on Face C 

had its right margin at the very edge of the stone, as 

Meritt's drawings of fragments b and ¢ show.l Since 

the omicron of 7é[v lies almost directly under the 

omicron of 'E\evowtor, the lacuna at the end of line 48 

is equivalent to eight stoichedon spaces. But line 48 

is non-stoichedon; five of its letters correspond ap- 

proximately to four stoichedon letters; so we may cal- 

culate the lacuna at the end of line 48 to be not longer 

than about ten letters, which precludes uo6év. 
Line 49: réro[v éuwofé\wor mapa] Ziehen. By a cal- 

culation of the length of the lacuna at the end as in 

line 48, it is clear that éuwBé\wr is too long, and so the 
correct restoration must be 767o[» 4BoNov Tapa ]. 

Line 50: i[eJo[ov 7otv Beotw] Hiller. The rho is 
beyond the break; it does not appear in any text 

before Hiller’s. 
It is quite possible that Face C had more lines, in- 

forming us that the appended priests, like the priestess, 
were to receive one obol apiece at both the Greater 

and Lesser Mysteries. 

DISCUSSION 

If [kaf’ éuépay in lines 7-8 is correct, the priest who 
preceded the priestess of Demeter collected at least 
one half-obol daily from each initiate at the Mys- 

teries. If we reckon nine or ten days to the Greater! 
and at least one day to the Lesser Mysteries,'* at 

least five obols were requested from each initiate for 
just this priest. Though only two separate fees are 
listed in this inscription, it looks as if they are listed 

in decreasing amounts. Since all the major priests 
are listed except the hierophant and daduch, the 
latter most probably preceded the priestess and were 

granted greater amounts, of which the amount for the 
priest just discussed is one. Whatever the original 

purpose of these collections, according to this law 
they were apparently not intended to be pocketed by 
the recipients but to go to the treasury of Demeter 

0 Hesperia 14 (1945): p. 62. 
1 See S. Dow, H.S.C.P. 48 (1937): pp. 111-120. The number 

of consecutive days in the Greater Mysteries on which important 
ceremonies took place could have been just eight, but it is possi 
ble that the number of days on which payment was required was 
greater than this (or even less than this). 

12 The duration of the Le Mysteries is not attested. 
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and Kore (iepa rowv feowv), except for 1600 obols to be 
spent by the priestess on expenses as she had done in 

the past. These expenses were presumably connected 
with the festival, while the money that went to the 

treasury of the Goddesses was used for general ex- 

penses of the sanctuary.'® 
This inscription makes known that the priests of 

the cult were not responsible for carrying out the 
“initiating,” the wimos, but that this was rather a 

duty of any (adult) member of the Kerykes and 
Eumolpidae who wished to perform it (lines 26-31). 
This fact has led to the abandonment of the notion 
(once held) that winows was originally a term that ap- 
plied to the whole process of experiencing the Mys- 

teries, from the presentation of oneself as a candidate 

to the witnessing of the secret rites in the Telesterion.!* 

Now it is clear that uimouws originally had a restricted 

meaning. It was the preliminary instruction given 
to the initate at any time of the year by any member 
of the Eumolpidae or the Kerykes, whereas the 

ceremony which took place in the sanctuary at 
Eleusis was the re\ers, performed once a year by the 

priests. uwimois was the first step, rehers the final one: 
first Einwethung and then Wethe.'> The hierophant 

therefore had no part in the wimois as hierophant, 
though it is not inconceivable that he initiated people 

as a Eumolpid. 

430’s OR 420’s (?) 

There is a very disputed piece of evidence, I.G., I?, 
77, which seems to indicate that the hierophant was 

already included among the aeisitoi at this time. 

This inscription, variously dated to the 430’s and 

12 This was undoubtedly the source of the funds listed in 

1.G., 12, 313, lines 144-6: éméreca [éyévero & 7ov] pey[a v 

wolorepiov]XXXXH[HEWAAA ' | F FJF H | asaa™ Yéx [rov 
w "Avpa]ge pvorepiov. (For the restoration éyévero see below, 

note 103.) If we assume that the hierophant and daduch each 

received a total of four obols from each initiate at the Mysteries 

and if we add to this the amount which the priestess and the 

three other priests received, viz., four obols, each initiate will have 

contributed twelve obols at the Greater Mysteries. Dividing 

4,299 2/3 drachmas (25,798 obols) by 12 obols, we arrive at a 

reasonable total of approximately 2,150 initiates for the year 

408/7—provided of course that the fees were approximately the 

same then as forty years earlier. The low figure for the Lesser 

Mysteries, never obligatory for participation in the Greater, 

indicates. that it was poorly attended at this time. 

14 See Nilsson, Geschichte 1: p. 656; A. D. Nock, “‘Hellenistic 

Mysteries and Christian Sacraments,” Mnemosyne 5 (1952): 

p. 179; P. Roussel B.C.H. 54 (1930): pp. 53-55; C. Zijderveld, 

Telete, Bijdrage tot de kennis der religieuze terminologie in het 

Grieksch (Diss. Utrecht, 1934), pp. 98-99; Pringsheim (1905: 

pp. 20-26) first noticed the distinction. 

15 By the end of the fourth century wvéw and uimors were also 

being applied to the whole process; cf. Theophilus, ed. Edmonds, 

11, p. 568, 1, line 4), where éuvifpy seems to describe the whole 

process; in addition, Plato and Aristotle sometimes do not keep 

to the distinction (cf. references to the Mysteries in Plato and 

Aristotle discussed by Boyancé, R.E.G. 75 (1962): pp. 460-482) ; 

an example of this from the fifth century is Aristophanes, Peace, 

375. 
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420’s, lists the people who were given cirnois in the 
Prytaneum. The first group mentioned has been 
traditionally restored as follows: [&ar Té&v oireow Tév 

&Ju mpuravelow mporov [ulér Toilo|w hiepelor Toiv Oeolv 
kJara 76 w[a]rpia. M. Ostwald has more recently 
restored!®: mporov [u]év 7ou [h|iepopévrer yevouévor k Jara 
ra n[é]rpra.  He rejects the traditional restoration on 
the grounds that in the preserved part of the inscrip- 
tion movable-nu never occurs except in &oxoer, a 
formulaic term, thus roiow is quite improbable!'7; 
and that in the aeisitoi lists of the Roman period, 

which is the only other time we are informed about 
the priestly members of this group, not all the Eleu- 

sinian priests are listed and those that are listed do not 
remain the same, except the hierophant, the only one 

who always appears. However, Ostwald’s restora- 
tion does not receive ‘‘further support from the fact 

that the iepogdrrns was, in Classical times, the only 
member of the Eleusinian priesthood who was a priest 

and a magistrate at the same time.”’'® His reference 
for this, Foucart (1914: p. 178), reads: ‘La charge du 
hiérophante était a la fois un sacerdoce et une magi- 

strature, apxn 77s lepewatvns, comme le dit une inscrip- 
tion.” But Foucart does not identify the inscription. 
It is I.G., 112, 1235, a decree of the Eumolpidae and 
the Kerykes, dated around 248/7 (see below), honor- 

ing a hierophant for, among other things, ral & et 

apxel T lepewolvns  edaxnubvws  avéyk\nTov  éaurov 

mapaskevd{wr. Thus the hierophant certainly was not 
considered a magistrate of the state in this inscription, 
but at most an officer of the gene, like the dpxovres rav 

yevéy in the same inscription (line 24), and it is indeed 

perfectly conceivable that the Eumolpidae and Kery- 
kes used this phrase to mean even less than that, 

namely, “in his priestly office” or “in the term of his 

priesthood.””® Furthermore, we know so little about 

16 4.J.P. 72 (1951): pp. 24-32. 

17 This is not a strong argument against 7oiow ; use of movable- 
nu can be very erratic; ¢f. L. Threatte, H.S.C.P. 74 (1970): 
p. 348. 
ORIt S0 

0 J. Martha (1881: pp. 8-10) believed without a doubt that 
priesthoods in general were city magistracies, on the basis of 
Plato, Laws, 758e-759c and Aristotle, Politics, 1299a, 14-19 and 
speculation of his own. At Eleusis the hierophant and daduch 
were certainly in charge of the sanctuary administration, but by 
the end of the fifth century the financial power of the sanctuary 
was in the hands of the epistatai and the Athenian state. The 
state, though it probably would normally take advice from the 
hierophant and daduch, legislated in matters of the sanctuary 
which affected its own interest, such as the availability of the 
sanctuary, its fees and finances, and its political value as a cultural 
highlight of Athens, but there is no evidence that it ever touched 
in any significant way the basic religious matters of the sanctuary. 
In a sense, these priesthoods were épxai in that they did have 
some power within the sanctuary and they were responsible to the 
state in some matters (e.g., they underwent an audit, see below, 
p. 46) but the fact that they were not appointed by the state 
and their power did not emanate from the state hardly allows us 
to regard them as city magistracies. Nor do Plato and Aristotle 
regard them as such. In Plato, loc. cit., it is suggested that     
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the relationship between the aeisitos of this period and 
those of the Roman period that it is difficult to have 
confidence in either Ostwald’s restoration or the 
traditional one, especially since there is good reason 
to believe that the latter aeisitoi were not fed in the 
Prytaneum (where the former were fed) but in the 
Tholos.? 

421 B.C. 

In this year® a decree, I.G., 12, 81, was passed con- 

cerning the reconstruction of a bridge over the 
Rheitos, which probably had been destroyed during 

the war and without which the Sacred Way was vir- 
tually impassable.?> It is to be built hos & 7a huepa 

pépoow haw hiépear a[ o Joaléorara, and of such a width 

hiva pé hdpaxoar dieNatvorrar, aANa 7ols loow & Ba[d Jifer 

érl 7a huepa. It is striking that ‘‘the priestesses’” seem 
to have a principal role in the Sacred Procession, i.e., 

carrying the kiera; there is no mention of the hiero- 
phant here in connection with the most sacred objects 

of the cult. The inscription divides the procession into 

two groups: hat hiépear and 7ois 60w (‘‘the marchers’). 
The priestesses carry the hiera whereas the marchers 

follow after the hiera (Badifev éri 7a hiepd). However, 

one cannot be sure whether the hierophant was con- 
sidered as belonging to the latter group, or whether 

he marched at a point in the procession ahead of ‘‘the 
priestesses.”* 

  

416/5 OR 415/4 

If the legislation of ca. 460 discussed above could be 

called democratic, in protecting the mystes, the private 
citizen, from being financially exploited by aristo- 
cratic priests, the next testimony concerning the 

hierophant, from the year 416/5 or 415/4,* reflects to 

neokoroi, priests, and priestesses be in charge of sanctuaries just 
as there are officials to take care of other subdivisions of the city 
and country, and that they should be appointed by the state— 
except the warpiar iepwotwar, which should be left alone. Aristotle, 
loc. cit., states: ésre 8¢ obd¢ ToiTO dropigar Pédiov, olas dei Kahew 

Gpxds’ mONNGY yap émoTardv 1) moNTKY Kowwyia deiTar, dubmep (ob) 

mayTas obTe ToUs aiperods olTe Tods kAppwTods dpxovTas Oeréov, olov 

A few lines later he defines a magistracy: 
poNoTa §'Gs amh\ds elmely dpxas Nextéoy Tabras doars dmodédorar 

Povkeboaafal Te mepl Twaw kal kpivar kal émrdéal, kal pdAoTa TovTO" 

76 yap émrarTew apxukerepdy éotw. (Cf. the discussion of these 
lines in W. L. Newman, The Politics of Aristotle (Oxford, 1902), 
4: pp. 255-256.) One can hardly say that commanding is the 
main function of an Eleusinian priest. At any rate the problem 
of whether or not an office can be called an apx#, to continue 

quoting Aristotle, raira diapéper mpds uév Tas xpHoeLs obdéy. 
2 See S. Dow, Prytaneis, Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937): pp. 22-24. 
 The conciliar year of the first secretary is dated to 422/1 by 

McGregor, 4.J.P. 59 (1938): pp. 147-162. The period after the 
cessation of hostilities in 421 would be the most reasonable time 
for this decree calling for construction within a war zone. 

2 (f. J. Travlos and K. Kourounoites, Hpax7wé 1937 : pp. 25-41. 
* For the procession see below, pp. 35-36; for the ‘“priestesses,’”” 

p- 69 and pp. 88-89. 
% For a recent discussion of the date see R. Meiggs and 

D. Lewis, 4 Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions (Oxford, 

1969), pp. 222-223, with bibliography. The date is not of critical 

TOUS lepels mp@ToY. 
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some extent the Athenian imperialism of this period. 
It is a syngraphe dealing principally with the collection 
of the arapxs Tob kapmob 7ol feotv. It orders that the 

announcement of the request to send the aparche to 
the Eleusinian Goddesses be promulgated first to the 
Athenians, then to their allies, and finally—with 

perhaps a slight touch of humor—to all Greek cities, 
not ‘“‘commanding” but ‘‘encouraging’” them. The 
proceeds from the aparche were to be used for a great 
sacrifice and ‘“‘dedications to the Two Goddesses’ : 
i.e., for adorning the sanctuary. It is striking how 

minor a role the hierophant had in all this: xelevéro 
¢ kal ho hiepogdvres kal [6] dardobxos Muareplots amépxeabar 

70s héX\evas 76 kapmo kaTd T4 TaTpLa Kal Tév pavrelay Tév &y 

Dehgov. vayphooavres 8¢ é[u] Twaklow TO uérpoy 76 KapTo 

76 T€ wapd Tov depdpxor kard TO[v 0 Juov hékaoTov kal 7O 

mapé Tov ToNeov kaTd Tév mow hexda[Tev k Jarafévrov év Te 
761 "Ehevawio "EXevoive kal & 7ou BoN[evr Je[p Jioe. All the 

other details are to be taken care of by the kieropoioi 
and the Boule. The kieropoiot are to be the ones who 
actually receive the grain, arrange for its storage and 

sale, and from its proceeds perform the sacrifice 

(probably at the end of the festival of the Mysteries). 

Even the announcement of the hierophant and daduch 
is not very important. The crucial announcement to 
the cities is to be made by the Boule through its 

heralds, so that by comparison the priests’ announce- 
ment at the Mysteries appears somewhat pro forma, 
merely lending religious and ancestral legitimacy to 

an enterprise calculated to enhance the glory of 
Athens as the cradle of civilization, the home of 

Demeter and Triptolemus. 

A great deal of grain is expected. An architect is 

commissioned to build three new storerooms (siroz). 

A great sacrifice is to be made from the proceeds of 
the grain, and the money left over is to be used for 

dedications bearing the inscription &mé 76 Kapmo 77s 
amapxms awedéle, heX\évov 7ov arapxouévor.?’ The body of 

of the decree then closes with a promise of fruitfulness 

and abundance to those who do not wrong the 

Athenians, either their city or their Two Goddesses. 

This is not a newly invented enterprise, for it is 

importance for the present discussion, but I prefer and shall 
defend elsewhere Meritt’s date of 416/5 or 415/4, as argued in 

Classical World 56 (1962-1963): pp. 39-41, where in fact he 
expresses a preference for Dinsmoor’s date (The Archons of 
Athens [Cambridge, Mass., 19317, p. 340), 416/5 (not 415/4 as 
misprinted in Meritt’s article and repeated by Meritt and 
McGregor in Phoenix 21 [1967]: p. 89, n. 20). In an article 
which appeared after the above was written (Proc. Amer. Philos. 
Soc. 115 [19717]: pp. 109-110) Meritt proposes additional argu- 

ments for 416/5. 
25 Lines 43-44. 1 follow Foucart and Ziehen in understanding 

&rapyoutvor as modifying heA\éwor. In I.G., I* it is written 
&mapxbéuevor; this was done first by Kirchhoff without comment 
and followed by Dittenberger, Roberts-Gardner, Hiller, and 

Meiggs and Lewis, evidently interpreting it as modifying an 
understood kapméy ; but drépxoua apparently was not used in the 

passive. 
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done kard Ta warpia kal T& pavrelay Tév &y Aehgor®S; only 

the scale is new and, naturally, some of the resulting 

details. What we are witnessing here is the remaking 
of an old, local custom?” (to some extent also observed 

by foreigners) into an institution of such a grand scale 
that state personnel (the hieropoiot) are required to 
handle the main administrative burdens and conse- 
quently overshadow here the traditional administra- 
tors of the sanctuary, the hierophant and the daduch. 
Before this transformation, the procedure concerning 
the aparche was probably as follows. Each year at 
the Mysteries the hierophant and the daduch an- 
nounced that an aparche should be given to the Two 
Goddesses. It was then given the following June at 

harvest time, stored for the summer (in a siros), and 
taken out at the time of the Mysteries, just before the 
fall sowing.?® Originally there was in all probability 

no sacrifice as described in this decree, since it is not 
performed by an Eleusinian priest. For this reason 
the Eumolpidae must now give exegesis for it.? Their 

exegesis, among other things, would specify the date 
of the sacrifice, which was left unmentioned in the 

decree. Even though the state could not arbitrarily 
institute a sacrifice at the Mysteries without the 

sanction of the Eumolpidae, it did manage to have it 
performed by its own appointees and not by the 

hierophant and daduch. 

415 B.C. 

At this time the Eleusinian Mysteries were involved 
in one of the most tragic misfortunes of Athens, the 
condemnation of Alcibiades on a charge of impiety 

against the Goddesses of the Mysteries. According 
to Plutarch the following impeachment was made 
against him®: Oecoalés Kiuwvos Aakiadns * ANk(Beddmy 

K\ewiov ZxauBuwridny elofyye\ey adikely mepl o fedd, amout- 

uotuevoy T puoThpla kal dekviovTa Tols avTol éralpois év 

77 olxlg 77 éavrod, éxovta aToMjy olavmep & iepodrTns Exwy 

26 Delphi was probably consulted on this occasion of its exten- 
sion, or at the time it was first extended if this is not the first 

time; for Delphi was apparently consulted on occasions when 
there was no answer forthcoming from 7& wérpia or when the 

scope of the reform was beyond the scope of 7& marpia (as in 
I.G., 112, 204), i.e., when something unprecedented was about 
to be undertaken. 

27 Nilsson, Geschichte 1: pp. 471-474. 
28 Jbid. 
2 Lines 36-37: xafére &v Etporwidar éxal[he|yoprac. (This is 

an improved reading from a squeeze.) If the sacrifice were 
really a traditional part of the cult, the priest performing it would 
know perfectly well all its details without having to be informed 
by the Eumolpidae. However, a new sacrifice could not be made 

within the framework of the Mysteries without being sanctioned 
by the Eumolpidae, the one genos whose prerogative it was to 
know and safeguard the unwritten traditions of this cult and the 
only genos that had the authority to expound these traditions. 
In this case, in which there was probably no exact precedent, they 
would have described a sacrifice most in keeping with their 
traditions. 

30 Plutarch, Alcibiades, 22, 4. 
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dewkvber 7o lepd, Kkal Ovoudiovra abTov mév (iepoghvrny, 

TlovAvriwva 8¢ dadovxor, khpuka 6¢ Oebdwpor Enyard, Tods 

6" &\Novs éraipovs uboTas mpogayopebovra kal érbrras Tapd 

Td voupa Kal T kafeoTnkéTa Ur T Eduomiddy kal Knpikwy 
kal 7@y lepéwy Taw & 'Elevoivos. He was thereupon 

condemned by default, and it was further decreed 
that “all priests and priestesses’ (i.e., all the Eleu- 
sinian ones) were to curse him. Theano, the priestess 

of Demeter and Kore, however, refused, saying that 
she was a praying priestess and not a cursing 
priestess.’! 

Andocides was similarly cursed at this time, in the 
following manner®: ipeat kal iepeis ordvres karnpbhoavro 
mpos éomépav Kal gowwidas dvéceloav, kard TO voutuoy TO 

Talawdy kal dpxaiov. 

2. Oebdwpos. Plutarch, Alcibiades, 33. 

P 55. " Boucare, (1914 n S8 
office in 415 and 408. 

Toepffer, 1889: 
PR SO 24 )   

Seven years later, when the Athenians changed 
their minds and decreed the return of Alcibiades, 
Theanodid nothave toundo a curse. The others did®: 
&meloavro 6¢ ... Tas apas dpooiboactar mé\iv Biporridas 
kal Knpukas, ds émovjoavto 700 dhuov mpooratavros. But 
Theodorus the hierophant tried to save face: 
dgootovuévar 8¢ Ty d\Nwr Oeddwpos 6 iepochavrns “GAN 
&ye’ elmer “odde katnpacauny abr® kakdy ovdev, €l undéy 
adwel Ty wohw.” It seems, in effect, in pronouncing 
the curse he, like the other priests, acted as though he 
were an organ of the state, the cursing organ; and if 
the state on another occasion declared the curse to be 
null and void, he as “official exsecrator,” so rescinded 
it. Of all the priests apparently only Theodorus was 
clever enough to have hedged his original curse in such 
a way® as to make it clear that it was dependent pri- 
marily on the will of the state and not his own; thus 
he personally could appear to take no responsibility 
for the inanity of cursing someone and then having to 
take it back. It is interesting that apparently none 

i Plutarch does not state explicitly here whether Theano is a 
priestess of the Mysteries, or whether “all priests and priestesses” 
means all the Eleusinian ones or all Athenian prieste: 
priests in general. Toepffer (1889: p- 96, n. 2) thinks she is the 
priestess of Demeter and Kore because the case concerned these 
two goddesses. The real proof, I think, is in Plutarch, Alcibiades, 
33, where it is stated that in 408 only the priests of the Mysteries, 
the Eumolpidae and the Kerykes, are asked to undo their curses. 
Therefore, only the Eleusinian priests were asked to make them 
in 415.  Consequently Theano was an Eleusinian priestess and 
most probably the priestess of Demeter and Kore. On iepéooy 7@ 
& "EXevaios see also below, p. 70, n. 12. 

# Pseudo-Lysias, A gainst Andocides, 51, when a somewhat simi- 
larly worded charge of impersonating the hierophant is made 
against him; on the gowwides see below, p. 33. 

% Plutarch, Alcibiades, 33. Cf. Nepos, 

    

  

  

Alcibiades, 6, 5: 
eidemque illi Eumolpidae sacerdotes rursus resacrare sunt coacti, 
qui eum devoverant. 

* It is similar to the condition attached to the wish at the end 
of L.G., 1% 76: [hoiJrwes dv [u]é 4dudor *Afevalos wedé réw mohuw 

So the hierophant’s condition should not 
have struck anybody as being out of the ordinary in religious 
language. 

ey ABevaiov pede 76 Oeo.     
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of the priests was so revolted by Alcibiades’ alleged 
impiety as to utter a public curse against him com- 
pletely on his own. The ability to do so might have 
been, like a papal interdict, a source of considerable 

political power. But this was not done. From early 
times asebeia was a crime that was under the jurisdic- 

tion of the state courts.? Thus a curse by a priest 

could appear ridiculous if the man were subse- 

quently found innocent in court. If a hierophant or 
some other priest of the Mysteries were really con- 
cerned about an act of impiety against the Goddesses, 
the most efficacious course of action would be to 

initiate a suit of asebeia in court (or to provide testi- 

mony and support for such a suit). On the other 
hand, if priests were convinced that a man was in fact 
innocent of impiety despite the verdict of the court, 
they apparently could refuse a command of the state 
to curse him. The case of Theano clearly shows they 

could do this however strong public indignation 

against the condemned might be. But Theodorus 

complied and made the curse; his later rescinding of 
it (even though the Eumolpidae and Kerykes were 

opposed to Alcibiades’ return)® and his attempt at 
saving face show that he was careful to remain on the 

side of public opinion—an attitude probably rarely 

found in hierophants when Athens was firmly under 
the control of the aristocratic gexne. 

3. 'Apxias. Pseudo-Demosthenes, Against Neaera, 
116; Plutarch, Pelopidas, 10; On the Sign of Socra- 

tes, 596e; Nepos, Pelopidas, 3.7 Toepffer, 1889: 
pp- .A., 2447. Foucart, 1914: p. 188. 
In office in 379. 

  

Two episodes have come down to us concerning 
Archias. The first relates to the year 379. When 
Pelopidas and his companions were just about to make 
an unsuspected coup d'état against the oligarchs and 
Spartan garrison in Thebes, one of the oligarchs, com- 
pletely drunk, dismissed a messenger from Athens 
with the words “otkolv eis atpior Ta orovdaia.’” The un- 
accepted letter which the messenger was carrying was 
from the oligarch’s old friend, Archias the hierophant, 
and contained an advance warning of the forthcoming 
coup. A short time later it took place and the 
bibulous oligarch was killed. 

The starting-point of Pelopidas’s operation was & 
7¢ Opracie®™; from there the younger men among the 
exiles were sent ahead to take over Thebes while the 
rest remained behind until they received news of 

  

success. The proximity of this gathering place to 

3 Cf. J. Rudhardt, “La définition du délit d’impiété d’apres la   
législation attique,” Museum Helveticum 18 (1961): pp. 87-105. 
Aeschylus was acquitted on a charge of asebeia against the 
Mysteries by the Areopagus. In the same year as ibiades 
Diagoras was also convicted of asebeia against the Mys S, 

36 Thucydides, VIII, 53, 2. 
# The passage in Nepos surrounding the name of the hiero- 

phant is corrupt. 
% Plutarch, Pelopidas, 8. 
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Eleusis may have facilitated the hierophant’s dis- 
covery of the plot. 

The other episode relates to the time that Archias 
was convicted of impiety. The conviction and some 

details of his crime are mentioned by the accuser of 
Neaera: "Afwv 0¢ kakeivo &vbvundnvar, & &vdpes Abnvaior, 
bmv "Apxtav TOov lepopdvTny yevouevov, Eeleybévta & T 

dkaoTnpley doeBolvTa kal Gbovra mapa Ta marpia Tas Ouolas, 

ékoNaoaTe Vuels, kal dA\a Te karnyopnbn alrov, kal 87 

Swimy Ty ératpe ‘ANgous erl T7s éoxdpas & 71 adNy 'Elevaive 
Tpogayoboy tepeiov Bioeier, ol voutmov Svros & Tabry TR 

Auépa Obew, otd’ ékelvov obans s Buaias, AN 775 fepelas.” 
The hierophant, therefore, probably did not have the 
right to perform a sacrifice at the Haloa; apparently 

only the priestess (of Demeter and Kore) had this 

right. 
After recounting this incident, the accuser of 

Neaera proceeds to stress the importance and prestige 
of this man.* He was a Eumolpid, of noble ancestry, 

and very wealthy, having performed several liturgies 
for the city. But nothing could save him, neither his 
wealth nor his prestige nor the entreaties of his rela- 
tives and friends.* 

373-371 

Around 373-371 an unnamed hierophant repaid a 

loan of 44 minas which he had made by mortgaging 

a house in the city to Euctemon.* Upon repayment 
of the loan by the hierophant, Euctemon returned to 
him the house, of which he (Euctemon) had the use 

while the mortgage was in effect. The date is reasona- 
bly close to the time of Archias’s incumbency to regard 
him as the hierophant in question, though certainty 

is not possible. 

BEFORE MIDDLE OF FOURTH CENTURY B.C. 

The hierophant is mentioned in two fragmentary 
inscriptions dated roughly to before the middle of the 
fourth century, but no information about the hiero- 

phant emerges in either case.* 

# Pseudo-Demosthenes, 4 gainst Neaera, 116. 
SONTbrdSRIIYE 
4 That the sacrifice of the hierophant ( 

priestess) was to Dionysus seems to havi sed the notice of 
writ on this festival. Deubner (193 pp. 63-64) cites in- 

scriptions of the third and second centuries B.C. as the earliest 
testimonia for the connection of Dionysus with this festival, and 

asserts that until then Dionysus had played ‘keinesfalls eine 
erhebliche Rolle.” Nilsson (Geschichte 1: p. 467) disagrees with 
his interpretation because of the large number of Dionysiac ele- 
ments in the festival and because of the time of the year at which 
it was held. His interpretation is confirmed by this overlooked 
assage, which shows Dionysus enjoyed an important role, if not 

the principal cne, in this cult as early as the second quarter of the 
fourth century. 

12 [saeus, On the Estate of Philectemon, 33. The date of the re- 

payment is obtained from the historical events mentioned in the 
speech. Cf. J. Fine, Horoi, Hesperia, suppl. 11: p. 74. 

% J.G., 112, 1540, lines 31-32 (an inventory) and Sokolowski, 
Supplément, 12, line 7. In the first line of the latter, o7~ 

[ovdogoptas] (proposed by Oliver) cannot be correct, because the 
second letter cannot be a 7 but probably rather a 7 (see the forth- 

legitimately of the    
   

    

    

HIEROPHANT (1% 

4. Aakparetdns. Isaeus, On The Estate of Apollo- 
dorus, 9; H. Diehls and W. Schubart, Didym: de 

Demosthene Commenta (Teubner, 1904), col. 13, 
lines 41-58, and col. 14, lines 35-49.4 Toepffer, 

1889: p. 55. P.A., 8969. Foucart, 1914: p. 188. 

In office from shortly before 353 to at least 350/49. 

Lacrateides is mentioned as the current hierophant 
in the following passage of a speech made about 
353%: “About to set off to Corinth with the Athenian 
army, Apollodorus, lest anything happen to him, made 
his will, and provided his sister . . . with a dowry, 
and gave her (to marry) to Aakparidy 7& viv lepopérry 
yeyerquévew.” The natural interpretation of the phrase 

7@ viv lepopdrTy yeyernuéve is that Lacrateides had just 
recently become hierophant. The passage refers to 
the betrothal of Lacrateides and the sister of Apollo- 
dorus, which took place just before Apollodorus went 
off to fight against Corinth, therefore around 394. If 
we assume that in 394 Lacrateides was about thirty 

years old, the age at which Greek men were likely to 
marry,*® then he would be close to seventy at the time 
he was appointed hierophant (shortly before 353). 

Statements of Philochorus and Androtion cited in a 
papyrus of Didymus’s commentary on Demosthenes*’ 
reveal that he was still serving as hierophant in 350— 

349. He was therefore in office when in 352 the decree 
concerning the iepa dpyas was issued (I.G., 112, 204), 

and participated in its implementation. The follow- 
ing events seem to have led up to this decree. Culti- 

vators of the land adjoining the hiera orgas, land sacred 
to the Eleusinian goddesses, had been gradually en- 

croaching upon it, the boundaries having disappeared 
in the course of time, and now the encroachment had 
gone so far that there was cause for special action. A 
decree was passed calling for the Demos to choose ten 
men to form a committee which would determine the 
boundaries of the orgas, and for the hierophant, the 
daduch, the Kerykes, the Eumolpidae, and any other 
Athenian who wished, to be present during the de- 
liberation of the committee. The oracle at Delphi 
was to determine a related question: Should the land 
now encroached upon be rented to its present cultiva- 
tors in order to pay for the construction of the porch 

(of the Telesterion) and the repair of the sanctuary, 
or should the occupants be removed and the land left 

coming new edition of this inscription by C. Edmonson). New 
fragments show that the lines are ninety-seven letters long. 
Sokolowski's restorations are forty-two letters too short in each 
line. 

4 Cf. P. Foucart, Etude sur Didymos, pp. 103-106 and 174-183, 
in Memoires de I'Académie des Inscriptions et Belles Lettres 38 

(1906); F. Gr. Hist., 324 (Androtion), F30; 328 (Philochorus), 
R155% 

4 Jsaeus, On the Estate of Apollodorus, 9; for the date see 

Blass, Attische Beredsamkeit, 112, p. 552. 
6 Cf. W. Lacey, The Family in Classical Greece (Ithaca, 1968), 

pp. 106-107. Lacrateides, however, probably did not marry the 
sister of Apollodorus; ¢f. J. K. Davies, Athenian Propertied 
Famalies, 600-300 B.C. (Oxford, 1971), p. 44. 

47 Diehls-Schubart, loc. cit. 
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uncultivated? Towards the end of the decree it is 
stated that the hierophant and the priestess of 
Demeter are to sacrifice an [apearipior] to Demeter 

and Kore, for which the Treasurer of the Demos is to 
give them thirty drachmae. The decree does not 
inform us of Apollo’s judgment in this matter, but 

fortunately the papyrus of Didymus does: Apollo 
decided that the land should be left uncultivated. 
Later, apparently the Megarians who had encroached 
on the land disputed the location of the boundaries 

and were unwilling to pay rent, so that in the year 
350/49, to put an end to this, the Athenians marched 

on Megara.®® In the face of the Athenian army the 
Megarians yielded, on condition that the hierophant 
and the daduch determine the boundaries : cuvex®pnoar 
yap of Meyapeis OpioTas  yevéobar tepopbyTny 

Aakpar(e)tony kal 7oy dadovxor ‘TepokNeldny. kal s olrol 

bpwoay, evéuewar. We are not told whether the 

boundaries determined by the two priests differed 
from those set by the committee appointed by the 

Demos. Unless the Demos was overly zealous they 
probably did not, since it is hardly likely that the 
hierophant and the daduch would deprive the god- 
desses of any of their rightful land. This may have 
been a face-saving compromise on the part of the 
Megarians rather than an actual concession by the 
Athenians, it being easier for the Megarians to accept 
a settlement decided by the sacred representatives of 
Demeter and Kore than one decided by a committee 

representing the Athenian State. 
This is another instance of an administrative func- 

tion of the hierophant, whereby he acts primarily as 

guardian of the property of the two goddesses. The 
decree makes it clear that both the Eumolpidae and 

the Kerykes have to be consulted in this administra- 

tive matter, and that the hierophant and daduch are 
the spokesmen for these geme. Thus, as in the ad- 
ministrative matters in the decree of 416/5 concerning 
the aparche (I.G., I2, 76), here also, the hierophant, 
the representative of the Eumolpidae, is joined by the 

daduch, the representative of the Kerykes. Yet in 
sacrificing the [aresterion] the hierophant’s associate 
is not the daduch but the priestess of Demeter.? 

Possibly to be identified with this hierophant is the 
[AaJkpareidns [ .. 9 .. TaJumebs who dedicated a 

statue base, dated to the fourth century, (probably) 
in the Eleusinion in Athens.® 

TOV 

5. ‘Tepoxheidns Tegapevov Iaavieds. I1.G., 112, 1188. 

Foucart, 1914: p. 188. In office ‘“around the 
middle of the fourth century.” 

48 G. L. Cawkwell (R.E.G. 82 (1969) : pp. 330-331) thinks that 
the dispute at this time concerned just the éxaral, not the iepa 
épyas itself. The statements of Philochorus and Androtion 
suggest to me that it concerned both. 

49 Diehls-Schubart, col. 14, lines 40-46. 
 See also below p. 71. 
5t Hesperia 26 (1957): p. 216, no. 66. A title could be restored 

in line 1. 
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He is honored by the deme of Eleusis in a decree 

dated (by its lettering) to about the middle of the 

fourth century. Since the exact middle of the cen- 
tury is occupied by Lacrateides, we cannot be sure 

whether this hierophant was before or after him. 
I have been able to read more of this inscription so 

that an almost completely restored text can be pre- 
sented here together with commentary and a photo- 
graph (fig. 1). 

EGERIZARS 

CORred RS A 

Stotkhedon 25 : lines 1-28 
Non-Stoikhedon : lines 29-33 

0 [e o i] 

BgL. . 5. .. J0wros "Elevaivios 
elr[ ey emedn 6 iepopavrns ‘Tep 

4 ox\[eidns TeJoauerot Hatavie 

Us a[vip aJy[abés [e]or[w] mepl Tov & 

[7Juo[v 7Jov "EXev[ow Jiwy kai Neywv 

[kJai [rou]av 87 [60vatar ayabov 6 

8 [Jare)etl kal [viv] ka[l] & 7é1 Eump 

o[ o ]0[ev] xpbve[t, 65 16[ x 10at 'Eevat 

[vJio[s kv Jpa [elvale kal 7é Yneio 

[walra 8[o]a élky:c[la-a]g'q 6 onpos 6 'EX 

12 [evorJviww i [ie]popdyrne 8w ]s 

[av eidao Jw kal ol di\)\og ére [0 61 

[uos 6 "ENeJv[Jview érigralrar x4 
[puras am Jodedovar Tois €0 m[o w0 

16 [Tow abréJy" émaw[éo Jac [7Jov iepo 

[edvrny ‘Tepok\Jei[6 Jny [T Je[o Japer 

[0t Haraviéa kai o7 Jepav[@o Jar ab 

[7ov xpvodt orepavar] z’ur(‘)r—"l * opla] 

20 [xuév ® eboeBeias éve ka Ths Tep 

[i 7a itepa kal euhoreuiJas s €[i] 

[s 7ov dnpov 7ov "EXevow Jiwy™ av[e] 

[new 7ov dhuapxov 7 Jot[s] Awv[v] 

24 [oiois ? & Tois Tpa Jyw[6 Jois b7t 

[[6 6numos 6 "ENevow Jiwr [0 Jre[ ¢ Javol 

[rov itepopdwrny eboeBeia]s éve 

[ka 775 mepl 7o iepd] Kal @uhoTi 

28 [ias 77s €is Tov dnpoJv Tov "EXe[vo ] 

[wiwv" €elvar adran ka ]l éxyovors aré 
- vac. 

[Newav kal .. 5% 7. . 7]y dnuoraw 

[avaypdyar 70 Yhetoua 7 66€ Tov Shua 

32 [pxov & arhNge NOiJyne kal orfioal] 

[eis 70 Oéarpov 70 "EXev Jowiwp. 
vacat
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COMMENTARY 

My own restorations are: lines 10, 11 except [ua], 
12 except [evac], 13-15, 16 beginning, 20 eboeBelas, 21, 
22 beginning, 23-28, 29 beginning, 31 avaypdpar, 33 

beginning. The rest are by Skias or Kirchner and are 
listed in the apparatus of 1.G., 112, 1188. 

Line 1: Perhaps Etf[tas I'vé]0wvos "EXevalvios. Eifias 
"Ehevai(vios) is mentioned in I.G., I1?, 1672, lines 56 

and 58 (329/8), and I'vdfwr 'Elevoivwos, first restored 
here by Kirchner, appears on a fourth-century grave 

monument for his wife, I.G., II?, 6054 (dated to 

365-349). 
Lines 10-12: Cf. 1.G., 112, 275, lines 5-7: [elva: 6¢] 

kbpia [7]a ynplopalra Soa 'Afnvaior émeicarro me]pl 

abr[ov]. 
Line 19:[_H fills the space and extends slightly to 

the right; it does not occupy two spaces but is followed 

by a blank space. 
Line 20: etoeBeias and a blank space, rather than 

émupeletas seems necessary here because ériueheias is too 
long for the lacuna in line 26. 

Line 21 : [76 iepov] Wilamowitz. 
Line 22: Kirchner's ['Afpvai]wv, strange in an 

Eleusinian decree, was a result of his incorrect reading 

of the end of line 21. 
Lines 22-24: The Eleusinians regularly had their 

demarchos announce honors conferred by them at their 
Dionysia. Cf. I.G., 112, 1193, lines 15-16: Awwvoiois & 

Tois Tpaywwols. Restoration of a blank space seems 

unavoidable here. 
Line 30: Perhaps [xal ré\\a 7a 76 Jv dnuordv, which 

occurs, with a different sense, in Hesperia 8 (1939): 

p- 178, lines 12-13. 
Line 31 : avaypéda fits the space better than ypdpac. 
Line 33: [& 77t dyopar ne 'ENev Jowiwy Skias. There 

are no examples of decrees of the deme of Eleusis set 
up in their agora ; there are examples for their theater; 
of. I.G., 112, 1185, line 8. Also possible here is eis 70 

Awviaior; cf. I.G., 112, 1186, line 32. 

DISCUSSION 

The motivation expressed by the decree for honoring 

Hierocleides is nothing more than the standard for- 
mulae that Hierocleides was a benefactor of the deme; 
it is not said exactly how he benefited it. If he per- 
formed well his duties as hierophant, he could be re- 
garded as responsible to some extent for a large at- 

tendance at the Mysteries and thereby for bringing 
considerable economic benefit to the deme, which had 
to provide the material needs of the participants.® 

And of course the preparations for the Mysteries would 
go most smoothly if he had good relations with the 
deme and its officials. Apparently this hierophant, 

who was previously honored by the deme on several 
occasions (lines 10-12), had excellent relations. 

52 Cf. below, pp. 28-29. 

HIEROPHANT 19 

  

    
B / GSHII2ISIMIS 33 

His honors are ateleia and a gold crown? worth 500 

drachmas. Ateleia was a dispensation from paying 
tax to the deme on property owned within its territory 
by people who were registered in other demes. We 

3 Kirchner describes the crown engraved on the stone above 
the inscription as myrtle. However, it does not differ in appear- 
ance from many olive crowns. [ think that the decree would 
state a myrtle crown if such were the case. No instance of the 
deme of Eleusis issuing a myrtle crown is known. On the subject 
of crowns see below, pp. 23, 71. 
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cannot infer from this whether or not Hierocleides 

actually owned property at Eleusis, though it would not 

be unreasonable to assume that he did; the dispensa- 

tion would in any case be available to himself or his 

descendants if they chose to do so. 
That he was wealthy may be inferred from the fact 

that Teisamenus of Paiania, donor of a gold crown to 
Athena before 334-331,5 was most likely his son. 

This cannot also be inferred with certainty about his 

father, probably the Teisamenus of Paiania who was 
treasurer of Athena in 414/3%. Though treasurers of 
Athena were once taken only from the pentakosio- 
medimnoi, the wealthiest class in Athens, the practice 
had probably become obsolete by this time.*® 

6. [ —Jorros. I.G., 
1914: pp. 188-189. 

II?, 1544, line 35. Foucart, 

[~ —TJorrov iepogdrrov yevouevou k[———] is the entire 

preserved testimony for this hierophant. It is con- 
tained in an inventory of the sanctuary drawn up by 
the epistatai from Eleusis in the year 333/2, at the 
close of their term ‘of ‘ofiice (336/5=338//2) 5% n 
Attic prosopography only Biorros or Molorrés seem to 

be possible. Because of the fragmentary state of the 
inscription nothing is known about this hierophant 
beyond the fact that he was in office at some time in 

the period the inscription covered, i.e. 336/5-333/2; 

how long before or after this period his incumbency 
extended is unknown. The participle yevouévov may 
imply assumption of office during this period. 

329/8 

Surprisingly, no mention is made of the hierophant 
in the very extensive account of the sanctuary issued 
by the epistatai in 329/8.55 A house of ‘“‘the priestess” 

is mentioned several times (lines 17, 74, 305), as well 

as the house of the daduch (line 305), the houses of 
‘“the priestesses’” (line 293), and the house of the 
Kerykes (lines 24-25). The designations ‘‘sacred 

houses’ (lines 70, 86, 94, 293) and ‘‘the sacred house” 
(lines 75, 91, 127) also occur; these were dwellings of 
priests or priestesses, as one entry (line 127) clearly 

shows: ‘““the sacred house, where the priestess lives.”” 

And since the houses are included in this account of 
the expenditures for the sanctuary, they were un- 
doubtedly located in the sanctuary itself. Thus the 
priestess (of Demeter and Kore), the daduch, and 

‘“the priestesses”” lived within the sanctuary. But 
we have no certain information about where the 
hierophant lived, except for the fact that the hiero- 

phant Hierocleides could have owned property outside 

# I.G., 112, 1496, line 60. 
5 1.G., 12, 248. 
56 Aristotle, Ath. Pol., 47, 1. 
7 I.G., 11?, 1544, line 35. 
SN G L2 (6 722 
 This is also apparent in line 293. 
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the sanctuary (for which he was granted ateleia by 

the deme).® 

In this same document, an intriguing object, 76 
Oakeiov, ‘‘the seat,” is mentioned in line 145 without 
any defining characteristic: 7@ émokevhoarre 76 
Oaketov kal koAMjoavrt Tols moédas Tpels Ovras Xaplat 

peatos : It appears to have beenso well known that 
it did not need definition. The word faxeiov is attested 
only here, according to L.S.J., s.v.; but the use of the 
cognate verb fakéw generally indicates ceremonial 
sitting. I suspect that fakeiov is a ‘‘chair of office’” or 
‘“‘throne”” and is to be identified with the iepogarrikos 
Opévos. The hierophant was apparently the only 

Eleusinian priest to have a throne®; part of one from 
the Roman period was excavated and published by 
J. Travlos.®2 If this interpretation of fakeior is correct, 
it is evidence that the custom of the iepoparrikds Opbvos 

was in use for over seven hundred years, to the very 
end of the cult. It is also reasonable to assume that it 
probably was in use for a long time before this account 
of 329/8, perhaps from the very beginnings of the cult. 

In this account it is also stated that, from the yearly 
harvest of the Rarian Field, sixty-one medimnoi 
(of barley) were given to ‘“‘the priests and priestesses’ 
in each of the four years covered by the account, but 

it is not stated how this was divided among them. A 

certain amount of Rarian grain was also allotted to 
them, as a group, for the trieteric and penteteric cele- 

brations of the Eleusinia.® 

330-320 

An unnamed hierophant appears in an inscription® 

of this period (330-320), at the head of a group of men 

selected by him to perform some functions connected 
with the cult of Pluto in Athens: ‘““The hierophant 

chose the following men to make up the couch for 
Pluto and to decorate the table according to the oracle 
of the god.” Thereupon follows a list of ten dis- 
tinguished Athenians. This and three other similarly 

worded inscriptions® are the only testimonia for the 
custom (in one it is stated that all the chosen men 

were married). Pluto is of course intimately con- 
nected with the cult of Demeter and Kore at Eleusis, 
and this ceremony in Athens, because of the involve- 
ment of the hierophant, must have been related to the 
Eleusinian cult in some way. The finding-place of 
these four inscriptions—the Acropolis and its slopes— 
has led scholars®® to connect them with a sanctuary 
of the Erinyes near there: according to Pausanias®” a 

60 S, 

61§ 
bove, hierophant no. 5. 

elow, p. 43. 

62 See below, p. 44. 

B 1.G., I1%,1672; lines'255-262. 
#1.G., 112, 1933. This does not seem to be an example of 

hieronymy. 
% 1.G., 112, 1934, 1935, 2464 (see below, pp. 22, 29); possibly 

also Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 75, no. 38. 
6 Cf. Koehler, Hermes 6 (1872): p. 106. 
67 Pausanias, I, 28, 6. 
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statue of Pluto was situated in a sanctuary of the 

Erinyes beneath the Areopagus. 

Ca. 370-322 

From a speech of Hyperides whose title is not known 
the statement is preserved®: “‘I have the daughter 
neither of a hierophant nor of a daduch.” This is 
another indication that some hierophants were 
married, but of course it does not tell us whether they 

were still married or were widowers at the time they 

were serving as hierophant. 

7. Eipvuédwr. Diogenes Laertius, Aristotle, 5 (ed. 
Long) ; Athenaeus, XV, 696a—697b ; Index Librorum 

Hesychii, 189 (ed. I. Diiring, Aristotle in the Bio- 
graphical Tradition, p. 88). P.A.,5972. Foucart, 

1914: p. 189. In office in 323. 

During the outburst of anti-Macedonian feeling 
which occurred very shortly after the death of 
Alexander in 323, Eurymedon the hierophant sought 
to bring Aristotle to trial on a charge of impiety. The 

incident is briefly described by Diogenes Laertius as 
follows: ‘‘Aristotle withdrew to Chalcis because 
Eurymedon the hierophant (or Demophilus, as 
Favorinus says in his Varia Historia) brought a 

charge of asebeia against him for having composed a 
hymn to the above mentioned Hermias as well as the 

epigram for his statue at Delphi.”” He then quotes 
the entire hymn and epigram. However, a speaker 
in Athenaeus, who relates that Demophilus filed the 
suit at the urging of Eurymedon, gives more informa- 
tion about the charge: ‘The poem composed by the 

learned Aristotle in honor of Hermias of Atarneus is 
not a paean, as Demophilus (who was suborned by 

Eurymedon) alleged in his suit of impiety against the 
philosopher, charging him with commission of an 
impiety by singing a paean to Hermias every day at 

the common meals.”%® The speaker then attempts 
to prove that Aristotle’s poem is actually a skolion, 

and having completed his proof, adds™: ‘“Moreover, 
Aristotle says in his Defence Against Impiety (if it is 
not a forgery): ‘If I had intended to sacrifice to 

Hermias as an immortal I would not have built a 
monument for him as for a mortal, nor would I have 

given his body funeral rites if I had intended to regard 
him as the possessor of an immortal nature.”” From 
these accounts of the charge and an alleged defense 
we can infer the precise charge of impiety brought 

against Aristotle: worshiping in public a god whose 

8 Hyperides, fragment 198 (ed. Jensen). 

® Athenaeus, 696a-b. For a study of the hymn (Poetae 
Melici Graeci, no. 842, ed. Page) see D. E. W. Wormell, ‘““The 

Literary Tradition Concerning Hermias of Atarneus,” Yale 
Classical Studies 5 (1935): pp. 61-65 and C. M. Bowra, ‘“‘Aris- 
totle’s Hymn to Virtue,” Problems in Greeck Poetry (Oxford, 
1953): pp. 138-150. 

7 Athenaeus, 697b. 
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cult was not officially authorized by the state.”” His 

accusers evidently attempted to prove this by calling 
his poem a hymn or a paean, genres which in the 

Classical period were reserved exclusively for the 
gods™; and attempted to prove that the worship was 
public by referring to his singing of the poem at the 
common meals and to his erecting a statue in Delphi. 
But Aristotle died at least before any sentence could 

be carried out and perhaps even before a trial could 
take place.” Diogenes composed the following epi- 

gram concerning the whole episode : 

Ebpupédwr o7’ éueNker 'ApiaToreNny doeletas 

yeayachar Anots pbaTidos @y mpoéTONOS. 

GANG Ty GkdviToy UTékguye ToUT' drovirl 

%y dpa viknoat cukoghaets adikovs.” 

Demophilus, in addition to his close cooperation 
with the hierophant in this case, had at least one other 

connection with the sanctuary at Eleusis: he was 
chairman of the kieropoioti of the Boule who functioned 
there in 329/8.7 But nothing specifically related to 
the Eleusinian cult appears to have prompted this 

attack on Aristotle. The impetus is probably to be 
attributed to the intense anti-Macedonian feeling at 

the time; in fact, Demophilus’s implacable anti-Mace- 
donianism is abundantly clear from his role as one of 

the accusers of Phocion (for which he was later put to 
death when the city repented). However, it is not 

impossible that Eurymedon, the hierophant, was using 
this anti-Macedonian feeling against Aristotle for 
other, more personal reasons, having found in the 
philosopher an attitude toward the Mysteries not as 

unquestionably reverent as his own.”® The next 
hierophant is said to have certainly felt this way 

towards a philosopher. 

8. Eipukheidns. Diogenes Laertius, II, 101 (ed. Long). 
‘Feoeptier,  1889: p. 56. R4, 5964 Foucart, 
1914: p. 189. In office during the regime of De- 

metrius of Phaleron, 317-307. 

Eurycleides could not tolerate philosophical jokes 

7t For this type of charge see J. Rudhardt, Museum Helveticum 
17 (1960): pp. 92-93. 

72 Plato, Laws, 700b and Republic, 607a defines hymnos as a 
prayer sung to the gods; ¢f. A. E. Harvey, “The Classification of 
Greek Lyric Poetry,” C.Q. 5 (1955): pp. 164-168. On the paean 
see Smyth, Greek Melic Poets, pp. xxxvi—xxxviii; D. A. Campbell, 

Greek Lyric Poetry (London, 1967), p. xix; and Bowra, loc. cit. 
7 On this part of Aristotle’s life ¢f. Wormell, op. cit., pp. 83-87; 

Diiring, 0p. cit., pp. 343-348; O. Gigon, Vita Aristotelis Marciana 
(Berlin, 1962): pp. 74-77. 

7 Tlpémolos Anovs is also used of the hierophant in I.G., 12, 3411 
(after 176 A.D.) and of the priestess of Demeter and Kore in 

Hesperia 10 (1940): p. 97, no. 18 (around 455 B.C.). 
7 1.G., 112, 1672, line 299; cf. P.4., 3675. 
76 According to Arabic Lives of Aristotle, which are probably 

derived from a Neoplatonic work by a certain Ptolemy, the 
motive of Eurymedon was ‘‘jealousy’ and “a grudge” (see texts 
in Diiring, op. cit., pp. 199 and 214).  
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on the Mysteries, so the story is told by Diogenes 
Laertius: 

Once Theodorus (the atheist philosopher) sat down next 
to Eurycleides the hierophant and said, “Tell me, Eury- 
cleides, who are those who commit impiety against the 
Mysteries?”’ ‘“Whoever reveal the Mysteries to the un- 
initiated,” was the answer. To this Theodorus replied, 
“Then you too are impious, since you reveal them to the 
uninitiated.””” 

Only Demetrius of Phaleron was able, according to 
one account, to save Theodorus from being brought 

before the Areopagus; according to another, he was 
condemned to death and drank hemlock.”® 

9. ‘Tepogdvrns Novepddov HepLfloifinsinnoiapxos. 

112, 1934; 1700, line 146; 7221. Toepffer, 1889: 

p. 56. P.A., 11144. Foucart, 1914: p. 189. In 
office around the end of the fourth century. 

UEGH 

Around the end of the fourth century another in- 
scription”™ was set up of the type concerned with 
services performed in the cult of Pluto by the hiero- 
phant and a group of eminent Athenians. It begins: 

“[‘Tepogdr Jrns Novgpddov Ilepifoions inscribed the (fol- 

lowing) men chosen by him to make up the couch for 
Pluto and to decorate the table according to the 
oracle of the god: 

‘Tepogdvrny Novep[ &6 Jov Mepibotdny 

Xapuiy Oeodwpo[v P Janpéa 

Eleven more names in the accusative.” 

Strangely, the hierophant appears at the head of the 
list of his chosen men as though he had chosen himself 
also. It may indicate that in this instance he too 
contributed like the others to the expense of this rite, 
whereas normally the hierophant would just officiate. 

This is the first clear instance of hieronymy, though 
it certainly does not mark the beginning of strict 
hieronymy, because there are several hierophants 
following him who use their full name. 

In this case we may know the hierophant’s full 
name. A Mnesiarchus son of Nuphrades of Peri- 
thoidai is recorded as a member of the Boule in 
  

77 Diogenes Laertius, loc. cit. 
here; see above, p. 13. 

78 Ibid. 
®I1.G., 11%, 1934. The date was determined by Kirchner on 

the basis of its letter-forms and the chronology of the men listed. 
Foucart wrongly dates this inscription to the end of the third 
century, because according to him the thirteen men listed (one 
being the hierophant) correspond to the thirteen tribes of this 
period, and because GesBovhos Oeopér[ovs Meparets] is honored 
on a dedication of the end of the third century (I.G., I, 2798). 
Kirchner, however, has identified Theobulus with a man of the 
same name in a list of the second half of the fourth century (I.G., 
112, 2393, line 8). Moreover, the number of men in I.G., 112, 

The term é&ubyroc is used loosely 

1934 seems to have nothing to do with the number of tribes of the 
period, because, of the seven whose tribes are known, four are 
from Aiantis, nor are the men in tribal order.     
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335/4,% but we cannot exclude the possibility that 
this Mnesiarchus was a brother of the hierophant. If 
Mnesiarchus was the hierophant, the date of his 
bouleutic year would agree well with what we know 
of the age of the hierophants up to now. Asa member 
of the Boule Mnesiarchus had to be over thirty years, 
so that around the end of the fourth century he would 

have been at least sixty years old. 

Ca. 330~ca. 270 

“Hierophant” is mentioned twice in the little that 

remains of a ‘“‘Sacred Calendar” issued ‘“‘ca. 330 to 
ca. 270”% by an unknown authority.® ‘‘(The) hiero- 

phant and (sacred) herald” are entitled to receive one 

and a half drachmas for breakfast on the fifth day of 
Pyanopsion when they announce the beginning of the 

festival of the Proerosia. This announcement they 
made, it seems, in Athens. The hierophant was 

probably regarded as the announcer ; the sacred herald 

the pronouncer. And since the hierophant was re- 
sponsible for the announcement (mpéppnois) of this 

festival, he must have had a considerable role in the 

celebration of the festival itself, which took place the 
next day in Eleusis; it had something to do with the 
ritual plowing of the Rarian Field.®® Other than this 
no information about the ministers of the festival is 

preserved. 

The calendar also reveals that the hierophant and 

the “priestesses from Eleusis” went as a sacerdotal 
delegation from the Eleusinian sanctuary to the 
Pyanopsia, the festival of Pythian Apollo, which took 

place in Athens on the seventh of Pyanopsion, and 
that they brought certain “gifts” to be sacrificed by 

the Priest of Apollo, and themselves offered liquid 
offerings and cakes of ground barley. 

Ca. 300 B.C. 

A speech entitled Diadikasia of the Priestess of 

Demeter against the Hierophant, delivered around the 
    

8 J.G., 112, 1700, line 146. He can also be restored in I. G., 
112, 7221 (probably a catalog of some sort rather than a grave 
monument). 

8 I. G., 11% 1363, recently edited by S. Dow and R. F. Healey, 
A Sacred Calendar of Eleusis, Harvard Theological Studies 21 
(1965) ; for comments and a list of reviews see J. and L. Robert 
R.E.G. 80 (1967): p. 481, no. 217. 

8 There is no good reason for assuming, with Dow and Healey, 
that this was issued by the deme of Eleusis. Non-civic corpora- 
tions could also issue cult regulations; ¢f. the decree of the genos 
of the Salaminioi (Sokolowski, Supplément, 19). There is no 
known instance of the deme of E s having a regulatory role 
in the cult of the Eleusinian sanctuary (see above, Introduction) : 

as far as the only evidence goes, the cult was controlled by 
certain gene, primarily the Eumolpidae and Keryl and the 
administration of the sanctuary was controlled mainly by the 
Eumolpidae and the Kerykes, and in some respects, mostly 
financial, by the Athenian state. Hence a safer assumption 

would be that this “calendar’” was issued by the gene or the state 
or both. 

# Cf. Deubner, 1932: pp. 68-69; Dow-Healey, op. cit., pp. 
14-20. 

8 1.G., 112, 1363, lines 9-19; ¢f. Dow-Healey, op. cit., pp. 23-28. 
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end of the fourth century and falsely attributed to 

Dinarchus,® is another testimony of the struggle for 

sacral power which went on at this period between the 

priestess and the hierophant.®® Only two words are 

preserved : Avoabhps and opfarrov. The former was 

the name of a native of Eleusis, the husband of Baubo, 

who entertained Demeter; thus arguments based on 

mythology were apparently used. ’'Opfiamrou is de- 

fined as “‘a purple woolen cloth with which they wipe 

the statues of gods”; Foucart conjectures that this 

may refer to the priestess’s right of taking care of 

certain statues.’” The case would have come before 

the basileus.®8 

12355 

Fou- 
10. Xaphrios Ipoghrov 'Elevoivios. G2 

Toepffer, 1889: pp. 56-57. P.4., 15209. 

cart, 1914: p. 189. In office around 248/7. 

He is honored with a myrtle crown in a decree of 

the gene of the Eumolpidae and the Kerykes, sometime 

around 248/7.% The inscription refers also to the fact 

that a myrtle crown is normally worn by the hiero- 

phant (line 15). Nevertheless, the gene honor him 

with one, just as they do in all other preserved cases 

where they honor someone, no matter what his 

office.®® 
The reasons stated for honoring Chaeretius are that 

(1) in word and deed he is doing everything he can 

for their welfare, and (2) for those who are abroad as 

spondophoroi he kindly continues to copy ‘the an- 

nouncement,’ and (3) he demonstrates a blameless and 

becoming behavior in his priestly office.””® The first 

and third reasons offer no concrete information, but 

the second is interesting: he continuously copied “‘the 

announcement,” i.e. the announcement of the Mys- 

teries, for the spondophoroi who had to promulgate it 

abroad. It is certainly not a question here of exact 

copies—the hierophant was not a scribe—but of 

copies varying according to the city and the circum- 

stances in which the announcement was to be made, 

therefore copies that had to be prepared by a knowl- 

edgeable person. These announcements were un- 

doubtedly rhetorical pieces of propaganda (probably 

not unlike the propaganda concerning Athens in 

S.1.G.2, 104E), which had the purpose of encouraging 
  

85 Dionysius of Halicarnaussus, I, p. 314, 12-17 (ed. Usener and 

Radermacher); Harpocration, s.v. Aveablys; Pollux, VII, 69 

(ed. Bethe); ¢f. Muller, Oratores Attici, Dinarchus, frag. XXX, 

pp. 450 and 463. 
86 See above, in connection with hierophant no. 3, Archias. 

871914: p. 219. 
88 Aristotle, Ath. Pol., 57. 
% 7.G., 112, 1235. The proposer of this decree also proposed a 

decree of the year 248/7 (I.G., 112, 683; ¢f. Meritt, 1961: p. 234). 

% J.G., 112, 1231; 1235; 1236; 2944; 1045 (see Appendix II); 

Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 265, no. 51. The Demos and the Boule 

also occasionally honored benefactors of the Eleusinian sanctuary 

with myrtle crowns: I.G., 112, 847; 949; 3220; Hesperia 26 (1957): 

pp. 57-58, no. 12. 
91 I.G., 112, 1235, lines 4-9. 
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attendance at the Mysteries. The hierophant, to be 

sure of success in this regard, had to know something 

about his unseen audience, their traditions, their 

great deeds, their special relationship to Athens and 

the Mysteries ; above all, he could not afford to commit 

any faux pas, such as an inappropriate reference to 

some past or present point of contention between the 

two cities.®? This decree testifies to Chaeretius’s 

success. And because of it the celebrations will have 

been well attended, and the prestige of the gene 

enhanced. 
A large attendance also brought another benefit to 

the gene. The spondophoroi solicited theoroi, in addi- 

tion to initiates, from the cities they visited.” The 

greater their success in this regard, the more theorot 

and initiates would make sacrifices at the Mysteries. 

Proceeds from a portion of the sacrifices were dis- 

tributed among the Eumolpidae and probably also 

the Kerykes.?* 

THIRD CENTURY B.C. 

A third-century dedication honoring a hierophant, 

1.G., 112, 2944, probably a statue base, is inscribed on 

its front and two sides (the back is not preserved)®’; 

it has on its front the following inscription within a 

myrtle crown 

[re vJom 
[ra mepl 7é fed 

[tepogaJyrotvra 

[aperis] évexer 

[kal eboe]Betas 

[kal ethoripias ] 

[77]s [eis] éavro[ds] 

[k Jat eix[évJe xarkn[e]. 

Corresponding to this crown there is another myrtle 

crown on the right face of the stone and another on 

the left face, within each of which, respectively, is 

written : El’/[po/\'lriéaL:H {epo[ pavrolvra] KkTN. and 

[Krpukes | [iepopavroi Jpra. Beneath the myrtle crown 

on the front there is an olive crown; corresponding to 

it is an olive crown on the left face on the same level; 

and undoubtedly there was originally another cor- 

responding olive crown on the right face. Beneath 

the olive crown on the left face there is another olive 

crown; and again, undoubtedly similar crowns origi- 

2 Cf. L. Robert, Hellenica 11-12 (1960): p. 109; A. ‘Wilhelm, 

Wiener Angeiger 61 (1924): pp. 101-104; Foucart, 1914: pp. 

270-271. 

9 One delegation of theoroi to the Mysteries, from Miletus, is 

attested (I.G., I1%, 992, second century B.C.). 
9 See 1.G., 112, 1231, lines 9-13 and 1078, lines 35-36. 
95 This description is from an inspection of the stone. 

96 T assume that it is a myrtle crown since it is represented quite 

differently from the crowns on a lower level, and the Eumolpidae 

and the Kerykes are the honoring agents: as in I.G., 1% 1235, 

they would normally honor a hierophant wih a myrtle crown.  
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nally corresponded to it on the front and on the right 

face (there are traces of the one on the front). In 
none of the olive crowns is the name of the dedicator 
preserved ; but since, so far as we know, the Eumol- 
pidae and Kerykes granted only myrtle crowns when 
honoring someone with a crown,’” the olive crowns 
ought to signify honors from another source, probably 
from civic corporations, who will have honored the 
hierophant for having served with distinction in some 
civic office or offices.  One such office seems to be men- 
tioned in line 4: [-———TJarra. He held it before he 
was hierophant, or at least before the time of this 
dedication, since [{epopa Jvrotvra indicates that he was 
currently hierophant, while [~---Javra is most 
likely the end of an aorist participle. 

The meaning of 7a yém 76 mepl 7 Bed has been 
unclear. Foucart, when he first published the in- 
scription,’® assumed that it meant the Eumolpidae and 
Kerykes acting together. Later,”” he decided that it 
could not be they since they are mentioned on the left 
and right sides of the inscription, but it should be 
rather the other geme which supplied priests and 
priestesses for the Mysteries. The former meaning, 
however, seems to me to be the correct one. If the 
latter had been intended, it would most likely have 
been expressed by the phrase a d&\\a vévy 7a mepi 7> 
bew; for the Eumolpidae and the Kerykes were cer- 
tainly vévy 7a mepl 76 feds, and it would have been con- 
fusing if 7a véwn r& mepl 76 fe> were to be understood as 
a separate body from them. Moreover, I.G., 112, 1235 
shows that on occasion the Eumolpidae and Kerykes 
did act in very close concert (line 3): 7@ yéver méu e 
Knpbxwr kal Ebuohmidey. Thus, 7d yém ra mepl 7 Oeds 
could well signify the same sort of cooperation, with 
the crowns on the two sides signifying that each genos 
also independently decreed honors for this hierophant. 
Furthermore, there is a passage referring to the 
Eumolpidae and Kerykes where 74 vér 7 mepi 76 Oeds 
can be read with high probability. If we restore eis 
7@ aeom in 06, 11211286, lline 12, s0 oS to icad 
[eboeBoivras els 76 vém] 7a mepl Td{t} Bed{i} k7., the 
sense and the space are both satisfied, since it is clear 
from the sentence that the object of eloeBoivras eis has 
to be the Kerykes and the Eumolpidae. 

It is conceivable that an occasion might arise where 
this phrase had a wider significance, encompassing the 
other gene of the Mysteries in addition to the Eumol- 
pidae and the Kerykes, but in default of any evidence 
for it there is no reason to assume that this was the 
case in 1.G., 112, 2944. 

11. "Apwororhys Tepbolons. Hesperia 11 (1942): pp. 
293-298, no. 58 (= S.E.G., XXII, 124; Hesperia 
29 [1960]: p. 417; R.E.G. 75 [1962]: pp. 147-8 
no. 111 [Bull. épig.]); 1.G., 112, 2332, lines 49-52; 

97 See above, note 90. 
% B.C.H. 6 (1882): p. 434. 
91914: p. 161.     
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append. II (= I.G., II?, 1045; S.E.G., 111, 104). 
P.A., 1881. In office from 183/2 to at least the 
sixteenth of Pyanopsion, 148. 

A decree honoring this hierophant and providing 

much information concerning his activities in office 
was issued in 148.1%° Since the text needs to be 
examined in detail in connection with a discussion of 
this priest, and I have been able to make some new 
readings after inspecting the stone, a new version with 
a photograph (fig. 2) is given here. 

S.E.G., XXII, 124 

"Eri Avaiadov &pxovros Il [vavoy Jisvos ékr[e éml] 
béka kard febv, kara 8¢ dp[ xovr Ja méurre [loTa] 

uévov, dryopa kupiac & [. “ 5. Tydieor, *Auvw[buaxos] 

4 Eixhéovs ‘ANaveds e[ imep” éme |udn 6 tepogd[vrns] 
"Apworoxis Iepfoid[7s ebwov s Te Gw dar[eNet ] 

kar’ idtay éxaorwe ka[l kowne ma ]ow Etuor[(bais], 

karaoTabels 6¢ iepo[ pawrys ém i ‘Epuoyér[ov &pxovros | 

8 dveveboaré te miv avaypaJo[n ]y Ty o0 [ 510 ] 

& Tav dpxatwy ypaupareJiwr [16 v & [tau "EXevawl] 

wu kaf)' fy e Tov [ael i Jepopavr[ob Jy[ra —_ =10 7] 

awéypayav Boulohr Jidaw EINIAI[. %5 __ kal kard 76 ] 

12 yieopa Edor[ab Jrov kal kard [ & &N\ Yrelouara ] 
70D dfpov Ta el ioa Jydryeta kakds k[araypbee boa érpa ] 

[xJ6n ueraoxsévr[w v kai Bipohmidaw [uerd whons wapa] 
[oxJevis kal ghoriulas, Yhoioud Te eliohveyrer 1] 

16 [va] avaypalen] 9 eoaywysy & o[ Ny &v] 
[rén "EJNevo[w Jiwt, ékeNetupubven [6¢ oMy Buoiéy] 
[60 érJav [ INewdvwr dua Tovs kawp[ods & éxborer] 
[réw &nJavran euoey Te atros k[ al mpboodor ] 

20 [mowe Jauevos mpds Ty BovAiy ka[l tvepirioer ] 

[7ep]t abraw kal Yheiopa émekip[woev (va Tpocdowy ] 
[moA A&y ywouévawy els [7a iepa ai Buaiac quvTeavTar 

[roils Beois kara ra[mérpia — — ———————— — — — ] 

COMMENTARY 

The following commentary deals with points where 
my text differs from that of Meritt and Hubbe. 

Line 8: duaypagh v Meritt. For the use of an 
avaypagn in connection with a genos see below, p. 56. 

Meritt restored iepogérrov in the lacuna at the end 
of the line, but there are other possibilities, e.g., yévous. 

Line 9: ypa[uuarel Jwr Meritt. 
Line 10: iep Jopdvr[v] 7[~—] Meritt. The trace at 

the end of the line seems to conform to N better than T. 
Line 11: émd[d6var Meritt. I am hesitant about 

this restoration. If the letter after EIIIAI were A 
part of the horizontal stroke ought to be visible, but 
the area is uninscribed. 

1% See Meritt (Hesperia 34 [1965]: p. 90) concerning the date.
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F1G.2. Hesperia 11 (1942):no. 58. Courtesy of Agora Museum.  
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Line 12: ®\ov[abr Jov Meritt. 
Line 13: [¢rparrer 8oa éré|x 9n Meritt. 
Meritt, ! citing S.I.G.%, 1106, lines 52-56, an in- 

scription from Cos, where elgay@ywr means ‘‘entrance- 
fee,” offered the attractive conjecture that elcaydryea 

are the initiation-fees, which are described (though not 
named) in I.G., I2, 6.2 But we should probably look 
for some other verb in place of [¢érparrer], because it 
is clear from 1.G., I?, 6 that other priests were involved 

in the collection, and, anyway, the collection by 
itself would not be the sort of thing that would prompt 

special praise. It is more likely that the operation to 
be restored here is the registering of the initiation-fees. 
A trace of the first letter of the verb is visible; it is a 

vertical stroke and shows that the letter cannot be an 

epsilon. Thus the correct restoration is probably 
k[araypbeer boa émphx 0y or k[aréypager Soa érphx]on 

or y[page. 8oa émpax10n. Support for this can be 
found in an inventory of 408/7 (I.G., 12, 313, lines 

161-162) where three and one-half drachmas are listed 

as paid to the Eumolpidae for gavidia év o[ Js 76s uboras 
k[araypée[oo]. It was an annual responsibility of 
the Eumolpidae to record the names of the initiates, 

and the inscription under discussion probably refers 
to the same task, except that the emphasis is on the 

fees, not the names.!” Perhaps the fees were marked 
next to the names. At any rate, Aristocles faithfully 

directed the Eumolpidae in this task each year, and 
in addition he had a psephisma passed calling for the 
“collection (of the entrance-fees),” the eicaywys, to be 

inscribed on stone, his innovation being perhaps the 
stone instead of the usual sanidia. 

Line 14: Ebuormoa[v Meritt. 

Line 15: [eiofveyker ] Meritt and Hubbe. 
Line 16: orA\[n. Meritt and Hubbe. 
Line 19: énavorer Meritt and Hubbe; [kal »iv 

mpbgodov ] Meritt and Hubbe, [xal mpésodor] J. and 
L. Robert. The latter'®* object to »iv; I agree that 
it is unnecessary, especially since space does not really 
demand it (line 15 is of the same length). 

Line 20: [yvouny évepénaer] Meritt and Hubbe. 
J. and L. Robert!® also point out that the phrase 

101 Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 297. 
12 A text of the relevant portion of 1.G., 1%, 6 is given above, 

pp- 10-11. Another word for entrance-fee is eiogioior; of. I.G., 
112, 1368, lines 37, 61, 103, for admittance to the Iobacchoi. y 
chius defines elon\towor as riunua eigbdov, Téhos. For a discu 
of these terms see A. Wilhelm, Jahreshefte 5 (1902): p. 138. 

1% In the inventory of 408/7 the proceeds from the Greater 
and Lesser Mysteries (lines 144-146) appear shortly before the 
lines just cited: émérea [éyévero é 7ov] pey[aINov wv[oreplov], 
followed by the amount. If the interpretation of this notice 
advanced above (p. 13) is correct, this is the sum of the fees 
mentioned in 1.G., 1%, 6 which were collected from the initiates 
and became ‘“sacred to the Two Godde . (Meritt has 
kindly informed me that the restoration [éreyévero] in I.G., 12, 
313 is too long by two letters, so [&yévero] should be restored.) 

" R.E.G. 57 (1944): p. 197, no. 66; 75 (1962): pp. 147-148, 
no. 111, 

    

105 Thid. 
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yvéuny évepavioer is unparalleled ; yvduny never occurs 
in conjunction with évepdricer. Traces on the stone at 
the end of this line solve the problem. E. Vanderpool 
kindly checked them for me and found K/, and my 
own later observation was the same. Thus ka[i 
tvepavioev ] is probably the correct restoration. The 
phrase éupavifew mepl Twos is well attested.’6 The 

sense then is clear. Aristocles made a declaration or 
report before the Boule concerning the sacrifices which 
he had restored. He had first taken personal action to 
restore a neglected custom and then had the govern- 
ment take legal action to assure its observance in the 
future. He could not propose a decree (as he did in 
regard to the eloaywyh) because at this time he was not 

a member of the Boule, but he spoke before it and 
managed to persuade it to pass a decree. 

Line 21: [wepi] Meritt, émexfip[vier ta mpogbdwy] 

Meritt and Hubbe, [va xpnudrwr] Tod. 

The phrase kal yneiopa érexfip[véev], as restored by 

Meritt and Hubbe, must refer to Aristocles’ per- 

suasion of the Boule. J. and L. Robert point out!®’ 
that this meaning for érwnpirrew is unique and very 
doubtful. E. Vanderpool at my request kindly 
checked this word on the stone and found EIIEK” B, 
and I at a later time noticed the same traces. The 
verb émwkupéw is attested for a situation similar to this. 
1.G. 112, 1012, lines 12-23 (111 B.C.), reads: mpbaodov 

momabuevos wpos THv  BovAiy éupavifer Tet Povhel 

. kal 6ua Tabra mapakalel Ty Bovhiy émkvpdoar éavTidt 

Yhewpa. In this instance Diognetus reported that 
his synodos wished to erect a statue, and asked 

the Boule to ratify (émwvpooar) a decree permitting 
this. In our case the hierophant Aristocles decided 
to restore a series of sacrifices, and then made an ap- 
pearance before the Boule concerning them and re- 

quested the Boule to pass a decreé to support this 

restoration. érexip[wsev] would accordingly mean 
here “had a decree ratified,” as ypayar 76 Yieioua 

usually does not mean ““inscribe the decree’’ but ‘“have 

the decree inscribed.” 
Lines 23-3: Restorations of the lacunae are by 

J. and L. Robert, and have been accepted by Meritt 
and Hubbe. 

Line 24: [....]JOY ATQ Meritt. 

There was a warpios dyév at the Eleusinia (I.G., 112, 

1672, lines 259-260), at the Dionysia in the theater 

at Eleusis (I.G., 112, 1235, line 17), and at the Haloa 

(I.G., 112, 1299, line 29). 

DISCUSSION 

That the decree was issued by the Eumolpidae can 
safely be inferred from lines 5-6. The meeting-place 
(line 3) is an enigma. 1.G. 112, 1045 (see Appendix II) 

106 See especially S.1.G.3, 412, line 4. 
107 R.E.G. 75 (1962): loc. cit.   
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may be a fragment of another copy of this decree!®®; 

it too honors a hierophant Aristocles, in all proba- 

bility the same person. 
Aristocles is the first hierophant whose year of 

appointment is known with certainty: he was ap- 
pointed in the archonship of Hermogenes, 183/2 
(line 7). The decree honoring him was passed in the 
archonship of Lysiades, whose year Meritt now 

believes to be 148/7 (though 152/1 is also possible).1% 
Therefore Aristocles served as hierophant for at least 
thirty-five (or thirty-one) years. If he had been 

about sixty years old when he was appointed, the age 
of some of the earlier hierophants at the time of their 
appointment, he would have been around ninety-five 

years old at the time of this honorary decree. In 
183/2, the year of his appointment, he participated 

with many other Athenians in making contributions 
for some unspecified purpose (I.G., 112, 2332, lines 

50-52); he gave an unknown amount on behalf of 
himself and ten drachmas ‘“on behalf of his son 
Eucles and on behalf of his brother Amynomachus of 

Halai.”” He has no title in this list, so it may be, as 
Meritt observed, that he was appointed hierophant 
later that year. Amynomachus was probably too 

young to contribute on his own behalf; i.e., he was 
probably less than thirty years old. If Aristocles was 
sixty years old, there would have been more than a 

thirty-year difference between them. Thus, to as- 

sume that Aristocles was sixty years old when he was 
appointed hierophant requires the further assumption 

that he and his brother were most likely not born of 
the same mother. This is not an unreasonable as- 
sumption because Amynomachus was adopted by 

Eucles of Halai probably not long before 183/2 (see 
below), which may have been prompted by the fact 

that his aging father had recently died ; Amynomachus 
could therefore have been born of a second or subse- 
quent wife of his father late in his father’s life. Con- 

sequently, an age of sixty years for Aristocles at the 
time of his assumption of office can neither be denied 

nor affirmed with certainty; but since affirmation 
makes Aristocles a nonagenarian at the time he was 
honored and requires his brother to have been born of 
a second or subsequent wife of his father, probability 

tends to favor, and a simple hypothesis demands, a 

younger age. 
In his thirty-five (or thirty-one) years of service 

before the present decree in his honor, he did much to 

restore the cult he was in charge of; his reforms are 

testimony of his dedication and energy. Line 15 

apparently indicates that at one time he was a member 

of the Boule while hierophant. 

During his tenure as hierophant a decree was passed 

108 The connection was first pointed out to me by E. Vanc 
pool, who also informed me that the Agora Excavations poss 
a photograph of 1.G., 112, 1045. 

19 Hesperia 34 (1965): p. 90. 
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(164 B.C.) honoring a demarch of Eleusis," where it is 
mentioned that the procession of the Calamaea was 

conducted by the demarch, the hierophant, and “‘the 
priestesses.”” The hierophant therefore had a sub- 

stantial role also in this little known agrarian festival 
of Eleusis. ! 

  

12. 'Auvvépaxos Eikhéovs ‘Alawets. I1.G., 112, 2332, 

line 52; 3469 ; above, p. 24, lines 3-4. P.4., 739. 

Foucart, 1914: p. 190. In office in the second 
half of the second century, sometime after the 
sixteenth of Pyanopsion, 148, probably succeeding 

Aristocles, his brother. 

He was the brother of Aristocles, but his deme is 

Halai, which reveals that he was adopted by some 
member of that deme, as Kirchner (P.4., 1881) noted 
before the name of his adoptive father was known. 

He was the proposer of the decree edited above honor- 
ing his brother, where his adoptive father’s name is 

given as Eucles. Sometime after this he himself was 
appointed hierophant, according to a dedication 

(I.G., 112, 3469) which reads''?: 

<IepLu;éL1/7'|:ny:| ’A\p.wé;uzx[os] 

Evx\é[ovs ‘AN Jacebs. 

Meritt presents the following prosopography for 

this man'®: “From our present text [the decree for 

Aristocles] it is clear that the adoptive father was 
Eukles, possibly a descendant of Eukles, son of 
Eukleides, of Halai, of the fourth century (P.4., 

5715). The father of our present Eukles is doubtless 
to be identified as that Etk\ns Etk\éovs ‘ANaceds who was 

ephebos in 258/7 B.c. in the archonship of Antiphon 
(Hesperia 7 [1938]: no. 20, line 53). His son would 
then have been of mature years when he adopted the 

young Amynomachos early in the second century. 
The family tie thus indicated between Eukles and 
Aristokles is also manifest in the fact that Aristokles 

named his own son Eukles (I.G., II%, 961, line 21; 
2332, line 50).”” Amynomachus would then have 
been around fifty years old (or even older) when he 
proposed the decree honoring his brother, and so 
probably over fifty when he succeeded his brother as 

hierophant. 

129/8 

A decree of 129/8!4 mentions that the hierophant 

and the daduch kal of uera Tobrwy Hrovres''® took part in 

the procession in honor of Apollo at the Thargelia. 

    

112, 949. 
11 Deubner (1932: pp. 67-68) gives the evidence for it. 
12 Restored by Meritt, Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 297; and in- 

dependently by W. Peek, Ath. Maitt. 67 (1942): p. 45, no. 62. 
The stone shows that the first five letters of the patronymic 
should be dotted. 

3 Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 296. 
14 Sokolowski, Supplément, 14, line 36. 

115 The meaning of of perd Tobrwy fkovres is not c 

helm (Sitzungsberichte Wien 224 [1947]: pp. 27-53) 
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13. Mevexhelons Oeognuov Kvoalfnparets. 1.G., 112, 3512; 

2452, linesS 48 S0 BICIHM SISO NP 061k 
P.A., 9902. Foucart, 1914: p. 190. In office in 
the last quarter of the second century. 

A list of distinguished Athenians (I.G., 112, 2452) 
was set up, for some unknown purpose, in the last 

quarter of the second century; towards the end of it 
three hierophants were included. They are: 

(line 48) 

(line 53) 

(line 59). 

‘Tepogavrns Oeol ¢huov Kvbabyvacets | 

‘Tepog awrns Biorpbeov epateds 

‘Tepogawrns Mevekheldov Kvbabnvaels 

It is odd indeed to see three hierophants together on 
the same stone, but as they are inscribed by different 
hands, like the other names in this inscription, they 
did not originally appear there at the same time. The 
list was begun around 125 B.c. and was supplemented 
from time to time probably until the beginning of the 
first century. So we may assume that each hiero- 
phant was recorded at some time during his period of 
office and that this is a record of three successive hiero- 
phants. They or their fellow citizens practiced 
hieronymy:. 

The original names of the first and third are known. 
There was a family from Kudathenaion in which the 
names of father and son alternated between Mene- 
cleides and Theophemus through the second half of 
the second and the early part of the first century 
before Christ.1® The first and third hierophants were 
undoubtedly father and son in this family, Mene- 
cleides and Theophemus. They did not hold office 
in direct succession ; Hierophant son of Eustrophus of 
Peiraeus came between them. 

It is not immediately apparent which Menecleides 
son of Theophemus of Kudathenaion is honored as 
hierophant in the dedication I.G., T8 5i17: 8 ih ere 
are three possibilities: the Menecleides of this list 
(I.G., 112, 2452, line 48), who was hierophant in the 
last quarter of the second century, an hypothetical 
Menecleides whose akme would have been in the first 

parallel with I.G., 112, 1013, line 48: & re iepogavrns [kal ol kalf- 
[eo Jrapévo[t] a[»Jopes kad’ éxaoror [rov &vavrov] &ri ip TavhypLy. 
The xabesrapévo. dvipes are requested in this decree concerning 
weights and measures to mete out punishments to those cus- 
todians of the measures at Eleusis who are found guilty of certain 
infractions at the panegyris. Thus they have duties very 
similar to the epimeletai of the Mysteries or the taxiarchoi (for 
these see Hesperia 9 [19407]: pp. 104-105, no. 20) and are probably 
the same type of officials. I think that it is unlikely that offi- 
cials who were specifically in charge of keeping order at the 
Mysteries would have been requested to keep order also at the 
Thargelia without some specific mention of this extension of duty 
or at least something more definite in respect to designation than 
oi pera TobTwy dixovres. The context seems instead to call for 
sacred officials. The phrase may be deliberately indefinite; 
perhaps the question of which Eleusinian sacred officials would 
take part was not decided at the time but was left to the discre- 
tion of the gene in charge of the Eleusinian cult 

1% For the stemma see P.4., 9902. 
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quarter of the first century (P.4., 9901), and the 
Menecleides son of Theophemus of Kudathenaion who 
was cosmete in 13/2 (I.G., 112, 1963, lines 3-4; P.A., 
9903). Philios''” and Kirchner!!8 identify the latter 
with the hierophant of the dedication because they 
believe that the dedication (on the basis of its letter- 
ing) belongs to the early Empire. However, except 
for a slightly peculiar epsilon (E), its lettering does 
not seem to me to be significantly different from the 
lettering of 7.G., 1%, 3469 which is dated (see the pre- 
vious hierophant) to the third quarter of the second 
century. Since the same style of lettering has such 
wide chronological limits at this time, and since we do 
not know at all whether Menecleides the cosmete was 
a hierophant, it seems methodologically preferable to 

assign the dedication to the only Menecleides who is 
a known hierophant, the Menecleides of the list (I.G., 

112, 2452, line 48)."% Nevertheless, the possibility 
cannot be excluded that another Menecleides in this 
family was also a hierophant. 

