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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 Mystéres
d'Eleusis (Paris, 1914) and J. Toepffer, Aitische
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 Inscriptiones 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 yén which
were involved in supplying sacred officials, but I hope
that the evidence made available concerning the priest-
hoods and members of the yémn 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 dadovxos as daduch and wais
ag’ éorias uunbels as hearth-initiate.

I would like to express here my gratitude to James
H. Oliver, who introduced me to the study of Eleu-

1 For example, on hierophants in cults of Dionysus ef.
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. 187-213 (with comments also on Attic works).




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 wvaluable discussions on many Eleusinian
topics and inscriptions, and [ 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.
Ihreatte, and S lohn SIS Frall S8 ohn® S ioungis
meticulous reading of the dissertation led to many
improvements. [ 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.
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INTRODUCTION

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?: 76 6’ lepdr elvar kowodr &uporépwr,
émipenetofar 6¢ Kopukas kal Edpodwidas kata 70 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

1 The 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, there 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 establishing the émordrar may be
cited, S.E.G., X, 24, lines 28-30: avahiokew 8¢ 81t v [pd |\ora
Ster perd Tov Nepéor kai Tés BLoh Jés Boevouévos 7o Aovréy. There
was apparently no need to consult the deme.

2 Ath. Pol., 39, 2.

3 See especially 1.G., 13, 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 Eleusis.
P. MacKendrick, The Athenian Aristocracy (Cambridge, Mass.,
1969), p. 38 states that “Eumolpids often came from the deme
where the Mysteries were celebrated, Kerykes never.” Yet in
his list of Eumolpidae, #bid., p. 99 only one person with the
Eleusinian demotic appears, viz. the Chaeretius mentioned above.,

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 waides d¢' éorias and the UVuvaywyol. It is also
convenient to use it to designate people who were re-
garded as lepeis 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 scholars as referring to the Athenian cult®:
& 0¢ Tois kar’ 'Elevova pvornplois 6 uér lepoavTns els
€lkove, TOU OnuLovpYoL évokevdlerat, dadotyos 0¢ els Thy HAlov-
Kal 0 eml Buwpe els Ty oeNquns, 6 8¢ tepoxnpvE ‘Epuot. 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).

6 Geschichte, 2: pp. 94-95.

" Eleusts, Appendix, pp. 287-316; 'Emworyuovics 'Erergpls 9
(1959); pp. 7-58.

* Apud Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica, 1 e R i SR o 8
K. Mras, Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller, vol. XLIIT)
(= Porphyry, lepl dyarpbror, fr, 10, p. 22* ed. Bidez).
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syncretism. However, it is clear that the fragment
of Porphyry’s Ilept ayaluarwr 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: 7d 8¢ réw Alyurrior mdlw Torabrd
¢now éxew avuBola. 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 visus
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-
moniaruwm 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.
[t 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: ‘Tepogdrrns, Patronymic, Demotic. If he was
a Roman citizen, this form could be preceded by his
praenomen and gentilicium; for example: TBépios

 Tacitus, Histories, IV, 83, 2; ¢f. Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride,
362 A, where Timotheus is called an exegete.

10 Se Nilsson, loc cit., but he describes Timotheus as Leiter der
Zeremonien. Though antistes can mean one who officiates or
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.

INTRODUCTION 9

Khavdos Tepogartns Kalhwkparidov 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, ‘Tepogcdrrys).
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.C., 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 aeisilod 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 évrvyxarw Sadolyw Te kal lepogdrTy Kal Tols
&\\ots &ppnromotots Aewlay alpovaw ayome erl Thv apxny,

111914: p. 176.

12 Lucian, Lexiphanes, 10. The
brought before the hoplite general.  Cf. J. Delz, Lukians Kenninis
der athenischen Antiquititen (Diss. Basel, Freiburg, 1950),
pp. 73-74, and Geagan, Constitution, p. 29.

complaint was evidently
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5 o i e S &t 7 elsa
EykAnua émayovtas 6Tt wropaler alTols, kal Tavra € eldws
oTL €€ olmep wotwlnoay, avwyvvuol TE eloL Kal oUKETL drouaaTol
ws dv lepwvvpol 1ion yeyevnuévor.

I. HIEROPHANT (‘Iegopéavenc)

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.!

1. Zaxopos. Pseudo-Lysias, Against Andocides, 54.
Toepffer, 1889: p. 55. Foucart, 1914: p. 187.
P.A., 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 500480 (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: [~ — 7év h]wpe[aly [kal |7ov] cabu[vrév——].
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 Atthis (Harpo-
cration, s.u. lepopdrTns).

* Pseudo-Lysiades, 4gainst Andocides, 54 : Bobhopar Tolvvy elreip
d AeokAfjs & Zaxbpov 1ol iepopdrTov, TaTTos 8¢ Huérepos, oureBolhevae
Bovhevopevos tutv & v et xpiofar Meyapel avdpl foeByrére. 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 hl(.l()[)lhmt'a

+S.E.G.,, XXI, 3-4; XII, 2-3 (= Sokolowski,
1-2); L. Jeffery (Hesperia 17 [1948]:
princeps, which is still the best text.

Supplément,
pp. 86-111) did the editio

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC.

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. [ 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.”

G NZ G Erce (&

ca. 460 a.

o~
=

Stotkhedon 23 : lines 1-46
Non-Stoikhedon : lines 47—

............ 1 630N ov #'—’]
[Eniner Lo nteliaie e

[0' éultpay [Tapa 716 ploro [hex Ja[o]
[ro] 7év hut[peav ] T&v Aéue[T ]pos
[MJauBaver uvl ore |piows 7[o |is &
[Ae]foow mapa [76 ulioro h[ ek Jao

w
)
=

oo

® 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 \I}stcrles 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

¢1.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 dccording to the system of Meritt, Hespci ia 14 (1945):
pp. 61-81, revised in Hmp(’ ria 15 (1946): 249-253. This
edition of Meritt represents the greatest (Ldvancc 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 mll

attention to cases where I introduce subscript dots, but I do cal
attention to cases where [ think that they can be removed.
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12 [77]o 6Boréw kal [rois p e [oow ]
[u Jvoreptows o[ Bordr mapa 76 ]
[bo Jro hekdoro” o[ bumavras 680
\os Tolv feo[ v elvar mhév he]

16 xoaxogiov kal[l xihiov 8p Jaxu
oy amo 8¢ Tov h[ exoakocio v ka
! xuhiow dpaxu[ov Tév hi Jépea
v Tavalbpara [ovar kaf Jarep

20 réos dvéhoto’ E[Uuohnid Jas ka
i Kép[ vk Jas NapBav[ev mapa] 70 p
bozliohlexdoro [.[....0. ... ]
Eo.2. Jevor” fenedlin ... e ]

24 [..5.. plboren pé éve[ .. o]
[. uedéJva A& 16 a¢’ €[orias v ]
[ouér Joo Képukas d¢ uv[ & dixa 7
[os] wboras hékaoror [kal Eduo ]

28 [\Ir[iJéas kara Tabra’ éfav 6 Kot |
a mhelos, ebfiveatalL Y
[.] dpaxmeor” pvev oe '///[ e

oa Keplror kal Eo[ wokmedor ] .

32 76 8¢ h[]epo apyvpilo és dmap
XEs éx[o Jetvae "Abev[ alots . . il
[.Jofac ho[ 7] av Boro[vrar, xada |
mep 76 Tés Afevala[s dpyuplo |
36 76 &u moNer TO 6¢ ap[yiplov 70 |
s huepomrowds T[6] To[ v Beotv €]
[&] mohew Tautebeat at . . e
[.J0[. ... Ixev & 700 I%[ Risles g
AN R Jev mo[v o |pe[ avor :
[.] 7os dpeavos rav[ras kal 765 ]
[uJioras hékaorou l%[ LS s ]
[r16s whoras 765 "EXe[ vain wvo |
44 [u]évos & 7e[o] adhe [ .. 2o il
[v]epa, Tos 8¢ év aaree [ pvopévo ]
[s] & 7o¢ "EXevowiow [ .. M. . ].
[71ov émi 7oL Boudr lepea Kal r[ov xépuka ]
48 [1]ov Beoiv kai Tov iepéa o[ v Tavaye]
[\ JavBaver ékaarov téro[ v 6BoNow Tapd |
[r6] ubor[o ¢rdaro ([ epoy Tol feotv ]

COMMENTARY

Lines 5-8: Sokolowski, Supplément, 3 correctly re-
jected Meritt's hee[poroiés] (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 hieropoiot in Athens needs further
study. Hieropoioi perform a series of sacrifices at the Eleusinia
(I.G., I%, 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., 12, 76 iepomotol "EXevawdbfer 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 iepowoiol 'Ehevetne (I.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[ porépuras ], 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[ oxépuras] 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
65oN[or' kal 7ol|is dhelfoow hlo hce[po;,:du're\s NapBaverw
he JuoBé[Aov] is doubtful because of the imperative,
which is not used in this inscription, and the position
of the hierophant (following the daduch).

[mapd 7|6 whoro hexdor Jo was apparently first re-
stored by Ziehen; [xa |8’ éu]épar by Kirchhoff.

Line 9: hiép[ car Meritt.

Line 11: ¢| [\ Jéfoow Meritt.

Line 15: [elvar mhév he] Meritt.

Line 20: évéhoro : E[0 Ju[oAnid Jas 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[v Jkas Meritt.

Lines 22-3: w[éJp[re uépe 7ov| vefuu]évor Belewo[v
Merrit, w[¢Jv[7a rd ano 76|» Buop Jevor Sokolowski.

Lines 23—4: [areNé 6'a|rols uJboren ué évelivar uve|v
pede Jva Meritt, Oehewd[ v 8¢ kal dp | pévop plioTeu e éve[ Mka
uvé | v pedé Jra Sokolowski.

It is quite possible that young people other than the
wais ¢’ 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: [uedt Jva mhév 16 4o’ [éorias pvopéJvo Hiller.

Line 26: [6ixa 7|6 Js Sokolowski, [és vé|o Js Wilhelm.
I could not see the interpunct which Meritt reported
that he saw before Képukas.

Line 27: I could read no letter before pboras.

Line 28: [Eiuo|\wiéJas Meritt, [Eiuo|N]r[i]das
Clinton.

Line 29: [xe\iao | ] or [uplas| ] Wilhelm, [hekaré |v]
Cronert.

Lines 30-1: [hot dv hed]|dot or 6éx]|ose Meritt,
Max ]| oor Sokolowski, 8" ei[vat 7ois ]| dot Keptror Kirch-
hoff and Cronert.

proceeds from the aparche to the émordrar "Exevewdfer (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 (1.G., 13, 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 7ots ov Keplkor in mind,
Andocides probably would not agree ; he quotes a man
saying: "Q KaM\a, mparor wér €€nyn Knpikwy 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 [MaxJosi. Ac-
cording to Meisterhans-Schwyzer (Grammatik der
attischen Inschriften, p. 178) 8éhow (in place of éelw))
does not occur in Attic inscriptions until the middle
of the third century.

Lines 32-4: [7¢& arap|x]és Meritt (Hesperia 14
(1945): p. 77), [7&é ¢vha |k Jes Meritt (bid. 15 (1946):
p. 253), [7és dand |v]es Sokolowski; [ué |elafar Meritt,
[dpx | € Jofar 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 [r& arap] x& in connection
with the new reading in line 34 (see below). L.S.J.
does not report any examples in Attic prose of ué\esfar
or #pxesfar 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. 1 could not make out any
certain traces of the next two letters. This reading
eliminates the somewhat superfluous phrase héos v
Bororrar in favor of he[ ] (or hé[ro]) dv Bodo[rrar]. I
find worthy of some consideration the restoration
"Abev[ alowoe xp|E]ofar ho[7] &v Boo[vrar]; 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. It 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[6] To[ i» 8eoiv ] Hiller and Meritt, [& ] 7[o
heepor ] 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: rauebesar’ Etuol | ]6[as 6’ €]xer é&v
Tou pléoor tév B|08[Nov Tlév Tov [6]pe[avor] Meritt.
Sokolowski suggests Ge |6[ ator Jév.

The stone shows that the mu of u[ésor can also be
interpreted as eta or epsilon; perhaps, then, & 7o
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h[iepor. The second letter in line 40 could also be a
sigma; so perhaps & 7or h[epor 'EXe|v o[ iwe. 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: [ber 6|¢] Meritt (1945), [vpé¢e|v] Meritt
(1946), [fer 8¢ ] Sokolowski.

I am inclined to favor [fter &|é], but certainty is
impossible.

Line 41: wai[éas 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 mar[ ras; that is, the orphans sacrifice all together, the
costs of which were borne by the gene or the state; the
regular initiates, the mystaz, sacrifice individually and
bear the costs themselves.

Line 42: héxaorou™ pl[vésfar 06¢] Meritt (1945),
hexaaro e[ vos xopts | Meritt (1946), hékaorou [ poréhera |
Sokolowski.

Sokolowski's conjecture is the most appealing, but
7[ pofbuara | should be substituted for w[poréhewa |, on
the basis of 1.G., 1%, 1673, line 62 : wpoliipara dof évra
els wlpew. 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).

Line 43:
Sokolowski.

Sokolowski (ep. cit., p. 18) points out that fvesfac is
just as frequent as fbewr. But he does not note any
difficulty in having 6tew and 6uvouévos in the same
sentence for the same agent. Anyway his inter-
pretation of the whole sentence does not really require
Guopevos in place of uvouévos.

Line 44: [7é 7po 70|l Jepo Leonardos (apud Hiller),
[éxrés ] or [evros| Roberts-Gardner, [&vros 70 h|i]epo
Cronert. The iota of 7& is at the present time com-
pletely illegible.

It seems to me that the ai\ outside the sanctuary
is meant, in light of the practice of prohibiting the
aulmror from entering the sanctuary (¢f. Mylonas,
Eleusis, pp. 224-226). Two allai 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): &rl 95 éoxapas 7is & 77 athy 'EAevoiv. The
courtyard in front of the sanctuary does in fact have an
éoxapa.’

Line45: [ pvopévo| s | Kirchhoff, [Buouévo | s ] Sokolowski.

[uvo|uJévos  Kirchhofl,  [6vo|u]évos

® See Mylonas, Eleusis, pp. 169-170. Other references to a
courtyard at Eleusis are: & tic ad\qu 7ob ilepov in I.G., 112, 847,
line 54, 949, line 21, 1235, line 22, 1299, lines 28 and 78, 1304,
line 45; & 7w & 'Edevoive adhie in 1.G., 1V?, 83, lines 14-15; &
'Ehevoive & v lepar adhqu Taiv feaiv in 1.G., IV2, 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 ¢adwrev] Foucart. Hiller and
Meritt read the omicron of 7[év, which I could not.
For the restoration [képuka ] see below, p. 77.

Line 48 : [7 Jov feov need not be a mistake for [+ Jotv
feotvy (so Meritt) but could be rather a shortened form
of 7oy Toly Heoiy as 6 dnuos 6 "Afnvaiwy for 6 dnuos 6 Taw
"Abnraiowy.

ré[v wavayé mofbv] Ziehen. Meritt's study re-
moved the support for wefér 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.!® Since
the omicron of ré[» lies almost directly under the
omicron of 'Exevowiot, 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 wiofér.

Line 49: réro[v éuoBénwoy mapéd] Zichen. By a cal-
culation of the length of the lacuna at the end as in
line 48, it is clear that éutoBehiwor is too long, and so the
correct restoration must be réro[ ¥ 6Goror mapd .

Line 50: i[e]p[ov 7oiv Oeotv] 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’ éulépay 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.

it 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 Lesser Mysteries is not attested.
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and Kore (lepd toir feolv), 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 wimeis 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 wimews 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\ersi, performed once a year by the
priests. wimois was the first step, rekerq the final one:
first Einwethung and then Weihe.!> The hierophant
therefore had no part in the pimows 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, 1.G., I?,
77, which seems to indicate that the hierophant was
already included among the aeisitor at this time.
This inscription, variously dated to the 430’s and

1 This was undoubtedly the source of the funds listed in
1.G., I2, 313, lines 144-6: émérera [Eyévero & rov] pey[éa v
wlorepiov ] XXX XH[HEWAAA 1 | | FIF Hil asas[? ‘éx Crov
w "Aypau]ou 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.

1 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 religieuse 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 wvew and pinos were also
being applied to the whole process; cf. Theophilus, ed. Edmonds,
11, p. 568, 1, line 4), where &uafny seems to describe the whole
process; in addition, Plato and Aristotle sometimes do not keep
to the distinction (¢f. 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 eirgeis in the
Prytaneum. The first group mentioned has been
traditionally restored as follows: [&ar té&v clreowr Tév
¢ Ju mpuraveion wpoTor [uley 7oi[o|w hiepeior Toly feoiv
kJara 7a w[alrpia. M. Ostwald has more recently
restored!®: wporov [u]ér rou [h|iepopdvrer yevoutrol & Jara
7a n[aJrpie.  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 aeisifor 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 lepogdvrys 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 & la fois un sacerdoce et une magi-
strature, apxn 795 lepewalvns, comme le dit une inscrip-
tion.”  But Foucart does not identify the inscription.
It is I1.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, kal & et
apxel Tns  lepewoivys  eboxnuovws  AvéykAnTOY  quTov
Tapackevalwy. 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 épxovres Téw
yeréy 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

LA P72 (1951 ppt 24=30,

17 This is not a strong argument against roiow ; use of movable-

nu can be very erratic; ¢f. L. Threatte, H.5.C.P. 74 (1970):
p. 348.

LB0p et p, 32

18 J. Martha (1881: pp. 8-10) believed without a doubt that
priesthoods in general were city magistracies, on the basis of
Plato, Laws, 758e-759¢ 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 aeisitoi 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 & 7d hiepa
eepoow haw hiépear 4 o Jealéorara, and of such a width
hiva ué hapaxoar diehatvorTar, dANa rols loow & Bald ]ifer
éri 7o hiepa. It is striking that “‘the priestesses’’ seem
to have a principal role in the Sacred Procession, i.e.,
carrying the hiera; 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 rois iooe (‘“‘the marchers').
The priestesses carry the hiera whereas the marchers
follow after the hiera (Badifer émt 7a hiepa). 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 iepwatvar, which should be left alone. Aristotle,
loc. cit., states: &ortu 8¢ oDd¢ ToiTo doploar padior, wolas Bei kaheiy
apxas’ woANGY ydp EmeTaTdY ) TOMTKY Kowwwia OeiTar, Oubmep (ol)
wavTas olTe Tols aiperols olTe Tols kAnpwrTols &pxovras Oeréov, oloy
Tobs iepeis mparor. A few lines later he defines a magistracy:
pakora 8'ds amThds elmelv dpxds Aekréor Tabras Boars dwodédorar
Bovheboaolal Te wepl Tway kal kpivar kal émrétar, kal pdhieTa ToiTo"
70 yap émrartew apxukbrepby totw. (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 apx4, to continue
quoting Aristotle, raira Siapéper mpds uév Tas xphoes obdéy.

% See S. Dow, Prytaneis, Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937): pp. 22-24.

2 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, pakriké 1937 : pp. 25-41.

¥ For the procession see below, pp. 35-36; for the “priestesses,”’
p- 69 and pp. 88-89.

M For a recent discussion of the date see R. Meiggs and
D. Lewis, A4 Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions (Oxford,
1969), pp. 222-223, with bibliography. The date is not of critical




VOL, 64, PT. 3, 1974]

some extent the Athenian imperialism of this period.
It is a syngraphe dealing principally with the collection
of the drapxs Tob kapwob Toiv feoiv. 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: kehevéro
8¢ kai ho hiepogérres kal [0 ] dardobxos Muareplows drépxeatia
705 héNAevas 76 kapmo kaTa T4 TaTpLa kKal Téy pavrtelay TéV &Y
Aehgby. drayphooavres 0¢ € u | mwaklo TO uérpor T6 KapTo
70 Te mapd Tov Sepdpxov kard To[v 8 Juor heékaoTov kal TO
Tapd Tov ToAeow kard Tév wobAw hekdo[Ter k JaTabévror € Te
o1 'EXevowior 'Ehevaiv kal év 7o foA[evr Je[p Jior.  All the
other details are to be taken care of by the hieropoior
and the Boule. The hieropoior 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 ané 70 kapmo 778
amrapxys areféfe, heAhévor tov amapyouevor.?? 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 [19677]: 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. I follow Foucart and Ziehen in understanding
dmapyoutvor as modifying hehéwor. In I.G., I? it is written
dmwapxbpevor; 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 &répxouar apparently was not used in the
passive.
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done xard 7a wmarpie kal Tév pavtelav Tév &y Aehgor®®; 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 hieropoioi) 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 Mpysteries 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®: Qecoaldés Kiuwvos Aakiddns 'AlciBradny
Kh\ewlov ZxauBarlony elafyyeiher ddicely mepl Tw Gew, amout-
poluevory TG mvoThpia kal Oekvlbovra Tols alTol éraipois év

71 oikla T éavTob, ExovTa oToliy olavmep & lepogavTns 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 ra warpia or when the
scope of the reform was beyond the scope of ra warpia (as in
1.G., 112, 204), i.e., when something unprecedented was about
to be undertaken.

27 Nilsson, Geschichie 1: pp. 471-474.

28 Ibid.

2 Lines 36-37: kafér dv Ebporwidar éxo[he|vs Jprar. (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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detkvver Td leph, kal OdvoudalovTa alTow uév lepogdwThy,
MovAvriwva 6¢ Sgdovxor, knpuka 8¢ Oedbdwpor Tnyara, Tovs
8" d\\ovs éralpovs uboras Tpocayopelorra kal émdmTas Tapd
Td vouua kal Ta kafeaTnkbéTa Ord T Eduormiddr kal Knpikwy
kal 7oy lepéwr Tav & 'Elevovos. 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®: iépeatr kal iepeis ordvres karnpboavro
Tpos éomépav kal wowwkidas avéceigav, KaTd TO vouLmoy TO
malatoy kal dpxaioy.

2. Bebdwpos. Plutarch, Alcibiades, 33.

B-iSss - Boucart S0l 27
office in 415 and 408.

Toepffer, 1889
1E0 s e i

Seven years later, when the Athenians changed
their minds and decreed the return of Alcibiades,
Theanodid not have toundo a curse. The others did®:
elneioavro 6¢ . .. Tas apds deoaiboahar Tahiy BElpohtidas
kal Kqpvkas, as émouioavro 7ol dhuov mposrdfavros. But
Theodorus the hierophant tried to save face:
agogtovuévir 8¢ Tiw ANAwr Oeddwpos 6 lepogdrtns “CaAN
ey elrer “Colbe KaTnpocauny alTe Kakdy obdéy, el undéy
adwet Tiw mohw.” 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

“ 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 priestesses and
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 tepéwy Taw
& 'Elevoivos see also below, p. 70, n. 12.

 Pseudo-Lysias, 4 gainst Andocides, 51, when a somewhat simi-
larly worded charge of impersonating the hierophant is made
against him; on the gowkides 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 1.G., 1%, 76: [hollrwes dv [1]t ddiudoe 'ABeraios uede Téy mwONY
e "Afevaiov pedt 16 feb.  So the hierophant’s condition should not
have struck anybody as being out of the ordinary in religious
language.

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC,

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 asebeta 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 gene.

3. ’Apxias. Pseudo-Demosthenes, Against Neaera,
116; Plutarch, Pelopidas, 10; On the Sign of Socra-
tes, 596e; Nepos, Pelopidas, 3.37 Toepffer, 1889:
pp. 55-56. P.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 “‘olrotv eis alipiov Td oroviaia.”” 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 &
70 Opiagie®; 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

% Cf. J. Rudhardt, ““La définition du délit d’impiété d’aprés 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 Alcibiades

Diagoras was also convicted of asebeia against the Mysteries.

8 Thucydides, VIII, 53, 2.

% The passage in Nepos surrounding the name of the hiero-
phant is corrupt.

38 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: "Afwr 6¢ kakewo &fvunbnvar, & avdpes 'Abnraior,
6re "Apxtay Tov LepogdvTny yevduevov, éfeheylévTa & TR
dwkaaTnplw daoeBolvra rkal Blovra mapa Ta marpia Tas Guatas,
ékoNGoaTe Uuets, kal &ANa Te karnyopnfn abdrov, kal &7e
Dwamry 77 éraipg ‘ANgows émi Tis éaxdpas & 7 avhy 'Elevoiv
mwpogayoloy Lepetov Bloeer, ol voutuov Svros & Talry 77
nuépg Glew, old’ ékelvov obans 77s Oualas, AN T7s 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.* [Ile 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, A gainst Neaera, 116.

A0 Thady e 10T

41 That the sacrifice of the hierophant (legitimately of the
priestess) was to Dionysus seems to have escaped the notice of
writers on this festival. Deubner (1932: 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 (Geschichie 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
passage, which shows Dionysus enjoyed an important role, if not
the principal ene, in this cult as early as the second quarter of the
fourth century.

12 Jsaeus, 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,

4% J.G., 112, 1540, lines 31-32 (an inventory) and Sokolowski,
Supplément, 12, line 7. In the first line of the latter, o7
[ovdogoptias] (proposed by Oliver) cannot be correct, because the
second letter cannot be a 7 but probably rather a 7 (see the forth-

HIEROPHANT il

4. Aakpareidns. Isaeus, On The Estate of Apollo-
dorus, 9; H. Diehls and W. Schubart, Didymzi de
Demaosthene Commenta (Teubner, 1904), col. 13,
lines 41-58, and col. 14, lines 35-49.# 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 ahout
3534 “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 lepophrry
veyernuévw.”  The natural interpretation of the phrase
7@ vy lepophrty yeyermuéve 1s 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 lepd opyds 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 Azera 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 Leitres 38
(1906); F. Gr. Hist., 324 (Androtion), F30; 328 (Philochorus),
F155.

45 Jsaeus, On the Estate of Apollodorus, 9; for the date see
Blass, Attische Beredsamkeit, 112, p. 552.

46 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 [&peoripor ] 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: curexapnoar
yop of Meyapels Opioras yevéalar  Tov
Aakpar{e)ldny kal Tov daibolxor ‘lepokAetdmy. kal ws obrol
dpwoay, 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., 12, 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 [...°"% ... IlaJuwnets who dedicated a
statue base, dated to the fourth century, (probably)
in the Eleusinion in Athens.®

LepopavTny

G [ =R R G
“around the

5. ‘Tepoxieidys Tecauerod Ilaraviets.
Foucart, 1914: p. 188. In office
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 érxarial, not the iepa
épvas itself. The statements of Philochorus and Androtion
suggest to me that it concerned both.

49 Diehls-Schubart, col. 14, lines 40-40.

50 See also below p. 71.

5L 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).

.G, 112, 1188

ca. med. s. I'Voa.

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

f Le o ]
Edf[ .. 5. .. Jfwvos 'EXevaivios ?
eir[ e v eredn 6 lepopartys Tep

4 oxh[eldns Te Joapevot Matavie
Us a[vip aly[adlos [€]or[w] mepl Tov &
[7 Juo[v 7 Jov 'Exev[aw Jiwr kal Aeyowv
[«]Jai [wou]av 8r [80 Jvatar dyadov 6

8 [Jarehei kai [viv] ka[l] & Tén éump
o[ o 10 ev ] xpovw[t, ded o[ x |far "Eleva
[vJiou[s kb Jpra [elva ] kal Ta Ynpic
[ralra 8[o]a &nelica]ro 6 dnuos 6 "EX

12 [evor Jviow T@u [ie Jpopdrmn ém[e s

[év eiddoJw xal ob &\Not 67u [6 17
[uos 6 'ENe Jue[ Jvicwy émigral Tau x]c’n
[peras am Jodidorar Tois €0 7o o

16 [Dow abré v’ éraw[éo Jar [ ]ov lepo
[oavrny ‘Tepok A Jei[6 Jny [T Je[co Janer
[ob Maavita kal o7 Jepar[@a Jar ab
[Tov xpuoidr orepdrwt c'nr(‘:l._"l v dpla]

20 [xpév ® eboeBelas éve |xa Ths mep
[ 7a lepa kal guhoriul Jas 77s €[]

[s 7ov dnuov 7o 'EXevow Jiwy" dr[e]
[emetw 7ov duapxor T Joi[s ] Awor[v]

24 [olows * &v Tois Tpa |ywi[6 Jois 67
[6 dnuos 6 "Ehevow Jiwy [0 |re[ ¢ Jarol
[rov lepopartny ebaeBeta s éve
[ka 795 mepl Ta lepa ] kal ¢iloTiu

28 [las 775 eis ov dnuo v Tor 'Ele[vo ]
[wiwy elvar abrar ka |l éxyovows are

Dhewav kal .. <% 7. . 7@ v nuordw "
[avaypadar 70 Yhewoua 7 J6de Tov Shua

32 [oxov & arihge MbiJyme kal ornoalc]

[eis 76 Béarpor 76 "EXev Jowiwr.

vacat
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COMMENTARY

My own restorations are: lines 10, 11 except [ua],
12 except [eva], 13-15, 16 beginning, 20 eloeBelas, 21,
22 beginning, 23-28, 29 beginning, 31 avaypigar, 33
beginning. The rest are by Skias or Kirchner and are
listed in the apparatus of I.G., 112, 1188.

Line 1: Perhaps Ebf[ias I'vé Jdwvos 'Elevalvios. Efias
'"EXevoi(ymos) is mentioned in I.G., I1?, 1672, lines 56
and 58 (329/8), and I'véfwr 'Ehevoivios, first restored
here by Kirchner, appears on a fourth-century grave
monument for his wife, I.G., 112, 6054 (dated to
365-349).

Lines 10-12: Cf. 1.G., 11?2, 275, lines 5-7: [elva 8¢]
kipia [7]a yneioualra doa 'Afnrvaion &fneloavro melpl
atr[ov].

Line 19:|_"I fills the space and extends slightly to
the right ; it does not occupy two spaces but is followed
by a blank space.

Line 20: eloeBelas and a blank space, rather than
émuuehelas seems necessary here because émiuelelas is too
long for the lacuna in line 26.

Line 21: [0 tepdv ] Wilamowitz.

Line 22: Kirchner's ['Afgvai]wr, 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: Acovvoiots év
Tols Tpaywiois. Restoration of a blank space seems
unavoidable here.

Line 30: Perhaps [kal réA\a Ta 76 v dnuordv, which
occurs, with a different sense, in Hesperia 8 (1939):
p. 178, lines 1213,

Line 31 : avaypépac fits the space better than ypayac.

