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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 1‘|J'lj{l.':l]}hit'ill evidence |'|:]:11i|1;.: to the sanciuary of
Demeter and Kore at Eleusis. As [ 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, |'r.--:|u';rq-d a !':lirf:.' 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-
l:'l_"']'lli'l]!.: ||i.";5- [J]'[L‘Hﬂ!l:rui :ll‘l[i 1'“'].

Thus the scheme I have adopted is a prosopo-
graphical account, in chronelogical order, of all the
known incumbents of each priesthood, with an empha-
sis on certain aspects: gualifications 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 (literary, epigraphical, and
archaeological) not connected with specific priests or
priestesses has been 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 iz unfortunately not
enough evidence to compose one; often there are gaps
of well over a century even between the facts, [re-
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
P. Foucart, Les Mysiéres
and J. Toepfier, Aifische

Toepffer used all the then

{".'ifil"l'll"l:'

interspersed

sacred officials were by
d'Elensts (Paris, 1914)
Genealogie (Berlin, 1889),

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 heen 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 Toeepifer and Foucart, especially
with the publication of the Attic inscriptions in the
second edition of Tnscripiiones 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 wears of vase-paintings and
sculptures depicting (or allegedly depicting) sacred
officia of the 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 basiz for more aceurate 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-
erces. Further limitation of the [[u:l':li"_\.' SOUFCes 18
discussed in the Introduction. It should also be noted
that I have not tried to treat as such the sén which
were involved in supplying sacred officials, but I hope
that the evidence made available concerning the priest-
hoods and members of the séry will be a help to anyone
undertaking such a study.

The latinized form of Greek
and Kervkes and the names of demes, is used through-
out. [ have anglicized dgdoiyos as daduch and wais
dye’ éorias pmbeis as hearth-initiate.

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

5 Mwsteries.

names, except for Kore

LFor example, on hierophants in cults of Dionysus «f.
F. Cumont, 4.4 37 (1933): pp. 243=-244.

! For an extensive treatment of them see H. G, Pringsheun,
1905: pp. 8=19; also, for critical observations, . E. Mvlonas,

1961 : pp. 187-213 (with comments also on Attic works).




Athens and
generously  re-

While 1 was at
il1.~i:'|'ip1inn:=, he

sinian inscriptions.
]'..]-.'II.\iiS-l {".\'.'I.E[Iil]irlj_':
HE]‘JII[!L‘I! LER] I'I:I}.' IJ':.:IT'I:\ r'l.'l:liii_":‘-ifﬁ E(:I'I' :I(,l\'il‘l'. :I]“l |:|L‘ EJIII:I-
vided much further !H_‘E[] and advice t|u:|'i||; the 1l.'1'|-11':|5_[
of a preliminary version of this as a dissertation for the
Johns Hopkins University.  With Eugene Vanderpool
I have had waluable discussions on many Eleusinian
topics and inscriptions, and | cannot thank him
enough for his assistance in countless matters both
practical and scholarly.
from discussions on various matters with J::l.,'t|1,.',|_‘]:.'|:|

| ]’..’I,‘..'l,' .c'I,IHF EIFIJ!L‘I'.'IL] ]]Ell'i'l'l

Colling Clinton, Sterling Dow, Gilinther Klaffenbach,
Benjamin 3. Meritt, Michael C. Stokes, Leslie L.
Threatte, and John 5. Traill. John H. Young's
meticulous reading of the dissertation led to many
I would alse like te thank Calin N,
Edmonson for allowing me to quote sections of an

improvements.

J'!LSL‘J'I-|J[i:||'| he is .'I,I:u!ll,ll. L E]I_Il.ll'i:-il'l ; l||-,_- (erman _-"|.;':'|'|-‘1-;-

ological Institute at Rome for photographs of statues

in the Palazzo dei Conservatori; and the Brtish
Museum, the Agora Excavations in Athens, and the
Epigraphical Museum in Athens for their courteous
help when 1 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 hnanced in part by a grant from the American
Philosophical Society. Cornell University granted
funds for the typing of the manuscript; and I am very
;_"I'F'Itl.‘:l-lll for the i]-:l.1il.'l'|l2"t' and care of 1y I,:l.'|:|ih'|..
HL"«'L'J'|:~' .1IIJ:|.'l‘]'.'H.

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

The manuscript was completed in June, 1971
then only minor alterations have been made,

; sinee
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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 Kervkes; and the exegetes were
from the Eumolpidae.

These two gene also controlled the administration of
the sapctuary.! 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?: rd & lepor elvar wowor dueorépar,
emipehetofar ¢ Knpukas wal Eduolswifas kerd v4 warpia.
Just as before, in accordance with ancestral custom,
the Kerylkes 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 Kervkes?®; 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 Eleusimian demotic occurs only once among all the
preserved names of priests and fathers of priestesses,
which indicates that the priests and fathers of priest-
G55 Were mosil o 1]El‘lEl o lilil‘i"l"'| 1|1'h('1'r|(]i]11|.“\- 'i'I'J [lll'
male line of those hiving at Eleusis at the end of the
"-\-:l\.,l,l'l I'L_'I'Il,lll':t |-"|'|'.|'!L'|| II”.':\. ]'('i'i_‘i".'l'll 1!'”,"5[' ril""l'.i“l'h'ﬁ_:'_“
."';l'l'()]'(:li1]:,1|:\.'. the term "|'1.'|L-1::-ii111'.'1;| |:1'iq-ﬂ|:—~" as IIHL'{| 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 aof the sanctuary ; but although
expenditure of funds for the za 1
tion that the state ever made any de-
without
having at least consulted these gene. As an example of such con-
sultation the law of ca. 450 establishing the émwrire: may In

netuary had to be authorized by

the state, there 15 no indic

cision alfecting the administration of the sanctuary

cited, S.E.GL, X, 24, lines 2830 geakiowoar 8i 8re dr !,m'-:!.".;-'r r i
Sier perd toe fuepdor xal vis ek ::':‘S Fohevopires o6 havmbde.  There
I .:|r-='||1|'-. (1 1] |:l'l.'l!| LW} -:'1:-I|.-'Ili1 ||||- deme.

S 1 B

3 See especially L.G., 13, 76 and 113, 204, and the discussion
18: also S.E0, X, 24, lines 28-30. cited abose,

below, pp. 17
note 1.

i Hierophant no. 10: Ch
MacKendrick, The A

oretiug son of Prophetes of Elensis.
P wian Aristecracy (Cambridge, Mass,,
1969, p. 38 states that “Eumolpids often eame from the deme
Yet in
99 only one person with the
Eleusinian demotic appears, viz, the Chaeretius mentioned above.

where the Mysteries were celebrated, Kervkes never.”
hiz list of Eumolpidae, ibid., p.

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 s meant to in-
clude persons who had religions functions in the cult
hut were probably never called iepels or fpee, such as
It also
convenient to use it to designate people who were re-
garded as fepels 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 wmaides a¢’ éorias and the furaywyol. 15

THE SECRET OF THE MYSTERIES AND
CHREISTIAN WRITERS
Since the present study is intended to be introduc-
|.|:|r_"|.' (0]

{II WLLS I':-{

a corpus of Eleusinian inscriptions, and the
this study is primarily on the sacred officials
and not on the cult as a whaole, 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 specifving 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 suburh
of Alexandria called Eleusis,® and it has long been
HI.I:-l[J{'{'ll'.'t' that _";|_'.._-:1|.'|'_l.' cult there.
Nilsson was the first to gather adequate evidence®:
and much sense would result by following
Vvlonas's suggestions that at least some of the state-
ments of Christian writers on the Mysteries refer onh
to the Alexandrian Drecisive proof that
there was a Mystery cult there and that it was at
least :-'~|.||..l'-'|'!-|{':l.l||:".' modeled after the Athenian cult |

there was a

oo

Eleusis.”

believe can he found in a statement of |’r||'r1||'\|".'
which to my knowledge has always been understood
by modern scholars as referring to the Athenian cult®:
iv oé rois kar' Elevoiva puornplos & pdy lepocdrrns els
elktve 7ol dppoupyol évekevalerar, dadobyos 52 els The Hhiou-
This
situation, rather strange for an agricultural cult such
as the one in ."';Ilit':L, one |'|1:_:_-'h1 offhand ascribe to late

Kol ¢ eWL Fwpe els Tr gedqens, o 6 lepoxnprt ‘Epuot.

See BE, V, coll

2339-23H2 (Schiff)

Creschichie, 2: pp. 94-05
T Elensts, Appendix, P 287=-316; "Emormuowss ‘Exergpls 9
(1959): pp. 7-58.
“Apnd Eusebius, Proeparatio E: 12, 4 {ed
K. Mras, Die griechischen christlichen Schrifisteller, vol. XLILD
Porphyry, Tlepi dyadhparae, fr. 10, p. 23% ed, Bidez).




VL, 03, T,

3, 1974]

syncretism.  However, it is clear that the fragment
of Porphyry's Ilepi ayarpérer cited by Eusebius, of
which the above sentence on Eleusis torms a small
]Hl.]'l. ih i | {[l‘ﬁf'l]!“:“-ilﬂt ‘[I. I'..J'.:_'L'Ill.-'urf.h'.?.]’ 1|.||.|"" ill‘ll_! |-"\- 20 i'l'll,l'l?'
duced by Eusebius: v& 6¢ rav Alyvmrior 7dker rotabrd
enow Exerr alipfora. Thus the reference must
the Mystery cult at the Alexandrian Eleusis.

be to

I-l-l'llif |?L‘;i1ﬁil[t1g l:l:r 'El:lih .-";|l,'.\;;|,i|t||'5;|,['| |:.,'||||. Iil'l'fll‘l.'ll:l]:\.'
l:]:ill_':-'i hack {W] 11!1: 1i1m_' af F"I,n|n;_'|'||3' l. 11.']:uut'q‘4|r'r]i:|g {L0]
consulted Timotheus, the exepgete of the
Eumolpidae, concerning a dream he had:

Tacitus

Ptolemaeus omine et miraculo excitus =acerdotibusz
."'.-.-:.r__\';mli.c:rnl:h gubuz mos talia intellegere, nocturnos visls
:I|1i'l'i1. atque illi= Ponti et externorim parum ENAris,
Timotheum Atheniensem e gente Eumolpidarum, quem
ut antistitem caerimomarum Eleusine exciverat, quaenam
illa supersititio, quod numem, interrogat.  Timotheuos
quaesitis qui in Pontum meassent, cognoscit urbem illic
Sinopen, nec procul templum vetere inter accolas fama
[ovis Ditis; nameue et mulichrem 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 anfisfes

moniarum and was still in Alexandria when Ptolemy
had the dream:; it is
l:".'l!'rfllln'.f-l'.:'j':'.:ln'l:' |.|.:l'|I 1|'l.-||'i|.'|| ||¢' 5._:.|".'IL' l.'_‘L'l:'i._'\_E'h'iﬁ Were ]].‘15.“";' |::l1.
the |1l:'1.'.'|:-.' l'.-'~1:!|:-§f:1]|g-|;i Or
Mystery cult in

|'|.'.".".'.-

lso natural to assume that the

a | O L-1x |-|.lu-|.':-'~'|i.|:! :.:-]]l.'(]

suburb of Alexandria.”™ At anvy

ik
rate, in view of the statement of |"r1|'p||}1'}.' 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
which of the statements of the Christian writers are

."\E} lonas's studies, abou
apphcable to Alexandria and which to Attica.

HIERONY ALY

the convenience of the reader this unusual

custom will be described here.

For

Hieronymy applied to five priests: the hierophant,

daduch, sacred herald, altar-priest, and pyrphoros;

and to one group of priestesses, the hierophantids

It involved the replacement of their name with the
title of their priesthood. For example, according to
the rule of hieronymy the hierophant’s name took the
[f he was
a Roman citizen, this form could be preceded In
praenomen and gentilicium; for example: Te

from: ‘lepocarrns, Patronvmic, Demotic.

BEpLos

? Tacitus, Hislories, 1IN, 83, 2: ¢f. Plutarch, £ Tside et (siride,

362 A, where Timotheus is called an exep

850 Nilsson, lec edf., but he describes Timotheus as Lerler der
Zeremonien, 1 }
directs, it can als

IMCIAres or

irh antistes can mean one who «
h was Timotheus'

IMEATT EXeEele, W

in the Athenian cult, and so the w 15 probably better u
stood in this sense, Mylonas

cates that Timotheus was a |

15, I 302, incorrectly

INTRODUCTION i)

Khalfios “Lepordrrys Kaldwpariboy Tpoweplews. 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 tit
his priesthood

[ I::lf
{in the instance given, ‘lepogderys).
-lvl'll..,' CUSLOMm wWas 'i'l:l I-r:l'l""L" r‘l'l”ll ||'|l:' |.i|'|'||.' I.I'Il' ]'ﬂ'iﬁ'-ﬁl Wis
installed until he died. Afver his death his H-E'i',:i]]:ﬂ
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 I'I'il._'l'lll]l'lill'll it ("-.'i{lt'l'=1|‘_-.' |'t.'_’..1;1r| to be
|'Ej.1:|r't:-|:.~i|ja observed sometime between 148 p.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
obzervance until the geisitol lists of the middle of the
second century.

The sacred herald did not become hieronymous
until sometime between 11920 and 166 A.D.

Hicronymy for the altar-priest is first attested for
L. Memmius, Altar-Priest, of Thorikos, who served
from 121-124 to 191 or 192 A.Dp., 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 hicronymous at the end of the first century B.C.

The first securely datable inscription for a hieronym-
ous hierophantid ig from the end of the first century
A-D:

In the case of the hierophant hieronvmy 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 io
believe, with Foucart,!! that originally it may have
been a mark of respect given to the hierophant, at
observed, but
eventually it became established as a custom and as

an official rule.

first not required and not officially
In the case of the hierophant, as has
been strict
hieronymy began in the third or fourth qu

observance of
ter of the
Eventually, it became a crime

stated abowve, official

second century B.C.
to reveal the real name of a |~.1'L-1't-||3'::!:|ll.-'~ |JI':n'."-|.. 20}
that '
could be described®:

SCene :-iI,H';I o LRI

by Lucian’s time a -t IIIr'.'.n'l.'.'iI:;;

(EpoEarTy Kal Tois

rr apxne,

Eir' eifiis évrvyxare Opiolxw 76 Kal

dMAows apprromolois Aewiar chpovmiy @ydme €rl

W 1914: p. 176,

LEx ."-'-'.'

brought before the




10 CLINTON: ’

Eyshnue éxdyorras Ore aroucier alrols, kel Tairo e eldws
&TL EF oumep @awlipoar, GraruMol TE elTL Kol oUKETL OropacTol
we Ar depanvper N0 yeyernueroL.

I. HIEROPHANT (“lepopivenc)

Until shortly before the end of the fourth century
A.D. there is no ;L1[L“:—'i[L‘LE [r'::ﬂ:a;._u‘a:.ii:-'-ii il of I:|'|¢ i_l'l'll‘('E[l":;t!
custom which dictated that the hierophant was to be
taken only from the genos of the Eumolpidae.!
Against Andocides, 34,
Toepffer, 1889: p. 55 Foucart, 1914: p. 187.
P.A4., 61582, Around the beginning of the fifth
century before Christ,

1. Zaxopos. Pseudo-Lysias

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
hfth 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 15 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 e,
510-300 and the latter 300-480 (both datings are
based on letter-forms and on the fact of boustrophedon
writing). Only the earlier of the two definitely men-
tions Eleusinian priesthoods, but in a context which
is obscure because of the fragmentary state of the in-
scription: [= = viv h]upelale [rat |rdv] eablpré——].
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,
Elewsintan Oration, 4 (ed. Keil). Hellanicus wrote about the
vivos of the hicrophants in the second book of his Afthis (Harpo-
cration, s

! Pendo-Lysiades, dpainst Andocides, 54
i Swowhis & Baxdpoy rod lepogtpTor, TaTTos G Huitepo s, qurcdolherae
Pouheudiiero s 4"}“1' & -‘:--ixpr'm-lm Meyaper Em'?,ni 1'iu'u.'ir1u'{;:r.;. For the
date of this trial, 400 B.C., see . MacDowell, Andocides, On the
Mysteries (Oxford, 1962), append. J.

* If they had been, the great-prandson would surely have men-
troned it, since he was IJEI'L'i.I:-II.-\-I:.' proud of the fact that he could
mention it in the case of his great-grandfather.  This particular
point and his whole case would have carried greater weight if he
and his grandfather had been hierophants.

CSEG, XXI, 3-4; XKIT, 2-3 (- sokolowski, Supplément,
1-2): L. Jeflery (Hesperia 17 [19487: pp. 86-111) did the editio
princefs, which is still the best text,

lepogaprTn )

It'.l !-':Ll\'.lﬂl.'rl-l TUEPI.'P E‘: TEEY

ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SDC.

part. ‘The special signibicance 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.?

Cir. 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 [:Il'it!'.'-'1i"5‘-:-'s of Demeter is '.ar.'l_u;[”].' prre-
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. 1 present here a new text of the
relevant part of this inscription, Face C, which [ in-
spected in the summers nf 1969 and 1970, and some
epigraphical commentary.’

I.G.. I5. 6; Face C

il _'.!r&.l',l .

Stoikhedon 23 lines 1-46
Neon-Stotkhedon : lines 47-50

'Ia:‘m[w..i..]
.o hue[p. |

l1e:|;.:.l.u ie["um* M;I.]

B[ -f',u ]tEr}m-' [rapd 7 ]6 pioro [hexJa[ o]

[ro] rév het[ pear ] vév Aéue[ 7 |pos

[x |1?1,u|_i§!_¢¢r' pu[ore |plos f[o |is &

[Aé Jtomer mapd [76 p lioro hlex Jée

¥ The guestion of when the Athenian state first began to exert
control over the hisrophant and the other pricsts of the Mysteries
is intimately bound up with the date of the first Athenian at-
tempts to connect the Eleusinian Mwysteries to Athens. For a
tiscussion of this see F. Walton, H.Th. R, 45 {1525 . 105-114.
If it really was, as Andocides (116) savs, a law of Solon which
ardained that the Boule meet in the Elepsinion in Athens on the
day after the Mysteries to review infractions which took place
during them, it would be the earliest known law regulating the
affairs of the Mysteries. But as to what extent the priesthoods
were regulated in Solon's time there is no evidence.  For the law
codes from Solon to Nicomachus ef. L. Jeffery, op. cit, pp.
106=-111, and >. Dow, Proc, Maszs., Hist. Soc. 71 (1953-1957):
pp. 1=35.

UG IO (= SR KT
Dated by letter-forms,

"I have not seen the Agora fragmentz,.  The line numbers are
given here according to the system of Meritt, Hesperia 14 (1945)
pp- 61-81, revised in Flesperia 15 (1946): pp. 249-253. This
edition of Meritt represents the greatest advance in the editorial
history of this difficult inscription. My text shows more dotted
letters than previous editions; for I have tried to adhere as
strictly as possible to the Leiden system: if the physical traces of
a letter can be interpreted as more than one passible letter, the
letter is dotted. In the commentary | generally do not call

3; sakolowski, Supplément, 3).

attention to cases where [ introduce subscript dots, but [ do call
attention to cases where [ think that they can be removed,
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COMMENTARY

Lines 5-8: Sokolowski, Supplénent, 3 correctly re-
jected Meritt's hu|_,¢-£:-..¢m;] (line 6). The lieropoioi,
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 admins-
trative.® and thus did not belong “au service du culte

i The institution of the heroporos in Athens needs further

Sy, terapoiod pierform a series of sacrilices ¢ Eleusinia
| Hieraf peeriarT f it the Eleu

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

ment edited here, who control the saered money of the Elensinian
aparche on the Acropolis, In LG, 1% 'ENcvradler are
in charge of the administration of the aparche and perform a
sacrifice from the proceeds of the sale of this afa hese are
the same as the "Bhevetm (1.0, 12, 311) who turn over

T6 lepomornl

Lepomoinl

HIEROPHANT 11

dit"; their remuneration would have
come from the state, not from the initiates. How-
ever, his own restoration, hee[poxépuras ], is also un-
satisfactory. There was never in the history of the
cult more herald. Moreover, the
article, which is used before all the other names of
priesthoods in this inscription, should be expected
before hew[poxépusas | as well,

Since the perquisites of the other principal priests
of the cult are stated at the end of the inscription
(lines 47-30, 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
oFok[ &' wal ro| iy ohcilommw ho hie[ pogirre |5 hapSavéirw
he ;uno_.fEL'h:o;--:i is doubtful because of the imperative,
which is not used in this i1'|.-:-:'r'§i]1i(::|h. <‘l|:|_:1 the |’:i:-.~'~i15ﬂt'l
of the hierophant (following the daduch).

[zttp{t T 0 ubero 'hfr;{'arrr:-:- wias :'.j'l[:I<LI'L‘1'|l|j~' hrst re-
stored by Ziehen; [ka|8" éuépar by Kirchhoff.

Line 9 : hep[ ear NMeritt.

Line 11: &|[A Jétorw Meritt.

Line 15; [elrar whér he | Meritt.

Line 20: avéhoro : J,,_L u[ormis Jaz Meritt. There is
no interpunct here, as far as 1 can see, and the point

proprement

than one sacred

on the stone where the mu is supposed to be is com-
pletely broken away.

Line 21 : Kép[v]kas Meritt.

Lines 22-3: q[élplre pépe rov| refuplévor Oehed[v
Merrit, =[ & ,'[ Ta T awd 16| p Buop Jeror Sokolowski.

Lines 23=4: [drehé 6'a|ivois p |loren pé fvel vae pui | v
pede Jea Mleritt, Hg.\(—eﬁu!_:a 8¢ xai ap | pirop u Jberen pé ére[Aika
pve | pebe Jra Sokolowski.

[t is quite possible that young people other than the
but
|;.1]|:11.', which roves it.
I'{‘:—i-'lf'ii':'l[[(:ll'l seems Lo |'L.' d FLESS also.

Line 25 [pedé Jva xhév 16 de' [éorias uvout Jro Hiller.

Line 26 [biya v |47 Sokolowski, [7és vé| e Js Wilhelm.
I could not see the interpunct which Meritt reported
that he saw beftore Képukas.

Line 27: I could read no letter before pivras.

Line 28: [Elpo|iwis]as DMeritt, [ Edwo | A Jw[{16as
Clinton,

Line 29: [ xd\iae i | or [uvplag ¢ ] Wilhelm, [hecard|v]
Criinert.
Lines 30-1:
hay || oo Sokolowski,
hotf and Cronert.

there 1s
Meritt's

mais ae' dorias could mot be initiated,

nothing, as far as

hed] |6 or 8eh]|ose Meritt,
| 2 - v - o .
§' el[vac tois || dor Kepinor Kirch-

;I."IU\'. l!‘T.i'

proceeds (rom the aparche to the dnerara "Ehepmpdfer (instituted
around 446 B.C. according to S.EG. X, 24). By 408/7
epistalal zeem to have completely taken over the administrative
duties of the kierapetor, for, In an account issued by them in that
vear ([.G., 13, 313/314), there is no mention of the higropaiat in
connection with the aparche, which seems at this time to be com-
pletely m the care of the epislatai. After this, the fate of the
Merapoiod s unclear until new boards of fiere potod appear in in-
scriptions of the Lycurgan period. Busolt, Slaatskunde 2:
pp. 11031104,

these
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Meritt (Flesperta 14 (1943): p. 71) objects to
Crionert's restoration on the ground that it is bar-
barous Greel. If he has reois dov Kepiwer in mind,
Andocides probably would not agree; he quotes a man
saying: "0 KalMa, mperor pée Ebpyp Kopiwwse &
(O the Muysteries, 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 genes 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
myests which he mentioned in On the Mysterres, 132,
This consideration does not favor [}.ﬁx-!ur.rl. Ap-
cording to DMeisterhans-Schwyzer (Grommalik  der
attrschen Inschriften, p. 178) fehw (in place of ééhw))
does not occur in Attic inscriptions until the middle
of the third century.

Lines 32-4: [+é&s dmap|x]es Meritt (Hesperia 14
(1945) : p. T7), [r& evha|x Jis Meritt (ibid. 15 (1946);
p. 253), [7&s dand|v Jes Sokolowski; [ueh e lofla: Meritt,
[apx | e Jofar Sokolowski.

Meritt does not say what made him change his
mind. The upper tip of an oblique stroke which |1
could see at the beginning of line 33 offers only K or X,
no solution.  But I favor [ré& drap] xé& in connection
with the new reading in line 34 (see below). L.5.J.
1:|.".|1.'E': ot !'ﬁ'lilf.ll"l Ay l:'ﬂill'l'lilli_'ﬁ ill. .R1 li( [Proese I::I:I- I_[i."'.l’_..'j{r[l,'_
or fpyeafiar meaning *'to be in charge of” or “'in control
of'" as Meritt and Sokolowski seem to have in mind
for their uge of the middle infinitives here.

Line 34 : h[é]es Meritt. When the light was striking
the stone at a certain angle, the second letter of this
word appeared clearly as 0. 1 could not make out any
certain traces of the next two letters. This reading
eliminates the somewhat superfluous phrase héos év
Bororras in favor of he[ ] (or he[re]) dv Gore[rrar]. |
find worthy of some consideration the restoration
I.".f,"El'l-_.u{ll‘.'l:f.l'l. Xo E]I’J’Hﬁl |:'Il:::-i-_':l'.'_-i |'.'I!| .._ﬂljllu;:l'.‘(l:l I; Elr|<'|.1 :i'\
authorization was made here for |u:11'r'r:1.l.'1'13_'._-| 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 n the administration of the treasury of Athena
on the .\Lr‘i'u|:r:-]i.-.

Line 37: 6] ro[ir feotv ] Hiller and Meritt, [&] [ ot
hiegor | 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
|H|r'|.'|_".' ".'i:‘-?-il'll".

Lines 38-40: rapeiectac’ Eipodn |{J6[as &' &]yer &
viv plégor rév @08 Ao 7]ér ror [6lpe[avor] Meritt.
Sokolowski suggests fe |8[ awor Jiv.

The stone shows that the mu of y[ésor can also be

iI'lh'r']'H'L‘H‘[E a5 eta or {'[JHHHH: E:Ii_'f'l":;[ij;--l |_||¢-||. Er 1-r'|,-

INIAN MYSTERIES
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hliepii. The second letter in line 40 could also be a
sigma ; so perhaps & 7o hepse "Exe|v]e[0n. 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: [fier é|é] Meritt (1943), [ypdee|r] Meritt
(1946), [Bier 6| ] Sokolowslki.

I am inclined to favor [@ter §l€], but certainty is
impossilile.

Line 41 : wai[das Meritt. The vertical stroke of the
third letter of this word lies at the left of the stoichos,
and so is probably not iota. Perhaps the restoration
is 'ijrf_i_l.l[ﬂ:s :thatis, the OF] hans sacrifice all l:lj.:_t:lh('r'. the
Cosls of which wWeoere |:-|.:!'I'|(' |J}. [|'u_' FeRte Or l;|'|1_' Slate; [|'|1'
regular initiates, the smystad, sacrifice individually and
bear the costs themselves.

Line 42: hévaorop™ plvesBar d6] Meritt (1945),
hexaero pef vos yopis | Meritt (1946), héikaorop 7[ porédea |
sokolowski,

Sokolowski's conjecture is the most appealing, but
'{r[pn"i!'-_.,mnt] should be substituted for '{r[_m'r{-?\fm], o1
the basis of [.G., 112, 1673, line 62 zpofiiuara -:fw:u!_-!'.'('-.--ru
els pilpow.  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 (op. cil., p. 18) points out that flesfar is
But he does not note any
difficulty in having fiew and feopérss in the same
the same agent. Anyway his inter-
pretation of the whole sentence does not really require

[pwvo|pleves Kirchholff, [Hvo | p Jeros

just as frequent as few,
Sentence fm'

flvopéros in place of propéres.
Line 44 : [rea 7po 70| i Jepo Leonardos (aprd Hiller),
[éxrés] or [

] [&rrds] Roberts-Gardner, [&eros v6 hii]epd
Crimert.

The iota of & is at the present time com-
pletely illegible.

It seems to me that the addg oniside the sanctuary
is meant, in light of the practice of prohibiting the
apimroe from entering the sanctuary (of. Mylonas,
pp. 224-216). Two WEre
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
Propvlaea). The latter is probably the one men-
tioned by Pseudo-Demosthenes in Apainst Neaera
(116): Eri s Erxapos TNS & TN lil.ll'."'.f‘:l "Exeveive. The
courtyvard in front of the sanctuary doesin fact have an

Elensts, avhaL connected

with

exyapm.”
Lineds | LVOMEND | § Kirchhoff, [Ul'r.-pim s-iHu|ch|n'.';'.~'-l-{i..

¥ See Mylonas, Elensis, pp- 169-170, OGther refs
courtvard at Eleusiz are: &y ric aihfic soi leoot in J0G., 112, 847,
fime 54, 949, line 21, 1235, line 22, 1299 lines 28 and 78 1304,
line 45; ér 75 ér "Edepeiec afhn in LG, [VE 83 lines 14=15: &
rife fepae wbAg rair feate in S5, IVE 84, lines 35-36

Ences o &

"Ehevoive b
I all of these passages the courtvard could be the one outside of
the sanctuary.




VoL, 64, T, 3, 1974]

See note on line 43.  The final sigma first appears in
Hiller's text; I could not see it.

Line 47: r[fv qadwriv] Foucart. ILhller and
Meritt read the omicron of #[ér, which I could not.
For the restoration ['.';é,m'uu—l_, see below, p. 77.

Line 48 : [7 Jov fcoiv need not be a mistake for [7 Joiv
feoir (so Meritt) but could be rather a shortened form
of rov Toir Peotr a5 & dnuos 6 "Afpralue for & Snues & Tow
"Aftgrator.

;ru:';ul:p TAMLUYE ,'JI.-ETﬂl:II'_l Liehen. Meritt's :“1’.[{'} re-
moved the support for mefér 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 r[r lies almost directly under the
omicron of 'Ehevauwdor, the lacuna at the end of line 48
is equivalent to eight steichedon 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 pefe.

Line 49: ru'Jrr.l[:' o en oy -'-n;r-‘l"t] Ziehen. By a cal-
culation of the length of the lacuna at the end as in
line 48, it is clear that duwdédwor is too long, and so the
correct restoration must be réro[v 68oAér wapa |.

Line 50: i[e]elér roiv feoiv] Hiller. The rho 1s
bheyond 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.

DISCUSSI0N

If [kaf’ &uJépar 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. I 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.
listed in this inscription, it looks as if they are listed
Since all the major priests

Though only two separate fees are

in decreasing amounts.
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

L] nr,l":'-.'rl'.lu_':'.:'.;.' 14 (1945): p. 62,

1 Sepe 5, Dow, H.5.C.P. 48 (1937): pp. 111-120.
of consecutive davs in the Greater Mysteries on which 'il1|‘,Hi|'|-l|I1
ceremonies took place could have been just eight, but it is possi-
ble that the number of dayvs on which payment was required was
greater than thig {or even less than this),

1 The duration of the Lesser Mysteries is not attested,

The number

HIEROPHANT 13

and Kore (lepd roiv feoiv), 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 ﬁ.ll1t'1l|:||'j~'.i’

This inseription makes known that the priests of
the cult were not responsible for carrving out the
“initiating,” the gines, 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 pimes 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 pfmes 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 Eumoclpidae or the Kervkes, whereas the
ceremony which took place in the sanctuary at
Eleusis was the reher, performed once a year by the
priests. uimow was the first step, rekers) the final one:
firat Einweihnng and then Weike'* The hierophant
therefore had no part in the pimmis as hierophant,
though it is not inconceivable that he initiated people
as a Eumolpid.

430°s OR 420% (?)

There is a very disputed piece of evidence, I.G., I?,
77, which seems to indicate that the hierophant was
already included among the geisitoi at this time.
This inscription, variously dated to the 430°s and

12 This was undoubtedly the source of the funds listed in
1.G., I8, 313, lines 144=6: iriraa [iyivero ix vav] pey[a Jhuww
ulorepion XXX XA[HE A48 1 | | FIE [} 2284] } Iiu‘[nw
b "Avpacles puwrepior.  (For the restoration éyivers see below,
note 103.)  1f 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 pricstess and the
three other priests received, viz., four obols, cach initiate will have
contributed twelve obaols at the Greater Mysteries. Dividing
4,209 2/3 drachmas (25,798 obols) by 12 obals, we arrive at a
reasonable total of approximately 2,150 ipitiates for the year
408 /T—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 atteénded at this time.

U Sep Nilsson, Geschichte 1: p. 656; A, I, Nock, “Hellenistic
Mysterics and Christian Sacraments,” Mmemosyne 5 (1952):
p. 179: P. Roussel B.C.H. 54 (1930): pp. 53-55; C. Zijderveld,
Telete, Bijdrage fof de kennis der religienze lerminologie in fet
Grieksch (Diss. Utrecht, 1934), pp. 98-99; Pringshcim (1905
pp. 20-26) first noticed the distinetion.

15 By the end of the fourth century g and wimees were also
being applied to the whole process; of. Theaphilus, ed. Edmonds,
11, p. 568, 1, line 4), where funfqe scems to deser ibe the whaole
process; in addition, Plato and Aristatle sometimes do not keep
to the distinction (of. references to the Mysteries in Plate and
Aristotle discussed by Boyancé, R.E.G. 75 (1962): pp. 460-182);
an example of this from the fifth century is Aristophanes, Peace,

375.
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420's, lists the people who were given girpeis in the
Prytaneum. The first group mentioned has been
traditionally restored as follows: [Evar rév girecr rév
¢Ju wpuraveioe wporoy [ulér roilo|w hiepeiior roiv Beoiv
kJard va w[afrma. M. Ostwald has more recently
restored'®: mpéror [u)ér rau [hwepogderer yerouévor k jara
ré 7l d Jrpa.  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 quite improbable'?;
and that in the aeisiter 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. Howewver, Ostwald's restora-
tion does not receive “further support from the fact
that the tepovcdrrys was, in Classical times, the tm[].'
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, apxi v1s lepewaivnys, comme le dit une inscrip-
tion.”  But Foucart does not identify the inscription.
It iz IG5, 1235, a decree of the Eumolpidae and
the Kerykes, dated around 248/7 (see below), honor-
ing a hierophant for, among other things, xai & ret
apxet Ty Lepewainms  eloxnuirws ApEyRAyTOor  davTor
rapaokevdiwy. Thus the hierophant certainly was not
considered a magistrate of the state in this inseription,
but at most an officer of the gene, like the dpyorres Taw
yev@r 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 hi:i priestly office” or "in the term of his
priesthood.""®  Furthermore, we know so little about

ToLTy 15

AJP.T72 {lfil-.l.l'-'||: -32.

? This is not a strong .l!l'_|,,LII:'|'|1'|:':I against roimr: use of movable-
nu can be very erratic; ¢f. L. Threatte, H.5.C.P. T4 (1970):
. 348,

0. cil., p. 32,

" J. Martha (1881: pp, 8-10) believed without a doubt that
priesthoods in general were city magistracies, on the basis of
Plato, Laws, 75875 and Arstotle, Politics, 1299, 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 |I’l|| century the |||'|.-|.|||,1 1l power of the sanc (M1 H Ay
was in the hands of the epistafed and the Athenian state. The
atate, though it probably would normally take advice from the
hicrophant 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 dpyael 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 az such. In Plato, loc. oif., it is sugrgrested that

ISINIAN MYSTERIES
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the relationship between the agisitor 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 aefsifoi were not fed in the
Pryvtaneum (where the former were fed) but in the
Tholgs.*

421 B.C.

In this vear® a decree, I.G., 12, 81, was passed con-
cerning the reconstruction of a bridge over the
Rheitos, which probably had been destroved during
the war and without which the Sacred Way was vir-
tually impassable.® It is to be built hos dv 74 huepa
weporr har hiépear a[o Jeakéorara, and of such a width
hiva pé hagaxoar Seehalvorrar, ahha rois Woow & Ba[ 5 |ifer
emi 7d& heepd. It is striking that “the priestesses’’ seem
to have a principal role in the Sacred Procession, i.e.,
carrving 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: hae heépear and rois 6w (the marchers').
The priestesses carry the hiera whereas the marchers
follow after the fiera However,
one cannot be sure whether the hierophant was con-
sidered as belonging to the latter group, or whether
he marched at a [:luil'l[ in the ]Inl'(](_'l_‘!-j!_—'\.iull_ ahead of “the
priestesses, '

(Babiter éri 74 hiepa).

416,/5 OR 415,/4

If the legislation of ca. 460 discussed abowve could he
called democratic, in protecting the maystes, the private
from being financially exploited by aristo-
priests, the next testimony concerning the
hierophant, from the year 416/5 or 415 reflects to

citizen,
cratic

neckorod, priests, and priestesses be in charge of sanctuaries just
as there are officials to take care of other subdivisions of the |;;i.1_:r
and country, and that they should be appointed by the state

except the marpa lepwetrar, which should be left alone, Aristotle,
loc. cil., states: fore 6 obéé Tovro deoploar pabiop, Tolas Ge Kahelp
Apxhs’ fudmep {ob)
rarras ofite vobs alperols obre Tols xhnporods -Irtp}'ul'fl):‘; Heriopr,
Toits lepais mp@ror. A few lines later he defines a magistracy:
paMora §'ds dxhas elweiy fpyds Mexréor rvafras Soocs dweiifora:

ToAMBY Yip EmOTOTOrF § WOMTIAT Korpowio delTar,

"
Grop

Bovhebraclal e wepl Toriw kol kpiver kel fxerafar, kal padliora Toiro”
T8 ydp dmirdTrey Apyikdrepde boTip, LCT. the discussion of these
lines in W. L. Newman, Te Politics of Aristotle (Oxford, 1902
4: pp. 235-256.) Une can hardly say that commanding is the
main funetion of an Eleusinian priest. At any rate the problem
of whether or not an office can be called an épxd. to continue
quoting Aristotle, raira Suapipe mpds wir Tds yofoes oldi,

M See 5. Dow, Prytaneds, Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937): pp. 22=24,

% The conciliar year of the first secretary is dated to 422,/1 by
MeGregor, A.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 . ]. Travios and K. Kourounoites, Hpaxrcd 1937 : pp. 2541,

4 For the procession see below, pp. 35-36; for the
p- 69 and pp. §8-89,

HFor a recent discussion of the date see R.

priestesses,’”

Meiggs and

D). Lewis, A Selection of Greek Hislorical Tnscriptions (Oxford,
223, with bibliography.

1969), pp. 222 The date is not of critical
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some extent the Athenian imperialism of this period.
[t is a syngraphe dealing principally with the collection
of the drapxn 7ob kaprab roiv feoie. 1t orders that the
announcement of the request to send the aparche to
the Eleusinian Goddesses be promulgated hrst to the
Athenians, then to their allies, and fnally—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: kelevéro
¢ kel ho heepoedarres cai |:r.'?_i dacdoiyos Murrepiows drapyesia
705 héMhevas 76 kapmd KaTd T4 Fdrpa kal Tér pavrelay Tév &y
Aehsor, draypiooarres o €|:,r.:_| wrakiol TO pETPON TO KOpTO
TO TE Wapd TOr OEUGpYON KaTh Til[," ¢ |pov NékaFroy kal 78
mapd Tor woheor kara Tév mohe hevae[Ter x Joarafévror Ev Te
ror ‘Bhevrwlor 'Bhevrim kal fr viu for[evr Je[pJioe.  All the
other details are to be taken care of by the hicropotot
and the Boule. The kerepoiod are to be the ones who
actually receive the grain, arrange for its storage and
sale, and from its proceeds 5u~:'l'm'm the sacrifice
(probably at the end of the festival of the Mwsteries).
Even the announcement of the |'IiL'I1'P[.I|'I:I|'I|. and daduch
is not very important. The erucial 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 pre forma,
merely lending religious and ancestral legitimacy to
an enterprise calculated to enhance the glory of
Athenz as the cradle of civilization, the home of
Demeter and Triptolemus.

A great deal of :i_'\r:l."ll:l 15 -;'x|::'i'1l.'t]. An architect is
commissioned to build three new storerooms (siroi).
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 ésé 76 xkopad 715
amapxys avelife, hedhivor 7ov drapxouévor.’® The body of
of the decree then closes with a promise of fruitfulness
and abundance to not the
Athenians, either their city or their Two Goddesses.

those who do WrOng

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 Dinsmoot’s date (The Archons of
Athens [Cambridge, Mass., 1931], p. 340}, 416/5 (not 413/4 as
misprinted in Meritt's article and repeated by Meritt and
McGregor in Phoewix 21 [19677]: p. 89, n. 20). In an article
which appeared after the above was written (Proc. Asier. Phalas.
Soc. 115 [19717: pp. 109-110) Meritt proposes additional argu-
ments for 416,/5.

2% [ines 43-44. [ follow Foueart and Ziehen in understanding
drapyopivor a5 modifving hedévor. In 1.6, 1? it is written
drapydueror; this was done first by Kirchhoff without comment
and followed by Dittenberger, Roberts-Gardner, Hiller, and
Meigps and Lewis, evidently interpreting it as modifving an
understond kapmie; but drdpyous: apparently was not used in the
passive.
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done kard 7éd wérpa cal Téy parreior Tér &y Aehpmr®®; only
the scale is new and, naturally, some of the resulting
details. What we are witnessing here is the remaking
of an (:]{I, local custom?®” {to some extent also observed
by foreigners) into an institution of such a grand scale
that state personnel (the hicropoioi) 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
|.|||i,' I.'_|".?-'|'|"|"|rl'l" Was [JI‘{PE';IIJIT\‘ A5 I‘.U]E“"ﬂ'ﬁ.
the Mysteries the hierophant and the daduch an-

]::](Il :-.'1"“.!' at
I]I::l'llli_{'l_:'(! |.I|._||. ATl -'|'||'.J.'."rl".ll-|'{' ‘:".l](:l:\.l.lfl |.|" H;‘.'{!n 1w E!H_" -]."-'llt.l
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 deseribed 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
Even though the state could not arbitranly
sacrifice at the Mysteries without the
sanction of the Eumolpidae, it did manage to have 1t
performed by its own appointees and not by the
hierophant and daduch.

(|:_'|'1'c'1'.
institute a

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®: Oesradds Kipwros Aaxedadys AlcSiadne
K herior Exaufavidny elopyyecher ddweir wept v Ped, amou-
polueror T4 puoripia Kal Sewrdorra Tols abrol éraiposs &

i) olklg Ty favrob, Exorra orodny olaymep O lepogarThs Exuww

% Delphi was prot l:||:l|:. consulted on this oceasion of 1ts exten-
sion, or at the time it was first extended if this is not the first
time; for Delphi was apparently consulted on oecasions when
there wias no answer [\.I:[-l'li;_'-:ll'llilll_' from rd FaTHE OF when the
scope of the reform was bevond the scope of re mérpa (as in
I.G., 115 24), ie, when something unprecedented was about
to be undertaken,

* Nilsson, Gesclichie 1: pp. 471474,

= [hid.

W Lines 36-37: weflire dr Elwedwifac :'x?’i_llt:'.l.'

rat. [ Lhis is

an improved reading from If the sacrihoe 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. Howewver, a new sacrifice could not be made
within the framework of the Mysteries without being sanctioned
by the Eumolpidae, the one penos 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.
Im this case, in which there was probably no exact precedent, they
would have described a sacrifice most in keeping with their
traditions.
L I‘.I'!Il,jll";,'l'l. .Jllr'l..’l-'.'-:?ﬂl:'.'i, _"_:'. d,

i squeeze. )
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deikvier ra eepa, kal dvopdlorra afrdr uér lepocdirTir,
Hovhvrivva & dadobyor, wfpuka 66 Eedbwpor Fyyaa, Tobs
8 dhhovs dralpovs ploras Tposayopeborra Kal ErdrTas Tapd
Ta popua kal a caflerryrdra Imd ' Eluodmidor val Kypiway
kol raw lepéwr Tow & 'Elevsives. Fle 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, saving that
she was a praying priestess and not a cursing
priestess, ™

Andocides was similarly cursed at this time, in the
following manner™: lépear kal lepets ordrres karqpararro
mpos drmépar kal goukifes drécewmar, Kerd T poulgor O
madaudr Kol @pyaioy.

2. Bleddwpos. Plutarch, dlcibiades, 33.

p. 35. Foucart, 1914: p. 187.
office in 415 and 408,

Toeptfer, 1889
A, 6827, In

Seven wears later, when the Athenians changed
their minds and decreed the return of Alcibiades,
Theanodid not have toundo a curse.  The others did® -
elneigarto 6 . . . Tas dpar dvombrasfae mdhe Eipodrisas
kai Kapueas, ds émoujoavro Toi dfuov mposrafapros. But
Theodorus the hierophant tried to save face:
dgoriovperwr 9¢ Tar EMhor Deddwpos & Lepogarrns | aAl
eyw' elmer “oldé karnpacapniy abrg kasor oldéw, €l undes
daduel rip w6l 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 oceasion declared the curse to he
null and void, he as “official exsecrator,” =o 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

L Plutareh does not state explicitly here whether Theano i 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
jrl'ii'«l.'l.-“' of J.:'I.'I'I'II.'I\"F and L\II:I."I_' because the case concerned these
two goddesses.  The real proof, I think, is in Plutarch, Aleibiades,
33, where it is stated that in 408 only the pricsts 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 lepéwy s
13 -H.:‘u'lﬂ'-'l'l.:li see alzo EI\.'IHI.".'I - J-I:l, n. 12.

s Ea""ll'!".l-] N -"-i-l.'\., A g‘-.'."rj.t.' Andoe .'-.'|r-:'_~| 51 . when a s e hat simi-
larly worded charge of impersonating the hicrophant is made
AEinst i:lilll: on the goeaxites see below, I 33

% Plutarch, Alcibiades, 33 CF. Alcebiades, 6, 5:
eidemque illi Eumolpidae sacerdotes rursus resaerare sunt coacti,
|'|'-I'-I eum devoverant,

It is similar to the condition attached to the wish at the e
of 1.G., 1%, 76: [holruwes &r [n]i &buoos 'Aferaios pedd riv mdhir
v " Abesalon pecd v fed. 3o the hicrophant's condition should not
hawve struck anybody as being out of the ordinary in religious
language.

."'t'l.'|.l|an-~1

[TRANS. AMER, PHIL, 50C,

of the priests was so revolted by Alcibiades' alleged
impiety as to utter a public curse against him com-
pletely on his own. The ability to do so might have
been, like a papal interdict, a source of considerable
political power. But this was not done. From early
times asebeia was a crime that was under the jurisdic-
tion of the state courts.® Thus a curse by a priest
could appear ridiculous if the man sihse-
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

WwWere

would be to
initiate a suit of asebein 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 Kervkes were
opposed to Alcibiades’ return)® and his attempt at
:-::H':il:lj_; 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. "Apxies. Pseudo-Demosthenes, A4 sainst  Newera,
116; Plutarch, Pelopidas, 10; On the Sign of Socra-
les, 596e; Nepos, Pelopidus, 3.7 Toepffer, 1889:
P P.A., 2447, Foucart, 1914: p. 188.
In office in 379,

33=20.

Two episodes have come down to us concerning
Archias. The first relates to the vear 379. When
Pelopidas and his companions were just about to make
an unsuspected coup d'élat against the oligarchs and
Spartan garrison in Thebes, one of the oligarchs, com-
pletely drunk, dismissed a messenger from Athens
with the words "siwoiv els abpior ra croviaia.””  The un-
accepted letter which the messenger was carrving 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
bibulous oligarch was killed.

The starting-point of Pelopidas's operation was &
e Bpacie®™; from there the yvounger 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

the

LY. J. Budhardt, “La définition du délic d'impiété d'aprés la
légiskation .|Ir:i-||u-," Muserm Helpelicum 18 (1961): pp. 87T-105.
.lll.l."\-l'-n:L:‘”"' was acquitted on a charge of asebeia against the

Mysteries by the Arcopagus. In the same vear as Alcibindes

Diagoras was also convicted of asebeia against the Mysteries.

' Thucydides, VIII, 53, 2.

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

" Plutarch, P loprdas, 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: “Abwy §¢ xdxelvo afvunfirar, @ dvipes "Afypralor,
dre Apxiar Tov depogarrne yerdueror, efekeyférra ¢ T
diwaornple agefoipre kol lorra Tapd 7& Farpa Tas Pueias,
tkohaoore Duels, kal Ghha 7€ karnyopntn alrov, kol O
Sy T fraipa "Ahots exlvhs boxdpas & m alhg 'Ehevaiv
wporayoben tepewor Dloeey, ol vopiuwov dvros & Talry 79
nuépn Bheww, old' Ecelvov olions vos Qualas, adhd vas lepeins.®™
The hierophant, therefore, probably did not have the
right to perform a sacrifice at the Halea; apparently
only the priestess (of Demeter and Kore) had this
right.

.llll.tll_i,"r rl_'(_'ﬁ_ll,ll'll,i[l;_'\. 1]!5.‘1 ill('i(l(_'l‘l!.. I.|'|||' ACCLUEET ‘:’E
Neaera |:-]'-:,|4,'|,r|_‘|;h~' to stress the 'i]!l[:llilr'l.'ll'll:"l' and prest ge
of this man.* He was a Eumolpid, of noble ancestry,
and very wealthy, having performed several liturgies
for the citv. But nothing could save him, neither his
wealth nor his prestige nor the entreaties of his rela-
tives and friends. ™

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 |n..' the |1'iu1'H[]|'I:II'I|., Euctemon returned to
him the house, of which he (Euctemon) had the use
while the mortgage was in effect.  The date is reasona-
bly closge to the time of Archias's incumbency to regard
him as the hierophant in question, though certainty
iz 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.™

* Peendo-Demosthenes, oA painst Neaera, 116,
fhedd., 117,
8 That the sacrifice of the hierophant ( :
por iestess) 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

(legitimately of the

testimaonia for the connection of ”i“'l_‘-"-'-'-"- with this festival, and
asserts that until then Dionysus had plaved “keimes
erhebliche Rolle.! Nilston (Geschichie 1: p. 467) disaprees with
his i:1|,|'|:||r:-::|li|:-|| because of the large number of Dionysiac ele-

Iz eine

ments in the festival and beeause 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.

2 [sacus, O the Estate of Philectemon, 33, The date of the re-
payvment is obtained from the historical events mentioned in the
speech.  CF. I, Fine, Horer, Hesperia, suppl. 11: p. 74

8 .., 118, 1540, lines 31-32 (an inventory) and Sokalowski,
SEnpplément, 12, line 7. In the first line of the latter, ox-
Lowdopopias | (proposed by Oliver) cannot be correct, because the
second letter cannot be a ¢ but probably rather a ¢ (see the forth-
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4. Aakparetins. Isaeus, On The FEstale of Apello-
doris, 9; H. Diehls and W. Schubart, Didymi de
Demosthene Commente (Teubner, 1904), col. 13,
lines 41-58, and col. 14, lines 35-49.% Toepfier,
18389: p. 55. P.4., 8969. Foucart, 1914: p. 1838,
In office from shortly before 3533 to at least 350,49,

Lacrateides is mentioned as the current hierophant
n the following passage of a speech made about
433 “About to set off to Corinth with the Athenian
army, Apollodorus, lest anything happen to him, made
his ".'-.'[“_. and pr'ih-'[d-:_'(l his sister . . . with a :irm']'].'.
and gave her (to marry) to Aakparily ro viv lepogtrry
veyamuérw. The natural interpretation of the phrase
T pip lepopdery yeyernuerw is that Lacrateides had just
recently become hierophant. The passage refers to
the betrothal of Lacrateides and the sister of Apollo-
dorus, which teok place just before Apollodorus went
off to fight against Corinth, therefore around 394, [f
we assume that in 394 Lacrateides was about thirty
vears 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 333).

Statements of Philochorus and Androtion cited in a
papyrus of Didymus’s commentary on Demosthenest?
reveal that he was still serving as hierophant in 330-
349, He was therefore in office when in 352 the decree
concerning the lepd dpyés was issued (.G, 113, 204),
and participated in its implementation. The follow-

1
2

ing events seem to have led up to this decree.  Culti-
vators of the land adjoining the hiere 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 l‘;t'l'}'k-.'?:. the J':I]ntn|[:it]m_'.;1[|(l;ut}' 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-
Lors E“ |..||-1|1.'|:' L |:|;|:-,' 1“”' |_||l..,' Q'if[lﬁll'lli'liﬂ]] {!IE. 1!1{' E]':II'I,"']
(of the Telesterion) and the repair of the sanctuary,
or should the occupants be removed and the land left

r new edition of this inscription by C. Edmonson). New
fragments show that the lines are ninetv-seven letters long.

Sokolowski's restorations are forty-two letters too short in each

line.

u CF. P. Foucart, Etude sur Didymos, pp. 103-106 and 174-183,
in Memar de ' Acodimie des Inscriptions ¢l Belles Leltres 38
(1M ; K. Gr. Hist., 324 (Androtion), F30; 328 (Phil
F155.

8 Jeaeus, On the Estate of Apollodorus, 2: for the date see
Blass, Aitisclhe Ber anikesd, 113 . £52.

W CF. W, Lacey, The Family ¢ al Greece (Ithaca, 1968),
pp. 106-107. Lacrateides, however, probably did not marry the
sister of Apollodorus; cf.  J. K. Davies, Athenian Properiied
Fansilies, 600-300 B.C. (Oxford, 1971), p. 44,

7 Dnehls-Schubart, foe. eil.

whorus),

|
%
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Towards the end of the decree it is
the hierophant and the priestess of

uncultivated?
stated that

Demeter are to sacrifice an [dpesrioeor ] to Demeter
and Kore, for which the Treasurer of the Demos is to
vive them thirty drachmae. The decree does not
inform us of Apollo's judgment in this matter, but
fortunately the papyrus of Didyvmus 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 vear
350/49, to put an end to this, the Athenians marched
on Megara.*® In the face of the Athenian army the
Megariang vielded, on condition that the hierophant
and the daduch determine the boundaries : svrexopnrar

vap of Meyapeis dproras  yeréaflar  Tor  LepopdeThy
Aakparieiiine kal vor daouyor ‘lepoxhetdne. wal w5 olro
dproar, trtpevar® 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 Kervkes 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 416/3 concerning
the r_-au-.r:.r.-'.l'.'r: f;,!".-'\';'.. [2 76), here also, the I1i:-rt:]}ll<1n:.
the representative of the Eumolpidae, is joined by the
daduch, the representative of the Kervkes. Yet in
gacrificing the [aresterion ] the hierophant's associate
is not the daduch but the priestess of Demeter.®

Possibly to be identified with this hierophant is the
[Aa Jkpareidns [... 5% ... Ha]uebs who dedicated a
statue base, dated to the fourth century, (probably)
in the Eleusinion in Athens. ™

Le., 112
“around

5. "leporheidns Teaocaperotr Ilatarievs. 1188
Foucart, 1914: p. 185. In

middle of the fourth century."”

office the

68 G, L. Cawkwell (R.E.G. 82 (1969): pp. 330-331) thinks that
the r';ia;:u:u,: at this time concerned jll:—l the dryarial, not the LEf i

itself, The statements of Philochorus and Androtion
prest to me that it concerned both,

# Dichls-Schubart, col. 14, lines 40-46.

B Soe alzo below B 71,

e Hesperio 26 (1957): p. 216, no. 66. A title could be restored
in line 1.

dpyds
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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-
gl';lph {!'Lg. 1].

F.G., T2 1188

ca. med. 5. TV a.

16

20

24

Storkhedon 25: lines 1-28
Non-Stoikhedon ; lines 29-33

i [¢ o i]
J_'.'L"u_ﬁ'[. A ]ﬁw:'m 'Ehevalios |
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i r].[ P -.'l:'",'[a”:l-:':u; [é:l-?'r[.:r':l TEPL TOM &
[.r;--_!pe'.-fw Tjﬁ.‘- :I':.I'I.Ei"l:ﬂ'i."]i{.lﬂl' kel heyaw

r
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COMMENTARY

My own restorations are: lines 10, 11 except [ua ],
12 except [ever], 13-15, 16 beginning, 20 elreSeins, 11,
22 beginning, 23-28, 29 beginning, 31 draypape:, 33
beginning. The rest are by Skias or Kirchner and are
listed in the apparaius of L.G., 1% 1188,

Line 1: Perhaps Etf@[ias Mva Jfwros "Eheveimos. Eifias
"Brevoi(mos) is mentioned in 1.G., 113 1672, lines 56
and 58 (320/8), and Ieéfwr "Eleveimes, first restored
here by Kirchner, appears on a fourth-century grave
monument for his wife, I.G., 115 6054 (dated to
365-349).

Lines 10-12: Cf. 1.G., 112, 275, lines 3-7: [elvoas 5¢]
kipua [7]a ympioualra doa 'Afnpraior &fneloavro melpl
atr[ob].

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

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

Line 21: [8 lepér ] Wilamowitz.

Line 22: Kirchner's [Afypai]ws, strange n 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., 113, 1193, lines 15-16: Awwvelos év
rois Tpayawiels. Restoration of a blank space seems
unavoidable here.

Line 30: Perhaps [xal r&\ha té 7 Jv dguorde, which
occurs, with a different sense, in Hesperia 8 (1939):
p. 178, lines 12-13.

Line 31 : draypéyfae fits the space better than ypadac.

Line 33: [& voe dyopar 7 "Ehey |owior Skias. There
are no examples of decrees of the deme of Eleusis set
up in their agora ; there are examples for their theater;
¢f. 1.G., 112, 1185, line 8. Also possible here is els 16
Aiovtioior ; ¢f. 1.G., 112, 1186, line 32.

DISCUSSIONN

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-
rarded 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 preparat ions for the ."n|‘|-.'5h:]"u.':i would
£0 mMost :-i||1nu::|;|1|}' if he had 3{:]:]:] relations with the
deme and its officials. Apparently this hierophant,
who was |1r-:_'1.'1't:ue'~‘] b honored |!|j-.' the deme on several
occasions (lines 10-12), had excellent relations.

B2 F. below, pp. 28-29.
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His honors are atelein and a gold crown® worth 500
drachmas. Atelein was a dispensation from payving
tax to the deme on property owned within its territory
bv people who were registered in other demes. We

i Kirchner describes the erown engraved on the stone above
the inscription as myrile.  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 myrile crown is known.  On the subject
of crowns see below, pp. 23, 71,

¢
3
?
f
!
i
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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 penlakesto-
medimnoi, the wealthiest class in Athens, the practice
had probably become obsolete by this time.*®

6. [——Jerres. 1.G.,
1914 : pp. 188-189.

I1:2. 15344, hne 35 Foucart,

[ = ]I:I‘TTI'?L! :E_Fﬂl."l;l'.'rl_u(: ",r('VlJHél-'I:IL' h\:l_l' e ___;
preserved testimony for this hierophant.
tained in an inventory of the sanctuary drawn up by
the epistatai from Eleusis in the year 333/, at the
of their term of office (336/3-333/2).57 In
Attic prosopography only Bierres or Molorrés seem to
be possible. Because of the fragmentary state of the
inscription nothing is known about this hierophant
beyvond 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 yevouévor may
imply assumption of office during this period.

is the entire
II E}- COn-

close

J29/8

Surprisingly, no mention is made of the hierophant
in the very extensive account of the sanctuary issued
by the epistatad in 329/8.%% A house of ““the priestess”
is mentioned several times (lines 17, 74, 305), as well
as the house of the daduch (line 305), the houses of
“the priesteszes’’ (line 293), and the house of the
Keryvkes (lines 24-23). The designations “‘sacred
houses' {]iiurn 70, 86, 94, 203) 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 ]r!'il'Sh_‘.‘-'m lives, " &
And since the houses are included in this account of
the expenditures for the sanctuary, they were un-
doubtedly located in the sanctuary itself. Thus the
priestess (of Demeter and Kore), the daduch, and
“the priestesses’” lived within the sanctuary. But
no certain information about where the
hierophant lived, except for the fact that the hiero-
phant Hierocleides could have owned property outside

we ]'Ii!\'t‘:

B I.G., 113, 1496, line 60,

B L., 18, 248,

a4 Aristotle, Ath, Pol., 47, 1.

57 I.Gr., 112, 1544, line 35.

G 11 1672,

4 This i also apparent in line 293.

|'I'H_|.\if-i. AMER., PHIL. S0C,

the sanctuary (for which he was granted afelein by
the deme). ™

In this same document, an intriguing object, 74
Baxetor, “‘the seat,” is mentioned in line 145 without
any defining characteristic: 7tit émoxevdoarte T
Haxetor kol kohMjoarrt Tols wodas Tpeis deras Xaplad
peofids : r‘ It appears to have beenso well known that
it did not need definition. The word fakelor is attested
only here, according to L.5.J., s.0.; but the use of the
cognate verb faxéw generally indicates ceremonial
sitting. I suspect that fakeior is a ‘‘chair of office’” or
“throne’ and is to be identified with the fepoparrcds
fpowos. The hierophant was apparently the only
Eleusinian priest to have a throne® ; part of one from
the Roman period was excavated and published by
]. Travlos.® If this interpretation of fakeior is correct,
it 15 evidence that the custom of the fegoearrikds fpdros
was in use for over seven hundred years, to the very
end of the cult. It is also reasonable to assume that it
probably was in use for a long time before this account
of 329/8, perhaps from the very beginnings of the cult.

In this account it is also stated that, from the vearly
harvest of the Rarian Field, sixtyv-one medimno:
{of barley) were given to “the priests and pricsiesses’
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
[||q_'r||, a8 a group, for the trieteric and [:ll:'Hh.'lt:I'it: cele-
brations of the Eleusinia.®

330-320

An unnamed hierophant appears in an inscription®™
of this period (330-320), at the head of a group of men
selected by him to perform some functions connected
with the cult of Plute 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 Er1$1'1'i|‘:li:|n.~1""" are the ﬂn]j-.' testimonia for the
CUstom {iit one it i3 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—
|'|i:|f".- |l"|'| Sl‘]]‘lli.'l.['."'\-:r' (L] COnNnect ‘l‘l!_"”l 'L".'i'|]l ok "|<|_|||:'|_|:.||_|!|
of the Erinyes near there: according to Pausanias® a

% See above, hierophant no. 5.

8 5pe below, p. 43,

2 Sep below, e Ak,

8 [.G., [13, 1672, hines 255-262.

MG IR 1933,
|Iil.'1'1rll_':. my.

8 LG, 112, 1934, 1935, 2404 (see below, pp. 22, 29); possibly
s .nrfe'.f,[.'n'f'l-rr 11 (1942): p. I.‘., . 38,

% Cf, Koehler, Hermes 6 (1872): p. 106,

8 Pausanias, [, 28, 6.

This does not seem to be an example of




VL. 64, FT. 3, 1974)

statue of Pluto was situated in a sanctuary of the
Erinyes beneath the Arcopagus.

Ca. 370-322

From a speech of Hyperides whose title is not known
the statement is preserved®: “l have the daug hlu
neither of a hicrophant nor of a daduch.”" This
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. Elpugédwe. Diogenes Laertius, Arisfolle, 5 {ed.
Long) : Athenaeus, XV, 696a-697Dh; Index Librorum
Hesyvchii, 189 (ed. 1. Diiring, Aristotle in the Bio-
praphical Tradition, p. 88). F. 4. 3971, 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, Eurvmedon 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 Chaleis because
Eurymedon the hierophant (or [emophilus, as
Favorinus says in his Varie Historia) brought a
I:]] 5]'._‘1_' ”f .'l‘ult'.lr" R ‘._E.\H[]L\-]_ ||i||| [‘('l' I‘I'l\"i]tl\!,_'\. ('i”‘l‘ll}'.?:";{"l
hymn to the above mentioned Hermias as well as the
epigram for his statue at Delphi.” He then quotes
the entire hyvmn and epigram. However, a speaker

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
Euryvmedon) 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 skelion,
and having completed his proof, adds™: “Moreover,
Aristotle says in his Defence dgammst Tmprety (if it 1s
not a tI[.II'Hl'I'_"_\.']: ‘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 1 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

& Hyperides, fragment 198 (ed. Jenzen).

9 Athenacus, 9Ga-h. For study of the hymn (FPoela
Melici |:r-i'lllr'|'-. no, 542, ed. | ) S D E. W, lI|"|.IIII'I'|I|."||. “The
Literary Tradition Concerning Hermias of Atarneuws,” Yale
Classical Studies 5 I"l':.:'.;.ql: . 61-65 and C. M. Bowra, "Aris-
totle’s Hymn to Virtue," Problemis in Greck Poelry (Oxford,
1953): pp. 138-150,

i Athenacus, 697h.
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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
pods™; 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
I.;|_|c{- ]:];',u'r.:;" |5'il:1:qt't'|t'2-= l:‘r11:|:[1'!|:-'~l.'d the ftl”t-'-".ill;:_' l'|:i'
gram concerning the whole episode:

Efpupédwe mor' Euehher "Apororehge toedelns
yetpaolar Apols ploridos &y Tpdmohos.
AMMG mude dedpiror bréseuTe TobT dkoreT

B dpa PEfEar oukoedoes aoikovs.’

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 kieropoioi of the Boule who functioned
there in 320/8.7% 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: n rli t, De |1]1:=.E]||||u- 5 IIII]IE'IL.!]?I:{‘ anti-Mace-
s abundantly elear 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 Euryvmedon, the hierophant, was using
this anti-Macedonian feeling against Aristotle for
[1:||1-r, more p-._'rricun;ﬂ Ieasnns, h;n'in_l.: found in the
|:-]'.§lu$-i:])hv!’ an attitude toward the :"-l}'h'l{:ril'_':i not as
unquestionably reverent as his own."™® The next

(](ZI'IH.',!

hierophant is said to have certainly felt this way

towards a philosopher.

8, Edpuxheidns. [Diogenes Laertius, 11, 101 {ed. Long).
Toepffer, 1889: p. 56. P.4d., 53964 Foucart,
1914: p. 189. In office during the regime of 1le-
metrius of Phaleron, 317-307.

Eurycleides could not tolerate philosophical jokes

SR

it Faor this type of charge see J. Rudhardt, Museum He
17 (1960) : pp. 92-93.

2 Platn, Lows, 7000 and Republic, 607a defines hymuos as a
prayer sung to the gods; of. A. E. Harvey, “The Classification of
Greek Lyric Poetry,'” C.QL 5 (1935): pp. 104=168. On the paean
see Smyth, Greek Melic Poets, pp. xxxvi—xxxviii; D. A, Campbell,
Greek Lyric Pogtry (London, 1967), p. xix; and Bowra, fec. cif.

% On this part of Aristotle’s life ¢f. Wormell, op. cii, pp. 83-87;
Dilring, ap. cil., pp. 343-348; 0. Gigon, Vila Arisiotelis Marciana
{Berling 1962): pp. 7477,

U [ pbmwohos Anovs 18 alzo used of the hierophant in L.G., 113, 3411
(after 176 An.) and of the priestess of Demeter and Kore in
Hesperig 10 (194072 p. 97, no. 18 (around 455 B.C.).

LG D3, 1672, line 299; of, P4, 3675,

" According to Arabic Lives of Aristotle, which are probably
derived from a \{1'|:||"':'|1-:|I'|i|" work by a certain Ptolemy, the
motive of Eurymedon was “jealousv™ and “a grodge'’ (see texts
in Diiring, op. cil., pp. 199 ; e 214),

|
|
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on the Mysteries, so the story is told Dogenes

Laertius;:

by

{mee 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 Demetriug 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.?

0. 'Lepocdrrns Novepddou J]:—p.:-[-‘r.:-irhjs:“.'l.h-r;-fr.-'.anxns‘. IG.,
[12, 1934; 1700, line 146; 7221. Toepfier, 1889;
p. 36. FP.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 tvpe concerned with
services performed in the cult of Pluto by the hiero-
phant and a group of eminent Athenians. It begins:
"[Mepoghr Jrns Nevepadovr Hepfoidys inscribed the (fol-
lowing) men chosen by him to make up the couch for
Plute and to decorate the table ;u'rru'c,”u;_: to the
oracle of the god :

Lepogdrrmr Novep[ 4 Jou Ileploidny
Xeapuchie Bleobiipo v B laiypea
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 hieronvmy, though
it certainly does not mark the beginning of strict
|IiE'I'f¥!1}'I]!}'- because there are several ||1'|;-|'n[]|1:1|]l5
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

T Diggrenes Laerting, loc.
here; see above, P13,

[,

W LG, 1% 1934, The date was determined El:. Kirchner on
the basis of its letter-forms and the i'llrtllll:-ll.-;_;'..' of the men listed,
Foucart wrongly dates this inscription 1o the end of the third
ocentury, because .||'|'l.lr-:|i:1;.; to him the thirteen men listed (one
being the hierophant) correspond to the thirteen tribes of this
period, and because Beddouhos Seoir[ovs Mepaecds ] is honored
on a dedication of the end of the third century (1.6, 112, 2798).
Kirchner, however, has identified Theobulus with a man of the
same pame ina list of the second half of the fourth century (1.0,
113, 2393, line 8). Moreover, the number of men in .., 118,
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.

cit.  The term dpdproc is used loosely
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335/4," but we cannot exclude the possibility that
this Mnesiarchus was a brother of the hierophant. If
Mnesiarchus was the hierophant, the date of his
bouleutic vear 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 1]:5:'!}' VEArs,
s that around the end of the fourth century he would
have been at least sixty vears old.

Ca. 330-ca. 270

“Hierophant' is mentioned twice in the little that
remains of a “Sacred Calendar' issued “cz. 330 to
et 2709 by an unknown authority.® “(The) hiero-
phant and (sacred) herald” are entitled to receive one
and a hall drachmas for breakfast on the fifth day of
Pvanaopsion when they announce the beginning of the
festival of the Proerosia. This announcement they
made, it seems, in Athens. The hierophant was
probably regarded as the announcer ; the sacred herald
the Pronouncer. And since the hil_‘a'n]:-|;|;z]]l Was re-
sponsible for the announcement (spéppmewss) 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.

-I.h‘.f 1‘:.]{':“';[" iti:"“:] 'I'l""u.'ﬂ"i,l.[."i ll‘l{I_: l]]l._' ll]'i‘l_"'l'{_ll,]l'li,'l'l]l Ell'll:i
the “‘priestesses from Eleusis" went as a sacerdotal
from the Eleusinian sanctuary the
Pyanopsia, the festival of Pythian Apollo, which took
place in Athens on the seventh of Pyanopsion, and
to be sacrificed by
the Priest of Apollo, and themselves offered liquid
offerings and cakes of ground barley.®

delegation o

that they brought certain “pifts"

Ca. 300 B.C.

