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The present study developed in the course of pre- 
paring a collection, which has long been needed, of all 
the epigraphical evidence relating to the sanctuary of 
Demeter and Kore at Eleusis. As I started editing 
texts and writing commentaries, however, it soon 
became clear that many problems connected with the 
priesthoods could be treated more conveniently in a 
separate study than in the commentaries on individual 
inscriptions.  The proper scope of the separate study 
naturally appeared to be all Eleusinian priesthoods 
and sacred offices. Since some problems relating to 
the priesthoods, such as the chronology of individual 
incumbents, required a fairly close examination of the 
individuals, it seemed desirable to build the entire 
study around such an examination. This held out the 
further advantage of allowing documents concerning 
an individual incumbent to be treated as part of an 
examination of all information about him, and the 
opportunity of discussing all information about him 
with a view to making every possible inference con- 
cerning his priesthood and cult 

Thus the scheme I have adopted is a prosopo- 
graphical account, in chronological order, of all the 
known incumbents of each priesthood, with an empha- 
sis on certain aspects: qualifications for a priesthood 
(or sacred office), length of in- 
cumbency, official functions and duties, rank or im- 
portance to other priesthoods(or 
offices) in the cult, social position, participation in 
civic life and in other festivals or cults, and religious 
dress. The evidence epigraphical, and 
archacological) not connected with specific priests or 
priest been interspersed _chronologically 
among them (with dates as headings); but there are 
occasional departures from this procedure where it 
was more useful to discuss in one place all the evidence 
on a given topic (e.g., religious dress) 

Although a continuous history of the sacred officials 
would naturally be more desirable than this piecemeal 
account of the evidence, there is unfortunately not 
enough evidence to compose one; often there are gaps 
of well over a century even between the facts, fre- 
quently meager, which are available. On the other 
hand, the reader who wishes to see what evidence is 
awailable for an individual priest or priestess or for a 
priesthood at a particular period should be able to do 
So_fairly easily, and in those few cases where the 
evidence cannot be found chronologically, the table 
of contents and the indices can be consulted. 

The previous most extensive treatments of these 
sacred officials were by P. Foucart, Les Mystéres 
@'Eleusis (Paris, 1914) and . Toepffer, Attische 
Genealogie (Berlin, 1889). ~ Toepfier used all the then 
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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 studics, information has increased as new 
inscriptions have been discovered in the course of ex- 
cavations at Eleusis and in the Athenian Agora (where 
the Eleusinion has been partially excavated), and 
much that is new has been gained through re-study of 
inscriptions known to Toepffer and Foucart, especially 
with the publication of the Attic inscriptions in the 
second edition of Inscriptiones Gra In addition, 
some results of my own study and inspection (in 1967 
1970) of all the inscriptions now located at EJ 
well as many now in Athens have been incorporated 
here. Advantage has also been taken of the discovery 
within the past seventy years of vase-paintings and 
sculptures depicting (or allegedly depicting) sacred 
officials of the Mysteries. Previously, inferences 

officials’ appearance have usually 
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 Attic 
monument reveals that this has indeed been the case. 
Because of this difficulty and because of the great 
number of these non-Attic works of art,? a study of 
them cannot be made here, but it is hoped that results 
of the present treatment of the Attic material will serve 
as a basis for more accurate interpretation of the non 
Attic works 

In keeping with the primarily epigraphical origin of 
this study, I have attempted to mention all epigraphi- 
cal references, including the insignificant, to the priest- 
hoods and their incumbents, but I have not thought 
it worth while to include insignificant literary refer- 
ences. Further limitation of the literary sources is 
discussed in the Introduction. It should also be noted 
that I have not tried to treat as such the yém which 
were involved in supplying sacred officials, but I hope 
that the evidence made available concerning the priest- 
hoods and members of the yé will be a help to anyone 
undertaking such a study 

The latinized form of Greek name: 
and Kerykes and the names of deme: 
out. I have anglicized sgobyos 

' dorias unfels as hearth-initiate. 
1 would like to express here my gratitude to James 

H. Oliver, who introduced me to the study of Eleu- 
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*For example, on hicrophants in_cults of Dionysus ¢ 
F. Cumont, A.J./1 37 (1933): pp. 243-244. 

‘or an extensive treatment of them see . G. Pringsheim 
19052 pp. 8-19; also, for critical observations, G. E. Mylonas, 
1961 pp. 187-213 (with comments also on Attic works 

   



While T was at 
inscriptions, he 

Athens and 
Eleusis _cxamining encrously re- 
sponded to my many requests for advice, and he pro- 
vided much further help and advice during the writin 
of a preliminary version of this as a dissertation for the 
Johns Hopkins University.  With Eugene Vanderpool 
T have had valuable discussions on many Eleusinian 

and I cannot thank him 
enough for his assistance in countless matters both 
practical and scholarly. 1 have also profited much 
from discussions on various matters with Jacquelyn 
Collins Clinton, Sterling Dow, Giinther Klaffenbach, 
Benjamin D. Meritt, Michacl C. Stokes, Leslic L. 
Threatte, and John S. Traill. John H. 
meticulous reading of the dissertation led to many 

I would also like to thank Colin N 

sinian_inseriptions. 

topics and_ inseriptions, 

Young's 

improvements, 
Edmonson for allowing me to quote sections of an 

Archae inscription he is about to publish the Germ 
ological Institute at Rome for photographs of statues 

in the Palazzo dei Conservatori; and the British 
Museum, the Agora Excavations in Athens, and the 
Epigraphical Museum in Athens for their courteous 
help when I examined inscriptions in their collections 

My study of the inscriptions at Athens and Eleusis 
made possible by fellowships of the American 

School of Classical Studies and the Johns Hopkins 
University ; research at Eleusis in the summer of 1969 
was financed in part by a grant from the American 
Philosophical Society. Cornell 
funds for the typing of the manuseript; and I am very 
grateful for patience of my typist 
Beverly Myers. 

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

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

University granted 
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PRODU 
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 
Eumolpidac; the daduch, sacred herald, and altar- 
priest were from the Kerykes; and the exegetes were 
from the Eumolpidac 

These two gene also controlled the administration of 
the sanctuary.! The deme of Eleusis apparently had 
no jurisdiction over it, even though it was within the 
territory of the deme. None of the extant decrees 
passed by the deme were erected within the sanctuary 
and there is no other evidence indicating that the deme 
had any authority over the sanctuary. But there is 
some evidence implying just the opposite. When in 
103 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 
Aristotle as follows*: 7o 5 iy dvat wowsn dugorépwr 
erpekciofal 54 Kijpuxas wal Eiuokwidas saré 7é rérpia 
Just n accordance with ancestral custom, 
the Kerykes and Eumolpidac were to be in charge of 

    

     

  

  

  

s before,   

the sanctuary 
sanctuary administration involves the 
the representatives of the interests of the sanctuary 
are always the Eumolpidac and Kerykes'; the deme 
of Eleusis is never consulted. Thus, whatever the 
relation of the town of Eleusis to the sanctuary of 
Demeter and Kore may originally have been, by the 
fifth century it seems to have become mainly the acci- 
dental one of location. It is noteworthy that 
the Eleusinian demotic occurs only once among all the 
preserved names of priests and fathers of pricstesses, 
which 
esses were most of them not dircet descendants in the 

In inscriptions, when a question of 
Athenian state 

  

  

to0, 

  ndicates that the priests and fathers of priest- 

male line of those fiving at Eleusis at the end of the 
sixth century (when they received their demotics) 
Accordingly, the term 
this study will me: 

Eleusinian priests” as used in 
priests who had functions in the 

  

  

  

  

         

  

       

*The Athenian state, however, at least by the end of the ifth 
century, controlled the finances of the sanctuary; but althotigh 
expenditure of funds for the sanctuary had to be authorized by 
the state, there is no indication that the state ever made any de 
cision affecting the administration of the sanctuary without 
having at least consulted these gene, As an example of such con- 
sultation the law of ca. 450 establishing the ésugrdras may be 
Cited, S.E.G.y X, 24, lnes 28-30: dvei & [uiJhora 
i w100 hupiaw xal 183 LoNTes B There 
was apparently no need to consult the deme 

At Pol, 39,2 
See especially 7.G., 1%, 76 and I1% 204, and the discussion 

below, pp. 17-18; also S.EG. X, 24, lines 28-30, cited above 
note 1 

Hicrophant no. 10: Chacretius sor Eleusis. 
P. MacKendrick, The Athenian Aristoc Mass 
1969), p. 38 states that “Eumolpids often came from the dem 
where the Mysteries were celebrated, Kerykes never.” Vet in 
Hhis Tist of Eumolpidac, bid., p. 99 only one person with the 
Elcusinian demotic appears, viz. the Charetius mentioned above 

  

    

  

0N    
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 
explanation. The latter term is meant o in- 

clude persons who had religious functions in the cult 
but were probably never called igpeis or tépea, such & 
the éorlas and the dwarero. It is also 
convenient 0 use it to designate people who were re- 
garded as ieoeis in some periods but may not always 
have been, such as the excgetes.  Excluded from this 
study, therefore, are state-appointed officials of the 
sanctuary and its festivals (with the exception of the 
hearth-initiate). 