Line 33: [& 7 dyopac e 'ENev Jowiwr Skias. There
are no examples of decrees of the deme of Eleusis set
up in their agora ; there are examples for their theater;
¢f. I.G., 112, 1185, line 8. Also possible here is eis 70
Awrvioor; ¢f. 1.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

el

His honors are ateleia and a gold crown® worth 500
drachmas. Atfeleia was a dispensation from paying
tax to the deme on property owned within its territory
by people who were registered in other demes. We

58 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, 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. [ =TJorros. I.G., II3
1914 : pp. 188-1809.

1544, line 35. Foucart,

[~ —Jorrou tepogéwrov yevouévou k[———] is the entire
preserved testimony for this hierophant. It is con-
tained in an inventory of the sanctuary drawn up by
the epistatar from Eleusis in the year 333/2, at the
close of their term of office (336/5-333/2).5" In
Attic prosopography only Biorros or Molor7és 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 yerouévov 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 epistalai in 329/8.5% A house of ‘‘the priestess”
is mentioned several times (lines 17, 74, 303), 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."”’ 5
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

3 I.G., 112, 1496, line 60.

BTGy 12 248,

56 Aristotle, Ath. Pol., 47, 1.

571 .G, 112, 1544, line 35.

88 G, 11251672,

8 This is also apparent in line 293.
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the sanctuary (for which he was granted atelein by
the deme).®

In this same document, an intriguing object, 7é
Baketor, ‘‘the seat,” is mentioned in line 145 without
any defining characteristic: ¢MITKEVATAVTL  TO
Bakelov kal koAAjoavri ToUs mwodas Tpels ovras Xaplal
peaos : It appears to have beenso well known that
it did not need definition. The word fBaxetor 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 faxeior is a “‘chair of office’” or
“throne’” and is to be identified with the ilepogarrikds
Bpovos. 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.® If this interpretation of faketor is correct,
it is evidence that the custom of the iepogarrikds Opdvos
was in use for over seven hundred years, to the very
end of the cult. Itis 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.®

TOL

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

® See above, hierophant no. 5.

61 See below, p. 43.

62 See below, p. 44.

®1.G., 112, 1672, lines 255-262.

% 1.G., 11%, 1933. This does not seem to be an example of
hieronymy.

% [.G., 112, 1934, 1935, 2464 (see below, pp. 22, 29); possibly
also Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 75, no. 38.

8 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. Elpvuédewr. 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.4., 5972. Foucart,
1914: p. 189. In office in 323.

During the outburst of anti-Macedonian feeling
which occurred wvery 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 Historta) 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 (f 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

88 Hyperides, fragment 198 (ed. Jensen).

8 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 Greek Poetry (Oxford,
1953): pp. 138-150.

70 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:

Elpvutdwr mor’' EueNhev 'ApioToTelny doelelas
veddacfar Anovs pboridos &v mpoTolos.
AANG Ty dkbpiTor UTék¢uye ToUT GkowiTl

Ay Gpa viknear oukogaoes ddikous. ™

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 kieropoiot 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. Ebdpuxheidns. Diogenes Laertius, II, 101 (ed. Long).
Toepffer, 1889: p. 56. P.A., 5964. Foucart,
1914: p. 189. In office during the regime of De-
metrius of Phaleron, 317-307.

Eurycleides could not tolerate philosophical jokes

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

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

" [Ipémohos Aqobs is also used of the hierophant in I.G., 112, 3411
(after 176 A.p.) 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; ¢f. P.A4., 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.?3

9. ‘lepocéwrys Novepddov ITepiboldns—Mpnaiapxos. 1.G.,
I12, 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.

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:
“[‘Tepowar Jrns Novgpbdov Ilepfloldns 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:

Tepogavry Novep[ 46 Jov TepibBolbny
Xapuhny Oeodipol v P Jalnpéa

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

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

78 Thid,

®1.G., 1I% 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 OesBovhos Oeopdr[ovs Mepatets] is honored
on a dedication of the end of the third century (1.G., 112, 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.,
IT2, 2393, line 8). Moreover, the number of men in I.G., 112
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.

The term apimro is used loosely

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. 50C.

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
ce. 270”8 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, 1t 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 (wpéppnois) 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. 300iB.C,;

A speech entitled Diadikasia of the Priesless of
Demeter against the Hierophant, delivered around the

& I.G., I1%, 1700, line 146. He can also be restored in I. G.,
113, 7221 (probably a catalog of some sort rather than a grave
monument).

8 1.G., II* 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.

# 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 Eleusis 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 geme, primarily the Eumolpidae and Kerykes; 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 I.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: Aveablps and épfamrov. 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. ’Opfamrou 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.?®

1235,
Fou-

10. Xaphrios Ipoghrov 'Edevaivios. I.G., 113
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, T04E), which had the purpose of encouraging

8 Dionysius of Halicarnaussus, I, p. 314, 12-17 (ed. Usener and
Radermacher); Harpocration, s.2. Aveathys; Pollux, VII, 69
(ed. Bethe); ¢f. Muller, Orateres Aftici, 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.

® T.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).

w TG, 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.

o 1.G., I12, 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 spondophorot solicited theorot, 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,
I.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 v Jén

[76 me |pl 7a Bew
[iepoga Jprotrra
[aperns | évexer

[kal eboe |Belas

[kal ¢uhoTiuias |

[7]s [eis] éavro[ds ]
[k Jad elk[6v e xaAsn[t].

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: Ebé[porridar]| iepo[pavrotvra] krA. and
[Knpve s | [tepogarroi 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-

% Cf. 1. Robert, Hellenica 11-12 (1960): p. 109; A. Wilhelm,
Wiener Anzeiger 61 (1924): pp. 101-104; Foucart, 1914: pp.
270-271.

9 One delegation of theoroi to the Mysteries, from Miletus, is
attested (I.G., 112, 992, second century B.C.).

9 See 1.G., 112, 1231, lines 9-13 and 1078, lines 35-36.

9 This description is from an inspection of the stone.

96 | 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 1.G., 11%, 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: [-———TJavra. He held it before he
was hierophant, or at least before the time of this
dedication, since [iepo¢a Jvrolvra indicates that he was
currently hierophant, while [~-—-Jarra is most
likely the end of an aorist participle.

The meaning of 7a yé&m 78 wepl 7 Bedv 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 7a d\\a vévy ra Tepl 7d
bewr; for the Eumolpidae and the Kerykes were cer-
tainly vérn 7 mepl 70 few, and it would have been con-
fusing if 7a yévn rd mepl 7 ey 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): r@. véve, 76 e
Knplkwr kal Eluormibar. Thus, vd yém 76 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 4 yém 7a mepl 7 Oeds
can be read with high probability. If we restore eis
Ta yéy in I.G., II%, 1236, line 12, so as to read
[etoeBoivTas €is 7o yérn] 7d mepl Tr{1} Bed{t} krh., 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 Tepboidns. 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. L ="hG @8 04580 G AT S 1104)
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 1481 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.

SE.G., XX, 124

"Eni Avetddov dpxovros TI[vavoy Juavos éxr[ e érl]

deka kara feov, kard 8¢ dp[ xort Ja méurter [loTa ]

uévov, dyopar kuplae &v [. 8. Tudlwr, *Auvr[buaxos ]
4 Eixhéovs ‘Alaiels e[ imer” éme 67 6 lepowd[vrns ]

"Aptorokhis Ieploid[ s etvov s 7€ dw drar[ehel ]

kar' lbtay ékdorwe ka[l kown ma Jow Biuor[ibas ],

karacTabels ¢ lepo[ avrys ér |i ‘Epuoyév[ov dpxovros |

8 dvevewsaré te Ty dvaypae[Hly miw rob [ 10 ]
ék T@r apxatwr ypal puate Jiwy [7& Jv &v [700 "Elevowt |
we kaf’ iy Eew Tov [del Jepoparr[ov Jp[ra __ 10 7]

owéypaar Ebulohr Jidar EITIAI[_ 3 _ kol kard. 76 ]

12 ynewopa Ehor[ ab Jrov kal kard 7[ & &NNa Yneiouara ]
700 §fuov T4 €[ ioa Jydyea kakds k[ araypdee doa émpa. |
[x 16n ueraoxévr[w v kai Eluormidew [uerd waons Tapa |
[ox Jevns kal oihoriulas, Yhowrud Te el iohveyker U]

16 [va] avaypalen] i ecaywyn & oriinlc Nl & ]
[rén "E]Nevo[w]iwt, ékheNewupévwr [8¢ molGy Buaiiy ]
[6 érJav [m J\ewbvwr bua Tols kawp[ols & ékborawt ]
[ré & ]Javrin tvoer Te abrds k[al wpdaodoy]

20 [7ouno Jauevos mpos Ty Bovhiy kall évegavioer ]

[mepJe abraw kal Yheiopa érexip[ woer iva Tpogddwy ]
[moX [A@v ywouevwy els [ra iepa al Quoiar currerdvrar ]

[7oi]s feols kara ra[madrpla — ——————— — — — — — q
24 [ralrplov éyay[os———————————————— —— ]
[..JNNE[-—— - - __ ]
COMMENTARY

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

Line 8: diaypagh v Meritt. For the use of an
avaypaen 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[ pparel Jor Meritt.

Line 10: iep Jopdrr[nv] r[-~] Meritt. The trace at
the end of the line seems to conform to N better than T.

Line 11: émé[d6var Meritt. I am hesitant about
this restoration. If the letter after EIITAI 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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Line 12: ®hor[ alr Jov Meritt.

Line 13: [¢mparrer daa érd|x |0n Meritt.

Meritt,'% citing S.1.G.%, 1106, lines 52-56, an in-
scription from Cos, where elgaydywor means ‘‘entrance-
fee,”” offered the attractive conjecture that elcaydyeia
are the initiation-fees, which are described (though not
named) in I.G., I?, 6.1  But we should probably look
for some other verb in place of [¢rparrer], because it
is clear from I.G., 1%, 6 that other priests were involved
in the collection, and, anyway, the collection by
itsell 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[araypice doa émphx |0y or k[aréypacer oa émphx |6y
or y[pa¢e. boa émpax 10n. 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 caridia év o[ 1 ]s 76s uboras
k[aray Jpae[oot]. 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 elvaywys, to be
inscribed on stone, his innovation being perhaps the
stone instead of the usual sanidia.

Line 14 : Edpormsa[» Meritt.

Line 15: [eiofveyrer ] Meritt and Hubbe.

Line 16: ory\[n Meritt and Hubbe.

Line 19: &wavrér Meritt and Hubbe; [kal viw
mpdgodov ] Meritt and Hubbe, [kal wpboosor] J. and
L. Robert. The latter™ object to »iv; 1 agree that
it is unnecessary, especially since space does not really
demand it (line 15 is of the same length).

Line 20: [yvouny évegdmoer] Meritt and Hubbe.

J. and L. Robert!® also point out that the phrase

10 Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 297.

192 A text of the relevant portion of 1.G., 12, 6 is given above,
pp. 10-11.  Another word for entrance-fee is elapibeotor; of. I1.G.,
112, 1368, lines 37, 61, 103, for admittance to the Iobacchoi. Hesy-
chius defines elonhigior as riunua elaédou, Téhos. For a discussion
of these terms see A. Wilhelm, Jahreshefte 5 (1902): p. 138.

% 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 [Eyévero & 7ov ] pey[a]hov pularepiov ],
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 Goddesses.”” (Meritt has
kindly informed me that the restoration [éreyévero] in 1.G., 12,
313 is too long by two letters, so [éyévero] should be restored.)

1% R.E.G. 57 (1944): p. 197, no. 66; 75 (1962): pp. 147-148,
no. 111,

6 Thid,
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yraouny éveparioer 1s unparalleled ; yvéuny never occurs
in conjunction with évepdmoer. 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
evepavioer ]| is probably the correct restoration. The
phrase éugavitew wepli Twos is well attested.’® 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 elcaywys) 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: [mepi] Meritt, émexhp[vier va mpoaédwy ]
Meritt and Hubbe, [va xpnuérwr] Tod.

The phrase «ai yngwopa érexnp[vier ], 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 érwnpirrewr is unique and very
doubtful. E. Vanderpool at my request kindly
checked this word on the stone and found EIIEK*~ ,
and I at a later time noticed the same traces. The
verb émwkvpow is attested for a situation similar to this.
I1.G. 112, 1012, lines 12-23 (111 B.C.), reads: wpboodor
mooauevos wpods Ty [BovAiy euparvi{e. Tet Pouvlel

. kal 06 Tabra wapakalel v BovAny EmiKupGTal éauTL
Yngwpa. In this instance Diognetus reported that
his synodos wished to erect a statue, and asked
the Boule to ratify (érwvpwoar) 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[woev] would accordingly mean
here “had a decree ratified,”’ as ypdpar 76 Yhoioua
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: [....]O0Y ATQ Meritt.

There was a marpios ayav 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
(1.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. I1%, 1045 (see Appendix I1)

106 See especially S.1.G.3, 412, line 4.
W RIE G 75 (1962)oc, cif.
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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. Vander-
pool, who also informed me that the Agora Excavations possessed
a photograph of 1.G., 112, 1045.

109 [esperia 34 (1965): p. 90.

HIEROPHANT 27

(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. 'Auvvbpaxos Ebxhéous ‘Adawels. 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!'?:

Tepochvr[ns] ' Auvwépaxos ]
Ejxhélovs AN Javels.

Meritt presents the following prosopography for
this man3: “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 EikA\ys Elxléovs ‘Adaels who was
ephebos in 258/7 B.c. in the archonship of Antiphon
(Hesperia T [19387]: 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., 112, 961, line 21;
2332, line 50).” Amynomachus would then have
been around fifty vears old (or even older) when he
proposed the decree honoring his brother, and so
probably over f{ifty when he succeeded his brother as
hierophant.

129/8
A decree of 129/8"4 mentions that the hierophant
and the daduch xal of pera TolTwy frovres''® took part in

the procession in honor of Apollo at the Thargelia.

1o 1.G., 112, 949.

1 Deybner (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. Mitt. 67 (1942): p. 45, no. 62.
The stone shows that the first five letters of the patronymic
should be dotted.

8 Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 296.

4 Spkolowski, Supplément, 14, line 36.

115 The meaning of ol weré TobTwy fkorres 1s not clear. A. Wil-
helm (Sitzungsberichte Wien 224 [19477]: pp. 27-53) suggested a




28 CLINTON: THE ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES

13. Mevexheldns Oeogcnuov Kudabnpvaels. 1.G., 112, 3512 ;
2452, 5 linesS 488 50RO ENIE R (130D e 2 51
P.4.,9902. Foucart, 1914: p. 190. In office in
the last quarter of the second century.

A list of distinguished Athenians (1.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 Kudabnvarebs |
‘Lepog dvrns Eborpbcov Hepateds

Tepogartns Mevexheldov Kvbabnvacels

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."!¢ 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., (28351 7 liere
are three possibilities: the Menecleides of this list
(1.G., 1I%, 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 lepopérrys [kai ol xalf-
Leo Jraptvo[ ] &[» Jopes ko’ éxaorop [rov &viavréw ] érl i TaviyvpLy.
The xafearapévor dvépes 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 pamegyris. Thus they have duties very
similar to the epimeletai of the Mysteries or the faxiarchoi (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 perd tobrwy fikorres. 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.
16 For the stemma see P.4., 9902,
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quarter of the first century (P.A4., 9901), and the
Menecleides son of Theophemus of Kudathenaion who
was cosmete in 13/2 (I1.G., 112, 1963, lines 3-4: P. 4.,
9903). Philios!"” and Kirchner® 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 1.G., 112, 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 (1.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., I1?, 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. ‘Tepogdrrns Elorpdbgov Iepawehs. I1.G., 112, 2452,
line 53. Toepffer, 1889: p. 57. P.4., 6302.
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., I12, 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.

15. Oebenuos Mevexhelbov Kudabnvacets.
line 59. Toepffer, 1889: p.
Foucart, 1914 : pp. 190-191.
end of the second century.

S I 280 157
Sl el sl
In office around the

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.
8 P 4., 9903 and I.G., [1?, 3512.

" Foucart also assigns I.G., [12, 3512 to the Menecleides of 112,
2452, line 48, mistakenly interpreting Philios as having made this
identification.
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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. ‘lepogdwrrys. 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 CENTURY B.C.

A list of married men “‘selected by the hierophant
to care for making the bed and setting the table for
Pluto” (I.G., I1%, 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. 7 letters), ‘Iep Jowdrrns, [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).

120 [.G., 112, 1044, line 6.

21 Cf. S. Accame, Il Dominio Romano in Grecia dalla Guerra
Acaica ad Augusto (Rome, 1946), p. 170.

122 The date is determined by the prosopography of the dis-
tinguished participants. I.G., I1%, 1935 is duplicated in I.G.,
[12, 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.

HIEROPHANT 29

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 lepogavTikiv kal dadovxik@y olkwy,
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. ‘Tepocdvrys. I1.G., 112, 4479. In office around the
middle of the first century after Christ.

In the archonship of Callicratides (40/1-53/4)1%7
Euphrosynus the son of a hieronymous hierophant
(Ebgpdavros ‘Tepopévrov) was a zakoros in the cult of
Asclepius and Hygeia situated at Eleusis (I.G., 112
4479), at which time he dedicated a porch and otkos
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.

RIRSTCENTURY AT,

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 : 0 ¢ lepocarTns olk éBobNero mapéxew T lepa, un
yap dv more punoar yonTa, undé Tiv 'Elevoiva dvotfar
avfpdre pn kabape 7a dawdrea.  Apollonius replied that
although he knew more about the felete 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:
wuhoopar abbs, wunoe oe we o odewwa, and Philostratus
adds: mpoyvweer xpouevos és TOU uer éxewvov LepogdvTny, Os
WET G TETTApA €77 TOU Lepol mpolaTy.

18. TBépros Khabdios Olvopihos KalAwkparidov T pikoploios.
I1.G., 112, 3546; 3548a, as restored by A. Wilhelm,
Wiener Amnzeiger, phil.-hist. Klasse 72 (1935):
pR. 8390 (g J.o HT Oliver, A. 1A, 55 (1951

128 1.G., IV, 82-4 (= S.E.G., XI, 408a).

Oliver, Hesperia 20 (1951): p. 351, n. 1.

124 1., 1V3, 84, lines 29-30.

125 [hid., 83, lines 14-15, and 84, lines 35-36.

126 1.G,, [V2, 85-6 (= S.E.G., XI, 409), lines 10-12; a new text
of 86 is given by W. Peck, Inschriften aus dem Asklepieion von

Epidauros (Berlin, 1969), pp. 29-31, no. 36.

121 Cf, I.G., 11%, 1974.
128 Life of Apollonius, IV, 18.

For the date see
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pp. 347-348). Stemma: A. Raubitschek, R.E.
17 (1937): coll, 2253-2257. Woloch, 1966
Claudius no. 70. In office around the end of the
first century.

The dedication I.G., 11?2, 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
Tepogdrns is inserted in its place: T¢Bépos Khabldios
Teporavrns Kalhwparidov T puwopbaies.'* 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 (érepxos dpyirexTovwy
épov ‘Puwpalwy), 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 adopiio testimentaria)
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. ['TotJMos ‘Iepog[d Jrrns.  A. E. Raubitschek, Hes-
perte 35 (1966): p. 247, no. 8§ (E.M. 3849):
M. Mitsos, Aenrlor 25 (1970): p. 187, no. 6 (E.M.

1% 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.

122 Cf, Woloch, loc. cit.

13 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.

184 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 &\]Jaf Mavral wor ]

[Tapy Jgrriow "

[... JAGHNAIOLS ®ac
4 [. 'Tod Jhwos ‘Tepoe[ a Jrrns

The restorations of lines 1-2 are Raubitschek’s. At
first T thought that lines 4-5 might be restored
[KX\ab]sws ‘Tecog[d Jrrns [7ov dpiJoror w[ohrevrip], but
an inspection of the stone showed that in line 4 a delta
1s 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 [. 'TodJAws. Inspection
also shows that the tau and eta of ‘Tepop[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]¥ 7w w[drpwra ], because of space and the
fact that there is no other evidence that any of the
hierophants ever had a nérpwr; 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 (rév w[drmor]). Other-
wise, a date of around 100 A.p. 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 ®N&Bios Zrparwr. 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., II*, 3984) should be slightly altered; a new
text is given here 1%

1% Mitsos’s restoration of [dpfarra]] 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 iepop[dpris. The name
Pantaenus just fits the space at the end of line 1, as is clear in
Mitsos's photograph; it should be noted that the right edge of
this inscription is preserved.

136 See A. W. Parsons, Hesperia, suppl. 8: pp. 268-272.

87 1.G., 112, 1773, lines 8, 11; 2478; ¢f. Woloch, 1966: Flavius
no. 29.

18 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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[« ]af’ bmoprn[ pare |
audv s ¢& Al pelov |
méyov BovAys ? [ Tiror]
4 & NéBov EtGukd[ pav ]

TMataviéa * Tirov [FNaSiov]
Srparwvos érl [B Jopw
[vio v ? kai Tirov [ PN JaSio[v]

8 [ZrpJarwros iepogdrr[ov]
[&y Jyovor * kai FAaBias
[ .. Jkpareias ie[ p Jocarr[idos |
[&y Jyovov * To[ u]nnia Ie[A]

12 [Aa] Mopryio[v] HAearéap[ xou ]
[ehoJgowov [Bv]ydrnp, To[v]
[éav]r[7s dvdpa]. g

The essential differences between this text and
Graindor’s are that all vacant spaces are noted ; [ Tirov ]
is added in line 3; [70t] is eliminated at the end of
line 12 because of lack of space; and, for the same
reason, [dos amo] is changed to [#y] at the beginning
of line 11, with [dos | shifted to the end of line 10.

If [émé Jyovor were the correct restoration in line 11,
we would have to understand [y Jyovov inline 9 to mean
“grandson.” For, while &yyovos is frequently used as
the equivalent of améyoros, ‘‘descendant,” it also fre-
quently means ‘‘grandson,” and would definitely
mean grandson if both éwéyorves and &yyoves occurred in
the same inscription. But now that amdyoros 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
Kervkes, 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 gemos 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 11, 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): Mauepreivos uév

18 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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ob[v], émel Eduohwidns dv obdérepor t[av ] yovéwy éoxer &
Tob T@v Knphkwy yévovs, émibetrar kal’ bvmep pdvoy EpelTal
Tpomor Tols &€ (é)karépou Taw [[Glo | Tobrewy yerdy wpds Barepor
uebioraclar, deeberar Tob T7s lepoxnpurelas épelealar. 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
this type: son of ... ., ‘grandsen of . . ., ete. Aec-
cordingly, Flavius Euthycomas was also the grandson
of the hierophantid Flavia [..]Jcrateia, 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 Flavia [..] crateia

Hierophant Hierophantid
|
Pomp. Pleistarchus T. Fl. Straton——F
Philosopher Altar-priest

A Fl.lEuthj\-‘comas of Paiania
Eponymos of prytany, 166/7 (I.G., 112, 1773,
line 8)

Pompeia Polla

[(7)
T.Fl. Menander FI. Straton
(L.G., 112, 3985) Archonca. 194/ (I.G., 112, 2124)

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 vear
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. ®ippos Tapyfrrios. I.G., 1I%, 2341. Toepffer,
1889: p. 60. In office around the middle of the
second century?

His name 1s inscribed on a round base at Eleusis,
which reads:

10 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 philesophic school (¢f. Parsons, loc. cit.),
as well as the name of Pantaenus's son. Some connection either
of family or of sentiment may exist.
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‘Tepogavrns Tapyhrrios
: o
o moté Fipuos
ob 4 {puos
ol Movaawios 6 kal Bovradios.

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
(I.G., 112, 2044, line 6), Firmus son of Firmus of
Gargettos, hyposophronistes in 154/5 (1.G., 112, 2067,
line 111), and Firmus son of Firmus of Gargettos,
ephebe in 163/4 (I.G., 11?, 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 sophronisies 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, ‘lepogbvrys A Io[b....] Hepaeds. I1.G., 112,
3628. In office around the middle of the second
century?

This dedication was set up in his honor by his wife
Cornelia Ph[—--]. Graindor'2 dated it to the be-
ginning of the second century and restored A 'To[{viov
Ile. Joaéa. 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 [&vépa] is the correct restoration.

23. Tepogévtys ‘Ayvobows. E. Vanderpool, 4.7.4 64
(1960): p. 2680 pl. 78, fie 17 {cf. L. Robest
R.EG. 74 [1961]: p. 151, no. 267). In office
around 138-150.

The inscription beneath a very interesting relief
(A. 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 ([.G., 112 4441),

141 Woloch, 1966: s.z. Musonius.

142 1931 : p. 104.

48 0p. cit., Junius no. 4.

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC.

Oeopogopotae Oeais ‘Ayvotows ‘lepordvrns. The name
is the hieronymous form of the name of a hierophant
from Hagnous, with the demotic placed metri causa
in front of ‘lepopdrrys 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!43:
“It was found lying face down in the area of one of the
houses (illustration ). 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 TEE HIERG-
PHANT AND DADUCH

Garment: That of the hierophant and daduch is
called oo in Athenaeus, I, 21e: kal AloxiNos 8¢ ol pévor
ekelpe Ty T7s oTONYS el TpéTeLay Kal geurdTyTa, MY (NAGTarTEs
oi tepogavTat kal dgdoixor aupiévpurrar. Lhat of the hiero-
phant alone is called gro\# in Plutarch, Alcibiades, 22,
4 and Pseudo-Lysias, Against Andocides, 51, éobss in
Arrian, Discourses of Epictetus, 111, 21, 16; that of the
daduch alone, iepa a7oMg in a scholion to Aristophanes,
Clouds, line 64 and oxevy in Andocides, On the Mys-
leries, 112.  These references tell us no more than that
their garments were something out of the ordinary.'*”
However, in Pseudo-Lysias, Aguinst Andocides, 51
the cursing of Andocides is described as follows: iépeta

W Archaic and Archaistic Sculpture, The Athenian Agora 11:
s 95"

S Loc. cil.

“SA partial list for the hierophant was compiled by G. E.
Rizzo, Rim. Mitt. 25 (1910): pp. 156-158.

YT 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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Kal lepels oThrTes kaTnphoarTo Tpods éomépav Kal wowwidas
drvécewocay, katd TO voutpor TO walawdy kal dpyxaiov. 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 ¢owwides would appear to be their red
or purple cloaks.!#

Hair and headgear: Arrian, loc. cit., mentions the
arpopwor and kopn as characteristic of the hierophant;
Plutarch, Aristides, 5, 67 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 8¢, & &) kal
TENOS Tis émomTelas, dvddesis kal oTeuudTwy &nifests, Gore
Kol érépots, ds Tis mapehaBe Teherds, mapadolvar Svacbar,
dadovxias TuxorTO 1 Llepopartias # Twos ENAgs lepwaivys.
The essential part of the investiture was therefore the
binding and laying on of the eréuuara, by which is
probably meant the grpégior (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., 112, 3592, line 21: 76 orpbeior Tapd
T¢ avrokphdropt Oep 'Avrwvelve AaBévral® Thus it is
clear that the o7pé¢ior 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., 112, 1235, lines 14-15 (for the hierophant)!s2
and a fragment of Ister of Cyrene, F. Gr. Hist., 334,
F29: kal 7ov lepogbwrny 6¢ kal Tés tepogéwTidas kai Tow
dadovxor kal Tas &Ahas lepelas pupplvys €xew aTépavor.

148 See above, pp. 15-16.

149 For the term gowwis ¢f. L.S.J., s.. Pollux, IV, 116, p. 235,
line 7 (ed. Bethe) mentions the gowwis in a list of stage garments;
¢f. Pickard-Cambridge, The Dramatic Festivals of Athens (Oxford,
1968), p. 203. It is not clear whether the fuepokalNés, 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.0.: fuepokaihés gowikoly Epiov
diamemotkiNuévoy, @ xp@vTar wpds Tas lepovpylas 'Abhrmow, Os
Ocbdwpos 6 mavayis mwposayopevbuevos & T@ wphrw wepl Knplrwy
Yévous. Aeyel 8¢ OTL kahelTar Huepokaihés did 76 merAbofaw kal BeBdelal
v g Huépg.

180 See the discussion below, pp. 37-38.

11 For references to the grpégwor 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
agrpéeor 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 erpéeior on
portraits in Corinth, Dresden, Athens, and Brussels.

122 See above, p. 23.
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The passage from Epictetus’s Discourses cited above
mentions that the hierophant had a xou#, 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 (I.G., 112, 3606, line 13) as: ipjas uér
wplTa fewr koudbwrras Eeipats.

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 wvase painting.!®® 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 orpéeior
and above it a wreath, certainly of (the hierophant’s
traditional) myrtle. He has long hair, the kou$ but
not the kpwBidos, 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.

II. 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

1% See below, pp. 48.

1% 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, 1bid.,
pp. 204-208.

185 Pringsheim, 1905: p. 13; Mylonas, Eleusis, p. 232; G. Rizzo
“I1 costume e il tipo artistico dello hierofante,” Rim. Mitt. 25
(1910) : pp. 156-167.

136 E, Harrison, 1953: pp. 63-64, no. 49, pl. 31.
been stolen from the Agora Museum.

167 Tpid.

188 Tbed., pp. 63-64, pl. 46e; H. P. L'Orange, Studien zur
Geschichie des spatantiken Portrdts, pp. 41-42, pls. 108-109.

It has since
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F16. 3. Hierophant no. 23. Courtesy of John Travlos.

writes:'® “Um den Kopf eine wulsartige Binde, die,
hinten geknotet, in zwei losen Enden iiber den Nacken
herabfillt.” His hair is long, though not as long as
that of the hierophant from Hagnous.

ITI. Colossal portrait head from the period of

159 Ibid., p. 124, no. 58.

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC.

Gallienus, now in the National Museum in Athens.!6
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 wais 4¢’ éorias, and believes that the persons
portrayed were related.!6!

IV. Portrait head of a herm from the same period,
now in the National Museum in Athens.'®® 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 sirophion 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. 164
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.'%%

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 strephion 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 strephion and wreath is in Athens the
insignia of the high-priest of the imperial cult.l®”
Harrison accordingly explained the difference in head-

180 Harrison, op. cit., p. 61; L'Orange, op. cit., no. 11, plates
26-217.

18 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 I.'Orange, op. cit., no. 12, pls. 25 and 29.

18 Harrison, op. cit., p. 41, no. 29, pl. 18.

184 Thid,

185 Thid.

106 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, wviz. 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 Il 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
I1 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 III-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.D. (I.G., 112, 1092),1 as recipients of a share of an
endowment. The nature of this document, as Oliver
suggests, is not the establishment of the endowment

168 I 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 strephion are included in J. Inan and
E. Rosenbaum, Roman and Early Byzantine Portrait Sculpture
in Asiac 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
priests served ; thus they do not exclude the possibility that high-
priests wore such a strophion but point out that the evidence for
it is insufficient. To their information should be added
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 pera ocupBolekiw
rapacrasewy (perhaps two crossed thyrsoi), 'Apx. "Ee. 1939-1941,
"Apx. Xpowd: p. 12, no. 44, fig. 19.