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

Bl 115 1700y line 146,
“?. 7221 ':-:Irl.ll.luli:ll:.. a 1'.':[:|§||i_: of some sort rather than a Erave
monument),

BLL G, TR, 1363, recently edited ]r:\. S Dow and B, 5. Heal
A Sacred Calendar of Eleasis, Harvard Theological Studies 21

He can also be restored in . .,

(1965): lor comments and a list of reviews see | and L. Rabert
R.E.G.BO (1967): p. 481, no. 217. i

8 There is no good reason for assuming, with Dow and Healey,
that this was issued by the deme of Eleusiz,. Non-civie .,'r.r|:|u|'.-|-
tions could alsa issue cult regulations; cf. the decree of the FEROS
of the Salaminioi (Sokolowski, Supplément, 199,
known instance of the deme of Eleusis having a regulatory role

.I.E:.I'|'|' i:- o

in the cult of the Eleusinian sanctuary {see above, Introduction) :
as far as the only evidence goes, the cult was controlled by
certain gene, primarily the Eumolpidae and 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 assmmption

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

® Cf. Deubner, 1932: pp. 68-69; Dow-Healey, op. cil, pp.
14210,

H LG, 118 1363, lines 9-19; of. Dow-Healey, op. cil., 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 : Avoalhgs and épfidwrou. The former was
the name of a native of Eleusis, the hushand of Baubo,
who entertained Demeter: thus arguments based on
mythology were apparently used. 'Opféxrov 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
in statues.’ The case would have come before

e
the basileus.

10. Xawpdrwos Ipognrov "Ehevoivos. Ty, 115 12335
Toepffer, 1889: pp. 56-37. P.4., 15209. Fou-
cart, 1914: p. 189. In office around 248/7

He iz 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
spondophorei he kindly continues to copy ‘the an-
nouncement,” and (3) he demonstrates a blameless and
becoming behavior in his priestly office.”™ The hrst
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 spondophorei who had to promulgate it
abroad. It is certainly not a question here of exact
L'c:]:ir:—'—ﬂ:v Iﬁl-]'uph;zm was not a scribe—but of
arying according to the city and the circum-

COJ Il'i S ¥

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.* T04E), which had the purpose of encouraging
© Dionysius of Halicarnaussus, I, p. 314, 12-17 (ed. Usener and
Harpocration, sr. Awaligs; Pollux, VII, 69
- Oratores Attici, Dinarchus, frag. XXX,

Kadermachs
(ed. Bethe); & i
pp. 430 and 463,
¥ See above, in connection with hierophant no. 3, Archias
5T 1914 : p. 219.
3 Aristotle,
#1108,

Ath. Pol., 57.
1235. The proposer of this decree also proposed a
decree of the year 248/7 (L.G., 115, 683; &f. Meritt, 1961 : p. 234).
W I, T8 1231 1235; 1236; 2044; 1045 (see Appendix 11);
Hesperia 11 (19042) 265, no. 51, The Demos and the Boule
alzo occasionally honored benefactors of the Eleusiman sanctuary
with myrtle crowns: LG, T12, 847 ; 049, 3220; Hesperia 26 (1957):
pp. 37=38, no. 12,
o 13, 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 commut
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 hecause of it the celebrations will have
been well attended, and the prestige of the gene
enhanced.

A large attendance also brought another beneht to
the gene. The spondophoroi solicited theoroi, in addi-
tion to initiates, from the cities they visited.® The
greater their success in this regard, the more theoroi
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 Kervkes.™

'HIRD CENTURY B.C.

A third-century dedication honoring a hierophant,
1.G., 112, 2944, probably a statue base, is inscribed on
its front and two sides (the back is not preserved)®;
inscription within a

it has on its front the following

myrtle crown #°
[ra "_|-'-|H':li'
| T mﬁ_i.:rll Tar Pew
| lepossa |protvra
aperns | €reker

Kol e _:-ﬁ'riﬁ‘.’.‘

|y i

kol ehoTiputas |

71 s [els ] éavrolis]

x Jat ele[dw Jo xahen[c].

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: E
;:1': fpUKE |x‘ [Er_cm:n:-ru:' ];-ru. Beneath the I1'|}'t'[|1! Crowi
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

[ pohmrida: | tepo[ waproivra | KTA. A nd

the olive crown on the left face there is another olive
crown : and again, undoubtedly similar crowns origi-

2 Of. L. Robert, Hellenica 11=12 (1960): p. 109; A. Wilhelm,
Wiener Anzerger 61 (1924): pp. 101=-104; Foucart, 1914: pp.
270=271.

2 One |'|<-§|-.‘_.;|-_;.::.|| of thesrot to the Avsteries, froim .".E“l".ll.—'I 15
attested (.G, T13, 992, second century B.C.).

% Sep [.G., 113, 1231, lines 9=13 and 1078, lines 35-36.

# Thizs description is from an inspection of the stone.

9 [ assume that it is a myrtle crown since it is represented quite
differently from the crowns on a lower level, and the Eumolpidac
and the Kervkes are the honoring agents: as in LG, 113, 1235,
they would normally honor a hierophant wih a myrtle crown.

SRR —— . TR
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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: [~ ——-Javra. He held it before he
was hierophant, or at least before the time of this
dedication, since [lepoga Jrroiera indicates that he was
currently hierophant, while [-—--TJarre is most
likely the end of an aorist participle.

The meaning of 74 vyém ré& weol 7 Oed has
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 vé d&\ha yém 7@ wepi 7o
few; for the Eumolpidae and the Kerykes were cer-
tainly -yérp vd 7epl v fech, and it would have been con-
fusing if ra yérn va mepl 7 feo were to be understood as
a separate body from them. Moreover, 1.7, 112, 1235
shows that on occasion the Eumolpidae and Kervkes
did act in very close concert (line 3): ré YEPEL TOH TE
Enpiwor kol Elgohmidir. Thus, 1 vém ré mepl v fed
could well signify the same sort of cooperation, with
the crowns on the two sides signifying that each penos
also independently decreed honors for this hierophant.
Furthermore, there is a passage referring to the
Eumolpidae and Kerykes where ré vév 7é mepi v fes
can be read with high probability. If we restore els
ra yég in I.G., II% 1236, line 12, so as to read
[eloedoivras els ra yern] 7a mepl T fe] fedle] wrh., the
sense and the space are both satisfied, since it is clear
from the sentence that the object of elvefoirras eis has
to be the Kerykes and the Eumolpidae.

[t 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 I.G., [12 2044

|.l|.'¢'rl

11, "Aperoxhis Tleplloibns. Hesperic 11 (1942) PR
203-298, no. 38 (= 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:

¥ See above, note 90,

BECH 6 (1882): p. 434,
#1004: p. 161,

ITRANS. AMER, PHIL. 500,

append. Il (= I.G., 113, 1045; S.E.G., 111, 104).
P.4., 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
issued in 148.'  Since the text needs to he
examined in detail in connection with a discussion of
this Flr'il:-‘i'l. and 1 have been able to make some new
readings after inspecting the stone, a new version with
a photograph (fg. 2) is given here.

Wels

SE.G., XXII, 124

'Exi Avardbov fpyorros [ vavey Jeavos Exv[ e émi]
déxa kata fedv, kara 6¢ dp[ xorr Ja méurre [lora ]
pevoy, dyopac kuplas & [ 20 | Jedlen, "Auve[éuaxos |
4 Elxhéovs "ANawels e[ wer” &we ooy & L'Epﬂ,“é,l!_-:'rqsr;
"ApLaToKhas !Il’.pi'ﬂﬁi-{‘?[:‘j; gi"l.'ul.'_-ig TE Q1 r}mr[c:\ﬁ_j
par' [blay dvdorwe vall ko wa Jow Elgohr [ bas ],
keracralels 8¢ lepo[warrys in ]l ‘Eppoyis[ov &pyorros |
8 drevewaaro e T v draypo i [ e v pon [ %
&5 Ty dpyaloy ‘FP“[FMGTE]@:-:IJ [ni- Jor & [TL'H r]'::'.f-i‘{]"“'[_
we kall’ fio édec Tov [ael t':ifpﬁu__fu.:lr[ﬁf'"]!'.ll:ra St L]
guvéypagar Eip[odr Jida: EIIAI[_ &35
12 dieiona Ehor] ad Jrov kal kard 7[a &\he daeirpara |
rou duov Ta e loa Jyayea kadas k[ araypdge doa tmpt |
Lx 8y peraoxirr| w v kal BEdgodmidon [:,uf‘ro". Thons Tapa |
[ox Jevns kel eihoriuias, Yiewrud e e[ Lofreyner 1]

kal Kard 7 |

16 [va] :il*ﬂ*;rpa[gﬁt.] 7 elaaywyh & arghnlc Mblge &0 ]
[ '-]':._j?'xfl.'ﬂ'i:u-'_jiw:, exheheppiver [6¢ wodldw Bugeiy |
[I:-f n:'-‘r_-,'::::- [T."J-“a.uuf:-vml* i Tols xa;p[m':; & e';;a'_cr'rn.:t]
[ &veJavrie iuvoée re alros k[ al mpigodor |

20 [H'DI-FJ{’]&#EFGF mpds e Govhge xall éregariaer |
[rep ]t atrar kal Yhgioua irectp[ woer lva Tposdduwr |
[moh kv yevopévar els [ra iepa af Buriar cvrredivrar ]
[roi]s feois kard ra[warpia

24 [ra]rpiov dyaros—— - e
[: _']ﬂxg[___. ot o E et _J

COMMENTARY

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

Line 8: &waypach v Meritt. For the use of an
draypasn in connection with a genos see below, p. 36.

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

Line 9: ypa[ pparel Jwr Meritt,

Line 10: tep Jogavr[npe] 7[— <] Meritt. The trace at
the end of the line seems to conform to N better than T.

Line 11: émd[dbvae Meritt. I am hesitant about
this restoration. If the letter after EINIAI were A
part of the horizontal stroke ought to be visible, but
the area is uninscribed.

0 See Meritt (Hesperia 34 [19657]: p. 90) concerning the date,
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Line 12: #ov[abr Jov Meritt.

Line 13: [E;’pttrrt‘:' boa érd x..-ﬁ':li' Meritt.

Meritt,!™ eiting S.1.G2% 1106, lines 52-56, an in-
scription from Cos, where eleaydyior means “‘entrance-
fee,” offered the attractive conjecture that deayiyea
are the initiation-fees, which are described (though not
named) in LG, 12 6. But we should probably look
for some other verh in place of [érparrer], because it
is clear from I.(7., 1*, 6 that other priests were involved
in the collection, and, anyway, the collection by
itselfl 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 restoration is probably
k[ araypage doa émpax |ty or k[aréypacer don Empax |0y
or y[page Gra Emphx Wy Support for this can be
found in an inventory of 408/7 (I.G., I%, 313, lines
161-162) where three and one-half drachmas are listed
as paid to the Eumolpidae for savide fr o[ [ s rds ploras
k[arey Jpdefooe]. 1t 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

Correct

in addition he had a psephisma passed calling for the
“collection (of the entrance-fees),” the eloaywys, to be
inscribed on stone, his innovation being perhaps the
stone instead of the usual senidia.

Line 14: Eipohmid@[» Meritt,

Line 15: [elofreyxer ] Meritt and Hubbe.

Line 16: ergh[ge Meritt and Hubbe,

Line 19: é&aorde Meritt and Hubbe: [kai wiw
rn-":-nmn'm,--| Meritt and Hubbe, I:r.'u.-i 7p£:-|:ru-':-rjp:| [ and
L. Robert. The latter'™ object to siv; I agree that
it is unnecessary, especially since space does not really
demand it (line 15 is of the same length).

Line 20: [yvapny tvepdmee] Meritt and Hubbe.

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

W Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 297

12 A text of the relevant portion of LG, 12, 6 is given above,
P 10-11.  Another word for entrance-fee 15 elern hiriow ; .-__" L.,
1%, 1368, lines 37, 61, 103, for admittance to the lobacchod.
chius defines elonhboior 45 riunua eirdboy, Tihes. For a discussion
of these terms see A, Wilhelm, Sfalreshelte 5 (1002) p. 138,

" In the mventory of 408/7 the proceeds from the Greater
and Lesser Mysteries (lines 144=146) appear shortly before the

Hesy-

lines just cited: iriraa [iyirero ix row | pey[davor pelorepion],
followed by the amount. [If the interpretation of this notice
advanced above -:':| 13) is correct, this is the sum of the fees
mentioned in LG, [% 6 which were eollected from the initiates
and became the Two Goddesses." (Meritt has
kindly informed me that the restoration [izevivera] in 1.5, 1%
313 is voo long by two letters, so [byévero] should be restored.)

M R.EG. 57 (1934): p. 197, no. 66: 75 (1962): pp. 147-148,
new 111,

108 T,

“sacred (o

.:!H.'l..\'ﬁ. AMIER. PHIL, S0C,

yrapny evegdmoer is unparalleled ; yrdune never occurs
in conjunction with évepdmeoer. 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 xafi
évepamaer | 15 probably the correct restoration. The
phrase &geavifar mept 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 eleaywyn) because at this time he was not
a member of the Boule, but he spoke before it and
managed to persuade it to pass a decree.

Line 21: [wepi] Meritt, émexiplufer lva mpoabbuw]
Meritt and Hubbe, [fre xpqudrwr] Tod.

The phrase kel $hewoua érecip[vfer ], as restored by
Meritt and Hubbe, must refer to Aristocles' per-
suasion of the Boule. ]. and L. Robert point out'®
that this meaning for érumplrrer is unique and very
doubtful. E. Wanderpool 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 emwupbe is attested for a situation similar to this,
.G, 112, 1012, lines 12=23 (111 nm.c.), reads: rpdeodor
TOLTFELErDS Epeavifer Tel [Fouvhel

kal dia ratra wapekadel v SBovAny EmiupRoar fauTEE
¥ieioua. In this instance Diognetus reported that
his synedos wished to erect a statue, and asked
the Boule to ratify (irwvposal) 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. éresiplwoer] would accordingly mean
here “had a decree ratified," as ypada: 10 Phowopa
usually does not mean “inscribe the decree' but “hawve
the decree inscribed.”

Lines 23-3: Restorations of the lacunae are |>_'..'
T and L. Robert, and have been .'u':'{-[]h-[i ||‘_..' Meritt
:£|:H! ]I{Illl.ll;

Line 24:[....]0Y AT'Q Meritt.

There was a wmarpios dydw at the Eleusinia (1.G., 112,

wpds  Tow  Fovhge

1672, lines 259-260), at the Dionvsia in the theater
at Eleusis (F.G., 112, 1235, line 17), and at the Haloa
(f.G., [I3, 1299, line 29,

DISCUSSIONN

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. [1% 1045 (see Appendix 11)

188 See especially S.1.GE 412, line 4.
W REG.T5 (1962): loc. cil.
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may bhe a t'r.'[;_'h|:||1.'r|1 of another COpyY of this decree;
it too honors a 125{*1'cl|:]];an1 Aristocles, in all [JI'H::L'I-
bility the same person.

Aristocles 1s 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 132/1 is also possible).
Therefore Aristocles served as ||i'.'|'rs]li|;|||'. for at least
thirty-five {or thirty-one) years. If he had been

about *_-'\.'i}.;l:\\ VEArs old when he was :||!-'||l':n'itllt'l'i. the AP

of some of the earlier ||ix'|up!|.||'|l.\'- at the time of their
appointment, he would have been around ninety-five
vears old at the time of this honorary decree. In
183/2, the year of his appointment, he participated
with many other Athenians in making contnbutions
for some unspecified purpose (I.G., 113, 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 .\Lrllj. nomachus of
Halai.” He has no title in this list, so it may be, as
Meritt observed, that he was appointed hierophant
later that wvear. Amynomachus was probably too
young to contribute on his own behalf; i.e., he was
probably less than thirty vears old.  If Aristocles was
sixty vears old, there would have been more than a
;hirl}.' year difference between them. Thus, to as-
sume that Anstocles was sixty vears 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 af Hala |3-|'1|:'|.||l'|f..' 1ok |(|I|5._1 Lefore 183/2 [see
below), which may have been prompted by the fact
that his aging father had recent |j~' died ; -"Lrll} nomachus
could therefore have been born of a second or subse-
quent wife of his father late in his father's life. Con-
x-':l.'t|'.;|‘1ﬁ.l|y. an age of hi.\:l:‘\.' Vears 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 hizs father, probability
tends to [avor, and a simple hypothesis demands, a
VOounger age.

In his l||il'l:~'-|'l\'|; {or 1!|:.I'l:~' one} yvears 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
.I.EJI..I-.II'I.."Illl:-.' indicates that at one time he was a member
of the Boule while hierophant.

During his tenure as hierophant a decree was passed

08 The connection was hrst ;::li:':l1'li out to me by E. Vander-
'I:-:|-||. who also informed me that the "I-_-.;'II'--. Excavations |‘-|:----|'----'-:|

a photograph of LG, T1% 1045,
108 Hesperta 34 (1963): p. 200

(164 Bg.c.) I:rauur'in;_t a demarch of Eleusis, 0
mentioned that the procession of the Calamaea was
conducted by the demarch, the hierophant, and “the
priestesses.”” The hierophant therefore had a sub-

where it 18

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

12, "Apuwdpayoes Eledéovs “Adaeets. TG, 1I%, 2332,
line 52: 3469 ; above, p. 24, lines 3-4. P.A4., 739.
Foucart, 1914: p. 190. In office in the second
half of the second century, sometime after the
sixteenth of Pyanopsion, 148, probably succeeding
.-"l.l'i:—~ltut'|1'.~i. his brother.

He was the brother of Aristocles, but his deme 1s
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.., 1% 3469 which reads'?:

t 1 o B ey
lepoart| g5 | Apvmouey| o5 |

f_'::_'.'_\.'jx{' r-::-!'x' AN Jecceils.

Meritt presents the following prosopography for
this man'*: “From our present text [the decree for
Aristocles] it is clear that the adoptive father was
Eukles, possibly a descendant of Eukles, son of
Eukleides, of Halai, of the fourth century (F.4.,
5713). The father of our present Eukles iz doubtless
to he identified as that Etxigs Etxhéovs "Adaels who was
ephebos in 258/7 B.c. in the archonship of Antiphon
(Hesperia 7 [1938]: no. 20, line 33). His son would
then have been of mature yvears when he adopted the
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 (.G, 1I%, 961, hne 21;
2332, line 30)." Amynomachus would then have
been around ffty vears old (or even older) when he

YO

'|n't||:-'-:-'|‘1| the decree |1-:|n|]|'i:|,; his brother, and so
|:1'-:||-.||:-]:" OVEer l-ll.l}' when he succeeded his brother as
|1il-|'np||.|||l.

12978
A decree of 120/8'" mentions that the hierophant
and the daduch kai ol pera rotrer jrerres!!® took part in
the |.~1'c|:'r.~=:-fur| in honor of .1';|:nl||r!' at the Thargelia.

.G, L13, 049.

M Denbner (1932 0708} gives the evidence for 1t.

u Restored by Meritt, Hesperiz 11 (1942): p. 297; and in-
dependently by W. Peek, Ath. J . GF (1942): p. 45, no. 62,
The stone shows that the first five letters of the patronymic
should be dotted.

W Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 206

Sokolowski, Supplément, 14, line 36,
1 The meani f ol perd rolrowy fxorres 18 not clear, A Wil-
helm (Silsung chie Wien 224 [1M7]): pp. 27-53) suggested a

'-‘E
|
|
i
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13. Mepexheltns Bleogquor Kubatpraweds. [.G., 112 3512;
2452, lines 48, 59; B.C.H. 15 (1891): p- 261,
P.4.,9902. Foucart, 1914: p. 190, In office in
the last quarter of the second century.

A list of distinguished Athenians (I.G., 12, 2452)
wias set up, for some unknown purpose, in the last
quarter of the second century: towards the end of it
three hicrophants were included. They are:

(line 48)

(line 53)

(line 397

legogarris Beo ehuon Kudafqraels |
Tepogdvrys Blorgbcov Hepaels

Tegodrrns Mevexhetbor Kuiafpracets

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
The
list was begun around 123 B.c. and was supplemen ted
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

did not originally appear there at the same time.

office and that this is a record of three successive hiero-
phants. They or their
hieronymy.

tellow citizens practiced

The original names of the first and third are known.
There was a f.'lrlliJ}.' 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., II%, 3512. There
are three possibilities: the Menecleides of this list
(I.G., 11*, 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 L6, T12, 1013, line 48: & re LEpOEar T § [kai of we Ji-
Ler Jrapivo[i] &[r Jopes waf’ ixagrop [rie Eriavrde | i TV FAFRYLALE.
The kafiearauévo. &vpes 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 ] Thus have duties wvery
similar to the epimeletai of the Mysteries or the taxiarchoi (for
these see Hesperia © [19407: pp. 104-105, no, 20) and are probably
the same type of officiale. [ think that it is unlikely that offi-
cials who wers specifically in charge of keeping order at the
Mwateries would have been requested to keep order also at the
Thargelia without some sp mention of this extension of duty
or at least something more definite in respect to designation than
of T The context ns instead to eall for
sacred  off The Fli'lr:!-H' mhay b l’|1'|:.;ll-.'l.i'||!l.'|:- 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,

8 For the stemma see F.A,, 9002,

{HI e Ty 5. I I i
[} L

¢ ARORTE S,
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quarter of the first century (P.4., 9901, and the
Menecleides son of Theophemus of Kudathenaion who
was cosmete in 13/2 (1.6, 113, 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]I, its lettering does
not seem to me to be significantly different from the
lettering of I.G., 11*, 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 (1.6,
[1%, 2452, line 48)."® Nevertheless, the possibility
cannot be excluded that another Meneccleides in this
family was also a hierophant.

The dedication I.G., II% 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 ]Jii*rnph;ﬂ]l':-'. death.

14, ‘lepogirrns Elorpbeov Meparels.
line Toepffer, 1889: p. 5
Foucart, 1914 : p. 190,
of the second century,

IG., 113, 2432,
. A 6802,
In office in the last quarter

=
P P 18

He was probably the successor of Menecleides, A
Theodotus son of Eustrophus of Peiracus, the gyIm-
nasiarch in 132/1 who was praised by the demos of the
Salaminians in 131 (£.G., 113, 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.

I.G., T1% 2452,
P.A., 7097,
In office around the

15, Bebenuos Mevexhelbor Kubalgraieis.
line 59. Toepfier, 1880: p.
Foucart, 1914 : pp. 190-101,
end of the second century.

ar.

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., 12 1013, the hiero-
phant and “appointed men” (line 48) are to punish
transgressors each year during the panegyris (of the

meRCH, 19 (1895): p. 129,
s A, 9903 and IG5, T1%, 3512,
HES

¥ Foucart also assigns I.67., 3512 1o the Menecleides of 112

2452, line 48, mistakenly illl-e-r||r|_-|;i||:;{ Philios as having made this
:1|'J1'r:.|i|lt.l.[:l.l.'._
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VL, &4, FT,

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 panegvris.

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
concerned with Eleusinian matters (the
priestess of Demeter and the Eumolpidae are men-
tioned), but not enough 15 preserved to vield any in-
formation concerning the hierophant or any

decree 15

other
Eleusinian priesthood.

16. ‘Tepoavrys. [.G., 115 1713: Hesperia, suppl. B:
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 Hierophanies,
doubtedly a hierophant
because of hieronvmy, for Hierephantes does not exist
as a proper name in Athens.'™
phant known to have been an archon. Thoug
identity i3 unknown, he may be identical with Theno
naion who was
century

LiI1-

whose name 15 concealed

He is the first hiero-
¥
I

1 1S

phemus son of Menecleides of Kudathe

hierophant around the end of the second

(see above).

ARODUND EXD 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
Plute™ ([.G., 113, 1935) was set up by a hierophant
around the end of the first century before Christ.!®
3 would at
first seem to imply that hieronymy was not observed,

The lacunae at the beginnings of lines 1

since the hierophant's name has the form: [Name (of
ci. 1 letters), “lep lowdrrys, [ Patronymic (of ce. 10
i

|{'II_4-.":-'~.J. 1-"-:-|||t-l§-:' [nf G, |1-Il1'z'.-~_l | It is |:-|3-.-.~45i-|x',

however, that the hierophant was a Roman citizen,
thourh none of the other men in the list are, and that
in the first lacuna his gentilicium is inscribed, in which
there 15
(cognomen) and so hieronymy

CAse no room for his original Greek name

'l."u'l':-|I|f| !I.I‘-.l.' iH'I‘:Z

lll-'.“'i'l"-.'l.'li.
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. 123-129, no. 23).

Im |r.rr.| 112, 1044, line 6.

et ) o B T Il Dominie Remane in Grecia dall
Aeaica ad Aupusio (Rome, 1946), p. 170

2 The date is determuned by the prosopography of the dis-
tinguished participants. .G, 1% 1935 15 duplicated in
[13, 2464; they appear to be copies of the same inscription; of
Oliver, Hesperfz 11 (1942): p. 75. For similar lists see above,
i _:'”. (k] Lk {:.‘_3_

AL, y (rncrra

.G,

HIEROPHANT 29

389

A dedication to Titus Statilius |.:E]i![.l|"i.'l!-i. s¢T uUp in
Epidaurus probably in the year 38/9" states that he
was a descendant of lepogarrmer kel dpdovywar 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.

Lo, T1E 4479, In office around the
middle of the first century after Christ.

17. "lepowdrrne.

In the archonship of Callicratides (40/1-33/4)!7
Euphrosynus the son of a hieronvmous hierophant
was a Zakores In the cult of
gituated at Eleusis ([.G., 113,
he dedicated a |:I(JH'EI iII'IIi oikos

[Ebwpdaveos lepocdrrou)
Asclepius and Hyy
4479), at which timu
for the sanctuary of this cult.

Because of hieronymy
the MNamne of his f.::'rlq-:'. lll{' ;lii'r'r1|:]:;|:'|1. is unknown,
but the inscription is significant in that it shows that
at this time—and probably not just at this time—a
pricst of this local cult of Asclepius was drawn from a
hierophantic family

He was married at some time in his life

FIERST CENTURY A.D.
The 8

Apollonius of Tyana and the hierophant is included

story recounted by Philostratus'®® about
here, though we cannot be sure that it is not fctitious
The |'|i|_'|'-:|F]|'|.'||'|| refused to allow ,"l.pr|||r'-n::|_|.-~ to he
mnitiated © & i lepoparrys olw éFolhero Tapeyer Ta lepd, un
'Ehevriva droifa
arflpiime poj kablap rd dagedne.  Apollonmus |'|'|:-1.it'r1 thiat
although he knew abount than the
hierophant, he wished nevertheless to be initiated by a

As this answer found favor

Tag &y woTE punoal yonrTa, pndé Thv

IO the lelete

man wiser than himself.

among the bystanders, the hierophant was faced with

the risk of losing support, so he changed his mind and

n."r'c-rur] illiri.'l'l‘:li'ii K0 |Ii|1'!. Hl.ll .I'I.FI'iI”l:.IIIiZi:- I"'Ellili"il:

punoouer alfes, uvdoer GF we O Oelra, and Philostratus

adds: mpoyrwoe xpwueros & Tor per Exelvor lepogarTie, O3

WeTH TETTAQN £77 TOU fepob mpolary.

1 5. .Ill'j':i":"” i'{.‘.(u" E-.;u's [’]:'_:'r'.-,_“',:. Moig J'-;rz."n.."-.:n_rn:l,ri-.l(.-l' 'l._llz.\.(.lle'.l.'.r:".':'.l's.
f.G., 112, 3546 35484, as restored by A. Wilhelm,
Wiener Ansze Tper, L Klazse 72 (1935 y:

pp. 83-90 (cf. J. H. Oliver, 4.J.4. 55 (1951):

hist.

WG IVE 82-4 (= S5.EG., X1, 408a).
r, Hesperia 20 (1951): p. 351, n. 1
1V2, 84, lines 29-30.
7., B3, lines 14-15, and 84, lines 35-36.
A5 TVE 85-G | SEG, X1 oA4n9), lines 10-12: a new text
of &6 is L';.\'\.'II |l:. W. Peek, Inschriften aus dem
Efrdanres (Berlin, 1969), pp. 29-31, no. 36.

wr oF. LG, 113 1974

8 Life of Apollonins, 1V, 18.

For the date see

1 sklepicton von
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Stemma: A. Raubitschek, R.E.
coll, 2253-2257. Woloch, 1966:
In office around the end of the

Dp. 347-348).
¥ (1937):
Claudius no. 70.
first century.

The dedication LG., 112, 3546 was set up in his
honor while he was still alive, as is indicated by the
fact that his cognomen Oenophilus is omitted and
Teposarrys 15 inserted in ifs place: Tifepos Khatdos
Teposarrys Kalhwparibor Tpwoplows."™  The inscription,
dated by the eponvmous 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 pracfectns fabriom (Emapyos dpxerestivar
dnuor Pwuaiwe), which was a military office preparatory
o an 1'rg|JL:SII'[;L|'| career, ;||'|ti _,"ih.u'.-'rr'.f.'.'.ﬂ r'{}f.':r.l'.'.".'-' I
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 Lt which time he made a :!iﬁlr'i]llliiﬂn of two
denarn, probably to the members of the Boule and
E}L'I'I'IE:'F}, vpilm-ii-u- aof the t'i!:.', .'|;c:11|:||||,_-I:L~. ;_[j.'m]];l,h‘i-
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,

.Irll |'-.‘:'l|"-"'|'.|‘.i'-fr."|'r i, ".-.']-.51_'E| was

to the fourth century before Christ,'® comprising in
almost every generation men who held public office,
In his will he adopted (i.e., by adepiio testimentaria)
Calpurnia Arria, a Roman woman, the daughter of
Asprenas Calpurnius Torquatus, legate of Galatia in
08,/%, and the wite of Bellicus Tebanianus, consul in

H“‘_IH'.

19. [loiJhos "Tepoe[aJerns. A, E. Raubitschek, Hes-
peria 33 (1966): p. 247, no. & (E.M. 3849):
M. Mitsos, Aekrior 23 (1970): p. 187, no. 6 (E.ML

19 Raubitschek, op. cit., col. 3254, apparently unaware of the
custom of hieronvmy, states that it is not known whether
Oenophilus was alive at this time.  Graindor (1922 p. 93) would
date this ill:—l:'r:.:rl:l.l:'. “eloser to LiLtY 70 than to 100"

Lol 81 7 Waoloch, loc. el

. Because of his tribe; of. Graindor, 1930: p, 10,

112 OF. Wolo o, £,

18 See stemma of Haubitschek, Toc.
some parts very hypothetical. W, K.
[1942]: p. 249, n. 63) commented that there is no satisfactory
explanation for the change deme of Calheratides (T) zon of
Syndromus from Steiria to Trikorynthos.

W See Oliver, loc. cil, :

cil., which is, however, in
Pritchett ( |r.lr¢'_‘|‘!'.l rig 11

| TRANS., AMER. PHIL. SOC.

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
ecitions:

[T4 .".:lf:'tﬁ Marral o]
[Capy Jirrior ™
[...JAGHNATIOLE moc!

4 [. 'lot [\eos "Tepog[ a Jorns
B [ o e : |

The restorations of lines 1-2 are Raubitschek's. At
first [ thought that 4-5 might be restored
[Ehal Jdos ‘lepog[aJorys [row dpcoror w[ohrevrde ], but
an inspection of the stone showed that in line 4 a delta
is impossible (though alpha is not ruled out), and that,
while the trace of the first letter in line 3 is very un-
certain, it is probably not part of sigma, Thus the
name in line 4 is probably [. 'lodJAws. [nspection
also shows that the tau and eta of "lepoz[a Jerys, only

lines

the tops of which are E:lr'L-:-'v:'x'ud. Were []rr:h;ﬂr!}' 111 ]1';_{;:—
ture.!® | doubt Raubitschek's suggestion for line 5,
[4 ¢idos airo i rov m[arpwra ], because of space and the
fact that there is no other evidence that any of the
hierophants ever had a sdrper; many of them were in
fact quite wealthy, and none of them are known not to
have been.

It is conceivable that this ]JiL-]':J[;||1;'|]:|L is the same as
|]it"]'t][ﬁ]!:l!11 1k, 2.:. iI'I 'Ll'l‘li{'ll Case one {'filllﬂl ]'{'_LFI.IT]
Pantaenus as his grandfather (ror #[arzor]). 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 TréBewos Erpdrwr. TG, 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 Euthyeomas son of Straton of
Paiania, pryvtany eponymos in the vear 166/7.1%7 An
inspection of this inscription shows that Graindor’s
text (reprinted by IKirchner, without subseript dots,
as LG., II*, 3984) should be slightly altered: a new
text 15 given here. !

!=" Mitsos's restoration of |_|'l.,'|:|'-u.|-1'r:-_ in line 3 is impassible, as
this verb takes the genitive, The masculine name at the begin-
ning of line 4 rules against his reading ispag[aJeris.  The name

Pantacnus 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 inseription is preserved. : .

126 See A W, Parsons, Hesperin, suppl. 8: pp- 268273,

B rG, TR 773, lines &, 11 2408 r_.", Woloch, 1966 Flavius
no, 29,

8 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 Iragments; hence he was not in a |:l|:--i".i-'||| to know the dis-
position of the The first letter of the second line and the

BLErs.

tau of line 14 have disappeared since the editio princeps.




VOl 64, IT, 3, I'?':l-l-l

[k ]af" twoprn[par: ]
Fuor THY £F ".-"L[pnim'__f
TR Ol Bovkns [rl't'.—\u,"_]
4 4 hafwr Eidvs] gar]
Iataveea * Terov [‘I .\rl.}'éa!]
ZrpaTwvos &t [’-.‘l'._éu'pq-:
[wid Jv ® kal Tireu [P Jafio[v]
:TII'J]E:I.TLQI'I'.IR' iepncﬁ.l-ri_a: |

I
:eTj‘}'m-m- kel Thefias

[

[éy Jyovor ® o[ i |wyia e[ X ]

. Ikpareias e[ p locarr| dos |

12 [la_] fllu;.:.r.':i-.'o[.l::l Iheorap] you |
CeshoJoiwou [OuJyarnp, rolv]

[éav]r[7s &rdpa]. g

The differences
Craindor's are that all vacant spaces are noted ; [ Tiror]

eszential between this text and
is added in line 3; [ro] is eliminated at the end of
line 12 because of lack of space; and, for the same
reason, [des awé] is changed to [#y] at the beginning
of line 11, with [fos ] shifted to the end of line 10,

If a6 Jyoror were the correct restoration in line 11,
we would have to understand [&y Jyovor in line 9 to mean
“orandson.’
the eguivalent of améyores, "'descendant,” it also fre-
quently would definitely
mean grandson if both déréyores and &yyores occurred in
But now that démoyoros cannot

For, while &yyoros 18 frequently used as
I | .

means Mgrandson,”” and
the same inscription.
Le restored, we are free to interpret £yyoros 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
15 0o need to assume a c'||;|||5.:l; of gemos on the part
|1t. |.||l.‘,I ]:|[|l.'|': :’:'IH' lll{' |'I'il.,"|'l:ll:l.|"i.':.5i'|'H| l.‘('”‘lll |'|.' []l:]l-{":l
either with the |{c:'.\"kr:~" line or with the I'-.QII'I'II..I]J'PE'll
line of the family, without her genos being definitely
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 Alarcus
Aurelius, probably of the vear 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 ':un:'|'|.|l'|:_:t' his penos from the

known

Eumolpidae to the Keryvkes in order to qualify for the
Rierokerykein: the part relevant to the present dis-
cussion reacds as follows (lines 9-11): Maopepretros péy

1 ] H. Oliwver, Marcis 2 .-|.-_|"-': Iz of Crvic and Culiural
Policy in the East, Hesperia, suppl. 13 (1970): pp. 3=9.

| rerelins

HIEROPHANT 31

o[ v], éxei Etuohwidys &v olbérepor rlarv] yovewr Eoxer &
Toi viw Knplkwe yivous, érdeirar vall' drrep poroy Epeirar
rpomor Tois & {EkaTépoy vy b0 | relrwy yivar wods farepor
pelicrariiar, deéterar vob s leponnpunelas épeleofor.  Ap-
parently thercfore it was perfectly legitimate for a
man to change his genos if one of his parents was of
the genes into which he desired to transfer. Thus we
wollld not be unreasonable in assuming such a transfer
in the case of Straton the son of the ]'.:1~1't1|:|1.'=.:|:|, and
1]it‘1":.'i'j\' understanding éyyeoros to mean grandson. In
fact, this is the normal progression in dedications of
this type: son of . . Ac-
cordingly, Flavius Euthycomas was also the grandson
of the hierophantid Flavia [.. Jerateia, and the repe-
tition of &yyorer seems to indicate that she was not his
paternal grandmother, i.e., the wife of the hierophant,
The '|-£>!EH'-.'.'5:|;.; tenta-

+ erandson of . . ., ete

|l'|'.'|. ]EE.H !i'l.'l'll'l'rl.:ll 5,_:1';I|||’J'|:ih1_]'.r'|',
:E"."' stemma can i'l{' |'|'|:i,i_|_i__‘:

T, Fl., Straton
Hierophant

Flavia [.. ] crateia
Hierophantid

'T\. Fl. Straton I
Altar-priest

Pomp. Pleistarchus

Philozop

omas of Paiania
of pryts 166/7 (1.6, 112, 1773,
line &

Pompein Polla

T. Fl, Euthy
Efron

T.Fl. Menander FI. Straton
(LG, T13, 3985)  Archon ca. 1947 (1.G, T1% 2124)

stemma Flavius Straton the
hicrophant will have been in office probably in the
first quarter of the century. And since
Claudius Oenophilus probably died around the year
100 after having served several years, it is more likely
that Straton came after him rather than before.

He was evidently not related to the illustrious
|.~||1'.-i|j-.' of the |1il.'|'1r[1|1:||'|l Flavius Leosthenes of
Paiania (see below no. 24). In .G, 112,
bers of this 1.-.l|'|'li]:'-' are mentioned from as far back as
the end of the first centurs
a straton; nor 18 the family of Leosthenes mentioned
in the dedication in which Flavius
mentioned.

According to this

sl

3592 mem-
. but no mention is made of

Straton 18

21. dippos Tepyirrwos. LG, 115, 2341, Toepfier,
1889 p. 60. In office around the middle of the
second century ?

His name 15 inscribed on a round base at Eleusis,
which reads:

"The name of Euthyveomas's son, Menander, is interesting.
His materna
the name hen

randfather, Pleistarchus, was a philosopher, and
fer is the =ame as that of Pantaenusz's father,

philesophic school (ef. Pars ]
me of Pantaenus's son.  Some connection either

Lol I.:|||i|:. or of sentiment may exist.

1oz ol a

who was a di

as well as the
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legoeavrns Dapynrrios
o moré T iouos
ot & ipuos
ob Moveomos & kal Bovrdduos.

Kirchner calls this inscription a fabwle 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
(.G, 1% 2044, line 6), Firmus son of Firmus of
Gargettos, hyvposophronisies in 134/5 (I.G., 115 2067,
line 111), and Firmus son of Firmus of Gargettos,
ephebe in 163/4 (I.¢., 113, 2086, line 50), were proba-
bly related to hierophant.!®™ Their common name,
Firmus, is interesting. It i5s a Roman cognomen, but
no gentilicium ever appears in their names, even
through the
Publius. The riLILli]}f k"\."ill{'[l'li}' 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."

the sophronistes assumed praenomern

22, 'lepogdrrys & “To[i....] Hepawets. LG, 1135
3628, In office around the middle of the second
century ?

This dedication was set up in his honor by his wife
Cornelia Ph[—--]. Graindor'® dated it to the be-
ginning of the second century and restored A 'lo[ iveor
[Me Jpeuéa. 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
(ner. 23} 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, restoration,
pointing out that Decimusz 15 noi
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 [&vépe ] is the correct restoration.

favors Graindor's

the PrACIIOMIET

¥

23, lepocdrrns ‘Avyrobows.  E. Vanderpool, 4.7.4 64
(1960} : p. 268, pl. 73, fig. 17 (of. L. Robert,
R.EG. 74 [1961]: p. 151, no. 267). In office
around 138-150.

The inscription beneath a wvery interesting relief
(4. J. A., loc. ¢il.) found near the Olympieion reads:

s One of them may be the same person as the Firmus son of
Firmus of Gargettos who made a dedication to Asclepius Amphi-
arus (LG, 112, 44413,

“ Woloch, 1966: 5.0. Musonius.

W 1031: p. 104.

B 0p. cif., Junius no. 4.

ITRANS. AMER, PHIL. SOC.

Berpocdpoiot Beats "Ayvobaios “leposdrrys. The name
15 the hieronymous form of the name of a hierophant
from Hagnous, with the demotic placed metri causa
in front of ‘lepoedrrys instead of after it.  In the relief
are represented on the left Demeter and Kore, in a
classicizing styvle, 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'#:
"1t was found lying face down in the area of one of the
houses (illustration 1), 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 i Never
wctnally 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."
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-
phanis 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 yvet 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, 1t will
be convenient to list here the literary and epigraphical
testimonia for the costume of the hierophant and
[!'l"lll('ll.

was for some reason

But this date aAgrees well

LITERARY AND EPIGRAPHICAL EVIDENCE
FOR THE COSTUME OF THE HIERO-
PHANT AND DADUCHMe

Garment: That of the hierophant and daduch is
called erohg in Athenaeus, 1, 21¢: kal Aloxihos 5 of udvor
EEelpe THY TH dTOAS ebmpémelay Kal deprbraTa, v InhdTarres
That of the hiero-
phant alone is called orohs in Plutarch, Alcibiades, 22,
4 and Pseudo-Lysias, Against Andocides, 51, iobis in
Arrian, Disconrses of Epictetus, 111, 21, 16; that of the
daduch alone, {epd arods in a scholion to .'Ill.l'i:'3.1l:JJ'!]Ejl!l1‘:-i-.
Clonds, line 64 and srev in Andocides, On the Mys-
feries, 112, These references tell us no more than that
their garments were something out of the ordinary 47
However, in Pseudo-Lysias, Apaingt Andocides. 51
the cursing of Andocides is described as follows : iépera

ol tepogdrral kel Gedoiyor dugtérprrral.

W Archaic and Archaistic Sculpinre, The Athenien A gora 11:
i BN

e Lae. cil.

"' A partial list for the hierophant was compiled by G. E.
Kizzo, Ram. Mill 25 (1910} : pp. 156-158.
This is 1':-|.l|'l'iiI":- clear im regard to the daduch’s garment
depicted on a fifth century base: see below, p. 48.
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Kol lepels oravres Karnpdoarto wpos éomepar kal coukibas
dvéTeiray, Karda TO poppor T walawe kal dpxaior. 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 gowwides would appear to be their red
or purple cloalks, 14

Hair and headgear: Arrian, lee. ¢if., mentions the
arpogior and cous as characteristic of the ]lit.‘!':1|:-]L;Lt1'|:
Plutarch, Aristides, 5, 6-7 says essentially the same
in regard to the ffth-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: rerdpry 8, & 67 xa
Tehos THs Emomrelas, drddecis kal oreppdrwr énillemis, Gore
kal érépois, ds mis wapehaTe reherds, wopadoirar Slracfar,
dabovxias Tuxdera § fepogarrias §f Toor GAAns lepwoioys.
The eszential part of the investiture was therefore the
binding and laving on of the oréuuars, by which is
probably meant the srpéewr (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 I.(., 11%, 3592, line 21 : ré orpbcwor Tapi
T alroxpirops Be "A praveve haforral® Thus it is
clear that the erpédeier was the most significant element
of the costume of the I'I:il."]"::lF!I]!I:tﬂi and dacuch. [t 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-
temarily worn by the hierophant, the daduch, and the
other priests and priestesses of the cult, as is attested
by L.G., 112 1235, lines 14-15 (for the hierophant)®
and a fragment of Ister of Cyrene, F. Gr. Hisl., 334,
F29: kal wdv lepopdrrnr §¢ wal 7das lepogdrrifas xal Top
dutdoiyor kal rias &Mhas lepelas pupplvgs Exew arégaros,

HE See above, ppe 15-10,

1 IFor the term wowks ¢f. Lo, s, Pollux, IV, 116, p- 235
line T {ed. Bethe) mentions the gousud T
cf. Pickard-( ambridge, The Dramatic Festivals of Athens (Oxlord,
]'Ivl':-.‘":.l. FiB 203, 1t s not elear whether the fmqpclhﬁ.:\:"u' T | |l'.||':l|i'
cloth, 15 the same thing or some kind of fil
of it by an Eleusinian priest (sce below, p. 96) in the Efymo-
lopicum Magnum, p. 429, 1.0 fuepocadhis ... wowkody Gpuw

ma list of SlaFe Farmen

t; there i3 a description

Semmemma l._u-i:'u:'. O YPUFTAL TPOS TAT (EpOLpTYiat

n""1.!’..l'iltl'.|:l|:l{ & J.'ﬂp-l".".?:l's !fl'llll:l'l.:"'l.{:l'_lt!'|;-_|;:1;'4:-1 hl T T

s mepl
Terous. hEyer 68 OrL Kaheival fuepokaihds dei o merhioPal kel Soddefe:
v g fripm,

18 Sew the discussion below, pp. 37-38.

2 For references to the erpdewor In other cults see H. f"E-.':.li;,
B.C.H. 41 (1927): pp. 226-227; also L. Robert, Hellewice 11-12
(19000 p, 452 (and pl. xxvii) for representations of them in a
reliefl on a dedication from |"i-:|:-.'1'||.|,. and $hed., 8] 507, on a atele
deriving from an association of mysiad of Dionysus Kallon from
Rhegion on the north shore of the Sea of Marmora. For the
arpbewe in some other cults of Asia Minor, see below, note 168
H. P. L'Orange, Studien sur Geschichte des spilantiben Porlrils
(Oslo, 1933), p. 110, no. 11, pives references to the orpioor on
portraits in Corinth, Dresden, Athens, and Brussels.

182 Spp .|.|!l|\1.'|_'. . L EL
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The passage from Epictetus's Discourses cited above
mentions that the hierophant had a xous, 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., [I* 3606, line 13) as: ipgas uév
wpwre feitr kopdwrras el pars.

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-
l.'.‘"1'if'|.__l.',|:'-'. his boots are not Eh1*||i5._"||-.~=u:1|q--:| Lype worn ]u_ﬁ'
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 orpbeov
and above it a wreath, certainly of (the hierophant's
traditional) myrtle. He has long hair, the kogs but
not the kpuBidos, 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 enly 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.
Harnson believes that this head is a replica of the
following head.

1. Portrait of a head of the period of Gallienus, now
in the museum at Eleusis.!®® Unlike 1, which ac-
cording to Harrison is its replica, Il has no wreath
above the sfrophion. Concerning the latter L'Orange

14 See below, pp. 48.
1# The similarity may have been only magnificence; the con-
nection with Ax .-l.'|'|}'|:|-. his deme: see |‘i;'l-;,|r1|_-(',||_1;'||;.-;i1i_;_-|-‘ The
Dramatic Feslivals -'-:'. Athenst, revised by J. Gould and D. M.
Lewis (Oxford, 1968), pp. 200=201 ; on footwear in tragedy, ihid.,
pp. 204-208.

* Pringsheim, 1905: p. 13; Mvlonas, Elensiz, p. 232; . Rizzo
“TI costume e il tipo artistico dello hierofante,” Ram. Ml 25
(1910} : pp. 1536-161.

st £, Harrizon, 1953: pp. 63-04, no. 49, pl. 31, Tt has since
becn stolen from the Agora Museum.

187 Fhid,

pp. G3-64, pl. 46e; H. P. L'Orange, Stndien swr
5 spdiantiben Porlrdls, pp. 41-42, pls. 108-109.

f
|
|
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Fio. 3. Hierophant ne. 23, Courtesy of John Travlos,
writes:'® “IIm den Kopf eine wulsartige Binde, die,
hinten geknotet, in zwei losen Enden iiber den Nacken
herabfallt."”
that of the hierophant from Hagnous.

[1l. Colossal portrait head from the period of

His hair is long, though not as long as

188 Thad., p. 124, no. 58.
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Callienus, now in the National Museum in Athens.®
The man is wearing a siroffhiion 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 d¢’ dorias, and believes that the persons
portraved were related 1%

IV. Portrait head of a herm from the same period,
now in the National Museum in Athens.'® It is very
similar to 111, differing from it only in having a feature
of 1, 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 sfropfion 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.'®  Iis 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 '™
The head 1= encircled by a rolled fillet, tied in back and
with the ends hanging down. Above the fillet is a shallow
channel about 13 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 1

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 1. [ think that
the similarity to the combination of strophion and
wreath is such as to leave no doubt that this man was
a priest like I, and that a wreath was indeed inserted,
somehow, in the channel.

VI. Portrait head of a priest, found in the Theater
of Dionysus in Athens, of the Antonine period.'*®  His
hair is quite shagey and he wears a wreath of small
leaves above a sirophion.

Harrison interpreted I-IV as imperial high-priests
on the basis of a suggestion of H. Ingholt that the
combination of sirophion and wreath is in Athens the
insignia of the high-priest of the imperial cult.!®
Harrison accordingly explained the difference in head-

%0 Harrizon, ef. cil,, p. 61; L'Orange, op. &b, no. 11, plates
26=07,

VWO, cil, p. 61, no. 46.  Her other reasons for connecting the
two are not cogent (of. off,, p. 61, n. 2). The hearth-initiates
Werse not II1"'L'L'.-'-'¥iII‘i|:\.' offspring of Eleusinian |:|riL':-'-I:]1..' r:|111i|il--_-|
though many were.  Thus it would not be surprising for a hearth-
initiate to be the son of a hicrophant but the connection is not a
NECESSArY One.

19 L 'Orange, op. cil., no. 12, pls. 25 and 29,

Y9 Harrison, op. cif., p. 41, no. 29, pl. 18.

V1 [,

185 Thid.

1% Tt was pointed out by Harrison, op. cit,, p. 41.

' This was to be elaborated by Ingholt in an article “soon to
appear,” which apparently has not appeared,
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gear between 1 and 11 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 portrai in the Agora, the i|1r=i5;|11':'a of the
high-priest, wiz. sirophion and wreath. This is
clearly untenable in light of the literary and epigraphi-
eal testimonia ecited abowve and the portrait of the
hierophant from Hagnous (no. 23},
strophion and wreath are worn. The absence of the
wreath in 11 can be ascribed simply to the fact that
the |'|11_..':|'r,|,1_- 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. Ewven so, it is im-
possible to say whether the man represented in I and
11 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 ITI-VI1: one can be reasonably certain that they are
priests, but not of their tvpe. The headgear of the
imperial high-priest at Athens, if it was different from

where both the

that of other priests, remains an unsolved problem !

MIDDLE OF SECOND CENTURY

Hierophants are mentioned, perhaps as relatives, in
[13 3966a) dated by Kirchner to
the middle of the second century; the dedicator is
Antonius Cornelianus, but the names of the
phants, if they were given, are not preserved.'®

a dedication ([.G.,

Nniero-

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.n. (1.G., 112, 1092),'7 a5 recipients of a share of an
endowment. The nature of this :er'unwill. as Oliver
sugpests, is not the establishment of the endowment

168 [y representations of the imperial high-priest in Asia Minor
the sirophion has been described as having attached to it a bust of
the emperor whom the high-priest was serving as well as busts af
members of the i|:'|'u-|'i._|,| famil Portraits of several

this kind of strofhion cluded in J. Inan and
E. Rosenbaum, Reman and FEarlv Byso --'-'i-' il Scil Pl
Minor (London, 1966); they dizcuss the problem of
ilentification in connection with no. 143, LB 124, n. 2. |![:-:'\"i||"._
examined the busts on these siraplia, they are not convinced that
any known example ¢ !l'.ll'l:\\.' represents an imperia , and
N sone buats certainly represent deities which the
|l:'i|'.-|:.- seryed s thus 1||1':-.' do not exclude the !ul:—n:..:-il::l.}' that |:i3.;||-

i:lr-:lt iy
pPricsls wearing

in Azia

| personage

cases the

pricsts wore such a strephion but point out that the evidence for
it is insufficient. To their information should be added
.. Robert’s biblicgraphy and examples, Hellewica, 11=12 (1960):

attention to an interesting Hadrane por-

p. 431, n. 4; he calls A
trait in the National Museum in Athens of a man wearing an oak

wreath attached in front a disc

[14: ."l:.l i r'|.1|'|."||n.{|.'.'
19030-1941,

to which is
raparracar (perhaps two c rossed hyrsed), "Apx 'Eg.
"Apy. Xpomwda: p. 12, no. 44, fig. 19.
18 ] can make out on my s qm CEe
17 A new edition with commentary is
Hesperia 21 (1952): pp. 381-394,

after kel in line 8.
T.:H. Miver,

S1gI
given by
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but rather a ruling by the Areopagus which "concerns
a detail for which 1]11' diataxis, the deed establishing
in perpetuity the use of the endowment, did not pro-
vide specifically.”'™ A surplus had evidently

and here the Areopagus decided how it was to
Oliver suggests!”

AC=

crued,

he distributed.

The increased income was to be used for increasing the
numhber of recipients by inc luding among the benefciarics
other perzons of distinction who are precisely identified in
the appended list .... The individual portion was to be

twelve unworn :."11.1'lq: dl'il.':"lln'li.“.'__ (line 13).

The distribution took place probably at Eleusis in
connection with the festival of Mysteries. At
this ;i[m- the members of the Boule,
recipients evern this enlargement of
cipients' number, were now to receive an individual
portion of twelve drachmas; and the pric and other
afficials 1n l|1..- appended list either this amount or
double this amount (according to the notation awhy
Or drmhg W ritten after each li'|[L'-l:|
that are preserved were to receive a double share; the
only preserved single share went to the only non-
list, the archon of

the
who had been

before the re-

o

!

I"l” '|,|'|L' [.II';.l‘!'-.'l Elflll'ill"‘

aacerdotal official on the the
Eumaolpidae.t™
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. (O 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 i
main body of this decument that are charged
with its supervision (and they too probably were in
of its actual distribution). However, it
probably not because of their administrative status
that they have such a prominent position in the list
of priests 1|u1 because of their overall 1!1I|J("1‘l unce and
just as in the aer:

the
they

charge was

|:||i,"-|,l“l‘ in the Eleusinian cult, o
lists of this period it was surely prestige which deter-
mined that the hierophant always .l-'l[]l'."lll.t] first and
the daduch ( V).

How the m[]u of recipients aftter the hierophant and
daduch was determined is immediately «cl
The order is as follows: the high-priest, a single exe-
herald, the

usually) second (see append.

ot Car.

riete, three exegetes I.IJ;.:k'l|I{'r'. the sacred

:'.-]I:ll'-|:|'i{':‘~l: then a Eroup of ]|!'i-.'.-~lx'.-~.¢it'.-—'-: the i'll'it'bﬂt':h‘ri
f Athena, the priestess of Demeter and Kore, and the
two hierophantids. This concludes the list’s first
which contains, in addition to the most im-
portant Eleusinian, some of the important
Athenian priesthoods. The
of minor priesthoods of Eleusis and Athens, with the

column,
MOst
second column consists

17 I'I'I.ru'..n. P ‘.'H‘:
15t Thid., p. 386,
17 The :-||.:Il.' of the

ofhcials, is not preserved.

hearth-mitiates, who are gquasi-sacred
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notable exception of the priest of Zeus.!™ Unly the
first two entries of the third column are preserved, the
archon of the Eumolpidae and the hearth-initiates.

Oliver's analvsis 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
:-.:i(h: in 1,1.'.':)15 or 1,]1!':'1:15: at 1|Jk! head of the |]I'i:-i'r.':'-‘:-11'r:1:|,
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 umty
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 plae-
dynfes and the priest of Zeus, and then the lesser
Eleusinian priests of the second column.

The secondary position of the priestesses is under-
standable when we consider that in the marble seats
of the first row of the prohedria in the theater of
Dionysus only the names of priests are inscribed®™7;
priestesses received seats farther back.’?® The first
seven priests in the endowment list all have seats of
especially great honor in the prohedria of the theater.!™
A seat for the next priest in the endowment, the altar-
priest, is not preserved in the theater, but it is quite
possible that it existed.'™

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

7 [In the theater of Dionysus he s much more prominent : two
pricsts of Zeus sit in the center of the prohedria ([.G., 113,
5024-5025).

15 For the identification of this single exegete as the pytho-
chrestus see Oliver, Expounders, p. 42, His seat in the theater
Uf Dionysus, right next to the priest of Dienysus, demonstrates
his importance.

178 Far the identification see below, pp. 89-9),

1% My squeeze reads Hah[---] We perhaps ought to re-
store Kah[heverelas ] or an abbreviation of it, the goddess asso-
ciated with Demeter and Kore in the Thesmophoria; see Aristo-
phanes, Thesmr., 296,

1% On the prohedrna see Appendix 111, The priestesses’ seats
arc among those that bear the inscriptions T, 112, 5083-5164.

¥ Of. Oliver, Expounders, pp. 41-42 and appendix 111 below.
It would seem that the hicrophant was the most prestipious of
all Athenian priests around this time, Plutarch (Numa, 9, 8)
says that the position of the Pontifex Maximus was equivalent
to the véfis of the hierophant, Dio Chryzostom (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. 111,
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with the Eleusinian cult, ties of which we are other-
wise ill informed,

24. Tiros EraGos (Aewolings) Te dhafiov "AdkiFibdow
Mataveets. LG, 112, 1773; 1774; 3592 (new frag-
ment 1 Apy. Eeo 1971: pp. 115-116, no. &).
Woloch, 1966: Flavius no, 41, G. Giannelli, “I
Romani ad Eleusi,” 4 delle R. dccademia delle
Scienze di Torine 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.

Ohur 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,"'™ 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

13 Of. Kirchner, I. G.; 112, 3592; Geagan, 1967: p. 8.

1% Geagan (1967 pp. 128-132) discusses the gymnasiarchy at
Athens. It would be interesting to know whether the gyme-
nasiarch “with bowls” differed from the ordinary gymnasiarch.
The gymnasiarch “with bowls' is attested at Athens also in [.G.,
LI3, 1945, line 2 (45/6 ap.)..  [. and L. Robert, Hellenica 6 (1948) -
pp. 127=130, discuss many texts in which éhkeie appear in
connection with the gymnasiarchy; they were the vessels from
which the distribution of oil was made (which was the pymnasi-
arch's main responsibility). For  [urther bibliography  see
L. Robert, Hellepica 11=-12 (1960} : p. 599, note 4; |. Robert is
preparing a study concerning the oil used in the gymnasivm and
in the city.

12 For this reason Kirchner's identification of him with the
Flavius Leosthenes, son of Flavius Alcibiades, honored in 1.6,
[12, 3591 is incorrect. A solution cannot be found by dating
L., TR 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 (Y'Flavius
Hierophantes Palanteus and Lucins Versus,” R.FE.(. 83 [.I_':_J;'IJ-J:
p. 63), 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 Aleibiades, which is proved to be true by
the new lragment published in "Apy. 'Ew. 1971, loc. cit.  Thus we
are left to choose, basically, between the stemmata of Kirchner
and Graindor. Both are possible but Graindor's is preferable
hill"\'l.' Firchner has to assume the :|_|;|u|:|1_iu|| of Eisidora for wll.'in.-h
there is no evidence.  Graindor's stemma reveals that the great-
;f.LIIiFE.iI‘]1!‘I' of the |1i.l.'l‘l:||:-|l:|:!|lI Flavius Alcibiades, |_|r.;||);|;|1]l.- wWas
the first member of the family to receive Roman citizenship under
the Flavians; this is chronologically possible since his san was
archon around the end of the first century. In regard to the
dedicatee of L, 113 35010, Flavius Leosthenes, it is I wrobably best
to regard him, with G

vindor, as the hicrophant's J_zr.|||1ll'5|l]1{-r.

Kapetanopoulos rightly points out the difficulties in taking the

SR b
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do not know whether any of these offices were under-
taken while he was hierophant. Certainly the em-
hassies to Rome could have been and may well have
had something to do with his connection with Antoni-
nus Pius, which is discussed below. Anv or all of his
other civic offices, which were mainly financial in
character,'™ could alse hawve been undertaken simul-
taneously with the hierafhanieia.

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 ‘H|L|= while holding the Mysteries—quite legiti-
mately—twice in one year, <I.:.I|:| hl: installed the latter as a
Eumaolpid, 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 vet called feds
(dions), demands that the inscription be dated be-
tween the time his initiation at sis 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 Bome. 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
:E[L|i|(l’.'|'-.' that Verus would have made a leisurely stop

Athens to be initiated into the Mwsteries®®  But
n 1{1.,3 he is known to have made a visit to Athens in

the course of his ,~c|rm journey to the East during

which he tarried at many cities in Greece and Asia
_"l.|i|'||::||'1 [|'|n;|r|,:|'|"-'||'\ |,"|'|i-:|".'i|'|5_: l]:1_‘ |.l.'.'-'|i';'i.'|il.".'" l.':'!l.'l'l |'|-’:l.|.

L]

Illkill- _ll|_||'"|.li_:<l_l'-\._ SO0 I-|. I.I.\. Vils I".I.I':u‘iI'"' .:'|'|||':
[1%, 3593, az the brother of the hierophant; if t
made after I.0G., 112, 35302, it is odd that
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It is not certain whet her Flavius Heracle
in 162 (F.G., 113 1 lime 23 belongs to
did {as Kapeton s believes), perhaps

||:_|,-:'-::|.:'.:|||:_ here can be no certainty at

CORCErming
LG, 115 3048 lepoedprys, Aewoliens, and are equally
possible as restorations in line 3
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1967 : pp. 1
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plague cf. |. Gilliam, A4.7.FP
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to offer.!®™ This vear iz accordingly the preferable
date for his initiation, and so our inscription belongs
between 162 and 169,

O the initiative of this hierophant, the initiation of
Lucius Verus, like the initiation of Demetrius Polior-
cetes and probably also that of Augustus!#® took
place during a time of the year other than the usual
one for the Mysteries. And so the composer of 1.G.,
[1*, 3592 added a note of explanation, a discreet
apology : kal Tobro kard 76 fewerdr (he could not say verd
ra warmal. In the dedication to the altar-priest
Memmius (F.G., 115 3620), which mentions that he
too initiated Lucius Verus, nothing is said about
having held the Mysteries twice In one year, S0 that
we may assume that this was done mainly on the
initiative of the hierophant. And if our interpreta-
tion of the end of I.G., 113, 3392 iz 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 |1iv|‘:1p|:|:u=_1 had the unusual distinction of being
installed in his own priesthood (i.e., of receiving the
k|1_.-|n;|n of l||-, office, the sfroplion) rope Te alTokparope
"Arrwveire.  The [Jl:*]}c:kli,url rapé 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

LLEA Fria Vers, 6, 9: Nam cum in-
y ayris defectionem cogitantibus
oriens vastare 1 venabatur et apud Cor || thui
t Athenas inter symfonias et cantica navigabat et per si
it civitates Asiae, Pamphy
atibus immorabat

Fi o

terfecto leg

ulas

I:II'I'II:I_' I'I.Ii'.l e
volu tion of the impor-
tance of the Vite Verd as an ||:.-:.|-|'i-:'.'.| source see 1. [, Barnes,
wnd Lucius Verus,” 0. K. 5 37 (1967): pp. 65-79, who
to this j l||||-x.|1||--~|-1||..|~1. 15

nur. I Or 4

Hadrian

the evidence rela
_'!- that the initiation ook place.

1927 : pp. 19=23

tation is that the hicrophant always did the
iont, which could
wlpid; hence the necessity for the phrase

at ':h

185 G

B My
installing, but r|'|'. ot alwavs propose the adlect
be done by any
irel xal émMiyorra elyoper. [he precise scense of & vaypr in this
hawve to do

context is not attesped elsewl
'!:_; "|| |||| :|||||'|'Ii-:. B UELE
meaning ‘o be installed’; see LS., 5.0,

o 15 attested

}=281, and Aechus lII.I stides, XLV, 35, ed.
¢ 1n Mala the commentary of
uffenber i I Hachy
A 19313, pp.
15t |._|.- wis shown I,u refer to 1I.].l CLS III.“'.I”.:"' by W. Schimad,
Whsenwm 48 (1393): p. 57. "W Hiitel, Antonenus
we, 1936) 1: p. 236, n. 24, :|'|c| k-H. Zi 2
Besielungen swischen Rom nnd dems Partherreich  (Wicsbaden,
1064), 112,
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313, The passage in

p. 68, although his argument from the use

=elf [rove that :.I, was held in Rome.  Herefers to the case of t
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visited Athens 1s not substantial enough even to dis-
prove the notice in Seriptores Historine Augustae, Vita
Pii, 7, 11 that Antoninus Pius never left ltaly: “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
hierokerykeio ™ 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 hiz death, i.e. with his full name preserved.
Nonetheless, we can be reasonably sure that, as he was
the son of an Alcibiades and grandson of a Leosthenes,
and his (only known) brother was named Alcibiades,
he was the eldest son and accordingly named
Leosthenes.

A Flavius Hierophant, certainly this hierophant,
appears twice in the aeisitoi lists. These are lists con-
tained within the prytany lists of this period. The latter
as Geagan notes,' first appear after the Hadrianic
reforms, and contain, from the first, lists of aersiiod,
i.e. men fed in the Tholes at public expense.®® The
first aeisitoi lists sufficiently preserved to be of
significance date to shortly before 165 A.p."™ 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. Miver's table with some re-
visions is given in Appendix 1V. Flavius appears as
|1il;|‘1rp|1::1i1 in the lists of 166/7T ([.G., 113, l'F'.FﬁJ'I and
the second pryvtany of 167/8 (I.G., II%, 1774). In
cosmete Tryphon who was crowned in Bome by Septimius
Severus and Caracalla (.G, 1%, 2193).

Strong evidence against the initiation of Antoninus Pius can
also be found in LG, 113, 3620 (see discussion below, pp. 83-84).

® Suetonius, Adugnstns, 93; of. Graindor, 1927: pp. 23-25.

¥ Oliver, 1970; p. 4, lines 7-15.

1067 : p. 116.

W s, Dow, Prvareis, Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937): pp. 22-24 -
ef. Geagan, 1967 : pp. 103=112,

1% 1 Notopoulos' date tor LG, L2 1769, shortly before 165, is
correct, thie hicrophant’s nomen should be restored: for a dis-
cussion of this i:l:lhl,'ri|11in|'| and L6, L1 1768 see balow, . 59-60
and append. IV,

7 Fesprerta 18 (1949); pp. 1-57, table 1,

15 Jf Th.R. 43 (1950): pp. 233-235.
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168/9, in the eighth prytany, another hierophant, a
Julius, was in office (I.G., 113, 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, 'Tetdios ‘lepogdrrns. In aedsilod lists: LG., 11
1775 (168,/9); 1776 (169/70); 1808 (170-172, or
174176, or 187); 1782 (ca. 180)%°; 1794 (ca. 180);
Hesperia 4 (1935): p. 49, no. 11 (182/3): I.G., 113,
1788 (187/8 or 174/3); 1798 (190/1); 1792
191/2 or 192/3). In dedications: I.Cr., 113, 3411 ;
3628 (?); 3639; (5. Manganaro, Annuarie delle
Senoln Archeologica di Afene 37-38 (1939-1960)
pp. 421-427. (He is possibly the same person as
hierophant no. 19.) In office from 165/9 to 191
or 192 (or slightly later). [See Addendum, p.
128.7]

It is clear from the aeisifor 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 (1.G., 112, 3411; 3639;
Manganaro, fec. cil.) mention the noble deeds of a
hierophant in connection with an enemy attack on
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., II%, 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 luepdesoar voice of Eumolpus
he displayed the lefelas and the all-night ergic to the
mystad’"), and he acquitted himself well during the
barbarian attack by saving, undefiled, "“the rites of the
unutterable secrets (appirey féomea).” In the second

Eleusis.

M For a new n-.L:I-.u_.; S IJI']fII'L'I P .T"J. note 25,

0 For the dates see Appendix IV, Oliver, Ioc, ¢if., and Notopou-
Miver's date of 192 for F.G., Iz, 1792 (4.0.P. 71
[19507: pp. 175-176) cannot be supported by the theory that
“the panegyriarch was expected to entertain the visitors who
came to Eleusis every four vears to the festival of the Mysteries
in Beedromion," for the Mysteries were held il1|||i,:|.|_'||\';..;'.||.d he
himself eliminated this theory in Hesperse 27 [1958]: p. 42, n. 8.
The other evidence for the date is that it should be after 188/9
because of the hoplite pencral in that vear and after TG 1121708
which has been plausibly assigned in the table of aeisited to 1901
(see append. IV).  And since 1792 was set up before the death
of Commuodus, its date therefore would scem to be Boedromion
!:II 191 or ]'J‘.E.

This hicrophant's nane can be restored in the following
aeisito lists which fall within his period: Hesperie 11 (1942):
P 30, no. 18 (168/9); I.G., 112, 1781 (169/70): 1795 (cz. 181):
179G (186,/7): 1797 (ea. 191).

" Premerstein, Kifo 12 (1912): pp. 145-164: R.E., 11, coll.
L505-1507; of. 1. Russu, “Les Costoboes,"” Dacia, nouvelle série
a (1939): pp. 341-352, especially 349-351. On the date of
Aristides' birth ¢f. C. A, Behr, A.J.P. 90 (1969): pp. 75-77, and
Bowersock, 1969 : p- 61, n. 3. .

*% [t should be dated “post 191 /2"

los, Toc cid.

instead of “ra. 170"
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epigram, which is inscribed on a herm,®* the invasion
is the main subject. [t reads™

Apphrar Bne[ avpdy —-- s "ABivas
prorwdy H[ «— & 7 JoMéiwe aTiryeptt
rolweka rawlas drédprar K Jexpomitar pe
kal Qecar & [reuver . . . . Jpos del rederns.