  

  

    

  

THE SECRET OF THE MYSTERIES AND. 
CHRISTIAN WRITERS 

Since the present study is intended to be introduc- 
tory 10 a corpus of Eleusinian inscriptions, and the 
focus of this study is primarily on the sacred offcials 
and not on the cult as a whole, it would be somewhat 
out of place and premature to attempt to discuss here 
the highly controversial evidence concerning the secret 
content of the Mysteries, the one part of the cult to 
which the inseriptions naturally very rarely pertain. 
The situation is both simplified and_complicated 
by the fact that most of our evidence for the secret 
contentcomes from Christian writers; simplified, to 
Some extent, because often enough these writers refer 
10 the sccrets without specifying which priesthood was 
involved; complicated, because often we cannot be 
sure whether the Mysteries they had in mind were 

  

  

  

those of the Athenian Eleusis. There was a suburb 
of Alexandria called Eleusis,® and it has long been 
suspected that there was a Mystery cult there 
Nilsson was the first to gather adequate evidence’; 
and much good sense would result by following 
Mylonas's su 

  

gestions that at least some of the state- 
ments of Christian writers on the Mysteries refer only 
to the Alexandrian Decisive proof that 
there was a Mystery cult there and that it was at 
least superficially modeled after the Athenian cult | 
believe can be found in a statement of Porphyry 
which to my knowledge has always been understood 
by modern scholars as referring to the Athenian cult® 
i 6¢ rols xer' "ENugive uornpiois & udv iepogiwrns cis 

  

  i duioupyol voxcuderat, ddoixos o eis Tiw iAo 
This 

situation, rather strange for an agricultural cult such 
as the one in Attica, one might offhand ascribe to late 

Kl b & B els v oeims, b 5é iepokiput ‘Epuot 

  

See R.E, V, coll. 2339-2342 (Schif 
Geschichie, 2+ pp. 94-95. 
Eleusis, Appendis, pp. 287-316; 'Briwrpuonsy "Ererspls 9 (1959): pp. 7-55, 

*Apud Eusebivs, Pracparatio. Ecungelica, 11, 12, 4 (ed 
K. Mras, Die griechischen christliken Schriftseler, vol. XLIT 

    

Porphyry, e dyanuérar, fr. 10, p. 22%, ed. Bides). 

 



syncretism. However, it is clear that the fragment 
of Porphyry's Hepi dyahuérey cited by Eusebius, of 
which the above sentence on Eleusis forms a small 
part, is a discussion of Egyptian cults and is so intro- 
duced by Eusebius Abyur 
now txan aipfoka. Thus the reference must be to 
the Mystery cult at the Alexandrian 

       

  

  
  fur 7éh Touair   

  

The beginning of this Alexandrian cult probably 
dates back to the time of Ptolemy I, who according to 
Tacitus_consulted Timotheus, the exegete of the 
Eumolpidac, concerning a dream he had 
Prolemacus omine et excitus sacerdotibus 
Aegyptiorum, quibus mos talia intellegere, nocturnos vis 
aperit. atque illis Ponti et externorum parum. gnaris 
Timotheum Atheniensem e gente Eumolpidarum, quem 
ut antistitem cacrimoniarum Eleusine exciverat, quacnam 
illa supersititio, quod interrogat. ~ Timotheus 
quaesitis qui in Pontum meassent, cognoscit urbem illic 
Sinopen, nec procul templum vetere inter accolas fama 
Tovis Ditis; namgue et mulicbrem effigiem adsistere quam 
plerique Proserpinam vocent.” 

  

  

  

The natural interpretation of this pas: 
Timotheus had been summoned by 

e is that 
Prolemy 

previous to this dream as an antis 
moniarum and was still in Alexandria when 
had the dream; it is also natural to 

  

Prolemy 
ssume that the 

caerimoniae for which he gave exegesis were those of 
the established o about-to-be-established 
Mystery cult in a suburb of Alexandria® At any 
rate, in view of the statement of Porphyry and the 
evidence cited by Nilsson, Mystery cult 
there and at least in some externals it was very similar 
to the Athenian cult 
not the place to continue the discussion, which has 

well Mylonas's studics, 
which of the statements of the Christian 

  

there was 1 

      However 

  

been advanced by wbout 

able to Alesandria and which to Attic 

  

HIERONYMY 
the convenience of the 

custom will be described here 
reader this unusual 

Hieronymy applied to five priests: the hierophant 
daduch, sacred herald, altar-priest, and 
and to one group of priestesses, 
It involved the replacement of their name with 
title of their priesthood 

the hierophantids. 

For example 
the rule of hieronymy the hierophant’s name took the 
from: ‘lepogdvrns, Patronymic, Demotic. If he was 

a Roman citizen, this form could be preceded by his 
pracnomen and gentilicium; for example: T 

  

Tacitus, Histories, IV, 83, 2 
362 A, wher 

S0 Nil but he describes Timotheu: 
Zeremonien.Though antistes < ne who offciates 
Girects, it can also mean exegete, which was Tim 

  

as Leiter d 
  

  

    
in the Athenian cult, and so the word is probably better under 

i dhis sense. Mylonas, Eleusis, p. 302, incorrectly ind 
cates that Timotheus was a hicrophant. 

INTRODUCTION 9 

Khaiios ‘lepogivrns KaN\uspariiov Tpuopiowos. In a 
particular case all these elements of a hieronymous 
name need not be present, but his original Greek name 
is never present, having been replaced by the title of 
his priesthood (in iven 
The custom was in force from the time the priest was 
installed until he died. ~After his death his original 
name could again be used. 

his custom was not in use throughout the entire 
history of the cult, and did not begin at the same tin 
for all the priesthoods which eventually adopted it 
In the case of the hierophant it evidently began to be 

r ctime between 148 B.c. and 
the last quarter of the second century 1.C., after which 
time all the evidence shows that it was being observed, 
there being no evidence to the contrary 

In the case of the daduch, hieronymy was evidently 
not observed before the beginning of the first century 
after Christ, and there is no positive evidence for its 
observance until the aisitof lsts of the middle of the 
second century 

The erald did not become 
iil sometime between 119/20 and 166 A.D. 
Hieronymy for the altar-priest is first attested for 

L. Memmius, Altar-Priest, of Thorikos, 
from 121-124 to 191 or 192 but no_cvidence 
concerning his title is 168/9. The 
altar-priest was not hieronymous at the end of the 
first century p.C 

The first evidence for hieronymy for the pyrphoros 
comes from the end of the second century A.p. 
not hieronymous at the end of the first century B.c 

The first securely datable inscription for a hieronym. 
e end of the first century 

  

the instance Lepogivrs) 

  

   
  

rously observed so     

  

sacred hieronymous, 
  

who served 

  

wailable before 

  

    

  

ous hierophantid is from 

  

AD. 
In the case of the hicrophant hieronymy did occur 

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

  inscription shows that the practice was in use around 
the end of the fourth century B.c. This leads me to 
believe, with Foucart,!! that originally it may have 
been a mark of respect given to the hierophant, at 

required and not ally observed, but 
eventually it became established as a custom and as 

wn official rule. In the case of the hicrophant, as has 
been  stated ict_official observance of 
hieronymy began in the third or fourth quarter of the 

Eventually, it became a crime 
name of a hicronymous priest, so 

e following 

  

  

   

second century B.C 
to reveal the re: 
that by Lucian's time 
could be described® 
Elr' aifis royxive 
@ois apprroroits Aeia 

    & gboixe e xal lepogirm a 
o 

  

1914: p. 176, 
Lucian 

brought bef 

  

complaint wasevidentl 
he hoplite general. - G7.J. Delz, Lukians Kenntnis 

uititen. (Diss. B 1950) 
Constitution, p. 29,           



   10 
Eyehnua éxdyorras bre dvduade abrois, kel avra db didds 
re & olmep doudnoay, dmuol é elot xal otxére droagrol 
s & Lopdanpio i yeyermuéror 

    

L HIEROPHANT (flegogivernc) 
Until shortly before the end of the fourth century 

A.D. there is no attested transgression of the ancestral 
custom which dictated that the hierophant was to be 
taken only from the genos of the Eumolpidac.t 

  

1. Zéxopos. Pseudo-Lysias, Against Andocides, 54 
Toepfler, 1889: p. 55. Foucart, 1914: p. 187 
P.A., 6182. Around the beginning of the fifth 

  

century before Christ 

  

corus, the earliest known hicrophant, was the 
great-grandfather of an unknown Eumolpid who d 
livered a specch against Andocides in 400%; thus he 
would have been living around the beginning of the 
fifth century. He was married, but neither his great- 
grandson nor son, Diocles, who is mentioned in the 
great-grandson’s speech as having once given advice 
t0a court hearing a case of asebeia, were hierophants.* 

Although it is not known whether Zacorus was still 
married or a widower when he became hierophant, it 
is at least evident that a man who had married was not 
thereby disqualified. 