The dedication I.G., 112, 3512 shows that Mene- 
cleides was married while a hierophant (it was made 
by his wife in honor of him as a hierophant). If 
hieronymy was strictly observed at this time, as is 
assumed (see above, Introduction), the monument 
was erected after the hierophant’s death. 

14. ‘Iepogéwrns Biorpbeov Hewpacets. 1.G., 112, 2452, 
NSRS S oepilC IS SORRS D MG TN R/ 2 ()75 
Foucart, 1914:p. 190. In office in the last quarter 
of the second century. 

He was probably the successor of Menecleides. A 
Theodotus son of Eustrophus of Peiraeus, the gym- 
nasiarch in 132/1 who was praised by the demos of the 
Salaminians in 131 (1.G., 112, 1227), has been identified 
with this hierophant by Toepffer, Foucart, and 
Kirchner. However, the possibility that he was a 
brother of the hierophant cannot be excluded. 

Ik G RIIZm A5 7% 
SIS RPANST 00/, 

In office around the 

15. Oedbgnuos Mevex\etdov Kvbabnracets. 

line 59. Toepffer, 1889: p. 
Foucart, 1914 : pp. 190-191. 

end of the second century. 

He probably succeeded Hierophant son of Eustro- 
phus of Peiraeus who served between his father Mene- 
cleides and himself. 

END OF SECOND CENTURY B.C. 

According to a law issued around this time concern- 
ing weights and measures, I.G., 112, 1013, the hiero- 
phant and “appointed men” (line 48) are to punish 
transgressors each year during the panegyris (of the 

17 B.C.H. 19 (1895): p. 129. 
18 P.4.,9903 and I.G., 112, 3512. 
" Foucart also assigns I.G., 112, 3512 to the Menecleides of I3 

2452, line 48, mistakenly interpreting Philios as having made this 
identification. 

     



VOL. 64, PT. 3, 1974] 

Mysteries). Who appointed the “appointed men’ is 
not stated, but presumably they were subordinate to 
the hierophant and were necessary for the extensive 

surveillance involved at the panegyris. 

BEFORE MIDDLE OF FIRST CENTURY B.C. 

The hierophant is mentioned in a fragment of a 
decree preserved only in a copy of Pittakys and dated 
to before the middle of the first century.'® The 
decree is concerned with Eleusinian matters (the 
priestess of Demeter and the Eumolpidae are men- 

tioned), but not enough is preserved to yield any in- 
formation concerning the hierophant or any other 

Eleusinian priesthood. 

16. ‘Tepogavrns. I1.G., 112, 1713; Hesperia, suppl. 8: 
p. 117, line 6. In office in 86/5. 

Both inscriptions cited are lists of archons, in each 
of which the entry for 86/5 is Hierophantes, un- 

doubtedly a hierophant whose name is concealed 
because of hieronymy, for Hierophantes does not exist 
as a proper name in Athens.!? He is the first hiero- 

phant known to have been an archon. Though his 
identity is unknown, he may be identical with Theo- 

phemus son of Menecleides of Kudathenaion who was 
hierophant around the end of the second century 

(see above). 

AROUND END OF FIRST CE 

  

IRURYEBIC? 

A list of married men ‘‘selected by the hierophant 
to care for making the bed and setting the table for 

Pluto” (I.G., 112, 1935) was set up by a hierophant 
around the end of the first century before Christ.!** 

The lacunae at the beginnings of lines 1-3 would at 
first seem to imply that hieronymy was not observed, 
since the hierophant’s name has the form: [Name (of 
ca. T letters), ‘IepJopévrns, [Patronymic (of ca. 10 

letters), Demotic (of ca. 7 letters)]. It is possible, 
however, that the hierophant was a Roman citizen, 

though none of the other men in the list are, and that 

in the first lacuna his gentilicium is inscribed, in which 

case there is no room for his original Greek name 
(cognomen) and so hieronymy would have been 

observed. 

    

FIRST OR SECOND CENTURY B.C. 

A hierophant whose name is not preserved appears 

in a dedication apparently of this period ('Apx. 'Ee. 
1971 : pp. 128-129, no. 23). 

  

0 I.G., 112, 1044, line 6. 
121 Cf, S. Accame, Il Dominio Romano in Grecia dalla Guerra 

Acaica ad Augusto (Rome, 1946), p. 170. 

22 The date is determined by the prosopography of the dis- 
tinguished participants. 1.G., 112, 1935 is duplicated in I.G., 
112, 2464 ; they appear to be copies of the same inscription; cf. 
Oliver, Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 75. For similar lists see above, 

p. 20, note 65. 
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38/9 

A dedication to Titus Statilius Lamprias, set up in 

Epidaurus probably in the year 38/9,'* states that he 
was a descendant of lepopavrikaw kal dgdovxikaw olikwy, 

and that his ancestors included priestesses of Athena 
and other priests'*!. A statue of him was set up in the 

Eleusinian courtyard near his ancestors.'?> Since a 
similar dedication set up in his honor by the Lacedae- 
monians emphasizes his daduchic but omits his hiero- 

phantic ancestry,'?® it would seem that the latter was 
rather distant. 

17. ‘Tepogavrys. I1.G., 112, 4479. In office around the 

middle of the first century after Christ. 

In the archonship of Callicratides (40/1-53/4)%7 

Euphrosynus the son of a hieronymous hierophant 
(Ebgppdauvos ‘lepopavrov) was a zakoros in the cult of 

Asclepius and Hygeia situated at Eleusis (I.G., 11 
4479), at which time he dedicated a porch and oikos 

for the sanctuary of this cult. Because of hieronymy 
the name of his father, the hierophant, is unknown, 

but the inscription is significant in that it shows that 
at this time—and probably not just at this time—a 
priest of this local cult of Asclepius was drawn from a 
hierophantic family. 

He was married at some time in his life. 

  

    

FIRST CENTURY A.D. 

The story recounted by Philostratus'?® about 
Apollonius of Tyana and the hierophant is included 
here, though we cannot be sure that it is not fictitious 

The hierophant refused to allow Apollonius to be 
initiated : 6 6¢ lepogdrTns otk EBolNero wapéxew Ta lepd, un 

yap dv more wvnoar yonta, pndé v 'Elevoiva dvoifac 

abpbre wy kabapp Ta dawwéva.  Apollonius replied that 
although he knew more about the telete than the 
hierophant, he wished nevertheless to be initiated by a 

man wiser than himself. As this answer found favor 
among the bystanders, the hierophant was faced with 

the risk of losing support, so he changed his mind and 

offered initiation to him. But Apollonius replied: 
wvhoopar abbis, pvioe. 6¢ pe 6 dewva, and Philostratus 

adds: mpoyveaer xpwpevos é Tov uer’ ékewov lepogdvTny, s 

  

LET O TETTApA €N TOV lepol TpodaTy. 

18. TiBépros Khabdios Olvdpihos Kalhwkparisov T pikopbaios. 

1.G., 112, 3546; 3548a, as restored by A. Wilhelm, 

Wiener Anzeiger, phil.-hist. Klasse 72 (1935): 
pp- 83-90 (¢f. J. H. Oliver, 4.J.4. 55 (1951): 

2 1.G., IV?, 82-4 (= S.E.G., XI, 408a). 

Oliver, Hesperia 20 (1951): p. 351, n. 1. 
124 1.G., V3, 84, lines 29-30. 

125 Ihid., 83, lines 14-15, and 84, lines 35-36. 

126 [.G., IV?, 85-6 (= S.E.G., XI, 409), lines 10-12; a new text 

of 86 is given by W. Peek, Inschrifien aus dem Asklepicion von 
Epidouros (Berlin, 1969); pp. 29-31, no. 36. 

w1 Cf, I.G., 112, 1974. 

ife of Apollonius, IV, 18. 

For the date see 

     



pp. 347-348). Stemma: A. Raubitschek, R.E. 
17 2 ({119317) - coll 2258 =00S AN ol e Ci 1106 6% 
Claudius no. 70. In office around the end of the 
first century. 

The dedication I.G., 112, 3546 was set up in his 
honor while he was still alive, as is indicated by the 

fact that his cognomen Oenophilus is omitted and 
Tepopavrys is inserted in its place: TiBépios Khabtdios 

‘Tepogavrns Ka\wparidov Tpwoptaoos.’? The inscription, 

dated by the eponymous priestess Flavia Laodameia 
(see below, priestess of Demeter and Kore no. 10) to 
the end of the first century, makes known that he had 

had a distinguished Roman and Athenian career. He 
had been a praefectus fabrum (émapxos apxirexTévewy 

dfmov ‘Pwuaiwr), which was a military office preparatory 
to an equestrian career, and praefectus cohortis I1 

Hispanorum, which was an equestrian office.”™ It 
was undoubtedly during the reign of Nero that Roman 

citizenship was conferred on him.!® He was one of 
the first Athenians to become a member of the eques- 

trian order.®® At Athens he served as archon (upon 
entering which office he distributed to each of the 

citizens a bushel of wheat and fifteen drachmas), 
herald of the Aeropagus, herald of the Boule and 
Demos (at which time he made a distribution of two 
denarii, probably to the members of the Boule and 
Demos), epimelete of the city, agonothete, gymnasi- 
arch, hoplite general, and several times ambassador. 

There is no way of knowing from this dedication 
whether he held any of his Athenian offices while 
serving as hierophant. 

His probable father and grandfather were also 
archons, and his known family seems to go back, 
through connections that are not in every case clear, 

to the fourth century before Christ,'® comprising in 

almost every generation men who held public office. 

In his will he adopted (i.e., by adoptio testimentariu) 

Calpurnia Arria, a Roman woman, the daughter of 

Asprenas Calpurnius Torquatus, legate of Galatia in 

68/9, and the wife of Bellicus Tebanianus, consul in 
87'134 

19. ['TotJ\wos ‘Tepog[d Jvrns. A. E. Raubitschek, Hes- 
peria 35 (1966): p. 247, no. 8 (E.M. 3849); 
M. Mitsos, Aerriov 25 (1970): p. 187, no. 6 (E.M. 

12 Raubitschek, op. cit., col. 2254, apparently unaware of the 
custom of hieronymy, states that it is not known whether 

Oenophilus was alive at this time. Graindor (1922: p. 93) would 
date this inscription “closer to 69/70 than to 100.” 

10 Cf. Woloch, loc. cit. 

181 Because of his tribe; ¢f. Graindor, 1930: p. 10. 
’f. Woloch, loc. cit. 

1 See stemma of Raubitschek, loc. cit., which is, however, in 

some parts very hypothetical. W. K. Pritchett (Hesperia 11 
[19427: p. 249, n. 63) commented that there is no satisfactory 
explanation for the change of deme of Callicratides (7) son of 
Syndromus from Steiria to Trikorynthos. 

  

   

134 See Oliver, loc. cit. 
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3616, an additional fragment). Around the end 
of the first century? 

The inscription, on a herm, is reproduced here with 

spacing slightly different from the above mentioned 
editions: 

[T &\JaB Mévralwor] 

[Tapy Jhrrion "o 
[...JAOHNAIOLE “eet 

4 [. 'Tov\wos ‘Tepog[d Jvrys 

i O e b 

  

The restorations of lines 1-2 are Raubitschek’s. At 
first I thought that lines 4-5 might be restored 
[KX\ab]dws ‘Lecog[dJprns [rov épi]oror m[oNvrevrdy], but 

an inspection of the stone showed that in line 4 a delta 
is impossible (though alpha is not ruled out), and that, 
while the trace of the first letter in line 5 is very un- 
certain, it is probably not part of sigma. Thus the 

name in line 4 is probably [. 'IobJAws. Inspection 
also shows that the tau and eta of ‘Tepog[a Jvrys, only 

the tops of which are preserved, were probably in liga- 

ture.’®> I doubt Raubitschek’s suggestion for line 5, 
[6 ¢idos avro]i Tov m[arpwra], because of space and the 

fact that there is no other evidence that any of the 
hierophants ever had a m4rpwr; many of them were in 

fact quite wealthy, and none of them are known not to 
have been. 

It is conceivable that this hierophant is the same as 
hierophant no. 25, in which case one could regard 

Pantaenus as his grandfather (7ov 7[drmor]). Other- 
wise, a date of around 100 A.D. for the inscription is 
given by the man honored, Flavius Pantaenus, who 

donated a library in the Agora around this time and 
became an Athenian citizen.!*¢ 

20. Tiros #NaBios Zrpdrwr. I1.G., 112, 3984. Stemma : 
below, p. 31. In office around the end of the first 

quarter of the second century. 

His name appears on a statue base among the an- 
cestors of Titus Flavius Euthycomas son of Straton of 

Paiania, prytany eponymos in the year 166/7.137 An 
inspection of this inscription shows that Graindor’s 

text (reprinted by Kirchner, without subscript dots, 
as 1.G., 112, 3984) should be slightly altered; a new 
text is given here.!8 
    

185 Mitsos’s restoration of [dpfavra] in line 3 is impossible, as 
this verb takes the genitive. The masculine name at the begin- 
ning of line 4 rules against his reading iepog[apres.  The name 

Pantaenus just fits the space at the end of line 1, as is clear in 
i photograph; it should be noted that the right edge of 

cription is preserved. 
16 See A. W. Parsons, Hesperia, suppl. 8: pp. 268-272. 
¥ 1.G., 112, 1773, lines 8, 11; 2478; ¢f. Woloch, 1966: Flavius 

no. 29. 
138 Graindor, Marbres et Textes (Ghent, 1922), pp. 66-67, no. 5; 

he was not able to see the stone and had only Skias’ publication 
of the fragments; hence he was not in a position to know the dis- 
position of the letters. The first letter of the second line and the 
tau of line 14 have disappeared since the editio princeps. 
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[kJab" dmouyn[mar] 

auov s €& A pelov] 

Téryov Bovhis * [Tirov] 

4 dNaBuov Ebbuko[ pav] 

Tacaviéa * Tirov [ENaBiov] 

Srpérwvos émi [BJwue 

[véo ]y ? kal Tirov [N JaBiolv] 

8 [2rpJérwros iepocavr[ov] 

[&y Tyovor * kal $NaBias 

[..Jkpareias ie[ pJogdrr[idos] 

[&y Jyovoy * o[ u]nnia e[\ ] 

12 [Aa] Hoprnio[v] M\eworap xov] 

Counolodeov [uTyérnp, o] 
[éav]r[as dvopa]. 

The essential differences between this text and 
Graindor’s are that all vacant spaces are noted ; [ Tirov ] 
is added in line 3; [7o7] is eliminated at the end of 
line 12 because of lack of space; and, for the same 

reason, [dos 4mo] is changed to [¢y] at the beginning 
of line 11, with [os] shifted to the end of line 10. 

If [améJyovor were the correct restoration in line 11, 
we would have to understand [y Jyovov in line 9 to mean 
“‘grandson.”  For, while éyyovos is frequently used as 

the equivalent of améyovos, ‘“‘descendant,” it also fre- 
quently means ‘‘grandson,” and would definitely 
mean grandson if both aréyovos and &yyovos occurred in 
the same inscription. But now that éréyovos cannot 
be restored, we are free to interpret &yyovos as either 

grandson or descendant. If it means grandson, then 
the hierophant was the father of Straton the altar- 
priest, but since the altar-priesthood belonged to the 

Kerykes, we must then assume that Straton the altar- 
priest somehow succeeded in changing his genos from 

the Eumolpidae to the Kerykes. If it means de- 
scendant, then numerous possibilities open up, one of 
which is that Flavius Straton the hierophant was the 

maternal grandfather of the altar-priest, and so there 
is no need to assume a change of genos on the part 

of the latter; and the hierophantid could be placed 
either with the Kerykes' line or with the Eumolpid 
line of the family, without her genos being definitely 
known in either case. However, a new document 

just published by J. H. Oliver shows that the first 

alternative, that a change of genos took place, is not 
farfetched. The document is a letter of Marcus 
Aurelius, probably of the year 174/5, in which he 

makes known his decisions on various law cases ap- 

pealed to him.’ One decision (Plaque II, lines 7-15) 
concerns a man who tried to change his genos from the 
Eumolpidae to the Kerykes in order to qualify for the 
hierokerykeia; the part relevant to the present dis- 

cussion reads as follows (lines 9-11): Mauepretvos pév 

19 T, H. Oliver, Marcus Aurelius, Aspects of Civic and Cultural 
Policy in the East, Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970): pp. 3-9. 
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od[v], érel Edpokmidns dw obdérepov T[v] yovéwr éoxer éx 

70U Ty Knplkwy yévovs, émdeirar kab’ vmep uoévoy épelTau 

Tpdmov Tols & (€)karépov Ty [dlo ] TobTwy yeriy mpds BhTepor 

uebioTaclar, dpeferar Tob TRs lepoknpukelas Epelesbar.  Ap- 

parently therefore it was perfectly legitimate for a 

man to change his genos if one of his parents was of 
the genos into which he desired to transfer. Thus we 
would not be unreasonable in assuming such a transfer 

in the case of Straton the son of the hierophant and 
thereby understanding éyyovos to mean grandson. In 
fact, this is the normal progression in dedications of 
ghis typeis son ©f 0 ierandson of i etics Ac 

cordingly, Flavius Euthycomas was also the grandson 
of the hierophantid Flavia [..]crateia, and the repe- 
tition of éyyovor seems to indicate that she was not his 
paternal grandmother, i.e., the wife of the hierophant, 
but his maternal grandmother. The following tenta- 
tive stemma can be made: 

T. Fl. Straton 
Hierophant 

Flavia [..] crateia 
Hierophantid 

| 

Pomp. Pleistarchus  T. Fl. Straton———F 
Philosopher Altar-priest 

| 
Pompeia Polla 

  

  I Fl.lEuthycomas of Paiania 
Eponymos of prytany, 166/7 (I.G., 112, 1773, 

line 8) 

) 
Fl. Straton 
Archon ca. 194/ (1.G., 112, 2124) 

T. F1. Menander 
(1.G., I1?, 3985) 

According to this stemma Flavius Straton the 

hierophant will have been in office probably in the 
first quarter of the second century. And since 

Claudius Oenophilus probably died around the year 
100 after having served several years, it is more likely 
that Straton came after him rather than before. 

He was evidently not related to the illustrious 

family of the hierophant Flavius Leosthenes of 
Paiania (see below no. 24). In I.G., 112, 3592 mem- 

bers of this family are mentioned from as far back as 
the end of the first century, but no mention is made of 

a Straton; nor is the family of Leosthenes mentioned 
in the dedication in which Flavius Straton is 
mentioned.'® 

21. ®ipuos Tapyhrrios. I1.G., II%, 2341. Toepffer, 
1889: p. 60. In office around the middle of the 
second century ? 

His name is inscribed on a round base at Eleusis, 
which reads: 

140 The name of Euthycomas’s son, Menander, is interesting. 

His maternal grandfather, Pleistarchus, was a philosopher, and 
the name Menander is the same as that of Pantaenus’s father, 

who was a diadochos of a philosophic school (¢f. Parsons, loc. cit.), 
as well as the name of Pantaenus’s son. Some connection either 
of family or of sentiment may exist. 

    



‘Tepog dvns Tapyhrrios 

6 more Tipuos 

ob d ipuos 

o0 Movadwios 6 kal Bovrddios. 

Kirchner calls this inscription a ‘fabula genealogica. 

The added mention of the hierophant’s real name 
shows that the monument was erected after the hiero- 
phant’s death, by his grandson and perhaps also by 
his son. 

P. Firmus of Gargettos, sophronistes in 139/40 
(1.G., 1I*, 2044, line 6), Firmus son of Firmus of 

Gargettos, hyposophronistes in 154/5 (I.G., 112, 2067, 
line 111), and Firmus son of Firmus of Gargettos, 

ephebe in 163/4 (1.G., 1%, 2086, line 50), were proba- 
bly related to hierophant.'* Their common name, 

Firmus, is interesting. It is a Roman cognomen, but 
no gentilicium ever appears in their names, even 
through the sophronistes assumed the praenomen 

Publius. The family evidently never obtained Roman 

citizenship, although they were fond of using a Roman 
name, up to the very limit of the law. The name of 

the hierophant’s grandson, Musonius, is in fact a 

Roman gentilicium, but as Woloch notes,'*! ‘it was 

rather frequently used as a Greek personal name, not 
against the law.” 

22 SVepootvnys A ok NI NNIc o0 ieus TR G T2 

3628. In office around the middle of the second 
century ? 

This dedication was set up in his honor by his wife 
Cornelia Ph[---]. Graindor'® dated it to the be- 
ginning of the second century and restored A 'To[twiov 
e Jpata. To Kirchner the lettering and a ligature 
were indicative of a date in the second half of the 

century, and he considered the hierophant Julius 
(no. 25) as a possible restoration. If his date is 
correct, Julius would in fact be the correct restoration, 
as our list of hierophants for this period shows. 

Woloch,' however, favors Graindor’s restoration, 
pointing out that the praenomen Decimus is not 
found with Julius. 

The dedication was erected during his lifetime, as 
the use of hieronymy shows. He was married while he 
was a hierophant, if [dvépa] is the correct restoration. 

23. ‘Tepoghvrns ‘Ayvoboros. E. Vanderpool, 4.7.4 64 
([(1960)ERD 268 7S o S I/ (AT R 0 et 
R.E.G. 74 [1961]: p. 151, no. 267). In office 
around 138-150. 

The inscription beneath a very interesting relief 
(4. J. 4., loc. cit.) found near the Olympieion reads: 
    

1402 One of them may be the same person as the Firmus son of 
Firmus of Gargettos who made a dedication to Asclepius Amphi- 
arus (I.G., 112, 4441). 

141 Woloch, 1966: s.v. Musonius. 
1421931 : p. 104. 
13 Op. cit., Junius no. 4. 
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Oeopopdpoiar Oeais ‘Ayvobaios Tepopdrrns. The name 

is the hieronymous form of the name of a hierophant 

from Hagnous, with the demotic placed metri causa 
in front of ‘Tepopdrrys instead of after it. In the relief 

are represented on the left Demeter and Kore, in a 
classicizing style, and on the right the hierophant 
from Hagnous (fig. 3), in a portrait style, which E. 
Harrison characterizes as early Antonine.'# Concern- 

ing the finding place of the relief Vanderpool writes!3: 
“It was found lying face down in the area of one of the 
houses (illustration I). There is no trace of a sanc- 
tuary of Demeter and Kore in the neighborhood, and 
so we may guess that although the relief had been 
made to [the hierophant's] order and perhaps de- 
livered to his house, it was for some reason never 
actually dedicated in the sanctuary.” 

Unfortunately the hierophant from Hagnous cannot 
be identified, and so his date of office cannot be ap- 
proximated more closely than E. Harrison’s stylistic 

date of “‘early Antonine.” But this date agrees well 
with what we know otherwise about the hierophants 
of the second half of this century: there is no place 

for the hierophant from Hagnous in the list of hiero- 
phants of the second century except before the latter 
part of the reign of Antoninus Pius. 

This relief is the only certain Attic representation 
of a hierophant, and as such it assumes great im- 

portance. It has not yet been formally published, 

and the description given below, which was made 
from an inspection of the relief, is not intended to be 
such. However, before describing the relief, it will 

be convenient to list here the literary and epigraphical 
testimonia for the costume of the hierophant and 
daduch. 

LITERARY AND EPIGRAPHICAL EVIDENCE 
FOR THE COSTUME OF THE HIERO- 

PHANT AND DADUCH¢ 

Garment: That of the hierophant and daduch is 
called o7o\y in Athenaeus, I, 21e: kal AloxiNos 6¢ ob uéwow 
Ekevpe Ty TN oTONTS €bmpémeLar Kal TeuvéTnTa, Ay {NAGTAvTEs 
ol lepogavrar kal dadovxor duerévworrar. That of the hiero- 
phant alone is called oo\ in Plutarch, Alcibiades, 22, 
4 and Pseudo-Lysias, Against Andocides, 51, éoffs in 
Arrian, Discourses of Epictetus, 111, 21, 16 ; that of the 
daduch alone, iepa oM in a scholion to Aristophanes, 
Clouds, line 64 and oxevy in Andocides, On the Mys- 
teries, 112. These references tell us no more than that 
their garments were something out of the ordinary.47 
However, in Pseudo-Lysias, Against Andocides, 51 
the cursing of Andocides is described as follows : iépetac 
  

" Archaic and Archaistic Sculpture, The Athewian Agora 11: 
p. 95. 

o LoCNGIL 
16 A partial list for the hierophant was compiled by G. E. 

Rizzo, Rom. Mitt. 25 (1910): pp. 156-158. 
17 This is especially clear in regard to the daduch’s garment 

depicted on a fifth century base: see below, p. 48. 
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Kkal lepels oTdvres Karnpdoavto mpds éomépar Kal gowikidas 

Gréoewoay, kard 76 vouuor 7O makawy kal dpxaiov. The 
priests and priestesses in question are almost cer- 
tainly the Eleusinian ones, cursing Andocides for his 
offense against the Mysteries as they cursed Alci- 
biades'®; the gowkides would appear to be their red 
or purple cloaks.!4 

Hair and headgear: Arrian, loc. cit., mentions the 
arpdprov and kopy as characteristic of the hierophant; 
Plutarch, Aristides, 5, 6-7 says essentially the same 
in regard to the fifth-century daduch Callias (see 
below, daduch no. 2); Theon of Smyrna, On the 
Utility of Mathematics, p. 15 (ed. Hiller), describing 
the investiture of priests as a fourth stage of partici- 
pation in the Mysteries, states: rerdprn 6¢, 6 o) Kal 
TéNos Tis émomTelas, avadeats kol oTepudTwy émifeois, dore 

Kkal érépois, ds Tis wapelaBe TeNerds, mapadoivar Shvachar, 

dgdovxias TuxdvTa 7 lepopavrias 4 Twos &NNns tepwaivys. 

The essential part of the investiture was therefore the 
binding and laying on of the oréuuara, by which is 
probably meant the grpé¢ior (and perhaps also a myrtle 
wreath in the case of the hierophant and daduch and 
some of the other priests, and perhaps only a wreath 
in the case of others). This part of the investiture is 
referred to in 1.G., II2, 3592, line 21: 76 orpbgiov Tapa 
7¢ abrokphdropt Oep 'Avtwrelvw Nafévra.l® Thus it is 
clear that the orpégiov was the most significant element 
of the costume of the hierophant and daduch. It was 

a twisted piece of cloth; but its sacerdotal use was not 

limited to the hierophant and daduch (and other 
priests) of Eleusis.!® A myrtle crown was also cus- 

tomarily worn by the hierophant, the daduch, and the 
other priests and priestesses of the cult, as is attested 
by I.G., II2, 1235, lines 14-15 (for the hierophant)!% 
and a fragment of Ister of Cyrene, F. Gr. Hist., 334, 

F29: kal 7ov iepoghvrny 8¢ kal tas iepopdyridas kal Tov 

datdovxov kal Tas &ANas Lepelas uuppivys éxew arépavov. 

148 See above, pp. 15-16. 
149 For the term gowwis ¢f. L.S.J., s.v. Pollux, IV, 116, p. 235, 

line 7 (ed. Bethe) mentions the gowuwkis in a list of stage garments; 
¢f. Pickard-Cambridge, The Dramatic Festivals of Athens (Oxford, 
1968), p. 203. It is not clear whether the #uepokaXés, a purple 
cloth, is the same thing or some kind of fillet; there is a description 

of it by an Eleusinian priest (see below, p. 96) in the Etymo- 
logicum Magnum, p. 429, s.2.: HuepokalNés ... gowikoly Epioy 
duamemouchuévor, G xpavrar mpds Tds lepovpyias 'AGfwnow, os 
Ocddwpos 6 wavayis wposayopevbuevos & T¢ wphre Tepi Knplrwy 

Yévous. Neyew 5 STt kaheiTa Huepokalhés dud 76 memAbofar kal BeBaefar 

& d pépq. 
180 See the discussion below, pp. 37-38. 
11 For references to the grpégior in other cults see H. Seyrig, 

B.C.H. 41 (1927): pp. 226-227; also L. Robert, Hellenica 11-12 
(1960) : p. 452 (and pl. xxviii) for representations of them in a 
relief on a dedication from Didyma, and ibid., p. 597, on a stele 
deriving from an association of mystai of Dionysus Kallon from 
Rhegion on the north shore of the Sea of Marmora. For the 
arpbeior in some other cults of Asia Minor, see below, note 168. 

H. P. L'Orange, Studien zur Geschichte des spitantiken Portrits 
(Oslo, 1933), p. 110, no. 11, gives references to the orpbeior on 
portraits in Corinth, Dresden, Athens, and Brussels. 

182 See above, p. 23.    
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The passage from Epictetus’s Discourses cited above 
mentions that the hierophant had a kou#, i.e., wore his 

hair long. But this was a characteristic of many 
other priests as well. The priests who greeted 

Herodes Atticus on his return from exile are described 
in an epigram (1.G., II2, 3606, line 13) as: ipjas pév 
TpaTa Oedy KoudwrTas delpats. 

SCULPTURAL REPRESENTATION OF 
THE HIEROPHANT 

In the relief (fig. 3) of the hierophant from Hagnous 
(above, no. 23) he is clothed in a mantle which is 

draped about him in such a way that almost his entire 
body from his neck to the top of his boots is covered; 
it is a much simpler garment than that worn by the 
daduch in a fifth-century vase painting.!s Inter- 

estingly, his boots are not the high-soled type worn by 
actors of tragedy at this time; thus the statementin 

Athenaeus (see above) that the garment of the hiero- 
phant and the daduch resembled that of the stage is 
probably to be understood strictly as applying only 

to the garment.!® On his head he wears a orpbpior 

and above it a wreath, certainly of (the hierophant’s 
traditional) myrtle. He has long hair, the xou# but 
not the kpwBi)os, a hair-style that has frequently been 

attributed to the hierophant by modern scholars on 
the basis of non-Attic works of art.!®> He holds a 
staff in his right hand, and in his left a bunch of tiny 

objects or perhaps only the folds of his cloak. 
With this certain representation of an Eleusinian 

hierophant we now fortunately possess a criterion for 
identifying other Attic sculptures which might repre- 
sent hierophants. Some possibilities are the following. 

I. Portrait of a head of the period of Gallienus, 
found in the Agora.’® “On his head is a rolled fillet 

or strophion, above which he wears a wreath. The 
leaves are too poorly preserved to be identified as to 

kind.”?*” The back of the head is not preserved. 
Harrison believes that this head is a replica of the 
following head. 

I1. Portrait of a head of the period of Gallienus, now 
in the museum at Eleusis.’®® Unlike I, which ac- 

cording to Harrison is its replica, II has no wreath 
above the strophion. Concerning the latter L'Orange 
  

188 See below, pp. 48. 

13t The similarity may have been only magnificence; the con- 
nection with Aeschylus, his deme; see Pickard-Cambridge, The 
Dramatic Festivals of Athens?, revised by J. Gould and D. M. 
Lewis (Oxford, 1968), pp. 200-201; on footwear in tragedy, ibid., 
pp- 204-208. 

135 Pringsheim, 1905: p. 13; Mylonas, Eleusis, p. 232; G. Rizzo 
“Il costume e il tipo artistico dello hierofante,” Rim. Mitt. 25 
(1910) : pp. 156-167. 

156 ., Harrison, 1953: pp. 63-64, no. 49, pl. 31. 
been stolen from the Agora Museum. 

17 Ibid. 
158 Ibid., pp. 63-64, pl. 46e; H. P. L’'Orange, Studien sur 

Geschichte des spitantiken Portrits, pp. 41-42, pls. 108-109. 

It has since 

  



  
BIGNSS Hierophant no. 23. Courtesy of John Travlos. 

writes:'® “Um den Kopf eine wulsartige Binde, die, 
hinten geknotet, in zwei losen Enden iiber den Nacken 

herabféllt.” His hair is long, though not as long as 

that of the hierophant from Hagnous. 

III. Colossal portrait head from the period of 

19 Ibid., p. 124, no. 58. 

  

CLINTON: THE ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES 
    

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC. 

Gallienus, now in the National Museum in Athens.!% 

The man is wearing a strophion but no wreath. His 
hair is long. 

Harrison points out a striking physical similarity 

between this head and the head of a boy found in the 
Agora, a mais 4@’ éorias, and believes that the persons 
portrayed were related.!® 

IV. Portrait head of a herm from the same period, 
now in the National Museum in Athens.'®2 It is very 
similar to II1, differing from it only in having a feature 

of I, a strophion surmounted by a wreath of formalized 
leaves. The hair is about as long as that of II. Two 

wide bands flow down from the strophion in back. A 
cloak covers both shoulders, the left shoulder fully, 
the right slightly less. 

V. Portrait head of a priest, found in the Agora, of 
the Antonine period.'® His hair is long and shaggy. 
The following are two excerpts from Harrison’s de- 
scription : 

The features bear a certain resemblance to those of 
Antoninus Pius, and the cut of the hair and beard looks 
like a more unkempt and shaggier version of his mode. 
At the same time there is a faint reminiscence of certain 
Hellenistic portraits, especially that of Demosthenes.!64 
The head is encircled by a rolled fillet, tied in back and 
with the ends hanging down. Above the fillet is a shallow 
channel about 1% cm. wide all around, as though some addi- 
tional wreath or ornament were to be fastened around the 
head here, but there are no holes for the attachment of 
metal, and the nature of the addition remains a mystery.!63 

She suggests that the subject may be a man of letters, 

or if the groove above the strophion was made for a 
wreath, a priest of the same office as I. I think that 
the similarity to the combination of strophion and 
wreath is such as to leave no doubt that this man was 
a priest like I, and that a wreath was indeed inserted, 
somehow, in the channel. 

VI. Portrait head of a priest, found in the Theater 
of Dionysus in Athens, of the Antonine period.’® His 
hair is quite shaggy and he wears a wreath of small 
leaves above a strophion. 

Harrison interpreted I-IV as imperial high-priests 
on the basis of a suggestion of H. Ingholt that the 

combination of strophion and wreath is in Athens the 
insignia of the high-priest of the imperial cult.16? 
Harrison accordingly explained the difference in head- 

1% Harrison, op. cit., p. 61; L'Orange, 0p. cit., no. 11, plates 
26-217. 

181 0p. cit., p. 61, no. 46. Her other reasons for connecting the 
two are not cogent (op. cit., p. 61, n. 2). The hearth-initiates 
were not necessarily offspring of Eleusinian priestly families, 
though many were. Thus it would not be surprising for a hearth- 
initiate to be the son of a hierophant but the connection is not a 
necessary one. 

162 [ ’Orange, 0p. cit., no. 12, pls. 25 and 29. 
16 Harrison, op. cit., p. 41, no. 29, pl. 18. 
254 Tbd. 
165 Thid. 

108 It was pointed out by Harrison, op. cit., p. 41. 
167 This was to be elaborated by Ingholt in an article “soon to 

appear,” which apparently has not appeared.   
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gear between I and II as due to the fact that the same 

man was wearing, in the portrait at Eleusis, the in- 
nignia of his Eleusinian priesthood, viz. the strophion, 

and in the portrait in the Agora, the insignia of the 

high-priest, viz. strophion and wreath. This is 

clearly untenable in light of the literary and epigraphi- 

cal testimonia cited above and the portrait of the 

hierophant from Hagnous (no. 23), where both the 

strophion and wreath are worn. The absence of the 

wreath in II can be ascribed simply to the fact that 

the myrtle wreath, as it seems, was not the essential 

part of the hierophant and daduch’s costume and so 

did not always have to be worn. Even so, it is im- 

possible to say whether the man represented in I and 

II was a hierophant or daduch or some other priest of 
the Mysteries or a priest of some other cult (the fact 
that it was found at Eleusis is no certain proof that 
he was a priest of the Mysteries). The same applies 

to II1-VI: one can be reasonably certain that they are 

priests, but not of their type. The headgear of the 

imperial high-priest at Athens, if it was different from 

that of other priests, remains an unsolved problem.!%® 

MIDDLE OF SECOND CENTURY 

Hierophants are mentioned, perhaps as relatives, in 
a dedication (I.G., 112, 3966a) dated by Kirchner to 
the middle of the second century; the dedicator is 

Antonius Cornelianus, but the names of the hiero- 
phants, if they were given, are not preserved.'® 

THE ELEUSINIAN ENDOWMENT 

The hierophant was one of many priests, both of 
the Eleusinian cult and of other Athenian cults, who 
are recorded on a stele erected at Eleusis around 160~ 

170 A.p. (1.G., 112,1092),17 as recipients of a share of an 
endowment. The nature of this document, as Oliver 

suggests, is not the establishment of the endowment 

168 Tn representations of the imperial high-priest in Asia Minor 
the strophion has been described as having attached to it a bust of 
the emperor whom the high-priest was serving as well as busts of 
other members of the imperial family. Portraits of several 
priests wearing this kind of strophion are included in J. Inan and 
E. Rosenbaum, Roman and Early Byzantine Portrait Sculpture 
in Asia Minor (London, 1966); they discuss the problem of 
identification in connection with no. 143, p. 124, n. 2. Having 
examined the busts on these strophia, they are not convinced that 
any known example clearly represents an imperial personage, and 
in some cases the busts certainly represent deities which the 

i served ; thus they do not exclude the possibility that high- 
wore such a strophion but point out that the evidence for 
insufficient. To their information should be added 

     

  

  

  

   

    

it 1s 
L. Robert’s bibliography and examples, Hellenica, 11-12 (1960) : 

p. 451, n. 4; he calls attention to an interesting Hadrianic por- 
trait in the National Museum in Athens of a man wearing an oak 
wreath to which is attached in front a disc perda ovuBoAikay 

mapacrioewy (perhaps two crossed thyrsot), 'Apx. "Ee. 1939-1941, 
  

Apx. Xpowwké: p. 12, no. 44, fig. 19. 
169 | can make out on my squeeze a sigma after xai in line 8. 
10 A new edition with commentary is given by J. H. Oliver, 

Hesperia 21 (1952): pp. 381-399. 
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but rather a ruling by the Areopagus which “‘concerns 
a detail for which the diataxis, the deed establishing 

in perpetuity the use of the endowment, did not pro- 
vide specifically.”** A surplus had evidently ac- 

crued, and here the Areopagus decided how it was to 
be distributed. Oliver suggests!'’: 

The increased income was to be used for increasing the 
number of recipients by including among the beneficiaries 
other persons of distinction who are precisely identified in 
the appended list .... The individual portion was to be 
twelve unworn [Attic drachmae] (line 15). 

  

The distribution took place probably at Eleusis in 
connection with the festival of the Mysteries. At 
this time the members of the Boule, who had been 

recipients even before this enlargement of the re- 
cipients’ number, were now to receive an individual 

portion of twelve drachmas; and the priests and other 
officials in the appended list either this amount or 

double this amount (according to the notation amAy 
or &urA7 written after each title.) All the priesthoods 
that are preserved were to receive a double share; the 

only preserved single share went to the only non- 
sacerdotal official on the list, the archon of the 

Eumolpidae.'” 
In the list the hierophant and the daduch are at the 

very top, undoubtedly because the endowment was 
connected with the Eleusinian sanctuary and they 

were its two foremost priests. Of course, as an ad- 
ministrative matter of the Eleusinian sanctuary, the 
endowment would naturally have come under their 

jurisdiction since they were also the highest ranking 
adminstrators of the sanctuary; thus we find in the 
main body of this document that they are charged 
with its supervision (and they too probably were in 

charge of its actual distribution). However, it was 
probably not because of their administrative status 
that they have such a prominent position in the list 

of priests but because of their overall importance and 
prestige in the Eleusinian cult, just as in the aeisitoi 
lists of this period it was surely prestige which deter- 

mined that the hierophant always appeared first and 

the daduch (usually) second (see append. 1V). 
How the order of recipients after the hierophant and 

daduch was determined is not immediately clear. 
The order is as follows: the high-priest, a single exe- 

gete, three exegetes together, the sacred herald, the 
altar-priest; then a group of priestesses: the priestess 
of Athena, the priestess of Demeter and Kore, and the 

two hierophantids. This concludes the list’s first 
column, which contains, in addition to the most im- 
portant Eleusinian, some of the most important 

Athenian priesthoods. The second column consists 
of minor priesthoods of Eleusis and Athens, with the 
  

171 [pid., p. 387. 
172 pid., p. 386. 

% The share of the hearth-initiates, who are quasi-sacred 
officials, is not preserved. 
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notable exception of the priest of Zeus.® Only the 
first two entries of the third column are preserved, the 

archon of the Eumolpidae and the hearth-initiates. 

Oliver’s analysis of this list by groups of priesthoods 
and his suggestion that they all had some role during 
the season of the Mysteries tempts me to the hypo- 
thesis that the list reflected the contemporary arrange- 

ment of priests and priestesses as they marched in the 
great procession of the Mysteries. The grouping may 
reflect priests walking together, in groups or side by 
side in two’s or three’s: at the head of the procession, 

side by side, the hierophant and the daduch, then the 

high priest and the pythochrestus exegete,'”” then the 

three exegetes (of the Eumolpidae)!’® and after them 
the sacred herald and the altar-priest. At this point 
the section of priestesses begins. They were led off 

by the most important priestess of Athens and the 
most important priestess of Eleusis, the priestess of 

Athena and the priestess of Demeterand Kore, walking 
perhaps side by side, symbolizing the ancient unity 

between the cult of Eleusis and the cult of Athens. 

Behind them were the two hierophantids, then two 
lesser priestesses, the priestess of Kal[- - -]'77 and the 
priestess of the Fates. After them came the phae- 
dyntes and the priest of Zeus, and then the lesser 
Eleusinian priests of the second column. 

The secondary position of the priestesses is under- 

standable when we consider that in the marble seats 

of the first row of the prohedria in the theater of 
Dionysus only the names of priests are inscribed!”7; 
priestesses received seats farther back.'”® The first 
seven priests in the endowment list all have seats of 

especially great honor in the prohedria of the theater.!” 
A seat for the next priest in the endowment, the altar- 
priest, is not preserved in the theater, but it is quite 

possible that it existed.!s 
The inclusion of non-Eleusinian priesthoods in the 

endowment list (and perhaps therefore also in the 
procession) was evidently based on ties their cults had 

1% In the theater of Dionysus he is much more prominent: two 
priests of Zeus sit in the center of the prohedria (I.G., 112, 
5024-5025). 

175 For the identification of this single exegete as the pytho- 
chrestus see Oliver, Expounders, p. 42. His seat in the theater 
of Dionysus, right next to the priest of Dionysus, demonstrates 
his importance. 

176 For the identification see below, pp. 89-90. 

177 My squeeze reads Ka\[-—~]. We perhaps ought to re- 
store Ka\[Avyeveias] or an abbreviation of it, the goddess asso- 
ciated with Demeter and Kore in the Thesmophoria; see Aristo- 

phanes, Thesm., 296. 

178 On the prohedria see Appendix III. The priestesses’ seats 
are among those that bear the inscriptions I.G., 112, 5083-5164. 

1% Cf. Oliver, Expounders, pp. 41-42 and appendix III below. 
It would seem that the hierophant was the most prestigious of 
all Athenian priests around this time. Plutarch (Numa, 9, 8) 
says that the position of the Pontifex Maximus was equivalent 
to the rafis of the hlcrophdnt Dio Chryso%tom (CExSi1 
ed. Arnim) refers to the priests who sit in the prohedria of the 
theater of Dionysus as “the hierophant and the other priests.” 

18 See append. I1I. 
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with the Eleusinian cult, ties of which we are other- 

wise ill informed. 

24. Tiros ®N&Bios (Aewabévns) T PhaBiov 'ANkiSBiddov 

Howaets. 1.G., 112, 1773; 1774; 3592 (new frag- 
ment in 'Apyx. 'E¢. 1971: pp. 115-116, no. 8). 
Woloch, 1966: Flavius no. 41. G. Giannelli, “I 

Romani ad Eleusi,” Atti della R. Accademia delle 

Scienze di Torino 50 (1914-1915): pp. 371-380. 
Stemma : Graindor, 1934: p. 134, and see below, 

note 183. In office from sometime in the reign of 
Antoninus Pius (138-161) to 167/8. 

Our principal source of information for this man is a 
lengthy dedication set up in his honor by the Areo- 
pagus, Boule, and Demos sometime between 162 and 

169. Before mentioning his praiseworthy accomplish- 
ments as hierophant, it lists all civic offices he held, as 

well as all civic offices held by his father, grandfather, 
and brother; also briefly mentioned are his wife and 

some of her relatives. He held these offices: archon 
(but apparently not eponymous archon),'s! pane- 
gyriarch, gymnasiarch ‘‘at his own expense with 

bowls,”"182 and twice ambassador to Rome in the reign 
of Antoninus Pius. He did not attain, at least by this 
time, the office of hoplite general or herald of the 

Areopagus, the two most important offices in Athens 
at this time, as had his father and grandfather.!®® We 

181 Cf. Kirchner, I. G., I1%, 3592; Geagan, 1967: p. 8. 

182 Geagan (1967: pp. 128-132) discusses the gymnasiarchy at 
Athens. It would be interesting to know whether the gym- 
nasiarch “with bowls” differed from the ordinary gymnasiarch. 
The gymnasiarch “with bowls” is attested at Athens also in .G., 
112, 1945, line 2 (45/6 A.p.). J.and L. Robert, Hellenica 6 (1948): 
pp. 127-130, discuss many texts in which é\keia appear in 
connection with the gymnasiarchy; they were the vessels from 
which the distribution of oil was made (which was the gymnasi- 
arch’s main responsibility). For further bibliography see 
L. Robert, Hellenica 11-12 (1960): p. 599, note 4; J. Robert is 
preparing a study concerning the oil used in the gymnasium and 
in the city. 

18 For this reason Kirchner’s identification of him with the 
Flavius Leosthenes, son of Flavius Alcibiades, honored in I.G., 

I12, 3591 is incorrect. A solution cannot be found by dating 
I1.G., 112, 3591 later than 3592 because the dedicatee of 3591 is not 
called hierophant (with appropriate hieronymy); this was cor- 
rectly recognized by Graindor (1934: p. 134), who interpreted 
this dedicatee as the grandfather of the hierophant. Kirchner’s 
error was also recognized by E. Kapetanopoulos (‘“Flavius 
Hierophantes Paianieus and Lucius Versus,” R.E.G. 83 [1970]: 
p. 65), but his stemma of this family is largely erroneous because 
of his denial of the traditional restoration (by Skias) of the 
hierophant’s father as Alcibiades, which is proved to be true by 
the new fragment published in ’Apx. 'Ee. 1971, loc. cit. Thus we 
are left to choose, basically, between the stemmata of Kirchner 

and Graindor. Both are possible but Graindor’s is preferable 
since Kirchner has to assume the adoption of Eisidora for which 
there is no evidence. Graindor’s stemma reveals that the great- 
grandfather of the hierophant, Flavius Alcib probably was 
the first member of the family to receive Roman citizenship under 
the Flavians; this is chronologically possible since his son was 
archon around the end of the first century. In regard to the 
dedicatee of 1.G., 112, 3591, Flavius Leosthenes, it is probably best 
to regard him, with Graindor, as the hierophant’s grandfather. 
Kapetanopoulos rightly points out the difficulties in taking the 
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do not know whether any of these offices were under- 
taken while he was hierophant. Certainly the em- 
bassies to Rome could have been and may well have 
had something to do with his connection with Antoni- 
nus Pius, which is discussed below. Any or all of his 
other civic offices, which were mainly financial in 
character,'® could also have been undertaken simul- 

taneously with the hierophanteia. 

The most interesting part of the inscription set up 

in his honor is lines 21-26. For the convenience of 
the discussion below, a translation of this passage is 
given here: 

He received the strophion in the presence of the Deified 
Antoninus (Pius) and initiated the emperor Lucius 
Aurelius Verus while holding the Mysteries—quite legiti- 
mately—twice in one year, and he installed the latter as a 
Eumolpid, having combined also in this matter, when we 
had the benefit of his services also as the proposer (of 
Versus’s adlection), propriety with reverence for the gods 
and great virtue. 

  

The mention of Lucius Verus, not yet called 6eés 
(divus), demands that the inscription be dated be- 
tween the time of his initiation at Eleusis and his 
death in 169. Two dates are possible for his visit to 
Athens (and initiation): 162, on his way to the war in 

the East, or 166, on his way back to Rome. Of these 
162 is the preferable one, as Giannelli first proposed.!® 

For during his return in 166 his army caught the 
plague in Seleucia and were spreading it through every 

province they passed ; under these circumstances it is 
unlikely that Verus would have made a leisurely stop 

at Athens to be initiated into the Mysteries.!8¢ But 
in 162 he is known to have made a visit to Athens in 

the course of his slow journey to the East during 
which he tarried at many cities in Greece and Asia 

Minor, thoroughly enjoying the festivities each had 

Flavius Alcibiades, son of Flavius Alcibiades, honored in I.G. 
112, 3593, as the brother of the hierophant; if this dedication was 

made after I.G., 112, 3592, it is odd that no mention is made of the 
fact that the man had been panegyriarch and herald of the 
Areopagus. I do not believe such an omission to be impossible, 
however, C\p(‘(_i\”\ if the man for some reason had to interrupt 
full participation in political llh for a ponml of thirty years. He 
may also have been prytanis in 162/3 (I.G., 112, 1772, line 5). 

This prytanis was identified by Kirchner and l\(mv anopoulos 
with the Flavius Alcibiades who was (plubn imS SV GR(EGE RIS, 

2068, line 197), somewhat improbably, for there is no evidence 

to my knowledge that prytaneis were allowed to be younger than 

thirty years at this time. This ephebe and Flavius Leosthenes, 

who appe ust before him in the same inscription, were perhaps 

brothers and were probably sons of the hierophant or his brother. 

It is not certain whether Flavius Heracleitus of Paiania, prytanis 

in 162 (I.G., 112, 1772, line 9) belongs to the same family; if he 

did (as Kapetonopoulos believes), pe 
hierophant. There can be no certain 
e 112, 3648: lepogpdrrys, Aewabévys, and 'ANkiBadns are equally 

possible as restorations in line 3 
184 agan, 1967: pp. 1/, 178 132, 136. 

18 Giannelli, 0p. cit., pp. 377-381. 
186 Scriptores Historiae Augustae, Vita Veri, 8, 1. 

plague ¢f. J. Gilliam, 4.7.P. 82 (1961): pp. 225-251. 
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to offer.!8” This year is accordingly the preferable 

date for his initiation, and so our inscription belongs 

between 162 and 169. 
On the initiative of this hierophant, the initiation of 

Lucius Verus, like the initiation of Demetrius Polior- 

cetes and probably also that of Augustus,'®® took 
place during a time of the year other than the usual 
one for the Mysteries. And so the composer of 1.G., 
112, 3592 added a note of explanation, a discreet 

apology : kal Tovro katd 76 Oeuiréy (he could not say kara 
74 wérpia). In the dedication to the altar-priest 
Memmius (I.G., 112, 3620), which mentions that he 

too initiated Lucius Verus, nothing is said about 
having held the Mysteries twice in one year, so that 

we may assume that this was done mainly on the 
initiative of the hierophant. And if our interpreta- 
tion of the end of I.G., 112, 3592 is correct, the efforts 

of the hierophant were largely responsible for Lucius 
Verus's adlection into the genos of the Eumolpidae. 
After he was adlected, the hierophant, whose cus- 

tomary task it was to install adlected members, then 
also installed Lucius Verus as a Eumolpid.'® 

This hierophant had the unusual distinction of being 
installed in his own priesthood (i.e., of receiving the 
emblem of his office, the strophion) mapa 76 abrokpdropt 

e 'Avrwrvelvw. The preposition mapd with the dative 
indicates that it was ‘“‘in the presence of the emperor,” 
not “from him.” Consequently, this passage is not 
proof that Antoninus Pius came to Athens, as Giannelli 

insisted.’®® Moreover, the other evidence proposed 
by Giannelli"! in order to prove that Antoninus Pius 

187 Scriptores Historiae Augustae, Vita Veri, 6, 9: Nam cum in- 
terfecto legato, caesis legationibus, Syris defectionem cogitantibus 
oriens vastaretur, ille in Apul[eJia venabatur et apud Corinthum 
et Athenas inter symfonias et cantica navigabat et per singulas 
maritimas civitates Asiae, Pamphyliae, Ciliciaeque clariores 
voluptatibus immorabatur. For a reevaluation of the impor- 
tance of the Viia V as an historical source see T. D. Barnes, 

“Hadrian and Lucius Verus,” J. R. S. 57 (1967): pp. 65-79, who 
cites all the evidence relating to this journey and holds that it was 
at this time (162) that the initiation took place. 

8 See Graindor, 1927: pp. 19-23. 

19 My interpretation is that the hierophant always did the 
installing, but did not always propose the adlection, which could 
be done by any Eumolpid; hence the necessity for the phrase 
émel kal émN\éyovra elxoper. The preci nse of ém\éyew in this 

context is not attested elsewhere, but buld hardly have to do 

with anything but the adlection process. mposidptew is attested 
in the passive with the meaning ‘“to be installed”; see L.S.J., s.v. 

19 Op. cit., 374-375. 
191 Malalas, XI, 280-281, and Aelius Aristides, XLVII, 35, ed. 

Keil. For the p: ve in Malalas see the commentary of 
A. Schenk Graf von Stauffenberg, Die Romische Kaisergeschichte 
bei Malalas (Stuttgart, 1931), pp. 307-313. The passage in 
Aristides was shown to refer to Marcus Aurelius by W. Schmid, 
Rheinisches Museum 48 (1893): p. 57.  Cf. W. Hiittl, Antoninus 
Pius (Prague, 1936) 1: p. 236, n. 24, and K-H. Ziegler, Die 
Begichungen zwischen Rom und dem Partherreich (Wiesbaden, 
1964), p. 112. 

This position is supported by Graindor, Marbres et Textes, 
p. 68, although his argument from the use of mapa does not by 
itself prove that it was held in Rome. He refers to the case of the 
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visited Athens is not substantial enough even to dis- 

prove the notice in Scriptores Historiae Augustae, Vila 

Pii, 7, 11 that Antoninus Pius never left Italy: “nec 

ullas expeditiones obiit, nisi quod ad agros suos pro- 

fectus est et ad Campaniam dicens gravem esse pro- 

vincialibus comitatum principis, etiam nimis parci.” 

We must conclude that the hierophant received his 

strophion in the presence of the emperor in Rome, 

where he visited twice as ambassador. 

We do not know why his investiture was held before 

the emperor. Perhaps just as Augustus once settled a 

case brought to him by Eleusinian priests (probably) 

concerning conflicting sacral rights'®> and Marcus 

Aurelius ruled that a man was ineligible for the 

hierokerykeia,' the appointment of this hierophant 
was contested and held up until the contestants could 

go to Rome and have it settled by the emperor, the 
result being that Flavius Leosthenes was confirmed as 

hierophant and the Eumolpidae held the investiture 
ceremony then and there. In any case, for whatever 

reason, the genos installed this hierophant in Rome. 

We do not know whether this hierophant was 
married ; no children of his are attested with certainty 

(see note 183). Nor is there any reference to him 
after his death, i.e. with his full name preserved. 
Nonetheless, we can be reasonably sure that, as he was 

the son of an Alcibiades and grandson of a Leosthenes, 

and his (only known) brother was named Alcibiades, 

he was the eldest son and accordingly named 

Leosthenes. 
A Flavius Hierophant, certainly this hierophant, 

appears twice in the aeisitoi lists. These are lists con- 

tained within the prytany lists of this period. The latter 

as Geagan notes,"" first appear after the Hadrianic 

reforms, and contain, from the first, lists of aeisitoz, 

i.e. men fed in the Tholos at public expense.!®> The 

first aeisitor lists sufficiently preserved to be of 
significance date to shortly before 165 A.0.”¢ Noto- 

poulos” and Oliver'®® have compiled chronological 

tables of aeisitoi derived from these lists with the 
purpose of dating more accurately the prytany lists 

which contain them. Oliver’s table with some re- 
visions is given in Appendix IV. Flavius appears as 
hierophant in the lists of 166/7 (I.G., 11%, 1773) and 

the second prytany of 167/8 (1.G., 112, 1774). In 

cosmete Tryphon who was crowned in Rome by Septimius 
Severus and Caracalla (1.G., I12, 2193). 

Strong evidence against the initiation of Antoninus Pius can 
also be found in I.G., 112, 3620 (see discussion below, pp. 83-84). 

192 Suetonius, Augustus, 93; ¢f. Graindor, 1927: pp. 23-25. 
19 Oliver, 1970: p. 4, lines 7-15. 

194 1967 ; p. 116. 
15 S, Dow, Prytaneis, Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937): pp. 22-24; 

¢f. Geagan, 1967: pp. 103-112. 
196 If Notopoulos’ date for 1.G., IT*> 1769, shortly before 165, is 

correct, this hierophant’s nomen should be restored; for a dis- 
cussion of this inscription and 1.G., I1?, 1768 see below, pp. 59-60 
and append. IV. 

197 Hesperia 18 (1949): pp. 1-57, table 1. 
198 FI.Th.R. 43 (1950): pp. 233-235. 
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168/9, in the eighth prytany, another hierophant, a 
Julius, was in office (Z.G., I12, 1775). The change 

therefore took place sometime between the very end 

of 167 (the time of the second prytany) and the be- 
ginning of the summer of 169. 

25. 'Tobhwos ‘Tepogdwrns. In aeisttor lists: I.G., II, 

1775 (168/9); 1776 (169/70); 1808 (170-172, or 
174-176, or 187); 1782 (ca. 180)9; 1794 (ca. 180); 

Hesperia 4 (1935) : p. 49, no. 11 (182/3); I.G., 112, 
1788 (187/8 or 174/5); 1798 (190/1); 1792 
191/2 or 192/3). In dedications: I.G., 112, 3411; 
3628 (?); 3639; G. Manganaro, Annuario della 
Scuola Archeologica di Atene 37-38 (1959-1960) : 
pp. 421-427. (He is possibly the same person as 
hierophant no. 19.) In office from 168/9 to 191 
or 192 (or slightly later). [See Addendum, p. 
128.7 

It is clear from the aeisitor lists that this hierophant 
took office in 168 or the early part of 169 and left 
office in 191 or 192 or slightly later.?° 

Three dedicatory epigrams (I.G., 112, 3411; 3639; 

Manganaro, loc. c¢it.) mention the noble deeds of a 
hierophant in connection with an enemy attack on 

Eleusis. The attack has been identified with the in- 
vasion of the Costobocs in 170,*! and the hierophant 

has been accordingly identified with the hieronymous 
Julius. 

One of these epigrams is on a monument erected 
after the hierophant’s death (I.G., II2, 3639, only 

partially preserved and now in Malta),?? where the 
following noteworthy facts about him are recorded: 

he was well known for his wisdom and for his pleasing 
voice (“‘pouring forth the iuepdeaar voice of Eumolpus 

he displayed the feletas and the all-night orgia to the 
mystai”’), and he acquitted himself well during the 
barbarian attack by saving, undefiled, ‘‘the rites of the 
unutterable secrets (appfrwy Oéouea).” In the second 

% For a new reading see below, p. 79, note 25. 
20 For the dates see Appendix IV, Oliver, loc. cit., and Notopou- 

los, loc. cit. Oliver’s date of 192 for I1.G., 11%, 1792 (4.J.P. 71 

[1950]: pp. 175-176) cannot be supported by the theory that 
“the panegyriarch was expected to entertain the visitors who 
came to Eleusis every four years to the festival of the Mysteries 
in Boedromion,” for the Mysteries were held annually; and he 
himself eliminated this theory in Hesperia 27 [19587: p. 42, n. 8. 
The other evidence for the date is that it should be after 188/9 
because of the hoplite general in that year and after I1.G.,112,1798 
which has been plausibly assigned in the table of aeisitoi to 190/1 
(see append. IV). And since 1792 was set up before the death 
of Commodus, its date therefore would seem to be Boedromion 
of 191 or 192. 

This hierophant’s name can be restored in the following 
aeisitos lists which fall within his period: Hesperia 11 (1942): 
p. 50, no. 18 (168/9); 1.G., 11, 1781 (169/70); 1795 (ca. 181); 
1796 (186/7); 1797 (ca. 191). 

21 Premerstein, Klio 12 (1912): pp. 145-164; R.E., 11, coll. 
1505-1507; ¢f. I. Russu, “Les Costobocs,’” Dacia, nouvelle série 
3 (1959): pp. 341-352, especially 349-351. On the date of 
Aristides’ birth ¢f. C. A. Behr, 4.7.P. 90 (1969): pp. 75-77, and 
Bowersock, 1969: p. 61, n. 3. 

It should be dated “post 191/2" instead of “ca. 170.”    
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epigram, which is inscribed on a herm,®® the invasion 
is the main subject. It reads?*: 

"Apphray 8no avpby v—v— &Js "Abhvas 
wvoricoy H[ v— & T JoNepwe orvyepit 

Tobveka Tawialis dvédnoay K Jekporidar pe 
Kkal Oégav & [Teuéver . . . . Joos del TENETS. 

It was probably erected shortly after the invasion, and 
it appears that his praiseworthy exploit during it was 
the saving of the arrheta hiera which were kept in the 
Anactoron, the “holy of holies” in the center of the 
Telesterion into which only the hierophant was 
allowed.?> He succeeded in getting the hiera safely 
to Athens before the Costobocs broke in. This too 
is the sense of the third epigram (I.G., II2, 3411), 
where he is described as the “phantor of the holy 
nights, who evading the unholy work of the Sarma- 
tians (i.e. the Costobocs)®® saved the orgia and his 
life for his country.” This confirms and supplements 
the information of the second epigram. He did not 
lead a defense of the sanctuary but took the saner and, 
as events proved, the more valuable course ; he brought 
the fiera safely back to Athens as the Costobocs were 
hastening to attack. That a large part of the sanc- 
tuary, including the Telesterion, was destroyed by 
the attack is borne out by the Eleusinian Oration of 
Aelius Aristides and archaeological evidence. Had 
the hierophant attempted resistance he undoubtedly 
would have lost the hiera in addition to his life and 
the lives of others. This epigram also salutes him for 
his wisdom (goeiy k\ewér), and just before it breaks off, 
it mentions that he initiated ’Avrevivor. 

This Antoninus can be none other than Marcus 
Aurelius.  The identification was opposed by Gian- 
nelli*” on the grounds that, although Marcus Aurelius 
is sometimes referred to in Eleusinian inscriptions as 
Antoninus, his initiation is always mentioned together 
with that of Commodus, who was initiated at the 
same time (176 A.D.),28 and therefore Antoninus must   

28 Manganaro, loc. cit. 
4 [ was able to see the stone in the summer of 1969, and have 

added in this edition some subscript dots. Manganaro’s 7 _pés in 
line 4 appears to be epigraphically impossible ; enough of the stone 
i rved so that the right vertical stroke of pi should show if 

ted. Mnr]pés is possible but not attractive. 
Aelian, Varia Historia, fragment 10. 

%6 Cf. Premerstein, Klio 12 (1912): p. 153. 
"7 Atti della R. Accademia delle Scienze di Torino 50 (1914— 

1915) : pp. 371-380. 
8 For the date see Giannelli, loc. cit.; Foucart, Revue de 

Plhilologie 1893 : pp. 205-207. 
On the initiation Scriptores Historiae Augustae, Vita Marc, 

dit ut se innocentem probaret et sacrarium 
gressus est. Since only the hierophant was allowed to 

enter the Anactoron (see above, n. 205) this has been thought to 
mean that Marcus Aurelius was the only outsider ever allowed to 
visit the sacred Anactoron (Foucart, 0p. cit., p. 207; Manganaro, 
loc. cit.). But what about Commodu, Did he wait outside? 
D. Magie (Loeb, 1921) translates solus as “unattended” and 
sacrarium as “‘sanctuary,” which seems much preferable (although 
sacrarium could also mean the Telesterion in this case). 
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refer to Antoninus Pius. However, it will be shown 
below on the clear evidence of an Eleusinian inscrip- 
tion (in connection with altar-priest no. 12) that 
Antoninus Pius was not initiated into the Eleusinian 
Mysteries, which confirms the evidence that we have 
already seen that he never left Italy.?® The answer 
to the question why only one emperor is mentioned 
here whereas in fact the hierophant Julius initiated 
both, and in other inscriptions (both in poetry and 
prose) they are always mentioned together, a question 
which Giannelli properly raised, may have something 
to do with the time at which the monument was 
erected. If like 1.G., 112, 3639 it was erected after the 
hierophant’s death, which occurred in this case in 191 
or 192 or a little later, it may well have been set up 
when the name of Commodus was already under 
damnatio memoriae. 

He was eponymous archon in 191/2 or 192/3.211 

26. T8 Khavdwos 'Amol\wépios T K\avéiov "AmorNoddpov 
"Axapvets. I.G., 112 1803; 2109 ; 3641. Toepffer, 
1889: p. 58. In office from 191 or 192 (or 
slightly later) to 193/4 (or shortly before). 

He is mentioned under the hieronymous form of his 
name, K\abdwos ‘Tepopdvrns 'Axapvels, as a prytanis in a 
prytany list (1.G., II%, 1803) which is dated by 
Notopoulos?2 to 192/3 or 193/4. His full name occurs 
in the heading of an inscription on a herm Z:G., 112, 
2109) of 194/5, which reads as follows?!3; 

4 [6...0.nms 

K\abdwo['s TTo JAbEnos 

"Axapved[s o7 lparnyhoas 

775 m[6]News, dbeNeds 

8 eiepop[ dv Jrov Khavdiov *Amo— 

[\ Jwapliov] *Axapréws. 

The use of the full name of the hierophant signifies 
that he was dead by this time. Thus he was in office 
only a short time. His name is also preserved on a 
round statue base at Eleusis (1.G., 112, 3641), erected 
after his death, with the brief inscription lepopdwTrs 
"AToN\wépios. 

His father was Ti. Claudius Apoll[odorus],2 and 
his grandfather was perhaps Polyzelus son of Apol- 
  

     
20 above, p. 38. 
210 See above, n. 200. 
M .G, 1% 1792, lines 3-4 (= 

the date see above, n. 200. 
*2 Hesperia 18 (1949): table I, facing p. 22; ¢f. J. S. Traill, 

Hesperia 40 (1971): pp. 3 and 41 (1972): p. 141. 
25 Dated by Notopoulos, 1949: p. 31.  He restored [6 Eny Inrhs 

in line 4, but no basis for this is available. I was able to see part 
of another letter before eta, probably part of a serif. It is too 
close to eta to be part of a gamma but could be part of mu, alpha, 
lambda, and other letters. On epigraphical grounds, therefore, 
[koo Junris is preferable to [&ny Inrhs. 

M 1.G., 112, 3748. However, Apoll[inarios] can also be re- 
stored, it seems. 
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lodorus of Acharnae, who was ephebe around 110.25 
His brother Polyzelus was ephebic archon sometime 
after 160%° and therefore was born sometime after 

140. If Polyzelus was the first-born, his brother 
Apollinarius died at an age of less than fifty-five. 
This, however, is as uncertain as the name of their 
father. 

27. Nobumtos ‘lepopavrns Pahypets. I.G., 112, 1806 

(194/5?) ;1806a (195/6) ;1790 (ca. 197); Hesperia 
16 (1947): p. 180, no. 84. In office from 194/5 

(or shortly before) to sometime before 209/10. 

He was the successor of Claudius Apollinarius, and 
since the latter was dead in 194/5, he must already 

have been in office in this year. This fact would tend 
to favor the removal of the question mark from the 
date ““194/5?”" which Notopoulos?' proposed for I.G., 
112, 1806, in which this hierophant appears in the 
aeisitor list; for if it were dated to its other possible 

year, viz. 193/4, we would have to compress even 
further his predecessor’s already brief incumbency. 
In I.G., 1I?, 1806a, assigned to a year in which this 

hierophant was certainly in office (195/6), absolute 
hieronymy is observed; only the titles 'Tepopdrrys, 

Aqdoixos, ‘Tepoxnpvg are inscribed. According to the 
aeisitor list of 1.G., 112, 1790, this hierophant appears 
in the extraordinary position of second place, behind 
the sacred herald, the only such occurrence in all the 

preserved aeisitor lists. However, a squeeze of the 
inscription shows that this part of the text is definitely 
incorrect?'®; lines 26-29 should read : 

Nobupos ‘Tepo[ ¢ Ja[rs] 
Nobu ‘Tepoxypu[£] 
Toum#os Agdo[ Uxos ] 

From a partially preserved aeisitoi list, not precisely 
datable,?® we learn his demotic, ®aknpets. He may 

be a son of L. Nummius Phaedreas of Phaleron,?® who 
married Nummia Bassa, daughter of a sacred herald. 

If the restoration suggested in Appendix IV for 
line 1 of I.G., II2, 1789, [Nobu]Juios ‘Iepopérrys, is 

correct, then he was probably still in office in 204/5. 

28. Khatdws ‘Tepogavrys ) Mapabiwos. 1.G., 112, 1077. 
In office in 209/10. 

The sign ) indicates that his father had the same 
name. Either his father was also a ‘Tepodrrys, or the 
hierophant’s name, before hieronymy was imposed, 
was the same as his father’s. Since most probably no 

Claudius of Marathon was hierophant in the previous 

LRGN 0119 

2167 G:, T2, 3748 

217 1949 table I. 

28 For other corrections in this list see Oliver, 4.7.4. 45 (1941): 
o390 

219 Hesperia 16 (1947): p. 180, no. 84. 
20 1.G., 112, 4069-4070. 
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sixty years, the second alternative must be the correct 
one. In this case, Claudius Eumolpus son of Claudius 

Eumolpus of Marathon, ephebe in 169/70 (I.G., 112, 

2097, line 38) appears, with some probability, to be 
the same person as our hierophant, since Eumolpus 
points to a connection with the appropriate genos, 

and in 209/10 Eumolpus would have been sixty years 
old. 

29. 'AmoM\éwios 'AmoN\wviov. Philostratus, Lives of 
the Sophists, 11, 20, p. 103 (ed. Kayser) ; I.G., 112, 

3811-3812. Oliver, Hesperia 36 (1967): pp. 334~ 
335. In office around 215. 

In Philostratus’s short biography of him the section 
concerning his career reads as follows : 

‘0 8¢ "AmoNNawios 6 'Afnvaios évéuaros wév nEln Kkah’ 

“ENMppas, ds ikavds 76 Ouavikd kal 76 auol weNérny ob 

peumTos, émaldevae ¢ "Abfynar kad' ‘Hpak\eldny 1€ kal rov 

Sudvupor 700 moNirikol Bpbvov mpoeaTdds éml TaNdwTe. 
Owamperfs 0¢ Kal TG TONTIKG Yevbuevos & Te wpeaBelais 

Umép TGV peyloTwy Empéofevoer & Te Aerovpylaws, ds 

weytoras "Abnaiol vouifovar, Thy Te émdbvupor kal TN éml 

TGy Smhwy émerpdmn Kal Tds & awakTopou ewvis #on 

ynpdokay, ‘Hpaxeldov pév xal Aoyiuov kai I'habkov kal 

TGV TOWUTWY lepopavT@y elpwriq uev amodéwr, TeuvdTnTL 

0¢ Kal peyalompemelq Kal K6oMw mapd TONNOUs Ook@y 
TRV dvw. 

The rest of the biography discusses his oratorical 
style, but mention is made in passing that one of his 
embassies was to Septimius Severus in Rome.2! 
Concerning his death it is stated that he died “about 
the age of seventy-five” and was buried along the 
Sacred Way in the suburb called the Sacred Fig, where 
the procession bringing the kiera from Eleusis stopped 
to rest. 

A statue of him was set up at Eleusis while he was 
still alive (Z.G., TI*?, 3811). Beneath the epigram 
originally inscribed on its base another was added 
after his death by his children, revealing his name and 
his father’s name (line 12), which was also Apol- 
lonius.???  In the first epigram the viewer is asked to 
keep his name silent while he is alive, because “a 
secret thesmos* went taking it into the purple sea’ : 

! In view of this embassy A. von Premerstein (Jahreshefte 16 
[1913]: p. 263) suggested his name as a possible restoration in 
line 21 of 1.G., 112, 1076, as the Athenian delegate sent to Rome in 
connection with honors for Julia Domna, but a new fragment 
(Hesperia 4 [1935]: pp. 178-183, no. 45) does not seem to bear 
this out. 

22 [f marpés means the hierophant himself, the father of the 
dedicators, the line seems needlessly redundant. A small non- 
joining fragment of this inscription, found in the storeroom of the 
museum at Eleusis, belongs at the end of this line and verifies 
the restoration of Keil: war[pss] ouo ("Apx. 'Eg. 1971: p. 118, 
no. 12).  The line signifies that his father had the same name. 

The last line perhaps refers to Poseidon as the ancestor of the 
Eumolpidae; see Toepffer, 1889: p. 30. 

8 feapés sounds very much like an object here, on which the 
name was written. It definitely was an object in the Thesmo- 
phoria; see Deubner, 1932 pp. 50-60.  
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that is, probably as part of the investiture ceremony, 
his name was written on a tablet and thrown into the 
sea. 

His role as hierophant is described with the words 
avakTopov ék wpopavévTa vully & dpyervais. Reference is 
also made in the epigram to the fact that the rhetorical 
profession had been in his family for generations, and 
now that he was a hierophant he had given it up: 
béopara v lixw. This and the synonym which 
Philostratus uses for his office, as & daxrépov cwrés, 
as well as the remark that other hierophants were 
better in euphonia, imply great importance for a 
melodious voice in connection with the functions of 
the hierophant in the Telesterion. Though not equal 
to three of his successors in euphonia, he surpassed 
many of his predecessors in ‘‘solemnity, magnificence, 
and dress,” aspects of the hierophant’s performance 
which were also evidently not unimportant at this 
time. 

He was married at some time in his life. 
Since Philostratus states that he was once an epon- 

ymous archon and hoplite general, Graindor?* 
identified him with the C. Cas(sius) Apollonius of 

Steiria who was hoplite general in 188/9225 and archon 
in 207/8.2% However, it is suggested below (p. 80, 

no. 10) that the hoplite general and the archon are 

father and son, and that the family belongs to the 
Kerykes. Oliver®” believes that he should be identi- 
fied with the peregrine Apollonius son of Apollonius 
who was a member of the comsilium that advised 
Commodus on affairs of the Gerusia in 182 and 183. 
The above interpretation of I.G., 112, 3811, line 12 as 

indicating that the hierophant was the son of a homon- 
ymous father offers support for Oliver's suggestion 
as far as the patronymic is concerned, but his sugges- 
tion otherwise cannot be regarded as probable on the 
basis of available evidence.??® However, I am in- 
clined to agree with Oliver that our Apollonius is the 

sophist honored in 1.G., 112, 3812. I would edit this 
inscription (fig. 4) as follows: 

   

[kara Ta ] d0kavTa 'A\p[eowa'yehms] 

[.53 .7 "AmoN\@wio[ v "Amor\wriov ] 
[T’(l(. T] b oM [(T T T’] v L‘AI(,.:’ 

The letters of line 3 (ht., ca. 0.026 m., disregarding the 
vertical stroke of the phi) are taller than those of lines 
1-2 (ht., ca. 0.020 m.) as well as wider, which suggests 
that the name of the man honored did not run on to 

line 3, that is, did not consist of two sizes of letters, 

24 1922: pp. 215-217. 

25 See Hesperia, Suppl. 8: 
pp. 42-43. 

26 1.G., 112, 2199, line 7; for the date see Notopoulos, 1949: 

pp. 34-35. 

21 Hesperia 36 (1967) : pp. 329-335. 

25 Cf. J. and L. Robert, R.E.G. 82 (1969): p. 451, no. 193. 
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but that only the name of the man’s distinguished pro- 
fession stood centered in line 3. It is in fact centered 
in relation to line 1 and so it is reasonable to suppose 
that line 2 should be symmetrical with it also; this can 
be achieved with the restorations of the above text. 
We then have room for an abbreviated praenomen and 
nomen, which would of course rule out Oliver’s identi- 
fication. But the restoration [’AmoN\dwior ]’ AroN\wio- 
[v. . 13 Demotic " 7 is also possible as symmetrical with 
lines 1 and 3 if its beginning and end extended beyond 
those of line 1. It seems impossible to restore 
"AmoN\avios Bidfuov “Epueos.?®  Wilhelm’s identifica- 
tion*? of our Apollonius with P. Aelius Apollonius who 
is mentioned in 1.G., 112, 3688 (init. 5. I11 p.) as having 
been eponymous archon, basileus, hoplite general, 
epimelete of the gymnasiarchy, and herald of the Are- 
opagus seems doubtful. Possible arguments against 
it are that no embassies are mentioned in I.G., 112, 
3688 (but it may have been set up previous to them); 
and that Kirchner’s stemma (ad 1.G., 112, 3688) shows 
that the identification would presuppose a change of 
genos on the part of P. Aelius Apollonius or of his 
uncle, P. Aelius Dionysius, who was a daduch (but 
the stemma of the family of hierophant no. 20 and the 

case of Valerius Mamertinus®! show that this is a pos- 
sible course). A more serious argument is the fact 

that, as lines 13-16 of 1.G., 112, 3688 reveal, the dedi- 
cator, the wife of P. Aelius Apollonius, took pains to 
show that her daughter was of distinguished ancestry ; 
yet, if the identification is correct, she ignored her 
husband’s sophistic profession which had been in his 
family for some time. 

This hierophant was already dead when Philostratus 
was writing, between 230/1 and 238,25 His incum- 

G2 36658 

2, col. 121, no. 1; which is followed by P.I.R.2, A, 142 
and Bowersock, 1969: p. 133. 

1 Oliver, 1970: p. 4, lines 9-11. 

22 For the date ¢f. Bowersock, 1969: pp. 6-8. Since ‘“Philo- 
stratus will have addressed Gordian at the outset by his highest 
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bency came in all probability before rather than 
after? the hierophants with whom Philostratus com- 
pares him and who appear to have held the hiero- 
phantia in succession, namely, Heracleides, Logimus, 

and Glaucus (who served for a period of nine years and 
a fraction of a year). Thus Apollonius was either the 
successor of Claudius Hierophant of Marathon or at 
any rate served not long after him. 

Ca. 220 A.D. 

Around 220 A.D. a decree was passed by the Demos 

(I.G., 112, 1078) regulating details of the ephebes’ 
participation in the escort of the hiera from Eleusis 
to Athens and in the procession of the Mysteries to 

Eleusis. The end of the decree requests that this be 
made known to the Areopagus, the Boule of the Five 

Hundred, the hierophant, and the genos of the Eumol- 
pidae. The importance attached to the hierophant’s 
and the Eumolpidae’s knowledge of this decree would 
seem to indicate that they were the ones primarily 
responsible for managing the procession. However, 

the decree also stipulates that the ephebes were to 
receive some Eumolpid funds,** and it may have been 

for this reason, or also for this reason, that the hiero- 
phant and the Eumolpidae had to be specially 
notified. 

CTRSOFARDE 

A decree®’ honoring Ulpius Eubiotus and his sons 
states that they are to share in the aiseitiai just as the 

hierophant and [———]. 

30. ‘Hpak\eidns. 

Kayser). 
Bhilestraitus, = 20,8 ps 

In office around 220-230. 
103 (ed. 

Philostratus, bid. In office around 

He probably succeeded Heracleides. 

31. Aby:pos. 
220-230. 

Wilhelm?¢ suggested that he is the same as the {epeds 
wavayns 'lacwy Znfov 6 kal Abyiouos ‘Ayvotaios (I.G., 112, 

3664). However, a hierophant could not hold a 
priesthood of the Kerykes along with his own. It is 
conceivable that he could have been (lepels mavayss, 

then switched genos and became a hierophant, but 
there is not an inkling of evidence that it was done in 
this case. 

32. T ®NéPBros T'havkos T PAafiov T'hatkov Mapafdivios. 

Philostratus, bid.; I.G., 112, 3661 (= Oliver, 

and most recent office” (Bowersock), it follows that the dedica- 
tion of the Lives of ihe Sophists was written before Gordian was 
emperor; for 230/1 as the terminus post quem see below, p. 81, 
mAS 08 

23 Toepffer (1889: p. 58) interprets that they preceded him, 
but Philostratus does not specify a chronological relationship. 

28 For the custom see above, p. 23. 

25 Oliver, 1941: no. 31, line 25, and a copy in Hesperia 32 
(1963): p. 26, no. 27, line 14. 

26 Beitrige zur griechischen Inschriftenkunde (Wien, 1909), 
p. 96. 
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Hesperia, Suppl. 8 (1949): p. 252, no. 3); 3662, 
lines 13-14 (= Oliver, op. cit., p. 253, no. 4); 
3709, lines 10-11 (= Oliver, op. cit., p. 250, no. 2). 
Stemma: Oliver, op. cit., opposite p. 248. In 
office for nine years and part of a tenth, around 

225=235. 

His father, a Roman knight, was procurator of 
Cyprus around 180-200.%" The very distinguished 
family to which he belonged is illustrated in Oliver’s 

stemma. His sister was the wife of a hierophant, and 
his brother Zoilus married the daughter of the hiero- 

phantid Isidote. 
The most information concerning him comes from 

a memorial erected after his death at Eleusis (I.G., 
112, 3661)28: “Glaucus, joining a soul of old age to a 
body still in its prime, and to beauty of person adding 
the better part, wise self-control, revealed to all man- 

kind the light-bringing rites of Deo for nine years, but 
in the tenth went to the immortals.” Glaucus ob- 
viously died before reaching old age. 

According to Philostratus his euphonia was much 
better than that of Apollonius. In I.G., II?, 3709 

(lines 10-11) he is called ‘“‘the hierophant from the 
radiant Anactoron,” a description similar to that in 
I1.G., 112, 3661 : “he revealed to all mankind the light- 

bringing rites of Deo.” 

33. Hierophant. I.G., 112, 3662. 

Either before or after Glaucus. He was the hus- 
band of Glaucus'’s sister Euryale, eponymous archon, 
sophist, and was commemorated by his wife in 1.G., 
112, 3662 (= Oliver, Hesperia, Suppl. 8 (1949) : p. 253). 

As Graindor suggested,” he could be the same 
person as the hierophant Apollonius (no. 29). 

34. 'Epdros. I1.G., 112, 3674. In office after ca. 235. 

A base with an epigram was set up in his honor by 
his son Cleadas, who was himself hierophant of a 

Demeter-Kore cult at Lerna,? a cult similar to that 
of Eleusis at least in respect to the names of some of the 

priesthoods. Cleadas’s name indicates that he was 

an Argive, and Boeckh (C.I.G., I, 405) made the 
plausible suggestion that he was born of an Argive 

mother. He is also mentioned in the Palatine An- 
thology (IX, 688) as Aepraiwy adirwy mepubaios opyto- 
eartys ..., KNéns ... dyavys moots edmartepelns. 

The significance of @ in line 3 of 1.G., 112, 3674 has 
not been commented upon by any of its editors. Such 

a dative with déxopar should mean “at the hand of,” 

7 Cf. Woloch, 1966: Flavius no. 34a. 

28 The translation is by Oliver, Hesperia, loc. cit. Omitted 
here is the very interesting final couplet on death as a kahoy & 
HOKGPWY pUoTAPLOY. 

21100 2R 2N s 

0 For the cult see Nilsson, Geschichte, 2: p. 354.    
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as in 6éfaré ol okqmrpov warpiior.?t How then did 
Cleadas receive the hierophantia at Lerna “‘at the 
hand of” his father? It is possible that Erotius also 
served as hierophant at Lerna, or more likely, that he 
was involved in giving advice about religious matters 
in the Mystery cult there (which was already in ex- 
istence by the time of Plutarch and Pausanias); 
in perhaps a somewhat similar way Timotheus the 
exegete? once furnished help in the founding of a 
Mystery cult at Alexandria. Thus Erotius might 
have had a voice in the appointment of a hierophant 
at Lerna, who turned out to be his own son, eligible 
by virtue of being born of an Argive mother. 

In the epigram of 1.G., 112, 3674 Erotius is called 
[KJexporins cogdv &pvos, implying that, like other hiero- 
phants, he too was renowned for his wisdom. 

35. ‘Tepopdavrns Hevaybpov. I.G., 112, 2342. Stemma: 

E. Kapetanopoulos, B.C.H. 92 (1968): pp. 493— 

518, Stemma “C.” In office in the first half of 
the fourth century. 