It was probably erected shortly after the invasion, and
it appears that his praiseworthy exploit [!ur:ns, It Was
the saving of the arrkela hiera which were ke pt 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 safelv

Athens before the Costoboes broke in. This too
is the sense of the third &[]I“I wm (.G, 112, 3411),
where he is i.[i_"\-‘!;l'?l[i as the “‘phantor of the holy
nights, who evading the unholy work of the Sarma-
tians (1.e. the Costobocs)®® saved the orgia and his
life for his count ryv.  This confirms and supplements
the information of the second epigram. He did not
lead 2 defense of the sanctuary but took the saner and.
as events proved, the more valuable course ; he brought
the hiera h-tft.]}. back to Athens as the Costohocs were
hastening to attack. That a large part of the sanc-
tuary, including the Telesterion, was destroved 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 kiera in addition to his life and
the lives of others. This 1.'!]Ei;l"-1-| also salutes him for
hig wisdom ooy khewdr), and _|1‘-l before it breaks r:l':'_,
it mentions that he initiated 'Aprorivor.

This Antoninus can be none other than Marcus
Aurelius. The identification wag opposed by Gian-
nelli®™ on the grounds that, although Mareus Aurelins
is sometimes referred to in Eleusinian inscriptions as
Antoninus, his initiation is alwayvs mentioned together
with that of Commodus, who was initiated at I.|r1~
same time (176 A.0.),* and therefore Antoninus mus

Lo
H was .'t le to see the stone in the summer of 1969, and have

:
wnaro, loc, cif,

1I':'1|' »l in this edition some subser ipt dots,  Mai ods in

Naro's T
gh of
1 should

line 4 appears to be epigraphically impossible ; + stone
15 preservied so l:|'| it the right vertical stroke of
i'l -."\'I ted. Myr .ul.--: 15 possible but not attractive.
Aelian, Va ] , fragment 10.
*8 CF. Premer Ko 12 (1912): p. 153,
L -I.':'-:. I'JJ |'-'.'I |.'..|.'|I it delle [
1015 : pp. 371-380,
*For the dat S |::i.l.'llll'”iI loc. cif » Foucart, HKerie
lofogie 1893 : pp. 205-207.
O 1 it Scriplores Fi il
21 : mity 15 |-:| L Ut se Innocenten e
L ingressus est,  Sinece only the ."|I-=|-l:||'||||: was allowed to

show

+ Awugusiae,

A et sacrariim

gl

loweed to

1 ]

enter the Anactoron (see above, n. 205) this has be
mean that Marcus Aurelius was the anly outsider ever

vigit the sacred Anactoron (Foucart, op. cil., p. 207 ; Manganaro,
toe. eit.). But what about Commodus? Did he wait out
D. Magie (Loeb, 1921) translates sofue az “wunattended' and

le (although

sicle ?

rarinm as Usanctuary,” which scems much prefer:

e 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- [:||~.‘l-l 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 [taly.®™@ The answer
to the question why only one emperor is mentioned
here whereas in fact the hierophant _I'IEEI.I.Ih initiated
both, and in other inscriptions (both i 1 poetry and
prose) they are always mentioned 1-r->u[|u r, & question
which Giannelli prrs[hr]\ raised, may have something
to do with the time at which 1]H_= monument was
erected. [f like 7.G., 112, 3639 it was erected after
hierophant’s death, which occurred in this case in 191

192 or a little later,® it may well have been set up
when the name of Commodus was already under
dumnatio memoriae,

He was eponymous archon in 191/2 or 192,3.2u

26. Tif Khabbios 'Arodhwvdpios Tl Khavdiov 'AxohAodipoy
Axaprets. LG, 112, 1803: 2109 3641, Toepffer,
1889: p. 58. In office from 191 or 192 (or
=

hightly later) to 193/4 (or shortly before).

He is mentioned under the hieronymous form of his
name, Khatdws “lepogarrys "Axaprels, as a pryfanis in a
prytany list (.G, 113, 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 (F.G.. 112
2109 of 194/5, which reads as follows?#-

4 (8 ...).qmms
Khaidw[s Ilo Jaiinhes
"Axepret[ s ot paryyicas
ris w6 [hews, ddekeads

8 elepor[ ar Jrov Khaviiow 'Axo

LM Jwag[iow] "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., I1%, 3641), erected
after his death, with the brief inscription iepoedrrys
"Amelhrapos.

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

=% Sec above, p. 38.

S above, no 200

MG, D13 1792, lines 3-4 (= AP 71 [19507: p. 174); for
the date see above, n. 200,

i 18 (199 : table I, facing p- 22; ¢f. J. 5 Traill,
40 (1971): pp. 323-324 and 41 (1972): p. 141.
d by Notopoulos, 1949: o, 31, He restored | L& Eny
in line 4, but no basis for this is ; able. [ was able to s
of another letter before cta, probably part of a serif, It is too
t of a gamma but could be part of mu, alpha,
fetters. On -.' igraphical grounds, therefore,

|; r.-:--.-

close to eta to be p
lambda, and other

|'\.

[woe :'),_.:'-_lrn'p: i preferable to [&
1 .".|:-'.. .I.I. ;T;ﬁ- l‘[l:"-l.l'\.'l.'l. "|.|'||||| L :'|.|.'||:u.i can \_|_|.L|| I:\.lu r-

--I|-|-'-.|. If 2E¢IE,
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lodorus of Acharnae, who was ephebe around 110,25
His brother Polvzelus 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. Nobppros ‘lepowdrrns  Pahppeds. TG, 112, 1806
[:ll'ﬂl"l_- 52): 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 gquestion mark from the
date “194/52"" which Notopoulos®? proposed for I.G.,
[1%, 1806, in which this hierophant appears in the
aeisiloi list; for if it were dated to its other possible
vear, viz. 193/4, we would have to COMPress evern
further his ;}rmit*m: 20r's :|]|'1_‘.'u_'|:.' brief ]'u{'|_||]]'|u_~|:1.;:!.'_
In I.G., 1I*, 1806a, assigned to a vear in which this
hierophant was certainly in office (193/6), absolute
hieronymy is observed; only the titles Tepoedrrys,
Aaboiyos, ‘lepoxipuE are inscribed. According to the
aersitor list of I.G., 112, 1790, this hierophant appears
in the extraordinary position of second place, behind
the sacred herald, the only such occurrence in all the
preserved aeisifof lists. However, a squeeze of the
inscription shows that this part of the text is definitely
incorrect®*; lines 26~29 should read:

Notpueos “Tepo[ e Jar[ne]
Noby "Tepoxnpu[£]
Mopmrios Agdof tyos |

From a partially preserved aeisifei list, not precisely
datable,® we learn his demotic, ®akgpeels. He may
be a son of L. Nummius Phaedreas of Phaleron,®™ who
married Nummia Bassa, davghter of a sacred herald.

If the restoration suggested in Appendix 1V for
line 1 of I.G., 1I® 1789, [NoiuJuos ‘Tepogarrns, is
correct, then he was probably still in office in 204/3.
28, Kiablios 'lepogarrys ) Mapalaros. TG, 112 1077,
In office in 209/10.

The sign ) indicates that his father had the same
name. Either his father was also a "Tepocdirrgs, or the
hierophant's name, before hieronyvmy was imposed,
was the same as his father’s.  Since most probably no
Claudius of Marathon was hierophant in the previous

kG L2000,

He .G, 115, 3748,

7 1949 - table 1.

¥ For other corrections in this list see Oliver, A.7.4. 45 (1941):
p. 539,

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

= f G, TR, 4069-40710,
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sixty vears, the second alternative must be the correct
one. In this caze, Claudius Eumolpus son of Claudius
Eumolpus of Marathon, ephebe in 169/70 (L.G., 113
2007, 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 heen sixty yvears
old.

29, 'AwmohMdwies 'AwmoMwriov. Philostratus, Lives of
the Sophesis, 11, 20, p. 103 (ed. I{;L}'_a:prl; Lol 113,
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:

W) 8¢ "Amodhdwios & "Afgaios dvdpares pév fEdly kaf’

"EX\yeas, ds ikards ra dkapind kel Ta duel peérge of

pepTros, émalfevoe 6é "Afjenar waf' "Hpachelfny re kal rép

dudrygor ToU wohtriwed Ppbvou wpoeoros émi rahdrrey.
drawpenns G kel 74 wolTkd yevdperos E Te TpesPeimis

UvmEp Taw peyloTwe Empeefevaer Er e hetrovpyiaes, ds

peyioras "Abyrator vopitovst, The Te dmdwupor kel The éxl

v drhar tverpawn kol Tas €F dvanTdpov cwwds iy

ynpharwr, Hpakheldou pde wal Aovluovr kel Thaiwor ral

TWY TOWETWY Lepowarrior ebgwvia wér droléar, seprbrnTi

8¢ wal peyolomperela kal kdopw wapd wolhols dokaw

TP DR,

The rest of the biography discusses his oratorical

style, but mention is made in passing that one of his

embassies was to Septimiug Severus in Rome 2!

Concerning his death it iz 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 hiera from Eleusis stopped

to rest.

A statue of him was set up at Eleusis while he was
still alive (.G, 112 J311). Beneath the eplgram
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 iz asked to
keep his name silent while he is alive, because “a
secret (hesmos™ went taking it into the purple sea"

#n view of this embassy A, von Premerstein (Jalireshefte 16
[1913]: p. 263) suggested his name as a possible restoration in
line 21 of 1.G., T1%, 1076, as the Athenian del gate sent to Rome in
connection with honors for Julia Domna, but a new fragment
(Hesperio 4 [1935]: PR 178-183, no. 45) does not seem to bear
this out
] Il xarpés means the hicrophant himself, the father of the
L LR T

ators, the line seems needlessly redundant,. A small non-
jeining 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: =ar[pis] duoii ("Apy. B, 1071: p. 118,
no. 12).  The line signifies that his father had the same MHAmE.
] » Jagt line |.||'r'||.-,||- refers to Poseidon as the ancestor of the
Ipidac; see Toeptier, 1889: p. 30,

= 0erpis sounds very much like an object here, on which the
name was written. It definitely was an object in the Thesmio

phoria ; see Deubper, 1932 pp. Sl-60),




VoL, 64, T, 3, 1974]
that 1s, probably as part of the investiture ceremony,
his name was written on a tablet and thrown into the
S,

His role as hierophant is deseribed with the words
dvakTipoy &k wpocavérta bl & épyevais. 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:
Béggare riw layw. This and the which
Philostratus uses for his office, ras & drvacripor words,

SVNONYI

as well as the remark that other ||iq-|-|:.p|1;1|][5; WEre
better in enphonia, importance for a
melodious voice in connection with the funciions of
the hierophant in the Telesterion.

in||:-'[_1.' great

Though not equal
to three of his successors in euplionia, 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
|i|'|:.1.".

He was married at some time in his life.

Since Philostratus states that he was once an epon
vimous archon and hoplite Graindor=
identified him with the C. Cas(sius) Apollonius of
Steiria who was hoplite general in 18892 and archon
in 207/8.#¢ However, it is sugrested below (p. 80,
no. 10) that the hoplite general and the archon are
[ather 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

general,

et that adwvised
Commodus on affairs of the Gerusia in 182 and 153,
The above interpretation of 7.6, 112, 3811, line 12 as

indicating that the .!"‘.l."l"fll."l'l.':]'ll was the son of a homon-

|.|Il:' co st

vmous father offers support for Oliver's suggestion
as far as the patronymic is concerned, but his sugpes-
tion otherwise cannot be regarded as probable on the
However, I am in-
clined to agree with Oliver that our Apollonius is the

sophist honored in LG., 115 3812, [ would edit this

basis of awvailable evidence *®

i1'.:~t'|'i[l1il:11 (he. 4) as follows:

I 5 17 e ] r ’ E
LEATR T4 | do-FarTa .1Lr'.l_ EQT @AY ELTRLIS
= .

52 "Amodharo[ v "AmolAwrion]

srecarding the

The letters of line 3 (ht., co. 0.026 m.

vertical stroke of the |J|'|i: 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,

81922 ¢

2 Sew M

281-283; Sarik

a; Suppl. 8: py
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Fra. 4. .G, 113 3812,

but that only the name of the man’'s distinguished pro-
fession stood cenfered in line 3. 1t is in fact centered
in relation to line 1 and so it s reasonable to SUppose
that line 2 should be svmmetrical 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 OMiver's identi-
fication. But the restoration [*A mohAdrior | "ArolNuvio-
[v. .50 3 Domatic 7 is also possible as symmetrical with
lines 1 and 3 if its beginning and end extended bevond
those of line 1. It seems impossible to restore
"Arordavios Eldnuov "Epgewos®™® Wilhelm's identifica-
tion*® of our Apollonius with P. Aelius Apollonius who
is mentioned in 1.G., 11*, 3688 (fmil. 5. 111 p.) as hav
archon,

hoplite general,
emmelete of the gymnasiarchy, and herald of the Are-

reen  eponymous basileus,
opagus seems doubtful. Possible arguments againsi
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 I.G., 112, 3688) shows

the identification would presuppose a change of

the part of P. Aelius Apollonius or of his

genos o
uncle, I. Aelius Dionysiug, 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 f.(7., 11% 3688 reveal, the dedi-
cator, the wife of P. Aelius Apollonius, took pains to
show that her cJ:alI;ﬂ'll:':' Was ”I- dist il]j_glli:~3|1~|| dancesiry ;
vet, if the identification is correct, she ignored her
husband’s sophistic profession which had been in his
family for some time.

This ady dead when Philostratus
was writing, between 230/1 and 2382

hierophant wa

His incum-

= p ., TI2, 3665,

= RE, 2 coll 121, no. 1; which is followed by P.I.R2 A 142
and Bowersock, 1969 : & 133

H Over, 1970: p. 4, lines 9-11.
i . 106 - PP -5,
stratus will have addressed Gordian at the outset by his

» date f. Bowers Since “Philo-
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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-
phantic in succession, namely, Heracleides, Logimus,
and Glaucus (who served for a period of nine years and
a fraction of a vear). Thus Apollonius was either the
successor of Claudius Hierophant of Marathon or at
any rate served not long after him.

Ca. 220 A.D.

Around 220 A.p. a decree was passed by the Demos
(I.G., 11%, 1078) regulating details of the ephebes’
participation in the escort of the hiera from Eleusis
to Athens and in the E]I"I'!ll"l:,'ﬂ:-i'il::lﬂ of the ."L|‘:.'.‘ih'rif.‘::i o
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. Howewver,
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®s honoring Ulpius Eubiotus and his sons
states l|ml 1E11":.' are to share in the aisertia j!r‘."-l.' as the

hierophant and [-—-].

30. ‘Hpaxheldnys. Philostratus, 11, 20, p. 103 (ed.
Kavser). In office around 220-230,

3. Abdypos. Philostratms, #Hid. In oiffice around

220-230. He probably succeeded Heracleides.

Wilhelm®® suggested that he is the same as the fepets
ravayys laowe Loflor & kel Adyeopos "Avyeolows (LG, 113
3664). However, a hierophant could not hold a
priesthood of the Kervkes along with his own. It 1s
conceivable that he could have been lepels marayhs,
then switched gemos and became a hierophant, but
there is not an inkling of evidence that it was done in
this case.

32. T dhafws Ihavkos T
Philostratus, #hid.

Phadiov Mhaivoy Mapafovws.
IG., 1I% 3661 (= Oliver,

and most recent office” {(Bowersock), it follows that the dedica-
tion of the L fre Sophisls was written before Gordian was
emperor; [or 23071 as the ferminns post guem see below, p. 81,
. 50,

= Toepffer (1889: p. 38) interprets that they preceded him,
IJl."l !:]'lill:l'h.l raagus fh WS NOT '\-'IM":'i.r:\.' a -:'||r-:|||-:|-|-:_l:,"'ir'.|| r!'l.'tl'il:_l]]'\ql"_il_l_

= For the custom see above, p. 22

B8 Oliver, 1941: no. 31, line 25, and a copy in Hesperia 32
(19635): p. 26, no. 27, line 14,

HE Beilrdge sur pricchischen Fuschreiflenkunde (Wien,
. 90,

190%),

ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES
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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. ctl., p. 250, no. 2).
Stemma: Oliver, ep. cil., opposite p. 248. In
office for nine vears and part of a tenth, around
225-235.

Hiz 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. His sister was the wife of a hierophant, and
his brother Zoilus married the daughter of the hiero-
phantid Isidote.

The most information concerning him comes from
a memorial erected after his death at Eleusis ([.G.,
112, 3661)2%; “Glaucus, joining a soul of old age to a
body still in its prime, and to beauty of person adding
the better part, wise seli-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 enphonic was much
better than that of Apollonius. In LG., 1%, 3709
(lines 10-11} he is called “the hierophant from the
radiant Anactoron,” a description similar to that in
LG, 112, 3661: “he revealed to all mankind the light-
bringing rites of Deo."

33. Hierophant, I.G., I1* 3662

Either before or after Glaucus. He was the hus-
band of Glaucus's sister Euryale, eponymous archon,
#:lp]]iﬁ[, and was commemorated |;-}.' his wife in L.,
112, 3662 (= Oliver, fHesperia, Suppl. 8 (1949): p. 233).

As Graindor suggested,™ he could be
person as the hierophant Apollonius (no. 29).

the same

34, ‘Eparws. LG, 11%, 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 rezgpect to the names of some of the
priesthoods.  Cleadas's name indicates that he was
an Argive, and Beoeckh (C.[.G., I, 405) made the
E:ll}njﬁil?!{" :‘:Ils,_";_"{":‘;iiiiﬂl [l‘l..l[ ||I',_' Wils |II"I]'['| I::I_l- HNp ,'HI'!.E:'i"-,'I,"
mother. He is also mentioned in the Palaline An-
thology (12X, 688) as Aepraiwy dbfirwr wepuboios dpyio-
T

The significance of @ in line 3 of 1.7, 112, 3674 has
not been commented upon by any of its editors.  Such
a dative with déxouar should mean “*at the hand of,”

SAPTHS . @y aprns mods el maTepeins.

=1 Cf. Woloch, 1966: Flavius no. 34a.
28 The translation is by CHiver, Hespersa, loc. cif. Omitted
here is the VEry 'iIHl.:Ti.':-'Ii:'l:.: final l:"l:-llilll!'l on death as a calde &
MRG0 T,

=023 p. 21T

40 For the eult see Nilsson, Geschichie, 2: p. 354,
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as in détard of oxfgmrpor warpiter.! 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 Eratius 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.GG., 112, 3674 Erotius is called
[K Jexpowins gogov €pvos, implying that, like other hiero-
phants, he too was renowned for his wisdom,

35. ‘Lepowdrrys Eevayipov. .G, 115, 2342, Stemma:
E. E‘{:||n'1:z:|]nyu|,||:|:,«', B.C.H. 92 (1968): Pp- 403
318, Stemma “C."" In office in the first half of
the fourth century.

His name 1z the culmination of a long fabule 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
Gellil of Delphi and Athens and, on his father's side,
an unknown Eumolpid family.

36. Neoropos. Zosimus, IV, 18 (ed. Mendelssohn);
Eunapius, Lives of the Sopkists, V11, 3, 1-4, 9, and
M, 8 (ed. Giangrande): Marinus, Proclus, 28,
P- 22 ':_I."(i. Bossonade). The legitimate

hierophant. In office from before 333 to at least

375 and “not long before' 392,

FI"..' Wils |':|'||:l"|'| Il a5 o PErsorn ”1- Freat W i:‘:(ll.:ll:l |||'||t b5 il
SECT. J]]]iil!:.., _ill:"\-l |I1_"!.'!:I|'I_' ||l..' Wils {'l(."\'.]l{'(l (W] ':..il.l.":";l.ll'
i|| -\.'rl.-".;l ALY, ]EI"'ii]'(l Ifl:. |||l.' ilil;'l'lii'll'lii'l'.|lh 'L".i!"‘l(:ll'l'. i|i|(|
rushed to Athens to be his |r:_i[]i|. But ju:—'l when
Julian suecceeded 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 gending off

=1 Miad, 11, hine 186; for other examples see L.5.J., 5.0, dexopn
I.1

2 See above, Introduction, The Secret of the Mysteries and
':.Ilri"'\-" i||.|| IIII\ ribeErs

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
1301-363), 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, é ékeivors rois  ypowois
lepogarreiv Teraypévos, 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 aedicwlum and set it beneath the
statue of Athena in the Parthenon, while reciting the
appropriate prayvers to both deities.  Soon afterwards
a great earthquake took place and only Athens was
spared.

Nestorius was the hierophant who initiated (fréhed)
Eunapius,®® and although Eunapius was certainly
writing after the hierophant’s death, he sayvs that “it
is not lawful (themis) for me to say his name.” (His
name, however, is mentioned by Zosimus without any
reference to hieronymy.) Eunapius states that this
hierophant was a Eumolpid, and he prophesied to
Eunapius that “after him a hierophant would be
.'L|:l]|“‘:-|'||.t'li| for whom it would not be lawful to touch
the |Jil‘:'t1]+|1-ll1lit' thrones, since this man would have
.|||1';|t|_k' been consecrated to other :.,=,|H|:é :11]1,[ u'uuh] |'|;]‘|.'|.-
sworn secret oaths not to supervise other shrines,” and
he would not even |

be an Athenian, FHe also |:-1'-:]|:]|u:.
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 it

its life before his successor ended his, and his successor
would henceforth live in dishonor, destined neither to
gserve as hierophant nor to reach old age. The
prophecy was borne out, Eunapius says, by the fact
that his successor was from -l-llk'HE1i{|{' and was a TaTNp
ris Mlpeakss, and by the fact that “not long there-
after”” Alaric invaded (396 a.n.). The invaszion 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™ ||'1'['g'|'a'i15; ]IAE'I\':%I,IIII:E'lll} to both the iift‘;ililn;l.l{'
hierophant and the edicts of Theodosius).

'\'rﬁl.nriu.kx was the ['.|E|'|{'|' or ;¢|';L[|:1I'.L1|u~1' l::f |1|l|[;|.|:'c'||.
the Neo-Platonic philosopher who died in 431,24

VI, 3,00,

# For the relation see B, Buetler, B.E. 21 (1951): coll, 962-975,
s Plutarchos von Athen; ¢f. Oliver, Exponnders, p. 84.

%
|
i
i
’.
I
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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 Beovpyws "Ayoryn 4

ROMAN EMPIRE

A picce of one side of the aediculum of the fepogarricds
fpoves in the Telesterion is preserved and bears the
\.-'{‘:I'E;l'.:l.“'_'. wWritien I-I'|.~'»1'E'i]'r1iml 'Jepu-;c'tlf.—[qf.:, of Roman
M6 The throne and its aedicifum have been re-
constructed by J. Travles, who demonstrates on the

date.

basis of 1ts foundation blocks that it was situated in
close proximity to the entrance of the Anaktoron.®?

UNKNOWN DATE

A grave inscription (F.G., 113 6400) preserved only
CAMBATONE | Arrikparoy
Kyewaeels is restored by W. Peek to read “‘certainly
[‘lepJocdrrys rather than [HpJerayieys.”*® No date
is given for the monument.  The reading [Tep Joedrrnys
seems very unlikely, since hieronvmy is nowhere e
attested on monuments erected after a hierophant's
death.

in the sketches of Fauvel as

S0

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.®9

GENERAL REMARKS

AGE AND DURATION OF SERVICE

In commenting on the Mysteries at Phlius Pausanias
states (11, 14) that they differed from those at Eleusis
in being held four times a yvear, and also in repard to
the duration of the hierophant's term: fepopdrrns olx
€ Tor Bloy waprra AToGEbELKTOL, KOTOQ §f gl.'.('l,l:,l'rrll|-' Tf_:"u_'."fil."
GANOTE EoTir dANDE rT._:‘in‘Tl:l' n.i.nf.-e}-;, Al dpwp i f!'.-l'q:.."l.;r Kl
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

YUPRIER.

Nestorius (no. 36) and by the fact that no living ex-
hierophants are known.*#
Apollonius (no. 2% an inscription states that hier-
onyvmy could be lifted only after his death,
a custom which applied to the priest’s entire term and
was kept rigorously for all hierophants starting from

In :Hllilili.':lll. in the case of

This was

e This wdentilication was made by K. Latte, Guomon T (1931):
13 |'IH| nsal

Me LG, [13, 3718; Preuner, apud MNoack (1927: p. 292, no.
114a), = F'or a probable
reference in the fourth century B.C. to the hierophant’s throne,
see above, po 200,

T 'Apy. "B 1950-1951: pp. 1-16.

HA UArtische Grabinschriften 1,7
Akademie der Wissenschafien sn Berlin, Klasse fur ‘1]||':.1||_|,-|||

ests 2 date in the Hadrianic period

Abhandlungen der Deutschen

Literature and Kunst, 4 (1953): no. 26.
He T I, 11, 1948,
0 of. Miver, . TR, 43 (1950} p. 233,
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around the end of the second B (s0e
Introduction).

That the hierophant normally was not a yvoung man
15 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® : aiw dofiyra xes fr det Tov lepopdrrae, of kbuny, o
Frpdgior olor A6, OO @wrgr, ol fAKior, olry TFyrerkas s
iceivos. 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 kicro-
phantic fidy ynpdoswr and died at about seventy-five
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 yvears of service while his body
was “'still in its prime.” Apollinarius (no. 26) when
he assumed office may have been fairly voung. How-
ever, none of the latter cases justily the assumption
that any of them were younger than about 45-30 at
In regard to several
of the other hicrophants, about whose age no precise
inferences can be drawn, the distinguished careers
which they had already had by the time thev appear
in inscriptions as hierophants testify that they were
certainly not voung men,
terms of several of the hierophants of the end of the

century

Vears of age.

the time of their appointment,

In addition, the short
h'.':':“]':[ |||'||:1 ||'||.' |i'|.';'i]':!||-||;._'h l::ll- ll'll.' I.||||1| ‘{"Illll.l'\'. A.Th.
F:".'”]I e -II'H' same 1'|”|‘|'E|.|:"\-'i1?l|.. ]I:.l,lll{l". I]:qll il;l' Wils
important pre-requisite for appointment to the hiero-
Phantia, the importance of it perhaps varving accord-
ng to the Eu'r'|r:-||_.

MARITAL STATUS

Pausanias (11, 14, see above) seems to sav 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-
U|'I~":!l1:~' at Eleusis had l:'|1ii1||'t'|1. and so Pausanias's
testimony raises the question whether they were still

married or were widowers when serving as hierophants.
A statement of Hyperides strongly suggests that mar-
riage was permitted in the fourth century B.c.2®  The
dedication in honor of Menecleides (no. 13) erected
by his wife, shows that marriage was not forbicdden
around the end of the second century B.c., and a dedi-
cation of the second century A.n. by perhaps®® the

= Arrian, THscourses of Locletns, LI, 21, 16 (ed. Schenkl).

2 Cited above, p. 21,
: LG LR 3628, She could not have been a daughter, but it
13 X wsilble that she was not s wilie.
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wife of a hierophant invites criticism of Pausanias's
testimony even for his own period.

Pausanias visited Athens probably shortly hefore
the middle of the second century, certainly before
160-161,25 ' '
cumbent was not married, and it is also possible that

[t is possible that at this time the in-

the well-known chastity observed by the hierophant
during the festival (see below) was a source of con-
fusion. Thourh lepféver w~uraike 15 4 normal term
for marrying, perhaps Pausanias is using it here simply
to refer to intercourse, so that it taken
At any rate, if he

does not mean this, his testimony does not zeem to

should he
closely with kard 8¢ EKATTHI TEAETHE.

be correct on this point.

MANNER OF APPOINTMEXNT

Only four hierophants were close relatives of one
another: the brothers ."l.ln‘_xrltllll:'.:']n,l:n and Anstocles
and Menecleides and
Theophemus of the last quarter and the end of the

of the second century B.E.,

second century B.c., who were father and son. This
small number, in contrast to the relatively large num-
ber of unrelated hicrophants, especially those of the
fourth century B.C. 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
appointment., At the szame the
:ll,lll'l!ll."ll' f:ll- :‘"l..l.]l".i Eli‘ﬂ'['()]lsljlll;ﬁ 'i-\- E.I_I:_\_I I_"Iill,l'_\:llt L Cast

and of

manner of time,
doubt on allotment as the manner of appointment,
at least for the period after the third century B.C.
Howewver, there is some, though not very strong, evi-
dence that allotment mayv 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 :
in having more than one of its members elected.  In-

RO 1|':l' |tII1IIIH||:l'i1|.II' :-illl'l."l.'i'lill.'l.]

terestingly, the predominance of certain families of the
|';I]::l1l||:id:w in the Jie rofhantic occurred in the second
century B.C. and coincides with a somewhat similar
though lengthier predominance of certain families of
the Kerykes in the dedouchia about the same time.

POLITICAL ACTIVITIES AND SOCTAL POSITION

Little is known of the lives of the hierophants.
Archias (no. 3) was on good terms with oligarchs,
brought suit against Aristotle,
was intolerant of philosophic
The only political

Eurymedon (no. 7)
Eurycleides
witticisms on  the
office attested for hierophants of the pre-Sullan period

o, o)
Mvsteries.

15 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 [II"]'i(ltl to he [|:||i551'.1||3 Very 1|IH|IJ!i;|II.~|1l'I].
Description of Greece, pp.

Pansanias’

oo bl ] (R
LA AT

Frazer,

' See below, pp: 52-53, 6
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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, 20) served as ambass wlors,
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 career,  Flavius
(no.  24), (no. 29), and
Nestorius (no. 36) were on good terms with emperors.

Homan
Leosthenes Apallonius

The hierophant Apollonius (no. 29) was a sophist,
and several (nos. 32, 34, 36) were known for their
wisdom ; and the last legitimate ||i|,'|'n!:j||;|||| (na, 36)
achieved renown for his powers of prophecy and magic,
No. 25 was hi:-:".i_‘-' praised for his clear thinking and

courage in the
tuary.,

generally was a

face of hostile attack L pon the sanc-
Clearly the hierophant in the Roman period
person who enjoyved considerable
prestige.  Plutarch and Dio Chrysostom relate that
the hierophantin was the most important and most
respected priesthood in Athens.2s®
respected in the Classical and Hellenistic period, but

It was also highly
whether to such a degree is not known,

REQUIREMENTS FOR AVPOINTMENT

Political and intellectual distinetion (at least in the
Roman period) were undoubtedly very helpful in in-
Auencing appointment, but religious and ceremonial
a bl
considered a pleasing or melodious voice (elgwria) to

ies were evidently also necessary.  Philostratus

ighly desirable of a hierophant and listed three
had it {(nos. 30-32) and a fourth
(no. 29) who was not quite up to them in this respect.

Py S One of the ||'i|.'|'4fl'l||.|'|'||,ll"i E55E11-

|i|.'
Eli\.'l { Pl:.ll'li!,ll'lr-i ".'.':'IIZ'I

Epictetus listed e
tial Philostratus also stressed ‘‘so-
lemnity, magnificence, and dress.”

characteristics.

INVESTITURE

.1||.|:.I|Ji-:1'l.'I'I||:\' the most in:pnrlqnl_ part of the cere-
mony of installation was the reception of the siro-
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.
[nvestiture was not restricted to a particular place,
is shown by the case of Flavius Leosthenes (no. 24)
ho recerved the w-'-"r?_.'Jr".'."fJ.l.l in Rome in the présence of

Antonius Pius.

RELIGIOLUS COSTUME

The best evidence for the dress of the hierophant is
the relief of hierophant no. 23, in connection with

1 "'Cl'-' :||I|-‘l.'|'. 1. |.ll-'r.

ton in connection with 1.6,

and Flavius Lecsthenes (no. 24 and in the section on

v the discussion of the strag

the hierophant's dress. The same significanee of the reception
n is attested for other cults; for bibliography see

llemioa 11=12 (1%a0): p. 459,

of the s

L. Robert, fe
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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 sirophion, 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, xlit‘_ut'tli'rfii il11])!':‘£-;!iii‘.-1ﬁ of ef'npér{-m and FELPOTIS
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.® 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 |':L:-J'!iu:| of the !Jr:)rn;_'q_'d:’-'- 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.?® [n the time of Aeschines,
at least, he probably underwent a financial audit,**
In the second century A.p. he had a share in the Eleu-
sinian endowment, but otherwise nothing is known of
payments to him during the Roman period. Perhaps
fees were still collected from initiates, but the need for
a panegyriarch®® shows that if so, these fees did not
pay the full expenses of the festival as they apparently
did in Classical times. In view of the general wealthi-
ness of the hierophants of this period the initiates'
fees may have been less important.

Perhaps a clearer picture would emerge from a
comprehensive study of the finances of the sanctuary,

RELIGIOUS FUNCTIONS

At the time of the Mysteries he practiced chastity.*®
Together with the daduch he announced the Mysteries
(the prorrhesis) from the Stoa Poecile through the
services of the sacred herald. 2™  He and the senos of

5 See above, pp. 10-13 and 26,

8 Sep above, p- 20,

¥ Seeabove, p. 23,

2 Aeschines, A gatnst Clesiphon, 18 (ed. Blass): olar Toie lepias
kal vas lepelas Breeflivovs elva neheler & pduos, kol crAAfdénr drarras
Kok ywpls dnacTors karTd odua, Tobs T& Yépe pheor AapfSdmcerar kol
i elnpds dwép Dude =eds rods Peods dyouErers, Kat ob pdror B, dhhd
ko kopy A een, Efpokzifas val Kapuras kai mois &hhovs Exarras.

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

¥ See the quotation from Epictetus cited above, p. 44; also
Julian, Oratie V, 173c-d (ed. Hertlein), where the custom is
somewhat exaggerated, the impression being siven that it was
not limited to the time of the festival.

 Isocrates, Pamegyricus, 157 (ed. Blass): Ebwohwldar 5 wal
Rfpuces dv 7 Tederh vide wearrolor fia o rodroe iros kol Toi s AMAoL T
Boapfapocs elprerfion vor bepdy Sorep Tols B ERNIORIC S T Y Op O LTLE,
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the Eumolpidae were perhaps primarily responsible
for the direction of the procession?™; he and the
daduch probably marched at its head.*®®

We may summarize here the most trustworthy
(non-Christian) evidence referring specifically to the
hierophant and his activity within the Telesterion.2"

As his title indicates, he showed the Miera to the
initiates.®™ The Rfera were kept in the Anactoron,
into which he alone was permitted to enter.®® 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 (Aeyouwera) to the assembled initiates. ™
And a very important part of his speaking was done
within the Anactoron: Philostratus uses al & draxrépov
wwral as a synonym for the hierophantio ™ 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 dvacrdpor & wpogarévra pukip
ev dpyervais, 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.*™
It is clear from a scholion to Aristophanes’ Frogs (line 369) and
a comment by Suctonius that by Eumclpidac and Keryvkes
Isocrates probably had in mind the hierophant, daduch, and
sacred herald. The scholion reads: Tapd THE Tol lepoedrror kol
dpdolyou wpdppnoe THe dv vf wowbhp erod.  Suctonius's remark,
Nerg, 34 is cited below, p. 78, where the priests’ role in the
r"-'."-'-li'rr'.le'”.'u is |1i--|,'1|--:-1'1|_

* See above, p. 42,

See above, PR I5=36.
Concerning the difficulty of interpreting the testimonia of
Christian sources, which is not ;'.I'_L1-||_:|_|1n:-,'| h_u,-|'|-1 A ‘-|_|:||:.-|.-..-I | ntro-
duction, The Secret of the Mwysteries and Christian Writers,
Proceedings in the Telesterion which do not refer specifically to
the hierophant are omitted here.

3% Alao 20 indicated in the charpe brought against Alcibiades,
Plutarch, Alsibiades, 22 and Pseudo-Lysias, Apainsi Andocides,
51. This is fgnored by Kerenyi, Flensis, Archetvpal Tmape of
Mother @ad D |.-_;.rh!4'.- (Mew York, 1567, P a0, who proposes .-|_
rather strange theory : “strictly speaking, hicrophanles means not
he who "shows the holy things'—that would have to be called
hierodeikies in Greek—but 'he who makes them appear,’ phadned.”
He has a severely limited notion of this verb.

4 Aplian, Varde Mistorio, frapment 10: of. above, n. 208,

*0 See above the hierophants nos. 25, 29, 32,

2487

References by
Sapater to the voice of the hierophant imply that it was an
essential part of the initiation rite (Rhetores Graecae, ed. C. Walz,
VIII, Ix 123, line 3).

am

seudo-Lysias, loe, cif.

5o above in connection with the hierophant Apollonius
(o, 29),

¥ The light is mentioned also in: .0, T1% 4058; Plutarch,
Progress in Virtue, 8le (who iz presumably referring to the
Elewsinian Mysteries); Dio Chrysostom, Oratio XI1, 33, p. 163,
1'-'J|-.|_ (ed. von Arnim) (though it is not clear that he is referring
specifically to Eleusis). For a full discussion of the light sec

0. Rubensohn, Jakebuch 70 {1955): pp. 34-49: on the intellectual
illumination of the Mysteries see P. Bovancé, R.E.G. 75 (19632):
pp. 460-473, 5
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Having emerged from the Anactoron. the hiero-
phant was assisted by the hierophantids in showing
the fiera.®™  Perhaps at this point he walked around
the Telesterion, revealing the hiera 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. ' 278

Other duties in connection with the Mysteries in-
cluded writing the speeches of the spordoplorei. T In
most of his religious duties he could normally rely on

from the the

enthusiastic assistance genos  of
Eumaolpidae. 27®

He had a part also in the celebration of the Cala-
maea’™ and the Proerosia,®® the only other festivals
at Eleusis with which
Around the end of the fourth century B.c. he went as a
member of a delegation from the Eleusinian sanc-
tuary, i.e., he and the “priestesses from Eleusis,” to
=t Only “priestesses’’

evidence connects him.

Ally

the festival of the Pyanopsia
are his associates also in the Calamaea.

Puring the panegyris of the Mysteries he and a
group of “appointed men” the use of
proper weights and measures, according to a law issued

supervised

around the end of the second century B.C.2%

II. DADUCH (Aabotxoc)

5o far as 15 known, the daduchs were always drawn
from the genos of the Kervkes.!
1. Kakhias (11} ‘Ismousicoy (1) "Alwrexnfer. Scholion to
Aristophanes, Clouds, line 64; Plutarch, Aristides,
For all other prosopographical refer-
1825; D

a2 and 23,
ences and further discussion see F.A.,
MacDowell, Andocides, On the Mysteries (Oxford,

¥ See below, chap. VII, General Remarks.
T See above, pp. 20 and 44.
1% Anollodorus, O the Gods, F. Gr. Hist, 244, F110b, The

_I'I!l.ia.':l.'r_]'l,-'; iII JIiIHI:

il!ll':l---- in VI,
LFY

*

e Lt
= Ly ‘_]Il:' '\-|Il'il.'|;

Xa MK X hrr o

lines 3-4 probably does not refer t

..«.'c'<:r-5i||., i
hmisehe  Gedichi I leidell METEE
Moreux (R.E.G. 83 [19707:
e g1l
It of the

of Demeter as she searches for her
E. Thummer, Pindar, Ihe Isi
196%) 2: p. 116, ad. {oc.; bur B.
pp. 1-14) discusses the various interpretations of yohcok
believes that it refers to the instruments used in the cu
Great Mother, ["_1.'|u,-'i|,-. who wasassimilated to thecult of Demeter

at Thebes.

01 Spe ;.hr_n.'q-, P 3.

78 In regard to the sophist Adrian, Philostratus (
Sophists, p. 91, od Wepamepor, doTep Td YoM THS

af the

Kayser) savs:

¢ lepoppyeiprre. Compare the assist-

'Ehevorives lepogirrmr Aaps
ance rendered ||_‘.' the |':I.:'.|||'-|;|:-:|::1- to Aristocles (no. 11).
LG, 13, 949, line 10; of. above, p. 27.
¥ Sec above, o
1 :-Cl::i' .'l|'l|.l'|.'l.'. JA.
B See above, pp. 23-29.
I The clearest statement of this iz made by Apling Aristides,
Fleusintan Oration, 4 (ed. Keil), and all other evidence 13 in

agretment.
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1962), p. 10 and append. L (stemma); J. K. Davies,
Athentan f"."r!‘]f)e'ﬁ'..-'.e':'.l" Families, 600-300 8. C. (( lxt-n|'c|.,
1971), pp. 258-261. For his deme see D, Lewis,
B.5.4. 50 (1955): pp. 13-14 and B. D. Meritt,
fesperia 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 hawve
come dressed in his priestly garb (& 7 lepg erody), and
to have |-(:-I.|_f..;|1l |1uiuJ|':L-!l|}.'.? He and his {;L|||i]}', 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 hig vic-
tories in the Olympian games.’

His service to the Mwysteries as daduch was evi-
dently no impediment to his undertaking several
important services for the state.  When well advanced
in years, he ook part in the embassy of 449/8 to King
Artaxerxes, which 1':'.~'-:||11~L! in :|1t_' ,'|,||t_';_u,'4,| |'1_-:::'c,' H[-
I:,It<|.|||-||.'; .l[]':] |'||:' |'L |.LJ"1 |'||;'.'|r1| (JI- oS One 1lt‘ [l‘l(_' WO 11en
who I1:'_..;uli.|l+'1| the rl-l'l'i]':.‘..' Years' Truce with .“ip.n'tn
in 446/5 (he was also Sparta's froxencs). He was
especially renowned for his wealth. By his con-
temporaries he was considered shovowiraros "Afgraio;
by the comic poets he was nicknamed Aaxsiriovros.
CUne explanation of the nickname 15 given in an anec-
dote related by Plutarch. According to him Callias
wias wudTares aefiporer sal mapavepmrares, and after the
battle of Marathon some barbarian, “thinking him a
|{i]E_L; bhecanse of his |:Z|I'|:_;' hair {koun ) and headband
(rrpoewor), 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
;L?[fl. I{ll!\. [ll{' F]”['_'l.' |'|i,=!" o0 IS l'(ﬂ]li{' {'l{"lll(_'ll'.:‘i (4]
.llll' |i1..|'{|"|:| ."\L"I'il:'l”:‘"]_'l.': |1|lll{||'1'E| i'll"l':l.llq'l,::'I:l. I'L‘Ei{"l,[ Eli_".il,‘:.'il'\_\.'
L1 13”' I'I':lfll(.'(.]'i.'l_[l:‘-'\- 'Iil 1]1::'\. |'|'|"||,<|_r'|l:i_'. 1[][{' ||it- dACcCcount ;.5
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 Arstides. Other
versions relate just that he found a cache of gold left
behind by the Persians.?

Ag a soldier in the battle of Marathon he may have
wanted to demonstrate, by wearing his religious cos-
tume (iepa ororn), 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 j!l1i:':'|:|EL']‘.~' 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
il] ll'li_'\ I..i_[lli]:n'., 'l\.'llli_:l:"‘{' |'{|||::l"|'|'|'l ll'l'iﬁl.fll'_\.' L'?{[l"fl{l:“'\- :I-I'Ul'l";
Phaenippus® in the early sixth century to Hipponicus

: Plutarch, Aristides, 5; scholion to Arstophanes, Clonds,
line 64,

2 AL Raubitschek, Dedicalions on the Athemvan A {'.'r-ll'.'n.u'.'.'., Nnos,
111 and 136; f. Davies, ap. cil., p. 238,

£ F.Gr. Hist, 104, F13 and ‘."'\-l!(l.l., 5.0, AaExdmAorTos,

s P A, T84
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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 (I1) and
his grandson Callias (I1I), 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 (11} and father of Callias (111}, 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 (113): “And once his father (i.e.,
the father of Callias III), Hipponicus, expounded
(ényarare) 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 exepesis,
Callias (11T}, 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
rhovewwraros var 'Eilpwr, and a man of considerable
influence in Athens, and naturally therefore an im-
portant member of the Kerykes, he may not have
needed the office of daduch to make his improper
exegesis carry weight. In any event, the fact—if it
was a fact, for we have only the biased word of
Callias—that Hipponicus illegitimately performed exe-
gesis is not proof that he was a daduch. Some indi-
cation that he was not a daduch may be seen in the
fact that in 387 it is mentioned that he had recently
died." Now we know that his son Callias was serving
as daduch from before 400 to at least 371, so Hippo-
nicus would have had to have died before 400, Al-
though it is not impossible that “recently” (vewori)
could refer to an event more than thirteen vears
before, 1 think this tends to favor the position that
Hipponicus was not a daduch.

8 1.G., 113, 4680, He was connected with this family by D, M.
Lewis, loc, cif.

! 50 also most recently MacDewell, foc. cil. and Davies, ap. cil.,
P 269 (which appeared after my discussion was written). For
bibliography see Foucart, 1914: p. 191, n. 2.

* O, Oliver, Expounders, p. 21, and below p. 91,

* Oliver, lec. cit., and below pp. 90-91,

¥ Lysias, XIX, 48; for the date of this speech see F, Blass,
Altische Beredsambeit 1: p. 531, Athenaeus (5, 218b-c) infers
that Hipponicus died ca. 422, probably wrongly since the date is
m great disagreement with the dircet 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.!t 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 330/49 npeither Callias (I'V)
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 s0 even at any one time in its history.

Between the incumbencies of Callias (I1) and Callias
(111} at least one daduch held office.

AROUND THE MIDDLE OF THE FIFTH CENTURY

A representation of the {epé orors 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 selemn manner, with a torch
in cach hand, and he is followed by a mystes, crowned
(with myrtle) and holding a myrtle-staff.!* The
daduch’s long hair flows down his back and is bound
on his head by the strophion, which seems to cover a
wreath probably of myrtle.® His garments are quite
regal. A chiton reaches to midway between the knee
and ankle, with a row of r]l.,'t‘ul';ﬂi‘v.'i_t 1‘[1&1,5_ ]rr‘:ﬂm]ﬂ}-‘
embroidered, -'.:[I'i‘]]lllj.[ the garment ;—',Ii!_:hi!}' above the
hem., A heavier Farment, ;|p'|}.'[|_':_-|11|}' an érverdirys,
decorated with small circles seattered 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 ependyies 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 helow the hem of the epen-
dyles. Considering the figure's roval bearing and
splendid garments, the joke about a barbarian mis-
taking him for a king is graphically clear.!®

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

2K, Kourouniotes, "“Eleeriach Apdouryia,” "Apy. 'Ee
t'.J-.E_T. pp. 223253, hyg. 4 cf. 1. P. Beazlev, At Ked-Figire Vase-
I“IHIH("?.S“"I 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.

¥ Traditional for the daduch and other Eleusinian priests: see
above, p. 33, The cbject between his hair and the back of the
strophion has not been explained.

1 K ourouniotes interprets a torch-bearing fipure on the neck
of a black-figure loutrophoros (Metzeer, 1965 |.:._ 28, no. 66) as a
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In I.G., I3, 76 the hierophant and the daduch are
requested to announce at the time of the Mysteries
that the Greeks are to donate an aparche to Demeter
and kore (see above pp. 14-15).  Both priests are also
requested to inscribe the size of each aparche and the
name of its donor on a tablet. It was shown above
that they did this not so much in their traditional
religious capacity as priests than as the chief ad-
ministrators of the sanctuary, the representatives of
the Eumolpidae and the Kerykes.

415 B.C.

The office of daduch was involved in the accusation
_ The charge
was that Alcibiades called himself hierophant, Puly-
tion daduch, and Theodorus of Phegaia herald 1
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
Aleibiades had been on very bad terms concerning

of Alcibiades for impiety in this vear.

Hipparete, Callias's sister, whom Alcibiades married
sometime before 4247 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.'®
treated Hipparete in various ways, to such an extent
that at one time she tried, unsuccessfully, to divorce
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.

Alcibiades also mis-

|'I'i5||I

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
Keryvkes were opposed to the recall of Alcibiades in

daduch, but this is uncertain: the fgure's hair is short, the Lpper
half of the head 1z ot !:-I'l.'wl'r\'l.'l.l. and the dress is very ||i|.f4-||'||!:
from that of the fipure just de d (which of course may be
explamned by the differcnce in Also uncertain i5 the
“daduch”™ on a red-figure skvphos in Bruszels [Corpus Vazorun
Belgique, fase. 2, pl. 18, no. 1; Beazlev, op. cil.,
p. G061, no. 86; |.lf“:l'l|.:>_.:l'.:|l|l also in Kerenvi, 1967 : [+ T8 and
Metzger, 1265: pl. 13/1 and 2) { s to do with the
initiation of Heracles into the Mysteries; both and another
figure hold miyrele-staffs. A long-haired bearded man standing
between them, the “daduch,” holds a torch in cach hand and is
about to hand them over, simultaneously it seems, to each man.
nt rom

period).

Aunligquorim,

However, the garments of the “daduch' are |:|i_:_il,|,- i

those of the daduch on the Eleusis stamnos: moreover, he is
'|'.'l.'.ll‘il'.'?: only a myrtle crown, no siropiton.  Lhe man conld
simply be a myslagopos handing two mysfai torches in prepara-
tion for the procession or the ceremonies at Eleusis,

¥ Plutarch, Alctbiades, 22, 4.

" Prendo-Andocides, dpainst Alcibiades, 13.

' flad., and Plutarch, op. cil., 8

NI 532
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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. Kaddas (1110 ‘Isxmworicou (11} "Alwrexifer. Ando-
cides, On the Mysieries (ed. MacDowell), 112 and
124-127: Xenophon, Hellewica, V1, 3, 2-6; Ari-
stotle, Rhetorica, 1405a, 20. For all other PrOSO[-
graphical references see P.A., 7826, MacDowell,
gp. cil., 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 430
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 301/0 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-
maonians is summarized by Xenophon® : in it he refers
to the Eleusinian to the cvilizing
mission of Triptolemus among the Peloponnesians.
He dedicated arheyyides Erirperoe on Drelos,” perhaps,

Mysteries and

as Schaeffer® believes, when he was an dpyféwpos.
Very active in social and intellectual affairs, he
lavished large amounts of money on the Sophists, and
in his house were held Platw's Profagoras and Xeno-
phon’s Sympesiwm. His luxurious living, parodied
by Eupolis in 421 in the Flailerers, 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 'y widfather's wealth amounted at
one time to two hundred talents)® and near the
end of his life he could be called “the beggar priest’
(wyprpayiprys).  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"**: yopel pér "loyoudyor Guyarépa-
rairy 6é gurowkfras obd Eveavror Tov uprépa alrfs Ehafe, kal

ourdkee O Tarrwr exerhwraros avlpdmar 7y Tl Kal T
Qvyarpl, lepeds Sv s Muyrpos kol rpe Quyarpds. [f An-
docides iz 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

# He was also proxenos for Sparta. 137

5 Fellens loc. eit, He may still have been alive in 3676 if he
is to be identified with the Callias of Alopeke in Hesperia
1 (1941 ): no. 1, hine 04

B, 112 1638, lines 44-45: 1640, lines 6 T: 1652, lines 9-10;
1653, lines 6-T.

BE.E, 4: col. 2477, lines 47-53,

H Lysias, XX, 48; for the date see F. Blass, A#ische Beredsam-
ket 1: P 531,

3 0p. e, 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-
tanecusly : as the priest of his phratry he was officiating
when the relatives of Chrysilla, one of the women he
was living with (4 M#rae) tried to introduce into his
phratry the child that she conceived by him.**

352 B.C.

The decree of 352 {'Hlu'l.‘!'l'l'iil_‘u the Sacred Ir;'.f'_ﬁ-'!.\'
(I.G;., 11*, 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
religions representative of the sanctuary of Demeter
and Kore he was less important than the priestess.

3. “leponheibys.  Didymi de Demosthene Commenta, edd.
H. Diehls and W. Schubart (Leipzig, 1904), col.
13, lines 41-58, and col. 14.2* In office 1n 330/49.

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.

320/8

The daduch possessed a house in the Eleusinian
sanctuary in 329/8 according to [.G., 112 1672, line
305, which records an expenditure for wood for
“doors of the priestess and the daduch.”

the

4, Mudbsdespos, Plutarch, Demetrins, 26 P.A., 12304,

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. SO,

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 decreed to call
Munychion Boedromion, and the Greater Mysteries
were held. [t is interesting that no resistance was
offered by the hierophant: Plutarch explicitly states
that Pythodorus was the only one who dared to refuse.

Was

END OF THE THIRD CENTURY TO END OF THE
FIRST CENTURY B.C.

Between the end of the thied century and the end
of the first century before Christ exactly ten daduchs
held office, and their names and exact order of succes-
gion are known. The information is contained in a
decree® passed in the year of the archonship of
Apolexis (20/199* which honors the daduch Themi-
It states
|||;=|, .;‘1!1_"[||i!'51_”|‘.||."':‘4- I‘]'{'l'l""l"u.'!_'il ]15?5 EII"'Ir'I.EI.'EI.I'I. il”ft F]'U”'I 1.|'||""-
elviraa 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. 38).  These names were appar-
ently taken from a register; for, after mentioning the
“and
before all of these, Hermotimus and Hierocleides were
(draypagh) of

stocles son of Theophrastus of Hagnous.

ten daduchs in succession, the decree states:

daduchs before the :'q';;i:-a||,_-1'i||;._:_ the

]":i‘]'}'l.'-\'l‘:-i on the tablet,”

Since this important decree will be cited frequently
in the discussion to come, a new edition 15 presented
here, incorporating corrections made from a study

of the stone.

Decree Honoring Daduch Themistocles

¥ 3 ' % r - | - I *
Avaffe toxne w5 Fovhys kel 7ot dhuo v roi "A pratwy & |

wi "Amohntidos dpyovres éx[i] mis [ a

raveins i Muyrpopdrns Swvelor 'Abfporeds &y[ypaupdren ]

e "Avdeorgpuioros Sendrne borépas, mpwrne Ty o vravel |

] i
!'.l.":'ll'ii 5 I'_|'I:I_|_|'Ill|' ani,' I

@5, EXKAgTie Kuplo & T feqrpwt Twr RO pLY em{ el |

20 fhad,, 126,

27 See above, pp. 17-18.

18 Spp above, po 17, n. 44,

% Published by [. Threpsiades apnd 1
s||||!_|'|i:-'||1ll by P. Roussel, 1934: pp. B1% B34,
(1933} : pp. 228-229,

- -
L'\(IIIIII'.‘II!IJEI“-

221 50 15 suppested by Notopoulos, Hesperde 18 (1049 p. 12, followed by O,

"Exevopiand 1
Corrections of the text of Threpsiades were also made by

(YS2): pp. 223-236 (with photopr: Y, amd re-

K. Vallms, R.E. A, 35

|~:-.-ir".||::I||_ Jr."-'.-,"-ll.i'.'.rl 34 (1G5 = p- 27 _:'F_", 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, Hesper
which was originally suggested by Dhnsmoor,

fa 30 (1961): p. 1M, note 40, with bibliography: there is no reason to favor

210 over 20/19,
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SIGNIFICANT CORRECTIONS

Restorations are by Kourouniotes except for one
of my own (see below) and the following by Roussel :
tvérns end of line 2, karaora[fé Jres lines 7-8, [ré] seuris
(with Vallois) line 35 (now confirmed), [wap'|3X Jor
lines 59-60 (now confirmed except for division); in
addition, he read in lines 34-55 vpappareior yerplévres
Exyovor Efpwr krh.(now confirmed) instead of Kou-
rouniotes’ ypopuareior [r:-'i] wvepntlerTes Exyoros NuEr KT,
In line 17 he and Vallois read NpecBargelor, but the
In lines
26-27 Kourouniotes read "Apior[ap|xos ] and Roussel

fifth letter as inscribed is definitely a rho.

"Apeor[ 6| pax Jos, neither of which is possible; the cor-
rect name is "Apior[ac [x[p Jos. Sundwall (N.P.A4., 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 —r— and in Kygwdiupes and
Kneerweds, e was written and then the ¢ was erased.
This erasure is in fact so regular that it has to be re-
Toward
(lines 60-64) the letterer
(J\,'Iﬂ'l:'lHI'I]PL‘.“:'-'E:!H_':] for this bad habit I’u':,' o i]],-'.:‘,rEI::uin!_:'
a correct epsilon in three words,

stored in line 44 where there is space {or it.
the end of the document

DISCUSSION

The decree corrects earlier theories concerning the
manner by which daduchs were appointed.
were three main theories.

There
Foucart® held that they
were appointed from the geros by lot from a wvery
limited number of candidates, Toepffer*? held that on
the death of the incumbent the oldest member of the

LG, 113, 1039, fragment w, line 23; for the date sce Noto-
poulos, Hesperta 18 (1949): pp. 24-25,

21914 pp. 168=1069, 192-193, This is based on a statement
attributed to Aristotle (see 1r-e'||:-'\.'.}.

#1880 np. BO-90.

family succeeded, and Dittenberger® held that the
dadonchic was inherited *‘by generations,” as in the
priesthood of Poseidon at Halicarnassus.®®  According
to our decree, Themistocles "received the priesthood
in sSuceession !:npﬂi‘n.r]-;ﬁﬂ'u 'i"'l:i'." I:EpEt::ﬂ'f"PrJl’ E‘;—' Etn:}ux:'}ﬂ.”
It was, therefore, certainly not alloted. The stemma
{see below, p. 538) 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-grandzon ; 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-
[n other
words, for the first six members in this line of succes-

vened between Leontius's son and grandson.

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 dadeschin
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 dadenchia reverted permanently
to the family from Hagnous, but it is not known
whether the families were previously related.) Thus
M Hermes 20 (1885): pp. 24-25
S TGA 1020,

# Xenocles and Sophocles (1) of Acharnae.

# The diserepancy between this number and the five Eeneri-
tions appearing on Kirchner's stemma, F.G., 112, 3510, iz ex-
plained below,
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it appears that at this time the succe=sion 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 bhe
passed over in favor of the candidate from the other
family. But when the one family died out (if that is
what happened), the dedenchic remained in the other
family, there evidently being no longer any need to
rotate the office with another ;';|,|n:_.|':,'_ 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
Keryvkes' 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 fmu”y
with the family from Acharnae is not entirely clear
(see below, p. 38).

A statement has been attributed to Anstotle (A
FPol., fragment 5, ed. Oppermann) that priesthoods
belonging to the genes of the Kervkes were appointed
|r}' lot.® However, it is not L'c:1:Ll‘J'|L'l:'|_\' certain that
it was he who said this. The statement occurs in the
entry for vewgrac in the Levicon of Palmes. The
entry first describes the pre-Cleisthenic system of
I.’J.".'_'L':"u:- and gene, and concludes with: kal ERDS EXQTTOV
aplpas elye Tpukkorra Tols efs Ta Yéry TeTayuévovs, OITLrE
yerrnTal écaiotvre, {6E) v al lepwoivac {al) ékdorocs
Fporfrovoar ikhnpotere, ooy Elgodwiéoe vel Khpuwes xai
"Breofovradar, s (eropel & tn  Affgralwr  woherelg
"ApoTorédns Aevwe obrws, and here follows what 1s in-
tended as a direct quotation from Aristotle. This
t]|,|-:|1,=|l,in|| ;i.\'!_':-j f;-—.m,'nﬁ;l”} 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 o
around his time; for the lot was certainly no longer
11!_13 ]J:'i'|'||'i'|_:!|_- r'.f g-in,'lnz'-:'lil,:ﬂ] ut. (L'I,ill,ll.']'l:- :'II'III!_ a5 E'I. SeEINSE,

of hierophants by the end of the third century. It is

possible that the statement refers to lesser priests

from these gene.

B Of. Roussel, op. o, p. 831

% See Foucart, lo

5. 'l':pp:c':-npw;. Decree for Themistocles, above, line
53 In office sometime before the end of the third
{'[Z‘]I'l.'lill'_‘g.'.

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
1.|]|." 1':\”.. or 'L‘u'l:'li_"llli‘l_"!' lll{':u' [i:‘r['{'lt}.' I,:I'I'L"I,'I;_'I;]L'I;i lllk: | K
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. ‘lTeporhelfins.  Above, p. 51, line 533. In office some-

time before the end of the third Century.

[t is not known whether he came hefore or after
Hermotimus.

7. Aedvreos "Ayaprets.  Above, p. 531, line 51 ; Pausanias,
[, 37, 1. Stemma: below, p. 28, P.A.. o111, In
office around the beginning of the second century.

It is not known whether he |i§r|;t‘1,f}' succeeded Her-
]tlf'l:lll'lil_"\- ar I['il.._"l'ill'\'l'_'i(l(,'!"\., O 'I.".l'l';_"l..'l.‘_‘!. ':”_]':L"'l' il{|(.||:||.".|'|."'\-
mtervened., By a fault of transmission in the manu-
seript of Pausanias his name was changed to Afwr.

8 "Aerigor.  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: "Arriedvros, 8s fr pdr & drebuy
Tl
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.

i d fgas & - - = B ih
o yeyors Toeeridge. 'EE drediar watboer has been

Roussel is certainly wrong, since afelpgefots or mais
dhehens (or adedgoi) 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
vet he served as daduch before him. There is, how-
ever, a solution. A. R. Harrison has found that araluds
apparently can also mean “first cousin once remowved,"
and accordingly waiy arefot can mean “'second
cousin.”'  He notes that in the speech of Isaeus On
the Estate of Haognias Theopompus describes himself

0 (1o, cil., P 234,
0. el p. 830

i e o S,
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as a rais dvebob to Hagnias when in fact he was a son
of a cousin of Hagnias's father, wiz., a second cousin
of Hagnias: and in the speech of Pseudo-Demosthenes
Apainst Macartatus (49) avefids 1s also used in the same
way.? Hence, our passage can be interpreted as
stating that Antiphon was related to Philistides as a
second cousin, without revealing whether on the pa-
ternal or maternal side. In this case Antiphon and
Philistides would both be in the same generation, and
so the unlikelihood that a man many years younger
than Philistides was his predecessor in the dadonchia
is removed.

Antiphon was altar-priest before becoming daduch,
at which time he evidently relinquished the altar-
priesthood. Cthers in his family (viz., Philistides
and |’]1ilum:nic'|t.-.~x} followed the same course.

44,
the

O, dydearidne  “Ayeobmor. Above, p. 51, line
Stemma: below, p. 38 In office around
beginning of the second century, directly
ceeding Antiphon.

SLC-

Like Antiphon, he served first as altar-priest and

then as daduch.

10. Zogorhns (1) Aecpriov ‘."Lxm.u'-.f'l;. Above, . 5,
lines 45 and 51: I.GG., 11% 2452, line 7; Pausanias,
I, 37, 1. Stemma: below, p. 58.
the first half of the second century, d|i|'t'L‘l|:-.' SlC-
ceeding Philistides.

In office in

.]-]]L' T1AIme I::l{ |||'iF 1124010 iH !]1_'!']:Ii|,i]h (£3] ]H," I'i'ﬁlflr-l'l! i]:l H |
list nf ."jr:-.rrf{'.rr."r: i ur' Ihl: 11'i|1|; Hi_‘:u‘[.-—.. t|:al.1_'1| ta the
beginning of the second century®; second in the list of
"Ax[apreis] is Zoge[ ].

11. Fuhoberitns Puorifovr “Ayrolouws.
lines 42 and 46, Stemma:
office around the third quarter of the
century, directly succeeding Sophocles.

Above, p. 51,
helow, P 58. In

second

Like his father, he served first as altar-priest and

then as daduch. He may still have been daduch as
late as around 125 g.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 rolire rl.'u:-r[-g"" should offer prayer

A, R. Harrison, The Law of Athens (Oxford, 1968), pp.
143-144, and C.K. 61 (1947): pp. 41-43. Cf. W. Lacey, The
Family in Classical Greece ([thaca, 1968), pp. 38-39, especially
P 29, n. 82, where he takes the same wview. L. Lepri, Sut
rrll,len'mr."i ot lf.lr].t’l:r.!.l'n'rj in dirtllo alfico, saged lermvinolopici (Milan,
1959, Studi Sewesi, no. 3, p. 10, admits that deefeis was some-
tirmes wsed as “cousin of a father,"”

2 Hesperia 33 (1964): p. 212, no. 57, ling 7.

U S EG., XX, 469, line 36.

i For these officials see above, po i, n TS
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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, Sevorhns Zoconhéovs (1) "Axapreis. Above, pp. 50-
51, lines 40 and 52; 1.G., 113, 2452, line 7; 1034,
line 23: 3307: 3508: Pausanias, I, 37, 1; M.
Thompson, The New Sivle Silver Cotnage of
Athens (New York, 1961), p. 577. P.4., 11216,
Stemma: below, p. 38, 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 (11} was an altar-priest.

His name is inscribed in a list of distinguished
Athenians ([.G., 112, 2452, line 7) set up around 123
i.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 XNenocles was not vet
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
t];ull.l:'h; and on _'._',vilri':l] ',{I'HLIIH]:-L 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 civie 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
||'| r't'H[JHI'IH‘ to an -.'II]L'I'!._"PEH'}'.”

13. Zogoxkns (11I) Zevonhéovs 'Axaprels. Above, p. 51,
line 39; LG., [I* 3507 (= Hesperia, suppl. 8:
p. 225) and 3508 Fowilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 15,
line 16; Pausamas, I, 37, 1. PA. 12330,
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

e '|-|I|.llt'||.-.--:|l'|. Ioe, cif.

T 5ee above, daduchs nos. 1 and 2.

* According to Kirchner's stemmma (ad 7.6, 112, 3510) Cresicleia
was his cousin, Hrlw-e-rl':l', there i R n] |'x'i.|,||'|||'|,' that her I'.|||||.'r,
Apollonius, was the brother of Xenocles, and Kirchner's assump-
tion i FP.Ad,, 1523 and .G, [1*, 3487 that her father was
Apollonius son of Agenor [of Acharnae] contradicts this. Yet
it is pll:w-:lllrli'. A new FI'.IL"IIII.'II'I of L.k, 113 3487 (sce below,
p. 92, n. 20) shows that the deme of the man in LG, T3 3487
is Erikeia, and so he is not to be associnted with the present
Ctesicleia.
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of Athena's robe in 103)* erected two statues in honor
of Sophocles as dglovyfoarra, i.e., after his death—if
the dadeuchia was a lifetime priesthood. That it was
a lifetime priesthood is revealed by what secms to be a
monument erected (perhaps) by Sophocles’ sister
Acestion, which is quoted by Pansanias:’ Axesriw §é
Tevoxhbous TOD Sogokhéous Toi Aespriov TolTous Te &5 oW
rérapror wpdyovor Aedprior badolyous warras brnpke yeriola
{kal) mapa ror Blop Tov alris =plror pév Tov dbehyir Zogonhéa
elfe Opdouyotvra, émi 8¢ rolrw viv &vipn Ueuoronhes,
reheprioarros 6f kal Tolrouy Blebepacror wiv raibe.™ Itis
clear also that Sophocles was married while daduch.

The ferminus post guem 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
in 106/5.5

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 Sephocles’ brother-in-law
Themistocles.

14. Pewaroxhis Oeogpaorov "Ayvoiows. Above, pp. 51

52 lines 30, 47, 56-61; Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2,
13, line 10; M. Thompson, op. ¢if., p. 368, B.5.A4.
21 (1914-1916) : p. 159, line 23 (= L.G., 113, 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. “I'he passage
in Pausanias clearly shows that he was married while

a daduch. In 1132/1
well as in 109/8 (with Theophrastus).®

W I, 118, 1034, line 25.

# |t i& odd that she did not see her father also.
not state that the abewve information about Acestion and her
relatives is from a monument, but it scems reasonable to assume
this: for he discusses other monuments at this point, and the
literary form of this information is appropriate to a monument,

8 f ., 113, 1034, line 25.

8 Fonilles de Delphes, loc. cif.

Lot 4 1 ||'-'_ 1”.”. |i|:!|l.' 23,

8 M. Thempson, foc. cif.  This Theophrastus has usually been
identified as the father of Themistocles (Thompson, of. o,
p. 569, and P.A., T167). However, the father of Themistocles
was hieropeios in 156/5 and so would be very old in 100/8, much
too old, it would seem, to take on a civie office.

There wase a Themistocles who was first mint magistrate in
149 /8 (Thompson, op. eif, p. 568), and the symbol chosen by
him—"a traphy on a galley- |:-|>Ern:-1u1I1+-[.umm.-a'|'|u-.ui~|ur|¢.«-."
[t i= interesting that the family of Themistocles the daduch re-
corded that they were descendants of the famous Themistocles
{on the monument described by Pausanias, I, 37, 1).  They were
not dezeendants in the male ling 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

he was a mint magistrate as
In 108/7 he

Pausanias does
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was very probably the agonothete of the Pana-
thenaea,* and in 106/ 5 he was a mifaioris éx Knplxwr.

His father Theophrastus was hierapoios for 7d
"Afppare in 156/53.57 and he may have been a mint
magistrate in 169/8, 167/6, and 162/1.%% He was
never a daduch, perhaps because he was too young
when an appointment was made and dead before the
next one. |t 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 S011'8
vounger 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 (I1).® The name Ctesicles indicates that he
was probably not the oldest son of Sophocles (111)
and Ctesicleia; thus the chances are that he would
be younger than Theophrastus (no. 13) and the same
relation would exist between Apollonius (I1) and
Sophocles (IV).
15. Pebepaoros  Oeuaroxhiovs “Ayvolaws. Above, p.

51. lines 32 and 39 I.G., 112, 1961, line 19; 3510;
3511 (?); Pausanias, 1, 37, 1; Pseudo-Plutarch,
Lives of the Ten Orators, §43c. P.4., 7169, In
office in the first half of the first century before
Christ, directly succeeding his father Themistocles.

According to the monument described by Pau-
sanias® he became daduch while his mother was still
alive. Of his two sons the first-born, Themistocles,
became daduch, Of Themistocles's two somns, 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 (1) 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
1088, was the son of the mint magistrate of 149 ‘8.  The evidence
is not strong encugh to include them in the stemma (below,
1. 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.

# [n the photograph of I.G., 112, 1036 (B.5.4., loc. cit.), alter
Feurrociéors | think [ can read :%.E Al yrovalon] would fit
the lacuna perfectly.

s Fouslles de Delphes, loc. cil.

# FG LR 1937, line 11,

% Thompson, p. 569,

@ Artested above, po 51, line 23, This identification has been
made independently by E. Kapetanopoulos, B.C.H. 92 (1968) :
pp. 493-518, Stemma D, 11 scnior ity governcd appointment to
some extent, pechaps XNenoeles died before Theophrastus (no. 15)
became eligible. Two brothers, however, as far as is known,
never held the dadonehia.

@ hid. Apollonius son of Ctesicles of Acharnae appears in
the decree for Themistocles, above, p. 51, lines 24=25.

i Ahove, daduch no. 13
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first priesthood available to a son of Sephocles (1) was
the altar-priesthood, which went to Leontius, the
elder son, and the dadeuchiz went to his brother later,
when it in turn became available,

16. Geauorochns Oeoppborrov ‘Ayroieos.  Above, p. aly
line 32; I.G., II%, 3509-3510; 3511 (?); 3283;
35336; 3928 4042 4175: 4176 Pseudo-Plutarch,
Lives of the Ten Crators, 843c. P.A., 6654. In
office in the second half of the first century before
Chrnist, 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=-32). It has certain similarities with the decree
of 152/1 honoring the hierophant Aristocles.® In
both cases a priest went bevond his normal duties in
order to renew some of the patria that had fallen out
of use. The daduch Themistocles' service can he
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 inwvestigation that occurred in connection with the
apfographai, 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 palrie which had
become obsolete.