189 [ 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.

HIEROPHANT 35

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 dam\y
or Surhy 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 aeistfor
lists of this period it was surely prestige which deter-
mined that the hierophant always appeared first and
the daduch (usually) second (see append. IV).

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

17 Thid., p. 387.
172 Tbid., p. 386.
13 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[-- -] 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!?";
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.'®

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., II2,
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.

17 My squeeze reads KaA[-—-]. We perhaps ought to re-
store KaA[Avyevelas] 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 I1I. The priestesses’ seats
are among those that bear the inscriptions I.G., 112, 5083-5164.

179 Cf. Oliver, Expounders, pp. 41-42 and appendix 111 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 réa&s of the hierophant. Dio Chrysostom (XXXI, 121,
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. 1.
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with the Eleusinian cult, ties of which we are other-
wise ill informed.

24. Tiros ®NaBios (Aewafévns) T PhaBiov "AlkiBrddov
Hacarets. I.G., 112, 1773; 1774; 3592 (new frag-
ment in 'Apx. 'Ee¢. 1971: pp. 115-116, no. 8).
Woloch, 1966: Flavius no. 41. G. Giannelli, “I
Romani ad Eleusi,” At 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),'® pane-
gyriarch, gymnasiarch “‘at his own expense with
bowls, '8 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 1.G.,
112, 1945, line 2 (45/6 A.n.). J.and L. Robert, Hellenica 6 (1948) :
pp. 127-130, discuss many texts in which 6éAkela 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.,
I1%, 3591 is incorrect. A solution cannot be found by dating
1.G., 113, 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. ¢it. 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 Alcibiades, 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 Oebs
(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.!®® 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. [ do not believe such an omission to be impossible,
however, especially if the man for some reason had to interrupt
full participation in political life for a period 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 Kapetanopoulos
with the Flavius Alcibiades who was ephebe in 135/6 (1.G., 113
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 appears just before him in the same inscription, were perhaps
brothers and were probably sons of the hierophant or his brother.
[t 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), perhaps he was a son of the
hierophant. There can be no certainty at present concerning
1.G., 112, 3648: iepowbwrys, Aewabérys, and *AlkiBradns are equally
possible as restorations in line 3.

18 Cf, Geagan, 1967: pp. 17, 128-132, 136.

185 Giannelli, op. cit., pp. 377-381.

186 Seriptores Historiae Augustae, Vite Veri, 8, 1.
plague ¢f. J. Gilliam, 4.J.P. 82 (1961): pp. 225-251.

On the
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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 I.G.,
112, 3592 added a note of explanation, a discreet
apology : kal Totro kard 16 feprrov (he could not say kara
7a marpea). In the dedication to the altar-priest
Memmius (I.G., 113, 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 1.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 7@ alrokparopt
e 'Avrwveivw. The preposition mapa 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 Vita Veri 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.

183 See Graindor, 1927: pp. 19-23.

18 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
trel kal ém\éyorta eixomer. The precise sense of émléyer in this
context is not attested elsewhere, but it could hardly have to do
with anything but the adlection process. wpogidplewr 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 Aeclius Aristides, XLVII, 36, ed.
Keil. For the passage 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
Besiehungen zwischen Rom und dem Partherreich (Wiesbaden,
1964), p. 112,

This position is supported by Graindor, Marbres el Teuxles,
p. 68, although his argument from the use of mapé 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, Vita
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 aezsitor 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 aeisitot,
i.e. men fed in the Tholos at public expense.’*® The
first aersitoi lists sufficiently preserved to be of
significance date to shortly before 165 A.D."*¢ Noto-
poulos’” and Oliver'®® have compiled chronological
tables of aeisitor 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., 112, 1773) and
the second prytany of 167/8 (I.G., 112, 1774). In

cosmete Tryphon who was crowned in Rome by Septimius
Severus and Caracalla (1.G., 112, 2193).

Strong evidence against the initiation of Antoninus Pius can
also be found in I.G., I1?, 3620 (see discussion below, pp. 83-84).

192 Suetonius, Augustus, 93; ¢f. Graindor, 1927: pp. 23-25.

18 Oliver, 1970: p. 4, lines 7-15.

194 1967 : p. 116.

185 S, Dow, Prytaneis, Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937): pp. 22-24;
¢f. Geagan, 1967: pp. 103-112.

196 If Notopoulos’ date for 1.G., I1? 1769, shortly before 165, is
correct, this hierophant’s nomen should be restored; for a dis-
cussion of this inscription and 1.G., 112, 1768 see below, pp. 59-60
and append. IV.

197 Hesperia 18 (1949): pp. 1-57, table 1.

198 IT.Th.R. 43 (1950): pp. 233-235.

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC.

168/9, in the eighth prytany, another hierophant, a
Julius, was in office (I.G., 112, 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. 'TovAws ‘Tepogarrns. In aeisitor lists: 1.G., 112,
1775 (168/9); 1776 (169/70); 1808 (170-172, or
174-176, or 187); 1782 (ca. 180)19%; 1794 (ca. 180);
Hesperia 4 (1935) : p. 49, no. 11 (182/3); 1.G., 113,
1788 (187/8 or 174/5); 1798 (190/1); 1792
191 /2 or 192/3). In dedications: £.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 ]

It is clear from the aeisitoi 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 (I1.G., 112, 3411; 3639;
Manganaro, loc. cit.) 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., 112, 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 fuepdéesoar voice of Eumolpus
he displayed the felelus and the all-night orgia to the
mystas’'), and he acquitted himself well during the
barbarian attack by saving, undefiled, ‘‘the rites of the
unutterable secrets (appfrwv Oéouea).” In the second

1% 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 I.G., 118, 1792 (A.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 7.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
aeisitor lists which fall within his period: Hesperia 11 (1942):
p. 50, no. 18 (168/9); I.G., 112, 1781 (169/70); 1795 (ca. 181);
1796 (186/7); 1797 (ca. 191).

1 Premerstein, Klio 12 (1912): pp. 145-164; ReFiy 1= coll.
1505-1507; ¢f. I. Russu, “‘Les Costobacs,” 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- 7577, and
Bowersock, 1969: p. 61, n. 3.

22 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?:

"Apprhrwr Ono avpby —— ¢ ls "Abhvas
pvaTikor H[ «o— & T_JoNéuwe aTUYEPGL
Tobvera Tawia[ s dvédnoar K Jexporidar pe

Kkal Oecay év [Teuever ... . 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., 112, 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 hiera 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 (cogip khewdr), and just before it breaks off,
it mentions that he initiated ’Aprevivoy.

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.),%8 and therefore Antoninus must

23 Manganaro, loc. cil.

" I was able to see the stone in the summer of 1969, and have
added in this edition some subscript dots. Manganaro’s = Jpés in
line 4 appears to be epigraphically impossible ; enough of the stone
is preserved so that the right vertical stroke of pi should show if
it existed. Mn7]pés is possible but not attractive.

2 Aelian, Varia Historia, fragment 10.

6 Cf. Premerstein, Klio 12 (1912): p. 153.

M7 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
Philologie 1893 : pp. 205-207.

On the initiation ¢f. Seriptores Historiae Augustae, Vita ‘Uu.rc'z',
27 :init(i)alia Cereris adit ut se innocentem probaret et sacrarium
solus ingressus 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, op. cit., p. 207; Manganaro,
loc. cit.). But what about Commodus? Did he wait outside?
D. Magie (Loeb, 1921) translates solus as “‘unattended” and
sacrarium as ‘'sanctuary,” which seems much preferable (although
sacrarinm 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.2 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,2 it may well have been set up
when the name of Commodus was already under
dammnatio memoriae.
He was eponymous archon in 191/2 or 192/3.211

26. T3 Khatdios '"Amor\wépios T8 KXavdiov "Amorhoddspov
"Axepvets.  1.G., I12,1803;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\abdios ‘Tepopdrrys "Axaprels, as a prytanis in a
prytany list (1.G., II?, 1803) which is dated by
Notopoulos®? to 192/3 or 193/4. His full name occurs
in the heading of an inscription on a herm (TG g1z
2109) of 194/5, which reads as follows?3 :

+ [6...].979s
KMabdo[ s o [Nbinhos

"Axapred[s ot |parnyhoas
75 T[6 hews, ddehgos

8 etepo[ av Jrov Khavdiov "Aro—
(AN Jwwap[lov] "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 tepogbrrns
"AmoA\wépios.

His father was Ti. Claudius Apoll[odorus],? and
his grandfather was perhaps Polyzelus son of Apol-

29 See above, p. 38.

20 See above, n. 200.

W TG, 118, 1792, lines 34 (= 4. F.B. 71 [1950]: p. 174); for
the date see above, n. 200.

2 Hesperia 18 (1949): table I, facing p. 22; ¢f. J. S. Traill,
Hesperia 40 (1971): pp. 323-324 and 41 (1972): p. 141,

% Dated by Notopoulos, 1949: p. 31. He restored [§ eEny Inths
in line 4, but no basis for this is available. [ 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 Junrns is preferable to [&ny Jpris.

M I.G., 1% 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. Nobuwios ‘Tepogdvrys Palpeets. 1.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.,
I12, 1806, in which this hierophant appears in the
aesitor 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 1.G., 112, 1806a, assigned to a year in which this
hierophant was certainly in office (195/6), absolute
hieronymy is observed; only the titles ’lepowérrys,
Agédouxos, ‘Tepoknpué are inscribed. According to the
aesitos list of 1.G., 11?, 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?3; lines 2629 should read :

Nobuutos ‘Tepo[ ¢ Jar[7ns]
Notu ‘Tepoxnpu[£]
oumfos Agdo[ Txos |

From a partially preserved aeisitor list, not precisely
datable,” we learn his demotic, ®alppets. 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., II3, 1789, [Nobu Jutos ‘Iepogarrys, is
correct, then he was probably still in office in 204/5.
G AL,

28. Khabdios Tepogarrns ) Mapabapios. 1077,

In office in 209/10.

The sign ) indicates that his father had the same
name. Either his father was also a ‘Tepogdrrys, 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

25 1.G., 113, 2019.

U8 1.G., 112, 3748,

217 1949 : table I.

218 For other corrections in this list see Oliver, 4.J.4. 45 (1941):
p- 539,

29 Hesperia 16 (1947) : p. 180, no. 84,

20 .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. 'AmolNdwios 'AmoMwriov. 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¢ "AmoNkwios 6 'ABnvaios dvéuaros uév ROy kab'
“EX\pras, ds ikavos To ducavikd kal 70 duel wehérnr ob
peumTos, éraibevoe 6¢ "Abffrnac kal’ ‘Tpaxheldny e kal Tov
duavupor 7ol moliTikoU Opbvov mpoeaTws éml Taldwre.
dlamperns 0€ kal Ta moMTiKA ‘Yyerdueros € Te wpeaPelats
Umép Taw peyloTwy émpécBevoer € Te Aeroupylais, ds
peyioras "Abnraiol vouifovar, Thr Te émdwuuor kal Y éml
Ty bmhwr émerpdmn kal Tds &£ dvakTopou cwrds #on
ynpbokwr, Hparhelbov uév kal Aoyiwov xai I'habrov kal
Ty TOlTWY lepogarT@r ebgwrie uéy Amodéwr, TeurdTyTL
06 Kal upeyalomperelg kal kbouw mwapd TOANOUs OGokGw
TV arw.

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 (I.G., II?, 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’ :

21 In view of this embassy A. von Premerstein (Jahreshefte 16
[19137: 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.

#2If warpés 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: mar[pos] ouot ('Apx. 'Ee. 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.

25 feaubs su_lmds 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 €k wpoparévta vEly év dpyervals. 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:
Béceara viv iaxw. This and the synonym which
Philostratus uses for his office, ras ¢ avaxrépov ewrés,
as well as the remark that other hierophants were
better in ewphonia, 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 207/8.26 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., 11%, 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 I.G., 112, 3812. I would edit this
inscription (fig. 4) as follows:

[kara 7a] d6favTa "Ap[eomayelrais ]

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,

21992 Sp Dl 21 5=211,

5 See Hesperia, Suppl. 8:
pp- 42-43.

26 1.G., 112 2199, line 7; for the date see Notopoulos, 1949:
pp. 34-35.

=1 Hesperia 36 (1967): pp. 329-335.

28 Cf. J. and L. Robert, R.E.G. 82 (1969): p. 451, no. 193.

pp. 281-283; Sarikakis, 1951:
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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 [’AmoA\évior | 'AroN\wrio-
[v. .o 13 Demotic T s 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
"AmolNéwios Eildfuov “Epuewos.? Wilhelm's identifica-
tion?*® of our Apollonius with P. Aelius Apollonius who
is mentioned in I.G., I1?, 3688 (init. s. 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 I.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 238.2* His incum-

20 1.G., 112, 3665.

%0 R.E., 2, col. 121, no. 1; which is followed by P.I.R 2, A, 142
and Bowersock, 1969: p. 133.

%1 Qliver, 1970: p. 4, lines 9-11.

%2 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. 2200 AP

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.

Ca. 230 A.D.

A decree®® honoring Ulpius Eubiotus and his sons
states that they are to share in the asseitiaz just as the
hierophant and [-——].

30. ‘HpaxAetdys. Philostratus, II, 20, p. 103 (ed.
Kayser). In office around 220-230.
31. Aéby:uos. Philostratus, bid. In office around

220-230. He probably succeeded Heracleides.

Wilhelm?**® suggested that he is the same as the iepevs
mavayns laowy Zpfov 6 kal Abywopos ‘Ayvotaws (1.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 mavayys,
then switched genos and became a hierophant, but
there is not an inkling of evidence that it was done in
this case.

32. T ®Né4Bos T'haikos T PhaBiov T'Aabwov Mapaliyios.
Philostratus, #bid.; I.G., 112, 3661 (= Oliver,

and most recent office’”” (Bowersock), it follows that the dedica-
tion of the Lives of the Sophists was written before Gordian was
emperor; for 230/1 as the terminus post guem see below, p. 81,
n. 50.

23 Toeplfer (1889: p. 58) interprets that they preceded him,
but Philostratus does not specify a chronological relationship.

2 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.

6 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.%7 The very distinguished
family to which he belonged is illustrated in Oliver’s
stemma. Iis 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)%%: “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 ewphonic 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
I.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 I.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. 'Eporws. 1.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 (I1X, 688) as Aepraiwy advrwy mepubatos opyto-
wartys ..., KNéps ... dyavns moois edmraTepelns.

The significance of @ in line 3 of I.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.

#8 The translation is by Oliver, Hesperia, loc. cit. Omitted

here is the very interesting final couplet on death as a xahér &
MAKAPWY JUTTHPLOV,

CRIOPIR S oy PILTE

*0 For the cult see Nilsson, Geschichte, 2: p. 354.
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as in Getard of gxnmrpor mwarpuior.? 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 I.G., 112, 3674 Erotius is called

[K Jexpomins gogor €pvos, implying that, like other hiero-
phants, he too was renowned for his wisdom.
35. ‘Tepopdwtns Eevaybpov. I1.G., 112, 2342. Stemma:
E. Kapetanopoulos, B.C.H. 92 (1968): pp. 403
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

1 Jliad, 11, line 186; for other examples see L.S.J., 5.0. déxopar
1.1

22 See 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 ypdvois
fepogparTely TeTayuévos, NOW brépynpos, 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 (éré\e)
Eunapius, and although Eunapius was certainly
writing after the hierophant’s death, he says that “it
is not lawful (themsis) 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. Te 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 rarip
ris Mibpeakys, 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 431,244

s VI, 3, 1.
3 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 "Opyia and Oeovpywy 'Aywyn.?t?

ROMAN EMPIRE

A piece of one side of the aediculum of the tepopavrikos
Opovos in the Telesterion is preserved and bears the
vertically written inscription ‘Tepogérr[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.?7

UNKNOWN DATE

A grave inscription (I.G., 112, 6400) preserved only
in the sketches of Fauvel as . .O®PATONZ |"Avricpdrov |
Kyeuaeds is restored by W. Peek to read ‘‘certainly
[‘Tep Jophrrns rather than [Ilp Jwrayépns.”'®8 No date
is given for the monument. The reading [ ‘Lep Jog¢arrys
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 vear, and also in regard to
the duration of the hierophant’s term: (tepowdrrys otk
& Tov Plov mhyvTa AmwodedekTar, KaTd O0é exGoTny TENETHV
aAAoTeé eaTiv @ANos oelow alpetos, haufdvwy fr éleNy kal
yuratka. 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.2® 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

25 This identification was made by K. Latte, Grnomon 7 (1931):
Pl L, snil

26 1.G., 112, 3718; Preuner, apud Noack (1927: p. 292, no.
114a), suggests a date in the Hadrianic period. For a probable
reference in the fourth century B.c. to the hierophant's throne,
see above, p. 20.

U7 'Apx. "BEe. 1950-1951: pp. 1-16.

48 “Attische Grabinschriften 1," Abhandlungen der Deutschen
Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin, Klasse fur Sprachen,
Literature and Kunst, 4 (1953): no. 26.

2 CI.G., 11, 1948.

0 Cf. Oliver, H.Th.R. 43 (1950): p. 233.
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around the end of the second century =B.c. (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 éoinra éxes iy det Tov lepopdvTny, ol KouRY, o0
aTpooLor olov Bet, ol wrir, olx MAwkiay, olx Tyrevkas ws
écetvos. 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 ffty; Hiero-
phant of Hagnous (no. 23) is depicted in a relief as an
old man; and Apollonius (no. 24) entered the hzero-
phantia #on ynpéorer 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 (11, 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.22 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 .\1_'['i;m, Discourses of Epictetus, 111, 21, 16 (ed. Schenkl).

52 Cited above, p. 21.

: 53 .’..(;'., 12, 3628. She could not have been a daughter, but it
1s possible that she was not his wife,

2
2
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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 AapBévwr yvraika 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 kara 6¢ écdoryy TeNeriv. 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.

¥ Cf. J. C. Frazer, Pausantas’ Description of Greece, pp.
Xvi-xviii,
255 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 €mperors.

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 sanc-
tuary. Clearly the hierophant in the Roman period
generally was a person who enjoyed considerable
prestige. Plutarch and Dio Chrysostom relate that
the hierophantiac was the most important and most
respected priesthood in Athens.?™ 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 (ebowria) 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 ¢wrf as one of the hierophant’s essen-
tial characteristics. Philostratus also stressed ‘‘so-
lemnity, magnificence, and dress.”

INVESTITURE

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
256 See above, n. 179,
267 See the discussion of the strophion in connection with I.G.,
112, 3592 and Flavius Leosthenes (no. 24) and in the section on
the hierophant’s dress. 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 elrpéreia and ceuvdrns
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.2
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®0 [n the time of Aeschines,
at least, he probably underwent a financial audit.2®
In the second century A.D. 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.2%
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.

2% See above, p. 20,

260 See above, p. 23.

¥ Aeschines, A4 gainst Clesiphon, 18 (ed. Blass): olor mois leptas
kal Tas lepelas DmevBivovs elvar kehebew & wbpos, kal CUNNBOTY dravTas
kal xwpls ébdaTovs kate odpa, ToUs T vépa ubror AapSavorras xal
Tas elyds vmep Dudy mpos Tovs Beods ebyouérovs, kai od ubvow idlg, aA\a
kal kowf) Td yévn, Edporwidas kal Kfpvkas kal Tods &Ahovs drapras.

2 For the official see Geagan, 1967: p. 136.

2063 See the quotation from Epictetus cited above, p. 44; also
Julian, Orafio 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.

4 Isocrates, Panegyricus, 157 (ed. Blass): Eduormidar 8¢ xai
Kipukes év 77 Teerfi Tév puoraplar §ué 76 TolTwr picos kal Tois &ANots
BapBépors elpyeabar Taw tepy damep Tols dwdpogbvors TpoayopelovaLy,
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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.2%¢

We may summarize here the most trustworthy
(non-Christian) evidence referring specifically to the
hierophant and his activity within the Telesterion.267

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 (\eyouera) to the assembled initiates.2™
And a very important part of his speaking was done
within the Anactoron: Philostratus uses al é dvakrbpou
ewval 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 dérakropov & mwpocavérta puEly
év 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: wapd v Tob iepoarrov rKai
dadolxov mpbppnaw Tiv & Th wowkiAy oTod. Suectonius'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.

26" 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.

28 Also so indicated in the charge brought against Alcibiades,
Plutarch, Alcibiades, 22 and Pseudo-Lysias, Against 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,” phaines.”
He has a severely limited notion of this verb.

*® Aeclian, Varia Historia, fragment 10; ¢f. above, n. 208.

¥ See above the hierophants nos. 235, 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).

1 Pseudo-Lysias, loc. eit.

*™ See above in connection with the hierophant Apollonius
(no. 29).

* The light is mentioned also in: I.G., 1%, 4058; Plutarch,
Progress in Virtue, 8le (who is presumably referring to the
Eleusinian Mysteries); Dio Chrysostom, Oratio IR 168

’

Vol. T (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 Aiera 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.' 27

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 wentasa
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 (Addotyxoc)

So far as is known, the daduchs were always drawn
from the genos of the Kerykes.!

1. KalAias (II) ‘Immovikov (I) 'Adlwrekifer. Scholion to
Aristophanes, Clouds, line 64; Plutarch, Aristides,
5 and 25. For all other prosopographical refer-
ences and further discussion see P.A4., 7825; D.
MacDowell, Andocides, On the Mysteries (Oxford,

21 See below, chap. VII, General Remarks.

276 See above, pp. 20 and 44.

276 Apollodorus, On the Gods, F. Gr. Hist., 244, F110b. The
phrase yahkokpérov ... Aapdrepos 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 xahkoxpérov and
believes that it refers to the instruments used in the cult of the
Great Mother, Cybele, who wasassimilated to the cult of Demeter
at Thebes.

217 See above, p. 23.

28 I regard to the sophist Adrian, Philostratus (Lives of the
Sophists, p. 91, ed. Kayser) says: éfeparevor, Oomep 7d yévn 715
"Ehevoivos lepopdyTny Aaumpds iepovpyotrra. 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. 22.

82 See above, pp. 28-29.

I The clearest statement of this is made by Aelius Aristides,
Eleusinian Oration, 4 (ed. Keil), and all other evidence is in
agreement.

1962), p. 10 and append. L (stemma); J. K. Davies,
Athenian Propertied Families, 600-300 B.C. (Oxford,
1971), pp. 258-261. For his deme see D. Lewis,
B.S.4. 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 orop), and
to have fought honorably.? 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 whovowwraros "Adnraiwy ;
by the comic poets he was nicknamed Aakkdémhovros.
One explanation of the nickname is given in an anec-
dote related by Plutarch. According to him Callias
was wubraros whpbrwy kal Tapavoudraroes, and after the
battle of Marathon some barbarian, “‘thinking him a
king because of his long hair (xow$) and headband
(opbdeior), 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 (lepa oroMg), 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. 238.

4 F. Gr. Hist., 104, F13 and Suda, s.9. Aaxkérhouvros.
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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 (Il) 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 (IT) and father of Callias (III), 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
(énynoaro) 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 (IIT), 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
mhovobraros 7év EN\jrwy, 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 bhiased 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.

8 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, op. 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
(ITI) at least one daduch held office.

AROUND THE MIDDLE OF THE FIFTH CENTURY

A representation of the iepa ool 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 3 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 érerdirys,
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

11 See below, daduchs, nos. 3 and 4.

2 K. Kourouniotes, ‘““Ehevouiaxy Agdovxia,” 'Apx. 'Ee.
1937, pp. 223-253, fig. 4; ¢f. J. P. Beazley, Attic Red-Figure Vase-
Painters?, 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.

14 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.
15 Kourouniotes interprets a torch-bearing figure on the neck
of a black-figure loutrophoros (Metzger, 1965 p- 28, no. 66) as a
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Ca. 416 B.C.

In I.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 Kerylkes.

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.l®
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.!7 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 stemdin_g’
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 mysiagogos handing two mystai torches in prepara-
tion for the procession or the ceremonies at Eleusis.

16 Plutarch, Alecibiades, 22, 4.

17 Pseudo-Andocides, A4 gainst 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. KaMMas (III) ‘Trmowikov (II) 'Adwrexifer. 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.A4., 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 érirprroc on Delos,? perhaps,
as Schaeffer® believes, when he was an &pxéwpos.

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’
(mmrpaybprys). 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 'Toxoudxov Buyarépar
Tabry 6¢ owounaoas old’ Eviavtoy THY wnTépa alrThs ENafe, kal
CUVOKEL 0 TarTwy oxeTAwraros dvfphmwr T unTel Kal TR
Ouvyarpi, iepeds dv s Mnyrpés kal tis Ouyarpsés. 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. 1371

2 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, 4 #tische Beredsam-
keit 1: p. 531.

B.0p. cit., 124.
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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 (7 M#rnp) tried to introduce into his
phratry the child that she conceived by him.2®

352 B E:

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. ‘Iepoxheléms. Didymi de Demosthene Commenta, edd.
H. Diehls and W. Schubart (Leipzig, 1904), col.
13, lines 41-58, and col. 14.2® 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., 112, 1672, line
305, which records an expenditure for wood for the
“doors of the priestess and the daduch.”

4, Tvfbdwpos. 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-

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC.

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 'CENTURYSBIE,

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 elyévera and from this
elyévera 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 (arvaypagn) 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 T hemistocles

20/19 a.

"Ayafqe Tixme s Boudgs kal T[ob dnuo Ju Tob "AO[ralwy &]
i "AmoNEidos doxorros ér[ L] mns TI[ a Jvdiowtdo[s évdrns wpu ]
ravelas 7t Myrpogdrns Awvvolov 'Afuovels &y[ ypappdre ]

ev- ' AvieaTypuiovos dexdrne borepar, mphrne s wp[vravel |
as, ékAnote kupla év Tin Bedrpwi TY Tpotdpwy Er efhp |

26 Tbid., 126.

27 See above, pp. 17-18.

28 See above, p. 17, n. 44,

2 Pyblished by 1. Threpsiades apud K. Kourouniotes
published by P. Roussel, 1934: pp. 819-834.
(1933): pp. 228-229.

"Exevowiacd 1

(1932): pp. 223-236 (with photograph), and re-

Corrections of the text of Threpsiades were also made by R. Vallois, R.E.A. 35

% 21/0 is suggested by Notopoulos, !J'rz.s‘]){’:'ff{t_ 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 is based on a tribal rotation of secretaries the existence of which is not attested for
this time; see Dinsmoor, Hesperia 30 (1961): p. 194, note 40, with bibliography: there is no reason to favor 21/0 over 20/19,

which was originally suggested by Dinsmoor.
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SIGNIFICANT CORRECTIONS

Restorations are by Kourouniotes except for one
of my own (see below) and the following by Roussel:
&vérys end of line 2, karaora[6év res lines 7-8, [76 | oeuvdy
(with Vallois) line 35 (now confirmed), [wap’ |8\ Jor
lines 59-60 (now confirmed except for division); in
addition, he read in lines 54-55 ypauuareiov yerndévres
&yovor Zfuwy krA.(now confirmed) instead of Kou-
rouniotes’ ypauuareiov [of | yernfévres Ecyovors Hudy kTA.
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
'Apior[é] pax Jos, neither of which is possible; the cor-
rect name is "Apior[a Jx[p Jos. Sundwall (N.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 Kyeebdwpos and
Knpuowels, 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 genos by lot from a very
limited number of candidates, Toepffer® held that on
the death of the incumbent the oldest member of the

u1.G., 112, 1039, fragment w, line 23; for the date see Noto-
poulos, Hesperia 18 (1949): pp. 24-25.

321914 : pp. 168-169, 192-193.
attributed to Aristotle (see below).

% 1889: pp. 89-90.

This is based on a statement

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 (mwapel\nodra Ty iepewatvqy &y diadoxns).”’
It was, therefore, certainly not alloted. The stemma
(see below, p. 38) 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

8 Hermes 20 (1885): pp. 24-25.

855 G2 020

38 Xenocles and Sophocles (IT1) of Acharnae.

% The discrepancy between this number and the five genera-
tions appearing on Kirchner’s stemma, I.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 vyewnraw in the Lexicon of Patmos. The
entry first describes the pre-Cleisthenic system of
phylat and gene, and concludes with: kal yévos éaarov
dvbpas elyxe TpidkovTe TOUs €ls Td yévn TeTayuévous, olTives
yervnrar &ahotvro, (¢£) v al lepwolvar (al) ékdoTous
wpoohkovoal ekAnpovrTo, olor Eluohrider kal Krnpukes xai
"Ereofovrddar, &s loropet & T Afpraiwr moliTelq
"ApioToréns Meywr olrws, 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. It is
possible that the statement refers to lesser priests

from these gene.

38 Cf, Roussel, op. cit., p. 831.
3 See Foucart, loc. cit.
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5. ‘Epporiuos. Decree for Themistocles, above, line
533. 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. ‘Tepoxheldns. 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.

. Aebvrios 'Axaprets.  Above, p. 51, line 51 ; Pausanias,
I, 37; 1. Stemma : below, p. 58 B4, 9111 ln
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 Aéwr.

8. "Avripav. 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: 'Avrigavros, bs fv pév & dvediiw
Taldwr yeyovds ®horidne. 'EE dvefiov mwaldwr 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 adehgidovs or wals
ddehens (or ddehpoi) 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 aveiés
apparently can also mean ‘‘first cousin once removed,”
and accordingly wais davefiot can mean ‘‘second
cousin.”” He notes that in the speech of Isaeus On
the Estate of Hagnias Theopompus describes himself

49 Op. cit., p. 234.
a.0p. cit., p. 830.
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as a wais averot 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
A gainst Macartatus (49) avepuds is also used in the same
way.”2 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, ®ihoridns ‘Ayvolaws. 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. Zogorxdns (I) Aeovriov 'Axaprels. Above, p. 51,
lines 45 and 51; I.G., 112, 2452, line 7; Pausanias,
I, 37, 1. Stemma: below, p. 58. In office in
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[apreis] is Zogo[————].

11. ®dhokevions Phiariov ‘Aywolows. Above, p. 51,
lines 42 and 46. Stemma: below, p. 58. 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 perd rolfitw rovres*® should offer prayer

2 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, Suz
rapporti di parentela in diritto attico, saggi terminologici (Milan,
1959), Studi Senesi, no. 3, p. 10, admits that évefués was some-
times used as “‘cousin of a father.”