  

  

BEGINNING OF FI 

  

1 CENTURY 
   Around the time of perhaps even during 

his term of office, two sets of regulations were sct up 
within or near the Eleusinion in Athens, one concern- 
ing perquisites of priesthoods of the Mysterics and the 
other concerning sacrifices at festivals whose names 
are lost.* The former is conjectured to date from c. 
510-500 and the latter 500-480 (both datings are 
based on letter-forms and on the fact of boustrophedon 
writing). Only the earlier of the two definitely men- 
tions Eleusinian priesthoods, but in a context which 
is obscure because of the fragmentary state of the in- 
scription: [~ ré hJépe[aly 7] paglyriv—— 
We can assume that the other Eleusinian priests, in- 
cluding the hierophant, were mentioned in the missing 

    

    

  

1 The cleareststatment of this factis made by Aclius Aristides, 
Bleusinian Oration, 4 (ed. Kel). Hellanicus wrote about the 
ivos of the ierophants in the second book of his Athis (Harpor 

Peetdo-Lysiadcs 
& S 6 Zanipon 
    

Against Andocides, 54: Bobhowas rouw s 
Boukaeros s § 7. 3 xprotas Meyanes brdp hashmmire. . For the 
date of this trial, 400 5.c., e D. MacDowell, Andocides, O the 
Mysteries (Oxford, 1963), append. J. 
I they had been, the great-grandson would surely have men: 

tioned it since he was obviously proud of the fact that he could mention it in the case of his great-grandfather. This particular 
point and his whole case would have carried greater weight i he 
and his grandfather had been hicrophants 
“S.EG, XXI, 3-4; XII, 2-3 (= Sokolowski, Supplément, 1-2); L. Jefery (Hesperia 17 (1948: pp. 86-111) did the editio 

  

rinceps, which s stil the best text     

CLINTON: THE ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES 
     

[TRaxs. AMER, P Soc. 
part.The special significance of these two i 
tions lies in the fact that the 
of known measures regulating the perquisites of these 

The fees of the hicrophant and the other 
jan priests, all members of aristocratic gene, 

were at this time not left to the whim of the individual 
sts but were regulated by law.* 

  crip- 
are the first in a series 

    
   

  

Co. 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 
1o be paid at the Mysteries to each priest by each 
initiate. Although only the amount paid by each 
initiate to the priestess of Demeter is actually pre- 
served in the main body of the law, the prieste 
clearly the last in a list of priests and the 
they are to reccive. 1 present here a new text of the 
relevant part of this inscription, Face C, which I in- 
spected in the summers of 1969 and 1970, and some 
epigraphical commentary.” 

  

  

  

  

LG, It 6, Face C 
ca. 460 a 

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

5 2 s 5] s 
Eoo it R 
Lo 200 heJwoSiDhor xa 

8 [0 lioay [rapi 116 uioro [heclals] 
[ro] év hulpeav] 7év AbuelrJpos 
[N Jeuéves yloreJoiors 7Lois & 
[\eJtoow wapi [ ulioro hlaxlio 

  

© The question of when the Athenian state first began to exert 
control over the hicrophant and the other pricsts o the Mysteries 
is intimately bound up with the date of the first Athenian at 

15 to connect the Eleusinian Mysterics to Athens, For 
ssion of this see . Walton, H.TH.R. 45 (1952): pp. 105114 

If it really was, as Andocides.(116) says, a law of Solon which 
ordained that the Boule meet in the Eleusinion in Athens on the 
day after the Mysteries to review infractions which took place 
during them, it would be the carlest known law regulating the 
affais of the Mysteries.  But as to what extent the priesthoods 
were regulated in Solon'’s time there For the law codes from Solon to. Nicomachus f, L. Jeflery, op. cits pp. 
106-111, and S. Dow, Proc. Mass. Hist. Soc. 71 (1955-198 
pp. 135 

LG, I 6 (= S.EG. 
Dated by letter-forms. 

T have not seen the Agora fragments. _The line numbers are 
iven here according to the system of Meritt, Hesperia 18 (1945) Pp. 6181, revised in Hesperia 15 (1946): pp. 249-253. This edition of Meritt represents the greatest advance in the editorial history of this diffcult inseription 
letters than previous editions: 

  

  

   
  

    

    
XXI, 5 Sokolowski, Supplément, 3). 

My text shows more dotted 
for T have tried to adhere as strictly as posible t0 the Leiden system if the physical traces of a letter can be interpreted as more than one possible etter, the letter s dotted. In the commentary I generally do not call attention to cases where [ introduce subscript dots, but I do call attention to cases where I think that they can be removed.



    

+Jo Bo\ov i [rois wlet [ower] 
CuJvorepioss s[GoNy wapé 70 u] 

hesdorg’ o turarras 680 

  

  

  

  

[io] 
Xos 7ot feol v dvaw 7\ he 

16 xaasoglov xali xcNiow 5pJaxs 
v e 02 7oy W exoasoato v xa 
& xoNiov dpaxu[on 7é hiJépea 
» rivaNiara [sovas sel Jexep 

20 rios @wédoro’ 

  

o5 Jas v 
i Kip[usJos NaésLer 7apd] 76 
iarlo hesioro [ [ ] 
[..3. . Joor" deNely ...7...] 

2 [.8. pliorewnt inl.. 7] 
[ weitlva mhiv 7o g’ dLorias wv 
CoutsJo" Kiguras ot e dixa 7] 
[6s] pioras hesa 

  

   [rxai B 
  

28 [NJx[{Jbas rard raird’ av 2 sar] 
& Thelos, eifiveotiale . °.] 
{1 dpauior wyiv o6 Y/ 
001 Kepiwor xai Ei[uokw6or] 

32 16 3 [ Jeps dpyvpilo s dmep] 
Xés ixLo Jevas AbesLadoss .1 
£ Jobac hdLre] av Boro[vrat, xadl] 
#ep 75 735 'Aduvaials épyupio) 

36 7 4 xéNe 78 3¢ dpyipior 76 
2 s 114] 7;%;, feoiv ] 
(1] mohe racieatlas . ° 
LR oo mlfL 

40 [.360. .. .Jev 7oLv 8)peLavir 
L ] rds speavis péap[ras xal ris] 

  

  

  

   

  

  

[uioros hixagrou [ * .1 
[ 15 uioras 765 "EXe[voiv um] 

44 [ulbos by L] aihic [ &, 79h] 
Lot ros 84 v dores [uooniso 
[5] & 7o "Erevowior [ . ™. ] 
[rJow émi 760 Boudr lepia xai 7[ov Képua]   

  

48 [ Jov Ocoiv nal rov icpia 7oLy mava 
[N 
(73] paLo séoro iLepds 

“agros rérely 630Non Tapd] 
o feotr ] 

  

  

COMMENTARY 
Lines 5-8: Sokolowski, Supplément, 3 correctly r 

jected Meritt's huporoiis] (iine ). The hieropoioi, 
25 seems clear from this inscription and others of the 

fifth century, were a body of officials appointed by the 
state whose duties were mainly financial and adminis 

  

    

   

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

S“The institution of the hisropoioi in Athens needs further 
study.  Hieropoioi perform a series of sacrifices at the Eleusinia     (1.G., 2, 5), but these may not be the same as those in the docu- 
ment edited here, who control the sacred money of the Eleusinian 
aparche on the Aczopolis, In .G, T, 76 ipororal E\eovifer are 
fn charge of the administration of the aparche and perform a 

ifce from the proceeds of the sale of this aparche. These are 
the same as the iorol "Bhawwioe (1, I3, 311) who turn over 

  

  

    

HIEROPHANT 11 

proprement dit”’; their remuneration would have 
come from the state, not from the initiates. How- 
ever, his own restoration, h[pexipukas], is also un- 
satisfactory.  There was never in the history of the 
cult more than one sacred herald. Morcover, the 
article, which is used before all the other names of 
priesthoods in this inseription, should be expected 
before hupoxipusas] as well. 

Since the perquisites of the other principal priests 
of the cult are stated at the end of the inscription 
(lines 47-50, in a different hand), presumably the only 
priests mentioned here before the priestess of De- 
meter are the hicrophant and daduch. Yet a satis- 
factory restoration is difficult to find. The restoration 
30\[or" xal 7o s hetfoow o huelpogdrre|s Aauavéra 
heJuosi{hev] is doubtful because of the imperative, 
which is not used in this inscription, and the position 
of the hierophant (following the daduch). 

[rapi 7|6 uioro hexiorlo was apparently first re 
stored by Zichen; [xa 0’ &Jépar by Kirchhoff 

Line 9: huipcav Meritt 
Line 11: 6| [\Jégoow Meritt 

5: [dvac mhav he] Meritt 
Line 20: aéoro : E[6Ju[okrii 

no interpunct here, as far as I can sce, 

  

  

  

  

  

Line 
There is 

  

s Meritt 
and the point 

on the stone where the mu is supposed t0 be is com- 
pletely broken away 

Line 21 : Kép[uJsas Meritt 
Lines 22-3: s[hlre pive 79 deNeisy 

Merrit, 7(éb(ra 51y oouJovor Sokolowski. 
Lines 234 [aree 8| rofs Jioreu ué treLivas v 

Jra Meritt, fekei[ 3 kai ép| pivon wlforeu e rilusa 
udiJra Sokolowski 

It s quite possible that young people other than the 
dorlas could not be initiated, but there is 
as far as 1 know, which proves it. Meritt's 

(o be a guess also. 
Line Ty 70 ! [darias ot o Hiller 
Line 26: [iixa 7|4]s Sokolowski, [rés ¢l o] Wilhelm. 

1 could not sce the interpunct which Meritt reported 
that he 

Line 
Line 

Clinton 
Line 29: [xiNiag | Jor Cuvplac|c] Wilhelm, [hesers|»] 

Crinert 
30-1 hes[os or 0][ooe Meritt, 

N oot Sokolowski, 8" dlra 7ois]|dot Kepnon Kirch- 
Hofl and Crénert 

      
  

e Jeror 

    

i 

nothing, 

    
    

   
before Képuras. 