A phrase similar to els s iy dchedeppévee TaTpla
awokrnow occurred in the decree honoring the hier-
ophant Aristocles (hines 17-24), where we have more
specific information than in the case of Themistocles
as to which palria was renewed : &xheheupérar [5é modhaw
gzua.ﬁ:ur_-j .. . tluoEr Te atmbs.

Aristocles performed at least two other acts of
renewal for which he was thanked by his genos.  One
of them was the recording (enagrapie) of a “collection
of initiation-fees."”” This was of course a different
tvpe of anagraphe 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 Koman period.®

Themistocles put the knowledge he had acquired
over the vears about the pairia to commendable use
in connection with the investigation which took
place concerning the apographal (éxmuresolons s wepl
Tas aweypapds {grgoews).  The nature of this investiga-
tion is not clear. The verb éririzrrer does not appear
anywhere else with the sense “to occur’” as a judicial

% Hierophant no. 11.
B Translation 1r'k 'r:'ii'n_'r'l f'.:_'u';'.lr.lrnrr.l'.-'_l'::_ L] 50,
 See Geagan, 1967 : pp. 163-186,
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investigation would “occur.” The investigation or
inquiry may actually have been less formal, from a
source not connected with any civil body and coming
in such a way as to “fall upon” them. Perhaps it
had something to do with the intellectual interest at
thiz time in acquiring fafrie.®® Oliver suggests that
the apegraphei were copies of the Exegetica, and that
the patria referred to here were the section of the rérpa
r@r ebrarmder concerning the genos of the Keryvkes.®

One other important accomplishment of Themi-
stocles is mentioned in lines 33-36 of the decree: “he
not only exhibits a manner of life worthy of the
greatest honor but by the superiority of his service as
daduch increases the solemnity and dignity of the
cult; thereby the magnificence of the Mysteries is con-
sidered by all men to be of much greater excite-
ment (ixxigfis) and to have its proper adornment.”
Roussel™ points out the importance of &rigéis in the
Mysteries, citing Proclus, Platenic Theology, 111, 18, p.
151 (ed. Portus) : domep & rals dyrordros reherais mod raw
puorciy Beaparar tcmhnbes rir provpirer, and in reference
to Eleusis, Aristides, Eleuwsinian Oration, 2 (ed. Keil) :
warrwr doe feia deflpdmowrs Tavrir epwwdeoraror Te kol
GabpdTarop.

According to Pseudo-Plutarch Themistocles “un-
dertook also the priesthood of Poseidon Erechtheus,””®*
a priesthood which evidently did not belong to any one
genos; Eteoboutadai held it as well as Eumolpidae.®

His family descended from the famous Themi-
stocles,™  His wife Nicostrate the daughter of Diocles
of Melite was a descendant of the famous Lveurgus
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 [I, Sophocles IV, and Diocles the son of
Themistocles I1.** Mloreover, Kirchner's stemma
gets into difficulty in regard to the hypothetical
second Diocles, because it assigns his akme to around

% OF. Oliver, Expounders, pp. 51-52,

H Thid., n. 33.

S, il pp. 833-834,

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

B Jnd., pp. 125=127.

0 Paus 1a, I,-37: 1,

% Paeuido-Plutarch, foc. eft. For the stemma of this family
se P, 11, p, 82 and Kapetanopoulos, op. oft., Stemma [,

[, 113, 3510, This inseription is connected with I.G., 112,
3509 below, and the other man is identifed.

B O, cit., p. 832, n. 3.
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60 A.p. whereas all datable epigraphical references to
him are much earlier (41-44), and in one of these in-
seriptions 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 yvears when he
appears in the early Claudian dedications. There-
tore, nothing precludes assigning I.G., 112, 3510 to
Themistocles I1.7%

This daduch's brother, Sophocles, was an ephebe
around 37/6.7% If seniority and heredity were factors
in the appointment to the dadenchin at this time, he
must have died fairly voung or was otherwise un-
gualified. However, up to this point, there has been
no evidence that two brothers ever held the dedenchia,
though this did happen once in the kierophantia (see
Aristocles and Amyvnomachus).

Themistocles would have been the daduch who
officiated at Augustus' initiation (epopieia) in 19 .77

17. Bedepasros Beporoxhéons "Ayrotewns. 1G., 112,
F5004-3510; Pseudo-Plutarch, Lives of the Ten
Orators, 843c. P.A., T170. Stemma: below, p.
38, In office around the end of the first century
before Christ.

The evidence, previously offered, that he was a
daduch is inconclusive. 1t has already been seen that
there is some doubt that he is the same as the Theo-
phrastus in I.G., I1% 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 f.G., 1%, 3509, but as this inscription now stands
one cannot be sure that Theophrasius the son of
daduch no. 16 is meant. From the text, it looks as
if .Gz, 113, 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 3530943510 should now read :

[6 a4 Juos
[e_‘.-mdm_'xmf HF:':-;;'p]a:rTu[:' ﬁa:'}ni:"-])_'ot'
[['}iptcrruxléjm;t [‘A -;"_',:'ol"-.‘fll;ml' aperi Js &
I:J'-Er.'l:'l; Kl 151'-_—]|ne;-.5.::g 7% els [é:u'.‘é:' A.ﬁf:l TS
[:pﬂls TaS ﬂ't:'l:]s u"l:r-r.,ﬁu'cl.\' _".:}i_;.:r;r,rj.'. kel KJL'PP"‘.IL
arettipy e

Considering the fame of Themistocles (no. 16) which

MrG, 113 4175 and 4176 (=Oliver, Hesperia 38 [1966]:
pp. 150-153), Other inscriptions in which he is mentioned are:
L.z, 112, 3283;: 3536 3928 4042,

™ [t is unknown which Themistocles and which Theophrastus
are referred to in 1.G., 118, 3511, a dedication in honor of a
hearth-initiate.

T, D13 1961, line 19 (=5.E.G., XXII, 113).

T Far 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
||‘|51'(‘|"I[]l|.1_'||_|.

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
LG, 112, 330943510 is published in 'Apy. 'Ee. 1971
pp. 130-1, no. 26,

38/0

T. Statilius Lamprias, according to a dedication
set up in Epidaurus probably in the yvear 38/9,7% was
related to the genos of the Kervkes at Athens™: axéd
JEY YE L.-"lﬁ?ll‘l-'l.;ﬂl" o évdoforaror Knplewr vévos, é._:t ol
dgbovyotow ol elyeréocraror, efs Tor Peor almol Tapayéyorer
kal &t exelvov kal rar EAhwr cvyyerdr els roirer.  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. Tidépos Khatbws Aewpline Meherete. 1.0, 112, 2342,
line 2; 3609; 3610; 3612; 3614; 3615 Apy. 'Ee.
1971: pp. 119-120, no. 15; Hesperia 26 (1957):
pp. 219-220, no. 76 (= LG., III, 990 = S.E.G.;
XVIIL, 72). Kapetanopoulos, B.C.H. 92 (1968):
p. 5304, no. 33. Stemmata: Kirchner ad I.G., 1I%
3609, revised by Oliver, Expounders, p. 80;
Woloch, Historia 18 (1969): p. 510; and Kapet-
anopoulos, ap. i, 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 Kervkes family which controlled
the dodeuchin 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 Hesperin 26 (1957): pp. 219-220, no. 76,
which is a herm erected in his honor by an otherwise
unknown Artemidorus. In "Apy. 'Ee. 1971, loc. cil.,
and I.G., 112, 3612 he is mentioned as the grandfather
of the person honored; in 1.G., 1% 3609, 3610, 3614,

" See above, po 29, 0, 123,

#FG, IVE 86, lines 10-12: a new text 1z edited by W. Peek,
Tuschriften aus dem Asklepicion ven Epidouros (Berlin, 1969},
p. 30.

# Hiller's stemma (F.G., LVE, Prn:l'h'gu::'u'l:'t:l., P xxxi_: shows this
man to be related to two members of the Athenian delegation
sent to consoleé [,;||::|'||;|ri.|.-.' parents, and the members of the :ll.'l.l.::::.l-
tion to be members of the pemos of the Kerykes, There i3 no
evidence for cither connection.
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TABLE 1

STEMMA OF DapucHic FAMILIES oF THE FIrsT anp SEconn CENTURIES B.C.

Leontius of Acharnae (no. T)

.‘;-cr|:-|ll'.l|‘|.l.':- I:l_l {no. ]”_I

Leontius

(altar-pr. no. 8) Apallonius of Acharnae

Amvnocles
(F. Delph., 111, 2, 10)
(97/6)

.‘"'-:||:-|||.l|':.|,_'.-'~ l||_,-
{altar-pr. no, 9)

Ctesicles

Apolioniuz (I1)
(see note 60)

and probably 3615, as the great-grandfather. In each
case the dedicator seems to have made an eflort 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 gerved 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 b correct
alter ;J|], 1]iu|,|§_:|1 1o (]i]'(;ﬂ' k'h'if,h:ﬂq‘i: for it L';\:,I-H‘I_F-i, Hu[:-
]H”'[ fil[' ii‘tiL‘]'[ITli]'l'iil:._'hi_‘ l){'q\.'l.'l,."‘l_'l'l 1]'“_': 1_"."-'[? Fli]]tgli(_""i at l]]it;
time might be found in the fact that a son of Leonides
was named Themistocles.

8 For the latter see Ka petanopoulos, af. i, no. 27, This was
sugpested by Roussel, who, however, hesitated t8 supply a link
for lack of evidence. Kapetanopoulos (ap. cil.. pp. 495-496 and
ﬁ[n:l, o, 2(’].;!, like |:'\ril'|."|'||||':'I Fll:l.-i.l;:1|.-|_[|'- a Themistocles the son of

Ctesicleia=—Sophocles (I11) (no. 13)

Theophrastus

‘.u: 4
X x

Ant i|I:]1-:}|L
{no. 8)

Philistides
(no. 9}

Philoxenides
(no. 11}

Kephisodorus
(altar-p riest
no. 7)

e nocles
(o, 12}

Theophraztus of Hagnous
{over 30 in 156,/5)
(F.G., 103 1937)

Apestion=Themizstocles (no. 14)

Theophrastus Aenocles

{nn. 1 &)

Themistocles
(zee note 59)

Themistocles
(mo. 16)
{honored in
20:19)

."'.': ¥ I JI O E'.'.'\-

(1V)

Diocles
{no. 17) {see note 74)
Athenais

(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. cil.).®

nen 17, and suggests, on p. 496, that Leoniwdes married his daughter
oOr I,|||" ri:ul:._-\hh_-ruf [];.I.ll_'!l_'.‘-. 1-.']1i||' Of . .5H| §1-._~ S bes |,-I1.-l,|, ].1,-|;|niv|,|.|,'-.
“must have married also a danghter of Themistokles [V, 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 deseended from
Pericles, Conon, and Alexander (J.G., I3, 3679), whereas the
![.lﬁilil'_\' from “::;;Ill:-llh i'l;l';-i':l'l'lli]}' -e_'|i1i.r:||<-|_l to be deseended from
Themistocles (Pausanias, I, 37, 1 and see above, n. 54).

2 However it depends at one point on a hypothetical link,
Lysiades (Kapetanopoulos, opf, eif.,, no. 37), but this man's
patronymic or demotic is nowhere preserved.  The main evidence
is the ocourrence of identical names in two families and iz there-
fore hypothetical,




VoL, 64, PT, 3, 1974]

19, Tedepros Khalbios Avaidéns Tud KA Aeweifov Mehereis,
I.G., 113, 3609, 3610; 3611:3616; 1736, lines 12-13
() "Apx. 'Eg. 1971: pp. 119-120, no. 153 (=15,
112, 4084 + 4087 + new fragment). Oliver, K-
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 (liver, whose correction is now
confirmed by the inscription published in 'Apx. 'Ee.,
foc. eif. 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® helieves 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
I'n;u'r'i;:;.:u in which L‘L‘i_l-l‘li!‘_—'d_l{l“l".;t was born “about A.D.
130." A second marriage 15 indeed one solution.
It is also possible that Cephisodora was born earlier,
around 120; in thiz 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 wears 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 ¢z, 60-70 to ca. 130 and for her
brother Sospis ca. 90=100 to cx. 130, so that Cephiso-
dora need not have been born from a second marriage.
Her grandfather Leonides' span could be ce. 33 to ga.
100. The sons of Sospis, Lyvsiades and Demostratus,
were perhaps born respectively co. 110 and ca. 120,

20. Tifépros Khaldos Z@omis Tyl KA Avovadou Mekireds.
I.G., 113 2342, lines 11, 21-22; 3609; 3610; 3981%;
"Mpx. 'Ee. 1971: pp. 119-120, no. 15 (=1.G., 113
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 "Apy. "Ee. 1971,

B Fxbonmders, p. TO.

8 Op, cif,, p. 506, no. 39.

88 See Oliver, 1970: pp. 82-83,

8 Of, Oliver, Expounders, p. 75
scription, as 1 have verified, should be restored to read: [
roi| Zw]ripfos] "Ar| [k Janmoi.

The beginning of this in-
. lepkn
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foc. cil., was erected to his sister Aelia Cephisodora, he
was already dead (dndovyfiras).™

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 zon Lysiades was archon
(around 130-138), panegyriarch, and imperial high-
priest (from 138 to around 130)*; Demostratus was
archon {around 135-165) and was at the head of a
Herodes Atticus®; and about
Leonides nothing is known bevond the fact that he
was a brother of Demostratus and that his son was
archon of the Sacred Gerousia e, 1929 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 Fom (peius) and
P. Aelius Dionysius.

f;u'lima H[J|:lliil:‘-il{_'l'._| (0]

21. Houlrfeos?) Aadotyes. LG, 113, 1769; 1773; 1774,
1775; 1776; 1781 ; Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 30, na.
18; iid. 34 (1963): p. 97, no. 7. In office from
cir. 150-160 to 169/70, perhaps longer, but no later
than 174/5 (see table of aeisilof in append. IV).

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

F.G., 113 1769 and 1768 (= Hesperia 33 [1964 ]: p.
220, no. 63) are dated by Notopoulos™ to a single year
;—:hurl,]_\' before 163. He restored E[Ioun‘ﬁ]wi Agdoryos
in L.z, 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 (uaestiones Convtviaies
(VI 4: IX, 5, 12, 13) is impossible; the rhetor 15 a Corinthian
whose name is Antonius Sospis; see J. H. Kent, Corinth, VIII, 3,
The i'.lr_n'.l'f'lr:lh'rlr.l:c |:_|"|"i|'|1,\|,'1-:|1'|. 19667, nos. 170 and 226.

# Woloch, 1966 Claudius no. 64: [.G., 113, 3009; 3744; 2776,
line 205; 4007, Cf Graindor, 1922: pp. 135-137. A possible
birth date of ce. 110 A, iz suggested above under no. 19,

5 \Waloch, 1966 : Claudius no, 45. Fora ]Hn—ir'-il.:l'll.! birthdate of
cir. 120 see above under no. 19,

# Waloch, 1966: Claudius no. 6i.
p. 63, note 127,

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

For the date see below,
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and the date; and if this is correct, [Tlogmheos | should
e expected also in LG, LI?, 1768, These two inscrip-
tions show a remarkable irregularity. Normally the
order of the Eleusinian priests in the aetstlos 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 wvear, the
order is in one case (1768): sacred herald, hierophant,
and daduch; and in the other (1769): hierophant,
sacred herald, daduch. 1t is discussed below (append.
IV} that, while daduch and sacred herald sometimes
change positions in these lists, the hierophant always
comes frst. This fact, which holds true otherwise,
therefore calls the restoration of [lepox Jpuf in 1768
into question. We should accordingly leave open the
possibility that the restoration is rather [arrinout,
the assistant of the xppuE Sovdas kel dfuov, who appears
in LG, 112, 1077, line 46, right after the herald of the
Boule and Demos, just as perhaps here also. The
[——Jrns in the following line could be the end of his
demotic. In the other aeisitod lists in which Hou{=4ws)
Agdotyos 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 1635).%

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

It is not impossible that this man's nomen was
Pomponius. Only the abbreviation Ilow appears,
except for one case, 1.G., 112, 1769, where [Iogz+ Jios is
ru:slm'-:&{l_. but this stone is no l:’||'|5.1'|;_" available and so
[Mogmor oz cannot be excluded.

160-170

The position of the daduch in the Eleusinian endow-
ment of this period (1.7, 112, 1092) and in the seating
of the 5}rt:]=m!ri;: in the theater of l]im]ysuﬁ is dis-
cussed above (pp. 353-36).

22, Mbrhwos AThios Awovlawos (Arrumels). LG, 112, 1782
(#); 1788 (2);1794; (?) 3688 (with stemma). On
the identification of his deme see below, p. 64. In
office in 174/5; he took office after 169770 but proh-
ably shortly before, or in, 174/5, and left it ea.
150185,

The stemma compiled by Kirchner ad I.G., 113
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] Aeclius Praxagoras, Claudius
Demostratus, Aelius Themison brought against Aelius
Dionysius: To be entitled- - -ought to hear, it was decided
that it suffices that the elections when held at the right

" Concerning the change of order see below, append. TV,

[TRAMS. AMER. PHIL. SOC,

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 wvoluntarily 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 Eh}'] 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 dadidouchia,

strongly suggests that he is referring to this as the
priesthood held by Aelius Dionysius* and the fact
that an Aelius Dionvsius did serve as daduch around
this time (as f.G., 113 3683 informs us) makes this

® Oliver, 1970: p. 4, lines 1-7, and translation, pp. 28-29,
with some modifications. L. Robert pointed out to Oliver per
fift. that I:F:qi:':'w:rﬂi is [:|:|'|:-|.lu|:'|'|:.' mcorrect, and that symbola
might well indicate mmsignia of office, in which case strophion
woltld be :'|1|:-||r'-:||:-l'i:|lr n place of .".rrl_ll'.l.r.'."!:-.l.': CHiver re-examined the
stone and reported that the reading is indeed 28] srebeor
(see R.E.G. 84 [19717]: p. 427, no. 256). The sense, then, of
the participle at the beginming of line 5 must be “assuming””
or reg ':.1.'i||;_;" ar "|.l|_'§||'|;._{ about to assume’ or “hemng about to
receive” or spmething similar.  As a daduch was expected to hald
]'I"' ;Ir:al.'.'\-l:]'l':" Ifi !"I:lr ]i[l' Il:||'|-:| wWe kl'll:l'l'u I:l[ o Cise 1'.']|1,'|‘e' ri'”'\- Was
not 20), Kobert's suppested restoration (loec. cif.) of [hel l=orras
is probably incorrect. Better is the suggestion of C. P. Jones
(Zeftschrift fidr Papyrologie und Epigraphik 8 [1971]: p. 165),
which I have adopted : |:u:_:’ri:<w.—-u.'r. Of his other suggestions
for this sentence | have 'l.'u':l':.li{-lj fu:' on the stone, and 'u."||i.!,|,' the
third letter of his pelltor Ja looks more like & mu then an iota,
Tl ||?t|'| |‘: 1|':|| i|||.|:1|:\."-3‘-i.t]|1"‘, :-|.|||1 =0 J I'IJE'I.'I.' illl?l)rlﬂ’l'ill!"ll t":i'\- FESTOra=
tion in the translation, but with reservation. [t seems to imply
that there was a very precise order of precedence among Athenian
priesthoods.  How this conld eperate 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 |:rulu<'-'|| lists do .-~III".'i.'|.'-.'I .., the |'-.||,'=u-.:|||i.i||'J Endowment
(see above, pp. 35-36) and the first row of the prohedria in the
Theater of Dionysus (see below, append. [T}, and =o it iz 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 |:-I'i-."~1:"~ who sought lesser [:l!'i-l'ht]'lfl(.ld"—i in ]?I.:i'l' of or in addition
to their own to “lay down their sirophion beforchand”? 1 not,
it would be strange to allow the incumbent of a er' priest-
hood to seek and, if suecessful, to hold a “lower" priesthood
while not allowing the incumbent of a “lower™ priesthood to do
the same in respect Lo a ”||i:_:]'|r|'“,' bt if il, -.1.;|--1:-| |Ii;._[:||_u1':.', that i:—.
if it was not permitted of either type of priest to compete {for any
other priesthood without laying down his present strophion, why
15 Htiforn used when § roa érépar 13 sufficient?

1f LJ.:E:_T!:,I.:}'?!H‘ i5 the COTHeCE l"":=l1’}l':|1i-:|llI ﬁpﬂu‘nrmr[-’.l’-ql‘]m 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-
successiul, %

*We have to assume that in judicial decizions of this sort
hicremymy was not used, ||||-'5.|'!'|'-“!“='=':|<'-I-'r_‘-' s, sinee there could be
doubt in the future about which Afhies Agdoixes Was meant.
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even more probable. [t also appears to be no coin-
cidence that at least two of his three accusers, Aelius
Praxagoras and Claudius Demostratus, were members
of a family which had held this priesthood for a long
time but lost it around the middle of this century,
and Aelius Praxagoras was probably the immediate
successor of Aelius Dionysius in this priesthood.®® No
definite information is available for the date of the
end of Dlonwsius' priesthood; approximately 1850-3
seems to be the best conjecture: the daduch Aelius
mentioned in the aefsitod lists (I.G., 112, 1782; 1785
1794) could be Aelius Praxagoras.”

I do not believe that even if one reads #ehoy[ viar]

. tep[ e Jwalp, 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 saving, with Oliver,”” that the opposite of a “vol-
untary ' priesthood is an elected one, because | 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:
of selecting a priest of the Kerykes at this time (as
lines 1015 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 Oxd ol Sfpovr kareiolar,'™ which
also mvolves an election, but in this case, on my
interpretation, the candidate did not wolunteer
but was nominated. The contrast becomes clearer
if instead of #dou[elar] we restore élehoy[oiws]:
#lehovaios pertirar Versus imd rou dguov xadeiofo

and since election was the means

23. Athos llpafayopas Beporocheovs Mehereis. Aeisitoi
lists: 1.G., 112, 1782 (?); 1788 (2): 1794 (?); 1792;
1798. Other: I.GG., 112, 2067; 2342, lines 3, 27;
3614 ; 3615; 3693 3710; 4077 ; 4088 ; Oliver, 1970:
no. 1, E, lines 1, 35, 41, 44, 530; append. ¥V
(= I.G., I 3713 + 4089 4 "Ee. 'Apx. 1897 : col.
60, no. 42). Woloch, 1966: Aelius no. 51
Stemma: see under daduch no. 18, In office
from ea. 180=185 to 191 or 192,

Since his predecessor also had the nomen Aelius,
it 15 difficult to determine which man is the Aelius in
the aeisitor lists in I.G., [I%, 1782 (ca. 180),"™ 1794

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

9% For their dates gee below, ;|.|'|1|{'|I|:]. V.

0 Ibid., p. 11,

¥ Sop above, oL S

BOCf. Oliver, op. eil., p. 43.

1% fhid., p. 4, lines 3=6.

0 Notopoulos (Hesperia 18 r'|':}-l'.1-|: Pp- 1-57, table
not say why he assigns this to 177 /8,

I} does
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(ca. 180}, and 17588 (174/3 or 187/8).  Since Praxa-
goras was born ce. 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 Afhos
Agdoiiyes in the aeisitel lists of L.G., 112, 1798 (190,/1)
and 1792 (191/2 or 192/3)"% must be he since these
vears 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., 1%, 3614; 3615;%% 2067), panegyriarchia (I.G.,
[1}, 3614"7: 3613), agonothesin of the [Greater
Ascle |pieia (1.G., 112, 3614), and the agonothesia of the
[Pan Jath[enaea] (L.G., I1% 3613).

With him, the dodenchiac returned to the family of
the Claudii of Melite!®® after a lapse of about thirty
vears 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 130, his
son Lysiades 1l 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 wvery active and is well known. He was
around 155=165" and a few wvears 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" and hoplite general in 168/9,"* the sophist

archon

1 Faor the date see below, append. 1V,
W For the date see Waoloch, fec. cif. and Historia 18 (1969):
p. 5105 and below, n. 108,
WG, LI, 2067,
1wk For the date see above p. 38, n. 200,
# The following restoration of lines 1=2 of this nscription 15
required by the sense and fits the space:
[wite KX Beperrochi lous
[ Mehirias, Eyyoror ] KX O
The name Aelins Praxagoras would have come in the previous
line. | am not at all sure that fragment & belongs with this in-
seription, as its lettering seems slightly different, but this does
not affect the restoration of line 3.

108 His nomen was changed to Acliug, probably by his father as

a compliment to Hadrian.  In one inscription erccted well after
his death he is referred to as Claudius Praxagoras (£.G, [13, 3710),

1% fesperia 11 (1942) : p. 43, no. 12,

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

i Philostratus, Lives of the Sophists (ed. Kayser), pp. 63
679, 71, 73

ue y i, 103 1773,

mp g 118, 1775 and Geagan, 1967 pp. 194-195,
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Julius Theodotus, who was Demostratus’s uncle, and
the later daduch Aeclius 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 Demeo-
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
againgt him, Herodes tried to lead them to the court in
Iame, but they secretly made off to the emperor Marcus,
confiding in his more democratic nature and in the oppor-
tunity f(afforded by =uspicions against the f[riends 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-
sicdlerable |i:._-‘||l on the .'=|1ﬁ5||c|:-zily 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 efr 70 arrifoor 1o ‘Hpddpy wohrelorres. 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 Up until the year 138
the iln;u*r'i::] ELig|1-iJ|51‘.~=1]L|>lH| Was ||:'|L-iE1:t:'} in the
The obvious suc-
cessor at this time would have been Herodes, but the
man whe got the office was Lysiades, Demostratus’s
brother. Herodes did not obtain it until 160, after
vet another incumbent, Aelius Ardys.'® The change
in office between Lysiades and Ardvs seems to have
taken place around the middle of the century.!'? [t

ll'li!-i LoD Was EII"\.'U]"{{'-I'.

male line of the Herodes' family.

W Faves of 1R

';].ji\'i,'l'l rrrf.l_ i

'.'\'rlll'.'.lz."\-.'.t. PP G769 (ed K.:,:. appP) ® iranslation ||'_-.'
18 faly,

Lo T 1'.-|:-l'|"-l.|§|:- chap. I1I, "_ll'.lil.-l'..«:k'_. War, Reform, and
Innovation.'

UE Waloch, 1966 Aelius no. 14.

17 For Ardys as succe
(1969 : p. 306. He su

He was archon in 150/1.
ding Lvsiades see Woloch, Hestoria, 18

Feesis (el ) that “"Herodes at the time of

SINIAN MYSTERIES [TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC.
was also around this time that the dadouchia passed
out of Demostratus’s and Praxagoras's family, having
been controlled by it for about seventy wears, and
went to a Pompeius (or Pomponius) and then to
. Aelius DNonysius 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 DMonvsius (see above), and at the
same time Mamertinus was denied his attempt to
change from the Eumolpidae to the Kervkes 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 gemes of the
Keryvkes,' 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 dados-
chin 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 dodonchia 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 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 the level of the genos to an open challenge
in the city: Philostratus says that at this time they
Csprang l||:-."h & 1o drrifoor o ‘Hpwdy
They went to Marcus Aurelius against

Herodes. '

ApeCUIay
TOMTEDDPTES.
Herodes, and then made a concerted attempt, perhaps
taking advantage of Herodes' defeat at Sirmium, to
obtain two of the highest priesthoods of the Kervkes,
which apparently required Mamertinus's illegal change

Atticus's death was priest of Hadrian Panhellenius, and he may

healed
and high ;l.'i.l"-ll concurrently.”’
n (1966 p. 176) he writes: “whether Herodes was also
Hadrian 1, but the
believes that his refusal of the high priesthood ar Athens may
indicate that he was.”™

{Hadrian
However, in his

have been reluctant to the two priesthoods
Panhellenius
dissertati
priest of Panhellenius is unprow Writer

1% Oliver, af. aif., p. 4, lines 7=135.

ne rGs, X1V, 1389, lines 33-34.

[rii'l.l'.'. Jr'.‘:lll.lllln'.l!n'-l ri, . L

=0 the daduch was a Pomponius, he may have been one of
the Pomponii who were related o Aclins Ardvs (see F.G, 113
J687), but then one would expeect him to be mentioned in £,
11 3687,

=L 1 of Marcus's letter seems to refer to a charpe that a
pricstly election relating to Dionysus was not correctly conducted.

"':Z""~::-':.||:.1|.'-.'|II 1070 I 34,
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of penos. 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  hereditalum)®® Gavinius Saturninus: At the
trial the so-called codicils in the (false) name of Pratolaus
were produced and the investigation took place. (Praxa-
goras), it appears, was justified. . . Praxagoras shall
return into possession of these estates and shall receive
from the viri clarissimi Quintilii an arbiter concerning
the crops. As for the estates which were said to have
been left to the vir clarissimus Herodez 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.

Khatbios Fidewmos Tid KA Anpwocrparov
Mehrets,  L.G., 113, 1108 (= Oliver, 1941 : nos. 24
and 25, and Hesperia 30 [1961]: pp. 231-234,
no. 31); 1806; 2124; 2125; 2340 (= S.E.G., X1l,
140) ; 3693; 3710; 4088 ; below, append. V (=1.G.,
112, 3713 + 4089 + 'Ee. "Apxy. 1897: col. 60,
no. 42). For the stemma see under no. 18, In
office from 191 or 192 to ca. 197, succeeding Aelius

24, TBépros

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 eponymous of the
Sacred Gerousia in 191/1 or 192/3%7; he was archon
in the year 193/4'% and cosmete around 196.'%

WS

His name is preserved on only one aeisitof list, 1.G.,

12, 1806, datable to ca. 194, e is called hiero-
nymously here and in a list of Kerykes of ca. 200 A.D.
(1.G., 113,

2340) and when he was archon, cosmete, and

M fhid., Plagque E, lines 35-47; translation by Oliver, p. 30.
See abid,, p. 17.

126 Fhad., PP b1,

1 G 112 1108 and later editions cited above, D, 193 is the

termrinus anle quen for the erection of this stele because u.‘; 1|I-_'

erasure of Commodus’s name,  Woloch's date (1960: p. 157) of

192—he argues that the stele was set up hefore 193 but after th

death of Praxagoras 1792 as

192, but it has

only one possible date for this inscription; 191 is also po
= 1o 113, 2125; for the date see Noto| wonlos, 1949
= Fo 112 2124 for the date see Notopoulos, 1

depends on the date of LG, 113
(. 38 note 200) that 192 i3
ible.

been shown above

DADUCH 6.3

eponyimos of the Sacred Gerousia (lec. cit.) : Khaliios
Agdoiyes. 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 dgdovyfeas, with his full name, signifyving 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
El;tllg]ﬁ1(‘l'.-‘i AS watbes de Eorias (I.z., 113, 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., 1I*, 2197) as gymnasiarch, agnothete of the
Greater Severeia, and systremmatarch; the lacuna
before here may have some
priestly title, just as the other ephebic officials in the
same inscription have lepeds before their names (but he
surely did not possess one of the major Eleusiman
priesthoods since hieronymy was not observed). After
Philippus the Claudii of Melite probably lost control
of the dadouchia.

his name contained

PERIOD OF ROMAN EMPIRE

Because of hicronymy the identity of the daduch
Claudius mentioned in 1.6, 1%, 4094 is not known.
25, Tlopmqws  Agdotiyos. LG, TI3, 1790 (= {.]”.‘I.'E'l',
A J.A. 45 [19417: p. 5339); 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

st list (LG, 112, 1790) whose proper place among
the other aeisitol lists would seem to be about 1971
He may be the daduch in the aeisitof list of I.G5., 11%,
1789, in which case this list belongs in 204,/5.2%

Whether he is related to the daduch no. 21, Pom-
(peius) or Pom(ponius), is unknown. Nor 1s it
known whether he or the daduch ne. 21, Pom(peius)
or Pom (ponius), was the daduch Pom (peius) who was
archon at an unknown date (Hesperia 34 (1963):
p. 97, no. 7).

I, 112 1077 2201;
28/9 or earhier to

26. dafios Aadoiyxes Mapafuros.
3684: 4822, In office from
200,/10 or later.

b See append. TV,
i See append. TV,
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He was archen in 208/9 (LG, 113 22010* and is
listed in an aetsitor list of 20090 (I.G., 113 1077
both of which include his demotic, (M the dedica-
tions, I.(7., 112, 3684 is a herm inscribed 4 afws Agdotyos,
and 4822 is a little altar (or base) which he ($®&fios
Agdotyes) 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 mav be
identical to Fabius Thisbianus of Marathon, archon
in 186/7.13

Ca. 217/8

A herm, LG, 118, 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 Ggdolnywy
lepms  unTpis TE yeyora, fi Teherds arégawe Pexiy Top
ardkropa Anevs.  IHis 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
in:i:('!'ipliul] (f.G., 112, 2222) of around that time, and
4 Ccosmete h}.' the name of .'1'.]H_I-||l:'|'|'|'il,|:_-'\. dAppears i
ancther ephebic inscription of about the same date
(L.G., I15 2219).

The daduchic ancestor of these two is probably P.
Aelius Dionysius (see above) whose akme Kirchner
puts at about 144. Kirchner's stemma shows that
his nephew was I’ Aelius Apollonius of the deme
Antinoeis, who was a prytanis around 1809 and who
was the father of Aelius Dionysius of the deme
Antinoeis, ephebe in 205,/6./%  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
siderable further support from the ephehic inscription
(f.G., 113, 2219) in which the cosmete appears. In-
spection of the stone shows that the appropriate name
an be restored in lines 2-3 to fill the space g-,\'::l'l,h,',
so that lines 2-5 read as follows:

CO=

|7 |ow .l;e'.u’r,!.é:-;?'ﬂ-l"_l-' T beiTor .II.-I..I'x!ﬂ.L':l
LA [modhaweor "Ar[rooea kel yupre
b |
J

Lo Jiapyo[»

dryee[ vollermy Toi wepl |

We must assume that the mother of the cosmete,

B2 Y. Notopoulos, ap. ¢il., pp. 34-335,

W Hesperia 4 (1935): p. 49, no. 11, line 57; ébid. 30 (1961):
. 2:";', no. 107, l'.'_‘.'-. "|1I.Il'.lfl.l|'.-':. 1966 : Fabius no, 3.

¥ This practice occurred in the third century;
1967 p. 3.

WOSEG., XXIIT, 119,

B See below, p. 88.

BT Far., 112 1793, line 14,

WA 1.G., 112 2193, line 101,

see Geagan,

Cf. Oliver, £.P.E. (lorthcoming).

i ITRANS. AMER. FHIL, 20C.

Publia Aelia Herennia, the hierophantid, assumed

this priesthood after the dedication of I.G., 112, 3688,
Aauperédgs. LG, 115, 3715, In office sometime

in the third century.

In office sometime in the third

28. Ghofiaves.  fhud,

Century.
the

20, Alpipios ZBwelmarpos. Thid. In office around

end of the third century.

On this dedication set up by the polis—the lettering

may be as late as the fourth century—one Afpdpros
E;;;rri.'.'n'rpr}s'. a daduch, 1= inscribed as the descendant
of the daduchs Damoteles and Thisbianus.

The names are rather strange, (as
opposed to Apporédys) is, as far as I know, unique in
Attic proszopography. The only other Thisbianus
known in Athens is C. Fabius Thisbianus, archon in
the year 186/7." The gentilicium Aerarius is
puzzling. Oliver,™ on the reading of
Raubitschek's which let it appear that the archon
Thisbianus’s name should be restored as II [A{JAws
EligPfeards, once suggested emending the name in our
inscription to AT ("Apipor Swelrarpor (or AL Papwr),
stating: “while a gentilicium Aerarius is indeed at-
tested, it is attested in the wrong milieu to be ab-
solutely convinecing 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)por ought to be considered. 4

As in the case of the hierophant Erotius (no. 34)

Aaporedns

also
basis of a

and his son Cleadas, Argive relationship and a con-

nection with the Mystery cult at Lerna may be

mvolved here,

30, (Map 'lolwios) Nwavdpas Muoukcavor, 1. Baillet,
Inscriplions precgues ef latines des tombeanx des
rois on syringes (Mém. Inst. 42 [19257]: 1265, pl. 15
(= Dittenberger, Q.G.I., 721): Baillet, op. cil.,

1889, pl. 29b (= Dittenberger, O.G.1., T20): I.GG.,

I1%, 4831. O. Schissel, Kiio 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 of the kings in

graffiti, One of
them (Baillet, 1265) reads as follows:

are called slpryyes)

Egyptian Thebes by recording two

" '?."ri":’l't XXM, 119, This Fabius could have been daduch
no. 23, Fabius of Marathon (see above).

W A JP. 7L (1950): p. 174,

4. The personal name ‘Phpios is unattested, so far as [ can
e termine,
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& dedotiyos riv dyiord
rur Ehevai HUTTH Pl
Mivovkiaror "Affgratos ioropfoas
T olpryyas Tohhois Gorepor
xpovows pera vow Beiop ITAdTwra
amd v Afpear, Habpacae cal yépe(p)
éryor Tois feols kal rae eloeferraro
Paoihet Kowverarrivoae tae Tolro po

TaparyOrTL.

The daduch observed hieronymy when writing this, as
Baillet correctly noticed (previously [Nwaevyépas] 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 180-230: 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 260-268.144
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:

) =
Kuwrerarrivet Z[e @ (aore) o Z val Kwvoeravrioe Kalo(ap:)

10 A 7 Jarous
& dpdovyos rev "Elevouioy Niwaydpas Muoou
Keavor Affgeaios irrophoas Tas Pelas

agipeyyas éfalpora,

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 Egvpt (r@ roird poe mopaaybvr). 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 Egyvpt,  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

u Ballet, ap. eil., p. 295 and pl. 15. Baillet should also have
removed it from hiz text. In line 2 [ keep the old reading
"Eleawrive; Baillet would have "Exevriet (o 1, @ 1.|.|.':-.i:_;|::'|'| ion that was
never used at Athens (see below). Cf. FG, IVE 429 (304 an.).

1 For the family see especially 0. S He mis-
understands the nature of the daduch when he ealls Nicagoras
a “Myste of the second degree,” and likewise that of » sacred
herald when he calls his grandfather a " Moyste of the third de

W oSuda, s Moowaads,  The daduch’s homonvmous son set
up a dedication (£, 112, 4831) in the sanctuary of Pan and the
nymphs on Mt Parnes.

We OV, A. Degrassi, I Fasti Conselars, p. 79.

Ll H:.'Sar!h'.’rr:r 3 (1926): pp. 209=214,

s :
wel, op. e,

DADUCH 05

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 philesophical
journey. In fact the graffiti inform us that Nicagoras
was in the company of several Platonic philosophers,'
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 autr hdrwr kal
eeratffa.  Graindor focuses on the significance of kai
évraifia: “elle laisse entendre que le dadouque a visité
d’autrezs lieux ofi Platon avait passé o
avolr passé. ' M

Two peculiarities in the second of Nicagoras's
graffiti (Baillet, 1589), however, deserve comment.
The first is the daduch’s title & sadotiyos rar 'Exevoior.
Ta 'Eheveirie were a festival of games; it was an agon,
a completely different festival from the _".Ij..'_—il.urin;-:s_
It seems wvery strange that a daduch would have
written this instead of pverppiwr, in effect putting the
name of the wrong festival in his title™ Stranger
still 1s the appearance of his own name, Nicagoras,

ctait censé

a violation of the law of hieronymyv by the wvery

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

1.'i|.||.' (€] il'lif".- El'll.'(.ll'['l.'l.'z One . on one 'l‘.'il.” |Il§_' |-§l;'[:|i |:Ii!_'r-

W Baillet, i, cil., BB 407F,

HE (i, ok, p. 213,

49 It iz argued below that the same priest set up dedications at
H|:|1| laurus. There he is called f.-ngr‘.-ni'_'u;n'r TR ']'::'-.na'uq RN TR EL
(.G, V3 429 and Sadeiyos raiv i (1.0, IVE 431), hicronymy
being observed in both cases. No instance of an Athenian source
calling the Mysteries ra "Ehevrlvia gromime i3 known to me, so
that a .|!-I'.'|1‘:|'.‘.'||:(.:_i-'.:'| dabairyos Taw "Ehevainlar | peorrRpieer | SeeMms ot
of the guestion. Aelius Aristides uses "Eiewsima for the Eleu-
siman Mysteries (Panatkenaic Oration, 230, 249, 257 [ed. J. H.
Oliver, “The Civilizing Power,'" Trans. Amer. Philos. Soc. 58, 1
']”f:u\'._!:'. but in the :11._|,_'=||:'i:1. of these instances, when COMpPAaring
them with other cults.  Thus there is no question that non-Athe-
nians used thiz 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 Athenian usage, and whether it is by the
daduch himself, who in all other instances when he used his title
An error is obviously involved here,
and the additional error, lack of hieronvmy, shows that it is not
merely a scribe's error, such as rar "ENevaie {everrapl b, but rather
ane of general ignorance, the error very likely of a non-Athenian.

Demeter and Kore are sometimes called al ‘Ehewimar (feal)
outside of Attiea (ef. 1.0, [V, 955, line 14). A priestess of Demeter
and Kore (of the Eleusinian cult) called herself at Delphi
_,"):'."l'!:.'_.‘}.‘-' :.:.|l:ll|.'.'|. _I'Illi‘J.Hi:I'fI(Ii wal K<'|.'.n_|1; ']-::’w.:;_w-; :w,:'.;._:.:-:l' (Bee baelow, (28
Thus fpdoinges i "Exevenrlwr (feite) is within the realm of possi-
bilitv, but if he wished to designate himself according to the
gpoddesses he served instead of the festival, as he did at Epi-
daurus, one would expect the title Sedoiyos voir fioir as at
Epidanrus.

had it correctly recorded.
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onymy and on the opposite wall he violated it; on
one wall he wrote his correct title, dafoiiyos rav "Eheveive
puergpiwr, but on the opposite wall the unprecedented
dadoiyos vir Elevowiwe. 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
Kai xape(v) foxer ... por mapaoyderme 15 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 (“1 saw
and expressed wonder'") as well as the date according
to the consulates of the emperors. 1 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. Newertheless, it does not indicate that
the date of Nicagoras's visit is incorrect.

Twenty-two years earlier, in 304, a &gfoiyos 7w
"Ehevotve puergpiwy dedicated at Epidaurus a statue to
Athena Hygieia (I.G., IV?, 428) and an altar to Apollo
Pythius Patrous ([.G., IV 420)1% This daduch
was also priest of Asclepius Soter simultaneously,
presumably at Athens, His name is given hier-
onymously as Map(xos) 'Telr(ews).!™ A difference of
twenty-two years hardly allows one to think im-

mediately of Nicagoras, especially since the gentilicium

and praenomen of his family are unknown. However,
the connection can be made by way of the dedications
L0, 113, 3689 and 3690, statue bases erected by the
city in honor of the proconsul Claudius Illvrius, in
which the praenomen and gentilicium of Nicagoras's
family are revealed: the epimelete for the dedica-
tion of both bases was one Mapkos 'lotwios Morousiards.
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 flornit was in the reign of Gal-
lienus (253-268).'% Surely Marcus Junius Minu-

1 [ cannot ascertain from the photographs whether or not
there iz any difference in handwriting,

1! The date is inscribed in each case as the year 181 of the
Hadrianic era {=304 A.D.).

1# havvadias interpreted the abbreviation as Map (xer) 'Ted (mes)
v (edorepos) because of the apparently separate stroke over the nu
in429: 10TH (I have not seen the stome).  This interpretation is
refuted by 428, which has only I0TN ({verified by inspection);
for if vedrepos had really been meant, it would have been indicated
In some way in 428 also.

15 5 v, Mwowaris. The connection of the bases with the
daduch of the Epidauruz dedications and the family of sophists
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cianus is this same man, the father of the daduch
Nicagoras who, as the hieronymous Marcus Junius,
dedicated I.G., IV?, 428 and 429 at Epidaurus.
Minucianus seems too rare a pame 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,
LG., IV 431, a dedication of a statue by a daduch
who, like the hieronymous Marcus Junius, was also
the priest of Asclepins Soter. His name is given as
tgdoi| xos | roiv feoty NM[. %% 7|vov 'A#n[vaio]s. The
lacuna certainly contains a patronymic and the re-
storation dadei xos | roir feoir M[wovkia Jvoi "Afi[raio]s
naturally imposes itself.!*

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-
gorast® served as daduch from at least 304 1o 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,

I.G., 1I*, 4222,

31. ®rafws Tlop Apdovyos. In office

sometime after 372,

He was in charge of setting up a dedication honoring
Rufius Festus, proconsul of Achaea and Arcopagite.
Groag identifies the latter with a magister memoriae of
Valens from ea. 370 to 371, who probably in 372
became proconsul in Asia!®™  Since he is mentioned
in an inscription as having been twice proconsul,'*® he
probably served as proconsul of Achaea after 372,1%

The daduch’s title, daenudrares, indicates that he
was of equestrian rank; his other title, dwd souirwr,
that he was awarded the honor ex comitibus but not
necessarily that he served as comes or served in any
particular office.™ It is uncertain how Pom should
and philesophers was first suggested as a possibility by K. Latte,
Gnomon T ':_]':?.“_I! P 118 n. 1. This J|||li||;-' Minucianus Appears
also in a letter of Gallienus ('Apx. 'Ee 1971: p. 123, no. 17,
line 16),

W, Millar (JF.R.5. 59 [1969]: pp. 16-17) independently made
a similar restoration, though he apparently was not disturbed
by Kawvadias’s interpretation of the abbreviation (which was
accepted by Latte, loe. col.); but Millar's restoration [M "Tour
.'\Il.me'un.."j:m:-' 15 b Jl:||1:'.; for EJ'I'I'_' space, I:] {ealzo I-;n::pp:-. { Nikaydpar )
in Baillet, op. cif., p. 1265). 'W. Peck, however, in Tnschrifien ans
dem Asklepieion von Epidaures (Berlin, 1969), no. 169, shows that
he still holds to Kavvadias's resolution of I0TN, and would restore
.".Ifn,n 'lr.'ul.:}'] v{ewrep Jov, which 15 strange indeed. His |I1'i'|1.'.'i||_:.;
of this part of the inscription shows that [Moemce Jvoi fits the
space exactly.

168 Porhaps TG, 112, 12442 a grave monument for a =als 5
Mot [ awoi — ], alzo pertaing to him.

186 Cf, 1.G., IVE 430 by a daduch and priest of Asclepius Soter.

T Groag, Die Reichsbeamten von Achaia in spilromischer Zeit
( Dissertationes Pannonicae, Ser. [, Fasc. 14, 1946), pp. 49-51.

el 83 5 PR PR

18 S f;rr::t;.;. foc., cil.

% Cf. Seeck, R.E. 4: coll. 633-634.
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be resolved, but it is probably a second gentilicium

rather than a cognomen, since hieronymy demanded

the suppression of the cognomen in Roman names.
He is the last known daduch,

GENERAL REMARKS

AGE AND DURATION OF SERVICE

Callias 11 was daduch for at least 44 vears, and
Callias II1 for at least 30 vears. Between the end
of the second century and 20/19 p.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 vears. These data point to an age
sometimes of less than fifty wvears 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 hall 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
vears, and died at an age of approximately eighty:
Claudius Philippus (no. 24) for about three yvears, but
in his case other evidence seems to indicate that he
died voung; and Pompeius (no. 23) could have served
for as long as ten wvears. In the fourth century
Nicagoras held office for more than twenty-two years.
No [[1i'l'."|.!'}.' 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 vears old,

All indications are that the dadonuchia was a lifetime
office. No living ex-daduchs are known. Sophocles
I11 of Acharnae (no. 13) and Themistocles of Hagnous
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.

(1o,

MARITAL STATUS

Callias III and Sophocles [II of Acharnae were
married while daduchs, and many others had children.
Marriage was evidently no bar to this priesthood.

MANNER OF AFPPOINTMENT

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.!®

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 Kervkes, 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 63) & wepl i o[i Jxiaw
yeyorvin éxl modhds veveds alfrw dglovyin. Once con-
tinuity of one family in this priesthood started, it
wias probably hard to stop its momentum. But it
could be stopped, as happened very clearly to the
Claudii of Melite, and in this case a considerable
struggle probably took place before they regained it,'%

REQUIREMENTS FOR APPOINTMENT

Mo special requirements for this priesthood are
knewn. The decree in honor of Themistocles states
(lines 37-39) that he received rjr elyéraar kal whe ax’
alrns tepewaiene &y Gtadoyns mapd rob warpos krh.  J.(0r.,
[VE 86, in mentioning that Lamprias had relatives
who were daduchs, describes the genos of the Kervkes
as ro éfvdofdraror Kyplwwr ~vyéves, &e¢' of Sadfouxolre of
everéoTaron!® The more times a family held the

priesthood the more edyeqs it probably became within

the gemos. 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 sfrophion of
that priesthood before canvassing for the doidonchio ™7

18 Oliver, 1970: pp. 43-344; this is discussed above, pp. 60-61.

182 5o abowve, - 533,

182 1014 pp. 192-193, but he incorrectly assumed allotment
for all ]Jll,"'l'itldl"\-.

I This is 'h:!'l|:|§1'|.'-:| in lines 37=38 and following in the decree
for Themistocles (edited above, pp. 50-51): rapadnpeéra i
gi.‘L-,-:g'.--unp kel The ax’ alris lipewdivne Tapd . . . .

165 See above, pp. 61-03.

166 [ ines 4=3, edited by W. Peck, Inschriflen aus dem Askie-
picion van Epidaurss, p. 30, no. 36,

187 See above, pp. 60=61, and below, p. 68.
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INSTALLATION

At this moment the daduch became subject to
hieronymy until his death (see Introduction). He is
said to have undergone a dekimasia, but the source for
thiz 15 not the most reliable. 1%

DRESS

]'Il"‘t' il diﬁli'“:"'!"'i'::ll'l Uf l]1k' ]il,l,‘rﬂr}' l"‘..'iI;JL'I'II:'L' =ee Elli[ﬁ'\"l_‘l
PR 32-33.
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,

!.”C(' 1]'.“.‘ I'Iil'l'l)!ll'l.:ll'll |_|'I(,' {[il_lill_ll.'h Waore i

EMOLUMENTS

Mo information specifically for this priesthood is
available; for information on the Eleusinian priest-
hoods in general see the section on “Emoluments’ in
the “General Femarks” at the end of q‘|‘|;|,|)l,g-r I.

The daduch received a double portion in the
Eleuzinian Endowment of 160-70 a.n.

RESIDENCE

The daduch had a house within the sanctuary '™

SOCIAL AND POLITICAL: FOSITION

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 daedonuchia
in the second and first centuries Bt and in |'[-;{;L|'(] to
the Claudii of Melite, the family which controlled
it for a good part of the first and second centuries a.b.

It is evident from the speech of Andocides and the
behavior of Callias that the daduch was normalls
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 aeisitos
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, hoth 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,

188 Bustathius, fiad, XVIIL line 492,
16 Boe abowve, . 50,

1" See appendix 111,

1M Sep .-||:-|:-'\.-'|'I pp. Ol 0.3,
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while Themistocles (no. 16) seems to have done re-
search in the traditions of the cult and to have dis-
plaved considerable imagination in preserving them.

DUTIES DURING

THE MYSTERIES

He went with the hierophant and the sacred herald
to make the grorrhiests 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 ézorrela than
in the rekersn 17

OTHER FUNCTIONS

\

According to the Suda (s.2. Aws kadeor) the daduch
used a Aws k@bior Teos vols cafapuols, but whether in
connection with the Mysteries is very disputed.!™
Also in doubt is the trustworthiness of the source that
supplied the scholion to Aristophanes, Frogs, line 479,
which states that the daduch officiated at one point
in the festival of the Lenaea 77

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 ]:-u_-1'i:]:|, nos. 7 and 10, were
altar-priests before becoming daduchs, No, 22 held
some other priesthood before the daoidouchia, Ewvi-
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 daidonchic (and then, if suc-
cessful, presumably also lay down the presently held
priesthood itsell), and Marcus Aurelius was persuaded
to make a ruling to this effect, but as no. 29 shows, the
old practice eventually reasserted itself.

ITII. PRIESTESS OF DEMETER AND KORE

("Teoewe Afunzooc kai Kione)

Several gene were eligible to supply the priestess of

Demeter and Kore. A notice of Photius mentions
one of them: dulhetdae yivos ioriy "ABvnow: & 6¢ Tobray
1 lépee T Afuyrpos kal Kdpns, % pwobea tols uboras &v
‘Ehevetve. An inscription of the Roman period, I.G.,
11%, 2954 ! indicates that there were also others. In
the notice of Photius peeir is of course not used in its

172 See below, p. T8

12 5ee above, pp. 35-36.

13 Pp, 4647,

7 Sopater, Rielores Graeci 8 (ed, Walz) : p. 121, 11-12 : dadoiyos
Bt roiror as Ewbdmrigy paikop § plorge dpd. The I1Il'.|||i::;._' of this iz
somewhat opague; of. Foucart, 1914 p. 194,

118 Of. Foucart, 1914: pp, 197-198;: Nilsson, Geschichie 1:
pp- 10=113,

T CF. Foueart, 1914: p. 198,

! Discussed below, p. T4,
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original sense, “‘to pre-initiate,” as attested in .G, 1*
6,* but in its later sense, “'to initiate,'™

BEGINNING OF FIFTH CENTURY B.C.

“The priestess” mentioned in a fragmentary bon-
sirophedon inscription set up within or near the Elen-
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., I*, 6, the law issued around 460 B.c. con-
cerning the Mysteries, she is called “priestess of
Demeter,”"® ..lllln'('l:'l::ll-(lil'l;i to this law she was to receive
an obol from each initiate at the Lesser Myvsteries
and the same amount at the Greater Mwsteries. 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.

l. Avetorpiry. Hesperie 10: (1940): p. 97, no. 18
(= S.E.G. X, 321). Around the middle of
Afth century.

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®:

['_'l. ]n,mflm TENETIS Tpowohos ane, moTre Anol,

kol Euyarpds wpoflipo xoouor Gvalue Tode

irrnrer ZTEBANG Avowrrpary oldé mapirrer

welderar aiha feots dofioros & dlraun.
Pritchett, the editor, explained ZTEPANS as either
oregirw (two crowns) or Evecare (a patronymic with
But P. Maas would rather edit orepavd’;
Attic Athena
priestesses, eregare fits the title of an Attic Demeter

w = gy},
“As koopd and rTpawerd are titles of
priestess.””  His statement might lead one to think
that xoouw and rpamelw are titles of the priestess of
Athena. This, however, is not the case. xoopw and

* See the new edition above, pp. 1011,

! Foucart (1914 : 8 2116 and 'i'|.4-||:I|'|' {1HEY- - O2-04) in-
ferred from the provision in £.G., [3, 6 which limits the conducting
of pimaes Lo the |'.|::1||1|=|:{|;||' and hervkes that Photius's notice
refers to the Haloa., Ziehen, Leges Sacrae, p. 16, n. 8, correctly
termed their arguments a vicious circle and noted also that the
Haloa were open only to women.

VS EG, XX 3, line 13: see above, po 10:

% 5ee the new edition above, pp. 10-11.

tRE.W vcherley, The Athenian Agora, 111, Lilerary and J5pi-
x(rl_.’..'h.".- al Testimeonta (Princeton, 1957) & A2 mentions the possi-
bility that it is archaistic.  If so, it is an extraordinarily good
i.t'l'li.l,.\,l,l,".l i of maed ||JI,||-|,'|,'||1_|||':. letters: | doubt even the |.u.'l:-'~.E.|Ii|::|:l
of its being archaistic,

P Hesperia 15 (1946); p. 12,

PRIESTESS OF DEMETER AND KORE Gy

rpamelogopos (called rparefd in Hesvehius) were priest-
esses who assisted the priestess of Athena in the
soapmas Tis Teamedns.  The principal piece of evidence
in regard to them (Harpocration, su. rpamelogépos)
reads: Awwotpyos & 7@ wepl Ths lepelas 7o lepwainns Gropd
érTer ) Tpamelogdpos.  drc dalrn Te wal B kooud ourdiiTovae
mavra T w5 Afgeas lepelg krh.  Thus, in the ritual of the
cult which involved the setting of a table the priestess
of Athena was assisted by two priestesses, corud and
rpaweld; the former's function was to carry the table
and the latter's function was to set it.2 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,”
Demeter and ]}I’:ll.,"li{':'z“:.' é_ppﬁ!rﬁ TEMETHE
wporokos oy . .. xal Bvyarpis.  Noreover, the priestess
of Demeter and Kore is not known to have performed
any tunction that involved crowning. Of course the

“priestess of
Kore,” or

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:
eregarty may reflect one of the duties of this priestess.

However, Pritchett’s 1]“'!’?!'}. 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 spems
to be no reason against understanding oregére as
being in apposition o &yeiua. At the present time
this solution seems to me to be the preferable one,

Since the poetic rendering of her title (dppfre reherns
wal Puyarpds) 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”
The poetic rendering of it shows that she had a role
in the secret lefefe.’?

TpOTONDS THY
were abbreviations of it

421 B.C.

The Rheittol inscription (I.G., 1% 81) of 421 p.c.
mentions “the priestesses’” as carrying the liere 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 Eleusimian cult, as well as the hierophantids, as
being among them. Foucart believes that the priest-
esses mentioned here were the fépecar marayets, but he
can supply no convincing evidence that such a group
ul' '|1.|'i051|:5-.-1|.-:-'- (_'Ri:-ﬂl:t] in the cult i:f [!u; |":|{_'|,|.‘_-'\.[!'|i;|_|_|_
Mysteries,!!

# For the operation of. I.G., 113, 770.

5 OF KB 25 col. 1962,

W In I, [IE 3411
]|:.L'|-:|'|:n||.:ll1.

1914 : pp. 214 15 see below, p. 98.

rporoacr Aneds wal Kdps refers o the
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Ca. 416 B.C.

According to the aparche law ([.G., 13, 76) of ca.
416, she did not take part at all in the announcement
or reception of the aparche.

2, e Mévwros "Avprdaler.  Plutarch, Alciliades, 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 telele; for as we have seen the priestess Lysistrate

{no. 1) prided herself on being “‘a minister of the most

secret fefele”

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 priesi-
es2.'2  We hear of no prosecution brought against
her for this action. Ewven if there had been any, there
|:‘]|"1"p]|.i|_|:_||':.' 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
.'-!.["-"15[1- The stone breaks off before the end of the
second group, s0 that the ]:!'in;_'5~I|'|l:JtJt] i'-:_'.q]}nt1:-.;]||-;_' for
thiz group iz not preserved. Those responsible for
the first group are (lines 73-76):

are

Elpohs [ idat ]
raira [flogw |
iepia L AfunTpos |
H .r;'.:r.':-;.ll:[erpc:_-i

B0 15 perhaps better to understand the phrase in Plutarch,
Alcibiades, 22, 4, va xaflerrjeira bré v Edpokriiar cal Knpbeowr val
ricy lepiwr var 4 "Fhevsivos, ns referring to the Eumolpidae and
Kervkes and priestesses of Eleu
iipea as an alternate :-||l.'||il'.:.: of lipeta iz attested in

, and write rew lepeiy raw i
"Ehevrivos,
inseriptions for all pericds, and rais lepdas raiz 8 'Ehevoiv[o:]
occurs in F.5., 112 1363 (= Dow and “l':lll'_'.', A Sucred Calendar
of Flenses) (this reading contains some shight improvements over
that of Dow and Healey).
The uEsa g in Plutarch would wive boetter sense il a

Mo such l:]l."\-':!.::'l.l“l:lll a3 this occurs for
the |.l|'i1':-|.*-.
dichotomy were made between the Euvmolpidae and Kervkes on
the one hand and the |>ri1-.-|1-.-.-|-.- on the other, For no Jsri-'-‘l_ of
the sanctuary at thiz time is known to have come [rom any
other genos than the Eumolpidae or Kervkes, so that vaw fpiwe
SEIS .'1-4!-|||||,1:|||[_. whereas ||ri|'-||':~-|'r- |1i-;| cofie  [Podn --.|,-1.'|,-|';||_
geme and it would be convenient to designate them simply
i SEEESES,

u Snkaolowski, Suppiement, no. 105 cf. K. Healey, H.5.C.P. 66
(1962): pp. 256-259,

:EH.'q.h':-i. AMER, PHIL. 5KC,

Thus the first group of sacrifices was performed by
Eumolpidae and the priestess of Demeter (and Kore),
with the latter receiving apometra of 100 drachmas.
The second group was probably performed by the
hieropoioi; for according to I.G., 13, 5 the kieropoioi
sacrificed at the Eleusinia, and several of the deities
of the second group are the same as the deities in
T T5 5
For her sacrificial duties in this festival the priestess
of Demeter received, as it appears, apometra of 100
drachmae. [Incomparison with the emoluments given
to all other priests in this inscription this is an enor-
mous amount. It is also striking that no sum of
money seems to be given to the Eumolpidae, who
topether with the priestess perform these sacrifices.
However, if we make the following restoration, these
two anomalies dizsappear:
E':-!Ip.l'.'r}\.?'-’i._.l:':-h’tl'? o'i-|
TRUTE l:ﬁl:'ﬂﬂ':l-’ ﬁut_l
[epén[L _"n'm:-j-'."ﬁu';:
H améperpa ].
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 apemelra (a term that seems
to apply only to priestesses). 4
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 |'E3.1111:7'. In the earlier case the
]‘.i::l'i:-]'rh.'LIH Archias was convicted of 1'|]]|]i1_'1}' for
sacrificing at the Haloa, at which only the priestess
had the right to sacrifice.'® The other case took place
arcund the end of the century, but little is known
of its details, neither the specific peint of contention
nor its result.'® Both cases make it clear that the
priestess had a very strong position in the Eleusinian
cult.
3. Priestess of Demeter [-————] Hesperia 26
(1957 ): pp. 79-20, no. 25, Dated by lettering to
before the middle of the fourth century.

Un 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'?:
lepear Ko

W The I'l'-:'i||il.'||1 of apfomelre 15 a priestess an J.G., 15 843; 113,
|-{-:'T. 163 : the H'{"—]rh'l'.l 15 unclear in £.GL 12 199D and Solkkolowsla,
Suprplément, 18,

t See above, p 17

16 See above, ppe 22-23.

1 I, 113 1540, line 57,
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A00-350

Phileto, the daughter of Dexicles, the priestess who
made the dedication [.G., 112, 4560 (400-350 B.c.), is

apparently a priestess of Demeter, but it is uncertain
whether she is the Eleusinian priestess.

352 B.C.

In the Sacred Orgas inscription of 3521% the “priestess
g I :

of Demeter' was requested to sacrifice an [Gpearipuwon ]
together with the hierophant. Previously in this
decree, in matters pertaining to the administration
of the Sacred Orgas, the daduch was the hierophant's
associate; but here where it is a question of a sacrifice
the hierophant's associate is not the daduch but the
priestess of Demeter (and Kore). Normally, in ad-
ministrative matters the hierophant and the daduch,
the representatives of the two gene that controlled
the administration of the sanctuary, were the most
important officials; but in this religious matter the
priestess of Demeter and Kore apparently over-
shadowed the daduch; she and the hierophant appear
here as the two principal religious representatives of
the Eleusinian sanctuary.

32978

mentioned several
times in an inscription of this vear (I.G., 11%, 1672).
A retaining wall was built (line 17) kard mip olkiar 79(r)
"'Ehevsine s lepelas. In lines 126-127 two pigs are
required to purify [something ] and v olkiny viv lepdy,
oft 7 lépern olvet.  Elsewhere (line 303) “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

A “house of the priestess'" is

which she lived was situated within the sanctuary.!

In the same inscription (lines 2556f.) she is certainly
one of “the priests and priestesses’” who received an
allotment of grain on certain occasions (see above
p- 20).

l'..-.'r. .5.5'] Tdd. _::u_'“

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
Eleusis =0 well known that she could be so referred

Km'v, the |r|:1|} oneg al

¥ IGr, 112, 204 0 zee above, pp. 17-1&.

Woraley 'Edescien 15 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 thercfore “in Eleusis." If =s0, the
priestess might have owned a house in the deme, but lived in the
“sacred house™ in the s Ncluary, which was at the disposal of
every priestess entering office.  The fact that “the houze of the
priestess in Eleusis™ 1z not called “sacred’’ lends a bit of support
to this possibulity.

WL, 112 1363 see Healey-Diow, 1965,

PRIESTESS OF DEMETER AND KORE 1

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 vet 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 ferpocdpw fen.® 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, 0. 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
mscription 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 xoflérep [Géborac
kal Tais dMhats fepelaus Tais| 75 Afuyrpos kal Képne, the
priestess of the Thesmophoroi could be equated with
the priestess of Demeter and Kore*; but then the
difficulty would remain that no site is mentioned for
the erection of the priestess's portrait, a matter
normally specified in honorary decrees. Thus the
restoration and the equation are not assured, and so
the relation between the Eleusinian sanct unary 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 Chrise.??

A 0G5 pp- 32=30.
BOf LG, 1138, 1177 1184,
B LG, 1R 1363 Aristophanes, Thesm., 83, 282, 205 Ecel., 443
esperia 11 (19427 P 265, no. 51,

A.J. 4. 64 (1960): p. 268 2e¢ above, ]1i.|-|'-:|p||;|r;|. no. 23,
3 Hespertg 11 (1942 p. 265, no. 51,
i The identification cannot be excluded on the ground that the
Pricstess of this ili?"'i'l'i])'l 0N was selected I::I1. a deme wherens the
priestess of Demeter lore was selected by a gewos: for
Broneer's restoration of spoxespueden in line 2 iz by no means
certain.

I G, 112, 3468,
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il i

4. [lepetas 2" 5] "Arordww[iow — fuyerpds |.

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 18 “around the year 200 8.c.” The only part
of her name that is preserved is the patronymic
Apollonius,

14 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,”
_il]:-;1 as she :'i_‘1'11’|'i]i|.}' was among the "]}ri;-;«'lt‘:‘-:—::-ﬁ“ in
At another agra-
rian festival at Eleusis, the Haloa, this priestess was
the principal celebrant #

the procession of the Miyrsteries.®t

3. Thaiwy Meredfuov Kubafgrabws  fuydrip. Append.
VI; 'Apx. 'Ew. 1971: pp. 129-130, no. 25: .G, 112,
4690. F.A4., 2059 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
danghter of Menedemus (1),* who was active around
the end of the third century and the early part of the
second. However, the date of a new inscription
("Apx. 'Eg., loc. cif.) would place Glauce’s incumbeney
around the end of the second and the beginning of the
first Consequently she ought to be the
daughter of Menedemus ([1)* erandson 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,

century.
the

Kirchner later changed the date of this priestess to
the beginning of the Foman Empire, again on the
basis of the lettering of an inscription. In his com-
mentary to [.G., 113, 4690 he writes: “Litterae hanc
sacerdotem initio aetatis imperatorum vixisse indi-
cant." Hewever, in this case, too, the letter forms

L J'.lrn,:.lf.lr'rjlu 37 (1068 - P R0 no: 29,

B I, 113, 48, lines 9-10.

# Denbner, 1932 pp. 67-08,

nreo1E 81 see above, P14,

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

BpPpA., WY and TG, 112 212,

LG, 113, 2452, line 30: P.A. QR05,

[TRAKS, AMER. PHIL. 50C.

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. cil., 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. "Apeviniea Puddrfor Tvhaslov Guydrmpe. .G, T12
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: é&xl [lepeias]
"Apecvoxdeins Pal[- ——]. Thestoneshows: #A[———]%
The entire name can be restored as #A[ évflor Tvhaciov
fvyarpés | on the basis of 1.G:., 112, 3495 which reads:

Téperar Afuyrpos kat K[ dpys -
dyhdrllov Lvhaciov [Buyarépa ],

And "Apewdrhear can in turn now be restored in line
1 of this inseription.

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
the middle half of the second
century, nothing prevents us, in harmony with the
known prosopographical information, from clating
this priestess that early. In this case she will have
been in office hefore Glauce ; but it is also possible that
she was the daughter of Philanthes the yvounger and
succeeded Glauce, in the early vears of the first
It should be noted that it is possible that
the second Philanthes as Sundwall conceives him is

ll;l.'lu i|1 or hl'('l;JI'Il;]

century.,

really identical with the first one.

According to [.G., 112, 3495 Ameinocleia had two
sons and one davghter, but we do not know whether
she was still married when she was a priestess. She
belonged to a wealthy and pelitically distinguished
family *

FIRST HALF OF THE FIRST CENTURY B.C.

The “priestess of Demeter [—- -=T1" is men-
tioned in 7., II% 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 yvield any information about either
priesthood.

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

MOf P, 8% and 9895,

LG, LI, 921 gives the correct reading.

mpd, 14224,

¥ Cf. stemma of Sundwall in N.P.A4 « doc. el
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SECOND OR FIRST CENTURY B.C.

An inscribed altar of this period® dedicated to
Demeter and Kore and found “hLeneath 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. Xépor Awvveiov Mapafuwriov Evyarnp.  [.G., 112, 3498,
First or second century B.C.

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
rt'|£ltifrll?¥|1§:] with the Ionysius 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. Kheoxparna Olvowidov "Agdvaion fvvarge. .G, 11Z
3490 4704; 4716. Toepffer, 1880: 98, .4,
8566. Stemma: A. Wilhelm, Beitrdee zur griechi-
schen Inschriftenkunde, p.85. Inofficein the middle
of the fArst century B.c.

She appears as the eponymous priestess in a dedica-
tion to Medeius son of Medeius of Peiracus (..,
[1%, 3490), exegete of the Eumolpidae® and archon
around 63.% Her father was basileus in 88 /7.4

Her name should probably be restored in I.G.,
12, 4716, as follows:

[&mi tepias Kheorpa |rias
4 [Olvoglhou "Aed Joaton

[Buyarpis .

Skias’'s restoration of [—— I'Jvaiov in line 4 is out of
|}E:|I‘u'. since here we EXpect not a pracnomern but a
demotic. His own majuscule text and the

itself show that T is possible at the end of line 3.