4 Hesperia 33 (1964): p. 212, no. 57, line 7.

4§ 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, Eevoxhgs Zogorhéovs (1) "Axapvets. Above, pp. 50—
51, lines 40 and 52; 1.G., [1%, 2452, line 7; 1034,
linel 2303507 - W35 0R = Rausanias,; & I 8/l
Thompson, The New Style Silver Coinage of
Athens (New York, 1961), p. 577. P.A., 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 (1) was an altar-priest.

His name is inscribed in a list of distinguished
Athenians (I.G., 112, 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. Zogokins (I11) Eevoxhéous "Axaprels. Above, p. 51,
line 39; I.G., LI%, 3507 (= Hesperia, suppl. 8;
p. 225) and 3508; Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 15,
line s o Pansanias e 3720 S 1 2 6 0
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

4 Thompson, loc. cit.
47 See above, daduchs nos. 1 and 2.
48 According to Kirchner's stemma (ad 1.G., 11%, 3510) Ctesicleia

was his cousin, However, there is no evidence that her father,
Apollonius, was the brother of Xenocles, and Kirchner's assump-
tion in P.A4., 1523 and I.G., II?, 3487 that her father was
Apollonius son of Agenor [of Acharnae] contradicts this. Yet
it is possible. A new fragment of 7.G., 11% 3487 (see below,
p. 92, n. 20) shows that the deme of the man in I.G., 112, 3487
is Erikeia, 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 éadovxfoarra, 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:’ Akeorle 6é
Tepoxhéovs 70U Zowokhéovs Tou AeovTiov TolTOUS TE € TOV
réraproy wpbyovor Aebvriov dadolyovs TavTas vmnpke yeveahau
(kal) Tapd rov Bloy Tov alTis wpldTor uéw TOV ddelpor Zopokhén

3

elde dadouyolvta, éml 8¢ Tolre Tov dvipa Oeuorokléa,
reNeurhaavros 6¢ kal TolTou Oedgpasroy Tov malda.” 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
in1l06 /5852

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. Oeuororis Oeogpaarov ‘Ayvobas. Above, pp. 51—
52, lines 39, 47, 56-61; Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2,
13, line 10; M. Thompson, op. cit., p. 568; BaSeAL
21 (1914-1916): p. 159, line 23 (= L.G., II?, 1036) ;
Pausanias, I, 37, 1. P.A., 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 7.G., 112, 1034, line 25.

5 [t 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,

1 T.G., 112, 1034, line 25.

62 Fouilles de Delphes, loc. cit.

8 7.G., 112, 1034, line 23.

st M. Thompson, loc. cit. This Theophrastus has usually been
identified as the father of Themistocles (Thompson, op. cit.,
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, ap. 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, [, 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 mufaioris éx Knpbrwr.?®

His father Theophrastus was hieropoios for ra
'Abfvace in 156/5,5 and he may have been a mint
magistrate in 169/8, 167/6, and 162/1.°% HHe was
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 (I11)
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. Oedppacros Oemarorhéovs ‘Ayvobawos. Above, p.
51, lines 32 and 39; LG., 112, 1961, line 19; Sl
35k {2y Pausanias, NG (81 Pseudo-Plutarch,
Lives of the Ten Orators, 843c. AR GO T
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.

5 In the photograph of I.G., [I% 1036 (B.S.A., loc. cit.), after
Peworoxhéous 1 think I can read ﬁ ‘A[yrovoiov] would fit
the lacuna perfectly. %

56 Fouilles de Delphes, loc. cit.

87 1.G., 112, 1937, line 11.

88 Thompson, p. 569.

9 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 seniority 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.

 Jhid. Apollonius son of Ctesicles of Acharnae appears in
the decree for Themistocles, above, p. 51, lines 24-25.

ot 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. Oeutororrys Oeoppiorov ‘Ayvotaos. Above, p. 51,
line 83208 7. & N1 12 35093511105 351HEN(7)- 3283
3536; 3928; 4042; 4175; 4176; Pseudo-Plutarch,
Lives of the Ten Orators, 843c. P.A4., 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.2 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 patria, 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 genos toward the recovery of the patria which had
become obsolete.

A phrase similar to els 79y 76y éxheheyupérwr Torplwy
amokrnow 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 : &chehetuuévewy [6¢ moANGw
Buawar ] ... évoér Te abros.

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 patria to commendable use
in connection with the investigation which took
place concerning the apographar (émvresobons T4s Tepl
Tas amoypagds {nricews). The nature of this investiga-
tion is not clear. The verb émurirrew does not appear
anywhere else with the sense “to occur” as a judicial

62 Hierophant no. 11.
% Translation by Oliver, Expounders, p. 50.
8 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 apographai were copies of the Exegetica, and that
the patria referred to here were the section of the marpia
Tav edrarpdir 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 he of much greater excite-
ment (émrAnés) and to have its proper adornment.”
Roussel®” points out the importance of &rigéis in the
Mysteries, citing Proclus, Platonic Theology, 111, 18, p.
151 (ed. Portus) : éamep & Tals dyordrais TeNerals mpbd Taw
pvoTky Qeapdrwy Ekminfis Tav puovpevwr, and in reference
to Eleusis, Aristides, Eleusinian Oration, 2 (ed. Keil) :
martewr boa feta dvfpomors TauTor @pikwdETTaTér TE Kai
oabpoToaTov.

According to Pseudo-Plutarch Themistocles “‘un-
dertook also the priesthood of Poseidon Erechtheus,” 3
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.™ THis 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 111, 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 1V, 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.

SENT Dy SR

7 Op. ¢it., pp. 833-834.

% Toepffer (1889: p. 126) wrongly assumed Diocles to be the
subject of this sentence.

® Ibid., pp. 125-127.

' Pausanias, 1, 37, 1.

" Pseudo-Plutarch, loc. cit. For the stemma of this family
see P.A., 11, p. 82 and Kapetanopoulos, op. cit., Stemma D,

?I1.G., 11% 3510. This inscription is connected with I.G., TI3,
3509 below, and the other man is identified.

RO Gl e o (o5 11 ol
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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 I.G., 112, 3510 to
Themistocles 11.75

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.77

17. Oedgpacros Oeparorréovs ‘Aywobows. I1.G., 112,
35094-3510; Pseudo-Plutarch, ZLives 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. [t has already been seen that
there is some doubt that he is the same as the Theo-
phrastus in 1.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 1.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 35093510 should now read:

[6 67 Juos
[bawdovxor Oedep Jaoro[ v daidol Jxov
[ Oeutaroré Joys ['A Jyvota[or dpern]s &
[veka kal eb Jvotas 77s els [éavrov kal] T7s
[7pos ras fea s edoeBelas Af[ unTpu xal K Jépne
avelnker

Considering the fame of Themistocles (no. 16) which

“IG., fIz, 4175 and 4176 (=Oliver, Hesperia 35 [1966]:

pp. 150-153). Other inscriptions in which he is mentioned are:
I1.G., 112, 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.

7 I.G., 112, 1961, line 19 (=S.E.G., XXII, 113).

7 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., 11%, 350943510 is published in 'Apx. 'E¢. 1971:
pp- 130-1, no. 26.

38/9

T. Statilius Lamprias, according to a dedication
set up in Epidaurus probably in the year 38/9,78 was
related to the gemos of the Kerykes at Athens™: dmo
uév ve 'Abnuar 16 EwdokdTaror Kppikwr vyévos, de’ ol
dgdovxovaLy of evyevéoTartol, eis Tov fetor alTol Tapayéyover
kal 6t éxelvov kal Tév ENAwy ouyyer@v els Tovror. 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. TiBépios Khabdios Aewvidns Meherels. 1.G., 112, 2342,
line 2; 3609; 3610; 3612; 3614; 3615; Apx. 'Ee.
1971: pp. 119-120, no. 15; Hesperia 26 (1957):
pp. 219-220, ne. 76 (= I.G., III, 990 = 5.E.G.,
XVII, 72). Kapetanopoulos, B.C.H. 92 (1968):
p. 504, no, 33. Stemmata: Kirchner od 1.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 dadounchia 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., 112, 3609, 3610, 3614,

78 See above, p. 29, n. 123.

™ I.G., IV, 86, lines 10-12; a new text is edited by W. Peek,
Inschriften aus dem Asklepicion 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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TABLEE S

STEMMA OF DaADpUCHIC 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

|
Xenocles
(no. 12)

)
X

|
Antiphon
(no. 8)

|
Philistides
(no. 9)
I

Philoxenides
(no. 11)

Kephisodorus
(altar-priest
no. 7)

|

'L‘heophra‘stus of Hagnous
(over 30 in 156/5)
(LG L2 1937)

I

| [ |
Sophocles (1) Amynocles

(altar-pr. no. 9) (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, op. 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

Ctesicleia=Sophocles (III) (no. 13)

Theophrastus

Acestion=Themistocles (no. 14)

Theophrastus
(no. 15)

| | |
Themistocles Sophocles  Themistocles
(no. 16) (I'V) (see note 59)
(honored in
20,/19)

Xenocles

Dioc:les
(no. 17) (see note 74)
Athenalis

(I.G., 112, 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 ([.G., 112, 3679), whereas the
family from Hagnous apparently claimed to be descended from
Themistocles (Pausanias, [, 37, 1 and see above, n. 54).

8 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. TiBépros Khaddos Avaraons Ti8 KN Aewviov Mehireds.
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 I.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 A.p. 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 ce. 110 and ca. 120.

20. TuBépros Khabdios Z@omis T8 KN Avoradov Melirels.
1.G., 112, 2342, lines 11, 21-22; 3609; 3610; 39818¢;
"Apx. 'Ep. 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. 'E¢. 1971,

8 Expounders, p. 79.

& 0p. cit., p. 506, no. 39.

85 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: [. .. lepéa
7o | 2w |rip [os] 'Ac | Ck IApmeon.
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loc. cil., was erected to his sister Aelia Cephisodora, he
was already dead (dgdovyfoas).??

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 155-1635) 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.%° 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(w#hios?) Aadoiyoes. I.G., 112, 1769; 1773; 1774;
1775; 1776 1781; Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 50, no.
18; ibid. 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 aeisitoi in append. IV).

Hieronymy has effectively kept us ignorant of this
man’s full name. All testimonia for him except one
are derived from aeisitor lists, the exception being
Hesperia 34 (1965): p. 97, no. 7, a prytany list, where
a Ilop Agdovxos occurs in the heading as archon in an
unknown year.

I1.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 [Iloumn Jios Agdolxos
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: I.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.

90 Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 60.
p. 63, note 127.

0 Hesperia 18 (1949): pp. 41-42.

For the date see below,
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and the date; and if this is correct, [Tloumos ] should
be expected also in I.G., 112, 1768. These two inscrip-
tions show a remarkable irregularity. Normally the
order of the Eleusinian priests in the aeisitor 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 [(lepor Jnpvt in 1768
into question. We should accordingly leave open the
possibility that the restoration is rather [arr |npué,
the assistant of the xnpvé BovAis kal dhuov, who appears
in I.G., II% 1077, line 46, right after the herald of the
Boule and Demos, just as perhaps here also. The
[=—=Tms in the following line could be the end of his
demotic. In the other aetsitos lists in which ITou (r#ios)
Agdovxos 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 163).92

The hieronymous form of the name of this daduch
or his predecessor can be restored in I.G., 112, 5186,
erected after the year 138.

It is not impossible that this man’s nomen was
Pomponius. Only the abbreviation Iloy appears,
except for one case, I.G., 112, 1769, where [Ioun% Jios is
restored, but this stone is no longer available and so
[Mopmér Jwos cannot be excluded.

160-170

The position of the daduch in the Eleusinian endow-
ment of this period (I.G., 112, 1092) and in the seating
of the prohedria in the theater of Dionysus is dis-
cussed above (pp. 35-36).

22. IérAwos Alhwos Aworowos (CAvrwoets). 1.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.
180-1835.

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

#2 Concerning the change of order see below, append. 1V,
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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., 112, 3688 informs us) makes this

% Qliver, 1970: p. 4, lines 1-7, and translation, pp. 28-29,
with some modifications. L.. Robert pointed out to Oliver per
litt. that [8é]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] g7péwiov
(see R.E.G. 84 [1971]: p. 427, no. 256). The sense, then, of
the participle 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 Jmorras
is probably incorrect. Better is the suggestion of C. P. Jones
(Zeutschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 8 [1971]: p. 165),
which I have adopted: [pelriovras. Of his other suggestions
for this sentence I have verified ¢t on the stone, and while the
third letter of his pei[{or]a 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 petfora used when % rwa érépav is sufficient?

If [pelriovras is the correct restoration, mpoxararifecfar 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 AtAws 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 Aeclius 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 180-5
seems to be the best conjecture; the daduch Aelius
mentioned in the aeisitor lists (I.G., 112, 1782; 1788;
1794) could be Aelius Praxagoras.’s

I do not believe that even if one reads éeov[ olar]

. tep[ e Jwatwy, 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 vmo Tov dfuov kahetafar,'® which
also involves an election, but in this case, on my
interpretation, the candidate did not wvolunteer
but was nominated. The contrast becomes clearer
if instead of é&edov[oiar] we restore &dehov[ciws]:
efelovaiws perievar Versus vmo 7ov dnuov kalelofal.

23. Alhios pafaybpas Oeutarorréovs Mehirels. Aeisitor
lists NG 2 7820 (2 11788 (2) 3 1794 (2);: 1792
1798. Other: I1.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
(= I1.G., I12, 3713 + 4089 + 'E¢. "Apx. 1897: col.
60, no. 42). Woloch, 1966: Aelius no. 31.
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 aeisitor lists in I.G., 112, 1782 (ca. 180),'" 1794

9 For discussion see below, pp. 61-63.

% For their dates see below, append. IV.

80 Thids, palls

98 See above, p. 59.

9 Cf. Oliver, op. cit., p. 43.

100 7hid., 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 Ail\wos
Agqdolxos 1n the aersitor lists of I.G., 112, 1798 (190/1)
and 1792 (191/2 or 192/3)1% 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
(1.G., 113, 3614; 361516 2067), panegyriarchia (I.G.,
112, 361417, 3615), agonothesic of the [Greater
Ascle Jpieia (I.G., 112, 3614), and the agonothesia of the
[PanJath(enaea] (I.G., II2, 3615).

With him, the dadouchia returned to the family of
the Claudii of Melite!®® after a lapse of about thirty
yvears 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 Il was probably already the imperial
high-priest; about his other son, Leonides 11, 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 vears 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
166/7"2 and hoplite general in 168/9,% 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.

w7 G., 112, 2067.

105 For the date see above p. 38, n. 200.

106 The following restoration of lines 1-2 of this inscription is
required by the sense and fits the space:

[vidr KN Oemarorhé Jovs
[MeNiréws, Eyyovor ] KN Oe—

The name Aelius Praxagoras would have come in the previous
line. I am not at all sure that fragment & belongs with this in-
scription, as its lettering seems slightly different, but this does
not affect the restoration of line 8.

17 The end of line 4 of I.G., II2, 3614 should read: [épx7 v
k[alt

108 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 (I.G., I1%, 3710).

19 Fesperia 11 (1942): p. 43, no. 12.

10 For the date see Oliver, 1970: pp. 66-84.

m Philostratus, Lives of the Sophists (ed. Kayser), pp. 63
67-9, 71, 73.

u gy, 112 1773.

us 7.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 avrikboor to ‘Ilpbdy moliretorres. 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
taken place around the middle of the century.'” It

W Lives of the Sophists, pp. 67-69 (ed. Kayser); translation by
Oliver, op. cil., p. 60.

s 0p. cil., especially chap. III, “Jealousy, War, Reform, and
Innovation.”

us Woloch, 1966: Aelius no. 14, He was archon in 150/1.

17 For Ardys as succeeding Lysiades see Woloch, Historia, 18
(1969): p. 506. He suggests (ibid.) that “Herodes at the time of

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC.

was also around this time that the dedouchia 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 gemos 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,’ arégvoar & 70 avrifoor To ‘Hpddn
molrebortes. 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.

1w 7.G,, X1V, 1389, lines 33-34.

120 Qliver, Expounders, p. 98.

2L f 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 I.G.,
[ 6872

22 Line 2 of Marcus's letter seems to refer to a charge that a
priestly election relating to Dionysus was not correctly conducted.

1% So Oliver, 1970: p. 39.
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of genos. 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 wviri 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. T.Bépros Khabbos Fihmrmos T3 KA Anupoorparov
Meherets. I.G., 112, 1108 (= Oliver, 1941: nos. 24
and 25, and Hesperia 30 [1961]: pp. 231-234,
no, 31): 1806; 2174; 2175: 2340 (= S.E.G., XII,
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 192/3'%"; he was archon
in the year 193/4128 and cosmete around 196.'*

His name is preserved on only one aeisilot list, I.G.,
112, 1806, datable to ca. 194. He is called hiero-
nymously here and in a list of Kerylkes of ca. 200 A.D.
(I.G., 112, 2340) and when he was archon, cosmete, and

124 Tpid., Plaque E, lines 35-47; translation by Oliver, p. 30.

125 See 2bid., p. 17.

126 Thid., pp. 40-41.

127 7 G, 112, 1108 and later editions cited above. A.D. 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 Praxagoras—depends on the date of 1.G., Il 1792 as
192, but it has been shown above (p. 38, note 200) lll;lt_' 192 is
only one possible date for this inscription; 191 is also possible.

18 7 G. 112, 2125; for the date see Notopoulos, 1949: p. 30.

129 1.G., 112, 2124; for the date see Notopoulos, 1949: p. 31.
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eponymos of the Sacred Gerousia (loc. cit.): Khabdos
Aadotxos. 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 dadovyhoas, 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 waldes 4o’ éorias (I.G., 112, 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 iepebs 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. Houmhws Agdoixos. I.G., 113, 1790 (= Oliver,
A.J.A. 45 [19417]: p. 339); 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 aeisitot lists would seem to be about 197.1%
He may be the daduch in the aeisitos list of 1.G., 112,
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 (1965):
p. 97, no. 7).

26. défBios Aadoixos Mapabfimeos. 1.G., 112, 1077 ; 2201 ;
3684 4822. In office from 208/9 or earlier to
209/10 or later.

130 See append. IV.
181 See append. IV.
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He was archon in 208/9 (I.G., 112, 2201)'% and is
listed in an aeisttor list of 209/10 (I.G., 112, 1077),
both of which include his demotic. Of the dedica-
tions, 1.G., 112, 3684 is a herm inscribed & 4Bios Agdovxos,
and 4822 is a little altar (or base) which he (®48uwos
Agqdotyos) 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 186/7.1%0

Ca. 217/8

A herm, L1.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 révde ano dadodywr
lepns unTpos Te yey@ra, | § reherds dvépawe fealv map’
dvakropa 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 (1.G., 112, 2222) of around that time, and
a cosmete by the name of Apollonius appears in
another ephebic inscription of about the same date
(TR GRS SIO),

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 180,17 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
(1.G., I1%, 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:

[7]ow Koa,unrf;[v T&v EefBuy Al\ioy ]

['AJroMovior "Av[Twota kal yuuva |
Lo Jiapxo[v] k[ali dyw[vobérny Toi mepl]

[aIheqs alvadvols

We must assume that the mother of the cosmete,

182 Cf. Notopoulos, op. cit., pp. 34-35.

138 Hesperia 4 (1935): p. 49, no. 11, line 57; ibid. 30 (1961):
p- 272, no. 107.  Cf. Woloch, 1966: Fabius no. 3.

18 This practice occurred in the third century; see Geagan,
1967: p. 3.

LS G, X T 19

156 See below, p. 88.

BUT G T2 1793, line 14,

88 7 G., 112, 2193, line 101.

Cf. Oliver, Z.P.E. (forthcoming).

[‘I‘RANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC.

Publia Aelia Herennia, the hierophantid, assumed
this priesthood after the dedication of I.G., 112, 3688.
27. Aaporérys. I.G., 112, 3715. In office sometime
in the third century.

OwBiavds. Ibid. In office sometime in the third

century.
. Alpépros Zwairarpos. 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 Aipépios
Zwoirarpos, a daduch, is inscribed as the descendant
of the daduchs Damoteles and Thisbianus.

The names are rather strange. Aouorélns (as
opposed to AquoréAys) 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 186/7.1% 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 [Ai|\ws
OurBiavés, once suggested emending the name in our
inscription to Al ("Ap)piov Zwoimarpor (or Al ‘Pépiov),
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 Al ("Ap)pror 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 ’Tolwios) Nukayépas Mwovkiavod. J. Baillet,
Inscriplions grecques et latines des tombeaux des
rois ou syringes (Mém. Inst. 42 [19257]: 1265, pl. 15
(= Dittenberger, 0.G.1., 721); Baillet, op. cit.,
1889, pl. 29b (= Dittenberger, 0.G.I., 720); I.G.,
11%, 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 ¢ipiryyes) of the kings in
Egyptian Thebes by recording two graffiti. One of
them (Baillet, 1263) reads as follows:

1 S.E.G., XXIII, 119. This Fabius could have been daduch
no. 25, Fabius of Marathon (see above).

LR S 7N (95 0) =S p 74

¥ The personal name ‘Pépios is unattested, so far as I can
determine.
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0 dadolxos TG dyloTd
Twv 'Elevaive pvorypiwy
Muwovkiavot *Abnpaios lorophoas
Tas olpLyyas molhois HoTepoy
xpovows pera 7ov Beioy TINaTwra
and Tav 'Abqray, abuaca kal xépe(v)
éaxov Tois Oeols kal 7o eloeBeaTdrwe
Booihel Koveravrivwe tér Toird pot

TapaoyxovTL.

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.)! 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.™*¥ 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:

e =
Kawvoravrivwr Z[e]8(aore) 76 Z kal Kovorarriow Kaio (apt)
70 A 37 Jarois

0 8gdobyxos Tév 'Elevowiwy Nikaybpas Muwov
kiavot 'Afnvaios torophoas Tas Belas

alpryyas édaduaca.

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 (7@ 7ov76 por wapaoxérre). 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
"Ehevaive; Baillet would have "EXevewi(wr), a designation that was
never used at Athens (see below). Cf. I.G., IV2, 429 (304 A.D.).

18 For the family see especially O. Schissel, op. 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.”

1 Suda, s.2. Mwovkiarés. The daduch’s homonymous son set
up a dedication (7.G., 112, 4831) in the sanctuary of Pan and the
nymphs on Mt. Parnes.

45 Cf. A. Degrassi, I Fastt Consolari, p. 79.

U8 Byzantion 3 (1926): pp. 209-214.
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of such a commission is made in the graffiti. He
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 fjuiy ITAdrwr kai
&rraifa. Graindor focuses on the significance of ral
&rraifa: “elle laisse entendre que le dadouque a wvisité
d’autres lieux ou 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 ¢ dadoixos 7@r 'EXevatricwv.
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 wvornplwr, 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-

17 Baillet, op. cit., p. 492.

HE@bctlpe 218"

149 1t is argued below that the same priest set up dedications at
Epidaurus. There he is called égdotxos 7ar 'EXevoive puvornplow
(L.G., IV?, 429) and dadoixos Toir feoiv (I.G., IV, 431), hieronymy
being observed in both cases. No instance of an Athenian source
calling the Mysteries 7d 'Elevaiyia pveripia is known to me, so
that a brachylogism dgdotxos rav "EXevowlwy (uvariplwr) seems out
of the question. Aelius Aristides uses 'Elevoizia for the Eleu-
sinian Mysteries (Panathenaic Oration, 230, 249, 257 [ed. J. H.
Oliver, “The Civilizing Power,” Trans. Amer. Philos. Soc. 58, 1
(1968)7), 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 rév 'EXevaive {uvorgpidor, but rather
one of general ignorance, the error very likely of a non-Athenian.

Demeter and Kore are sometimes called ai 'Eleveiviar (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 iepera Anuntpos kal Kopns "Elevae wiwr] (see below, p. 19)%
Thus dadotiyos Ta@v "Elevowiwy (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 dadoixos 7oir feoir as at
Epidaurus.
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onymy and on the opposite wall he violated it; on
one wall he wrote his correct title, éadotxos Ta@v 'Elevaive
wvornplwr, but on the opposite wall the unprecedented
dadovyos Ty 'Elevowiwr. 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(y) Eoxov po. wapaoybrTy 1S 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. [ 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 dadoixos Téw
"EXevaive puornpiewy dedicated at Epidaurus a statue to
Athena Hygieia (I.G., IV? 428) and an altar to Apollo
Pythius Patrous (I.G., IV?, 429).1% This daduch
was also priest of Asclepius Soter simultaneously,
presumably at Athens. His name is given hier-
A difference of

onymously as Map(kos) "Totr(ios).2%
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., 113, 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 Mivoukiarés.
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.D.).

152 Kavvadias interpreted the abbreviation as Map (kos) 'Tot (vios)
v (ewrepos) because of the apparently separate stroke over the nu
in 429: IOTN (I have not seen the stone). This interpretation is
refuted by 428, which has only IOTN (verified by inspection);
for if pedrepos had really been meant, it would have been indicated
in some way in 428 also.
The connection of the bases with the
daduch of the Epidaurus dedications and the family of sophists

155 S5, Muwovkiavds.
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cianus is this same man, the father of the daduch
Nicagoras who, as the hieronymous Marcus Junius,
dedicated I.G., IV%, 428 and 429 at Epidaurus.
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,
I.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 dedot[ xos | Tolv fBeoiv M[woukia Jvot "Abn[vaio s
naturally imposes itself,1%*

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. ®ANaBios Tlou Agdoiryos.
sometime after 372.

RGeS nSofice

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.l’®™ 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, diaopuéraros, indicates that he
was of equestrian rank; his other title, 4wo kouirwr,
that he was awarded the honor ex comifibus 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. 'E¢. 1971: p. 123, no. 17,
line 16),

154 B, Millar (J.R.S. 59 [19697: 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. cil.); but Millar's restoration [M 'Tour
Muwoukea? Jvoi is too long for the space.  (He also keeps (Nekayépas)
in Baillet, op. cit., p. 1265). W. Peek, however, in Inschriften aus
dem Asklepicion von Epidauros (Berlin, 1969), no. 169, shows that
he still holds to Kavvadias’s resolution of IOTN, and would restore
M[ap 'Tovr]|v(ewrép)ov, which is strange indeed. His drawing
of this part of the inscription shows that [Mwoukia Jpoi fits the
space exactly.

185 Perhaps I.G., 11?, 12142, a grave monument for a wais 8¢
Muwovke[ avot — ], also pertains to him.

136 Cf. 1.G., V2, 430 by a daduch and priest of Asclepius Soter.

137 Groag, Die Reichsbeamten von Achaia in spitromischer Zeit
(Dissertationes Pannonicae, Ser. I, Fasc. 14, 1946), pp. 49-51.

L8 Tl BT 5517

18 So Groag, loc. cit.

160 f 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
vears; 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 111 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.p. 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.1®

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 i o[l kiav
Yeyorvia éml wolNds yeveds alre dadovyia. Once con-
tinuity of one family in this priesthood started, it
was probably hard to stop its momentum. DBut 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.!6

REQUIREMENTS FOR APPOINTMENT

No special requirements for this priesthood are
known. The decree in honor of Themistocles states
(lines 37-39) that he received rv elyévetar kal iy ar’
abrns lepewalvny €y diadoxns wapd ToU warpds kTA. 1.G.,
IV?, 86, in mentioning that Lamprias had relatives
who were daduchs, describes the genos of the Kerylkes
as 10 évdoforaror Knplkwr ~yévos, ae’ ol dadovxoiow of
evyevéoraror.'®® The more times a family held the
priesthood the more elyeris 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 datdouchia.'®7

161 Oliver, 1970: pp. 43-44; this is discussed above, pp. 60-61.

162 See above, p. 53.

165 1914 : pp. 192-193, but he incorrectly assumed allotment
for all periods.

166 This is implied in lines 37-38 and following in the decree
for Themistocles (edited above, pp. 50-32): mapelhpeora T
e0[ v Jéverar kal iy am’ abriis lepewotvny Tapd . . . .

165 See above, pp. 61-63.

166 [ines 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). IHe is
said to have undergone a dokimasia, but the source for
this is not the most reliable.1%8

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.1%

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 aeisitor.
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.
168 See above, p. 50.

170 See appendix I11.

171 See above, pp. 61-63.

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC.

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.!™

He may have had a greater role in the éronreia than
in the rehern.!”s

OTHER FUNCTIONS

According to the Suda (s.z. Aws xwdor) the daduch
used a Aws kadoy wpeos Tovs kabapuovs, but whether in
connection with the Mpysteries 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. Evi-
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 itsell.

III. PRIESTESS OF DEMETER AND KORE
(‘Ipzre Ajunrooc ket Koonc)

Several gene were eligible to supply the priestess of
Demeter and Kore. A notice of Photius mentions
one of them: ®h\eidar- yévos éoriv 'Abfnaw & 6¢ Tobrwr
N lepera 75 AfunTpos kal Kopns, % uvoloa Tols uhoTas &v
'EXevoive.  An inscription of the Roman period, 1.G.,
I1%, 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.

17 See above, pp. 35-36.

114 Pp. 46-47.

175 Sopater, Rhetores Graeci 8 (ed. Walz) : p. 121, 11-12 : qdoliyos
0¢ TolToy s érémrny paAhor i plotnr op@. The meaning of this is
somewhat opaque; ¢f. Foucart, 1914: p. 196.

176 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 1.G., 12,
6,2 but in its later sense, ‘‘to initiate.”’s

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., 12, 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. Avaiwerparn. Hesperia 10: (1940): p.
(= SEE GG 32108
fifth century.

97, no. 18
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®:

['AJophro Teherns wpbmodes afjs, worria Anot,
kal Cvyarpos wpolipo kbouor dyalua TOOE
éotnoer ZTEPANQ Avoiorpbrn ovdé mapovTwy

weloerar aAla feots debovos és dlvauty.

Pritchett, the editor, explained ZTE®ANQ as either
oregdre (two crowns) or Zrepdrew (a patronymic with
w = ov). But P. Maas would rather edit orevavd”:
“As kooud and rpamefw are titles of Attic Athena
priestesses, orepare fits the title of an Attic Demeter
priestess.” Tis statement might lead one to think
that rxoouw and rpamefde are titles of the priestess of
Athena. This, however, is not the case. koouw and

2 See the new edition above, pp. 10-11,

8 Foucart (1914: p. 216) and Toepffer (1889: pp. 92-94) in-
ferred from the provision in 7.G., 12, 6 which limits the conducting
of pimois to the Eumolpidae and Kerykes that Photius's notice
refers to the Haloa. Ziehen, Leges Sacrae, p. 16, n. 8, correctly
termed their arguments a viclous circle and noted also that the
Haloa were open only to women.