His name is the culmination of a long tabula gene- 

alogica which is inscribed on a herm and of which only 
the last part is preserved. The inscription is actually 
divided into two sections, one section carved on the 
front of the herm and the other on the right side, with 

the genealogical information of one section comple- 

menting that of the other. It reveals that his an- 
cestors were, on his mother’s side, the great families 
of the Claudii of Melite (the daduchic house) and the 
Gellii of Delphi and Athens and, on his father’s side, 
an unknown Eumolpid family. 

36. Neorépios. Zosimus, IV, 18 (ed. Mendelssohn); 

Eunapius, Lives of the Sophists, VII, 3, 1-4, 9, and 

X, 8 (ed. Giangrande); Marinus, Proclus, 28, 
p. 22 (ed. Boissonade). The last legitimate 

hierophant. In office from before 355 to at least 
375 and “‘not long before”” 392. 

He was known as a person of great wisdom and as a 
seer. Julian, just before he was elevated to Caesar 
in 355 A.p., heard of the hierophant’s wisdom and 
rushed to Athens to be his pupil. But just when 
Julian succeeded in getting to know the hierophant 

well, Constantius conferred on him the rank of Caesar 
and assigned him to Gaul. When he was there he 

summoned the hierophant from Greece, and together 

with him performed ‘“‘some things (i.e. rites) known 
only to them,”” which according to Eunapius were in- 
strumental in influencing Julian to do away with the 

tyranny of Constantius. After he had done away 

with Constantius, Eunapius adds, he sent the hiero- 

phant back to Greece “as though he were sending off 

  

    

21 Tljad, 11, line 186; for other examples see L.S.J., 5.0. déxopar 
TR 

  

ee above, Introduction, The Secret of the Mysteries and 
Christian Writers. 
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a god who had appeared, and he gave him everything 
he wished,” including “imperial gifts” and a retinue 
to take care of the sanctuaries of Greece. 

Eunapius (X, 8), relating another incident from the 
life of this hierophant, at the time Julian was emperor 
(361-363), fills out the picture already given of him 
as a seer. At this time Prohaeresius consulted him, 
having noticed that “the hierophant was available, 
like the Delphic tripod, to all those seeking knowledge 
of the future.”” The question he put to him was 
whether Julian’s tax reform would be permanent, and 
the answer was negative. 

Another instance of the hierophant’s prophetic 
powers is recounted by Zosimus, in connection with 
an incident that took place around 375. In a dream, 
the hierophant Nestorius, & ékeivois 7ois xpovois 
lepopavTely Terayuévos, NOW Vrépynpos, foresaw a disaster 
and that Athen’s only salvation lay in doing public 
honor to Achilles. But his proposal was spurned by 
the city officials. Undaunted, he fashioned a statue 
of Achilles in an aediculum and set it beneath the 
statue of Athena in the Parthenon, while reciting the 
appropriate prayers to both deities. Soon afterwards 
a great earthquake took place and only Athens was 
spared. 

Nestorius was the hierophant who initiated (éréNed) 
Eunapius,® and although Eunapius was certainly 
writing after the hierophant’s death, he says that ‘it 
is not lawful (themis) for me to say his name.” (His 
name, however, is mentioned by Zosimus without any 

reference to hieronymy.) Eunapius states that this 
hierophant was a Eumolpid, and he prophesied to 

Eunapius that “after him a hierophant would be 
appointed for whom it would not be lawful to touch 
the hierophantic thrones, since this man would have 

already been consecrated to other gods and would have 
sworn secret oaths not to supervise other shrines,” and 
he would not even be an Athenian. He also prophe- 

sied that sanctuaries would be razed and pillaged in 
his own time (though evidently not referring to 

Eleusis), and that the Eleusinian sanctuary would end 
its life before his successor ended his, and his successor 

would henceforth live in dishonor, destined neither to 
serve as hierophant nor to reach old age. The 

prophecy was borne out, Eunapius says, by the fact 
that his successor was from Thespiae and was a warip 

m1s Mibpiaks, and by the fact that “not long there- 
after’”” Alaric invaded (396 A.p.). The invasion was 

successful, according to Eunapius, because of the im- 

piety of the blackrobes, and because the ‘law and 
bond of the hierophantic thesmoi had already been 
broken” (referring presumably to both the illegitimate 
hierophant and the edicts of Theodosius). 

Nestorius was the father or grandfather of Plutarch, 
the Neo-Platonic philosopher who died in 431.24 

A AVITITESS SIS 

244 For the relation see R. Buetler, R.E. 21 (1951) : coll. 962-975, 
s.v. Plutarchos von Athen; ¢f. Oliver, Expounders, p. 84. 
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According to Marinus (Proclus, 28, p. 22, ed. 

Boissonade), who calls him Nestorius the Great, he 

was the author of "Opyta and Oeovpyws 'Aywyn.?® 

ROMAN EMPIRE 

A piece of one side of the aediculum of the iepogavrucos 

Opévos in the Telesterion is preserved and bears the 
vertically written inscription ‘Iepogarr[ns], of Roman 

date.?® The throne and its aediculum have been re- 

constructed by J. Travlos, who demonstrates on the 
basis of its foundation blocks that it was situated in 

close proximity to the entrance of the Anaktoron.?’ 

UNKNOWN DATE 

A grave inscription (I.G., 1%, 6400) preserved only 

in the sketches of Fauvel as . .OPATOHZ |’ Avrikpérov | 
Kneiowebs is restored by W. Peek to read ‘“‘certainly 

[‘TepJogéwrns rather than [IIp Jwrayépns.”’?*s No date 
is given for the monument. The reading [‘lep Jogarrys 
seems very unlikely, since hieronymy is nowhere else 

attested on monuments erected after a hierophant’s 
death. 

UNCERTAIN PROVENANCE 

The inscription mentioning the hierophant Anti- 
ochus, who appears in Toepffer’s and Philios’s lists, is 
of uncertain provenance, and so it is not clear whether 
Antiochus was an Eleusinian hierophant.? 

GENERAL REMARKS 

AGE AND DURATION OF SERVICE 

In commenting on the Mysteries at Phlius Pausanias 

states (II, 14) that they differed from those at Eleusis 
in being held four times a year, and also in regard to 
the duration of the hierophant’s term: iepogdrrys ol 

& Tov Blov wavTa amodédekTal, KaTd O¢ EkGoTny TENeTHY 
aANoTé €T GNNos aolow aiperds, NapBdvwy fv ey rkal 

ywaika. That the appointment of a hierophant at 
Eleusis was for life is also indicated by the evidence 

concerning Apollonius (no. 29), Glaucus (no. 32), and 
Nestorius (no. 36) and by the fact that no living ex- 
hierophants are known.?® In addition, in the case of 

Apollonius (no. 29) an inscription states that hier- 

onymy could be lifted only after his death. This was 
a custom which applied to the priest’s entire term and 

was kept rigorously for all hierophants starting from 

#5 This identification was made by K. Latte, Gnomon 7 (1931): 
PSR 

%8 1.G., II2, 3718; Preuner, apud Noack (1927: p. 292, no. 

ggests a date in the Hadrianic period. For a probable 
e in the fourth century B.c. to the hierophant’s throne, 

see above, p. 20. 
47 Apy. "B, 1950-1951: pp. 1-16. 
28 “Attische Grabinschriften I,” Abhandlungen der Deutschen 

Akademie der T onschaften zu Berlin, Klasse fur Sprachen, 
Literature and Kunst, 4 (1953): no. 26. 

ARG G R RO48 

250 Cf. Oliver, H.Th.R. 43 (1950): p. 233. 
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around the end of the second century B.Cc. (see 

Introduction). 
That the hierophant normally was not a young man 

is clear from a passage of Epictetus in which Epictetus 
addresses a hypothetical young man who proposes to 

reproduce the Mysteries at a place other than Eleusis 
by simply reproducing the sounds uttered by the hier- 

ophant?': olk éalinra éxets iy det oV LepopdvTny, ol KOunY, ol 

aTpbpLov olov bel, ol pwriy, obx MAwkiav, obx Wyvevkas ws 

ékeivos. Thus only older men were normally ap- 
pointed, and the evidence for the individual hiero- 
phants indicates that in fact several were of such an 
age: Lacrateides (no. 4) was probably over sixty when 

installed; Amynomachus (no. 12) over fifty; Hiero- 

phant of Hagnous (no. 23) is depicted in a relief as an 
old man; and Apollonius (no. 24) entered the hiero- 

phantia #on ynpdokwr and died at about seventy-five 
years of age. The evidence also indicates that some 

were probably less than sixty when they were installed, 
namely, Aristocles of Perithoidai (no. 13) whose term 

of service lasted at least 35 years and Glaucus (no. 32) 

who died after nine years of service while his body 
was ‘“still in its prime.” Apollinarius (no. 26) when 

he assumed office may have been fairly young. How- 

ever, none of the latter cases justify the assumption 
that any of them were younger than about 45-50 at 

the time of their appointment. In regard to several 
of the other hierophants, about whose age no precise 
inferences can be drawn, the distinguished careers 

which they had already had by the time they appear 
in inscriptions as hierophants testify that they were 

certainly not young men. In addition, the short 

terms of several of the hierophants of the end of the 
second and the beginning of the third century A.D. 

point to the same conclusion, namely that age was an 
important pre-requisite for appointment to the hiero- 
phantia, the importance of it perhaps varying accord- 
ing to the period. 

MARITAL STATUS 

Pausanias (II, 14, see above) seems to say that one 

of the ways in which the hierophants of Phlius dif- 

fered from those at Eleusis was that the former could 
marry if they wished. However, many of the hiero- 
phants at Eleusis had children, and so Pausanias’s 

testimony raises the question whether they were still 
married or were widowers when serving as hierophants. 
A statement of Hyperides strongly suggests that mar- 

riage was permitted in the fourth century B.c.2® The 

dedication in honor of Menecleides (no. 13) erected 
by his wife, shows that marriage was not forbidden 
around the end of the second century B.c., and a dedi- 
cation of the second century A.n. by perhaps®® the 

51 Arrian, Discours 

Cited above, p. 21. 
{42 [,f}., 112, 3628.  She could not have been a daughter, but it 
is possible that she was not his wife. 

of Epictetus, 111, 21, 16 (ed. Schenkl).   
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wife of a hierophant invites criticism of Pausanias’s 
testimony even for his own period. 

Pausanias visited Athens probably shortly before 
the middle of the second century, certainly before 
160-161.2%* It is possible that at this time the in- 
cumbent was not married, and it is also possible that 
the well-known chastity observed by the hierophant 
during the festival (see below) was a source of con- 
fusion. Though NauBévwr ywaike is a normal term 
for marrying, perhaps Pausanias is using it here simply 
to refer to intercourse, so that it should be taken 
closely with kard d¢ ékaorny TeNerdy. At any rate, if he 
does not mean this, his testimony does not seem to 
be correct on this point. 

MANNER OF APPOINTMENT 

Only four hierophants were close relatives of one 
another: the brothers Amynomachus and Aristocles 
of the second century B.c., and Menecleides and 

Theophemus of the last quarter and the end of the 

second century B.c., who were father and son. This 
small number, in contrast to the relatively large num- 
ber of unrelated hierophants, especially those of the 

fourth century B.c. and of 150-230 A.p., the two 

periods for which our records are the most complete, 
would lead one to infer that inheritance was not the 
manner of appointment. At the same time, the 
number of related hierophants is large enough to cast 
doubt on allotment as the manner of appointment, 
at least for the period after the third century B.C. 

However, there is some, though not very strong, evi- 
dence that allotment may have been used before the 

time of Aristotle.>® We must conclude that at least 

for the later period hierophants were elected, and, 

accordingly, that occasionally a family of great pres- 
tige and popularity among the Eumolpidae succeeded 
in having more than one of its members elected. In- 
terestingly, the predominance of certain families of the 

Eumolpidae in the hierophantia occurred in the second 
century B.C. and coincides with a somewhat similar 

though lengthier predominance of certain families of 

the Kerykes in the dadouchia about the same time. 

  

POLITICAL ACTIVITIES AND SOCIAL POSITION 

Little is known of the lives of the hierophants. 
Archias (no. 3) was on good terms with oligarchs, 

Eurymedon (no. 7) brought suit against Aristotle, 
Eurycleides (no. 8) was intolerant of philosophic 
witticisms on the Mysteries. The only political 

office attested for hierophants of the pre-Sullan period 

is service in the Boule (no. 11 and perhaps no. 9). 
In 86/5 a hierophant was archon, and generally 

speaking, it is characteristic of the hierophants of the 

Roman period to be politically very distinguished. 

    

C. Frazer, Pausanias’ Description of Greece, pp. 
Xvi-xviii. 

See below, pp. 52-53, 67. 
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Claudius Oenophilus (no. 18) held nearly every major 
political position, others held several of them. At 
least three (nos. 18, 24, 29) served as ambassadors, 
two of them to Rome. In at least one case, that of 
Claudius Oenophilus (no. 18), who was probably the 
first Athenian equestrian, a hierophant, before as- 
suming office, had had a Roman career. Flavius 
Leosthenes (no. 24), Apollonius (no. 29), and 
Nestorius (no. 36) were on good terms with emperors. 

The hierophant Apollonius (no. 29) was a sophist, 
and several (nos. 32, 34, 36) were known for their 
wisdom; and the last legitimate hierophant (no. 36) 
achieved renown for his powers of prophecy and magic. 
No. 25 was highly praised for his clear thinking and 
courage in the face of hostile attack upon the s 
tuary. 

  

nc- 
Clearly the hierophant in the Roman period 

generally was a person who enjoyed considerable 
prestige. Plutarch and Dio Chrysostom relate that 
the hierophantia was the most important and most 
respected priesthood in Athens.2?6 It was also highly 

respected in the Classical and Hellenistic period, but 
whether to such a degree is not known. 

REQUIREMENTS FOR APPOINTMENT 

Political and intellectual distinction (at least in the 
Roman period) were undoubtedly very helpful in in- 
fluencing appointment, but religious and ceremonial 

abilities were evidently also necessary. Philostratus 
considered a pleasing or melodious voice (edpwria) to 
be highly desirable of a hierophant and listed three 

hierophants who had it (nos. 30-32) and a fourth 
(no. 29) who was not quite up to them in this respect. 
Epictetus listed gwr# as one of the hierophant’s essen- 

tial characteristics. Philostratus also stressed ‘‘so- 
lemnity, magnificence, and dress.” 

INV. 

  

TITURE 

  

Apparently the most important part of the cere- 

mony of installation was the reception of the stro- 
phion; in the case of Flavius Leosthenes (no. 24) 
this seems to have been practically synonymous with 

becoming a hierophant.?® It was probably at some 

point during the investiture that the hierophant cast 
his former name into the sea and became hieronymous. 

Investiture was not restricted to a particular place, 
as is shown by the case of Flavius Leosthenes (no. 24) 

who received the strophion in Rome in the presence of 
Antonius Pius. 

RELIGIOUS COSTUME 

The best evidence for the dress of the hierophant is 
the relief of hierophant no. 23, in connection with 

  

See above, n. 179. 
207 See the discussion of the strophion in connection with I.G., 

112, 3592 and Flavius Leosthenes (no. 24) and in the secti 

the hierophant’s dr The same significance of the reception 
of the strophion is attested for other cults; for bibliography see 
L. Robert, Hellenica 11=12 (1960): p. 459. 
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which a full discussion of the hierophant’s dress was 
presented. From this relief and literary evidence the 
following picture emerges. The color of his cere- 
monial garment was perhaps purple. The most im- 
portant part of his dress was the strophion, above 
which he customarily wore a myrtle wreath. His 
hair was probably long by tradition. In addition, 

hierophant no. 23 holds a staff and wears rather fancy 

boots. Thegeneralimpression of ebrpéreia and seuvorns 
influenced a speaker in Athenaeus to accuse the hiero- 
phant and daduch of imitating the stage. 

EMOLUMENTS 

The hierophant’s primary source of fees was proba- 
bly the initiates themselves.2”® Though his fee is not 
preserved, one amounting to five obols or more would 
be commensurate with what the priestess of Demeter 

and Kore received. A portion of the proceeds from 
the harvest of the Rarian field was given to him as well 
as to the other priests and priestesses of the cult.?® 

He undoubtedly received also a portion of the sacri- 
fices offered during the Mysteries, just as every mem- 

ber of the Eumolpidae did, and perhaps as hierophant 
his portion was greater.2® In the time of Aeschines, 
at least, he probably underwent a financial audit.2® 
In the second century A.p. he had a share in the Eleu- 
sinian endowment, but otherwise nothing is known of 

payments to him during the Roman period. Perhaps 
fees were still collected from initiates, but the need for 

a panegyriarch?® shows that if so, these fees did not 
pay the full expenses of the festival as they apparently 
did in Classical times. In view of the general wealthi- 
ness of the hierophants of this period the initiates’ 
fees may have been less important. 

Perhaps a clearer picture would emerge from a 
comprehensive study of the finances of the sanctuary. 

RELIGIOUS FUNCTIONS 

At the time of the Mysteries he practiced chastity.26 
Together with the daduch he announced the Mysteries 
(the prorrhesis) from the Stoa Poecile through the 

services of the sacred herald.?®* He and the genos of 
  
  

258 See above, pp. 10-13 and 26. 

289 See above, p. 20. 

260 See above, p. 23. 
26t Aeschines, 4 gainst Ctesiphon, 18 (ed. Blass): ofov robs lepéas 

kal Tas lepelas dmevfivous elvar keNeber 6 véuos, kal cUANNABOY dravTas 
Kkal xwpls éGaTovs Katd o@pa, Tods T& vépa pévoy NauBdvovras kal 
Tas ebxds Umép Yudy mpos Tov's Beov's ebxopévous, kai ob pbvoy idig, aA\\a 
xal kowf Té vévn, Eduowidas kal Khpukas kal Tobs &\Novs dravras. 

*%2 For the official see Geagan, 1967: p. 136. 
*% See the quotation from Epictetus cited above, p. 44; also 

Julian, Oratio V, 173c-d (ed. Hertlein), where the custom is 
somewhat exaggerated, the impression being given that it was 
not limited to the time of the festival. 

264 Isocrates, Panegyricus, 157 (ed. Blass): Ebpohmidar 8¢ Kai 
Kiipukes & i) TeNerfi 7y pvomnpiwy 8ué 76 TobTwy picos kal Tois &\hous 
BapBapors elpyeahar Tav iepiy Gomep Tols Gwdpopbyors TPOay0pElOVTLY. 
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the Eumolpidae were perhaps primarily responsible 
for the direction of the procession®%?; he and the 

daduch probably marched at its head.?%¢ 
We may summarize here the most trustworthy 

(non-Christian) evidence referring specifically to the 

hierophant and his activity within the Telesterion.2¢7 
As his title indicates, he showed the hiera to the 

initiates.?®® The hiera were kept in the Anactoron, 
into which he alone was permitted to enter.2® He 
had a considerable speaking role during this most 
sacred service, for which a pleasing and melodious 

voice was essential.?’® He had to reveal certain 
spoken secrets (\eyoueva) to the assembled initiates.2” 

And a very important part of his speaking was done 
within the Anactoron: Philostratus uses ai & dvaxrépov 

ewvat as a synonym for the hierophantia.?™ At the 
moment he emerged, the Anactoron was lit by a 
brilliant light, and the appearance of the hierophant 
bathed in this light was a dramatic moment that was 

especially remembered: Apollonius (no. 29) is de- 
scribed in an epigram as dvakrépov & wpopavérta wukly 

& dpyevvais, and Glaucus (no. 32) is called ‘“‘the hiero- 
phant from the radiant Anactoron.” Glaucus is also 
called the one who “revealed to all mankind the light- 

bringing rites of Deo.” Brilliant light was a very im- 
portant part of the festival at this point.27 

It is clear from a scholion to Aristophanes’ Frogs (line 369) and 
a comment by Suetonius that by Eumolpidae and Kerykes 
Isocrates probably had in mind the hierophant, daduch, and 
sacred herald. The scholion reads: wapa T4p 70D iepoarrov kai 

dgdovxov mpdppnow THv & Th wowkiNy oTog. Suetonius’s remark, 

Nero, 34 is cited below, p. 78, where the priests’ role in the 
prorrhesis is discussed. 

265 See above, p. 42. 
266 See above, pp. 35-36. 
27 Concerning the difficulty of interpreting the testimonia of 

Christian sources, which is not attempted here, see above, Intro- 

duction, The Secret of the Mysteries and Christian Writers. 

Proceedings in the Telesterion which do not refer specifically to 
the hierophant are omitted here. 

268 Also so indicated in the charge brought against Alcibiades, 
Plutarch, Alcibiades, 22 and Pseudo-Lysias, 4gainst Andocides, 
51. This is ignored by Kerenyi, Eleusis, Archetypal Image of 
Mother and Daughter (New York, 1967), p. 90, who proposes a 
rather strange theory: “strictly speaking, hierophantes means not 
he who ‘shows the holy things'—that would have to be called 
hierodeiktes in Greek—but ‘he who makes them appear,’ phainei.” 
He has a severely limited notion of this verb. 

% Aelian, Varia Historia, fragment 10; ¢f. above, n. 208. 
*"0 See above the hierophants nos. 25, 29, 32. References by 

Sopater to the voice of the hierophant imply that it was an 
essential part of the initiation rite (Rhetores Graecae, ed. C. Walz, 
VIII, p. 123, line 3). 

211 Pseudo-Lysias, loc. cit. 
22 See above in connection with the hierophant Apollonius 

(no. 29). 
* The light is mentioned also in: .G., 112, 4058; Plutarch, 

Progress in Virtue, 81e (who is presumably referring to the 
Eleusinian Mysteries) ; Dio Chrysostom, Oratio X11, 33, p. 163, 
Vol. I (ed. von Arnim) (though it is not clear that he is referring 
specifically to Eleusis). For a full discussion of the light see 
O. Rubensohn, Jahrbuch 70 (1955): pp. 34-49; on the intellectual 
illumination of the Mysteries see P. Boyancé, R.E.G. 75 (1962): 
pp. 460-473. 
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Having emerged from the Anactoron, the hiero- 
phant was assisted by the hierophantids in showing 

the hiera.*™ Perhaps at this point he walked around 

the Telesterion, revealing the %iera in procession with 
the daduch and the hierophantids and some or all of 
the other priests. 

He sat on a special throne during part of the cere- 

monies.?”> At one point he “‘sounded a gong as Kore 
was being summoned.’’?7% 

Other duties in connection with the Mysteries in- 
cluded writing the speeches of the spondophoroi.2” In 

most of his religious duties he could normally rely on 
enthusiastic assistance from the genos of the 
Eumolpidae.?’® 

He had a part also in the celebration of the Cala- 
maea®® and the Proerosia,? the only other festivals 

at Eleusis with which any evidence connects him. 
Around the end of the fourth century B.c. he went as a 

member of a delegation from the Eleusinian sanc- 

tuary, i.e., he and the ‘‘priestesses from Eleusis,” to 
the festival of the Pyanopsia.?® Only “priestesses” 
are his associates also in the Calamaea. 

During the panegyris of the Mysteries he and a 
group of “‘appointed men” supervised the use of 
proper weights and measures, according to a law issued 

around the end of the second century B.c.?% 

II. DADUCH (Addovyoc) 

So far as is known, the daduchs were always drawn 
from the genos of the Kerykes.! 

1. KaXXias (II) ‘Immovikov (I) 'ANwmeknfer. Scholion to 

Aristophanes, Clouds, line 64; Plutarch, Aristides, 

5 and 25. For all other prosopographical refer- 
ences and further discussion see P.4., 7825; D. 
MacDowell, Andocides, On the Mysteries (Oxford, 

274 

  

ee below, chap. VII, General Remarks. 

275 See above, pp. 20 and 44. 
276 Apollodorus, On the Gods, F. Gr. Hist., 244, F110b. The 

phr X aNKoKp6TOU Aauérepos in Pindar, Isthmian VII, 
lines 3-4 probably does not refer to this: it refers to the shrieking 
of Demeter as she searches for her daughter, according to 
E. Thummer, Pindar, Die Isthmische Gedichte (Heidelberg, 
1969) 2: p. 116, ad. loc.; but B. Moreux (R.E.G. 83 [1970]: 
pp. 1-14) discusses the various interpretations of xakokpérov and 

believes that it rs to the instruments used in the cult of the 
Great Mother, Cybele, who wasassimilated to thecult of Demeter 
at Thebes. 

277 See above, p. 23. 
278 I regard to the sophist Adrian, Philostratus (Lives of the 

Sophists, p. 91, ed. Kayser) says: éepamevor, Gomep 76 vévn Tis 

"EXevoivos iepoptyriy Naumpds iepovpyotvta. Compare the assist- 
ance rendered by the Eumolpidae to Aristocles (no. 11). 

21 [.G., 112, 949, line 10; ¢f. above, p. 27. 
28 See above, p. 22. 
281 See above, p. 
282 See above, pp. 28-29. 
! The clearest statement of this is made by Aelius Arist‘ide‘s, 

Eleusinian Oration, 4 (ed. Keil), and all other evidence is in 

agreement. 
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1962), p. 10 and append. L (stemma) ; J. K. Davies, 
Athewian Propertied Families, 600-300 B.C. (Oxford, 
1971), pp. 258-261. For his deme see D. Lewis, 
B.S.A. 50 (1955): pp. 13-14 and B. D. Meritt, 

Hesperia 5 (1936) : p. 410. In office from 490 B.c. 
or earlier to 446/5 or later. 

To the battle of Marathon Callias is said to have 
come dressed in his priestly garb (& 77 tepa aroNg), and 
to have fought honorably.2 He and his family, which 

included Aristides, his cousin, were quite prominent. 
Dedications he erected on the Acropolis still survive, 

one of which was perhaps a statue in honor of his vic- 
tories in the Olympian games.? 

His service to the Mysteries as daduch was evi- 
dently no impediment to his undertaking several 
important services for the state. 'When well advanced 
in years, he took part in the embassy of 449/8 to King 
Artaxerxes, which resulted in the alleged Peace of 

Callias, and he is last heard of as one of the two men 
who negotiated the Thirty Years’ Truce with Sparta 
in 446/5 (he was also Sparta’s proxenos). He was 
especially renowned for his wealth. By his con- 
temporaries he was considered mhovowboraros 'Abnraiwy; 
by the comic poets he was nicknamed \akkbmovros. 

One explanation of the nickname is given in an anec- 
dote related by Plutarch. According to him Callias 
was ouéraros avfpbmwy kal Tapavoudraros, and after the 
battle of Marathon some barbarian, ‘“‘thinking him a 
king because of his long hair (kous) and headband 
(arpbguov), bowed to the ground before him, took him 
by the hand and showed him a heap of gold buried in 

a pit;” he then allegedly killed this man and took the 
gold. But the story has too many comic elements to 
be taken seriously; Plutarch probably relied heavily 
on the comedians in this instance, and his account is 

further suspect in that he seems to like to make a nice 
contrast between the wealth and vice of Callias and 

the virtue and poverty of his cousin Aristides. Other 
versions relate just that he found a cache of gold left 
behind by the Persians.* 

As a soldier in the battle of Marathon he may have 
wanted to demonstrate, by wearing his religious cos- 
tume (iepa o7oNp), that he was there also as a priest, 

perhaps regarding himself as acting in defense of not 
only Athens but also the Mysteries and the sanctuary 

of Demeter and Kore, which were intimately bound 
up with Athenian life. 

There has been some debate as to whether the son 

of Callias, Hipponicus, was also a daduch, and re- 
latedly, whether the office of daduch was hereditary 

in this family, whose known history extends from 
Phaenippus® in the early sixth century to Hipponicus 

2 Plutarch, Aristides, 5; scholion to Aristophanes, Clouds, 
line 64. 

3 A. Raubitschek, Dedications on the Athenian Akropolis, nos. 

111 and 136; ¢f. Davies, op. cit., p. 258. 
4 F. Gr. Hist., 104, F13 and Suda, s.v. Naxxémhovros. 
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son of Hipponicus in the third century,® and which in 
the fifth and fourth centuries shows an alternating 

father-son series of Callias-Hipponicus. With the 

notable exception of Foucart, scholars have considered 
the office of daduch as hereditary in the family at 
least during the fifth and fourth centuries, when a 
Callias alternated with an Hipponicus.” Foucart’s 

objections are that only two daduchs are attested with 
certainty as coming from this family, Callias (II) and 

his grandson Callias (III), the accuser of Andocides; 
that this is not sufficient evidence to conclude that the 
office of daduch was hereditary in the family for two 
centuries; and that there is no proof that Hipponicus, 

the son of Callias (II) and father of Callias (IIT), the 
necessary link for proving any heredity at all, was in 

fact a daduch. The evidence traditionally cited to 
prove that Hipponicus was a daduch is a state- 

ment of Andocides (115): “And once his father (i.e., 
the father of Callias III), Hipponicus, expounded 
(é&nyhoaro) this to the Athenians.” The interpreta- 

tion of this statement (if Callias told the truth) is 
simply that Hipponicus usurped the right of Eumolpid 

exegesis, which belonged exclusively to the Eumol- 
pidae?®; it cannot be interpreted, as Foucart correctly 
maintains, to mean necessarily that Hipponicus was a 

daduch at the time he performed illegitimate exegesis. 
Callias (III), Hipponicus's son, who also tried to usurp 
the right of exegesis, did so by relying on his prestige 
as daduch to escape detection.? It does not follow 

that Hipponicus also had to rely on the office of 
daduch to act in the same illegitimate manner. As 

mhovoiwraros 7év ‘EXMpwv, and a man of considerable 
influence in Athens, and naturally therefore an im- 
portant member of the Kerykes, he may not have 
needed the office of daduch to make his improper 

exegesis carry weight. In any event, the fact—if it 
was a fact, for we have only the biased word of 

Callias—that Hipponicus illegitimately performed exe- 
gesis is not proof that he was a daduch. Some indi- 
cation that he was not a daduch may be seen in the 

fact that in 387 it is mentioned that he had recently 
died.® Now we know that his son Callias was serving 
as daduch from before 400 to at least 371, so Hippo- 

nicus would have had to have died before 400. Al- 
though it is not impossible that “recently” (vewori) 

could refer to an event more than thirteen years 
before, I think this tends to favor the position that 
Hipponicus was not a daduch. 

®1.G., 112, 4680. He was connected with this family by D. M. 
Lewis, loc. cit. 

7 So also most recently MacDowell, loc. cit. and Davies, 0p. cit., 
p. 269 (which appeared after my discussion was written). For 
bibliography see Foucart, 1914 : p. 191, n. 2. 

8 Cf. Oliver, Expounders, p. 21, and below p. 91. 
? Oliver, loc. cit., and below pp. 90-91. 
1 Lysias, XIX, 48; for the date of this speech see F. Blass, 

Attische Beredsamkeit 1: p. 531. Athenaeus (5, 218b-c) infers 
that Hipponicus died ca. 422, probably wrongly since the date is 
in great disagreement with the direct evidence of Lysias. 
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Another argument, which has not been brought 
to bear on this problem of heredity, is that in 350/49 
and 302 the incumbent daduchs were respectively 
Hierocleides and Pythodorus.! They were probably 
not members of this family, as these names do not 

occur anywhere in the family’s stemma; but much 
more significantly, in 350/49 neither Callias (IV) 
whose akme was around 355 nor his father Hipponicus 
whose akme was around 388 were either of them the 
incumbent daduch; nor was Hipponicus (IV) whose 
akme was around 322 the incumbent daduch in 302. 

So, unless Hierocleides and Pythodorus came from 
a related branch or branches, this family was not in 

control of the office of daduch in the second half of the 

fourth century. We must conclude that the office of 
daduch was not hereditary in this family throughout 

its known history and that there is no firm evidence 

that it was so even at any one time in its history. 
Between the incumbencies of Callias (I1) and Callias 

(IIT) at least one daduch held office. 

AROUND THE MIDDLE OF THE FIFTH CENTURY 

A representation of the iepa oroNd which the daduch 

wore around this time is probably preserved on a red- 
figure stamnos, which was painted around the end of 
Callias (I)’s lifetime and placed in an Eleusinian 
grave.”? A bearded man of mature age is shown 
marching, barefoot, in a solemn manner, with a torch 

in each hand, and he is followed by a mystes, crowned 
(with myrtle) and holding a myrtle-staff.!® The 
daduch’s long hair flows down his back and is bound 
on his head by the strophion, which seems to cover a 
wreath probably of myrtle.* His garments are quite 

regal. A chiton reaches to midway between the knee 
and ankle, with a row of decorative dots, probably 

embroidered, circling the garment slightly above the 
hem. A heavier garment, apparently an érevdirys, 
decorated with small circles scattered all over, is worn 
over the chiton and reaches to just above the knees; 
it is bound about the waist with a decorated sash. 
Both the chiton and the ependytes are sleeveless. A 

stolelike chlamydion passes around his neck; its two 
ends come down in front of his chest, pass under the 
sash, and terminate just below the hem of the epen- 
dytes. Considering the figure’s royal bearing and 
splendid garments, the joke about a barbarian mis- 
taking him for a king is graphically clear.!s 

1 See below, daduchs, nos. 3 and 4. 
2 K. Kourouniotes, ‘“Elevowiakny Agdovxia,” 'Apx. 'Ee. 

1937, pp. 223-253, fig. 4; cf. J. P. Beazley, Attic Red-Figure Vase- 
Puainters?, p. 1052. 

% For the myrtle-staff used by initiates see below, pp- 103-104. 
A third figure, a woman, standing slightly apart from this scene, 
Kourouniotes believes to be Kore. 

4 Traditional for the daduch and other Eleusinian priests; see 
above, p. 33, The object between his hair and the back of the 
strophion has not been explained. 

1> Kourouniotes interprets a torch-bearing figure on the neck 
of a black-figure loutrophoros (Metzger, 1965: p. 28, no. 66) as a 

  

  

   



  

  

VOL. 64, PT. 3, 1974] 

Ca. 416 B.C. 

In 1.G., I2, 76 the hierophant and the daduch are 
requested to announce at the time of the Mysteries 
that the Greeks are to donate an aparche to Demeter 
and Kore (see above pp. 14-15). Both priests are also 
requested to inscribe the size of each aparche and the 
name of its donor on a tablet. It was shown above 
that they did this not so much in their traditional 
religious capacity as priests than as the chief ad- 
ministrators of the sanctuary, the representatives of 
the Eumolpidae and the Kerykes. 

415 B.C. 

The office of daduch was involved in the accusation 
of Alcibiades for impiety in this year. The charge 
was that Alcibiades called himself hierophant, Puly- 
tion daduch, and Theodorus of Phegaia herald.!® 
The daduch was certainly among the priests and 
priestesses of Eleusis who cursed Alcibiades in 415 
and who had to rescind their curse in 408 (see above, 
pp. 15-16). Callias (no. 2) may well have been the 
daduch at this time. It is interesting that he and 
Alcibiades had been on very bad terms concerning 
Hipparete, Callias’s sister, whom Alcibiades married 
sometime before 424.17 According to Pseudo-Ando- 
cides they quarreled over her dowry, Alcibiades in- 
sisting that another ten talents were owing to him at 
the birth of their first child.’® Alcibiades also mis- 
treated Hipparete in various ways, to such an extent 
that at one time she tried, unsuccessfully, to divorce 
him. Alcibiades was also said to have planned the 
assassination of Callias in order to acquire his wealth, 
which forced Callias to make over his property to the 

state in the event that he died without an heir. 

Whether daduch or not at this time, Callias was 
certainly an influential member of the Kerykes, and 
this fact provides additional background for Thucy- 
dides’ statement that the Eumolpidae and the 
Kerykes were opposed to the recall of Alcibiades in 

daduch, but this is uncertain: the figure’s hair is short, the upper 
half of the head is not preserved, and the dress is very different 
from that of the figure just described (which of course may be 
explained by the difference in period). Also uncertain is the 
“daduch” on a red-figure skyphos in Brussels (Corpus Vasorum 
Antiquorum, Belgique, fasc. 2, pl. 18, no. 1; Beazley, op. cit., 
p. 661, no. 86; photograph also in Kerenyi, 1967: p. 78 and 
Metzger, 1965: pl. 13/1 and 2). The scene has to do with the 
initiation of Heracles into the Mysteries; both he and another 
figure hold myrtle-staffs. A long-haired bearded man standing 
between them, the “daduch,” holds a torch in each hand and is 

about to hand them over, simultaneously it seems, to each man. 
However, the garments of the ‘“‘daduch’ are quite different from 

those of the daduch on the Eleusis stamnos; moreover, he is 
wearing only a myrtle crown, no strophion. The man could 
simply be a mystagogos handing two mystai torches in prepara- 
tion for the procession or the ceremonies at Eleusis. 

16 Plutarch, Alcibiades, 22, 4. 

17 Pseudo-Andocides, A st Alcibiades, 13. 
18 Ibid., and Plutarch, op. cit., 8. 
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408. In addition to the affront they received (or 
imagined they received) by his (alleged) mimicry 
and in addition to the embarrassment they would 
suffer by having to rescind their curses, Callias, one of 
their most prominent members if not the daduch 
himself, was his bitter enemy. 

2. KaXMas (III) ‘Immovikov (I1) ’Alwrexifer. Ando- 
cides, On the Mysteries (ed. MacDowell), 112 and 

124-127; Xenophon, Hellenica, VI, 3, 2—6; Ari-~ 
stotle, Rhetorica, 1405a, 20. For all other Prosopo- 
graphical references see P.4., 7826, MacDowell, 
op. cit., pp. 10-11 and append. L (stemma), and 
Davies, op. cit., pp. 262-263. In office from some- 
time before 400 to at least 371. Born about 450 
and still alive in 371. 

Like his ancestors, he was a very prominent man 
in Athens, and on some occasions held positions in the 
government. He served as general in 391/0 in the 
Corinthian War, and also went three times as envoy 
to Sparta.® His last mission as envoy was in 371, 
and the speech he gave at that time to the Lacedae- 
monians is summarized by Xenophon?; in it he refers 
to the Eleusinian Mysteries and to the civilizing 
mission of Triptolemus among the Peloponnesians. 
He dedicated orheyyides érirnkror on Delos,? perhaps, 
as Schaeffer® believes, when he was an apxiéwpos. 

Very active in social and intellectual affairs, he 
lavished large amounts of money on the Sophists, and 
in his house were held Plato’s Protagoras and Xeno- 
phon’s Symposium. His luxurious living, parodied 
by Eupolis in 421 in the Flatterers, was a source of 
frequent comment. He was famous also for dissi- 
pating his personal wealth, at one time among the 

greatest in Greece, so that by 387 he had only two 

talents (while his grandfather’s wealth amounted at 
one time to two hundred talents),? and near the 
end of his life he could be called ‘“‘the beggar priest’” 
(unrpaybprns). His tumultuous marital life is amply 
described by Andocides; it had, apparently, much to 
do with why he brought Andocides to trial in 400. 

In his speech at this trial Andocides refers to 
Callias as a ‘“‘priest?*: yauel uév 'Toxoubdxov Buvyarépar 
TabTy 6¢ auvouknaas old’ éviavtov THY unTépa abris ENafe, Kal 

oUvdKeL O TarTwy oxeT\bTaros dvbpwrwy T) unTel Kol TR 

Ovyarpl, iepeds dv s Mnrpos kal s Ouyarpés. If An- 

docides is accurate here, Callias was already daduch 
at the time he was living with these two women, there- 
fore sometime before 400, though it is uncertain 

2 He was also proxenos for Sparta. 137 
% Hellenica, loc. cit. He may still have been alive in 367/6 if he 

is to be identified with the Callias of Alopeke in Hesperia 
10 (1941): no. 1, line 64. 

2 1.G., 112, 1638, lines 44-45; 1640, lines 6-7; 1652, lines 9-10; 
1653, lines 6-7. 

2 R.E., 4: col. 2477, lines 47-53. 

2 Lysias, XIX, 48; for the date see F. Blass, Attische Beredsam- 
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exactly how long before. We also learn that some- 

time after his double cohabitation with these women, 
again before 400, he held another priesthood simul- 
taneously : as the priest of his phratry he was officiating 
when the relatives of Chrysilla, one of the women he 
was living with (5 M#ryp) tried to introduce into his 

phratry the child that she conceived by him.? 

3528 BIC: 

The decree of 352 concerning the Sacred Orgas 

(I.G., 112, 204) mentions the daduch as the representa- 
tive of the Kerykes, who together with the hierophant, 
the representative of the Eumolpidae, was requested 

to perform some administrative functions in regard 
to the implementation of this decree.?” However, in 

line 58, where arrangements for a sacrifice are de- 
scribed, the hierophant’s associate is not the daduch 
but the priestess of Demeter, which shows that as a 
religious representative of the sanctuary of Demeter 

and Kore he was less important than the priestess. 

3. ‘Tepox\eidns. Didymi de Demosthene Commenta, edd. 
H. Diehls and W. Schubart (Leipzig, 1904), col. 

13, lines 41-58, and col. 14.28 In office in 350/49. 

The affair of the Sacred Orgas, described above, was 
finally settled in 350/49 through the arbitration of the 

hierophant Lacrateides and the daduch Hierocleides. 

329/8 

The daduch possessed a house in the Eleusinian 

sanctuary in 329/8 according to I.G., II?, 1672, line 
305, which records an expenditure for wood for the 

“doors of the priestess and the daduch.” 

4. Iv9édwpos. Plutarch, Demetrius, 26. P.A., 12394. 
In office in 302. 

He was daduch in 302 when Demetrius Poliorcetes 
was initiated into the Mysteries. Demetrius wanted 
to complete all stages of initiation, the Lesser Mys- 
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teries, the Greater Mysteries, and the Epopteia at 

the same time, as soon as he arrived in Athens, which 

was to be in the month of Munychion. Such a request 
was unheard of in the entire history of the sanctuary; 
the fulfillment of it would be a travesty. When the 

letter of Demetrius requesting this was read, Pytho- 

dorus the daduch refused to go along with it. Despite 
his refusal it was decreed to call Munychion Anthe- 

sterion, and then to celebrate the Lesser Mysteries; 
and after their celebration it was decreed to call 
Munychion Boedromion, and the Greater Mysteries 
were held. It is interesting that no resistance was 

offered by the hierophant: Plutarch explicitly states 
that Pythodorus was the only one who dared to refuse. 

END OF THE THIRD CENTURY TO END OF THE 
FIRST CENTURY B.C. 

Between the end of the third century and the end 
of the first century before Christ exactly ten daduchs 

held office, and their names and exact order of succes- 
sion are known. The information is contained in a 

decree® passed in the year of the archonship of 
Apolexis (20/19)® which honors the daduch Themi- 

stocles son of Theophrastus of Hagnous. It states 
that Themistocles ‘“‘received his etyévera and from this 

ebyévea the priesthood itself, in succession, from his 
father Theophrastus and from’ eight other ancestors, 
the earliest of whom was Leontius of Acharnae, who 
lived around the end of the third century (for the 
stemma see below p. 58). These names were appar- 

ently taken from a register; for, after mentioning the 
ten daduchs in succession, the decree states: ‘“and 

before all of these, Hermotimus and Hierocleides were 
daduchs before the registering (avaypagn) of the 
Kerykes on the tablet.” 

Since this important decree will be cited frequently 

in the discussion to come, a new edition is presented 

here, incorporating corrections made from a study 

of the stone. 

Decree Honoring Daduch Themistocles 

20/19 a. 
*Aryadqe Toxne s BouNis kal T[ob 6fuo Ju Tob "A mraiwy &] 
b "ArohhEidos dpxovros ér[i] Tis [ aJvdiovifol's évérns mpu | 

ravelas 1. MnTpogavns Awovvaiov 'AbBuoveds é'_y['ypauudveu] 

ev+ "Avdearnpiidvos dexarne boTépar, mpdrne s wp[uravel 

as, ékk\poia kvpla & Tau Oedrpwis T@y mpotdpwy érlephor] 

26 Thid., 126. 
27 See above, pp. 17-18. 
28 See above, p. 17, n. 44. 
2 Published by I. Threpsiades apud K. Kourouniotes 

published by P. Roussel, 1934: pp. 819-834. 
(1933) : pp. 228-229. 

1 "Eevowiaka 1 (19 

Corrections of the text of Threpsiades were also made by R. Vallois, R.E.4. 35 
pp. 223-236 (with photograph), and re- 

#21/0 is suggested by Notopoulos, Hesperia 18 (1949): p. 12, followed by O. Reinmuth, Hesperia 34 (1965): pp. 271-272, and 
B.C.H. 90 (1966): pp. 93-100. But this date 
this time; see Dinsmoor, Hesperia 30 (1961) 
which was originally suggested by Dinsmoor. 

s based on a tribal f’()lnl?on» of secretaries the existence of which is not attested for 
: p. 194, note 40, with bibliography: there is no reason to favor 21/0 over 20/19,  
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axov due Biov Ty &l Buuod iepewalyyy—av ékdoTov T1s Te TPos 

s Oeds eboeBelas kab T7s Tepl T iepovpylar aewvdTyTos Kal ¢[L] 

NoTwutas & moNNOTs Kal peyalols &y@aw els TO Yévos Ynewobet 

oar ToMGkes 1o Te Tis Boulns kal Tob dfuov Kal ToU yévous wap'[6]  
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60 Nov 7ov Kawpoy Tipal kal kabtepwpevar Tapd Tals feals abrals iko 

[v]es &vapyeis éoraow amobifis, mavra 8¢ TparTOVTA TNS TOU Yé 

[vJous abinoews évexa kal TGy TpoanKovTWY TLpiwy alTGL Te Kal éx[a] 

oTwL T@Y & TOD Yévous tepéwy, omovddoavTa Tepl Ty Téw marp[ ] 

wy émiyrwow Kal Ty onow €oxnKOTa i) povoy ék TN TepL T o[t] 

Kkiav yeyovvlas émi moN\as yeveas abrdr Satdovxias, aANa kal 77’][;] 

rep[1] atrov ehor{[e]luias eis Tiv Tav éxNeNeupévwr Tarpiwy a[mo] 

KTNOW, émiTedolans TS Tepl TAS ATOYPaYas {NTHTews TOANG [kat] 

68 [ule[vJara dcamerpaxfac é& [ . I\ ! '////[ ; ]w TOT[L 

SIGNIFICANT CORRECTIONS 

Restorations are by Kourouniotes except for one 

of my own (see below) and the following by Roussel: 

&érys end of line 2, karaora[0év Jres lines 7-8, [76] aeuvéy 

(with Vallois) line 35 (now confirmed), [map’|é\]or 

lines 59-60 (now confirmed except for division); in 

addition, he read in lines 54-55 ypappareiov yernévres 

¢yovor ZAuwy kTA.(now confirmed) instead of Kou- 

rouniotes’ ypaupareiov [ol] yernbévres éxybvois Hudv kT\. 

In line 17 he and Vallois read IlposBarnpiov, but the 

fifth letter as inscribed is definitely a rho. In lines 

26-27 Kourouniotes read 'Aplor[ap|xos] and Roussel 

"Aptor[6| wax Jos, neither of which is possible; the cor- 

rect name is "Apior[aJx[uJos. Sundwall (NV.P.4., p. 

12) gives a stemma of this family, and the only known 
member of it who appears appropriate for Aristaech- 

mus’s father is the Ammonius son of Demetrius who 

was ephebe in 80/79.% 

It should also be noted that in some of the names 

and words formed from —rw— and in Krewwédwpos and 

Kneuwoeets, e was written and then the e was erased. 

This erasure is in fact so regular that it has to be re- 

stored in line 44 where there is space for it. Toward 

the end of the document (lines 60-64) the letterer 
overcompensated for this bad habit by not inscribing 

a correct epsilon in three words. 

DISCUSSION 

The decree corrects earlier theories concerning the 

manner by which daduchs were appointed. There 
were three main theories. Foucart® held that they 

were appointed from the gemos by lot from a very 

limited number of candidates, Toepffer® held that on 
the death of the incumbent the oldest member of the 

#1.G., 112, 1039, fragment w, line 23; for the date see Noto- 

poulos, Hesperia 18 (1949): pp. 24-25. 

21914 : pp. 168-169, 192-193. This is based on a statement 

attributed to Aristotle (see below). 

% 1889: pp. 89-90. 

: .T]f]y mpostkovaay [ ... .] 

  

family succeeded, and Dittenberger® held that the 
dadouchia was inherited “by generations,” as in the 

priesthood of Poseidon at Halicarnassus.?® According 

to our decree, Themistocles ‘‘received the priesthood 

in succession (mape\ngéra Ty lepewatvny &y duadoxms).” 

It was, therefore, certainly not alloted. The stemma 

(see below, p. 58) shows that it passed several times 

from father to son: from Philistides of Hagnous to 

his son; from Leontius (no. 7) of Acharnae to his son, 

grandson, and great-grandson ; and from Themistocles 

(no. 14) of Hagnous to his son and grandson. How- 
ever, only in the case of Themistocles (no. 14) and 

his son and grandson, and in one other case of a 
father and son,*® was there no intervening incumbent 

between father and son; that is, in most cases father 

and son did not succeed one another directly. Philis- 

tides of Hagnous intervened between Leontius (no. 7) 

of Acharnae and his son; and Philistides’ son inter- 

vened between Leontius’s son and grandson. In other 

words, for the first six members in this line of succes- 

sion the office passed back and forth between these 

two families, the family from Hagnous and the family 

from Acharnae. The seventh member of the succes- 

sion (who was of the family from Acharnae) was the 

son of the sixth, but after him only two more de- 

scendants of the family from Acharnae appear in our 

sources, neither of whom are daduchs. The dadouchia 

then reverted to the family from Hagnous and re- 
mained there, passing directly from father to son, for 

four generations.*” (It also happened that the two 
families were joined by a marriage-tie in the same 

generation that the dadouchia reverted permanently 

to the family from Hagnous, but it is not known 

whether the families were previously related.) Thus 

3 Hermes 20 (1885): pp. 24-25. 

ENSYHGIM0D0 

36 Xenocles and Sophocles (ITT) of Acharnae. 

37 The discrepancy between this number and the five genera- 
tions appearing on Kirchner’s stemma, 1.G., 112, 3510, is ex- 
plained below.  
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it appears that at this time the succession was nor- 
mally inherited from father to son, but, at least at 
this time, two families were involved. The reason 
for the rotation from one family to the other in a 
particular case is not known with certainty; a work- 

able hypothesis is that it had something to do with 
seniority.’® If the son of the incumbent daduch was 

not old enough when his father died, or was not as 

old as a suitable descendant of a daduch of the other 
family, or was otherwise unqualified, he would be 

passed over in favor of the candidate from the other 
family. But when the one family died out (if that is 

what happened), the dadouchia remained in the other 
family, there evidently being no longer any need to 
rotate the office with another family. As long as the 
two families were capable of providing candidates, 
there probably was an understanding between them 
that the most suitable (often perhaps the oldest) 
candidate available from either family would succeed 
to the office; but when, as it seems, the family from 

Acharnae could no longer provide candidates, the 
office naturally remained solely within the domain 
of the family from Hagnous. And then no other 
Kerykes’ family gained access to the office until four 
generations passed, after which time it became the 

exclusive prerogative of a different family, whose 
deme was Melite. The connection of this new family 

with the family from Acharnae is not entirely clear 

(see below, p. 58). 
A statement has been attributed to Aristotle (Ath. 

Pol., fragment 5, ed. Oppermann) that priesthoods 
belonging to the genos of the Kerykes were appointed 
by lot.* However, it is not completely certain that 

it was he who said this. The statement occurs in the 
entry for yewnraw in the Lexicon of Patmos. The 
entry first describes the pre-Cleisthenic system of 

phylai and gene, and concludes with: kal yévos ékacror 
vdpas elxe TpihkovTa TOVs €ls TA yévn TeTayuévous, olTives 

yewwnrar ékalotvro, () v ai lepwobvar (ai) édoTows 
TpoahKovaar éA\npotwto, oiov Ebduolwidar kal Krpukes kal 

"Ereofovrddar, s (loTopei & T 'Afnpralwy molrelq 
"ApioToré\ns Meywy obrws, and here follows what is in- 

tended as a direct quotation from Aristotle. This 

quotation gives essentially the same information as 
was given in the preceding description but without any 

mention of priesthoods or their manner of appoint- 
ment. So the statement that gentile priesthoods were 

appointed by lot may come from a different source. 

If indeed it is from Aristotle, it would have to apply, 

in the case of daduchs, only to the period before or 

around his time; for the lot was certainly no longer 

the principle of selection of daduchs and, as it seems, 

of hierophants by the end of the third century. Itis 

possible that the statement refers to lesser priests 

from these gene. 

Roussel, op. cit., p. 831. 
3 See Foucart, loc. cit. 
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5. ‘Epuérwwos. Decree for Themistocles, above, line 
53. In office sometime before the end of the third 

century. 

The decree honoring Themistocles mentions that, 
before the ten daduchs who succeeded one another, 
Hermotimus and Hierocleides served as daduchs, 

but does not make clear the relation of these to the 
ten, either whether they were of the same families as 
the ten, or whether they directly preceded the ten, 
or even whether they directly succeeded one another. 
Nor can one be sure that Hermotimus preceded Hiero- 

cleides. Since the first of the ten successive daduchs, 
Leontius, has his akme around the end of the third 

century, Hermotimus and Hierocleides can be as- 
signed to before this time. 

6. ‘Tepok\eidns. Above, p. 51, line 53. In office some- 

time before the end of the third century. 

It is not known whether he came before or after 
Hermotimus. 

7. Aedvrios 'Axapvets. Above, p. 51, line 51 ; Pausanias, 
1537, FlE s Stemmatibelonapsio s s 24 RO ISl In| 

office around the beginning of the second century. 

It is not known whether he directly succeeded Her- 
motimus or Hierocleides, or whether other daduchs 
intervened. By a fault of transmission in the manu- 

script of Pausanias his name was changed to Aéw. 

8. 'Avrigaw. Above, p. 51, lines 49-51. Stemma: 
below, p. 58. In office around the beginning of 

the second century, directly succeeding Leontius 

of Acharnae. 

Antiphon was succeeded by Philistides of Hagnous. 
His relationship to Philistides is expressed in the in- 
scription as follows: "Avripdvros, 8s v uév & dvediav 

Taldwr yeyords Pikorion. 'EE aveuiv maldwr has been 
variously interpreted. Threpsiades® understood it to 

mean that Antiphon was ‘‘the son of a first cousin’ 
of Philistides, and Roussell’s® interpretation is that 
Antiphon was the son of a sister of Philistides. 
Roussel is certainly wrong, since d&dehgudols or wais 

adeheons (or adehpod) are the only attested designations 
for “nephew’” at this period. Threpsiades’ interpreta- 
tion also has difficulties. If Antiphon had been the 
son of a first cousin of Philistides, he would in all 

probability have been younger than Philistides, and 
yet he served as daduch before him. There is, how- 
ever, a solution. A. R. Harrison has found that avefiés 
apparently can also mean ““first cousin once removed,” 
and accordingly mais avefwd can mean ‘‘second 

cousin.””  He notes that in the speech of Isaeus On 
the Estate of Hagnias Theopompus describes himself 

©0p. cit., p. 234. 
4 0p. cit., p. 830.  
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as a mais avefuot to Hagnias when in fact he was a son 
of a cousin of Hagnias's father, viz., a second cousin 

of Hagnias; and in the speech of Pseudo-Demosthenes 
Against Macartatus (49) avepuss is also used in the same 

way.? Hence, our passage can be interpreted as 
stating that Antiphon was related to Philistides as a 
second cousin, without revealing whether on the pa- 

ternal or maternal side. In this case Antiphon and 
Philistides would both be in the same generation, and 

so the unlikelihood that a man many years younger 
than Philistides was his predecessor in the dadouchia 

is removed. 
Antiphon was altar-priest before becoming daduch, 

at which time he evidently relinquished the altar- 
priesthood. Others in his family (viz., Philistides 

and Philoxenides) followed the same course. 

9. ®duhioridns  ‘Ayvobows. Above, p. 51, line 46. 

Stemma: below, p. 58. In office around the 

beginning of the second century, directly suc- 

ceeding Antiphon. 

Like Antiphon, he served first as altar-priest and 
then as daduch. 

10. Zopox\ys (I) Aeovriov 'Axapvets. Above, p. 51, 
lines 45 and 51; I.G., 112, 2452, line 7; Pausanias, 
I 37,5 155 Stemmartbelows p-ioss Lo officelin 

the first half of the second century, directly suc- 

ceeding Philistides. 

The name of this man is perhaps to be restored in a 

list of bouleutai of the tribe Oeneis, dated to the 
beginning of the second century*; second in the list of 

"Ax[apvets] is Zogo[————1]. 

11. ®uhokevions Puhiaridov ‘Ayvobows. Above, p. 51, 
lines 42 and 46. Stemma: below, p. 38. In 

office around the third quarter of the second 

century, directly succeeding Sophocles. 

Like his father, he served first as altar-priest and 

then as daduch. He may still have been daduch as 
late as around 125 B.C. (see below). 

129/8 

In this year a decree regulating some aspects of the 

cult of Apollo* ordained that the hierophant, the 
daduch, and of pera robiiTw Kovres®” should offer prayer 

42 A, R. Harrison, The Law of Athens (Oxford, 1968), pp. 
143-144, and C.R. 61 (1947): pp. 41-43. Cf. W. Lacey, The 
Family in Classical Greece (Ithaca, 1968), pp. 38-39, especially 
p- 29, n. 82, where he takes the same view. L. Lepri, Sui 
rapporti di parentela in diritto attico, saggi terminologici (Milan, 
1959), Studi Senesi, no. 3, p. 10, admits that avefués was some- 
times used as “cousin of a father.” 

4 Hesperia 33 (1964): p. 212, no. 57, line 7. 
4 S.E.G., XXI, 469, line 36. 
4 For these officials see above, p. 27, n. 115. 
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to Apollo at the Thargelia and march in the procession 

in his honor, along with many other Athenian priests 

and officials. 

12. Eevox\iis Zogox\éovs (I) 'Axapvets. Above, pp. 50— 
51, lines 40 and 52; I.G., 112, 2452, line 7; 1034, 

ITne R 231850/ 815 ) SE IR Al S A cus LG 70 e S V1 
Thompson, The New Style Silver Coinage of 

Athens (New York, 1961), p. 577. P.4., 11216. 
Stemma: below, p. 58. In office in the second 

century, probably within the last quarter, di- 
rectly succeeding Philoxenides. 

His father and his son were also daduchs. His 
daughter Acestion was one of the weavers of Athena’s 
robe (I.G., 112, 1034, line 23), and was the wife of 

the daduch Themistocles of Hagnous. His brother 
Leontius (II) was an altar-priest. 

His name is inscribed in a list of distinguished 
Athenians (I.G., 1%, 2452, line 7) set up around 125 
B.C., but the title of daduch is not given next to his 

name, whereas the titles of the hierophants in this 

inscription are given. Either Xenocles was not yet 
a daduch, or it was not customary at this period to 

inscribe the daduch’s title. In itself the latter possi- 
bility seems less likely, and the former is reinforced 
by the fact that Xenocles was most likely a mint- 
magistrate in 130/29, 127/6, and 124/2,* and up to 
now there has been no evidence that a daduch was 

able to undertake such a demanding civil magistracy 
while at the same time carrying out his duties as 

daduch; and on general grounds it does seem im- 
probable that the co-administrator of the Eleusinian 

sanctuary would have had the time to carry out 
satisfactorily both administrative offices. The only 

noteworthy civic services rendered by previous known 

daduchs were those of the two Calliases, but their 
ambassadorial missions were naturally only of short 

duration, and their wartime services were of course 
in response to an emergency.*’ 

13. Zogokhys (II1) EevoxAéovs 'Axaprets. Above, p. 51, 

line 39; I.G., 11?3, 3507 (= Hesperia, suppl. 8: 

p. 225) and 3508 ; Fouzilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 15, 

lime s li6ER Ratisantas e lh a3 7 S 2 AW 83 ()} 
Stemma: below, p. 58. In office in the first 

quarter of the first century B.c., directly succeed- 
ing his father Xenocles. 

His wife Ctesicleia*® (who was one of the weavers 

46 Thompson, loc. cit. 

above, daduchs nos. 1 and 2. 

ording to Kirchner’s stemma (ad 1.G., 112, 3510) Ctesicleia 
was his cousin. However, there is no eviden hat her father, 
Apollonius, was the brother of Xenocles, and Kirchner’s assump- 

tion in P.4., 1523 and I.G., 11?, 3487 that her father was 
Apollonius son of Agenor [of Acharnae] contradicts this. Yet 
it 1 ssible. A new fragment of 1.G., 112, 3487 (see below, 

n. 20) shows that the deme of the man in 1.G., 12, 3487 
irikeia, and so he is not to be associated with the present 

Ctesicleia.  
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of Athena’s robe in 103)* erected two statues in honor 
of Sophocles as dadovxfoarra, i.e., after his death—if 

the dadouchia was a lifetime priesthood. That it was 
a lifetime priesthood is revealed by what seems to be a 

monument erected (perhaps) by Sophocles’ sister 
Acestion, which is quoted by Pausanias:’ Axeorie 6¢ 7 

Zeyok\éovs 700 ZowokNéovs Tou AeoyTiov TobTOUS TE € TOV 

réraprov wpdyovoy AedvTiov dadobxovs mavTas bmnpte yevéaar 

(kal) Tapd Tov Blov Tév abrrs mpdTov Py TOV GOENPOV ZogokNea 
elde dadovxotvra, éml 0¢ Tobrew TOV &wdpa OeuiororMéa, 

reNevrhoavros ¢ kal TovTov OedbppacTor Tov maida.® It is 

clear also that Sophocles was married while daduch. 

The terminus post quem for the death of Sophocles 

is the Panathenaea of 103, at which time his future 

wife, Ctesicleia, was a weaver of Athena’s robe and 

therefore unmarried.”” He was a pythaist at Delphi 

i 106/5,52 
No descendants of Sophocles or of the male line of 

his family are known. After his death the dadouchia 

was held successively by members of the family from 

Hagnous, starting with Sophocles’ brother-in-law 

Themistocles. 

14. Oeuarox\is Oeoppdarov ‘Ayvolaios. Above, pp. 51— 

52, lines 39, 47, 56-61; Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 

13, line 10; M. Thompson, op. cit., p. 568; B.S.4. 

21 (1914-1916) : p. 159, line 23 (= L.G., I1%,1036) ; 

Pausanias, I, 37, 1. P.4., 6654. Stemma: below, 

p. 58. In office around the end of the first 

quarter of the first century, directly succeeding 

his brother-in-law Sophocles. 

He married the sister of Sophocles, Acestion, who 

was a weaver of Athena’s robe in 103%; hence the 

marriage took place sometime after this. The passage 

in Pausanias clearly shows that he was married while 

a daduch. In 112/1 he was a mint magistrate as 

well as in 109/8 (with Theophrastus).” In 108/7 he 

9 1.G., 112, 1034, line 25. 
# Tt is odd that she did not see her father also. Pausanias does 

not state that the above information about Acestion and her 

relatives is from a monument, but it seems reasonable to assume 

this; for he discusses other monuments at this point, and the 

literary form of this information is appropriate to a monument. 

5 I.G., 112, 1034, line 25. 
52 Fouilles de Delphes, loc. cit. 

8 1.G., 112, 1034, line 23. 

s M. Thompson, loc. cit. This Theophrastus has usually been 

identified as the father of Themistocles (Thompson, op. 0t 

p. 569, and P.4., 7167). However, the father of Themistocles 

was hieropoios in 156/5 and so would be very old in 109/8, much 

too old, it would seem, to take on a civic office. 

There was a Themistocles who was first mint magistrate in 

149/8 (Thompson, op. cit., p. 568), and the symbol chosen by 

him—*a trophy on a galley—points to the famous Themistocles.” 

It is interesting that the family of Themistocles the daduch re- 

corded that they were descendants of the famous Themistocles 

(on the monument described by Pausanias, I, 37, 1). They were 

not descendants in the male line because they were not of the 

same deme as the great Themistocles. Perhaps Themistocles, 

the mint magistrate of 149/8, was a brother of Theophrastus the 

father of the daduch, and Theophrastus, the mint magistrate of 
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was very probably the agonothete of the Pana- 

thenaea,? and in 106/5 he was a muaiorns é Kypirer.*o 

His father Theophrastus was hieropoios for ta 

'Abfpaca in 156/5,5 and he may have been a mint 

magistrate in 169/8, 167/6, and 1627152 a N eswas 

never a daduch, perhaps because he was too young 

when an appointment was made and dead before the 

next one. It may be significant that he was not the 

son of a daduch. 
When Themistocles died, he was succeeded by 

his son, grandson, and great-grandson. (His son’s 

younger brother, Xenocles,” did not become daduch.) 

They could have been in each case senior to descend- 

ants of the family from Acharnae—a hypothesis that 

is supported by Kapetanopoulos’s identification of two 

more members of this family: Ctesicles and Apol- 

lonius (II).® The name Ctesicles indicates that he 

was probably not the oldest son of Sophocles (I1T) 

and Ctesicleia; thus the chances are that he would 

be younger than Theophrastus (no. 15) and the same 

relation would exist between Apollonius (II) and 

Sophocles (IV). 

15. Oebppacros Oeutaror\éovs ‘Ayvobawos. Above, p. 

51, lines 32 and 39; 1.G., 1%, 1961, line 19; S50k 

3511 (?); Pausanias, I, 37, 1; Pseudo-Plutarch, 

Lives of the Ten Oralors, 843c. P.A., T169. In 

office in the first half of the first century before 

Christ, directly succeeding his father Themistocles. 

According to the monument described by Pau- 

sanias® he became daduch while his mother was still 

alive. Of his two sons the first-born, Themistocles, 

became daduch. Of Themistocles’s two sons, again 

the first-born, Theophrastus, became daduch. This 

would tend to strengthen the hypothesis that seniority 

was a factor in the appointment. However, in a 

comparable case, that of Sophocles (I) of Acharnae 

who had two sons, the first-born, Leontius, became 

altar-priest while his younger brother Xenocles became 

daduch. The explanation for this may be that the 

109/8, was the son of the mint magistrate of 149/8. The evidence 

is not strong enough to include them in the stemma (below, 

p. 58), but the possibility that they should be included makes it 

advisable not to use Roman numerals after the names of Themi- 

stocles and Theophrastus in the stemma. 

55 In the photograph of 1.G., 113, 1036 (B.S.4., loc. cit.), after 

Oemaroxhéovs | think I can read & ‘A[yvovaiov] would fit 

the lacuna perfectly. % 

6 Fouilles de Delphes, loc. cit. 

% [.G., 112, 1937, line 11. 
%8 Thompson, p. 569. 

# Attested above, p. 51, line 23.  This identification has been 

made independently by E. Kapetanopoulos, B.C.H. 92 (1968) : 

pp. 493-518, Stemma D. If s hiority governed appointment to 

some extent, perhaps Xenocles died before Theophrastus (no. 15) 

became eligible. Two brothers, however, as far as is known, 

never held the dadouchia. 

& Ihid. Apollonius son of Ctesicles of Acharnae appears in 

the decree for Themistocles, above, p. 51, lines 24-25. 

6t Above, daduch no. 13.  
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first priesthood available to a son of Sophocles (I) was 

the altar-priesthood, which went to Leontius, the 

elder son, and the dadouchia went to his brother later, 
when it in turn became available. 

16. Oeuioroxhiis Ocoppbarov ‘Ayvotows. Above, p. 51, 

lime oG T2 =35 00= SEHl0L Bl = (2 373 35 
3536; 3928; 4042; 4175; 4176; Pseudo-Plutarch, 
Lives of the Ten Orators, 843c. P.A., 6654. In 

office in the second half of the first century before 
Christ, directly succeeding his father Theophras- 
tus; still in office in 20/19. 

The decree of 20/19 in his honor is edited above 
(pp. 50-52). It has certain similarities with the decree 

of 152/1 honoring the hierophant Aristocles.? In 

both cases a priest went beyond his normal duties in 
order to renew some of the patria that had fallen out 
of use. The daduch Themistocles’ service can be 
translated as follows®: 

In unremitting activity for the greater glory of the genos 
and for the distinctions due to it and to each of the priests 
who are appointed from the genos, he has accomplished, in 
the investigation that occurred in connection with the 
apographai, many valuable services, after exerting him- 
self zealously to discover the pairia, a subject in which he 
had acquired expert knowledge not only from the ministry 
which had come to him after being the family priesthood 
for many generations but also from his noble effort for 
the genmos toward the recovery of the patria which had 
become obsolete. 

A phrase similar to eis 79y 76y &\eNeuuévwr Tarpiwy 
améktnow occurred in the decree honoring the hier- 
ophant Aristocles (lines 17-24), where we have more 
specific information than in the case of Themistocles 
as to which patria was renewed : &NeNewupévwr [6¢ ToANGY 
Bvowav] ... oty Te abrbs. 

Aristocles performed at least two other acts of 

renewal for which he was thanked by his genos. One 
of them was the recording (anagraphe) of a “‘collection 

of initiation-fees.”” This was of course a different 
type of anmagraphe from the one mentioned in line 
54 of the Themistocles decree, which was evidently 

a record of all members of the Kerykes, composed, at 
the earliest, around the end of the third century (a 
later date for it is also possible, if at the time of the 
first recording all daduchs within memory were re- 

corded). Examples of anagraphai of the Kerykes 
are preserved from the Roman period. % 

Themistocles put the knowledge he had acquired 

over the years about the pairia to commendable use 
in connection with the investigation which took 

place concerning the apographai (émuresobons Tis mwepl 
Tas amoypagpds {nrhoews). The nature of this investiga- 

tion is not clear. The verb émurinrew does not appear 
anywhere else with the sense ‘“to occur’” as a judicial 

 Hierophant no. 11. 
% Translation by Oliver, Expounders, p. 50. 
% See Geagan, 1967: pp. 163-186. 
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investigation would “occur.” The investigation or 
inquiry may actually have been less formal, from a 

source not connected with any civil body and coming 
in such a way as to ‘“fall upon” them. Perhaps it 

had something to do with the intellectual interest at 
this time in acquiring patria.® Oliver suggests that 

the apographar were copies of the Exegetica, and that 
the patria referred to here were the section of the rarpia 
Tav ebrarpdwy concerning the genos of the Kerykes.%® 

One other important accomplishment of Themi- 
stocles is mentioned in lines 33-36 of the decree: ‘he 
not only exhibits a manner of life worthy of the 

greatest honor but by the superiority of his service as 
daduch increases the solemnity and dignity of the 

cult; thereby the magnificence of the Mysteries is con- 
sidered by all men to be of much greater excite- 
ment (émnéis) and to have its proper adornment.” 

Roussel®” points out the importance of é&mhpéis in the 
Mysteries, citing Proclus, Platonic Theology, 111, 18, p. 

151 (ed. Portus) : domep & Tais drywrérais TeNerals mpd T@v 
moTikay Qeapdrwy Ekmnéis Tédv pvovuévey, and in reference 

to Eleusis, Aristides, Eleusinian Oration, 2 (ed. Keil) : 
mavTewy oo Bela awlbpdmols TavToy @pukwdéaTaTér TE Kal 
oadpdTaroy. 

According to Pseudo-Plutarch Themistocles ‘“‘un- 
dertook also the priesthood of Poseidon Erechtheus,’” % 
a priesthood which evidently did not belong to any one 
genos; Eteoboutadai held it as well as Eumolpidae.® 

His family descended from the famous Themi- 
stocles.” His wife Nicostrate the daughter of Diocles 

of Melite was a descendant of the famous Lycurgus 
and a great-granddaughter of Medeius the exegete of 
the Eumolpidae.™ 

In addition to the decree of 20/19, the Demos also 

honored him by erecting a monument bearing statues 
of himself (in the center), his brother Sophocles (on 
his left), and one other man (on his right).”? Kirch- 
ner, however, assigns this monument not to him 

but to a hypothetical grandson, Themistocles III, and 
postulates a Sophocles V as his brother and a Diocles 
as his son. Roussel correctly recognized that all the 
testimonia Kirchner cites for these three men can be 
assigned without any difficulty to Kirchner’s Themi- 
stocles II, Sophocles IV, and Diocles the son of 
Themistocles I1.7* Moreover, Kirchner's stemma 
gets into difficulty in regard to the hypothetical 
second Diocles, because it assigns his akme to around 

% Cf. Oliver, Expounders, pp. 51-52. 
ES8/Ib7d SR BN 

57 Op. cit., pp. 833-834. 
8 Toepffer (1889: p. 126) wrongly assumed Diocles to be the 

subject of this sentence. 
% Ibid., pp. 125-127. 
W Pausanias, T, 37, 1. 
™ Pseudo-Plutarch, loc. cit. For the stemma of this family 

see P.4., 11, p. 82 and Kapetanopoulos, op. cit., Stemma D. 
" 1.G., 11%, 3510. 'This inscription is connected with G T2, 

3509 below, and the other man is identified. 
0PN R3S s  
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60 A.D. whereas all datable epigraphical references to 
him are much earlier (41-44), and in one of these in- 
scriptions he was hoplite general for the second or sub- 
sequent time.” The akme for the first Diocles, since 
he was younger than Theophrastus, should actually be 
placed somewhat later than “around 6 B.c.,”” and so 
he can be regarded as a man of mature years when he 
appears in the early Claudian dedications. There- 
fore, nothing precludes assigning 1.G., 112, 3510 to 
Themistocles I1.75 

This daduch’s brother, Sophocles, was an ephebe 
around 37/6.7% If seniority and heredity were factors 

in the appointment to the dadouchia at this time, he 
must have died fairly young or was otherwise un- 

qualified. However, up to this point, there has been 

no evidence that two brothers ever held the dadouchia, 
though this did happen once in the hierophantia (see 
Aristocles and Amynomachus). 

Themistocles would have been the daduch who 
officiated at Augustus’ initiation (epopteia) in 19 B.c.7” 

17. Oebppacros Oeuarorhéovs ‘Aywobowos. I1.G., 112, 

3509-+3510; Pseudo-Plutarch, Lives of the Ten 

Orators, 843c. P.A., 7170. Stemma: below, p. 
58. In office around the end of the first century 

before Christ. 

The evidence, previously offered, that he was a 
daduch is inconclusive. It has already been seen that 

there is some doubt that he is the same as the Theo- 

phrastus in I.G., 112, 3510, lines 9 and 14. And since 
Pseudo-Plutarch does not say whether he was a 

daduch, we are left with Theophrastus the daduch 
in 1.G., 112, 3509, but as this inscription now stands 
one cannot be sure that Theophrastus the son of 
daduch no. 16 is meant. From the text, it looks as 

if I.G., 112, 3509 might be the left portion of 3510, 
which is now lost. At my request Professor Giinther 
Klaffenbach compared the squeezes of these two in- 
scriptions and wrote that there is not the slightest 
doubt that they belong together, the lettering being 

absolutely identical in height and in form. The left 
hand side of 350943510 should now read: 

[6 67 Juos 
[Sawdotxor Oedpp Jagro[v daudod Jxou 

[ OeutororheJovs [‘AJyvota[wov dpernls & 

[vexa kal e Jvotas m7s els [éavrov kal] T7s 

[rpos Tas Bed]s eboeBelas Af[unTpu kal K]opne 

avébnker 

Considering the fame of Themistocles (no. 16) which 

"IG., f[z, 4175 and 4176 (=Oliver, Hesperia 35 [1966]: 
pp. 150-153). Other inscriptions in which he is mentioned are: 
1.G., 113, 3283; 3536; 3928 ; 4042. 

7 It is unknown which Themistocles and which Theophrastus 
are referred to in I.G., II?, 3511, a dedication in honor of a 

hearth-initiate. 
76 [.G., 112, 1961, line 19 (=S.E.G., XXII, 113). 

77 For his initiation see Graindor, 1927: pp. 14-23. 
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is evident in the decree of 20/19 I suggest that he was 

honored again shortly after his death by a monument 
in which his statue took the central position of honor, 
receiving a more elaborate inscription than the statues 
of the men who flanked him: on his left his son 
Theophrastus, the current daduch, and on his right 

his brother Sophocles, with a strikingly abbreviated 
inscription. 

Hieronymy was not observed at this time, nor was 
it shortly before, in 20/19. 

A fragment of a statue base with an inscription 
very similar in wording and disposition of lines to 
1.G., I1%, 350943510 is published in 'Apx. 'Ee. 1971: 
pp. 130-1, no. 26. 

38/9 

T. Statilius Lamprias, according to a dedication 

set up in Epidaurus probably in the year 38/9,” was 
related to the genos of the Kerykes at Athens™: 4mo 
ey ye 'AGpav 16 évdokérarov Knpikwy yévos, ap’ ob 
dabovxoUaw ol elyevéorarol, els TOv Belov alrol Tapayéyovey 

Kkal 8 ékelvov kal T@v &NNwy cuyyevdv eis Tovrov. Whether 

this uncle is the same as the uncle Aristocrates of 
Sparta mentioned further on in this text (line 17) is 

not clear.® Lamprias was also distantly related to 
hierophantic families. 

18. TBépros Khavdwos Aewvidns Mehrels. 1.G., 112, 2342, 

line 2; 3609; 3610; 3612; 3614; 3615;" Apx. 'Ep. 

1971: pp. 119-120, no. 15; Hesperia 26 (1957): 
pp. 219-220, no. 76 (= I.G., 111, 990 = S.E.G., 
XVII, 72). Kapetanopoulos, B.C.H. 92 (1968): 
p. 504, no. 33. Stemmata: Kirchner ad I1.G., 112, 
3609, revised by Oliver, Expounders, p. 80; 

Woloch, Historia 18 (1969): p. 510; and Kapet- 
anopoulos, op. cit., stemmata B and C. In office 

in the second half of the first century A.D. 

He belonged to the family of the Claudii of Melite, 
a very distinguished Kerykes family which controlled 
the dadouchia almost continuously throughout the 
first two centuries after Christ. In the stemma of this 
family his akme is assigned to the middle of the first 
century. In all epigraphical sources he is mentioned 
as an ancestor of the person honored in each case, 
except in Hesperia 26 (1957): pp. 219-220, no. 76, 
which is a herm erected in his honor by an otherwise 
unknown Artemidorus. In 'Apx. 'Ee. 1971, loc. cit., 

and 1.G., 112, 3612 he is mentioned as the grandfather 
of the person honored; in I.G., I11?, 3609, 3610, 3614, 

78 See above, p. 29, n. 123. 

M 1.G., IV 86, lines 10-12; a new text is edited by W. Peek, 

Inschriften aus dem Asklepieion von Epidauros (Berlin, 1969), 
p. 30. 

; 8 Hiller's stemma (I.G., IV2, Prolegomena, p. xxxi) shows this 
man to be related to two members of the Athenian delegation 
sent to console Lamprias’ parents, and the members of the delega- 
tion to be members of the genos of the Kerykes. There is no 
evidence for either connection.  
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TABLE 1 

STEMMA OF DADUCHIC FAMILIES OF THE FIRST AND SECOND CENTURIES B.C. 

Leontius of Acharnae (no. 7) 

| 
Sophocles (I) (no. 10) 

  

Leontius 
(altar-pr. no. 8) Apollonius of Acharnae 

Sophocles (IT) 
(altar-pr. no. 9) 

;\nly}locles 
(F. Delph., III, 2, 10) 

97/6) ] 

Ctesicles 

Apollonius (IT) 
(see note 60) 

and probably 3615, as the great-grandfather. In each 
case the dedicator seems to have made an effort to 

name all ancestors of the dedicatee who were daduchs. 
Hence we can infer with some confidence that Claudius 

Leonides of Melite was the first daduch of this great 
daduchic family of this period. 

His relationship to the family of daduchs just dis- 

cussed, from Hagnous, is unclear. Certainly one 
more person served as daduch between the incum- 
bencies of Theophrastus of Hagnous (no. 17) and 
Claudius Leonides of Melite; thus Kirchner’s postula- 
tion of a Themistocles the son of no. 17 may be correct 

after all, though no direct evidence for it exists. Sup- 
port for intermarriage between the two families at this 
time might be found in the fact that a son of Leonides 
was named Themistocles. ® 

8 For the latter see Kapetanopoulos, 0p. cit., no. 27. This was 
suggested by Roussel, who, however, hesitated to supply a link 
for lack of evidence. Kapetanopoulos (op. cit., pp. 495-496 and 
500, no. 26), like Kirchner, postulates a Themistocles the son of 

| 

Xenocles 
(no. 12) 

Ctesicleia=Sophocles (III) (no. 13) 

Theophrastus 

| 

1 
x 

| 
Philistides 

(no. 9) 

| 

Antiphon 
(no. 8) 

Kephisodorus 
(altar-priest 
no. 7) 

| 

Philoxenides 
(no. 11) 

| 
Theophrastus of Hagnous 

(over 30 in 156/5) 
(L GSHITAS987)) 

Acestion=Themistocles (no. 14) 

\74“1 

| | 
Theophrastus Xenocles 

(no. 15) ‘ 

Themistocles 
(see note 59) 

Themistocles 
(no. 16) 
(honored in 
20/ 1‘9) 

Sophocles 

(Iv) 

| 
Diocles 

(no. 17) (see note 74) 

Athenais 
(L.G., 11, 4042) 

The known history of this family is thought to 

extend at least as far back as the first half of the second 

century before Christ (see stemma B of Kapetanop- 

oulos, op. cit.).® 

no. 17, and suggests, on p. 496, that Leonides married his daughter 
or the daughter of Diocles, while on p. 501 he states that Leonides 
“must have married also a daughter of Themistokles IV, as ob- 
served above.” Admittedly one of these possibilities may turn 
out to be correct, but I think we should either refrain from 

putting this hypothetical Themistocles into a stemma or indicate 
in the stemma that he is hypothetical, until there is more evidence 

than just identical names in different families. It should be 
noted that the family from Melite claimed to be descended from 
Pericles, Conon, and Alexander (I.G., 112, 3679), whereas the 
family from Hagnous apparently claimed to be descended from 
Themistocles (Pausanias, I, 37, 1 and see above, n. 54). 

2 However it depends at one point on a hypothetical link, 
Lysiades (Kapetanopoulos, op. cit., no. 37), but this man’s 
patronymic or demotic is nowhere preserved. The main evidence 
is the occurrence of identical names in two families and is there- 
fore hypothetical.  
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19. TiBépos Khatoros Avaeddns T8 KN Aewvidov Mehirebs. 

1.G., 112, 3609, 3610; 3611 ; 3616; 1736, lines 12-13 
(?); "Apx. 'Ep. 1971: pp. 119-120, no. 15 (=1.G., 
112, 4084 + 4087 4 new fragment). Oliver, Ex- 

pounders, pp. 79-81.  Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 
62. For the stemma see under no. 18. In office 
from the end of the first century to some time in 
the reign of Hadrian or later. He succeeded his 
father. 

If his name is correctly restored in 1.G., 112, 1736, 

lines 12-13, he was at one time herald of the Areo- 
pagus. The confusion of him with Lysiades the high- 

priest was corrected by Oliver, whose correction is now 
confirmed by the inscription published in 'Apx. 'Ee., 
loc. cit. His daughter Aelia Cephisodora married 
Julius Theodotus the sophist. Her change of nomen, 
as Oliver pointed out,® ‘“indicates a compliment 
which her father rendered to the emperor Hadrian 
during the emperor’s lifetime.” 

Kapetanopoulos® believes that ‘‘chronological con- 
siderations make Lysiades too old to be the father of 
Cephisodora, for by aA.n. 110-120 he was a grand- 

father.” He suggests the possibility of a second 
marriage in which Cephisodora was born ‘“‘about A.D. 

130.” A second marriage is indeed one solution. 
It is also possible that Cephisodora was born earlier, 

around 120; in this case she would have been about 

the same age as her husband Theodotus, even though 
this was not customary. Theodotus held the sophistic 
chair for two years starting in 173 or 174, and 

according to Philostratus was over fifty when he died, 

which presumably means not over sixty. On this 
evidence we would not be justified in placing his 
birth before 115. The dates for Cephisodora’s father 
Lysiades could then be ca. 60-70 to ca. 130 and for her 
brother Sospis ca. 90-100 to ca. 150, so that Cephiso- 

dora need not have been born from a second marriage. 
Her grandfather Leonides’ span could be ca. 33 to ca. 
100. The sons of Sospis, Lysiades and Demostratus, 
were perhaps born respectively ca. 110 and ca. 120. 

20. TiBépios Khabtdos Saoms T3 KN Avorddov Mehirets. 

L.G., 112, 2342, lines 11, 21-22; 3609 ; 3610; 3981%¢; 

"Apx. 'Ee. 1971: pp. 119-120, no. 15 (=1.G., 112, 

4084 + 4087 + new fragment). For the stemma 
see under no. 18. In office from some time during 

the reign of Hadrian or later to ca. 150. He 

succeeded his father Lysiades. For a suggested 

birth date of ca. 90-100 see above. 

He appears as a relative in all epigraphical sources. 