I could read no letter before ioas. 
[Eduo|NrisJas Meritt, [Biuol\ 

  

Joas 

  

Lines [hot & 

proceeds from the aparche to the iwrira: Exasuddes (nstituted 
Sround 446 B.C. according to S.EG. X, 21). By 108/7 these 
pistatai seem to have completely taken over the administrative   

uties of the hieropoioi,for, in an account issued by them in that 
year (LG., 1, 313/314), there is no mention of the hieropoioi in 
Connection with the aparche, which seems at this time to be com: 
pletcly in the care of the epistalai. After this, the fate of the 
hicropeioi s unclear until new boards of hieropoioi appear in in 
eriptions of the Lyeurgan period. Cf. Busolt, Staatskunde 2: 
pp. 1103 1104, 
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  ): p. 71) objects to 
ground that it is bar- 

If he has rois o Kepinos in mind, 
Andocides probably would not agree; he quotes 
saying: 7@ KaNa, ... mpbrov wiv &nyi Knpinay v 
(On the Mysteries, 116). Whatever the restoration, 
the sense must be that any member of cither genos was 
entitled to conduct myesis; it was completely up to 
him whether he did 5o or not, the genos having no 
voice in the matter; otherwise Andocides, a member 
of the Kerykes but not warmly beloved of his genos at 
the time, probably would not have conducted the 
myesis which he mentioned in On the Mysteries, 13 
This consideration docs not favor [NixJost. Ac- 
cording to Meisterhans-Schwyzer (Grammatik _der 
attischen Inschriften, p. 178) 6w (in place of & 

Meritt (Hesperia 14 (19 
Crénert's restoration on th 
barous Greek 

          

does not oceur in Attic inscriptions until the middle 
of the third century 

Lines 32-4: [ris arap|xJes Meritt (Hesperia 14 
(1945) : p. 77), [+és ¢ohalxJés Meritt (ibid. 15 (1946) 
p. 2 iazé|vJes Sokolowski; [uéh | elofiat Meritt, 
Lapx | Joda Sokolowski. 

Meritt does not say what made him change his 
mind. The upper tip of an oblique stroke which I 
could see at the beginning of line 33 offers only K or X, 
no solution. But I favor [és drap]|xés in connection 
with the new reading in line 34 (see below). L.S.J 
does not report any examples in Attic prose of ui\erfar 
or &pxesfa meaning *10 be in charge of” or “in control 
of" as Meritt and Sokolowski seem to have in mind 
for their use of the middle infinitives here 

Line 34: h{eJos Meritt. When the light was striking 
the stone at a certain angle, the second letter of this 
word appeared clearly as O. 1 could not make out any 
certain traces of the next two letters. This reading 
climinates the somewhat superfluous phrase hios d» 
BéNovrac in favor of hi[ri] (or h[ro]) & fodo[yrac]. | 
find_worthy consideration_the_restoration 
Aoaiowe xp|ofas hilri] v ool 
wthorization was made here for borrowing moncy 
from the fund of Demeter and Kore just as it had been 
done from the fund of Athena. It is interesting that 
here, as in S.E.G., X, 24, lines 12-13, a change in the 
administration of the treasury of Demeter and Kore 

is described in terms of an already existing arrange- 
ment in the administration of the treasury of Athena 
on the Acropolis. 

    

  

  

of some 

  

Ji that s, 

Line 37: (4] ro[i o 
uepac 

Meritt was right to retain Hiller's reading: there is 
n0 vertical stroke at the left of the stoickos of the 
dotted tau but there is an upper horizontal stroke 
barely visible 

Lines 38-40: raueieatas’ Eijol 
70 wlison 7év 6780y 71ev 7o 
Sokolowski 

7 Hiller and Meritt, (] ~[ax 
Sokolowski. 

  

oLes &' xer i 
oJpeLavin] Meritt 

    

ests GelaLacor o 
The stone shows that the mu of u[éo: can also be 

interpreted as eta or epsilon; perhaps,      

THE ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES          
hlupit. The second letter in line 40 could also be a 
sigmas so perhaps & 7o hluepét 'ENe|u]o[in. Though 
the restoration eludes us, the passage probably refers 
t0 the special care taken by the state or the gene to 
assure the initiation of orphans. 

Line 40: [6iev |¢] Meritt (1943 
(1946), [Bier 5| ] Sokolowski 

I am inclined to favor [6iev 4€], but certainty is 
impossible. 

Line 41 : gaifias Meritt 

    

, Dypége|v] Merite 

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 mé[ras; that i, the orphans sacrifice all together, the 
costs of which were borne by the gene or the state; the 
regular initiates, the mystai, sacrifice individually and 
bear the costs themselves, 

Line 42 plveobas 6] Meritt (1943), 
hesdaro ue[ s xopis ] Meritt (1946), héxagrou slporéheta] 
Sokolowski 

Sokolowski’s conjecture is the most appealing, but 
lpobiuara] should be substituted for x[poréheia], on 
the basis of L.G., 1%, 1673, line 62: zpofiuara o[férra 
ds uiJpow. Meritt's restoration (1946), however 
cannot be excluded, for it is known that the Eumol 
pidac had the task of inscribing the initiates 
below, p. 26) 

  

    

héxao:   

  

Line 43: [uo|uJaos Kirchhoff, [fo|uJéros 
Sokolowski. 

Sokolowski (op. cit., p. 18) points out that fieofa is 
just as frequent as fiew. But he does not note any 
difficulty in having fiew and Guouésos in the 
sentence for agent. Anyway his inter- 
pretation of the whole sentence does not really reg 
fuodvos in place of pouéros 

Line 44: [ré g0 75| iJepo Leonardos (apud Hiller) 
[éxrés] o [irés] Roberts-Gardner, [errds 7o h|cJeps 
Cronert. The iota of 7é is at the present time com- 
pletely illegible. 

It seems to me that the aiM outside the sanctuary 
is meant, in light of the practice of prohibiting t 

Mylonas, 

  

   
  

duinroc from entering the sanctuary (c 
Eleusis, pp. 224-226). ed 
with the cult of Demeter and Kore at Eleusis, one 
within the sanctuary in front of the Telesterion and 
the other in front of the main gate (now the Greater 

  

Two aitai were conne 

Propylaca). The latter is probably the one men- 
tioned by Pseudo-Demosthenes in Against Neae 
(116): érl 7is éoxdpas tis & 7 abj ‘Eewive. The 
courtyard in front of the sanctuary does in fact have an 
éoxipa 

Line45: [uvontvo s Kirchhoff, [voéro|s]Sokolowski. 

*See Mylonas, Hle 
courtyard at Elcusi 
Tine 84, 949, line 
line 45} & 7 dr ' 

usis, pp. 169-170. Other re 
1235, line 22, 1299, line 

Vo aiiin 1, 1V, 83, lines 14-15; i 
EXawine i 7 lepie aih IV, 84, Tines 35-36. 
I all of these passages the courtyard could be the 
the sanctuary 

  

16, 1%, & 
and 78, 1304, 

  

   
      

  i e in 1.6 
 



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

Line 47: (o gwiwr] Foucart. Hiller and 
Meritt read the omicron of #[ér, which 1 could not. 
For the restoration [xégua] see below, p. 77 

Line 48: [7Jov 0coiv need not be a mistake for [rJoiv 
fcoiv (so Meritt) but could be rather a shortened form 

s 8 dios & "Aaiaw for & diuos 6 7 

  

  

  of 7ov oy feoly 
Adpvai 
[y Ty wady] Zichen. Meritts study 

moved the support for oty 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 ed; 
Meritt's drawings of fragments b and ¢ show 
the omicron of ré[v lies almost directly under the 
omicron of "Exewowiot, the lacuna at the end of line 48 
is equivalent to eight stoichedon spaces. But line 48 
is non-stoichedon; five of its letters correspond ap- 
proximately to four stoichedon letters; so we may cal- 
culate the lacuna at the end of line 48 to be not longer 
than about ten letters, which precludes oty 

Line 49: rbro[» duoéhor wapd] Ziehen. By a cal- 
culation of the length of the lacuna at the end as in 
line 48, it is clear that éuoBéoy is too long, and so the 
correct restoration must be réro[» 80Mo 7apé]. 

Line 50: i[eloov o Ocoiv] Hiller. The rho is 
beyond the break; it does not appear in any 
before Hiller's, 

It is quite possible that Face C had more lines, in- 
forming us that the appended priests, like the priestess, 

  

c of the stone, as 
Since 

    
   

  

  

  

text 

  

were to receive one obol apiece at both the Greater 
and Lesser Mysteries. 

DISCUSSION 
1 [af’ éulépay in lines 7-8 s correct, the priest who 

preceded the priestess of Demeter collected at least 
one half-obol daily from each initiate at the Mys 
teries. 1§ we reckon nine or ten days to the Greater't 
and at least one day to the Lesser Mysteries,” at 
least five obols were requested from each initiate for 
just this priest. Though only two separate fees are 
listed in this inscription, it looks as if they are listed 
in decreasing amounts. Since all the major pricsts 

isted except the hicrophant 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 

  

the 

  

  

Hesperia 14 (1945): p. 2. 1 See'S. Dow, H.5.C.P. 48 (1937): pp. 111-120. _The number 
of consecutive days in the Greater Mysterics on which important 
ceremonies took place could have been just cight, but it s posi 
ble that the number of days on which payment was required was 
reater than this (or even less than this). 