¢ S.E.G., XXI, 3, line 13; see above, p. 10.

® See the new edition above, pp. 10-11. _ i

6 R. E. Wycherley, The Athenian Agora, 111, Literary and Ept-
graphical Testimonia (Princeton, 1957): p. 82, mentions the possi-
bility that it is archaistic. If so, it is an extraordinarily good
imitation of mid fifth-century letters; [ doubt even the possibility
of its being archaistic.

7 Hesperia 15 (1946): p. 72.
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Tpamefogdpos (called rpameds in Hesychius) were priest-
esses who assisted the priestess of Athena in the
koounos s Tpamélns.®  The principal piece of evidence
in regard to them (Harpocration, s.v. rpamelopépos)
reads: Avkolpyos év 74 mepl Ths lepelas 7o lepwatvns drowd
et 1) Tpamefopdpos. oTe 6 aliry Te kal % koaud curdiéTovat
marra 7p s 'Abnvéds lepela k. Thus, in the ritual of the
cult which involved the setting of a table the priestess
of Athena was assisted by two priestesses, xoou® and
Tpame{w; 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—dépphro rererqs
mpomohos a7s . .. kal Buyarpds. 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 :
crepavd 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 orepdrw 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 (épphro Te\erqs
wpoéTONOS GTs kal Buyarpos) 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 /iera 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 {épeiar mavayeis, but he
can supply no convincing evidence that such a group
of priestesses existed in the cult of the Eleusinian
Mysteries.!!

8 For the operation ¢f. I.G., 113, 776.

9 Cf. R.E. 2: col. 1962.

W n 1.G., II?, 3411 mpomohos Anois kai 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 Mévawrvos 'Aypuipfer. Plutarch, Alcibiades, 22
and 33. Toepffer, 1889: p. 97. P.4., 6636. For
the proof that she was a priestess of Demeter and
Kore see chap. I, p. 16, n. 31. In office in 415.

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 telefe; 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. Ewven 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):

Elporr[ o |

rabra [Bloow ]

tepeal L AfunTpos |
H anoperpa]

12t is perhaps better to understand the phrase in Plutarch,
Alcibiades, 22, 4, Té kabeamixéra dmé v Eduormiddr kal Knplkwr kal
T@y lepbwy Taw & 'Elevsivos, as referring to the Eumolpidae and
Keryvkes and priestesses of Eleusis, and write rév ilepedy tav &
"Elevoivos. iépea as an alternate spelling of épea is attested in
inscriptions for all periods, and rais iepelas Tais ¢ "EXevoiv[os]
occurs in 1.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 rar icpéwr
secems 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 [.G., 12, 5 the hieropoioi
sacrificed at the Eleusinia, and several of the deities
of the second group are the same as the deities in
TG 1S,

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. [t 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:

Etpohr[ idaws ot |

ravra [Bloow ral

iepéal 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 [ 1. 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:
feptar kah[— ———].

14 The recipient of apometra is a priestess in I.G., 12, 843; 112,
1357, 1363 ; the recipient is unclear in 1.G., 12, 190 and Sokolowski,
Supplément, 18.

15 See above, p. 17.

16 See above, pp. 22-23.

17 1.G., 112, 1540, line 57.
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Phileto, the daughter of Dexicles, the priestess who
made the dedication I.G., 112, 4560 (400-350 B.c.), is
apparently a priestess of Demeter, but it is uncertain
whether she is the Eleusinian priestess.

3S2EBE

In the Sacred Orgas inscription of 35215 the “priestess
of Demeter’” was requested to sacrifice an [dpearipiov |
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 geme 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) kard v olkiay m9(v)
'EXevoive 77s lepelas. In lines 126-127 two pigs are
required to purify [something | and 73y oixiar 74 lepév,
ob 1) lépera oikei. 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
P20

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 [.G., 112, 204 ; see above, pp. 17-18.

¥ 7i(p) 'Elevoire 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
“sacred house” in the sanctuary, which was at the disposal of
every priestess entering office. The fact that “the house of the
priestess in Eleusis” is not called “sacred’ lends a bit of support
to this possibility.

W 1.G., 112, 1363; see Healey-Dow, 1963.
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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 Gecuopbpw fed,? and in one instance a
hierophant made a dedication to them?*; (2) this in-
scription (1.G., 112, 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 «xafédrep [6édora
kal Tals d\Aaws lepelats Tals | s Adunrpos kai Kopys, the
priestess of the Thesmophoroi could be equated with
the priestess of Demeter and Kore2®; 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”

I 1965 pp. 32-36.

S gy e ATkl s T

% 1.G., I1%, 1363; Aristophanes, Thesm., 83, 282, 295 ; Eecl., 443;
Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 265, no. 51.

BA.J.A. 64 (1960): p. 268; see above, hierophant no. 23.

% Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 265, no. 51.

*6 The identification cannot be excluded on the ground that the
priestess of this inscription was selected by a deme whereas the
priestess of Demeter and Kore was selected by a genos; for
Broneer's restoration of mpoxexpuuéry in line 2 is by no means
certain.

n [ G., 113, 3468.
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ca.6

4. [iepetas 20 757 "Amor\wr[lov — — — Guyarpbs .

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. T'halen  Mevednuov Kvdafprabws 6uyarnp. Append.
VI; ’Apx. 'Ee. 1971 pp. 129-130, no. 25; 1.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. 'E¢., loc. ¢it.) 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 (I1),* 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 [.G., 112, 4690 he writes: ‘“Litterae hanc
sacerdotem initio aetatis imperatorum vixisse indi-
cant.”” However, in this case, too, the letter forms

28 Iesperia 37 (1968): p. 289, no. 29.

2 7.G., 112, 949, lines 9-10.

8 Deubner, 1932: pp. 67-68.

i I.G., 12 81; see above, p. 14.

# See above, in connection with the hierophant Lacrateides
(no. 4).

3PA., 9894 and I.G., 112, 912,

U 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 'Apx. 'Ee., 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

6. 'Apewokheta Phdvbov Fvlaciov OBuydrpp. 1.G., 112,
3220; 3495. In office probably in the second half
of the second century or the beginning of the first.

1.G., II?, 3220 incorrectly reads: éml [iepeias]|
"Auewokhelas Par[— - —]. Thestoneshows: d\[———].37
The entire name can be restored as ®\[drfov Fvaciov
Bvyarpos | on the basis of 1.G., 112, 3495, which reads:

Teperav Aquyrpos kal I_{[épng ————]
Dihdvbov Tvhaciov [Auyarépa].

And ’Apewdrheray 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 (N.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 [.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 [.G., 12, 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.

* Kirchner described the rho's of 1.G., 112, 4690 as [?. The
oblique stroke actually occurs on only one rho, and there it
appears to be a later scratch.

86 Cf. P.A., 9894 and 9895,

¥ 1.G., 111, 921 gives the correct reading.

SRR A 208

#® Cf. stemma of Sundwall in N.P.A., loc. cit.




VOL. 64, PT. 3, 1974]
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. Xapor Awovvaiov Mapabwriov Guyarnp.
First or second century B.c.

1.G., 112, 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. Kheokparna Olvopilov 'A¢ibvaiov buyérnp. I1.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 (LG
I12, 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.,
[1%, 4716, as follows:

[&mi lephas Kheokpa Jrhas
4 [Oivogiiov "Awbd Jraiov
[Guvyarpos ].

Skias’s restoration of [—— I'Jvalov 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 Eixheovs Thvéws Guydrnp, vovw 6¢ Nikodhuov
‘Epueiov. 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., 112, 3261), on a dedication to a
high-priest of Tiberius (Z.G., 112, 3530),%5 and on the
statue base ([.G., 112, 3604) of the hearth-initiate
Claudia Alcia, daughter of Claudius Hipparchus,

4 Hesperia 32 (1963): pp. 42-43, no. 48.

4p A, 4213,

2 See Oliver, Expounders, p. 146.

3 For the date see Dinsmoor, Archons of Athens in the Hellenistic
Age (Cambridge, Mass., 1931), p. 282.

# 1.G., 11%, 1714, as dated by S. Dow, Hesperia 3 (1934): pp.
144-146.

48 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 I.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 1.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 [‘Iépera Adunrpos kai Képns Khed Bixhéovs EAvéws
Buyé Jrnp, yovwe 8¢ Nwodfuov ‘E[p]

ca. 35

2 [peiov kat __ —Jov kai
tepels ZeBaoTns Awal o]

3 [oclvns avébnkay Tou Adunrpe kal 7 Képne kai 77
Awkar Joatwne kal 7édr Aduwe. 726

According to this reconstruction the priest’s name
and titles would have appeared in line 2, [~ —Jov being
the termination of a title such as [apxtepels e BiJov.
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 ZeBaory Awawootvy (other-
wise unknown at Athens) may also have heen a
priest of a cult of Demos; thus his title might be
restored as iepels ZeBacrns Awaloatvns kal Aduov]. At
Athens only a priest of the Demos and Graces is at-
tested.* Several inscriptions which refer to Awatostvy
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
tepevs Awawoatvns (at Mylasa-Olymos)*” and a iépea [Sia
Biov? Tis] Awaroatvys 7hs [mohews | (at Heracleia in
Caria, 73/4 A.p.).#* The latter should perhaps be re-
stored to read iépea [ ZeBaarys | Awatooligs.  Apparently
this cult goes back to a cult of Tustitia established by
Augustus and called Justitia 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 Graces 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.

48 Sitzungsberichte Berlin, 1933 : p. 856.

¥ For a discussion of it see K. Latte, Rémische Religionsge-
schichte (Munich, 1960), p. 300. The Fasti Praenestini, C.I.L., 1%,
p. 231, record a signum Tustitiae 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):

[ e 1 Qvyéryp iépna
[m7s Afunrpos kat T1s Kopns kal ] T& yérn & &[v]
2 . bar, Bdhetdal 1]

[eboeBelas &veka kal T7s eis alr o ebepyeatias.

[al teperar yiyrorTar

This confirms the notice of Photius cited above (p.
68) that the Philleidae were a genos 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. ®raovia Aaodbéuea Khetrov ®hvéws Ouyarpe. I1.G.,
112, 3557 as eponymous priestess: I.G., I1%, 3546;
3559 35605 ; 4753; 4754; 'Apx. 'Ep. 1971: p. 131,
no. 27. = Stemma: @ B Jones S HL SR 271
(1966): p. 210. Toepffer, 1889: pp. 98-99.
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., I, 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.n. 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,

iam 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 Tustitice Augustae (unless Augusiae
is to be restored).

50 For the date of Claudia Alcia see stemma ad I.G., 112, 3595.

51 Kirchner omitted the last line of this inscription which was
correctly recorded by Philios: 77s Kheirov ®hvéws Guyatpos.

2 See C. P. Jones, op. cit., pp. 207-208.

53 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, iepéwr is not at all a necessary restoration.

['L‘R:\NS. AMER. PHIL. S0OC.

110; a date of ca. 125 seems to be appropriate, since
she is honoring her great-granddaughter as a wais

{3 o ’
@ €oTlas.

11. Khavdia Tepoféa Teuofeov Tapynrriov Buyarnp. As
eponymous priestess: I.G., 112, 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 I.G., 11?, 3586 can be dated on
prosopographical grounds to the reign of Hadrian.

12. Khavdia Tarépwov Mevdrdpov Tapynprriov Guydarnp.
I1.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., 112, 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 iepevs guvk [ Tov Peouns | kal Afuov
kal Xaplrwp.®®

13. [-——Japas 7#s M- --- vyarpss]. I1.G., 112,
4767. First or second century.

14. Awowy. I.G., 112, 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[eias )] Me[u (] Awbovns. However, Me[u
appears to be impossible; the stone clearly shows
Al #; the second of these letters lacks the central
herizontal 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\avéiJas; 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.

15 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:

5 Here [iépea ] may have been inscribed above the first line
in the center,

8 I.G., 112, 3547,

86 'Apy. "Ee. 1968: p. 190, no. 18 and pl. 12a.
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Tepera [Afunrpos ka i Képns

Nedoy 'ALmoMwre Ty Jicr. %

Restoration of Awwy, the priestess in I.G., 112, 3568
(see above), is possible, but would require a vacat
or a leaf before it, unless, as [ think is preferable,
"Eevoe[ine ] is to be read, in which case the lacuna
could hold a gentilicium: 'Elevoe[in A Jvn.
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., 112, 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.?

160-170

The priestess of Demeter and Kore appears in the
list of recipients of the Eleusinian endowment of
160-170 (1.G., 112, 1092). Her position in this list
is discussed above (pp. 35-36).

16. Aiie 'Eridaufis AIN Télwros Falppéws Buydrnp.
G2 3637 Stemma: LG, 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 (7.G., I12, 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 0p. cit., p. 212 ; and see below, p. 110.
58 Hesperia 18 (1949): p. 39.
SUORISn DN 205096}
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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 1.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#pukes to be restored in I.G., 112, 2954
(see above, p. 74) so as to read: 74 vém ¢ e[| ai
épecar yiyvorrar, Kipukes, — — — —Jsat, PeAreidar. 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 K#pukes 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. '18axn. Eponymous priestess on a dedication to a
hearth-initiate, I.G., 112, 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, I.G.,
I12, 4096 (now on Salamis). No date is given.

Nwofobhny % kal ‘INdpa Oeoreipov & ‘Epuelov Buydrnp.
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 % 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
(1.G., 112, 1774, line 45), as Kirchner suggested.

% Toepffer, 1889: p. 96. Dittenberger, Hermes 20 (1885): p. 37.

6t See Oliver, Expounders, p. 98.

82 r¢ yern 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., 12, 3530: Oliver, Expounders,
p- 93). The exegete of the Eumolpidae in I.G., I1%, 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., 112, 4750.
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Awovvaia A Texhiov Eevaydpov Guydrnp. 1.G., 112, 2342;
4824: B.C.H. 20 (1896): p. 719, as edited by Oliver,
Expounders, 1 52. Stemma: ibid., 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 dpxnis at
Delphi. She is never called itpeca Afunrpos al Kopys,
nor does she appear as eponymous priestess on an
Eleusinian monument. In [I.G., 11?, 2342 (lines
32-33) she is called A#hunrpos torepor lépera, where the
meaning of borepor is somewhat obscure,f® and she
made a dedication at Eleusis as Afunrpos iépera. Her
title, consistently Afunrpos iépera, is odd in comparison
to the normal title of the priestess of Demeter and
Kore at this period, tépera Afquntpos kal Képys, and it
raises doubts as to whether she filled the same
priesthood.

J. Jannoray®® understands dapxnis to mean a leader
of a group of Thyiades, apxnis Ouiddwy.

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 century she was
in charge of a special expense fund of 1,600 drachmas,
though apparently she had nothing to do with the
arapxf, 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 (/.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): ®\ixmy fi7is iepdoaro
7iis 'Afnvas Uorepor: mpdTepor 8 adriy yhuas Awihis. .. It would
seem to mean here that she became a priestess after having
married.

% B.C.H. 70 (1946): p. 259.

67 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 Demeler 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 (‘“Iegoxnovf)

In none of the very few testimonia for the sacred
herald before the Roman period is the designation
tepoknpvE used.!

He is called simply 6 kppvé 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.

% This is also the conclusion of Foucart (1914: pp. 216-220)
and I, Beaver (¥.C.S. 15 [1957:.p. 125).

% See the discussion above, pp. 35-36, of 1.G., 112, 1092,

" See above, pp. 68 and 74-75.

1 See above, p. 71.

1 The lepés ijpvé in Pseudo-Demosthenes, Against 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.

Xenophon, Hellenica, 11, 4, 20.
In office in 403.

1. K\eoxpiros.
8570.

Pl

This man, called é r@v pvorav rkipuE, 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:
K\edxpiros 6 Tav pvordv knpuk, pd\' eewvos, karasiwrno-
apevos ENefer. Euphonia 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 xqpuf 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 ¢ «qpvE 7aiv Beatv, and the name
of the incumbent at this time was:

2. Awoviboios Aguoarpdrov IladAqgrels. 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 (uerda): 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.

4 1.G., 112, 1363, as edited by Dow and Healey, 4 Sacred
Calendar of Eleusis (Cambridge, Mass., 1965), line 2.

5 Ibid., pp. 18-19.

& 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.
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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 knpvE mavayds 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 «7pvé raiy
feaiv, and the wavayns kjovf. With this may be com-
pared the order of the three priests who appear at
the end of 1.G., I?, 6°: [7]ov émi 701 Boude lepéa kal To[v
——=| 7Jov Beoiv kal Tov lepéa Ty mavayé]. Foucart
restored here the second priest as 76[v cawbvrrér].
But the appearance in the decree for Themistocles of
the wavayys kqpvé (who is also called elsewhere kqpué
mavayns kai tepebs)! 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 1.G., I?, 6 the phaedynies, a rarely attested official, !
between the wavay®s and the altar-priest, but rather,
as in the list in the decree for Themistocles: 7o[»

képuka | 7 Jov feotv. This in fact fits the space perfectly.

8 The great-grandson of this sacred herald was hoplite general
in 45/6: see I.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 karaorafévres imd Tov Knplkwy vévous),
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 I.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.!

HIRSTHORSSECONDECENTEURNEAD.

The title tepoxnpvé occurs in a fragment of a catalog
(I.G., 112, 1947) whose nature is obscure, dated by
Kirchner to “‘saec. /11 post.” The title iepels unrpos
fecov also occurs in it; hence he called it a “‘catalogus
sacerdotalis.”  The inscription is too fragmentary for
us to ascertain whether the title {epokqpué belongs with
the name that precedes it or with the name that
follows it.

3. Tiros Kwravios Méakwwos ‘Aywoloros. [1.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., I1?, 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 (7.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 (Z.G., 112, 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.,
I12, 3573), at which time he was already iepoxpvé Toi
feoip.'?

2 Nero, 34. Cf. Foucart, Revue de Philologie 17 (1893): p. 199.
13 Scholion to Aristophanes’ Frogs, 369: wapa vy mob iepopdyrov
kal badolxov mpdppnow Thr & T wowkiNy oTod ; Isocrates, Panegyricus,
157 : Ebuohwridae 8¢ kai Khpukes & TN TENET]) TV pvaTnplwy . . .

Kal Tols
dAhois  BapBapois elpyesfar Tav lepiw Gawep Tols  dvdpopbvois
mpoayopetovowy 5 ¢f. Theon of Smyrna, p. 14 (ed. Hiller) : oiire vap
dmage Tots fBovhouéros perovaia pvornpiwr éorly, AN eoly obs abrov
ebpyealar mpoayopeberar, olov Tols xelpas pi kafapas kal gwriy dtlverop
éxovTas.

14 See above, p. 22.

18 The same title is a certain restoration in I1.G., 112, 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
city. 'L

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 117/8.22 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. Aobkios Nobuuwos Nuypeivos Tapyhrrios. [.G., 112,
2342, line 8; 3574; 4069; 4070; 'Apx. 'Ep. 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).22
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 (I.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.,
I12, 3574) is preserved with the inscription Nob(ugucos)
Neypeivos iepoxnpué, certainly the same man,

Possibly he is the sacred herald in the aeisitoi list
of 1.G., 112, 1789 (see below, append. IV).

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,
bid., pp. 128-132, and above, p. 36, n. 182.

7 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.

% Geagan, op. cit., pp. 117-118.

WG T2 357 and 1072 iline T,
no. 4.

1 1.G., I1% 2029, line 21. See Woloch, 1966: Coponius no. 5.

2 I.G., 11?, 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
(1.G., 1I?, 1092) and in the prohedria seating in the
Theater of Dionysus is discussed above (pp. 35-36)
and below, append. I11.

5. Hewdpos. I.G., 112, 1773 (166/7 A.D.); 1774 (167/8
AD) S TS (168 /0 A p. )i 1776 (169/70 A.D.). 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
169/70.2 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. IlémAws ‘Epévrios ‘Tepoknpue "Amolwriov “Epuews. I.G.,
I12, 1782 (ca. 180)2%; 1788 (174/5); 1798 (190/1);
1792 (191/2 or 192/3); Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 36,
noSoN (g 1 360)ESEGINTTZE3665-93666. 'Stemma
ed I.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).28
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 aeisitor
list, I.G., 112, 1792, would have been in 191 or 192.27

He dedicated a herm to his father Apollonius the
sophist (/.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 {epeds mavayis.

1.G., 113, 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 IT ‘Epévrios ‘lepoxmpuf, it
should be dated instead to 174/5—ca. 192.

7. Notuuos Tepoxgpve. 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., I1%, 1781 (169/70) and Hesperia 11
(1942): p. 50, no. 18 (168/9).
% This man’s grandfather may bave 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: [*EJpér’ ‘Iepok[fipvE].  On the date see above, p. 61, n. 101,

%6 For their dates see appendix 1V 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. IHis name
occurs hieronymously in the aeisitoi lists cited above
(in 1.G., II2, 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®:

['EJri [dpxoJvro[s
‘Tepo[ & _Jhpuros [————— ol wpuTéves |

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 ®alnpels
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 &alypels
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.

‘Epévvios ‘lepoxqpve "Epueos. 1.G., 112,
Stemma: ed 1.G.; T2, 3665. In

8. (IIbémhios)
1077, line 42.
office in 209/10.

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 7.G., 112, 3667 was dedicated by his son Dexippus
who probably was not born before 200.%

9. 'Tob\ios ‘IepoxnpvE 'lovhiov Movowriov (Zreipiels). Ap-
pend. VII (= I.G., II2, 4075 4 4083). In office
Ga. L2

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., 112, 1789 is not com-
pletely certain; see append. 1V. In 195/6 complete hieroymny
was observed; only the title hierokeryx appears in the list (I.G.,
112, 1806a), in second place again, with the daduch third.

2 Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 66, no. 31.

0 7.G., 112 3666-3668; S.I.G.3, 877D; ¢f. F. Millar, J.R.S. 59
(1969): p. 19. I would restore the lacuna of line 5, I.G., 112,
3668 to read we[varwr "AoxhpmeJelwr; ¢f. 1.G., 112, 3614 and IV?,
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' 'TotA Movodwios Zre(iprets) 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., 1I?, 4066 a Julius Optatus dedicated a
statue of his daughter Julia Rufina as a thank-offering
to Eileithyia. According to appendix VII a [———]ia
‘Poveeiva 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. Kaoiavds ‘Iepoknpvé ZErepiets. 1.G., 112, 2241; 3707.
In office in 230/1.

The archon in the year 230/1 was Kaowavos Tepoxipué
Zrepeets.**  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

» [.G., 112, 4083.

8 1.G., 113, 2085, line 24.

# For the date see L. Moretti, Iscrizions Agonistiche Greche
(Rome, 1953), pp. 202-203, who shows that the same man is
named as the archon in 1.G., 112, 1832 and 2230 (= Mitsos, 'Apx.
"Ee. 1950-1951: p. 47, no. 29), and that the restoration of this
man in I.G., [12, 2242 is wrong.

8 Hesperia 36 (1967): pp. 334-335; see above in connection
with hierophant no. 29.

6 Hesperia, Supplement 8 (1949): p. 283, n. 5.

¥ Woloch, 1966: p. 143.

 And so I regard Oliver's stemma in Marcus Aurelins (1970;
p. 107, n. 8) as somewhat hypothetical but I agree that it is
probably a question of two closely related families.

® I.G., 112 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.# Both of these
used Cassius as a cognomen. The first known
member of the other family is C. Julius Cassianus
Apollenius who was anticosmete in 158/9 and cosmete
in 161/2; in connection with the first office his name
appears as Kaoi(ards) 'Amolhéwios Zrepiets®? and
Kaowaros 'Amorhévios Zrepiels,®® and in connection with
the second, T' 'TotAtos Kaciavos "Amolhawios Zteiprels. i
His son is to be identified with the Kaotavos 'Amor\dvios
Srewpiebs who was prytanis around 210% and the I' Kao
"AmoANéwios Zreprels who was archon in 207/8,% in
which case the abbreviation should be resolved as
Kao (tarés), not Kéo(ws) as traditionally. The [T]
Kac (tavds) ["Amo [M\éwios Z[repeels | 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 rov d¢’ éorias phorny Kaaiavor
‘Tepoxipuka. 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 ’Iobwios) Nwayopas Mygoaiov. 1.G., 112, 3814.
Philostratus, Lives of the Sophists, II, p. 127 (ed.
Kayser). Suda, s.w. Nwayopas. W. Stegemann,
R.E. 17 (1936): coll. 216-217. Stemma: O.
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 7aw iepaw k7pvé kal émi s kabedpas
gogwarys Ihovrdpxov kal ZékaTov TGV @uhodbpwy Exyovos.

WG, L1V 2081, line 22,

4 [.G., 112, 2085, lines 52-53.

BTG 12 3012 1 £ E 2RO (1934 i1 507

8 1.G., 112, 2079, lines 3—4.

A G I 282 0857

4% J.G., 112, 1826, line 15.

40 1.G., 112, 2199, line 7; for the date see Notopoulos, Hesperia
18 (1949): pp. 34 and 53.

17 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 Kae erroneously” as Kasotov (quotation
from Oliver, 1970: p. 107, n. 8).

18 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 7.G., 112, 2242, now that
Moretti (loc. ¢it.) 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 Nwayépas é "Abyvaios, s kal Tov
'Elevowiov (fepod kipué éaréclln, 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 Arabh, to whom
he sent a wpesBevricds Aoyos,” 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 Iepi Kheordrpas s év T pwéde
(probably a rhetorical model for his students).?® He
held the sophistic chair (cogioris ért Tis kafédpas)
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 r@v iepav k7pvE and 6 rob Ehevowiov
{epol kmpvE but not lepoxmpvé, 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).5
Since no argument can be made that he was a magi-
strate, it follows that in the second century aA.p. he
certainly had at least the status of a priest. In addi-
tion, he is associated with other Eleusinian priests in
the aeisitoi lists, and in the Eleusinian Endowment
list he appears next to the altar-priest. As he is in-

¥ For 238 as terminus anle quem for Philostratus’s Lives see
Bowersock, 1967: p. 7 and above, pp. 41-42, n. 232,

3 This gives 230/1 as a good terminus post quem for Philostra-
tus’s Lives.

81 Suda, lec. cit.

53 (f. Schissel, op. cit., p. 368.

% Cf. Stegemann, op. cit., col. 217. A

# The family is well described by Schissel, op. ¢it.

% 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 M ysteries, and under
their authority, made the actual announcement.,
He did the same for the hierophant alone at the
Proerosia.®”

I't 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 (VMIII, p. 118, ed.
Walz), the sacred herald =pé wévrow trirdrre dnuoaio
v owrfr. 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 Peiraeus between the followers

56 See above, p. 56.
57 See above, p. 22.

88 QOliver, 1970: p. 4, lines 11-13.
% (f. 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 ud)\’ ebewros.

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 (‘Iegeuc emi 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 Swue is indefinite
and could signify that he performed functions at
both; the occasional (evidently unintentional) use of
the title érl Bwuir (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 T@ 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

80 See Nicagoras, no. 12,

6l But see below, p. 116.

11914 p. 205.

2 J.G., 112, 1672, line 141; 3585.

4 See the new edition above, pp. 10-11.

4 Called throughout "Exi Bewpos.

5 See text and discussion above, pp. 50-33.

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. Zpuwr. 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. ‘Tepokheidys. 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. "Apripdw. Decree for Themistocles, above, p. 31,
line 55. In office sometime before the end of the
third century.

He was altar-priest éwa Biov.
Themistocles is unknown.

His relationship to

4. "Avrieav. 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. &woridns  “Ayvobows. Decree for
above, p. 51, lines 49-50. Stemma: table 1, above,
p. 58. In office around the beginning of the second
century.

Themistocles,

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. Thoferions Puhioridov ‘Ayvotows. 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. Knewoodwpos Thioridon “Ayvolawos. 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. IHe was the
grandfather of Themistocles (daduch no. 14).

8. Aebrrios Zogoxhéovs 'Axaprels. 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 dadouwchia 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 dua 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. Zogoxhns Aeovriov 'Axapvets. 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. ’Emwpbrys Kalhuwdxov Aevkovoels. Decree for The-
mistocles, above; p. 51, lines 9-10; I.G., 112, 1721,
line 15; 2464, line 10: 4714 ; I.G., XI11, 8, 26, line S.
P.A.4903. Sarikakis, 1951 : pp. 52-53. Stemma:
Sundwall, N.P.A4., 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 Fowilles 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, 0
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.® 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
CEMEUEY: B e

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 ®NaBios Zrpdrwr Maamets. I1.G., 112, 3984,
as edited above, p. 31. Stemma: above, p. 31.
Inoffice in the second century A.p., before 121-124.

He was the father of T. Flavius Euthycomas,
eponymos of his prytany in 166/7.% His period of
office was therefore before that of Memmius, who as-
sumed this priesthood sometime between 121 and 124.

12. A Méuwos 'Emi Buwug Oopixwos. Aeisitoi lists: I.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., 1I%, 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
(1585=165 151G 12 S0 775 dline 51, (Others 1G.
I12, 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.,
I1?, 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

101G, 112 4714.

1L 7 Gy 2R, 8526, line 5.

21.G., 112 1721, line 15 = S. Dow, Hesperia 3 (1934): p. 158.

18 [.G., 11 2464, line 10; see above, p. 29.

1 See above, p. 77.

15 Sundwall, loc. ctt. 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 Aerovpyetr = “‘perform religious service,
minister” see L.S.J., s.v., III, 2: Dionysius of Halicarnassus
(I, 22) 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 abrokparwp, a
title which he received 27 November, 176, and Marcus
Aurelius is not yet called febs, 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.'®

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 is, either at Hadrian’s epoptera 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 spectalor 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 wvisit to Eleusis in 128 and a third in 131,
although no one source mentions all three imperial
visits.2) If thisis true, the expression pvpeavra wapdyros
feod ‘Adprarod 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.

19 For a similar inaccuracy on the part of Dio Cassius in calling
an initiation an epopteia see Graindor, 1927 : pp. 14-23.

2 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.%
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 eersitos list (I.G., I12, 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., 113
3620, line 17).

None of his relatives are known, although the dedi-
cation honoring him (/.G., I12, 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 rov
[a]r’ apxiepéwr Tov @ulomarpw. Tov ar’ dpxiepéwy would
appear to mean that he was a descendant of “high-
priests,” just as tov amo dedobxwr in line 2 means
“descendant of daduchs.” After rév [d]r’ dpxiepéwr
comes his title 7ér @hémarpw. Oliver?® interprets
the whole phrase o ar’ dpxiepéwr 6 @uhomarpes 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’ apxeepéwr 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 éno dadotywr in line 2, which definitely does
not mean ex-daduch but descendant of daduchs.
Thus, 6 ér’ dpxiepéwr need not be directly linked in
meaning with 6 ¢i\érarpes.?® Moreover, if Memmius
was a high-priest, when did he serve? Oliver admits

BTG (15 5

22 Hesperia 11 (1942), loc. eit., as dated by Woloch, loc. cit.

28 I1.G., 112, 1775, line 51.

# For the date see above, p. 38, note 200.

% Expounders, pp. 88-89.