SLOne

9. Khew BEiwhéovs Thviws Cuyarnp, vovw & Niwodfuol
‘Bpuelov. .G, 112, 2879: 3261 : 3530: 3604: 4720
4721; 4722, Toepifer, 1889: 98, In office from

sometime in the reien of Tiberius to around 70 .0,

She occurs as the eponymous priestess on a dedica-
tion to Tiberius (F.G., 112, 3261), on a dedication to a
high-priest of Tiberius (1.G., 115, 3330),*® and on the

statue base (.G, 1123 3604) of the hearth-initiate

Claudia Alcia, daughter of Claudius Hipparchus,

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

P, 4213,

2 Bee Oliver, Exponnders, p. 146.

# For the date see Dinsmoor, Archons of Athens en the Hellen
Age (Cambridge, Mass., 1231}, p. 282,

H .f.l'l... ”"'. |:]-l. as dated !r'. i Jh.l';'.', .Ir.'l-".':l"-'l ria 3 '._]”-.q-i.l: P
144-146.

Y. Oliver, Exponnders, p. 83,

PRIESTESS OF DEMETER AND KORE [

the grandfather of Herodes Atticus.  On the first two
monuments she 1s 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 £.G;., 112, 4720 raizes 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 leftside. However, it is possible that the
present right side is close to the ornginal. The
following tentative text has been constructed with
this possibility in mind:

1 [.[f‘_rjl:-c-:t Agunrpos kel Kopne Khear Edxdéors & hvtws
fuyd |'-"T.'P. wopwe dé Nokobhuo 'I‘:Ep_'

¥ e, 3%

r ] [
£ | peiow Kl
iepets TeBaoras Awale ]

- ]rrl' KiLi

3 [octeys dvélimear The Adunrm kol 7 Kopne kel e
Awan Joolens wal o Afu, 00

According to this reconstruction the priest’'s name
and titles would have ;z]rp{'ur:-q] in line 2, |_
the termination of a title such as [apxeepeis de Gi Jou.
As the monument is dedicated to Demos in addition
to Justice and (probably) Demeter and Kore, Demos
15 probably to be regarded as a deity here. And as
Demeter and Kore and Justice were the deities served
by the dedicators, Demos mayv also have been so
served ; that is, the priest of Zefaorh Awawoeley (other-
wise unknown at Athens) may have been a
priest of a cult of Demos; thus his title might he
restored as lepels Eefacrys Awa[ wolins xal ._"-.:jpm-;_ At
Athens only a priest of the Demos and Graces is at-

Jov being

i_]]:-iliil

tested.?™  Several inscriptions which refer to Awatoatny
as a god are cited by L. Robert in Mélanges syriens
offerts @ Kené Dussand 2 (Paris, 1939): pp. 731-732,
including two that mention ministers of the cult: a
tepeis Awnoaiigs (at Mylasa-Olymos)' and a lépea [Hud
Glov? +s| Awatoalens iy [mohews | (at Heracleia in
Caria, 73/4 A.0.).%¥* The latter should perhaps be re-
stored toread lépea [ Eefaoris | Amaoatens.  Apy arently
this cult goes back to a cult of fustitia established by
Augustus and called Tustitia Angusta

48 ["or the sanctuary of the Demos and Graces in the Agora and
its |;|':.-.'. tzsee B, W vcherly, The Athentan Agora, 111, Lits rary and
Epigrapitical Testemonta (Princeton, 1957), pp. 59-61. A priest
of the Graces alone 1s attested in the decree for the daduch
.I.]'I\.'Il.lihllll,'-:l.'.'\. .I.I.II:I\.I'_ [13 5|. |E||-:'-' ||:'-|]_ -:_:|1|,- SAMME PErson was
also priest of Artemis Epipyreidia.)

TR CH. 22 (1898): p. 3, no. 42, line 5.

¥ Stfsungzberichte Berlin, 1933 p. 3506

# For a discussion of it see K. Latte, Rimische Religionsge-
schickie (Nunich, 196407, . 3K} The Fastr Praenesting, C.T.1.., I
p. 231, record a signuens fustitioe Asgustae 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):

] Buyarnp éépna

|: Do

[ras AfiunTpos kai ms Kopys wat | ra yeéry & a[v
: n A J ¥ o

r . omr 3 i 1§ ] = - |
Lal iepecar yiyvorrar . . Lo, _]-’.ltu. ‘l-:l-\emu[:_,

[eimedeins évexa xat 77s els abr Ja ebepryecins.

This confirms the notice of Photius cited above (p.
6%) 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, Praovic Aacdduca Kheirov Thvéws Svvarge. .G,
112, 3557 ; as eponymous priestess: [.G., 112, 3546;
3559: 3560%; 4753; 4754; "Apx. 'E¢. 1971: p. 131,
no. 27. Stemma: C. P. Jones, H.5.C.P. 71
(1966): p. 210. Toepffer, 1889: pp. 95-9%,
Wolach, 1966: Flavia no. 78.  In office around the
beginning of the second century to sometime n
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 ([.G., 1I*, 2024
lines 2-4). Her granddaughter Aristocleia married
Junius Patron, the son of an exegete, and their
daughter Junia DMelitine became a hierophantid
(no. 9). Her other distinguished relatives are illus-
trated in Jones's stemma.®

Since her son was ephebe in 112/3, she could not
have been born later than 80 A.p. Jones points out
that I.G., 112, 3557 cannot be dated earlier than ca.

Augustus, and Ovid, Epistulae ex Ponto, 111, 6, lines 23-26, refers
to i I,u,-:1|p'|-_= ol _|II:~I:.I.'I.: which .'1'|=:.!.'!I'~'|I|- had erccted:

Frincipe nec nostro devs est moderatior ullus;

iustitia vires temperat ille suas,

MNuper eam Caesar facto de marmaore templo,

iam pridem posuit mentis in aede suae.

Other mentions of the cult in Laly cited by Latte are C0 L, LX,
4133 and 53‘][]; adrds "..|._ 2250 1= i|'. honor of a sacerdos Tustitiae,
not. as Latte writes, 2 sacerdos Tustitiae Augustae (unless A ugnsta
i5 to be restored).

® For the date of Claudia Aleia see stemma ad .G, 112, 3595,

t [{irchner omitted the last line of this inscription which was
correctly recorded by Philios: mos Khelrow Phodws Guyarpie.

8 8pp C, P. Jones, ap, cif., pp. 207-208,

8 She probably is not the pricstess referred to in line 1 of I.G.,
[t 3559 for it 15 doubtiul whether, if ahe were, she would also
I:'u\- inacribed dgraln as the CROnY oS ||:i.|'--l,|'--.. Az oa matter of
fact, fepicor 5 not at all a necessary restoration.

[TRANS, AMER. PHIL. S0C.

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

11. Kxaviia Tepofie Tepoléor Cepyyrriov fuyarnp. As
eponymous priestess: I.G., 113, 3584; 3585; 3386;
3587 3584, 1889: p. 99. Wolach,
1966: Claudia In office during the
reign of Hadrian,

Toepffer,

123,

ThCr,

Of the dedications on which she appears as the
eponymous priestess [.G., [1%, 3586 can be dated on
prosopographical grounds to the reign of Hadrian.

12. Khovdle Teramor Mevavipor Topyprriov Guyarnp.
I.G., 115, 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
maore il,l'l."lll':'ll.i.'[‘_q.' than by |t'1l-.'t'-:=.l}'l-.:. She may be
a descendant of the Menander son of Asclepiodorus
of Gargettos who was fepeds aupd [ rov "Popys | kal Afuov
ki Xapiraw.

e

13, [-——Japas s [~ ——— Buyarpés].
4767. First or second century.

14, Awon. 1.G., 115, 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 [.G., 1% 3568 in which the last line is
edited : &t lep[eias )] Me[u {] Awiwys. However, Me[
appears to be impossible; the stone clearly shows
A[#: the second of these letters lacks the central
horizontal stroke characteristic of epsilon and so
appears to be sigma (though gamma or pi are also
possible). So this line should be edited as follows:
ixl tep[elas 4% Jas [.3*.] Aubens. This spacing can
be seen in Kapetonopoulos’ photograph of the squeezes
{where clearly fragments a and ¢ are too close to-
gether). A gentilicium would suit the first lacuna
with as being the end of it, e.g., [KXavil Jas; 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.

L Jvm & Xohhedor. Second century? A tri-
pod base at Delphi (B.C.H. 83 [1959]: pp. 191-
192} has on it the following inscription, as edited
by J. Bousquet:

. # Here [lpea] may have been inseribed above the first line
m the center,
LG, L3, 3547,
B A py. B 1968: p. 190, no. 18 and pl. 12a.
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Tepera [Anuntpos nu]:' Kopns

Ny "AlwoMNeowe Ty Jie. 5

Restoration of Awny, the priestess in 1.G., 112, 3568
(see above), is possible, but would require a wvacat
or a leaf before it, unless, as I think is preferable,
'Edevge[ ] is to be read, in which case the lacuna
could hold a gentilicium: 'Ehevoelin ..... Awb]y.
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 (7.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 J'L’i‘ll|‘-'i[.'|!154 of the Eleusinian endowment of
160-170 (r.G., 112 1092). Her position in this list
is discussed above (pp. 35-36).

16. AlMa "Erihawfes AN Téhwros Tahppiues Buyarnp.
LG., 113, 3687. Stemma: LG., 1I®, 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., 11, 3687)
by her grandson Pomponiuz Hegiaz (while he was
archon) and by her granddaughter Pomponia Epi-
lampsis. She must have been a verv old woman if
she lived to see her grandson serve as archon, that is,
if he served at the normal age of thirty or ahbove.
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 vears after her death.

Since her son was archon around 180 it is im-
probable that born after 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

s
she was 1.35.

date, ™ xnlu[mu]::ﬁ'h 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

TR e, peo 212 and see below, @ 110,
LU} |r.|r|'.~l|'.l."rr|.' 18 I_|“-'-'-.':; B 310,
#1922 pp. 225-226.

PRIESTESS OF DEMETER AND KORE 73

to their political offices, her father was priest of
Olympian Zeus (line 6), and her cousin Aelius Ardys
was high-priest and priest of Dionvsus Eleuthereus
(lines 11-12),

Toepifer maintains that since some of her cousins
were heralds of the Areopagus, she was the daughter
of a member of the Keryvkes, 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 I.G., 112,
3392 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
Keryvkes.® But if the Kervkes were one of the gene
which supplied priestesses of Demeter and Kore, one
would expect Kqpues to be restored in 1., 112, 2054
(see above, p. 74) =0 as to read: ra yévg & &[v| al
Leperae yiyrorrar, Kapukes, Joae, dihdetfae.  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 Kdpuxes
ol l|.|]l..' restoration HE ]\::'TFL'.\:(-g AP pPears :-c::||'|'|4_~1.\|'|'l=||_ i|_'|'|_
probable, though not impossible.® One ought to
consider the possibility that high-priests were taken
from other gene besides the Kervkes, 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. 'Thaxy. Eponymous priestess on a dedication to a
hearth-initiate, 1.6, 112, 3723 (once located in a
private house at Eleusis, now apparently lost).
FKoman period.

18. Daughter of Epigonus of Sypalletos (7). Epon-
yvmous priestess on a dedication at Eleusis, .67,
i ¥

1I%, 4096 (now on Salamis). No date is given.

'‘Epueiov Guydarnp.
Priestess of Demeter and

Nwofolihy % kai ‘Ihapa Oeoreluov i
I.G., 115 4777 (= 4730).

Ivore ?

She set up a dedication on the Acropolis to Demeter
Chlog. ™
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 pryanis in 167/8
(I.G., 11%, 1774, line 43), as Kirchner suggested.

Since only the title 4 fépeca 1s inscribed, we

“ Toeplier, 1389 p. 96. Dittenberger, fermes 20 (1883): p. 37.

4 See Dliver, Expounders, p. 98,

82 g by mav not refer to all the gene from which priestesses
were drawn,

= l'ﬂll}'l'hill‘lllll:—i son of Eucles of Marathon was |'|i.:_;}:_-]}|"i|,'-;| and
priest of Apollo Patrous (LG, 13, 3330; Oliver, Expounders,
e 23).  The exegete of the Eumolpidae in F.G0, 112, 3621 was a
priest of Apollo Patrous; see the new edition of this inscription
il I.'I..ﬁ'..'. '}._“_.-.._ 1971 : 18 116, no. 9,

H Kirchner mistakenly reproduced parct of it as .G, T12, 4750,
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duovvete A Tedhiov Sevayopov fuyarne. [1.G., 117, 2342;
4824 B.C.H. 20 (1896): p. 719, as edited by Oliver,
Expounders, 1 52. Stemma: id., p. 164 Around
the middle of the third century, Priestess of Demeter
and Kore?

She belonged to the very distinguished family of the
Caellii of Delphi and Athens. She was an dpynis at
Ielphi.
nor does she Appear as eponymaous j]l'it':ilt'.-i:s o1 an
Eleusinian monument. In f£.G., 112, 2342 (lines
32=-33) she is called Afunrpos forepor fepeea, where the
meaning of dorepor is somewhat obscure,®® and she
made a dedication at Eleusis as Ajugrpos iepetn.  Her
title, consistently Afunrpos tipeaa, is odd in comparison
to the normal title of the priestess of Demeter and
Kore at this period, #pea Afuyrpos xai Kdpys, and it
whether filled the same

She is never called itpera Adunrpos xai Kopns,

doubts as to she

Falses

Elril*:—i‘.]ulru:!.

I. Jannoray® understands apxnis to mean a leader
of a group of Thyiades, dpxnis Bhumadwy.
Her brother, and accordingly her father, belonged

to the genos of the Kervkes
The restoration of a pri
uneertain.

stess in 1.0, 11, 4768 is

GENERAL REMAREKS

This priestess evidently had an important role in
the felete (¢f. especially the priestess Lysistrate, no. 1},
but there is no certain information concerning details.

[n 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,
I]JL:-‘.ty,}: .'l|:J|J:II'1'J!'I]‘.~' she had nothing to do with the
arapyn, which was administered by the hierophant
In 415 one priestess defied the state
and all other Eleusinian sacred officials in refusing
Alcibiades. In
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
alzo 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 (7.G., L2 204),
only she and the hierophant are requested to make a
sacrifice. At thizs time, then, it would appear that
the priestess of Demeter and Kore and the hierophant
were the two most iln]rm'::::lﬂ r{:‘.".r-;;.".:l.l.'.h officials of the
sanctuary.

and daduch.

to curse the fourth century legal

% 1t may have a parallel in Pseudo-Plutarch, Leres of the Ten
Orators, 843b (= E.‘l.'jjrlraj.'r.l'.'-'.-.. P 137, T 30) s dudhiwen fres lepdoaro
s 'Afqeds Dorogpor Tpdrepor & oirir yduer Adowdds. . . It would
seem to mean here that she became a ill'].l.'.w'ln.'wﬁ aflter having
married.

W ECH. TO (1946): p. 259,

7 Geagan, 1907 po 169, line 212,

|TRANS. AMER. FHIL. SOC.

The priestess’s participation in so many Eleusinian
festivals (more, apparently, than even the hierophant)
suggests that this priesthood was a very ancient part
of the cult; and this is also apparent in her title: the
priestess of Demeter and Kore. No other priest or
priestess of the sanctuary bears the individual names
of its :;_s\n-:|d|::'-:-;|;-5 in their titles. Anditisa 5.:(‘I1L-1':i| 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
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, asis indicated by the dedications to individual
F:I|||:."\.i_1'h"|‘|_':'\- H b "-'l.'l_']] as 'h'-, 'r|-.,r ill]l]k';ll':”]l"l' on ].‘Il'“:‘-l]li.lil
monuments as the eponymous priestess of the sanc-
tuary (first attested in the second century g.c.). In
the procession of the Mysteries she probably walked at
the head of the group of priestesses, perhaps alongside
the priestess of Athena.®™

A=

Her age and marital status are generally unknown.
Aglia Epilampsis was still in office at approximately
seventy yvears 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-
had children, but it is not known whether
marriage was a bar to the priesthood.

CE50S

No certain family relationship between any of the
|r:'il.'.~'~1x'.~1.~.c'54 is attested with :'1~z'l;t;n1}': thus |'Il‘|'l'(![1:‘\.'
Appears to |JL‘ I'|J]l.'(] Ol as 1|1L- 1:|1'1|1|:r! of ap] wintiment.
They were probably chosen either by election or
by lot from among daughters of members of the genos
of the Philleidae and one other gemos (and perhaps
others).™

She lived in a “sacred house” within the sanctuary.™

IV. SACRED HERALD (‘Ieporsnovi)

In none of the Very few testimomia for the sacred
||L'I'.ih| -!I'!'t.ill'l.' the Eoman ih_'l'iut] 15 the :|L':~i;;n::lit-n
Lepakgpuf used.!

He iz called simply & syeve in the charge made
against Alcibiades for impersonating the hierophant,
the daduch, and the (sacred) herald.? the
charge referred to the revealing of at least part of
the wvery essence of the Muysteries, the Jiera, the
sacred herald obviously had a part in the secret
ceremonies which took place within the Telesterion.

Since

8 Thig is
and 1), Fi

i S ||I" IEII il'u'

algo the conclusion of Foucart (1914: pp. 216-220
aver (V.C.5. 15 [1957]: p. 125).
thove, pp. 35<30, of I.G., 112
v 08 and 74—

1 5ee above, p, 71

10002,
LR Tr .|-I|-:|'.'|-_

LThe iepis kot in Pseudo-Dlemosthenes, A painst Neacra, 78,
was probably not the Eleusinian sacred herald {see Toepfer,
1889: . 184).

2 Plutarch,

Weibades, 22 see above, P 15-16.
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Ca. 400 B.C.
According to a law issued around this time? he
received one obol from each initiate during the

Mysteries.

1. Khesupiros. F.A.

8570.

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

This man, called 6 réw prorar shovE, 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:

IChebwpros & rav prorar sqpel, pbh’ efiowroes, EQTaFL T -

dueros  Ehefen, .‘I-‘..J:'I.’.}.I'-.r-!'.l‘ir.'.r..’ WS r1.|[%l|':|]i}' a desirable
characteristic fl:!' a sacred ]l:'t'n]d, a5 | was also 1'11r

the hierophant.
Ca. 330=ca. 270

In a list of sacrifices connected with Eleusinian
cults which was inscribed in this period one entryd
ordains that the (5 Tr 1 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 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.®

Proerosia.

2019 B.C.
In the decree honoring the daduch Themistocles
20/19) he is called & xpput raiv feaiv, and the name
of the incumbent at this time was:

2. Awelaios Anuosrphrov akhpeeds.
12. In office in 20/19.

Abowve, p. 51, line

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 Kervkes, 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].
".'.Iilll'l Qe U'l- L]]i_"'l]l., ]ji‘_ﬂ]‘l]]ll.ﬁ. SO IEIE- lll:li(:ll:](:llluﬁ Iﬁt. !L'l,.li,'l'il
acting as spokesman. The group consisted of:
twenty men ‘‘chosen by the genos of the Keryvkes,”
who were therefore undoubtedly members of the
genos,” in company with (gerd): a group of men who

.]-I'IL' I,Ii"I:'I'L‘I.:! Was I_]]'ll[]lilHI_‘Ei |'l'\ il 5.:]'('II|H lill. men,

LG, 18, 6; for a new edition of the relevant part see above,
pp. 10-11; for the restoration of the sacred herald in line 47 sce
below, p. 77, no. 2

$ i, T1% 1363, as edited by Dow and Healey, A Sacred
Calendar .|.l' Eleusis [[-;|r11||:'i|i!_:|,'_ Mass., 1965), ling 2.

b Thid., pp. 18=19.

i See EI,IH:-'I.'I". &8 22,

TCf W. 5. Ferguson, Hesperia 7 (1938): p. 31, and Oliver,
Expounders, p. 149, There is certainly no evidence that anvone
in this group was not a member, and Themistocles son of .\I_L'u-.\rlw-i
of Hagnous [|:.1|-:: 23), the cousin of the daduch Themistocles,

certainly was a member.,

SACRED HERALD i

were all religious officials. Included among the
latter the 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 23], 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
t‘l.'rllll |||'|"| .Qf':.lfl'.l,";_‘

WS SACTE |

A wnpuf wavayis with the name Theophilus son of
Menecrates of Cholleidai follows the sacred herald
in the group of priests in this document.
first four priests mentioned are in the following order:
the altar-priest, the nwpedgos (who was also the priest
of the Graces and Artemis Epipyreidia), the snpvé raiv
With this may be com-

Thus the

fealr, and the ravatds kqovt.
pared the order of the three priests who appear al
the end of I.G., 12, 6°: !_r_-_';'-.-- Exl 7oL Joudr lepéa Kal ;rr_'l[,:*
Foucart
restored here the second priest as .—r][_-- ;u:-':-u-.-r'.-.'-;l.
But the appearance in the decree for Themistocles of
the movayns kgpvt (who is also called elsewhere chped

v Jov Beolr kal vdr lepfn ro[ v mavaye ]

ravayds kal lepels )0 2o high in the list of priests of the
Kerykes indicates that he was a rather important
priest; thus one should probably not expect to find
in I.G., I, 6 the phaedyntes, a rarely attested official, !
between the warayys and the ;lli:!i'-')!'ik':wl. but rather,
the
kepukn | T Jov Beoip.

A% 1N hst in the decree for Themistocles: ré[-:-

This in fact fits the space perfectly.

i The _L;I'l'.l1-;;|'.|||-:|-u|.'| of this sacred herald was 'j'|-;||;.|i|4- !_;|-|1;-|',|'I
in 45/6 see .G, 113, 3242 and Dinsmoor, Hesperia 30 (1961):
p- 194, He was also priest of the goddess Rome and the |'f|i!|:-|-r-::|'.
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 Kervkes reg
Keryvkes who were at that time holding a |:-|'i-='-l,||n|:-||._
true, our document takes on an even greater value, presenting us
with a list of all priesthoods contralled by this genes at this time,
The ||:\.'!|-.|I|||':~i.- waoltlg then |':\'t||.|i|'| the distinetion made between
them and *“‘the chozen™ motion was passed in a special as-
sembly of the Iervkes that the penes should propose to the
Demoz that the []I'lt'ltl.'\'- honor '|'|||':‘.'|i--l,|:-c'||,':- 1_|||,' :l._!_ql_:|n:'||_: 1_||i:-
maotion also specified that the proposal should be brought before
the Demos by all priestly members of the gemos and by twenty
other members chosen specilically for this purpose.  The author-
tzation of the latier group by was had to be stated when
they made the proposal (ol cereorafivres fmd
but the priests were well known as members of this genos, in fact
as its most distinguished members and its natural spokesmen,

presents all those

If this is

i Knpiwoy voraws ),

henee no statement of authorization was needed for them.

Other evidenee that the sacred heralds were taken from the
Kervkes is the fact that the grandson of Nicagoras (no. 12) was
a daduch. the letter of Mareus
Aurelius which shows that Mamertinus tried to change his
genos to the Kervkes 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.

¥ S¢¢ the new edition of this section above, pp 10-11.

v ., L3, S04B.

1 He iz discussed below, p. 95,

The hest I"I.'iill'ﬂ-:'!' i--. 110,
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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
vore praeconis summoventur, interesse nom ausus
est.””  Whether or not this was Nero's true motive for
not attending, we do learn here that 1t was the sacred
herald who made the announcement of the prorrhesis
of the Mysteries, whereas all other testimonia for the
prrorrhiesis mention only “Eumolpidae and Keryvkes™
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 prorrfesis
of the Proerosia.!™

FIRST OR SECOND CENTURY A.D.

The title ieponmput occurs in a fragment of a catalog
(.., 113, 1947) whose nature is obscure, dated by
Kirchner to “saec. 1/11 post.” The title fepede pnrpoe
feiwr also occurs in it; hence he called it a “calalogus
sacerdotalis.””  The inscription is too fragmentary for
us to ascertain whether the title tepoiput |H,:|_{l||_j_::_—'\. with
the name that precedes it or with the name that
follows it,

3. Tires Karavwos Méatwos "Aywoloews. [.G., 112, 1072,
lines 4-6; 3187; 3571; 35373; 3798; 4481 ; Hesperia
11 (1942} : p. 39, no, &, 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 83/6 and 94/5 ([.G., 11*, 4481), at which time
he was not sacred herald; he was again epimelete of
this sanctuary at an unknown date ([.G., 112, 3187),
still not sacred herald; and again in 119/20 (.G, 112,
3798), when he was sacred herald. In 117/8, the
vear of the archonship of his son Titus Coponius
Maximus, he was simultaneously hoplite general and
gvmnasiarch for the second time, priest of Ares
Envalius, Enve, and Zeus Geleon, as well as sacred
herald (F.G., I1%, 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.,
[12, 3573), at which time he was already iepoxfput Toiv
feoip . 10

13 Nero, 34, Cf. Foucart, Revne de Philolopie 17 (1893): P 100,
12 Scholion to Aristophanes’ Frogs, 369: sapd mie 7ol lipoederay
ki Sglolryor modponou: e be o Ty ored ; [socrates, Panegyricus,
157 : Ebuohzida: 5 val Kfpuces iy TH Teherd oy peeTpier . . .

Kai Toig
fhdoes  PBapfapms  elpyeofar  riw  lepor  Gowep  Tols frfipopdanes
mpoayopeiovrr ) ef. Theon of smyrna, p. 14 {ed. Hiller) : ofire ~ép
drad. Tois Govhopirors geronris purrgelwe dorie, &AM edoiy ol alrae
elpyeotaL wpoayopeierar, oloy rols yeipns pf cafapds cel weee dbleror
EYOETaT,

I Sap o he Ve, . 22

¥ The same title is a certain restoration in I.G.. [12, 3571, a
dedication in honor of his son.

[l']t.\.\i.‘i. AMEE. FHIL. S04,

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 culis 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-
tancous 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.""?

In none of the inscriptions which were erected when
he was serving as sacred herald is hieronyvmy observed.

His son's carcer consisted of the agonothesia of the

Great Caesarea, the priesthood of Demos and the
“J';H‘['H. anl E‘_"H[I'_"i'.‘:\]'li[] ”1- ll’flﬁ_' F_‘I:I“'ili' Hi_‘l'l“llill.. il,.” I:‘J!
which occurred before his archonship in 117/8.2 We
do not know whether he was ever sacred herald. Of
the sacred herald's grandson all that is known is that
he was ephebic gymnasiarch in 112/3-125/6.%
4. Aolkies Nobupos Nevpeiros Dapyirros. [.G., 112,
2342, line 8; 3574; 4069; 4070: "Apx. 'Ee. 1971
pp. 131-132, no. 29, Woloch, 1966: Nummius
no. 5, with stemma, p. 84.  In office before 166/7.

He was the father of Nummia Bassa, who married
the daduch Praxagoras and also L. Nummius Phae-
dreas of Phaleron (who was perhaps a Eumolpid).®
Hieronymy was observed on monuments in which he
appears while alive. His identity is revealed in a
genealogical table inscribed around the beginning of
of the fourth century (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.,
[12, 3574) is preserved with the inscription Neb(uuwos)
Neypeivos lepoxgput, certainly the same man.

Possibly he is the sacred herald in the aeisitor list
of 1.G., 115, 1789 (zee below, append. IV).

Y It would be more accurate to say that the hoplite generalship
could be largely financial, with some of its authority delegated to
others; see {;L'ill.':.:l.ll.. |'.1lf:l:: Pp. .1”--5-], and for 1|1|_- ;.:\:-'Itflllil*-i-hll'l.'.lh
ibid., pp. 128-132, and above, p. 36, n. 182

¥ That iz, he was probably not responsible for administrative
matters as the hierophant and daduch were.

% Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 39, no. 8, 15-22,

® Geagan, op. cil., pp. 117-118.

BLG, I 3571 and 1072, line 1. See Woloch, 1966 Coponius
no, 4.

o' .Ir.lf".ul.1 |[:1 2020 Iir:c- 21. bt D "l.'l.'-:rI-:I-;'h_ 1966 (_‘u;p:uli”w- nmo. 5.

2 LG, T3, 4069-4070: 2342, line 8.
(AR 118

On Phaedreas see above,
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1640-170
The position of the sacred herald in the list of
recipients of the Eleusinian endowment of 160=170
(I.G., I3, 1092) and in the prohedria seating in the
Theater of Dionvsus is discussed above (pp. 35-36)
and below, append. 111,

5. MMewdptos. 1.G., 112, 1773 (166/7 A.p.); 1774 (167/8
A0 1775 (168/9 an.): 1776 (169/70 A.p.). In
office from 166/7 or earlier to at least 169/70.
probably to 174

i
3.

His name occurs, hieronymously, only in the
aeisitol lists indicated above, for the vears 166/7 to
169,/70.% e may have been the father of C. Pinarius
Proculus of Hagnous, who was archon sometime be-
tween 180/1 and 191/2.%

6. Tlémheos :E':,m'-:'lrms Teporxnput "Amohhwrior "Epuetos. f.G.,
112, 1782 (ca. 180)%; 1788 (174/5): 1798 (190/1):
1792 (191/2 or 192/3); Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 36,
no. 6 (ea. 186); I.G., II* 3663; 3666. Stemma:
ad I.G., I11*, 3665. In office from 174/3 to about
192,

His hieronymous form in five
aeisifol lists (the first five inscriptions cited above).*®
It is suggested in appendix [V that he took office in
174/5, the year in which Marcus Aureliug ruled that
the election of Mamertinus was invalid and called for
a new election. His last appearance in an aeisilos
list, £.¢., 113, 1792, would have been in 191 or 192.%

He dedicated a herm to his father Apollonius the
sophist ([.G., 1I*, 3663), 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
Foman 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,
IP. 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 fepeds warayys.

I.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 hieronvmounsly as II ‘Epéwrios 'Teponmpuf, it
should be dated instead to 174/5—ea. 192,

7. Wolppios "Tepoxgpet. [.G., 112, 1806 (ca. 194): 1790
(ca. 197); 1789 (204/5 ?). In office from around
194 to at least around 197.

name occurs in

2 Alsa restored in LG, T1%, 1781 (169/70) and Flesperia 11
(1942): p. 30, no. 18 {163/9).

¥ This man's grandfather may have been Pinarius Proculus,
1.']}||.|.'|!||_" hl_'l,wl.:{'n 112 and E.-.’.'-:-. L% : Waoalech, 1966: Pinarius
no. 1. Notopoulos (Hesperia 18 [1949]: p. 22) dates the year
of the archon to |'.|li|_,":| or 191 /2,

¥ An improved reading of the herald's name in line 51 can be
given: ['Eleév® "Ipos[fpvE].  On the date see above, p, 61, n. 101,

* For their dates see appendix IV and above, note 25 and
below, note 27,

* For the date see above, p. 38, note 200,
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He was the successor of Herennius. His name
occurs hieronymously in the aeisifof lists cited above
(in 1.G., 113 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 ]r}' (Miver to the “late second
or third century Li[ll‘i' {‘hr'iﬁl" :':lr'|l.'.:|-r'|:’-‘~ [!H_' fn“inl{illg
heading®®:

['EJmi [pxoJvro[s 1
']epn[u]ﬁp:'xas ‘l’[' of ﬁﬁl'féi'ftfj

The archon was a sacred herald, and according to the
usual order of the sacred herald’'s name, nomen
hierokeryy—demotic, 4[— —-] must be the beginning
of his demotic. One thinks immediately of daknoebs
and a possible descendant of L. Nummius Phaedreas
of Phaleron, the husband of Nummia Bassa, daughter
of the sacred herald Nummions Nigrinus. But the
Nummius who was hierophant around this time
(hierophant no. 27) definitely had the demotic Fakqpels
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 Penas, and to leave the archon | |ii_~!'f1|{t'l':~'x of the
deme & unidentified until more information is
available.

11z,
In

“Eppens. 1.G.,
F.G., T1% 3665.

8. (Mérhios) ‘Epteveos  Teponpoud
1077, line 42. Stemma: ad
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.,
I18, 3667-3668 would have to be dated to the be-
ginning of the third century rather than the middle,
but [.6G., 112, 3667 was dedicated by his son Dexippus
who probably was not born before 2003

9, "lotheos '[epah'r],u;z-.f "Tovhior Movowrioy I,.".:Teep:ei'ij. ."'L}Jl-
pend. VII (= I.G., 113, 4075 4- 4083). In office
ca. 225,

dates see append. IV. For a new reading of L.,
[12 1790 see above, po 40, The date of 1.6, [1%, 1789 iz not com-
pletely certain; see append. IV, In 195/6 complete hieroymny
was observed ;) only the title erekeryx appears in the list (LG,
112, 18&06a), in second place again, with the daduch third.

# Hegperie 11 (1942): p. 66, no. 31.

B 113, 3666-3668; S.L.G.8 BTTD; of. F. Millar, J.R.5. 59
(1969): p. 19. [ would restore the lacuna of line 5, LG, 11%
3668 to read peyahor "Aoxhgm Jelwe ; of. TG, 113, 3614 and TV
601, line 3; this is also recommended by the fact that 3688 was
set up in the Asclepieum.

3 O his dates ¢f. Millar, op. ¢it., pp. 19-21.

® For the
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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' "Toih Movewwos Ere{epeets) who
was ephebe in 161/2.%  If s0, we mav date the dedica-
tion edited in appendix VIl and the term of his son
Julius Hierokeryx to the first quarter of the third
century or perhaps shightly later, a date also recom-
mended by the difficulty of fitting his term into the
list of known sacred heralds of 1653-210,

In 1.G., II?, 4066 a Julius Optatus dedicated a
statue of his daughter Julia Rufina as a thank-offering
to Eileithyia. According to appendix VII a [- = =]ia
"Povgeive 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. Kagwavds "Tepornovt Ereamets. 1.6, 112, 2241 3707,
In office in 230/1.

The archon in the vear 230/1 was Kasavés Teponfpus
Zrepeets.®  The form of the name is a bit unusual.
The rule of hieronvmy 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 Reman 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 f::mi]_‘c of this |}|_~]'i:|{| 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 Wolach®™ have listed the evidence
for the Julii of Steiria, but hoth of them in My Opinion
confuse two families® [ 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

2, 12, 4083,

# [, 13, 2085, line 24,

* For the date see L. Moretti, Tserisioni Apgonistiche Greche
(Rome, 1953), P 202-203, who shows that the same man is
named as the archon in LG, T13 1832 and 2230 (= Mitsos, "Apy.
Eg. 1950-1951: p. 47, no. 29, and that the restoration of this
man in .G, 113, 2242 s wrong.

LL] ”-:‘-‘,ﬂc'rr}: 36 I'l':Jfﬁ_Z: Pp- 334-335; see above In connection
with |IE.I':'-:r|J!".:||'|[ no. 20,

** Hesperta, Supplement 8 (1949): p. 283, n. 5.

M Waoloch, 1966 p. 143,

3 And s0. 1 regard Oliver's stemma in Marcns Aurelins (1970
p. 107, n. 8) as somewhat hvpothetical but | agree that it is
probably a question of two closely related families.

B I, 113, 2037, line 3 and Fuscriplions de Délos, 2536, line 25,

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. SOC.

be identified with the ephebe Julius Cassius of Steiria
in a list of ca. 160" and with the C. Julius Cassius
whu WS |;:|:;||1|_~|:E4_' ]J'.:,-i:ill:ue'-i in lﬁl_ 2 Both i!lf 1|'||:=_s-;|;':
used Cassius as a cognomen. The frst known
member of the other family is C. Julius Cassianus
Apollonius who was anticosmete in 158/9 and cosmete
in 161/2: in connection with the first office his name
appears as Kaeolaris) and
Kagtards "Aroiharos Srepeeds,’ and in connection with
the second, T "lothws Kaciards "Armodddwws Zreprels. ™
His son is to be identified with the Kagtards "Arokiavios

"Amodidvios  Srecpeels®

Srepels who was pryfanis around 2104 and the I' Kao
"Avorhdros Erepmets who was archen in 207/84% in
which case the abbreviation should be resolved as
Kao(iavis), not Kac(ies) as traditionally. The [I']
Kao(wards) [AwoMhérws Z[rapmels] who was hoplite
general in 188,/99 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 name (but lacking the
demotic) occurs on a base erected in his honor by the

Sa e !-1P|"||'| ilt‘ |'|i!'i
Polis, where he is called wér 4o’ forias plorny Kaciawde
‘Tepoxfpuca. 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 'Iofwios) Nikaydpas Mineator. [.G., 112, 3814,
Philostratus, Lives of the Sophists, 11, p. 127 (ed.
Kavser). Suda, sv. Neayopas. W. Stegemann,
R.E. 17 (1936): coll. 216-217. Stemma: O.
Schissel, Klso 21 (1927): p. 371. In office from
before 238 to the reign of Philip the Arab
(244-249),

Un a monument erected after his death (I.G., 112,

3814) he is called & rav lepiy knpuE Kol eml Ths calibpos

aogtrrs [hovrdpyor val Eévorov ror cihorbewy Exyores.

# 1.6, 112, 2081, line 22.

il fG, TI3, 2085, lines 52-53,

A G LR 3012 of. C.P. 29 (1934): P 1301

G, LR 2079 lines 3-4.

4 1.G., LI3, 2085,

18 [z, 118, 1826, line 15.

L “f. :“':i'r’. ling ':'-.'. for the date see xtllupulﬂ-:l-,, |r.Ir|,'.'\.'l|'.l."Fr.|'.'.
18 ':]'-"-1-'51_,1.' pp. 5% and 53,

7 Hesperia, Supplement 8 (1949) : p. 282, lines 7-8 and Hesperia
11 (1942): p. 60, no. 25, where “the scribe or stone cotter re-
solved the abbreviation Kee erroncously’ as Eaeelow (quotation
from Oliver, 1970: p. 107, n. 8),

# Perhaps also a member of this family is Cassianus Philippus
of Steiria, ]'I(I':IHH" general around 220 ([.G., 11X 18173, who may
also be the archon to be restored in LG, 112, 2242, now that
Moretti (foc. ¢dl.) 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 Nwavyépas & 'Afpvaios. 85 xal roi
‘Ehevawrlov lepot knpuk fortelly, but because of their
friendship refused to treat his life and work., Hence
he was already sacred herald at the time Philostratus
was writing (before 238)% and therefore certainly
came after, and most probably succeeded, Cassianus
(archon and sacred herald in 230/1).% His lifetime
extended to the reign of Philip the Arab, to whom
he sent a wpesfevrds Myos,” 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 ITepi Kheowdrpas s & T peedde
(probably a rhetorical model for his students).® He
held the sophistic chair (sogioris éxi ris kalédpas)
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 & r@v lepir xiput and & roi Ehevoriov
tepot knpvE but not lepoxipvé, and that Philostratus was
not disturbed by not observing the custom of hier-
onymy. It does not seem advisable to argue that
x:'{':];::ll':_!ei Was -"I]i'#':l.ff}' dead, since there 1s no FEas0n
to dispute the notice in the Suda.

GEMNERAL 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 Dionvsus, and the
herald (f.G., 112 35043).5%
Since no argument can be made that he was a magi-
strate, it follows that in the second century A.p. he
certainly had at least the status of a priest. In addi-
tion, he is associated with other Eleusinian priests in
the aefsitoi lists, and in the Eleusinian Endowrent
list he appears next to the altar-priest. As he is in-

sacred Was among [Elt,'lu

“ For 238 as terminns anle guem for Philostratus's Lives see
Bowerzock, 1967 : p. 7 and above, pp. A1-42 n. 232,

“ This gives 230/1 as a good ferminus fpost guem lor Philostra-
tus's Lives.

# Suda, for,

BLO5 S |II"-:-'-'|. o, -"J.n'.. D- A68.

B Cf. Stegemann, ofy cil., col. 217.

H The family is well described by Schissel, op. eil,

# Cf. append. 11

HERALD a1

cluded in the list of sacred officials of the genos of the
Kerykes who proposed the decree of 20/19 honoring
the daduch Themistacles, at this time, too, he was
undoubtedly considered a priest. And if our restora-
tion of £.(7., 12, 6is correct, he is listed, around 460 p.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 prorriesis of the Mysteries, and under
their authority, made the actual announcement,st
He did the same for the hierophant alone at the
Proerosia.s?

It was shown above that the hierophant had a large
speaking role during the secret ceremonies within the
Telesterion, and it would seem that he alone pro-
nounced the secrets. The herald had a different role.
According to a passage in Sopater (VIII, p. 118, ed.
Walz), the sacred herald OO TAMTWE ETiTéTTer dnuecin
¢ querqr. 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 instrue-
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
clections 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 civie, 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

menions

4 See abowve, p. 56,

¥ See above, p. 22.

¥ Dliver, 1970: p. 4, lines 11-13,
LY. 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 gak’ ebgweros.

In regard to his installation it is stated™ that he was
crowned, which perhaps refers to a myrtle crown; for
the sirgfhion is not attested for the sacred herald.®

The sacred herald could hold other priesthoods
simultaneously (see no. 3).

V. ALTAR-PRIEST (“leoevc em1 Bupi)

Of the function of this priest nothing iz known
|:_||.‘::..'t:|[|t] 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.? 'Exi fwue is indefinite
and could signify that he performed functions at
both; the occasional (evidently unintentional) use of
the title éxi Swpar (see below) indicates that in fact
he did.

Ca. 460 B.C.

On the stele erected around 460 containing extensive
[’I,"'_El_lhlli_(.'l[l_ﬁ 1_'::111_'L~1':1i|'|5_: the [n'i:'.-‘-l.ﬁ'. and the cult, the
remunerations of the altar-priest, the [sacred herald ],
and the priest [all-hallowed ] were appended to the
ingeription by a different hand from that which en-
graved the main body of the inscription.* The altar-
priest’s remuneration was one obol from each initiate.

THIRD TO FIRST CENTURIES B.C

Several ;l]l;Lr-]}ri(-:i'l:-_c"' are mentioned in the decree
aof 20/19 for the daduch Themistocles of Hagnous, as
relatives of his.®* In addition, an altar-priest 1s
mentioned at the head of the list of the priests of the
genos of the Kervkes who proposed this decree,”
which shows that the altar-priest was drawn {rom
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 anv 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 abowve).

The dates of the following altar-priesis mentioned
i|'| E]:i_ﬁ {ll;'l:_'['l.'l.' A= ]'{'l;“i'\'{:r‘ I':li. I_I‘l'l{"'l]'.i!'\-‘lf.":‘]l.'."\- |‘|i|'\-1" |'|:'|.'||

this

® Sep Micaporas, no. 12,

o But see below, p. 116,
11914 : p. 205,

.G 118, 1672, line 1415 3533,
2 See the new edition above,
i Called throughout 'Exi Boges,
& See text and discussion above, pp S-53.

E On this list see abowe, - A T

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. 50C.

determined on the basis of the stemma and the dis-
cussion of the decree above, pp. 30-33.

1. Zgper. Decree for Themistocles, above, p. 31,
line 35. In office sometime before the end of the
third century.

His relationship to Themistocles is unknown,
2. 'lepoxretins. Decree for Themistocles, above, p.

51, line 535, In office sometime before the end of
the third century.

His relationship to Themistocles is unknown.

3. "Aerwgaw.  Decree for Themistocles, above, p. 31,
line 55. In office sometime before the end of the
third century.

He was altar-priest dea Siov.
Themistocles is unknown.

His relationship to

4. '"Arrigiv. Decree for Themistocles, above, p. 31,
lines 49-50. Stemma: table 1, above, p. 538. 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.

Themistocles,
Hl{'|1|11];l: “ll:'.l'.' l. ili]l)‘i“.".
In office around the beginning of the second
century.

3. ®udhoridgs Ayvolews.  Decree  for
above, p. 51, lines 49-50.
P 5K,

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.

0. Eohoteridgs Fuodeoridor ‘Ayrolews.  Decree for Themi-
stocles, above, p. 531, lines 4243, 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.

Kopewotbupos Fdueribor "Aypolaios. Decree for The-
mistocles, 51, lines 43-44. Stemma:
In office around the middle

above, p.
table 1, above, p. 38.
of the second century,

He was the brother of Philoxenides and probably
succeeded him in this priesthood, when Philoxenides
resigned and assumed the dadonchin. He was the
grandfather of Themistocles (daduch no. 14),

8. Aetvrios Zogonhéovs Axaprets. Decree for Themis-
51, lines 41-42. Stemma: table
In office in the second half of
the second century, probably succeeding Cephiso-
dorus.

|.1I'i'|1':1. .'Il?l:)'n'i'. 2.

1. above, p. 28

7 S 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 1 (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 dadowchia later became vacant, it went to
the younger son, Nenocles. But then one naturally
asks why Leontius could not have resigned his altar-
priesthood and assumed the dadonchia as others did
before him. The answer may 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 fd Siov,
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
between his incumbency and that of
Philoxenides.

[

sometime

0. Zogoxhys Aeovriov "Ayaprels. Decree for Themis-
tocles, above, p. 31, lines 41-42: Founilles de
Delphes, 111, 2, 10, line 24. Stemma: table 1,
58. In office in the beginning of the
first century, succeeding his father.

above, p.

He was a pythaist from the genos of the Kervkes
in 98/7 B.c.* Whether he was an altar-priest at that
time is not known. No descendant of his is known.

10, "Erwpdrns Kadhudyov Aevvorcels.  Decree for The-
mistocles, above, p. 531, lines 9-10; I.G., 11, 1721,
line 15: 2464, line 10; 4714 .., X11, 8, 26, line 3.
P.A.4903. Sarikakis, 1951 : pp. 52-53. Stemma:
Sundwall, N.FP.4., p. 103, 19
or earlier to 14/3 or later.

In ofhice from 20

He is the frst member of the group of Keryvkes'
priests who proposed the decree in honor of Themis-
tocles®  Probably altar-priest intervened
between his incumbeney and that of Sophocles (no. 9).

another

* Fouilles de Delphes,

*Ln these priesis ;
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&3

He held the highest civic offices ' eponymous archon 10
hoplite general, " and herald of the Areopagusin 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-
g him in 1.G., I* 6 is correct, his position here
seems indeed to reflect such a protocol.

He belonged to an aristocratic family whose known
history goes back to the beginning of the second
century .ot

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 (I.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. Tires $hafios Erplirer Maaveds. 1.6, I1* 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 Méppwos "Exi Buup Copiveos.  Aefsitod liste: 1.G..
[1%, 1775 (168/9); 1776 (169,/70); 1781 (169/70):
1794 (ca. 180); Hesperia 4 (1935): p. 49, no. 11
(182/3); 1.G., 11, 1788 (= Hesperia 11 (1942):
p. 55, no. 21) (187/8 or 174/5); 1798 (190/1).
As prylanis: Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 43, no. 12
(155-1653); 1.G., 112, 1775, line 531. Other: I.G..
[1%, 2083; 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 (1.6,
[1%, 3620) informes 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
and is further

I
in other offices. It
stated that he served!™ the roddesses as ]H'it'f-ﬂ for

the Gerousia,”
hftv-six years, during which time he performed an

Wra, 12 4714,

i, I, 8, 26, line 5.

G, I8 1721, hne 15 = 5. Dow, Hesperia 3 (1934) - il
s, LR, 2464, line 10 se0e above, . 20

 See above, p. V1.

1 Sundwall, lec. e

158.

Dow {(Hespers 152-153)

1 H if‘ll.
s son called Epicrates’

rrandiather fncefs
eiensinm in 44 mo. (Cioer Ep. ad Fam., X¥1, 21, 5).
v D15 3984 and 1773, | &
Ve eani ol heToupveiy
minister”” FIR T 1 |:'i-:|||}.-i::--. of Halicarnaszus
(11, 22} uses the word in this sense,

“EI'.'I':.I.II'."I'I r-e'|':;_- s sErVice,

5CC




24 CLINTON: THE
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 iz called atrokphrwp, a
title which he received 27 November, 176, and Marcus
Aurelius is not vet called dess, which was added to his
name very soon after his death on 17 March, 18(.
This date allows us to calculate the beginning of
Memmius's fifty-six-vear 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 hm only at some later time when “Hadrnan
was present,’”’ that is, either at [Hadrian's epofpfeia 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, 15
inaccurate, representing perhaps a confusion of his
spectalor at the felete (or perhaps his
epoplein) 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
religions 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
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
gecond wvisit to Eleusis in 128 and a third in 131,
although no one source mentions all three imperial
visits.® If thisis true, the expression gugearra Tapivros
feoir "Adprarod must refer to more than one of Hadrian's
“presences’’ at Eleusis as emperor.

Memmius did not initiate Antoninus Pius. It is,
il.{'l,'()'l'ilil];:l:\.', illb‘1 on the basis of this, VETyY lIII]I'k{‘l}'
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 18 no

presence as

there. As emperor his

&, 119,

1% For the date and sources see Graindor, 1934 -
ially p. 6, n. 1.
similar inaccuracy on the part of Dio Cassiu

= :.='| 1'4'.;"“”5_:
an initiation an epoplefa see Graindor, 1927 pp. 14-23,

® For the Graindor, 1934: p. 33, n. 2
119120,

SOUNCES See &, and pp.
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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,

He was prytenis and eponymos of Acamantis !Jutu't:i:n
155 and 1652 and profands again in 168/9% e held
all his civil offices simultaneously with his priesthood.
He died around 190/1, the date of his last appearance
in an aefsiter list (F.G., 112, 1798); a new priest was in
office in the list dated to 191,/2 19273 U-f;-. 112,
1792).% 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-hve,
a longevity that was already cause for praise in the
last years of the reign of Marcus Aurelius ([.G., 112,
3620, line 17).

None of his relatives are known, although the dedi-
cation honoring him (I.G., 112, 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
Since he was born about
the beginning of the century, there is a strong possi-
bility that they were the Claudii of Melite.

daduchs were his ancestors.

At the very end of the inscription he is called rér
[alx' dpxeepewy rov wildmarpe. Tov ar' dpxiepecy would
appear to mean that he was a descendant of “high-
priests,” just as rdv dmd dpdobywy in line 2 means
“descendant of daduchs.” After rov [a]
COMEs title whdmarpr.  Olive interprets
the whole phrase o an’ dpxiepiwe & uddmarpis 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 of evidence cer-
tainly does point to a connection between the title
philopatris and the agonothesia of the Great Augustan
Cames, but in my opinion the natural and only mean-
ing of 6 ax’ dpxiepiee 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 & dand dedobywe in line 2, which definitely does
not mean ex-daduch but descendant of daduchs.
Thus, & &' w need not be directly linked i

€L LE P
meaning with & ghdmarms.®®  Maoreover, if Memmius
Oliver admits

apyLEpEny

s T

.:l.t'1'i|:_‘3.'

Was a i‘li;;||-51|'i1_~:4l, when did he serve ?

i, 112, 2085,

2 Hesperta 11 (1942}, loc. il as dated by Waoloch, foc. o1
#oro, 118 1775, line 51,

H For the date see above, P 38, note 2040,

% Expounders, pp. B8-89,

# That philepairis as a title can sometimes be used alone may
hawve further support in .., 113, 3531 ;
tion of this i lJ'I"-uI'lI'IIII.:Il in .||s[||'|'|1’i W |||

see the discussion and edi-
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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, 1 submit, an
hypothesis, an emendation to Oliver's theory, namely
that the title & giddrarpes standing alone indicates that
its possessor undertook an agenothesic of the Great
Augustan Games even though he was not the high-
priest in office at the time.?*!

Twice is called Bapawr.® This is
probably an unintentional assimilation of his proper
title to the fact that he functioned as a priest at more
than one altar, i.e., the altar of Demeter and the altar
of Kore at Eleusis.®

a5

(2 ]
LA E

.".[{']]lrll'il]!-i

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
above, pp. 35-36.

ssued around 160-70) see

13. Ty Khatdios Zeemes Tl KX Avewdbor Mehrels.
Philostratus, 1I, p. 95 (ed. Kayser); I.G., 113,
1077; 1792: 2340 (= Nitsos, B.C.H. T3 (1949} ;
p- 339); 4007 (= Expounders, p. T8); Hesperia
30 (1961): p. 273, no. 110; Geagan, 1967 : append.
11l (restored).
in connection with daduch ne. 18,

191,/2 or 192/3 to at least 200,10,

::":"1'.'|||E'.|.|'|.|it: l:'i'“"ll_ il.l:.":.”.".'. ]I. ;:‘..
I office from

He is mentioned twice in the aeisitor lists, in 1.6,
113, 1792 (191/2 or 192/3)* and [.Gc, 113, 1077
(209/10); and once in a list of Kerykes, [.G., [13
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 |‘:l£l|”‘_\' 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

Lis E,Epu‘.‘luﬂr.'ln‘.r.sl p. 98,

1 Having read my discussion of this inscription and having
examined my photograph of it, Oliver noticed that rde [ -F%'I
doyiepewr was added to the stone after ror guddrarpor was already
engraved. The words rér eedérarpie 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 &exieptawr inscribed within the
omega) and extend into the margin: also, the rée 15 crowded at
the end of the previous line, the nu within the omicron, though
there 5 no other crowding in the line. Thus, for some reason
this phrase was engraved later, either because the omission of his
SUfrresls,
in accord with my hypothesis, because his title lacked rée [E]='
dpxieptwr. My own preference, however, is [4]7" doxiepbow

w G, 1% 1776 and 17946. Memmius's name can be restored
in 1.G,, 113, 1774, 1795, 1796,

W See above, n. 2.

# Far the date see above, p. 38, n. 200,

2 The restoration of him in Geagan, {oc. cil., is not certain;
it is not known whether his incumbency and the date of this
document correspond.

B, [13, 4007; Expounders, p.
abowe, p. 57.

descent from high-priests was noticed, or as Oliver

78. Sce stemmata cited
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and a pupil of Chrestus, the Byzantine sophist; and
in L‘lt'1. |'H" was ||t:|'|m'1_'{|_ |.l:"\. I_||(' [Juﬁ.‘; dper[{iﬂc direr o Kk
¢ [uhoroias.™

14, Tires Fhafos "'Eri Bape. G, II2, 3802, E.
Groag, e Reichsbeamien von Achaia in spdtri-
mischer Zeit (Ihiss. Pann. Ser. 1, No. 14}, p. 12.
Early third century, after 209,10,

.J-l'li:" I.I'H;\_'Ll'lll\,"l:lull'}.' lEl'[lil:'q'l,'“il':l'l] ﬁl‘l(:l'l.'ln:‘"h |.=|.'|'| Il'i'.'l":i'“?-'”'l:':'
was observed in the case of one eeprdraros Tiros ©haGios
'Exi Bupg, and it mentions that he was a descendant of
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
(arain-

with
s fect

daduchs as well as consuls.

of Herodes Atticus, in the reign of Trajan.®®

dor’® associated T. Flavius the altar-priest
Flavius the historian, who
consul around 1293 This is a bit improbable since
to but since
agsociation

.1||.F1'i.;'I_I'I|'|:-C, Wis

adoption would have be involved,
deme was

gains a little support from our association of this altar-

Arrian’s Paiania, Graindor's
priest and the altar-priest Flavius Straton of Paiania.
However, one was archon around
194 a suitable date for a grandson of Flavius
Straton the altar-priest and for T. Flavius the future
altar-priest.

Flavius Straton

GENERAL REMARKS

The evidence that this priest was always taken from
An altar-priest heads the list
of Kervkes' priests in the decree honoring Themis-
tocles, where also sons of daduchs appear as altar-
An altar-priest appears in a list of Kerykes
The

this

the Kervkes is clear.

priests.
published by D. ]. Geagan (1967 : append. 111},
altar-priest Sospis (no. 13) was a
genes, and Memmius the altar-priest (no. 12) and T.
Flavius the altar-priest (no. 14) were descendants of
daduchs.

In the frst 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 hrst and

|'|'|1:|1:5|('r af

H Hesperta 30 (1961): p. 273, no. 110, with the wlentification
b Oliver, ¢hid., p. 403.

= Woloch, 1966 f_h':lutl:.i..'.w i, .hl.

38 Marbres ef Textes, p. 51.

7 Woloch, 1906: Flavius no. 9. Cf. P. A, Stadter, “Flavius
Arrianus: the new Xenophon,” G.R.8.5. 13 (1967): pp. 155-161.

sorer 118 2124, For the date see
the daduch Claudius |'||;.]i|:-||||- (no. 24).

above, in connection with
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second centuries B.C. rules out allotment. Thereflore,
at least from the second century B.c., the altar-priest
was elected by the gemes 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 n.c.—an incumbent of
this priesthood could resign and assume the dadonckia.
At some later time, perhaps around the middle of the
second century B.C., it was required, or hecame 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
vears but a member of a prestigious family, such as
Herades Atticus, could even become an archon.

Hit:t't]l'l}':li!l].' Was ;:L!{:;_H-,_'d for this ];ri:_:-glhr:r::i SOIe-
time between 14/3 B.c. and 120-124 a.n.

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 madvertent use of "Exi
Bauar 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
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:

I‘Il;' E:—i

Son autorité s'exercait sur tout ce qui touchait au sacrifice,
depuis I'examen préalable des animaux présentés jusqu' &
la consommation de la cérémonie. Sa wvigilance &tait
d'autant plus grande qu'il ¥ avait 14 comme une probation
indirecte des mystes. 5i les Deux Déesses avaient 6té
offensées par la présence de candidats indignes ou impurs,
elles auratent manifesté leur courroux par quelque signe
défavorable. Lez résultats heurcux du sacrifice témoi-
gnaient au contraire qu'elles accueillaient avec bienveil-
lance ceux gui 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.
W 1014: pp. 372-373.
8 Thid.

!:H.'LZ\'S.. AMER, PHIL, S04,

sterion. In the aeisitoi 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 .G, [2, 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 Foman period; but it 15 probably best to
say just that they were approximately on the same
level in prestige and importance in the cult.

VI. HIEROPHANTIDS (‘Iepoogaveibee)

Of the two hierophantids one was the hierophantid
of Demeter and the other the hierophantid of Kore.!
Often the inscriptions do not specifly the deity of a
hicrophantid, but when they do, the official title of the
hierophantid of Kore is, in prose, lepdgarms 715
vewrepas, and though the title of the hierophantid of
Dlemeter never appears in prose, it probably was
lephoarTes Ty wperSuripas.

Ca. 250 B.C.

The earliest mention of the hierophantids is in a
fragment of Ister® (ca. 250 B.C.): kol Tér lepogderye kol
Tas tepoysarTidas kal Top Opdolyor kal Tas AAAas fepelas
pupplins Exewr orégaror, It appears that at this time
they were not minor priestesses in the cult, since they
are mentioned together with the hierophant and
daduch.

s6 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. 'Leptzarres "Apcion ®hddor Svyarnp. [.G., 112 3514,

During the reign of Augustus?
She and her father are otherwize unknown. The
Demos made this dedication in her honor.

2. 'Lepdgarris Moo[x—— — — Japior "Agieaiov  fuvédryp.

I.G., II%, 3527. During the reign of Augustus?

Her own name and patronymic seem to be both pre-
served; hence hieronymy was not observed. The
monument, erected by the Demos in her honor, may
have been erected after her death,

3. Tepbparns. I1.G., 11%, 3553. First century A.D.?
She erected a monument to her granddaughter
Athenais as mivstis, probably as upleica de' dorias

(see below, p. 108, no. 19).

! Foucart, 1914 pp. 212-213, first demonstrated this fact.
*'F. Gr. Hist., 334, F 29.
* Plutarch, Suila, 13, 3.
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4. ‘lepbeavris vewrépas Tlepcdiovs &£ Olov Buydrnp.

IG.,
[12, 3546.

Around the end of the first century A.p.

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

pyvthochrestus exegete honored in 7.7, [1%, 35405

5. 'lepboartis Phabin [..Jﬁpﬁrtiﬂ. f.G., 112, 3984, as
edited above, p. 3l. Stemma: above, B3l
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.

0. Buydarne Anpuprpiov. TG, 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 ir114..‘:l'EJI'£'l.'|.1iI:JI1 of [.G., 11, 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 vears 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 Athemans (Kexpowidad)
made her a hierophantid, she buried her name by her-
self ““in the unfathomable depths (of the sea).”

7. 'Tepbgavris v vewrépas KA dudofera T8 KX [arpuwros
Meheréws Ovydrge. T.G., 112, 3383, 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 memaor-
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,

¥ E.‘l.'!b\.:.lm.uﬁ'r.i, P 152, 1 28.

¢ This is evidence that each goddess had her own altar,

1 See Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 73.
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HADRIANIC?

Tepoea[v Jri[fos] is written (according to my own
reading, 'Tepogalv]r[os] according to Dittenberger,
L.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., 11?3, 5111}, Tepogd[wv Jr[ov], is probably in-
correct, since the hierophant had a seat much below
this, in the first row of the prohedria (1.G., 112, 5053
and see below, append. 11I). Moreover, hier-
onymy prevents us from regarding the nearby name
'A[N Jet[dwvdp———1, of which I was unable to discern
clearly any of the letters, as that of a hierophantid.
I.G, 112, 4062,

8. lepoearres, 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, "Towin Meherivy "lovwiov Ildrpavos Bepanxidor Suyaryp.
I.G., 113 3633; 3557. Stemma: C. P. Jones,
H.5.CP. 71 (1966): p. 210. Around the middle
of the second century.

She is mentioned as a hierophantid in [.G., 11%, 3633,
and since her name Melitine is given, this dedication
to her must have been set up after her death. The
original bottom of the dedication is preserved and
shows that the third line, restored by Skias, does not
exist. The disposition of the text is as follows:

e

. N T e N e

——————— ———— ¢ |pbparTiy [——————==]
[-—————————— = Me\ Jerivgr AN[-—===]

In I.G., 112, 33537, erected around 125 A.D..? she is
honored as a hearth-initiate, where her name is given
as "Tovwiar [...... e i .| Mehiriome.  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
kai T iz a good possibility; but 1 cannot find a
trace of iota before Mehrlipe, as he does, to give it
support. For [.G., 112, 3633 he suggests:

[.':-}u f(—]ﬂe':h:m-rl.lr l:I[LII'I-'tIﬂI-' e 1'?';1-']

.5 fo ¥ . ' 3k = l'
[kat Meh Jordoqe "Avr[vias "Aporoshéovs Oy ]
E}'nréptt |
8 See Woloch, 1906 Mundicius no. 6.
¥ For the date see above, po 74,
1 &y calculations indicate a slightly larger space than Kirchner
calculated.
W'Apy, 'Eg 1968: p. 211.
15 correct.

His reading of [lpJee 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:
Meh Jeripmy ap[énrer —— 15 also possible,

Her maternal great-grandmother, Flavia Laodameia,
was a priestess of Demeter and Kore, and her paternal
grandfather, Patron of Berenikidai, was an exegete
of an unknown type.

160-170

The position of the two hierophantids in the list of
recipients in the Eleusinian Endowment of 160-170
(£.G., 11, 1092) is discussed above (pp. 35-36).

10. Iowiéry 'Ioaiov fuydrne. 1.G., 112, 3632, as edited
by Oliver, Hesperia, Supplement 8 (1949 - p. 249;
.G, 112, 3709, ;

Stemma: Oliver, op. cit., fig. 2.
In office in 176,

A monument bearing an epigram written probably
by her grandson Glaucus, who was 3 poet, rhetor,
and philosopher, was set up in her honor after her
death by her daughter and two grandsons.
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 felefe (Gpyoptvy reherie), 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 felete, 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, 1.6,
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. 1

She was

TG, 118 3764: 3688, In
office around the end of the second century,

11. Momhia Alrie ‘Epevela.

2 Oliver, Expounders, p. 44.

BILGL, 113, 3709 (= Oliver, Hesperia, Suppl. 8 [19497: p. 251)

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

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. S0C,

In I.G., 1I%, 3764 the mother of Aelius Apollonius is
referred to as fepns unrpés . . . § reherds drégawe Peoty Tap'
avacropa Agots. 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., 112, 3688. There-
fore she became a hierophantid sometime after 7.6,
112, 3688 was dedicated. Her parents are unknown.
Her husband belonged to the Kerykes.

GENERAL REMARKS

Unfortunately ne positive information is preserved
concerning which genos or gene the hierophantids were
Not many of their fathers are known
from separate sources . r:|||]‘_',' the |.;1|h|;-r5.-. of ”:i['\-|'1’;.!}f|_.-'|_|:'|__
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 pvthochrestus exegete,
and FPatron 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
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 1.G., 112, 3575: eiré ue
Kexpomibar Anoi Oégar lepbearre. 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.

T'he first reference to a hierophantid is contained in
a fragment of Ister (who flourished around the middle
of the third century p.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 (I.G., I%, 6) is not sufficiently

taken from.

been a

preserved to enable one to hypothesize reasonably
that the hierophantids were a Hellenistic invention,!?
On the contrary, | suspect that the “priestesses™ of

1k Expounders, p. 44,

18 At least two ;p:-1|||H'||r-= -I.i exXegetos were |\;l.'|'}'k|':-'~| ‘.'i.x.,
Diotimus son of Diodorus of Hala (Expounders, 1 21 26) and L.
CGellinvg Menogenes (ibid., 1 520, who was certainly related in the
male line to L. Gellius Paolyzelus, who was a member of this EEHos
(see Geagan, 1967 : append. 111, line 212},

1 Nilsson, Gesclrichte, 2: p. 349, sugpests that thev were a late
Invention,
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1.G., I*, 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. Meverthe-
less, they did play an important part in the cult.
Ister mentions the hierophant, the hierophantids, the
daduch, and the “other priestesses” without specifi-
cally mentioning the priestess of Demeter and Kore.
A notice in Photius' describes the hierophantids as
having a very important position in the cult: ai ra lepa
galvorear Tois proveéros : which is confirmed by the fact
that Publia Aelia Herennia is mentioned in an in-
scription as ‘“‘one who revealed the feletas of the
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’ dvikropa
Anois, the mapt seems to be significant. The hier-
ophant was the only priest allowed to enter the
Anactoron, and he is frequently mentioned, in regard
to secred as being within the Anactoron and
emerging from it; the hierophantids alwavs remained
outside, and their share in ru\'a'él”l:_::, the liera was
carried out alongside the Anactoron, after the hier-
ophant brought out the sacred objects.

At the beginning of the lelete, 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 MAarriage was a

goddesses, beside the Anactora of [don,''2e

rives,

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 frst century A.D.

VII. EXEGETES OF THE EUMOLPIDAE
("Efgyn=oi Edpoi=iboy)

INTRODUCTION

There is some doubt whether the Athenian exegetes
were alwavs regarded as priests (iepeis). They were
L't‘rliii]il}' =0 I'L",:;ll'q’l:'d in Koman times: an il'l:-i('r;i]'ﬂitll]i
of the second century A.p. mentions [ ]
i[e Jpei[ e — =11 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),

| EEnyouLEracs

" And perhaps also those in .G, 13, 1363 (see above, p. 22}
and 949, line 10 (above, p. 27) included the hierophantids.

¥ 5.0, lepopderides,

= L0, 115 3637, see above, hicrophantid no, 11.

3 Soe above, p. B8,

LI, 118, 1092, lines 17-18 |
pp. 381-382).

Oliver, Hesperia 21 [19527:

EXEGETES OF THE EUMOLPIDAE &9

For the Hellenistic period, there is a decree of 128 B.C.,2
in which a procession at the Thargelia in honor of
Apollo is described, and its participants are “the
priest of Pythian Apollo, the exegetes, the other
priests, the nine archons, the hierophant, the daduch,
their companions® the manager of the games, ete.”
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 Lows, VIII,
828b, Plato distinguishes as a matter of course between
‘exegetes, priests and priestesses, and manteis.” " At
any rate, the exegetes did in fact have much in com-
mon with some priests, in regard to religious expertise
and intimate acquaintance with sacred matters: and
the priest undoubtedly had occasion to call upon an
exegete for advice, especially if events produced a
situation for which his own knowledge and experience
were inadequate.  Ewentually, this close association
in religious matters, as well as the fact that they
marched together in processions,* and the fact that
EXErELeS attended
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

sometimes sacrifices,® E"":']'*'l:'l.‘\-'

“priests."”

There were three tvpes of Athenian exegetes: &
mulloypnaros, & Urd roU dipov xafecrapéros EEyyaras, and
the énpyyrel Elgodmedar. Only the exegetes of the
Eumolpidae, who were solely concerned with the
pafria 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
exegeie and one exegete appointed by the Demos.?
Oliver's arguments for the number of the exegetes
of the Eumolpidae are as follows: I.G., 112, 1672, line
41 (329/8 B.c.), which indicates that there were more
than one; 1.G., 1%, 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., 113 5022—

{':'-. (]H\'-:'I', f'."ull'.'r.l;a.l.'r.l'n'r.f, a8 42,

¥ Sokolowski, Supplément, 14,
See above, p 27,

¢ .f'.'.'l.'_:'}ﬂ'.'n.l.'-fr'.'.':. p- 20,

* Sokolowsks, dec. el and TG, T2 1672, line 41.

b O Exponmde pp. 03-04; also [.G., 113, 1029, lines 4-6
[ = f-.'.'.'ln'srm.-m'.:':.x'. P 146, 1 18).
P Ibid,, pp. 3742,

5 See the edition of Oliver, ffr.'.'!}}r.i'.'-rl 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.¢;., LI, 5022-3079).
In appendix 111, [ 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 L:n:m']ﬂ(l;.: = 1t 18 pﬂ.i:-'r.-"J!r{' that
three exegetes of the Eumolpidae sat together in the
prohedria. I.G., 11% 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 hrst exegete (line 48)
is undoubtedly one of these, Since we know that the
number of exegeles of the ['1.I_|II'III:IIE]id:I:I:'! wWis 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 13 no
apparent reason why this should have been done any-
way), | 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 heen 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
re ".."i ew LiH_' l_‘x'i{_h;_'r][_‘(_' L] R | ]Ei.ﬁ ]_I'rl::ll :ll‘_"'l T, | i must | ME
emphasized that nowhere does Oliver deny that
exegesis took place during the fifth century or earlier;
he only denies that there existed officials called exe-
getes before the end of the fifth century (i.e. before
the law code of Solon was revised by Nicomachus);
this distinction may have been overlooked by some
who were opposed to Oliver's position. In the
present study of the problem we shall of course limit
ourselves to the exegetes of the Eumolpidae. Though
this limitation is imposed on us by the scope of this
study, it is advantageous in that the evidence is
much clearer for the early history of these exegetes
than for the two slale exegetes, a fact which usually
has not been mentioned in the debate since Exponnders.