2 The duration of the Lesser Mysterics s not attested. 
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and Kore (iepd 7o Geoiv), 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 o the 
treastry of the Goddesses was used for general ex- 
penses of the sanctuary. " 

This inscription makes known that the priests of 
the cult were not responsible for carrying out the 
initiating,” the uinows, but that this was rather a 

duty of (adult) member of the and 
Eumolpidae who wished to perform it (lines 26-31). 
This fact has led to the abandonment of the notion 
(once held) that pinots was originally a term that ap- 
plied to the whole process of experiencing the Mys- 
teries, from the presentation of oneself as a candidate 
t0 the witnessing of the scret rites in the Telesterion. 
Now it is clear that uinets originally had a restricted 
meaning. It was the preliminary instruction given 
to the initate at any time of the 
of the Eumolpidac or the Kerykes, 
ceremony which place in the sanctuary at 
Eleusis was the rekers, performed once a year by the 
priests. _pinois was the first step, rekery the final one 
first Zinweilung and then Weike® The hierophant 
therefore had no part in the uinois as hicrophant 
though it s not inconceivable that he initiated people 
as a Eumolpid 

any Kerykes 

  

  

whereas the, 
took 

  

  430 OR 420 (2) 

  

There is a very disputed piece of evidence, 1.G., 
77, which scems to indicate that the hierophant was 
already included among the acisitoi at this time. 
This inscription, variously dated to the 430's and 

This was undoubtedly the source of the funds Tisted in 
1G., 15 315, Tines 1346+ inirae Ciirea i 1] saCidhar 
v I XXHEAAN T F FX T11] aasar | isCros 

o werasor. (P the restoration fyer. sec. b, 
ot 53w aviume that the hierophant and daduch cach 
Tescved 3 tota o four obol from ach iitate at the Mysteries 
i i we add to this the amount which the priestcss and the 
nece other priestareceved, iz four oboly, cach nitiate will have 
Somrioated, owelve obols at the Greater Mystries. Dividing 

150.3)3 drachmas (35198 obos) by 12 obol, we arive at & 
eonable total of approximately 2,150 iniates for the year 

provided of coupee hat the ees were approximately the 
arThe low figure for the Lesser 

      

    

  

408, 
same then as forty years ea 

      

‘obligatory. for participation in the Greater, 
indicates that it was poorly attended at this time 
See Nilsson, Geschichte 1: p. 656; A. D. Nock, “Hellenistic 

Mysteries and Christian Sacraments,” Muemosyne §_(1952) 
p. 179, P. Roussel B.CH. 5¢ (1930): pp. €. Zijderveld, 
Tetete, Bijdrage tot de kennis der relgicuze terminologic in el 
Grickich (Diss. Utrecht, 1939), pp. 98-99; Pringsheim (1905 
p. 20-26) first noticed the distinction. 

1By the end of the fourth century yuie and uiness were also 
being applied to the whole process; . Theophilus, ed. Edmonds 
1T, p. 568, 1, line 4), where &uwidhy seems to describe the whole 
protess: in addition, Plato and Aristotle sometimes do not keep 
o the distinction (4. references to the Mysteries in Plato and 
Aristotle discussed by Boyancé, R.E.G. 75 (1962): pp. 460-482) 

example of this from the fth century is Aristophanes, Peace, 

Mysteries, nev 
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420's, lists the people who were given simais in the 
Prytaneum. The first group mentioned has been 
traditionally restored as follows: [&as 7é aircow rév 
Ju wpuraveion wporor [uliv oiLo|w heepeto roiv deoiv 
«Jard 7 w{éJroa. M. Ostwald has more recently 
restored'®: porov [wJér 761 [hiepogivres yeroutvor kare 

aJrpa. He rejects the traditional restoration on 
the grounds that in the preserved part of the inscrip- 
tion movable-nu_ never oceurs except in &oxger, @ 
formulaic term, thus 7oizw is quite_improbable!’; 
and that in the acisitoi lists of the Roman period, 
which is the only other time we are informed about 
the priestly members of this group, not all the Eleu- 
sinian priests are listed and those that are listed do not 
remain the same, except the hierophant, the only one 
who always appears. However, Ostwald's restora- 
tion does not receive “further support from the fact 
that the icpogévrns was, in Classical times, the only 
member of the Eleusinian priesthood who was a priest 
and a magistrate at the same time.”'s His reference 
for this, Foucart (1914 p. 178), reads: “La charge du 
hiérophante était & la fois un sacerdoce et une mag 
strature, épx ris icoewotvns, comme le dit une inscrip- 
tion.”But Foucart does not identify the inscription. 
Itis 7.G., II% 1235, a decree of the Eumolpidac and 
the Kerykes, dated around 248/7 (see below), honor 

  

  

  

  

   

  

  

    

ing a hierophant for, among other things, xal & et 
dpxel s lpecois  eloxnubves  dvéywhyron  davron 
wapagkeudgr. 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 pxovres i 
6@y in the same inscription (line 24), and it s indeed 
perfectly conceivable that the Eumolpidac and Kery- 
kes used this phrase to mean even less than that, 
namely, “in his priestly office” or “in the term of his 
priesthiood."  Furthermore, we know so little about 

1 AP 72 (1951): pp. 24-32. 

  

nst v use of movable nu_can be very eratic; . L. Threatte, H.5.C.P. 74 (1970) b. 318, 
0. cit, p. 32. 
], Martha (1881 pp. 8-10) believed without a doubt that priesthoods in general were city magistracies, on the basis of 

Plato, Laws, 758e-75% and Aristotle, Poltics, 1299a, 14-19 and 
speculation of his own. At Eleusis the hierophant and daduch were certainly in charge of the sanctuary administration, but by 
the end of the fifth century the financial power of the sanctuary was in the hands of the episiatai and the Athenian state. The 
state, 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 availabiity of the 
sanctuary, its fees and finances, and its politcal value s cultural 
highlight of Athens, but there is no evidence that it ever touched in any significant way the basic elgious matters of the sanctuary 
In'a sense 

   
  

  

these priesthoods were dpxa in that they did have 
Some power within the sanctuary and they were responsible o the state in some matters (eg., they underwent an audit, sce below 
p. 46) but the fact that they were not appainted by the state and their power did not emanate from the state hardly allows us 

Nor do Plato and Aristotle 
it s suggested that 

o regard them as city magistracics 
regard them as such. In Plato, lo. ot    

USINIAN MYST           SRI    [TRANS. AMER. PHIL. S0C 

  

the relationship between the aeisitoi of this period and 
those of the Roman period that it is difficult to have 
confidence i either Ostwald’s restoration or the 
traditional one, especially since there is good reason 
to believe that the latter acisiloi were not fed in the 
Prytaneum (where the former were fed) but in the 
Tholos.™ 

  

   

  

21 BC. 
In this year® a decree, L.G., I%, 81, was passed con- 

the reconstruction of ‘a bridge over the 
Rheitos, which probably had been destroyed during 
the war and without which the Sacred Way was vir- 
tually impassable.# It is to be built hos a ré huepd. 
cépoow haw hipeas é[oTeaNiorara, and of such a width 
hive 4 héuaxae: dihaivorras, @\ rois toow & fald ]icer 
&t réhuepé. It s striking that “‘the priestesses” scem 
t0 haye a principal role in th 
carrying the hiera; there is no mention of the hicro- 
phant here in conneetion with the most sacred objects 
of thecult.  The inscription divides the procession into 
w0 groups: hae hiépeas and rois iaov (“the marchers”). 
The priestesses carry the hiera whereas the marchers 
follow after the hiera (Babiger éri 7a hiepi). However, 
one cannot be sure whether the hicrophant was con- 
sidered as belonging to the latter group, or whether 
he marched at a point in the procession ahead of “the 
priestesses.” 

cerning 

   

    acred Procession, i.c., 
  

  

  

  

416/5 OR 415/4 
If the legislation of ca. 460 discussed above could be 

called democratic, in protecting the mysies, the private 
citizen, from being financially exploited by aristo- 
cratic priests, the next testimony ning the 
hierophant, from the year 416/3 or 415/4% reflects to 

  

  

  

neokoroi, priests, and priestesses be in charge of sanctuaries just 
as there are oficials to take care of other subdivisions of the city 
and country, and that they should be appointed by the state 

Aristotle, 
ias 365 xais 

  

except the rérpas iawivas, which should be left alor 
o cit, st 
vérras oire robs alperobs obre Tobs psrois Gpxorras Gerior, olor 
7ois lpiis mpror, A few lines later he defines 4 magistracy 
uire 35 b 
Bov\eioaotai 7e xepl v xal kpive el érvridas, ki pidiora.Toiro 
78 ydp imrdrras dpxawdrapiy fomw. (Cf. the discusion of these 

Tincs in W. L. Newman, The Polifcs of Aristotle (Oxford, 190: 
4: pp. 255-256) One can hardly say that commanding is the 
main function of an Eleusinian priest. At any rate the problem 
of whether or not an office can be called an dexh, to continue 
Quoting Aristotle, raira saeipa xpbs uiv 7is xpfoas ofdis 

= Sce S. Dow, Prytaneis, Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1937): pp. 22-24. 
= The conciliar year of the first secretary is dated to 322/1 by 

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

1), Travios and K. Kourounoites lpasrué 1937  pp. 2541, 
For the procession see below, pp. 33-36; for the “priestesses 

0. 69 and pp. 8- 
HFor a recent discussion of the date see R. Meiggs and 

D. Lewis, 4 Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions (Oxford, 
1969), pp. 222-223, with bibliography. - The date is not of ritical 

  

    

2o\ ydp iriarariy § rokireh savavia eira, b (o 

o¢ drdv dpxis Macriow raras daass drodidoras 

  

   

  

  

   



  

some extent the Athenian imperialism of this period. 
Itis a syngraphe dealing principally with the collection 
of the drapxi 705 xaprod ot feoiv. 1t orders that the 

nt of the request to send the aparche to 
the Eleusinian Goddesses be promulgated first t0 the 
Athenians, then to their allies, and_finally—with 
perhaps a slight touch of humor—to all Greek cities, 
not “commanding” but “encouraging” them. The 
proceeds from the aparche were to be used for a great 
sacrifice and “dedications to the Two Goddess 
iic., for adorning It is striking how 
minor a role the hierophant had in all this 
il ho huepogivres kal [5] dadabyos Musrepioss xépxeotas 
7is hikevas 75 Kaprd kard 7 drpua kel 7év pavreiar 7é &y 
Sergor. dwaypigoarres bé i{u] 75 xapro 
75 7€ wapi Tov deuipxor Kard 7oL dEluon héxaorov Kl 73 
api 700 76Ncon x Ao hesto[rev xJaradivr 
"o ENeugv xai & 7t foNLevr JeLp oo 
other details are to be taken care of by th 
and the Boule. The hicropoioi are to be the ones who 
actually receive the grain, arrange for its storage and 
sale, and from its proceeds perform the sacrifice 
(probably at the end of the festival of the Mysteries) 
Even the announcement of the hierophant and daduch 
is not very important. The crucial announcement to 
the cities is to be made by the Boule through its 
heralds, so that by comparison the priests’ announce- 
ment at the 
merely lending religious and ancestral 
an_enterprise to enhance 
Athens as the cradle of civilization, 
Demeter and Triptolemus. 