26 That philopatris as a title can sometimes be used alone may
have further support in I.G., [1%, 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 piAémarpes standing alone indicates that
its possessor undertook an agonothesia of the Great
Augustan Games even though he was not the high-
priest in office at the time.?

Twice Memmius is called 'Enrt Bww&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, 1.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 Khavdwos Zaoms T8 KN Avotbdov Melirebs.
Philestratus,; IT, pt 95 (ed. Kayser)s 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.
III (restored). 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 aeisifoi lists, in [.G.,
2167 0 20O s 99 HEH SR o d B TG, 112 (177
(209/10); and once in a list of Kerykes, 1.G., 112,
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 row [:%//l
dpxiepéwy was added to the stone after 7ov @hémarpw was already

engraved. The words rov guhérarpwr 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 épxtepéwr inscribed within the
omega) and extend into the margin; also, the rér 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 rév» [¢]n’
apxiepéwr. My own preference, however, is [a Jr' dpxiepéwr.

2 I1.G., 112, 1776 and 1796. Memmius’s name can be restored
in I.G., 112, 1774, 1795, 1796.

30 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.

816G, 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 aper[ s évexa xai
¢ Jihocopias. 3

14, Tiros ®N4Bios 'Eni Bupw. I1.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 ceuvéraros Tiros PAdSFios
"Eri Bopw, 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 1293 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
194,38 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. I1I). 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

# Hesperia 30 (1961): p. 273, no. 110, with the identification
by Oliver, 7bid., p. 403.

35 Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 30.

86 Marbres et Textes, p. S1.

87 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., 11%, 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
Bwuar 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'exergait sur tout ce qui touchait au sacrifice,
depuis I'examen préalable des animaux présentés jusqu’ 2
la consommation de la cérémonie. Sa vigilance était
d’autant plus grande qu'il y avait 1d 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 4 1’ 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 Tbid.
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sterion. In the aeisitor 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 I.G., I2, 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 (‘Iegogavtidec)

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, iepboavris 71s
vewrépas, and though the title of the hierophantid of
Demeter never appears in prose, it probably was
lepopayTis T7s wpeaBuTépas.

Ca. 250 B.C.

The earliest mention of the hierophantids is in a
fragment of Ister? (ca. 250 B.C.): kal Tov lepowbyTny Kal
Tas lepogavTidas kal 1oy OqdoUyor kal Tas dANas (lepelas
pvpplegs éxew arepavov. 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 "Apgiov Bhddov Buyarnp. I1.G., 112, 3514.

During the reign of Augustus?

She and her father are otherwise unknown. The

Demos made this dedication in her honor.

"Apiralov  Buydrnp.
During the reign of Augustus?

2. Tepbpavris Moo [ x— — — — Jaulov
G a5

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.

3. Tepbpavris. I.G., 112, 3553. First century A.D.?

She erected a monument to her granddaughter
Athenais as mystis, probably as uvnfeioa d¢' éorlas
(see below, p. 108, no. 19).

! Foucart, 1914: pp. 212-213, first demonstrated this fact.
2 F. Gr. Hust,, 334, E 29.
% Plutarch, Sulla, 13, 3.




VOL. 64, PT. 3, 1974]

4. ‘Tepbpavris vewrépas Tlepuchéovs & Otov Buydrnp.

I.G.,
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

5. Tepogavris PAafia [ .. Jkpdrea.
edited above, p. 31.

Gl 3034 a5
Stemma: above, p. 3l.

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. Bvyérnp Anunrpiov. I.G., 112, 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 I.G., 112, 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 (Kekporidar)
made her a hierophantid, she buried her name by her-
self “‘in the unfathomable depths (of the sea).”

7. ‘Tepopavtis Ths vewrépas KN ®ihdteva TS KX Ilarpwros
Meheréws Ovyérp. 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, I 28.

8 This is evidence that each goddess had her own altar.
7 See Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 73.
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HADRIANIC?

‘Tepoed[v Jri[dos] is written (according to my own
reading, ‘lepogd[r]r[idos| according to Dittenberger,
1.G., 111, 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., 112, 5111), ‘Tepoga[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., II?, 5053
and see below, append. III). Moreover, hier-
onymy prevents us from regarding the nearby name
AL Jeg[ rép———7, of which I was unable to discern
clearly any of the letters, as that of a hierophantid.

8. Iepbpavris. [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.®

9. 'Tovvia Mehirivy 'Towwlov Tlarpwros Bepevicidov Buydrnp.
.G, B2 3633 3557 Stemmai (@ B Jeones,
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:

In I.G., 112, 3557, erected around 125 A.D.,° she is
honored as a hearth-initiate, where her name is given
as "Towiav [ ] Meherivgr.  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 v is a good possibility; but I cannot find a
trace of iota before Mehurivny, as he does, to give it
support. For I.G., I1? 3633 he suggests:

[y te Jodpavrw ['lovwiay
[kai Me\Jerivmy "Av[vias "Apiaroxhéovs v ]
[varépa].

8 See Woloch, 1966 : Mundicius no. 6.

9 For the date see above, p. 74.

1 My calculations indicate a slightly larger space than Kirchner
calculated.

1'Apx. 'Ep. 1968: p. 211.
is correct.

His reading of [iépJete 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:
MeX Jirivgr év[é0nker ——] 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 160170
(1.G., 112, 1092) is discussed above (pp. 35-36).

10. Towéry 'Toaiov Buydrmp. I.G., 112 3632, as edited
by Oliver, Hesperia, Supplement 8 (1949) : p. 249;
I.G., 113, 3709. Stemma: Oliver, TR (B (ake
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 (4pxouérn reheraw), 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 felele, 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. owhia Aiia ‘Epevia. I.G., T2 3764 S 3688
office around the end of the second century,

2 Oliver, Expounders, p. 44.

¥ 1.G., 11% 3709 (= Oliver, Hesperia, Suppl. 8 [1 9497: p. 251).

1 As did Toepfler (1889: pp. 64-65), followed by Foucart
(1914 pp. 212-213).

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC.

In 1.G., 11?, 3764 the mother of Aelius Apollonius is
referred to as ieps unrpds . . . 9 reherds dvépawe feoty Tap'
avakropa Anovs. 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 I.G., II?, 3688. There-
fore she became a hierophantid sometime after I.G.,
[1%, 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 7.G., 112, 3575: eiré ue
Kexpomidar Anot Oéoar ifepdwavrw. 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 (/.G., 12, 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

15 Expounders, p. 44,

18 At least two pythochresti exegetes were Kerykes, viz.,
Diotimus son of Diodorus of Halai (Expounders, 1 21-26) and L.
Gellius Menogenes (ibid., | 52), who was certainly related in the
male line to L. Gellius Polyzelus, who was a member of this genos
(sece Geagan, 1967: append. ITI, line 212).

e N'Elsson, Geschichie, 2: p. 349, suggests that they were a late
invention.
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1.G., 1%, 81 included the hierophantids.!® 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 74 lepa,
paivovgar Tois pvovuévols ; 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 rap’ bvaxTopa
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 felete, 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 Evpodmbov)

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 [~ — —] ényovuévois
i[e]pet[ow ——],' 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 I.G., T1%, 1363 (see above, p. 22)
and 949, line 10 (above, p. 27) included the hierophantids.

19 S.9. lepophrTides.

% I1.G., 113 3637, see above, hierophantid no. 11.

L See above, p. 88.

171.G., II?, 1092, lines 17-18 (= Oliver, Hesperia 21 [19527:
pp. 381-382).
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For the Hellenistic period, there is a decree of 128 B.c.,?
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. H. Oliver* notes: “In the Laws, VIII,
828D, 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: &
mulldxpnaros, & vmo 7ol Sfuov kaleoTauévos éfnynrhs, and
the é&nynral Edmolrdar. 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: 1.G., 112, 1672, line
41 (329/8 B.c.), which indicates that there were more
than one; 1.G., II?, 1092 (ca. 160 A.p.),® 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—

* Sokolowski, Supplément, 14. Cf. Oliver, Expounders, p. 42.

3 See above, p. 27.

* Expounders, p. 29.

5 Sokolowski, loc. ct., and I.G., 112, 1672, line 41.

8 Cf. Expounders, pp. 63-64; also I.G., 112, 1029, lines 4-6
(= Expounders, p. 146, 1 18),

7 Ibid., pp. 37-42.

8 See the edition of Oliver, Hesperia 21 (1952): p. 382.
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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 (I.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., 112, 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), 1 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 Atthis (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 fiftth 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. I1.G., I?, 76 (ca. 416 B.C.)!

¢ For bibliography see H. Bloch, H.5.C.P. 62 (1957): pp. 37-49.
10 Thid,

11 See above, pp. 14-135.
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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 : kafore dv Eduohmida
éxo[heys Jvraw. 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’ otis Edpolmrida
inyotrrar, 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 noreply. And
finally :

émedn 6’ Eleye T Bouhy EikAns b7 obdels Umakovor, malw
0 Kal\ias dvacras E\eyer b7e €l vouos maTpios, €l Tis ikeTnplay
Bein & 70 'Ehevowle, éxpirov dmofavety, kal 6 warhp wor’
abrot ‘Trwoywos Efnyhoaro Taira 'Afnralows, drkoloeie dé b7t
éyw felny v lkernpiov.
kal Aéyel

yrevler dvamrnda Képalos ovTogl
"0 Kal\ia, warrwr alpomwy dvoguoTate,
G v 2 e 13 E A 3 of o 3 -
wpiTor wév ey Knplkwy &y, obx dowv (8v) cou éényetabac:
treira 6¢ pouor Tarpiov Neyes, 1 08 oAy map’ ) €oTnKas
xihlas Opaxues keheber dpel\ewr, éav Tis ikernplav O & To
] ’ s \ r 3 o ] r f A
Elevowlw. émera 8¢ Tivos fkovaas 6re  Avdokidns feln Tnv
ikernplav; kdhegov alrov 77 Bovd], ra kal Huels drkobowuer.’
treldy 6 dvaryvawaln f oTnA\y Kkdkelvos olk elxer elmely 6TOV
fikovaey, kaTapavis v 77 Bovly alTos fels THv ikernplav.

If éenynrat Edpormdew existed, Cephalus could have
expressed himself much more directly by saying:
ol EEnynTis &y, oby datov (Bv) oo ényelafor.  But instead
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.
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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 (I.G., 1%, 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 énynral; 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

18 Cf. Expounders, p. 23.

U H.S.C.P. 62 (1957): p. 46.

15 In the case of I.G., I?, 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.
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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 éényprai 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 gemos 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 stafe exegetes were
first created in connection with this code, and I
believe that at least the first of these propositions is
true, these stafe exegetes would have set a precedent
for calling “human’’ expounders énynral. 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 1.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 stafe 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.
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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: EduoAmidior dé
tnye[Tas ]T"[]%[ s
ard vopnrias 7[ & fepe kal Ta marpia?] ényesfar 'Abpralwy
xal T@y E[ € oy 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 : éénynral Eduohwidov, Enynral & Edpolmiday,
EEnynral & Tob yévous Tov Ebuormidar. 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 é&yynral 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

TOS

Name Date

ca. 300 B.C.
6 136 Be.

. Tipbleos

. M#deos Avedwdpov (Iepareds)
"AmoNdwios "Ayfropos "Epixeehs

. Mndetos Mndelov Hepaceds

. Mappérys Mappevovs Mapabdvios

. T8 Khabdeos Aqubarparos (Zovviels)
A Obwpavios Alohlewr [PAv]ebs

ca. 60 B.C.
Augustan
ca. end of first century A.D.
ca. end of first century A.D.

SO R

8. [——— =1 'Axaprels, vir praetorius

Perhaps : Khatéos oAbinhos "Axapvels ca. 197 A.D.

7 [ iepd kal Ta warpea] fits the space, and so I suggest it as
a possibility, on the basis of I.G., 112, 3490, which mentions
Ty ENynow TGV lepbv kal warplwp.

18 [.G., 112,140, line 19. 8[ 7 ol &nynral é)Enydrrar is conceiv-
able but unlikely.

¥ 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.

0116 (= 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
"AmoMhe[v Jiow "Ayhpopo[s 'E]pikete.  In 106/5 he was pythaist at
Delphi, Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 15, where no demotic is
preserved (Oliver ad 1 16 mistakenly implies that 'Axapres is
preserved). An ephebe in 119/8 (1.G., 112, 1008, line 100) whose
name should now be restored to read ['AyJhvwp 'Amor[Awwlov
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last quarter of second century

second or third century A.D.
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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 xaf’ é[ 7t dv Eduorwidar & JEnyavrar was prob-
ably!® still used, either because the phrase had become
fossilized or the &é&nyprai 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

T 27 98

T 30

I 1620

I19

129, 30

I 38, 53; below, p. 108, no. 14

'"Apx. 'Ee. 1971, “Inscriptions from Eleusis,” nos. 27 and 31;
P. Herrmann, Z.P.E. 10 (1973): pp. 80-85.

I 44 and 'Apx. 'E¢. 1971, op. cit., no. 9

I 45; see above, p. 39

"Ep Jieets 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
(¢bid., 111, 2, 11, line 7) may have been the son of a cousin of the
exegete. The Agenor son of Apollonius who was sent 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
138/17.

% 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, 4bid., 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 : véuos maTpeos, €l Tis ikernplar Bely & To 'Elevawic,
We probably have another example
of such a nomos patrios in Pseudo-Lysias, 54, where
the following situation is described: Diocles, the
son of Zacorus the hierophant, advised (cureBolilevae)
a court on what measures to use in regard to a Mega-
rian who had committed an impiety. Some people
were urging, dxpiror mwapaxpiyue amokteivar, 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

dxpiroy amobaveiy.

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 nonos
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: Meye 8¢
popor Tor uéw ibtoy Tov OE kowdw, Idoy pév TOV EKGOTOLS WPLTLEVOY TPOS
abrobs, kal ToiTOV TOV MEr Eypagor TOV B¢ Yeypauuéror, Kowov Oe Tov

Cf. ibid., 1368b, 7-9.

Karda @law.
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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 thedemocracy.”? ‘“‘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,
dipiroy aroflavelv. 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 momos 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 Etpolridow wérpia 2
This may have been a codification? of the Eiuohridaw
marpa, 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 Ebwowider 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.p.; and then no specific
exegetic activity is recorded, just names in dedicatory
inscriptions.  (However, the mention in an inscription
of the second century of [———Jéényouuévois i€ Joei[ ow
——]*5 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.

% Cf. Jean Rudhardt, “La définition du délit d’ impiété d' aprés
la législation attique,” Museum Helveticum 17 (1960): pp. 87-105,

M Letters to Atticus, 1, 5, 2 (ed. D. R. Shackleton Bailey). For
a discussion of this revival of interest in the patria see Oliver,
Expounders, pp. 50-52 and above, p. 56.

25 See Oliver, loc. cit.

26 See above, n. 1.
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VIII. PYRPHOROS (IMTupgogoc)

1. Aebvrios Tupdpyxov Knewoseds. Decree for daduch
Themistocles, lines 9-11 (see text above, p. 51).
In office in 20/19.

In the decree for Themistocles he appears in the
list of Kerykes' priests as mupgopos kal lepevs Tav Xaplrowp
kal 775 'Apréwidos 79s 'Emmvpyiblas. He appears after
the altar-priest but before the sacred herald and the
Tareyns.

There was a cult of Artemis Epipyrgidia at the
entrance of the Acropolist 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 iepets mravayss (a priesthood
also of the Kerykes) served also as priest of ‘Epuzs
ITu\irns kat Xapddorys, a cult also at the entrance of the
Acropolis and associated with the cult of the Charites
there.?

Aedvrios Teudapyov, pythaist in 106/5, is probably to
be recognized as his grandfather.*

1.G.,

2. "Alkauérns. 112, 4816.

As Tupgdpos Totr Beotv 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., II% 4816 should probably be
dated before then; any time after the second century
B.C. seems to be possible.

SECONDICENTURY AR (7)

One of the seats of the prohedria of the theater of
Dionysus was lepéws Xaplrwy kal 'Apréudos 'Ercrupyidlas
aupgopou (1.G., T12, 5050); the title muppdpov 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.

! Pausanias, 11, 30, 2; see Judeich, Topographie von Athen®
(Munich, 1931), pp. 224-225.

2 See below, p. 96.

3 See below, p. 96.

4 Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 15, col. 111, line 16.

¢ See Kourouniotes, Aentior 1927-1928: p. 8. [t was found not
far from the temple of Artemis Propylaea (for which see Pau-
sanias, [, 38, 6; Mylonas, Eleusis, pp. 167-168).

S Loc. cit.

[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 wavayss.
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. Ailnwos ITuppbgos 'Axaprets. I.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., 11?, 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 aeisttor in 191/2 or 192/3 (Hesperia 11
[19427: no. 4, p. 33).1°

1 I.G., 112, 1092 (= Hesperza 21 [[19527]: p: 382, line 52); see
above, pp. 35-36.

8 Hesperia 18 (1949): p. 22 and table I.

® For the hierophant Julius (no. 23) can no longer be regarded
as the archon of this year; see I.G., 112, 1792 and above, p. 38,
note 200.

A. E. Raubitschek (Tépas ’Avroviov Kepauomoiihov [Athens,
19537, p. 250) believes that I1.G., 1%, 1801 should be dated after
212 because of the entry AvpfA[ioc] in line 9 (as he restores it).
It is possible, however, to restore AvpfA[ws ] and to consider it as
the nomen of the man mentioned in line 10, Dionysius; 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. T 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) isnota
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, ¥.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 AdpAA[— —] in line 70
of 1.G., 1% 1825 as Adphi[io], again because of the appearance
of other gentilicia in the following list, but also because the name
immediately below AdppA[——] is written Adp(fieos) 'Emikrn[ros],
the repetition hardly being necessary or even natural if AtphA[ o]
is the correct restoration; thus it would seem that AdpdA[— -]
should be interpreted in a different way, though exactly how is un-
certain. It may also be noteworthy that in neither [.G., 112,
1824 nor 1825 is AdpAhwe or Abp#a[——] centered above the list
each is alleged to head.

On the dating of 1.G., 112, 1801-1803, ¢f. J. S. Traill, Hesperia
40 (1971): pp. 322-324, and 41 (1972): p. 141.

" For the date see append. 1V 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. Abpnios Hupebdpos Aaumrpebs.
In office in 209/10.

I.G., 112, 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 aeisitor 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
aeisttor 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

DPardvvIng

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.,2 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

LL. Robert (R.E.G. 79 [1966]: pp. 746-748) discusses nu-
merous instances of the pyrphoros throughout Greece. Our
Eleusinian pyrphoros is to be distinguished from the mvpeépos &
drpordhews; cf. J. H. Oliver, Hesperia 21 (1952): p. 394, n. 34.

2 See nos. 3 and 4 and append. 111.

13 See above, pp. 10-11 and 77.

1 Sokolowski, Supplément, 1, whose restorations cannot be re-
garded as certain; for the most accurate edition see the c’d!‘{_m
princeps, L. H. Jelfery Hesperia 17 (1948): pp. 86-111 (= S.E.G.,
XII, 2-3).

2 See above, pp. 35-36.

8 I1.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 gawbvrris roiy feoly, 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 wavaysns.

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.

Ilavaynce

In the law of ca. 460 B.C.5 it was ordained that the
lepeds 6 [ravay#s | 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 Kervlkes.

1. Oebeihos Mevekparovs Xohheidns. 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 mavayns «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
Oedeihos ‘Eppaiorov XoAheldns ([.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
is inscribed®: kfpvkos Tavayovs| kal lepéws.

2. 'Thowy Znfov 6 kal Abyiouos *Ayvobaws. 1.G., 112, 3664,
In office in the first quarter of the second century
A.D.

His incumbency is dated by I.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 text above, p. 51, line 48.

6 7.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 prytaners.®

Jason is called simply 6 ravayss in I.G., 112, 3664,
as well as the priest of several other deities: ‘Epuns
ITuAyTns kai Xapargs, T "Huepos, and Iofos. 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 Xdpires 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 Xapworys, and so ‘EBpuns IMuMrgs kal
Xapudwrns may be one and the same cult. T'n "Hpuepos
is believed by Wilhelm to be identical with I'y
Kouvporpépos who was worshipped on the Acropolis.’
A cult of IIéfos is unattested for Athens but may be
involved with the cult of "A¢podlry Iéwdguos and Iebe.
In I.G., 112, 3664 Jason is honored apparently for his
service as {dxopos in the cult of Asclepius and Hygeia.

160-170

Of the priests of the Keryles listed in the Eleusinian
Endowment" the rarayss 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. IléwAwos ‘Epévvios Aéfermos Ilrolepaiov "Epueos. I1.G.,
112220318 3198783 667 13660 E36 108 3671 P iR2
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 .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 (1.G., 112, 2029). The sons
are: Zrparww, 'AmolAévios, and Awbparros. This identification was
made by E. Kapetanopoulos, 'Apx. 'Ep. 1968: pp. 191-192.

8 [bid.

8 Cf. Frazer, Pausanias’s Description of Greece 2: pp. 268-273;
W. Judeich, Topographie von Athen* (Munich, 1931), p. 224.

1 Pausanias, I, 22, 3; Wilhelm, Beitrdge zur griechischen In-
schriftenkunde (Wien, 1909), p. 95.

It 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.
NUEPOKANAES.

Etymologicum Magnum, p. 429, s..

Uncertain date.

In the Etymologicum Magnum (loc. cit.) there is
mentioned a description of the fuepokarrés by Oeddwpos
0 Tavayns wpooayopevoueros év T wpwTw wepl Knplkwy
yévoys.'?

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 {epets 6 [ravayss |, in 20/19 kqpué
mavayns, in the late third century ilepets mavayss, and on
the seat in the Theater of Dionysus kal iepéws appears
to be a later addition to xfpukes mavayois. This sug-
gests that his name changed from (lepels Tavayss to
knpvé mavayns and back again to lepels. (In the early
second century an inscription records just maray?s.)
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.

Taryxayoyog

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 "laxyos. 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: Awvboios Mapafiwios.
1.G., 1%, 3733, 3734, 4771, 4772. In office in 126/7.

He was cosmete in 126/7 (I.G., 112, 3733 and 3734).
In 1.G., 112, 3734 he is not named but called éc@\os

 For the full quotation see above, p. 33, n. 149.

" The wavayeis mentioned by Pollux, I, 35 (ed. Bethe) cannot
be understood to mean that there was more than one wavay#s ; for
all the officials in this sentence are named in the plural. Julian,
Oratio V, 173c-d (ed. Hertlein) writes: domep &wraifa (ie., in
the cult of the Mother) 76 7ijs yeréoews alror amoréuverar, obrw 6
kal wapd "Abpralos ol Téy dppfTwr drTbuevor Tavayeds elat, Kai b TobTwY
éapxwr iepoparmys kth. | 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 kiera were Tavayels,
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-
sinian priests in Pollux, I, 35 (ed. Bethe).

18 1.G., I1%, 5044 and append. I1I.

7 See Foucart, 1914 : pp. 110-113.

18 See above, pp. 50-52.
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['TakxoJv elpomohos vuxiwy pvorimé[Nos ourd Jowr. He still
has the title of 'Takyaywyés in two other dedications,
1.G., I1% 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 life.® These
dedications seem to indicate that he was also a priest
in the cult of Isis.
Hieronymy was not observed.

Tepeve Beov ket Osic

Nilsson argues persuasively that the fess kai fed are
Pluton and Persephone.?

1. Aaxpareidns Zworparov Trapiets. I.G., 112, 1941, line
7; 2336, line 196; 2452, line 41; 4037;: 4701;
Fouailles de Delphes, 111, 2, 2, line 12; 14, line 9:
25, 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
xapiornpeor to Demeter and Kore and fets and fed and
Eubouleus he is called iepeds Beot kal Oeds kal EtBoviéw[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.?s 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 Elpyraiov Hawaviets. 1.G., 112, 1772, line 8 ;
2047; 2048. In office in 140/1 A.D.

1.G., 112, 2047 and 2048 show that he was cosmete
in 140/1 and was also called iepels feod kai feqs. His
son Dionysius was ephebe in this year (1.G., 112, 2048)
and prytanis in 162/3 (1.G., 112, 1772, line 8).

191914 : p. 208.

N Geschichte 1: pp. 470-471; Archiv fur Religionswissenschaft
32 (1935): pp. 89-92 (= Opuscula, 2: pp. 555-558).

" [.G., I1%,4701. It is possible that he was at this time a priest
of other gods as well, for the inseription continues with EdSovhéw[s
————] kal Tév [ Jwy 7ov| [~ —~]. Philios’s restoration, kal
&y [ovpBdpJwr Tob|[Tows], is far from certain.

» Daughter is also possible.

BTG ON IR D336 Mline MIOGR (=St Dow, . S' €. P 511 [F1940]:
p. 121, line 202); Foudlles de Delphes, 111, 2, 2, line 12.

2 I.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/, 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
irmels in the Pythais of 106/5 (Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 28,
col. I1I, line 32), but the irmrebs in question is a Sostratus of the
tribe Attalis with no patronymic or demotic given, and so he
cannot be identified with probability as the son of Lacrateides.

% Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 25, line 9.
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160-170 A.D.

lepes feo[ U kal feas — ——] appears next to last in the
second column of the Eleusinian Endowment of ca.
160-170.26

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.

Tegeve Tormroliuov

The only known incumbent is ["A¢p Jodeloros Srepévov
[MapafJovios 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.

“Tegera MAotzwvoc

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.?® Nevertheless, Dow and Healey are prob-
ably right in maintaining that she functioned also in
the Mysteries, in which Pluto was a prominent
deity.?

“Tuvayorot

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, 1, 35 (ed. Bethe) where they are
called: tuvwool, tuvhrpiar. 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 vuraywyol in the decree for Themistocles,
the first, "Aptorodnuos "Apyeiov Tpwopbaios, was the son

26 Hesperia 21 (1952): p. 381, line 55 (= I.G., 113 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 [bid., line 56.

28 Dow and Healey, 1965: line 24.

B Ibid., pp. 35-36. Foucart assumed this also (1914: p. 220).

80 See the text above, p. 51, lines 18-20.
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of the archon of 98/7%; the second, Mevvéas Mevpéov
'A¢nviebs, is probably to be identified with a prytanis
of 50-40,32 and is perhaps related to the archon
Menneas son of Zopyrus®; and the third, ®ujuwy
& \huovos Mehirebs, was the son of a immebs in the
Pythais of 106/5.%

‘Iepeve Arbogpogoc

1. Awoifeos Kheopévovs Mapafdvios. Decree for Themis-
stocles the daduch, lines 15-18 (see text above,
p. 51). In office in 20/19.

He is called 6 Mbogbpos Tov iepoii Afov and was simul-
taneously ilepeds Aws ‘Opiov kal 'Afpvas ‘Oplas kal
Hocewdavos 1poa(B)afolrnpiov kal Hocedavos Oeuehobxov.

Kapetanopoulos®® points out that line 4 of I.G., II?,
1727 (= Hesperia 3 [1934]: p. 147 and fig. 2) should
read Awgifeos Kheopévous M[apafivios | rather than
Sweifeos ; in which case our man was basileus “‘paullo
ante 63/2(?)”. For a stemma of the family see 1.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 lepéws Mifogopou
(I.G., 112, 5077); iepéws is carved by a separate hand.

A il
Kepainber.
1)

Alphhios  Aogopos TIpbodektos  IlioTorpdrous

1.G., TIz, 3658 (= @liver, 1941: no.
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 Mflogépos is
incorporated into his name; it seems to imitate names
with hieronymy.

The function of the Aogbpos is unknown, mainly
because we do not know the nature of the lepss Aiflos
which he evidently carried.?® [t 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.

8L For the archon, 'Apyeios 'Apyelov Tpwopioros, see P.4., 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,
2445, a list set up around 140, so that line 11 should read : ['Apyeios
"Ap Jeorodfiuou T pukopbotos.

# Hesperia 36: (1967): p. 237, no. 47, line 4,

% J.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.

8% 'Be. '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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An alleged special group of priestesses called the
iéperar mavayels owes its existence partly to a missing
comma. Bethe in his edition of Pollux, I, 35, has the
correct punctuation: iépecar, wavayeis. The latter
refers in the plural to the wavayds (see above, pp.
95-96), 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 t6pavbs—0o dyviorys rév 'Elevowiwr refers to a priest
at the Mysteries.

The vewképos 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 vewképos 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 vewképior are
mentioned several times.*

Aasigtznc

In Pollux, I, 35 (ed. Bethe) we find appended to a
list of Eleusinian priests and priestesses: 'Taxxaywyos
vép kal kovpoTpbeos Kkal Gaepirys, kal doa TowavTa, LGia TWY
'"Arrwapv. 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 daepirns 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 (Iaibec d¢’ édziac)
INTRODUCTION

The mais é¢’ éorias (uunfeis or punfeioa) 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 mavayeis but
only in reference to the practice of chastity during the festival.

38 J.G., 112, 1672, line 123. On the vewrbpos in general ¢f. 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.

i 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 a
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?: érep yap
év Tols uvornplots 6 d¢’ éoTias Neyouevos wals avri 7owTwy
TWy pvoupevwy amopellooerar 16 fetor, dkpBis dpdv T&
TPOTTETAY VR, TOUTO Kard T& €vy kal mohes ol lepeis
dbvawvtar artl mavtwr Blovres kal 70 Oeioy Tpooaybueror dud
75 eboefelas els v oear kndepoviar. Nevertheless, we
cannot conclude that the wais d¢’ éortas was regarded
as a lepevs, 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 d¢’ éorias, and several scholars have
accordingly tried to determine what the phrase means.
To date the most accepted interpretations are those
of Foucart,? who identifies éoria 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 ¢’ éorias
with the proverb a¢’ éorias dpxesfar (i.e., “‘beginning
with what is essential, beginning from the beginning'’)
and then interprets uunfels ae’ éorias in the following

sense: ‘‘cet enfant est le premier initié, 'initié type,

I'initié primordial.” According to his interpretation,
4¢’ éorlas is equivalent to a&r’ dpxns; éoria means
essentially apx%, the primordial; and the proverb a¢’
éarias pxesfar 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
dpxecfar.® Thus, if d¢’ éorlas means ‘‘original” or

1I.G., 112, 1092 (= Hesperia 21 [19527]: pp. 381-382): see
above, pp. 35-36 and below, pp. 110, 111.