When the dedication published in "Apx. 'Ee. 1971, 

8 Expounders, p. 79. 
8 0p. cit., p. 506, no. 39. 

8 See Oliver, 1970: pp. 82-83. 

8 Cf. Oliver, Expounders, p. 75. The beginning of this in- 

scription, as I have verified, should be restored to read: [... tepéa 

701 | Zw]riip[os] "Ac | [k I\pmiov. 
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loc. cit., was erected to his sister Aelia Cephisodora, he 
was already dead (dadovxraas).5” 

It is interesting that on this base honoring Aelia 
Cephisodora no living daduch is mentioned as a 
relative. Since it was a mark of distinction to have 
an Eleusinian priest as one’s relative, as so many 

dedications of the second and third centuries bear 
witness in addition to the present one, where the 

dedicators listed all previous daduchs related to 
Cephisodora, we may conclude with some probability 

that the contemporary daduch was not related to her. 
This is reinforced by prosopographical information 

concerning the individual members of this family at 
this time and by the names of those who at this time 

were daduchs. Of Sospis’s three known sons, Lysi- 

ades, Leonides, and Demostratus, apparently none 
was ever a daduch: his eldest son Lysiades was archon 
(around 130-138), panegyriarch, and imperial high- 
priest (from 138 to around 150)%%; Demostratus was 
archon (around 155-165) and was at the head of a 
faction opposed to Herodes Atticus®; and about 
Leonides nothing is known beyond the fact that he 
was a brother of Demostratus and that his son was 
archon of the Sacred Gerousia ca. 192.9° It appears 
that this family did not provide another daduch until 

Aelius Praxagoras, who was from another branch of the 

family and who became daduch sometime around 180 

(see below). During this interval apparently un- 
related daduchs served: the daduch Pom (peius) and 

P. Aelius Dionysius. 

21. Tlou(m#huos?) Agdovxos. I.G., 112, 1769;1773; 1774; 

1775; 1776; 1781 ; Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 50, no. 

18; 4bid. 34 (1965): p. 97, no. 7. In office from 
ca. 150-160 to 169/70, perhaps longer, but no later 
than 174/5 (see table of aeisitor in append. IV). 

Hieronymy has effectively kept us ignorant of this 
man’s full name. All testimonia for him except one 
are derived from aeisitoi lists, the exception being 
Hesperia 34 (1965): p. 97, no. 7, a prytany list, where 

a Iou Agdovxos occurs in the heading as archon in an 

unknown year. 
I.G., 112, 1769 and 1768 (= Hesperia 33 [1964]: p. 

220, no. 65) are dated by Notopoulos® to a single year 

shortly before 165. He restored [Iloum# Jios Agdovxos 
in I.G., 112, 1769 on the basis of the indicated space 

87 Graindor’s identification (1922: p. 137) of this man with the 
rhetor Sospis who appears in Plutarch’s Quaestiones Conviviales 
(VIII, 4; IX, 5, 12, 13) is impossible; the rhetor is a Corinthian 
whose name is Antonius Sospis; see J. H. Kent, Corinth, VIII, 3, 
The Inscriptions (Princeton, 1966), nos. 170 and 226. 

88 Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 64: 1.G., 112, 3609; 3744; 2776, 
line 205; 4007. Cf. Graindor, 1922: pp. 135-137. A possible 
birth date of ca. 110 A.D. is suggested above under no. 19. 

8 Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 45. For a possible birthdate of 

ca. 120 see above under no. 19. 
% Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 60. 

p. 63, note 127. 
9 Hesperia 18 (1949): pp. 41-42. 

For the date see below,  
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and the date; and if this is correct, [Ioumfios ] should 

be expected also in 1.G., 112, 1768. These two inscrip- 
tions show a remarkable irregularity. Normally the 
order of the Eleusinian priests in the aeisitos lists is: 
hierophant, daduch, sacred herald, and (if listed) 

altar-priest, i.e., in descending order from the office 
traditionally regarded as the most prestigious to the 

less prestigious. But here, in the same year, the 
order is in one case (1768): sacred herald, hierophant, 

and daduch; and in the other (1769): hierophant, 
sacred herald, daduch. It is discussed below (append. 
IV) that, while daduch and sacred herald sometimes 
change positions in these lists, the hierophant always 

comes first. This fact, which holds true otherwise, 
therefore calls the restoration of [iepoxJqpu¢ in 1768 

into question. We should accordingly leave open the 

possibility that the restoration is rather [avrunpvE, 
the assistant of the k7pvE BovAys kal dfuov, who appears 
in 1.G., 112, 1077, line 46, right after the herald of the 

Boule and Demos, just as perhaps here also. The 
[=—Jms in the following line could be the end of his 

demotic. In the other aeisitos lists in which ITou (7os) 
Agqdovyos appears the normal order of hierophant, 
daduch, and sacred herald was observed, except that 
he came last in the list of I.G., 112, 1769 (shortly 
before 165).92 

The hieronymous form of the name of this daduch 
or his predecessor can be restored in I.G., I1%, 5186, 
erected after the year 138. 

It is not impossible that this man’s nomen was 
Pomponius. Only the abbreviation Ilou appears, 
except for one case, I.G., I1?, 1769, where [IToun Jws is 

restored, but this stone is no longer available and so 
[Mopméy Jos cannot be excluded. 

160-170 

The position of the daduch in the Eleusinian endow- 
ment of this period (I.G., II2, 1092) and in the seating 

of the prohedria in the theater of Dionysus is dis- 
cussed above (pp. 35-36). 

22. IIém\wos Athios Awoviaios ("Avrwoels). I.G., 112, 1782 
(?); 1788 (?);1794; (?) 3688 (with stemma). On 

the identification of his deme see below, p. 64. In 
office in 174/5 ; he took office after 169/70 but prob- 

ably shortly before, or in, 174/5, and left it ca. 
180-185. 

The stemma compiled by Kirchner ad I.G., 112, 
3688 gives his akme as ca. 144. He should probably 
be identified with the priest Aelius Dionysius who 
was the subject of a decision by Marcus Aurelius 
in 174/5: 

[On appeal suits which] Aelius Praxagoras, Claudius 
Demostratus, Aelius Themison brought against Aelius 
Dionysius: To be entitled— — —ought to hear, it was decided 
that it suffices that the elections when held at the right 

¢ Concerning the change of order see below, append. IV. 
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time- ——of these men, I did not consider it necessary for him 
to undergo-—-what not at all at Athens-——the following 
period of time in order that nothing be left ambiguous. 
Those voluntarily canvassing for a torch-bearership 
(daidouchia) or any other priesthood greater (?) than the 
one which they now hold must lay down beforehand, as 
ordained by law, the strophion (of their present priesthood). 
If a man is called [by] the demos, there will be no case 
against him if he does not lay down beforehand his former 
insignia before he gets the appointment; once elected, how- 
ever, he too will lay down that which was formerly his.® 

As is clear from this, Aelius Dionysius did not lay 
down the strophion of his former priesthood as was 
required by law. The fact that Marcus singles out 
just one priesthood for mention, the daidouchia, 

strongly suggests that he is referring to this as the 

priesthood held by Aelius Dionysius,® and the fact 
that an Aelius Dionysius did serve as daduch around 
this time (as I.G., II?, 3688 informs us) makes this 

% QOliver, 1970: p. 4, lines 1-7, and translation, pp. 28-29, 
with some modifications. L. Robert pointed out to Oliver per 
litt. that [6u]rovras is probably incorrect, and that symbola 
might well indicate insignia of office, in which case strophion 
would be appropriate in place of trophion; Oliver re-examined the 
stone and reported that the reading is indeed 7[6] o7pé¢ror 

G. 84 [1971]: p. 427, no. 256). The sense, then, of 
le at the beginning of line 5 must be “assuming” 

or “receiving” or ‘‘being about to assume” or ‘“‘being about to 
receive’’ or something similar. As a daduch was expected to hold 
his priesthood for life (and we know of no case where this was 
not so), Robert’s suggested restoration (loc. cit.) of [Nei]movras 
is probably incorrect. Better is the suggestion of C. P. Jones 
(Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 8 [19717]: p. 165), 
which I have adopted: [ue]riovtas. Of his other suggestions 
for this sentence I have verified 3¢t on the stone, and while the 

third letter of his uei[¢orJa looks more like a mu then an iota, 
an iota is not impossible, and so I have incorporated his restora- 
tion in the translation, but with reservation. It seems to imply 

that there was a very precise order of precedence among Athenian 
priesthoods. How this could operate over longer periods, as the 
prestige of individual priesthoods rose and declined, that is, how 
the frequent alteration of the necessary list could be tolerated is 
a bit difficult to imagine. On the other hand, for particular 
cults protocol lists do survive, e.g., the Eleusinian Endowment 
(see above, pp. 35-36) and the first row of the prohedria in the 
Theater of Dionysus (see below, append. III), and so it is con- 
ceivable that one existed for all Athenian priesthoods. Yet one 
must ask what would be the purpose of such a list and of such a 
law as required by this restoration. Was it not also obligatory 
for priests who sought lesser priesthoods in place of or in addition 
to their own to “lay down their strophion beforehand”? If not, 
it would be strange to allow the incumbent of a “higher” priest- 
hood to seek and, if successful, to hold a “lower” priesthood 
while not allowing the incumbent of a “lower” priesthood to do 
the same in respect to a “higher”’; but if it was obligatory, that is, 
if it was not permitted of either type of priest to compete for any 
other priesthood without laying down his present strophion, why 
is pelfova used when # Twa érépay is sufficient? 

If [uelriovras is the correct restoration, mpoxararifesfar may 

have a somewhat technical meaning; that is, it may refer to a 
practice whereby those canvassing for a priesthood would lay 
down the strophion of their present priesthood with the under- 
standing that it would be returned to them if they were un- 
successful. 

% We have to assume that in judicial decisions of this sort 
hieronymy was not used, understandably so, since there could be 
doubt in the future about which Ai\ws Agdoixos was meant.  
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even more probable. It also appears to be no coin- 
cidence that at least two of his three accusers, Aelius 

Praxagoras and Claudius Demostratus, were members 
of a family which had held this priesthood for a long 

time but lost it around the middle of this century, 
and Aelius Praxagoras was probably the immediate 

successor of Aelius Dionysius in this priesthood.’> No 
definite information is available for the date of the 
end of Dionysius’ priesthood; approximately 180-3 

seems to be the best conjecture; the daduch Aelius 

mentioned in the aessitos lists (I.G., 112, 1782; 1788; 
1794) could be Aelius Praxagoras.?® 

I do not believe that even if one reads ée\ov[ otar] 
. tep[ e Jwotwny, as Oliver does, in the passage quoted 

above from the decision of Marcus Aurelius (and so 
translate: ‘“Those canvassing for the torch-bearership 
or some other voluntary priesthood’), one is justified 

in saying, with Oliver,*” that the opposite of a ‘“‘vol- 
untary’’ priesthood is an elected one, because I doubt 
very much that the present daduch obtained this 
highly desirable priesthood by simply volunteering 
for it. There undoubtedly were members of the 
daduchic family the Claudii of Melite?® at this time 

who were interested in it, as is shown by the presence 
of two of them as accusers of Aelius Dionysius and 

the fact that one of these two later became a daduch. 
Surely at least someone from this family would have 

volunteered for it; and since election was the means 

of selecting a priest of the Kerykes at this time (as 
lines 10-15 of this same document indicate),® it 

seems best to conclude that an election was held also in 

the case of Dionysius. The opposite of ‘“‘voluntary,” 
therefore, seems to be Umo Tov dfuov kaleighar,'® which 

also involves an election, but in this case, on my 

interpretation, the candidate did not volunteer 
but was nominated. The contrast becomes clearer 
if instead of éehov[olav] we restore éfehov[oiws]: 
eflehovaimws periévar versus Umo Tov 6nuov kaletobac. 

23. Ai\os Hpataybpas Oeuoroxhéovs Mehirels. Aeisitor 

listst G, eS0T (ER) L 1788 (R)= 1794 (?); 1792; 
1798. Other: 1.G., 112, 2067; 2342, lines 5, 27; 
3614 ; 3615; 3693; 3710; 4077 ; 4088 ; Oliver, 1970 

no. 1, E, lines 1, 35, 41, 44, 50; append. V 

(= L.G., 112, 3713 + 4089 + 'E¢. 'Apx. 1897: col. 
60, no. 42). Woloch, 1966: Aelius no. 51. 

Stemma: see under daduch no. 18. In office 
from ca. 180-185 to 191 or 192. 

Since his predecessor also had the nomen Aelius, 
it is difficult to determine which man is the Aelius in 
the aeisitoi lists in I.G., 112, 1782 (ca. 180),' 1794 

> below, pp. 61-63. 
e below, append. I'V. 

9 For discussion ¢ 
% For their dates 
TGS INS 

98 See above, p. 59. 
9% Cf. Oliver, op. cit., p. 43. 
10 Ibid., p. 4, lines 5-6. 
11 Notopoulos (Hesperia 18 [19497]: pp. 1-57, table I) does 

not say why he assigns this to 177/8. 
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(ca. 180), and 1788 (174/5 or 187/8).12  Since Praxa- 
goras was born ca. 115-120'% and held the archonship 
in 154/5,% he was at least in his sixties in the early 

180’s when he most likely took office. The Ai\wos 
Aqdovxos in the aeisitoi lists of 1.G., 112, 1798 (190/1) 
and 1792 (191/2 or 192/3)195 must be he since these 

years must be regarded as at the end of his tenure. 
Since his successor was in office before 193 (see below), 

we may date the end of his tenure to 191 or 192. 
The civil offices he held included the archonship 

(I.G., 112, 3614; 3615;1°% 2067), panegyriarchia (I.G., 

112, 361417; 3615), agonothesia of the [Greater 

Ascle]pieia (I.G., 112, 3614), and the agonothesia of the 
[PanJath[enaea] (I1.G., II2, 3615). 

With him, the dadouchia returned to the family of 
the Claudii of Melite!®® after a lapse of about thirty 
years and at least two intervening daduchs from other 
families. He was the first cousin once removed of 
Claudius Sospis, the last daduch from this family. 
It is interesting that none of Sospis’'s sons became 
daduch. The domination of the Claudii of Melite 

in this office and their father-son succession for about 
seventy years abruptly ended, and about thirty years 
later, resumed. 

At the time Sospis died, probably around 150, his 
son Lysiades II was probably already the imperial 
high-priest; about his other son, Leonides II, we know 

nothing beyond the fact that he was his son; but his 
third son, Demostratus (Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 

45) was very active and is well known. He was 
archon around 155-165' and a few years later 
(170-174)"° was one of the leaders of a political faction 

opposed to Herodes Atticus. Some of the activities 
of the faction are related by Philostratus.!'* Its other 

leaders were: M. Valerius Mamertinus, archon in 
166/712 and hoplite general in 168/9,'3 the sophist 

102 For the date see below, append. IV. 
103 For the date see Woloch, loc. cit. and Historia 18 (1969): 

. 510; and below, n. 108. 

LG RITZS2 06/ 
105 For the date see above p. 38, n. 200. 
108 The following restoration of lines 1-2 of this inscription is 

required by the sense and fits the space: 

[vioy KX Oeuarok\é Jovs 

BN ool e 
The name Aelius Praxagoras would have come in the previous 
line. I am not at all sure that fragment b belongs with this in- 
scription, as its lettering seems slightly different, but this does 
not affect the restoration of line 8. 

107 The end of line 4 of I.G., 11%, 3614 should read: [&pxnlv 
k[ali. 
[“"‘ His nomen was changed to Aelius, probably by his father as 

a compliment to Hadrian. In one inscription erected well after 
his death he is referred to as Claudius Praxagoras (Z.G., I1%, 3710). 

19 Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 43, no. 12. 
10 For the date see Oliver, 1970: pp. 66-84. 
1 Philostratus, Lives of the Sophists (ed. Kayser), pp. 63 

67-9, 71, 73. 
uw 1.G., 112, 1773. 
18 1.G., 112, 1775 and Geagan, 1967: pp. 194-195.  
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Julius Theodotus, who was Demostratus’s uncle, and 

the later daduch Aelius Praxagoras, who was Demos- 
tratus’s second cousin and father-in law. Philostratus 
describes the beginning of their activity against 
Herodes as follows!4: 

When these two men (the Quintilii) were both ruling 
Greece, the Athenians invited them to a meeting of the 
popular assembly. The Athenians shouted accusations 
of tyranny, pointing to Herodes and asking that their 
words be communicated to the ears of the emperor. The 
Quintilii felt some sympathy with the demos and without 
delay reported what they had heard. Herodes claimed 
that he was the victim of a plot on their part, that they 
were instilling suspicions against him into the Athenians. 
For it was after that meeting of the assembly that Demo- 
stratus and Praxagoras and Mamertinus and many others 
of their ilk, who opposed Herodes in city affairs, rose into 
action. Having indicted them as setting the demos 
against him, Herodes tried to lead them to the court in 
Rome, but they secretly made off to the emperor Marcus, 
confiding in his more democratic nature and in the oppor- 
tunity (afforded by suspicions against the friends of 
Lucius Verus). 

Even before he heard the case, the emperor, Philo- 

stratus relates, was already favorably disposed to 
Herodes’ opponents, and at the hearing they won their 
case, according to Philostratus, through the combina- 

tion of several factors: the influence they had with 
the empress and her daughter, Herodes’ ill tempered- 

ness because of the very recent death of a freedman’s 
two daughters for whom he had great affection, and 
Demostratus’s fine speech. The emperor punished 

Herodes’ freedmen (who were included in the indict- 
ment) but not Herodes, though he may have advised 

him to leave Athens for a while. 
The newly discovered letter of Marcus Aurelius to 

the Athenians as it is interpreted by Oliver sheds con- 
siderable light on the animosity which the Athenians 

felt towards Herodes in this period."'> The most 

vocal opponents of Herodes, Demostratus, Praxa- 
goras, and Mamertinus, are described by Philostratus 

as els 70 dvrifoor 7@ ‘Hpbdy molretovtes. But their 

antagonism went further than politics. From the way 
certain important priesthoods were being appointed 

and disputed—over a period of decades it appears 
that this too was involved. Up until the year 138 
the imperial high-priesthood was hereditary in the 

male line of the Herodes’ family. The obvious suc- 

cessor at this time would have been Herodes, but the 
man who got the office was Lysiades, Demostratus’s 
brother. Herodes did not obtain it until 160, after 

yet another incumbent, Aelius Ardys.!' The change 
in office between Lysiades and Ardys seems to have 

aken place around the middle of the century."'7 It 

s of the Sophists, pp. 67-69 (ed. Kayser); translation by 
Oliver, op. cit., p. 66. 

s Op. cit., especially chap. III, “Jealousy, War, Reform, and 

Innovation.” 
16 Woloch, 1966: Aelius no. 14. 

17 For Ardys as succeeding Lysiades see Woloch, His 
(1969): p. 506. 

He was archon in 150/1. 
oria, 18 

He suggests (ibid.) that “Herodes at the time of 
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was also around this time that the dadouchia passed 
out of Demostratus’s and Praxagoras’s family, having 

been controlled by it for about seventy years, and 

went to a Pompeius (or Pomponius) and then to 
P. Aelius Dionysius of the deme Antinoeis, neither 

of whom appear to have been relatives. In 174/5 
Praxagoras and Demostratus won a suit against the 

then daduch Aelius Dionysius (see above), and at the 

same time Mamertinus was denied his attempt to 
change from the Eumolpidae to the Kerykes and 
become a sacred herald; indeed, it appears that 
Mamertinus actually won the election for this priest- 
hood but was not invested.'® Like Praxagoras and 
Demostratus Herodes belonged to the genos of the 

Kerykes,'® from which the daduchs were appointed 
and also from which many high-priests were drawn.!? 
After Herodes’ death, and after the death of Aelius 
Dionysius, the Claudii of Melite regained the dadou- 

chia in the person of Praxagoras. Though we do not 

know exactly who the daduch Pompeius (or Pom- 

ponius) was or whether Aelius Ardys was a friend of 
Herodes,™® a pattern does emerge to some extent. 

A Claudius of Melite replaced Herodes’ father as high- 
priest, but then the Claudii of Melite lost control of 

the dadouchia around the middle of the century, and 

Herodes obtained the high-priesthood around 160. 
The next daduch, challenged legally by two Claudii 

of Melite (the challenge perhaps extending even to 
the daduch’s eligibility)!?? at the same time that they 

were openly challenging Herodes, was probably a 
friend of Herodes.!? The assembly in which the 

Athenians aired their feelings to the Quintilii about 
Herodes may well have been a welcome opportunity 

for the Claudii of Melite to move their opposition to 
Herodes from thelevel of the genos to an open challenge 

in the city: Philostratus says that at this time they 
“‘sprang up,”’ é&végvoay & 10 avrifoor 7o ‘Hpdy 

mo\rebovres. They went to Marcus Aurelius against 

Herodes, and then made a concerted attempt, perhaps 

taking advantage of Herodes' defeat at Sirmium, to 

obtain two of the highest priesthoods of the Kerykes, 

which apparently required Mamertinus’s illegal change 

Atticus’s death was priest of Hadrian Panhellenius, and he may 
have been reluctant to hold the two priesthoods (Hadrian 

Panhellenius and high priest) concurrently.” However, in his 
dissertation (1966: p. 176) he writes: “whether Herodes was also 
priest of Hadrian Panhellenius is unproven, but the writer 
believes that his refusal of the high priesthood at Athens may 
indicate that he was.” 

18 Oliver, op. cit., p. 4, lines 7-15. 

1 1.G., XIV, 1389, lines 33-34. 

0 Qliver, Expounders, p. 98. 
2 If the daduch was a Pomponius, he may have been one of 

the Pomponii who were related to Aelius Ardys (see 1.G., 112, 
3687), but then one would expect him to be mentioned in 1.G., 
112, 3687. 

122 Line 2 of Marcus's letter seems to refer to a charge that a 

iestly election relating to Dionysus was not correctly conducted. 

So Oliver, 1970: p. 39.  
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of gemos. Unsuccessful then, it was only after 
Herodes’ death that they regained the dadouchia. 

Another of Marcus’'s decisions, also, concerned 
Praxagoras and Herodes!*: 

The appeal which Aelius Praxagoras made from (the 
procurator hereditatum)'®® Gavinius Saturninus: At the 
trial the so-called codicils in the (false) name of Pratolaus 
were produced and the investigation took place. (Praxa- 
goras), it appears, was justified. . . . Praxagoras shall 
return into possession of these estates and shall receive 
from the viri clarissimi Quintilii an arbiter concerning 
the crops. As for the estates which were said to have 
been left to the vir clarissimus Herodes Atticus, to these 
he will already have returned. Concerning these crops 
Ingenuus will judge. And if Praxagoras finds fault with 
the slowness of transfer, (an action) will be introduced by 
the provincial authorities. 

The involvement of Praxagoras and Herodes seems 
to be incidental. As Oliver interprets the case,'*® 

somebody forged a testament leaving estates to three 
parties: his father, Herodes, and the city, Herodes 

and the city being included in the gift probably to 
strengthen the position of the father. After the will 

was proved to be a forgery, Praxagoras appealed to 

Marcus, who then decided that Praxagoras had a 

legitimate claim to the land. 

24. TuBépros Khatdos Eikermos T8 KN Anuoorparov 
Mehurebs.  I.G., 112, 1108 (= Oliver, 1941: nos. 24 
and 25, and Hesperia 30 [1961]: pp. 231-234, 

no. 31); 1806; 2124; 2125; 2340 (= ISHER G IS 
140) ; 3693; 3710 ; 4088 ; below, append. V (=1.G., 

112, 3713 + 4089 + 'E¢. ’Apx. 1897: col. 60, 

no. 42). For the stemma see under no. 18. In 

office from 191 or 192 to ca. 197, succeeding Aelius 

Praxagoras. 

The tenure of Philippus shows that the Claudii of 

Melite were able to maintain their control of this 

office after having regained it with Praxagoras, the 

maternal grandfather of Philippus. 

While he was daduch, Philippus also held other 

distinguished offices. He was eponymous of the 

Sacred Gerousia in 191/1 or 192/37; he was archon 

in the year 193/4128 and cosmete around 196.* 

His name is preserved on only one aeisitos list, 1.G., 

112, 1806, datable to ca. 194. He is called hiero- 

nymously here and in a list of Kerykes of ca. 200 A.D. 

(I.G., 112, 2340) and when he was archon, cosmete, and 

124 1hid., Plaque E, lines 35-47; translation by Oliver, p. 30. 

135 See ¢bid., p. 17. 
126 Thid., pp. 40-41. ; 

27 7.G., 112, 1108 and later editions cited above. A.p. 193 is the 

terminus ante quem for the erection of this stele because of the 

erasure of Commodus'’s name. Woloch’s date (1966: p. 187) of 

192—he argues that the stele was set up before 193 but after the 

death of Pr goras—depends on the date of 1.G., 112, 1792 as 

192, but it has been shown above (p. 38, note 200) that 192 is 

only one possible date for this inscription; 191 is also possible. 

128 1.G., 112, 2125; for the date Notopoulos, 1949: p. 30. 

120 7.G., 112, 2124; for the date see Notopoulos, 1949: p. 31. 

DADUCH 63 

eponymos of the Sacred Gerousia (loc. cit.): K\atdios 
Agdovyos. Nevertheless, it is clear from the dedica- 

tions listed above and the stemma that his real name 
was Philippus. In the dedications erected in honor of 

various descendants of his, he is always referred to 
as dadouxhoas, with his full name, signifying that he was 

already dead. 

He did not serve as daduch very long; by around 
197 another, a Pompeius, had succeeded him. Since 
his father was Demostratus, who was born around 
120, it would appear unlikely that he was born much 

before the middle of the second century, and therefore 

he died relatively young, which is corroborated to 
some extent by the fact that he was already dead at 
the time two statue bases were dedicated to his two 

daughters as waides 4@’ éorias (1.G., II?, 3693 and 

below, append. V). 

Philippus apparently had no sons. The only other 
known descendant of the Claudii of Melite at this time 
was the Praxagoras of Melite who appears in the 
beginning of the third century on an ephebic list 
(I.G., 112, 2197) as gymnasiarch, agnothete of the 
Greater Severeia, and systremmatarch; the lacuna 

before his name here may have contained some 
priestly title, just as the other ephebic officials in the 
same inscription have iepets before their names (but he 

surely did not possess one of the major Eleusinian 
priesthoods since hieronymy was not observed). After 

Philippus the Claudii of Melite probably lost control 
of the dadouchia. 

PERIOD OF ROMAN EMPIRE 

Because of hieronymy the identity of the daduch 
Claudius mentioned in I.G., 112, 4094 is not known. 

25. Toumhwos Agbovxos. I.G., II2, 1790 (= Oliver, 

A.J.A. 45 [19417: p. 539); Hesperia 34 (1965): 
p. 97, no. 7. In office from ca. 197 to sometime 

before 208/9. 

He follows the hierophant and sacred herald in an 

aeisitoi list (I.G., 112, 1790) whose proper place among 
the other aeisitoi lists would seem to be about 197.1% 

He may be the daduch in the aeisitoi list of 1.G., 117, 

1789, in which case this list belongs in 204/5.1% 

Whether he is related to the daduch no. 21, Pom- 

(peius) or Pom(ponius), is unknown. Nor is it 

known whether he or the daduch no. 21, Pom (peius) 

or Pom (ponius), was the daduch Pom (peius) who was 

archon at an unknown date (Hesperia 34 (1963): 

Bl no ). 

26. ®dBios Aadovxos Mapafévos. I.G., 112, 1077; 2201 

3684; 4822. In office from 208/9 or earlier to 

209/10 or later. 

18 See append. IV. 
131 See append. 1V.  
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He was archon in 208/9 (I.G., 112, 2201)'% and is 
listed in an eerselor list of 209/10 (I.G., 112, 1077), 

both of which include his demotic. Of the dedica- 
tions, I.G., 112, 3684 is a herm inscribed & ¢Bios Agdovyos, 
and 4822 is a little altar (or base) which he (®&Bws 

Aqdovyos) dedicated to Demeter and Kore, probably 

on the Athenian Acropolis where it was found. 
Possibly he was a son of Fabius Fabianus of Mara- 

thon, herald of the Boule and Demos in 182/3, to 

whom Herodes Atticus once erected a dedication.'® 
If our daduch held a second archonship,' he may be 
identical to Fabius Thisbianus of Marathon, archon 
in 186/7.135 

Ca. 217/8 

A herm, I.G., 112, 3764, dedicated to Aelius Apol- 

lonius the cosmete by a son of the same name, who 
was ephebic archon at the time, exhibits a metrical in- 

scription describing the cosmete as 7évde ano dadobywr 
lepns unTpos Te yeybra, | # Teherds dvépowe Oealv wap’ 

dvdkropa Anovs. His mother was probably a hiero- 
phantid.’®¢ The herm can be dated to around 217/8, 

for the ephebe Aelius Apollonius is listed in an ephebic 
inscription (I.G., II?, 2222) of around that time, and 
a cosmete by the name of Apollonius appears in 
another ephebic inscription of about the same date 
(I.G., II2, 2219). 
The daduchic ancestor of these two is probably P. 

Aelius Dionysius (see above) whose akme Kirchner 
puts at about 144. Kirchner's stemma shows that 
his nephew was P. Aelius Apollonius of the deme 
Antinoeis, who was a prytanis around 180,37 and who 

was the father of Aelius Dionysius of the deme 

Antinoeis, ephebe in 205/6.1% Thus Aelius Apollonius 
the cosmete can be identified as another son of this 
Aelius Apollonius of the deme Antinoeis who was 

prytanis around 180. The identification has con- 
siderable further support from the ephebic inscription 
(I1.G., 112, 2219) in which the cosmete appears. In- 
spection of the stone shows that the appropriate name 

can be restored in lines 2-3 to fill the space exactly, 
so that lines 2-5 read as follows: 

[7Jow koopunTiv Tév égnBwr Atk ] 

["AdmoANGveor *Av[Twoéa kal yvuva ] 

[oJtapxo[v] k[ali dywlvobérny Tob mepl] 

[aTneqs a[v@Jvols 

We must assume that the mother of the cosmete, 

2 Cf. Notopoulos, op. cit., pp. 34-35. 
15 Hesperia 4 (1935): p. 49, no. 11, line 57; 4bid. 30 (1961): 

p- 272, no. 107.  Cf. Woloch, 1966: Fabius no. 3. 
1% This practice occurred in the third century; see Geagan, 

1967: p. 3. 
B S G XX 5105 

% See below, p. 88. 

TGRS 793 lineHA s 
Be8NT G RTS8 Ml im eI 0115 

Cf. Oliver, Z.P.E. (forthcoming). 
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Publia Aelia Herennia, the hierophantid, assumed 
this priesthood after the dedication of I.G., II?, 3688. 

27. AaporéNys. I.G., 112, 3715. In office sometime 

in the third century. 

28. OusBiavés. Ibid. In office sometime in the third 

century. 

29. Aipapos Zwoirarpos. Ibid. In office around the 

end of the third century. 

On this dedication set up by the polis—the lettering 

may be as late as the fourth century—one Alpdpios 
Swaimarpos, a daduch, is inscribed as the descendant 
of the daduchs Damoteles and Thisbianus. 

The names are rather strange. Aaporé\ns (as 

opposed to AnuoréNgs) is, as far as I know, unique in 

Attic prosopography. The only other Thisbianus 
known in Athens is C. Fabius Thisbianus, archon in 
the year 186/7.'¥ The gentilicium Aerarius is also 

puzzling. Oliver,”® on the basis of a reading of 

Raubitschek’s which let it appear that the archon 
Thisbianus’s name should be restored as II [A%]\ws 
OuoBavés, once suggested emending the name in our 

inscription to Al ("Ap)pior Zwolmarpor (or Al ‘Pépwov), 

stating: “while a gentilicium Aerarius is indeed at- 
tested, it is attested in the wrong milieu to be ab- 

solutely convincing as the nomen of an aristocratic 
house, and I have long been puzzled by it, without, 
however, daring to question it on subjective grounds.” 

Though his emendation no longer has support in the 
archon’s name, the difficulties Oliver noticed still 

remain, and so At ("Ap)pwor ought to be considered.!4 

As in the case of the hierophant Erotius (no. 34) 

and his son Cleadas, Argive relationship and a con- 
nection with the Mystery cult at Lerna may be 

involved here. 

30. (Map ’Totwios) Nuwkaybpas Mwovkiavod. J. Baillet, 

Inscriptions grecques et latines des tombeaux des 
rois ou syringes (Mém. Inst. 42 [1925]: 1265, pl. 15 
(= Dittenberger, 0.G.I., 721); Baillet, op. cit., 
1889, pl. 29b (= Dittenberger, 0.G.I., 720); I.G., 
112, 4831. O. Schissel, Klio 21 (1927): pp. 369~ 
370, with stemma, p. 371. W. Stegemann, R.E. 
17 (1936): col. 218. In office from at least 304 
to at least 326. 

He immortalized his visit to the tombs (the cham- 
bers of which are called ofpryyes) of the kings in 
Egyptian Thebes by recording two graffiti. One of 
them (Baillet, 1265) reads as follows: 

1 S.E.G., XXIII, 119. This Fabius could have been daduch 
no. 25, Fabius of Marathon (see above). 

“04.J.P. 71 (1950): p. 174. 
141 The personal name ‘Pépos is unattested, so far as I can 

determine.  
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6 dadovxos T@Y dyloTh 

7wy 'ENevaive wornploy 

Muwoukiavot *Abnvaios (orophoas 

Tas alpryyas moANols VaTepoy 

Xpovois pera Tov Oetor TTNdrwva 

ano 76w Abnyay, Babuaca kal xép(v) 

éaxov Tols Oeols kal Ta ebaeleothrwe 

Baoikel Kavoravriver 76 Toird pou 

TapaoxovTL. 

The daduch observed hieronymy when writing this, as 
Baillet correctly noticed (previously [Nwayépas] was 
restored at the end of line 2 when in fact it did not 
exist.)#2 The reference to Plato, the patronymic, 
and the date (in the reign of Constantine) connect 
him with the great Athenian family of orators, 
sophists, and philosophers which prided itself on its 
descent from the famous Plutarch.1 Members of it 

were: Nicagoras the sacred herald (no. 11) and sophist, 
who lived around 180-250; Minucianus, the sacred 
herald’s grandfather and the husband of a great-niece 
of Plutarch; and Minucianus the sacred herald’s son, 
also a sophist, whose floruit was around 260-268.14 
That our daduch was the latter’s son is clearly shown 
by the other graffito at Thebes (Baillet, 1889), which 

gives his full name and the date of the visit: 

> = 
Kwvoravrivwe Z[e]B(aore) 76 Z kal Kwvoravrio Kaio (apt) 

70 A [ Jarois 

6 dadovxos Tév 'ENevawiwy Nukaybpas Miov 

kuavod "Afnvaios loTophoas Tas felas 

alpryyas édatpaca. 

The seventh consulate of Constantine and the first 
consulate of Constantius were in 326.14 Baillet per- 

suasively suggests that Constantine subsidized Nica- 
goras’s trip to Egypt (ré¢ rovréd pow mapaoxévre). He 

suggests further that the trip was commissioned by 
Constantine for the purpose of having the daduch 
report to him on the physical condition of the pagan 
monuments of Egypt. Graindor'*® agrees that he was 

probably subsidized but strongly doubts the purpose 

suggested by Baillet; such a mission would be un- 
paralleled, and at this date in Constantine’s reign, 

inappropriate ; moreover, it is strange that no mention 

12 Baillet, op. cit., p. 295 and pl. 15. Baillet should also have 
removed it from his text. In line 2 I keep the old reading 
’EXevaive; Baillet would have 'EXevowi (wp), a designation that was 
never used at Athens (see below). Cf. I.G., IV? 429 (304 A.p.). 

143 For the family see especially O. Schissel, 0p. cit. He mis- 
understands the nature of the daduch when he calls Nicagoras 
a “Myste of the second degree,” and likewise that of the sacred 
herald when he calls his grandfather a ‘“ Myste of the third degree 

14 Suda, s.2. Mwovkiavés. The daduch’s homonymous son set 

up a dedication (Z.G., 11% 4831) in the sanctuary of Pan and the 
nymphs on Mt. Parnes. 

45 Cf. A. Degrassi, I Fasti Consolari, p. 79. 
46 Byzantion 3 (1926): pp. 209-214. 
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of such a commission is made in the graffiti. IHe 
argues instead for a connection with Constantine’s 

founding of the University of Constantinople, his 
affection for Athens, and his interest in philosophy, 
and suggests accordingly that Constantine’s subsidy 

was for an educational purpose, a philosophical 
journey. In fact the graffiti inform us that Nicagoras 
was in the company of several Platonic philosophers,!4? 

and his allusion to the “divine Plato” would seem to 
indicate that like his ancestors he was a philosopher 
himself. Very near one of his graffiti (Baillet, 1269) 
and those of several of his companions is another in 
the same red ink, which reads: "Ihews #uiv IINdrowr kai 

Graindor focuses on the significance of xal 
“elle laisse entendre que le dadouque a visité 

d’autres lieux ot Platon avait passé ou était censé 
avoir passé.’'148 

Two peculiarities in the second of Nicagoras's 

graffiti (Baillet, 1889), however, deserve comment. 
The first is the daduch’s title ¢ sadovxos Tav "EXevowiwy. 
Ta 'Elevoivia were a festival of games; it was an agon, 
a completely different festival from the Mysteries. 

It seems very strange that a daduch would have 
written this instead of wvornpiwr, in effect putting the 

name of the wrong festival in his title.® Stranger 
still is the appearance of his own name, Nicagoras, 

a violation of the law of hieronymy by the very 

man who swore at his investiture to observe this 

strictly for the rest of his life. Even more striking is 

the proximity of the correct form of his name and 

title to this incorrect one: on one wall he kept hier- 

&ratfa. 
&yratba: 

u7 Baillet, op. cit., p. 492. 
3 0p, cit., p. 213. 
149 It is argued below that the same priest set up dedications at 

Epidaurus. There he is called dgdovxos rav 'Elevaive uvorqpiwy 
(1.G., IV?, 429) and dgdoixos Toiv feotw (I.G., IV?, 431), hieronymy 
being observed in both cases. No instance of an Athenian source 
calling the Mysteries 7a 'EXevoivia pvoripia is known to me, so 
that a brachylogism dqdotixos 7év "ENevowiwy (wvormpiwy) seems out 
of the question. Aelius Aristides uses 'ENevoinia for the Eleu- 
sinian Mysteries (Panathenaic Oration, 230, 249, 257 [ed. J. H. 
Oliver, “The Civilizing Power,” Trans. Amer. Philos. Soc. 58, 1 
(1968) 1), but in the majority of these instances, when comparing 
them with other cults. Thus there is no question that non-Athe- 
nians used this designation (even when addressing Athenians); 
it was certainly understandable, as well as useful in distinguishing 
one Mystery cult from another. But in our graffito the question 
is whether this is proper 4thenian usage, and whether it is by the 
daduch himself, who in all other instances when he used his title 
had it correctly recorded. An error is obviously involved here, 
and the additional error, lack of hieronymy, shows that it is not 
merely a scribe’s error, such as 7@y "ENeveive (uvornpl)wy, but rather 

one of general ignorance, the error very likely of a non-Athenian. 
Demeter and Kore are sometimes called ai "Elevoiviar (feal) 

outside of Attica (¢f. 1.G., IV, 955, line 14). A priestess of Demeter 
and Kore (of the Eleusinian cult) called herself at Delphi 
perhaps iépeca Anuntpos kal Képys "ENevoe[ wiwv] (see below, p. 75). 
Thus dadotxos Tév "EXevowiwy (fedv) is within the realm of possi- 
bility, but if he wished to designate himself according to the 
goddesses he served instead of the festival, as he did at Epi- 
daurus, one would expect the title dgdovxos 7oiv feoiv as at 
Epidaurus.  
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onymy and on the opposite wall he violated it; on 
one wall he wrote his correct title, dadovxos T@v 'Elevaive 

wornpiwy, but on the opposite wall the unprecedented 
dadovxos 7@y 'ENevowiwy. Why two inscriptions? And 
why is one so improperly executed? The immediate 
inference is that Nicagoras did not write them both. 
He certainly wrote (or had written for him and closely 
supervised the writing of) the longer one (1269), 

which was in the vicinity of those of several of his 
companions. Besides being expressed correctly in 

regard to this title and the use of hieronymy, it 

contains a personal reference to Plato, and the ending 
kal xapi(v) éoxor pou wapaoxdvre is certainly a 

personal touch. On the other hand, the graffito on 

the opposite wall contains just the bare formulae of 
the standard grafitto found in these tombs (“I saw 
and expressed wonder’’) as well as the date according 
to the consulates of the emperors. I suspect that 

this graffito was not written by Nicagoras,!® but by 

a person unfamiliar with correct Athenian practice; 
by whom and under what circumstances is a matter 

of speculation, but the addition of the date may have 
prompted it. Nevertheless, it does not indicate that 

the date of Nicagoras’s visit is incorrect. 
Twenty-two years earlier, in 304, a Sgdoixos T@v 

"ENevoive puornpiwr dedicated at Epidaurus a statue to 
Athena Hygieia (I.G., IV?, 428) and an altar to Apollo 
Pythius Patreus (L.G., IV2, 429).1% This daduch 

was also priest of Asclepius Soter simultaneously, 

presumably at Athens. His name is given hier- 
onymously as Map(kos) 'Toiw(i0s).1? A difference of 
twenty-two years hardly allows one to think im- 
mediately of Nicagoras, especially since the gentilicium 

and praenomen of his family are unknown. However, 
the connection can be made by way of the dedications 

1.G., 112, 3689 and 3690, statue bases erected by the 
city in honor of the proconsul Claudius Illyrius, in 

which the praenomen and gentilicium of Nicagoras’s 
family are revealed: the epimelete for the dedica- 

tion of both bases was one Mapkos 'Totwios Mwovkiavés. 
The bases are dated on the basis of the archonship of 
Terens (225-250), the father of Illyrius, to the end 
of the second quarter of the third century or later, 

a date that agrees well with the notice in the Suda 
that Minucianus (the father of Nicagoras the daduch) 

was a sophist whose floruit was in the reign of Gal- 

lienus (253-268).1% Surely Marcus Junius Minu- 

10 [ cannot ascertain from the photographs whether or not 
there is any difference in handwriting. 

11 The date is inscribed in each case as the year 181 of the 
Hadrianic era (=304 A.p.). 

12 Kavvadias interpreted the abbreviation as Map (kos) "Tob (vios) 
v (ewrepos) because of the apparently separate stroke over the nu 

in 429: T0TN (I have not seen the stone). This interpretation is 
refuted by 428, which has only IOTN (verified by inspection); 
for if vewrepos had really been meant, it would have been indicated 
in some way in 428 also. 

1% S.v. Mwovkiarés. The connection of the bases with the 
daduch of the Epidaurus dedications and the family of sophists 
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cianus is this same man, the father of the daduch 

Nicagoras who, as the hieronymous Marcus Junius, 
dedicaited LG, V2498 and #4208 At Epidaunis. 
Minucianus seems too rare a name at Athens for this 
to be coincidental. The identification gains even 
further support from another base at Epidaurus 

which has long been associated with these, namely, 

I1.G., IV? 431, a dedication of a statue by a daduch 
who, like the hieronymous Marcus Junius, was also 
the priest of Asclepius Soter. His name is given as 

The 

lacuna certainly contains a patronymic and the re- 
storation dgdod[ xos | 7oty Beoty M[woukia Jvod *Afn[vaio s 
naturally imposes itself.15* 

We can now be sure of the gentilicium and prae- 
nomen of this noble family of orators, sophists, and 

philosophers; we also know that M. Junius Nica- 
goras'® served as daduch from at least 304 to at least 

326; that he was a priest also of Asclepius Soter; and 

that his concern for religion, as is manifest in the as- 
sumption of this additional priesthood and the erec- 

tion of at least three monuments at Epidaurus,'?® was 

accompanied by a very active interest in Plato. 

31. &N&Bios Ilop Agdovxos. I.G., 112, 4222, 

sometime after 372. 
In office 

He was in charge of setting up a dedication honoring 
Rufius Festus, proconsul of Achaea and Areopagite. 
Groag identifies the latter with a magister memoriae of 
Valens from ca. 370 to 371, who probably in 372 
became proconsul in Asia.'”” Since he is mentioned 

in an inscription as having been twice proconsul,!?® he 
probably served as proconsul of Achaea after 372.1% 

The daduch’s title, dcaocnuéraros, indicates that he 

was of equestrian rank; his other title, 4wo roulraw, 
that he was awarded the honor ex comitibus but not 
necessarily that he served as comes or served in any 

particular office.!® It is uncertain how Pom should 

and philosophers was first suggested as a possibility by K. Latte, 
Gnomon 7 (1931): p. 118, n. 1. This Junius Minucianus appears 
also in a letter of Gallienus ('Apx. 'Ee. 1971: p. 123, no. 17, 
line 16). 

154 |, Millar (J.R.S. 59 [1969]: pp. 16-17) independently made 
a similar restoration, though he apparently was not disturbed 
by Kavvadias’s interpretation of the abbreviation (which was 
accepted by Latte, loc. cit.); but Millar’s restoration [M 'Tovw 
Muwovkea? Jvoi is too long for the space.  (He also keeps (Nekayépas) 
in Baillet, op. cit., p. 1265). W. Peek, however, in Inschrifien aus 
dem Asklepieion von Epidauros (Berlin, 1969), no. 169, shows that 
he still holds to Kavvadias’s resolution of I0TN, and would restore 

M[ap "Towr]|v(ewrép)ov, which is strange indeed. His drawing 
of this part of the inscription shows that [MwovkiaJvob fits the 
space exactly. 

185 Perhaps I.G., 112, 12142, a grave monument for a mais 8¢ 

Muwouvki[avob — ], also pertains to him. 
156 Cf. 1.G., IV?, 430 by a daduch and priest of Asclepius Soter. 
157 Groag, Die Reichsbeamten von Achaia in spatromischer Zeit 

(Dissertationes Pannonicae, Ser. I, Fasc. 14, 1946), pp. 49-51. 
LN G RVIIPRE S/ 

19 So Groag, loc. cit. 
160 Cf. Seeck, R.E. 4: coll. 633-634.  
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be resolved, but it is probably a second gentilicium 
rather than a cognomen, since hieronymy demanded 
the suppression of the cognomen in Roman names. 

He is the last known daduch. 

GENERAL REMARKS 

AGE AND DURATION OF SERVICE 

Callias II was daduch for at least 44 years, and 
Callias III for at least 30 years. Between the end 

of the second century and 20/19 B.c. three daduchs 

held office and the third was still in office in 20/19; 
therefore their average term would be about twenty 

years. Between the end of the third century and the 

end of the second, seven daduchs held office, but here 
the earlier limit is subject to a margin of error of 

twenty to thirty years. These data point to an age 
sometimes of less than fifty years at the time of 

appointment, perhaps sometimes even less than forty. 
The only period during the Roman empire for which 
the evidence provides some inferences concerning age 

is the second half of the second century. At that 
time Pom (peius) (no. 21) held office for at least ten 

years; Aelius Praxagoras (no. 23) for at least five 

years, and died at an age of approximately eighty; 

Claudius Philippus (no. 24) for about three years, but 
in his case other evidence seems to indicate that he 
died young; and Pompeius (no. 25) could have served 
for as long as ten years. In the fourth century 

Nicagoras held office for more than twenty-two years. 
No literary source comments on the daduch’s age. 

It appears that it was not as important a factor as in 

the case of the hierophant, and sometimes a daduch 
could be selected who was about forty years old. 

All indications are that the dadouchia was a lifetime 
office. No living ex-daduchs are known. Sophocles 
IIT of Acharnae (no. 13) and Themistocles of Hagnous 
(no. 14) certainly died in office. The custom of 
hieronymy, which daduchs first adopted sometime in 
the first century A.D. or the first half of the second 
century, is only comprehensible in terms of a lifetime 

office. 

MARITAL STATUS 

Callias III and Sophocles III of Acharnae were 
married while daduchs, and many others had children. 
Marriage was evidently no bar to this priesthood. 

MANNER OF APPOINTMENT 

For long stretches of time one or two families 
dominated this priesthood. In the second and first 
centuries before Christ it was rotated between two 
families, with the basis of rotation being perhaps 

seniority among the eligible candidates from both 
families. In the second half of the first and the 
first half of the second centuries after Christ it was 
controlled by one family, the Claudii of Melite. How- 
ever, the evidence of the fourth century B.c. and the 
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second and third centuries A.D. clearly shows that 
heredity was not the method of appointment; for at 

these times families apparently unrelated to one 
another supplied daduchs. In addition, the new 

letter of Marcus Aurelius reveals that elections were 
definitely held for sacred heralds at this time, and a 

fragmentary text relating to a daduch in the same 
letter speaks of elections also.!t! 

A fragment of Aristotle!®? seems to state that 
allotment was used; if so, it would have to have been 
used before the second century B.c. But the fact that 
in the fifth century the two Calliases, grandfather 
and grandson, were daduchs tends to cast doubt on 

it even for this period, and favors the assumption 
that, if allotment was at all used at this time, it was 

used for a small number of pre-selected candidates 
as Foucart suggested.!® At any rate, certainly by 

the second century B.c. the daduchs were being 
elected by the Kerykes, and often certain families 
were so prominent and powerful that their candidates 
had little or no difficulty in being elected.’* Such an 
achievement was a source of pride, as is manifest in 
the decree honoring the daduch Themistocles, where 
the dadouchia is called (line 65) % mepl A o[ ixiaw 
yeyowvia éml woNNds yeveds abry dedovxia. Once con- 

tinuity of one family in this priesthood started, it 

was probably hard to stop its momentum. But it 
could be stopped, as happened very clearly to the 
Claudii of Melite, and in this case a considerable 

struggle probably took place before they regained it.1%5 

REQUIREMENTS FOR APPOINTMENT 

No special requirements for this priesthood are 
known. The decree in honor of Themistocles states 
(lines 37-39) that he received i elyéverav kal v ar’ 

abrs lepewatvny &y duadoxns mapd Tob marpds kTA. I.G., 

IV2, 86, in mentioning that Lamprias had relatives 
who were daduchs, describes the genos of the Kerykes 

as 76 &vdoférarov Knplkwy ~yévos, 4o’ ol dadovxobow ol 

evyevéararor.’®® The more times a family held the 

priesthood the more eiyerps it probably became within 

the genos. Thus prestige and influence were probably 

the only main qualifications necessary. 

In the time of Marcus Aurelius an incumbent of 

another priesthood had to lay down the strophion of 

that priesthood before canvassing for the daidouchia.” 

16t Oliver, 1970: pp. 43-44; this is discussed above, pp. 60-61. 
162 See above, p. 53. 
1681914 : pp. 192-193, but he incorrectly assumed allotment 

for all periods. 
16¢ This is implied in lines 37-38 and following in the decree 

for Themistocles (edited above, pp. 50-52): mapenpéra T 

[y Joverar kal Ty &n’ abriis lepewatvny Tapd . . .. 
165 See above, pp. 61-63. 
166 Lines 4-5, edited by W. Peek, Inschriften aus dem Askle- 

pieion von Epidauros, p. 30, no. 36. 
167 See above, pp. 60-61, and below, p. 68.  
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INSTALLATION 

At this moment the daduch became subject to 
hieronymy until his death (see Introduction). He is 

said to have undergone a dokimasia, but the source for 
this is not the most reliable.!68 

DRESS 

For a discussion of the literary evidence see above, 
pp. 32-33. Like the hierophant the daduch wore a 

strophion in addition to a myrtle wreath. His gar- 
ment, probably purple, was something out of the 

ordinary; its representation on a fifth-century vase is 
discussed above, p. 48. 

EMOLUMENTS 

No information specifically for this priesthood is 
available; for information on the Eleusinian priest- 
hoods in general see the section on “Emoluments” in 
the “General Remarks” at the end of chapter I. 

The daduch received a double portion in the 
Eleusinian Endowment of 160-70 A.D. 

RESIDENCE 

The daduch had a house within the sanctuary.!% 

SOCIAL AND POLITICAL POSITION 

In the fifth century B.c. the family of the two 
Calliases was one of the most important in Athens. 
This was also true in regard to the families from 
Acharnae and Hagnous which controlled the dadouchia 

in the second and first centuries B.C., and in regard to 
the Claudii of Melite, the family which controlled 
it for a good part of the first and second centuries A.D. 

It is evident from the speech of Andocides and the 

behavior of Callias that the daduch was normally 
very highly respected at that time. In the Roman 

period he occupied a seat of very great honor in the 
Theater of Dionysus'™ and was one of the aeisitoi. 

And for the second century there are signs of con- 
siderable competition for this priesthood.'™ Also at 
this time many daduchs filled a distinguished array 

of political offices and liturgies, both before and during 
their priesthoods, and most were Roman citizens. 
Unlike the hierophants, none are known to have been 
ambassadors in the Roman period, but long before 
this the two Calliases (nos. 1 and 2) did serve in 

this capacity. As a group they are much less known 
for their wisdom and speaking ability: Nicagoras 
(no. 30), apparently a descendant of Plutarch, and 
Callias (no. 2) are the only ones definitely known to 

have engaged in literary or philosophical pursuits, 

168 Eustathius, Iliad, XVIII, line 492. 
18 See above, p. 50. 
17 See appendix IT1. 
111 See above, pp. 61-63. 
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while Themistocles (no. 16) seems to have done re- 
search in the traditions of the cult and to have dis- 
played considerable imagination in preserving them. 

DUTIES DURING THE MYSTERIES 

He went with the hierophant and the sacred herald 
to make the prorrhesis at the Stoa Poecile.'” In the 
procession to Eleusis he marched perhaps at its head, 

next to the hierophant.!” During the secret rites his 
role can only be ascertained from his title: he provided 
light. The great importance of it at the climax of 
these rites is discussed above.l7 

He may have had a greater role in the éron7ela than 
in the relern.l” 

OTHER FUNCTIONS 

According to the Suda (s.v. Aws rkadwor) the daduch 

used a Aws kadwor wpds Tods kabapuols, but whether in 
connection with the Mysteries is very disputed.!”¢ 

Also in doubt is the trustworthiness of the source that 
supplied the scholion to Aristophanes, Frogs, line 479, 
which states that the daduch officiated at one point 

in the festival of the Lenaea.!”” 
Unlike the hierophant he could hold other priest- 

hoods. No. 15 held also the priesthood of Poseidon 
Erechtheus; no. 29 was simultaneously a priest of 

Asclepius; no. 2 was the priest of his phratry. Two 
daduchs in the Hellenistic period, nos. 7 and 10, were 
altar-priests before becoming daduchs. No. 22 held 

some other priesthood before the daidouchia. FEvi- 
dently a legal case could be made that one had to lay 

down the strophion of a presently held priesthood be- 
fore canvassing for the daidouchia (and then, if suc- 

cessful, presumably also lay down the presently held 
priesthood itself), and Marcus Aurelius was persuaded 

to make a ruling to this effect, but as no. 29 shows, the 

old practice eventually reasserted itself. 

III. PRIESTESS OF DEMETER AND KORE 
(‘Igpere Ajunrooc ki Kogne) 

Several gene were eligible to supply the priestess of 
Demeter and Kore. A notice of Photius mentions 
one of them: ®\\eidar: yévos éorlv "Abhynow- & 6¢ Tobrwy 

7 lépeca s Afuntpos kal Koépns, 1 mvoioa 7obs whoras év 

"EXevoive. An inscription of the Roman period, I.G., 
112, 2954,! indicates that there were also others. In 
the notice of Photius uveiv is of course not used in its 

172 See below, p. 78. 
e above, pp. 35-36. 

174 Py, 4647, 
17 Sopater, Rhetores Graeci 8 (ed. Walz): p. 121, 11-12 : §edobxos 

6¢ ToUToy Ws émbmTyy paNoy i plorTgy opé. The meaning of this is 
somewhat opaque; ¢f. Foucart, 1914 : p. 196. 

116 Cf. Foucart, 1914: pp. 197-198; Nilsson, Geschichte 1: 
pp. 110-113. 

177 Cf. Foucart, 1914: p. 198. 
! Discussed below, p. 74.  
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original sense, ‘‘to pre-initiate,” as attested in I.G., 12, 
6,% but in its later sense, ‘‘to initiate.””® 

BEGINNING OF FIFTH CENTURY B.C. 

“The priestess” mentioned in a fragmentary bou- 
strophedon inscription set up within or near the Eleu- 

sinion around the beginning of the fifth century? is 
most likely the priestess of Demeter and Kore, since 
no other priestess of the Eleusinian cult is ever called 
simply ‘‘the priestess.” 

Ca. 460 B.C. 

In I.G., I2, 6, the law issued around 460 B.C. con- 
cerning the Mysteries, she is called ‘“‘priestess of 

Demeter.”® According to this law she was to receive 
an obol from each initiate at the Lesser Mysteries 

and the same amount at the Greater Mysteries. She 
was also to be in charge of the expense fund of 1,600 

drachmae, as she had been previously, an indication 

that at this time she played, apart from her religious 
duties, an important part also in the administration 
of the cult. 

1. Avewrpary. Hesperia 10: (1940): p. 

(S ESHEERGRE0I)S 
fifth century. 

O o IS 
Around the middle of the 

Shortly before the middle of the fifth century 
Lysistrate commissioned the following inscription in 

elegiac meter (Hesperia, loc. cit.) to be carved on a 
base which held some sort of pillar®: 

['AJpp#h7o TeNerns mpdmolos a7js, moTYLe, Ao, 

kal vyarpos wpoBipo kbouoy dyalua T6G€e 

éornoey ZTEPANQ Avoiarpdrn obdé mapdvrwy 

gelderar al\a Beols dgbovos és Gvauw. 

Pritchett, the editor, explained ZTEPANQ as either 

oTeprw (two crowns) or Erepdrw (a patronymic with 
w = ov). But P. Maas would rather edit orepare?: 
“As roouw and rpamefd are titles of Attic Athena 

priestesses, orepard fits the title of an Attic Demeter 
priestess.” His statement might lead one to think 

that koouw and rpamefe are titles of the priestess of 
Athena. This, however, is not the case. roouw and 

2 See the new edition above, pp. 10-11. 3 
3 Foucart (1914: p. 216) and Toepffer (1889: pp. 92-94) in- 

°h limits the conducting 
of wpimais to the Eumolpide {erykes that Photius’s notice 

refers to the Haloa. Ziehen, Leges rae, p. 16, n. 8, correctly 
termed their arguments a vicious circle and noted also that the 
Haloa were open only to women. 

¢ S.E.G., XXI, 3, line 13; see above, p. 10. 
5 See the new edition above, pp. 10-11. _ 

S R. E. Wycherley, The Athenian Agora, 111, Literary and Epi- 
graphical Testimonia (Princeton, 1957): p. 82, mentions the possi- 
bility that it is archaistic. If so, it is an cxlr;\ordm;mly‘ golod 
imitation of mid fifth-century letters; I doubt even the possibility 
of its being archaistic. 

7 Hesperia 15 (1946): p. 72. 

PRIESTESS OF DEMETER AND KORE 69 

Tpamefopbpos (called rpamrefe in Hesychius) were priest- 

esses who assisted the priestess of Athena in the 
kbaunais s Tpamelns.®  The principal piece of evidence 

in regard to them (Harpocration, s.v. rparefogépos) 

reads: Avkotpyos év 7 mepl T7s lepelas 8ru tepwatvns Svoud 

toTw N Tpamefogbpos.  bTL 8’ aliTn Te kal 1) koou® curdiéTovat 

wavra T 715 'Abnvas iepela k7A.  Thus, in the ritual of the 

cult which involved the setting of a table the priestess 
of Athena was assisted by two priestesses, kooud and 

Tpameld; the former’s function was to carry the table 

and the latter’s function was to set it. Their titles 
are certainly not titles of the priestess of Athena, but 
simply reflect their particular functions, just as the 
titles hierophant and daduch reflect the functions of 
these priests. There is no testimony of a priestess of 
Demeter and Kore having any other title than 

“priestess,” ‘‘priestess of Demeter,” ‘‘priestess of 
Demeter and Kore,” or—poetically—dpp#ro relerns 
mpoémoNos a7s . . . kal Buyarpés. Moreover, the priestess 

of Demeter and Kore is not known to have performed 

any function that involved crowning. Of course the 
fact that such a function is not known does not mean 
that it did not exist, and we might consider a variation 
of Maas’s theory even though there is no parallel for it : 

orepavd may reflect one of the duties of this priestess. 

However, Pritchett’s theory that the word refers to 
two crowns attached to the pillar makes sense in the 

text and in relation to the monument, and he cites 
similar dedications. Since this is poetry, there seems 

to be no reason against understanding orepdvw as 
being in apposition to dyalua. At the present time 
this solution seems to me to be the preferable one. 

Since the poetic rendering of her title (apphro TeNers 

TpbToNos a7s . kal Buyarpés) can be translated into 

prose as ‘‘the priestess of Demeter and Kore,” it is 
clear that this full title was in use as early as the middle 
of the fifth century, and that ‘‘the priestess of Dem- 
eter’” and ‘‘the priestess’” were abbreviations of it. 

The poetic rendering of it shows that she had a role 
in the secret telete.’ 

421 B.C. 

The Rheittoi inscription (I.G., 12, 81) of 421 B.c. 
mentions ‘‘the priestesses’” as carrying the hiera at the 

head of the mystai in the Procession of the Mysteries, 

and we are probably to understand the priestess of 
Demeter and Kore, the most important priestess of 
the Eleusinian cult, as well as the hierophantids, as 

being among them. Foucart believes that the priest- 
esses mentioned here were the i¢petar Tavayeis, but he 
can supply no convincing evidence that such a group 
of priestesses existed in the cult of the Eleusinian 
Mysteries.!t 

8 For the operation ¢f. 1.G., 113, 776. 
9 Cf. R.E. 2: col. 1962. 
1 In I.G., 112, 3411 mpémolos Anovs xal Képns refers to the 

hierophant. 
111914 pp. 214-215; see below, p. 98.  
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Ca. 416 B.C. 

According to the aparche law (I.G., I?, 76) of ca. 
416, she did not take part at all in the announcement 

or reception of the aparche. 

2. Oeave> Mévwros 'Aypu\nfer. Plutarch, Alcibiades, 22 

and 33. Toepffer, 1889: p. 97. P.A., 6636. For 
the proof that she was a priestess of Demeter and 

Kore see chap. I, p. 16, n. 31. In office in 413. 

She was in office when the Mysteries were allegedly 
mimicked by Alcibiades and his companions, but her 
priesthood was not among the ones impersonated 

(viz., those of the hierophant, daduch, and sacred 

herald). This cannot, however, be taken as an indi- 
cation that the priestess had an insignificant part in 

the telete; for as we have seen the priestess Lysistrate 
(no. 1) prided herself on being ‘‘a minister of the most 

secret telete.” 
Theano refused to curse Alcibiades and his com- 

panions when so ordered by the state, protesting that 
she was ‘‘a praying priestess and not a cursing priest- 
ess.”’2 We hear of no prosecution brought against 
her for this action. Even if there had been any, there 

probably would have been little chance of success, as 
the state probably had no clearly defined right to order 
a priest to curse someone. 

END OF THE FIFTH CENTURY 

In the section of the law code of Nicomachus dealing 
with religious festivals the third preserved column 
lists sacrifices at the Eleusinia.’® These are divided 
into two groups, and at the end of each group the 
priesthoods responsible for performing them are 
given. The stone breaks off before the end of the 

second group, so that the priesthood responsible for 
this group is not preserved. Those responsible for 
the first group are (lines 73-76): 

Etuorr[idar] 

ravra [Bloow ] 
tepéal L Afunrpos | 

H anbplerpa] 

12t is perhaps better to understand the phrase in Plutarch, 
Alcibiades, 22, 4, ta kafeanréra bmo 7' Edpormiday kal Knpikwy xal 
7w lepéwy Tav & 'Elevalvos, as referring to the Eumolpidae and 

Kerykes and priestesses of Eleusis, and write 7av iepedv 1aw & 

"Ehevoivos. iépea as an alternate spelling of iépeca is attested in 
inscriptions for all periods, and rais iepeiars Tais & "Elevoiv[os] 

occurs in I.G., 112, 1363 (= Dow and Healey, 4 Sucred Calendar 

of Eleusis) (this reading contains some slight improvements over 
that of Dow and Healey). No such designation as this occurs for 
the priests. The passage in Plutarch would give better sense if a 
dichotomy were made between the Eumolpidae and Kerykes on 
the one hand and the priestesses on the other. For no priest of 
the sanctuary at this time is known to have come from any 
other genos than the Eumolpidae or Kerykes, so that rav ispéwr 
seems redundant, whereas priestesses did come from several 

gene and it would be convenient to designate them simply 
“priestesses.” 

1 Sokolowski, Supplément, no. 10; ¢f. R. Healey, H.S.C.P. 66 
(1962): pp. 256-259. 
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Thus the first group of sacrifices was performed by 
Eumolpidae and the priestess of Demeter (and Kore), 

with the latter receiving apometra of 100 drachmas. 

The second group was probably performed by the 

hieropoioi; for according to I.G., 1%, 5 the hieropoioi 
sacrificed at the Eleusinia, and several of the deities 

of the second group are the same as the deities in 
LG s 

For her sacrificial duties in this festival the priestess 

of Demeter received, as it appears, apometra of 100 
drachmae. In comparison with the emoluments given 

to all other priests in this inscription this is an enor- 

mous amount. It is also striking that no sum of 
money seems to be given to the Eumolpidae, who 

together with the priestess perform these sacrifices. 
However, if we make the following restoration, these 
two anomalies disappear : 

Ebporr[idas ot ] 

ravra [Bboow kal] 
tepéal L Afunrpos ] 

H améulerpa]. 

With several people sharing in it, the large size of the 

sum is understandable. Part of it went to the 
Eumolpidae who performed the sacrifices and part 
went to the priestess as apometra (a term that seems 

to apply only to priestesses).! 

FOURTH CENTURY 

Two legal cases are known to have taken place in 

the fourth century between the priestess of Demeter 
and Kore and the hierophant and to have concerned 
a conflict of sacral rights. In the earlier case the 

hierophant Archias was convicted of impiety for 

sacrificing at the Haloa, at which only the priestess 
had the right to sacrifice.’> The other case took place 
around the end of the century, but little is known 

of its details, neither the specific point of contention 

nor its result.!® Both cases make it clear that the 
priestess had a very strong position in the Eleusinian 
cult. 

3. Priestess of Demeter [- . Hesperia 26 

(1957): pp. 79-80, no. 25. Dated by lettering to 
before the middle of the fourth century. 

On this dedication which she erected probably in 

the Eleusinion, she is called the mother of Epigenes of 
Acharnae. 

BEFORE MIDDLE OF FOURTH CENTURY 

An inventory of some year “before the middle of the 
fourth century” contains the uninformative entry!7: 
lepéar kaN[————]. 

! The recipient of apometra is a priestess in 1.G., 12, 843; 112, 
1357, 1363 ; the recipient is unclear in .G., 12, 190 and Sokolowski, 
Supplément, 18. 

e 1bove, p. 17. 
ce above, pp. 22-23. 

171.G., 112, 1540, line 57.  
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400-350 

Phileto, the daughter of Dexicles, the priestess who 
made the dedication 7.G., 112, 4560 (400-350 B.c.), is 
apparently a priestess of Demeter, but it is uncertain 
whether she is the Eleusinian priestess. 

SSORBIEY 

In the Sacred Orgas inscription of 3528 the “priestess 
of Demeter” was requested to sacrifice an [apeorhpor] 
together with the hierophant. Previously in this 
decree, in matters pertaining to the administration 
of the Sacred Orgas, the daduch was the hierophant’s 
associate; but here where it is a question of a sacrifice 
the hierophant’s associate is not the daduch but the 
priestess of Demeter (and Kore). Normally, in ad- 
ministrative matters the hierophant and the daduch, 

the representatives of the two gene that controlled 
the administration of the sanctuary, were the most 
important officials; but in this religious matter the 

priestess of Demeter and Kore apparently over- 

shadowed the daduch; she and the hierophant appear 
here as the two principal religious representatives of 
the Eleusinian sanctuary. 

329/8 

A “house of the priestess”” is mentioned several 
times in an inscription of this year (I.G., 112, 1672). 

A retaining wall was built (line 17) kara v oikiay 79(») 

'EXevoive 77s iepelas. In lines 126-127 two pigs are 
required to purify [something ] and 74v olkiav T4y iephv, 
ob 7 iépewa oixei. Elsewhere (line 305) “the doors of 

the priestess’ are mentioned. Since these operations 
are listed as expenses in a financial account of the 
sanctuary, we can infer that the “‘sacred house” in 

which she lived was situated within the sanctuary.!® 

In the same inscription (lines 255ff.) she is certainly 
one of ‘“‘the priests and priestesses” who received an 
allotment of grain on certain occasions (see above 
p. 20). 

Ca. 330—ca. 270 

The “‘sacred calendar” of Eleusis, issued around the 

end of the fourth century, mentions ‘‘the priestess’ 
in connection with the Thesmophoria,? certainly the 

priestess of Demeter and Kore, the only one at 
Eleusis so well known that she could be so referred 

18 I.G., I12, 204; see above, pp. 17-18. 
¥ 7i(y) 'Exeveive is ambiguous enough to be construed as 

referring to this house in the sanctuary. The retaining wall that 

was built in the vicinity of this house could have supported some 
part of the sanctuary from the outside, so that the house could be 

outside the sanctuary and therefore “in Eleusis.” If so, the 
priestess might have owned a house in the deme, but lived in the 

house” in the sanctuary, which was at the disposal of 
priestess entering office. The fact that ‘‘the house of the 

sis”’ is not called “sacred” lends a bit of support 

; see Healey-Dow, 1965. 
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to; but because of the poor preservation of the stone, 
the precise connection with the Thesmophoria is un- 
clear. Dow and Healey? suggest that this is a local 
(Eleusinian) celebration of the Thesmophoria. Other 
local celebrations of the Thesmophoria by demes are 
known,? but there is no other evidence that such a 
local celebration took place at Eleusis. And yet there 
are three pieces of evidence that reveal that there was 
some sort of connection between the Thesmophoria 
and the Eleusinian sanctuary: (1) Demeter and Kore 
are often called fecpopdpw fei,?® and in one instance a 
hierophant made a dedication to them?; (2) this in- 
scription (I.G., I12, 1363); and (3) a decree of the early 
second century B.C. honoring “the priestess of the 
Thesmophoroi.”? The editor of the latter inscrip- 
tion, O. Broneer, felt justified in restoring the deme 
Melite as the corporation which issued the decree, 
on the grounds that the husband of the priestess was 
a member of this deme. It cannot be denied that the 
inscription is a decree of a deme, but the priestess’s 
husband’s demotic is not a compelling reason for 
restoring Melite as the deme in question. The fact 
that she is awarded a myrtle crown and that Demeter 
and Kore are mentioned in the decree would tend to 
place it rather in the Eleusinian sphere, since the 
Eleusinian gene honored their benefactors with myrtle 
crowns (and the state, also, sometimes so honored 
benefactors of the Eleusinian sanctuary). On the 
other hand, no instance of a myrtle crown granted by 
the deme of Eleusis is known; yet this is probably not 
enough to exclude Eleusis as the honoring deme. If 
we could accept, of Broneer’s two suggested restora- 
tions of line 11, the one which reads xaférep [6edorac 
Kkal Tals &\Naws lepetats Tais ] T7s Afunrpos Kal Képns, the 
priestess of the Thesmophoroi could be equated with 
the priestess of Demeter and Kore?: but then the 
difficulty would remain that no site is mentioned for 
the erection of the priestess’s portrait, a matter 
normally specified in honorary decrees. Thus the 
restoration and the equation are not assured, and so 
the relation between the Eleusinian sanctuary and 
the Thesmophoria still remains obscure. 

THIRD OR SECOND CENTURY B.C. 

A statue base of a priestess of Demeter and Kore 
whose name is not preserved is dated to the third or 
second century before Christ.2” 

11965 pp 8 2=364 
Gl G277 B151I8 1S 

# 1.G., 11% 1363 ; Aristophanes, Thesm., 83, 282, 295 ; Eccl., 443 
eria 11 (1942): p. 265, no. 51. 
J.4. 64 (1960): p. 268; see above, hierophant no. 23. 

2 Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 265, no. 51. 
26 The identification cannot be excluded on the ground that the 

of this inscription was selected by a deme whereas the 
of Demeter and Kore was selected by a genos; for 

Broneer’s restoration of mpoxexpipérn in line 2 is by no means 
certain. 

ARG 1IR3 468%  
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ca.6 4. [lepeias =% 7757 'AmoNewr[lov — —— Buyarpés . 

If Meritt is correct in his dating and restoration of 
an inscription found in the Athenian Agora,?® the 
earliest known occurrence of this priestess as epon- 
ymous is “‘around the year 200 B.c.”” The only part 

of her name that is preserved is the patronymic 
Apollonius. 

164 B.C. 

An honorary decree of 164 B.c. praises the demarch 
of Eleusis for, among other things, having ‘“‘performed 
the sacrifice of the Calamaea, and conducted the 

procession according to tradition together with the 
hierophant and the priestesses.”” The Calamaea 

is an agrarian festival of Eleusis,® and this inscription 

is our only source of information about its ministers. 
The hierophant and the priestesses participating in 

the procession must also have been the ministers of 
the festival proper. The priestess of Demeter and 

Kore was surely included among the “‘priestesses,” 
just as she certainly was among the “priestesses’ in 

the procession of the Mysteries.”> At another agra- 
rian festival at Eleusis, the Haloa, this priestess was 
the principal celebrant.? 

5. Thatkn Meveduov Kvdabnvaréws 6uydrnp. Append. 
VI; 'Apx. 'Eg. 1971 : pp. 129-130, no. 25; I.G., 112, 
4690. P.A.,2959. In office around the end of the 
second century. 

Kirchner dated Glauce to the middle of the second 
century, on the basis of the lettering of an inscription 
(below, append. VI). She would then have to be the 
daughter of Menedemus (I),* who was active around 
the end of the third century and the early part of the 

second. However, the date of a new inscription 
(CApx. 'Ee., loc. cit.) would place Glauce’s incumbency 

around the end of the second and the beginning of the 
first century. Consequently she ought to be the 

daughter of Menedemus (II)* the grandson of 
Menedemus (I). The lettering of the inscription 
edited in appendix VI, though dated by Kirchner to 
the middle of the second century, is perfectly consis- 
tent also with a date around the end of this century, 

Kirchner later changed the date of this priestess to 
the beginning of the Roman Empire, again on the 
basis of the lettering of an inscription. In his com- 
mentary to I.G., 112, 4690 he writes: ‘“Litterae hanc 
sacerdotem initio aetatis imperatorum vixisse indi- 
cant.” However, in this case, too, the letter forms 

28 Hesperia 37 (1968): p. 289, no. 29. 
% I.G., 112, 949, lines 9-10. 
3 Deubner, 1932: pp. 67-68. 
# 1.G., I2, 81; see above, p. 14. 
# See above, in connection with the hierophant Lacrateides 

(no. 4). 
% p.A., 9894 and I.G., 112, 912. 
3 1.G., 112, 2452, line 30; P.4., 9895. 
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are also similar to those of the beginning of the first 
century.?> So there is no evidence opposed to the 
positive evidence of 'Apy. 'Eg¢., loc. cit., that the date 

of Glauce’s priesthood was around the end of the 
second century and the beginning of the first. 

She came from a wealthy and distinguished family.?® 

6. 'Apewdheea Puhdvbov Fulaoiov Ovyérne. I1.G., 112, 

3220; 3495. In office probably in the second half 
of the second century or the beginning of the first. 

I.G., II?, 3220 incorrectly reads: é&rl [iepeias]| 
"Apeworhelas Pa[———]. Thestoneshows: &A[———].57 
The entire name can be restored as ®\[dvfov Fvhagiov 
Bvyarpés ] on the basis of 1.G., 112, 3495, which reads: 

‘Tepecav Afunrpos kal K[épn: -————] 

PuNavfov Eulaciov [uyarépa]. 

And ’Apewérherav can in turn now be restored in line 
1 of this inscription. 

Both inscriptions are dated by Kirchner to the first 

century before Christ. However, according to Sund- 
wall’s stemma of this family (V.P.4., p. 39) there are 

two men of Phyle eligible to be her father; the first 
Philanthes was active in the earlier part of the 

second century and his mother’s name was Amei- 
nocleia®; one of his sons is also called Philanthes. 
Since the lettering of neither inscription precludes a 
date in the middle or second half of the second 
century, nothing prevents us, in harmony with the 

known prosopographical information, from dating 
this priestess that early. In this case she will have 

been in office before Glauce; but it is also possible that 
she was the daughter of Philanthes the younger and 
succeeded Glauce, in the early years of the first 
century. It should be noted that it is possible that 
the second Philanthes as Sundwall conceives him is 
really identical with the first one. 

According to I.G., 112, 3495 Ameinocleia had two 
sons and one daughter, but we do not know whether 
she was still married when she was a priestess. She 
belonged to a wealthy and politically distinguished 
family 

FIRST HALF OF THE FIRST CENTURY B.C. 

The ‘“‘priestess of Demeter [————— T’ is men- 
tioned in 7.G., 112, 1044, a decree dated to the first 
half of the first century before Christ, and the hiero- 
phant is also mentioned; but the decree is too frag- 
mentary to yield any information about either 
priesthood. 

’f Kirchner described the rho's of I1.G., 112, 4690 as P The 
oblique stroke actually occurs on only one rho, and there it 
appears to be a later scratch. 

8 Cf. P.A., 9894 and 9895. 
$71.G., I11, 921 gives the correct reading. 
8 P.A., 14224, 
® Cf. stemma of Sundwall in N.P.A., loc. cit.  
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SECOND OR FIRST CENTURY B.C. 

An inscribed altar of this period,® dedicated to 
Demeter and Kore and found “beneath the modern 
house in the area of the Eleusinion,” mentions a 
priestess as eponymous, probably the priestess of 
Demeter and Kore, but her name is not preserved 
(except perhaps for a couple of letters from her 
patronymic). 

7. Xapiov Awovvaiov Mapabwviov Gvydrnp. 

First or second century B.c. 
1.G., II2, 3498. 

She is the eponymous priestess on a dedication set 
up at Eleusis in honor of a girl hearth-initiate and 
kanephoros of Sarapis. Kirchner suggests a possible 
relationship with the Dionysius of Marathon who was 
priest of Dionysus around the beginning of the second 
century.?* By its lettering the inscription could be 
dated to the second as well as the first century 
before Christ. 

8. Kheokpdrna Olvogidov 'Agivalov buvyarnp. 1.G., 112, 
3490; 4704; 4716. Toepffer, 1889: 98. P.4., 
8566. Stemma: A. Wilhelm, Beitrige sur griechi- 
schen Inschriftenkunde, p.85. Inofficein the middle 
of the first century B.c. 

She appears as the eponymous priestess in a dedica- 
tion to Medeius son of Medeius of Peiraeus (I.G., 
112, 3490), exegete of the Eumolpidae® and archon 
around 65.# Her father was basileus in 88/7.4 

Her name should probably be restored in I.G., 
I12, 4716, as follows: 

[émi iephas Kheokpa Jrhas 

4 [Owogitov *Aid Jvaiov 

[Bvyarpés]. 

Skias’s restoration of [—— I'Jvaiov in line 4 is out of 
place, since here we expect not a praenomen but a 
demotic. His own majuscule text and the stone 

itself show that T is possible at the end of line 3. 

9. Khew Eixkhéovs Flvews Cuydrnp, vyévw ¢ Nukodfuov 

‘Epuetov. 1.G., 112, 2879; 3261; 3530; 3604; 4720; 
4721; 4722. Toepffer, 1889: 98. In office from 
sometime in the reign of Tiberius to around 70 A.D. 

She occurs as the eponymous priestess on a dedica- 
tion to Tiberius (Z.G., 12, 3261), on a dedication to a 

high-priest of Tiberius (Z.G., 112, 3530),% and on the 

statue base (I.G., II?, 3604) of the hearth-initiate 
Claudia Alcia, daughter of Claudius Hipparchus, 

4 Hesperia 32 (1963): pp. 42-43, no. 48. 
LR AN 4213 
42 See Oliver, Expounders, p. 146. 
# For the date see Dinsmoor, Archons of Athens in the Hellenistic 

Age (Cambridge, Mass., 1931), p. 282. 
4 I1.G., 11%, 1714, as dated by S. Dow, Hesperia 3 (1934): pp. 

144-146. 
45 Cf. Oliver, Expounders, p. 83. 
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the grandfather of Herodes Atticus. On the first two 
monuments she is called the daughter of Eucles of 
Phlya, but 1.G., 112, 3604 and 4720-4722 show that 
her real father was Nicodemus of Hermos and that 
Eucles adopted her. 

The omission of the name of the priest in the third 
line of 7.G., 112, 4720 raises doubts about the correct- 
ness of the edition of this inscription, and the monu- 
ment confirms them. Line 1 does not exist; there is a 
molding above line 2; above that is a flat surface on 
which nothing is inscribed and above this surface the 
original top of the epistyle seems to be preserved. 
The right side is not original as Kirchner notes, but 
neither isthe left side. However, it is possible that the 
present right side is close to the original. The 
following tentative text has been constructed with 
this possibility in mind: 

1 [‘Tépera Adunrpos rkai Képns Khew Eikéovs Phvéws 

Buyd Jrnp, yévwr 6¢ Nukodhuov ‘E[p] 

Dileloviel —iu il e SO S ST o) 

lepeds ZeBaorns Awalt] 

3 [octwns avébnkav 77 Aduntpe kol 77 Kopne kal e 

AwarJoalvne kal ré Afuer. €% 

According to this reconstruction the priest's name 

and titles would have appeared in line 2, [~ ~TJov being 
the termination of a title such as [dpxtepeds S Bt Jov. 

As the monument is dedicated to Demos in addition 

to Justice and (probably) Demeter and Kore, Demos 
is probably to be regarded as a deity here. And as 
Demeter and Kore and Justice were the deities served 

by the dedicators, Demos may also have been so 
served ; that is, the priest of Zefaor) Awaroatvy (other- 

wise unknown at Athens) may also have been a 
priest of a cult of Demos; thus his title might be 
restored as iepels TeBaorns Awalootvys kal Aduov]. At 

Athens only a priest of the Demos and Graces is at- 
tested.*0 Several inscriptions which refer to Awatogtvy 

as a god are cited by L. Robert in Mélanges syriens 
offerts @ René Dussaud 2 (Paris, 1939): pp. 731-732, 
including two that mention ministers of the cult: a 
iepeds Awcaroaivys (at Mylasa-Olymos)*” and a iépea [6ud 

Biov? 7is] Awawoatvys 7is [mélews] (at Heracleia in 
Caria, 73/4 A.p.).** The latter should perhaps be re- 

stored to read i¢pea [ ZeBaorns | Awatoatins. Apparently 
this cult goes back to a cult of Justitia established by 
Augustus and called Zustitia Augusta.®® 

46 For the sanctuary of the Demos and Graces in the Agora and 
its priests see R. Wycherly, The Athenian Agora, 111, Literary and 

Epigraphical Testimonia (Princeton, 1957), pp. 59-61. A priest 
of the Gra alone is attested in the decree for the daduch 
Themistocles, above, p. 51, lines 10-11 (the same person was 
also priest of Artemis Epipyrgidia.) 

47 B.C.H. 22 (1898): p. 394, no. 42, line 5. 
8 Sitzungsberichte Berlin, 1933 : p. 856. 
% For a sion of it see K. Latte, Rimische Religionsge- 

schichte (Munich, 1960), p. 300. The Fasti Praenestini, C.I.L., 12, 
p. 231, record a signum Iustitiae Augustae probably dedicated by  
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The appearance of Cleo as eponymous priestess on 

the dedication in honor of Claudia Alcia shows that 

her tenure extended well past the middle of the first 

century.® 

FIRST CENTURY A.D. 

The dedication I.G., 112, 2954, dated approximately 

to the first century after Christ, reads as follows 

(with slight changes at the ends of lines 1-2 because 

of space and a different interpretation of line 4): 

Ges o e 1 guydrnp iépna 
[riis Adunrpos kai 7is Kopns kai] ra yén & &[v] 

e oo, Eueidal ] 

[etoeBeias évexa kal T7s €is abr ] ebepyeatias. 

[at iepecar yiyvorrar 

This confirms the notice of Photius cited above (p. 

68) that the Philleidae were a gemos that supplied 

this priestess, and it shows that another genos as well 

could supply the priestess. The names of many gene 

would fit the space. The name of the dedicatee 

probably appeared on another part of the monument. 

10. ®Naovia Aaodduera Klelrov PAvéws Ovyarnp. THES 

112, 3557; as eponymous priestess: 1.G., 112, 3546; 

3559; 35600 ; 4753; 4754; 'Apx. 'Ee. 1971: p. 131, 

fos 20 Stemmie: (@R lones S SICIR 71 

((966):p 2108 koeptics, S80I ppERORE 008 

Woloch, 1966 : Flavia no. 78. In office around the 

beginning of the second century to sometime in 

the reign of Hadrian. 