Exegesis by the Eumolpidae definitely took place
in the fifth century. [1.G., 1% 76 (ca. 416 B.C.)Y

! For bibliography see H. Bloch, H.5.C.P. 62 (1957): pp. 37-49.
19 Thid.
1 See above, pp. 14-13,

[TRAMS. AMER. PHIL. S0C.

specifies that the sacrifice to be offered from the
proceeds of the aparche is to be performed according
to the exeresis of the Eumolpidae : kafliére dv Edpohrita
éyo[heya prar. It is unusual for an official document
not to specify precisely the officials (if they existed)
who are to implement a particular order; yet in
regard to exegesis, this decree mentions only the
genos as a whole. The genos is also mentioned as
the agent of exegesis by the author of the speech
Apainst Andocides®: *“Pericles, they say, once advised
vou (members of the jury) that, in deliberating on
men who are impious, vou should apply not only the
written laws, but also the unwritten ke’ oz Edpokrida
itnyoivrar, which no one yvet 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
Eumelpidae is recounted by Andocides in his speech
On the Mysieries (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 wasnoreply. And
finally :

Emeidn 6 Eheye T Bovhp Edehgs @7 obdels Owaxoloy, walw
& Kadhios draoras Eheyer Ore el wiuos 7 a7piog, €l Tis ikeTnplay
fety & ro 'Elevawie, dxpror darolaveiv, xal & warip wor'
abrol Trrormkoes tnyhoaro Tatre "Afnraios, axolvee oe dri
ey Detne e Kernplar,
Kol Aéyet

epreifer avampig Kégalos obrooi
") Kahhie, marrar drfipdmwy dvosidrare,
rpror pér éEnyn Knpiwwr de, oly dowr (5 oo eEqyeiofae-
EmeeTa 68 popor warpror hévyers, # 6¢ oralg :rap' ?] ETTROS
xihios dpayxpas keheber dpeldew, Edv ris ikernplar By ev T
"Ehevowly. Erera 88 vivos fxovoas dro ' Avboxidns Geln v
icergplay ; kdheror abror vy Govhy, ire kal Huels dvobowper.”
emedy Of drayraoly f othhy kdketros olk elyer elmely drou
fixourer, Karacamis ¢ v Sovhy abrds fels mie kernplar.

If étpynrel Edgodmeder existed, Cephalus could have
expressed himself much more direcily by sayving:
otk EEmrynTis dw, oly doww (G0 gou tEnyeiofar.  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 Keryvkes, was in-
eligible to give exegesis. Thus, if one is to assume
the existence of exegetes of the Eumolpidae at this

11 Pseudo-Lysias, Against Andocedes, 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 palria.
The daduch, by his association with them and because
of his prestigious position in the cult, evidently gave
exegesis illegitimately on occasion.® In any
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 Eumolmd
:_'?:v;.;riai.ii in the Afth century is mentioned (..f_{;'_, Iz, 76
and Callias’ accusation of Andocides) the most satis-
factory explanation for the silence concerning the
exegetes 18 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 l:il.'li}.' that the
institution of Eumolpid exegesis existed long before
the end of the Afth century, but the available evidence
indicates that the institution did not involve officials
called &wynrai; that exegesis was carried on perfectly
well without épywrel 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

Case,

B Cf. Expounders, p. 23.

WHS.CP. 62 (1957): p. 40.

I8 In the case of [.G., I3 76 it i3 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 3533/2 (LG, 112, 140; see below, p. Y2) |.l}' which time E':llllll:-lili';l
exegetes may well have existed; but the fact that a fossilized
phrase was used in 333/2 is no argument that it was so used iln
41645, and the situation of Callias strongly indicates that it
wils 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 ils fully developed form considerably before its first
appearance in a source in that form.

If we regard Eumclpid 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-

the fourth century, which, in
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
patrie 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 ifpygrai members who
were most knowledgeable in this specialty, thus re-
gularizing and formalizing the institution. From
now omn, 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 genes 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 llll\'(:ll"_';' that before the Law Code of
Nicomachus there were no officials at all in Athens
called exegetes, and that the two sfale exegetes were
first created in connection with this code, and I
believe that at least the first of these propositions is
true, these state exegetes would have set a precedent
for calling “human" expounders égyprai. Later the
Eumolpidae called their own expounding officials by
the same name.

At the time Exponnders was published, the earliest
clear reference to exegetes of the Eumolpidae oceurred
in F.Gv., 112, 1672 (329/8 r.c.). However, Oliver felt
that there was some probability in the inference that
they came into existence sometime after 383 but
before 337/6, though admitting that the evidence for
this inference could refer not to the exegetes of the
Eumolpidae but to the two sfafe exegetes.'® New
evidence is now available concerning the exegetes of
the Eumolpidae in the fourth century, in the form of
several fragments of an inseription 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

tion in matiers of

1 Exponnders, pp. 33, 4344,
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fifty-five lines in length, dating apparently to the sec-  were in existence at that time and Oliver's inference
ond quarter of the fourth century, and that it contains  placing their inception sometime between 383 and
regulations on many aspects of the Mysteries in which ~ 357/6 has not been invalidated. Nevertheless, it is
the state had a part. C. Edmonson has kindly allowed  possible that they were instituted a bit later; the date
me to quote sections of it relevant to this study. The of this inscription may turn out to be later than the
section pertaining to the exegetes reads: Elpolwidar é¢  sccond quarter of the fourth century. In 333 the
Ti% itnye[ ras . oo Jel-Jzsl- . ) old phrase xaf’ 8[7¢ v Eduohnidac ¢ |Eypyerra: was prob-
ably'® still used, either because the phrase had become

™ 5 L . 2 I3 = LS - i ¥ ¥
ard vouneias 7[ @ tepa wal 76 Tarpn ."_] éEnviofar  Alfpraiwy

kal ray E[& Jper rinn deopév o -1 Unfortunately fossilized or the tgyyral had not yet been established.
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- The prosopography of the exegetes of the Eumol-
dromion), to anvone requesting it in connection with : ; i
the coming festival; the lacuna may have specified

THE INDIVIDUAL EXEGETES

pidae has been covered thoroughly in Expounders;
Oliver's list of the exegetes of e Eumolpidae is re-
]||,';i_'||;--:| il l|u- |,<'|_|.I|I,' ]n__-|rnl.' 11."il|| SOMme l:'l‘l.;lll:__:l:_'.'-i :_a'.:1| Ofne

|'H PWEVET, I-:-C '||| * WAL il'l ‘.'n.llil'l'l |||(' exepreles are |'1~f1*r'|‘v|'5 S 1@ T " ¥ "
1 7 iill{lllillll. = | ||I:' i]l'rﬁﬁ(q)();_'\l'i!]!l‘l_\'lPt L'Lli'll L'.\:l.':,_'j"ll.' 15 :._"Ii‘l.l{"‘l.]

|_|I(,' ]_I-l.il_{'l.‘ W ]'!-I_‘F(,' Ll‘l(,':. 1|'I”|]i||. ]II‘ {I("'l‘!—'ﬁi]!li'. .\:H'll."l.‘\."ll'l |'I"\. 4

to: “of the Eumolpidae the exegetes . . .'""; that is,
the terminology is slightly looser than their later
official titles : éénynral Efuohriidr, ifnynral éf Etpodmidon,

by Oliver, Herrmann, and myself in connection with
the testimonia cited in the table,

Efnypral &k Tob yévovs Tor Rhuohwebar. It is as if to say
“those members of the Eumolpidae who are exegetes' ;
it may indicate that the custom of calling the expound- Eumaolpid exegesis undoubtedly existed in the pre-
ing Eumolpidae &pygrai was relatively recent, not

GENERAL REMARKS

b b : e ] Cleisthenic period in Athens, but the selection of
IO Lirnie V1T o I L1 Or "ar 1ties o nave = i r
MEaL MG Aavins clap “l. i 'r‘.: uties o Mave .. tain men and the designation of them as exegetes
become formalized. But this is perhaps attempting L liaviaistartad anlsr
Lo squecze oo much :-'-if_;lliﬁv::'.ln: from this ]l-'tll':f:-:c'. A s e e e
Yet it does tend to support the evidence discussed
above for placing the beginning of the exegetes of : .
the Eumolpidae sometime after Andocides’ speech Were appointed is not known; since they had to be

after the end of the fifth century. In my opinion
their number was three. The manner in which I|u'§'

in the vear 400. If the date of the inscription is the highly qualified, election would be a reasonable
second quarter of the fourth century, these officials  assumption.®

Name Date Testimonia

T epedbies ca. 300 B.C.

Magdewos Averarlpor [Ilapaieis) o, 130 B.C.

'Amedddvios "Aydrooos "Epests last quarter of sccond centiry

Mnadewos Muydeiow Hepaets o Bl B.C,

Haupirys Happivors Mapafdeos _1l.|,:5_-'.|-‘l,._|||

6, Tif Khabdior Anpbrrpares (Zoweie)  ca. end of first century A.D. |

7. A Oduldpcos Alohixe r'l".?x:---:d; e, end of first cent Iry A.D. .'l.r-lx. '!‘:-u'. 1":'.-"]. ”:II-'(:I':.iH:iI.II'I-\- from ]':-|-.'I::-i-." nos, 27 and 31 3
P. Herrmann, Z.F. K. 10 (1973): pp. S0-85.

8 [ 1 "Axaprels, wir praelorius second or third century A.D. 44 and "Apy. "B 1971, op. cil., no. 9

Perhaps: Khetdios Hodbinhos "Avapeets ca. 197 A.D 45 see above, p. 30

LN el Dol B

17 1-|_-§'|. E:I.H;e kol v& warma ] fits the space, and so | suggest it a5 "Ep feeebs and who is probably to be identified with a b v py thaist
a possibility, on the basis of I.G., 112, 3490, which mentions of the same name in the vear 12877 (Fowilles de Delphes, 111, 2,
TR Eify e i lpdr el Farplo, 12, line 5, with no demotic) may have been his son.  The Agenor

L, 112040, line 19, d[r of Enyyrei ¢ gydvrar is conceive  son of Apollonius who was a boy pythaist in the year 138/7
able but unlikely. (ebid., 111, 2, 11, line 7) may have been the son of a cousin of the

* Exponnders, p. 44. | wish to thank P. Herrmann, who exepete. The Agenor son of Apolloniuz whoe was sent to Delphi
LC::III:“:\.' =ent an l'||I|.-|'ill1 of his article, cited below, and thus made a5 a kitharistes by the Athenian Dionvsiae Artists in 128/17 {_l'.'-ln_l'_
it possible to incorporate his results ag my manuscript was in 111, 2, 47, line 23) may be the same ||-:-|'.-uu| ar the boy pythaist of
the press. 138/7. i

2 16 ( ..lr.(',:'_._ I'1%, 3487) iz actual in the storeroom of the 1 [acoby, Aithis, pp. 26 A Uapparently (at least later)
Ll L Eleusis,  An unpublished fragment of this inscription, in some branches of the clan the office was handed down from
preserving only the end of the first line, shows that it should read  father to son, not by regulation but in practice.”  The instance
|_.'|_rﬁ."x."'-.1;;'_v_§l.up "Avyfweopol 5 'F:-ll'_-*u.-ril'-:- In 106/5 he was pythaist at he cites, ibid., . :{-:-'!-. n. 38, coneerns a grandfather and grandson,
Delphi, Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 15, where no demotic is  exegetes nos. 2 and 4 (who are according to him, following
presecved (Oliver ad 1 16 mistakenly implies that 'Ayepras s Kirchner [£.A., 101007, great-grandfather and :.:ri'.l:[-l._'l'.lI'II!E'\-I:I“.j.
preserved),  An ephebe in 119/8 (£, 112, 1008, line 100) whose  On the basis of this, inheritance can hardly be called apparent
name should now be restored to read [CAs Jewp "Azod[hworiov  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 rii‘li\'ii}' 51'1!1[.‘l|3' 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
nontos pafrios which he cited and thereby was accused
of performing exegesis. For the written law on the
stele took |JrL‘:";'{JL'm'1' over an unwritten .."r.r;,l'rm;\
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 readyv knowledge
of Cephalus.

In this old unwritten law used by Callias we get a
glimpse of the once awesome powers the penos pos-
sessed : vouos marpeos, € Tis dcernpiar Peiy év ro ' Elevawin,
axperor drofavely.  We probably have another example
of such a nemoes patrios in Pseudo-Lysias, 54, where
the following situation is described: Diocles, the
son of Zacorus the hierophant, advised (ovweSoihevae)
a court on what measures to use in regard to a Mega-
rian who had committed an impiety. Some people

Were 11]'::.','l[lg. &&pcru." Tﬂp:lj{_ﬁfwu ATONTELr L, the same
severe penalty prescribed in the momos 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

Apainst Andocides, 10 and Andocides, 110
It must be admitted, however, that
of an unwritten law by a
recIment

= Peendo-Lysias,
116; quoted above, P 9.
:'|'|}' ||||'-i:i|'II| r:--l.l,:l'diuu 1_|||' -.|:|5{-|‘-|-’|i|l|'|
written one is somewhat hypothetical, for it iz in dis
with Andocides" statement (O 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 womos
palrios, an unwritten law, and he was refuted by the fact the
there was an :|'r||:-|.i|.'.|.|?||' written law. |1 suspect that (n
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 r||,z;|'|i|'||,':|l,i-:r|| wis an error of a sort ||l|;-|1' under-
standable and probably not rare in the Athenian law court ; sce the
4ii-|'1|-.:-i-;-|| 0 ].I:‘{'il,:\.' in I,':EIiIE;._' law ]?:\-.' AR W, Harrizon, The Law
of Athens: Procedure (Oxford, 1971), pp. 134 135. Unwritten law
iz for Aristotle (Rbeforic 13730) a familiar legal concept: Aéyw 5
yhuow Top by TEor Tor G& korpde, Thiow uer TOM ERGTTONS WPLTREFOF TROT
abrofis, xai Toiror Tow pie Eypascor vie Bl yeypappives, xoirde & oToe

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

KaTh 1.."l: T
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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 palrios;
for the case of Alcibiades, who was offered a trial for
his alleged impiety against the Mysteries, shows that
death without a irial for impiety was not a law of the
democracy in 415 and was not the type of law to have
originated in thedemocracy.®  “'Adwvice,” not exegesis,
1s 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,
dxpiror drollaveir. The Eumolpid’s advice assured the
court on which direction it should take in this apparent
contlict between patriarchal sanctions and demoeratic
practice. These two examples of a nomos palrios
reveal the harshness of some of these ancestral laws,
the attendant great powers that the geres once pos-
sessed, and the natural problems inherent in later
EXCZesis,

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 patrie of the Mysteries. In 67 p.c. Cicero wrote
Atticus and asked for a copy of the Efgodmeior mérpe.
This may have been a codification®® of the Eigohidaw
mdrma, or it may have been the result of research by
priests and others who were interested in FENewing
the cult, perhaps also by scholars of antiquarian
Whether or not this was the first time that
such an amount of literary activity was expended on
the wérpea Elgodmeér 1s not known. In any
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 [— —— [eEnyovpérows [ e pei[ o

¢ 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 h':. this time been absorbed
]P}' LE1t' |'|[l"i'(.||:':l|:|:|,!11, I]:H." SaIme [](_'l':ﬂ_”ll I[:I. rii['t‘ ||'| ‘.‘|]]1'r‘-‘l.,'

interests,

Celse

possession it probably was, to a large degree, before
officials called exegetes existed.

Jean Rudhardt, “La définition du délit 4 'i|||Jl;.i1'-1_|_E o’ ,||;.|'|:--
lation attique,” Musewm Helveticum 17 (1960) : pp. 87-103
M Lelters to Atticus, 1, 5, 2 (ed. D, R, Shackleton H.I,il{':'.'_l. For
a discussion of this revival of interest in the Patria see Oliver,
Exponwders, pp. 50-52 and above, p. 56.
W Sep {)]'i"ﬁ"l'. Toc. cil.
M See above, n. 1.
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VIII, PYRPHOROS (Ivpgdooc)
1. Aeberios Tiwdpyor Kneuoels. for daduch
Themistocles, lines 9-11 (see text above, p. 51).
In office in 20/19.

[ decree

In the decree for Themistocles he appears in the
list of Kervkes' priests as mupedpos kai lepels rar Xapirwy
cat ths "Aprémidos v "Erurvpyibias.  He appears after
the altar-priest but before the sacred herald and the
TOraYNs.

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
pvrphoros. Additional support for the connection is
offered ]r}' the fact that a lepels mareyns (2 ]H'it‘ilht]i]i]
also of the Kervkes) served also as priest of 'Epupgs
IMuhfirns kel Xapfiorys, a cult also at the entrance of the
Acropolis and associated with the cult of the Charites
there.?

Aebwrios Tepdpyov, pythaist in 106/5, is probably to
be recognized as his grandfather.®
I12, 4816,

2, "Akeaperns.  1G.,

Az wupedpor Toiv feotr he set up a dedication at
Eleusis in honor of Artemis, presumably the Artemis
Propyvlaea of the Eleusinian sanctuary®; the pre-
served fragment exhibits part of a reliet of Artemis.
Kirchner assigns the dedication to the second or third
century A.D.; Kourouniotes, who frst published it,®
simply to the Christian era. Since the pyrpheoros
practiced hieronymy by the end of the second century
A.D. (see below), I.G., 1%, 4516 should probably be
dated before then; any time after the second century
B.C. seems to be possible,

SECOND CENTURY A.D. (i)

';.illﬁ_' iit‘ |||L' E'il:_'é|,1:‘" 1?!‘ ||'|IL' §1r|:|EH_‘i|ri.'|, I':I:I- [ll(' lllﬁ,'lll{"r 4r|:.
Dionysus was fepfws Xaplror xal "Apréwbos 'Errupyias
avpeopor (L.G., 118, 5050); the title mupedpor 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 ruppdpes belonged to a separate
sphere, the cult of the Mysteries. On the date of
this inscription see now N Maass, e Prehedrie
des Dionysostheaters tn Athen (Munich, 1972): p. 122,
He believes that the title is not ]".]L'|1:4i115;|,r|; o me i:
seems clearly the same as that of pyrphoris no. 1.

1 Pausanias, 11, 30, 2; see Judeich, Topographic von Athen
(Munich, 1931), pp 224-225

2 5ee below, p. 90,

3 500 below, 18 06,

o T s il ."J-':'_.'.-l'.'-"\'. J||. 215, eol, T, line 16,

5 See Kourouniotes, Aedrioe 1927-1928: n. & It was found not
far from the '.l':'|'||||-.' of Artemis |'.'-c:|'|:-. laca {for which see
sanias, I, 38, 6; Mylonas, Elensis, pp. 167=168).

* Loc. cil.

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL. S0,
160,170

In the Eleusinian Endowment? the wupedopos comes,
in relation to the other priests of his genos, after the
sacred herald and altar-priest but before the warayis.
WNo 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. Alhos IMupedpos Axeprets. TG, 1%, 1801, 1802,
1803; Hesperie 11 (1942): no. 4, p. 33. In office
from ca. 190 to sometime before 200 /10,

He is listed hieronymously in three prytany catalogs
of Oineis as epomymos: I.G., 117, 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. 25
191/2 or 192
can only be
among the geisiior in
|-_[‘J'-l~_:':|: no. 4. P- 33).0

who is also mentioned in this list): 1802, to
3 (which in default of secure evidence
regarded as uncertain). He appears
191/2 or 192/3 (Hesperia 11

TG, [I% 1092
i!rlll‘.'\.'. I'l;l .'li; ‘rl

* Hespersa 18 (1949 p. 22 and table 1.

? For the hierophant Julius (no. 25) can no longer be regarded
as the archon of this vear; see LG, [I5 1792 and above, p. 38,
nmate 200,

A, E. Raubitschek (Tépas "Aprawion Kepaporodddow [Athens,

Hesperia 21 [19527: p. 382, line 52); see

212 becanse of the entrv Atpsi[we] in ling 9 (a5 he restores it).
[t is 'I:uu---“.li:', however, 1o restore ."'.I'|‘:|I7|:N.[:;|:'|Tj and to consider it as
the nomen of the man mentioned in line 10, Dionysius; the
umusl |:-|:--;!I,i::-|| of the nomen could be -:':\||'!:|i|||'|i 'Ir} the fact
that it was perhaps omitted at hrst and then inseribed after the
iscription of the rest of the man's name, there no longer being
left of his name. [ hesitate to interpret this
as a hist of Aureln because of the two Sulpicii in lines 12-13; the
list af Aurelii cited |.l}' Raubitschek (of. e 1 P 245 note 1) i3 not a
precise parallel because it does not contain names of people with
othe :.:l.'ll'.i|i1"i..| (the list was |_.||h'|i.-.!.":-:'-:'| h_'.' M. M. Tod, fournal af
Egypl 1 [ 1z p. 95); the other study cited
by Raubitschek (]. F. (1 y V.05 11 [1950]: p. 198) also
(l-:u'-u oL COncern :h: :|||1|i|,i|'\-|| Ol “_1l.|,.h|'|'-!i||:-" IS names ;!_||'|,-.'|,-:|:-\.'
containing gentilicla. [t 15 unclear also whether the *Aurelioi™
in line 9 of fa7., 112 1824 {(whatever its date) 15 to be regarded
as fheading a list, again because the list contains the names of
men with othes sntilicia: it is r||.i||- F""""il"l"' on the other hand,
that the “Aurelioi’ iz to be taken with the two names that follow,
Lyeurgus and Pistus, perhaps both sons of Berneicides: cf. L.hs,
1% 3762, 1tis even more difficult to restore Abpai[= =T in line 70
of I.G., 112, 1825 as Adpah[oe ], dppearance
of other pentilicia in the followi
immedia

-.'|||:-||5_"!'| L #H L (%] I,h:

am because of t
ir |i-|. but also beeause the name
] iz written Aéolfhwos) "Exicrg[ros ],
the r--|n-|ia1--:| hardly Being MECESEArY OF eVen natural if ‘.l'-,-:_r;.."..:qu; 1
ion; thus it would seem that Adpgi[- =]
| be interpreted in a different way, though exactly how is un-
It may also be noteworthy that in neither £.G., TIE
1825 is Adpdheor or Abpha] - centered above the list

|.'I'i| W .'I.:-'||1'|_;\:_

IS ||||' COrmect nestorn

1824 nor

"--':'I| -:"'\- -\.l.”*'l.' '|} L] III'.IIj.

O the |E.|1i||;_; of [0, 112, 1801=-18003, cf.
40 (1971): pp. 322-32 (1972

J- = Traall, ."l":'*il.'z-.-'."n
141.

" For the date sece . IV and w8, note 206
Oliver's restoration of him in the aeisilof list of Hesperia 11 (1942 :

P kb, moe 5 (1917 2) 15 uncertain
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4. Adpndios Mupedpos Aoumrpels. 1.0, 112 1077, line 43,

In office in 209/10,

He appears among the aeisited in this vear: hier-
onymy is observed, and his identity 1s unknowrn,

GENERAL REMARKS

This priest's function was concerned with main-
taining the sacrificial fire of altars and hearths.t!

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 pyrphores had a
prohedria seat in the theater, was included among
the aerstlor 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
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.

of the most prestigious priesthoods.

However, it does seem safe to
say that this priest had a low position in the cult
as a whele. 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.
cluded in a limited group of Eleusinian priests that
he appears directly after the altar-priest, as in the
aetstlof lists and the decree of 20/19 in honor of the
daduch Themistocles (where he even appears ahead
of the sacred herald),

I'l, iH- f!lirl:-.' 1|'|.|1|.'|'| ]H_‘ 'i:-i i.[l-

IX. OTHER SACRED OFFICIALS

Paidiveie

This sacred official is attested as early as the end of
the sixth century in a fragmentary boustrephedon in-
scription,! next in the list of officials in the Eleusinian
Endowment of ca. 160-70 a.p.? and fnally m a
decree of 221/2 a.n?* Besides his title, which indi-

actes that he was concerned with the care of statues

L., Robert (R.EG. 79 [1900]: pp. 746-748) discusscs nu-
instances of the B Our
Eleusinian pyrphores 15 to be distinguished from the mupedpes &
dxpomdhews  ef. . HL. Oliver, Hesperia 21 (1952) 1 p. 304, n. 34,

2 5ee nos. 3 and 4 and append. 11

13

Meros oughout Greece.

See abovie, . 10=11 and 77.
1 Sokolowskl, Supplément, 1,
L:.'=.I'l.|1|i s |,'-'1‘..|i||: for the most accurate edit

H. Jeffery Hesperia 1T (1948) - pp. 80-111 {

whose restorations canmot
n see the e
_.'zl .I..||'|'I'I|-.|'|, F
XIT, 2-3).
] .\;!. ol .l_|||l1.'|'_ ||_:| .';i.‘-‘ .”I_
= .ll_I:.-._r ||-'I 1078 HI'."-:'; for the date see \l-'.-l:l-l:lli:-w. .II.'In'.-'..'?e'.'n:l.' 18
:_'|r.:'l'1:: PP 37-30
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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 splendorens). It mentions
(lines 16-18) that when the procession from Eleusis
with the hiera arrives at the Eleusinion in Athens
“the gadvrrys ot feoiv, 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 fukchagoses, the pyrphoros,
and the sarayis.

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
b rr;ah‘t1|1i‘:|:|5' certain that this sacred official was
drawn from the Eumolpidae.

IMavasyye

In the law of ea. 460 B.c.% it was ordained that the
tepets O [marayns | 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 Keryvkes.

1. Bledredos Merekparovs Xodheidne., Decree in honor of
the daduch Themistocles, above, p. 51, line 13.
In office in 20/19.

[n the list of priests of the Kervkes who testified in
favor of honoring the daduch Themistocles, Theo-
|:-]l[|L1:-§ is called & Tarayis ﬁ.\},:'.l'i;.‘ he i= ]'I-i'('l:'l_‘fll_'{l EI:'\.' the
altar-priest, the pyrphorss, and the herald of the Two
Coddesses (the sacred herald).

He is otherwise unknown, but may be related to
Fetizehos "Eppatoxor Xeddeldne (I.G., 112, 2461, line 126,
a list of members of middle of the first

century B.C.).

Leontis,

AUGUSTAN PERIOD

A seat in the prohedria of the Theater of Dionysus
iz inscribed®: kgukes mavayois| kel fepéws.
2, 'Taowr Fnflow d kal Adyeurpos “Ayrobows. 1.0, 112, 3604,
In office in the hrst fuarter of the second century

AL

His incumbency is dated by J.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

$ See above, ppe 10-11 as
Sea text above, p. 51, 1
BTG, 113, 50
tion see now M. Maass, Die Pr e des M
Athen (Mumnich, 1972): p. f. below, Appendix I11,

I,

wysosthealers in




eI

three boys who were ephebes in this period.” Kape-
tanopoulos lists other members of this family who
appear in lists of ephebes and frvtaneis.®

Jason is called simply é warayss in I.G., 112, 3664,
as well as the priest of several other deities: "Epuns
Hudfrns kal Xepddrns, 'y "Huepos, and IMédes. Hermes
Pyletes is probably the Hermes Propylacus at the
entrance of the Acropolis, mentioned by P
(I, 22, 8)* Interestingly, also
depending on how yvou take his words, either that a
representation of the Xapires stood next to Hermes
Propvlaeus 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 Xamdorns, and so ‘Epugs uhdrnes  kal
Xepborgs may be one and the same cult.
is believed by Wilhelm identical

AUSANIAS

P:i'lih':il'l'-l.'l.:'i |"|,_'|:|[1_~.~i,

I'y "Hyepos
with TI'n

to he

Kevporpdeos who was worshipped on the Acropolis.”
A cult of Iléfos 15 unattested for Athens but may be
involved with the cult of "A¢pediry Iavdnuos and Tledd.
In 1., 1%, 3664 Jason is honored apparently for his
service as fakepos in the cult of Asclepius and Hygeia.

160170

OFf the priests of the Kervkes listed in the Eleusinian
Endowment! the ravayns follows the daduch, sacred
herald, altar-priest, and pvrphoros, that is, the same
officials who preceded him in the decree of 20/10,12

3. Mbrhwos ‘Epévpios Afkirmos rohepaion "Eppeos. 1.0,
112, 2931, 3198, 3667, 3669, 3670, 3671. P.IL.R..
H 104. F. Millar, J.R.5. 59 (1969): pp. 19-29,

with stemma. In office from ca. 230 to ca. 280.

He is called fepeis worayss in all the epigraphical
testimonia except 1., 1% 2931 (which he dedicated as
archon) and .G, II%, 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 Atheman
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

T Sometime between 112/3-125/6 (I.G., 1% 2029). The sons
are: Zrparwe, "Amoddowos, and Adbearres,  This identification was
made by E. Kapetanopounlos, "Apy. "Ee. 1968: pp. 191-102,

8 [hed.

¥ Cf. Frazer, Pawsanias's Descripiion of Greece 2: pp. 268-273;
W. Judeich, Topographie von Athen® (Munich, 1931), p. 224.

0 Pausanias, I, 22, 3: Wilhelm, Beifrige zur gricchizchen Tn-
schriftenkunde (Wien, 1909), p. 95,

1L !‘."":' ||.|Hr||-1', ;ll:l. ‘-:l -.'ifi.

12 See above, po 51, line 13,
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guess.  Millar shows that it is unlikely that he died
before the mid 270's,

Etvnologicum  Magnum, p. 429, 5w,

Uncertain date.

4. Eeodwpos.
Hueporalhis.

In the Etvmologiciem Magnum (loc. cif) there is
mentioned a description of the fuepokadiis by Beddwpos
6 warayns wposoyopevduevos & T wporw wepl Kppleow
yerous. 1

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 5.c. he was called lepels & [mavayis ], in 20/19 kqpvé
wmarayhs, in the late third century lepets mavaygs, and on
the seat in the Theater of Dionysus xal lepéws appears
to be a later addition to sqpuwes marayois. This sug-
gests that his name changed from lepels wavayss to
knpvE warayds and back again to fepeis.  (In the early
second century an inscription records just maravyns.)
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,

Mowsenrwyor
LETWY0g

He 15 mentioned in the list of officials appended to
the Eleusinian Endowment'® of ca. 160-170 and he
seat in the prohedria of the Theater of
Dionyses.!®  His function is clear from his title: he
Since this
|Et‘ilf-.' was a latecomer to the eult, ]}r:]|:n|si}' 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 ;Jr'lﬂlslllh' H| ]",L||11r:'|]}:i{l_

The only known incumbent is: Awrbows Mapafidwws.
F.G., 113, 3733, 3734, 4771, 4772, In office in 126/7.

He was cosmete in 126/7 (1.G., 112, 3733 and 3734).
In I.G., II*, 3734 he is not named but ecalled &ofihds

has a

carried or accompanied the statue of *laxyoes.

# For the full quotation gee above, p. 33, n. 149,

" The rerayeis mentioned by Pollux, [, 35 {ed. Bethe) cannot
be: underatood to mean that there was more than one marayns ; for
all the officials in this sentence are named in the plural.,  Julian,
Oratin ¥V, 173c-d (ed. Hertlein) writes: Semep deraifa (e, In
the eult of the Mother ) T oo perigews alror Groripreral, ofrw 6t
wat Tapd "Afgralon ol rév dpphiray drrisiol FOPAYES Lo, Kal & TobTas
I do not think that this refers to our
priest, but that Julian is siying that all the priestly participants
of the cult who had some “contact”” with the hera were TOMO YT,
pure in some ritual sense or perhaps practicing chastity during the
festival.

BE ey 3
ELUPNLWE EEQOEAETRE KTA,

% 5ee above, pp. 35-36.  He also appears in the list of Eleu-
sinian pricsts in Pollux, 1, 35 (ed. Bethe)

e yG, 12, 5044 and append. 111.

'"5ee Foucart, 1914 pp. 110-113.

& See above, pp. 50-52,
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['TaxxoJu eiporddos vuxiew pvorard[hos ovwd Jiwr. He still
has the title of "laxyaywyés in two other dedications,
I.G., 11 4771 and 4772, which do not belong to the
vear 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 lsis.
Hieronymy was not observed.

Teozirc Deov wa Dedc

Nilsson argues persuasively that the fess xal fed are
!] - JI- —— o)
Pluton and Persephone.?

1. Aakpareidns Zworpirov 'Inapets. 1.6, 112, 1941, line
7; 2336, line 196; 2452, line 41; 4037: 4701
Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 2, line 12; 14, line 9:
25, line 9. In office around the end of the second
century B.c.

Un a great reliefl which he set up at Eleusis as a
yapreripor to Demeter and Kore and fefs and fed and
Eubouleus he is called fepeis feoir xal feds val EbSoukéc[s
————12" The dedication was made on behalf of
himself, his sons Sostratus and [[Dionysiu]s and his
[wife ]2 Dionysia. He himsell was a thesmothete
in 98 /7% his son Sostratus was a pythaist in 106/5%;
and his other son Dionysius was an ephebe in the
Pythais in the same year.®®* Thus the birth date of
Lacrateides would appear to be around 160-170.

Part of a damaged head in the relief is identified
by a nearby inscription as that of Lacrateides. His
||':"|.i|- i..."i |';:|”H .]l]{l |-.'H |:I(:I|_]]i|_|_ |:l_"|, el ,‘f!?’f:lf.l‘f},"f.lil.’_

2. Elpneaios Eippratoy Mawwnets.  1.G., 115 1772, line 8;
2047 2045, In office in 140/1 A.D.

LG, 11%, 2047 and 2048 show that he was cosmete
in 140/1 and was also called lepels feoi xai feds. His
soni Dionysius was ephebe in this vear (1.6, 112, 2048)
and J-':l.i“_'t'.’r.'Ju‘.".'.' in 162/3 I\f.fl.. [12 1772 line &).

#1914: p. 208.

A Greselichle 1: PP 470 -]J-]: Arclie T
32 (1933): pp. 89-92 (= Opuscnla, Z: pp. 5535-558).

2GR 4701, Ttis possible that he was at this time a priest
of other rods as well, for the i:]:-l,'ri|:||_i-:||| continues with Edgouniw[c
[ [ Philios's restoration, cal

rserscifl

- -] wad i [..... Jor row |- - =1
vy [ovufon Jeor rab rrmf]. iz far from certain,

A Daughter is also possible.

B LG, 118, 2336, line 196 {=S. Dow, H.S5.C.P. 51 [19407:
P 121, line 202 : Fouilles de Deiphes, 111, 2, 2, line 12,

H LG, 113 1940, line T7; Fonulles de Delphes, 111, 2, 14, line 9.
This is my ir:l,a,'r|'|rt~ii|1_i-:|||; Kirchner believes (ad, TG, 112, 1941)
that the pythaist was a cousin of Lacrateides. However, since
Sostratus probably was the oldest son, and his brother was ephebe
in 106,35, it is quite possible that he was older than his brother by
ten vears or more, old enough in fact to be pythaist in this year.
Kirchner believes that Sostratus the son of Lacrateides was a
trxele In the Pythais of 106/5 (Fonilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 28,
col, 111, line 32), but the irres in ||I,I|'r-l;i|::] 13 @ =Sostratus of the
tribe Attalis with no patronymic or demaotic given, and so he
cannot be identified with probability as the son of Lacrateides.

¥ Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 25, line 9.

OTHER SACRED OFFICIALS o7

160-170 A.ID,

tepets feo[ ¥ i feas - ] appears next to last in the
gsecond column of the Eleusinian Endowment of e,
160-170.2¢

REMARKS

Apparently Eubouleus was not always served by
the priest of the God and the Goddess as the case of
no. 2 seems to show,

This priest was not among those of the Kervkes in
the decree of 20/19 in honor of Themistocles the
daduch, and so the priesthood was probably a
Eumolpid one. Although this priest hier-
onymous deities, he himsell seems not to have been
hieronymous, at least not before 140/1, which is in
keeping with his minor position in the cult.

Hl‘r"'.'l.._'[!

Teoeve Toimzohemoy

The only known incumbent is [A¢p Jodeloios Erepdrov
[Mepad Jdvos of the mid third century A.D. (I.G., 1%
3703), 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
Keryvkes who testified on behalf of the daduch Themis-
tocles in 20/19, This was probably therefore a
Eumolpid priesthood.

Teorwr TIhovswvoo

She is attested only once, in a “sacred calendar' of
e, 330—cu. 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.™

Tuvaywyol

Three of them are listed among the priests of the
Kervkes in the decree of 20/19 for the daduch Themis-
tocles.® The only other mention of them is in the list
of priests in Pollux, I, 35 (ed. Bethe) where they are
-:'el”ﬁ‘:(]! I:'FI'IF'I:EE.. i"}.l.i'r:']'ll'.l'.llﬂ. |[1 '\.'i'_"“' I::ll- El'li:";- .,'||'|[I El'li_'
obvious part that l|u‘.}.' would have in the ]:11];'4,*::;—;]'1,:-:1
EJj- [l‘lL“' ;‘Il]!t':"'l.‘\ri‘l"ﬁ 51 SCEMNS !'ﬂ_'él,ﬁ”ll.él,l"lll._' L 5[]]}']!]5[' |_|'|;"||,'
they belonged to this cult.

Of the three duraywyol in the decree for Themistocles,
the first, "Aporddnuos "Apyeiov Tpwopiireos, was the son

% Hesperra 21 (1952): p. 381, line 55 (= L., 113 1092); see
He was actually last in the first engraving of
this document; the |_1t‘i1'-| of '|':|':.5,||_|:-||_'I!'||_|;- was added later l:::-'w.-
eboae).

17 [had., line 56.

# Dow and Healev, 1965 line 24,

above, pp. 35=-30.

# [bed., pp. 35-36. Foucart assumed this also (1914 : p, 220),
W 5ep the text :|1I~:|‘.'1'. p- 51, lines 182100,
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of the archon of 98/7%: the second, Meweas Merpéov
"Afnmebs, is probably to be identified with a prytanis
of 50-402 and is perhaps related to the archon
Menneas son of Zopyrus®; and the third, Ffuer
Fedsuoros Mehrets, was the son of a ifrwels in the
Pythais of 106/5.%

Teoeve Abogogoc

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

He is called & Mflocépos mob depoi Afov and was simul-
taneously Awds  'Oplov  kal ‘Opias  xai
Horadivos Hpoo{d)afa}rnplov val Ilosedons Eegedcoiyor.

Kapetanopoulos? points out that line 4 of .G, II%
1727 (= Hesperia 3 [1934]: p. 147 and hg. 2) should
read Jwoifeos Kheopéwovs M[apafiiweos] rather than
Eweifeos ; in which case our man was basileus “paulle
ante 63/2(7)". For a stemma of the family see I.G.,
112, 3488,

Lepel's 'Abnras

SECOND CENTURY A.D,

There is a seat in the prohedria of the Theater of
Dionysus designated as the seat of the teptws Miffodpoy
(I.G., 112, 5077); iepiws is carved by a separate hand.
2, M

Kesahnfer.

27},

Alphhos  Adlodpos  IlpogdenTos
I.G., II%, 3658 (= Olver,

In office around 200 a.D.

IMirroxpirous
1941: no.

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 Mfogipos 13
incorporated into his name; it seems to imitate names
with hieronvmy.

The function of the Aflocbpes is unknown, mainly
because we do not know the nature of the tepos Aiflos
which he evidently carried.”

It is clear that the
priesthood belonged to the Kerykes, but the evidence
is tenuous at best for linking it to the cult of the
Mysteries. It appear in the Eleusinian
Endowment, though it is possible that it was squeezed
int between the second column of the list of priests and
the margin.

does not

1 For the archon, '.’Lp'..q[ns '.-'I.p-..-efr.ll.' Tpweopbatas, see PoA., 15806
and Meritt, The dthenian Vear, p. 238 (with bibliography). The
father of the archon [ think is probably to be restored in LG, [1%,
2445, a st set up around 140, so that line 11 should read : L'."I.J.'",tim
"Ap Jorobfuor Towopbat.

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

®7G, I, 1718, line 2 (36/5-18/T B.C.).

H Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 28, col. 11, lire 293 zee Sundwall,
N.P. A, p. 163, with stemma.

% By, "Apy., 1968: p. 177,

¥ For the best discussion of the nature of this priest see P,
Roussel, 1934 : pp. B24-827.

fitr Religionswissenschafl 32
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An alleged special group of priestesses called the
{tpeiar Tavayels owes its existence partly to a missing
comma. Bethe in his edition of Pollux, I, 35, has the
correct punctuation: lépea:, wavayeis. The latter
refers in the plural to the ravayfs (see above, pp.
05-096), just as all the other names of priests in this
part of the list are in the plural. None of the other
evidence allezed for them relates convincingly to
the Mysteries at Eleusis.¥

It is unclear whether the gloss in Hesychius about
the ipards—o dywerris rav 'Ehevawior refers to a priest
at the Mysteries.

The vewsdpos might have a better claim to priestly
status, but he is attested in only one inscription, the
account of the epistafat of 329/8, where there is no
sign that he had duties any more important than those
of a sacristan: the rewrépos [épans, who Kirchner did
not think was an Athenian, is mentioned as having
something to do with intestines, perhaps getting nd
of them or purchasing them®; repairs of a vewsépor are
mentioned several times.™

AaTyg

In Pollux, I, 35 (ed. Bethe) we find appended to a
list of Eleusinian priests and priestesses: 'lakyaywyds
vap kol kouporpieos kel daeplrys, Kal doa rorabra, e o
'"Arricéw. 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 Nilsson believes the goddess
Daeira to be Pluto's sister, who gu:::l't]i'.t] Kore in the
underworld.

1,

X. HEARTH-INITIATES (Ilaibec dg’ tdziac)
INTRODUCTION

The rats &' dorias (punlels or puyfetoa) appears in the
list of recipients in the Eleusinian Endowment of

3 For a full discussion see Foucart (1914 pp. 214-213) who is
of the opposite opinion. [t seems to me that the regular priest-
eases of the sanctuary could sometimes be called morayeis but
|_|||'i'!.' in reference o the [l:._l.-:'l.'il'-.' of chastity 1|.I.JI'iI1:'.'_ the |t'rli-\'=l]-

# F 7, 118 1672, line 123. On the pewnépos in general of. P,
H[|'1|H|"|, K rltrsaltertidmer? PP 51-52 - H. Hriﬁh-r. R.E. 16 (]U_i_;_l:
coll. 2422-2424. A Perses appears on a fourth century grave
inscription at Eleusis (8.C.H. 94 [1970]: p. 912).

W Lines 164, 181, 201, 208.

it Spe his full treatment of this problematical goddess in A refie
(1935): pp. 82-83 (= Opuscula
Selecte, 2: pp. 545-547). It 15 not clear to me whether the
“priestess of Demeter' who according to one source must absent
herself when sacrifice is mace to Daeira is the priestess of Demeter
at Elensis.  Another full discussion of ancient and modern inter-
pretations is given by P Moraux, Uwe imprécation funéraire o
Néacésarée (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). FPorphyry includes the raides in a dis-
cussion of priests, and even attributes to them sacerdo-
tal functions. His description of them reads?: §rep vip
& tobs pvernplois § ae' dorias Neydueros wals derl wdvrer
Ty puouperar avopédicoeror o Oefor, dxpefas Apdr Th
TROTTETAYMErR, TOUTO Kard T4 g xal wohes of lepeis
divarrar arri Tarrwr Blovres val 7o eiov wporayiueror Hud
% eboedelas els iy oear kpdeporiar.  Nevertheless, we
cannot conclude that the waiz a¢’ éorias was resarded
as a lepebs, but simply that he (or she) offered pravers
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
Areopagus, Boule, and Demos.

The principal clue concerning their function ought
to lie in the phrase &y’ 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-

many by the

sentant de la cité qui est symbolisée par le fover
public,” and of G. Méautis,* who associates ae' éorias
with the proverh de’ dorlas Gpyeefac (i.e., “"beginning
with what is essential, beginning from the beginning'')
and then interprets pumflels d¢’ éoriag in the following
sense: ‘cet enfant est le premier initié, linitié type,
'initié primordial.”  According to his interpretation,
ay¢’ forias 15 equivalent to ér’ dpxys; éerie means
essentially dpxs, the primordial; and the proverb ag’
éorins dpxeofar developed with this primordial aspect
of dorla in mind. He gives scant attention, however,
to the metaphorical origin of the proverb. When
gacrificing 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 doria any inherent meaning of “beginning.” This
meaning evolved out of a sacrificial custom, and
apparently did not exist independently of &¢' forias
dpyerfac.®

Thus, if &' derias means “original” or

VLG, 118, 1092 (= Hesperiz 21 [19527]: pp. 381-382): see
abowve, pp. 35-36 and below, pp. 110, 111,

* De Abstinentia, 1V, 5.

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

i REA. 39 (1937 PP- 105-107. Milsson, Geschichie, 2: p- 02,
n. 4, suggests the possibility that doria meant “family,” Le., the
Eumolpidae and Kervkes (which probably was not true, as will
be shown below), but takes no firm position.

4 See A, Preuner, Levikon der pricchischen nmd  rimischen
Myihologie, ed. Roscher, s.o. Heatia, coll. 2614-2620.

“In the phrase &=’ &\\ys éorlar «al Fpafes
spoyepilopiray (Strabo, 1, 1, 16) deria has the metaphorical mean-
ing of “center,” “places which are to a country as a hearth ig to a
house' (L.8.0., s0. dorla [, 5). éorias xal dpxgs 15 8 hendiadys

ApxTE  Tai

HEARTH-INITIATES 0o

“primordial” in the phrase wais d¢' dorias, more con-
clusive evidence is needed to prove this than the fact
that it meant “from the beginning' in the proverh.

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) : "Ag' éorias punfqrac
4 & row mpocpiTer "Afgralwr kMipw Aaxdr mais dnuocie
pondeis.  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 giyews® or perhaps as the
locale of some ceremony which took place even before
the uimees.

The custom of the rais d¢' érrias was very old.  ltis
attested as early as around 460 B.c., in an inscription
which is unfortunately mutilated and uncertainly re-
:."'I.”]-l:'fl i|] 1.|'||:: FL"L'[i.'!]I'I "-'l'.l:ll:.,"l'i_': ||'||:_' ﬁ"l,’[i.'s iﬁ |'|'||.._"|'||,ili'll'll\_'(:l.:I
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 moystes,
before the telefe.

An unpublished inscription discovered near the
Eleusinion in the Athenian Agora,' which dates ap-
parently to the second quarter of the fourth century
or perhaps slightly later, sheds new light on the way

|||'|:-.". :\-iglli.l.:\.illj: “eentral .-I,.|.:|1i||j_:\_-|'-|:nir||_'- arf "eenler as -[:|r|.':1|g.
point.””  Both éoeria and dpxh with their separate meanings are
essential to the sense of the passage; if derle meant by itself
“central starting-point,’’ there would have been no need [or oy,
and il trrin meant dpxd, the passage would make no sense.

T A, Mommsen, Heorfologie (Leipzig, 1864), pp. 239-240), sug-
gested that the hearth was in the sanctuary at Eleosis: “ein
heihger Heerd der Demeter, in dessen Nihe der Erwiihite die
Wethe fur alle nahm. Die Aeltern hofften threm Kinde durch
die Weithen voin Heerd reichen Segen zu pewinnen.”  In a foot-
note to p. 239 he savs: “Vielleicht kann man auch die Stelle des
II:L'rI'IllI,:'\-\. 236240 h.l,_':l'.;gllf.il"hq*ll., Wi |}l_'|'|1|'l,1'-r an i.|::|:| 111 |’ﬂqg|i||g
eme [nsterblichkeitsweihe (v. 242) vollzicht. Sie bedient sich
dabei des Herdfeners. . . Considering the many aetiological
elements in the hvmn the suggestion is a very attractive one,

s0On the plmpag spe .l|:l|?'.'l.', T 13. For the hearth of the
Prytanenm as a starting point for a procession ¢f. the regulation
concerning the orgeones of Bendis, Sokolowski, Lofs sacrées, 46,
lines 6-7 (= I.G., 113, 1283):
i roi mprrardor.  OF. also the deayeyy éwd s doyapas, though
not related to the Prytaneum, Pickard-Cambridge, The Dramalic
Festivals of Athens, rev. J. Gould and ). M. Lewis (Oxford, 1968),
pp. 59-61. [t should be noted that the Croconidae, who were
associated with the Eleusimian cult, apparently administered a
EANCTUAryY of Hestia I:.I'.f:., ]J:. E:_}_'“;}. line ).

¥ I.Gr., 12, 0; for the test see above, pp. 10-11; the lines in ques-
tron are 24—26.

1 5ee above, p 13,

it C, Edmonson, who will soon publish this inscription, has
kindlv allowed me to cite this passage.

T TorEle Tiewar and i dorlas v
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the waibes &e' dorias were selected. Lines 41-2 read:
wepl 76 a' [éorins xph 7ou fact Jhéa wponyopebew ypigeolar
TOL -i[o?twénww "Abpu[abay «enernninnss e e e
ﬁjyépm'r [=: T & 8 Ty ypalapévaw ﬁ}_»ﬂ,ﬂof!fw &
Hageheds '.r17;||:r,:| popey el e flfr[_.l-' ae' Eorios J Thus
any Athenian who wished to have his child become an
e’ dorias merely had to register the child's name, and
on the first day (presumably of Boedromion) the
basileus selected the pais by lot from those registered.
The fact that the basileus was involved tends to
signify great antiquity for the institution. The
manner of selection is in complete accord with the
approximately contemporary statement made by
Isacus in a lost speech!®: "0 a¢' éorias puotueros "Afgraios
fir wéprwe. kMpw 8¢ Mayow &uverro. The statement in
Anecdoln Graeca (see above) adds that the cost
of myesis of this child was paid at public expense
(fnporia), and that the child was & & rar wpoxplrow
*Abmeaiwr. Foucart's suggestion that & rav mpokplrow
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, 1 suspect,
should rather be derived from the fact that in the
Hellenistic and Roman peried numerous monuments
were dedicated at Eleusis to waides d¢' éorias of dis-
tinguished families, L.e., mpéwpiron.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.
.G 112 3478,

1. Avelas"Apréparos aiapeeis. Around

115 B.C.

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., 11*, 2452, line 21)
and whose grandson was ephebe in 107/6 (I.G., 117
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.(., 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, 5.0, d’ doriar mmfea.

3 Foueart, 1914: p. 278.  Aristotle, Ath, Pal., 8.

Uin Die Cassius mpéspores 15 used to translate frinceps; cf.
LS50, 4.

18 Ad I.G., 11%, 3488.
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who was ephebe in 107/6 and grandson of the priest
of Apollo.

2. A girl. I.G, I1%, 3477. Second half of second

century.

She is honored by the Boule and the Demos as
hearth-initiate, kanephoros at the Panathenaea, and
Eancphores in the Pythais. The date is derived from
the priestess of Athena, Habryllis, daughter of Micion
of Kephisia.'®

3. The dedication to a girl hearth-initiate in Hesperia
37 (1968) : p. 289, no. 29, dated there by its lettering
to around 200 B.c., could perhaps belong to any
time in the second century.

4. duhiorior Awrveion "Alaviws fuydrne.  Below,

pend. VI.  End of second century.

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. 3).

3. 'Emecdren "Afgeayipor Mehréws Svydarp. LG, 113
3480, In the last quarter of the second century.

Her father and her maternal grandfather were
priests of Sarapis on Delos in 126/3 and 116/3 re-
spectivelv.!™ The base (I.G., 11%, 3480) was set up
by her maternal grandparents.

6. Tepolleéa Muydeiov Tov Mudelov Ilepacéws Fuyarnp. 1.7,
12, 3491, Around the middle of the first century
B.C.

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 63." 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 1in 20,19,

Her father was a Eumolpid.

L.G., 113,
Second half of the first century B.C.

7. Daughter of a man of the deme Azenia.
3402,

Inspection of this dedication shows that the follow-
ing text is necessary:

[ "AL Jppetsss Gyy[a ]
[répa, Aéorros rou ITvd Jewarros "Alne[t ]

[Ews xal Aworipov Toir ]| Awddpov "Alae[é ]
4l s vidiy de' dorias u jimpfeloar Amu[nq]
[ rou kal Kopne avéfy av.

1 Cf. stemma ad F.A. 5966,

17 Inscriptions de Léos, 2610,

18 See stemma, P.A., II, p. 82,

8 Oliver, Expounders, [ 19, pp. 146-147,
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The disposition of the text is slightly altered, but
Kirchner’s restorations are retained with the addition
of definite articles (so J. H. Oliver) in lines 2 and 3.

Diotimus son of Diodorus of Halai was the member
of the Kerykes who proposed the decree honoring the
daduch Themistocles (no. 16), and was one of the
distinguished Athenians who participated with the
hierophant in the lectisternium of Pluto.® He was
also an exegete elected by the Demos.®

8. [Awr Jipa, daughter of [. . . Jeleides and Phaenarete.
1.G., 11%, 3499. Dated by lettering to first century
before Christ.

None of these persons is otherwise known.

An unknown girl who was also Eanephoros for
Sarapis. [.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.C.

Les, 11 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 ]:nli"f{}i'e the nu in the hrst j)l"l;_'HL_‘J"\I.'L'Li |i11|.:; 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. ['U]wfn (?) Mohvxdpuor "Afnréws fuydrne. 1.6, 112
3518. Beginning of first century a.n. Erected
hj‘ the Boule.

Her father was archon, her grandlather pytho-

chrestus exegete, and her great-grandfather hoplite
general, archon, and epimelete of Delos.*
12. Aauifeor "AmohnEos & Ofov fvyarnp. 'Apx. "Ee.
1971: pp. 114115, no. 7 (= LG., 1I? 3519 plus
new fragment). For the stemma see O. Rein-
muth, B.C. 0. 90 (1966) : pp. 9899, and "Apy. "Ee.
loc. cil.  Augustan.

She comes from an illustrious I':!:Itl”‘lq." l.ﬁi."l.‘ Rein-
muth’s stemma) ; her maternal grandfather was prob-
ably the archon of 32/1, 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. 30, note 30),

e 1
Around the

13, $edhnre Kheopérovs Mapafwriov fSuyargp.
3520, Stemma: ad .., 112, 3488,
beginning of first century A.D.

WG, 118, 2404, line 3. 20,

8 Oliver, fxponnders, p. 149,
2 For the prosopography of this family see fbid., p. 148,

See above, P

HEARTH-INITIATES

1m

Her father was thesmothete in the beginning of the
first century a.p. (L.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 briel 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 hoy 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
bov and a piglet would naturally suggest the hearth-
initiate,

The statue was made in the Julic-Claudian (or
possibly Hadrianic) period. L. Spaulding suggested,
not very cogently in my opinion, that its original was
a creation of a classicizing school of the first century
B.C.. perhaps the Pasitelean school.?* Most other
opinions are that its original was a fifth-century
creation,® and we will return to this question below.

2. Figures 8-9. An Antonine copy of the same
original, now in the Palazzo dei Conservaton.?® [t
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 sfrophion; 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
15 missing).

3. Figure 10. An Antonine copy of the same origi-
nal, now in the Palazzo dei Conservatori.®®  Only the
head is ancient. He is wearing a strophion.

# | have profited much in discussing the material of this section
with mny wile, I|.||.'-:|l'.|.'|:.t:| Colling Clinton,

8, Esdaile, JAHLS 29 (1909); pp. 1-5, pl. Ia; Helbig, Fihrer
durch die dffentlichen Samomiungen klassischer Allerlifimer tn Ront
(1966), no. 1503, with bibliography.

8 The "“Camillus”™ Type in Sculpiure (Diss. Columlna, 1911},
- 30,

EL R ]:Iu,-":-i!s;:l v T R E.:p[n ild, e priechizsche Plasiik
{Handbuch der . =6, 3, 1, 1950}, p. 130;: B.5. Rill:—:l'w.'lf-'.
The Severe Sh "R G ."Ir-.'rg.-.-' (Princeton, 1970), P 68, who
groups nos. 1-3 near the Sosandra, e, ca. 460; Poulsen, Der

e Sl (Co |;|l.'||||..'|_g_'1'|L. 19377, pp. 79-80, argues for a Boeotian

l of ea. 450

7 K, Eadail, op. cil., pl. Ib (the forearms and pig are restored) ;
Helbigs, loc. cif.

B Amelung, Disserfationes di Ponltficra Accaderia, 2. Seria 9
|__|.‘:||'IFI; PR 115 -{5. tawv. "L'[; “l.'“:li_ii'...'l'-. cil.




CLINTON: THE ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES

Conservatort bov (1),  Courtesy of German

Archaeological Institute at Rome,

. 5.

4. An Antonine copy of the head of the same
The

original, now in the Terme Museum in Rome.®
fillet in the hair is identical to that of no. 1.

Similar heads are located :
A L. Panbens, Muses Nazionale Romano (delle Terme), Scullure

Greche del V. Secolo (Rome 1953), no. 39, It is from a herm.,

TRANS. AMER. PHIL.

Congervatori boy (1), side view. Courtesy of German
Archacological Institute at Rome.

FiG. 6.

3. In the Louvre®

6. At Ince Blundell Hall.®

7. In the Wandel collection in l'u]u-'|1ll:1;_"|:1'|.""

8. At Sicyon, discovered in the course of excavating
J{()]Elélll hilllH{".-i

All of these hoys (1-8) have a peculiar tuft of hair
rising directly above the middle of the forehead.

# Reinach, Recenil de Tétes Awnltones {(Paris, 1903, fug. 249,

' B, Ashmole, A Calalog of the Ancient Marbles at Inee Blundell
Hall {(Oxford, 1929), no. 162, pl. 4.

! Poulsen, Der sirenpge SHil, P T

 Mpakrieda 1935: p. 80, hg. 12,




HEARTH

[LI)|'..-\-!'|"|.iI'||'IE'i. |!|r|1. I]:_
Archacological Institute at Rome.

Courtesy of German

Similar in some respects to nos. 1-2 is a statue of a
|

boy in the Leconfield collection.® le 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 knile show that the artist had a Koman
context |-|| ]lli[lli. il”l:i S0 Il ifi{"“'l'i"ll'i”'iil[l \'ui]h Eh{'
|'|!'.'LFl|'|-il'L[lﬂ|,l_:,' SCeIms Lo I!ll."' Iliul'l]_'\, |_|'|'IE|.|\I;.|'\\

In regard to nos. 1-8 the identification has been
based essentially on the myrtle wreath and the staff-
like object attached to the tree stump of no. 1.
However, the “myrtle” wreath dees not look like a
real myrtle wreath (a good example of which is a
silver myrtle wreath now in the British Museam).®®
Thus it is either artificial, that is, the leaves were
plucked from their branch and artificially arranged, or
else it is highly stvlized, so that in either case one could
also regard the leaves as olive. And the same inter-

M. Wyndham, Catlogue of the Collection of Greek and Rowan
Anliguities in the Possession of Lord |".|1'|.l.l.'_.'|'.'r.lI (London, 19135),
pp. 84-85, pl. 53

B Mustrated in Garden Lore of Ancient Athens (Excavations of
the Athenian Agora, Piclure Book No. 8, 1963), hg. 48,

INITIATES

Conservatori b v {2). {.'hl.ll'l.l.-:w:\' of German
_"n'l,':"u:n,'n|'|||:_;i|,';|'| Institute at Rome,

pretation 1s possible for the leaves protruding [rom
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
|5r:a'i|:1lﬁ of |:i1:1|in;;. The staffs have been given the
name Saxxor by modern scholars, perhaps incorrectly,®

¥ Several examples are collected by Pringsheim, 1905: pp. 16—
19. For a |>|L--1<|!,-r.||s|1 of the Niinpion tablet sce _"I.E.1\.||:-||;|3.-I
Eleusis, pl. 88,

00 the basis of a scholion to ."LI'I-:-'I:1:-|:|§!|.||'|<_'-. Koaights, line 408 :
Baxyor 8 ol rée Acdrvmor doahowr poror, &0ME val Theras tols redolrras
rit Boyee Sasyors dcdhovr, of gy A kal rolt hdlovs ol of e rac
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Fic, % Congervatort boy (21, Courtesy of German

."uh'll.llll.-ll,_" I Inatitute at Rome.

but whatever their name, they are usually depicted as
being carried by mystai,

The connection of these statues with Eleusis can
[:rr'lllnnlrl}' be further tested ; g;lir|.~'-| a class of statues
of |Jl::j-..~; found both at Eleusis and near the Eleusinion
in the Athenian Those from Eleusis, pub-
lished by Kourouniotes,” are as follows :

Agora.

A. Figures 11=-12. A portrait head of a boy wearing
a crown (the body is not preserved).®
handwowen: it 15 not a natural twig: the leaves look
somewhat like myrtle but could be olive.
hair is very short except for a long tult growing from

The crown is
The boyv's
a []Uilll. above the r'i;;h1 ear and t'.lﬂislz.:_ down behind it

century
It 15 more probably a third century

Kourouniotes dates the statue to the frst
after Christ.
worl, such as Harrison, 1953: nos. 41 and 46, although
the pupils of the eves are not drilled.

B. Figures 13-14. A portrait head of a boy wear-
ing a crown (the body is not preserved ). ®

The crown

wipovery.  But Pringsheim,; 1905: p. 16 (gf. Nilsson, Gesehirefile
1: p. 120), '||-:|iI|1l.'»:| out that this statement scems to reler only 1o
Dionysiae Mysteries and so does not reveal the name of the
Eleusinan object.
8 Adkrior 8 (1923): pp. 155-170,
 Fhed., hes. 1a and 1hb,
fhd., figs. 3 and 4.

MYSTERIES

\TEANS, AMEE. PHIL. SO,

Fic. 10. Conservator: bowv (3).

Archaeolonical Institute at Bome.

Courtesy of German

15 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,
1933: no. 31, which she dates to the second hall of
the third century.

It would be natural the unusual
locks in both portraits had a religious significance:

Lo assume [|I<'|_'|

the custom is mentioned by Pollux® : érpecor 68 ries &
TAGYIOU KOUTE 7] KaToru ) Dadp 70 pérwror sorauots f Peols,
kot wropdlere whoyuos i gkodus §f cepd Tooyar.  Portran

A is therefore a representation of a boy hefore the

cutting of this lock for dedication, and portrait B3
just afterwards.
since the only known boys (and girls) connected

the Eleusinian the
kourouniotes'

'|'|IZII||I-| l;‘l:“‘q.' CoOrrect.

religiously  with sanctuary

identification 15

Filp
hearth-initiates, L1

C. A marble statuette of a boy carrying a myrtle-
stafl m his left hand, and in his 'I'i:..;llt. E”'E:'i.ll-l”:'-'. i

piglet, traces of which are still visible.® His garment

Ll 30,
Scheitelschmnck see V.,
BH5-045,

 Kourouniotes, of. cif., fig. &: better photograph in Mylonas,
Flewsis, hg. B0,

vol. 1, p. 90 (ed. Bethe), For a full discussion of
von Gonzenbach, B.C.H. 03 (1969): pp.




VL, 64, L, 3, 'I‘ul.'-1|

.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
F\:(.IIII'HIIIIi(JI.-I.‘H} rises at the part illri1 above the fore-
head. He Fourouniotes
dates the statuette to the fourth century B.c.; Furt-

wiingler® to the fourth or third century B.C.

i:—c 1ol Hit_';lr"i]i.:,_[ 4 CrOWIL.

Another statuette, also found at Eleusis, may

represent a ||{';|rl.||-i1![1i:1l:'f
. A marble statuette, perhaps of a boy, with the

head missing, depicting a person carrving a stafl

(damaged now but probably originally a myrtle-
;

staff}.* He originally carriedd a piglet n lis rnight
hand by its hind legs; its head and forelegs are still
preserved on the base. His garment does not cover
hig right shoulder and reaches to just above the knees.
The date of the statue accerding to Kourouniotes
falls within the Roman period.

The following portrait heads, published by E. B.
Harrison, were found in the Athenian Agora®:

B Ak, Min. 20 (1895); p. 357,
K ourouniobes, afe. & 18 ngs. 9 and 10,
t The Athewion Agora, 1, Portrait Sculpture (1953),

HEARTH-INITIATES

Fig. 12. Eleusis boy (A); side view.

“This life-sized

wearing on his head a

E. Harrison, 1953: no. 41, pl. 28.
I:l(:ll']]':lil. h]iir'l.\h i | ll'-ll,l.ll" 1H|:|
'I\l'i.";l.ll'l lFE ""ll'l-iit.. rl'ﬂ'l'l'l.'t[ |l'1'|_1|.'{'."'\| --1”!]3. AN ;_tl.'l:l [[1 |:I.’||].,"1_
His hair is cut short all over except for a single wavy
lock about 11 em. long which falls from the crown
down the back of his head.” It is dated to the second
quarter of the third century A.p. The long lock is
similar to those on A and B.

F. Harrison, 1953: no. 42, pl. 27. Second quarter

I:l'l- |,|'|I.,' El‘lil"l {'{"!L'l'li[':\\.' L. L. ".lx]il-:‘-i 15 ||'II.,"' I_]I;'I|'||'.\,|ii I;I{ 1
even vounger child than the one represented in no, 41
above. He wears a wreath of small leaves I'.'ll:l_‘..:,i.'i.l
in parallel sets of three, and he has a long scalp-lock

(#1141 1I|H,‘ |‘l._|li'|{ Iht. ]1;:—5 il.i‘.'l.il. -l-l'll._' .liliI.E[' i:—i HIIIZ'I'I'l. T

Third quarter
“This is a life-sized portrait

(x. Harrison, 1953: no. 46, pl. 29,
of the third century A.D.
of a voung boy wearing on his head a wreath of tiny,
close-packed leaves. s hair 15 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
scalp-lock in back similar to
The

that he wore a longer

1!I:l1 Worn |r}' no. 41 :'||>u'l>'1'.“ |¢'.‘I1.":_'.'- nl- l||-,_'
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Fic, 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, which a
statue base of a hearth-initiate has been found.®
Apparently a donor sometimes had the option  of
setting up a statue of someone in connection with the
Eleusinian Mysteries either at Eleusis or in the Eley-
sinion in the Agora (though the vast majority of such
dedications was set up at Eleusis),

near

An identification as hearth-initiate can be made
with the most certainty for A, B, C, E, F, . 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

¢ Hesperia 37 (1968): p. 289, no. 29. Found “in the wall of a

maodern house over the area of the southwestern part of the
Eleusinion.”

f!R.'LN.‘i. AMER, FHIL. S04,

“1G. 14, Eleusis boy (B), side view.

outside of Attica, these characterizstics also occur in
no. 1, which is the earliest in the nos. 1-8 group, and
thus link nos. 1-8 with the Agora and Eleusis statues
and assure the identification. The scalp-lock is of
course rendered differently in nos. 1-8, since they
are in the idealizing Early Classical style and not in
the portrait style of the Eleusis and Agora group
(A, B, E, F, G). No. 1 is further linked to Eleusis
by the myrtle-staff attached to the tree stump. The
only remaining element of no. 1 which requires ex-
planation is the ribbon hanging from the wreath on

the HHHH[:I. It is similar to bands which sometimes

hang down from the backs of strophia on statues of

EJI'EL‘H'.E."\- or :I-rhl'l'l _-illl"l':l_l").ll!l'.ln' ('.;I,F".'IL'I;] 1 ||I!][||I'l1'1'l_r'1\,' ITOT-

ments** 1t is the rawie or rawifor or AnurioKos which

7 By itsell, however, the scalp-lock is not a convincing feature
for an i{In-:1tiIi<';Lt:.u'.'| sinee the arrangément i|| the h:|'i1' over the
forehead in nos. 1-8 may be simply a hair style and have nothing
to do with i rl'li!.:il:lllh custom. And it is -:|uil:|' conceivable
that the custom did not exist at Eleusis in the fifth century but
Wis i|I1J'1:-s|.l.Jl.'-='(| later. The same .|]r||'|i<'- for the IIIF'l of hair in C.

" See, e, 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 Mwysteries kept their right arm bare,®
a custom better reflected in no. 1, where the left arm
ig bare.® The contaminations, then, are striking
only in the Antonine copies, and do not appear, except
for one simple error in copyving (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 frst century B.C, Though some
historical support for this view 1||.i;q]]1 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; vet an Early Classical statue of a hearth-initiate
a5 a fype could well have been set up as a dedication.
A statement of Mo 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

W i, T13, 1292, _
[orepdvet oiv 7 Javedie : for a discussion of this see E. Vanderpool,
Achrior 23 (1968): p. 6, with further references to the rewis, and
.. Rabert, *Apy. "B, 1969: pp. 22-23. CF. also -:r.r_f"!n:n;-u.-_- Ehdas
weTd Tapribloy UKo, Sokolowski, Lots Sacrées de I'A sie Minenre,
11, lines 2-5 (= S.I.G3 1018), worn by a priest in Fergamon
in the third century B.C.; ereearicar fahhob orepave |
wnale Yeoweoe, TG, 113, 1297, lines 9-11; 1333, line 7; 1366, line
25: and G. B. Hussey, Papers of the American School of Classi-
cal Sindies ot Athens 5 (1886-1890): p. 136. Further references,
including many not to the religious custom, :|n-_;;|\.'-.-|1_]>y.' C. B.
Welles, Royel Correspondence in the Hellenistic Period (New
Haven, 1934), p. 369. N " i

¥ See Mylonas, Eleusis, pp. 197, 201, 203, 209, 216.

5 [p no. 1 the error is of a type very frequent in copies.

8 0p, cil., p. 56 (see above, p. 101). o

8 Oralfo, XXXI, 90, 22-23 (ed. von Arnim, Vol. I, p. 243).

lines 11-12, gal [odeglapie Ja faihoi

TTeEare  Kad
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are uninscribed : olor érar Mywor Tols o¢dipn dpyalow
karaypnofar kol Toas elrm kel aremeypacovs.  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™: el
map’ 'Afgralois 'Elevevior pboeror wauids ekar olx fyoura
Emrypachr kaceivor efvar Méyovew ‘Hpaxhéa. The only
mystai at Eleusis who were waifes, so far as is known,
were the raifes do' drrias pmBérres, and if Sokolowski's
restoration of lines 24-26 of I.(., 12, 6 is correct,®
there existed a regulation forbidding children to he
initiates unless they were hearth-initiates. Thus it
would appear that the statue mentioned by Dio was a
hearth-initiate .'u_"lu:tlt:.'
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 mi!,:ill 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
Thus 1 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 ztatues were of gods or heroes
or (impossible in this case) famous men, and Heracles'
initiation was well known., Of we do not
know how ancient Dio's eeddpa dpyaie elvdr was; but it
may well have been Early Classical; at the least it
sugpests a serious possibility, on historical grounds,
that the Roman copies could go directly back to-an
Early Classical original. On artistic grounds 1 think
that statue no. 1 does derive from a Afth-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
H||r:1.1.':7' | knuwfﬂlgv of anatomy and technical skill™
and ‘% unattainable in the ffth
century A hith 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 mayv 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

'I_J!EIl,'.'-_CH l'u: Was ”:'l":u']x':‘l.

| ||-::-:'-jt:-:~'. i

COUTrSe,

sense of reality”™

4%

is simply not wvalid.