2 De Abstinentia, 1V, 5.

8 Foucart, 1914: pp. 277-281, followed by O. Kern, 1935: col.
1236, and by Deubner, 1932: p. 74.

4+ R.E.A.39 (1937): pp. 105-107. Nilsson, Geschichte, 2: p. 92,
n. 4, suggests the possibility that érria meant “‘family,” i.e., the
Eumolpidae and Kerykes (which probably was not true, as will
be shown below), but takes no firm position.

5§ See A. Preuner, Lexikon der griechischen und riomischen
Mythologie, ed. Roscher, s.v. Hestia, coll. 2614-2620.

¢In the phrase ar' @& \\ys éorias kai apxis Tas wpakes
mpoxewpiiopéray (Strabo, 1, 1, 16) éoria has the metaphorical mean-
ing of “center,” “places which are to a country as a hearth is to a
house” (L.S.J., s.v. éorta 1, 5). éorias kal apxis is a hendiadys
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“primordial’’ in the phrase wais 4o’ 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 punfarar:
0 & Ty wpokplrwr Afnralwr kMpw Aaxer wails dnuoaiq
punbets.  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 wimois® or perhaps as the
locale of some ceremony which took place even before
the uinous.

The custom of the wais ¢’ 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 wais is mentioned.?
Myesis 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 felete.l’

An unpublished inscription discovered near the
Eleusinion in the Athenian Agora,'t 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 épxh 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 éoria meant apx7, the passage would make no sense.

" A. 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 Nihe 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.

80On the pinois 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, Lois sacrées, 46,
lines 6-7 (= I.G., 112, 1283): 1ow mormir wévmew amod Tis éotias Tis
&k Tov mpuravelov.  Cf. also the elcaywyn amo s éoxdpas, 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 (I.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 waiées do’ éorias were selected. Lines 41-2 read:
Tepl 7O ag [eanas xp 7o Bact |\éa '.rrpocc‘yo,oeuew ypapealar
761 BLoN Jouevor Aﬁny[mwv .......... o

0 Juépass [ T rwy 'ypa]yba,ue»wv kAppolTew 6
Baguheds T[] vounviar 7ol v d¢’ éoTias Thus
any Athenian who wished to have his child become an
4’ éortas merely had to register the child’s name, and
on the first day (presumably of Boedromion) the
basileus selected the pats 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 a¢’ éarias pvoduevos 'Afnvaios
Fv ThrTws. kK\jpw 6¢ haxdw éuveiro. The statement in
Anecdota Graeca (see above) adds that the cost
of myesis of this child was paid at public expense
(6nuocie), and that the child was ¢ & rav wpoxplrwy
"Abnvaiwy. Foucart's suggestion that & r&v wpoxpitwy
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 mwaides d¢’ éorias of dis-
tinguished families, i.e., mpérpiror.tt

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.

1. Avoias 'Apréucwros Hataviels. Around

15 BiG

LG5 1123478

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 (I.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 (I.G., 112, 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.0. &g’ éorias punbivar.

13 Foucart, 1914: p. 278. Aristotle, Ath. Pol., 8.

4 In Dio Cassius wpérpiros is used to translate primceps; cf.
LSS s

5 A4d I.G., 112, 3488.
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who was ephebe in 107/6 and grandson of the priest
of Apollo.

28 NSl
century.

I.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.l®

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.c., could perhaps belong to any
time in the second century.

"Alaéws Buyarnp. Below,

End of second century.

. ®NioTor Awovvoiov

pend. VI.

ap-

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).

5. 'Erwpévea "Afnvayopov Mehréws Buydrnp. 1.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.!” The base (I.G., 112, 3480) was set up
by her maternal grandparents.

6. Tiuobféa Mnbeiov Tob Mndelov llepatéws Buyarno. I.G.,
112, 3491. Around the middle of the first century
Bl

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.

G INE
Second half of the first century B.C.

7. Daughter of a man of the deme Azenia.
3492,

Inspection of this dedication shows that the follow-
ing text is necessary :
'AL Jpwews Ouy[a]
[répa, Aéovros Tob ITvd Jwvarros "A{ny[ ]
[éws kal Awripov Tob ] Awdwpov ‘ANacé]
A ws vidiy deo’ éorias p Junfeioay Afqu[n]

[mcm‘. 7o kal Kopne &,Vé@')?]ffa]"

16 Cf. stemma ad P.4. 5966.
17 I'mscriptions de Délos, 2610,

18 See stemma, P.4., II, p. 82.
19 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 Demaos.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. I1.G., 112, 3498, erected while Charion
was priestess of Demeter and Kore (no. 7). In
the first or second century B.c.

10. A boy.
B

1.G., 112, 3517. 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. ['0Jkvia (?) HMohvxdprov "Afpuiéws Guyarnp. 1.G., 112,
3518. Beginning of first century A.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. Aauidioy 'Amorpfidos ¢ Olov Buydrne. 'Apx. 'Ee.
1971: pp. 114-115, ne. 7 (= I.G., 113, 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- S0 note 30).

G T2
Around the

13. ®Aprer Kheopévovs Mapalbwriov Buyarnp.
3529. Stemma: ad I.G., 113, 3488.
beginning of first century A.D.

0 7.G., 112, 2464, line 3. See above, p. 29.

2 Oliver, Expounders, p. 149. g i
22 For the prosopography of this family see ibid., p. 148.

HEARTH-INITIATES
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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.2?> 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.2s
head is ancient. He is wearing a strophion.

An Antonine copy of the same origi-
Only the

% ] have profited much in discussing the material of this section
with my wife, Jacquelyn Collins Clinton.

% K, Esdaile, J.H.S. 29 (1909): pp. 1-5, pl. Ia; Helbig, Fiihrer
durch die dffentlichen Sammlungen klassischer Altertiimer in Rom?!
(1966), no. 1503, with bibliography.

% The “‘Camillus” Type in Sculpture (Diss. Columbia, 1911),

). 56.
; 26 Cf. Helbig?, loc. cit.; G. Lippold, Die griechische Plastik
(Han&budt der Archdologie 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 :

#® E. Paribeni, Museo Nazionale Romano (delle Terme), Sculture
Greche del V. Secolo (Rome 1953), no. 39. It is from a herm,

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL

6. Conservatori boy (1), side view. Courtesy of German
Archaeological Institute at Rome.

[n the Louvre.®
. At Ince Blundell Hall.*
. In the Wandel collection in Copenhagen.®
3. 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.

% Reinach, Receuil de Tétes Antiques (Paris, 1903), fig. 29.

# B. Ashmole, 4 Catalog of the Ancient Marbles at Ince Blundell
Hall (Oxford, 1929), no. 162, pl. 4.

# Poulsen, Der strenge Stil, p. 79.

¥ Ipaxrica 1935: p. 80, fig. 12.




VOL. 64, PT. 3, 1974]

Fi1G. 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 staft-
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-

4 M. Wyndham, Catalegue of the Collection of Greek and Roman
Antiquities in the Possession of Lord Leconfield (London, 1915),
pp. 84-85, pl. 53

3 [llustrated in Garden Lore of Ancient Athens (Excavations of
the Athenian Agora, Picture Book No. 8, 1963), fig. 48.

HEARTH-INITIATES

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 Baxxor by modern scholars, perhaps incorrectly,*?

36 Several examples are collected by Pringsheim, 1905: pp. 16—~
19. For a photograph of the Niinnion tablet see Mylonas,
Eleusis, pl. 88.

37 On the basis of a scholion to Aristophanes, Knights, line 408 :
Béarxor ¢ od Tov Awbrvoor éxahovy pbvor, &ANG kal TarTas Tols TehoivTas
Ta dpyia Baxxouvs éadovy, ob wny AANA kal Tovs kA&dous obs of uloTar
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F1G. 9. Conservatori boy (2). Courtesy of German

Archaeological Institute 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
wépovow. But Pringsheim, 1905: p. 16 (¢f. Nilsson, Geschichie
1: p. 126), pointed out that this statement seems to refer only to
Dionysiac Mysteries and so does not reveal the name of the
Eleusinian object.

38 Aehtior 8 (1923): pp. 155-170.

# Ibid., figs. 1a and 1b.

4 Ihid., figs. 3 and 4.

['l‘RANS. AMER, PHIL, SOC,

Fi6. 10. Conservatori boy (3). Courtesy of German

Archaeolozical Institute at Rome.

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® : érpecor 0é Tiwes é
TAWYLov Kouny A Karbmww 4 Urép 70 wéTwror morauols 7 feols,
kai wroualero TAoxuos § axoANvs 1) oepa Tpexar. 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
B, 30, vol. I, p. 90 (ed. Bethe). For a full discussion of
Scheitelschmuck see V. von Gonzenbach, B.C.H. 93 (1969): pp.
885-945.
** Kourouniotes, op. cil., fig. 8; better photograph in Mylonas,
FEleusts, fig. 80,
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FiGc. 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-
wéingler® 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*®:

18 Ath. Mitt. 20 (1895): p. 357,
4 Kourouniotes, op. cit., figs. 9 and 10.
15 The Athenian Agora, 1, Portrait Seulpture (1953).

HEARTH-INITIATES

F1G. 12. Eleusis boy (A), side view.

E. 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.” It is 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. f2

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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Fi1c. 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.4
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."

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC.

FiG. 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).4" 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.®® [t is the rawia or rawidor or Auriokos 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, pl. 25,
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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

© .G, II% 1292, lines 11-12, kal [o]rep[avids Jar Ballod
[orepbywe atv T Jawdion ; for a discussion of this see E. Vanderpool,
Aerior 23 (1968): p. 6, with further references to the rawia, and
L. Robert, ’Apx. 'Eg. 1969: pp. 22-23. Cf. also or[¢]eavor éndas
perd rawidlov gowekion, Sokolowski, Lots Sacrées de I' Asie Mineure,
11, lines 2-5 (= S.I.G.3, 1018), worn by a priest in Pergamon
in the third century B.C.; orepaviear Oallob oTepaver Kal
Muly Jiokw, 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 Eo B
Welles, Royal Correspondence in the Hellenistic Period (New
Haven, 1934), p. 369.

0 See Mylonas, Fleusis, pp. 197, 201, 203, 209,.216. .

51 [n no. 1 the error is of a type very frequent in copies.

52 Op. cit., p. 56 (see above, p. 101).

5 Oratio, XXXI, 90, 22-23 (ed. von Arnim, Vol. I, p. 245).
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are uninscribed: olov 8rar Aeywor Tols o@odpa dpyalots
karaxpnofar kal Twas elvar kal dvervypdeovs. 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®: rat
wap’ 'Afnvatos 'Elevowiov pborov mawdds elkwy ok €xovoa
emvypagny: kakewor elvar Aeyovew ‘Hpakiéa. The only
mystar at Eleusis who were waides, so far as is known,
were the waides de’ éorias pnbévres, 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 a¢ddpa dpxata elkawr 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 ffth
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

5 Tbid., 92, 7-9, p. 246.

85 See above, pp. 10-11.

56 Apollodorus, 1I, 5, 12; for a list of sources see Frazer's
edition of Apollodorus, ed loc., and E. B. Harrison, 4.7.4. 71
(1967) : p. 44, n. 143.

87 See U. Hausmann, Griechische Weihreliefs (Berlin, 1960),
p. 82, fig. 47.

58 Op. cit., p. 56.

5 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 sirophion 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 mystai, 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. T3 EKhabdos Anuéorparos T8 KN Neworélovs
Zoumels. E. Kapetanopoulos, 'Apx. 'E¢. 1964 : pp.
120-123, with a stemma. Around 50-70 A.D.

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, op. cit., p. 1.

6 The confusion may have resulted from the band that was used
to bind the boy’s hair in no. 1.

62 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 Seulpture,
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.p., 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 T8 Khavdiov ‘Irmapxov MapaBwrviov
Gy 1 G NG GO N 2 o a2 S (@ S (685
Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 98. Around 50-70
A.D.

She was the sister of the father of Herodes Atticus.
The dedication I.G., 112, 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. I1.G., [1?, 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 __ \\, i.e., dn[uos or Afok)éa.
For the family see above, table 1, p. 58.

17. T ®\ Zogoxhys T TN Kovwros Zouvmets. I1.G., 112,
3552, as restored by A. Raubitschek, Jahreshefte
1948, Beiblatt: coll. 35-40, with stemma. Around
80 A.D.

Raubitschek identified him with the Athenian
archon of 121/2 (Inscriptions de Délos, 2535). He
comes from a distinguished family; offices held by
known members include the archonship, hoplite
generalship, and the priesthood of Asclepius.

18. Ilovrhios FolNBios Mnrpoédwpos Ilo PovhBiov Matiuov
Zovwels. I.G., II2, 3581 and new fragment pub-
lished by Kapetanopoulos, "Apx. 'E¢. 1968: p.
1913 no s 19 Wielech 966N Fulvins S na, il
Before 100 A.D.

Metrodorus was archon sometime before 112/3%;
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. ’Abyrais, granddaughter of a hierophantid. I1.G.,
I12,3553. First century A.D. (dated by Kirchner).

She is called a ulores and a kotpy (of the son of the
hierophantid), undoubtedly a poetic rendering for
hearth-initiate.

20. Zeldhwv 'Amolawviov Mehrets. I.G.,
First century A.p. (dated by Kirchner).

The Areopagus, the Boule of the Six Hundred, and
the Demos made the dedication, but the boy's father
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was the epimelete of the dedication and so bore the
cost. The persons are unknown.

21. Tepria Aevkio[v
First century A.D.

1 buyédrnp. I1.G., 112 3554,

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.

e e

22. Daughter of a man from Hamaxanteia.
3569. First or second century.

23. K avdia [————— 1. LG., 112, 3568 (see above,
p. 74). First or second century. While Dione
was priestess of Demeter and Kore (no. 14).

TR 3651

24. 'Ayafomous Ppovrwros Mapafivios.
Second century.

A member of this family is perhaps mentioned in
I1.G., 112, 3929. Oliver suggests that the lacuna of
line 4 of I.G., 112, 3657 should probably be filled with
the demotic, [ Mapafwr Jiov, and that lines 1-2 can per-
haps be restored [rov kal 'AJyaf[6moda kalolueror Ma].

25. Boy or girl relative of the daduch Lysiades (no.
19). I1.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.

Gy

26. ’Afpracos 0 kal 'Erappoderos "Afnvaiov Phvels.

112, 3577. Before 128/9.

His dedication was set up kara 7a d6favra 77 € 'Apelov
Téayov' BovAy kai 7 Bovdp raw 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 Olwéwios PAafiavos Kneoiets. "Apx. "Ee. 1971
p. 131, no. 27. Around 100-125.

His mother Vipsania Laeliana dedicated this statue
base in his honor, while Flavia Laodameia was priest-
ess of Demeter and Kore (no. 10), thusaround 100-123.
She was the daughter of L. Vipsanius Aeolion, an
exegete of the Eumolpidae (no. 7).

Mehirivy A ’Towviov Ilarpwros Bepevikidov
I.G., 112, 3557. Woloch, 1966: Junius
Around 125 A.p. (for the date see above,

28. 'Towvia
Buyarnp.
no. 18,
p. 74).

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. I' Khabdos Zeadiavds Iloikpiros. I.G., 112, 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. Zémvpos Zewrtpov Meparets. 1.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 ’'Tolwios Mevvéas A 'lowiov Ilarpwros Bepevikidns.
1.G.0 2 53619 \Wolochy 11966 S [iniusSnois i
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&Bos Eeviwv Zmpopilov Mapabdvwos. 1.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
182.87 Thus he would have been hearth-initiate
certainly before 150.

He is called rov d¢’ éorias. This is the first appear-
ance, in a dedication, of the designation 6 a¢’ éorias,
instead of punfels or uunfeica &' éorias. Hence-
forth we shall note the precise term used for the hearth-
initiate in dedications.

33. Novpuia Klew Aovklov Novuuiov Paibpeov Padnpels.
I1.G., 112, 4069; 4070; 'Apx. 'E¢. 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

# For the family see Oliver, op. cit., pp. 395-399.

8 Thid., pp. 398-399.

8 ’Apx. 'Ee. 1971 : pp. 116-117, no. 10 (= I.G., IT?, 3627 + two
new fragments); a text of this is given in Oliver, 1970: p. 102,
no. 12.

7 Oliver, 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. ¢it.). 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 unfiicar e’ éorias.

34. T3 Khabdos "Armios 'Arethios Bpadobas KA ‘Hpddov
Magaforios. L.G., T2, 3608. P.ILR:* € 185
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 [ offer here a slightly different
version of lines 1-5, although Kapetanopoulos's ver-
sion is also possible:

T KX "Anmeor ['Areihioy "Arrcov]
Bpadolar KA [“Hpadov Tob ap |
xuepéws kal [ Pryizgs "Armiov]

bmarov Gu[ yarpos vidy, vidw |

775 ‘EAN[ados, wumbévra o’ €]

[ 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,

orias a[vaiwsdans v dardimy |
s &[ valéoews Ths unTpds ‘Pryid]
M[s?],

may be correct, but the parallel he gives for the
formula, I1.G., 11?, 3551, lines 3-5, reads émiueNnbévros
7[7s] avabéoews.

vios ‘EANddos was a title given also to his father
(1.G., 1I%, 3604); for its significance see J. and L.
Robert, R.E.G. 79 (1966) : pp. 369370, no. 186.

35. Khaviia 'ENrwiky KN ‘Hpbdov Mapabwviov Buvydrnp.
Aoy B 1971ESnE180 0 in o D/ P T RIZENEF /6,
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. 'E¢., 1971
loc. cit., was in honor of her as a girl, as a hearth-
initiate.

58 'Apx. 'E¢. 1968: p- 212, no. 19a.
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36. Atpniia Hapaudra Alp Hapaudvov AaurTpéws Buydrnp.
1.G., 11?2, 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 kara 76 érepirqua
s BovAns tav ® occur after the middle of the second
century,® and that the gentilicium is rare in Athens
before 161/2.70

She is called r[4v d¢’] éorias.

37. Abdpnhia Mayva 4 kal ‘Epuéry Avp 'Eragpodelrov Iiféws
Bvyarnp. I1.G., 112, 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
(cromno 3 6)E

She is called 79v é¢’ éorias.

38. 'lowvia
Guyarnp.
century.

Newoorpary 'Tovwiov Mevvéov  Beperikidou

1.G., 11, 3647. Second half of second

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 punfeioar d¢’ éorias.

160-170

Included among the recipients of the Eleusinian
Endowment of 160-170 (I.G., 112, 1092)" are éoo.
m[atbes ]| ap’ 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 maides, which would have been
about the age of eighteen for boys, perhaps even
earlier for girls.

39. Daughter of T. Flavius Leosthenes of Paiania.
L.G.; 112, 36438, "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 [®AaBia Ewwdpla.™ Her father was of
course a Eumolpid.

She is called v 4o’ éorias phoruw.

8 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 Tlpafayépa KN Anuoorpérov
Cuyarnp. I1.G., 112, 4077.
of the second century.

Tehirews
In the third quarter

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:

AANG pe kol Taldwy KoTuel xopss, ol TO TPOMVTTEY

aAN\wy &V TeheTals oTeuua kopaiaL Gécav.

Kirchner noted that wpoutorys is found nowhere else.”™
However, if we divide this word into wpé pveréar, 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 felete. 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 felete, 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, épxouévn 7év reherdw, crowned Marcus Au-
relius and Commodus (see above, p. 88).

It is possible that the present tense of koouet 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 waidwr 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¢’ éorias
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 Adphiios MdTiadns "Ayaborhéovs Mapafovios. I.G.,
112, 3677, Adfter 161/2.

The dedication was made by his father. Miltiades

is called [rov a¢’ éJor(l)as pborny.

42. Kaowawos ‘Tepokiput. I1.G., 112, 3707. In the last
quarter of the second century. He is discussed
above as a herald (no. 11).

In this dedication the title of hearth-initiate is
mentioned together with his other titles and offices as

™ rpbuveris, however, occurs on a Thracian inscription. .
5 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 7or a¢' éorias pboryy.

43, Ilom\ia AlAle ‘Epevvia ITo Alhiov 'Amol\ewriov "AvTvoéws
Bvydrp. I.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 71v d¢’ éorlas pborw.

44. A Télhos Eevayopas A T'edhiov Zevayodpov. I1.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 7aida of Xenagoras and Praxagora, 7ov poorn
Anots. This is probably a poetical way of expressing
mals ¢ éorias uunfels; a similar expression for the
hearth-initiate occurs in I.G., I12, 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; bid. 11 [19427: pp. 87-88).
His mother Praxagora was also a hearth-initiate (no.
40) as was also his son (no. 49).

45. T PNdfSwos 'Arelunros
G 23656
century.

T &\ 'Avydfwvos Ilepacels.
Around the end of the second

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 yevbuevor ae’ éorias.

46, Khavdia Oeuworohea KN Eihirmov Mehiréws Quyarnp.
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 7y &¢’ éorias, not mu ¢’ éorias as
Kirchner read.

6 [.G., 11%, 1806a; Notopoulos, Hesperia 18 (1949): p. 18 and
table I.
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47. Khavéia Mévavépa KN @hirmov Mehuréws Guyéryp.
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,

48. *Ap' éoglas T &N —[..%7
1967: p. 164, line 6.

'AJxaprets. 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 avrov]. 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 Téxhos TToAvinAos A T'eAAiov Zevaybpov. 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., 112, 3706) he is called wvorav fynripa,
certainly a reference to some office connected with the
Eleusinian Mysteries. The é&pynras 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 fynrip pvorir.

In 1.G., 1%, 3662, an epigram™ honoring a hiero-
phant, uvorwdy jyeudra is some charge which the hiero-
phant assumed before becoming hierophant; perhaps
it is the same as fynrip pvoraw.

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 iepds mais o0
IIvfiov kai wpéofus raw doiwv. His sister’s grandson was
a hierophant.® His father and grandmother were also
hearth-initiates (nos. 44 and 40).

50. ‘Orwpariary Iohvxapuls % kal Dawapern ‘Ovwpariavot

Tlohvxépuov Buydrnp. I.G., 112, 3710. Around 225.
Stemma : Kapetanopoulos, B.C.H. 92 (1968): pp.
493-518, stemma C.

" Geagan, op. cit., p. 180,

® Geagan, op. 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 79 ¢’ éorias.

51. Tlo Athwos Tepoofévns AiN Zavwros Bepevwcidns. I.G.,
113, 3708 (= Oliver, Expounders, 1 49). Around
230 (Oliver's date).

His father was pythochrestus exegete and priest
of Apollo Patrous.®
He is called uvnflels d¢’ éorias.

52. 'Towia Oewarokiea. I.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 d¢’ éorias.

D%, Caher, MG IR ST, TRl Tl
century or later.

Second

He was of senatorial rank and held important
Roman military posts. His mother was a high-
priestess of Marnp [rav Oewv] Bowwria. The family is
otherwise unknown.

54. Boy or girl. Aehrior 21A (1966): p. 141, no. 3
(= S.E.G., XXIV, 229).

This is a fragment of a statue base; line 5 should be
restored to read: [-— a¢’ éo Jrias p[vnf——] or p[lor——].
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.

S5. 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 ENAOBOAD!
NOTZIOTOTTHN
PEZTIAZ

8 See Oliver, Expounders, 1 47-50 and L.G:, 112, 3697.
# I wish to thank E. Vanderpool for calling this inscription to
my attention,
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and edited :
Kur JhoBdrou
Mupp Jpovaiov(?) Bormy

pmbévta @ ]e’ éorias.

‘Ay Jrovalov is of course also possible, and in line 3,
wponfeicar. | suspect that uyar[épa] appeared in line
2; the term 6irys is otherwise unattested at Eleusis and
the demotic in the genitive contributes to the suspi-
cion. Korte later confessed disbelief in Kuvk Jhoférov.
I tried unsuccessfully to find the stone in the summer
of 1969.

56. Hieron. ’Apx. 'Ee. 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 & 7av mpokplrey,
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.n. 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 Gromon 11 (1935): p. 627.

8. See above, p. 99.
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mental love for children first manifests itself in many
other ways as well.$?

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
fynrip pordr.® 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.

8 See above, p. 99.

87 Cf. Aristophanes, Acharnians, 747, Frogs, 338, Peace, 374—
375; Foucart, 1914: pp. 294, 314-318; Mylonas, FEleusis, 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.p.”! only the designation
punfels or wleica d¢’ éorias 1s used; but during the
rest of the second century é (or %) a¢’ éorias uborys (or
pieTis), or more frequently just 6 (or %) d¢’ 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 punfeis or wmfeica ¢’
EOTLAS.

SR oyt il E 5703
mous priestess (no. 17).

While Ithake was epony-

. Boy. I1G., II?, 3724. The last two letters of
his demotic are preserved.

NGt RG22 3720
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 7év d¢' torias, 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 genme: 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 Thid.

¢ 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 gene.® 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 [ravay#s ] 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, mavayzs

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, wavayys, 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

o Against Clesiphon, 18 (ed. Blass). He introduces this
example of the audit as émri rév wapadétwy.

WP 14, n. 19.

1L See above, p. 8.

2 See above, pp. 14-15, 17-18, 35, 50. 3

13 S F.G., X, 24, lines 28-30, states that the epistatar must con-
sult with “‘the priests’ concerning expenditures.

14 See above, p. 13.

15 See the text above, pp. 10-11.

16 See the text above, pp. 50-52,

17 See 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 wavayns, 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 wavayss;
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

1 The pyrphoros follows the sacred herald and altar-priest also
in the aeisitor 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 phaidynies was a Eumolpid, although no
individual incumbents are attested.?2 The priest of
Triptolemus, the priest of the God and Goddess, and
the lakchagogos 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 gemos 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 #ot 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 ravayss, from a law of ca. 460 B.c. The
Eleusinian Endowment of 160-170 A.p., 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.

1 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.

2 See above, p. 63.

% Oliver, 1970: p. 4, lines 13-14; ¢f. below, append. IV, 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-
ter 1.

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,?® 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 Julian?7:
obTw 8¢ kal Tapa 'ABnvaliots of ToV dpphTwy ATTOLEVOL TaVAYELS
elot, kal 0 TolTwy éEdpyxwy lepogdvTns AmésTpamTaL TATAY
TN YEVETLY.

EIRESIONE

A grave epigram of the second century A.D. or
later seems to refer to the Eumolpid priests®®:

kal yap ' Eiu[ 6Aroo | Gunmddor elpeoidovmy
10 [#eJ0tavres [meydhp & Jracay ebxhelny:
oréuua 06 [[por whéfavro | Awvieov fracdrar,

mupedp[ov ]| & v Anols pvore Jxé 7' ékerélovy.

The restorations of lines 9 and 12, however, are not
certain.*

# For the dress of the hierophant see above, pp. 32-33; the
daduch, pp. 32-33, 48; the hearth-initiate, pp. 101-108.

% See above,

26 See above, pp. 44-45.

1 Oratio V, 173c-d (ed. Hertlein).

8J.G., I1%, 11674, lines 9-12 (= Peek, Griechische Vers-
Inschriften [Berlin, 19557, 1029).

® 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.

O 00 ~TOD W

A list of exegetes of the Eumolpidae is given above, p. 92.

Ziakopos

Oeddwpos

"Apxias

AakpaTeidns

‘TepokXetdns Teoauerod acavieds
[——TJor7os

Elpvuédwr

Elpukhetons

Tepogarrns Novgpadov Tepibolins

. Xacphreos Ipoghrov "Elevaivios

. "Aptoroxhys Ilepfoldns

. 'Auvvouaxos ElxNéous “ANacels

. Mevexheldns Oeognuov Kudabnratets
. ‘Tepogartns Elorpogov Tetpacels

. Oedonuos Mevexheidov Kvdabnracels
. ‘lepogdrrys

. ‘Tepogarrys

. T8 KN\ Oivogihos Kadhwkparidov T pukoploios

. ['Tob J\eos ‘Tepog[a Jvrns
. T ®NdBros Zrpdrwr Iataviels

. ®ipuos Tapynrrios

. ‘Tepogarrys A 'Tot[ . . .. ] Mepacels
. ‘Tepopavrys ‘Avyvolaios

. T ®AafBios Aewolerns Iacavievs

. 'TotAwos ‘Iepocavrys

. T8 Khabdios 'AmolAwapios 'Axaprels
. Novuueos ‘Tepopavtns Falnpevs

. K\ ‘Tepogdvrns Mapaliwios vewrepos
. "AroAAwrios "AmoAwriov

. ‘HpakNeldns

. Aoyuuos

. T ®AaBos I'Navkos Mapalawios

. Perhaps same as no. 29

]
4. "Eporios

. ‘Tepocbrrns Eevaydpov
. Neoropios

. KaM\as (IT) ‘Trmovikov (1) "Alwrexnfer

2. KaiMas (I11) ‘Irmovikov (II) 'ANwmreknfer

. ‘Teporheldns
. [Tv306wpos
. ‘Epuériuos

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

Ga, 215

Ca. 220-30

Ca. 220-30

Ca. 225-235

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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. ‘TepoxAeldns

. Aebvrios 'Axapvels

. Avrieaw

. Tuhioridns "Ayvoloios

. ZogokNns Acovriov 'Axaprels

. ®uhotevions PulaTidov ‘Ayvoloios

. Eevox\is Zogok\éovs 'Axaprels
Zogokns FEevokNéovs 'Axaprels
Oeutarorhys Oeogpbarov ‘Ayrolaios
Oebgpacros Oeutarorhéovs ‘Ayvotaios

. Oeuarorhns Oeopphorov ‘Avvobaios
BedbppacTos Oeutororhéovs ‘Aypolaios

. T8 KXatvdios Aewvitns Melirels

. T8 KN Avaiédns T3 KN Aewviov Mehirels

. T8 KN Zaoms T8 KX Avovddov MeAirels

. Iop (mfuos?) Agdotxos

. 116 AThwos Awoviiaios 'Avrivoels

. Alhos Ilpataybpas Oeutaroxhéovs Mehireds

. T8 Khatvdios Pilermos T3 KN Aguoorparov Mehirels

. ITouwnhos Agdovxos

. €aBios Mapalwvios

. AauoTélys

. BoBravos

. Alpépos Zwaimarpos

. Map 'lIotrios Nucaybpas Mwovkiavod

. ®Nafios Ilou Agdolyos

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
Ca 15 B.G.
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. 130150
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

. Avawerpdry

. Oeavd Mévwvos "Aypuipler Buydarnp

. Mother of Epigenes of Acharnae

. "AmoA\wriov BuydTnp

. I'Naben Mevedpuov Kvbabnrarews Guyarnp
. 'Apewdrhewa Fihdvov Evhaciov Buyéryp

. Xapror Aovvoiov Mapabwriov Buyaryp

. KXeokparna Otvopirov 'Agidvatov uyarnp

. Khew Eilkhéovs PAvews Buyarnp, vovw 6é Nuwodhuov ‘Epuelov
. Phaovia Aaodapera Khetrov ®Avéws Buydrnp

. Khavdia Tepobéa Tepofleov Tapynrriov Buyaryp
. Khaviia Tarapiov Mevavdpov Tapyyrriov Buyarnp
. [-——Jauas 77s [\//,[— — — Buyarpbs |

. Awovy

. [==1vn & XoX\ewdaw

. Alhla "Enihapis AiN Téhwros ahnpéws Buyarnp
. 'T04xn

. Daughter of Epigonus of Sypalletos (?)