  

  

  

  

  

the sanctuary 
  

rehev   
  

  

      axion 70 pérpe 

  

  

All the 
    

    ENevoviot 

    

Mysteries appears somewhat pro forma, 
legitimacy to 
the glory of 
the home of 

calculated 

A great deal of grain is expected. 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 dxb 76 kapz 7is 

The body of     dmapxs dvedife, he\Névoy 7o éxapxonéroy 
of the decree then closes with a promise of fruitfulness 
and abundance to those who do not wrong the 
Athenians, cither their city or their Two Goddesses. 
This is not a newly invented enterprise, for it is 

importance for the present discussion, 
defend clsewhere Meritc’s date of 416/5 or 415/4, as argued in 
Classical World 56 (1962-1963): pp. 39-41, where in fact he 

a preference for Dinsmoor's date (The Archons of 
[Cambridge, Mass., 19511, p. 340), 416/5 (not 415/4 as 

misprinted in Meritts article and repeated by Meritt and 
McGregor in Ploenis 21 [1967: p. 89, n. 20).  In an articl 
which appeared after the above was writien (Proc. Aer. Philos 
Soc. 115 [19717: pp. 109-110) Meritt proposes additional argu- 
ments for 416/5. 

s Lines 43-44. 1 follow Foucart and Ziehen in understanding 
axapxouisor a5 modilying heior. In 1.G., Tt 
arapxiuesor; this was done first by Kirchhofi without comment 
and followed by Dittenberger, Roberts-Gardner, Hiller, and 
Meiggs and Lewis, evidently interpreting it as modifying an 
understood apris; but drépxous: apparently was not used in the 
pasive 

but 1 prefer and shall 
     

       

  

    

   

il HIEROPHANT 15 

  

done xard 7d wirpua xal rév pavreiar Tiv éy Ackgov™; only 
the scale is new and, naturally, some of the resulting 
details. What we are witnessing here is the remaking 
of an old, local custom? (to some extent also observed 
by foreigners) into an institution of such a grand scale 
that state personnel (the 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 
the aparche was probably as follows. Each ye 
the Mysteries the hicrophant and the daduch an 
nounced that an aparche should be given to the Two 
Goddesses. It was then given the following June at 
harvest time, stored for the summer (in a siros), and 
taken out at the time of the Mysterics, just before the 
fall sowing.** Originally there was in all probability 
no sacrifice as described in this d 
performed by an Eleusinian priest. For this reason 
the Eumolpidac must now give exegesis for it# Their 

among other things, would specify the date 

  

  

  

  

r at   

    

ce, since it is not     

    of the sacrifice, which was left unmentioned in the 
decree. Even though the state could not arbitrarily 
nstitute a sacrifice at the Mysteries without the 
sanction of the Eumolpidae, it did manage to have it 
performed by its own appointees and not by the 
hierophant and daduch. 

415 B.C. 
At this time the Eleusinian Mysteries were involved 

in one of the most tragic misfortunes of Athens, the 
condemnation of Alcibiades on a charge of impiety 
against the Goddesses of the Mysteries. Accordin 
to Plutarch the following impeachment was made 

him? Naxcddrs "AsiBudins 
pl 70 s, ot 

éralposs & 
rrns Exe 

    

against Ocooars Kiuaros 
  Kevio Sxauavions eloiyyeher duseiv 

  Wobeoy 7 uoripia xal dewviorra Tois abrod 

  

7 olslg 7 davroi, Exovra oToNiy olavrep b ipog 

2 Delphi was probably consulted on this occasion of its exten- 
sion, or at the time it was first extended if this is not the first 
time; for Delphi was apparently consulted on occasions when 

€ was no answer forthcoming f 
pe of the reform was beyond the scope of 7é 

113, 20, ic., when something unprecedented was about 
to be undertaken 

= Nilsson, Geschichte 1: pp. 471474 
 1bid 
 Lines 36-37 

an improved reading from a squecze.) 1f the sacrifice were 
really a traditional part of the cul, the pricst performing it would 
know periectly wellal its details without having to be informed 
by the Eumolpidac.  However, a new sacrifice could not be made 
within the framework of the Mysteries without being sanctioned 
by the Eumolpidae, the one genos whose prerogative it was to 
know and safeguard the unwritten traditions of this cult and the 
only genos that had the authority to cxpound these traditions. 
Tn this case, in which there was probably no exact precedent, they 
would have described a_ sacrifice most in keeping with their 
traditions. 

Plutarch, 

  

  

  om 7& rérpia or when the 
      

(This is 

  

cofbrs & Bigoksides txalhel3bras 
     

  

  

  

Aleibiades, 22, 4    
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deies 7i lph, xal bvouiSorra abriv ulv lepockrn, 
oukuriuva & dudopxos, kipusa 3¢ Ocsiupor Py, Tols 
8 &\\ous éraipous wirras mpooeyopeiovra kel éxbrras Tapd 
7é v xai i xadeaTnd Etuokrisov ral Knpixay 
sal 7o icpéan 70w & 'Ehaoivos. He was thereupon 
condemned by default, and it was further decreed 
that “all priests and priestesses” (i.e., all the Eleu 
sinian ones) were to curse him.  Theano, the pricstess 
of Demeter and Kore, however, refused, saying that 
she praying priestess and not a cursing 

  

     

  

  

priestess.® 
Andocides was similarly cursed at this time, in the 

following manner®: 

    

lipeat xat iepeis oivres armpigarro 
7pis domépay kol gownwidas évéoeioay, Kard 70 vbutor 7o 
rahaudy al dpxaior. 

Ocsiapos. Plutarch, Alcibia 
p. 55 Foucart, 1914: p 
office in 415 and 408. 

s, 33 

  

Toepffer, 1850 
P.A., 6827. In     

Seven_ years later, when the Athenians changed 
their minds and decreed the return of Alcibiades, 
Theanodid nothave toundoa curse. The others did® 

  

  

neioarro i ... rés dpis dgoodsoaalar kv Eiuokidas 
xal Kipusas, ds érovioarro 7o ooy wpooragavros. But 
Theodorus  the hierophant tried to save face: 
dcovioudven 58 73y BNy Ochiupos b iepogivrns “EN 

" elxer “oi¢ xarnpagyms airG kaxiy oidty, o undis 
duei 7iv 7é\w.” It seems, in effect, in pronouncing 
the curse he, like the other priests, acted as though he 
were an organ of the state, the cursing organ; and if 
the state on another occasion declared the curse to be 
null and void, he as “official exsecrator,” so rescinded 
it. Of all the priests apparently only Theodorus was 
clever enough to have hedged his original curse in such 
a way as to make it clear that it was dependent pri- 
marily on the will of the state and not his own; thus 
he personally could appear to take no responsibility 
for the inanity of cursing someone and then having to 
take it back. It is interesting that apparently none 

  

  

  

  

" Plutarch does not state explicily here whether Theano is priestess of the Mysteries, or whether “all priests and prieste means all the Eleusinian oncs or all Athenian priestesses and 
priests in general. - Tocpiler (1889: p. 96, 
priestess of Demeter and Kore because the case concerned these two goddesses. The ral proof, | think, is in Plutarch, Alcibiades 

is stated that in 108 only the priests of the Mysteries, 
pidac and the Kerykes, are asked to undo thei curses. Therefore, only the Eleusinian priests were asked to make then 

  

2) thinks she i the   

  

      

  

33, where 
the Eumo   

  

in 415, Consequently Theano was an Eleusinian priestess and most probably the pristess of Demeter and Kore. On tqior 1w 
i "Bxawivos sce also below, p. 70, n. 12, 

Pcudo-Lysias, Againsi Andocides, $1, when a somewhat simi 

  

        larly worded charge of impersonating the hierophant is made 
against him; on the ovuises se below, p. 33 

Plutarch, Alcibiades, 33. Cf. Nepos, Alcibiades, 6, 5 eidemaque i Eumolpidac sacerdotes rursus resacrare sunt coact qui eum devoverant 
s similar to 

of LG, I, 76: [ho 
i "Advlon et 73 i, 
have struck anybody o 
language 

condition attached to the wish at the end 
es v (s ddudn "ivaios et iv xiber 

So the hierophant's condition should not 
being out of the ordinary in religious 

   
        

     SINIAN MY          ERIES 

of the priests was so revolted by 
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, of considerable 
political power. But this was not done.  From carly 
times ascheia was a crime that was under the jurisdic- 
tion of the state courts* Thus a curse by 
could appear ridiculous if the man were 
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 Goddesse 
the most_efficacious course of action would be to 
initiate a suit of asebeia in court (or to provide testi- 
mony and support for such a suit). On the other 
hand, if priests were convinced that a man was in fact 
innocent of impicty despite the verdict of the court, 
they apparently could refuse a command of the state 
o curse him. The case of Theano clearly shows they 
could 

  

Alcibiades’ alleged 

    

  a priest 
  

      

do this however strong public indignation 
against the condemned might be. But Theodorus 
complied and made the curse; his later rescinding of 
it (even though the Eumolpidae and Kerykes were 
opposed to Alcibiades’ return)® and his attempt at 
saving face show that he was careful to remain on the 
side of public opinion—an attitude probably rarely 
found in hierophants when Athens was firmly under 
the control of the aristocratic gene 

Apxias. 