She was the wife of M. Annius Pythodorus, priest 

of Delian Apollo 113/4-125/6.® Her son Annius 

Thrasyllus was ephebe in 112/3 (I.G., II?, 2024, 

lines 2-4). Her granddaughter Aristocleia married 

Junius Patron, the son of an exegete, and their 

daughter Junia Melitine became a hierophantid 

(no. 9). Her other distinguished relatives are illus- 

trated in Jones’s stemma.?® 
Since her son was ephebe in 112/3, she could not 

have been born later than 80 A.p. Jones points out 

that I.G., 112, 3557 cannot be dated earlier than ca. 

Augustus, and Ovid, Epistulae ex Ponto, 111, 6, lines 23-26, refers 

to a temple of Justice which Augustus had erected: 
Principe nec nostro deus est moderatior ullus: 
iustitia vires temperat ille suas. 
Nuper eam Caesar facto de marmore templo, 
ijam pridem posuit mentis in aede suae. 

Other mentions of the cult in Italy cited by Latte are C.I.L., IX, 
4133 and 5890; C.I.L., VI, 2250 is in honor of a sacerdos Iustitiae, 

not, as Latte writes, a sacerdos Tustitiae Augustae (unless Augustae 

is to be restored). 
5 For the date of Claudia Alcia see stemma ad 1.G., 112, 3595. 
51 Kirchner omitted the last line of this inscription which was 

correctly recorded by Philios: 77s K\elrov ®\véws Ouyatpds. 
52 See C. P. Jones, op. cit., pp. 207-208. 
5 She probably is not the priestess referred to in line 1 of 1.G., 

112, 3559; for it is doubtful whether, if she were, she would also 
be inscribed again as the eponymous priestess. As a matter of 
fact, iepéwy is not at all a necessary restoration. 
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110; a date of ca. 125 seems to be appropriate, since 

she is honoring her great-granddaughter as a mals 

ae' éotlas. 

11. Khowdia Tewpoféa Temobéov Tapynrriov Quyarnp. As 

eponymous priestess: I.G., 11%, 3584; 3585; 3586; 

3587; 3588. Toepffer, 1889: p. 99. Woloch, 

1966: Claudia no. 123. In office during the 

reign of Hadrian. 

Of the dedications on which she appears as the 

eponymous priestess 1.G., II?, 3586 can be dated on 

prosopographical grounds to the reign of Hadrian. 

12. Khavdia Tarépov Mevdvdpov Tapynrriov Gvydrnp. 

1.G., 112, 4868 ; Hesperia 23 (1954): p. 257, no. 42. 

In office in the first or second century. 

She dedicated two monuments, one at Eleusis 

(I.G., 11%, 4868, now lost), and a statue base in the 

Agora (Hesperia, loc. cit.)* Neither can be dated 
more accurately than by letter-style. She may be 

a descendant of the Menander son of Asclepiodorus 
of Gargettos who was tepebs ouvkM[Tov ‘Peopns ] kal Afuov 

kal Xapirwy.> 

13. [-——Japas 77s r//,[~*—— Ovyarpés]. I.G., 112, 

4767. First or second century. 

14. Aowy. I.G., 11%, 3568. As eponymous priestess 

on a dedication at Eleusis of an unknown hearth- 

initiate. First or second century. 

E. Kapetanopoulos® published a slightly improved 

edition of I.G., 112, 3568, in which the last line is 

edited: émi iep[elas )] Me[p (] Aubvns. However, Me[u 

appears to be impossible; the stone clearly shows 

Al 4; the second of these letters lacks the central 

horizontal stroke characteristic of epsilon and so 

appears to be sigma (though gamma or pi are also 

possible). So this line should be edited as follows: 

This spacing can 

be seen in Kapetonopoulos’ photograph of the squeezes 

(where clearly fragments @ and ¢ are too close to- 

gether). A gentilicium would suit the first lacuna 

with as being the end of it, e.g., [K\avdiJas; but the 

second lacuna is puzzling; perhaps we must reckon 

with a defect in the stone as between the second and 

third letters of line 4. 

4y Second century? A tri- 
pod base at Delphi (B.C.H. 83 [1959]: pp. 191— 

192) has on it the following inscription, as edited 
by J. Bousquet: 

_ % Here [iépeca] may have been inscribed above the first line 

in the center. 
% 1.G., I12, 3547. 
56 ’Apx. 'Eg. 1968: p. 190, no. 18 and pl. 12a.  
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‘Tepera [Afunrpos ka ]l Képns 

Newdav "A[moMwve ITv Jfico. g 

Restoration of Awbwn, the priestess in I.G., 283563 
(see above), is possible, but would require a vacat 
or a leaf before it, unless, as I think is preferable, 
"EXevoe[in] is to be read, in which case the lacuna 
could hold a gentilicium: "Elevoe[in Awo . 
Even so, the priestess’s name is far from certain. 

Ca. 150 A.D. 

A priestess of Demeter and Kore whose name is not 
preserved perhaps appears on a dedication to Bradua, 
Herodes’ son, as hearth-initiate (1.G., II?, 3608) 
around the middle of the second century, but a 
different restoration by Kapetanopoulos, which ex- 
cludes the priestess, appears to be also a possibility.*7 

160-170 

The priestess of Demeter and Kore appears in the 
list of recipients of the Eleusinian endowment of 
160-170 (1.G., II?, 1092). Her position in this list 
is discussed above (pp. 35-36). 

16. AiNia "Eriappis AIN Télwros Faknpéws Buydrnp. 

IEG:, 2N S6870 Stemmar [iG., [12, 3687 and 

Woloch, Historia 18 (1969): p. 510. In office 
around the end of the second century. 

A statue of her was set up at Eleusis (1.G., 112, 3687) 
by her grandson Pomponius Hegias (while he was 
archon) and by her granddaughter Pomponia Epi- 

lampsis. She must have been a very old woman if 
she lived to see her grandson serve as archon, that is, 

if he served at the normal age of thirty or above. 
Since hieronymy was not practiced in the case of the 

priestess of Demeter and Kore, we cannot be com- 

pletely sure that she was still alive at this time; but 
if she were dead, it is unlikely that the dedication 

would have been made many years after her death. 
Since her son was archon around 180 it is im- 

probable that she was born after 135. Thus we 
need not hesitate in regarding Notopoulos's date of 

“after ca. 226/7" for the year of her grandson’s archon- 
ship as somewhat unlikely®®; a date around the end 

of the second century would be more reasonable for her 
statue base and his archonship; this was Graindor’s 

date.” Notopoulos’s argument for the later date is 
that Hegias’s hoplite-generalship came before his 
archonship, but examples of the opposite order are 

available. 
The inscription mentions several of her relatives and 

all their past offices and honors, among them the 
highest Athenian political offices. And in addition 

57 Op. cit., p. 212; and see below, p. 110. 

58 Hesperia 18 (1949): p. 39. 
1922 pp. 225-226. 
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to their political offices, her father was priest of 
Olympian Zeus (line 6), and her cousin Aelius Ardys 
was high-priest and priest of Dionysus Eleuthereus 
(lines 11-12). 

Toepffer maintains that since some of her cousins 
were heralds of the Areopagus, she was the daughter 
of a member of the Kerykes, on the basis of Ditten- 
berger’s theory® that heralds of the Areopagus in the 
Empire were drawn from this genos. The Eumolpidae 
mentioned as heralds of the Areopagus in 7.G., 112, 
3592 are enough to disprove this. More substantial 
evidence for her membership in this genos is offered by 
the fact that her cousin Aelius Ardys was high-priest, 
and the only high-priests of known genos were 
Kerykes.®  But if the Kerykes were one of the gene 
which supplied priestesses of Demeter and Kore, one 
would expect K#gukes to be restored in I.G., 112, 2954 
(see above, p. 74) so as to read: 7¢ vévy é a[v| a 
iépecar yiyvovrar, Knpukes, — — — —J6ar, ®h\eidar. In this 

case the restoration of another person in the line above 
is required, with the result that the names of even 
more gene will have to be restored alongside K#pukes; 
so the restoration of Kppukes appears somewhat im- 

probable, though not impossible.®? One ought to 
consider the possibility that high-priests were taken 
from other gene besides the Kerykes, just as there were 
other important priesthoods in Athens whose members 
were drawn from more than one genos, for example, 
the priesthood of Apollo Patrous.® 

17. ’16éaxn. Eponymous priestess on a dedication to a 
hearth-initiate, 1.G., I1%, 3723 (once located in a 

private house at Eleusis, now apparently lost). 
Roman period. 

. Daughter of Epigonus of Sypalletos (?). Epon- 

ymous priestess on a dedication at Eleusis, 1.G., 
112, 4096 (now on Salamis). No date is given. 

NwoBobhn 7 kal ‘INdpa Oecoreluov & ‘Epuelov Buydrrp. 

1.G., 112, 4777 (= 4750). Priestess of Demeter and 
Kore? 

She set up a dedication on the Acropolis to Demeter 
Chloe.%  Since only the title 4 iépeca is inscribed, we 

cannot be certain that she was a priestess of Demeter 
and Kore. The place of dedication and the goddess 
indicates she was more likely the priestess of Demeter 
Chloe. Her father was probably the Theotimus son 
of Tryphon of Hermos who was prytanis in 167/8 

(I.G., 113, 1774, line 45), as Kirchner suggested. 

% Toepffer, 1889: p. 96. Dittenberger, Hermes 20 (1885): p. 37. 
ot See Oliver, Expounders, p. 98. 

m may not refer to all the gene from which priestesses 
were drawn. 

% Polycharmus son of Eucles of Marathon was high-priest and 
priest of Apollo Patrous (I.G., II%, 3530: Oliver, Expounders, 
p. 93). The exegete of the Eumolpidae in I.G., 112, 3621 was a 

priest of Apollo Patrous; see the new edition of this inscription 
in 'Apx. 'Ee. 1971: p. 116, no. 9. 

6 Kirchner mistakenly reproduced part of it as I.G., 12, 4750.  
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Avowvoia A TeNNlov Eevaybdpov Ovyarnpe. I.G., 112, 2342; 
4824; B.C.H. 20 (1896): p. 719, as edited by Oliver, 

Expounders, 1 52. Stemma: ¢bid., p. 164. Around 

the middle of the third century. Priestess of Demeter 

and Kore? 

She belonged to the very distinguished family of the 
Gellii of Delphi and Athens. She was an apxnis at 

Delphi. She is never called i¢peca Aqunrpos kal Kopns, 
nor does she appear as eponymous priestess on an 

Eleusinian monument. In [.G., 112, 2342 (lines 
32-33) she is called Apunrpos torepov iépera, where the 

meaning of torepor is somewhat obscure,’ and she 
made a dedication at Eleusis as Afunrpos iépea. Her 

title, consistently Afunrpos iépera, is odd in comparison 
to the normal title of the priestess of Demeter and 

Kore at this period, iépeca Afunrpos kai Kopys, and it 
raises doubts as to whether she filled the same 

priesthood. 
J. Jannoray®® understands apxnts to mean a leader 

of a group of Thyiades, apxnis Quiadwy. 
Her brother, and accordingly her father, belonged 

to the genos of the Kerykes.®” 
The restoration of a priestess in I.G., 112, 4768 is 

uncertain. 

GENERAL REMARKS 

This priestess evidently had an important role in 

the telete (cf. especially the priestess Lysistrate, no. 1), 
but there is no certain information concerning details. 

In the cult in general, scattered testimoniashow that 
she had a strong position. In the fifth centuryshe was 
in charge of a special expense fund of 1,600 drachmas, 
though apparently she had nothing to do with the 

arapxn, which was administered by the hierophant 

and daduch. In 415 one priestess defied the state 
and all other Eleusinian sacred officials in refusing 
to curse Alcibiades. In the fourth century legal 

battles were fought between her and the hierophant 
over sacral rights, and in one case a hierophant was 

convicted of impiety for usurping her rights at the 
Haloa where she was the principal celebrant. She 
also had a principal role at the Eleusinia; in addition, 

she was involved in the festivals of the Thesmophoria 
and probably also the Calamaea. In one inscription 
in which the hierophant, daduch, and priestess of 

Demeter and Kore are mentioned (I.G., 112, 204), 
only she and the hierophant are requested to make a 

sacrifice. At this time, then, it would appear that 
the priestess of Demeter and Kore and the hierophant 
were the two most important religious officials of the 

sanctuary. 

% It may have a parallel in Pseudo-Plutarch, Lives of the Ten 
Orators, 843b (= Expounders, p. 137, T 30) : ®u\immn s lepboaro 

Tiis 'AOnqvas VoTepoy: mpéTepoy 8 abThy yhuas Awkis It would 

seem to mean here that she became a priestess after having 
married. 

6 B.C.H. 70 (1946): p. 259. 
57 Geagan, 1967: p. 169, line 212. 
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The priestess’s participation in so many Eleusinian 
festivals (more, apparently, than even the hierophant) 
suggests that this priesthood was a very ancient part 
of the cult; and this is also apparent in her title: the 

priestess of Demeter and Kore. No other priest or 
priestess of the sanctuary bears the individual names 
of its goddesses in their titles. And it is a general rule 
at Athens that the original minister of a goddess was a 
priestess and of a god a priest. Thus there is good 
reason to believe this priestess was probably at- 
tached to the sanctuary at an earlier date than the 

hierophant. % 

Whether her position had declined by the Roman 
period is hard to say. Certainly she was very re- 

spected, as is indicated by the dedications to individual 
priestesses as well as by her appearance on Eleusinian 
monuments as the eponymous priestess of the sanc- 

tuary (first attested in the second century B.c.). In 

the procession of the Mysteries she probably walked at 
the head of the group of priestesses, perhaps alongside 

the priestess of Athena.® 

Her age and marital status are generally unknown. 
Aelia Epilampsis was still in office at approximately 

seventy years of age, but the date of her assumption 

of the priesthood is not known. Nothing indicates 

that this was not a lifetime priesthood. Some priest- 
esses had children, but it is not known whether 

marriage was a bar to the priesthood. 

No certain family relationship between any of the 

priestesses is attested with certainty; thus heredity 
appears to be ruled out as the method of appointment. 

They were probably chosen either by election or 
by lot from among daughters of members of the genos 

of the Philleidae and one other genos (and perhaps 
others).™ 

She lived in a “‘sacred house’” within the sanctuary.”™ 

IV. SACRED HERALD (‘Iegoxiiovt) 

In none of the very few testimonia for the sacred 
herald before the Roman period is the designation 
tepoxnpué used.t 

He is called simply 6 xqpvé in the charge made 
against Alcibiades for impersonating the hierophant, 

the daduch, and the (sacred) herald.> Since the 
charge referred to the revealing of at least part of 

the very essence of the Mysteries, the hiera, the 
sacred herald obviously had a part in the secret 

ceremonies which took place within the Telesterion. 

98K T 
and D. 

U e 

s also the conclusion of Foucart (1914: pp. 216-220) 
Ve (VR CASRISH N0 STal A pN15)8 

he discussion above, pp. 35-36, of 1.G., 112, 1092. 
bove, pp. 68 and 74-75. 

< bove, p. 71. 

! The lepos kijpvé in Pseudo-Demosthenes, 4gainst Neaera, 78, 
was probably not the Eleusinian sacred herald (see Toepffer, 
1889: p. 184). 

* Plutarch, Alcibiades, 22 ; see above, pp. 15-16.  
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Ca. 460 B.C. 

According to a law issued around this time? he 
received one obol from each initiate during the 
Mysteries. 

1. Khebkpiros. Xenophon, Hellenica, 11, 4, 20. 
8570. In office in 403. 

Pdy, 

This man, called 6 7é@v worév k7pvE, made a speech 
to the followers of the Thirty shortly after the battle 
in the Peiraeus between them and the Democrats. 
His speech makes no specific allusion to the Mysteries, 
but it is prefaced with the interesting statement: 
Keokpiros 6 Tov pvorev knpvé, ua)’ ebewros, karacuwrno- 

Guevos €\efev. Euphomia was naturally a desirable 
characteristic for a sacred herald, as it was also for 
the hierophant. 

Ca. 330-ca. 270 

In a list of sacrifices connected with Eleusinian 
cults which was inscribed in this period one entry* 

ordains that the kqpvé is to be treated to a meal to- 

gether with the hierophant on the fifth day of Pyan- 
opsion, when they went to Athens and announced the 
festival of the Proerosia. We have no reason to 
identify this ‘‘herald” as any but the sacred herald 
himself.> On this occasion the sacred herald was the 
“‘voice” of the hierophant.$ 

20/19 B.C. 

In the decree honoring the daduch Themistocles 
20/19) he is called 6 xqpvf Taiv feaiv, and the name 

of the incumbent at this time was: 

2. Avovdaios Anuootparov IlaN\ywets. Above, p. 51, line 
12. In office in 20/19. 

Previous writers who treated the sacred herald did 
not have available to them any specific testimonia 

proving that the sacred herald belonged to the genos 

of the Kerykes, even though it seemed inescapable 
that this was his genos. Good evidence can now be 
found in the decree for the daduch Themistocles (no. 

16). The decree was proposed by a group of men, 
with one of them, Diotimus son of Diodorus of Halai, 

acting as spokesman. The group consisted of: 
twenty men ‘‘chosen by the genos of the Kerykes,” 
who were therefore undoubtedly members of the 

genos,” in company with (uerd): a group of men who 

31.G., 12, 6; for a new edition of the relevant part see above, 
pp. 10-11; for the restoration of the sacred herald in line 47 see 
below, p. 77, no. 2. 

41.G., 112, 1363, as edited by Dow and Healey, 4 Sacred 
Calendar of Eleusis (Cambridge, Mass., 1965), line 2. 

5 Ibid., pp. 18-19. 
6 See above, p. 22. 
7 Cf. W. S. Ferguson, Hesperia 7 (1938): p. 51, and Oliver, 

Expounders, p. 149. There is certainly no evidence that anyone 
in this group was not a member, and Themistocles son of Xenocles 

of Hagnous (line 23), the cousin of the daduch Themistocles, 
certainly was a member. 

SACRED HERALD 0 

were all religious officials. Included among the 
latter was the sacred herald Dionysius. Demo- 

stratus, son of Dionysius of Pallene, who was more 
likely the sacred herald’s son than his father, appears 

among the group ‘“‘chosen by the genos of the Kerykes’ 
(line 25), thus providing good evidence that his father 
the sacred herald was a member of this genos and 
that the office of sacred herald was traditionally filled 
from this genos.® 

A knpvé mavayfhs with the name Theophilus son of 

Menecrates of Cholleidai follows the sacred herald 
in the group of priests in this document. Thus the 
first four priests mentioned are in the following order: 
the altar-priest, the nvpgépos (who was also the priest 

of the Graces and Artemis Epipyrgidia), the k7pvé raiv 
featv, and the mavayns knovE. With this may be com- 

pared the order of the three priests who appear at 
the end of I.G., I%, 6°: [r]ov éml 761 Boudr iepéa xal To[v 

7]ov Geolv kal Tov lepta TO[v wavarye]. Foucart 
restored here the second priest as 76[v abvwrév]. 
But the appearance in the decree for Themistocles of 

the wavayns knpvé (who is also called elsewhere kqpvé 

mavayns kal tepevs)' so high in the list of priests of the 

Kerykes indicates that he was a rather important 

priest; thus one should probably not expect to find 

in I.G., I2, 6 the phaedyntes, a rarely attested official ! 

between the wavayfs and the altar-priest, but rather, 

as in the list in the decree for Themistocles: 7o[» 

This in fact fits the space perfectly. Kképvka | 7 ]ov Beoty. 

8 The great-grandson of this sacred herald was hoplite general 
in 45/6: see 1.G., 112, 3242 and Dinsmoor, Hesperia 30 (1961): 
p.194.  He was also priest of the goddess Rome and the Emperor, 
a priesthood that was the precursor of the high-priesthood, the 
incumbents of which were mostly if not always members of this 
genos (see Oliver, Expounders, pp. 85-98). 

It seems probable that the group of priestly officials who spoke 
in company with those chosen by the Kerykes represents all those 
Kerykes who were at that time holding a priesthood. If this is 
true, our document takes on an even greater value, presenting us 

with a list of all priesthoods controlled by this genos at this time. 
The hypothesis would then explain the distinction made between 
them and “the chosen”: a motion was passed in a special as- 
sembly of the Kerykes that the gemos should propose to the 
Demos that the Demos honor Themistocles the daduch; this 
motion also specified that the proposal should be brought before 
the Demos by all priestly members of the genos and by twenty 
other members chosen specifically for this purpose. The author- 
ization of the latter group by the genos had to be stated when 
they made the proposal (oi karasrabévres vmo 700 Knptkwy yévous), 

but the priests were well known as members of this genos, in fact 

as its most distinguished members and its natural spokesmen, 
hence no statement of authorization was needed for them. 

Other evidence that the sacred heralds were taken from the 
Kerykes is the fact that the grandson of Nicagoras (no. 12) was 
a daduch. The best evidence is, now, the letter of Marcus 
Aurelius which shows that Mamertinus tried to change his 
genos to the Kerykes in order to become a sacred herald (see dis- 
cussion below, append. IV, p. 122); the above discussion was 

written before this letter was available to me. 
9 See the new edition of this section above, pp. 10-11. 
0 1.G., 112, 5048. 
11 He is discussed below, p. 95.  
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EARLY SECOND CENTURY A.D. 

Suetonius wrote that the emperor Nero did not 

attend the Mysteries on his journey through Greece 
in 66/7 because he was afraid of being turned away'?: 

“‘Eleusiniis sacris, quorum initiatione impii et scelerati 
voce praeconis summoventur, interesse non ausus 
est.” Whether or not this was Nero’s true motive for 
not attending, we do learn here that it was the sacred 

herald who made the announcement of the prorrhesis 
of the Mysteries, whereas all other testimonia for the 

prorrhesis mention only ‘“‘Eumolpidae and Kerykes” 
or “hierophant and daduch.”® Thus on this occasion 

the sacred herald would accompany the hierophant 
and the daduch and do the actual speaking for them, 
just as he did for the hierophant alone at the prorrhesis 
of the Proerosia.!4 

FIRST OR SECOND CENTURY A.D. 

The title iepoknpug occurs in a fragment of a catalog 
(I.G., 112, 1947) whose nature is obscure, dated by 

Kirchner to “saec. I/II post.” The title iepeds pnrpos 

ey also occurs in it; hence he called it a ‘‘catalogus 
sacerdotalis.””  The inscription is too fragmentary for 
us to ascertain whether the title iepoknové belongs with 
the name that precedes it or with the name that 
follows it. 

3. Tiros Kwrdwos Méfwos ‘Ayvobows. I1.G., 112, 1072, 

lines 4-6; 3187; 3571; 3573; 3798 ; 4481; Hesperia 
11 (1942): p. 39, no. 8, lines 18-22. Woloch, 1966: 

Coponius no. 3. In office from sometime before 
117/8 to 119/20 or later. 

He was epimelete of the Asclepieum sometime be- 
tween 85/6 and 94/5 (I.G., 112, 4481), at which time 

he was not sacred herald; he was again epimelete of 
this sanctuary at an unknown date (I.G., 112, 3187), 
still not sacred herald; and again in 119/20 (I.G., 112, 

3798), when he was sacred herald. In 117/8, the 
year of the archonship of his son Titus Coponius 
Maximus, he was simultaneously hoplite general and 
gymnasiarch for the second time, priest of Ares 
Enyalius, Enyo, and Zeus Geleon, as well as sacred 

herald (I.G., II?, 1072, lines 4-6). A dedication to 
him as hoplite general and gymnasiarch for the first 
time, therefore before 117/8, is also preserved (I.G., 

112, 3573), at which time he was already (epokiipvé Toiv 
feoiy.15 

2 Nero, 34. Cf. Foucart, Revue de Philologie 17 (1893): p. 199. 
13 Scholion to Aristophanes’ Frogs, 369: mapa iy 100 iepopérrov 

kal §gdobxov mpdppnaww Tiv & Ti mokiNy oTod ; Isocrates, Panegyricus, 
157 Ebpohmida 8¢ kal Kipukes & 7fj TeNerqi 7év pvornpiwy . . . kal Tois 

aXhois  BapBépors  elpyesfar @y lepy domep Tols dwdpogbyors 

mpoayopebovaw ; cf. Theon of Smyrna, p. 14 (ed. Hiller) : obre vap 
dmage Tols Bovhouévois perovaia pvoTnpiwy éoiv, GAN elaily obs abrdw 
elpyeabar mpoaryopeberar, ofov Tovs X€ipas wi kaflapis kal puviy dEtveroy 
éxovTas. 

4 See above, p. 22. 

» The same title is a certain restoration in 1.G., I1?, 3571, a 
dedication in honor of his son. 
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The year 117/8 looks as though it were an extremely 

active one for this sacred herald. However, when we 
consider that the offices of hoplite general and gym- 
nasiarch were largely financial in nature at this time,® 
and that the tasks of the sacred herald in connection 
with the Mysteries and other Eleusinian cults were 
probably limited to those few occasions (in addition 

to the actual celebration of the Mysteries) when a 
herald’s special talents were necessary,'” the simul- 
taneous undertaking of all these magisterial and 
priestly burdens may not even have demanded con- 
siderable energy; but it certainly attests that he was 

a very wealthy and distinguished man. 
At some time before he was sacred herald he filled 

the office of “‘epimelete of the city,”® an office which 
was filled by “only the most important men in the 

Ciley Y 

In none of the inscriptions which were erected when 
he was serving as sacred herald is hieronymy observed. 

His son’s career consisted of the agonothesia of the 
Great Caesarea, the priesthood of Demos and the 
Graces, and leadership of the Stoic School, all of 

which occurred before his archonship in 117/8.2 We 
do not know whether he was ever sacred herald. Of 

the sacred herald’s grandson all that is known is that 

he was ephebic gymnasiarch in 112/3-125/6.2 

4. Aotkws Nobuuwos Nuypewvos Tapyfrrwos. 1.G., 112 

2342, line 8; 3574; 4069; 4070; 'Apx. 'Ee. 1971: 
pp. 131-132, no. 29. Woloch, 1966: Nummius 
no. 5, with stemma, p. 84. In office before 166/7. 

He was the father of Nummia Bassa, who married 

the daduch Praxagoras and also L. Nummius Phae- 

dreas of Phaleron (who was perhaps a Eumolpid).? 
Hieronymy was observed on monuments in which he 

appears while alive. His identity is revealed in a 

genealogical table inscribed around the beginning of 

of the fourth century (7.G., 112, 2342, line 8), where 

the sacred herald Nigrinus is listed as the father of 
Bassa. A monument erected after his death (I.G., 

112, 3574) is preserved with the inscription Nob(uutos) 
Nuypeivos tepoxnpué, certainly the same man. 

Possibly he is the sacred herald in the aeisitoi list 

of I.G., 1I?, 1789 (see below, append. 1V). 

1 It would be more accurate to say that the hoplite generalship 
could be largely financial, with some of its authority delegated to 
others; see Geagan, 1967: pp. 30-31, and for the gymnasiarch, 
abid., pp. 128-132, and above, p. 36, n. 182. 

" That is, he was probably not responsible for administrative 
matters as the hierophant and daduch were. 

18 Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 39, no. 8, 15-22. 
1 Geagan, op. cit., pp. 117-118. 
% 1.G., 11%, 3571 and 1072, line 1. 

no. 4. 
1 1.G., 112 2029, line 21.  See Woloch, 1966: Coponius no. 5. 
2 1.G., 113, 4069-4070; 2342, line 8. On Phaedreas see above, 

p. 40. 

See Woloch, 1966: Coponius  
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160-170 

The position of the sacred herald in the list of 
recipients of the Eleusinian endowment of 160-170 
(I.G., 112, 1092) and in the prohedria seating in the 
Theater of Dionysus is discussed above (pp. 35-36) 
and below, append. II1. 

Seblletydipross i G T2 30(1(66 /10 Army)- 1774 (167/8 

i ElS [ 6)OFen 776 8 (169 /708 A p. ). In 
office from 166/7 or earlier to at least 169/70, 
probably to 174/5. 

His name occurs, hieronymously, only in the 
aeisitor lists indicated above, for the years 166/7 to 
169/70.22 He may have been the father of C. Pinarius 

Proculus of Hagnous, who was archon sometime be- 
tween 180/1 and 191/2.2 

6. II6mhwos ‘Epévvios ‘Tepoknpug 'AmoNwviov "Epuetos. 1.G., 

112, 1782 (ca. 180)25; 1788 (174/5); 1798 (190/1); 
1792 (191/2 or 192/3); Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 36, 
no. 6 (ca. 186); 1.G., 112, 3665; 3666. Stemma: 

ad 1.G., 112, 3665. In office from 174/5 to about 
192. 

His name occurs in hieronymous form in five 

aeisitor lists (the first five inscriptions cited above).26 
It is suggested in appendix IV that he took office in 
174/5, the year in which Marcus Aurelius ruled that 
the election of Mamertinus was invalid and called for 
a new election. His last appearance in an aeisitos 
list, I.G., 112, 1792, would have been in 191 or 192.27 

He dedicated a herm to his father Apollonius the 

sophist (Z.G., 112, 3665), and since he has a Roman 
name in this inscription whereas his father does not, 

he may have been the first in his family to receive 

Roman citizenship. One of his sons was a sacred 
herald (see below, no. 8), the other was a sophist and 
herald of the Areopagus (see stemma). His grandson, 
P. Herennius Dexippus (see below, p. 96), the historian 
and organizer of the defense against the Herulians in 
267, also shared in the Eleusinian cult, as iepevs mavayss. 

1.G., 112, 3666, a dedication by the city to his son 

Ptolemaeus, is dated by Kirchner to the beginning 
of the third century, but because his father’s name 
is given hieronymously as II ‘Epéwvios ‘Iepornpvé, it 

should be dated instead to 174/5—ca. 192. 

7. Nobuuwos ‘Tepokqpvé. 1.G., 112, 1806 (ca. 194); 1790 

(ca. 197); 1789 (204/5?). In office from around 
194 to at least around 197. 

2 Also restored in I.G., 112, 1781 (169/70) and Hesperia 11 
(1942): p. 50, no. 18 (168/9). 

2 This man’s grandfather may have been Pinarius Proculus, 
ephebe between 112 and 125/6. See Woloch, 1966: Pinarius 
no. 1. Notopoulos (Hesperia 18 [19497]: p. 22) dates the year 
of the archon to 190/1 or 191/2. 

% An improved reading of the herald’s name in line 51 can be 
given: [‘EJpé ‘Tepox[7pvi].  On the date see above, p. 61, n. 101, 

2 For their dates see appendix IV and above, note 25 and 

below, note 27. 
27 For the date see above, p. 38, note 200. 
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He was the successor of Herennius. His name 

occurs hieronymously in the aeisitor lists cited above 
(in I.G., II%, 1790, in second place, ahead of the 
daduch).?® He may have been the son of the previous 

Nummius who was sacred herald (no. 4). 

LATE SECOND OR THIRD CENTURY A.D. 

A prytany list dated by Oliver to the ‘‘late second 
or third century after Christ”’ contains the following 

heading® : 

[’EJmt [apxovro[s 

‘Tepo[ k Jhouros B[— ——— — ol wpurdves ] 

The archon was a sacred herald, and according to the 

usual order of the sacred herald’s name, nomen— 

hierokeryx—demotic, ¢[——~—] must be the beginning 
of his demotic. One thinks immediately of ®alnpebs 
and a possible descendant of L. Nummius Phaedreas 

of Phaleron, the husband of Nummia Bassa, daughter 

of the sacred herald Nummius Nigrinus. But the 
Nummius who was hierophant around this time 
(hierophant no. 27) definitely had the demotic ®a\ppeis 

and is therefore also to be considered as a possible 
descendant of Nummius Phaedreas. Thus it would 
be best not to assign Phaedreas with certainty to 
either genos, and to leave the archon Hierokeryx of the 
deme &[--] unidentified until more information is 

available. 

8. (Wémhwos) 
1077, line 42. 

office in 209/10. 

‘Epévvios  ‘TepoxnpvE “Epueos. I1.G., 112 

Stemmal: ed WEG T2 E3665. 4 In 

He probably succeeded Nummius. He was the 
son of sacred herald no. 6, P. Herennius son of Apollo- 

nius of Hermos (see stemma). He is probably not 
identical with P. Herennius Ptolemaeus, the sophist, 

herald of the Areopagus, polemarch, and agonothete 
of the Greater [Asclepi Jeia®; for if this were so, I.G., 

112, 3667-3668 would have to be dated to the be- 
ginning of the third century rather than the middle, 
but 1.G., 112, 3667 was dedicated by his son Dexippus 
who probably was not born before 200.5 

Ap- 
In office 

9. 'Tot\ws ‘Tepokngvé 'Tovhiov Movawviov (Sreprels). 

pend WIS GS 2 R40sr == 408 3)s 
CaS22S 

28 For the dates see append. IV. For a new reading of I.G., 
112, 1790 see above, p. 40. The date of 1.G., II2, 1789 is not com- 
pletely certain; see append. IV. In 195/6 complete hieroymny 
was observed; only the title hierokeryx appears in the list (1.G., 
112, 1806a), in second place again, with the daduch third. 

2 Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 66, no. 31. 
0 [.G., 112, 3666-3668; S.1.G.3, 877D; ¢f. F. Millar, J.R.S. 59 

(1969): p. 19. I would restore the lacuna of line 5, I.G., 1I?, 
3668 to read pe[vdwy 'Ack\ymJeiwr; ¢f. 1.G., 112, 3614 and V2, 
691, line 3; this is also recommended by the fact that 3688 was 
set up in the Asclepieum. 

31 On his dates ¢f. Millar, op. cit., pp. 19-21.  
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His father Julius Musonius held very distinguished 
political and religious offices; he was herald of the 

Areopagus, hoplite general, agonothete of the Olympia, 

priest of Olympian Zeus in Athens, and phaedyntes 
of Zeus at Olympia. As Kirchner noticed,” he seems 
to be identical with T' 'TodN Movadwios Z7e(ipiets) who 

was ephebe in 161/2.3  If so, we may date the dedica- 
tion edited in appendix VII and the term of his son 
Julius Hierokeryx to the first quarter of the third 
century or perhaps slightly later, a date also recom- 
mended by the difficulty of fitting his term into the 
list of known sacred heralds of 165-210. 

In I.G., II2, 4066 a Julius Optatus dedicated a 
statue of his daughter Julia Rufina as a thank-offering 

to Eileithyia. According to appendix VII a [———]Jia 
‘Povgeiva is the mother of the present sacred herald. 

If Kirchner'’s date for 4066, “before the middle of the 
second century,” is correct, they may be the same 
person. 

10. Kagiavds ‘Tepoknpve Zrepets. 1.G., 112, 2241; 3707. 

In office in 230/1. 

The archon in the year 230/1 was Kaoiavds ‘Tepoxipvé 
Zreapiets.?*  The form of the name is a bit unusual. 

The rule of hieronymy demanded that the priest’s 

Greek name be suppressed; thus, if the priest was 
a Roman citizen, he suppressed his cognomen or one 

of his cognomina. Here the Greek name was sup- 
pressed and a Roman cognomen is used as a nomen. 
However, the practice of using a cognomen as a nomen 

was often followed by families who had a rather 

common nomen; they would drop the nomen and use 
a distinctive cognomen in its place. We do know in 

fact an Athenian family of this period which had a 
common nomen and sometimes used Cassianus with 
this nomen but sometimes used just Cassianus as their 

nomen: the Julii of Steiria. Oliver, in another con- 
nection, suggested that this family is not related to 

Apollonius the sophist and hierophant (no. 29).% 

Raubitschek?® and Woloch®” have listed the evidence 
for the Julii of Steiria, but both of them in my opinion 
confuse two families.?® I think that the families can 
be separated in the following way. The archon of 
125/6 was C. Julius Cassius of Steiria.?* His son is to 

21.G., I, 4083. 
#1.G., 112, 2085, line 24. 
# For the date see L. Moretti, Iscrizioni Agonistiche Greche 

(Rome, 1953), pp. 202-203, who shows that the same man is 

named as the archon in I.G., 112, 1832 and 2230 (= Mitsos, "Apx. 

’Ep. 1950-1951: p. 47, no. 29), and that the restoration of this 

man in I.G., 112, 2242 is wrong. 
8 Hesperia 36 (1967): pp. 334-335; see above in connection 

with hierophant no. 29. 
36 Hesperia, Supplement 8 (1949): p. 283, n. 5. 
¥ Woloch, 1966: p. 143. 
# And so I regard Oliver’s stemma in Marcus Aurelius (1970: 

p. 107, n. 8) as somewhat hypothetical but I agree that it is 
probably a question of two closely related families. 

¥ 1.G., I1%, 2037, line 3 and Inscriptions de Délos, 2536, line 25. 
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be identified with the ephebe Julius Cassius of Steiria 
in a list of ca. 160 and with the C. Julius Cassius 
who was ephebic basileus in 161/2.4 Both of these 
used Cassius as a cognomen. The first known 
member of the other family is C. Julius Cassianus 

Apollonius who was anticosmete in 158/9 and cosmete 
in 161/2; in connection with the first office his name 
appears as Kaou(avds) 'AmoNewios Zrepiebs®? and 
Kagwavos "AmoN\éwios Srepiets,® and in connection with 

the second, T' 'TodAwos Kaogtavds 'AmoNNéwios Zretprebs.*t 
His son is to be identified with the Kaoiavss 'AmoN\évios 

Srepels who was prytanis around 210% and the T' Kao 
"AmoN\awios Zrepieds who was archon in 207/8,% in 

which case the abbreviation should be resolved as 
Kao (avés), not Kéo(ws) as traditionally. The [I'] 
Kao (tavds) ["Amo]\\éwwos Z[rewpiets ] who was hoplite 

general in 188/9*7 was more likely the father than the 

son. The present sacred herald probably belongs to 
this family and is possibly the son, unless the pre- 

viously discussed herald, no. 9, Julius son of Musonius 
of Steiria belongs to the same family and the two 

heralds are in reality identical.*® 

The same form of his name (but lacking the 
demotic) occurs on a base erected in his honor by the 

polis, where he is called 7ov 4o’ éortas pborgy Kaoravor 

‘Tepoxfpvka. He is the first Eleusinian sacred official 

up to now in this study who was also a hearth-initiate. 

The same inscription mentions that he was once am- 
bassador to Britain at his own expense, agonothete 

of the Hadrianeia, general, eponymous archon, and 
then the stone breaks off. 

11. (Map 'Iotwios) Nikaybpas Mypoaiov. I1.G., 112, 3814. 
Philostratus, Lives of the Sophists, 11, p. 127 (ed. 

Kayser). Suda, s.v. Nwayépas. W. Stegemann, 
R.E. - 17 (1936): coll.. 216=217.. Stemme @, 

Schissel, Klio 21 (1927): p. 371. In office from 
before 238 to the reign of Philip the Arab 
(244-249). 

On a monument erected after his death (I.G., 112, 

3814) he is called 6 76w iepaw k7pvé kal éml t7s kabédpas 

gopiaris IINovrdpxov kal ZékaTov Tav @uhogbpwy Ekyovos. 

9 I.G., 11?, 2081, line 22. 
4 1.G., II? 2085, lines 52-53. 
2 1.G., 112, 3012; ¢f. C.P. 29 (1934): p. 150. 
4 1.G., 112, 2079, lines 3—4. 
AN GIRIIER2 0355 

4 I.G., 112, 1826, line 15. 

40 1.G., 112, 2199, line 7; for the date see Notopoulos, Hesperia 
18 (1949): pp. 34 and 53. 

47 Hesperia, Supplement 8 (1949): p. 282, lines 7-8 and Hesperia 
11 (1942): p. 60, no. 25, where “the scribe or stone cutter re- 
solved the abbreviation Kao erroneously” as Kaootov (quotation 
from Oliver, 1970: p. 107, n. 8). 

#8 Perhaps also a member of this family is Cassianus Philippus 
of Steiria, hoplite general around 220 (1.G., 112, 1817), who may 
also be the archon to be restored in 1.G., 112, 2242, now that 
Moretti (loc. cit.) has shown that Cassianus the sacred herald 
cannot be restored here.  
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He was a contemporary and friend of Philostratus, 
who refers to him as Nuwaybpas 6 "Abnvaios, s kal Tob 
"EXevowiov iepoi kijpvé éoréeln, but because of their 
friendship refused to treat his life and work. Hence 
he was already sacred herald at the time Philostratus 
was writing (before 238),% and therefore certainly 
came after, and most probably succeeded, Cassianus 
(archon and sacred herald in 230/1).% His lifetime 
extended to the reign of Philip the Arab, to whom 
he sent a wpesBevricds Noyos,™ but probably did not 
extend much beyond 250 if at all.? 

His other writings included a Famous Lives (written 
perhaps with the work of his ancestor Plutarch in 
mind) and a piece called Tepi Kheordrpas s & Tpwhd 
(probably a rhetorical model for his students).® He 
held the sophistic chair (copuarns &ml 7s kabedpas) 
originally established by Marcus Aurelius. The son 
of a great-grandson of a sibling of Plutarch, he, like 
other members of his distinguished family™ of orators, 
sophists, and philosophers, was proud of his descent 
from the great writer. 

His grandson M. Junius Nicagoras was daduch in 
the early fourth century (see above, daduch no. 30). 
This is the first direct relationship known between a 
sacred herald and a daduch; in all other known 
cases they have always belonged to relatively separate 
families. 

The statement of Philostratus indicates that crown- 
ing was involved in the ceremony of installing the 
sacred herald. Also interesting is the fact that 
Nicagoras is called 6 7@ tepav kipvt and 6 700 ENevowiov 
lepob knpuE but not ieporqpv, and that Philostratus was 
not disturbed by not observing the custom of hier- 
onymy. It does not seem advisable to argue that 
Nicagoras was already dead, since there is no reason 
to dispute the notice in the Suda. 

GENERAL REMARKS 

Foucart was of the opinion that the sacred herald 
was neither a priest nor a magistrate. This cannot 
be true. Only priests and magistrates were seated 
in the first row of the Theater of Dionysus, and the 
sacred herald was among them (I.G., 112, 5043).55 
Since no argument can be made that he was a magi- 
strate, it follows that in the second century A.p. he 
certainly had at least the status of a priest. In addi- 
tion, he is associated with other Eleusinian priests in 
the aeisitor lists, and in the Eleusinian Endowment 
list he appears next to the altar-priest. As he is in- 

4 For 238 as ferminus ante quem for Philostratus's Lives see 
ck, 1967: p. 7 and above, pp. 41-42, n. 232. 
gives 230/1 as a good terminus post quem for Philostra- 

loc. cit. 
hissel, op. cit., p. 368. 

% Cf. Stegemann, op. cit., col. 217. . 
® The family is well described by Schissel, 0p. cit. 
% Cf. append. III. 
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cluded in the list of sacred officials of the genos of the 
Kerykes who proposed the decree of 20/19 honoring 
the daduch Themistocles, at this time, too, he was 
undoubtedly considered a priest. And if our restora- 
tion of 1.G., 12, 6 is correct, he is listed, around 460 B.c., 
between the altar-priest and the priest “all-hallowed’’ 
as a recipient of emoluments at the Mysteries. Not 
long afterwards, in the charge against Alcibiades he is 
associated with the hierophant and the daduch. Thus 
he was probably considered a priest, or at least had 
the status of a priest, as early as the Classical period. 

His function in the cult was evidently simply that 
of herald. He accompanied the hierophant and 
daduch at the prorrhesis of the Mysteries, and under 
their authority, made the actual announcement. 
He did the same for the hierophant alone at the 
Proerosia.?” 

It was shown above that the hierophant had a large 
speaking role during the secret ceremonies within the 
Telesterion, and it would seem that he alone pro- 
nounced the secrets. The herald had a different role. 
According to a passage in Sopater (VIII, p. 118, ed. 
Walz), the sacred herald TPO TevTwy émirérTel onuoaiq 
7 owrfv. The hierophant, apparently, was not 
expected to shout above the din of the throng of 
initiates to demand their attention; this was the task 
of the herald. 

Certainly his services must have been required 
often also during the procession, to announce instruc- 
tions to the initiates or to call for silence. 

We can infer that in the second century A.p. appoint- 
ment to this priesthood was by election; for the fact 
that some of the heralds are related to one another 
casts doubt on allotment, and the lack of sufficiently 
consistent family relationships rules against heredity. 
Welcome confirmation of this is now given by the 
letter of Marcus Aurelius of 174, which mentions 
elections for this office.? 

The priesthood was for life. No living ex-heralds 
are known, and the use of hieronymy (which began 
for them sometime in the second quarter of the second 
century) is in agreement with this, 

Nothing is known as to whether age was a factor 
in their appointment. In the Roman period personal 
prestige probably helped very much; practically every 
one of them came from a family of civic, religious, or 
academic distinction. One would naturally assume 
that the office was highly coveted at this time, and 
this is indeed vividly revealed by the letter of Marcus 
Aurelius.® Vocal properties may also have been 
taken into consideration, though our only evidence 
for this dates from the end of the fifth century B.C.: 
after the battle in the Peiracus between the followers 

% See above, p. 56. 
57 See above, p. 22. 

88 Qliver, 1970: p. 4, lines 11-13. 
3 Cf. discussion above, pp. 61-63.  
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of the Thirty and the Democrats a sacred herald 

(no. 1) silenced a crowd and gave a speech; the 
herald is described as pd\’ ebpwros. 

In regard to his installation it is stated® that he was 
crowned, which perhaps refers to a myrtle crown; for 

the strophion is not attested for the sacred herald.® 

The sacred herald could hold other priesthoods 
simultaneously (see no. 3). 

V. ALTAR-PRIEST (‘Iegevc émi Boud) 

Of the function of this priest nothing is known 

beyond what is apparent from his title, that he had 
something to do with an altar. Foucart suggested 
that “he stood near the altar, probably in charge of 

striking the victims offered at the Mysteries, perhaps 
also making certain that they fulfilled the conditions 
of acceptability, and marking them with a sign.”? 
There was more than one altar at Eleusis; Demeter 

and Kore each had her own.? ’'Eri Bwug is indefinite 
and could signify that he performed functions at 

both; the occasional (evidently unintentional) use of 
the title érl Bwudr (see below) indicates that in fact 

he did. 

Ca. 460 B.C. 

On the stele erected around 460 containing extensive 

regulations concerning the priests and the cult, the 
remunerations of the altar-priest, the [sacred herald ], 

and the priest [all-hallowed] were appended to the 
inscription by a different hand from that which en- 
graved the main body of the inscription.? The altar- 

priest’s remuneration was one obol from each initiate. 

THIRD TO FIRST CENTURIES B.C. 

Several altar-priests* are mentioned in the decree 
of 20/19 for the daduch Themistocles of Hagnous, as 

relatives of his.® In addition, an altar-priest is 

mentioned at the head of the list of the priests of the 
genos of the Kerykes who proposed this decree,® 
which shows that the altar-priest was drawn from 

this genos. Immediately following him are the 
pyrphoros and priest of Charites and Artemis Epi- 
pyrgidia (one person) and then the sacred herald 
(lines 8-12). If any protocol is observed here, the 

altar-priest ranked higher in prestige at this time 
than the sacred herald, as he perhaps did also in the 
fifth century (see above). 

The dates of the following altar-priests mentioned 
in this decree as relatives of Themistocles have been 

6 See Nicagoras, no. 12. 

6L But see below, p. 116. 
11914: p. 205. 
2 I.G., 112, 1672, line 141; 3585. 
3 See the new edition above, pp. 1011, 
4 Called throughout 'Emi Bwpob. 

5 See text and discussion above, pp. 50-53. 
6 On this list see above, p. 77, n. 8. 
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determined on the basis of the stemma and the dis- 

cussion of the decree above, pp. 50-53. 

1. Zfuwv. Decree for Themistocles, above, p. 51, 

line 55. In office sometime before the end of the 

third century. 

His relationship to Themistocles is unknown. 

2. ‘Tepokhetdns. Decree for Themistocles, above, p. 
51, line 55. In office sometime before the end of 

the third century. 

His relationship to Themistocles is unknown. 

3. 'Avripav. Decree for Themistocles, above, p. 51, 
line 55. In office sometime before the end of the 

third century. 

He was altar-priest 6ua Blov. 

Themistocles is unknown. 

His relationship to 

4. "Avrpav. Decree for Themistocles, above, p. 51, 
lines 49-50. Stemma: table 1, above, p. 58. In 

office around the end of the third century. 

He was first altar-priest and then daduch (no. 8). 

He was a second cousin” of the following altar-priest. 

5. ®oridys  ‘Ayvotowos. Decree for Themistocles, 
above, p. 51, lines 49-50. Stemma: table 1, above, 

p. 58. In office around the beginning of the second 
century. 

He too became a daduch (no. 9) after having first 
served as an altar-priest. He was a second cousin of 
Antiphon, the preceding altar-priest. 

6. ®uhofevidns Pukioridov ‘Ayvoboos. Decree for Themi- 

stocles, above, p. 51, lines 42-43. Stemma: table 

1, above, p. 58. In office in the first half of the 

second century. 

He too became a daduch after having first served 

as an altar-priest. He probably directly succeeded 
his father. 

7. Knetobdwpos Bukoridov ‘Ayvotawos. Decree for The- 

mistocles, above, p. 51, lines 43-44. Stemma: 

table 1, above, p. 58. In office around the middle 
of the second century. 

He was the brother of Philoxenides and probably 

succeeded him in this priesthood, when Philoxenides 
resigned and assumed the dadouchia. He was the 

grandfather of Themistocles (daduch no. 14). 

8. Aebvrios Zogokéovs 'Axaprebs. Decree for Themis- 

tocles, above, p. 51, lines 41-42. Stemma: table 
1, above, p. 58. In office in the second half of 

the second century, probably succeeding Cephiso- 
dorus. 

7 See above, pp. 53-54.  
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With him this priesthood passed to the family de- 
scended from Leontius of Acharnai, which controlled 
the dadouchia at this time (see stemma). He was 
the son of the daduch Sophocles I (no. 10). It is 
interesting that his younger brother Xenocles became 
daduch but not he. The dadouchia was certainly the 
more prestigious priesthood and one wonders why it 
did not go to the eldest son in this case. It was 
suggested above (p. 55) that the altar-priesthood 
may have become available first and accordingly 
went to Leontius, the eldest son of Sophocles, and 
when the dadouchia later became vacant, it went to 
the younger son, Xenocles. But then one naturally 
asks why Leontius could not have resigned his altar- 
priesthood and assumed the dadouchia as others did 
before him. The answer may be that the altar- 
priesthood had been made a lifetime priesthood by 

this time. Perhaps previously it was dependent on 
the choice of the incumbent whether the priesthood 
was to be for life or not, that is, whether or not he 
wanted to use it as a stepping-stone to the dadouchia; 
and in cases where it had been a lifetime priesthood 
it was later designated in the man’s title as éua Biov, 
e.g., in the case of Antiphon (no. 3). After the in- 
cumbency of Philoxenides (first half of the second 
century) we no longer hear of the altar-priesthood 
being filled only for a term. Although the evidence 
on this point for the period before the second century 
after Christ, at which time the priesthood certainly 
was for life, is not sufficiently plentiful to make a 
certain decision, the case of Leontius tends to indicate 
that the priesthood had been made a lifetime one 

sometime between his incumbency and that of 
Philoxenides. 

9. Zogork\ns Aeovriov 'Axapvels. Decree for Themis- 
tocles, above, p. 51, lines 41-42; Fouilles de 

Delphes, 111, 2, 10, line 24. Stemma: table 1, 
above, p. 58. In office in the beginning of the 

first century, succeeding his father. 

He was a pythaist from the genos of the Kerykes 

in 98/7 B.c.® Whether he was an altar-priest at that 
time is not known. No descendant of his is known. 

10. "Emwparns Kal\waxov Aevkovoels. Decree for The- 

mistocles, above; p. 51, lines 9-10; 1.G., 112, 1721, 
line 15; 2464, line 10; 4714 ; I.G., X11I, 8, 26, line 5. 

P.A.4903. Sarikakis, 1951: pp. 52-53. Stemma: 

Sundwall, N.P.4., p. 105. In office from 20/19 

or earlier to 14/3 or later. 

He is the first member of the group of Kerykes’ 
priests who proposed the decree in honor of Themis- 

tocles.” Probably another altar-priest intervened 

between his incumbency and that of Sophocles (no. 9). 

8 Fouilles de Delphes, loc. cit. 
9 On these priests as a group see above, p. 77, n. 8. 
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He held the highest civicoffices : eponymous archon, 
hoplite general," and herald of the Areopagus in 14/3.12 
He participated, under the direction of the hierophant, 
along with several other distinguished married 
Athenians in the lectisternium of Pluto.’s Perhaps it 
was his overall distinction in Athens at this time 
rather than sacerdotal protocol that determined his 
position at the head of the priests of the Kerykes who 
proposed the decree for Themistocles; but if our 
restoration of the sacred herald in the position follow- 
ing him in I.G., I?, 6 is correct, his position here 
seems indeed to reflect such a protocol. 

He belonged to an aristocratic family whose known 
history goes back to the beginning of the second 
century B.cC.!® 

In 20/19 his name, like the daduch’s, was not 
subject to hieronymy. Nor was it in 14/13 when, 
in the catalog of officials (1.G., 112, 1721) in which he 
is listed as the herald of the Areopagus, the fact that 
he was also an altar-priest is not mentioned. 

11. Tiros ®NéBios Srpdrwy Iaraviebs. UE GRS ORN 
as edited above, p. 31. Stemma: above, p. 31. 
Inoffice in the second century A.D., before 121-124. 

He was the father of T. Flavius Euthycomas, 
eponymos of his prytany in 166/7.1¢ His period of 
office was therefore before that of Memmius, who as- 
sumed this priesthood sometime between 121 and 124. 

12. A Méuwos "Emi Bwue Oopikws. Aeisitoi lists: 1.G., 
112, 1775 (168/9); 1776 (169/70); 1781 (169/70); 
1794 (ca. 180); Hesperia 4 (1935): p. 49, no. 11 
(182/3); 1.G., 11?, 1788 (= Hesperia 11 (1942): 
p. 55, no. 21) (187/8 or 174/5); 1798 (190/1). 
As prytanis: Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 43, no. 12 
(@S SE165 )RR G T2 7Sl incH5 IR Ot he -0 G 
112, 2085; 3620. Woloch 1966: Memmius no. 3. 
In office from 121-124 to 191 or 192. 

A statue base set up in his honor by the polis (I.G., 
112, 3620) informs us that he served as archon, hoplite 
general, epimelete of the gymnasiarchy of the deified 
Hadrian, agonothete thrice, ambassador several times 

“‘concerning the most important matters, including 
the Gerousia,” and in other offices. It is further 

stated that he served'” the goddesses as priest for 

fifty-six years, during which time he performed an 

071G, 112 4714. 
LG #8826 8 line 5% 
®1.G., 112 1721, line 15 = S. Dow, Hesperia 3 (1934) : p. 158. 

18 1.G., II2, 2464, line 10; see above, p. 29. 

See above, p. 77. 

%5 Sundwall, loc. cit. Dow (Hesperia 3 [19347: pp. 152-153) 
argues that Cicero’s son called Epicrates’ grandfather princeps 
Atheniensium in 44 B.c. (Cicero, Ep. ad Fam., XVI, 21, 5). 

16 1.G., 112, 3984 and 1773, line 8. 

17 For the meaning of Aewrovpyeiv = “‘perform religious service, 
ini see L.S.J., s.w., III, 2: Dionysius of Halicarnassus 

2) uses the word in this sense.  
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initiation in the presence of Hadrian and initiated 

Lucius Verus, Marcus Aurelius, and Commodus. 

The date of this inscription, 177-180, is determined 

by the fact that Commodus is called abdrokpbrwp, a 

title which he received 27 November, 176, and Marcus 

Aurelius is not yet called fess, which was added to his 

name very soon after his death on 17 March, 180. 

This date allows us to calculate the beginning of 

Memmius's fifty-six-year service as altar-priest: it 

was sometime after November, 120, and before 

April, 124. Thus, he was already functioning as 

altar-priest before Hadrian’s first visit as emperor 

to Athens, in 124, and Hadrian’s (alleged) initiation 

into the Mysteries at this time.'s 

However, it is clear from the dedication honoring 

him that Memmius did not officiate at Hadrian’s 

initiation but only at some later time when ‘‘Hadrian 

was present,”’ that s, either at Hadrian’s epopleia or on 

an even later occasion when Hadrian returned as a 

spectator. It is very unlikely that if Memmius had 

officiated at the initiation of Hadrian the inscription 

would have omitted mention of this fact. Therefore, 

if the length of Memmius’s incumbency as altar-priest 

is correctly recorded here, we are forced to conclude 

that Hadrian was initiated before April, 124, and that 

the literary evidence for his initiation in Boedromion 

of 124, during his first visit as emperor to Athens, is 

inaccurate, representing perhaps a confusion of his 

presence as spectator at the felete (or perhaps his 

epopteia) with his initiation.”® Thus it appears that 

he was initiated at some time before he became 

emperor, either at the time he was archon at Athens, 

in 112/3, or earlier. There would scarcely have been 

a reason for a person who was so captivated by the 

religious institutions of Athens as Hadrian was not 

to have been initiated during his archonship or at 

some earlier time when he was in Athens, perhaps 

when he was a student there. As emperor his 

presence at Eleusis would naturally be associated with 

initiation by biographers who were unaware of details 

of his earlier stays in Athens. 

The literary sources also indicate that he made a 

second visit to Eleusis in 128 and a third in 131, 

although no one source mentions all three imperial 

visits.2? If thisis true, the expression uvfoarra wapbrros 

feot ‘AdpLavod must refer to more than one of Hadrian’s 

“presences’” at Eleusis as emperor. 
Memmius did not initiate Antoninus Pius. It is, 

accordingly, just on the basis of this, very unlikely 

that this emperor was initiated at all at Eleusis; for 
the inscription makes very clear that to have initiated 

an emperor was a distinct honor, and there is no 

18 For the date and sources see Graindor, 1934: pp. 1-8, 119, 
especially p. 6, n. 1. 

or a similar inaccuracy on the part of Dio Cassius in calling 
an initiation an epopteia see Graindor, 1927: pp. 14-23. 

20 For the sources see Graindor, 1934: p. 38, n. 2, and pp. 

119-120. 
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reason why it would have omitted the initiation 

of Antoninus Pius, whose reign fell entirely within 

Memmius’s term as altar-priest, if it had taken place. 

Moreover, it is inconceivable that an altar-priest 

would have absented himself from Athens during 

any of the celebrations of the Mysteries—especially 

if the emperor himself were coming. 
Memmius's archonship was in the year 161/2.2 

He was prytanis and eponymos of Acamantis between 

155 and 165,22 and prytanis again in 168/9.% He held 
all his civil offices simultaneously with his priesthood. 
He died around 190/1, the date of his last appearance 
in an aessitod list (I.G., 112, 1798); a new priest was in 

office in the list dated to 191/2 or 192/3 (I.G., II?, 
1792).2¢ Thus he was an altar-priest for an amazing 
total of at least sixty-five years. If he assumed this 
priesthood between the age of twenty and thirty, he 
therefore lived to an age of eighty-five to ninety-five, 

a longevity that was already cause for praise in the 
last years of the reign of Marcus Aurelius (1.G., 11% 

3620, line 17). 

None of his relatives are known, although the dedi- 
cation honoring him (I.G., IT?, 3620) discloses that he 
descended from a very distinguished family: he was 

the “descendant of daduchs, archons, generals, and 
agonothetes.” It would be interesting to know which 

daduchs were his ancestors. Since he was born about 
the beginning of the century, there is a strong possi- 

bility that they were the Claudii of Melite. 

At the very end of the inscription he is called ror 
[&]nr apxeepéar Tov @uNbmarpw. Tov ar’ apxiepéwy would 

appear to mean that he was a descendant of ‘‘high- 

priests,” just as 7ov &md Ogdobxwy in line 2 means 

“descendant of daduchs.”” After rov [a]r’ dpxrepéwr 
comes his title 7ov @\érarpw. Oliver?® interprets 
the whole phrase ¢ ar’ dpxiepéwr 6 @uN\dmarpes as ‘‘the 

title of an ex-high-priest who when high-priest had 
acquitted himself well in the presidency of the Great 

Augustan Games.” Oliver’s array of evidence cer- 
tainly does point to a connection between the title 

philopatris and the agonothesia of the Great Augustan 

Games, but in my opinion the natural and only mean- 
ing of 6 ar’ dpxiepéwr is ‘‘descendant of high-priests.” 

It is very difficult to interpret this phrase as ‘‘ex-high- 
priest” in this instance when it is exactly the same 

type as 6 4no dadobxwr in line 2, which definitely does 
not mean ex-daduch but descendant of daduchs. 

Thus, 6 ar’ épxiepéwr need not be directly linked in 
meaning with 6 ¢\érarpes.?® Moreover, if Memmius 

was a high-priest, when did he serve? Oliver admits 

RGN (858 
22 Hesperia 11 (1942), loc. cit., as dated by Woloch, loc. cit. 
23T G NI 2 775 8l i e Ao 

2 For the date see above, p. 38, note 200. 

2 Expounders, pp. 88-89. 
26 That philopatris as a title can sometimes be used alone may 

have further support in 1.G., 112, 3531; see the discussion and edi- 
tion of this inscription in append. VIII.  
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that it could hardly have been while he was altar- 

priest,?” but Memmius was altar-priest until his 
death around 190/1. Therefore, I submit, as an 
hypothesis, an emendation to Oliver’s theory, namely 

that the title 6 ¢u\érarpis standing alone indicates that 
its possessor undertook an agonmothesia of the Great 

Augustan Games even though he was not the high- 
priest in office at the time.?® 

Twice Memmius is called 'Exl Bowu@v.2® This is 

probably an unintentional assimilation of his proper 

title to the fact that he functioned as a priest at more 
than one altar, i.e., the altar of Demeter and the altar 
of Kore at Eleusis.? 

Memmius was in office when the Eleusinian Endow- 

ment of Flavius Xenion was established and in effect. 
For the position of the altar-priest in the list of recipi- 
ents of the endowment (issued around 160-70) see 
above, pp. 35-36. 

13. T8 Khabdos Zaomis T8 KN Avovddov Melirebs. 

Philostratus, II, p. 95 (ed. Kayser); I.G., 112, 
1077; 1792; 2340 (= Mitsos, B.C.H. 73 (1949): 
p- 359); 4007 (= Expounders, p. 78); Hesperia 

30 (1961): p. 273, no. 110; Geagan, 1967 : append. 
[I1* (westored):  Stemmata: cited above, p- 57, 

in connection with daduch no. 18. In office from 
191/2 or 192/3 to at least 209/10. 

He is mentioned twice in the aeisitoi lists, in I.G., 
S0P (LO1Y R o @1i0 7)) BE e | BV/R G R T2 (/747 

(209/10); and once in a list of Kerykes, I.G., II%, 
2340, which, because of the presence of the daduch 

Claudius (Philippus), should be dated around 194.% 
He was the son of Claudius Lysiades the high-priest 

and grandson of Claudius Sospis the daduch, thus a 
member of the great daduchic family of the Claudii of 

Melite.®* He is the only member of this family known 

to have been an altar-priest. 

Philostratus states that he was a famous philosopher 

¥ Expounders, p. 98. 
28 Having read my discussion of this inscription and having 

examined my photograph of it, Oliver noticed that rov [:%, 
dpxepéwy was added to the stone after 7ov pu\érarpw was already 
engraved. The words 7év @u\émarpw are exactly centered in the 

last line with no crowding of letters, but the two words before 
it are crowded (with the final nu of dpxtepéwr inscribed within the 
omega) and extend into the margin; also, the év is crowded at 

the end of the previous line, the nu within the omicron, though 
there is no other crowding in the line. Thus, for some reason 
this phrase was engraved later, either because the omission of his 
descent from high-priests was noticed, or as Oliver suggests, 
in accord with my hypothesis, because his title lacked ro» [é]r’ 
apxiepéwr. My own preference, however, is [a]r’ dpxiepéwr. 

2 1.G., 112, 1776 and 1796. Memmius’s name can be restored 
IS G RTINS 7OSIRINTO6Y 

3 See above, n. 2. 
3 For the date see above, p. 38, n. 200. 
3 The restoration of him in Geagan, loc. cit., is not certain; 

it is not known whether his incumbency and the date of this 

document correspond. 
#I.G., 113, 4007; Expounders, p. 78. See stemmata cited 

above, p. 57. 
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and a pupil of Chrestus, the Byzantine sophist; and 

in fact he was honored by the polis éper[7s éexa kal 

¢ Jthocoglas.3 

14. Tiros ®AéBws 'Eri Bwug. I.G., 112, 3802. E. 

Groag, Die Reichsbeamten von Achaia in spditri- 
mischer Zeit (Diss. Pann. Ser. I, No. 14), p. 12. 

Early third century, after 209/10. 

This fragmentary dedication shows that hieronymy 
was observed in the case of one geuvéraros Tiros PAdBios 

"Emt Bop, and it mentions that he was a descendant of 

daduchs as well as consuls. The latter fact would 
rule out an identification with the altar-priest Flavius 
Straton of Paiania (no. 11), who served at the be- 
ginning of the second century, since the first known 
native Athenian to become a consul was the father 

of Herodes Atticus, in the reign of Trajan.?® Grain- 
dor® associated T. Flavius the altar-priest with 

Flavius Arrianus, the historian, who was suffect 

consul around 129.57 This is a bit improbable since 
adoption would have to be involved, but since 

Arrian’s deme was Paiania, Graindor’s association 

gains a little support from our association of this altar- 
priest and the altar-priest Flavius Straton of Paiania. 
However, one Flavius Straton was archon around 

194,58 a suitable date for a grandson of Flavius 
Straton the altar-priest and for T. Flavius the future 
altar-priest. 

GENERAL REMARKS 

The evidence that this priest was always taken from 

the Kerykes is clear. An altar-priest heads the list 
of Kerykes' priests in the decree honoring Themis- 

tocles, where also sons of daduchs appear as altar- 
priests. An altar-priest appears in a list of Kerykes 

published by D. J. Geagan (1967 : append. III). The 
altar-priest Sospis (no. 13) was a member of this 

genos, and Memmius the altar-priest (no. 12) and T. 
Flavius the altar-priest (no. 14) were descendants of 
daduchs. 

In the first and second centuries before Christ this 
priesthood was filled by members of at least three 
separate families, and in the second century after 
Christ again by members of at least three families 
(two of which, those of Memmius the altar-priest and 
Claudius Sospis, may have been related in some way). 

The number of families involved tends to rule out 
inheritance as the method of appointment and the 

consistency with which the priesthood remained first 
in one family and then in another in the first and 

3 Hesperia 30 (1961): p. 273, no. 110, with the identification 
by Oliver, ibid., p. 403. 

35 Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 30. 
36 Marbres et Textes, p. S1. 
37 Woloch, 1966: Flavius no. 9. Cf. P. A. Stadter, “Flavius 

Arrianus: the new Xenophon,” G.R.B.S. 13 (1967): pp. 155-161. 
88 1.G., 1%, 2124. For the date see above, in connection with 

the daduch Claudius Philippus (no. 24).  
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second centuries B.C. rules out allotment. Therefore, 

at least from the second century B.C., the altar-priest 
was elected by the genos of the Kerykes, and the fact 
that it occasionally remained within one family, some- 

times being passed from father to son, attests to the 

influence these families had within the genos at those 
times. 

At one time—the last known case took place in the 
first half of the second century B.c.—an incumbent of 
this priesthood could resign and assume the dadouchia. 

At some later time, perhaps around the middle of the 
second century B.C., it was required, or became cus- 
tomary, that this priesthood be held for life. 

In the case of Memmius, the altar-priesthood was 

assumed at the age of thirty or even younger. We do 
not know whether this happened often or just this 

one time—a time when a person of less than thirty 
years but a member of a prestigious family, such as 

Herodes Atticus, could even become an archon. 
Hieronymy was adopted for this priesthood some- 

time between 14/3 B.c. and 120-124 A.D. 
Several altar-priests had children, and there is no 

reason to believe that their wives were dead by the 
time they became priests. 

His relation to an altar has been discussed above 
(p. 82). The occasional inadvertent use of ’Emi 

Bwuav as his title reflects the fact that he had duties 
at more than one altar, namely, at least at both altars 
of Demeter and Kore. No altars or cuttings for 

altars have been found within the Telesterion; hence 
he probably performed his major functions not during 
the secret rites but sometime before them, outside of 

the Telesterion. This is reinforced by the fact that 
he is not mentioned among the ministers of the 
secret rites who were allegedly mimicked by Alcibiades 
and his companions.* Foucart suggested that at 

Eleusis the sacrificial ritual was so complicated that 
a special priest, the altar-priest, was needed for it.* 
He suggested further, and he could well be right, 

that his sacred importance was considerable, especially 
to the mystai: 

Son autorité s’exercait sur tout ce qui touchait au sacrifice, 
depuis I'examen préalable des animaux présentés jusqu’ a 
la consommation de la cérémonie. Sa vigilance était 
d’autant plus grande qu’il y avait Ia comme une probation 
indirecte des mystes. Si les Deux Déesses avaient été 
offensées par la présence de candidats indignes ou impurs, 
elles auraient manifesté leur courroux par quelque signe 
défavorable. Les résultats heureux du sacrifice témoi- 
gnaient au contraire qu'elles accueillaient avec bienveil- 
lance ceux qui se présentaient & I’ initiation.4! 

In prestige and importance within the cult the 
altar-priest was roughly on a par with the sacred 
herald, although he undoubtedly had a lesser role 
than the herald in the ceremonies within the Tele- 

# See above, pp. 15-16. 
401914 : pp. 372-373. 

41 Ibid. 
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sterion. In the aeisitos lists he normally came after 
the sacred herald, and he did follow the herald in the 

Eleusinian Endowment list; but if this Endowment 

list reflects the order of the procession, he could have 
marched by the herald’s side. Our restoration of the 
sacred herald in 1.G., 12, 6, in the position following the 

altar-priest, and the order of the priests in the Themis- 

tocles decree might imply that the sacred herald at 
those times had slightly less prestige than the altar- 

priest, and that therefore there was a shift in his favor 

during the Roman period ; but it is probably best to 

say just that they were approximately on the same 
level in prestige and importance in the cult. 

VI. HIEROPHANTIDS (‘Iegogpavridec) 

Of the two hierophantids one was the hierophantid 
of Demeter and the other the hierophantid of Kore.! 
Often the inscriptions do not specify the deity of a 
hierophantid, but when they do, the official title of the 

hierophantid of Kore is, in prose, iepdpavris 715 
vewrépas, and though the title of the hierophantid of 

Demeter never appears in prose, it probably was 
lepbpavtis TNs TpeauTépas. 

(Ca3250FBLES 

The earliest mention of the hierophantids is in a 
fragment of Ister® (ca. 250 B.C.): kal 70v lepogéwrny Kal 

Tas lepogdvTidas kal Tov Ogdovxov Kkal Tas dANNas iepelas 

pupptvys éxew orépavor. It appears that at this time 

they were not minor priestesses in the cult, since they 
are mentioned together with the hierophant and 
daduch. 

86 B.C. 

During Sulla’s siege of Athens a hierophantid 
allegedly begged Aristion for a twelfth of a bushel of 
wheat but received a twelfth of a bushel of pepper.? 

1. ‘Tepbpavris 'Augiov ®\ddov bvydrnp. I.G., 112, 3514. 

During the reign of Augustus? 

She and her father are otherwise unknown. 
Demos made this dedication in her honor. 

The 

2. ‘Iepbpavris Moo [ x— —— — Jautov 
R GS RIS e 

"Aguvaiov  Gvydrnp. 
During the reign of Augustus? 

Her own name and patronymic seem to be both pre- 

served; hence hieronymy was not observed. The 
monument, erected by the Demos in her honor, may 
have been erected after her death. 

VEGERIIERE 556 3. ‘lepdbgparris. First century A.D.? 

She erected a monument to her granddaughter 
Athenais as mystis, probably as uunfeica ap’ éorias 
(see below, p. 108, no. 19). 

! Foucart, 1914 : pp. 212-213, first demonstrated this fact. 
* P, Gr. Hist., 334, E'29, 
* Plutarch, Sulla, 13, 3.  
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4. Tepbpavtis vewrépas epuhéous & Otov Buydrrp. e 
112, 3546. Around the end of the first century A.D. 

Foucart correctly identified her as the hierophantid 
of Kore She appears on the same base as the 
hierophant Claudius Oenophilus. This, however, is 
not sufficient to justify the inference that she was a 
Eumolpid. Oliver identified her father with the 
pythochrestus exegete honored in I.G., 112, 3549. 

5. ‘Iepdpavris Phafla [ .. Jkphrea. TRESNIZS ORI S| 
edited above, p. 31. Stemma: above, p. 31. 
Around the beginning of the second century A.D. 

Flavius Euthycomas, who is honored in this in- 

scription, was probably her grandson (as is argued 
above, p. 31), her daughter having married the altar- 

priest Flavius Straton. It is not possible to deter- 
mine her genos. 

6. Bvydrnp Anunrpiov. I.G., II2, 3575. From 112/3 
or earlier to the reign of Hadrian or later. 

According to line 3 of this dedication she was a 

hierophantid of Demeter. Its epigram consists pri- 
marily of praise of Hadrian, and mentions the glorious 

fact that she initiated him. It is clear that Hadrian 
was already emperor when the epigram was written. 
If our interpretation of 1.G., II2, 3620 is correct (see 
above, p. 84), namely that Hadrian was initiated at 
the time he was Athenian archon (112/3) or even 
earlier, we must assume that this dedication was not 

erected immediately after his initiation but rather 
several years later, after he had become emperor, 

when the glory of having initiated him years ago was 
now keenly felt by this priestess. 

In the first four lines of the epigram she mentions 
that at the moment when the Athenians (Kexpomidar) 
made her a hierophantid, she buried her name by her- 
self “in the unfathomable depths (of the sea).” 

7. Tepbpavtis s vewrépas KN Puloteva T3 KN Ilarpwros 

Mehuréws Ovyédrnp. I1.G., 112, 3585. During the 

reign of Hadrian. 

She was the hierophantid of Kore. The monument 

was erected after her death by her son Claudius 

Lysiades, while Timothea was priestess of Demeter 

and Kore, thus in the reign of Hadrian. Her memor- 

able achievement while hierophantid was that she 

had the altar of Kore covered with silver (lines 5-6).° 

Her husband had the same name as her father; 

perhaps adoption was involved, but not necessarily.” 

Possibly a connection with the daduchic family the 

Claudii of Melite is involved. 

€1914: p. 212. 
5 Expounders, p. 152, 1 28. 
6 This is evidence that each goddess had her own altar. 

7 See Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 73. 
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HADRIANIC? 

‘Tepoga[v]ri[oos] is written (according to my own 
reading, ‘Iepopa[v]r[wos | according to Dittenberger, 
I1.G., III, 331) on a seat in the theater of Dionysus, 

though the last three letters must have been crowded 
if they were on the same block. Kirchner’s restora- 

tion (1.G., II2, 5111), ‘Tepopé[v Jr[ov], is probably in- 
correct, since the hierophant had a seat much below 
this, in the first row of the prohedria (I.G., 112, 5053 

and see below, append. III). Moreover, hier- 
onymy prevents us from regarding the nearby name 

"A[NJet[awdp———], of which I was unable to discern 
clearly any of the letters, as that of a hierophantid. 

1.G., 112, 4062.  After 126/7. 

She appears in a dedication set up by the Areopagus, 
the Boule of the Five Hundred, and the Demos in 
honor of her daughter Mundicia Secundilla. Neither 

the daughter nor her father Burrus is otherwise known 
with certainty.® 

8. Iepdpavris. 

9. 'Towia Meherivy 'Touviov Ilarpwros Bepevikidov Guydrnp. 

G 23633835 5/ IS temmai s @ SRS lone s 

H.S.C.P. 71 (1966): p. 210. Around the middle 
of the second century. 

She is mentioned as a hierophantid in 7.G., 112, 3633, 

and since her name Melitine is given, this dedication 
to her must have been set up after her death. The 

original bottom of the dedication is preserved and 
shows that the third line, restored by Skias, does not 

exist. The disposition of the text is as follows: 

e ] 
te JpbpavTw [———————— 3 

Me\ Jurivgy AN[————— 1 

In I.G., 112, 3557, erected around 125 A.D.,° she is 

honored as a hearth-initiate, where her name is given 

as "Towwiay [ ] Merivnp.  The large 
gap'® between her gentilicium and cognomen (Greek 

name) is striking; even if we were to assume that the 
lacuna contained her mother’s gentilicium, the space 
would not even be half filled. Kapetanopoulos’s 
suggestion'! that the girl had two names, joined by 
kal 7Hv is a good possibility; but I cannot find a 
trace of iota before Me\urivyy, as he does, to give it 

support. For I.G., 112, 3633 he suggests: 

[riw telpdpavrw ['Tovviay 

[kal MeX Jerivny "Av[vias 'Apioroxhéovs Bv] 

[varépa]. 

8 See Woloch, 1966 : Mundicius no. 6. 

9 For the date see above, p. 74. 
10 My calculations indicate a slightly larger space than Kirchner 

calculated. 
14,y "Ep. 1968: p. 211. 

is correct. 

His reading of [i¢pJea in line 1  
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As is clear from the description above, there can 
be no certainty at present about the margins of 
this_inscription, and a third line is not available; 
Me\ Jertvyy év[éfncer ——] is also possible. 

Her maternal great-grandmother, Flavia Laodameia, 
was a priestess of Demeter and Kore, and her paternal 
grandfather, Patron of Berenikidai, was an exegete 
of an unknown type.!? 

160-170 

The position of the two hierophantids in the list of 
recipients in the Eleusinian Endowment of 160-170 
(1.G., 112, 1092) is discussed above (pp. 35-36). 

10. TIowérn 'Ioaiov Quyérnp. I.G., 112, 3632, as edited 
by Oliver, Hesperia, Supplement 8 (1949): p- 249; 
1.G., 112, 3709. Stemma: Oliver, op. cit., fioA0 
In office in 176. 

A monument bearing an epigram written probably 
by her grandson Glaucus, who was a poet, rhetor, 
and philosopher, was set up in her honor after her 
death by her daughter and two grandsons. She was 
the granddaughter of Isaeus, the Assyrian sophist 
and teacher of Hadrian. The very distinguished 
family to which she belonged is illustrated in Oliver's 
stemma. 

Besides alluding to the virtues and achievements of 
members of her family the epigram mentions that 
once, in beginning the felete (4pxouéry reer@v), she 
crowned as initiates the emperors Marcus Aurelius 
and Commodus at the same time. Thus we might 
infer that the hierophantid had the role of crowning 
initiates at the beginning of the telete, but considering 
the number of initiates, this duty must have been 
assumed by the other priests and priestesses as well, 
if it normally was their duty. 

Even though she was already dead, the epigram does 
not mention her name; it is mentioned only on a 
monument honoring her granddaughter (see below). 

Her granddaughter Flavia Eunice daughter of T. 
Flavius Callaeschus of Marathon is honored in a 
dedicatory epigram'® written by the same man who 
wrote the epigram for her great-grandmother, i.e., 
Glaucus, who was Eunice’s uncle. The dedication 
was erected in front of the Telesterion. The epigram 
describes several of her illustrious relatives: her 
father’s uncle in the male line was Glaucus the hier- 
ophant; thus her father was a Eumolpid. Nothing 
is said in the epigram as to whether she was a hier- 
ophantid, and so nothing enables us to conclude that 
she was. ! 

11. TomAia AiNia ‘Epewvia. I.G., 112, 3764; 3688. In 
office around the end of the second century. 

22 Oliver, Expounders, p. 44. 
¥ 1.G., 112, 3709 (= Oliver, Hesperia, Suppl. 8 [19497: p. 251). 
14 As did Toepffer (1889: pp. 64-65), followed by Foucart 

(1914: pp. 212-213). 
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In 1.G., 112, 3764 the mother of Aelius Apollonius is 
referred to as iepns pyrpds . . . § TeNerds dvéoaive feoly wap’ 
avakropa Anols. It has been shown above (p. 64) 
that his parents probably are the P. Aelius Apollonius 
and Publia Aelia Herennia who dedicated their 
daughter as a hearth-initiate in 1.G., 112, 3688. There- 
fore she became a hierophantid sometime after I.G., 
112, 3688 was dedicated. Her parents are unknown. 
Her husband belonged to the Kerykes. 

GENERAL REMARKS 

Unfortunately no positive information is preserved 
concerning which genos or gene the hierophantids were 
taken from. Not many of their fathers are known 
from separate sources: only the fathers of Hierophan- 
tis daughter of Pericles of Oion (no. 4), Junia Melitine 
(no. 9), and Isidote (no. 10). And the only informa- 
tion derived from them which may be of significance 
is that Pericles of Oion was a pythochrestus exegete, 
and Patron of Berenikidai, the grandfather of Junia 
Melitine, was an exegete of an unknown type. There 
were three types of exegetes at Athens: the exegete 
appointed by the Demos from the eupatridae, the 
pythochrestus exegete from the eupatridae, and the 
exegetes of the Eumolpidae. According to the list 
of exegetes compiled by Oliver' none of the exegetes 
from the eupatridae is known to have been a 
Eumolpid.'¢ If the evidence is not misleading, it 
would seem that Eumolpidae were not eligible to 
serve as exegetes from the eupatridae; thus, if the 
Eumolpidae were at all involved in supplying the 
hierophantids of Kore, there was at least one other 
genos which did so as well. 

The only testimony concerning the appointment of 
a hierophantid is line 3 of I.G., 112, 3575: eiré pe 
Kexporidar Anot Gégar iepépavrv. But we cannot infer 
from this that all Athenian women were eligible; for 
Athenians made her a hierophantid in either case, 
whether she was taken from Athenians at large or 
from a particular genos. 

The first reference to a hierophantid is contained in 
a fragment of Ister (who flourished around the middle 
of the third century B.c.) and the second is connected 
with an incident which allegedly took place during 
the siege of Sulla. The list of around 460 B.c. of 
Eleusinian priesthoods (1.G., I2, 6) is not sufficiently 
preserved to enable one to hypothesize reasonably 
that the hierophantids were a Hellenistic invention.” 
On the contrary, I suspect that the “priestesses” of 

1 Expounders, p. 44. 
1At least two pythochresti exegetes were Kerykes, viz., 

Diotimus son of Diodorus of Halai (Expounders, 1 21-26) and L. 
Gellius Menogenes (ibid., I 52), who was certainly related in the 
male line to L. Gellius Polyzelus, who was a member of this genos 
(see Geagan, 1967: append. 111, line 212). 
o N%lsson, Geschichte, 2: p. 349, suggests that they were a late 
invention.  
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1.G., 12, 81 included the hierophantids.!s Certainly 
in the Hellenistic and Classical period they were not 
as prominent in the cult as the priestess of Demeter 
and Kore, and for the Roman period the same situa- 
tion is clearly shown by the higher position that the 
priestess of Demeter and Kore held in the list of 
recipients of the Eleusinian Endowment. Neverthe- 
less, they did play an important part in the cult. 
Ister mentions the hierophant, the hierophantids, the 
daduch, and the “other priestesses” without specifi- 
cally mentioning the priestess of Demeter and Kore. 
A notice in Photius® describes the hierophantids as 
having a very important position in the cult: ai ra lepa 
¢alvovoar Tots wvovuévows ; which is confirmed by the fact 
that Publia Aelia Herennia is mentioned in an in- 
scription as ‘“‘one who revealed the feletas of the 
goddesses, beside the Anactora of Deo.”® It is in- 
teresting, also, though it may only be an accident, that 
there are no dedications of the Roman period singing 
the glories of a priestess of Demeter and Kore as there 
are for two hierophantids. 

In connection with revealing the hiera wap’ dvéxropa 
Anots, the mapd seems to be significant. The hier- 
ophant was the only priest allowed to enter the 
Anactoron, and he is frequently mentioned, in regard 
to secret rites, as being within the Anactoron and 
emerging from it; the hierophantids always remained 
outside, and their share in revealing the hiera was 
carried out alongside the Anactoron, after the hier- 
ophant brought out the sacred objects. 

At the beginning of the telete, perhaps before the 
procession left Athens, the hierophantids were perhaps 
involved in crowning the initiates.?! 

Many of the hierophantids had children. There 
seems to be no reason to assume that marriage was a 
bar to this priesthood. 

Hieronymy seems to be in force for them from the 
time they begin appearing in epigraphical sources, 
i.e., as early as the first century A.D. 

VII. EXEGETES OF THE EUMOLPIDAE 
CE&nynrar Evpodmdoy) 

INTRODUCTION 

There is some doubt whether the Athenian exegetes 
were always regarded as priests (iepeis). They were 

certainly so regarded in Roman times; an inscription 
of the second century A.D. mentions [~ — —] é&nyovuévors 

i[eJpet[ow ——1,* which can only refer to the exegetes 
who appear elsewhere in the inscription (as entries in 

a long list consisting mostly of priests and priestesses). 