Ca. middle of fifth century

415

Before middle of fourth century

Ca. 2001l e,

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.cC.

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\eokpiros

. Awovtoros Anuoarparov Tlacaviels

. T Komrdvios Makwos ‘Ayrobaios

. Aotkios Nodupios Neypeivos Tapy#hrrios

. Hewépros ‘Tepoxnpvé

. 116 “Epévrios ‘Tepokipué 'Arorhwriov “Epueos
. Notpuios ‘Tepornpué

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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. ‘Epévrios ‘lepoknpuf "Epuetos

. 'Tobhios ‘Tepornpvé 'TovAtov Movewrlov (Zrewpiels)
. Kaoiavos ‘Tepoxnpué Zretprels

. Map 'Tobvios Nikaydpas Mrngaiov

Date
209/10
Caa 225
230/1
Before 238 to 244-249

ALTAR-PRIESTS

Zhpwy

‘LepokNeldns

'ApTigay

AvTLpar

®\arions “Ayvoloios

Eihoferidns ihoridov ‘Ayroloios
Knetobdwpos Teharidov ‘Ayrolaios
Aebvrios Zogokhéous 'Axaprels

O R (B

. Zogokhis Aeovriov 'Axapveds
. 'Emwpdrys Kad\ipdyov Aevkovoels
. T ®\afBios Zrpdrwr [Matavieds
. A Méuuios 'Ent Bouw Ooplrios
T8 Khatdos Zaomis T KN Avorddov Mehirels
. T &\aBios 'Enl Boug

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

. Tepdpartis "Augtov Pihéddov Buyarnp

. ‘Tepboavris Mo x— — — Japiov "Agidvalov buyarnp
. ‘Lepbpavris

. ‘Iepopavtis vewrépas Ilepichéous &€ Olov Buyarnp

. ‘Tepbparris Phafia [ .. Jkpdrea

. Buyarnp 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

. ‘Tepboavtis Ths vewrépas Khavdla Piddteva T8 KA Tlarpuwros

MeAurews Quyarnp
. ‘Lepbeavtis

During reign of Hadrian
After 126/7

. 'Towia Mehirivy 'Towwlov Ilarpwrvos Bepevikidov Guydarnp Ca. middle of second century

. 'lawddrn 'loatov Buyarnp
. IMomAia AiNia ‘Epervia

(i G I 045 (="5 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.

[——] érawe[oa

[otw ép lamMor el ma[ow ¢uloTipeiotar els Eduorridas
eldbaiy dri ]

[xbper Jas atlas kou[ olvra

[~ — e\ Jodothowaw, [ayabdm Toxne dedoxfar EbpoAridats

3 ’
e'rrar.veocu]

176
Ca. end of second century A.D.

5 [rov iep Jowdwrny "Apio[ roxhéa Tepboidny
[kal ore Joavaoar puppivy[s orepdrw: ebaefelas éveka
els 7O yévos |
[kt rhs wpds Tovs Geots [ — ————=—==——==—= ]

[=—zliy owayayg A=~ = —————=c ]
[ -] 'Aptoroxéovs kal T[

10 [Buoias] 7as Tet Aqunrpe xa[i et Kopne

[— -] ewaxferros Tob o[

[y le]popavrelav: lva 8¢ [

[rav 76 vévos ebxapiarol v,
Yhewopa ]

[els or Jhhas Mbivas tpeis [kal ornoar Ty pév — —— =,
v 68 &v ]
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Fic. 15, S.E.G., III, 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: & [. °% TJodiw 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 I1.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 E. 2% Toton
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 (ebveSeias
k7\.) and of line 9 (galvyrad) are exempli gratia.

III. 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 sifu is
incomplete and consequently misleading.? Fiechter
describes the general arrangement of the first row
of the prohedria as follows :*

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 Halfte der Sesselreihe ver-
haltnismissig gut erhalten ist, sind in der 6stlichen Halfte
von Keil VIII bis XIII Liicken und Stérungen. Die
Fiinfer-Gruppen bestehen jeweils aus zwei Marmorblécken
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 1I-V. In Keil VI
besteht Fiinfer-Gruppen aus zwei Zweisitz- und einem
mittleren Einsitzstein; auch in den gestérten Sesselreihen
in den Keilen VIIT-XII war die gleiche Einteilung.

In cunei VIII-XIII the arrangement of the seats
(with Fiechter's numbering) is as follows:

Cuneus VIII 36
Bill

None 2 situ

Cuneus 1X

/{ None 0 sifu

Thesmothete |
Thesmothete |
Thesmothete
Thesmothete | ]
Sl I'icmldf Double seat in situ

Cuneus X L
¥ Double seat in situ

Single seat in situ

Cuneus X1 Missing
Missing
Part of single seat preserved, front missing,
in situ
| Double seat
Priest of Apollo Zosterius | in sifu

' E. Fiechter, Das Dionysos-Theater in Athen (4 v., Stuttgart,
1935-1950) 1: pp. 62-75; 4: pp. 11-16. Cf. O. 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).
Maass’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 XI11I Missing

Missing

Missing

iepéws 'Takxaywyod

tepéws "Aaxipmiot IT[ ac Jawos (?)
Cuneus X111 lepéws Tup@dpou & dxpombhews
tepéws Afuov kal Xaplrwy kal ‘Plouns
KNpUKos Tavayous kal lepéws
Missing

Missing

Missing

1 Triple seat
J! in situ

In positions 43-44 of cuneus IX there stands now a
badly damaged double seat with the inscriptions
[&pxov]ros and (now missing) Bacihéws; in position 45
there is a single middle seat with the inscription
mohepdpyov. The following arrangement, then, would
be logical and natural for this cuneus:

41 [&pxov]f_ros\[‘
42 Baouhéws J
43  woleuapxov
44 [6&0’,1.:08&01}]1
45 [ﬁeo,uoﬁé'rou]j{

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:

dadovxov ) :
s " L Left side faced an aisle
lepéws "AmorAwvos 1Tvblov |

o)
aTPATYOU . : X
: Pait Right side faced an aisle
kfpvkos |

Awoyévous Evepyéro 1

i ; : . Left side faced an aisle

LEPEWS JXTTGAUU E]T(.OVU,U.OUJ
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:

36 dgdolyov
37 lepews 'AmoéAhwros I'Ivﬂiouj
38  lepouvnuovos

39 iepéws kal apxiepews ZeBaoTov Kaloapos
el 8 4 } Double Seat

Double Seat

Single Seat

40 iepéws ‘Adpravod 'Elevfepaiws

The original positions of the double seat Awyévous
Ebepyérov and lepéws "Arrédov émwrbuov and the double
seat of the hoplite general and herald have now been

APPENDIX

240

clarified by Maass as not belonging to the first row
of the prohedria.t

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.

[N SR MA B RSO S STES

A new table of the chronologically important
aetsitor 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 1.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. I1.G., 113
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. ¢it., p. 139.

1 For a more accurate treatment of the non-Eleusinian officials
in these lists one should consult the table of aeisitor 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
priests.

2 Sacred herald no. 5; see above, p. 79.

3 Sacred herald no. 8; see above, p. 79.
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TABLE 2.

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC.

ELEvusINIAN 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. XI1I, No. 23 NP NP
1G 112 1769

IG 1121773

1G 112 1774
Hesp. X1, No. 18
IG 112 1775

IG II2 1776, 1781
Hesp. XI, No. 1
Hesp. III, No. 43

[E=ceitil
Flavius 1
Flavius 1
Bl
Julius 1
Julius 1
NP

NP

[----13

Pom 2

Pom 2

=——-1:37

Pom 2

Pom 2

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

IG I12 1788

IG II% 1794

IG I12 1782

IG II% 1795
Hesp. IV, No. 11
Hesp. XI, No. 6
IG 112 1796
Hesp. XI, No. 23,

ete,

IG II? 1798

IG I1® 1797
Hesp., XI, No. 5
IG II2 1792, etc.

Aelius 2
[E==al
Aelius 2
absent
absent

NP
Ea=sili2

Julius 1
Julius 1
Julius 1
===
Julius 1
NP
[----]1

NP

Julius 1
----11
NP

Julius 1

NP

Aelius 2
E b
NP

Aelius 2

190/1

ca. 191
191/2 N
191% or 192

ca, 194
195/6 N
ca, 197
ca. 198
198/9
204/5%
209/10 N

1G I12 1806

IG II? 1806a

IG II2 1790 etc.
IG II2 1799
Hesp. XI, No. 36
IG I12 1789

IG I12 1077

Claudius 2
unident. 3
Pompeius 3
NP

NP
[PompJeius 3

Nummius 1
unident. 1
Nummius 1
NP

NP
[NumJmius 1

Claudius 1 Fabius 2

NP NP NP Below, p. 122
=t 2
Pinarius 3
Pinarius 3
el 2
Pinarius 3
Pinarius 3
NP

NP

absent
absent
ahsent
absent
absent
absent
NP

NP

absent
absent
absent
absent
Memmius 4
Memmius 4
NP

NP*

Below, p. 123

NP

absent

NP

absent
absent

NP
sl 5

Memmius 4
Memmius 3
NP
[----13
Memmius 2
NP
[

Herennius 3
absent
Herennius 3
==
absent
Herennius*

[----13

Below, pp. 122-123

Above, p. 79, note 25

Above, p.
i
NP
Herennius 3
[----13
NP

Herennius 3

NP
Memmius 4
absent

NP
Claudius 4

NP
absent
absent
;.\[EAJ ?
Aelius 5
(Hesp. XI, No. 4)
absent
absent
absent
NP

NP
absent

Above, p. 38, note 200
absent
absent
absent
NP

NP

absent

Nummius 3
unident. 2
Nummius 2
NP

NP
Nummius 2

Above, p.

Below, p.

Herennius 3 Claudius 4 Aurelius 5

Thus one position for I.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 .m)[ 2% Imos ) Z¢hrri(os). When
I looked at the stone in the summer of 1969, Raubit-
schek’s original reading, Iax[ %%

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 1.G., I1% 1789, is the name of the hierophant,
['Tot J\wos ; for Flavius Leosthenes was hierophant at
this time. However, the transcript Boeckh® had of
this inscription showed nothing before I0Z 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-

$0h, citp-13.
R hG., 15880t
¢ Cf. Dittenberger, I.G., 111, 1038.

ing [Nobu Jueos, 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 bhefore this (ca. 197)
and could have continued to be in 204/5.

We are now free to re-examine the position of I.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., 112, 1798 of 190/1. But if we accept Notop-
oulos’s date for I1.G., 112, 1788, the aeisitoi list of
this document will be in complete accord with our
transfer of I.G., 112, 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 aeisiloi
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
1.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 aeisitor 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:

['Tod ‘Tepogdr Jr[ns ]
[Mew ‘Iepox]"f?pvg

[-mmmmmmmmmmm o ]

4 [knpvE Boul Ins kal 6fuov

[Mémeos "A7 |rikds Byoaceys.

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 76
Braua), antigrapheus, hieraules, ért Zxiados, subsecretary,
and occasionally a secretary of the bouleutai ! Devia-
tions from this order are usually minor: the anfi-
grapheus sometimes changes positions with the
prytany-secretary ; the hieraules with the émri Zkiados;
and the érl Zxiuddos 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 dvrwipvE and the wvpgpépos
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., 1I?, 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, 1.G., [12, 1796, lines 40-42, should read:

40 [vpaupareds | BovhevTdv

Hesperia 16 (1947): p. 182, no. 87, Face A, lines 1-7, should
probably be edited as follows:

Ciepad Ans
["Agpodetaios | 'Emappodel (]
[rov Macapied Js
[bmroypa Juparels
[an Jerovos
[= = = —Jelovos
[Tapy Jhrros.
Line 9 may contain a mention of the éri Zxados. 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
bouleutat, who appear even less frequently.

u @G, 112 1789; 1796; 1797; 1806; Hesperia 11 (1942): no. 4,
p. 33; 4bid., 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 (ep. 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., I1%, 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 \—Pé K and rF é/_\ and so the
most probable resolution is Oliver's: yp(appareds) Bo(vrgs) k[ ai
sfuov] and vp(appareds) Bo(vhevrav) A [——nomen———7]. (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 bouleutai 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:
b [oypapmarels — — — .

Geagan (loc. cit.) correctly identifies the yp(aupareis) at the
end of Hesperia 11 (1942) no. 5, p. 34, as the ypappareds Bovhevray,
also identical with the ypauuareds mpurédvewr. 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, dv[rwfpvt], an official
who appears only occasionally in the aeisitoi lists (in I.G., T3,
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
I1.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., 112, 3713 4 4089 + ’Ee. '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., 112, 4089 with the same identation.

[KX Mévay Jopar
LK\ &hizrm Jov Tob
[badovy Jhoavros
BvyalTéo Ja kai A[IN]
Mpata[yJépov [oi]
da[ dov Jxfoalvros |
Laméyor Joy [m 4o’ ]
8 [éorias].

The text, line-division, letter-forms, and the spacing
of the letters are exactly the same as in I.G., i,
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: 7iv &¢' 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.

12 .G, 112, 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 I.G., 112, 3693 sce
above, p. 111.
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the consideration that Claudius Philippus served as
daduch for only a short time.

VI. 1.G., I1%, 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 @ of 3475 as 3570.

The following new text can be made:

1 ‘AXalcets ]
EhiaTiov [rar éavr Joi QuyalT Jépa

Awvi[ows .. %8

ao’ éorias [uunlfeioay Taiv O € Jaiv

érl tepel[ as I'hatkns 79 |s Mevedhuov

Kudab[ nracéws uyar Jpos.

Dionysius of Halai and his daughter Philistion are
otherwise unknown.

VIL. I.G., 112, 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)

Jiar ‘Povgeivar 'Tobh 5 Movaavios
[knpvé 7 ]p & Apelov mayou Boulp, orparnyods émwl Tous
[omAiras], dywrolérns 'Olvurelwy, Aws "Ohvpri
4 [* ov leped Js "ABfwnowy, paiburris & "OAvuria

vacal vacal

v dptorqy  yuraisa :
[0, 'TovA Jiou ‘Tepoxipur[o s ,Lmrépa.g 5

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.

Fic. 16. 1.G., 112 4075,
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Fi1c. 17.

I.G., T2, 4083.

VIS G 2 83551

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 Gréce et du Levant
(Lyons, 1678) 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 “Ld 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., 112, 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

11 wish to thank the library of the Royal Society for .fsen_ding
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 wvalidity 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., I1%, 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
NIEIZANAPON
%ON
This reveals that \Vheier‘s.tmnscript (B.M. Add. MS.
35, 334, no. 358) is garbled. He has:

TAIONMEMMIONZABEINONIIEIZANAPON
ENIIEPEIAZPAATIAZAAOAAMIAZ

He combined the first and second lines into one and
added a separate inscription, I.G., 112, 4753. Vernon’s

2 Dittenberger published them as I.G., III, 722, but did not

see the stones. =
3] would also like to thank him for helpful criticism of the
manuscript of this appendix.
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copy is much more accurate:

TATON MEMMION ZABEI
IMIZANAPON
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:
Tawor Mepuor Zafel
vov Heiaav%’
1Z 0N
[------ =--]

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:

P ]
[kat K npucebearra kal
[yvu Jraciapxhoavra dis
Lkal dy Jwroberhaavra Tav
4 [Meyé) Jor Kawwaphor Zefac

[7év kal]] erparyyhoavra

ca. 9

[érl Tov s omhelTas 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 kai
before each participle seems necessary because of its
occurrence in line 1. For lines 6-10 Wheler* (and

Spon approximately) transcribed:

ZOITAEITAZALZ
PIAOITATPIN
N-II10A
ATATA
HZTTA
Vernon has:
ZIOITAEITAZ AIZ
FTAOITATPIN
AHIIIOAO
ATATA
HZIIA

SBS VIR ddE VISR 6T 3 34 )
British Museum I examined this manuscript in the summer of
1969.

Through the courtesy of the
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Vernon shows less space to the left of gu\érarow. But
neither transcript would seem to allow space for
cuhokaloapa to be restored before e\omarpw, if the
left margin remained even at this point, unless part
of ¢iudokaloapa 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 kal: ¢t\okataap
kal giNorarpis.  And it seems impossible to fit both kai
and ¢uokaloapa into the available space. Perhaps
only e\érarpw or [7ov] eNérarpw or [kal] euhémarpw
stood in the center of this line just as rov ¢\émrarpw was
originally centered at the bottom of I.G., 11%, 3620
(see above, p. 84, n. 28), or perhaps we should read
[kai 7ov ] @uhémarpw. The text of the entire inscription
is then to be read as follows:

[kal k Inpukeboarta kal

[yvu Jractapxhoavra bis
[kal dy Jwvolerhoavra Tav

4 [Meya Jor Kawoaphor Zelaa
[7ow kal] erparnyfhoarra
[emi 7o Js omAelras dis

[mm! ? vacat

] ethérarpw
8 [K\ "Ac Jxk\nmuddo[rov . . |
K avdia [————]

[rov éavr Jns mal Tépa .

Below this Vernon seems to record a vacant space
and then on the lower right: @%. The form of. the
end strongly suggests to me that the name preceding
KAavsia 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 I.G., 112, 3613 or 3670. For the name in line 8
Meritt suggests ["Aa JxA\ymods[ my | or ['Ac Jkhpmiodd[ pa ]
as possible names of a dedicator. In this case we
would have two dedicators, and something like 7ov
éavrns dwvdpa 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 810 as different from those of lines 1-7.

® See the list compiled by J. H. Oliver, Expounders p. 88.
I1.G., 112, 3283A has [¢u\é|kawgap @hé]rarpes, but the arrange-
ment of the text on the stone offers no difficulty against in-
serting kal here.
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ADDENDUM

To p. 38: Hierophant no. 25 is also mentioned in an
inscription concerning financial matters, Hesperia 29
(1960): pp. 29-32, no. 32. In a discussion of the
inscription Oliver points out that the name Julius
Secundus, which appears in the genitive case im-

mediately before that of the hierophant, may be the
name of the hierophant’s father or some other relative
(Les Empereurs Romains d'Espagne [Paris, 1965]:
p.- 127, n. 6). It is equally possible, in my opinion,
that Secundus is not related to the hierophant.

CORRIGENDUM

In the heading of Appendix V, p. 124, the reference to
Ee. "Apx. 1897 : col. 60, no. 42 was mistakenly assigned
to the lefthand fragment when in fact it refers to the

first edition of /G, 11%, 3713. The lefthand fragment
seems not to have been published previously.
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GENERAL INDEX

(Chronological lists of hierophants, daduchs, priestesses of Demeter and Kore, sacred heralds, altar-priests,

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

adoplio testimentaria, 30

Adrian, sophist, 47

aediculum, 43-44

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,
1412

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
ephebe in 119/8, pythaist, 92

Agenor son of Apollonius, pythaist in
138/7, 92

Erikeia,

Agenor son of Apollonius, kitharisies at
Delphi in 128/7, 92

agonothete, 30,553, 61, 6364, 78-80, 84-85,
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, 46-47, 64

anagraphe, 24, 50, 56

Andocides, 16-18, 68, 90. See also Passages
Cited

anepsios, 53-54

M. Annius Pythodorus, husband of priest-
ess 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 Pandenos, 96

apogonos, meaning of, 31

apographat, 56

Apolexis, archon in 20/19, 50, 101
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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,
S1 (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 tinyalius, 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, 59,
68, 108, 121; Asclepius Amphiaraus, 32;
Asclepius Soter, priest of, 66

asebeta: 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, 73-74

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

Auwrelios and Aureliot, 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

bakchot, 103

Barnes, T. D., 37

basileus, 23, 41, 73, 96, 98, 100, 111, 113,
121

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

Caria, 73

Casianus of Steiria, sacred herald no. 10,
hearth-initiate no. 42, 80, 111

Cassianus Philippus, 80

Cassianus: see Julius C.

C. Cas(sius) Apollonius of Steiria, archon
in207/8, 41

Cassius Dio, 84

Cassius: see Julius C.

Cawkwell, G. L., 18

Cephalus, 90-91, 93

Cecropidae, 39

Cephisodora: see Aelia C.

Cephisodorus son of Philistides of Hag-
nous, altar-priest no. 7, 82

Ceryces: see Kerykes

Chaeretius son of Prophetes of Eleusis,
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.
7,73

charisterion, 97

Charites: see Graces

(I) of
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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.
7, 87

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, 39-40

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

Ti. 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

cones, 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, 17,
29

Crete, 109

Croconidae, 99

Cronert, 11

crown, 33-35, 81, 89, 116; gold, 18; laurel,
103; myrtle, 19, 23, 35, 46, 48-49, 71,
82, 86, 101-108, 113, 116, 119-120;

olive, 23, 103-104; votive, 69
Ctesicleia, wife of daduch no. 13, Sopho-
cles, 54

GENERAL INDEX

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, 89, 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, 57-63, 67

Daeira, 98

Daeirites, 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, 7374, 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, Dionysius, 51 (line 25), 77

Demostratus: see Claudius D.

Deubner, L., 17, 22, 27, 40, 72, 99

Dexicles: see Phileto

Dexippus: see Herennius D.

diadochos Stoikos, T8

Diagoras, 16

diagraphe, 24

diataxis, 35

Dikaiosyne: see Justice

Dilke, O. A. W., 120

Dinsmoor, W. B., 15, 50, 73, 77

See also

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)
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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,
77, 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

ersagagion, 26

eisélysion, 20

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-
vard of 2,17 20 repair tof L7
Propylaea Greater, 12. See also
Telesterion

Eleusis, Alexandrian, 8-9
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Elpinice: see Claudia E.

emoluments: see fees

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: see Athenaeus

Epaphrodeitus: see Aurelius E.

eparchos architectonon, 30

ependyles, 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

Epilampsis: see Aelia E., Pompenia 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

epistatar, 11, 20

eponymos of prytany, 83-84, 94

eponymos of Sacred Gerousia, 63

epoptai, 16

epopteia, 33, 50, 57, 68, 84

equestrian order, 30, 42, 66

Erinyes, 20

Erotius, hierophant no. 34, 4243, 64

errephoros, 109

eschara, 12, 17, 99

eschatiat, 18

Esdaile, K., 101, 108

Eteobutadae, 33, 56

Eubiotus: see 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

Eucles 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

eugeneta, 50, 67

Eumolpid priesthoods, 116

Eumolpidae, 8, 10-18, 22-23, 29, 31, 37—
38,42, 46-48, 53, 56, 69-70, 75, 93, 115,
119-120; archon of : see archon

Eumolpus: see Claudius E.

Eunapius, 43

Eunice: see Flavia E.

cupatridae, 56, 88

euphonia, 41, 77

Euphron son of Euphron of Marathon, 51
(line 29)

Euphrosynus son of hierophant no. 17, 29

Eupolis, Flaiterers, 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 Peiraeus, 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, 48

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 Praenesting, 73
Fates, priestess of, 36
Fauvel, 44
Favorinus, 21
Feaver, D., 76
fees to priests, 10, 13, 26, 68-71, 75, 81,
116
Ferguson, W. S., 77
Festus: see Rufius F.
FFiechter, E., 120-121
fillet, 101
Fine, J., 17
fire, 95
Firmus of Gargettos, hierophant no. 21, 31
Firmus of Gargettos, son of hierophant
nos 21532
Firmus son of Firmus of Gargettos, 32
Flavia [ .. Jerateia, 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
T, Blavinsio-. % ] 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, 835
T. Flavius Ateimetus son of T. Flavius
Agathon of Peiraeus, hearth-initiate no.
45, 111
Flavius Callaeschus of Marathon, 88
Flavius 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

il
I
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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

Flavius Pom, daduch no. 31, 6667

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

ne. 115 315585

lavius Straton, archon ca. 194, 31, 85

lavius Xenion son of Zenophilus of

Marathon, hearth-initiate no. 32, 83,

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

I
Ier

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, °

pleek el UKL ST L B2

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, 23-24, 28, 31, 41, 93

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
o, S 12

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

gymnasiarchia, 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

Hadrianeia, 80

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; RGBT 2987 0 77 804

hearth : see hestia

hearth-initiate, 3, 8, 11, 34, 98-114 ; desig-
nation of, 109, 113-114; dress of, 101—
108, 113; sculptures 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

GENERAL INDEX

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

kieropoioi, 11, 15, 21, 55, 70

high-priest of imperial cult, 34-36, 39,
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 (I1) of Alopeke, son of daduch
no. 1, Callias, 4748, 90-91

Hipponicus (I11) of Alopeke, son of daduch
no. 2, Callias, 48

Hipponicus (I1V) 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 1101 S10S 111 8106

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

hymmnetriai: see hymnagogos

hymmnodot: see hymnagogos

hyposophronisies, 32

Takchagogos, 9698, 121

Takchos, 96-97

[lissos, 107

Illyrius: see Claudius I.

impiety, 16, 21-22, 49

Inan i35

Ince Blundell Hall, 102

Ingholdt, H., 34

initiates, 10-14, 16, 22, 26, 38, 46, 65,
77, 104; Hyeudy wverikés, 112; Hynrap
pvorir, 112; representation of, 48-49.
See also hearth-initiate

initiation, 29, 84. See also myesis

intestines, 98
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lophon son of Dionysodorus of Deiradiotai,
51 (line 28)

[saeus, 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
ke i)

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

ones WECER GO T 18T

D. Ju[....] of Peiraeus, hierophant no.
2232

Judeich, W., 96

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.
S 1Ll

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[ligeneta?], priestess of, 36

kanephoros, 73, 100-101, 109, 114

Kapetanopoulos, E., 36-37, 43, 55-39, 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. See also
Demeter and Kore

Koo ud, 69

kourotrophos, 98

Kourouniotes, K., 14, 48, 50, 52, 94,
104-105

Krister, H., 98

krobylos, 33

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

lectisterntum 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, 4243, 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

Ei@range; H P33

Louvre, 102

Lucius Verus, 37, 62, 84

Lysander of Peiraeus, father of exegete
no. 2, 92

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, 4749

McGregor, M. F., 14-13

MacKendrick, P., 8

Magie, D., 39

magister memoriae, 66

Magna: see Aurelia M.

Malta, 38

Mamertinus: see Valerius M.

Manganaro, G., 38-39

manteis, 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, 50, 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. §,
72

Menneas son of Zopyrus, 98

Menneas son of Menneas of Azenia,
hymnagogos, 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,
26-27, 47, 98, 121, 125-126

meétragyrtés, 49

Metrodorus: see Fulvius M.

Metrophanes son of Dionysius of Athmo-
non, 50

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC.

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. 97), 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: see Junia N.

Nicoteles: see Claudius N.

Nigrinus: see Nummius N.

Niinnion tablet, 103

Nilsson, M. P., 89, 13, 15, 17, 42, 68, 88,
97-99, 104, 113, 116

Noack, F., 44

Nock, A. D., 13

nomos patrios, 93

Notopoulos, 38-41, 50, 52, 61, 63-64, 79—
80, 94-95, 121-123

Nummia Bassa, daughter of sacred herald
no. 3, 40, 78-79

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.
Delphi

orator, 65, 81, 88

orgas: see Sacred Orgas

orgeones, 99

orgia, 38-39, 44

orphans, 12

orthapton, 23

Ostwald, M., 14

See also

pais: see hearth-initiate, Sacred Pais

Palazzo dei Conservatori, 101-108

Pammenes son of Pammenes of Marathon,
exegete no. 35, 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

Pentakosiomedimnor, 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. 5,
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,
39-40

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

[Pompon Jius, 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 II 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, 69-70, 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, Tustitia Augu-
sta, Justice, Kal[ligeneia 2], Mother of
the Gods, Pluto, Poseidon Erechtheus,
Poseidon at Halicarnassus, Poseidon
Prosbaterius, Poseidon Themeliuchus,
Pothos, Rome, Rome and the Emperor,
Sarapis, Senate of Rome, Thesmophorot,
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

Ptolemaeus: 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, I., 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
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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, 80.
See also prothymata

sacrificial fire, 95

Salaminians, demos of, 28

salaries: see fees

sanctuary : see Eleusis sanctuary

sanidia, 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., 64-66, 80-81

Schmid, W., 37

Schmidt, 109

sculptures, of hearth-initiate, 101-108; of
hierophant, 33—-35

Sebasta : see Augustan Games

Sebaste Dikaiosyne: see Tustitia Augusta

secret of the Mysteries, 8-9, 38-39. See
also hiera, legomena

secretary of the Boule and Demos, 123-124

secretary of the bouleutar, 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. See also Passages
Cited

Solon, 10, 90

“son of Greece,” 110

sophist, 41, 65, 79, 81

Sophocles son of Leontius of Acharnae,
daduch no. 10, 54

Sophocles son of Leontius of Acharnae,
altar-priest no. 9, 83

Sophocles son of Xenocles of Acharnae,
daduch no. 13, 54
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Sophocles son of Theophrastus of Hagnous,
brother of daduch no. 16, 57

Sophoclesson 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

oregard, 69

Stephano, 69

Stephanus, father of
Marathon, 97

oTheyyldes emluTyTol, 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 Senate

syrigges, 64—065

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.

taxiarchoi, 28

Tebanianus: see Bellicus T.

Teisamenus of Paiania, father of hiero-
phant no. 5, 19

Teisamenus of Paiania, son of hierophant
nedon 2

Telesterion, 13, 17, 39, 46-47, 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, 94-96, 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, 77

Themistocles: see Claudius T.

Theobulus son of Theophanes of Peiraeus,
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 Agage, 44

Thesmophoria, 36, 71, 76, 97

Thesmophoroi, priestess of, 71

thesmophorot theat, 32

thesmos, 40, 43

thesmothete, 97, 101, 120-121

GENERAL INDEX

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, 1., 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

Tpamrelw, 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

vids "EXAados, 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, 41-42, 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), §5, 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
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