H [bid., 92, 7-9, p. 246,

= See above, pp. 10=11.

# Apollodorus, 11, 5, 12; for a hst of sources see Frazer's
edition of .-'||.'|m|||3-(|.|:-l'||.-, ad loc., and E. B. Harrizon, 4.7.4. 71
(1967): p. 44, n. 143,

87 Spp U, Havsmann, Griechische Weibreliefs (Berlin, 1964,

. 82, hg. 47.

58 (p. il p. 6.

8 See above, n, 20,
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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 sirephien 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 whaole it emerges
that the hearth-initiate, like the other mysfad, 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 ) 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. T

SOUrLEls.
120-123, with a stemma.

Khatfwos Anpderparos T Kk Neworéhous
E. Kapetanopoulos, "Apx. 'Ew. 1964 pp.
Arcound 50-70 a.p.

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. ail., p. 1.

1 The confusion may have resulted from the band that was used
to bind the |!|r|:."-' hair in no, 1.

# Possibly a terracotta representation of a hearth-initiate is
a male |.|;.;l.:|1'1' found in the “Demeter Cistern™ in the .‘l.;_:ur;.,
published by [, B, Thompson, fesperia 23 (1954): pp. 103-104
and |.-|.. 24, A staff is eradled between his left arm and I-'”'I-}':
and perhaps he held a |1':;;1-_'L im his now missing right hand. His
cloak is draped alout his midsection and hangs over his left arm,
I am not completely convineed that he is |J|:-:-.. as Thompeon
believes; he may have been a regular initiate.  Also possibly a
hearth-initiate is Furtwingler, Masterpieces of Greek Sealpinre,
. 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]: I 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 mitiated 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. Khavlie 'Adeia Ted Khovdiov ‘Irrépxor Mapafwriov
Buyarnp. 1.G., 1I%, 3604A. P.IRE: C 1068.
Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 98. Around 50-70
A.D.

She was the sister of the father of Herodes Atticus.
The dedication [I.G., 11?, 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. 1.G., [12 3511,
Firat 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 _ 8%, i.e., dgfuos or Adfoxhéa.
For the family see above, table 1, p, 38,

17. T #X Zogoxhys T Th Korwros Zovewels. LG, 113,
3552, as restored by A. Raubitschek, Jahreshefte
1948, Beiblatt: coll. 35-40, with stemma. Around

&) A D,

Raubitschek identified him with the Athenian
archon of 121/2 (Inscriptions de Délos, 2333). He
comes from a distinguished familyv; offices held by
known members include the archonship, hoplite
generalship, and the priesthood of Asclepius,

18. Totmrhos ToldFios Myrpodwpes 1o Poviior Makluov
I.G., 1I* 3381 and new fragment pub-
lished by Kapetanopoulos, 'Apx. 'Eex. 1968: p.
191, no. 19. Woloch, 1966: Fulsvins no. 1.
Before 100 A.D.

Zouriels.

Metrodorus was archon sometime before 112735,
therefore the date of this dedieation should be some-
time before 100 A.p., at the least; Kapetanopoulos
suggests ‘‘ra. a. 70 p.”'  His father Maximus is other-
wige unknown.

19. "Afyrats, granddaughter of a hierophantid. I.G.,
112, 3533, First century A.n. (dated by Kirchner).

Hl:l'.: i:‘" l:'.'l”':'f.l i | Hf'lf?'ﬂ‘; {Ir](] i | }.-Ijlll'{,.-!r ':.f?r 11!L" S07T1 1':"- IEH"
hierophantid), undoubtedly a poetic rendering for
hearth-initiate.

20, Zethior 'Aworhwrelonr Meherebs, .G, 11?3551,
First Century A.b. (clated |:_~.' irchner).

The Areopagus, the Boule of the Six Hundred, and

the Demos made the dedication, but the boy's father

® FG 113, 2021, line 13,
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was the epimelete of the dedication and so bore the
cost. The persons are unknown.

LG, I1% 3554,

21. Tepria Aeio[v . .. i ] Buydrnp.
First century a.n.

This monument, dedicated by the Boule and the
Demos, records that she was also errephoros for
Athena Polias and a kanephoros at the Epidauria and
at the Eleusinia. She is otherwise unknown.
22. Daughter of a man from Hamaxanteia. .G, 113
3369. First or second century.

23. Khavila [-———-=]. I.G., II3, 3568 (see above,
'I.L 7"";, ]iE“-I oar H(.'(‘_ll][j :'('”[“1}., 1||1||.]|[|1_' []ll:)]“_"
was priestess of Demeter and Kore (no. 14).

4. "Avafamous Ppdrrwres Mopaflirwos. LG, 113 36357,

Second century.

A member of this family is perhaps mentioned in
I.G., 113 3929, Oliver suggests that the lacuna of
line 4 of I.G., 113, 3657 should probably be filled with
the demotic, [Mapafwy Jlov, and that lines 1-2 can per-
haps be restored [ror xai "AJyaf[oroda kalotperor Mal.

25. Boy or girl relative of the daduch Lysiades (no.
19). I.G., 112 3611. Firsthalf of second century.

Since hieronymy was not observed, it may have
been erected after Lysiades' death, in any case later
than around the beginning of the second century, but
it 1s not known whether hicronymy was in effect for
the daduch at this time.
b Y is arl r[h'.‘lr':;'.

Hq‘hnﬁdl'ﬁ :'(_'5It:|';|1i1ri1 t:lf il

LG,

"Eracpdbecros "Afgraion Phues.
Before 128/9.

26. "Affrawns O Kal
112, 3577.
Hiz dedication was set up vera va sofavra vy é€ "Apelov
Mévyou fovhg xal vf Sovdn 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.
"B, 1971

27. T Obefdveos Phafiares Kpewgeels. "Apx.

p- 131, no. 27. Around 100-123.

His mother Vipsania Laeliana dedicated this statue
base in his honor, while Flavia Laodameia was priest-
eszof Demeterand Kore (no. 10), thusaround 100-125.
She was the daughter of L. Vipsanius Aeclion, an
exegete of the Eumolpidae (no. 7).

"Tovwiov Tlarpwros  Bepevidor
Woloch, 1966: Junius
ifor the date see above,

Mehriom A
I.G., TI, 3557.
Around 125 A.D.

28, 'lowla
fyparnp.
no. 18,
p. 72}

She was a hierophantid (no. 9) and is discussed
above in more detail in this connection.
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Her grl.:ul-;.;r.;11'|{|r|'|:)L|'|(_'r wWas a |‘)J'i:;5—'.lt:1-'~ﬂ of Demeter
and Kore.

29 T' Khalbos Zeheards Iledikpiros.
Waoloch, 1966 : Claudius no. 84.

TG, [I* 3586.
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 (1.G., 113, 3315). His
parents, Claudius and Claudia, made the dedication
during the priesthood of Claudia Timothea (no. 11).

30, Zosrepos Lanipor Tlepareis. LG, 113 3587, Dedi-
cated while Claudia Timothea was priestess of
Demeter and Kore (no. 11), therefore during the
reien of Hadrian, He is otherwise unknown.

. A lobwios Mevias A lowelov Marpwves Bepeowidng.
IG., 1I* 3619, Woloch, 1966: Junius no. 7.
Around 125-144.

The brother of no. 28, he belonged toa 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).

Mapafawmes, T.G., 112
H. Oliver, Hesperia 21
Before the middle of the

32, dhafwos Eeview Lprowilov
3676, as restored by ].
(1952): pp. 396-397.

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
and received the special
aristopolileia. He died sometime between 177 and
182.% Thus he would have been hearth-initiate
certainly before 150

He is called 78r d¢' éorias. This is the first appear-
ance, in a dedication, of the designation ¢ ag  ferias,
instead of umfels or pnfeica d¢' éorias. Hence-
forth we shall note the precise term used for the hearth-
initiate in dedications.

";ug|u-”mﬁ+ Ml hm'lm' of

a6

4
A,

Nowuuio Khed Aowclor Novuulov Pacdptor dalnpebs.
I.Gr., 113, 4069 4070 ; "Apy. "Ee. 1971 : pp. 132-133,
Woloch, 1966: Nummius no. 9, with

Around the middle of the second

no. 29,
stemma.
century,

Her parents' fondness for her is apparent from I.G.,
1%, 4069 and 4070, two other dedications they erected

H FPar the f.;l_|||“:L' oy E']|i.'l.'l.'1'_. ofr. cil., PP 305-300,

& Fhid., (148 JO8-300,

Haay, ‘B 1971 PR 116-117, no. 10 (= .4, 118, 3627 +
new fragments); a text of this is given in Oliver, 1970: p. 102,
no. 12,

67 Oliver, Hesperia 21 (1952): pp. 398-399,

W
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in her honor in addition to the one honoring her as
hearth-initiate |:'.'|.|nx. 'Bee. 1971, lac. r'.".’.:]. Her mother
was the daughter of the sacred herald Nigrinus (no. 3),
and married, probably after her marriage to Phaedreas,
Aelius Praxagoras the daduch (no. 23).

Cleo is called umfiicar de’ dorias.

34. T Khadlos "Avrmios "Areldheos Bpadoiras KA "Hpddor
Mepafarwos. 1., 118, 3608 P.ILRE: (C 785,
Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 15.  Around 150 A.p.

kapetanopoulos®™ corrected Kirchner's restoration
of line 3 of I.GG., 11%, 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. [ have since
verified his readings and I offer here a slightly different
version of lines 1-5, although Kapetanopoulos's ver-
sion is also possible:

Te KX “Axmior [ Arelhior "Arrondr |
Bpabotar Ki ["Hpéﬁm' TOU &.p]
xeepews wal [Pryidigs "Awriov]
imaToy Bu[ yarpis vide, L'L'u.'.‘-]-f]

ris "EAA[ados, pumbéra de' &]

oTias :;[— — e

s =[-—--
| O
[ agree with Kapetanopoules in removing the
formula for the eponymous priestess from the text,
although the possibility still remains that a priestess
was mentioned. His own restoration,

wrias & vakwodons The daréeny
s [ ralérews Tis pyrpos Pryid]
Ms2],
may be correct, but the parallel he gives for the
formula, 1.G;., 11%, 3551, lines 3-5, reads érwedn@érros
T[:ﬁs] aralErews.
vios 'EANddos was a title given also to his father
(I.G., 1I*, 3604); for its significance see J. and L.
Robert, R.E.G. 79 (1966): pp. 369=370, no. 186,

35, Khaviie "Edmwivy KA “Hpddov Mapafwrion thrydryp.
"Apx. 'Ep., 1971: p. 132, no. 28. P.LE: A 706,
Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 104,  Around 150 A.p.

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 *Apx. 'E¢., 1971

loc. cil., was in honor of her as a girl, as a hearth-

initiate.

5 Apy. "B 1968: p. 212, no, 194,
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36. Adpnila HMoepapora Alp HMapapdror Aaprroéws Suyarnp.
LG, 112, 3638, After the middle of the second
i'{!’lﬂ.llr}'.

She and her parents are otherwise unknown. The
date is based on the fact that the only securely
datable inscriptions with the formula xard 7o Erepornua
s Fovdgs taow P occur after the middle of the second
century,* and that the gentilicium is rare in Athens
before 161/2.7

She is called [ d¢'] éorias.

37. Afpniic Méyra 3 xal 'Eppden Afg 'Eragpobelron [Tiféws
Ouyargp. [.G., 1I*, 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
(ef. no. 36).

she is called mr de’ dorios.

38. 'lowie Newoerpary Towrlov  Mevéow Bepevwcifon

Buyarne. 1.G., 113 3647. Second half of second

century,

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 punPeicar ae’ dorins.

160-170

Included among the recipients of the Eleusinian
Endowment of 160-170 (I.G., T15 1092)™ are dom
wlatbes | dg' dofrias]. Whether they received a single
or double share is not preserved. As there was only
one hearth-initiate each vear, the use of the plural is
interesting. Ewidently hearth-initiates of previous
vears were also q-|igi|:if_~_ H[Lr(-h' {-ijgiiufli:}' ended
when they ceased to be waides, which would have been
about the age of eighteen for boys, perhaps even
earlier for girls.

39. Daughter of T. Flavius Leosthenes of Paiania.
LG, 113 3645, 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. Kapetanopoules's reading of the end of the
name as Japr is clear also on my squeeze ; he suggests as
a possibility [Phafic Ewnddple.™ Her father was of
course a Eumolpid,

She is called v &g dorias plorow.

®.Cf. Geagan, 1967 ; pp. 153-154.

= Cf. Woloch, 1966 s.0. Aurelius,

" Cf. Geagan, 1967 : pp. 45-46.

¥ 5ee the discussion above, pp. 35-36 and below, .
B R.EG. B3 (1970): p. 64, n. 4.
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40, Khaviia
Cvydrnp.

Mpafayopa KA
I.G., 113, 4077.

Anpoorearor  Mehirews

In the third quarter

ol Eht‘ SL"I'.'U['IL] centu ry.

The first part of the epigram on this statue base
mentions her parents and their daduchic ancestry.
Her {ather 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:

adha pe kal walbuwr koouel yopis, ol 76 TpopvoTaw

Aoy & TEMETOLS OTEUMA Kopatrr femmr.

Kirchner noted that wgoutierss 15 found nowhere else. ™
However, if we divide this word into mgé pwerde, 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 felefe.  The
presence of children and Praxagora’s pre-eminence
among the initiates sugpests that she was a hearth-
initiate. The chorus and the crowning, then, would
have taken place at the beginning of the fefele, 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, dpxouérn réav reher@w, crowned Marcus Au-
relivs and Commodus (see above, p. 88),

It is possible that the present tense of wosuel refers
to the fact that the piece of sculpture which once stood
on Praxazora’s base represented a group of children
placing a fillet on her head. Of which children did
the xopds waibwe consist? They may have been the
former hearth-initiates who were each wvear 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 d¢ 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 Abphhos Mihreains "Ayaforhéovs Mapalinios. Ii.,

112, 3677. After 161/2.

The dedication was made by his father. Miltiades

is called [row a¢’ € ]orii}as phoryp.
Ia., 112 3707. In the last
He is discussed

42, Kactards 'Teponyput.
quarter of the second century.
above as a herald (no. 11).

In this dedication the title of hearth-initiate is
mentioned together with his other titles and offices as

M wabuverris, however, occurs on a Thracian inscription.

% That is, in addition to being decorated by her lineage
mentioned previously in the epigram.

HEARTH-INITIATES
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= where this

He was in office as sacred herald in 230/1,
e 18 called rée 4’ dorias piorme.

H el :

a grown man; it is the only known instai
was done.

43, Tomhia Afhla ‘Egavia o Adhiov "Amodhwrioy 'ApTirotes
Soyarne. LG, 113, 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 vet hierophantid.

She is called rjv dg” éorias plore.

44, A Térrwos Seravopas A Tedhiov Sevaydpov. 1.6, 112,
3686, Stemma: Oliver, Expounders, p 104
Last quarter of the second century.

The wverse dedication in his henor, [.G., 113, 3686,
calls him watée of Xenagoras and Praxagora, rér plorny
Awoiis.  This is probably a poetical way of expressing
rais de' forins pepfeis; a similar expression for the
hearth-initiate oceurs in 7.6, 112, 3353, the dedication
honoring hearth-initiate no. 19. Xenagoras was ar-
chon zometime early in the third century ({esperia 10
[19417: p. 260, no. 64; ibid. 11 [1942]: pp. 87-88).
His mother Praxagora was also a hearth-initiate (no.
40} as was also his son (no. 49).

45. T #réfiwos 'Arveipnros T X
I.G., 113, 30636.
century.

"Ayafuros Tlepaeds.
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 réy yevoperor d¢’ éorias.

46. Khavdio Qeporiniea KX Fehlrmor Meliréws fuydryp.
I, 115 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 thr &¢' éorias, not rip a¢’ éorias as
Kirchner read.

[, 115 1806a; Notopoulos, Hesperie 18 (1949): p. 18 and
table 1.
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47. Klavila Meéraripa KA $Fdirmov Mehréws Buyarnp.
Below, appendix V. Beginning of the third
century,

She was the sister of Claudia Themistocleia. Their
statue bases were set (ke in close s sequence (see appe nel.
V). This must reflect the fact that they were hearth-
initiates within a very short space of one another,
perhaps in two successive yvears,

48. "A¢’ dovias T BN —[.. 27, .
1967 : p. 164, line 6.

'.'I..I!xu,rurf.--e'f. Cieagan,

Beginning of third century.

His name appears (as written above) beneath the
heading of a catalog of Kervkes and is followed by
o viols abroi]. Flis 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 Texheos MoAlinhos A Dedhiov Sevavydpov. 1.GL, 115,
3706; Oliver, Expounders, 1 52; Geagan, 1967:
p. 169, line 212. Stemma: Expounders, p. 164.
First quarter of the third century,

In an 1‘|}[nl‘ilrll engraved on a monument erected at
Eleusiz (I.G;., 11%, 3706) he is called UUTFTQE TYNTHAG,
certainly a reference to some office connected with the
Eleusinian Mysteries. The éfgynras and,
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 secen, the hearth-
initiate had a leading role and representative function
in relation to the rest of the initiates, it is
probably the title of “leader of the initiates"

|pzs atltrac-

most
this

'ﬂ.'hi:'h has been poetically rendered by fynrip uvorde.

1 LG, 113, 3662, an epigram™ ]\nmuriu;_; a hiero-
|:|! i, proredr fyewora 15 some charge which the hiero-
phant assumed before becoming |1111:]|:|];1|11; perhaps
it is the same as fyyrie peorar,

Gellius Polyzelus was a member of an aristocratic
Delphian family which also possessed Athenian citizen-
ship and plaved an active part in the political and re-
ligious life of Athens. At Delphi he was iegée raie roi
Mudlov kai mpérfus Tar dolwe.  His sister’s grandson was
a hierophant.® His father and grandmother were also
hearth-initiates (nos. 44 and 40),

0. "Oewpariary Tohvxapuis % kal Pawapery "Orwparcavoi
Hohvydppov Cuyarge. 1.6 112 3710, Around 225,
Stemma: Kapetanopoulos, B.C.IT, 92 (1968) : pp.
493-518, stemma .

" Geagan, op. cil., p. 180,

" Geagan, op. cil., p. 169, line 212, Myslagopos is also very
unlikely, since it involved only béeing a member of the Ke rykes
!-'-"I'I'Il-ll‘}lil we, and no honors are ever rec .;|1|i.--¢| for them.

* See Oliver, He S fRErier, -.“:-ll|a||] 8 (19 : p. 253,

M See stemma ad .G, 115 3609 and 1||.1! of Kapetanopoulos,

B.C.AH. 92 (1%8): 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 hersell a hearth-initiate (no. 46). Poly-
charmis's daughter, Junia Themistocleia, was also a
hearth-initiate (no. 52).

She is called e 4’ Eorias,

51. Ilo AThos Teaposfems Al Davares Bepemidns. B
[12, 3708 (= Oliver, Expounders, 1 49). Around
230 (Oliver's date).

His father was pythochrestus exegete and priest
of Apolle Patrous,®
He is called pupfels de' forias.

Towvia Beprardchea. LG, 118 3679, Around 250
Woloch, 1966: Junius no. 19a. Stemma: Kape-
tanopoulos, loc. cil. (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 Themistoclela is taken up by her mother's
declaration of nobility: was a descendant of
daduchs and Pericles, Conon, and Alexander the
Great,

Hl‘ll'

Themistocleia is called T dee éorias.

33, Pafies. 1.0, 112, 3646, I 14,

cenfury or later.

P.IR2 Second

He was of senatorial rank and held
Roman military His mother
|:I'II{"\|.1."-"- of Marno [raw J.?e wr | Bowwria,

Ot FH. W I.'“l_' |||'|]'\ IHOAW L.

important
a high-
The family is

| 15105 Was

3. Boy or girl. Aehrior 21A
(= S.EG., XXIV, 229),

(1966): p. 141, no. 3

This is a i'l':!:,:!m*m of a -;l;11m" base: line 53 should be
restored to read tug" & Jrins pLimli——1 or u[lor——].
S. N. Koumanoudes, the :flu[ur suggests as a date
the end of the second century A.D., but 1t seems that
almast any time between the second century B.c. and
the middle of the third century A.p. is possible, since
there are unr}' the letter-forms on which to base a
judgment.

23, Ath. Matt. 18 (1893): p. 208, no. 2. This inscrip-
tion,* published by A. Kérte, was not included
by Kirchner in Inscriptiones Graccae.

Kirte read :
M 1IN AOBOAD
NOTEIOTOTTHN
FEETIAZE

B Sop Oliver, .nr‘.:.'l.'ll'.lrlra.l.'rfu,'r_'\.', I'47-50 and .65, 112, 3697,
# 1 wish to thank E. Vanderpool for calling this inscription
my attention.
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and edited :
coeaaon Bun Ihofiéhou
Muppt Jvovaiou( *) Birge

puilérra & Je' éorins.

"Ay Jrovaiov is of course also possible, and in line 3.
pplfeioar. | suspect that Buyar[épa] appeared in line
2; the term Girys is otherwise unattested at Eleusis and
the demotic in the genitive contributes to the SUSpI-
cion. Korte later confessed disbelief in Ko Jhofhon.®
I tried unsuccessfully to find the stone in the summer
of 1969,
36. Hieron. ’Apx. 'Ee. 1971: pp. 135-136, no. 32.
Unknown date, sometime after third century B.c.
and before third cent ury A.D.

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.

GEMNERAL REMARKS

Very few of the known hearth-initiates are from un-
known families; the vast majority are & rav mpoxpirar,

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 Kervkes : in fact, none is known
not to have been a child of a member of these sene,
but we cannot conclude from this that thev 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 wvast 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 whe did serve as
hearth-initiates, one each year, between the time of
the earliest datable monuments, the last quarter of
the second century B.C., to the latest, around the
middle of the third century A.p. The answer, then,
seems to be that only the wealthy could afford to set
up monuments to their children, and this is clearly
reflected in the monuments preserved. Certainly
wealth was not a pre-requisite for becoming a hearth-
initiate, since the costs were paid by the state®; but
when it came time to immortalize this service, only
the rich could afford it.

It is probably not accidental that the first monu-
ments to individual hearth-initiates appear in the
second century B.C. In the Hellenistic period senti-

B Gromoen 11 (1935): p. 627,

#.5ce above, p. 99.
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mental love for children first manifests itself in many
other ways as well.#

Unly 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
contld L'.ih‘ih' in a short time have become il'lld]lrl_';’i]r[:lr'
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.

[t was the practice, at least in the fourth century
B.C., that the basileus would choose the hearth-initiate
by lot. The involvement of official is wvery
probably an indication of the great antiquity of the
hearth-initiate, who otherwise appears as
around 460 B.c.

The relationship to a hearth is obscure, but éeria
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. 8

Involved in his pre-initiation or in the ceremonies
of one of the first davs of the festival was his offering
of a piglet, just as it was for every other candidate
and he is represented in statues carrving a piglet and
dressed in a short chiton. At this moment he did
not wear the myrtle crown and the rawia; they were
get on his head later, apparently by a chorus of
hearth-initiates of previous vears, in the presence of

this

early as

all the other initiates, at some monment _i|,|::-1 before
the initiates set out for Eleusis, that is, at the begin-
ning of the fefete.®®  In the procession he walked to-
gether with the other hearth-initiates, most likely
at their head, as representative of all the initiates, the
fynrge weerar.® 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 DMonystae Maysteries of the Hellewistic and
Roman Age (Lund, 1957), p. 111, and the literature cited there,

56 See above, p. 99,

L] 1 ."I.I'i:-1l:'l;r|1:ill.|.':-. Ackarwians, V47, Frogs, 338, Peace, 374—

5: Fouwcart, 1914: P 204, 314-318: .‘p].x lomas, Hlewses, PR
249-250,

B Soe above, p: 111
at Eleusis.

B 5ee above, p, 112,

# See above, pp. 100-108.

The crowning could have taken place
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Up to approximately 130 a.p® only the designation
punfets or wefeton dy' dorios 15 uzed; but during the
rest of the second century é (or %) &¢' éorias plorys (or
uberis ), or more frequently just ¢ (or ) d¢’ dorias, occurs
along with the previous designation, and in the third
century it completely supersedes it, except in one
case (no. 31). 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 penfels or pumfeira d¢’
éoTias.

57. Boy. LG, I3 3723
mous priestess (no. 17).

While Ithake was epony-

58. Boy. I.G., 113, 3724, The last two letters of
his demaotic are preserved.
80, Girl. I.G., II%, 3727.

for lsis.

H]'II.; Was ;I].‘-’d,_l- 2 ) kr.‘}r('fﬂ'.'r:'r(;r.ﬁ'

FOSSIBLE HEARTH-IMITIATE

A dedication of the second or first century B.C.
("Apx. '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 rene, on the other hand, were different in
significant ways: “Almost always the priest or the
Thus they had the

priestess was chosen for life.
time and the inclination to become attached to their
functions; the tradition and the special rites of the

clan became wvery familiar to them. Members of a

9 The date of Flavius Xenion as hearth-imtiate (no. 32), who
iz the first called rév de’ éorias, cannot be much earlier than this,
if at all.

11914 : pp. 224225,
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genos were all the more interested in their particular
cult as it concerned a god who was their ancestor or
who had been the protector of the heroes from whom
they were descended.’”® Foucart goes on to point out
circumstances which made the Eleusinian priests ex-
ceptional even among priesthoods of geme: the an-
tiquity of the sanctuary, which together with Eleusis
was autonomous for a long time, its exceptional
privileges even after losing its autonomy, the extent of
its properties (Sacred Orgas, Rarian Plain, Rhetiof),
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 ffth century had taken on a
Panhellenic character. Howewver, 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 mystéricuses
d'Eleusis.”” As we have seen,® they were ordered
to curse Alcibiades, and not all of them obeved?!;
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’
affair and especially in the case of the hierophant Archias
(no. 3) who was condemned on a charge of impiety.
Howewver, 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
Eurveleides 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

(no.

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 lor political

* Ihid,

3 Above, PR 15-16.

i Above, p. G

b Callias the daduch (no. 2).

b See above, [F I 8

T S abowve, Pp. 17, 49, 50,

FFor their special courage in this respect we may single out

the daduch Pythedorus (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.

Ewven though in the time of Aeschines gene as well
as priests and priestesses who received sépa were
subject to audit,! the Eleusinian priesthoods, az 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 ffth century B.C., from other priestly members
of these pene At this early date the priestess of
Demeter and Kore was in charge of some expendi-
tures, probably just 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.

those for

PROTOCOL

There are a few inscriptions in which the Eleu-
ginian 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 1s
followed, in an addition at the end of the original
document, by the altar-priest, the [herald] of the
(Goddesses, and the [waraygs] priest.  In a decree' of
20/19 which lists a number (all, | suspect)’ of the
priests of the Kervkes 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, fvrphoros, herald of the Goddesses, ravayijs
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,'® where the arrangement is as follows:
hierophant, daduch, exegetes, sacred herald, altar-
priest, priestess of Demeter and Kore, hierophantids,
phaidyntes, Takchagogos, pyrphoros, waveyhs, 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
introduces this

¥ Apainsi Clesiphon, 18 (ed. Blass). FHe

example of the audit as éxi réw Tapadiduwe.

1P 14, o 19.

1 See above, p. 8.

2 Spe above, . 14-15, 17-18, 35, 50. ) !

135 Fr, X, 24, lines 28-30, states that the efrstalad must con-
sult with “the priests’” concerning expenditures.

1# See above, p. 14

15 See the text above, pp. 10-11,

18 Sep the text above, pp. 30=-52.

17 Sce above, p. 77, n. &

18 Piscussed above, (118 35346,
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are here much lower down in the list. The most
striking changes of position are those of the pyrphoros
and warayis, 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), cannoi f;ll-rf}' b L‘U'I'IJI‘JEI.FL'Ei 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 ]}:'iL'SH had more ir||]mrl.‘1|11
E'LJIL‘H in 1]H: r‘1t|1, .-mcl l:‘(:1:|$:,:{[l,:|.'1]1,]}' more !Jrg_-h'l,ig.:c len
others,

The hierophant and the priestess of Demeter and
Kore, as was argued in the General Remarks of
chapter I11, were at least in the Classical period the
primary religious representatives of the cult, and
some evidence sugpests 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 mavayis;
that 1s, to all of the Hignit]:‘alu [‘.ll'[:"ﬁlhn(:-:!ﬂ of the
J\:i‘TI‘.']{L‘F except, ]}m'h:!]'r.-t. the .'|.l1:n'-]'h|'iu~'~l. for whom
there 15 no evidence, but it would be reasonable to
assyme that he too was allowed to hold another priest-
hood. Thus the priests of the Kervkes 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 hefore the
incorporation of Eleusis into the Athenian state and
that it was only from that time that the IKervkes were
joined with them in the cult, in the expectation that
the old Athenian vives of the Kervkes would con-
tribute, by their association, in bringing the Eleusinian
cult more securely into the religious life of the Athenian

¥ The pyrplores follows the sacred herald and altar-priest also
in the aefsitef lists.  His special prominence in 2019 may have
heen due more to the prestige of the mcumbent at that time or
to the fact that he held other priesthoods as well {of the Charites

and Artemis Epipy rridial; see above, p. 94.
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state.® It should alse be noted that none of the
Kervkes' priests had functions that were essential to
the cult, nor were the Keryvkes specifically entrusted
with maintaining and interpreting the traditions of the
cult as the Eumolpidae and their exegetes were.

EUMOLFID FPRIESTHOODS

Secure evidence 1s lacking concerning which priests
of the cult besides the hierophant and exegetes were
Eumolpidae.® [ think that we can be fairly certain
that the phardynies was a Eumolpid, although no
individual incumbents are attested.*® The priest of
Triptolemus, the priest of the God and Goddess, and
the Takchagogos probably also were Eumolpids, since
they are not included in the (probably) complete list
of Keryvkes' priests from the vear 20,19,

It may well have been a Eumolpid priesthood which
Valerins Mamertinus resigned in 174/5 when he im-
properly switched gemos from the Eumolpidae to the
Kervkes in order to be elected sacred herald ; Marcus
Aurelius's ruling against him reads: “DMamertinus
shall not be removed from the number of the Eumaol-
pidae, and he shall recover his priesthood.”# Since
the sacred herald was allowed to hold other Athenian
priesthoods not belonging to a penos, the priesthood
which Mamertinus gave up and recovered was prob-
ably a minor Eumolpid priesthood. On the other
hand, there mayv 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 waratds, from a law of ca. 460 B.c. The
Eleusinian Endowment of 160-170 a.p.. which must

" Foucart outlines this 1,|||'|:-r_'L' mn ,1."_',':.'|'|:'|'|;'5 (1914 - PR- 156-138),
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 a exegetes, and there is
some doubt anyway whether in the Classical period they were
considered pricsts,

2 See above, & fh3,

= Miver, 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 [.

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,®® 15 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
p]'[t::sl:-:. and ]H'it'SlL'S-.-it':é also remained chaste if this s
the way we are to interpret a statement of Julian®:
oirre 6é kal mapd "Afnealos ol rév dpphroy dxrdueror Tavayeis
eloe, Koi 6 Tobrwe eEdpyar lEpocarrys ATéCTpARTOL TATAF
TP YErETLY.

EIRESIONE

A grave epigram of the second century A.D. or
later seems to refer to the Eumolpid priests®®:

wel vap p' Eiu[dhrow | funmdhor elperidvge

10 [7e Jokavres [ueyadnr & Jracar eliheiny-

TTELLA (€ lr_j,wd. Ir}.l'E.‘EaL"ru_—] Aoriioon fiaocwrae,

rupgdplou] e[y Anols uwore Jed v Eferédour.

The restorations of lines 9 and 12, however, are not
certain.®

* For the dress of the hierophant see abowe, pp. 32=-33; the
daduch, pp. 32-33, 48; the hearth-initiate, pp. 101-108,

2 See above,

2 See above, pp. 4445,

#ratio V, 173c-d (ed. Hertlein).

¥rG., I8 11674, lines 9-12 |
Fuschrifter [Berling, 19557, 1029).

® Cf. the comments of Nilsson, DMonvsiae Mysleries of the
Hellenistic and Roman Age (Lund, 1957), p- 49, n. 21,

Grriechische Vers-

Peek,




APPENDIX
I. LISTS OF PRIESTS AND PRIESTESSES [N CHAPTERS 1-V

The dates given here for each priest and priestess are only a summary: for precise information the reader
should consult the respective prosopographical accounts above. The number of a priest is in bold tvpe if there
is some probability that he directly succeeded the previous entry.

A list of exegetes of the Eumolpidae is given above, p. 92.

HIEROPHANTS
Date
Ce. beginning of ffth century B.C.
From 415 or earlier to 408 or later
. "Apxias 379
- Aakpareldis shortly before 353 to 350/49 or later
. 'lepoxheitns Teraperot Iaaviels Cia. middle of fourth century
i [==TJorros In 336/5-333/2
Eipupédor 323
In 317-307
'r_,-lff. l:_'l'll'i '::lr I’I:H':I'l,ll |'L'|:||,|J'|':l|
Ca. 248/7
18372 to 143/7 or later

Early third quarter of second century

. Laxopos
2. Bedbiwpos

. Eipuxheions

. leposcarrns Novgpador Iepfolins
Rapirios poghrow "Eleveivios

. Aperoshas epfoidns

. "Apvedpayes Elkhéors "Ahacels

Meverhetdns Beoenuor Kudalnraels
. lepoearrns Biorpoeor Tlepaeis
Eledenuos Merexelfon Kudafinraceis

Last quarter of second century
Last quarter of second century
Ca. end of second century

Tepoedrrys 86,5

Tepowdrrys Ca. middle of first century A.D.
Tod EX Olrbeihos Kahhkparidor T picoplaws Ca. end of first century

Ca. end of first century?

['Tot Pheos ‘I :-pu;;[:'t;:wr_:i's

T drafios Erparwr Ilacaveels Ca. end of first quarter of second
ocentury

Ca. middle of second century ?

Ca. middle of second century ?

Ca. 138-150

From sometime in 138-161 to 167 /8

163/9 to 191 or 192 or slightly later

191 or 192 (or later) to 193/4

194 /5 to before 209/10

200/10

Ca. 215

"Hpaxheltns Ca. 220-30

Ca. 220-30

225-235

. Fippos Tapyfirrios
. 'Tepowdrrys A "Tod[ . .
. lepocarrys "Ayrolaios

| Mepaceis

T ®xafos Aewoberns Macareels
. Tobkios “lepoearrns
T3 Khabdos "Arelhrapos  Ayoprels
Nolupios ‘lepoearrys Talypels
K ‘lepoedrrns Mapafavios rewrepos
. A modhdmos " Amodhwrion

« Aovyeuos
T drafos ['hamwos Mapoformos Ca.
Perhaps same as no. 29

After ca. 235

First half of fourth century

Before 355 to shortly before 392

4. 'Eparios
. lepocarrys Zeraydpor
NeFTOgL0s

DADUCHS
From 490 or earlier to 446/3 or later
Before 400 to 371 or later
330 /49
302
Before end of third century

Kaiitas (11) ‘Irmoricoy (1) "Alwrexnfer
Kaihias (111) Trrorikoy (11} 'Alwrecnfer

. lepoxMeltns

P odeepos
. "Epporiuos




118 CLINTON: THE ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES [TRANS., AMER, FHIL. S0C,

Date Page
6. "lepoxheitns Before end of third century 33
7. Aetwrios "Axaprels Ca. 200 23
8. "Avricaw Ca. 200 33
0. Tuheriys "Ayrobews Early second century 54
10. Eopoxhis Aeorriov 'Axyaprels First half of second century 5
11. Fehoberidns Tehirrifov "Avyvoiros Third quarter of second century
12. Eevoxhns Zogoxhéovs "Ayaprels Last quarter of second century
13. Zogorhns Eevoxhiovs "Avaprels First quarter of first century
14. Beutororhns Beopphdaror "Avvoboios Cit. 75 BiC.
15. Bebepacros Deworonheovs ‘Ayrobdaios Second quarter of first century
16. Blepiorohns Qeoppiorov "Ayvolowos Second half of first century to 20/19 or later
Hetwoparros Depiarosieovs " Ayvoieios Ca. end of first century B.C.
18. Tud Khatiws Aewricns Mekirels Second half of Arst century A.D,
19. T3 KX\ Avewdins T8 KX Aewrldor Medrels Ce. 100-130
20. T8 KX E@omis Tif KX Avechdor Mehirels Cer. 130-150
21, Mop(wees?) Aadolyos Ca. 150-60 to 169/70 or later
22, 116 Athios Aeovloos "Avrivoeds Ca. 174/5 to cax. 180-5
23. ATwos Hpafavyopas Bemoronhéors Mekreis Ca. 180-5 to 191 or 192
24. T8 Khaibdos Fidorros Tid KX Anpoorparor Melorels 191 or 192 to ca. 197
25. Nopmrqws Agdotyos Ca. 197 to before 208,/9
Tafws Mapafioreos From 208/9 or earlier to 209/10 or later
Aauorehgs Third century
28. Guofiavds Third century
20, Alpépos Zwoirarpos Ca. end of third century
30. Map "Tolwwos Niwaydpas Moovkiavad From 304 or earlier to 326 or later

=g =0 S L L e W

b ==

TR TR ) T T Y R

b=

]

3. dNafios MMox Aaboiyos Sometime after 372 A.n.

PRIESTESSES OF DEMETER AND KORE

Avoworrparn Ca. middle of Afth century
Heard Mérwros "Aypuhgfer Buyarnp 415

Mother of Epigenes of Acharnae Before middle of fourth century
"Arodhwriov firydrgp Ca. 200 B.C.

Ihabin Mevednuor Kubalnractws Curydrgp Ca. end of second century B.c.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Apecvinhere Tiddrllon Tvhasion Sryargp second half of second century or begin-

]

ning of first century

[, Xéamoy Aovvalov Mapabfwrion Beydrnp Second or first century B.C.
. Kheoxparnga Olvogikoy "Agwdralov frydaryp Middle of first century B.C.
. Khetr Edwhéovs Phvéws Joyarnp, voww & Nwotnpov 'Epueion From sometime in 41-34 to ce. 70 A.D.
. Phoovia Aooddpee Kielrov Phoiws Beyarnp End of first century to ca. 125
. Khavila Tepolfiéa Teuofiov Tapygrriov Buyaryp During reign of Hadrian

Kiavdia Tarapor Medrdpor apynrriov fuyarnp First or second century A.D.
. [===T]auas s rgé[ — — Buyarpds | First or second century A.D.
. Aty First or second century A.D,

[= = Jen &k Xodhediw Second century?

e L L e

P : y
M e

. Athia "Exihapfes AlL Dehwros Baknpews fuyarnp Ca. end of second century
. rlﬁ'dx?] Foman EJ:':"il:-r_I
Daughter of Epigonus of Sypalletos (7) No date

= = wF = = mf mf = ] ] ] wf =]
e e

TR

sACRED HERALDS

. Khetxprros 403

. Auovhrws Anuosparov ITooarels 20/19

. T Kwraveos Mafipos "Ayrolows Before 117 /8 to 119/20 or later
Aobkeos Nobppos Neypeivos Dapyiirrios Before 166/7

Mewdpeos leponyput From 166/7 or earlier to 174/5
. 116 "Epévwios Teporaput "Axodhwriov “Epgetos 174/5 to ce. 192

Naotwpeos "TepornpuE Ci. 194 to ca. 197 or later

T Oh Ln e G2 b
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Date
"Eptrewos ‘Teponiiput "Epueos 209,/10
"Tothos 'Iepm.'f;pr'.f Tovhiow Moveweior {Ererpels) Ca. 225
Kaoiavss Tepoknpue Zrecpeels 230/1
Map "Iotwws Navopas Menoaiov Before 238 to 244-249

ALTAR-PRIESTS

e
[ 2]

. Before end of third century B.C.
"Tepoxhelfins Before end of third century B.C.
"Avricar Before end of third century B.C.
"ApTigar Ca. end of third century B.c.

. Bukeoridys "Ayrolows Cir. beginning of second century

. Fodotevidnys Fuheoridon "Ayvoloios First hall of second century
Knewrdbupos Tukerridon "Ayrotirws Cir. middle of second century
Aedprios Borokhéors  Axaprels Second half of second century
Zogorhns Aeorriov "Axapreds Ca. heginning of first century B.C.
'Erwparns Kahhpdxou devkovoels From 20/19 or earlier to 14/3 or later
T #Xéfios Erparwr Maarels First quarter of second century A.D.

A Mépueos 'Ent Bowe Flopixeos From sometime in 121-124 to 191 or 192
Ted Khabiws Zworis Tid Kb Aveeador Mehoreds From 191 or 192 to 20910 or later
T dhifws 'Eri Bupe Early third century, after 209/110

o0 oo 0a o oo O
= T e

(PR P S S

(a0 Of 00 DG
Ta L el ek e

o

HIEROPHANTIDS

Tepoarris "Auciov Fohador Buydrap Augustan?

Tepowarris Moo x Napior "Agtiraion fuydrnp Augustan ?

Tepdwartis First century A.b.?
Tepboarres vewrepas Mepwhiovs &£ Oloy Bryargp Ca. end ol frst century

L e G b =

Tepdarris Phafia [ . . Jcphrea Ca. beginning of second century
. Buydrge Anunrpior From 112/3 or earlier to the reign
Hadrian or later

=

Tepbearris ris vewrepas Khaviia Fohdfera Tod KN Tlarpavos
Mehiréws Buydrnp [During reign of Hadrian
B, 'leptpartes After 126/7
9, Tovrte Mehgiry 'lovelov ITérpwros Bepenwifov Buydrnp Ca. middle of second century
10. “leidry Toeatow foyarne 176
11. Tlomhic Aldia "Egervia Ca. end of second century A.D.

[I. LG, 112 1045 (= S.E.G., 111, 104). 5 [row lep Jowarryy 'Apa[roxhén epuffoibne —

— . 1 . 2 . [kl are leav@ear puppimnls orecaru edoedelas fvece THS
I'he stone is now in Leningrad in the Hermitage. - o FRETAL i

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 [-—+Jw owaywyiw -"@[‘ e
preserved edges. At its left edge it has been cut in [- -] "Aproroxhéovs xai [

an even vertical line.  The margins of the present text [Bucias] ras et Aquyrpe xa[i et Képye

€05 TO YEros |

[kal v Js mpos rois feols [

are merely hypothetical. [- =] swwaxfévros rob 6[————— =

[riw ie Jpogavreiar- va 6¢ [-————

r o L] r [ ¥ » i J o
rac v )b yévos ebydmoroly, = == == draypiyar Tode 7o

|

[==] érawé[ oo —— - et —— Brws av ]

Viigwopa ]

[_ol":' é-,:]r'l.,m;'\}l.u." €L .'.'f_l[{ﬂ-" grhoripeiorfon ey Efpohwidas DI-; .:rr_-jr:];".,p,g Mbilras Tpels |:n'|:u' aTHOOL THE pev — —— =,
bbby o1 | v 68 &v ]

[xtprr Jas dfbas kop[ wivra— — - = =]

[— — ¢i) Jofothoaaw, [ayalne rixne dedbxfar Etpolwidas
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Fic. 15. 8. EG, 111, 14, 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: & [ .. . Jvdicee 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 difficulties. The
lettering of LG, 112 1043 appears to be by another
hand, and the length of the lines differs by abount
twenty letters.  Although the difficulties by no means
preclude this hyvpothesis, it is quite conceivable that
in the long period of Aristocles’ incumbency the
Eumolpidae could have met in the [ Jbila
several times and honored Aristocles on more than
one occasion,

T oca. b

S0Mmae

[TRANS. AMER. PHIL, S0C.

The restorations assume that this is a decree of the
Eumolpidae. The restorations of lines 6-7 (efoefeias
k7)) and of line 9 (ealiprar) are exempli gratia.

[II. 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 .G., 112, 5022-5079, his
information concerning which seats are in sifty 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 T und XIII sind es je 6 Sesseln:
Wiihrend die ganze westliche Hilfte der Sesselreihe ver
hiltnismiissig gut erhalten ist, sind in der dstlichen Hilfte
von Keil VIII bis XIII Liicken und Stérungen. Die
Fiinfer-Gruppen hestehen jeweils aus zwei Marmorbliicken
zu je drei und je zwei Sesseln.  Sie sind regelmissig so
angeordnet, dass zu einer Treppe die Zweisitzsteine, zur
niichsten die Dreisitzsteine gegengleich stehen,  Diese
Anordnung gilt nur fur die Keile 11=-V. In Keil VI
besteht Fiinfer-Gruppen aus zwei Zweisitz- und einem
mittleren Einsitzstein; auch in den gestdrten Sesselreihen
in den Keilen VITI-XII war die gleiche Einteilung.

In cunei VIII-XIII the arrangement of the seats
{with Fiechter's numbering) is as follows:

Cunens VIII

¢ None & sty

Cunens [ X

43 = None in situ

Cunens X Thesmothete |
Thesmothete |
Thesmothete
Thesmothete E

Sacred Herald |

Donble zeat #n siln
Single seat far sifu

Double seat #n sitn

{'I.'.'rl'fl'- _"\.[ .1\“.---:||!_;
Missing
Fart of single seat preseryvied, front missing,
i sl
Double seat

’:Il_il'l"\-l. I.II- .1'|;II'I”-I:I :!':-:l-.l--riu:- _|._I.l _'\u.l.!'_lr

VE. Fiechter, Das Dionysos-Thealer fn
1935-1950) 1: pp. 62-75; 4: pp. 11-16.
B.S.A. 43 (1948) ; p. 178,

A valuable, full e-l'.J-:|:-.' of the prohedria appeared just as the
LFRERITES) |'i|:|: of thia a

Liken (4 v., Stuttgart,

gf. 0. A. W. Dilke,

ppendix was going to press: Michael Maass,

e Probedrie des Dionysosthealers in Athen (Munich, 1972).
Manss's remarks on the arrangement of seats'in the first row are
eszentially in agreement with my owin.

 Fiechter, op. cif, 12 p. 64 ; and now see also Maass, ap. cil.
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Cunens XI11 56 Missing
37 Missing
58 DMissing
S0 lephes Tanyaaon
GO epioos "Aowhnmiob 11 [ac Javes (7]

Cunens X111 61

02 lepbeos Afeow xad Xapirwr wel P -

lepios mupedpor & dxpoxiheos £,
Iriple seat
03  wfowmos maravols kel lepios i in sitn
64 Missing
65 Missing
06 Missing

In positions 43-44 of cunens 1X there stands now a
badly damaged double seat with the inscriptions
[&pxov Jros and (now missing) Fasehéws: in position 43
there is a single middle seat with the inscription
mohepapyor. |he following arrangement, then, would
be logical and natural for this cunens:

41 [dpyordpos| o 0
I ouble seat
43  wohepdpyol Single seat
44 [Beguoltéror ]}

= = Double seat
45  [Begupoliérou | g

The four other thesmothetes follow in cunens 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:
?{wfmxfl : .t Left side faced an aisle
tepios Amoddewros TTufioy |
U,T#E.ﬂﬂm . Hi;,'hl side faced an aisle
KT pUROS |
Acoyerovs Elepyero : ; ;
A ; : ; Left side faced an aisle

LEPEWS  ATTOADY EF WpioU
The best position for the daduch and the priest of
Pythian Apollo would seem to be the first two seats
in eunews 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
Dionvsus. 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 cunens
VIII would be arranged as follows:
el St Double Seat

37 lepbwe "Amodicvos TTufiow

38 lepournuoros Hi:'_.L;lt' Seat

39 leptws kal apyiepins Zefaorol Kaloapos |

AN St y Double Seat
40 ilepews "Abdpravod "Eladepaios

The original positions of the double seat Awyevous
Ebepyérov and fepéws "Arrahov Emariuor and the double
seat of the hoplite general and herald have now been

APPENDIX 121

clarified by Maass as not belonging to the first row
of the prohedria.*

It is clear, therefore, that there will be three seats
remaining in the frst row for three possible exegetes
of the Eumolpidae if they sat in the first row of the
profedria.  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,

IV. THE AEISITON LISTS

A new table of the chronologically important
aeisilor lists between 165 and 210 A.p. is presented here
(table 2). It differs only in a few respects from the
table compiled by Oliver ({I.Th.K. 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
|:‘!|<'|.|.'|:i:|.'|:”.l .]-]:Il‘ |:l:|'|::|l.'|' 1Pt. I:|'|1'|-r' :l.i||::h;_'.'|r':::|'.-i'l.' 'i]'. rL']iiliUl‘l
to one another in each list 15 indicated |:_\' means of a
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 ¥
next to a date indicates agreement with Notopoulos's
table, Hesperia 18 (1949): pp. 1-57, table 1.

If the interpretation suggested abowve, 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 tor I[.G., II% It is a bit un-
settling to see a Pompeius daduch in 169/70, Aelius
DMonvsius confirmed in his office in 174/5 by Marcus
Aurelius, and another Pompeins 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 WNummius adds to the suspicion. 1., 11%
1789 iz the only piece of evidence for a sacred herald
of this nomen between the Finarius and
Herennius, whereas there is a good deal of evidence

number after their name.

1789 is suspect.

heralds

that a Nummius, wviz., Nigrinus of Gargettos, was
sacred herald before 166772, and evidence that another

Nummius was sacred herald starting around 1947
&

4 Maass, ap. &f
Manss, af.
more accurate treatment of the non-Eleusinmn officials

p. 139,

' Foa i
in these lists one should consult the table of aefsifof lists |'-'|'.'|'|i|i||'|1
by B. D. Meritt and J. 5. Traill which will appear in their volume
of the prytany insc the Agora. | am wvery
grateful to them for showing me their table before its '|:-|:'|.~|'.|'.|1i4:-||.
Their study of the non-Eleusimian officials has necessitated a
new arrangement of some lists, but not lists with Eleusinian

tions found in

ll:.il.'.'\-l.'\-.
t Saered herald no. 3@ see above, . 74,
' Sacred herald no. 8 see above, p. 7Y
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TABLE 2. ELEUSINIAN

Draee Inscription Hierogslant Diduch

i 6 Flesp, X101, Mo. 23 NP
dhortly bef
165 M
106/ T ™
167 /6 M
168,/0 N
1680
16470 W

1G IIE 1769 | eliEriagey e
IG It 1773

IG II® £774
Hesp, X1, Mo, 18
1G 112 1775

IG It 1776, 1781
Hezp, X0, No. 1
Hesp. 111, Mo, i3

Pom 2
Pom 2

Pom 2

Pom 2

Julipz 1
Julius 1

17354 W
174/8% N
(or 187/8)
ca, 180
ca, 180
ca, 181
18278 N
a3, 186
1867 N

188,13

16 11* 1783

IG 11% 1794

I [I# 1782

IG [1E 1795
Hesp, IV, No, 11
Hesp, X1, Mo, 6
PG [IE 17046
Hesp, X1, Moo 23,

Y

IG T8 1798

IG LIv g9y
Hesp,, X1, Mo 5

IG LI® 1792, eLc,

1901
a. 19
19152 N
191% ar 192
e 154
1956 N

I1G 118 1806

IG 1Tt 180a

1G 118 1700 ere.
IG LIt 1709
Hesp, X1, No. 36
1G 112 1780

2RI N 1G 11% 1077

Thus one position for I1.G., 112, 1789 more in harmony

with this information would be 165/6. But there are
two immediate obstacles. First, according to Notop-
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): Tlor .‘.T_I'_:':.'.I!'.'I'.:I'if-'ﬂ"i}:n__"iil!'!'!.ll'.lTJ. When
| looked at the stone in the summer of 1969, Raubit-
schek’s original reading, Maw[ 2 Jres ) Z[*5.7, ap-
peared to be much preferable, except that the first
letter of the demotic should be dotted; no more
letters could be read after this; the surface is com-
pletely destroyed at this point as is apparent in
Raubitschek's photograph of the squeeze. Therefore,
the date of this document can only be approximate,
that is, ca. 164. The other objection to 165/6 as the
vear of LG, 11% 1789, is the name of the hierophant,
['lot Theos; for Flavius Leosthenes was hierophant at
this time. However, the transcript Boeckh® had of
this inseription showed nothing before 102 in the
first line; Pittakys had \IOZ in his copy, but since he,
often unreliable anyway, made other wild errors in
the same copy,® one is tempted to discount his alleged
stroke of a lambda. On the other hand, since the
stroke could reflect part of a mu, which yields the read-

oulos®

1 ”ll'.l. Cif., B 13.
PG, 188b.
Lt ]F'il1l.'|||:'||".';_-;1-r. T, 111, 1038,
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'8 IN THE AEisiTor Lisrs

Altar-py Comment

Sacred her. Pyr prlhioros

NP Below, p. 122
slsent
ithsent
ithsent
absent
Memmins
Memmins
NP

P

Below, p. 123

Memmius 4 e
Memmius 3

NP

Below, pp.
ahaent
MP

] 3 whzent

Above, p. 79, note 25

ol

al Memmius 2
Herennius® NP Above, p. T

=== ]

NP

Herennius 3

NP
Memmins 4
[ 3 mhscnt

MNP P

Herennius 3 Claudius 4 Abowve, p, 38, note 200

L absent

Clau

MNUFmIus

Herenmiug 3

ing [ Nolp Juwos, the yvear 204/5 appears to be the best
choice; it fits the tribal cycle, and the table shows
that a Pompeius and Nummius were respectively
daduch and sacred herald not long before this (ca. 197)
and could have continued to be in 204/3.

We are now free to re-examine the position of 1.G7.,
I1*, 1788. Iis traditional date has been ca. 174/3,
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., 115 1798 of 190/1. But if we accept Notop-
oulos’s date for LG., II*, 1788, the aeisiter list of
this document will be in complete accord with our
transfer of I.G., 113, 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 aeisitor
list of 1788 can also be interpreted as reflecting
another of Marcus's decisions of that vear, one which
pertained to the candidacy of a man seeking the
office of sacred herald :
sSince Mamertinus, who is a Eumolpid, obtained neither
of hizs parents from the clan of the Ceryees, so lacks the
only means by which it has been permitted to those from
either of these [t'.'.'n-] 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 athers,
both those who have already gone to court and those who
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will now wish to be candidates, in
of the Athenians.”

accord with the laws

The elections were then held for a second time, and
I.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 ;ill'-;;u(]}.'
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 174/3 must be regarded as
tentative. At any rate, since we do know that an
election for the hierokervkeia 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 wvear in which Herennius assumed this
priesthood.

One other aspect of the aeisitoi lists to which I
would like to call attention is the occasional anomaly
in the order of the priests in relation to one another.
First, a slightly improved text of lines 1-3 of Hesperia
11 (1942): p. 50, no. 18, should be given:

[Tot: “Tepozdr Irlns ]

| IMeew i(—pm{__lr;,!ﬁl';'

- 5
,:;.1';-;;-5 Fon .\]'r;u; Kai dquoy

[Mareos "Ar rwos Byoaceds.

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 aeisitod 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 aeisited listed in
Notopoulos's table 1 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 (mepi 7o
Anua), antigraphens, hicranles, txi Sxados, subsecretary,
and occasionally a secretary of the boulentas.)!  Devia-
tions from this order are usually minor: the anfi-
changes positions with the

graphens sometimes

N

prytany-secretary; the hieraules with the éxl Zxeados;
Sometimes

and the éxl Exeddos with the subsecretary.

T Oliver, 1970 p. 4, lines 9-13, and translation on p. 29.

b Concerning this zacred herald, no. 7, see above, p. 79,

#1922 : pp. 175-178.

1 The oecasional occurrence af the dermaers and the sveedpoer
between members of this list is omitted from consideration here.

U Of, 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 gruu]r.l" 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

12 Possibly in LG, T3, 1790 (my squeese seems to show un-
certain traces of writing below the last line); apparently in I,
[1%, 1806; definitely in Hesperia 11 (1942): no. 5, p. 3. The
subsecretary should be restored in two places.  According to my
soueeze, TG, 112, 1796, lines 4042, should read ;

40 [ypapuarels | Fovhavroew

E J

U oy papEa :.:'Fl:'i
[roemiae ]

Heasperiz 16 (1947): p. 182, no. 87, Face A, lines 1-7, should
probably be edited as follows:

[ lepad [Ans

["Awpodeioios | "Emappodel ]

[row Hasaewd s
[imoypa Jpparais
[_"nr:.u'u]:rpmi
[ Jefowvos
[Papy Forruos.
Line 9 may con tain 2 mention of the éxl Exales -'1\[J11|'ﬁfi!?i-5i-ll='~
Epaphrodeitus of Paiania was Mferanles from at least 173/4 to
ca. 186; the otherwise unknown subsceretary Demetrius could
have been in office in 183-186,

12 Similar 15 the case of the l|'.l_1.'.l'||'.l.l'rr.l.r-':-:\: and the secretary of the
bowlentai, who appear even less frequently.

B 108 1789 1796 1797 : 1806 ; Hesperia 11 (1942): no. 4,
p. 33:ibid., no. 36, p. 70, The last document appears to be very
ineptly inscribed, and it may be futile to try to restore the proper
incptitude. [ find Notopoules's restorations (ap. cil., p. 17) con-
vincing only for lines 10-11. [- =Jjwov in line 8 could be the end
of a patronymic. The list in L.G., 113, 1815 presents an anomaly
in lines 11-12. Geagan states (1967: p. 112) that there is
only one possible reso n of the abbreviations in lines 11-12;
he does not mention a different resolution offered by Oliver n
Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 58, My squeeze of this stone indicates

that the letters should be read as rjﬂ K and i|+ g)l.'; and so the
most probable resolution is Oliver's: vol appares) Soludds) oLal
Shpor | and el epparelts ) Solvherrdw) & [——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 reazon in this
prytany for the appearance of the secretary of the bowlewfar in this
position.  On my squeeze [ can alse make out the tip of the
right oblique stroke of the upsilon in line 13, 20 as to read:
bw [oypappares — — -l.

Geagan (loc. cil.) correctly identifies the yelapperels] at the
end of Hesperie 11 (1942) no. 3, p. 34, as the ypapuarels Fovheamey,
also identical with the ~papparels zpordrewr. We can perhaps
resolve the difficultics 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 boulentai and by reading in line 9, &r[rucdout], an official
who Appears only 1H'1'."|*:iil::l11-l'||:\' in the aeizifor lists |:i!3l I.G., 113
10772 in 1768, of my sugpestion, above, p. 60, 15 correct; ancd
in Mespera 11 (1942) no. G, p- 36, if Oliver's alllt:gq':li.l.l:] i5 correct)
and in various positions (if the restorations are correct). In
7.5., 112, 1808 there is space for three names between the hiere-
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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. I.G., 112 3713 + 4089 4 "Ee. "Apy. 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 L., 112, 4089 with the same identation,

LP\\ :"-l.él-'ﬂl-':;!lli;pﬂi'

[EX €:hixn Jov Toi

[dgdovy Inearros

Buryal vép Ja xal A[IN]

Hpata[y Jépov 7[oi]

de[dov Jxfieavros ]

[érdyor Jor [rav de']

8 [éorias].

The text, line-division, letter-forms, and the spacing
of the letters are exactly the same as in L.G., 12
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: riw &' éorias. The similarity of the two in-
scriptions_ (which extends even to the use of the
ligature I\_r 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 ecases, their
father Claudius Philippus the daduch was already
dead. He either died before they became hearth-
mnitiates, 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
Dremos.

B G, L% 1768, is an appearent -:-:.c-:-i,-ul.:_...;], but see above,
pr. 60, for a possible solution,

" Nor does the pyrphores ever appear ahead of any other
Elepsinian |.|ri1-.-il.

! 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, L.G., 11, 3475 + 3476,

Raubitschek (4.7.4. 49 [1945]: p. 435) suggested
that these are parts of the same inscription. An ex-
amination of the stones shows that this is correct,
though no join can be made. Kirchner mistakenly
republished fragment a of 3475 as 3570.

The following new text can he made:

Acowbowos .. 5 7] 'A Aaf eels |
Fidicror [Tir davr Job fuyal T Jépa
" dorias [pombeioa Jr raiv 0 Jaiy
Eni lepel[ as Dhaleys 77 Js Mevedfuon
Kviaf[ nratws fryar |pds. :

Dionysius of Halai and his daughter Philistion are
otherwise unknown.

VIL. 1.G., 113, 4075 + 4083
The left side of Dodwell's transeription was mis-
takenly assumed to be the original left margin of the
inscription. Lunate sigma and epsilon oceur only
in line 6. Figures 16-17.

Height of letters: 0.018-0.021m. (lines 1-4)
0.022-0.025m. (lines 5-6)

oo Jiar "Povgeivan ook L5 Movedrws
[knput 715 & "Apelov méyov Sovhf, orparnyos éxi Tols
[émhizas], &yovolérns 'Ohvpmelwr, A "Ohvuri

4 [7 ov leped s "Affimow, caduerds & 'Ohupria *
[rocat :
(00 "Towd Jiov 'TeportipueoJs wnrépe. JX A

1 v dplorgy  ywaixa ™

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.
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VI I.G., 113 35331

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.
| 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 layvers 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
mn Veyage d' Ttalie, de Dalmalin, de Gréce ef du Levand
(Lyvons, 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.I1.G., 396), who re-
marked: “Ves, 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., [1%, 3331; below this is the heading
“ Fragment,” followed by lines 4-10 of I.G., 113, 3531.
There is nothing to indicate that the * Fragment” is
part of the same inscription; the only thing certain
is that Spon wanted to indicate that both inscriptions
were located roughly in the same place. Meritt
brought to light the fact that Wheler, in a manuscript
of his own which is now in the British Museum (Add.
MS. 35, 334), also edited the two texts separately, and
that Francis Vernon, who saw the stones indepen-
dently of Spon and Wheler, also edited them separately
(Hesperia, loc. cit.). In fact, Vernon did not edit
the texts consecutively, as did Spon and Wheler; his
manuscript (MS. 73 of the Royal Society)! has seven
inscriptions in between. Thus Boeckh's conjecture

1] wish to thank the library of the Royal Society for sending
me a photocopy of page 9 verso, which o sitaing these inscriptions,
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that 1]I{.':~' |ZII.'!1|!:IJ]:.'.{L‘III together because of their |:1'4}xi|11;il3'
in H]HJ“LS edition becomes more dubious. (‘L-rl:liui}'
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 walidity 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 Monasterv of Phaneromene on
Salamis, and Kirchner printed a text of them together
(I.6., 112, 3531). But if they were separate at
Eleusis, it is scarcely likely that someone had joined
them before building them inte the church: Meritt
reckons that these stones were taken from Eleusis
and built into the church at the end of the seventeenth
century (op. eit.,, 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 thiz inscription which is now in the Deutsche
Akademie der Wissenschaften.® WNeither 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 anvone 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 afterit. Boeckh’s conjecture is accordingly
impossible; these two texts should now be considered
as separale inscriptions,

The following can be read from the squeeze:

EMMIONZABEI
NIIEIZANAPON
Z0N

This reveals that 1';‘1.']1:]:.-r':5'tr.msn'ri;n (B.M. Add. MS.

35, 334, no. 358) is garbled. He has:

CAIONMEMMIONZABEINONIIEIZANAPON
EIMIEPEIAZRAATIAZAAQAAMIAEY

He combined the first and second lines inte one and
added a separate inscription, 1.G., 113, 4753, Vernon's

* Dittenberger published them as .G, 111, 722, but did not
see the stones,
i [ would also like to thank him for helpful criticism of the

manuscript of this appendix.
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COp 'i!-i 'IIHH"]l More accuraie:

CAION MEMMION ZABEI
[MIZANAPON

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:

IMawor Méupor Zafet

vor Teloavipor

For the other inscription the following text of lines
1-6 secems to fit best the disposition of both Wheler's
and Vernon's transcripts:

l:._ B

[kai & Jppunelearte rai

[Tl',u ]l!-.'tmup;!{?flar apro His

,r.-r.'u-i ay Jurolerfoarra raw

4 | .1'lit"'_|-'l.':l.:"-.._||:l."l-' Karrapgur Zefag

[r@r kai | orparyyioarra

[emi roi ls dmheiras bis.
This wields, 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,
I:l{:t-l:]]-‘.:' lI.‘:ilI‘.]] ]:I:l.t‘l.i':'il:lil." SIS r‘l(_'{'l_"Hﬁil,i':\.' |||,"I,'H|]H(,' l}l_- il:'\-
occurrence in line 1. For lines 6-10 Wheler' (and
Spon approximately) transcribed ;

The restoration of xal

ZOITAEITAEAIE
TIAQITATPIN
N-IT10A
ATATA
HEITA
Vernon has:
ZIOMAEITAZ AIZE
FIAQITATPIN
AHITISAD
ATAIA
HETIA

+B. M. Add. MS. 35, Through the courtesy of the
British Miugeum | examined this I|'.:|1|||---:'|'i|:|'. in the summer of
1969,

334.
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Vernon shows less space to the left of civdmarpw.  But
neither transcript would seem to allow space for
cihoxaicape to be restored before gehdmarpw, if the
left margin remained even at this point, unless part
of ghokairapa 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 xai; ¢ihdkarap
kal ghdrarps.  And it seems impossible to fit both kai
and ¢horaleapa into the awvailable space. Perhaps
only gihérarpr or [rov ] cidérarpw or [ral] gihdérarpw
stood in the center of this line just as rée cihdrarpw wWas
originally centered at the bottom of I.G., II* 3620
(see above, p. 84, n. 28), or perhaps we should read
[kai vov ]| gerdrarpw.  The text of the entire inscription
is then to be read as follows:

=

[xai k fppukeboarra kai
[ﬁ*rp.—]unﬁmpxﬁnn!-rﬂ fiis
[rcﬂt -:i*_r_—]qz,':'m?ér:-';u'nufa T

4 [Meyah Jwr Kawraphuwr Zefac
l:']'-\'.;.‘." J.'ai: FTRATHYHTArTR

[&mi o Js &

[Faat?] o hbrarpur

by [Ji}\ ‘.l'nl'.l'].k.:".:'jﬁ".lil"?'ﬂ[:"r.ll-'
[..... KE\avlia [——
[réw éavr |5 walrepa ]

vacant
= form of

Below this Vernon seems to record
and then on the lower right: RE.

end strongly suggests to me that the name preceding
Khaviie 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 [.G., 112 3613 or 3670, For the name in line &
Meritt suggests ['Ae khymwdo] rp ] or ["Ac xhgriobis pa ]
as possible names of a dedicator. In this case we
would have two dedicators, and something like rée
éavrns drdpo would also have to be in the lacuna of

Space
the

lines 8-9, and the man’s name at the beginning of the
inscription ; this is possible only if we regard the mar-
gins of lines 8=10 as different from those of lines 1=7.

i See the list compiled by J. H. Oliver, Evpounders po 38,
LGy D12, 3283A has [ehd |kaurap gehd Jwarpes, but the arrange-
ment of the text on the stone offers no -eli].lil,'|||1:.' against in-
serting sai here,
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VI, 69
Porphyry, L Abstinentia, IV, 5
--.'Il'.l.'r.-|l Eusebins, J".'."lf.l.'.' 10 Eoane
[II, 12, 4 (ed. K. Mras) {= Depd
dyadudre 227, ed. Bidez)
Proclus, Platonie :lr.i!4'r-.'-'-':'i_:'-', I, 18, P. 151
{ed, Portus

Sertflores Historiae Au
Vita P, 7, 11
Vita Verd, 6, 9

3,1

grstae

Vita Maree, 27

sopater (ed. Walz, Kietores Graeet, V1L
p. 118
po 121,
i 1

11-12
23, 3

Strabo, 1, 1, 16
Suda, 5.7, Awde kdduow
Maxkdwhopros
Meororwiapds
Muaydpas
Suetonius, A u g

Nero, 3

Taeit us, Mislories, 1V, 83, 2
Ther I Smyrna, On the Utility of
hematics (ed, H:-!le F)

p. 14

p. 15

I'heophilus (ed. Edmonds), 11, p. 568, 1, 4

Thucydides, VIII, 53, 2

.\'.-.-.-npl;--_-., Hellemica, 11, 4, 20
V1, 3, 2-6

?-l-:-ill'-ilh. IV, 18 (ed. Mendelzsohn)
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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, pp. 117-119: a list of exegetes of the Eumolpidae iz given on p. 92.)

Accame, =, 29

Aeest iHII. l:l.'LII:.:'!.'lel.'.." of -:|;u_|'.|-:'h 11, i:".
MNenacles, 34-55

Acharnae, daduchic family from, 52-58

Achilles, 43

.".l':|'|:-| waliz, 200, 94, Of

adlection into Eumolpidae, 37

-u!r.llr?pn'rrr I'r'S.'n'rJ.l-"l.'.fJ.'rJ'r.'l 30

Adrian, sophist, 47

aediculum, 4344

aefsitor, 14, 38, 40, 42, 539-61. 64, 68, 79,
81, 83-80, 94-95, 121-124

Aclia Cephisodora, daughter of daduch
no. 19, Lysiades; 59

Aelia Epilampsis daughter of Aelins Gelos
of Phaleron, priestess of Demeter and
Kaore no. 16, 75

Publia Aelia Herennia, '|'|i|'r-:||:-h;_||'|l,:il:| na,
i1, 88

Fublia Aelia Herennia dauvghter of P.
Achus Apollomiug, hearth-immtate, no.
43, 111

Aeliuz of Acharnae, pyrphores no. 3, 04

Aehus Apollomius, cosmete ea. 21778, 64

Aelius Apollonius, ephebe ca. 217 /8, 64

P. Aeliug Apollonius of Antinoeis, archon,
father of hearth-initiate no. 43, 41, 64,
111

Achius Ardys, high-priest, 62, 75

Aclius Aristides, 39, 47. See also Pas-
sages Cited

P. Aclius Dionysiug of Antinoeis, daduch
no, X260, 6d

Aclius Dionysius of Antinoeis, ephebe in
M54, 6d

Aeliug Gelosol Phaleron, father aof priestess
I:It Ij!'[l]t'tl_'r .E!,IIL] J\.-l'lii' no. I('l_ _.ILE"'I|-:|
Epilampsis, 15

.'151';il|:-'~ |:'r;|\':|;.;|JI':|h =00 |_||:' .]\E!ll.'lt!i:"ln:lt'll'ﬂ ||!.
Melite, daduch no. 23, 60-63

Aeliug Themison, 60

2. Aelius Timosthenes son of Aelins Zenon
of Berenikidai, hearth-imitiate no. 51,
112

Aeliuvs Zenon of Berenikidai, father of
hearth-mmitiate no. 51, 112

Acolion: see Vipsanius A,

Aerarius Sosipater, daduch no. 2%, 64

Apathocles, father of Alexander of Leu-
konoion, 51 (line 29)

Agathoeles of Marathon, father of hearth-
initiate no. 41, 111

Agathon: see Flavius A.