  

Pseudo-Demosthenes, Against  Neacra, 

  

116; Plutarch, Pelopidas, 10; On the Sign of Socra- 
tes, 596e; Nepos, Pelopidas, 357 Tocpffer, 1889 
pp. 55-36. P.A., 2447 Foucart, 1914: p. 188 

  

In office in 379. 
Two episodes have come down to us concerning 

Archias. The first relates to the year 379. When 
Pelopidas and his companions were just about to make 
an unsuspected coup d'élat against the oligarchs and 
Spartan garrison in Thebes, one of the oligarchs, com 
pletely drunk, dismissed a messenger from Athens 
with the words saia.” The 
accepted letter which the messenger was carrying was 
from the oligarch’s old friend, Archias the hicrophant, 
and contained an nce warning of the forthcoming 
coup. A short later it took place and the 
bibulous oligarch was killed. 

The starting-point of Pelopidas’s operation was & 
Optasiy?; from there the younger men among th 

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 

  

       

  

  ot els abpiov 7 
  

      

  

  

I 

  

adhardt, “La déinition du déit d'impicté d'aprés ln 
n atique,” Mauseum Helseicum 18 (1961): pp. 87105, 

Acschylus was acquitted on o charge of asebeia against the 
  

  

Mysteries by the Arcopagus. In the same year s Alcibiades 
Diagoras was also convicted of asebeia against the Mysteric. Thucydides, VI, 53, 2    

The passage in Nepos surrounding the name 
phant s corrupt. 

*Plutarch, Pelopidas, 8. 
the hicro.  



Eleusis may have facilitated the hierophant’s dis. 
covery of the plot. 

The other episode relates o the time that Archias 
was convicted of impiety. The conviction and some 
details of his crime are mentioned by the accuser of 
Neaera: “Afioy 0¢ xixeivo @fvunfiivas, & dvipes 'Abvaiot, 
nApxiar riw Lepogivrny yerueror, EeNeybira & 1o 
dwagTpie doeioivra xal fiovra apd 7 mérpia rés Quoias, 
ixoNdgare iues, kal i\ ryopidn aisos, kel dre 
Swdmy i éraipg "ANeoss éxd ris rxpas & 7 aii EAevoive 
‘Tpogayolny i o0 vouigiou dros & 5 
suépa B, o5’ xcivou olons s Ouslas, EANA 77s lepelas 3 
The hierophant, therefore, probably did not have the 
right to perform a sacrifice at the Haloa; apparently 
only the priestess (of Demeter and Kore) had this 
right. 

After recounting this incident, the accuser of 
Neaera proceeds to stress the importance and prestige 
of this man.® He was a Eumolpid, of noble ancestry 
and very wealthy, having performed several liturg 
for the city. But nothing could save him, neither his 
wealth nor his prestige nor the entreaties of his rela- 
tives and friends. & 

    

  

  

Biraer     

      

  

Around 373-371 an unnamed hierophant repaid a 
loan of 44 minas which he had made by mortgaging 
a house in the city to Euctemon.# Upon repayment 
of the loan by the hierophant, Euctemon returned to 
him the house, of which he (Euctemon) had the use 
while the mortgage was in effect 
bly close to the time of Archias’s incumbency to regard 
him as the hierophant in question, though certainty 
is not possible 

  

  The date is reasona- 
  

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.® 

Against Neacra, 116, * Pecudo-Demosthene 
Ivid, 117, 
That the sacrifice of the hicrophant (legitimately of the 

Dionysus seems to have escaped the notice of 

    

     priestess) was. 
Writers on' this festival. Deubner (1932 pp. 63-64) cites in- 
Scriptions of the third and second centuries b.c. as the earliest 

  testimonia for the conneetion of Dionysus with this festival, a 
  

  

  

    

  

  

aserts that until then Dionysus had played “keinesfalls cine 
erhebliche Rolle.” Nilsson (Geschichte 1: p. 467) disagrees with 
i interpretation because of the large number of Dionysiac cle 
ments in the festival and because o the time of the year at which 
it was held. _His interpretation i confirmed by this overlooked 
passage, which shows Dionysus enjoyed an important role, if not 
the principal one, in this cult as early as the second quarter of the 

fourth century 
On the Estate of Philectemon, 3. The date of the re- 

payment it obtained from the historical events mentioned in the 
Specch. G, . Fine, Horoi, Hesperia, suppl. 11+ p. 74 

S7.G., 113, 1540, lines 31-32 (an inventory) and Soko 
Suppiénient, 12, fine 7. In the fist line of the latu 
[ovsosopias] (proposed by Oliver) cannot be correct, because the 
Second lettér cannot be a 7 but probably rather a 1 (see the forth- 

  

      

  

17 
Isacus, On The Estate of Apollo- 
Dichis and W. Schubart, Didymi de 

(Teubner, 1904), col. 13, 
lines 41-38, and col. 14, lines 35-49.4 Tocpficr 
1880: p. 55. P.A., 8969, Foucart, 1914: p. 188, 

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

4. Aaspareins. 
dorus, 9; H. 
Demosthene: Commenta 

    

  

Lacrateides is mentioned as the current hierophant 
in the following passage of a speech made about 

“About to st off to Corinth with the Athenian 
Apollodorus, lest anything happen to him, made 

and provided his sister . . . with a dowry, 

  

his will, 
and gave her (to marry) to Aaxparidy 76 viv ispogivry 

  

~eyomuére.”  The natural interpretation of the phra 
v icpogivry yeyemuéne i that Lacrateides had just 

recently become hierophant. The passage refers to 
the betrothal of Lacrateides and the sister of Apollo- 
dorus, which took place just before Apollodorus went 
off o fight against Corinth, therefore around 394. 1f 
we assume that in 394 Lacrateides was about thirty 
years old, the age at which Greek men were likely to 
marry,  then he would be close to seventy at the time 
he was appointed hicrophant (shortly before 353). 

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

    

  

  349, He was therefore in office when in 352 the decree 
concerning the iepa opyds was issued (LG., 1%, 204) 
and participated in its implementation. The follow 

events seem to have led up t0 this decree. Culti- 
vators of the land adjoining the hiera orgas, land sacred 
10 the Eleusinian goddesses, had been gradually en- 
croaching upon it, the boundarics 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 hicrophant, the 
daduch, the Kerykes, the Eumolpidae, and any other 
Athenian who wished, 10 be present during the de 
liberation of the committee. The oracle at Delphi 
was to determine a related question: Should the land 
now encroached upon be rented to its present cultiva 
tors in order to pay for the construction of the porch 
(of the Telesterion) and the repair of the sanctuary 
or should the occupants be removed and the land left 

      

  

coming new cdition of this inscription by C. Edmonson). New 
fragments show that the lines are ninetyseven letters fong. 
Sokolowski's restorations are forty-ty leters t0o short in cach 

op. 103106 and 174-185, 
Belles Letres 38 
(P 

P. Foucart, Etude sur Didymos, 
in Memoires. de I'Acadim 

1906); F. Gr. Histy 324 
Fi 

  

des Tnscripions 
(Androtion), F30: 

  

  

  

Teacus, On the Estate of Apollodorus, 9; for the date see 

  

      
  

Blass, Atische Beredsamkeit, 17, p 
1. W. Lacey, The Family in Clasical Greece (Ithaca, 1968 

pp. 106-107. Lacrateides, however, probably did not marry the 
Sisterof Apollodorus; «f. ]. K. Davies, dthenian Propertied 
Famities, 00-300 B.C. (Oxford, 1971), p. 44 

Dichls-Schubart, lo. it  
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uncultivated? Towards the end of the decree it is 
stated that the hicrophant and the_pricstess of 
Demeter are to sacrifice an [épeoripir] to Demeter 
and Kore, for which the Treasurer of the Demos is to 
give them thirty drachmac. The decree does not 
inform us of Apollo’s judgment in this matter, but 
fortunately the papyrus of Didymus does: Apollo 
decided that the land should be left uncultivated 
Later, apparently the Megarians who had encroached 
on the land disputed the location of the boundaries 
and were unwilling to pay rent, so that in the year 
350/49, to put an end to this, the Athenians marched 
on Megara®* In the face of the Athenian army the 
Megarians yielded, on condition that the hierophant 
and the daduch determine the boundaries : owexémoar 
vip of Meyapes oporis yeiolar ov ispogivrny 
Aaspar{e)ibny xal 7ov dasboixor ‘lepohetiny. ai i obror 

wiuwar® 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 casier 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 hicrophant, whereby he acts primarily as 
guardian of the property of the two goddesses. The 
decree makes it clear that both the Eumolpidae and 
the Kerykes have to be consulted in this administra- 
tive matter, and that the hicrophant and daduch are 
the spokesmen for these gene. Thus, as in the ad- 
ministrative matters in the decree of 416/5 concerning 
the aparche (LG., I?, 76), here also, the hierophant, 
the representative of the Eumolpidae, is joined by the 
daduch, the representative of the Kerykes. Yet in 
sacrificing the [aresterion] the hicrophant's associate 
s not the daduch but the priestess of Demeter 

Possibly to be identified with this hierophant is the 
[AaJxparelins [...%" ... aJancis who dedicated a 
statue base, dated to the fourth century, (probably) 
in the Eleusinion in Athens. 

    

  

  

apioa, are 

      

  

  

    
Teporhelins Tetoauerod Taianeis. 1.G., 115 1188 
Foucart, 1914: p. 188. In office “around the 
middle of the fourth century.” 