18 And perhaps also those in 1.G., 112, 1363 (see ubo\jc, DR22) 
and 949, line 10 (above, p. 27) included the hierophantids. 

19 S.v. lepopiwTides. 

¥ 1.G., 112, 3637, see above, hierophantid no. 11. 
2L See above, p. 88. 

11.G., 11%, 1092, lines 17-18 (= Oliver, Hesperia 21 [1952]: 
pp. 381-382). 
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For the Hellenistic period, there is a decree of 128 B.C.,2 
in which a procession at the Thargelia in honor of 
Apollo is described, and its participants are ‘“‘the 
priest of Pythian Apollo, the exegetes, the other 
priests, the nine archons, the hierophant, the daduch, 
their companions,? the manager of the games, etc.” 
In the Classical period it is for the most part unclear 
whether they were considered priests. There is no 
evidence that enables us positively to conclude that 
they were, and sometimes the opposite view seems to 
emerge. [J. E. Oliver* motes: “in' the Lows, VLI, 
828b, Plato distinguishes as a matter of course between 
‘exegetes, priests and priestesses, and manteis.’”’ At 
any rate, the exegetes did in fact have much in com- 
mon with some priests, in regard to religious expertise 
and intimate acquaintance with sacred matters; and 
the priest undoubtedly had occasion to call upon an 
exegete for advice, especially if events produced a 
situation for which his own knowledge and experience 
were inadequate. Eventually, this close association 
in religious matters, as well as the fact that they 
marched together in processions,’ and the fact that 

exegetes sometimes attended sacrifices,® probably 
contributed to some extent to a blurring of the dis- 
tinction (if there ever was a clear one), so that by 
Hellenistic and Roman times exegetes could be called 
“priests.” 

There were three types of Athenian exegetes: 6 
muloxpnaTos, 6 Vo ToU Ofuov kabBesTauévos EEnynrhs, and 

the énynral Etpomdey. Only the exegetes of the 
Eumolpidae, who were solely concerned with the 
patria of the Eumolpidae and therefore the Eleusinian 
Mysteries, are the object of this study. All three 
types were studied in detail by Oliver in Athenian 
Expounders of the Sacred and Ancestral Law (Balti- 
more, 1950) so that a full treatment of the evidence 
does not need to be repeated here except in those cases 
where his conclusions have been called into question, 
or where they can be improved upon with the help 
of additional evidence. 

Concerning the number of the exegetes, Oliver 
demonstrated that there was one pythochrestus 
exegete and one exegete appointed by the Demos.” 
Oliver’s arguments for the number of the exegetes 
of the Eumolpidae are as follows: I.G., 112, 1672, line 

41 (329/8 B.c.), which indicates that there were more 
than one; I.G., II2, 1092 (ca. 160 A.n.),® which indi- 

cates that there were either two or three; and the 
arrangement of the prohedria seats of officials and 
priests in the Theater of Dionysus (I.G., 112, 5022— 

2 Sokolowski, Supplément, 14. 
3 See above, p. 27. 
4 Expounders, p. 29. 

5 Sokolowski, loc. cit., and I.G., 112, 1672, line 41. 
¢ Cf. Expounders, pp. 63-64; also I.G., 112, 1029, lines 4-6 

(= Expounders, p. 146, I 18). 

7Ibid., pp. 37-42. 

8 See the edition of Oliver, Hesperia 21 (1952): p. 382. 

Cf. Oliver, Expounders, p. 42.  
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5079), where Oliver observed that the most appropri- 
ate place for them was represented by two unassigned 
seats, and one would expect a homogeneous body of 
officials such as the exegetes of the Eumolpidae to 
have sat next to one another just as the six thesmo- 
thetes did. However, Oliver’s interpretation of these 

seats was based on Kirchner’s partly inaccurate and 
misleading edition of them (Z.G., II%, 5022-5079). 
In appendix III, I attempt to present a more accurate 

picture of these seats, mainly with the help of Fiech- 
ter’s thorough study, and my conclusion is that on 

the basis of our present knowledge it is possible that 
three exegetes of the Eumolpidae sat together in the 
prohedria. I.G., I1%, 1092 lists one exegete (line 48), 
then three exegetes (line 49), without noting precisely 

which ones are meant in each case. We know that 
there was one pythochrestus exegete and one exegete 

appointed by the Demos, so the first exegete (line 48) 
is undoubtedly one of these. Since we know that the 

number of exegetes of the Eumolpidae was greater 
than one and since there is no other instance where 
they are grouped together with one of the two other 

exegetes while separate from the other (there is no 

apparent reason why this should have been done any- 
way), I assume that there were three exegetes of the 

Eumolpidae. 
Oliver suggested that the exegetes did not exist in 

the fifth century. This theory has since been dis- 
puted.® When Expounders was still in the press, 

F. Jacoby’s Aithis (Oxford, 1949) appeared, which 
also treated the exegetes but from a different point of 
view, namely their relationship to the Atthido- 

graphers. Jacoby reached the conclusion that the 

exegetes existed at least as far back as the time of 
Solon. This position has since been defended (most 
notably) by H. Bloch.’? It is my opinion that, given 

the present state of our evidence, Oliver’s position is 
the methodologically correct one. But before we 
review the evidence on this problem, it must be 
emphasized that nowhere does Oliver deny that 
exegesis took place during the fifth century or earlier; 
he only denies that there existed officials called exe- 

getes before the end of the fifth century (i.e. before 
the law code of Solon was revised by Nicomachus); 

this distinction may have been overlooked by some 
who were opposed to Oliver's position. In the 
present study of the problem we shall of course limit 

ourselves to the exegetes of the Eumolpidae. Though 
this limitation is imposed on us by the scope of thls 

study, it is advantageous in that the evidence is 
much clearer for the early history of these exegetes 
than for the two state exegetes, a fact which usually 
has not been mentioned in the debate since Expounders. 

Exegesis by the Eumolpidae definitely took place 
in the fifth century. I.G., I?, 76 (ce. 416 B.c.)1 

9 For bibliography see H. Bloch, H.S.C.P. 62 (1957) : pp. 37-49. 
0 Tbid. 
11 See above, pp. 14-15. 
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specifies that the sacrifice to be offered from the 

proceeds of the aparche is to be performed according 
to the exegesis of the Eumolpidae: kafére dv Edpomidar 
éxo[heys prar. It is unusual for an official document 

not to specify precisely the officials (if they existed) 
who are to implement a particular order; yet in 
regard to exegesis, this decree mentions only the 

genos as a whole. The genos is also mentioned as 
the agent of exegesis by the author of the speech 

Against Andocides™: “‘Pericles, they say, once advised 
you (members of the jury) that, in deliberating on 
men who are impious, you should apply not only the 
written laws, but also the unwritten xaf’ ots Eduohmidar 

&nyotwrar, which no one yet has had the authority to 
nullify or oppose, and not even the author (of these 
unwritten laws of the Eumolpidae) is known.” Again, 
if exegetes had existed, it would have been very simple 
and convenient to designate them instead of the 

genos as a whole. 
An incident concerning an unwritten law of the 

Eumolpidae is recounted by Andocides in his speech 
On the Mysteries (110-116). In the Boule which tra- 

ditionally met on the day after the Mysteries to hear 
any charges of irregularity committed during the 

festival, Callias stood up and announced that a sup- 
pliant’s branch had been placed on the altar of the 
Eleusinion, and he pointed to the branch. Since such 
an act was strictly forbidden during the celebration of 
the Mysteries, the herald then asked the assembly, 
Who put the branch there. There was no reply. And 

finally : 

tredy 0 ENeye T Bouly ElkAqs 87u oldels Umakobor, maNw 

6 Kal\ias avaoras E\eyer dTu €ln vopos maTpLos, €l Tis ikernptay 

Oein & 76 'Elevowlw, dxpirov dmofavely, kal 6 mwarnp wor’ 

abrob ‘Irmévikos Eényhaoaro Tavra 'Abyvalos, dkolaeie 6¢ ot 

Eyo Oeiqy Ty ikernplay. éTetler avamrnia Képalos olvroot 

kal Neyerr "Q Kal\la, mavrav lfpbmwr dvogibrare, 

mpisTov pv ey Knpbrwr &y, oby daww (bv) oou éényeiofar: 
treara 8¢ vouoy whrpov Neyes, 1 0¢ aTA\y map’ §i éoTnkas 

xthlas Opaxuds KeNebew dpeikew, &av Tus ikernplav 07 & T 

"Elevowiw. Eémera 0¢ Tivos fikovaas 67t 'Avdokidns feln Ty 

ikernptay ; kéNeoov abrdv 77 BouNf, Wwa kal fuels dkobowuer.” 

tmedn) 6¢ dvayvwaln N oTN) Kakelvos olk elxev elmely OTOV 

iikovaev, kaTapavis v 77 BovAy avTos fels Ty ikernplav. 

If éénynral Bipormdar existed, Cephalus could have 

expressed himself much more directly by saying: 

ol EEnynTas dv, oby bawov (bv) gou éényeighar. Butinstead 
of simply stating in this way that Callias was not an 
exegete, a fact which would have been readily apparent 

to everyone if such officials actually existed, Cephalus, 
whose other remarks pierced right to the heart of the 

matter, here takes the round-about course and de- 
clares that Callias, being of the Kerykes, was in- 
eligible to give exegesis. Thus, if one is to assume 
the existence of exegetes of the Eumolpidae at this 

12 Pseudo-Lysias, 4gainst Andocides, 10.  



VOL. 64, PT. 3, 1974] 

time, one must also assume that Cephalus was not 
as sharp and precise on this point as he was in the 
rest of his attack on Callias. 

Another question arising out of this passage is how 
Callias (like his father) was at all able to pretend that 
he was an exegete. If there had been an official body 
of exegetes, certainly it would have been foolish in 
the extreme for someone who was not a member of 
this body to have attempted to pass himself off as 

one—in the presence of the entire Athenian Boule. 
This audacity of Callias and the imprecision of 
Cephalus can best be explained in terms of a situation 

that was somewhat fluid: the Eumolpidae had the 
exclusive right of exegesis, but there was no clearly 

defined tradition as to which member was responsible 
for giving exegesis on a particular occasion; the hier- 
ophant or other Eumolpid priests may often have 
given it, as well as other members of the genos who 
were respected for their knowledge of the patria. 

The daduch, by his association with them and because 

of his prestigious position in the cult, evidently gave 
exegesis illegitimately on occasion.® In any case, 

this incident shows that while exegesis certainly 
existed, ‘“‘exegetes of the Eumolpidae” apparently 

did not. 
H. Bloch" incorrectly describes this position as an 

argument from silence: ‘“The main issue in the con- 

troversy was and is whether an ancient (or medieval) 
institution can be assumed to have come into existence 

only when it is first mentioned in a source.” In the 
case of the exegetes of the Eumolpidae, however, the 

silence speaks: in two instances where Eumolpid 
exegesis in the fifth century is mentioned (7.G., 12, 76 

and Callias’ accusation of Andocides) the most satis- 
factory explanation for the silence concerning the 
exegetes is that they did not exist; an assumption of 

their existence forces the situations to appear re- 
spectively unusual'® and somewhat incredible. More- 
over, Bloch does not distinguish between the institu- 

tion and its officials. No one would deny that the 

institution of Eumolpid exegesis existed long before 
the end of the fifth century, but the available evidence 

indicates that the institution did not involve officials 
called énynrai; that exegesis was carried on perfectly 

well without énynral at this time; that is, they were 
not an essential aspect of the institution in its early 
form but were only established later on, in response 
to a need for regularization which was not previously 

felt. Thus, we need not make the assumption that 

1 Cf. Expounders, p. 23. 
4 H.S.C.P. 62 (1957): p. 46. 
15 In the case of 1.G., 12, 76 it is possible of course that the 

phrase is a fossilized one, still in use even though exegetes existed ; 
this is worth considering only because the same phrase was used 
in 353/2 (I.G., 112, 140; see below, p. 92) by which time Eumolpid 
exegetes may well have existed; but the fact that a fossilized 
phrase was used in 353/2 is no argument that it was so used in 
416/5, and the situation of Callias strongly indicates that it 

‘was not. 

EXEGETES OF THE EUMOLPIDAE 91 

this institution came into existence when it is first 
mentioned in a source, nor need we go to the opposite 

and equally untenable extreme, as Bloch seems to do, 
of assuming the existence of an Athenian institution 
in its fully developed form considerably before its first 
appearance in a source in that form. 

If we regard Eumolpid exegesis as a developing 

institution, the following reconstruction of its develop- 
ment appears probable. Certain members of the genos 

were more knowledgeable and skilful in expounding 
than others, and they would naturally tend to be 

called upon with some regularity. The demand for 
exegesis steadily increased with the increasing litiga- 
tion in the fourth century, which, in matters of 

exegesis, highly valued expertise and uniformity. The 
great throngs of initiates, who before the festival had 
to be carefully instructed in the patria (cf. the new 

inscription cited below), especially the foreigners, 
supplied another powerful impetus for uniformity of 

exegesis; for they surely needed to know some of the 
patria pertaining to the festival, and the question of 
whether they were completely free of pollution was 

probably of very great importance. The genos met 
this need by appointing as é&pynrai members who 

were most knowledgeable in this specialty, thus re- 
gularizing and formalizing the institution. From 
now on, a person desiring exegesis knew exactly on 

whom he could call and that the exegete would not be 
occupied by other duties, as probably the regular 

priests of the genos were occasionally in the past. 
Moreover, the genos was now spared the embarrass- 
ment of faulty or illegitimate exegesis. If Oliver is 
correct in his theory that before the Law Code of 
Nicomachus there were no officials at all in Athens 

called exegetes, and that the two state exegetes were 
first created in connection with this code, and I 

believe that at least the first of these propositions is 
true, these state exegetes would have set a precedent 
for calling “human” expounders énynrai. Later the 

Eumolpidae called their own expounding officials by 

the same name. 
At the time Expounders was published, the earliest 

clear reference to exegetes of the Eumolpidae occurred 
in I.G., 112, 1672 (329/8 B.c.). However, Oliver felt 

that there was some probability in the inference that 
they came into existence sometime after 383 but 
before 357/6, though admitting that the evidence for 

this inference could refer not to the exegetes of the 
Eumolpidae but to the two state exegetes.!®* New 

evidence is now available concerning the exegetes of 
the Eumolpidae in the fourth century, in the form of 

several fragments of an inscription found in the course 
of excavations in the Athenian Agora (soon to be 
published by C. Edmonson). They are actually new 
fragments of Sokolowski, Lois Sacrées, Supplément, 12, 
and reveal that this is in fact an inscription of over 

16 Expounders, pp. 33, 43-44.  



92 

fifty-five lines in length, dating apparently to the sec- 

ond quarter of the fourth century, and that it contains 

regulations on many aspects of the Mysteries in which 

the state had a part. C. Edmonson has kindly allowed 

me to quote sections of it relevant to this study. The 

section pertaining to the exegetes reads: Etuomibiw ¢ 

tenye[Tas i[858 77 [ s 

amd vounvias r[a lepa kal Ta whrpa?] enyésbar 'Abnppaiwy 

rkal 7éry E[€Jvwy T deopév[ wi Unfortunately 

not enough is preserved to reveal the complete sense, 

but it seems that the exegetes are ordered to give 

exegesis, starting on the first of the month (of Boe- 

dromion), to anyone requesting it in connection with 

the coming festival; the lacuna may have specified 

the place where they would be accessible. Noteworthy, 

however, is the way in which the exegetes are referred 

to: “of the Eumolpidae the exegetes . . .”’; that is, 

the terminology is slightly looser than their later 

official titles : é&nynral Eduormidar, éinynral €& BipohTidaw, 

eEnynral & Tob yévovs Tov Evpormidwy. It is as if to say 

“‘those members of the Eumolpidae who are exegetes’ ; 
it may indicate that the custom of calling the expound- 

ing Eumolpidae énynrai was relatively recent, not 

enough time having elapsed for their titles to have 

become formalized. But this is perhaps attempting 

to squeeze too much significance from this phrase. 

Yet it does tend to support the evidence discussed 

above for placing the beginning of the exegetes of 
the Eumolpidae sometime after Andocides’ speech 

in the year 400. If the date of the inscription is the 

second quarter of the fourth century, these officials 

T0s 

  

Name Date 

ca. 300 B.C. 
ca. 136 B.C. 

. Tuubbeos 

. Mi#deros Avodrdpov (Iepareds) 
"AmoNNéwios *Ayhvopos *Epukeehs 

. M#deos Mpdetov Mepaeds 

. Mapuérns Nappévovs Mapabisvios 

. T8 Khabdios Anuéorpatos (Souwels) 
A Obupérios AloNiwoy [PAv]ebs 

ca. 60 B.C. 
Augustan 
ca. end of first century A.D. 
ca. end of first century A.D. N

G
k
 

e 
N 

8. [- == =] 'Axapvets, vir praetorius - second or third century A.D. 
Perhaps: K\abdos oNbinhos "Axaprebs ca. 197 A.D. 

1 [ iepe xal Ta warpia] fits the space, and so I suggest it as 
a possibility, on the basis of I.G., 112, 3490, which mentions 

Y &hynow Tiv lepiw kal TaTpiwy. 
18 1.G., 112, 140, line 19. 8[ e oi &nynral ElEnyavrar is conceiv- 

able but unlikely. 
1 Expounders, p. 44. 1 wish to thank P. Herrmann, who 

kindly sent an offprint of his article, cited below, and thus made 
it possible to incorporate his results as my manuscript was in 
the press. 

2116 (= I.G., 112, 3487) is actually in the storeroom of the 
museum at Eleusis. An unpublished fragment of this inscription, 
preserving only the end of the first line, shows that it should read 
"AmoM\G [y Jiov " Ayiwopol's "Epukeéa. In 106/5 he was pythaist at 

Delphi, Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 15, where no demotic is 

preserved (Oliver ad I 16 mistakenly implies that ’Axapweis is 
preserved). An ephebe in 119/8 (1.G., 112, 1008, line 100) whose 
name should now be restored to read ['AyJpvwp 'AmoN[Awwiov 
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were in existence at that time and Oliver’s inference 
placing their inception sometime between 383 and 

357/6 has not been invalidated. Nevertheless, it is 

possible that they were instituted a bit later; the date 
of this inscription may turn out to be later than the 

second quarter of the fourth century. In 353 the 

old phrase «kaf’ 8[7¢ 4v Edpormidar &éJényavrar was prob- 
ably'® still used, either because the phrase had become 

fossilized or the &nynrai had not yet been established. 

THE INDIVIDUAL EXEGETES 

The prosopography of the exegetes of the Eumol- 

pidae has been covered thoroughly in Expounders; 

Oliver’s list of the exegetes of the Eumolpidae is re- 

peated in the table below with some changes and one 
addition.” The prosopography of each exegete is given 

by Oliver, Herrmann, and myself in connection with 

the testimonia cited in the table. 

GENERAL REMARKS 

Eumolpid exegesis undoubtedly existed in the pre- 

Cleisthenic period in Athens, but the selection of 

certain men and the designation of them as exegetes 

appears, with some probability, to have started only 

after the end of the fifth century. In my opinion 

their number was three. The manner in which they 

were appointed is not known; since they had to be 

highly qualified, election would be a reasonable 

assumption.? 

Testimonia 

NS 
30 

2 

T 
T 

1 
I 

16% 

19 
I 29, 30 

I 38, 53; below, p. 108, no. 14 

’Apx. 'Eg. 1971, “Inscriptions from Eleusis,” nos. 27 and 31; 
P. Herrmann, Z.P.E. 10 (1973): pp. 80-85. 

1 44 and "Apx. 'Ee. 1971, op. cit., no. 9 

I 45; see above, p. 39 

  

"Ep Juceebs and who is probably to be identified with a boy pythaist 
of the same name in the year 128/7 (Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 
12, line 5, with no demotic) may have been his son. The Agenor 
son of Apollonius who was a boy pythaist in the year 138/7 
(ibid., 111, 2, 11, line 7) may have been the son of a cousin of the 
exegete. The Agenor son of Apollonius who ent to Delphi 
as a kitharistes by the Athenian Dionysiac Artists in 128/7 (ibid. 
111, 2, 47, line 23) may be the same person or the boy pythaist of 
138/7. 

% Jacoby, Atthis, pp. 26-27 states: ‘“apparently (at least later) 
in some branches of the clan the office was handed down from 
father to son, not by regulation but in practice.” The instance 
he cites, ibid., p. 242, n. 38, concerns a grandfather and grandson, 
exegetes nos. 2 and 4 (who are according to him, following 
Kirchner [P.4., 101007, great-grandfather and great-grandson). 
On the basis of this, inheritance can hardly be called apparent 
even at this date.  
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Little is known of the activity of the exegetes of 
the Eumolpidae apart from what can be surmised 
about their activity simply as exegetes and what can 
be deduced from the new inscription to be published 
by C. Edmonson and from the affair of Callias, about 
which a few additional words may be said here. 

In his charge concerning the suppliant branch, 
Callias reckoned that no one would know about the 
law on the stele (unless he actually forgot about it 

himself) which ordained a considerably milder punish- 
ment than the unwritten law of the Eumolpidae, the 
nomos patrios which he cited and thereby was accused 

of performing exegesis. For the written law on the 

stele took precedence over an unwritten patrios 
nomos, as is clear from Pericles’ and Cephalus’s state- 

ments.? Callias probably did not cite a false law 
of the Eumolpidae; this would have been a risky 
venture in the presence of the many Eumolpidae 
likely to be sitting in the Boule. The unwritten law 
of the Eumolpidae was probably real in origin but 
had been superseded by the written law of the State, 
and he was hoping that nobody would remember (or 
perhaps he himself had forgotten) that among the 

numerous regulations on the ‘“‘stele’” there was a law 

prescribing a penalty of 1,000 drachmas and not 

death. He did not reckon on the ready knowledge 
of Cephalus. 

In this old unwritten law used by Callias we get a 

glimpse of the once awesome powers the genos pos- 
sessed : vépos marpuos, €l Tis ikernplay Oein & 176 'Elevowiw, 

dxpurov amofaveiv. We probably have another example 

of such a nomos paitrios in Pseudo-Lysias, 54, where 

the following situation is described: Diocles, the 
son of Zacorus the hierophant, advised (suvreBov)evae) 
a court on what measures to use in regard to a Mega- 
rian who had committed an impiety. Some people 

were urging, dxpuror Tapaxpnua amokTelvar, the same 

severe penalty prescribed in the nomos patrios cited 
by Callias. As the son of a hierophant gave this 

advice and the impiety was committed by a Megarian, 
it would be a fair assumption that the case had to do 

22 Pseudo-Lysias, Against Andocides, 10 and Andocides, 110- 

116; quoted above, p. 90. It must be admitted, however, that 
my position regarding the supersedure of an unwritten law by a 
written one is somewhat hypothetical, for it is in disagreement 
with Andocides’ statement (On the Mysteries, 85) that unwritten 
laws are not valid. But there are strong grounds for doubting 
Andocides’ statement. Callias did not hesitate to cite a nomos 
patrios, an unwritten law, and he was refuted by the fact that 
there was an applicable written law. I suspect that On the 
Mysteries, 85 lacks an important qualification: an unwritten law 
was not to be used if there was an applicable written one. The 
omission of the qualification was an error of a sort quite under- 
standable and probably not rare in the Athenian law court; see the 
discussion on laxity in citing law by A. R. W. Harrison, The Law 
of Athens: Procedure (Oxford, 1971), pp. 134-135.  Unwritten law 
is for Aristotle (Rhetoric 1373b) a familiar legal concept: Néeyw 8¢ 
véuov Tov uév o Tov 8¢ Kowby, By pév TOV EkGaToLs WPLTEVOY TPOS 

abrobs, Kal TovToy TOV mév dypagov TOV O& Yeypapuévov, Kowov 8¢ Tov 

Cf. ibid., 1368b, 7-9. Kata @how. 
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with the Eleusinian cult. But even if it had nothing 
to do with Eleusis, those urging death without trial 
were very probably referring to some nomos patrios; 
for the case of Alcibiades, who was offered a trial for 
his alleged impiety against the Mysteries, shows that 
death without a trial for impiety was not a law of the 

democracy in 415 and was not the type of law to have 
originated in the democracy.?® “‘Advice,” not exegesis, 

is mentioned here, and it is interesting that the advice 
of the son of the hierophant is democratic in spirit; 
he advises the jurors to give the man a fair hearing 

on the merits of the case. ‘‘Advice’”’ is probably the 

appropriate word, for exegesis (which he asa Eumolpid 
could give) may have demanded the nomos patrios, 
axperov arofavelv. The Eumolpid’s advice assured the 

court on which direction it should take in this apparent 
conflict between patriarchal sanctions and democratic 

practice. These two examples of a nomos patrios 
reveal the harshness of some of these ancestral laws, 

the attendant great powers that the genos once pos- 
sessed, and the natural problems inherent in later 

exegesis. 

No information about our exegetes is available for 

the period between the end of the fourth century and 
the latter half of the second century B.c. In the first 
century there was apparently considerable interest in 

the patria of the Mysteries. In 67 B.c. Cicero wrote 

Atticus and asked for a copy of the Eiupo\midav warpia.? 
This may have been a codification? of the Eiuo\riday 
marpea, or it may have been the result of research by 

priests and others who were interested in renewing 
the cult, perhaps also by scholars of antiquarian 

interests. Whether or not this was the first time that 

such an amount of literary activity was expended on 
the warpia Eipomdar is not known. In any case 
it may have been enough to make the exegetes 
henceforth relatively inessential: after approximately 

the first century B.C. there are no testimonia again 

until the second century A.D.; and then no specific 
exegetic activity is recorded, just names in dedicatory 
inscriptions. (However, the mention in an inscription 

of the second century of [———TJétnyovuévois i[epei ow 
——J*¢ allows that perhaps chance has simply deprived 

us of testimonia.) No certain evidence of any type 

from after the second century is preserved, and the 
picture we have of the hierophant Nestorius at the 
end of the fourth century tempts one to think that 
the exegetes’ function had by this time been absorbed 
by the hierophant, the same person, in fact, in whose 

possession it probably was, to a large degree, before 
officials called exegetes existed. 

2 Cf. Jean Rudhardt, “La définition du délit d’ impiété d’ apres 
la législation attique,” Museum Helveticum 17 (1960): pp. 87-105. 

2 Letters to Atticus, 1, 5, 2 (ed. D. R. Shackleton Bailey). For 
a discussion of this revival of interest in the patria see Oliver, 

pounders, pp. 50-52 and above, p. 56. 
5 See Oliver, loc. cit. 

26 See above, n. 1.  
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VIII. PYRPHOROS (ITvpebeoc) 

1. Aebvrios Tuwdpxov Knewowets. Decree for daduch 
Themistocles, lines 9-11 (see text above, p. 31). 
In office in 20/19. 

In the decree for Themistocles he appears in the 
list of Kerykes’ priests as mupeopos kal iepeds 7w Xapirwy 
kal 77s 'Apréudos 17s 'Emrupyidias. He appears after 

the altar-priest but before the sacred herald and the 
Tavayns. 

There was a cult of Artemis Epipyrgidia at the 
entrance of the Acropolis' as well as a cult of the 
Charites?; they were probably the ones served by our 
pyrphoros. Additional support for the connection is 
offered by the fact that a {epeds Tavayss (a priesthood 
also of the Kerykes) served also as priest of ‘Epuns 

TIv\Mrys kal Xapuddrns, a cult also at the entrance of the 

Acropolis and associated with the cult of the Charites 

there.? 
Aebvrios Twndpxov, pythaist in 106/5, is probably to 

be recognized as his grandfather.* 

LG 12 4816, 

As mupgbpos Tov feotv he set up a dedication at 
Eleusis in honor of Artemis, presumably the Artemis 
Propylaea of the Eleusinian sanctuary?®; the pre- 

served fragment exhibits part of a relief of Artemis. 
Kirchner assigns the dedication to the second or third 

century A.D.; Kourouniotes, who first published it,° 

simply to the Christian era. Since the pyrphoros 
practiced hieronymy by the end of the second century 
A.D. (see below), I.G., 112, 4816 should probably be 
dated before then; any time after the second century 
B.C. seems to be possible. 

2. "AXkauévrs. 

SECOND CENTURY A.D. (?) 

One of the seats of the prohedria of the theater of 
Dionysus was iepéws Xapirwv kal 'Apréuidos 'Emrvpyidias 
mupebpov (1.G., 112, 5050); the title mvpgbpov appears 

below and separate from the preceding, and is written 
in smaller letters, perhaps indicating that, while the 

same man was traditionally the holder of all offices 
inscribed, the title of mvpgépos belonged to a separate 

sphere, the cult of the Mysteries. On the date of 
this inscription see now M. Maass, Die Prohedrie 

des Dionysostheaters in Athen (Munich, 1972): p. 122. 
He believes that the title is not Eleusinian; to me it 

seems clearly the same as that of pyrphorus no. 1. 

1 Pausanias, II, 30, 2; see 

(Munich, 1931), pp. 224-2 
2 See below, p. 96. 

% See below, p. 96. 

4 Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 15, col. 111, line 16. 

5 See Kourouniotes, Aextior 1927-1928: p. 8. It was found not 

far from the temple of Artemis Propylaea (for which see Pau- 
sanias, I, 38, 6; Mylonas, Eleusis, pp. 167-168). 

8 Loc. cit. 

Judeich, Topographie von Athen® 

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC. 

160/170 

In the Eleusinian Endowment’ the mvppépos comes, 

in relation to the other priests of his genos, after the 

sacred herald and altar-priest but before the ravay#s. 
No mention is made of the priesthood of Artemis 
Epipyrgidia and the Graces, presumably because they 
had no relation to the cult of the Mysteries. 

3. Al\wos TIvpgépos 'Axaprets. I1.G., 112, 1801, 1802, 

1803; Hesperia 11 (1942): no. 4, p. 33. In office 
from ca. 190 to sometime before 209/10. 

He is listed hieronymously in three prytany catalogs 
of Oineis as eponymos: I.G., I1?, 1801, dated by 
Notopoulos® to 190/1 or 191/2 (but 187/8 also seems 

to be possible)?; 1803, to 192/3 or 193/4 (and this 
satisfies the date suggested above for the hierophant 

[no. 257 who is also mentioned in this list) ; 1802, to 
191/2 or 192/3 (which in default of secure evidence 

can only be regarded as uncertain). He appears 

among the aeisitoi in 191/2 or 192/3 (Hesperia 11 
L1947 no- 4, "p- 550 

11.G., 112, 1092 (= Hesperia 21 [1952]: p. 382, line 52); see 
above, pp. 35-36. 

8 Hesperia 18 (1949): p. 22 and table I. 
? For the hierophant Julius (no. 25) can no longer be regarded 

as the archon of this year; see 1.G., 112, 1792 and above, p. 38, 
note 200. 

A. E. Raubitschek (T'épas ’Avrwviov KepapomotAhov [Athens, 
19537, p. 250) believes that 7.G., I1?, 1801 should be dated after 

212 because of the entry AtpfAi[io] in line 9 (as he restores it). 
It is possible, however, to restore AtphA[tos] and to consider it as 
the nomen of the man mentioned in line 10, Diony 5; the 

unusual position of the nomen could be explained by the fact 
that it was perhaps omitted at first and then inscribed after the 
inscription of the rest of the man’s name, there no longer being 
enough space to the left of his name. I hesitate to interpret this 
as a list of Aurelii because of the two Sulpicii in lines 12-13; the 
list of Aurelii cited by Raubitschek (op. cit., p. 245, note 1) is nota 

precise parallel because it does not contain names of people with 
other gentilicia (the list was published by M. N. Tod, Journal of 
Egyptian Archaeology 37 [19517]: p. 95); the other study cited 
by Raubitschek (J. F. Gilliam, Y.C.S. 11 [1950]: p. 198) also 
does not concern the addition of “Aurelius” to names already 
containing gentilicia. It is unclear also whether the “Aurelioi” 
in line 9 of I.G., I1?, 1824 (whatever its date) is to be regarded 
as heading a list, again because the list contains the names of 
men with other gentilicia; it is quite possible, on the other hand, 
that the “Aurelioi” is to be taken with the two names that follow, 
Lycurgus and Pistus, perhaps both sons of Berneicides; ¢f. 1.G., 
112, 3762. It is even more difficult to restore AvpAA[——] in line 70 
of I.G., 112, 1825 as AtpnA[io.], again because of the appearance 
of other gentilicia in the following list, but also because the name 

immediately below A¢pAN[-—] is written Adp(#\wos) 'Emixrn[ros], 
the repetition hardly being necessary or even natural if AvpAX[wou] 
is the correct restoration; thus it would seem that AfpA\[——] 
should be interpreted in a different way, though exactly how is un- 
certain. It may also be noteworthy that in neither I.G., 112, 
1824 nor 1825 is Adphhior or AtpAN[-—] centered above the list 

each is alleged to head. 
On the dating of 1.G., I1%, 1801-1803, ¢f. J. S. Traill, Hesperia 

40 (1971): pp. 322-324, and 41 (1972): p. 141. 
" For the date see append. IV and above, p. 38, note 200. 

Oliver’s restoration of him in the aeisitoi list of Hesperia 11 (1942) : 
p- 34, no. 5 (191/2) is uncertain.  
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4. Adphlos Hupgodpos Aaunrpebs. 
In office in 209/10. 

1.G., I12. 1077, line 43. 

He appears among the aeisitoi in this year; hier- 
onymy is observed, and his identity is unknown. 

GENERAL REMARKS 

This priest’s function was concerned with main- 
taining the sacrificial fire of altars and hearths.!! 

Despite the lack of testimony for the priesthood 
before 20/19 the information about it in the Roman 
period reveals that it was an important priesthood, 
supplied by the Kerykes. The pyrphoros had a 
prohedria seat in the theater, was included among 

the aeisitoi at the end of the second century,'> and 
sometime in the first or second century began prac- 

ticing hieronymy, all of which were privileges only 
of the most prestigious priesthoods. Thus it would 

be unwise to assume that the pyrphoros did not exist 
from an early date; and also unwise to assume that he 

gained in importance only towards the end of or after 
the Hellenistic period ; for there are also very few testi- 

monia for the sacred herald and altar-priest before 
the Roman Empire. However, it does seem safe to 
say that this priest had a low position in the cult 
as a whole. He is not mentioned in the law of ca. 
460 B.c. (whereas the sacred herald and altar-priest 
are),’ and in the Eleusinian Endowment of 160-170 
he appears only at the end of the second column of 

priests, with several priests intervening between the 
altar-priest and himself. It is only when he is in- 

cluded in a limited group of Eleusinian priests that 
he appears directly after the altar-priest, as in the 
aeisitor lists and the decree of 20/19 in honor of the 
daduch Themistocles (where he even appears ahead 
of the sacred herald). 

IX. OTHER SACRED OFFICIALS 

Darduvene 

This sacred official is attested as early as the end of 

the sixth century in a fragmentary boustrophedon in- 
scription,! next in the list of officials in the Eleusinian 

Endowment of ca. 160-70 A.p.,?> and finally in a 
decree of 221/2 A.p.? Besides his title, which indi- 
actes that he was concerned with the care of statues 

1L, Robert (R.E.G. 79 [19667]: pp. 746-748) discu 
merous instances of the pyrphoros throughout Greece. 
Eleusinian pyrphoros is to be distinguished from the mvppépos & 
axpoméhews ; cf. J. H. Oliver, Hesperia 21 (1952): p. 394, n. 34. 

12 See nos. 3 and 4 and append. II1. 
1 See above, pp. 1011 and 77. 
1 Sokolowski, Supplément, 1, whose restorations cannot be re- 

garded as certain; for the most accurate edition see the editio 

princeps, L. H. Jeffery Hesperia 17 (1948): pp. 86-111 (= S.EG., 
)8 

2 See above, pp. 35-36. 
3 1.G., 112, 1078-1079; for the date see Notopoulos, Hesperia 18 

(1949) : pp. 37-39. 
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and other objects of the cult, the only other informa- 
tion about his functions comes from the decree of 
221/2 (which concerns the restoration of elements of 
the festival in pristinum splendorem). It mentions 

(lines 16-18) that when the procession from Eleusis 
with the hiera arrives at the Eleusinion in Athens 

“the padurris 7oty eoly, in accordance with ancestral, 

custom, announces to the priestess of Athena that the 
hiera and escort have arrived.” 

No dedications honoring incumbents of this priest- 
hood are preserved, probably a sign of its minor 
status. In the list in the Eleusinian Endowment, 

however, he precedes the Iakchagogos, the pyrphoros, 
and the ravayss. 

Although this priest is attested as far back as the 

end of the sixth century, he is not mentioned among 
the priests of the Kerykes in the decree of 20/19 in 
honor of the daduch Themistocles,* and so we may 
be reasonably certain that this sacred official was 
drawn from the Eumolpidae. 

Taveyne 

In the law of ca. 460 B.C.? it was ordained that the 
iepeds 6 [ravayns] would receive one obol from each 
of the initiates at the Mysteries; in this law he is 
listed after the daduch, altar-priest, and sacred herald, 
to mention only priests of the Kerykes. 

1. Oedpihos Mevexparovs Xoeidns. Decree in honor of 
the daduch Themistocles, above, p. 51, line 13. 

In office in 20/19. 

In the list of priests of the Kerykes who testified in 
favor of honoring the daduch Themistocles, Theo- 
philus is called 6 ravayns knpvé; he is preceded by the 
altar-priest, the pyrphoros, and the herald of the Two 

Goddesses (the sacred herald). 

He is otherwise unknown, but may be related to 

Oedohos ‘Epuaiokov XoAeidys (1.G., 112, 2461, line 126, 

a list of members of Leontis, middle of the first 
century B.C.). 

AUGUSTAN PERIOD 

A seat in the prohedria of the Theater of Dionysus 
inscribed®: khpvkos Tavayobs| xal fepébws. 

. 'Taowr Zhfov 6 kal Abyiopos ‘Ayvoboros. I.G., 112, 3664. 
In office in the first quarter of the second century 

v, 

His incumbency is dated by 7.G., 112, 3664, which 
was dedicated by the Boule of the Six Hundred, i.e., 

before 127/8, and by the fact that he is the father of 

4 See above, pp. 10-11 and 77. 
5 See te: bove, p. 51, line 48. 
6 I.G., 112, 5048; for the description and dating of this inscrip- 

tion see now M. Maass, Die Prohedrie des Dionysostheaters in 
Athen (Munich, 1972): p. 121: ¢f. below, Appendix III.  
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three boys who were ephebes in this period.” Kape- 
tanopoulos lists other members of this family who 
appear in lists of ephebes and prytaneis.® 

Jason is called simply 6 mavayss in 1.G., 112, 3664, 
as well as the priest of several other deities: ‘Epuzs 

IIuMrys kal Xapdbrys, T'7 “Huepos, and II6fos. Hermes 
Pyletes is probably the Hermes Propylaeus at the 
entrance of the Acropolis, mentioned by Pausanias 
(I, 22, 8).° Interestingly, Pausanias also relates, 

depending on how you take his words, either that a 
representation of the Xéapires stood next to Hermes 
Propylaeus or that both Hermes and the Graces were 
in one and the same representation. Such a connec- 

tion with the Graces may have something to do with 
the epithet Xapwdrys, and so ‘Epuns ITuljrns kal 

Xapudwrns may be one and the same cult. I'y “Huepos 
is believed by Wilhelm to be identical with Iy 
Kovporpbpos who was worshipped on the Acropolis.! 
A cult of IIéfos is unattested for Athens but may be 
involved with the cult of 'Agpodirn Iévénuos and Iebd. 
In I.G., 112, 3664 Jason is honored apparently for his 

service as {dropos in the cult of Asclepius and Hygeia. 

160-170 

Of the priests of the Kerykes listed in the Eleusinian 
Endowment!! the ravay#s follows the daduch, sacred 
herald, altar-priest, and pyrphoros, that is, the same 

officials who preceded him in the decree of 20/19.12 

3. IIémhwos ‘Epévwios Aégurmos Ilrolepaiov “Epuewos. 1.G., 

2382 9313110 8IS G678 669 RS 61703 Tl AR 

H 104. F. Millar, J.R.S. 59 (1969): pp. 19-29, 
with stemma. In office from ca. 250 to ca. 280. 

He is called iepeds mavay#s in all the epigraphical 

testimonia except 1.G, 112, 2931 (which he dedicated as 
archon) and 1.G., 112, 3667 (which he and his brothers 

dedicated to their father). He was panegyriarch, 
agonothete of the Panathenaea, basileus, and archon. 
His historical writings and his part in the Athenian 
defense against the Herulians are well described by 
Millar. His family belonged to the Kerykes; two 

members had already served as sacred heralds (nos. 
7 and 9), his uncle and grandfather. The family was 

among the most distinguished in the intellectual and 
civic life of Athens in the second and third centuries. 

We have no certain information about when he 

assumed this priesthood; approximately the middle 
of the third century would seem to be a reasonable 

7 Sometime between 112/3-125/6 (I1.G., 11%, 2029). The sons 
are: Zrparwy, 'Amo\dwios, and Awbpavros. This identification was 
made by E. Kapetanopoulos, 'Apx. "E¢. 1968: pp. 191-192. 

5 Tbid. 
® Cf. Frazer, Pausanias’s Description of Greece 2: pp. 268-273; 

W. Judeich, Topographie von Athen? (Munich, 1931), p. 224. 
0 Pausanias, I, 22, 3; Wilhelm, Beitrige zur griechischen In- 

schriftenkunde (Wien, 1909), p. 95. 
1 See above, pp. 35-36. 
12 See above, p. 51, line 13. 
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guess. Millar shows that it is unlikely that he died 
before the mid 270’s. 

4. Oebddwpos. 

NUEPOKANNES. 

Etymologicum Magnum, p. 429, 

Uncertain date. 
S.0. 

In the Etymologicum Magnum (loc. cit.) there is 
mentioned a description of the fuepokal\és by Oeddwpos 

6 mavayrs mpoogayyopevduevos & T wpwrw mepl Knplkwy 

yévous.'? 

REMARKS 

In the absence of any evidence it would be idle to 

speculate on the function of this priest.* There is 
only a hint of a development in his title. Around 
460 B.C. he was called iepevs 6 [ravayss], in 20/19 k7pvé 
mavayss, in the late third century iepeds Tavayss, and on 

the seat in the Theater of Dionysus kal iepéws appears 

to be a later addition to k#fpukos mavayols. This sug- 
gests that his name changed from iepeds Tavayss to 

knpvE mavayhs and back again to {epets. (In the early 
second century an inscription records just mavayfs.) 
Perhaps the change in title, if it is a real one, corre- 
sponded to a change in function. 

The available evidence indicates that he was drawn 
from the genos of the Kerykes. 

Toxxaywyog 

He is mentioned in the list of officials appended to 
the Eleusinian Endowment' of ca. 160-170 and he 

has a seat in the prohedria of the Theater of 
Dionysos.’® His function is clear from his title: he 

carried or accompanied the statue of “Iaxxos. Since this 
deity was a latecomer to the cult, probably as a per- 
sonification of the mystic cry,!” so too of course was 

this priest. It would be interesting to know from 
which genos he came, but the evidence is only of a 

negative sort. He is not in the list of the priests of 
the Kerykes in the decree of 20/19 for the daduch 
Themistocles'®; thus he was probably a Eumolpid. 

The only known incumbent is: Awrigios Mapabféovios. 

1.G., 112, 3733, 3734, 4771, 4772. In office in 126/7. 
He was cosmete in 126/7 (1.G., 112, 3733 and 3734). 

In 1.G., I1%, 3734 he is not named but called &é8\és 

1 For the full quotation see above, p. 33, n. 149. 
1 The wavayeis mentioned by Pollux, I, 35 (ed. Bethe) cannot 

be understood to mean that there was more than one ravays; for 
all the officials in this sentence are named in the plural. Julian, 
Oratio V, 173c-d (ed. Hertlein) writes: domep évraifa (i.e., in 
the cult of the Mother) 76 77s yevéoews alrion dmoréuverar, obrw 8¢ 
kal mapd ' Anpalois ol TGy dpphTey dmTéuevor Tavayeis elot, kai 6 TobTwy 
éapxwr lepopayys k7N, 1 do not think that this refers to our 
priest, but that Julian is saying that all the priestly participants 
of the cult who had some “contact’” with the hiera were ravayeis, 
pure in some ritual sense or perhaps practicing chastity during the 
festival. 
15 See above, pp. 35-36. He also appears in the list of Eleu- 
ini ts in Pollux, I, 35 (ed. Bethe). 

10 1.G., 11%, 5044 and append. III. 
17 See Foucart, 1914: pp. 110-113. 
18 See above, pp. 50-52.  
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["TékxoJv eipombhos vuxiwy wvoTird[ Nos gurd Jowr. He still 
has the title of 'Takxaywyés in two other dedications, 
1.G., 112, 4771 and 4772, which do not belong to the 
year in which he was cosmete; this led Foucart to con- 
clude that the priesthood was held for lifel? These 
dedications seem to indicate that he was also a priest 
in the cult of Isis. 

Hieronymy was not observed. 

‘Tegevc Beov xar Oedc 

Nilsson argues persuasively that the feds xal fed are 
Pluton and Persephone.2 

1. Aakpareldns Zworpdrov 'Tkapiets. I1.G., 112, 1941, line 
7; 2336, line 196; 2452, line 41; 4037; 4701; 
Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 2, line 12; 14, line 9; 
23, line 9. In office around the end of the second 
century B.C. 

On a great relief which he set up at Eleusis as a 
xapioripor to Demeter and Kore and fe4s and feq and 
Eubouleus he is called iepeis Beod kal feds kal EdBovkéw[s 

————]2 The dedication was made on behalf of 
himself, his sons Sostratus and [DionysiuJs and his 

[wife]? Dionysia. He himself was a thesmothete 
in 98/7%; his son Sostratus was a pythaist in 106/5; 

and his other son Dionysius was an ephebe in the 

Pythais in the same year.?” Thus the birth date of 
Lacrateides would appear to be around 160-170. 

Part of a damaged head in the relief is identified 

His by a nearby inscription as that of Lacrateides. 
hair is long and is bound by a strophion. 

2. Eipnvaios Eipnraiov Mawamets. I1.G., 112, 1772, line 8; 

2047; 2048. In office in 140/1 A.D. 

I1.G., 11%, 2047 and 2048 show that he was cosmete 
in 140/1 and was also called iepeds feov kal Beds. His 
son Dionysius was ephebe in this year (1.G., 11, 2048) 

and prytanis in 162/3 (1.G., 112, 1772, line 8). 

191914 : p. 208. 
2 Geschichte 1: pp. 470-471; Archiv fur Religionswissenschaft 

32 (1935): pp. 89-92 (= Opuscula, 2: pp. 555-558). 
M [.G., I12,4701. Itis possible that he was at this time a priest 

of other gods as well, for the inscription continues with EtBovhéw[s 

————] kal 7@v [ Jwv 7ov|[=—~]. Philios’s restoration, xal 
18y [ovuBdpJwr Tob|[ros], is far from certain. 

22 Daughter is also possible. 
EIGHRIIER0836,8line N 1968 (SRS Dow, H:SIC-P.r 51 [119401]: 

p. 121, line 202); Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 2, line 12. 
2 1.G., 112, 1941, line 7; Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 14, line 9. 

This is my interpretation; Kirchner believes (ad. I.G., 112, 1941) 
that the pythaist was a cousin of Lacrateides. However, since 
Sostratus probably was the oldest son, and his brother was ephebe 
in 106/5, it is quite possible that he was older than his brother by 
ten years or more, old enough in fact to be pythaist in this year. 
Kirchner believes that Sostratus the son of Lacrateides was a 
irmebs in the Pythais of 106/5 (Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 28, 

col. I11, line 32), but the irmebs in question is a Sostratus of the 
tribe Attalis with no patronymic or demotic gi and so he 
cannot be identified with probability as the son of Lacrateides. 

25 Fowilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 25, line 9. 
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160-170 A.D. 

lepels Beo[ b kai feas — — —] appears next to last in the 

second column of the Eleusinian Endowment of ca. 
160-170.2¢ 

REMARKS 

Apparently Eubouleus was not always served by 
the priest of the God and the Goddess as the case of 
no. 2 seems to show. 

This priest was not among those of the Kerykes in 
the decree of 20/19 in honor of Themistocles the 
daduch, and so the priesthood was probably a 

Eumolpid one. Although this priest served hier- 
onymous deities, he himself seems not to have been 

hieronymous, at least not before 140/1, which is in 
keeping with his minor position in the cult. 

‘Teoevc Tormzodeuoy 

The only known incumbent is [’A¢p JoSeioios Zrepdvov 
[MapafJéwwos of the mid third century a.p. (I.G., 112, 
3705), who is otherwise unknown. The priesthood 
appears at the bottom of the list in the Eleusinian 
Endowment?; in fact, it appears from the writing 
that it was added as an afterthought. The priest of 
Triptolemus does not appear among the priests of the 
Kerykes who testified on behalf of the daduch Themis- 
tocles in 20/19. This was probably therefore a 
Eumolpid priesthood. 

‘Itgere MMovzwvoc 

She is attested only once, in a “‘sacred calendar’’ of 

ca. 330—ca. 270, where she apparently has a function 
relating to a celebration of Thesmophoria but not the 
Mysteries.?s Nevertheless, Dow and Healey are prob- 

ably right in maintaining that she functioned also in 
the Mysteries, in which Pluto was a prominent 
deity.” 

‘Tuveyoryot 

Three of them are listed among the priests of the 
Kerykes in the decree of 20/19 for the daduch Themis- 
tocles.*® The only other mention of them is in the list 

of priests in Pollux, I, 35 (ed. Bethe) where they are 
called: duvwéol, twirpiaw. In view of this and the 

obvious part that they would have in the procession 
of the Mysteries it seems reasonable to suppose that 
they belonged to this cult. 

Of the three duraywyol in the decree for Themistocles, 
the first, '"Apworédnuos 'Apyeiov T pwopiaios, was the son 

26 Hesperia 21 (1952): p. 381, line 55 (= I.G., 112, 1092); see 
above, pp. 35-36. He was actually last in the first engraving of 
this document; the priest of Triptolemus was added later (see 
below). 

27 Ibid., line 56. 
28 Dow and Healey, 1965: line 24. 

2 Ibid., pp. 35-36. Foucart assumed this also (1914: p. 220). 
3 See the text above, p. 51, lines 18-20.  
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of the archon of 98/7%; the second, Mevvéas Mevvéov 

*A{nwiebs, is probably to be identified with a prytanis 
of 50-40,2 and is perhaps related to the archon 
Menneas son of Zopyrus®; and the third, ®M\juwy 
Fi\Mjuovos Mehirebs, was the son of a immebs in the 

Pythais of 106/5.% 

‘“Tegeve A1bopogog 

1. Awoifeos Kheoutvous MapabBiwwos. Decree for Themis- 

stocles the daduch, lines 15-18 (see text above, 

. Sl n office mt20/A19 

He is called 6 Aflogbpos Tob iepod Mbov and was simul- 

taneously (lepeds Aws ‘Oplov kal 'Afqvas ‘Optas kal 

Tocebivos poa{(B)aflolrnpiov kal Iooedivos Oeuehiobyov. 
Kapetanopoulos® points out that line 4 of I.G., 112, 

1727 (= Hesperia 3 [1934]: p. 147 and fig. 2) should 

read Agglfeos Kheoubvovs M[apafwios] rather than 
Swolfeos ; in which case our man was basileus “‘paullo 
ante 63/2(?)”. For a stemma of the family see I.G., 

112, 3488. 

SECOND CENTURY A.D. 

There is a seat in the prohedria of the Theater of 
Dionysus designated as the seat of the {epéws Nfogdpou 
(I.G., 112, 5077) ; iepéws is carved by a separate hand. 

2. M Abphphwos  Aogopos Ilpbodextos  IliaTokpdrovs 

Keparifer. I.G., 112, 3658 (= Oliver, 1941: no. 

27). In office around 200 A.D. 

According to the dedication in his honor, he was an 

ambassador, archon of the Kerykes, and archon of the 

Sacred Gerousia, and he was awarded Roman citizen- 
ship by Commodus. It is interesting how Mfogépos is 

incorporated into his name; it seems to imitate names 

with hieronymy. 

The function of the \fogépos is unknown, mainly 

because we do not know the nature of the iepés Niflos 

which he evidently carried.?® It is clear that the 

priesthood belonged to the Kerykes, but the evidence 
is tenuous at best for linking it to the cult of the 
Mysteries. It does not appear in the Eleusinian 

Endowment, though it is possible that it was squeezed 

in between the second column of the list of priests and 

the margin. 

31 For the archon, 'Ap~yeios 'Apyelov Tpuoptaos, see P.A., 1586 
and Meritt, The Athenian Year, p. 238 (with bibliography). The 
father of the archon I think is probably to be restored in I.G., 112, 
24435, a list set up around 140, so that line 11 should read: [’ Apyeios 
'Ap Jiorodhipov T pukoptios. 

32 Hesperia 36: (1967): p. 237, no. 47, line 4. 
# [.G., 112, 1718, line 2 (36/5-18/7 B.C.). 
% Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 28, col. II, line 29; see Sundwall, 

N.P.A., p. 163, with stemma. 

3 'Eg. "Apx., 1968: p. 177. 
36 For the best discussion of the nature of this priest see P. 

Roussel, 1934 : pp. 824-827. 
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OTHERS 

An alleged special group of priestesses called the 

itpecar mavayels owes its existence partly to a missing 

comma. Bethe in his edition of Pollux, I, 35, has the 

correct punctuation: iépeww, mavayeis. The latter 

refers in the plural to the mavay#ss (see above, pp. 

05-96), just as all the other names of priests in this 

part of the list are in the plural. None of the other 

evidence alleged for them relates convincingly to 

the Mysteries at Eleusis.?” 
It is unclear whether the gloss in Hesychius about 

the 0pavés—o6 dyviorns 7év 'ENevowiwy refers to a priest 

at the Mysteries. 
The vewkbpos might have a better claim to priestly 

status, but he is attested in only one inscription, the 

account of the epistatai of 329/8, where there is no 

sign that he had duties any more important than those 

of a sacristan: the vewxépos Ilépans, who Kirchner did 

not think was an Athenian, is mentioned as having 

something to do with intestines, perhaps getting rid 

of them or purchasing them?®; repairs of a vewrdpior are 
mentioned several times.® 

Acsrgitnce 

In Pollux, I, 35 (ed. Bethe) we find appended to a 

list of Eleusinian priests and priestesses: "Taxxaywyos 

yap Kal kovpoTpbgos kal daepiTns, kal boa ToabTa, Ui TGV 

"Arrwav. The first of these certainly was a sacred 

official at Eleusis; the second certainly was not, which 
puts in doubt the ascription of the third to the 
Mysteries at Eleusus. A daeplrys is not attested else- 
where. If such a priesthood existed in connection 

with the Mysteries at Eleusis, it must have been a 

rather minor one. Nilsson believes the goddess 
Daeira to be Pluto’s sister, who guarded Kore in the 
underworld.* 

X. HEARTH-INITIATES (Ilaidec d¢’ é6ziac) 
INTRODUCTION 

The mais 4o’ éorias (punbels or punfeiva) appears in the 
list of recipients in the Eleusinian Endowment of 

37 For a full discussion see Foucart (1914: pp. 214-215) who is 

of the opposite opinion. It seems to me that the regular priest- 
esses of the sanctuary could sometimes be called wavayeis but 

only in reference to the practice of chastity during the festival. 
38 [.G., 112, 1672, line 123. On the vewrépos in general cf. P. 

Stengel, Kultusaltertiimer®, pp. 51-52; H. Krister, R.E. 16 (1935): 

coll. 2422-2424. A Perses appears on a fourth century grave 
inscription at Eleusis (B.C.H. 94 [1970]: p. 912). 

# Lines 164, 181, 201, 208. 
40 See his full treatment of this problematical goddess in Archiv 

fiir Religionswissenschaft 32 (1935): pp. 82-83 (= Opuscula 
Selecta, 2: pp. 545-547). It is not clear to me whether the 
“priestess of Demeter”” who according to one source must absent 
herself when sacrifice is made to Daeira is the priestess of Demeter 
at Eleusis. Another full discussion of ancient and modern inter- 
pretations is given by P. Moraux, Une imprécation funéraire @ 
Néocésarée (Paris, 1958), pp. 30-38.  
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160-170 A.p.,! which consists almost entirely of priests 

(the only certain non-priest being the archon of the 
Eumolpidae). Porphyry includes the maides in a dis- 

cussion of priests, and even attributes to them sacerdo- 

tal functions. His description of them reads?: 8rep yap 

& 70ls puaTnplos 6 a¢’ éorias Neybuevos mwais dvrl mhvTwy 

TOV pvoviévwy amouetocoerar T Oeiov, GkpuBls Opdv Ta 

TPOTTETOYMéVA, TOUTO KaTd T vy kal moNets of (lepels 

dtwavrar dvrl wavTwy Bbovtes Kal 70 Oelov wpooaybuevol Sud 

775 eboeBetas els Ty oewv kndeuoviav. Nevertheless, we 

cannot conclude that the mais 4¢’ éorias was regarded 
as a lepes, but simply that he (or she) offered prayers 
or sacrifices on behalf of all the initiates and perhaps 
also on behalf of the city, and in so doing assumed on 
this occasion quasi-sacerdotal functions. The high 
respect accorded them stands out clearly in the great 
number of dedications of the Hellenistic and Roman 
period erected in their honor, including many by the 
Areopagus, Boule, and Demos. 

The principal clue concerning their function ought 
to lie in the phrase a¢’ éo7ias, and several scholars have 
accordingly tried to determine what the phrase means. 

To date the most accepted interpretations are those 
of Foucart,® who identifies ¢ésria with the public hearth 
in the Prytaneum and so views the pais as ‘‘le repré- 

sentant de la cité qui est symbolisée par le foyer 
public,” and of G. Méautis,* who associates a¢’ éorias 

with the proverb a¢’ éorias dpxesfar (i.e., ‘‘beginning 

with what is essential, beginning from the beginning’’) 
and then interprets punfels a¢’ éorias in the following 

sense: ‘‘cet enfant est le premier initié, I'initié type, 
I'initié primordial.” According to his interpretation, 

4o’ éotias is equivalent to ar’ apxiys; éoria means 
essentially dpx#, the primordial; and the proverb a¢’ 

éortas dpxesar developed with this primordial aspect 
of éoria in mind. He gives scant attention, however, 

to the metaphorical origin of the proverb. When 

sacrificing to a series of gods, one customarily sacri- 

ficed to Hestia first®; so “‘starting with Hestia” came 

to mean the same as ‘‘starting from the beginning.” 
Consequently it does not seem permissible to ascribe 

to éoria any inherent meaning of ‘‘beginning.” This 
meaning evolved out of a sacrificial custom, and 
apparently did not exist independently of a¢’ éorias 
dpxeofar.® Thus, if a¢' éorias means ‘‘original”’ or 

11.G., 112, 1092 (= Hesperia 21 [1952]: pp. 381-382): see 
above, pp. 35-36 and below, pp. 110, 111. 

2 De Abstinentia, 1V, 5. 

3 Foucart, 1914: pp. 277-281, followed by O. Kern, 1935: col. 
1236, and by Deubner, 1932: p. 74. 

4R.E.A.39 (1937): pp. 105-107. Nilsson, Geschichte, 2: p. 92, 
n. 4, suggests the possibility that éoria meant “family,” i.e., the 
Eumolpidae and Kerykes (which probably was not true, as will 
be shown below), but takes no firm position. 

5See A. Preuner, Lexikon der griechischen und romischen 
Mythologie, ed. Roscher, s.v. Hestia, coll. 2614-2620. 

5In the phrase ar’' @&\\ns éorlas kal dpxis Tas mphles 

mpoxepiiopévay (Strabo, 1, 1, 16) éoria has the metaphorical mean- 

ing of “‘center,” “places which are to a country as a hearth istoa 

house” (L.S.J., s.v. éoria I, 5). éorlas kal dpxis is a hendiadys 
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“primordial”’ in the phrase wais d4¢’ éorias, more con- 
clusive evidence is needed to prove this than the fact 

that it meant ‘“from the beginning’’ in the proverb. 
Foucart’s theory that the boy represents the city, 

that the hearth is accordingly the hearth of the 
Prytaneum, has a bit of support in the notice in 
Bekker, Anecdota Graeca (p. 204): 'A¢’ éorias pumbivac: 

0 & 70w mpokplrwy 'Abnvalwy kMjpw Naxwv mails dnuociq 

uunfels.  For the fact that the child was initiated at 

public expense tends to indicate that he was in some 
way considered a representative of the city, in which 
case the ‘“hearth” could well have been the main 
hearth of the city, the one located in the Prytaneum. 
At any rate, the ‘“hearth,” whether it is the one in the 

Prytaneum or some other hearth, was probably a real, 
specific hearth, and the initiation of the child prob- 
ably had some direct physical relation to it,” perhaps 

as the starting-point of the uinois® or perhaps as the 
locale of some ceremony which took place even before 
the winas. 

The custom of the rais 4¢’ éorias was very old. Itis 

attested as early as around 460 B.c., in an inscription 

which is unfortunately mutilated and uncertainly re- 
stored in the section where the mais is mentioned.? 

Myests in this inscription, and apparently throughout 
the fifth century, still had its original meaning of 

‘“pre-initiation,” that is, an introductory ceremony 
that took place before the candidate became a mystes, 
before the telete.’® 

An unpublished inscription discovered near the 
Eleusinion in the Athenian Agora,'* which dates ap- 

parently to the second quarter of the fourth century 
or perhaps slightly later, sheds new light on the way 

here, signifying “central starting-point” or ‘‘center as starting- 
point.”  Both éoria and dpx# with their separate meanings are 
essential to the sense of the passage; if éoria meant by itself 
“central starting-point,” there would have been no need for apx, 

and if éo7ia meant apx, the passage would make no sense. 
7A. Mommsen, Heortologie (Leipzig, 1864), pp. 239-240, sug- 

gested that the hearth was in the sanctuary at Eleusis: “ein 
heiliger Heerd der Demeter, in dessen Nidhe der Erwihlte die 
Weihe fur alle nahm. Die Aeltern hofften ihrem Kinde durch 
die Weihen vom Heerd reichen Segen zu gewinnen.” In a foot- 
note to p. 239 he says: “Vielleicht kann man auch die Stelle des 
Hymnus 236-240 heranziehen, wo Demeter an ihrem Pflegling 
eine Unsterblichkeitsweihe (v. 242) vollzieht. Sie bedient sich 
dabei des Herdfeuers. . . .”” Considering the many aetiological 
elements in the hymn the suggestion is a very attractive one. 

80n the winows see above, p. 13. For the hearth of the 

Prytaneum as a starting point for a procession ¢f. the regulation 
concerning the orgeones of Bendis, Sokolowski, Lots sacrées, 46, 

lines 6-7 (= I1.G., 112, 1283): rip wovmiy mévmew &mod T7s éorias Tis 

&k Tob mpuravelov. Cf. also the elcaywyn amo ris éoxapas, though 
not related to the Prytaneum, Pickard-Cambridge, The Dramatic 
Festivals of Athens, rev. J. Gould and D. M. Lewis (Oxford, 1968), 
pp. 59-61. It should be noted that the Croconidae, who were 
associated with the Eleusinian cult, apparently administered a 
sanctuary of Hestia (1.G., 112, 1229, line 6). 

9 1.G., 12, 6; for the test see above, pp. 10-11; the lines in ques- 
tion are 24-26. 

10 See above, p. 13. 
11 C, Edmonson, who will soon publish this inscription, has 

kindly allowed me to cite this passage.  
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the maides ap’ éorias were selected. Lines 41-2 read: 

mepl 76 4’ [éarias xpi Top Baot INéa mpoayopebew yphpeadar 

7ou BLoNJéuevor 'Abny[atwy R 
0 Juépars [ & 0¢ 7oy ypalWapévwy KkAnpoltw 6 
Baauheds T[] vounviar 70[v a¢’ éorias Thus 
any Athenian who wished to have his child become an 

4¢’ éorlas merely had to register the child’s name, and 
on the first day (presumably of Boedromion) the 
basileus selected the pais by lot from those registered. 
The fact that the basileus was involved tends to 
signify great antiquity for the institution. The 

manner of selection is in complete accord with the 
approximately contemporary statement made by 
Isaeus in a lost speech™: ‘0 4o’ éorias pvotueros "ABnyaios 
Fv méwrws. K\Mhpw 6¢ Naxwr éuveito. The statement in 

Amnecdota Graeca (see above) adds that the cost 
of myesis of this child was paid at public expense 
(6nuocia), and that the child was 6 & rav mpokpirwr 

"Abpraiey. Foucart's suggestion that & r@v mpokpirwy 
signifies a list of pre-selected candidates, such as 

Aristotle mentions in connection with selection for 
political office,!? is ruled out by the Agora inscription 

unless this represents a change from an earlier law 
that required such a list. The phrase, I suspect, 
should rather be derived from the fact that in the 
Hellenistic and Roman period numerous monuments 
were dedicated at Eleusis to maides a¢’ éorias of dis- 

tinguished families, i.e., mpokpiror.t* 

THE INDIVIDUALS 

The dates indicated for the following hearth-initi- 
ates are those of the individual's year of initiation. 

The dedicatory monument listed in each case is as- 
sumed to have been erected not long after that time 
unless it is otherwise clear that it was not. 

I1.G.,112,3478. Around 1. Avoias’Aprépwros Haraviebs. 

iiSPEYcY 

Kirchner identified this boy with the Lysias son of 
Artemon of Paiania who was priest of Apollo around 
the end of the second century (I.G., 112, 2452, line 21) 

and whose grandson was ephebe in 107/6 (1.G., 112, 
1011, line 106). It is clear from Kirchner’s stemma 

of the family of the dedicators'® of the statue base of 
the hearth-initiate (1.G., I1?, 3478) that they probably 
dedicated it in the last quarter of the century, since 
the akme of the two known dedicators is assigned to 
“around 120.” If we identify the hearth-initiate 
with the priest of the end of the century, we have to 
assume that they made the dedication when they were 

very young. It therefore seems more likely that it 
was made to the Lysias son of Artemon of Paiania 

2 Harpocration, s.v. 4@’ éorias punfivac. 
18 Foucart, 1914: p. 278. Aristotle, Ath. Pol., 8. 
14 In Dio Cassius mpékpiros is used to translate princeps; cf. 

SRSt 

5 Ad I1.G., 112, 3488. 
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who was ephebe in 107/6 and grandson of the priest 
of Apollo. 

2 e[ 

century. 

I1.G., 112, 3477. Second half of second 

She is honored by the Boule and the Demos as 

hearth-initiate, kanephoros at the Panathenaea, and 

kanephoros in the Pythais. The date is derived from 
the priestess of Athena, Habryllis, daughter of Micion 

of Kephisia.!® 

3. The dedication to a girl hearth-initiate in Hesperia 
37 (1968) : p. 289, no. 29, dated there by its lettering 

to around 200 B.cC., could perhaps belong to any 
time in the second century. 

4. ®iNioriov Awwvatov ‘Alavéws Ouydrnp. Below, 

pend. VI. End of second century. 

Her base was set up by her father around the end 
of the second century, while Glauce daughter of 
Menedemus of Kudathenaion was priestess of Demeter 
and Kore (no. 5). 

ap- 

5. 'Erpdvea 'Afpvaydpov Mehiréws Buydmnp. I1.G., 112, 

3480. In the last quarter of the second century. 

Her father and her maternal grandfather were 
priests of Sarapis on Delos in 126/5 and 116/5 re- 

spectively.l” The base (I.G., II?, 3480) was set up 
by her maternal grandparents. 

6. Tuuoféa Mnydetov Tob Mndelov IMepaiéws Quydrnp. I1.G., 
112, 3491. Around the middle of the first century 

IBEES 

She belonged to the family of the Medeii of Peiraeus, 
which was very prominent in the civic life of Athens 
of the second and first centuries before Christ'®; her 

father was an exegete of the Eumolpidae and archon 
around 65. Her mother Diphila was a first cousin 

of her father. Her mother’s niece, Nicostrate, married 

the daduch Themistocles (no. 16) who was honored by 

his genos in 20/19. 
Her father was a Eumolpid. 

7. Daughter of a man of the deme Azenia. 

3492. 

ez 
Second half of the first century B.C. 

Inspection of this dedication shows that the follow- 
ing text is necessary : 

B e "A¢ Jniéws Bvy[a] 

[répa, Aéovros Tov TTvd Jawakros "A{ny[ (] 

[éws kal Awripov Tov] Awddpov ‘ANau[€] 

Al ws vidw ae’ éorias ulunfeioar Afuln] 

[ 70 kal Képne dwébn Jxav. 

16 Cf. stemma ad P.A. 5966. 
17 Imscriptions de Délos, 2610. 

18 See stemma, P.4., II, p. 82. 

1 Oliver, Expounders, 1 19, pp. 146-147.  
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The disposition of the text is slightly altered, but 
Kirchner’s restorations are retained with the addition 
of definite articles (so J. H. Oliver) in lines 2 and 3. 

Diotimus son of Diodorus of Halai was the member 
of the Kerykes who proposed the decree honoring the 
daduch Themistocles (no. 16), and was one of the 
distinguished Athenians who participated with the 
hierophant in the lectisternium of Pluto.? He was 
also an exegete elected by the Demos.2 

8. [Awr Jipa, daughter of [ . . . Jcleides and Phaenarete. 
1.G., 112, 3499. Dated by lettering to first century 
before Christ. 

None of these persons is otherwise known. 

An unknown girl who was also kanephoros for 
Sarapis. I.G., I12, 3498, erected while Charion 

was priestess of Demeter and Kore (no. 7). In 
the first or second century B.c. 

1OV 0 AT I3 5 4 
IBICY 

Perhaps first century 

The top of the stone is preserved, showing that there 
is space for one more line above Skias’s text. The 

left side is original and shows that only three letters 
come before the nu in the first preserved line; there- 
fore Skias’s restoration of the name is highly unlikely. 

Only about one and one-half letters should be re- 

stored at the beginning of line 2. 

11. ['0Jkwia (?) Molvxéppov "A¢nuiéws Buyarnp. I.G., 112, 

3518.. Beginning of first century aA.D. Erected 
by the Boule. 

Her father was archon, her grandfather pytho- 
chrestus exegete, and her great-grandfather hoplite 
general, archon, and epimelete of Delos.? 

12. Aapidwov 'Amopiidos & Olov Buydrnpe. 'Apx. 'Eo. 

1971 pp. 114-115, no. 7 (= LG., 112, 3519 plus 
new fragment). For the stemma see O. Rein- 
muth, B.C.H. 90 (1966) : pp. 98-99, and 'Apx. 'Ee. 

loc. cit. Augustan. 

She comes from an illustrious family (see Rein- 

muth’s stemma) ; her maternal grandfather was prob- 
ably the archon of 52/1, her paternal grandfather 

appears to have been the archon of 46/5, and her 

father the archon of 20/19 (for the date see above, 

p. 50, note 30). 

GRS 
Around the 

13. ®u\yrw K)eouévovs Mapabuwviov Ovyarnp. 

3529. Stemma: ad I.G., 11%, 3488. 

beginning of first century A.D. 

0 1.G., 112, 2464, line 3. See above, p. 29. 

2 Oliver, Expounders, p. 149. : 
22 For the prosopography of this family see #bid., p. 148. 
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Her father was thesmothete in the beginning of the 
first century A.p. (I.G., 112, 1730, line 13). 

REPRESENTATIONS IN ART= 

For reasons that will become clear below, the study 
of the individuals will be briefly interrupted at this 
point in order to discuss the several sculptures which 
have been interpreted as representations of the hearth- 
initiate. A brief description of the features relevant 
to the identification of each sculpture follows. 

1. Figures 5-7. A statue of a boy now in the 
Palazzo dei Conservatori in Rome.?* The boy is 

leaning against a tree stump. Attached to the stump 

are a stafflike object, a wreath, and a ribbon looped 
around the wreath and hanging from it. He is 
wearing a short chiton and holding an object in front 
of him which is not preserved but is most likely a 
piglet. His hair is bound with a thin band. 

The wreath and the leaves on the stafflike object 

have been thought to be myrtle, and this led scholars 
to look to Eleusis for the person represented, where a 

boy and a piglet would naturally suggest the hearth- 
initiate. 

The statue was made in the Julio-Claudian (or 
possibly Hadrianic) period. L. Spaulding suggested, 
not very cogently in my opinion, that its original was 

a creation of a classicizing school of the first century 
B.C., perhaps the Pasitelean school.?> Most other 
opinions are that its original was a fifth-century 
creation,?® and we will return to this question below. 

2. Figures 8-9. An Antonine copy of the same 

original, now in the Palazzo dei Conservatori.?” It 
differs from the preceding in a few details. Nothing 

is attached to the tree stump; the fillet in the boy's 
hair is here a strophion; he is wearing a sandal on the 

right foot but his left foot is bare (but no sandal is 
represented on the right foot of no. 1, whose left foot 
is missing). 

3. Figure 10. 
nal, now in the Palazzo dei Conservatori.?® 

head is ancient. He is wearing a strophion. 

An Antonine copy of the same origi- 
Only the 

23 | have profited much in discussing the material of this section 
with my wife, Jacquelyn Collins Clinton. 

2 K. Esdaile, J.H.S. 29 (1909): pp. 1-5, pl. Ia; Helbig, Fiihrer 
durch die iffentlichen Sammlungen klassischer Altertiimer in Rom* 
(1966), no. 1503, with bibliography. 

25 The “Camillus” Type in Sculpture (Diss. Columbia, 1911), 
DRS08 

: 26 Cf. Helbig?, loc. cit.; G. Lippold, Die griechische Plastik 
(Handbuch der Archiologie 6, 3, 1, 1950), p. 130; B.S. Ridgeway, 
The Severe Style in Greek Sculpture (Princeton, 1970), p. 68, who 
groups nos. 1-3 near the Sosandra, i.e., ca. 460; Poulsen, Der 
strenge Stil (Copenhagen, 1937), pp. 79-80, argues for a Boeotian 
original of ca. 450. 

27 K. Esdail, op. cit., pl. Ib (the forearms and pig are restored); 
Helbig?, loc. cit. 

28 Amelung, Dissertationes di Pontificia Accademia, 2. Seria 9 
(1907) : pp. 115-35, tav. VI; Helbig?, loc. cit.  
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F16. 5. Conservatori boy (1). Courtesy of German 
Archaeological Institute at Rome. 

4. An Antonine copy of the head of the same 
original, now in the Terme Museum in Rome.? The 
fillet in the hair is identical to that of no. 1. 

Similar heads are located : 

. Paribeni, Museo Nazionale Romano (delle Terme), Sculture 
e del V. Secolo (Rome 1953), no. 39. It is from a herm. 

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC. 

F16. 6. Conservatori boy (1), side view. Courtesy of German 
Archacological Institute at Rome. 

5. In the Louvre.® 

6. At Ince Blundell Hall.* 

7. In the Wandel collection in Copenhagen.?® 
8. At Sicyon, discovered in the course of excavating 

a Roman house.* 

All of these boys (1-8) have a peculiar tuft of hair 

rising directly above the middle of the forehead. 

# B. Ashmole, 4 Catalog of the Ancient Marbles at Ince Blundell 
Hall (Oxford, 1929), no. 162, pl. 4. 

# Poulsen, Der strenge Stil, p. 79. 
3 Mpakrca 1935: p. 80, fig. 12.  
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FiG. 7. Conservatori boy (1). Courtesy of German 
Archaeological Institute at Rome. 

Similar in some respects to nos. 1-2 is a statue of a 
boy in the Leconfield collection.?* He is holding a 
piglet and is leaning against a stump on which is 
carved a knife in its sheath. On his head he has a 

laurel wreath. His short chiton is similar to the one 
in nos. 1-2. But although this statue is a similar 

type, it certainly is not a copy of the original of nos. 
1-8; and it does not have the same tuft of hair rising 

above the middle of the forehead. In fact, the laurel 
wreath and the knife show that the artist had a Roman 

context in mind, and so an identification with the 
hearth-initiate seems to be highly unlikely. 

In regard to nos. 1-8 the identification has been 
based essentially on the myrtle wreath and the staff- 
like object attached to the tree stump of no. 1. 

However, the “myrtle” wreath does not look like a 
real myrtle wreath (a good example of which is a 

silver myrtle wreath now in the British Museum).*® 
Thus it is either artificial, that is, the leaves were 
plucked from their branch and artificially arranged, or 

else it is highly stylized, so that in either case one could 
also regard the leaves as olive. And the same inter- 

# M. Wyndham, Catalogue of the Collection of Greek and Roman 
Antiquities in the Possession of Lord Leconfield (London, 1915), 

pp. 84-85, pl. 53 
35 [llustrated in Garden Lore of Ancient Athens (Excavations of 

the Athenian Agora, Picture Book No. 8, 1963), fig. 48. 

HEARTH-INITIATES 

“1G. 8. Conservatori boy (2). Courtesy of German 
Archaeological Institute at Rome. 

pretation is possible for the leaves protruding from 
the joints of the stafflike object. However, even 

though the wreath does not provide a clear indication 
of the original context, the stafflike object does point 

with considerable certainty to Eleusis. It has an 
exact parallel on the Eleusinian Niinnion tablet and 
on other Eleusinian monuments.?¢ It is certainly not 
a torch but rather a bundle of myrtle branches bound 
at intervals, with myrtle leaves protruding at the 
points of binding. The staffs have been given the 

name Baxxo. by modern scholars, perhaps incorrectly,?” 

# Several examples are collected by Pringsheim, 1905: pp. 16~ 
19. For a photograph of the Niinnion tablet see Mylonas, 
Eleusts, pl. 88. 

37 On the basis of a scholion to Aristophanes, Knights, line 408 
Baxxov 8¢ ob Tov Awbvvaor ékaNovy pévov, GNN& Kal mavTas Tols TeNoUrTas 

Ta 8pyta Baxxovs édlovy, ob wir &AN& kal Tods k\ddous ods ol mboTal  
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atori boy (2). 

Archaeolog 
Courtesy of German 

1l [nstitute at Rome. 

but whatever their name, they are usually depicted as 
being carried by mystai. 

The connection of these statues with Eleusis can 

fortunately be further tested against a class of statues 

of boys found both at Eleusis and near the Eleusinion 
in the Athenian Agora. Those from Eleusis, pub- 

lished by Kourouniotes,? are as follows: 

A. Figures 11-12. A portrait head of a boy wearing 

a crown (the body is not preserved).” The crown is 

handwoven; it is not a natural twig; the leaves look 

somewhat like myrtle but could be olive. The boy's 
hair is very short except for a long tuft growing from 

a point above the right ear and falling down behind it. 
Kourouniotes dates the statue to the first century 

after Christ. It is more probably a third century 
work, such as Harrison, 1953 : nos. 41 and 46, although 

the pupils of the eyes are not drilled. 

B. Figures 13-14. A portrait head of a boy wear- 
ing a crown (the body is not preserved).* The crown 

gépovow. But Pringsheim, 1905: p. 16 (¢f. Nilsson, Geschichte 
1: p. 126), pointed out that this statement seems to refer only to 

i 1c Mysteries and so does not reveal the name of the 
sinian object. 

8 Aentior 8 (1923): pp. 155-170. 
 Jbid., figs. 1la and 1b. 

4 Jbid., figs. 3 and 4. 

['I‘RANS, AMER. PHIL. SOC. 

B 
Conservatori boy (3). Courtesy of German 
Archaeological Institute at Rome. 

Fic. 10. 

is handwoven and the leaves are highly stylized. 
His hair is short, and a lock of hair just above his 

forehead over the right eye is represented as having 
been cut off. The caplike appearance of the hair is 

more simply rendered yet similar to that of Harrison, 
1953: no. 51, which she dates to the second half of 
the third century. 

It would be natural to assume that the unusual 
locks in both portraits had a religious significance; 
the custom is mentioned by Pollux®: &rpegor 8¢ Twes & 
mAarylov kbuny f) katdbmw 1) Urép TO wérwrov morauols 4 Oeols, 

Kal Gvopaiero mAoxuds 1 akONNus 9 gepd Tpux@r. Portrait 
A is therefore a representation of a boy before the 
cutting of this lock for dedication, and portrait B 
just afterwards. 

Since the only known boys (and girls) connected 
religiously with the Eleusinian sanctuary are the 
hearth-initiates, Kourouniotes' identification is un- 
doubtedly correct. 

C. A marble statuette of a boy carrying a myrtle- 
staff in his left hand, and in his right, originally, a 
piglet, traces of which are still visible.# His garment 

4B, 30, vol. I, p. 90 (ed. Bethe). 
Scheii 
885-9. 

* Kourouniotes, op. cit., fig. 8; better photograph in Mylonas, 
Eleusis, fig. 80. 

For a full discussion of 
schmuck see V. von Gonzenbach, B.C.H. 93 (1969): pp-  
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Fi1G. 11. Eleusis boy (A). 

reaches to below the knees and leaves his right shoulder 

bare. His hair is long, and a tuft (not mentioned by 
Kourouniotes) rises at the part just above the fore- 

head. He is not wearing a crown. Kourouniotes 
dates the statuette to the fourth century B.C.; Furt- 

wiingler® to the fourth or third century B.C. 

Another statuette, also found at Eleusis, may 
represent a hearth-initiate: 

D. A marble statuette, perhaps of a boy, with the 

head missing, depicting a person carrying a staff 

(damaged now but probably originally a myrtle- 

staff).# He originally carried a piglet in his right 
hand by its hind legs; its head and forelegs are still 

preserved on the base. His garment does not cover 

his right shoulder and reaches to just above the knees. 

The date of the statue according to Kourouniotes 
falls within the Roman period. 

The following portrait heads, published by E. B. 

Harrison, were found in the Athenian Agora®: 

9 Ath. Mutt. 20 (1895): p. 357. 
# Kourouniotes, op. cit., figs. 9 and 10. 

45 The Athenian Agora, 1, Portrait Sculpture (1953). 

HEARTH-INITIATES 

F1G. 12. Eleusis boy (A), side view. 

Harrison, 1953: no. 41, pl. 28. “This life-sized 
portrait shows a little boy wearing on his head a 

wreath of small, formal leaves stiffly arranged in pairs. 
His hair is cut short all over except for a single wavy 
lock about 11 cm. long which falls from the crown 

down the back of his head.” Itis dated to the second 
quarter of the third century A.n. The long lock is 
similar to those on A and B. 

F. Harrison, 1953: no. 42, pl. 27. Second quarter 

of the third century A.p. ‘““This is the portrait of an 

even younger child than the one represented in no. 41 

above. He wears a wreath of small leaves ranged 

in parallel sets of three, and he has a long scalp-lock 
on the back of his head. The hair is short. 

G. Harrison, 1953: no. 46, pl. 29. Third quarter 

of the third century A.p. ““This is a life-sized portrait 

of a young boy wearing on his head a wreath of tiny, 

close-packed leaves. His hair is cut quite short on 

all the preserved parts of the head, but since a piece 

of the back of the head is missing, it is not impossible 

that he wore a longer scalp-lock in back similar to 

that worn by no. 41 above.” The leaves of the  
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F16. 13. Eleusis boy (B). 

wreath, though arranged differently, are very similar 
to those in the wreath of the Conservatori boy, no. 1. 

These statues of hearth-initiates in the Agora are to 
be connected with the Eleusinion, near which a 

statue base of a hearth-initiate has been found.%¢ 
Apparently a donor sometimes had the option of 
setting up a statue of someone in connection with the 
Eleusinian Mysteries either at Eleusis or in the Eleu- 
sinion in the Agora (though the vast majority of such 
dedications was set up at Eleusis). 

An identification as hearth-initiate can be made 
with the most certainty for A, B, C, E, F, G. Dis- 
tinct characteristics these have in common are: (1) a 
specially woven wreath, undoubtedly of myrtle in 
view of the Eleusinian connection, the leaves of which 
are represented in a formalized manner; (2) a single 
long lock of hair obviously grown for a religious 
purpose. Among the previous group of statues, found 

46 Hesperia 37 (1968): p. 289, no. 29. Found “in the wall of a 
modern house over the area of the southwestern part of the 
Eleusinion.” 

[TRANSA AMER. PHIL. SOC. 