Agathopus son of Phronton of Marathon,
hearth-mntiate no, 24, 109

Agenor of Eriketa, father of excgete no. 3,
07

Agenor son of Apollomius of Erikeia,
|_'|:-hl.'|.:ll.' in ”"F_.-.ﬁ. |:‘_.'|E:|.li:-1. Q2

Agenor son of Apollonius, pythaist in
138/7, 92

r
7

Apenor son of A pollonius, Eitharisies at
]'l'-.-||-'!:i in 128/7, 92

agonothete, 30,55, 61, 6364, 78-80, 84-35,
96, 108, 126

Agora in Athens, 33-35

Alare, 43

Aleamenes, pyrphoras no, 2, M

Alcibiades, 15-16, 49, 70, 76, 81, 93, 114

Aleibiades : see Flavius A,

Alexander the Great, 21, 58, 112

Alexander son of Agathocles of Leunkono-
1011, 31 {line 29)

Alexandria, 89, 43

altar, 73; altars of Demeter and Kore, 82,
B5-86

altar-priest, 8-9, 32-86

ambassador, 30, 36, 68, B0

Ameinoclein daughter of Philanthuz of
Phyle, priestess of Demeter and Kore
1o, G, 72

Amelung, 101

Ammoniug, father of Arstacchmus of
Anaphlystos, 31 (line 26)

Ammonius son of Demetrins, ephebe in
q0,/79, 52

Amphias of Philaidai, father of hiero-
5||'|<|.|I:i1’|. no. 1, 86

Amynomachus son of Eucles of Halai,
hierophant no. 12, 27

Anacroron, .H'J, A1=k2. 44, 4647 64

ani e, 24, 50, 56

Andocides, 16-18 68, ). Sce also Passages
Cited

anepsios, 33-54

M. Annius Pythodorus, husband of priest-
es5 of Demeter and Kore no. 10, 74

Annius Thrasyllus, son of priestess of
Demeter and Kore no, 10, 74

announeement : see frorrlesis

antipraphens, 123

u,l.'.'.'.f:':'r_l:,r, o, 123

Antiochus, 44

Antiphon, archon of 258/7, 27

_"|.||{i||]1u:|||. :||I,.:;|'-|:-|'i-='.-1 no, J§, 82

Antiphon, daduch no. 8, altar-priest no. 4
53, 82

Antoninus Pius, 32, 34, 3

Antonius Cornelianus, 35

Antonius Sospis, rhetor, 39

aparche, 11, 14-13, 49, 70, 76, 20

Apellicon, father of Apolexis of Oion, 5
{line 20}

Aphrodeisius son of Stephanus of Mara-
thon, priest of Triptolemus, 97

Aphrodeisius son of Epaphrodeitus of
Paiania, hieraules, 123

Aphrodite Pandemaos, 96

apogonos, meaning of, 51

apographat, 30

Apolexis, archon in 20/19, 50, 101

7-39, 84

135

Apolexis son of Apellicon of Oien, 51
fline 20)

Apollinarius : see Claudius A,

Apollo, 18, 27, 54; priest of, 100; Apaollo
Delius, priest of, 74; Apolle Patrous,
pricst of, 75, 112; Apollo Pythins, 22,
75, 112: |:-ri4'-l, of, 51, H'.i': 121; ,"|_|:||5|ir:|
Zosteriug, priest of, 120

Apollodarus, 17T

Apolifodorus 7] see Claudius A,

Apollonus, father of priestess of Demeter
and Kore no, 4, 72

Apolionius son of Apollonius, hicrophant
no. 29, 40

.IIL|:I|J|Il'l]'IilI:‘-'- of Acharnae, father of Ctesicl-
eia, wife of daduch no. 13, 54, 58

Apollonius son of Ctesicles of Acharnae, 51
(line 24}, 55, 58

Apolloniug son of Jason of Cholleid

Apollomus son of Arenor of Erike
gete no. 3, 92

Apollonius son of Eudemus of Hermos,
father of sacred herald no. 6, 41, 79

Apollonius of Melite, father of hearth-
imitiate no. 20, 108

Apollonius of Tyana, 29

Apollonius: see Aelins, Cassius, Julius
Casstanus A.

rI;.:.'H.'.H'.':'l'J_ 70

archeis, 76

."I.I'L'|'|:-:|-. '|'|i|'r'-:||:-}'.:|1|l, no. ."'._ I_lﬁ -]‘.l'

Architimus son of Architimus of Sphettos,
51 (lime 22)

archon, 30, 36, 41, 539, 61, 63-64, 73, T9-80
#3-85, 87, 89, 96, 98, 100-101, 108, 111,
121

archon of En |'|||,:-|[|'i-;_|;|_1-_ 35-36

archon of the Kerykes, 98

archon of the Panhellenion, 109

archon of the Sacred Gerousia, 98

Ardys: see Aehius AL

Areopagus, 22, 42

Ares Envalius, priest of, 78

arésterien, 18, 71

Argeius son of Argeius of Trikorynthos,
archon in 98/7, 98

Argeius som of Aristodemus of Trikoryn-
thos, 98

Aristaechmug son of Ammeonius of Ana-
phlystos, 51 (line 26), 52

Aristides : see Aelius A.

Ariztion, 86

Aristocleia, granddaughter of priestess of
Demeter and Kore no, 10, 74

Aristocles of Perithoidai, ||:i|,'rr1!||1;|;||_1 ne.
11, 24-27, 56

Arnstocrates of Sparta, 57

Aristodemus, father of Argeius of Trikoryn-
1_|||)~:I ';.:'S

Aristodemus son of Argeins of Trikoryn-
thos, kvmnegogos, 97
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arislopolitera, 109

Aristotle, 13, 21, a7,
Cited

Arria: see Calpurnia Arria

Artaxerxes, 47

Artemidorus, 57

Artemis Epipyrgidia, pricst of, 73, 94;
Artemis Propylaca (at Elensiz), 94

Artemon, father of Lysias of Paania, 100

Asclepieia, Greater, 61, 67

Asclepieum, 79; epimelete of, i3

Asclepiodolral, 126

Asclepiodo[te], 126

Asclepiodo[ tus]: see Claudius A.

Asclepius, 96; at Elensis, 29; priest of, 59,
62 108 121: Asclepius Amphiaraus, 32;
Asclepius Soter, priest of, 6

aseheiar see i|'|1;u':-:1_.'

Ashmaole, B., 102

Asia, 60

Asprenas Calpurnius Torguatus, 30

Ateimetus: see Flavius A,

wleleia, 19-20

Athena, 43, 109; priestess of, 29, 35-36, 69,
76, 100: weaver of robe of, 54-53;
Athena Horia, priest of, 31, 98

Arhenaea, 55

Athenaeus (also Epaphrodeitus) son of
Athenaeus of Phlya, hearth-initiate no.
26

Athenagoras of Melite, father of hearth-
initiate no, 5, 100

Athenais, 38

Athenais, hearth-initiate no. 19, 108

Athenophilus : see Athenacus 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, 63; state and
Mysteries, 10

Athens, modern, 33

Attalus, 121

andit of Eleusinian priests, 46, 113

Aupgustan Games, Great, 84-85, 126

Augustus, 37-38, 57, 73=74

Aurelia _"l.[;|:_:|1;|. (alzo Hermione) Ll.i.ll:.:"."lll.'r
of Aurelivs Epaphrodeitus of Pithos,
hearth-initiate no, 37, 110

Aiirelia Paramona daughter of Aurelins
Paramonus of Lamptral, hearth-imtiate
114, ';(::, 110

Aurelios and duwrelier, 94

Aurelins of Lamptrai, fyrpiores no. 4, 95

Aurelinsg Epaphrodeitus of Pithos, father
of hearth-initiate no. 37, 110

M. Awrelius Miltiades son of Agathocles
of Marathon, hearth-initiate no, 41, 111

Agrelivg Paramonus of Lamptrai, father
of hearth-initiate no, 36, 110

M. Aurelius Prosdectus son of Fistocrates

of Kephale, 938

See also Passages

Baillet, J., 64-66

bakchoi, 103

Barnes, T. [, 37

basileus, 23, 41, 73, 96, 98, 100, 111, 113
121

Bassa: see Numma B.

Beazley, J. P, 48-49

Behr, C. A., 38

Bellicus Tebanianus, 30

bema: see prytany-secretary
Bendis, 99

Biottus, 20

Blaszs, F., 17, 45349

Bloch, H., 90-91

Boeckh, 122 125

boots of hicrophant, 33

Boule, 26, 35, 42, 45, 90, 93
Bouleuterion, 13

Bousquet, ., 74

Bovancé, P., 13, 46

Bowersock, . W., 35, 4142, 31
1:-1’3-.1. !r-. ;k I:i'll'l.'!.*ii,lrl"'!'l wir |1.. \.;'I':l
Bowra, C. M., 21

Bradua: see Claudius Appius Ateilius B.
Britain, 80

Broneer, (., 71

Brussels, 33

Buctler, K., 43

Burruz, husband of hicrophantid no. 8, 87
Busolt, 11

Butadius : see Musonius

Caesarea, Great, 78

Calamaen, 27, 47, 72, 76

Callacschus: see Flavius C.

Callias (II) son of Hipponicus ([) of
Alopeke, daduch no. 1, 4748

Callias (II1) =on of Hipponicus (11} of
Alopeke, daduch no, 2, 48-50, 90-91, 93

Calliaz (IV) of Alopeke, grandson of da-
duch no. 2, 48

(_..\,I.IIEI,'I'.'Ll'iI:II'.‘- af 'I‘l'ikm'ynl'zm.-, father of
hicrophant no. 18, 29

Callicratides son of Syndromus of Trike-
rynthos, 30

Calligeneia: sec Kalligeneia

Callimachus, 111

Callimachus of Leukonocion, father of

altar-priest no. 10, 51 (line 9), §3

|:_'.':|]||||'||..| Arria, 30

Campbell, D. A, 21

Caracalla, 38

Caria, 73

wnus of Steiria, sacred herald no. 10,
III'iII:l,I'I-iI:iI..:.I.II' o, 42 80, 111

Cassianus Phalippus, 80

Cassianus: see Julius C.

C. Casiziuz) Apollonius of Steiria, archon
in 207 /8, 41

Cassius: see |ulius C,

Cawkwell, G. L., 18

Cephalus, 20-91, 93

Cecropidae, 39

Cephisodora: see Aclia C.

[_'u,-]s-||':-..e|-:||:-|'||:- son of Philistides of H:l;._'-
nous, altar-priest no. 7, §2

f_'l'l'}'-:'-rw: S0 |\'I.'I'f.'k|'.--

Chacretius son of Prophetes of Eleusis,
hierophant no, 10, 8 23

{...I':-:I;'l.'i"'-. .“-

Charias, 20

l:_-.|'|.|.|'5-|'|1'- 241 -:|[ '|'|'|l'l.n'il LIS |,|j' |'|I.|'.I.'I'|.-|'.. 22

Charidotes : see Hermes

Charion daughter of Donvsius of Mara-
thon, |\|'i-:'-=||'-u-l|I:' Demeter and Kore no.

Iy @12
charisierion, 97
Charites: see Graces
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chastity, 116; of hierophant, 34-46

chiton, 48, 101-108

chorus, 111, 113

Chrestus, of Byzantium, sophist, 85

Christian writers, 8-9

Chryszilla, 30

Cicero, 93

Cichesias son of Leon of Aixone, 51 (line
%)

citizenship, Roman, 30, 36

Claundia Alcia daughter of Ti. Claudins
Hipparchus of Marathon, hearth-initi-
ate no. 15, 108

Claudia Elpinice daunghter of Claudius
Herodes of Marathon, hearth-imitiate
ne. 35, 110

Claudia Menandra 1’_I:H|J,:|I=|1'I' of Claudius
Philippus of Melite, hearth-mnitiate no.
47, 112, 124

Claudia Philoxena daughter of Ti. Claud-
ius Patron of Melite, hicrophantid 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
Hl:-r-.' i1, |.:!.. ?-l

Claudia Themistocleia daughter of Claud-
ins Philippus of Melite, hearth-initiate
no. 46, 111=112

Claudia Timothea daughter of Timotheus
of :,.;i;l';l"!tl:t, Flrl-l.'h'li'-\-:‘- of Demeter and
Kore, no. 11, 74

Claudn of Melite, 4.3, 53, 57-03, 67

Ti. {_.I.itlllﬂil,lh .-'||_|:||:-|:i||:|rill:- son of .1|.['|-:|'||-
[odorus] of Acharnae, hicrophant no.
26, 3940

Ti. Claudius Apoll[oderus?] of Acharnae,
father of hierophant no, 26, 39

Ti. Clandius Appius Ateilins Bradua son
of Claudius Herodes of Marathon,
hearth-initiate no. 34, 110

Clandins 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-imitiate mo. 14, 92, 108

Claudius Eumolpus son of |"f||1111a|;|||~ of
Marathon, 40

Ti. Claudius Hi|:'|:u,|'|'|||:.-a aof Marathon,
father of hearth-initiate no. 15, 108

Claudius Hlyrius, 66

|| {_.I:||,]':I:-.'!|'\-' ].\.'(I-Ilzlli“- I.II :‘llli'i.'ill'. 1|i||i|||'||
no, 18, 57

Claudius Lysiades of Melite, son of hiero-
'|r||:|:'||'.l!1 1ih, T. .".:T

Ti. Clandius Lysiades son of Leonides of
Melive, |:|.|.1|.:|¢'i!'| no. 19, 59

Ti. Clauding Lysindes of Melite, son of
daduch no. 20, Sospis, high-priest, 59,
G162 85

Ti. Clandius Nicoteles of Sounion, father
of Ti, Claudius Demostratus, 108

Ti. Clandivs Oenaphilus' son of Calliera-
tiddes of Trikorynthos, hicrophant no.
18, 29
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Ti. Claudiuz Patron of Melite, father of
hierophantid no. 7, &7

Ti. Claudius Philippus son of Demostratus
of Melite, daduch no. 24, 63

Claudius Polyvzelus of Acharnae, brother
of hierophant no, 26, 3940, 92

Claudius Praxagoras :see Aclius P., daduch
no, 23

C. Claudius Seilianus Polveritus, hearth-
initiate no, 29, 109

Ti, Claudiug Sospiz 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, Leanides, 58

Claudius Themistoeles of Melite, father of
daduch no. 23, 61

Clea, wife of hiq-r-:||;||:|;_| nt no. 34, Erolius, 42

Cleadas, son of hicrophant no. 34, Erotius,
4213, 64

Cleitus of Phlya, father of pricstess 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 danghter 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 Colling, 4, 101

Coes, 66

Commodus, 38-39, 41, 84, 88 111

Conon, 53, 111-112

Conon: see Flavius C,

Constantine, 65-66

Constantinople, 65

Constantius, 36, 65

consul, 83

consulate, 65

Ci penhagen, 102

T. Coponius Maximus of Hagnous, sacred
herald no, 3, 78

T. Coponius Maximus of Hagnous, son of
saered herald no. 3, 78

Corinth, 17, 33, 59

Cornelia Phl

32

Cornclianiis: see Antonms C.

Cos, 26

cosmete, 30, 63, 97

{_'m.'|_u| T ﬁ._'\" 30

costume, 116; of hicrophant, 32-33, 41,
45-46: of daduch, 32-33, 4748, 68; of
hearth-initiate, 101=108, 113

COourt }'.";rn:l of Eleusinian sANCiuary, 12, 17,
29

Crete, 109

Croconidac, 00

Crénert, 11

crown, 33-35, 81, 89, 116; gold, 18; laurel,
1063 - myrtle, 19, 23, 35, 46, 48409, 71,
82, 86, 101-108, 113, 116, 119-120;
olive, _:'."i. 103=104 = vorive, 69

Cresicleia, wile of daduch no. 13, Sopho-
cles, 5
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Crtesicles of Acharnae, son of daduch no.
13, Sophocles, 53, 58

Cresicles, father of Apollonius of Acharnae,
51 (lime 24)

Cumont, F., 3

clirse, 16, 70

(T}'hl.'ll.'. 47

Cyprus, 42

daduch, 3, 89, 11, 13, 15, 20-21, 29,
4768, T1; appointment of, 52=33, 55=
56, 60; hair-style, 47—4%; at Thargelia,
34, See also costume

daduchic family from Acharnae, 52-38

daduchic family from Hagnous, 52-58

daduchic family of Clandii of Melite, 43,
53, 57-63, 67

Daeira, 98

Daerriles, 98

Damoteles, daduch no. 27, 64

Davies, [. K., 19, 4749

Degrassi, A., 65

[elas, 49, 104

Delphi, 21, 33, 65, 74, 76, 112,
oracle

Delz, ., 9

demarch of Eleusis, 15, 18, 27, 72

Demeas, father of Selewcus of Halai, 51
(line 30)

Demeter Chloe, priestess of, 75

Demeter and Kore, passim: designation
of, 63; treasury of, 12-13; priestess of,
11, 13, 20, 23, 29, 63-76: title, 69, 76:
perquisites, 09-71, 73

Demetiius, father of herophantid no, 6,
87

emetring of :.}jil';l'llllﬁ. _\l,lil_-.l-l;-n-;:_ur:,-. 123

Demetrius of Phaleron, 22

Demetrius Poliorcetes, 37, 50

Demochares son of Menander of Azenia,
51 (lime 21)

Demochares, father of Menander of Azenia,
51 (line 26)

Demophilus, 21

Demos, priest of (3],

Demaos and Graces, priest of, 73-74, 78

Demos and Gracez: and Bome, priest of,
124

Demosthencs, 17, 34

Demostratus of Pallene, I..|Ii::|l.'|' af .-.-|.-:'|'l.'-;|
herald no. 2, 77

Demostratus  of

Sp i_'I.I:\I1

)

a3k

Pallene, son of sacred
herald no. 2, Dionysius, 51 (line 23), 77

Demaostratus: see Claudius [,

Deubner, L., 17, 22, 27. 40, 7290

Drexicles: see Phileto

Dexippus: see Herennius I,

diadechos Stotkos, T8

Diagoras, 16

diagraphe, 24

digfaxiz, 35

IHkainsyne: sec Justice

Dilke, O, A, W, 120

Dinsmoor, W. B., 15, 50, 73, 77

Do Cassius: see Cassius 1.

Diocles, son ol ||EL'J'|:I| shant no, 1, 10, 93

Diocles of Hagnous, son of daduch no. 16,
Themistocles, 56-58

Ihocles son |||. i.lil Il']-\."- I:-|. :"I11'i|||.'. |:'|. ':_]ill.'.'
17

[iaeles, father of Sarapion and Diocles of

i T L T
Melite, 51 (line 22)

137

Diodorus, father of Diotimus of Halai, 50
{lines 7, 20}

Mogenes, 121

| Mo, '|:-|'i1':~'li.-:-'- of Demeter and Kore 1,
14, 7475

Dionysia daughter of L. Gellius Xenagoras,
T

I :'inll‘..':i!:.l.. wile of Lacrateides of Tkaria, 97

Dionyzia at Eleusis, 19, 26

Dionysiac Artists, 92

Dionysiac Mysteries, 104

Dienysius, lather of
Athmonon, 50

Dionysius of Halai, father of hearth-initi-
ate no. 4, 100, 124

Dionysius son of Sostratus of lkaria, 97

Dhonysius of Marathon, father of pricstess
of Demeter and Kore no. 7, Charion, 73

Dhionysius of Marathon, lakchagogos, 9607

Dionysius son of Eirenaeus of Paiania, 97

Dionyzius son of Demostratus of Pallene,
sacred herald no. 2, 51 {lines 12, 25), 77

Dionysius: see Aelius [,

Dionveodorus son of Dionvsodorus of
Deiradiotai, 51 (lines 23, 27, 28)

Dionysus, 17, 116; hierophants in cult of,
3; priest of, 36; Dhonysus Eleuthereus,
priest of, 75

Diophantus son of Jason of Cholleidai, 96

[ Dot Jima, hearth-initiate no, §, 101

Diotimus son of Diodorus of Halai, 51
(hnes ¢, 200, 77, 88, 100-101

Diphila, mother of hearth-initiate no. 6,
1M}

Dattenberger, W., 15, 52

Dodwell, 124

f’n’n’.kf‘”fl’l.';n"n’l’ I:lr :«.Iitd“':.-h - I")t'\

Dositheus son of Cleomenes of Marathon,
0%

Dow, Sterling, 4, 10, 13=14, 22,
77, 83, 97

Dresden, 33

dress s see costume

Diiring, 1., 21

Dugzand, R., 73

.1'|]<'[rn|:!'|:|||1:-' of

V5, 87, 122

38, 70, 73,

Edmonson, Colin N_, 4, 17, 91-93, 99
eggonos, meaning of, 31

Ervpt, 65066

Egvptian cults, 9

Eilesthyia, 80

Eirenacus son of Eirenaeus of Pajama, 97
, 116

eisapips, 26

eisagdgion, 26

.;'.-'-:.:'.-'_1.--..'.-lar_ 26

Eisidora : see Flavia E.

ckpléxiz, 56

Eleusinia, 20, 26, 65-66, 70, 108109

Eleusinion in Athens, 10=11, 69=70, 90,
949, 1106, 108, 119120

|':|-e'||r-i::ic||1 at |:':||'!.'::-'~|."-. l.:'l

Eleusis, 29; apora, 19; cult of Asclepius
and Hygeia ar, 29; deme of, 8, 18-20,
22 Diony=zia at, 19, 26, Dionysion, 19;
theater, 18=19; sanctuary, 12 : adminis-
tration of, &, 18, 35, 54, 69, 115; court-
yvard of, 12,
Propvlaea Greater, 12. See
Telesterion

1729 1|"!.~._|,i|' of, 17:

also

Eleusis, Alexandrian, 8-9




Elpanice: see Claudia E.

emoluments :

Emperor, priest of, 77

Endowment, Eleusinian, 353-36, 46, 60, 68,
15, 81, &5-84, 924, 96=00 109-110,
115-116

v, pricst of,

E-Zp.upluml..1u|-; ."Llhrl'..u-u.-:

Epaphrodeitus : see Aurelius E.

ondn, 30

see fees

afwtrchos archtlec
ependyies, 48
ephebes, 42
]':.|;i4'r.|ll';- son of Callimachus of Leuko-
noion, altar-priest no. 10, 83
Eprdaiira, 100
Epidaurus, 57, 65-60
Epi Archarn
Diemeter and Kore no, 3, 70
Epigonus of Sypalletos, father of priestess
of Demeter and Kore no. 18, 75
Epilamypsis : sec Acha k.,
-.'||:.||||'|-.'I,l.' ol .1l.-l.'|1'§|i-:'lllll. ::‘:
epimelete of the city, 30, 78
1"|i||:.|.'|1'|:|.' ||‘. I:Il.'||.l'\- JIJ]
epimelete of the gympasiarc
epimelete of the .1'-]:\~rll'rll':-. 28
er of Athe

priestess of

renes of . i
wenes of L, S0

Pomponiz I,

Epiphaneia damig

Melite, hearth-initiate no, 3,
ept Skindos, 123
& frisi o R n ]

mes of prytany, 3584, %
wes of Sacred Gerousia, 03

&
efa

efro ol 16
epopieia, 33, 30, 57, 68, B4
--'||,:-u-;.|'i:||| arder, 30 .42 GO

Erinyes, 20

Erotius, hierophant no. 34, 4243, 64

errefphoros, 1R

eschara, 12, 17, 00

ercleatind, 18

Eadaile, K., 101, 108

Etecbutadae, 533, 50

Eubnotus: see Ulpius b

Eubouleus, priest of, 97

Eucles, 9i)

i"_l,ll,'l\.'_- {:I’ I'I.\.I'I.\.Ii, :||1I'I|:l|_i'|.'|' |:|1|!|'J' (¥} 1'|'.'|'|:\.
nomachus, hicrophant 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-

55 of Demeter and Kore no. 9, 73
I'.lll":l.'l:."'l.l. 1
Eudemus, father of Gorgippus of Melite
51 (line 15)
Eudenmus: see Apollonius son of E. of

Hermaos

enpencia, 30, 67

!':I..'III.I.II]PiII. il:'il'-\-llllltll wlz, 116

Eumolpidae, 8, 10-18, 22-23, 29, 31, 37
38, 42 4648, 53, 56, 60-70, 75,03 115
119-120: archon of ; see :|r'-:'|i||.|

Eumolpus: see Claudius I,

|'..|III.|;|iII:-I 43

Eunice: see Flavia E.

56, B8

enfrhonia, 41, 17

Euphron son of Euphron of Marathon, 51
(line 29)

|:'.|||:-|Ir'1r-ﬂ.'||l.'

Eupolis, £

cupatridae,

=0m ||:" Ili':'l.' |':|-I|.i1:
rers, 49

CLINTON :

17, 29

THE

Euryale daughter of Glaucus of Marathon,
wife of hierophant no. 33, 42

Eurycleides, ]'liq'l'-:||.-|!:.:||'|r no. & 21=22

Eurymedon, hierophant no. 7, 21

Eustrophus of Peiraeus, father of hiero-
phant no. 14, 28

Euthias of Elcusis, 19

Eutl 1| ias =on of Gi hon of Eleusis, 19

Euthycomas: sce Flavius E.

excpesis, 15, 48

35=-30, 3%, B8 ; cxepete appo nted
Demos, 83-00: exepetes of the

536, BEU5,

eXereies,
by the
Eumolpidae, 8,
pythochrestus

See also

Fabius, hearth-initiate no. 53, 112

I'-.Cl.ll'ill'\-' ':lr "‘ala'l. |1||.|| 1, 1|:|||.|“| |1 gk, ?r" r.l-' r""
Fabius Fabianus of Mar: |.||l-|:. |:|I.I.| Id of
the Boule and Demos in 182 /3, 64

1om, archon

C. Fabius Thisbianus of Marath
in 1867, 64

Fasti Pr

Fates, pricstess of, 36

Fauwvel, 4

Favorinus, 21

Feawver, I}, 76

|’|_'4'9-' (K #] FI]'l-I"H‘.'\!_ ”'. |£‘ .?l::l. ik :] :|:| 31.
116

Ferguson, W. 5., 77

Festus: see Rufius F.

Fiechter, E., 120-=121

fullet, 101

Fine, J., 17

fire, 95

saresfimd, 73

AT i .-!1. Al
hieraphant

Firmus of Gargettos, hierophai

Firmus of Gargettos, son of

no. 21, 32

Firmuz son of Firmus of Gargettos, 32

I L Jerateia, hierophantid no. 5, 87
Flawv idora, 110

Flavia Eunice daughter of T.

Callaeschus of Marathon, 838
Flavia Laodameia davehter of Cleitus of
|'||i_'_.'.'|,_ |'-|'i-=--||'--- of Demeter and Kore
1o, 10, 74

Flavianus: see Vipsanius F,
T E ||.'|.I-.I‘-.~.l.|lil.-|il.ll*-| no. 14, 85
T ee o+ Joof Acharnae, hearth-

mitiate mo. 438, | |..

T. Flavius Agathon of Peiracus,
hearth-imitiate no. 45, 111

lavius Alcibiades, ephebe in 155/6,

| g Ale |h|.|l!|| S I.II l aiar || b, SPeAT-ErT ||I‘=L
father of hierophant no. 24, 36

T. Flavius Alcibiades of Pajania,
herophant no. 24, 36

Flavius Alcibiades son of Aleibiades of
Paiania, brother of hierophant no. 24, ar

II'.I.\.l.'n.'i'.l'\- _I|||'|'|-:|:'l||'\-I ]1i'1'|1:-|':.:|'!'|l H:

T. Flavius Ateimetus son of T,
Aeathon of
45, 111

T. Flavius Callacschus of M:

'|... |'|:1'-.'i||- L-l.-r:n:l O
hearth-initiate no. 17, 108

T. Flavius |-'.||rh}| omaas of Paiama,
altar-pricst mo. 11, T.
-31, 83, &7

T. Flavius Glaucus son of T,
Glaucus of Marathon,
32, 42

father of

.

[ather of

Flavius
racus, hearth=imitiate no.

athon, 88
Sounion, father of

=051 0
Flavius Straton,

IFlavius
hiecrophant no.

ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES

[TRANS. AMER, PHIL., 50C.

Flavius Heracleitus of Palama, prwants
in 162

Flavius Leosthenes, ephebe in 155/6, 37

Flavius Leosthenes of Paiania, erandiather
of hierophant no, 24, 36

T. Flavius Leosthenes son of T. Flaviuz
Alcibiades of Paiania, hierophant no.
24, 31, 36-38

T. Flavius Leosthenes of Pawania,
of hearth-initiate no, 39, 110

T. Flavius Menander son of T.
I:.llt.ll}l:":lllll'\- (4] ]Illi.il'l'lia':. =I.

T. Flavius Pantaenus of Gargettos, 30

daduch no. 31, 66=67

father

Flavius

Flavius Pom,

T. Flavius Sophocles son of F
Conon of Sounion, hearth-initiate no,
17, 108

T. Flavius Straton, hicrophant no. 20,
30-31

T. Flavius Straton of Pawnia,
no. 11, 31, B3
Flavius Straton, archon ca.

altar-priest

194, 31, 85

Flaviuz Xenion son  of Hi'llll|"|l'illl'- of
Marathon, hearth-initiate no, 32, 85,
109, 114

x-l'illlw B0k -:|r f:|.|!.I1'l.l.:- (il
brother of herophant no.

T. Flavits
Marathon,
32, 42

Foucart, P.. passim

Frazer, |. C., 45, 96

P. Fulvius Maximuzg of Sounion, father of
hearth=-initiate no. 18, 108

. Fulviuzs Metrodorus son of P.
Maximus of Sounion,
18, 108

Furtwiingl

Fulvius
hearth=imtiate no.

|:r.ll.l.l-y a0

Grallienus,

Gaul, 43

Gavinius Saturninus, 63

Ge Hemeros, priest of, 96

Lar _r".'.|,l.-(.-l,'.'rl_,l'.'.|'4-.l-..I a6

I., 36-38, 46, 36, 61, 64, 70,
78, 85, 110, 112, 123

Gellii of Delphi and Athens, 43

L. Gellius Menogenes, 88

L. Gellius Polyzelus son of L.
Nenaporas, hearth-initiate no. 49, 88,
112

13 :'u-l. [$14]

[| ;l'.l.._:.l i, L,

Gellius

Xenaroras son of L. Gellius
hearth-initiate no. 44, 76

- zee Aelius G,

, 80; general of the city, 39, See
also hoplite general

penos, pene, 3, 8, 23-24, 28, 31, 41, 93

Gerousia, 41,83, See also Sacred Gerousia

Giannelli, G., 36-37, 30
Gigon, 0., 21
Gilliam, J. FF., 37, 94

Glauce cl:al.l-_'hl-'l of Menedemus of Kyda-
thenaion, priestess of Demeter and Kore

ng. 5, 72

-

lancus, ot prandson of fuie |"I|:'|:-II'I[i1|
no. 10, 88

Glaucus: see Flavius G,

Cnathon of Eleusis, 19

God and Goddess, priest of, 97

l: Wi, i‘ll

:':HI/I'III‘.IIII'II. ll|..
Gordian, 41-42




VaL. &4, PT, %, 19 .'-I|

Gorgippus son of Eudemus of Melite, 51
{line 15)

Gould, J., 33, 00

Graces, priest of, 04, 96, 121,
Dremos and Graces

graffiti, G4-00

Graindor, P, 30, 32, 36-38, 41, 57, 59, 65,
B85, 123

grammateia, 24

[:I'(J.l:.;. |':.. ﬁfil. Eﬁ

gvmnasiarch, 30, 36, 63-04, 78, 108, 1206

gpymmasiarchia, 111

=ee alzo

Habryllis davghter of Micion of Kephisia,
(]
Hadrian,
53-8

Hadrian Eleathereus, priest of, 121

Hadrian Panhellenins, [I]':-'l,':-\.[ af, 62

Hadrianeia, 80

Hagnias, 53-54

fagnistes, 98

Hagnous, daduchic family from, 52-58

hair-style, 33-34, 101-108

Haloa, 17, 26, 69=70, 72

Harrison, A. B. W., 53-54 03

Harrmson, E. B., 32=34. 104-107

Harvey, A. E., 21

Hausmann, U., 107

Healey, B F., 2270 7%, 97

hearth @ see besiin

hearth-initiate, 3, & 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

I |1'i.'il:'4>. 114

I‘[I']i#'l.lfiilil;_:hlq'l' I:II .I.Ill_'ll:_:l'|'|1'-\. af | |-|||.;||1|n:|.
ion, 114

Hellanicus, 10

Heracleia (in Caria), 73

Heracleides, Il:l'.l-l.lFlll.E:lll no. 30, 42

Heracles, 49, 107

herald, 126.  See also antiberyy

herald of the Arecopagus, 30, 36-37, 41, 75
T0-80, 83, 108, 111

herald of the Boule, 15

herald of the Boule and Demos, 30, 60,
64, 123-124

Herenma : see Aelia H.

3 61, 74, 87-88; initiation of,

I*. Herennius of Hermos, sacred herald no.
8, 79

. Herennius son of Apolloning of Hermos,
sacred herald no, 6, 79

. Herennius Dexippus son of Prolemacus
of ||1'I'II:I..I:-. POERTEES N0, 3.

P. Hereniius  Prolemacus of  Hermos,
father of fanages no, 3, 79, 96

Hermaizenz of Cholleidar, 95

Hermes Propylacus, 96; Hermes, Patrous,
priest of, 51; Hermes Pyletes and
Charudotes, priest of, 94, 96

Hermias of Atarnens, 21

Hermione : gee Aurelia Magna H.

Hermitage, 119

I‘EI':I'II‘I._I'HI"\-. .|1'l']|':||| |rg IH; f

Hermotimus, daduch no. !

Herodes .'||_I!i1'|:.--. .':"], il

Herrmann, P, 92

Herulians, 96

hestia, 99, 113

= N
i
S

GENERAL INDEX

Ili"\-:i.i']'lil.l‘-. '!:l(j -H.l'l.' .|.I.'\-|-.| ]Iil.‘-'\-ilf._'l"\- :_"ill'l'l
fiera, 14, 42, 4647, 69, 76

hierarchy : see ]u'n:rn,'r_ul

Rigranies, 123

Hicrocleides, daduch no. 3, 50

Hierocleides, daduch no. 6, 53

Hierocleides, altar-priest no. 2, 82

Hierocleides son of Teisamenus of Paiania,
hicrophant no. 3, 18

Trie rl-ll!ll'n'i'u‘r'.'\'. 4

hierokeryx: see sacred herald

hieromuemon, 121

Hieron, hearth-initiate no. 36, 113

hieronymy, 9=10, 22  28-29 40, 65-67,
80-81, &3, 87

hierophant, 847, 50; costume of, 32-35,
-]3 -lr.; al '[_:.||.|.||I:||':|_ 1
22: at Thargelha, 27, 54: '!1i1'|'-:||:-||:|.':|-
outside Attiea, 3

hierophantid, @, 33, 86-89

lieropoies, 11, 15, 21, 55, 70

high-priest of imperial cult, 34-36, 59,
6162, T3, 75, 84-85, 121; headgear of,
J4-35

Hilara & see Nicobuale

Hiller von Gacrtringen, 11-13, 15, 57

Hipparchus: see Claudius H.

Hipparete, sister of daduch no. 2, 49

hippens, 98

Hipponicuz (1} of Alopeke, father of
daduch no. 1, 47

I |i'|||||.-|l:c'llr- |:| 1) of .".:"ll;l-e'kl'. zom of daduch
no. 1, Callias, 4748, 90-01

Hipponicus ([11) of Alopeke, son of daduch
ne. 2. Callias, 48

Flippomicus (1Y) of Alopeke, grandson of
daduch no. 2, 48

Honoratiana Polycharmis (also Phaena-
rete) daughter of Honoratianus Poly-
charmus, hearth-initiate no, 50, 112

Honoratianus  Polvcharmus, father of
hearth-initiate no. 50, 112

I"'E'Ii:"' ',;1'|:l.'1'.::| 30 36, 38 41, 61, 78, 80,
83, 101, 108, 111, 126

house, of daduch, 50, 6&: of I'\'1'.':;|-Cl.'.-, 20
of priestess of Demeter and Keore, 71;
of pricsts and priestesses, 20

Hllfl]k'. ]

Hiietl, W, 37

Hussey, G. B., 107

hvdranos, 98

Hygeta, 96; at Eleusis, 29

hymuagagos, 8, 9798

rlj_', ?,I,'F“'.!fu'l'].'.,' =0 II]..|.rJ.I,r|-IquJ,:III'.\

hymnodoi: see hymuagogos

v posopiire 5, 32

27;: at Proerosia,

]
5

lTakchagepos, 9098, 121

f.-.'.v{'n .r.'.'."w. lJ'n--‘J'.’

[issos, 107

[lyrius: see Claudins [,

impiety, 16, 21-22, 49

Inan, J., 35

Ince Blundell Hall, 102

[ngholde, H., 34

initiates, 10=14, 16, 22, 26, 38, 446, 65,
77, 104 dyepmr grerieds, 112 dynrap
poerar, 112: representation of, 4819,
See also hearth-initiate

initiation, 29, 84. Sec also myesis

intestines, 98

139

!l:l;llll'lll.:‘-\-l'.l:] of Dionvsodorus of Dreiraciotan,
51 (line 28) '

Isaeus, sophist, 88

Ispeus, father of hierophantid no. 10,
Isidote, 88

Ischomachus, 49

Izidote davehter of Isaens, hierophantid
no. 10, 42, B8

Izis, 114

Ithace, §I1'El.':-l:l.':--:-' of Demeter and Kore
no. 17, 75

Tusiitia, priest of, 74; fusfitie Anpusta,

priest of, 7374

f:ll'l.:i:l:.._ I=.. an, 092

Jannoray, [., 76

Jason {alzo Logismus) son of Zethus of
Hagnous, pamages no, 2, 42, 95-96

Jeffery, L. H., 10, 95

Jones, C. P., 60, 74, 87

B | .
23,352

Judeich, W., 96

_|I||:':| Jll.llll'll'l.-l.. 40

Juha Kufhna, 80

Julian, 43

Tulii of Steiria, &0

[JuJlius, hierophant no, 19, 30

Julius, hierophant no. 25, 38-39

Julius, son of Julius Musonins of Steiria,
gacred herald no. 9, 70-80, 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, TO-80, 124

Julius Optatus, 80

Julius Thewdotus, sophist, 59, 62

Jumia Melitine daughter of Jumus Patron
of Berenikidai, hierophantid no. 9, 87
BE 109

Junia MNicostrate daughter of I Junius
Menneas of Beremikicdai, hearth-imitiate
no. 38, 110

Jumia Themistocleia, hearth-imtiate no.
52, 112

'_=ur Peiraeus, hicrophant no.

I3, Juniuz Menneaz son of I3, Junins
Patron of Beremikidai, hearth-initiate
no. 31, 109

M. Jumus Minucianus, [ather of daduch
no. 30, 6466

M. Junius Nieagoras son of Minucianus,
daduch no. 30, 646G

M. Junius Micagoras son of Mnesacus,
sacred herald no. 11, 65, 80

D, Junius Patron of Berenikidai, father of
hierophantid no. 9, 74, 87

Justice, priest of, 73

Kallligeneia?]], pricstess of, 36

Fameplhores, 73, 100-101, 109, 113

Kapetanopoulos, ., 36-37, 43, 55-539, 74,
BT, 06, 98, 108, 110, 112

Kavvadias, 66

Keil, B., 40

hkent, |. H., 50

Kerenyi, C., 46, 49

Kern, O, 99
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11-14, 16-18, 20, 22-23, 31,
49, 51, 33, 56=57T, G1-062, 67,
112, 115, 120; house

Kervkes, 8,
4142, 47,
a9, 75, 77, B2, 90,
of, 20

Kirchhoft, A, 11-12, 13

Kirchner, |., ,rmnuu

Klaffenbach,

kl'lir"l'., 103

Koehler, 20

Korte, A, 112-113

Kore, in the underworld, 98.
Demeter and Kore

woFpd, GF

.F.-r-”n-.-mp.lms, 08

Kourouniotes, K., 14, 48, 30, 52, M,
104-105

Krister, H., 98

Erah _'|.'_" 05, 33

Giinther, 4, 57, 125

See alzso

| acedacmonians, 29
ACEY, W, 17, 54

E..ur,nm(h-.-\_ hierophant no. 4, 17

lacrateides son of Sostratus of lkaria,
priest of God and Goddess no. 1, 97

Laeliana : sce Vipsania L.

lakkaploulos, 47

Lamidion |:|.':I,I;.;]'||t'1' of .'|||:-|>||'.\'[:-'- of Oion,
hearth-imitiate no. 12, 101

e Statilins L.

Laodameia: sec Flavia L.

Latte, K., 44, 66, 73

leader, mystic, of

Lamprias: se

initiates: see hearth-initiate
Leconficld, 103
lectisterninune of Pluto, 20, 22, 20 83

5.-.':.:.|1'|' of (;:sliltiil. K11

legomena, 40

lemniskos, 106

lenaea, 68

Lemngrad, 119

Leon, corrupt reading for
Acharnae, daduch no. 7], 53

Leon, father of Cichesias of
{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
altar-priest no. 8, 82-83

Timarchus,

Leontiusg (of

Aixone, 51

.".|'||.'.|'||.|.-.'.

Leontius son of pythaist 1n
106/5, 94

[eontius son of Timarchus of Kephisia,
pyrphores no. 1, 93

Leosthenes: see Fl

Lepri, L., 54

a, 4243, O

Leucius, father
14

Lewis, . M., 14-15, 33, 4745, 29

library of Pantacnus, 30

light in Telesterion, 46, 68

Lippold, ., 101

Lithoploros, 98

Hithos, 98

oenmis, hierophant no, 3
Log I phant 11

avius L.

Lo

of hearth-initiate no, 21,

Logmismus: see Jason
L Orange, H, F.. 33
Louvre, 102

Lucius Verus, 37, 62, 84

Lysander of Peiraeus, father ol

no. 2, 9l

exegote
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Lysiades, 58

L :. siades, archon in 148/7, 27
L i siades : see Clandius L.
Dya

zias son of Artemon of Paiama, hearth-
‘initiate no. 1, 100

Lysistrate, priestess of Demeter and Kore

no, 1, G

Maas, P., 60

Maass, M., d4-95, 120-121

MacDowell, )., 10, 4749

MeGregor, M. F., 14-15

MacKendrick, P., 8

Magie, [, 39

maprster memoriae, G

?\E;,|;,_'r',:|; zee Aurelia ML

Malta, 38

Mamertinus: see Valerius M.

Manganaro, G., 38-39

mwanleis, 8%

Marathon, 47

Marcus Aurclius, 31, 37, 39, 60-03, 67, 77
70 81, &4, 88, 111, 121-122

Martha, J., 14

Maximus: see Coponius M.,

Méautis, G., 99

Medeius son of Lysander of
{-xg-;_:l,'h' 116, .E. .'dtf!l._ L

Medeius son of Medeiuz of Peiracus, exe-
pete no. 4, 02 100

Meparians, 18

gs, R, 14-15

Meisterhans-Schwyzer, 12

Melite, 71; daduchic family,
43, 53, 57-03, 6T

Melitine: see Junia M,

[.. Memmius of Thorikos, altar-priest ne,
12, 8385

C. Memmius Sabinus Peisander, 126

Menander, father of Demochares of Azenia,
51 {line 21)

Menander son of Demochares of
51 {line 26)

Menander of Gargettos, father of priestess
of Demeter and Kore no. 12, 74

Menander son of Asclepiodorus of Gar-
gettos, 14

Menander : see Flavius M.

Menandra : see Claudia M.

Menecleides son of Theophemus of Kyda-
thenaion, hierophant no, 13, 28

Menecrates of Cholleida, father of P ges
no. 1, 95

Menedemus of

Fuilvius M,

Peiraeus,

Clandii of,

Azenia,

1{}'li:||||_|'||.'|i|l.'1_ father of

priestess of Demeter and Kore no. 5,
72

Menneas son of :":'I|J':-'f||h. Q8

Menneas som of Menneas of Azenia,

hymnagepes, 98

Jumius M.

Agryle, father of

and Kore no. 2, 70

Menogenes ;

henneas: see
:‘Il-li'.':” “"r

Demeter

|'-ri1'-| ees 0l

see Gelhus M.,

_"n||-'1r|'|s||':|||-' 5011 ol .“"\-:|r:\.|'||-- sl Hl.'l'l'u:;:ilg.li.
Al {line 6)

Meriet, Benjamin LY, 4, 10-13, 13, 2324,
26-27 47, 08, 121, 125=-126

1_;:\Lrll--._-|".:'

met
Fulvius M.
Metrophanes son of Dionysius of

Metrodorus : see
Athmo=
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Micion son of Philocrates of Peiracus, 51
(ling 30}

Miletus, 23

Millar, F., 66, 79, 96

Miltiades : see Aurelius M.

mint magistrate, 3556

Minucianus, grandfather of sacred herald
no, 12, 65

Minucianus: see Junius M.

Mithraism, 43

Mitsos, M., 30, 80, 83

Munesaeus, father of sacred herald no. 11,
80

Munegiarchus son of Nuphrades of Peri-
thoidai ( =hierophant no. 9¢), 22

Molottus, 20

Mommsen, A, 99

Monastery of Phaneromene, 125

Maoraux, P., 98

Moretti, L., &0

Moreux, B., 47

Mos[ch—— =], hicrophantid no. 2, 85

Mather of the Gods, 1al'il.'-11'.~'-.- of, 112

Mundicia Secundilla, daughter of hiero-
phantid no. &, 87

Musonius (also Butadis),
hiv|'r|'|}||.|."|l_ no, 21, 32

Musonius: see Julins M.

myesiz, 13, 68-69, 99-100, 113

Mylasa-Olymos, 73

Mylonas, G. E., 3, 8-9, 12, 33, 94, 103-104,
107, 113

My TEE : S0 CTOWN

myr le-staff, 48, 101-108

mystapogos, 49, 112

N veteria, ,l!.'ll.':.'-'ll.'?f.' a5 r|;||'||:--'-.'1|_ to Eleusinia,
E}S 66 Greater, 13, 50, 69:
al), 69

_|.l.-_1.':..'|':'."|.l.l.', 47

grandson of

Lesser, 13,

MNational Museum, Athens, 3

Meacra, 17

neekorion, 98

neakoros, 98

MNero, 30, 78

Nestorius, hierophant no. 36, 43

Mewman, V. L., 14

Nicagoras: see Junius N,

Nicobule (also Hilara) daughter of
timus of Hermos, 75

Nicodemus of Hermos, father of priestess
of Demeter and Kore no. 9, 73

Nicomachus, 10, 70, tf-491

Nicostrate daughter of Diccles of Melite,
wile of daduch no. 16, 10

Nicostrate; see _;III:Ii..I. M.

Nicoteles: see Claudius M.

MNigrinus: see Nummitg N

Miinnion tablet, 103

Nilsson, M. P.. 3-9, 13,
Q7-00 104, 113, 116

Moack, I,

Nock, AL D, 13

HEANOE I.‘.:.'.'.'.'.lr.l.‘-'. a3

Notopoulos, 38 4150, 52,61,
80, 9405 121-123

Nummia Bassa,

Theo-

6304, 79

daunghter of sacred herald

na. 3. 40, 78-79

Nummia Cleo daughter of L.
Phaedreas of
nce G, 10

Nummnuis

Phaleron, hearth-imitiate




VOL. 64, PT. 3, 1974]

Nummins, sacred herald no. 7, 70

Nummius of Phaleron, hierophant no. 27,
40

L. Mummius Nigrinus of Gargettos, sacred
herald no. 4, 78

.. Nummius Phaedreazs of
father of hearth-initiate no. 33, 40, 78
709, 109

Muphrades of Perithoidai, father of hicro-
phant no. 9 (), 22

Ph.: il ]|

[O)enia (#) davghter of Polycharmus of
Azenia, hearth-initiate no. 11, 101

Crenophilus of Aphidna, father of pricstess
of Demeter and Kore no. 8, 73

Uenophilus: see Claudius O,

Oliver, James H., passim

fjl:\'l'ﬂ:liﬂl &l

Olympian games, 47, 80

Chnesgme @ ep }"<l||:i:| 0,

Onesimus : see Papius O,

Optatus: see Julins O,

oracle at Delpha, 135,
[Delphi

orator, 65, 81, 88

argas: see Sacred Orgas

argeanes, 99

Hr;:.".'r, K1 -.'H]. 44

orphans, 12

.'.'rH.'rrprrlu. __::_H

Osewald, M., 14

17-18. See also

paais: see hearth-imtiate, Sacred Pais

Palazzo dei Conservatori, 101-108

Pammenes son of Pammencs of Marathon,
exegete no. 5, 92

panagers priestesses, 69, 98

pamages, 13, 9506

Panathenaea, 55, 61, 96, 100, 108

panegyriarch, 36-38, 46, 59, 61, 96

panegyris, 28-29 47

*fanhellenion, 109

Pantaenus: see Flavius P,

|:'.-|.|J:i:-|. f}lll'h;l1|l' Ji.lll',;llh'l' |.lF ]':l]a-il,.‘.- -
simus of Besa, mother of hearth-imitiate
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

pabria, 14-15, 17, 24, 56, 91-93

futirtos apon, 26

Patron of Berembkidan, exegete,
father of hierophantid no, 9, 88

Patron: see Clandius P., Junius P.

patronus, 30

Pausanias, 4315, Seealso Passages Cited

Peek, W., 27, 29, 44, 57, 66-61.
Passages Cited

Peiracus, 77

Peisander : see Memmius Sabinus P

J‘._-ir]m, LT

Pelopidas, 16-17

J'|_'|u|:l|:lr|||1'--i.|.||:-. 49

Pemtakostomedirmor, 20

Pergamum, 107

Pericles, 58, 93, 112

grand-

See also

GENERAL INDEX

Pericles of Chion, father of hierophantid
no. 4, 87

Perses, weokores, 98

perguisites : see fees

Phaedreaz: see Nummius P.

Phaenarete, mother of hearth-imitiate no.
&, 101

Phaenarete : see Honoratiana Polyveharmis

Phaenippus of Alopeke, 47

phavdymies, 13, 77, 95

photdyates of Leus at Olympia, 80

Phaneromene : see Monastery

Philanthus of Phyle, father of priestess of
Demeter and Kore no. 6, Ameinocleia,
72

Philemon son of
hymuagogos, Y8

Phileto daughter of Dexicles, 71

Phileto il:ll!:.;l'l[l.'l' of Cleomenes of Mara-
thon, hearth-initiate no. 13, 101

Philios, ID., 28 44 9F

Philip the Arab, 80-31

Philippe, priestess of Athena, 76

Philippus: see Cassianus P., Claudius P.

Philiste daughter of daduch no. 23, Praxa-
goras of Melite, 111

Philistides of Hagnous, altar-priest no. 3,
daduch no. 9, 53-54, 82

Philistion daughter of Dionysius of Halai,
hearth-initiate no. 4, 100

Philleidae, 68, 74, 76

Philochorus, 17-18

Philocrates, father of Micion of Peiraeus,
31 (line 30)

bhilokaizar, 126

Philonautes, 24

bhilopalris, 34-85, 126

philosopher, 63=06, 31, 88

Philostratus, 46, 81; date of composition
of Lives of the Sophists, 41=42 81, Sec
alzo |'1|.-n:|;.:|':\ Cited

Philotas, adoptive father of Sophocles of
Sounion, 31 (line 27)

Phialoscena : see Claudia P

Philoxenides son of Philistides of Hagnous,
daduch no, 11, :|1I.':|'-'|:n|'iu.-'| no, &, 54 B2

Phlius, Mysteries at, 44

Phocion, 21

photnikis, 33

Photius, T4

phratry, 08 priest of, 50

Phronton of Marathon, father of hearth-
initiate no. 24, 100

Pickard-Cambridge, 33, 99

piglet, 101-108, 113

Pinarius, sacred herald no. 5, 79

C. Pinarias Proculus of Hagnous, 79

Pistocrates, father of Aurclius Prosdectus
-:11. l'»'.l'|:-|I:|E|.'. g 1

Pittakys, 29, 122

Plato, 13, 65-64; Pretagoras of, 49

Pleistarchus @ see Pompeius P.

Plutarch, philosopher, son of hierophant
{143, .tlf:l. N-:'.-ulnl'ill.'i. 43

Plutarch of Chaeroncia, 43, 65, 68, 50-81.
See also Passages Cited

Pluto, 20, 22, 29 83, 98; priestess of, 97

poct, 88

pll!l.'l'lli:l'l.'h. 79 121

Polla : see Pompeia P.

pollution, 91

Philemon of Melite,

141

Polvcharmis : sce Honoratiana P,

l'illz.'l.‘]'l.'lrl'ﬂlle'- of Azenia, father of hearth-
initiate no. 11, 101

Polveharmus son of Eucles of Marathon,
73

Polycharmus: sce Honoratianus I

Polyeritus: see Claudiuz Seilianus P,

Polyzelus son of Apollodorus of Acharnae,
3940

Polyzelus: see Claudius P., Gellius P,

Pom (———): See Flavius P.

Pompeia Polla, 31

Pom I'|:-|':ill.1 :"_,l, daduch no, 21, 59

Pompeius, daduch no. 23, 63

Pompeins Pleistarchus, philosopher, 31

Pomponia Epilampsis, granddaughter of
pricstess of Demeter and Kore no, 16
75

[ Pompon Jius, daduch (2}, 60

Pomponius Hepias, grandson of priestess
of Demeter and Kore no, 16, 75

Pomtifex Maximus, 36

Poseidon, 40; Poseidon Erechtheus, priest
-;_l[. 56, 68, 108: Poscidon I’u'm.l:-:,n-r'm«.
pricst of, 51, 98 ; Poseidon Themeliuchus,
priest of, 51, 98: Poseidon at Hal-
carnassus, priest of, 52

Pathos, priest of, 96

Foul V., H., 101-102

Ppracfectns cohortis 1T Hispanorsem, 30

praefectus fabrumr, 30

Pratolaus, 63

Praxagora: see Claudia P.

Praxavoraz of Melite, :.;}'111II:'|Fi1'|.|'l:"|1. 63

Praxaporas: see Aelius P.

precedence @ see protocol

pPre-nitialion : see myests

Premerstein, A. vion, 38—

Il'l.ra'.':".'_j'.x'. 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,’" §;grain given to, 20;of Eleusis,
16; Eumolpid, 116; “pricstesses,” 14,
22, 27, 33, 47, 69-70, 72, B&-89; priest-
esses  ERGEeLS, 60, 98, See also
priest, phratry, Pontifex Maximus, and
the following deities: Apollo, Apallo
Delius, Apolle Patrous, Apollo Pythius,
Ares Enyalius, Artemis Epipyrgidia,
Asclepius, Ascleping  Soter, Athena,
Athena Horia, Demeter Chloe, Demeter
and Kore, Demos, Demos and Graces,
Demos and Graces and Rome, Dionysus
Elentherens, Enye, Eubouleus, Fates,
Ge Hemeros, God and Goddess, Graces,
Hadrian Eleutherens, Hadrian Panhel-
lening, Hermes Patrous, Hermes Pyletes
and Charidotes, Fustitia, Tustitia dugn-
sta, Justice, Kal[ligeneia ?7], Mother of
the Gods, Pluto, Poscidon Erechtheus,
Poseidon at Halicarnassus, Poseidon
Prosbaterius, Poseidon Themeliuchus,
Pothoz, Rome, Rome and the Emperor,
Sarapis, senate of KRome, Thesmopharet,
Triptolemus, Leus Geleon, Leus Horius,
Zews Olympius, See also the priests
and priestesses listed in the table of
contents

wgh-
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princeps Atheniensium, 83

Pringsheim, H, G, 3, 13, 33, 103104

Pritchert, W. K., 30, 69

'rlrlh't'hﬁii}ll of the ?'l‘l:\.-\-ll'l'zl.'.-t.\, .ilf:l. 40, 42, 46,
68—-09, 76, 81, 86, 97, 111, 113

proconsul, 66

Proculus: see Pinarius P,

procurator of Cyprus, 42

Proerosia, 22, 47, 76, 78, &1

Prohaeresius, 43

prohedria, 36, 87, 95, 08, 120-121

brokrifor, 99-100, 113

promeysies, 111

trarrhesis, 22, 46, 68, T8, 81

Protagoras, 44

frofelens, 12
,I'J.l'-':-l'."r.'c.lrrn.'" 1

124

PFOXENDE, 4 'r'. 49
Prytaneum, 14, 99
Prylanis, 39, 64, 83-84, 96-08
prytany list, 38, 39, 79
prytany-secretary, 111, 123
Prolemaenus:
tolemy [, 9
IJI.':I.I.'. SO .1|.1'|!.|| JJ'.".VI'I".iiI.
Pulytion, 16, 4%
purple, 23, 33, 46, 68
Pyanopsia, 22, 47
Il'.l_'u.-ll'.l.l'|r.lr.-.l}._ g 0405
Acropolis, 95, 121
Pythais, 97-98, 100
pythaist, 55, 97; from the Kervkes, 55, 83
',|:LI:||I.I|" restus exegete, 36, 87-90, 101, 112
Pyvthodoris, daduch no. 4, 50
Pythodorus: see Annius P.

see Flerennius P.

122-123; from the

Chuintilin, 62-63

Rarian Field, 20, 2246, 114

Kaubitschek, A. E., 30, 47, 64, 80, 04 108,
122, 124

RKegilla, 110

register : soe anagraphe

Reinach, 102

Reinmuth, O, 50, 101

Cheites, 14, 69, 114

Hitlm"ﬂ.':l}'. B. 5. 101

Rizzo, . E., 32-33

Robert, J., 22, 2426, 32, 36, 41, 110

Robert, L., 22-26, 32-33, 35-=36, 41 45,
il ?-:'. 95, 106 ]IiFI 110k

Roberta-Gardner, 12, 15

36-37, 101-108; priest of, 121; and
the Emperor, priest of, 77

Rosenbaum, E., 35

|~!-:|||;-'-~|-|. I"_. 13, SH. L. F.."i. LTiR .:uf'l. 0g

Rubensohn, O, 46

Rudharde, J., 16, 21, 93

Ruhna, mother of sacred herald no. 9, 124

Rufina: see .f:||:-:| I%,

Rufus Festus, 66

Russu, 1., 38

Komme,

Sabinus: see Memmius 5.

"u:ll':'q'ri i :-|'||1i:|r.-' _:!:'

Sacred Fig, 40

:"J\.:tl:'l'l":l f:-e'l'l I'.J.\i':il. .:i'-". 'ﬁf. a8

sacred herald, 8-9, 11, 13, 22, 49, 76-32,
12)=121- cll'hi;._'l::ltinll EII. 76 T:. amd
Proerosia, 76
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sacred house, 20

“eacred official "' l.'x|:-|:|:::|1i.|JtL of term, 8§

sacred Crgas, 17, 50, 71, 114

Sacred Fais of the Pythian, 112

acred Stone (heros lithes), 98

Sacred Way, 14, 40

sacrifice, 15, 17-18, 46, 70-71, 76, 82, 86.
See also frofhvmaia

sacrificial fire, 95

mimans, demos of, 28

aries: see fees
sanctuary : see kElensis sanctuary
sanidia, 26
Sarapion son of
(line 21}
Sarapis, 74, 101 ; priest of, 100
Sarikakis, T.C., 41, 83
Sarmatians, 3%

Diocles of Melite, 51

Saturninus: see Gavinius

Satyrus, father of Menophilus of Bereniki-
dai, 51 (line 6)

scalp-lock, 101-108, 113

Schactier, 49

.“"-:'|:|'||k [':I'u!. LRl f“.-l .1l'.|Tl.'II]k'I':,:. "|. .;T

Schiff, 8

Schissel, O, 64-606, 80-81

Schod, W., 37

Schmidt, 109

aculptures, of hearth-initiate, 101
hierophant, .

Sebasta : see Angustan Games

Sepasle ENRarosyne: see Tustitia Augusta

aecret of the ."-l.}'*w‘.:'ri-':-'. B-0_ 3830, See
alzo hiera, legomena

seeretary of the Boule and Demos, 123-124

secretary of the bonlentar, 123

Secundilla: see Mundicia 5.

Seeck, 60

Seilianus : see Claudius 5.

Seilon son of Apollonius of Melite, hearth-
initiate mo, A0 108=10%

Selewcia, 37

Seleucus son of Demeas of Halai, 51 (line
A

Semon, altar-priest no. 1, 82

Senate of Rome, |l:"i|'.-l 1:-|-. 74

senatorial order, 109, 112

Septimius Severus, 38, 40

Severeia, Greater, 63

Sextus, philosopher, 80

Seyrig, H., 33

Sicyon, 102

signum Institiae Augnsiae, 73

Sinope, hetaera, 17

10&: of

sirer, 15

Skias, A., 19, 36, 73, 101

skolrom, 21

Smyrna, 106

Smyth, H. W., 21

Sokolowski, F., 10-12. See also Passages
Cited

Solon, 10, 90

“son of Greeee,'" 110

sophist, 41, 65, 79, 81

Leontins of Acharnae,

daduch no. 10, 54

Sophocles son of

Sophocles son of Leontius ol 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

sophoclessonof Plalotas of Sounion [|:-|a|'|'|;
son of Dionysodorus of Deiradiotarn), 51
{line 27)

Sophocles: see Flavius 5.

sofhranisies, 32

Sosipater : see Aerarils S.

Soapis: see Antonius S, Claudius 5.

Sestratus of [karia, father of Lacrateides,
97

Sostratus son of Lacrateides of lkaria, 97

Sparta, 47, 49, 57

.‘"-'|r.|||||:1il‘;:.:. L., 101, 107

Spom, 125-126

spondophoros, 23, 47

stamnos, red-hgure, 48

T. Statihus Lamprias, 29, 57, 67

statue hases, re-used, 107

Stepemann, W, 6d-66, 80-81

stenmmadia, 33

Stengel, P., 98

areearw, 09

Stephano, 69

Stephanus, father of
Marathon, Q7

rrheyyibes bricrnron, 49

Stoa Poecile, 46, 68

Stoic School, 78

Stokes, Michael C., 4

Stone: see Sacred Stone

Straton son of Jason of Hagnous, 96

Steaton : see Flavius 5,

stroflinon, 33=35, 37, 4549, o), 67-68, 5,
101, 106108, 116

subsecretary, 123

Suda, 66,

Sulla, 86

Sundwall, _]

symbola, 60

Aphrodeising  of

See alzo !I.IH‘\-.I:.H'F Cited

o ad, TE - B3 08
syugraphe, 15

synblelos: sece Jenate

igpes, G405

systremmatarch, 63

L%

table, in cult of Athena, 69; in cult of
Pluto, 20, 22, 29 83

tatnia, 106107, 113

tainidion, 106-107

Tatarion: see Claudia T.

laxiarchol, 28

Tebanianus : see Bellicus T.

Teisamenus of Paiania, father of hiero-
phant no, 5, 19

Teisamenus of Paania, son of |IEI.'J'I'.I;I|1:|I!:||
no. &, 20

Telesterion, 13, 17
COurt :..'sl'|2| of, 12

telete. 13, 29 33, 38-39, 44, 64, 68-70, 76,
84, 88, 90, 111, 113

Terens, archon, 66

Terme Museum, 102

terracotta, 108

Tertia :l;:[l;]l[l':'q:-l- :.l.'lll'ill.‘:. hearth-initiate
no. 21, 109

thakeion, 20

Thargelia, 27, 54, 39

Theano daughter of Menon of Agryle,
|:|ril:'_-||4,':-\.31 of Diemeter and Kore no, 2, 16,
Fild]

39, 4647, To, 81, 88;
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Theater of Dnonysus, 34, 36, 50, 60, 68,
81, 87, 04-06, 98 120-121. See
prohedria

Thebes, 16, 47

Thebes (Ezvptian), 64606

Themison : see Aclins T.

Themizstocleia: see Claudia T., Junia T.

Themistocles, archon of 493 /2, 56, 58

first mint

alao

Themizstocles, magistrate in
149/8, 55

Themistocles son of Theophrastus of
Hagnous, daduch no. 16, 36-57

Themistocles son of XNenocles of Hagnous,
S1 (line 23), 58, 77

Themistocles: see Claudius T,

Theobulus son of Theophanes of Peiracus,
22

Theodorus, hierophant no. 2, 16

Theodorus, lf)\.-.'un.';:n'r . 4, i

Theodorus, philosopher, 22

Theodorus of Phegam, 16, 49

Theodosius, 43

Theodotus son of Eustrophus of Peiraeus
{= hicrophant no. 14 #), 28

Theogenes of Leukonoion, father of Helico,
114

Theophemus of Kydathenaion, father of
E":iﬂ'l"’ll:lll:l'.ll 1, ];. :‘IIIIE"'lll_"'Ii';L.IE':-'_ _:I\,\I

Theophemus son of Menecleides of Kyvda-
thenaion, hierophant no. 15, 23

Theophilus son of Hermaiscus of Chol-
leidai, 95

Theophilus son of Meneerates of Chol-
leidai, panages no. 1, 95

Theophrastus, mint magistrate in 109/8,
55

'|'_-".1-:-4:-| shrastus of Hagnous, father of daduch
no. 14, 55
Theophrastus
Hapgnous, daduch no. 15, 55

"|‘|'.|.,'-:||:-|:-|::||:-l::-. 53-54

theorod, 23

Theotimus son of Tryphon of
prviasis in 167 /3, 75

Theourgike Agige, 44

']']'|pg.'|||n[|'|||:-|'i:|,_ a6, 71, To, 9F

Thesmophorot, priestess of, 71

thesmopharos e, 32

thesmos, 40, 43

thesmotheve, 97, 101, 120-121

son of Themistocles of

Hermos,

GEMERAL INDEX

Thespiae, 43

Thessaluzson of Cimon of Lakiadai, 1

thiasotai, 116

Thishianus, daduch no. 28, 64

Thishianus ;: see Fabius T,

Thalos, 14, 38

Thompson, I, B., 108

Thompson, M., 54-55

Thrasvllus: see Annius T.

Threatte, Leslie L., 4, 14

'|"|'||'|'|>.1.i:|l:11'.-5. I., 30,53

Thrasian plain, 16

throne of hierophant, 20, 44, 47

Thummer, E., 47

Thviades, 76

Tiberius, 73

Timarchus, father of Leontins, pythaist
in 10G/3, 94

Timarchus of Kl"lsll'..'-i::l. father of "'-'.'|'r..‘i‘ll.'ri‘.?’l'.‘-'
no, 1, Leontius, 94

Timarchus, father of
Kephisia, 51 (line 235)

Timosthenes zon of Timarchus of kephisia,
51 (lme 25)

Timosthenes: see Aclius T

Timothea davghter of Medeius of Peiracus,
hearth-initiate no. 6, 100

Timothea: see Claudia T.

Timotheus, exegete no, 1, 9, 43, 92

Timotheus of Gargettos, father of priestess

n

Timesthencs  of

of Demeter and Koreno, 11, T4
Toeptfer, J., passin
T , John 5., 4, 39, 94, 121
Trajan, 85
.I'r-l.'.bl'.?li'_l'i.l'.'ri.i ox, H

T elar, OF

Travios, J., 14, 20, 44

eazurer of Athena, 19

L'.I};“l'.\,'{:-r r]i":'“{"ll.'l. .\.llllg r\T1=TL'. ]3 1';‘

ir
tr
Triptolemus, 49; priest of, 97
Tryphon, 38

vids 'EXxAodos, 110)
Ulpius Eubiotus, 42
University of Constantinople, 63

M. Valerius Mamertinus, archon in 166,/7,
i, 6162, 77, 79 116, 122-123

Vallois, K., 50, 52

Vanderpool, E

27, 32, 112

143

Vernon, Francis, 125-126

Vipsania Lacliana,
mitiate no. 27, 109

!.. ‘I..'i|:--:||'|il,r.- .'||.l.'-:||i1s|| |,|j' |’]'||:-.'.1, EXCEEE TN
1 92

T. Vipsanius Flavianus of Kephisia, hearth-
mitiate no, 27, 109

mother of hearth-

Walton, ., 10

Welles, C. B., 107

wheat, 86

Wheler, Sir George, 125126

Wilamowitz, 19

Wilhelm, A., 11, 23, 26-29, 4142, T3, Y0

Woloch, M., 30, 32, 36, 42, 537, 59, 61=62,
G4, 74, 75, T8, 80, 83, 87, 108110, 112

Wormell, D, E. W, 21

wrealth : see Crown

Wiycherley, R E., 69, 73

"|1I.-_'.'III'E|'I.I.IIl. M., 103

Xenagoras, father of hierophant no. 33, 4.3

poras : see Gellins X,

Xenton: see Flavius X,

xenocles, daduch no. 12, 83

Kﬂ: !I.'l-i 200 al 3".;r|:.|:_|,||-||,-_-.. |,|:' .'ll.l:'II:IFII:I‘.'.
daduch no. 12, 54

Xenocles of Hagnous, son of daduch no.
14, Themistocles, 51 (line 23), 55, 38

Nenophon, Svmpesium, 49

Young, John H., 4

Facorus, ||.il.'|'l.-| shant no. 1, 10

sakoras, 29, 96

xl'llﬂ‘ll P R .1|.1'|'i".'; lfr

Lenophilus of Marathon, father of hearth-
initiate no, 32, 109

Fethus of ||.|.:.:J'|I:III.-C. father of PaRages mo.
2, Jason, 9596

Zous, priest of, 36; Zeus Geleon, priest of,
78: Zeus Horius, pricst of, 51, 98; Zeus
Olvmpius, priest of, 75, 80

Liegler, K-H., 37

Zichen, L., 13, 15, 69

Zijderveld, C., 13

Foilus: see Flavius £.

?,'up}'ru:-'_ father of Menneas, 98

Zopyrus son of Zopyrusof Peiraeus, hearth-
mitiate no. 3, 109
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