F1G. 14. Eleusis boy (B), side view. 

outside of Attica, these characteristics also occur in 

no. 1, which is the earliest in the nos. 1-8 group, and 
thus link nos. 1-8 with the Agora and Eleusis statues 

and assure the identification. The scalp-lock is of 

course rendered differently in nos. 1-8, since they 

are in the idealizing Early Classical style and not in 

the portrait style of the Eleusis and Agora group 

(A, B, E, F, G). No. 1 is further linked to Eleusis 

by the myrtle-staff attached to the tree stump. The 

only remaining element of no. 1 which requires ex- 

planation is the ribbon hanging from the wreath on 

the stump. It is similar to bands which sometimes 

hang down from the backs of strophia on statues of 
priests or from strophia carved on honorary monu- 

ments.*® It is the rawia or rawidor or A\npuvickos which 

47 By itself, however, the scalp-lock is not a convincing feature 
for an identification since the arrangement in the hair over the 
forehead in nos. 1-8 may be simply a hair style and have nothing 
to do with a religious custom. And it is quite conceivable 
that the custom did not exist at Eleusis in the fifth century but 
was introduced later. The same applies for-the tuft of hair in C. 

8 See, e.g., at Athens, Hesperia 23 (1954): p. 233 no. 1; at 
Smyrna, L. Robert, Hellenica, 11-12, pIN25%  
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was occasionally awarded together with a crown and 

sometimes probably had religious significance.* 
Nos. 2 and 3, the Antonine copies, are wearing on 

their heads not a wreath but a curled band, a strophion, 
the customary headdress of the hierophant and 

daduch. Thus the strophion was either a part of the 
headdress of the hearth-initiate as well, or, more likely, 

the Antonine copyist, ignorant of the precise Eleu- 
sinian context, added a well-known Eleusinian element 
which did not in fact form part of the ceremonial dress 

of the hearth-initiate. The short right sleeve of no. 2 

is certainly an error of the Antonine copyist, for 
initiates of the Mysteries kept their right arm bare,® 
a custom better reflected in no. 1, where the left arm 
is bare.” The contaminations, then, are striking 

only in the Antonine copies, and do not appear, except 
for one simple error in copying (the wrong arm bare), 
in the Julio-Claudian (or Hadrianic) copy. 

According to the above mentioned suggestion of L. 
Spaulding® the original of nos. 1-8 was a creation of 
a Hellenistic classicizing eclectic school, such as the 

Pasitelean school which was active around the 
beginning of the first century B.c. Though some 
historical support for this view might at first seem to 
be offered by the fact that the earliest preserved statue 
bases of hearth-initiates are from the second century 
(perhaps no earlier than the fourth quarter), this still 

does not preclude the possibility that at least the 
Julio-Claudian (or Hadrianic) copy is a direct copy of 
a fifth-century original. Statues of people (as op- 

posed to gods) were rare in the fifth century and we 

possess no statue base of any Eleusinian official of that 
time; yet an Early Classical statue of a hearth-initiate 
as a type could well have been set up as a dedication. 
A statement of Dio Chrysostom, usually overlooked 

as evidence for the hearth-initiate, offers some reason 
for regarding this possibility as a serious one. In his 

Rhodian Oration (written during the Flavian period), 

Dio attempts to persuade the Rhodians to abandon 

their dishonorable custom of re-using statue bases; at 

one point® he refers to those engaging in this who 

defend themselves with the argument that they 

are re-using only very ancient bases some of which 

9 1.G., 112, 1292, lines 11-12, xai [olrep[avéoJar faXNod 

[orepavwr aiw 7 Jawdien; for a discussion of this see E. Vanderpool, 

Aentiov 23 (1968): p. 6, with further references to the rawia, and 

L. Robert, 'Apx. 'E¢. 1969: pp. 22-2 Cf. also o7[é]pavor éNdas 

perd Tawidlov owwkiod, Sokolowski, Lois Sacrées de I’ Asie Mineure, 

11, lines 2-5 (= S.I.G3#, 1018), worn by a priest in Pergamon 

in the third century B.C.; orepavéoar BaN\oi oTepdvwr Kal 

Mu[p Jiokwr, 1.G., 112, 1297, lines 9-11; 1333, line 7; 1366, line 

25; and G. B. Hussey, Papers of the American School of Classi- 

cal Studies at Athens 5 (1886-1890): p. 136. Further references, 

including many not to the religious custom, are given'by @HBY 

Welles, Royal Correspondence in the Hellenistic Period (New 

Haven, 1934), p. 369. 

% See Mylonas, Eleusis, pp. 197, 201, 203, 209,'216‘ . 

51 In no. 1 the error is of a type very frequent in copies. 

52 0p. cit., p. 56 (see above, p. 101). 

% Oratio, XXXI, 90, 22-23 (ed. von Arnim, Vol. I, p. 245). 
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are uninscribed: olov 6rav Neywar Tois ogddpa dpxalos 
kataxpnobar kal Twas evar kal dvervyphpovs. He then 

gives two reasons of his own for the lack of inscrip- 
tions on these bases: the statues were of great men or 

heroes who did not need to be identified, or they were 
of gods. Among his examples he mentions™: «al 

map’ 'Abnvaioss 'ENevowiov pborov madds elkdw otk éxovoa 

emvypaghy. Kkakewor evar Néyovow ‘Hpakhéa. The only 
mystar at Eleusis who were maides, so far as is known, 
were the maides ¢’ éorias uunbévres, and if Sokolowski’s 

restoration of lines 24-26 of I.G., 12, 6 is correct,® 

there existed a regulation forbidding children to be 
initiates unless they were hearth-initiates. Thus it 

would appear that the statue mentioned by Dio was a 
hearth-initiate—unless he was actually Heracles. 
But the interpretation of the figure as Heracles looks 
very much like an uncritical attempt to explain an old 

uninscribed statue as that of a god (since he obviously 
was not a famous man), an explanation which Dio was 
none too eager to question because he might lose 

ammunition for his point. Heracles, in fact, as the 
stories go, was not initiated as a boy but as a man,®¢ 

and is so represented in a Hellenistic relief found in the 
Ilissos.”” Thus I think it unlikely that the statue to 

which Dio refers is a Heracles; at the same time it is 
understandable that someone wishing to identify an 

ancient statue of an initiate with a god would pick 
Heracles: most early statues were of gods or heroes 

or (impossible in this case) famous men, and Heracles’ 

initiation was well known. Of course, we do not 
know how ancient Dio’s g¢b6dpa dpxaia elkév was; but it 
may well have been Early Classical; at the least it 

suggests a serious possibility, on historical grounds, 
that the Roman copies could go directly back to-an 
Early Classical original. On artistic grounds I think 

that statue no. 1 does derive from a fifth-century origi- 

nal, perhaps in bronze, the corkscrew locks being a 
clear later addition, and that Spaulding’s assertion of 

a Hellenistic original for the reason that the statue 
shows ‘“‘a knowledge of anatomy and technical skill” 
and ‘“‘a sense of reality’’ unattainable in the fifth 

century®® is simply not valid. A fifth century date 
for the original is indeed now generally favored by art 
historians.” For the Hellenistic period about all that 

can be said historically is that statues of hearth- 

initiates did exist. Some of them may have been 

represented in a classicizing style. In the third 

century A.D. the current portrait style was used. 

Although the Julio-Claudian (or Hadrianic) copy 

8 Jbid., 92, 7-9, p. 246. 
%5 See above, pp. 10-11. 
56 Apollodorus, II, 5, 12; for a list of sources see Frazer's 

edition of Apollodorus, ad loc., and E. B. Harrison, 4.7.4. 71 

(1967): p. 44, n. 143. 
57 See U. Hausmann, Griechische Weihreliefs (Berlin, 1960), 

p. 82, fig. 47. 
58 0p. cit., p. S6. 
% See above, n. 26.  
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of the hearth initiate exhibits no characteristics that 
are certainly foreign to a hearth-initiate except the 
copyist’s minor error in representing the left arm bare 
instead of the right, this simple error is probably 
enough to show that the statue was not intended to 
be set up at Eleusis or in the Eleusinion at Athens. 

The artist was probably resident in Rome, where 
the statue was found. This is even more evident in 
the case of the Antonine copies, nos. 2 and 3. No. 2 
has a sandal on one foot, the other foot bare, short 

sleeves on both arms, and a strophion instead of a 
wreath ; the latter feature occurs also on no. 3. The 
single sandal was apparently a Roman custom®; the 

strophion was added perhaps from the artist’s impre- 
cise memory of things Eleusinian.® 

From the sculptural evidence as a whole it emerges 
that the hearth-initiate, like the other mystaz, wore a 
myrtle wreath and a garment that left his right 
shoulder bare, carried a myrtle staff, and made an 
offering of a piglet. Peculiar to him are the short 
chiton reaching to just above the knees (in all cases 
except C) and the long lock of hair, which he conse- 

crated to the goddesses (a custom which, however, may 
not have been current as early as the fifth century). 

The fact that the wreath is not worn but is attached 

to the stump in no. 1 may signify that the representa- 
tion is of a hearth-initiate at a particular stage in the 

ceremonies before the wreath was worn.® 

INDIVIDUALS (CONTINUED) 

14. T8 Khabbos Anupéorparos T3 KN Neworélovs 

E. Kapetanopoulos, 'Apx. 'E¢. 1964 : pp. 
Around 50-70 A.D. 

Zouvtels. 

120-123, with a stemma. 

Kapetanopoulos correctly identified him with the 
Claudius Demostratus of Sunion who was archon, 

hoplite general, gymnasiarch, herald of the Areopagus, 
agonothete of the Panathenaea and Eleusinia, exegete 
of the Eumolpidae, and priest of Poseidon Erechtheus. 
If the dedication was erected around the time he 
was hearth-initiate, the stemma makes it appear im- 

%'See K. Esdaile, 0p. cit., p. 1. 
1 The confusion may have resulted from the band that was used 

to bind the boy’s hair in no. 1. 
%2 Possibly a terracotta representation of a hearth-initiate is 

a male figure found in the “Demeter Cistern” in the Agora, 
published by D. B. Thompson, Hesperia 23 (1954): pp. 103-104 
and pl. 24. A staff is cradled between his left arm and body, 
and perhaps he held a piglet in his now missing right hand. His 
cloak is draped about his midsection and hangs over his left arm. 
I am not completely convinced that he is a boy, as Thompson 
believes; he may have been a regular initiate. Also possibly a 
hearth-initiate is Furtwingler, Masterpieces of Greek Sculpture, 
p. 333, fig. 142, but here too a regular initiate would seem to be 
possible. 

In regard to the terracottas of young boys found in the Agora 
excavations of 1968 (Hesperia 38 [1969]: p. 393 and pl. 104c), 
the boots, the strange headdress, and the cloak covering the 
shoulders make it very difficult to connect them with the hearth- 
initiates of Eleusis. 
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probable that he would have been initiated much 
later than 70 A.D., and the gentilicia point most likely 
to a date not earlier than the reign of Claudius. 

His daughter married Sospis the daduch (no. 20). 
Demostratus was, of course, a Eumolpid. 

15. Khavdia 'Alkia Ti8 Khavdiov ‘Trmépxov Mapafwriov 
Uiy C DS G AR ENG  ()AT \N VT <42 S (G| () 6 8 
Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 98. Around 50-70 
A.D. 

She was the sister of the father of Herodes Atticus. 
The dedication I.G., II?, 3604A, honoring her as a 

hearth-initiate, was set up when Cleo was priestess of 
Demeter and Kore (no. 9), and therefore cannot be 
much later than 70 A.D. 

16. The son or grandson of a daduch from the dadu- 
chic family of the deme Hagnous. I.G., I1% 3511. 

First half of first century A.D. 

Only a tragment is preserved; restoration is un- 
certain. The stone shows part of another line before 

line 1, with the letters __ N\, i.e., on[uos or Ailok\éa. 
For the family see above, table 1, p. 58. 

17. T &\ Zogokrys T TN Kovwros Zovmels. I.G., 112, 

3552, as restored by A. Raubitschek, Jahreshefte 
1948, Beiblatt: coll. 35-40, with stemma. Around 
80 A.D. 

identified the Athenian 

He 

Raubitschek him with 

archon of 121/2 (Inscriptions de Délos, 2535). 

comes from a distinguished family; offices held by 
known members include the archonship, hoplite 
generalship, and the priesthood of Asclepius. 

18. Iotmhios FobNBios Mnrpodwpos Ilo PovBiov Mafiuov 

Sovmets. 1.G., 11%, 3581 and new fragment pub- 
lished by Kapetanopoulos, 'Apx. 'E¢. 1968: p. 
191, no. 19. Woloch, 1966: Fulvius no. 1. 
Before 100 A.D. 

Metrodorus was archon sometime before 112/36; 

therefore the date of this dedication should be some- 

time before 100 A.p., at the least; Kapetanopoulos 
suggests ‘“‘ca. a. 70 p.” His father Maximus is other- 
wise unknown. 

19. ’Abnvais, granddaughter of a hierophantid. I.G., 
112, 3553. First century A.D. (dated by Kirchner). 

She is called a wbores and a kotpn (of the son of the 

hierophantid), undoubtedly a poetic rendering for 
hearth-initiate. 

20. Zelhwr 'AmoN\wriov Melrets. I1.G., 

First century A.p. (dated by Kirchner). 
355111 

The Areopagus, the Boule of the Six Hundred, and 

the Demos made the dedication, but the boy’s father 

GERGERITE 202 linchlS®  
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was the epimelete of the dedication and so bore the 
cost. The persons are unknown. 

1.6, T2 3554, 21. Tepria Aevkio[v ] vyérnp. 

First century A.D. 

This monument, dedicated by the Boule and the 
Demos, records that she was also errephoros for 
Athena Polias and a kanephoros at the Epidauria and 
at the Eleusinia. She is otherwise unknown. 

22. Daughter of a man from Hamaxanteia. I.G., 112 

3569. First or second century. 

23. Khavdla, [-———— 1. I.G., 1I?, 3568 (see above, 
p- 74). First or second century. While Dione 

was priestess of Demeter and Kore (no. 14). 

VEGHRIZES 6517 24. ’Ayafbémovs Ppévrwrvos Mapalfwios. 

Second century. 

A member of this family is perhaps mentioned in 

I.G., II%, 3929. Oliver suggests that the lacuna of 
line 4 of 1.G., 11?, 3657 should probably be filled with 

the demotic, [Mapafwy Jiov, and that lines 1-2 can per- 
haps be restored [7ov kal 'AJyaf[6moda kaXobuevor Ma]. 

25. Boy or girl relative of the daduch Lysiades (no. 
19). I.G., 112, 3611. Firsthalf of second century. 

Since hieronymy was not observed, it may have 
been erected after Lysiades’ death, in any case later 
than around the beginning of the second century, but 

it is not known whether hieronymy was in effect for 
the daduch at this time. Schmidt’s restoration of a 
boy is arbitrary. 

G, 26. 'Abhvaios 6 kal 'Bragpbderos 'Abnvaiov Phvebs. 

MESSS77 Befeie 1289, 

His dedication was set up kara 7a 66favra 77 & 'Apeiov 

Méryov BouNj kal 7§ Bovky rav X. His father was a 
periodonikes. At the bottom of the dedication a 
metrical inscription is appended (perhaps many years 
after the original inscription), which mentions that 

when Athenaeus grew up his parents named him 

Athenophilus. 

27. T Obupéwios ®NaBiavds Kneioebs. "Apx. 'Eo. 1971: 

. L3l o 27 iround 100-125. 

His mother Vipsania Laeliana dedicated this statue 
base in his honor, while Flavia Laodameia was priest- 

ess of Demeterand Kore (no. 10), thus around 100-125. 

She was the daughter of L. Vipsanius Aeolion, an 
exegete of the Eumolpidae (no. 7). 

28. 'Towvia 
Ovyarnp. 
no. 18. 

p- 74). 

Meerivy A 'Towiov Ilarpwvos Bepevikidov 

I.G., 112, 3557. Woloch, 1966: Junius 

Around 125 A.p. (for the date see above, 

She was a hierophantid (no. 9) and is discussed 

above in more detail in this connection. 
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Her great-grandmother was a priestess of Demeter 
and Kore. 

29. T' K\abtdos Zehwawvds Iohtkpiros. I1.G., 11%, 3586. 

Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 84. Around 125. 

He is apparently the same as the C. Claudius 
Silianus who erected a statue base in honor of Hadrian 
Olympius, therefore after 132 (I.G., 112, 3315). His 

parents, Claudius and Claudia, made the dedication 
during the priesthood of Claudia Timothea (no. 11). 

30. Zawmvpos Zwmtpov Meparels.  I.G., 112, 3587. Dedi- 

cated while Claudia Timothea was priestess of 
Demeter and Kore (no. 11), therefore during the 
reign of Hadrian. He is otherwise unknown. 

31. A ’Totwios Mewvéas A ’'Tovviov Ilatpwros Bepevikidns. 

I.G., 112, 3619. Woloch, 1966: Junius no. 7. 

Around 125-140. 

The brother of no. 28, he belonged to a distinguished 
family. His paternal grandfather was an exegete 
and his maternal great-grandmother was Flavia 

Laodameia the priestess of Demeter and Kore (no. 
10). His daughter Neicostrate was also a hearth- 
initiate (no. 38). 

32. ®N&Bios Eevlwv Zmvogilov Mapabawws. I1.G., 112, 
3676, as restored by J. H. Oliver, Hesperia 21 

(1952): pp. 396-397. Before the middle of the 

second century. 

His name is connected with the Eleusinian Endow- 
ment of 160-170 (discussed above, pp. 35-36). He 

belonged to a senatorial family from Crete,* the first 
member of which to receive Athenian citizenship was 
probably his father.% Xenion was an archon of the 
Panhellenion and received the special honor of 
aristopoliteia.®® He died sometime between 177 and 
182.67 Thus he would have been hearth-initiate 
certainly before 150. 

He is called 7ov a¢’ éorias. This is the first appear- 
ance, in a dedication, of the designation 6 a¢’ éorias, 
instead of wunfels or uvnfeica ¢’ éorias. Hence- 
forth we shall note the precise term used for the hearth- 

initiate in dedications. 

33. Novuuta KXew Aovkiov Novupiov Pardpéov Padnpels. 
I.G., 112, 4069 ; 4070; 'Apx. 'Ee. 1971 : pp. 132-133, 
no. 29. Woloch, 1966: Nummius no. 9, with 
stemma. Around the middle of the second 

century. 

Her parents’ fondness for her is apparent from I.G., 
112, 4069 and 4070, two other dedications they erected 

o For the family see Oliver, op. cit., pp. 395-399. 
% Ibid., pp. 398-399. 

66 ’Apx. 'Ee. 1971 : pp. 116-117, no. 10 (= I.G., II?, 3627 + two 
new fragments); a text of this is given in Oliver, 1970: p. 102, 

no. 12. 
7 Qliver, Hesperia 21 (1952): pp. 398-399.  
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in her honor in addition to the one honoring her as 

hearth-initiate ("Apx. 'E¢. 1971, loc. cit.). Her mother 
was the daughter of the sacred herald Nigrinus (no. 5), 
and married, probably after her marriage to Phaedreas, 
Aelius Praxagoras the daduch (no. 23). 

Cleo is called pvnficar ao’ éorias. 

34. T8 Khabdws "Ammios 'Areihos Bpadobas K\ ‘Hpddov 

Mapaféenwos.  I.G., I12, 3608. P.I.R:2, C 785. 

Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 15.  Around 150 A.D. 

Kapetanopoulos® corrected Kirchner’s restoration 
of line 3 of I.G., 112, 3608 and restored the lacuna in 
line 4 just as I also did independently in my disserta- 
tion. At that time, however, I did not notice, as 

Kapetanopoulos did, additional letters in line 6 and 

that the first letter in line 8 is a lambda. I have since 
verified his readings and I offer here a slightly different 
version of lines 1-5, although Kapetanopoulos'’s ver- 
sion is also possible: 

T K\ "Armiov ["Areihov "Arricov] 

Bpadotay KX [‘Hpdbov ov ap] 

xtepéws kal [ PryiA\gs *Armiov] 

brarov Gyl yarpos vitw, viow ] 

715 ‘EAN[ados, pwnbévra ¢’ é] 

I agree with Kapetanopoulos in removing the 

formula for the eponymous priestess from the text, 
although the possibility still remains that a priestess 
was mentioned. His own restoration, 

orlas a[vawodans Ty Samdvmy | 

175 a[vaféoews Ts pnrpds PryiN] 

M[s?], 

may be correct, but the parallel he gives for the 
formula, I.G., 112, 3551, lines 3-5, reads émueAnfévros 
7[7s] dvaféoews. 

vios ‘EX\ados was a title given also to his father 

(I1.G., 112, 3604); for its significance see J. and L. 
Robert, R.E.G. 79 (1966): pp. 369-370, no. 186. 

35. Khawdla "Elmwixn KN ‘Hpwov Mapafwviov Buydryp. 
"Aox. ‘o, 19715 p. 132, no. 28, P.I.R:2, A 706, 
Woloch, 1966 : Claudius no. 104. Around 150 A.D. 

Since her death preceded her father’s (he died ca. 
177 A.p.), it would not be unreasonable to assume that 
the Eleusinian dedication published in ’Apy. 'Ee., 1971 
loc. cit., was in honor of her as a girl, as a hearth- 
initiate. 

% ’Apx. 'Ep. 1968: p. 212, no. 19a. 
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36. Avpnhia Mapaudva Alp Iapaudvov Aaumrpéws Guydrnp. 
L.G., 112, 3638. After the middle of the second 
century. 

She and her parents are otherwise unknown. The 
date is based on the fact that the only securely 
datable inscriptions with the formula kard 76 érepdormua 

715 Bovys 7év ® occur after the middle of the second 
century,® and that the gentilicium is rare in Athens 
before 161/2.7 

She is called 7[4v a¢’] éorias. 

37. Abpp\ia Méyva 1 kal ‘Epucévy Adp 'Erappodeirov Iiféws 

Ovyarnp. I1.G., II%, 3637. After the middle of 
the second century. 

A date after the middle of the second century 

for this dedication is probably in order on account 
of the formula of authorization™ and the gentilicium 
(cf: Do 36 

She is called 74v 4o’ éorias. 

38. ’'Towvia 

Buydrnp. 

century. 

Mevvéov  Bepevikidov 

Second half of second 
Newoarparny 'Touviov 
LG, V2364 

Her father was also a hearth-initiate (no. 31). The 

Areopagus and the Demos set up this statue base in 
her honor with her guardian Gaius Cassius assuming 
the expense. Her father must have died while she 
was still a child. 

She is called wnfeicar éo’ éorias. 

160-170 

Included among the recipients of the Eleusinian 

Endowment of 160-170 (I.G., 112, 1092)" are &oot 

w[atbes] ao’ éo[rias]. Whether they received a single 
or double share is not preserved. As there was only 
one hearth-initiate each year, the use of the plural is 
interesting. Evidently hearth-initiates of previous 
years were also eligible. Surely eligibility ended 
when they ceased to be waides, which would have been 

about the age of eighteen for boys, perhaps even 
carlier for girls. 

39. Daughter of T. Flavius Leosthenes of Paiania. 
I1.G., 112, 3648. Around 175 A.D. 

This inscription and the family are discussed above 

(pp. 36-37, and note 183) ; the father cannot be identi- 
fied with certainty with any known member of the 
family. Kapetanopoulos’s reading of the end of the 
name as Jav is clear also on my squeeze; he suggests as 

a possibility [®\aBia Ewibpla.”® Her father was of 
course a Eumolpid. 

She is called v ¢’ éorias pborw. 

% Cf. Geagan, 1967: pp. 153-154., 
" Cf. Woloch, 1966: s.v. Aurelius. 
" Cf. Geagan, 1967: pp. 45-46. 
"™ See the discussion above, pp. 35-36 and below, p. 111. 
® R.E.G. 83 (1970): p. 64, n. 4.  
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40. Khavdia 
Cvyarnp. 

Hpatayépa KN  Anuosrpdrov 

VRGN TS 
Mehiréws 

In the third quarter 
of the second century. 

The first part of the epigram on this statue base 
mentions her parents and their daduchic ancestry. 
Her father was Demostratus the son of the daduch 

Sospis (no. 20), and her mother, Philiste, was the 
daughter of the daduch Praxagoras (no. 23). 

The motivation for the dedication, which is men- 

tioned at the end of the epigram and has baffled 
editors, reads: 

GANG ue kal Tatdwy koouel Xopbs, ol TO TpPOUVTTEY 

AN\wv & TeNeTals oTéuua koualal Begav. 

Kirchner noted that mpouterys is found nowhere else.” 

However, if we divide this word into mgo pvorév, the 
sentence begins to make sense: a chorus of children, 

also,” decorates her by placing in her hair the myrtle 
crown in front of the other initiates at the telete. The 
presence of children and Praxagora’s pre-eminence 
among the initiates suggests that she was a hearth- 

initiate. The chorus and the crowning, then, would 
have taken place at the beginning of the telete, in the 
courtyard of the sanctuary at Eleusis or perhaps in 
Athens just before the procession set out for Eleusis; 

it was probably also at this point that the hiero- 
phantid, dpxopérn 7év Teheraw, crowned Marcus Au- 

relius and Commodus (see above, p. 88). 
It is possible that the present tense of koouei refers 

to the fact that the piece of sculpture which once stood 
on Praxagora’s base represented a group of children 

placing a fillet on her head. Of which children did 
the xopés maldwy consist? They may have been the 

former hearth-initiates who were each year among 

those who received a share in the Eleusinian Endow- 
ment (see above, p. 110), and who may actually have 
formed part of the priestly van of the procession of the 
Mysteries (see above, pp. 35-36). If so, the custom 
may have been that the previous waides a¢’ éorlas 
would crown the new hearth-initiate each year, who, 

in turn, after his service for that year, then joined 
their chorus in which he took part year after year 

until he passed from childhood to adulthood. 

41. M Adphkios Mir7eddns "Ayabokéovs Mapabiwios. EG., 

112, 3677. After 161/2. 

The dedication was made by his father. 
is called [rov 4’ €Jor(i)as pbornw. 

42. Kaowavds ‘Tepokiput. I.G., 112, 3707. In the last 

quarter of the second century. He is discussed 

above as a herald (no. 11). 

Miltiades 

In this dedication the title of hearth-initiate is 

mentioned together with his other titles and offices as 

™ mpéuvaris, however, occurs on a Thracian inscription. : 

% That is, in addition to being decorated by her lineage 

mentioned previously in the epigram. 
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a grown man; it is the only known instance where this 
was done. He was in office as sacred herald in 230/1. 

He is called 7ov a¢’ éorias pbarmy. 

43. Tom\ia AiNia ‘Epevvia ITo Aikiov "AmoNwriov "Avrwoéws 
6vyarnp. I1.G., 112, 3688, with stemma. In the 

last quarter of the second century. 

Her protheios (father’s uncle) was the daduch P. 
Aelius Dionysius (no. 22), and her mother was later 

to become a hierophantid (no. 11). Her father was 
eponymous archon, basileus, hoplite general, epi- 
melete of the gymnasiarchia, and herald of the Areo- 
pagus. Further members of this family have been 
identified above (p. 64). In this inscription, erected 
by her mother, the hearth-initiate is said to be a 

descendant of Conon and Callimachus. 
The date of the inscription ought to be earlier than 

Kirchner's “beginning of the third century,” if it was 
set up close to the time she served as hearth-initiate, 
and this is supported to a certain extent by the fact 
that her mother was not yet hierophantid. 

She is called v a¢’ éorias pborw. 

44. A Té\\wos Eevaydpas A TeNhiov Eevaybpov. I.G., 112, 

3686. Stemma: Oliver, Expounders, p. 164. 

Last quarter of the second century. 

The verse dedication in his honor, I.G., 112, 3686, 

calls him waida of Xenagoras and Praxagora, 7ov ubormr 
Anovs. This is probably a poetical way of expressing 

mais o’ éorlas munbels; a similar expression for the 
hearth-initiate occurs in 7.G., 112, 3553, the dedication 

honoring hearth-initiate no. 19. Xenagoras was ar- 
chon sometime early in the third century (Hesperia 10 

[19417: p. 260, no. 64; ibid. 11 [1942]: pp. 87-88). 
His mother Praxagora was also a hearth-initiate (no. 
40) as was also his son (no. 49). 

45. T ®N4Buws 'Arelunros T DN 'Aydfwvos Ileparels. 
I.G., 112, 3656. Around the end of the second 

century. 

Notopoulos identified his father with the prytany- 
secretary of 195/6.7% The dedication was made by 

his mother, Papia Onesime, daughter of Papius One- 
simus of Besa. 

Ateimetus is called 7ov yevouevov ag’ éorlas. 

46. Khavdia Oeutororheca KN Ehirmov Mehréws Ouyarnp. 

I.G., 112, 3693. Beginning of the third century. 

Because of the lack of hieronymy, the inscription 

was set up after her father (daduch no. 24) died (ca. 

196). It was seen above that he died relatively 

young, when probably not more than fifty years old. 

She is called 74y &¢’ éorias, not 7iu d¢’ éorlas as 

Kirchner read. 

76 1.G., 113, 1806a; Notopoulos, Hesperia 18 (1949): p. 18 and 

table I.  
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47. Khavdia Mévavdpa KN ®\irmov Mehiréws Cuydrnp. 
Below, appendix V. Beginning of the third 
century. 

She was the sister of Claudia Themistocleia. Their 
statue bases were set up in close sequence (see append. 

V). This must reflect the fact that they were hearth- 
initiates within a very short space of one another, 
perhaps in two successive years. 

485 Ao éomlias TN Sl . 2 

1967: p. 164, line 6. 
"Axapvets.  Geagan, 

Beginning of third century. 

His name appears (as written above) beneath the 
heading of a catalog of Kerykes and is followed by 

6 vio[s abroi]. His father is mentioned directly 
above, as the treasurer who was responsible for the 
publication of the list, which he probably did at his 
own expense in honor of his son who was made hearth- 
initiate in this year.”” 

49. A Téx\wos TloNbinhos A TeANiov Eevaybpov. I.G., 112, 

3706; Oliver, Expounders, I 52; Geagan, 1967: 
p- 169, line 212. Stemma: Expounders, p. 164. 
First quarter of the third century. 

In an epigram engraved on a monument erected at 
Eleusis (1.G., 11?, 3706) he is called wvorav fynripa, 
certainly a reference to some office connected with the 
Eleusinian Mysteries. The &é&nynris and, less attrac- 
tively, the hierophant’s leading role come to mind, but 
neither is likely because the man was a member of the 
Kerykes.” Since, as we have seen, the hearth- 
initiate had a leading role and representative function 
in relation to the rest of the initiates, it is most 
probably the title of this ‘“leader of the initiates” 
which has been poetically rendered by #ynrip uvoran. 

In 71.G., 112, 3662, an epigram™ honoring a hiero- 
phant, uvorwor fyepbva is some charge which the hiero- 
phant assumed before becoming hierophant; perhaps 
it is the same as Hynrap pvorav. 

Gellius Polyzelus was a member of an aristocratic 
Delphian family which also possessed Athenian citizen- 
ship and played an active part in the political and re- 
ligious life of Athens. At Delphi he was iepos mais 700 
Iviov kal mpéafus T@v éoiww. His sister’s grandson was 
a hierophant.® His father and grandmother were also 
hearth-initiates (nos. 44 and 40). 

50. ‘Ovwpariary TMohvyappuls 4 kal Dawapern ‘Ovwpariavod 
Tlo\vxépuov Qvyarnp. I1.G.,112,3710. Around 225. 
Stemma: Kapetanopoulos, B.C.I1. 92 (1968): pp- 
493-518, stemma C. 

" Geagan, op. cit., p. 180. 
™ Geagan, 0p. cit., p. 169, line 212. Mystagogos is also very 

unlikely, since it involved only being a member of the Kerykes or 
Eumolpidae, and no honors are ever recorded for them. 

™ See Oliver, Hesperia, Suppl. 8 (1949): p. 253. 
8 See stemma ad 1.G., 112, 3609 and that of Kapetanopoulos, 

B.C.H. 92 (1968): pp. 493-518, stemma C. 
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She was the daughter of Claudia Themistocleia, who 
was the daughter of the daduch Praxagoras (no. 23) 
and was herself a hearth-initiate (no. 46). Poly- 
charmis’s daughter, Junia Themistocleia, was also a 
hearth-initiate (no. 52). 

She is called 7 a¢’ éorlas. 

TEGH 
Around 

51. Io Athios Tepoofévns AiN Zavwvos Bepevikins. 
112, 3708 (= Oliver, Expounders, 1 49). 
230 (Oliver’s date). 

His father was pythochrestus exegete and priest 
of Apollo Patrous.® 

He is called uvnfels ap’ éorias. 

52. 'Towia Oeworéxkea. I1.G., 112, 3679. Around 250. 

Woloch, 1966: Junius no. 19a. Stemma: Kape- 
tanopoulos, loc. cit. (above, no. 50). 

Her mother, a hearth-initiate also (no. 50), was the 

great-granddaughter of Claudius Philippus the daduch 
(who died around 196). Most of the inscription 
honoring Themistocleia is taken up by her mother's 
declaration of nobility: she was a descendant of 
daduchs and of Pericles, Conon, and Alexander the 
Great. 

Themistocleia is called v ¢¢’ éorias. 

53. ®éBws. I.G., I12 3646 PLRZ F 14 | Second 
century or later. 

He was of senatorial rank and held important 
Roman military posts. His mother was a high- 
priestess of Marnp [7év feiv] Bowria. The family is 
otherwise unknown. 

54. Boy or girl. Ae\riov 21A (1966): p. 
(= S.E.G., XX1V, 229). 

141, no. 3 

This is a fragment of a statue base; line 5 should be 
restored to read : [~ — a¢’ éo Jrias p[vnf——] or u[bor— 
S. N. Koumanoudes, the editor, suggests as a date 
the end of the second century A.D., but it seems that 
almost any time between the second century B.c. and 
the middle of the third century A.p. is possible, since 
there are only the letter-forms on which to base a 
judgment. 

55. Ath. Mitt. 18 (1893): p. 208, no. 2. This inscrip- 
tion,* published by A. Korte, was not included 
by Kirchner in Inscriptiones Graecae. 

Korte read: 

N\ 1 ENAOBOAO! 

NOTZIOTOYTTHN 

PEZTIAZ 

See Oliver, Expounders, 1 47-50 and I1.G., 112, 3697. 
# 1 wish to thank E. Vanderpool for calling this inscription to 

my attention.  
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and edited: 

Kuk INoBbNov 

Muppt Jvovaiov(?) Gorqw 

wonbévra 6o’ éorias. 

‘AyJvovaiov is of course also possible, and in line Sh 
wvnbetoay. 1 suspect that fuyar[épa] appeared in line 
2; the term 6brys is otherwise unattested at Eleusis and 
the demotic in the genitive contributes to the suspi- 
cion. Kérte later confessed disbelief in Kux ]hoBéhov.™ 
I tried unsuccessfully to find the stone in the summer 
of 1969. 

56. Hieron. ’Apx. 'Ep. 1971: pp. 135-136, no. 32. 
Unknown date, sometime after third century B.c. 
and before third century A.p. 

He is honored by his mother, which is a reasonable 
indication that he was a hearth-initiate, since most 
Eleusinian dedications by parents are in honor of 
their children as hearth-initiates. 

GENERAL REMARKS 

Very few of the known hearth-initiates are from un- 
known families; the vast majority are & 7@v mpokpirwy, 
from families which were among the most active and 
distinguished in the civic and religious life of Athens. 
This is the most discernible pattern in the prosopo- 
graphical evidence. Many were children or descend- 
ants of Eumolpidae or Kerykes; in fact, none is known 
not to have been a child of a member of these gene, 
but we cannot conclude from this that they were all 
drawn from these gene, especially since the new frag- 
ments of a fourth-century inscription make it fairly 
clear that at that time any Athenian was eligible to 
enroll his child for selection. But if every Athenian 
was eligible, why then is the vast majority from 
aristocratic families? An answer becomes possible 
when we consider that the existence of only fifty-nine 
separate hearth-initiates is attested from epigraphical 

monuments (almost all of which are statue bases), 
that is, a tiny fraction of all those who did serve as 

hearth-initiates, one each year, between the time of 

the earliest datable monuments, the last quarter of 
the second century B.c., to the latest, around the 

middle of the third century a.p. The answer, then, 
seems to be that only the wealthy could afford to set 
up monuments to their children, and this is clearly 
reflected in the monuments preserved. Certainly 

wealth was not a pre-requisite for becoming a hearth- 
initiate, since the costs were paid by the state®; but 

when it came time to immortalize this service, only 
the rich could afford it. 

It is probably not accidental that the first monu- 
ments to individual hearth-initiates appear in the 
second century B.c. In the Hellenistic period senti- 

8 Gnomon 11 (1935): p. 627. 
8 See above, p. 99. 

HEARTH-INITIATES ('S 

mental love for children first manifests itself in many 
other ways as well.85 

Only one monument is preserved for each known 
hearth-initiate as hearth-initiate. This may be an 
accident, but more likely it had its origin in a restric- 
tion imposed by necessity: dedications to hearth- 
initiates were the most abundant form of dedication 
in the sanctuary at Eleusis, and if all wealthy rela- 
tives of a hearth-initiate had free rein, the sanctuary 
could easily in a short time have become intolerably 
cluttered. Of course a dedication authorized for some 
other honor could also mention that the person had 
been a hearth-initiate, and this occurred in at least 
one case, that of Cassianus the sacred herald (initiate 
no. 42), but it also happens that no statue base of him 
just as a hearth-initiate is preserved. 

It was the practice, at least in the fourth century 
B.C., that the basileus would choose the hearth-initiate 
by lot. The involvement of this official is very 
probably an indication of the great antiquity of the 
hearth-initiate, who otherwise appears as early as 
around 460 B.C. 

The relationship to a hearth is obscure, but éoria 
was probably not hearth in a metaphorical sense but 
a real hearth; it probably had a physical relationship 
with the child’s myesis, his pre-initiation, which was 
the original meaning of this word.3 

Involved in his pre-initiation or in the ceremonies 
of one of the first days of the festival was his offering 
of a piglet, just as it was for every other candidate,” 
and he is represented in statues carrying a piglet and 
dressed in a short chiton. At this moment he did 
not wear the myrtle crown and the rawia; they were 
set on his head later, apparently by a chorus of 
hearth-initiates of previous years, in the presence of 
all the other initiates, at some moment just before 
the initiates set out for Eleusis, that is, at the begin- 
ning of the felete. In the procession he walked to- 
gether with the other hearth-initiates, most likely 
at their head, as representative of all the initiates, the 

nynrip worer.® At some time during the festival, 

perhaps at Eleusis, he consecrated his scalp-lock to 

Demeter and Kore.? 

TERMINOLOGY 

The dedications seem to indicate a development in 
the terminology for designating the hearth-initiate. 

8 See Nilsson, The Dionysiac Mysteries of the Hellenistic and 
Roman Age (Lund, 1957), p. 111, and the literature cited there. 

86 See above, p. 99. 
87 Cf. Aristophanes, Acharnians, 747, Frogs, 338, Peace, 374~ 

375; Foucart, 1914: pp. 294, 314-318; Mylonas, Eleusis, pp. 
249-250. 

88 See above, p. 111. 
at Eleusis. 

8 See above, p. 112. 

% See above, pp. 101-108. 

The crowning could have taken place  
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Up to approximately 130 A.D.”* only the designation 
wvnels or wleica ap’ éorias is used; but during the 
rest of the second century ¢ (or 4) a¢’ éorias pborys (or 

wharis), or more frequently just 6 (or 4) ae’ éorias, occurs 
along with the previous designation, and in the third 

century it completely supersedes it, except in one 
case (no. 51). This development favors (but does 

not demand) a date before the third century for the 
following three undated inscriptions in which no 
names are preserved but only pvnfeis or pvnfeioa do’ 

éorlas. 

SB oyARE G I8 7D 38 
mous priestess (no. 17). 

While Ithake was epony- 

58. Boy. I.G., II?, 3724. The last two letters of 

his demotic are preserved. 

50MGin| G PRI 6721 
for Isis. 

She was also a kanephoros 

POSSIBLE HEARTH-INITIATE 

A dedication of the second or first century B.C. 

(CApx. 'Ee. 1971 : p. 129, no. 24) may well be in honor 
of a hearth-initiate, though other restorations are 
possible. The name of the person honored is Helico, 
perhaps Helico daughter of Theogenes of Leukono- 
ion (P.4., 4663 and 8021) who is dated approxi- 
mately to the first century B.c. 

XI. CONCLUSIONS 

In his section on ‘“Caractéres du sacerdoce Eleu- 
sinien”” Foucart! compares the ordinary Athenian 

priesthood to those which belonged exclusively to 
gene. The former, he points out, could be held by 
any qualified citizen or daughter of a citizen; they 
were temporary appointments, almost always just 
for a year. It did not involve much effort for the 
appointee to acquaint himself with the ritual, or even 
to perform his duties; the temples were opened only 
a few times a year, at the time of the festivals, so that 
a priest could comfortably take on more than one 
priesthood if he wished. With no doctrine or mo- 
rality to teach, these priests had no lasting religious 
influence; at the end of their appointment they simply 

resumed their regular life, which had not been affected 
much anyway by their priestly duties. The priest- 
hoods of the gene, on the other hand, were different in 

significant ways: ‘‘Almost always the priest or the 
priestess was chosen for life. Thus they had the 
time and the inclination to become attached to their 
functions; the tradition and the special rites of the 
clan became very familiar to them. Members of a 

91 The date of Flavius Xenion as hearth-initiate (no. 32), who 
is the first called 7é» &¢’ érias, cannot be much earlier than this, 
if at all. 

11914: pp. 224-225. 
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genos were all the more interested in their particular 
cult as it concerned a god who was their ancestor or 

who had been the protector of the heroes from whom 

they were descended.””? Foucart goes on to point out 
circumstances which made the Eleusinian priests ex- 
ceptional even among priesthoods of geme: the an- 
tiquity of the sanctuary, which together with Eleusis 
was autonomous for a long time, its exceptional 

privileges even after losing its autonomy, the extent of 
its properties (Sacred Orgas, Rarian Plain, Rhettor), 
the numerous personnel maintained for the celebra- 
tion of the festivals, and most importantly, the attrac- 

tion and popularity of the Mysteries which already 
by the beginning of the fifth century had taken on a 
Panhellenic character. However, in describing the 
role of the Eleusinian priests in connection with the 
Alcibiades affair he goes too far when he says that 

they give “I'impression d’'un corps sacerdotal, parlant 

et agissant au nom des divinités mystérieuses 
d’Eleusis.” As we have seen,® they were ordered 

to curse Alcibiades, and not all of them obeyed!; 

later they were ordered to undo their curses. They 
acted in the name of the Goddesses and the Polis. 
Even though at least one of them?® probably had a 
personal grudge against Alcibiades and as a group 

they were not fond of him,® the curse was initiated 
not by them but by the city, and the city’s role was 

made painfully clear by the hierophant in the state- 

ment he made at the moment he was forced to take 
back his curse. 

In the pre-Roman period there is no sign that the 
Eleusinian priests possessed political clout in any 

significant or consistent way. It is conspicuously 

absent in the case of the priests in the Alcibiades’ 
affairand especially in the case of the hierophant Archias 
(no. 3) who was condemned on a charge of impiety. 
However, in their own religious sphere (provided that 

they were acting properly) their authority was con- 
siderable, as is clear in the case of the hierophant 

Eurycleides (no. 8) who attempted to bring the 
philosopher Theodorus to trial for joking about the 

Mysteries (and may have succeeded). With some 
notable lapses,” they were probably in general zealous 

guardians of the Mysteries’ sanctity and propriety.® 

In the Roman period many of the priests held high 

political offices (apparently not the rule before then), 

but their political success at this time, as it appears, 

was due to many factors, among which wealth figured 
in no small way, and not primarily to the holding of 

an Eleusinian priesthood, though chances for political 

2 Ibid. 

% Above, pp. 15-16. 
4 Above, p. 16. 

5 Callias the daduch (no. 2). 
6 See above, p. 49. 
7 See above, pp. 17, 49, 50. 
8 For their special courage in this respect we may single out 

the daduch Pythodorus (no. 4) and the hierophant Julius (no. 25).  
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office were probably enhanced if one held an Eleu- 
sinian priesthood, and vice versa. 

Even though in the time of Aeschines gene as well 

as priests and priestesses who received vyépa were 
subject to audit,? the Eleusinian priesthoods, as was 

discussed above,'® were not regarded as magistracies. 
The administration of the sanctuary was in the 

hands of the gene of the Eumolpidae and the Kerykes,! 

their chief executives in this being the hierophant 
and the daduch,? with important assistance, at least 

in the fifth century B.c., from other priestly members 
of these geme.’® At this early date the priestess of 
Demeter and Kore was in charge of some expendi- 

tures, probably just those for the festival of the 

Mysteries and not those of the sanctuary in general'; 
how long afterwards she continued to possess this 

charge is not known. 

PROTOCOL 

There are a few inscriptions in which the Eleu- 
sinian priests are arranged in a certain order. In a 

law of ca. 460 B.c.'® the priestess of Demeter and Kore 
is probably preceded, in the now missing part of the 
inscription, by the hierophant and daduch, and she is 
followed, in an addition at the end of the original 
document, by the altar-priest, the [herald] of the 
Goddesses, and the [ravayfs] priest. In a decree!® of 
20/19 which lists a number (all, I suspect)!” of the 
priests of the Kerykes at this time (who speak here 
on behalf of the daduch honored in this decree), the 

order is: daduch (the object of the decree and so not 
in the list of those speaking on his behalf), altar- 
priest, pyrphoros, herald of the Goddesses, wavayss 
herald. In the aeisitoi lists (see append. IV) the 

order is usually: hierophant, daduch, sacred herald, 
altar-priest, pyrphoros. For an order involving the 

priests and priestesses of the entire cult (and some 

others) we can turn to the Eleusinian Endowment of 
160-170,'8 where the arrangement is as follows: 
hierophant, daduch, exegetes, sacred herald, altar- 

priest, priestess of Demeter and Kore, hierophantids, 

phaidyntes, Iakchagogos, pyrphoros, mavayhs, priest of 
the God and Goddess, priest of Triptolemus. The 

order here, where all the priestesses are included, is 

somewhat different from that in lists where only 

priests appear: some priests who appear high up in 

lists limited just to priests or to priests of one genos 

9 Against Clesiphon, 18 (ed. Blass). He introduces this 

example of the audit as érl oy Tapadotwr. 

1P 14, n. 19. 
11 See above, p. 8. 
12 See above, pp. 14-15, 17-18, 35, 50. 
13§ E.G., X, 24, lines 28-30, states that the epistatat must con- 

sult with “the priests’ concerning expenditures. 

LS bove, p. 13. 
e the text above, pp. 10-11. 
> the text above, pp. 50-52. 
> above, p. 77, n. 8. 

18 Discussed above, pp. 35-36. 
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are here much lower down in the list. The most 
striking changes of position are those of the pyrphoros 

and mavayns, who appear relatively high up in the 
decree of 20/19 (where the pyrphoros precedes even 

the sacred herald), but in the Endowment behind the 
sacred herald and altar-priest as well as several other 

priests and priestesses.”” In regard to the position of 
the priestess of Demeter and Kore, the Endowment, 
which is arranged by groups (and may reflect the 

order of the priests and priestesses in the procession 

to Eleusis), cannot fairly be compared to the law of 
ca. 460. 

All this is not to say that there was a hierarchy in 
the modern religious sense, but that there was, when 
the priesthoods were listed together, an arrangement 

of order or protocol which for the most part remained 
relatively consistent. No Eleusinian priest was the 

“superior” of any other; but the lists apparently 
reflect the fact that some priests had more important 
roles in the cult and consequently more prestige than 

others. 
The hierophant and the priestess of Demeter and 

Kore, as was argued in the General Remarks of 
chapter III, were at least in the Classical period the 

primary religious representatives of the cult, and 
some evidence suggests that the priestess was in- 

volved with the cult at a much earlier date than the 
hierophant. In this regard it is noteworthy that the 

hierophant was not allowed to hold any other priest- 
hood in any other cult, a rule which apparently re- 
mained in force until the death of the last legitimate 
hierophant at the end of the fourth century a.n. Nor 
is there any evidence that the priestess of Demeter 
and Kore ever held any other priesthood. It appears 
that these priesthoods were associated with the cult 

of Demeter and Kore at Eleusis intimately and ex- 
clusively. On the other hand, this rule did not apply 
to the daduch, sacred herald, pyrphoros, and ravayis; 
that is, to all of the significant priesthoods of the 

Kerykes except, perhaps, the altar-priest, for whom 

there is no evidence, but it would be reasonable to 
assume that he too was allowed to hold another priest- 
hood. Thus the priests of the Kerykes appear to have 
been less closely attached to the cult than the hiero- 
phant. This is in accord with the theory that the 

Eumolpidae were associated with the cult before the 
incorporation of Eleusis into the Athenian state and 

that it was only from that time that the Kerykes were 

joined with them in the cult, in the expectation that 

the old Athenian ~vévos of the Kerykes would con- 

tribute, by their association, in bringing the Eleusinian 

cult more securely into the religious life of the Athenian 

19 The pyrphoros follows the sacred herald and altar-priest also 
in the aeisitoi lists. His special prominence in 20/19 may have 
been due more to the prestige of the incumbent at that time or 
to the fact that he held other priesthoods as well (of the Charites 
and Artemis Epipyrgidia); see above, p. 94.  
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state.?? It should also be noted that none of the 
Kerykes’ priests had functions that were essential to 
the cult, nor were the Kerykes specifically entrusted 

with maintaining and interpreting the traditions of the 
cult as the Eumolpidae and their exegetes were. 

EUMOLPID PRIESTHOODS 

Secure evidence is lacking concerning which priests 
of the cult besides the hierophant and exegetes were 

Eumolpidae.? I think that we can be fairly certain 
that the phaidyntes was a Eumolpid, although no 
individual incumbents are attested.?> The priest of 
Triptolemus, the priest of the God and Goddess, and 
the Iakchagogos probably also were Eumolpids, since 
they are not included in the (probably) complete list 
of Kerykes’ priests from the year 20/19. 

It may well have been a Eumolpid priesthood which 

Valerius Mamertinus resigned in 174/5 when he im- 
properly switched genos from the Eumolpidae to the 
Kerykes in order to be elected sacred herald; Marcus 
Aurelius’s ruling against him reads: ‘“Mamertinus 
shall not be removed from the number of the Eumol- 
pidae, and he shall recover his priesthood.””?® Since 
the sacred herald was allowed to hold other Athenian 
priesthoods not belonging to a genos, the priesthood 
which Mamertinus gave up and recovered was prob- 

ably a minor Eumolpid priesthood. On the other 
hand, there may have been a law at this time which 

forbade holding two priesthoods simultaneously (see 
above, p. 68). 

EMOLUMENTS 

Specific emoluments are known only for the priest- 
ess of Demeter and Kore, the altar-priest, sacred 
herald, and wavayss, from a law of ca. 460 B.c. The 

Eleusinian Endowment of 160-170 A.Dp., which must 

% Foucart outlines this theory in Mystéres (1914: pp. 156-158). 
Toepffer (1889: p. 82) believes that the Kerykes always were 
closely associated with the cult. 

2 The exegetes could hold other priesthoods, but the only 
evidence of this is from the Roman period when there is barely 
a sign that they had any serious duties as exegetes, and there is 
some doubt anyway whether in the Classical period they were 
considered priests. 

22 See above, p. 65. 
% Oliver, 1970: p. 4, lines 13-14; ¢f. below, append. 1V, pp. 

121-123. 
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be regarded as a non-ordinary source of funds, lists 

double shares for several priests and priestesses. For 
emoluments for the priests and priestesses as a group 
see the section headed Emoluments at the end of chap- 
certl 

DRESS 

The dress of the hierophant, daduch, and hearth- 

initiate has been treated above.?* Common to all 
priests and priestesses, as a statement of Ister indi- 

cates,?® is the myrtle wreath. The strophion is 

attested only for the hierophant, daduch, and priest 
of the God and Goddess, but we may safely assume 

that this object, which was worn by priests in general, 
was also worn by the other priests of the Mysteries. 

CHASTITY DURING FESTIVAL 

The hierophant was certainly required to be chaste 
during the festival,2® and it may be that all the other 

priests and priestesses also remained chaste if this is 
the way we are to interpret a statement of Julian27: 

obTw 8¢ kal mapa 'Abnvalois of 76w dpphHTwy aTTOMErOL TaVary€ls 

€elot, Kal 0 TobTwy EEdpxwy lepoghrTns améoTpamTaL TaTAY 
Y Yéveaw. 

EIRESIONE 

A grave epigram of the second century A.D. or 
later seems to refer to the Eumolpid priests?3: 

kal yap p'Ebu[ 6N\ mowo] Gunmélo elpeaidovny 

10 [FeJtéavres [peydhny & lracay ebrheiny 

oréppa 0 [pow mAEEavTo | Awvboov racdrar, 

mupgdplov] E[v Anobs wvori kb 7 eferéNovy. 

The restorations of lines 9 and 12, however, are not 
certain.? 

2 For the dress of the hierophant see above, pp. 32-33; the 
daduch, pp. 32-33, 48; the hearth-initiate, pp. 101-108. 

25 See above. 
26 See above, pp. 44—45. 
2" Oratio V, 173c-d (ed. Hertlein). 
8 .G, II%, 11674, lines 9-12 (= Peek, Griechische Vers- 

Inschriften [Berlin, 19557, 1029). 
2 Cf. the comments of Nilsson, Dionysiac Mysteries of the 

Hellenistic and Roman Age (Lund, 1957), p. 49, n. 21. 

 



should consult the respective prosopographical accounts above. 

APPENDIX 

I. LISTS OF PRIESTS AND PRIESTESSES IN CHAPTERS I-V 

The dates given here for each priest and priestess are only a summary; for precise information the reader 
The number of a priest is in bold type if there 

is some probability that he directly succeeded the previous entry. 
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A list of exegetes of the Eumolpidae is given above, p. 92. 

Zéaxopos 

Oeddwpos 
"Apxtas 

Aakparetons 
‘Tepox\etdns Tegaperod Iaraviels 

[——TJorros 

Ebpvuedwr 

Ebpuk\elons 

‘Tepogdrns Novephdov Iepioions 

. Xawpnrios Mpoghrov 'ENevaivios 

. "Apiororhis Ilepiboidns 

. "Apwvépaxos Evxhéovs ‘ANavels 

. Mevex\eidns Oeognuov Kuvdabnyarehs 
. ‘Tepogdvrys Ebarpogov Mewparels 

. Oedonuos Mevekheldov Kudabnvavels 

. ‘Tepogavrys 

. ‘Tepogdvrns 

. T8 KN Olvogihos Kalhwkparidov T pikopioios 

. ['TovIA\wos ‘Tepog[ d Jvrns 

. T ®N&Bos Zrpdrewr Mataviebs 

. ®ippos Tapyfrrios 

. ‘Tepogbvrns A 'Tob[ . . . . ] Iepatebs 

. ‘Tepopdvrns ‘Ayvolaios 

. T ®N&Bros Aewalbevns Macavieds 

. "To0\wos ‘LepogdrTns 

. T8 Khabdwos "Amor\wdpios 'Axapreds 

. Nobuutos Tepopavrns Eaknpebs 
. K\ ‘Tepogdvrns Mapaliwios vedrepos 

. "AmoN\awios 'AmoN\wyiov 

. ‘Hpak\eldns 
« Abyuos 

. T ®X\aBros T'\avkos Mapabwvios 

. Perhaps same as no. 29 

. 'Ep&rios 

. ‘lepogdvrys Eevarybpov 

. Nearopios 

. KaX\tas (IT) ‘Trmovikov (I) 'ANwmexnfer 

2. KaM\ias (II1) ‘Trmovikov (II) 'ANwmeknfer 

. ‘Tepox\etdns 

. ITv96dwpos 

. ‘Eppoériuos 

HIEROPHANTS 

DADUCHS 

Date 

Ca. beginning of fifth century B.C. 
From 415 or earlier to 408 or later 

379 
Shortly before 353 to 350/49 or later 
Ca. middle of fourth century 
In 336/5-333/2 
323 
In 317-307 
Ca. end of fourth century 

Ca. 248/7 
183/2 to 148/7 or later 
Early third quarter of second century 

Last quarter of second century 
Last quarter of second century 
Ca. end of second century 
86/5 

Ca. middle of first century A.D. 
Ca. end of first century 

Ca. end of first century? 
Ca. end of first quarter of second 

century 

Ca. middle of second century? 
Ca. middle of second century? 
Ca. 138-150 
From sometime in 138-161 to 167/8 
168/9 to 191 or 192 or slightly later 
191 or 192 (or later) to 193/4 
194/5 to before 209/10 
209/10 
Ca 25 
Ca ¥ 220=30) 

Ca. 220-30 
Ca5 225235 

After ca. 235 
First half of fourth century 

Before 355 to shortly before 392 

From 490 or earlier to 446/5 or later 

Before 400 to 371 or later 

350/49 
302 
Before end of third century  
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. ‘Tepox\etdns 

. Aebyrios "Axaprels 

. "Avrigiw 

. $orions ‘Ayvobaios 
. Zopok\ns Aeovriov 'Axapvebs 

. ®uhotevidns ukoridov ‘Ayvoboios 

. Hevok\7s Zogok\éovs 'Axapvebs 

. 2ogokMs Fevox\éovs 'Axapvels 

. Oeutaror)\ys Ocoppdarov ‘Ayrobaios 

. Oedpparros Oeutarokéovs ‘Ayvobaios 

. Oeuarox\is Oeogpbarov ‘Ayvobaios 
. Oedppacros Oeutarox\éous ‘Ayrobaios 

. T8 KNavdios Aewvidns Melirels 

. T8 KN Avaiddns T8 KN Aewvidov Mehirels 
. T8 K\ Zaoms T3 KN Avotddov Mehirels 

. Tlou(mwhos ?) Agdotxos 

. 116 Al\os Awoviaios 'AvTwoels 

. Al\os Mpataydpas Oeutarokéovs Mehirels 

. T8 KXatdios ®ikermos T8 KN Anuootpdrov Mehirels 

. Ilopmhios Agdovxos 

. ¥4Bos Mapabiwios 

. Aaporéelns 

. OwpBiavés 

. Alpépios 2woirarpos 

. Map 'Totwios Nikaybpas Mwovkiarod 

. ENaBios Ilop Agdovxos 

Date 

Before end of third century 

Ca. 200 
Ca. 200 
Early second century 

First half of second century 
Third quarter of second century 
Last quarter of second century 

First quarter of first century 

@z ISEBCY 
Second quarter of first century 
Second half of first century to 20/19 or later 
Ca. end of first century B.C. 
Second half of first century A.D. 

Ca. 100-130 
Ca. 130-150 

Ca. 150-60 to 169/70 or later 
Ca. 174/5 to ca. 180-5 
Ca. 180-5 to 191 or 192 

191 or 192 to ca. 197 
Ca. 197 to before 208/9 

From 208/9 or earlier to 209/10 or later 

Third century 
Third century 

Ca. end of third century 
From 304 or earlier to 326 or later 

Sometime after 372 A.D. 

PRIESTESSES OF DEMETER AND KORE 

. AvoweTpary 

. Oeavi> Mévwvos 'Aypulpfer Buydrnp 

. Mother of Epigenes of Acharnae 
. "AmoN\wriov Buyérnp 

. I'Natkn Mevednuov Kvdabnyarews Guydrnp 

. Apewdkhera Ehavbov Evaaiov buydrnp 

. Xapior Awovvaiov Mapafuwviov Guyarnp 

. K\eokparna Otvogilov "Apidvaiov uyarnp 
. KXew Eikhéovs PAvéws Ouyarnp, yovw 6¢ Nwodpuov ‘Epueiov 

. ®Naovia Aaoddueia Kheirov Phvéws Ouydrnp 

. Khavéla Tepobéa Tepobéov Tapynrriov Buydrnp 

. K\avdia Tarépiov Mevavépov Tapynrriov Quydrnp 

. [ =—Japas 7s [‘///[7 —— Buyarpos | 

. Awwy 

. [ =Jvn & XoM\ewdaw 

. AiNla "Emidapyis AIN Téhwros Palgpéws Ouydrnp 

. 'T0akn 

. Daughter of Epigonus of Sypalletos (?) 

Ca. middle of fifth century 
415 

Before middle of fourth century 

Ca. 200 B.C. 
Ca. end of second century B.C. 

Second half of second century or begin- 
ning of first century 

Second or first century B.C. 

Middle of first century B.c. 
From sometime in 41-54 to ca. 70 A.D. 

End of first century to ca. 125 
During reign of Hadrian 
First or second century A.D. 
First or second century A.D. 

First or second century A.D. 

Second century? 
Ca. end of second century 
Roman period 
No date 

SACRED HERALDS 

. K\ebrpiros 

. Awvboros Anpoarpdrov Maraviels 

. T Kowrdros Makuos ‘Ayvotaios 

. Aotkios Nobupuios Neypewos Tapyhrrios 

. Iewdpios ‘Tepoipue 

. 116 ‘Epévwios ‘TepoxipvE *AmoNwriov "Eppuetos 

. Notuuos ‘Tepoknpvé 

403 
20/19 
Before 117/8 to 119/20 or later 
Before 166/7 

From 166/7 or earlier to 174/5 
174/5 to ca. 192 
Ca. 194 to ca. 197 or later 

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC. 
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53 
53 
53 
54 
54 
54 
54 
54 
55 
55 
56 
Sli) 
57 
59 
59 
59 
60 
61 
63 
63 
63 
64 
64 
64 
64 
66 
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. ‘Epévvios ‘Tepoknpvé "Eppuetos 

. "Tob\wos ‘Tepoknpug 'Touhiov Movawriov (Zretpuels) 

. Kaotavos ‘Tepoknpvé Zrewpiels 

. Map 'Tobwios Nikayépas Mynoaiov 

APPENDIX 

209/10 
G205 
230/1 
Before 238 to 244-249 

ALTAR-PRIESTS 

2Auwy 

“Lepok\etdns 

" Avriedy 

AvTLpiv 
. ®uarions “Ayvobaios 
®uhotevidns Pukaridov ‘Ayvobatos 
Kneioddwpos Eliaridov ‘Ayvobaios 

AebvTios ZogokNeovs "Axapvels 

OH
00
 

ST
 
i
 

O 

. Zopok\s Aeovriov "Axapveds 

. 'Emwparns KaX\udxov Aevkovoebs 

. T ®NaBuos Zrpdrwr Iaraviebs 
. A Méupos 'Ent Boug Oopikios 

. T8 Khabdios Zaomis T3 KN Avoiadov MeNirebs 

. T &\&Bwos 'Ent Bope 

Before end of third century B.C. 
Before end of third century B.C. 
Before end of third century B.C. 

Ca. end of third century B.C. 
Ca. beginning of second century 

First half of second century 
Ca. middle of second century 
Second half of second century 
Ca. beginning of first century B.C. 

From 20/19 or earlier to 14/3 or later 
First quarter of second century A.D. 

From sometime in 121-124 to 191 or 192 
From 191 or 192 to 209/10 or later 

Early third century, after 209/10 

HIEROPHANTIDS 

. ‘Tepbpavris "Aupiov ®hddov Buybrnp 

. ‘Tepbpavris Moo x— — —Japiov "Agwdvalov Buydrnp 

. ‘Tepbpavris 

. ‘Tepbpavris vewrépas Mepikhéovs €& Otov Buyarnp 

. ‘Tepboavris PNafBia [ . . Jkpirea 

. Bvyarnp Anuntplov 

Augustan? 
Augustan? 
First century A.D.? 
Ca. end of first century 
Ca. beginning of second century 
From 112/3 or earlier to the reign of 

Hadrian or later 

. ‘Tepboavris T7s vewrépas Khavdia Puhofeva Tl KN Ilarpwvos 

Mehiréws Buydrnp 

. ‘Tepdpavtis 

. 'Towta Me\irivy 'Towviov Ilarpwvos Bepevikidov 6uydrnp 
) o ; 

. 'Tawory 'Toaiov Bvydrnp 

. Hom\ia AiNia ‘Epevvia 

NG 2 045 (= S'E.G, 111, 104): 

The stone is now in Leningrad in the Hermitage. 

The following text has been made from a photograph 

in the files of the Agora Excavations of the American 

School of Classical Studies (fig. 15). The stone has no 

preserved edges. At its left edge it has been cut in 

an even vertical line. The margins of the present text 

are merely hypothetical. 

[- -] érawé[oar 

[otw & JduNov €l malaw guloriueiola els Ebuokridas 

eldbow b7 

[xdpurJas dlas xou[ woivrar 

[~ — ¢\ Jodotnowaw, [ayabn Toxne deddxFar Ebuotidats 

érawéoar] 

During reign of Hadrian 
After 126/7 
Ca. middle of second century 

176 
Ca. end of second century A.D. 

  

5 [rov iepJopavrny "Apio[Tox\éa Tlepifoldny 

[kal oreJpavédoac puppivn[s orepdvw eboefelas éveka Tis 

els 70 yévos ] 

[kl 7hils\mpds Tovs Geods = —————————===== ] 

[= —] owvaxBévros o 4[- 

[ ie]popavrelav: tva 6é [ 

[rac 710 vévos ebxapiarolv, 

Yiheiopua] 
[els o7]Nas Nfivas Tpeis [kal arnoar Ty pév ————, 

T 8 év ]  
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Fie. 15. S.E.G., 111, 104. Courtesy of Hermitage. 

A genos (line 13) issued this decree, and the myrtle 
crown points immediately to the Eumolpidae or 
Kerykes. One copy of the decree was set up in the 
city Eleusinion, another probably in the sanctuary 
at Eleusis, but a third copy is unusual. If for some 
reason they held the meeting at which this decree 
was passed in an unusual meeting-place, it would be 
perfectly in order for them to set up one copy there 
and the other two in the places where they usually 
set up decrees, namely in the sanctuary at Eleusis 
and in the city Eleusinion. The meeting-place of the 
Eumolpidae at the time that they passed the decree 
honoring Aristocles (see above, hierophant no. 11) 
was certainly an unusual one: & [. % Todiww thus 
far has defied restoration. The additional fact that 
in all probability both decrees honored Aristocles of 
Perithoidai lends support to the hypothesis that these 
two inscriptions are copies of the same decree. On 
the other hand, there are some difficulties. The 
lettering of 1.G., 112, 1045 appears to be by another 
hand, and the length of the lines differs by about 
twenty letters. Although the difficulties by no means 
preclude this hypothesis, it is quite conceivable that 
in the long period of Aristocles’ incumbency the 
Eumolpidae could have met in the [. 5 TJuolw 
several times and honored Aristocles on more than 
one occasion. 

[TRANS< AMER. PHIL. SOC. 

The restorations assume that this is a decree of the 
Eumolpidae. The restorations of lines 6-7 (edoeBeias 
x7\.) and of line 9 (¢alvyras) are exempli gratia. 

IIIl. ON THE ARRANGEMENT OF THE 
PROHEDRIA IN THE THEATER 

OF DIONYSUS 

Because Kirchner did not have Fiechter’s completed 
study! of the prohedria seats when he was editing the 
inscriptions of the seats in I.G., 112, 5022-5079, his 
information concerning which seats are i situ is 
incomplete and consequently misleading.? Fiechter 
describes the general arrangement of the first row 
of the prohedria as follows :3 

Vor jedem Keil des Sitzraumes steht eine Gruppe von fiinf 
Sesseln; nur im Keil I und XIIT sind es je 6 Sesseln: 
Wihrend die ganze westliche Hilfte der Sesselreihe ver- 
hiltnismassig gut erhalten ist, sind in der 6stlichen Halfte 
von Keil VIIT bis XIII Liicken und Stérungen. Die 
Finfer-Gruppen bestehen jeweils aus zwei Marmorblocken 
zu je drei und je zwei Sesseln. Sie sind regelmissig so 
angeordnet, dass zu einer Treppe die Zweisitzsteine, zur 
nachsten die Dreisitzsteine gegengleich stehen. Diese 
Anordnung gilt nur fur die Keile II-V. In Keil VI 
besteht Fiinfer-Gruppen aus zwei Zweisitz- und einem 
mittleren Einsitzstein; auch in den gestérten Sesselreihen 
in den Keilen VITII-XII war die gleiche Einteilung. 

In cunei VIII-XIII the arrangement of the seats 
(with Fiechter's numbering) is as follows: 

Cuneus VIII 36 
S 
38  None i situ 

Cuneus 1X 

None i situ 

Cuneus X Thesmothete | 
Thesmothete | 
Thesmothete 

Sri‘;:lfioltllgtfld} Double seat in situ 

Double seat in situ 

Single seat in situ 

Cuneus X1 

art of single seat preserved, front missing, 
in situ 

| Double seat 
Priest of Apollo Zosterius | in situ 

' E. Fiechter, Das Dionysos-Theater in Athen (4 v., Stuttgart, 
1935-1950) 1: pp. 62-75; 4: pp. 11-16. Cfo 00 A, W. Dilke, 
B.S.4. 43 (1948): p. 178. 

* A valuable, full study of the prohedria appeared just as the 
manuscript of this appendix was going to press: Michael Maass, 
Die Prohedrie des Dionysostheaters in Athen (Munich, 1972). 
M ’s remarks on the arrangement of seats'in the first row are 
essentially in agreement with my own. 

# Fiechter, op. cit. 1: p. 64; and now see also Maass, op. cit.  
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Cuneus XII Missing 
Missing 
Missing 
iepéws 'Takxaywyod 

tepéws *Aakhnmion T Jvos (?) 

Cuneus X111 . 
tepéws Ao xel Xapire xal Piouns b LTIPIE seat 
Khpukos wavayods Kal iepos tn st 
Missing 
Missing 
Missing 

lepéws TUp ooy & dkpomdNews } 

In positions 43-44 of cuneus IX there stands now a 
badly damaged double seat with the inscriptions 
[&pxovJros and (now missing) Bacthéws; in position 45 
there is a single middle seat with the inscription 

mohepapyov. The following arrangement, then, would 

be logical and natural for this cumeus: 

41 [(’ipxov]j’osl 

42 Bacihéws J 

43 moNeudpxov 

44 [Beo;mfiérou]l 

45 [Beouobérov] 

Double seat 

Single seat 

Double seat 

The four other thesmothetes follow in cuneus X and 
are followed by the sacred herald. 

Next we are faced with the problem of determining 
the positions of three double seats which have been 

removed to positions above the prohedria. They are: 

dadovyov . o 
e Huglou}- Left side faced an aisle 

(Trpam'yofll 

K1)pUKOS 

Awoyévovs Evdepyéro 1 

lepéws "ArTdNov ém wvt’),uouj 

Right side faced an aisle 

Left side faced an aisle 

The best position for the daduch and the priest of 
Pythian Apollo would seem to be the first two seats 
in cuneus VIII, where Fiechter puts them; this would 

make the daduch and the hierophant equidistant to 
the right and left from the throne of the priest of 
Dionysus. Then the seats presently occupying posi- 
tions 36-38 should probably be shifted to 38-40, 

which is in accord with their physical characteristics 
as being respectively a middle seat and a double seat 

whose right side faced an aisle. The seats in cuneus 

VIII would be arranged as follows: 

S ey - Double Seat 
37 lepéws 'AmoNNwros IIU9L0UJ 

38 ({epouviuovos Single Seat 

39 lepéws kal apxuepéws ZeBaorov Kaloapos 
¢ 29, 7 l Double Seat 

40 ilepéws ‘Adpravod 'ENevfepaiws J 

The original positions of the double seat Awyévovs 
Ebepyérov and iepéws 'Arralov érwrbpov and the double 

seat of the hoplite general and herald have now been 

ARPRPENDIEXE 21t 

clarified by Maass as not belonging to the first row 
of the prohedria.* 

It is clear, therefore, that there will be three seats 

remaining in the first row for three possible exegetes 
of the Eumolpidae if they sat in the first row of the 
prohedria. There will also be a position available for 
the altar-priest. Thus the prohedria offers no con- 
clusive evidence as to whether the exegetes of the 
Eumolpidae numbered two or three. 

IR BSOS 

A new table of the chronologically important 

aeisitot lists between 165 and 210 A.D. is presented here 
(table 2). It differs only in a few respects from the 

table compiled by Oliver (H.Th.R. 43 [1950]: p. 234), 
but an attempt has been made to give a more detailed 

picture of what the inscriptions show concerning the 
five Eleusinian priests who appear in them (the non- 

Eleusinian officials have been omitted since none are 
changed).! The order of their appearance in relation 

to one another in each list is indicated by means of a 
number after their name. If the part of the list in 
which they appeared is not preserved so that their 

order cannot be determined, the letters NP (‘“not 

preserved’’) are used. If their names are not pre- 
served but their position can still be determined, 

brackets followed by a number are used. Asterisks 
indicate differences from Oliver’s table. The letter N' 
next to a date indicates agreement with Notopoulos’s 
table, Hesperia 18 (1949): pp. 1-57, table 1. 

If the interpretation suggested above, p. 60, is 

correct, that Aelius Dionysius, the defendant in a 
case decided by Marcus Aurelius in 174/5, was the 
daduch at that time, the hitherto accepted date of 

178/9 for I.G., 112, 1789 is suspect. It is a bit un- 
settling to see a Pompeius daduch in 169/70, Aelius 

Dionysius confirmed in his office in 174/5 by Marcus 
Aurelius, and another Pompeius already in office in 

178/9. This would mean a rather short tenure for 
Aelius Dionysius, and it is striking that he is both 
preceded and followed by a Pompeius. The sacred 
herald Nummius adds to the suspicion. [1.G., II? 

1789 is the only piece of evidence for a sacred herald 

of this nomen between the heralds Pinarius and 
Herennius, whereas there is a good deal of evidence 
that a Nummius, viz., Nigrinus of Gargettos, was 
sacred herald before 166/72, and evidence that another 

Nummius was sacred herald starting around 194.° 

4 Maass, op. ctt., p. 139. 
1 For a more accurate treatment of the non-Eleusinian officials 

in these lists one should consult the table of aeisitos lists compiled 
by B. D. Meritt and J. S. Traill which will appear in their volume 
of the prytany inscriptions found in the Agora. I am very 
grateful to them for showing me their table before its publication. 
Their study of the non-Eleusinian officials has necessitated a 
new arrangement of some lists, but not lists with Eleusinian 

cred herald no. 5; see above, p. 79. 
3 Sacred herald no. 8; see above, p. 79.  
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TABLE 2. 
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ELEUSINIAN PRIESTS IN THE AEISITOI LISTS 
  

  

Date Inscription Hierophant Daduch Sacred her. Altar-priest Pyrphoros Comment 
  

ca.164 

shortly before 
165 N 

166/7 N 
167/8 N 
168/9 N 
168/9 N 
169/70 N 

Hesp. XII, No. 23 NP 

IG II2 1769 

1G 112 1773 

1G II2 1774 

Hesp. X1, No. 18 

IG 112 1775 

IG 112 1776, 1781 

Hesp. XI, No. 1 

Hesp. III, No. 43 

s 
Pom 2 
Pom 2 

[----13? 
Pom 2 

Pom 2 

Julius 1 
Julius 1 
NP 

173/4 N NP 

174/5% N 

(or 187/8) 
ca. 180 

ca. 180 

ca. 181 

182/3 N 
ca. 186 

186/7 N 
188/9 

1G I12 1788 
IG 112 1794 
IG II2 1782 
IG II2 1795 
Hesp. IV, No. 11 
Hesp. XI, No. 6 
IG II2 1796 
Hesp. XI, No. 23, 

etc, 

IG 112 1798 
1G 112 1797 
Hesp., XI, No. 5 
IG II* 1792, etc. 

Julius 1 Aclius 2 
Julius 1 [----12 

Aclius 2 
absent 
absent 
NP 

Julius 1 

NP 

[----11 

NP 

Julius 1 

[----11 
NP 

Julius 1 

190/1 
ca. 191 
191/2 N 
191 or 192 Aelius 2 

ca. 194 
195/6 N 
ca. 197 
ca. 198 
198/9 
204/ 5% 
209/10 N 

1G II2 1806 

I1G II? 1806a 

IG II2 1790 etc. 

IGIII2 1799 

Hesp. X1, No. 36 

IG II2 1789 

1G II2 1077 

Claudius 2 

unident. 3 

Pompeius 3 

NP 

NP 

[PompJeius 3 

Fabius 2 

Nummius 1 
unident. 1 
Nummius 1 
NP 
NP 
[NumJmius 1 
Claudius 1 

NP NP NP Below, p. 122 

absent 

absent 
absent 
absent 

absent 
absent 

NP 

NP 

[----12 
Pinarius 3 

Pinarius 3 

[---12 
Pinarius 3 

Pinarius 3 

NP 

NP 

absent 

absent 

absent 

absent 

Memmius 4 

Memmius 4 

NP 

INB 

Below, p. 123 

NP 

absent 

NI 

absent 

absent 

NP 

[ 

Memmius 4 

Memmius 3 

NP 

) 
Memmius 2 

NP 

----14 

Herennius 3 

absent 

Herennius 3 

2! 
absent 

Herennius* 

----13 

Below, pp. 122-123 

Above, p. 79, note 25 

Above, p. 79 

NP 

Herennius 3 

[ 
NP 

Herennius 3 

NP 
absent 

absent 
A[N] ? 
Aelius 5 

(Hesp. X1, No. 4) 
absent 
absent 
absent 
NP 
NP 
absent 
Aurelius 5 

NP 

Memmius 4 

absent 
NP 

Claudius 4 Above, p. 38, note 200 

absent 

absent 

absent 
NP 

NP 

absent 

Claudius 4 

Nummius 3 

unident. 2 
Nummius 2 

NP 

NP 

Nummius 2 

Above, p. 40 

Below, p. 122 

Herennius 3 

  

Thus one position for 1.G., 112, 1789 more in harmony 
with this information would be 165/6. But there are 

two immediate obstacles. First, according to Notop- 

oulos! there was a different prytany-secretary in 
165/6: for the secretary in Hesperia 12 (1943) no. 23, 
p- 77 (dated by him to 165/6) he presents a reading 

(of Mitsos): .r(or .7)[ %% Jros ) Zehrri(os). When 
I looked at the stone in the summer of 1969, Raubit- 
schek’s original reading, Iar[.%* Jros ) S[_%%5 ], ap- 
peared to be much preferable, except that the first 
letter of the demotic should be dotted; no more 
letters could be read after this; the surface is com- 
pletely destroyed at this point as is apparent in 
Raubitschek’s photograph of the squeeze. Therefore, 
the date of this document can only be approximate, 
that is, ca. 164. The other objection to 165/6 as the 
year of I.G., 112, 1789, is the name of the hierophant, 
["TotI\ios; for Flavius Leosthenes was hierophant at 
this time. However, the transcript Boeckh? had of 
this inscription showed nothing before 102 in the 
first line; Pittakys had \IOZ in his copy, but since he, 
often unreliable anyway, made other wild errors in 
the same copy,® one is tempted to discount his alleged 
stroke of a lambda. On the other hand, since the 
stroke could reflect part of a mu, which yields the read- 

+0p. cit., p. 13, 
SR RIS8 b 

% Cf. Dittenberger, I.G., 111, 1038. 

ing [Nobu Juwos, the year 204/5 appears to be the best 
choice; it fits the tribal cycle, and the table shows 

that a Pompeius and Nummius were respectively 

daduch and sacred herald not long before this (ca. 197) 
and could have continued to be in 204/5. 

We are now free to re-examine the position of 1.G., 
I12, 1788. Its traditional date has been ca. 174/5, 

and Notopoulos assigned it definitely to 174/5. 
Oliver moved it to 187/8, apparently in a desire to 
put its daduch, Aelius, and its sacred herald, Heren- 

nius, close to the men of the same gentilicia mentioned 

in I.G., II?, 1798 of 190/1. But if we accept Notop- 

oulos’s date for I.G., 112, 1788, the aeisitoi list of 
this document will be in complete accord with our 

transfer of I.G., II?, 1789 to 204/5. The daduch 
Aelius of 1788 will then be Aelius Dionysius, inter- 
preted above, p. 60, as the daduch mentioned in 

Marcus Aurelius’s decision of 174/5; and the aeisitoi 

list of 1788 can also be interpreted as reflecting 

another of Marcus's decisions of that year, one which 

pertained to the candidacy of a man seeking the 
office of sacred herald: 

Since Mamertinus, who is a Eumolpid, obtained neither 
of his parents from the clan of the Ceryces, so lacks the 
only means by which it has been permitted to those from 
either of these [two] clans to transfer to the other, he 
shall refrain from seeking the office of sacred herald. The 
elections shall be held all over again among the others, 
both those who have already gone to court and those who  
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will now wish to be candidates, in accord with the laws 
of the Athenians.” 

The elections were then held for a second time, and 
I1.G., 112, 1788, if it belongs to this year, shows that a 

Herennius won, who was, interestingly enough, not 
among those who brought suit against Mamertinus. 

The elections will therefore have been held sometime 
before the ninth prytany, when Herennius was already 

in office.® On the other hand, none of Graindor's 
original arguments which led him quite reasonably 

to be the first to propose ‘“‘ca. 174" as the date of this 

document? appears to be strong enough to preclude a 
date of 187/8. Thus 174/5 must be regarded as 
tentative. At any rate, since we do know that an 
election for the hierokerykeia must have been held 
shortly after receipt of Marcus’s letter in 174/5, it is 

reasonable to assume, in the absence of evidence for 
any other sacred herald around this time, that this 

was the year in which Herennius assumed this 
priesthood. 

One other aspect of the aeisitoi lists to which I 
would like to call attention is the occasional anomaly 
in the order of the priests in relation to one another. 

First, a slightly improved text of lines 1-5 of Hesperia 
11 (1942): p. 50, no. 18, should be given: 

[’Tob ‘Tepogéw Jr[ns] 

[Mew ‘Tepox Jnpvé 

[-mmmmmmmm ] 
4 [knpvé Bov\ns kal 6fuov 

[Mémos *AT Jrikds Bnoavehs. 

Here the sacred herald precedes probably the daduch, 
although it is of course possible that the daduch is 

missing and that the herald in fact precedes the altar- 
priest. The normal order for the Eleusinian priests in 

the aeisitoi lists is: hierophant, daduch, sacred herald, 

altar-priest. The reason for the occasional anomalies 
and absences is not immediately clear, but a com- 

parison with the order of the other aeisitoi listed in 
Notopoulos’s table I may shed some light. These 

are, in relation to one another,’® normally listed as 

follows: herald of the Boule and Demos, secretary 

of the Boule and Demos, prytany-secretary (mepl 6 

Biua), antigrapheus, hieraules, éml Zkiédos, subsecretary, 

and occasionally a secretary of the bouleutai* Devia- 

tions from this order are usually minor: the anti- 

grapheus sometimes changes positions with the 

prytany-secretary ; the hieraules with the érl Zkuddos; 

and the érl Skiddos with the subsecretary. Sometimes 

7 Oliver, 1970: p. 4, lines 9-13, and translation on p. 29. 

8 Concerning this sacred herald, no. 7, see above, p. 79. 

91922: pp. 175-178. 
10 The occasional occurrence of the avruipvé and the mvpeépos 

between members of this list is omitted from consideration here. 

1 Cf. Geagan, 1967: pp. 103-112. 
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the subsecretary is omitted,'? and this is comparable 

to the occasional omission of the altar-priest; in each 

case it is a matter of the one of the least prestigious 
officials of the group.”* More serious deviations and 
absences in the second group occur in inscriptions 

which are not well preserved or whose edition may be 
incomplete; inspection or further information may 

show that the traditional order holds true in these 
documents also.”* Thus it cannot be said for certain 

2 Possibly in I.G., II%, 1790 (my squeeze seems to show un- 
certain traces of writing below the last line); apparently in 1.G., 
112, 1806; definitely in Hesperia 11 (1942): no. 5, p. 34. The 
subsecretary should be restored in two places. According to my 
squeeze, I.G., 12, 1796, lines 40-42, should read: 

40 [vpaupareds] Bovhevray 

Hesperia 16 (1947): p. 182, no. 87, Face A, lines 1-7, should 

probably be edited as follows: 

[iepad I\ns 

[’ Agpodeiaios ] "Emappode[ (] 

[rov MawaveetJs 
oo e 

[An Juhrpios 
= ===ieiovos 
[Tapy Jhrreos. 

Line 9 may contain a mention of the éri Zxiddos. Aphrodeisius 
Epaphrodeitus of Paiania was hieraules from at least 173/4 to 
ca. 186; the otherwise unknown subsecretary Demetrius could 

have been in office in 183-186. 
13 Similar is the case of the pyrphoros and the secretary of the 

bouleutai, who appear even less frequently. 
4 I.G., 112, 1789; 1796; 1797; 1806; Hesperia 11 (1942): no. 4, 

p. 33; ibid., no. 36, p. 70. The last document appears to be very 
ineptly inscribed, and it may be futile to try to restore the proper 
ineptitude. I find Notopoulos's restorations (op. cit., p. 17) con- 
vincing only for lines 10-11. [~ —Jauov in line 8 could be the end 

of a patronymic. The list in I.G., 1%, 1815 presents an anomaly 
in lines 11-12. Geagan states (1967: p. 112) that there is 

only one possible resolution of the abbreviations in lines 11-12; 

he does not mention a different resolution offered by Oliver in 

Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 58. My squeeze of this stone indicates 

that the letters should be read as fpé K and rF éA and so the 
most probable resolution is Oliver's: vp(aupareds) Bo(vAis) «[al 

sfuov] and vp(apuareds) Bo(vhevraw) A [——nomen———]. (I have 
been helped with this reading by a comparison also of the squeeze 
at Princeton, a description of which was kindly sent to me by 
John Traill.) Perhaps there was some special reason in this 
prytany for the appearance of the secretary of the bouleutat in this 
position. On my squeeze I can also make out the tip of the 
right oblique stroke of the upsilon in line 15, so as to read: 
yrloypanumarets ———7. 

Geagan (loc. cit.) correctly identifies the vp(apparels) at the 
end of Hesperia 11 (1942) no. 5, p. 34, as the ypaupareds Bovhevraw, 

also identical with the ypaupareds mpvrdvewy. We can perhaps 

resolve the difficulties of Hesperia 11 (1942) no. 2, p. 32 in a similar 
manner, by interpreting the secretary in line 7 to be the secretary 
of the bouleutai and by reading in line 9, av[rwfpvE], an official 
who appears only occasionally in the aeisitos lists (in 1.G., I1%, 
1077; in 1768, if my suggestion, above, p. 60, is correct; and 
in Hesperia 11 (1942) no. 6, p. 36, if Oliver’s suggestion is correct) 
and in various positions (if the restorations are correct). In 
1.G., 112, 1808 there is space for three names between the hiero-  
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that the major officials of the second group, the herald 
of the Boule and Demos and the secretary of the Boule 
and Demos, ever change position, and in this respect 
they are similar to the hierophant.!’® Other officials 
of the second group can change positions, and those 
who do change do so only with those who are otherwise 
just before or after them. A similar limitation holds 

true for the Eleusinian priests: only the daduch and 
sacred herald certainly change positions, while the 
altar-priest never appears as preceding any of them 
(although he is naturally in one of their positions when 
they are absent from a list).!® The occasional ab- 
sences of the daduch and sacred herald still remain 
a puzzle. 

V. 1.G., II?, 3713 + 4089 + 'E¢. 'Apx. 1897: col. 60, 
no. 42. 

The latter fragment, located in the storeroom of the 
museum at Eleusis, is preserved only on its left side; 
at a distance of 0.023 m. from its left edge a vertical 
margin is engraved, which corresponds to the right 
margin on I.G., IT%, 4089 with the same identation. 

[KX Mévay Jopay 

[KX &\ Jov 700 

[dgdovx Thoavros 

Ovya[TépJa kai A[IN] 

Tpata[yJ6pov 7ot ] 
da[dov xhoalvros ] 

[améyor Joy [riv '] 

8 [éorias]. 

The text, line-division, letter-forms, and the spacing 
of the letters are exactly the same as in Gz 
3693.  The only differences between the two are very 
slight: the letters of our inscription are greater in 
height by half a centimeter, and our inscription has an 
engraved left margin. Thus it is very probable that 
lines 7-8 of our text should be restored to read as in 
3693: i 4¢’ éorias. The similarity of the two in- 
scriptions_ (which extends even to the use of the 
ligature N- in lines 3 and 6) would seem to. indicate 
that they were erected within a short time of one 
another. According to line 3 in both cases, their 
father Claudius Philippus the daduch was already 
dead. He either died before they became hearth- 
initiates, or the inscriptions were set up at a later time 
in their lives. The former alternative is favored by 

phant and the secretary of the Boule and Demos; apparently 
they were intended to be inscribed but never were; the third 
of these names would have been the herald of the Boule and 
Demos. 

¥ 1.G., II% 1768, is an apparent exception, but see above, 
p- 60, for a possible solution. 

1 Nor does the pyrphoros ever appear ahead of any other 
Eleusinian priest. 

! For the corrected reading of this part of 1.G., 112, 3693 see 
above, p. 111. 
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the consideration that Claudius Philippus served as 
daduch for only a short time. 

VI. I1.G., 112, 3475 4 3476. 

Raubitschek (4.J.4. 49 [19457: p. 435) suggested 
that these are parts of the same inscription. An ex- 
amination of the stones shows that this is correct, 
though no join can be made. Kirchner mistakenly 
republished fragment a of 3475 as 3570. 

The following new text can be made: 

] ‘Aha[eeds] 

E\oriov [y éavr Job Guyal T Jépa 

Awyifioros .. 28 

4o’ éorias [uvnbeioa ]y Talv O e ]awv 

émi lepel[ as Thabrns 77 Js Mevedfuov 

Kvdab[nracéws Buyar |pbs. 

Dionysius of Halai and his daughter Philistion are 
otherwise unknown. 

VIIL. I.G., I1?, 4075 + 4083 

The left side of Dodwell’'s transcription was mis- 
takenly assumed to be the original left margin of the 
inscription. Lunate sigma and epsilon occur only 
in line 6. Figures 16-17. 

Height of letters: 0.018-0.021m. (lines 1-4) 

0.022-0.025m. (lines 5-6) 

Jiav “Povgetvan 'TobA &5 Movadwios 

[xknpvé 717 & ’Apelov méyov Bouhf, orparyyos éml Tods 

[omXiras], dywrobérns "ONvumeiwy, Aws "ONvuri 

4 [ ov ieped]s "Abfwnow, gadvvris & "ONvurig ? 
[flacal 5 

] éplorny  yuvaika 2% 

[0 "Toud Jiov ‘Tepoxspuk[o s /.m‘re'pmg ‘6‘ 

There is enough space at the beginning of line 1 to 

restore a title of Rufina, such as that of a priestess. 

For commentary see above, pp. 79-80. 

F1G. 16. I.G., II2, 4075.  
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I1.G., 112, 4083. (TGS 

AL = 1@ SR R3S 

In 1949 (Hesperia, Supplement 8: p. 226) Meritt 
expressed uncertainty whether lines 1-2 belong to the 

same stone as lines 4-10 and suggested that doubt 
might be resolved by an examination of the stone. 

I tried to see the stone at the Monastery of Phane- 
romene in the summer of 1969 but could not find it. 
Kirchner saw it in 1907 and stated that it was located 
on the outside rear wall of the church. At the base 
of this wall there are now heavy layers of whitewash; 
and if it is in that part of the wall, it has been com- 

pletely covered over. 
Our text of this inscription is based essentially on 

the text of Sir George Wheler which Spon published 

in Voyage d'Italie, de Dalmatia, de Grece et du Levant 
(Cyens, 167%)"3, 2 p. 125. However, Spon did not 
edit lines 1-2 as part of the same inscription. This 

was first done by Boeckh (C.I.G., 396), who re- 
marked: ‘“Vss. 1.2. apud Sponium ita separati sunt, 

ut aliquis putet duas esse inscriptiones: sed una haud 

dubie est, unoque articulo a Sponio comprehenditur.” 
Spon’s articulum is “La auprés,” after which follow 
lines 1-2 of I.G., 112, 3531; below this is the heading 
“ Fragment,” followed by lines 4-10 of I.G., 1%, 3531. 

There is nothing to indicate that the “‘Fragment” is 
part of the same inscription; the only thing certain 

is that Spon wanted to indicate that both inscriptions 

were located roughly in the same place. Meritt 

brought to light the fact that Wheler, in a manuscript 

of his own which is now in the British Museum (Add. 

MS. 35, 334), also edited the two texts separately, and 

that Francis Vernon, who saw the stones indepen- 

dently of Spon and Wheler, also edited them separately 

(Hesperia, loc. cit.). In fact, Vernon did not edit 

the texts consecutively, as did Spon and Wheler; his 

manuscript (MS. 73 of the Royal Society)! has seven 

inscriptions in between. Thus Boeckh’s conjecture 

1] wish to thank the library of the Royal Society‘ for §enf_liug 

me a photocopy of page 9 verso, which contains these inscriptions. 
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that they belonged together because of their proximity 

in Spon’s edition becomes more dubious. Certainly 
the three men saw them as separate inscriptions, 

though probably lying close together. The main 
support of Boeckh’s conjecture is gone, and whether 

it has any validity at all must be examined in the 
light of the further history of these inscriptions. 
When they were next seen and recorded, by Kirchner,? 

they were at the Monastery of Phaneromene on 
Salamis, and Kirchner printed a text of them together 
(I.G., II?, 3531). But if they were separate at 
Eleusis, it is scarcely likely that someone had joined 
them before building them into the church: Meritt 

reckons that these stones were taken from Eleusis 
and built into the church at the end of the seventeenth 

century (op. cit., 225). Thus Kirchner’s text needs 
to be examined carefully. He saw the stone in 1907 

and wrote (ad I.G., 112, 3531) that he was unable to 
read much of it: “litterae, quarum pleraeque corrosae 

aut evanidae. . . .”” But he did not state exactly 
which areas could not be read. Professor Giinther 

Klaffenbach has kindly sent me Kirchner's squeeze 
of this inscription which is now in the Deutsche 
Akademie der Wissenschaften.® Neither he nor I can 

make out any certain letters below line 3, and so one 
could assume that Kirchner also was unable to read 
lines 4-10, though the squeeze shows that space 
existed on the stone for those lines. 

Considering the improbability of anyone joining 

these two inscriptions before they were built into the 
church, we have to assume that Spon, Wheler, and 

Vernon saw the same stone as Kirchner and, like him, 
were unable to read anything beyond line 2. They 
saw a whole stone (or at least one preserved to an ex- 

tent of several lines below the first two lines), which is 
probably why Spon did not write ““Fragment” above 

it, as he did for the acephalous inscription which he 
published after it. Boeckh'’s conjecture is accordingly 
impossible; these two texts should now be considered 
as separate inscriptions. 

The following can be read from the squeeze: 

EMMIONZABEI 

NIIEIZANAPON 
%OX 

This reveals that \Vheler’s.tmnscript (B.M. Add. MS. 
35, 334, no. 338) is garbled. He has: 

TAIONMEMMIONZABEINONIIEIZANAPON 

EIIIIEPEIAZ®AATIAZAAOAAMIAZ 

He combined the first and second lines into one and 

added a separate inscription, I.G., 12, 4753.  Vernon’s 

2 Dittenberger published them as I.G., III, 722, but did not 
see the stones. 

3T would also like to thank him for helpful criticism of the 
manuscript of this appendix.  
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copy is much more accurate: 

TAION MEMMION ZABEI 

IIIZANAPON 

Although he has mistaken II for E in the second line 
(or omitted the E), it is noteworthy that the second 

line is reasonably accurately placed in relation to the 
first line, whereas Spon'’s second line, and consequently 

that of all later editors, certainly is not. The text 

should probably read: 

Téwov Mepuor Zafer 

vov Heiaavéfit_)g 

JZoN [_4 ca. 9 

= 

For the other inscription the following text of lines 
1-6 seems to fit best the disposition of both Wheler’s 
and Vernon's transcripts: 

[ ] 
[kai k Inpvkeboarra kal 

[yvpJraciapxhoavra dis 

[kai ay Jovoberhoavra Téw 

4 [Meyé\Jwr Kawwaphor Zefac 

[7év kai] orparnyhoavra 

[émt Tov]s omheiras dis. 

This yields, according to their transcripts, an even 

left margin with no difficulties, and eliminates the 

very improbable break of syllabic division previously 
restored between lines 5-6. The restoration of kal 
before each participle seems necessary because of its 
occurrence in line 1. For lines 6-10 Wheler* (and 

Spon approximately) transcribed : 

ZO0HAEITAZAIZ 

PTAOITATPIN 

N-II10A 

ATATA 

HZITA 

Vernon has: 

2I0OIMAEITAZ AIZ 

FTAOITATPIN 

AHIIIOAO 

ATATA 

HZIIA 

4. B M. Add. MS. 35, 334. Through the courtesy of the 
British Museum I examined this manuscript in the summer of 
1969. 
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Vernon shows less space to the left of gi\érarpw. But 
neither transcript would seem to allow space for 
euokaloapa to be restored before ¢\érarpw, if the 

left margin remained even at this point, unless part 
of ¢ulokaioapa went on the previous line. This is 

quite possible, but the transcript of Vernon and 

Wheler and the text that I think can best be derived 
from them suggest that the right-hand section of the 

inscription was well preserved. Perhaps the most im- 
portant consideration is that all other certain occur- 
rences of this phrase® at Athens contain kai: g\okatoap 
kal gu\orarpis.  And it seems impossible to fit both kat 

and ¢uokatoapa into the available space. Perhaps 
only g\érarpw or [1ov] ¢\érarpw or [kal] g\émarpw 

stood in the center of this line just as rov g\orarpw was 
originally centered at the bottom of I.G., II?, 3620 

(see above, p. 84, n. 28), or perhaps we should read 
[kai 70v] @uNérarpw. The text of the entire inscription 
is then to be read as follows: 

[kai k Inpvkeboavra kai 

[yvuJvaciapxhoarra dis 

[kal &y Jwvoberhoavra Tév 

4 [MeyaJov Kawwaphwr Zefac 

[7év kal] orparnyhoarra 

[émt Tob]s 6mheiras dis 

EWW‘;] eu\bTarpuy 1 

8 [K\ Ao Jxhpmibdo[rov .. ] 

K Pavdia [-———] 

[rov éavr Jns malrépal. 

Below this Vernon seems to record a vacant space 
and then on the lower right: Q2. The form of. the 

end strongly suggests to me that the name preceding 
K\avdia was that of her father, the man honored in this 

inscription. The form of the dedication, with the 
names of the dedicatee and dedicator at the end, re- 
sembles 1.G., 112, 3613 or 3670. For the name in line 8 

Meritt suggests ["Ac JkA\pmwodo[7n ] or ["Ac Jkhpmiodd[pa ] 

as possible names of a dedicator. In this case we 
would have two dedicators, and something like 7ov 

éavrns dvopa would also have to be in the lacuna of 

lines 8-9, and the man’s name at the beginning of the 
inscription ; this is possible only if we regard the mar- 
gins of lines 8-10 as different from those of lines 1-7. 

See the list compiled by J. H. Oliver, Expounders p. 88. 
1.G., 112, 3283A has [¢\é|kawgap ¢uNé]marpis, but the arrange- 
ment of the text on the stone offers no difficulty against in- 
serting kat here.  
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and hierophantids are given above, 

Accame, S., 29 

Acestion, daughter of daduch no. 12, 
Xenocles, 54-55 

Acharnae, daduchic family from, 52-58 

Achilles, 43 
Acropolis, 20, 94, 96 
adlection into Eumolpidae, 37 
adoptio testimentaria, 30 

Adrian, sophist, 47 
aediculum, 4344 
aeisitor, 14, 38, 40, 42, 59-61, 64, 68, 79, 

81, 83-86, 94-95, 121-124 
Aelia Cephisodora, daughter of daduch 

no. 19, Lysiades, 59 
Aelia Epilampsis daughter of Aelius Gelos 

of Phaleron, priestess of Demeter and 
Kore no. 16, 75 

Publia Aelia Herennia, hierophantid no. 
11, 88 

Publia Aelia Herennia daughter of P. 
Aelius Apollonius, hearth-initiate, no. 
43, 111 

Aelius of Acharnae, pyrphoros no. 3, 94 
Aelius Apollonius, cosmete ca. 217/8, 64 
Aelius Apollonius, ephebe ca. 217/8, 64 

P. Aelius Apollonius of Antinoeis, archon, 

father of hearth-initiate no. 43, 41, 64, 
111 

Aelius Ardys, high-priest, 62, 75 
Aelius Aristides, 39, 47. See also Pas- 

sages Cited 
P. Aelius Dionysius of Antinoeis, daduch 

no. 22, 60, 64 

Aelius Dionysius of Antinoeis, ephebe in 
205/6, 64 

Aelius Gelos of Phaleron, father of priestess 
of Demeter and Kore no. 16, Aelia 
Epilampsis, 75 

Aelius Praxagoras son of Themistocles of 
Melite, daduch no. 23, 60-63 

Aelius Themison, 60 
P. Aelius Timosthenes son of Aelius Zenon 

of Berenikidai, hearth-initiate no. 51, 

112 
Aelius Zenon of Berenikidai, father of 

hearth-initiate no. 51, 112 

Aeolion: see Vipsanius A. 
Aerarius Sosipater, daduch no. 29, 64 
Agathocles, father of Alexander of Leu- 

konoion, 51 (line 29) 
Agathocles of Marathon, father of hearth- 

initiate no. 41, 111 
Agathon: see Flavius A. 
Agathopus son of Phronton of Marathon, 

hearth-initiate no. 24, 109 
Agenor of Erikeia, father of exegete no. 3, 

92 
Agenor son of Apollonius of Erikeia, 

ephebe in 119/8, pythaist, 92 
Agenor son of Apollonius, pythaist in 

138/17, 92 

Agenor son of Apollonius, Eitharistes at 
Delphi in 128/7, 92 

agonothete, 30,55, 61, 63-64, 78-80, 8485, 
96, 108, 126 

Agora in Athens, 33-35 
Alaric, 43 

Alcamenes, pyrphoros no. 2, 94 
Alcibiades, 15-16, 49, 70, 76, 81, 93, 114 
Alcibiades: see Flavius A. 
Alexander the Great, 21, 58, 112 

Alexander son of Agathocles of Leukono- 
ion, 51 (line 29) 

Alexandria, 8-9, 43 
altar, 73; altars of Demeter and Kore, 82, 

85-86 
altar-priest, 8-9, 82-86 

ambassador, 30, 36, 68, 80 

Ameinocleia daughter of Philanthus of 
Phyle, priestess of Demeter and Kore 

no. 6, 72 
Amelung, 101 
Ammonius, father of Aristaechmus of 

Anaphlystos, 51 (line 26) 
Ammonius son of Demetrius, ephebe in 
80/79, 52 

Amphias of Philaidai, father of hiero- 
phantid no. 1, 86 

Amynomachus son of Eucles of Halai, 
hierophant no. 12, 27 

Anactoron, 39, 41-42, 44, 4647, 64 

anagraphe, 24, 50, 56 
Andocides, 16-18, 68, 90. See also Passages 

Cited 
anepsios, 53-54 
M. Annius Pythodorus, husband of priest- 

of Demeter and Kore no. 10, 74 
Annius Thrasyllus, son of priestess of 

Demeter and Kore no. 10, 74 

announcement: see prorrhesis 
antigrapheus, 123 
antikeryx, 60, 123 
Antiochus, 44 
Antiphon, archon of 258/7, 27 
Antiphon, altar-priest no. 3, 82 
Antiphon, daduch no. 8, altar-priest no. 4, 

53, 82 
Antoninus Pius, 32, 34, 37-39, 84 
Antonius Cornelianus, 35 

Antonius Sospis, rhetor, 59 

aparche, 11, 14-15, 49, 70, 76, 90 

Apellicon, father of Apolexis of Oion, 51 
(line 20) 

Aphrodeisius son of Stephanus of Mara- 
thon, priest of Triptolemus, 97 

Aphrodeisius son of Epaphrodeitus of 
Paiania, hieraules, 123 

Aphrodite Pandemos, 96 

apogonos, meaning of, 31 

apographai, 56 

Apolexis, archon in 20/19, 50, 101 

1185 

pp. 117-119; a list of exegetes of the Eumolpidae is given on p. 92.) 

Apolexis son of Apellicon of Oion, 51 
(line 20) 

Apollinarius: see Claudius A. 
Apollo, 18, 27, 54; priest of, 100; Apollo 

Delius, priest of, 74; Apollo Patrous, 
priest of, 75, 112; Apollo Pythius, 22, 
75, 112; priest of, 51, 89, 121; Apollo 
Zosterius, priest of, 120 

Apollodorus, 17 
Apoll[odorus ?]: see Claudius A. 
Apollonius, father of priestess of Demeter 

and Kore no. 4, 72 
Apollonius son of Apollonius, hierophant 

no. 29, 40 

Apollonius of Acharnae, father of Ctesicl- 
eia, wife of daduch no. 13, 54, 58 

Apollonius son of Ctesicles of Acharnae, 51 
(line 24), 55, 58 

Apollonius son of Jason of Cholleidai, 96 
Apollonius son of Agenor of Erikeia, exe- 

gete no. 3, 92 

Apollonius son of Eudemus of Hermos, 
father of sacred herald no. 6, 41, 79 

Apollonius of Melite, father of hearth- 
initiate no. 20, 108 

Apollonius of Tyana, 29 
Apollonius: see Aelius, Cassius, Julius 

Cassianus A. 
apometra, 70 
archeis, 76 
Archias, hierophant no. 3, 16-17 
Architimus son of Architimus of Sphettos, 

51 (line 22) 

archon, 30, 36, 41, 59, 61, 63-64, 73, 79-80, 
83-85, 87, 89, 96, 98, 100-101, 108, 111, 
121 

archon of Eumolpidae, 35-36 
archon of the Kerykes, 98 
archon of the Panhellenion, 109 
archon of the Sacred Gerousia, 98 
Ardys: see Aelius A. 
Areopagus, 22, 42 

Ares Enyalius, priest of, 78 
aresterion, 18, 71 
Argeius son of Argeius of Trikorynthos, 

archon in 98/7, 98 
Argeius son of Aristodemus of Trikoryn- 

thos, 98 
Aristaechmus son of Ammonius of Ana- 

phlystos, 51 (line 26), 52 

Aristides: see Aelius A. 
Aristion, 86 

Aristocleia, granddaughter of priestess of 
Demeter and Kore no. 10, 74 

Aristocles of Perithoidai, hierophant no. 
11, 24-27, 56 

Aristocrates of Sparta, 57 

Aristodemus, father of Argeius of Trikoryn- 
thos, 98 

Aristodemus son of Argeius of Trikoryn- 
thos, hymnagogos, 97  
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aristopoliteia, 109 
Aristotle, 13, 21, 67. 

Cited 
Arria: see Calpurnia Arria 
Artaxerxes, 47 
Artemidorus, 57 
Artemis Epipyrgidia, priest of, 73, 94; 

Artemis Propylaea (at Eleusis), 94 
Artemon, father of Lysias of Paiania, 100 

Asclepieia, Greater, 61, 67 

Asclepieum, 79; epimelete of, 78 
Asclepiodo[ra], 126 
Asclepiodo[te], 126 
Asclepiodo[ tus]: see Claudius A. 
Asclepius, 96; at Eleusis, 29; priest of, §9, 

68, 108, 121; Asclepius Amphiaraus, 32; 
Asclepius Soter, priest of, 66 

asebeia: see impiety 
Ashmole, B., 102 
Asia, 66 
Asprenas Calpurnius Torquatus, 30 
Ateimetus: see Flavius A. 
ateleia, 19-20 
Athena, 43, 109; priestess of, 29, 35-36, 69, 

76, 100; weaver of robe of, 54-55; 
Athena Horia, priest of, 51, 98 

Athenaea, 55 
Athenaeus (also Epaphrodeitus) son of 

Athenaeus of Phlya, hearth-initiate no. 

26 
Athenagoras of Melite, father of hearth- 

initiate no. 5, 100 
Athenais, 58 
Athenais, hearth-initiate no. 19, 108 

Athenophilus: see Athenaeus son of Athen- 
aeus of Phlya 

Athens, Athenians, passim: administra- 
tion of Eleusinian sanctuary, 8; borrow- 
ing money from fund of Demeter and 
Kore, 12; Constantine, 65; state and 
Mysteries, 10 

Athens, modern, 33 
Attalus, 121 
audit of Eleusinian priests, 46, 115 
Augustan Games, Great, 84-85, 126 
Augustus, 37-38, 57, 713-T4 
Aurelia Magna (also Hermione) daughter 

of Aurelius Epaphrodeitus of Pithos, 
hearth-initiate no. 37, 110 

Aurelia Paramona daughter of Aurelius 
Paramonus of Lamptrai, hearth-initiate 

no. 36, 110 
Aurelios and Aurelioi, 94 
Aurelius of Lamptrai, pyrphoros no. 4, 95 
Aurelius Epaphrodeitus of Pithos, father 

of hearth-initiate no. 37, 110 
M. Aurelius Miltiades son of Agathocles 

of Marathon, hearth-initiate no. 41, 111 
Aurelius Paramonus of Lamptrai, father 

of hearth-initiate no. 36, 110 
M. Aurelius Prosdectus son of Pistocrates 

of Kephale, 98 

See also Passages 

Baillet, J., 64-66 
bakchoi, 103 
Barnes, T. D., 37 

basileus, 23, 41, 73, 96, 98, 100, 111, 113, 
194 

Bassa: see Nummia B. 
Beazley, J. P., 48-49 
Behr, C. A, 38 
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Bellicus Tebanianus, 30 
bema: see prytany-secretary 

Bendis, 99 
Biottus, 20 

Blass, F., 17, 48-49 
Bloch, H., 90-91 
Boeckh, 122, 125 
boots of hierophant, 33 
Boule, 26, 35, 42, 45, 90, 93 
Bouleuterion, 15 
Bousquet, J., 74 
Boyancé, P., 13, 46 
Bowersock, G. W., 38, 41-42, 81 
bowls, gymnasiarch with, 36 
Bowra, C. M., 21 

Bradua: see Claudius Appius Ateilius B. 
Britain, 80 
Broneer, O., 71 
Brussels, 33 
Buetler, R., 43 
Burrus, husband of hierophantid no. 8, 87 
Busolt, 11 
Butadius: see Musonius 

Caesarea, Great, 78 
Calamaea, 27, 47, 72, 76 
Callaeschus: see Flavius C. 
Callias (II) son of Hipponicus 

Alopeke, daduch no. 1, 4748 
Callias (III) son of Hipponicus (II) of 

Alopeke, daduch no. 2, 48-50, 90-91, 93 
Callias (IV) of Alopeke, grandson of da- 

duch no. 2, 48 
Callicratides of Trikorynthos, father of 

hierophant no. 18, 29 
Callicratides son of Syndromus of Triko- 

rynthos, 30 
Calligeneia : see Kalligeneia 
Callimachus, 111 
Callimachus of Leukonoion, father of 

altar-priest no. 10, 51 (line 9), 83 
Calpurnia Arria, 30 

Campbell, D. A, 21 

Caracalla, 38 
Canians 
Casianus of Steiria, sacred herald no. 10, 

hearth-initiate no. 42, 80, 111 

Cassianus Philippus, 80 
Cassianus: see Julius C. 

I) of 

      

   

     

: see Julius C. 
SNCRI 

Cephalus, 90-91, 93 
Cecropidae, 39 
Cephisodora : see Aelia C. 

Kerykes 
on of Prophetes of Ele 

hierophant no. 10, 8, 23 
Chalcis, 21 
Charias, 20 

Charicles son of Theodorus of Phaleron, 22 
Charidotes: see Hermes 
Charion daughter of Dionysius of Mara- 

thon, priestess of Demeter and Kore no. 
NS 

charisterion, 97 

Charites: see Graces      
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chastity, 116; of hierophant, 44-46 
chiton, 48, 101-108 
chorus, 111, 113 
Chrestus, of Byzantium, sophist, 85 
Christian writers, 8-9 
Chrysilla, 50 
Cicero, 93 

Cichesias son of Leon of Aixone, 51 (line 
24) 

citizenship, Roman, 30, 36 

Claudia Alcia daughter of Ti. Claudius 
Hipparchus of Marathon, hearth-initi- 
ate no. 15, 108 

Claudia Elpinice daughter of Claudius 
Herodes of Marathon, hearth-initiate 
no. 35, 110 

Claudia Menandra daughter of Claudius 
Philippus of Melite, hearth-initiate no. 
47, 112, 124 

Claudia Philoxena daughter of Ti. Claud- 
ius Patron of Melite, hierophantid no. 

317k 

Claudia Praxagora daughter of Claudius 
Demostratus of Melite, hearth-initiate 
no. 40, 111 

Claudia Tatarion daughter of Menander 
of Gargettos, priestess of Demeter and 
Kore no. 12, 74 

Claudia Themistocleia daughter of Claud- 
ius Philippus of Melite, hearth-initiate 
no. 46, 111-112 

Claudia Timothea daughter of Timotheus 
of Gargettos, priestess of Demeter and 
Kore, no. 11, 74 

Claudii of Melite, 43, 53, 57-63, 67 

Ti. Claudius Apollinarius son of Apoll- 
[odorus] of Acharnae, hierophant no. 
26, 3940 

Ti. Claudius Apoll[odorus?] of Acharnae, 
father of hierophant no. 26, 39 

Ti. Claudius Appius Ateilius Bradua son 
of Claudius Herodes of Marathon, 
hearth-initiate no. 34, 110 

Claudius Asclepiodotus, 126 

Claudius Demostratus of Melite, son of 

daduch no. 20, Sospis, 59-63, 111 

Ti. Claudius Demostratus son of T. 
Claudius Nicoteles of Sounion, exegete 
no. 6, hearth-initiate no. 14, 92, 108 

Claudius Eumolpus son of Eumolpus of 
Marathon, 40 

Ti. Claudius Hipparchus of Marathon, 
father of hearth-initiate no. 15, 108 

Claudius Illyrius, 66 

Ti. Claudius Leonides of Melite, daduch 
no. 18, 57 

Claudius Lysiades of Melite, son of hiero- 
phantid no. 7, 87 

Claudius Lysiades son of Leonides of 
Melite, daduch no. 19, 59 

Ti. Claudius Lysiades of Melite, son of 
daduch no. 20, Sospis, high-priest, 59, 
61-62, 85 

Ti. Claudius Nicoteles of Sounion, father 
of Ti. Claudius Demostratus, 108 

Ti. Claudius Oenophilus'son of Callicra- 
tides of Trikorynthos, hierophant no. 
18, 29 
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Ti. Claudius Patron of Melite, father of 
hierophantid no. 7, 87 

Ti. Claudius Philippus son of Demostratus 
of Melite, daduch no. 24, 63 

Claudius Polyzelus of Acharnae, brother 
of hierophant no. 26, 39-40, 92 

Claudius Praxagoras:see Aelius P., daduch 
no. 23 

C. Claudius Seilianus Polycritus, hearth- 
initiate no. 29, 109 

Ti. Claudius Sospis son of Lysiades of 
Melite, daduch no. 20, 59 

Ti. Claudius Sospis son of Ti. Claudius 
Lysiades of Melite, altar-priest no. 13, 
85 

Claudius Themistocles of Melite, son of 
daduch, no. 18, Leonides, 58 

Claudius Themistocles of Melite, father of 

daduch no. 23, 61 
Clea, wife of hierophant no. 34, Erotius, 42 
Cleadas, son of hierophant no. 34, Erotius, 

4243, 64 
Cleitus of Phlya, father of priestess of 

Demeter and Kore no. 10, 74 
Cleo daughter of Eucles of Phlya (born: 

daughter of Nicodemus of Hermos), 

priestess of Demeter and Kore no. 9, 73 

Cleo: see Nummia C. 
Cleocrateia daughter of Oenophilus of 

Aphidna, priestess of Demeter and Kore 
no. 8, 73 

Cleocritus, sacred herald no. 1, 77 
Cleomenes of Marathon, father of hearth- 

initiate no. 13, 101 
Cleomenes, father of Dositheus of Mara- 

thon, 98 

Clinton, Jacquelyn Collins, 4, 101 
comes, 66 
Commodus, 38-39, 41, 84, 88, 111 
Conon, 58, 111-112 
Conon: see Flavius C. 
Constantine, 65-66 
Constantinople, 65 
Constantius, 36, 65 
consul, 85 

consulate, 65 
Copenhagen, 102 
T. Coponius Maximus of Hagnous, sacred 

herald no. 3, 78 
T. Coponius Maximus of Hagnous, son of 

sacred herald no. 3, 78 

Corinth, 17, 33, 59 

Cornelia Ph[---], 32 

Cornelianus: see Antonius C. 

Cos, 26 
cosmete, 39, 63, 97 

Costobocs, 38-39 
costume, 116; of hierophant, 32-35, 41, 

45-46; of daduch, 32-33, 4748, 68; of 
hearth-initiate, 101-108, 113 

courtyard of Eleusinian sanctuary, 12, 175 

29 

Crete, 109 

Croconidae, 99 

Crénert, 11 
crown, 33-35, 81, 89, 116; gold, 18; laurel, 

103; myrtle, 19, 23, 35, 46, 4849, 71, 
82, 86, 101-108, 113, 116, 119-120; 
olive, 23, 103-104; votive, 69 

Ctesicleia, wife of daduch no. 13, Sopho- 

cles, 54 
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Ctesicles of Acharnae, son of daduch no. 
13, Sophocles, 55, 58 

Ctesicles, father of Apollonius of Acharnae, 
51 (line 24) 

Cumont, F., 3 

curse, 16, 70 
Cybele, 47 
Cyprus, 42 

daduch, 3, 8-9, 11, 13, 15, 20-21, 29, 
47-68, 71; appointment of, 52-53, 55— 
56, 60; hair-style, 47—48; at Thargelia, 
54. See also costume 

daduchic family from Acharnae, 52-58 
daduchic family from Hagnous, 52-58 

daduchic family of Claudii of Melite, 43, 
53,151=63,1617 

Daeira, 98 
Daerrites, 98 
Damoteles, daduch no. 27, 64 
Davies, J. K., 19, 47-49 
Degrassi, A., 65 
Delos, 49, 100 

Delphi, 21, 55, 65, 74, 76, 112. 
oracle 

Delz, J., 9 
demarch of Eleusis, 15, 18, 27, 72 
Demeas, father of Seleucus of Halai, 51 

(line 30) 
Demeter Chloe, priestess of, 75 
Demeter and Kore, passim: designation 

of, 65; treasury of, 12-13; priestess of, 

11, 13, 20, 23, 29, 68-76: title, 69, 76; 
perquisites, 69-71, 75 

Demetrius, father of hierophantid no. 6, 
87 

Demetrius of Gargettos, subsecretary, 123 
Demetrius of Phaleron, 22 
Demetrius Poliorcetes, 37, 50 

Demochares son of Menander of Azenia, 

51 (line 21) 
Demochares, father of Menander of Azenia, 

51 (line 26) 
Demophilus, 21 
Demos, priest of (?), 73 
Demos and Graces, priest of, 73-74, 78 
Demos and Graces and Rome, priest of, 

124 
Demosthenes, 17, 34 

Demostratus of Pallene, father of sacred 
herald no. 2, 77 

Demostratus of Pallene, son of sacred 

herald no. 2, Diony: 51 (line 25), 77 
Demostratus: see Claudius D. 
Deubner, L., 17, 22, 27, 40, 72, 99 
Dexicles: see Phileto 
Dexippus: see Herennius D. 
diadochos Stotkos, T8 
Diagoras, 16 
diagraphe, 24 
diataxts, 35 
Dikaiosyne: see Justice 
Dilke, O. A. W., 120 
Dinsmoor, W. B., 15, 50, 73, 77 
Dio Cassius: see Cassius D. 
Diocles, son of hierophant no. 1, 10, 93 

Diocles of Hagnous, son of daduch no. 16, 
Themistocles, 56-58 

Diocles son of Diocles of Melite, 51 (line 
22) 

Diocles, father of Sarapion and Diocles of 

Melite, 51 (line 22) 

See also 
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Diodorus, father of Diotimus of Halai, 50 
(lines 7, 20) 

Diogenes, 121 
Dione, priestess of Demeter and Kore no. 

14, 74-75 
Dionysia daughter of L. Gellius Xenagoras, 

76 
Dionysia, wife of Lacrateides of Ikaria, 97 
Dionysia at Eleusis, 19, 26 
Dionysiac Artists, 92 
Dionysiac Mysteries, 104 
Dionysius, father of Metrophanes of 

Athmonon, 50 

Dionysius of Halai, father of hearth-initi- 
ate no. 4, 100, 124 

Dionysius son of Sostratus of Ikaria, 97 
Dionysius of Marathon, father of priestess 

of Demeter and Kore no. 7, Charion, 73 
Dionysius of Marathon, Takchagogos, 96-97 
Dionysius son of Eirenaeus of Paiania, 97 

Dionysius son of Demostratus of Pallene, 
sacred herald no. 2, 51 (lines 12, 25), 77 

Dionysius: see Aelius D. 
Dionysodorus son of Dionysodorus of 

Deiradiotai, 51 (lines 23, 27, 28) 
Dionysus, 17, 116; hierophants in cult of, 

3; priest of, 36; Dionysus Eleuthereus, 
priest of, 75 

Diophantus son of Jason of Cholleidai, 96 
[DiotJima, hearth-initiate no. 8, 101 
Diotimus son of Diodorus of Halai, 51 

(lines 7, 20), 77, 88, 100-101 
Diphila, mother of hearth-initiate no. 6, 

100 
Dittenberger, W., 15, 52, 75, 87, 122 
Dodwell, 124 
dokimasia of daduch, 68 

Dositheus son of Cleomenes of Marathon, 
98 

Dow, Sterling, 4, 10, 13-14, 22, 38, 70, 73, 
71, 83,97 

Dresden, 33 
dress: see costume 
Diiring, I., 21 

Dussaud, R., 73 

Edmonson, Colin N., 4, 17, 91-93, 99 
eggonos, meaning of, 31 
Egypt, 65-66 
Egyptian cults, 9 

Eileithyia, 80 

Eirenaeus son of Eirenaeus of Paiania, 97 

Eiresione, 116 
eisagoge, 26 
eisagogion, 26 
eiselysion, 26 

Eisidora: see Flavia E. 
ekplexis, 56 

Eleusinia, 20, 26, 65-66, 70, 108-109 

Eleusinion in Athens, 10-11, 69-70, 90, 
99, 104-106, 108, 119-120 

Eleusinion at Eleusis, 15 

Eleusis, 29; agora, 19; cult of Asclepius 
and Hygeia at, 29; deme of, 8, 18-20, 

22; Dionysia at, 19, 26; Dionysion, 19; 

theater, 18-19; sanctuary, 12: adminis- 

tration of, 8, 18, 35, 54, 69, 115; court- 

yard of, 12, 17, 29; repair of, 17; 

Propylaca Greater, 12. See also 

Telesterion 

Eleusis, Alexandrian, 8-9 
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Elpinice: see Claudia E. 
Q"]Olllfll(‘flt. ee fC(‘S 

Emperor, priest of, 77 
Endowment, Eleusinian, 35-36, 46, 60, 68, 

75, 81, 85-86, 94, 96-99, 109-110, 
115-116 

Enyo, priest of, 78 
Epaphrodeitus e Athenaeus 
Epaphrodeitus: see Aurelius E. 
eparchos architectonon, 30 
ependytes, 48 
ephebes, 42 
Epicrates son of Callimachus of Leuko- 

noion, altar-priest no. 10, 83 
Epidauria, 109 
Epidaurus, 57, 65-66 
Epigenes of Archarnae, son of priestess of 

Demeter and Kore no. 3, 70 
Epigonus of Sypalletos, father of priestess 

of Demeter and Kore no. 18, 75 
Epilamps: > Aelia E., Pomponia E. 
epimelete of Asclepieum, 78 
epimelete of the city, 30, 78 
epimelete of Delos, 101 
epimelete of the gymnasiarchia, 41, 111 
epimelete of the Mysteries, 28 

Epiphaneia daughter of Athenagoras of 
Melite, hearth-initiate no. 5, 100 

epi Skiados, 123 
epistatai, 11, 20 
eponymos of prytany, 8384, 94 
eponymos of Sacred Gerousia, 63 
epoptai, 16 

epopteia, 33, 50, 57, 68, 84 
equestrian order, 30, 42, 66 
irinyes, 20 

Erotius, hierophant no. 34, 42—43, 64 
errephoros, 109 

eschara, 12, 17, 99 

eschatiai, 18 

sdaile, K., 101, 108 
cobutadae, 53, 56 

Eubiotus e Ulpius E. 
Eubouleus, priest of, 97 
Eucles, 90 
Eucles of Halai, adoptive father of Amy- 

nomachus, hierophant no. 12, 27 
Eucles son of Eucles of Halai, 27 
Eucles of Perithoidai, son of hierophant 

no. 11, Aristocles, 27 
Zucles of Phlya, adoptive father of priest- 

ess of Demeter and Kore no. 9, 73 
Euctemon, 16 
Eudemus, father of Gorgippus of Melite, 

51 (line 15) 
Eudemus: see Apollonius son of E. of 

Hermos 
eugeneia, 50, 67 

Eumolpid priesthoods, 116 
Eumolpidae, 8, 10-18, 22-23, 29, 31, 37— 

38,42, 46-48, 53, 56, 6970, 75, 93, 115 

      

    

    

  

   

    

          

   

   

  

Eunice: see Flavia E. 
eupatridae, 56, 88 
euphonia, 41, 77 
Euphron son of Euphron of Marathon, 51 

  

Euphrosynus son of hierophant no. 17, 29 
Eupolis, Flatterers, 49 

Euryale daughter of Glaucus of Marathon, 
wife of hierophant no. 33, 42 

Eurycleides, hierophant no. 8, 21-22 
Eurymedon, hierophant no. 7, 21 
Eustrophus of Peiracus, father of hiero- 

phant no. 14, 28 
Euthias of Eleusis, 19 

Euth[ias son of GnaJthon of Eleusis, 19 

Euthycomas: see Flavius E. 
exegesis, 15, 

exegetes, 35-36, 39, 88; exegete appointed 
by the Demos, 88-90; exegetes of the 
Eumolpidae, 8, 35-36, 88-93. See also 
pythochrestus 

    

  

Fabius, hearth-initiate no. 53, 112 
Fabius of Marathon, daduch no. 26, 63-64 

Fabius Fabianus of Marathon, herald of 

the Boule and Demos in 182/3, 64 
C. Fabius Thisbianus of Marathon, archon 

in 186/7, 64 
Fasti Praenestini, 73 
Fates, priestess of, 36 

Fauvel, 44 

Favorinus, 21 

fees to priests, 10, 13, 26, 68-71, 75, 81, 

116 
Ferguson, W. S., 77 
Festus: see Rufius F. 
Fiechter, E., 120-121 
fillet, 101 
(Bine )i 

fire, 95 
Firmus of Gargettos, hierophant no. 21, 31 
Firmus of Gargettos, son of hierophant 
OR2NSD) 

Firmus son of Firmus of Gargettos, 32 

Flavia [..Jcrateia, hierophantid no. 5, 87 
Flavia Eisidora, 110 
Flavia Eunice daughter of T. Flavius 

Callaeschus of Marathon, 88 

Flavia Laodameia daughter of Cleitus of 
Phlya, priestess of Demeter and Kore 
no. 10, 74 

  

Flavianus: see Vipsanius F. 
T. Flavius, altar-priest no. 14, 85 

B aviTSH ] of Acharnae, hearth- 

initiate no. 48, 112 

T. Flavius Agathon of Peiraeus, father of 

hearth-initiate no. 45, 111 

Flavius Alcibiades, ephebe in 155/6, 37 
Flavius Alcibiades of Paiania, great-grand- 

father of hierophant no. 24, 36 
T. Flavius Alcibiades of Paiania, father of 

hierophant no. 24, 36 
Flavius Alcibiades son of Alcibiades of 

Paiania, brother of hierophant no. 24, 37 

Flavius Arrianus, historian, 85 
T. Flavius Ateimetus son of T. Flavius 

Agathon of Peiraeus, hearth-initiate no. 
45, 111 

i avius Callaeschus of Marathon, 88 
lavius Conon of Sounion, father of 

hearth-initiate no. 17, 108 
T. Flavius Euthycomas of Paiania, son of 

altar-priest no. 11, T. Flavius Straton, 
30-31, 83, 87 

T. Flavius Glaucus son of T. Flavius 
Glaucus of Marathon, hierophant no. 
32, 42 
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Flavius Heracleitus of Paiania, prytanis 
in 162, 37 

Flavius Leosthenes, ephebe in 155/6, 37 
Flavius Leosthenes of Paiania, grandfather 

of hierophant no. 24, 36 
T. Flavius Leosthenes son of T. Flavius 

Alcibiades of Paiania, hierophant no. 
24, 31, 36-38 

T. Flavius Leosthenes of Paiania, father 
of hearth-initiate no. 39, 110 

T. Flavius Menander son of T. Flavius 
Euthycomas of Paiania, 31 

T. Flavius Pantaenus of Gargettos, 30 
“lavius Pom, daduch no. 31, 66-67 

T. Flavius Sophocles son of T. Flavius 
Conon of Sounion, hearth-initiate no. 
17, 108 

T. Flavius Straton, hierophant no. 20, 
30-31 

T. Flavius Straton of Paiania, altar-priest 
moS iSRS 

lavius Straton, archon ca. 194, 31, 85 
lavius Xenion son of Zenophilus of 
Marathon, hearth-initiate no. 32, 85, 
109, 114 

T. Flavius Zoilus son of Glaucus of 
Marathon, brother of hierophant no. 
32,42 

Foucart, P., passim 
Frazer, J. C., 45, 96 
P. Fulvius Maximus of Sounion, father of 

hearth-initiate no. 18, 108 
P. Fulvius Metrodorus son of P. Fulvius 
Maximus of Sounion, hearth-initiate no. 

18, 108 
Furtwingler, 105, 108 

F 

F) 

   

Galatia, 30 
Gallienus, 33-34, 66 
Gaul, 43 
Gavinius Saturninus, 63 

Ge Hemeros, priest of, 96 

Ge Kourotrophos, 96 
Geagan, D. J., 36-38, 46, 56, 61, 64, 76, 
SRS QD128 

Gellii of Delphi and Athens, 43 
L. Gellius Menogenes, 88 
L. Gellius Polyzelus son of L. Gellius 

Xenagoras, hearth-initiate no. 49, 88, 

112 
L. Gellius Xenagoras son of L. Gellius 

Xenagoras, hearth-initiate no. 44, 76 
111 

Gelos: see Aelius G. 
general, 80; general of the city, 39. See 

also hoplite general 
genos, gene, 3, 8, 2. 283 AT RO 8] 
Gerousia, 41,83. See also Sacred Gerousia 
Giannelli, G., 36-37, 39 
Gigon, O., 21 
Gilliam, J. F., 37, 94 
Glauce daughter of Menedemus of Kyda- 

thenaion, priestess of Demeter and Kore 

MoNo N2 
Glaucus, poet, grandson of hierophantid 

no. 10, 88 

Glaucus: see Flavius G. 
Gnathon of Eleusis, 19 
God and Goddess, priest of, 97 
Gonzenbach, V. von, 104 

Gordian, 41-42 
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Gorgippus son of Eudemus of Melite, 51 
(line 15) 

Gould, J., 33, 99 
Graces, priest of, 94, 96, 121. See also 

Demos and Graces 
graffiti, 64—66 
Graindor, P., 30, 32, 36-38, 41, 57, 59, 65, 

84-85, 123 
grammateia, 24 

Groag, E., 66, 85 

gymnasiarch, 30, 36, 63-64, 78, 108, 126 
gymmnasiarchia, 111 

Habryllis daughter of Micion of Kephisia, 
100 

Hadrian, 59, 61, 74, 87-88; initiation of, 
83-84 

Hadrian Eleuthereus, priest of, 121 
Hadrian Panhellenius, priest of, 62 
Hadrianeis 
Hagnias, 53-54 
hagnistes, 98 
Hagnous, daduchic family from, 52-58 
hair-style, 33-34, 101-108 
Haloa, 17, 26, 69-70, 72 
Harrison, A. R. W., 53-54, 93 
Harrison, E. B., 32-34, 104-107 
Harvey, A. E., 21 

Hausmann, U., 107 
Healey, R. F., 22, 70, 77, 97 
hearth: see hestia 
hearth-initiate, 3, 8, 11, 34, 98-114; desig- 

nation of, 109, 113-114; dress of, 101— 

108, 113; sculptu of, 101-108, 111 
Hegias: see Pomponius H. 
Helbig, 101 
Helico, 114 
Helico daughter of Theogenes of Leukono- 

ion, 114 

Hellanicus, 10 

Heracleia (in Caria), 73 
Heracleides, hierophant no. 30, 42 

Heracles, 49, 107 
herald, 126. See also antikeryx 
herald of the Areopagus, 30, 36-37, 41, 75, 

79-80, 83, 108, 111 
herald of the Boule, 15 
herald of the Boule and Demos, 30, 60, 

64, 123-124 
Herennia : see Aelia H. 
P. Herennius of Hermos, sacred herald no. 

8,79 
P. Herennius son of Apollonius of Hermos, 

sacred herald no. 6, 79 
P. Herennius Dexippus son of Ptolemaeus 

of Hermos, panages no. 3, 96 
P. Herennius Ptolemaeus of Hermos, 

father of panages no. 3, 79, 96 
Hermaiscus of Cholleidai, 95 
Hermes Propylaeus, 96; Hermes, Patrous, 

priest of, 51; Hermes Pyletes and 

Charidotes, priest of, 94, 96 
Hermias of Atarneus, 21 
Hermione: see Aurelia Magna H. 
Hermitage, 119 
Hermogenes, archon in 183/2, 27 
Hermotimus, daduch no. 5, 53 

Herodes Atticus, 59, 61-64, 85, 110 

Herrmann, P., 92 
Herulians, 96 
hestia, 99, 113 
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Hesychius, 69. See also Passages Cited 
hiera, 14, 42, 46-47, 69, 76 
hierarchy: see protocol 
hieraules, 123 
Hierocleides, daduch no. 3, 50 

Hierocleides, daduch no. 6, 53 

Hierocleides, altar-priest no. 2, 82 
Hierocleides son of Teisamenus of Paiania, 

hierophant no. 5, 18 
hierodeiktes, 46 

hierokeryx: see sacred herald 
hieromnemon, 121 

Hieron, hearth-initiate no. 56, 113 
hieronymy, 9-10, 22, 28-29, 40, 65-67, 

80-81, 83, 87 
hierophant, 8-47, 50; costume of, 32-35, 

45-46; at Calamaea, 27; at Proerosia, 

22; at Thargelia, 27, 54; hierophants 
outside Attica, 3 

hierophantid, 9, 33, 86-89 
hieropoioi, 11, 15, 21, 55, 70 
high-priest of imperial cult, 34-36, 59, 

61-62, 73, 75, 84-85, 121; headgear of, 
34-35 

Hilara : see Nicobule 
Hiller von Gaertringen, 11-13, 15, 57 
Hipparchus: see Claudius H. 
Hipparete, sister of daduch no. 2, 49 
hippeus, 98 
Hipponicus (I) of Alopeke, father of 

daduch no. 1, 47 
Hipponicus (II) of Alopeke, son of daduch 

no. 1, Callias, 4748, 90-91 
Hipponicus (I11) of Alopeke, son of daduch 

no. 2, Callias, 48 

Hipponicus (IV) of Alopeke, grandson of 
daduch no. 2, 48 

Honoratiana Polycharmis (also Phaena- 
rete) daughter of Honoratianus Poly- 

charmus, hearth-initiate no. 50, 112 

Honoratianus Polycharmus, father of 
hearth-initiate no. 50, 112 

hoplite general, 30, 36, 38, 41, 61, 78, 80, 
83, 101, 108, 111, 126 

house, of daduch, 50, 68; of Kerykes, 20; 

of priestess of Demeter and Kore, 71; 
of priests and priestesses, 20 

Hubbe, 26 
Hiittl, W., 37 
Hussey, G. B., 107 
hydranos, 98 

Hygeia, 96; at Eleusis, 29 
hymnagogos, 8, 97-98 
hymmetriai: see hymnagogos 
hymmodoi: see hymnagogos 
hyposophronistes, 32 

        

   

Takchagogos, 9698, 121 
Iakchos, 96-97 
Ilissos, 107 
Illyrius: see Claudius I. 
impiety, 16, 21-22, 49 
Inan, J., 35 
Ince Blundell Hall, 102 
Ingholdt, H., 34 
initiates, 10-14, 16, 22, 26, 38, 46, 65, 

77, 104; dyeudv pvortikss, 112; Hynrip 

pvordy, 112; representation of, 48-49. 
See also hearth-initiate 

initiation, 29, 84. See also myesis 

intestines, 98 
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Tophon son of Dionysodorus of Deiradiotai, 
51 (line 28) 

Isaeus, sophist, 88 
Isaeus, father of hierophantid no. 10, 

Isidote, 88 

Ischomachus, 49 

Isidote daughter of Isaeus, hierophantid 
no. 10, 42, 88 

Isis, 114 
Ithace, priestess of Demeter and Kore 

no. 17, 75 
Tustitia, priest of, 74; Iustitia Augusta, 

priest of, 73-74 

Jacoby, F., 90, 92 

Jannoray, J., 76 
Jason (also Logismus) son of Zethus of 

Hagnous, panages no. 2, 42, 95-96 

Jeffery, L. H., 10, 95 
Jones, C. P., 60, 74, 87 
D. Ju[....] of Peiraeus, hierophant no. 

  

Julia Domna, 40 
Julia Rufina, 80 
Julian, 43 

Julii of Steiria, 80 

[JuJlius, hierophant no. 19, 30 
Julius, hierophant no. 25, 38-39 
Julius, son of Julius Musonius of Steiria, 

sacred herald no. 9, 79-80, 124 
C. Julius Cassianus Apollonius, cosmete 

in 161/2, 80 
C. (Julius) Cas(sianus) Apollonius of 

Steiria, archon in 207/8, 80 
C. Julius Cassius of Steiria, archon in 

125/6, 80 
Julius Musonius of Steiria, father of sacred 

herald no. 9, 79-80, 124 
Julius Optatus, 80 
Julius Theodotus, sophist, 59, 62 
Junia Melitine daughter of Junius Patron 

of Berenikidai, hierophantid no. 9, 87— 
88, 109 

Junia Nicostrate daughter of D. Junius 
Menneas of Berenikidai, hearth-initiate 
no. 38, 110 

Junia Themistocleia, hearth-initiate no. 
S22 

D. Junius Menneas son of D. Junius 
Patron of Berenikidai, hearth-initiate 
no. 31, 109 

M. Junius Minucianus, father of daduch 
no. 30, 64-66 

M. Junius Nicagoras son of Minucianus, 

daduch no. 30, 64-66 
M. Junius Nicagoras son of Mnesaeus, 

sacred herald no. 11, 65, 80 
D. Junius Patron of Berenikidai, father of 

hierophantid no. 9, 74, 87 
Justice, priest of, 73 

  

  

Kal[ligeneia?], priestess of, 36 
kanephoros, 73, 100-101, 109, 114 
Kapetanopoulos, E., 36-37, 43, 55-59, 74, 

87, 96, 98, 108, 110, 112 
Kavvadias, 66 

Keil, B., 40 
Kent, J. H., 59 

Kerenyi, C., 46, 49 

Kern, O., 99  
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Kerykes, 8, 11-14, 16-18, 20, 22-23, 31, 
41-42, 47, 49, 51, 53, 56-57, 61-62, 67, 
69, 75, 77, 82, 90, 112, 115, 120; house 
of, 20 

Kirchhoff, A., 11-12, 15 
Kirchner, J., passim 
Klaffenbach, Giinther, 4, 57, 125 

knife, 103 
Koehler, 20 
Korte, A., 112-113 
Kore, in the underworld, 98. 

Demeter and Kore 
koo, 69 
kourotrophos, 98 
Kourouniotes, K., 14, 48, 50, 52, 94, 

104-105 
Krister, H., 98 

krobylos, 33 

See also 

Lacedaemonians, 29 
Lacey, W., 17, 54 
Lacrateides, hierophant no. 4, 17 
Lacrateides son of Sostratus of Ikaria, 

priest of God and Goddess no. 1, 97 
Laeliana: see Vipsania L. 
lakkoploutos, 47 
Lamidion daughter of Apolexis of Oion, 

hearth-initiate no. 12, 101 
Lamprias: see Statilius L. 
Laodameia: see Flavia L. 
Latte, K., 44, 66, 73 
leader, mystic, of 

initiates: see hearth-initiate 
Leconfield, 103 
lectisternium of Pluto, 20, 22, 29, 83 
legate of Galatia, 30 
legomena, 46 
lemniskos, 106 
Lenaea, 68 
Leningrad, 119 
Leon, corrupt reading for Leontius (of 

Acharnae, daduch no. 7), 53 
Leon, father of Cichesias of Aixone, 51 

(line 24) 
Leon son of Pythonax of Azenia, 100 
Leonardos, 12 

Leonides: see Claudius L. 
Leontius of Acharnae, daduch no. 7, 53 
Leontius son of Sophocles of Acharnae, 

altar-priest no. 8, 82-83 
Leontius son of Timarchus, pythaist in 

106/5, 94 
Leontius son of Timarchus of Kephisia, 

pyrphoros no. 1, 94 
Leosthenes: see Flavius L. 
Lepri, L., 54 

Lerna, 42-43, 64 

Leucius, father of hearth-initiate no. 21, 
109 

Lewis, D. M., 14-15, 33, 4748, 99 
library of Pantaenus, 30 
light in Telesterion, 46, 68 
Lippold, G., 101 

lithophoros, 98 
lithos, 98 

Logimus, hierophant no. 31 

Logismus: see Jason 
L'Orange, H. P., 33 
Louvre, 102 

Lucius Verus, 37, 62, 84 
Lysander of Peiraeus, father of exegete 

1n0%2,192 
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Lysiades, 58 
Lysiades, archon in 148/7, 27 
Lysiades: see Claudius L. 
Lysias son of Artemon of Paiania, hearth- 

initiate no. 1, 100 
Lysistrate, priestess of Demeter and Kore 

no. 1, 69 

Maas, P., 69 

Maass, M., 94-95, 120-121 

MacDowell, D., 10, 47-49 
McGregor, M. F., 14-15 
MacKendrick, P., 8 
Magie, D., 39 
magister memoriae, 66 
Magna: see Aurelia M. 
Malta, 38 
Mamertinus: see Valerius M. 
Manganaro, G., 38-39 
mantets, 89 
Marathon, 47 
Marcus Aurelius, 31, 37, 39, 60-63, 67, 77, 

79, 81, 84, 88, 111, 121-122 
Martha, J., 14 
Maximus : see Coponius M., Fulvius M. 
Méautis, G., 99 

Medeius son of Lysander of Peiraeus, 
exegete no. 2, 56, 92 

Medeius son of Medeius of Peiraeus, exe- 
gete no. 4, 92, 100 

Megarians, 18 
Meiggs, R., 14-15 
Meisterhans-Schwyzer, 12 
Melite, 71; daduchic family, Claudii of, 

43, 53, 57-63, 67 
Melitine: see Junia M. 
I.. Memmius of Thorikos, altar-priest no. 

12, 83-85 
C. Memmius Sabinus Peisander, 126 
Menander, father of Demochares of Azenia, 

51 (line 21) 
Menander son of Demochares of Azenia, 

51 (line 26) 
Menander of Gargettos, father of priestess 

of Demeter and Kore no. 12, 74 
Menander son of Asclepiodorus of Gar- 

gettos, 74 
Menander : see Flavius M. 
Menandra: see Claudia M. 
Menecleides son of Theophemus of Kyda- 

thenaion, hierophant no. 13, 28 
Menecrates of Cholleidai, father of panages 

no. 1, 95 

Menedemus of Kydathenaion, father of 

priestess of Demeter and Kore no. 5, 
72 

Menneas son of Zopyrus, 98 
Menneas son of Menneas 

hymmnagogos, 98 
Menneas: see Junius M. 

Meno of Agryle, father of priestess of 
Demeter and Kore no. 2, 70 

Menogenes: see Gellius M. 

Menophilus son of Satyrus of Berenikidai, 
51 (line 6) 

Meritt, Benjamin D., 4, 10-13, 15, 23-24, 
96-27, 47,98, 121, 1952106 

métragyrtés, 49 

Metrodorus: see Fulvius M. 

Metrophanes son of Dionysius of Athmo- 
non, 50 

    

of Azenia, 
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Micion son of Philocrates of Peiraeus, 51 
(line 30) 

Miletus, 23 
Millar, F., 66, 79, 96 
Miltiades : see Aurelius M. 
mint magistrate, 55-56 
Minucianus, grandfather of sacred herald 

no. 12, 65 
Minucianus: see Junius M. 
Mithraism, 43 
Mitsos, M., 30, 80, 85 
Mnesaeus, father of sacred herald no. 11, 

80 
Mnesiarchus son of Nuphrades of Peri- 

thoidai (=hierophant no. 9?), 22 
Molottus, 20 
Mommsen, A., 99 
Monastery of Phaneromene, 125 
Moraux, P., 98 
Moretti, L., 80 
Moreux, B., 47 
Mos[ch———], hierophantid no. 2, 85 
Mother of the Gods, priestess of, 112 
Mundicia Secundilla, daughter of hiero- 

phantid no. 8, 87 
Musonius (also Butadius), grandson of 

hierophant no. 21, 32 
Musonius: see Julius M. 
myesis, 13, 68-69, 99-100, 113 
Mylasa-Olymos, 73 
Mylonas, G. E., 3, 8-9, 12, 33, 94, 103-104, 

107, 113 
myrtle: see crown 
myrtle-staff, 48, 101-108 
mystagogos, 49, 112 

Mysteria, passim: as opposed to Eleusinia, 
65-66; Greater, 13, 50, 69; Lesser, 13, 
50, 69 

mysterion, 42 

National Museum, Athens, 34 
Neaera, 17 
neokorion, 98 
neokoros, 98 
Nero, 30, 78 
Nestorius, hierophant no. 36, 43 
Newman, W. L., 14 
Nicagoras: see Junius N. 
Nicobule (also Hilara) daughter of Theo- 

timus of Hermos, 75 
Nicodemus of Hermos, father of priestess 

of Demeter and Kore no. 9, 73 
Nicomachus, 10, 70, 90-91 
Nicostrate daughter of Diocles of Melite, 

wife of daduch no. 16, 100 
Nicostrate : Junia D 

Vicoteles : see Claudiu 
igrinus : see Nummius 
nion tablet, 103 

Nilsson, M. P., 8-9, 13, 15, 17, 42, 68, 88, 
97-99, 104, 113, 116 

No. 3 

Nock, A. D., 13 

nomos patrios, 93 

Notopoulos, 3841, 50, 52, 61, 63-64, 79— 

80, 94-95, 121-123 
1, daughter of sacred herald 

     
    

          

Nummia Cleo daughter of L. Nummius 

Phaedreas of Phaleron, hearth-initiate 

no. 33, 109  
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Nummius, sacred herald no. 7, 79 
Nummius of Phaleron, hierophant no. 27, 

40 

L. Nummius Nigrinus of Gargettos, sacred 
herald no. 4, 78 

L. Nummius Phaedreas of Phaleron, 
father of hearth-initiate no. 33, 40, 78- 
79, 109 

Nuphrades of Perithoidai, father of hiero- 
phant no. 9 (?), 22 

[OJcnia (?) daughter of Polycharmus of 
Azenia, hearth-initiate no. 11, 101 

Oenophilus of Aphidna, father of priestess 
of Demeter and Kore no. 8, 73 

Oenophilus: see Claudius O. 
Oliver, James H., passim 
Olympia, 80 
Olympian games, 47, 80 
Onesime: see Papia O. 
Onesimus: see Papius O. 
Optatus: see Julius O. 
oracle at Delphi, 15, 17-18. See also 

Delphi 
orator, 65, 81, 88 

orgas: see Sacred Orgas 
orgeones, 99 

orgia, 38-39, 44 
orphans, 12 
orthapton, 23 
Ostwald, M., 14 

pais: see hearth-initiate, Sacred Pais 
Palazzo dei Conservatori, 101-108 
Pammenes son of Pammenes of Marathon, 

exegete no. 5, 92 

panageis priestesses, 69, 98 
panages, 13, 95-96 
Panathenaea, 55, 61, 96, 100, 108 

panegyriarch, 36-38, 46, 59, 61, 96 
panegyris, 28-29, 47 
Panhellenion, 109 
Pantaenus: see Flavius P. 
Papia Onesime daughter of Papius One- 

simus of Besa, mother of hearth-initiate 
no. 45, 111 

Papius Onesimus of Besa, 111 
Paramona: see Aurelia P. 
Paramonus: see Aurelius P. 
Paribeni, E., 102 
Parsons, A. W., 30-31 

Parthenon, 43 

Pasitelean school, 107 
pater in Mithraic dult, 43 
patria, 14-15, 17, 24, 56, 91-93 
patrios agon, 26 
Patron of Berenikidai, exegete, grand- 

father of hierophantid no. 9, 88 
Patron: see Claudius P., Junius P. 
patronus, 30 

Pausanias, 43-45. See also Passages Cited 

Peek, W., 27, 29, 44, 57, 66-67. See also 
Passages Cited 

Peiraeus, 77 
Peisander: see Memmius Sabinus P. 
Peitho, 96 
Pelopidas, 16-17 
Peloponnesians, 49 

Pentakosiomedimnoi, 20 

Pergamum, 107 
Pericles, 58, 93, 112 

GENERAL INDEX 

Pericles of Oion, father of hierophantid 
no. 4, 87 

Perses, neokoros, 98 

perquisites: see fees 
Phaedreas: see Nummius P. 
Phaenarete, mother of hearth-initiate no. 
8, 101 

Phaenarete : see Honoratiana Polycharmis 
Phaenippus of Alopeke, 47 
phaidyntes, 13, 77, 95 
phaidyntes of Zeus at Olympia, 80 
Phaneromene: see Monastery 
Philanthus of Phyle, father of priestess of 

Demeter and Kore no. 6, Ameinocleia, 

72 
Philemon son of Philemon of Melite, 

hymnagogos, 98 
Phileto daughter of Dexicles, 71 
Phileto daughter of Cleomenes of Mara- 

thon, hearth-initiate no. 13, 101 

Philios, D., 28, 44, 97 
Philip the Arab, 80-81 
Philippe, priestess of Athena, 76 
Philippus: see Cassianus P., Claudius P. 
Philiste daughter of daduch no. 23, Praxa- 

goras of Melite, 111 
Philistides of Hagnous, altar-priest no. 3, 

daduch no. 9, 53-54, 82 
Philistion daughter of Dionysius of Halai, 

hearth-initiate no. 4, 100 
Philleidae, 68, 74, 76 
Philochorus, 17-18 
Philocrates, father of Micion of Peiraeus, 

51 (line 30) 
philokaisar, 126 

Philonautes, 24 

philopatris, 84-85, 126 
philosopher, 65-66, 81, 88 
Philostratus, 46, 81; date of composition 

of Lives of the Sophists, 4142, 81. See 
also Passages Cited 

Philotas, adoptive father of Sophocles of 
Sounion, 51 (line 27) 

Philoxena : see Claudia P. 
Philoxenides son of Philistides of Hagnous, 

daduch no. 11, altar-priest no. 6, 54, 82 
Phlius, Mysteries at, 44 
Phocion, 21 

phoinikis, 33 
Photius, 74 
phratry, 68; priest of, 50 

Phronton of Marathon, father of hearth- 

initiate no. 24, 109 
Pickard-Cambridge, 33, 99 
piglet, 101-108, 113 
Pinarius, sacred herald no. 5, 79 
C. Pinarius Proculus of Hagnous, 79 
Pistocrates, father of Aurelius Prosdectus 

of Kephale, 98 
Pittakys, 29, 122 
Plato, 13, 65-66; Protagoras of, 49 
Pleistarchus : see Pompeius P. 
Plutarch, philosopher, son of hierophant 

no. 36, Nestorius, 43 
Plutarch of Chaeroneia, 43, 65, 68, 80-81. 

See also Passages Cited 
Pluto, 20, 22, 29, 83, 98; priestess of, 97 
poet, 88 
polemarch, 79, 121 
Polla: see Pompeia P. 
pollution, 91 
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Polycharmis: see Honoratiana P. 
Polycharmus of Azenia, father of hearth- 

initiate no. 11, 101 
Polycharmus son of Eucles of Marathon, 

75 
Polycharmus: see Honoratianus P. 
Polycritus: see Claudius Seilianus P. 
Polyzelus son of Apollodorus of Acharnae, 

3940 
Polyzelus: see Claudius P., Gellius P. 
Pom (- —-): See Flavius P. 
Pompeia Polla, 31 
Pom (peius ?), daduch no. 21, 59 
Pompeius, daduch no. 25, 63 
Pompeius Pleistarchus, philosopher, 31 
Pomponia Epilampsis, granddaughter of 

priestess of Demeter and Kore no. 16 

75 
[PomponJius, daduch (?), 60 
Pomponius Hegias, grandson of priestess 

of Demeter and Kore no. 16, 75 
Pontifex Maximus, 36 
Poseidon, 40; Poseidon Erechtheus, priest 

of, 56, 68, 108; Poseidon Prosbaterius, 

priestof, 51, 98; Poseidon Themeliuchus, 

priest of, 51, 98; Poseidon at Hali- 
carnassus, priest of, 52 

Pothos, priest of, 96 
Poulsen, V. H., 101-102 

praefectus cohortis IT Hispanorum, 30 
praefectus fabrum, 30 
Pratolaus, 63 

Praxagora: see Claudia P. 
Praxagoras of Melite, gymnasiarch, 63 
Praxagoras: see Aelius P. 
precedence: see protocol 
pre-initiation : see myesis 
Premerstein, A. von, 38—40 

presbys, 112 
Preuner, A., 44, 99 
priesthoods, holders of multiple, 115-116 
priests, passim: appointment of, 60-61; 

characteristics of, 114-115; defined as 

magistrates, 14; explanation of term 
“priest,” 8;grain given to, 20;of Eleusis, 
16; Eumolpid, 116; “priestesses,” 14, 

22, 27, 33, 47, 6970, 72, 88-89; priest- 
esses panageis, 69, 98. See also high- 
priest, phratry, Pontifex Maximus, and 
the following deities: Apollo, Apollo 
Delius, Apollo Patrous, Apollo Pythius, 
Ares Enyalius, Artemis Epipyrgidia, 
Asclepius, Asclepius Soter, Athena, 
Athena Horia, Demeter Chloe, Demeter 
and Kore, Demos, Demos and Graces, 

Demos and Graces and Rome, Dionysus 

Eleuthereus, Enyo, Eubouleus, Fates, 

Ge Hemeros, God and Goddess, Graces, 

Hadrian Eleuthereus, Hadrian Panhel- 

lenius, Hermes Patrous, Hermes Pyletes 
and Charidotes, Tustitia, ITustitia Augu- 
sta, Justice, Kal[ligeneia ?], Mother of 
the Gods, Pluto, Poseidon Erechtheus, 

Poseidon at Halicarnassus, Poseidon 
Prosbaterius, Poseidon Themeliuchus, 

Pothos, Rome, Rome and the Emperor, 

Sarapis, Senate of Rome, Thesmophoroi, 
Triptolemus, Zeus Geleon, Zeus Horius, 

Zeus Olympius. See also the priests 
and priestesses listed in the table of 
contents 
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princeps Atheniensium, 83 

Pringsheim, H. G., 3, 13, 33, 103-104 
Pritchett, W. K., 30, 69 
procession of the Mysteries, 36, 40, 42, 46, 

68-69, 76, 81, 86, 97, 111, 113 
proconsul, 66 
Proculus: see Pinarius P. 
procurator of Cyprus, 42 
Proerosia, 22, 47, 76, 78, 81 
Prohaeresius, 43 
prohedria, 36, 87, 95, 98, 120-121 
prokritoi, 99-100, 113 
promystis, 111 
prorrhesis, 22, 46, 68, 78, 81 
Protagoras, 44 

proteleia, 12 
prothymata, 12 

protocol, 35-36, 115-116, 123-124 
proxenos, 47, 49 
Prytaneum, 14, 99 

prytanis, 39, 64, 83-84, 96-98 
prytany list, 38, 59, 79 
prytany-secretary, 111, 123 
Ptolema see Herennius P. 
Ptolemy I, 9 
Publia: see Aelia Herennia 
Pulytion, 16, 49 

purple, 23, 33, 46, 68 

Pyanopsia, 22, 47 
pyrphoros, 9, 94-95, 122-123; from the 

Acropolis, 95, 121 

Pythais, 97-98, 100 
pythaist, 55, 97; from the Kerykes, 55, 83 
pythochrestus exegete, 36, 87-90, 101, 112 
Pythodorus, daduch no. 4, 50 

Pythodorus: see Annius P. 

      

Quintilii, 62-63 

Rarian Field, 20, 22, 46, 114 

Raubitschek, A. E., 30, 47, 64, 80, 94, 108, 
122, 124 

Regilla, 110 
register: see anagraphe 
Reinach, 102 
Reinmuth, O., 50, 101 

Rheitos, 14, 69, 114 

Ridgeway, B. S., 101 
Rizzo, G. E., 32-33 

Robert, J., 22, 24-26, 32, 36, 41, 110 
Robert, L., 22-26, 32-33, 35-36, 41, 45, 

60, 73, 95, 106-107, 110 
Roberts-Gardner, 12, 15 
Rome, 36-37, 101-108; priest of, 121; and 

the Emperor, priest of, 77 
Rosenbaum, E., 35 
Roussel, P., 13, 50, 52-53, 56, 58, 98 
Rubensohn, O., 46 
Rudhardt, J., 16, 21, 93 
Rufina, mother of sacred herald no. 9, 124 

Rufina: see Julia R. 
Rufius Festus, 66 
Russu, 1., 38 

Sabinus: see Memmius S. 
“sacred calendar,” 22 
Sacred Fig, 40 
Sacred Gerousia, 59, 63, 98 
sacred herald, 8-9, 11, 13, 22, 49, 76-82, 

120-121; designation of, 76-77; and 
Proerosia, 76 

CLINTON : EE B LEEUSINIANS VNS TIBRIIDS 

sacred house, 20 
“sacred official,”” explanation of term, 8 
Sacred Orgas, 17, 50, 71, 114 
Sacred Pais of the Pythian, 112 
Sacred Stone (hieros lithos), 98 
Sacred Way, 14, 40 
sacrifice, 15, 17-18, 46, 70-71, 76, 82, 86. 

See also prothymata 
sacrificial fire, 95 
Salaminians, demos of, 28 

salaries: see fees 
sanctuary : see Eleusis sanctuary 
samidia, 26 

Sarapion son of Diocles of Melite, 51 
(line 21) 

Sarapis, 73, 101; priest of, 100 
Sarikakis, T. C., 41, 83 
Sarmatians, 39 
Saturninus: see Gavinius 
Satyrus, father of Menophilus of Bereniki- 

dai, 51 (line 6) 

scalp-lock, 101-108, 113 
Schaeffer, 49 
Schenk Graf von Stauffenberg, A., 37 
Schiff, 8 
Schissel, O., 6466, 80-81 
Schmid, W., 37 

Schmidt, 109 
sculptures, of hearth-initiate, 101-108; of 

hierophant, 33-35 
Sebasta : see Augustan Games 
Sebaste Dikatosyne: see Iustitia Augusta 
secret of the Mysteries, 8-9, 38-39. See 

also hiera, legomena 
secretary of the Boule and Demos, 123-124 
secretary of the bouleutat, 123 
Secundilla: see Mundicia S. 
Seeck, 66 

Seilianus: see Claudius S. 
Seilon son of Apollonius of Melite, hearth- 

initiate no. 20, 108-109 
Seleucia, 37 

Seleucus son of Demeas of Halai, 51 (line 
30) 

Semon, altar-priest no. 1, 82 
Senate of Rome, priest of, 74 
senatorial order, 109, 112 
Septimius Severus, 38, 40 

Severeia, Greater, 63 

Sextus, philosopher, 80 

Seyrig, H., 33 
Sicyon, 102 
signum Tustitiae Augustae, 73 
Sinope, hetaera, 17 
siroi, 15 

Skias, A., 19, 36, 73, 101 
skolion, 21 

Smyrna, 106 

Smyth, H. W., 21 

Sokolowski, F., 10-12. 
Cited 

Solon, 10, 90 

“son of Greece,” 110 

sophist, 41, 65, 79, 81 

Sophocles son of Leontius 
daduch no. 10, 54 

Sophocles son of Leontius 
altar-priest no. 9, 83 

Sophocles son of Xenocles 
daduch no. 13, 54 

      

  
  

See also Passages 

of Acharnae, 

of Acharnae, 

of Acharnae, 
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Sophocles son of Theophrastus of Hagnous, 
brother of daduch no. 16, 57 

Sophocles son of Philotas of Sounion (born : 
son of Dionysodorus of Deiradiotai), 51 
(line 27) 

Sophocles: see Flavius S. 
sophronistes, 32 

Sosipater : see Aerarius S. 
Sospis: see Antonius S., Claudius S. 
Sostratus of Ikaria, father of Lacrateides, 

97 
Sostratus son of Lacrateides of Ikaria, 97 
Sparta, 47, 49, 57 
Spaulding, L., 101, 107 
Spon, 125-126 
spondophoroi, 23, 47 
stamnos, red-figure, 48 

T. Statilius Lamprias, 29, 57, 67 
statue bases, re-used, 107 

Stegemann, W., 64-66, 80-81 
stemmata, 33 

Stengel, P., 98 
aTepavd, 69 
Stephano, 69 
Stephanus, father of 

Marathon, 97 
orheyyldes émikTnTol, 49 

Stoa Poecile, 46, 68 

Stoic School, 78 
Stokes, Michael C., 4 
Stone: see Sacred Stone 
Straton son of Jason of Hagnous, 96 

Straton: see Flavius S. 
strophion, 33-35, 37, 45-49, 60, 67-68, 82, 

101, 106-108, 116 
subsecretary, 123 
Suda, 66. See also Passages Cited 
Sulla, 86 
Sundwall, J., 52, 72, 83, 98 

symbola, 60 

syngraphe, 15 
synkletos: see S 
syrigges, 64—65 
systremmatarch, 63 

    

Aphrodeisius  of 

  

table, in cult of Athena, 69; in cult of 

Pluto, 20, 22, 29, 83 
tainia, 106-107, 113 
tainidion, 106-107 
Tatarion: see Claudia T. 
taxiarchot, 28 
Tebanianus: see Bellicus T. 
Teisamenus of Paiania, father of hiero- 

phant no. 5, 19 
Teisamenus of Paiania, son of hierophant 

no. 5, 20 

Telesterion, 13, 17, 39, 4647, 76, 81, 88; 
courtyard of, 12 

telete, 13, 29, 33, 38-39, 44, 64, 68-70, 76, 
84, 88,99, 111, 113 

Terens, archon, 66 

Terme Museum, 102 

terracotta, 108 

Tertia daughter of Leucius, hearth-initiate 
no. 21, 109 

thakeion, 20 

Thargelia, 27, 54, 89 

Theano daughter of Menon of Agryle, 
priestess of Demeter and Kore no. 2, 16, 
70 
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Theater of Dionysus, 34, 36, 50, 60, 68, 
81, 87, 9496, 98, 120-121. See also 
prohedria 

Thebes, 16, 47 
Thebes (Egyptian), 64—66 
Themison : see Aelius T. 
Themistocleia: see Claudia T., Junia T. 

Themistocles, archon of 493/2, 56, 58 

Themistocles, first mint magistrate in 
149/8, 55 

Themistocles son of Theophrastus of 
Hagnous, daduch no. 16, 56-57 

Themistocles son of Xenocles of Hagnous, 
51 (line 23), 58, 17 

Themistocles: see Claudius T. 
Theobulus son of Theophanes of Peiracus, 

22 
Theodorus, hierophant no. 2, 16 
Theodorus, panages no. 4, 96 
Theodorus, philosopher, 22 
Theodorus of Phegaia, 16, 49 
Theodosius, 43 
Theodotus son of Eustrophus of Peiraeus 

(= hierophant no. 14 ?), 28 
Theogenes of Leukonoion, father of Helico, 

114 
Theophemus of Kydathenaion, father of 

hierophant no. 13, Menecleides, 28 
Theophemus son of Menecleides of Kyda- 

thenaion, hierophant no. 15, 28 
Theophilus son of Hermaiscus of Chol- 

leidai, 95 

Theophilus son of Menecrates of Chol- 
leidai, panages no. 1, 95 

Theophrastus, mint magistrate in 109/8, 
55 

Theophrastus of Hagnous, father of daduch 
no. 14, 55 

Theophrastus son of Themistocles of 
Hagnous, daduch no. 15, 55 

Theopompus, 53-54 
theorot, 23 
Theotimus son of Tryphon of Hermos, 

prytanis in 167/8, 75 
Theourgike Agoge, 44 
Thesmophoria, 36, 71, 76, 97 
Thesmophoroi, priestess of, 71 
thesmophoroi theai, 32 
thesmos, 40, 43 

thesmothete, 97, 101, 120-121 

  

CENBRAICIINDEX 

Thespiae, 43 
Thessalus son of Cimon of Lakiadai, 15 
thiasotai, 116 
Thisbianus, daduch no. 28, 64 

Thisbianus: see Fabius T. 
Tholos, 14, 38 
Thompson, D. B., 108 

Thompson, M., 54-55 

Thrasyllus: see Annius T. 
Threatte, Leslie L., 4, 14 

Threpsiades, I., 50, 53 

Thriasian plain, 16 
throne of hierophant, 20, 44, 47 
Thummer, E., 47 
Thyiades, 76 
Tiberius, 73 
Timarchus, father of Leontius, pythaist 

in 106/5, 94 
Timarchus of Kephisia, father of pyrphoros 

no. 1, Leontius, 94 

Timarchus, father of 
Kephisia, 51 (line 25) 

Timosthenes son of Timarchus of Kephisia, 

51 (line 25) 
Timosthenes: see Aelius T. 
Timothea daughter of Medeius of Peiraeus, 

hearth-initiate no. 6, 100 
Timothea: see Claudia T. 
Timotheus, exegete no. 1, 9, 43, 92 
Timotheus of Gargettos, father of priestess 

of Demeter and Kore no. 11, 74 
Toepffer, J., passim 
Traill, John S., 4, 39, 94, 121 
Trajan, 85 

trapezophoros, 69 

Tpamel®, 69 
Travlos, J., 14, 20, 44 
treasurer of Athena, 19 
treasury of Demeter and Kore, 12-13 
Triptolemus, 49; priest of, 97 
Tryphon, 38 

Timosthenes of 

vios "EXA&dos, 110 

Ulpius Eubiotus, 42 

University of Constantinople, 65 

M. Valerius Mamertinus, archon in 166/7, 
41, 61-62, 77, 79, 116, 122-123 

Vallois, R., 50, 52 
Vanderpool, Eugene, 4, 26-27, 32, 112 
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Vernon, Francis, 125-126 
Vipsania Laeliana, mother of 

initiate no. 27, 109 
L. Vipsanius Aeolion of Phlya, exegete no. 

7,92 
T. Vipsanius Flavianus of Kephisia, hearth- 

initiate no. 27, 109 

hearth- 

Walton, F., 10 
Welles, C. B., 107 
wheat, 86 
Wheler, Sir George, 125-126 
Wilamowitz, 19 
Wilhelm, A., 11, 23, 26-29, 4142, 73, 96 
Woloch, M., 30, 32, 36, 42, 57, 59, 61-62, 

64, 74, 75, 78, 80, 83, 87, 108-110, 112 
Wormell, D. E. W., 21 

wreath: see crown 
Wycherley, R. E., 69, 73 
Wyndham, M., 103 

Xenagoras, father of hierophant no. 35, 43 
Xenagoras: see Gellius X. 
Xenion: see Flavius X. 
Xenocles, daduch no. 12, 83 
Xenocles son of Sophocles of Acharnae, 

daduch no. 12, 54 
Xenocles of Hagnous, son of daduch no. 

14, Themistocles, 51 (line 23), 55, 58 
Xenophon, Symposium, 49 

  

Young, John H., 4 

Zacorus, hierophant no. 1, 10 

zakoros, 29, 96 

Zenon: see Aelius Z. 
Zenophilus of Marathon, father of hearth- 

initiate no. 32, 109 
Zethus of Hagnous, father of panages no. 

2, Jason, 95-96 
Zeus, priest of, 36; Zeus Geleon, priest of, 

78; Zeus Horius, priest of, 51, 98; Zeus 
Olympius, priest of, 75, 80 

Ziegler, K-H., 37 
Ziehen, L., 13, 15, 69 
Zijderveld, C., 13 
Zoilus: see Flavius Z. 
Zopyrus, father of Menneas, 98 
Zopyrus son of Zopyrus of Peiraeus, hearth- 

initiate no. 30, 109     

  



  
  

 



 



New York University 

Bobst Library Circulation Department
 

70 Washington Square South 

York, NY 10012-1091 

THIS ITEM IS 

Web 

http 

Renewal/Info: 

//library.nyu.edu 

New Phone Renewal: 

212-998-2482 

SUBJECT TO RECALL AT ANY TIME! 

  

oy S S 

i Bale 

200¢ 
sn
nz
 
g1
 

93
0 

  
  

D 

a0BsT LIBNARY 
Ci 

l; S ATE =N 
JHNED 

8V:18§0 

RCULATION 

  

DYE DAT 
o 

DEQ' 2 8 2006 

PEEST LisRA %’ULATID 

  

z 
’F
l 

UU\: TE 

‘Nfi“\» 280" 

Ywi%'/&w g}@ kY     »(\/ 

  
NOTE NEW DUE W‘WHEN RENEWING VIA WEB/PHONE!



T 

 



 
 

 