* G. L. Cawkwell (R.EG. 82 (1969): pp. 330-331) thinks that 
the dispute at this time concerned Just the ioxaria, not the i 

s itsell. The statements of Philochorus and Androtion 
st to me that it concerned both. 

“Dichls-Schubart, col. 14, lines 4046, 
 See also below p, 71 
 Hesperia 26 (1957 

in line 1. 

  

  

. 216, no. 66. A title could be restored 

  

EUSINIAN MYSTERIES 
       

[TRANS. AMER. PIIL. SOC. 
He is honored by the deme of Eleusis in a decree 

dated (by its lettering) to about the middle of the 
fourth century. Since the exact middle of the cen- 
tury is occupied by Lacrateides, we cannot be sure 
whether this hierophant was before or after him. 

I have been able to read more of this inscription so 
that an almost completely restored text can be pre- 
sented here together with commentary and a photo- 
graph (fig. 1), 

  

     
  

LG., 1T, 1188 

ca. med. 5. IV a 
    Stoikhedon 25 lines 1- 

Non-Stoikhedon: lines 29-33 

[e o a 
Jgwros "Exevaiios 

51 6 iepogdrrns lep 

    

4 ox\[eldns TeJoauerod Matame 
is alvip ar[adJés [JorLw] wet 7o & 
[ Juolv 730w "ENeulow iw xat Neyer 
[xJei [rocJaw ome [abvarac ivatir & 

  

    

8 [Jarerei nal [viv] sl 
o] xpipele, s Joxbas 

[vJioufs xiJpea [ebvals el ré Yo 
[uaJra ool &nelialro o dimos & "EX 

v i tump 

  

  

12 o 7 iclpogénrm sxes   

[éw didao ey xat of @Not bre [6 617 
[wos & 
[pvras dmJobepivas 

  

Jvleriey exipralrac xJi   

s 6 =[olo 
    

16 [iow avrély éxawléolas [rJov iepo 
Ltvrms ‘Tepox\JelsJpr [T o Jouer 
[o6 Maanéa xat orleparfaolac ab 
[rév xpvoin recivn] érs [P * soLa] 

20 [xuior * cioeelas elsa 7is ep 
Jas 7is 1] 

o dyLe] 
i 7w diuapxor 71oiLs] Awr[v] 

    

[ 7 teps i ok    s 7ov or rov 

  

24 [olos * & rois 7palye3Jots 7o 
[ ios & "ENevow Jaor [ Jrei Javor 
[rov tepogiorny elaeeia] e 
[ika 7is wept 7t iepi] yad eedoruy 

28 [ias ris ds 7o sioly 7ér "EN[vo] 
[wlar” dvac airin sall éxybross dré 
et 7Ty inuordr 
ivaypisyas 75 Yiguua e Tov diua 

32 [pxov & arin MiiJon al aiioali] 
[els 76 Géarpor 70 "EAeowic. 

 



COMMENTARY 
  My own restorations are: lines 10, 11 except [ua], 

12 except [evod], 13-1 eginning, 20 eioeBeias, 21, 
22 beginning, 2 ing, 31 dreypier 

The rest are by Skias or Kirchner and are 
s of 1G., II% 1188 

Perhaps Biflias IvéJfuvos 'ENevsivios. B 
*Ehevoi(os) is mentioned in L.G., 11% 1672, lines 56 
and 58 (329/8), and Tvider 'ENcirinos, first restored 

re by Kirchner, appears on a fourth-century grave 
monument for his wife, LG., II%, 6054 (dated to 
365-349). 

Lines 10-12: G7. G, 11 
sipia_[r]e ynploualra soa 
airlo0) 

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

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

Line 21 [rb iepiv] Wilamowitz 
Line 22: Kirchner's ['Abyvai] 

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. 1G., II3, 1193, lines 15-16: Awonaloss & 
rois rpayeddais. Restoration of a blank space seems 
unavoidable here 

Line 30: Perhaps [sal 7é\\a 7d 76Ty dnuory, which 
occurs, with a different sense, in Hesperia 8 (1939) 
p. 178, lines 12-13. 

Line 31: dvaypaga fits the space better than ypéfa: 
Line 33: [iv 73 éyopic e "EAesJowiaw Skias. There 

are no examples of decrees of the deme of 
up in their agora ; there are examples for their theater; 
of. LG., II%, 1183, line 8. Also possible here is ds o 
Auwviorov; f. LG., 1I%, 1186, line 32 

  

          

  

Line 1     
    

      

  

   275, lines 5-7: [ebva 5¢] 
‘Adnator nioaro wlpl 

  

  

   

  

   

, strange 

  

  

   

    

DISCUSSION 
e for honoring 

  

The motivation expressed by the d 
Hierocleides is nothing more than the standard for 
mulac that Hierocleides was a benefactor of the den 
it is not said exactly how he benefited it. If he per- 
formed well his duties as hierophant, he could be re- 
garded as responsible to some extent for a large at- 
tendance at the Mysteries and thereby for bringing 
considerable economic benefit to the deme, which had 
to provide the material needs of the participants.® 
And of course the preparations for the Mysteries would 
o most smoothly if he had good relations with the 
deme and its officials. Apparently this hierophant, 
who was previously honored by the deme on several 
occasions (lines 10-12), had excellent relations. 

  

    

  

= CF. below, pp. 28-29. 

HIEROPHANT 19 

  

LG, 10, 1188, 

His honors are afeleia and a gold crown® worth 500 
drachmas.  Ateleia was a dispensation from paying 
tax to the deme on prop 
by people who were registered in other demes. 

ty owned within its territory 
We 

  

Kirchner describes the crown engraved on the stone above 
n s myrle 

nce from many olive crowis 
State a myrde crown if such were the ca 
deme of Eleusis issuing a myrle crown is known. 
of crowns see below, pp. 23, 71 

the inserip However, it does not differ in appear- 
1 think that the decree would 

On the subject 
           



  

20 CLINTON 

cannot infer from this whether or not Hierocleides 
actually owned property at Eleusis, thoughitwouldnot 
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 
This cannot also be inferred with certainty about his 
father, probably the Teisamenus of Paiania who was 
treasurer of Athena in 414/3%%. Though treasurers of 
Athena were once taken only from the pentakosio- 
medimnoi, the wealthiest class in Athens, the practice 
had probably become obsolete by this time 

  

  

      

his son. 

   Jorros. 1.G., 11} 1544, line 35. 
1014: pp. 188-189. 

Foucart, 

[ ~TJorrov ispocévrou yevouisov s[~~~] is the entire 
preserved testimony for this hierophant. It is con- 
tained in an inventory of the sanctuary drawn up by 
the epistatai from Eleusis in the year 333/2, at the 

of their term of office (336/5-333/2).7 In 
Attic prosopography only Biorros or Modorrés seem to 
be possible. Because of the fragmentary state of the 
inscription nothing is known about this hicrophant 
beyond the fact that he was in office at some time in 
the period the inscription covered, i.c. 336/5-333/2 
how long before or after this period his incumbency 
extended is unknown. The participle yeouisos may 
imply assumption of office during this per 

     

  

   

$29/8 
Surprisingly, n0 mention is made of the hierophant 

in the very extensive account of the sanctuary issued 
by the epistatai in 329/8.% A house of *the priestess” 
is mentioned several times (lines 17, 74, 303), as well 
as the house of the daduch (line 305), the houses of 

" (line 293), and the house of the 
The designations “sacred 

(lines 70, 86, 94, 293) and “the sacred house’ 
(lines 75, 91, 127) also oceur; these were dwellings of 
priests or pricstesses, entry (line 127) clearly 
shows: “the sacred house, where the priestess lives. 
And since the houses are included in this account of 
the expenditures for the sanctuary, they were un- 
doubtedly located in the sanctuary itsell. Thus the 
priestess (of Demeter and Kore), the daduch, and 
“the priestesses” lived within the sanctuary. But 
we have no certain information about where the 
hicrophant lived, except for the fact that the hiero- 
phant Hierocleides could have owned property outside 

     

  

Keryk 
houses' 

        

  

    

  

4 1.G., 11, 1496, line 60. 
LG, 12,248, 

¢ Aristotle, Afh. Pol, 
L.G., 112, 1544, ling 35 

LG, 11, 1672 
» This i alio apparent in lin 293, 

     

THE ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES 

     

         [TRANS. AMER, PiIL. SOC 

the sanctua 
the deme).# 

In this same document, an intriguing object, & 
faxeior, ““the seat,” is mentioned in line 145 without 
any defining _characteristic éroxisare 7> 
faxeior xai roNigare 7ols wéias peis dvras Xaplac 
afis It appears to have beenso well known that 
it did not need definition. The word daxeior is attested 
only here, according to L.5.J., s.0.; but the use of the 
cognate verb faxiw generally indicates ceremonial 

  ¢ (for which he was granted afeleic by 

   

sitting. 1 suspect that aeiov is a “chair of office’” or 
“throne” and is to be identified with the iepogarruxis 
Opivos. The hierophant was apparently the only 
    usinian pricst to have a throne®; part of one from 
the Roman period was excavated and published by 

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

In this account it is also stated that, from the yearly 
harvest of the Rarian Field, sixty-one medimnoi 
(of barley) were given to “the priests and priestesses' 
in each of the four years covered by the account, but 
it is not stated how this was divided among them. ~ A 
certain amount of Rarian grain was also allotted to 
them, as a group, for the tricteric and penteteric cele- 
brations of the Eleusinia.® 

    

  

  

330320 
An unnamed hicrophant appears in an inscription®t 

of this period (330-320), at the head of a group of men 
selected by him to perform some functions connected 
with the cult of Pluto in Athens: “The hierophant 
chose the following men to make up the couch for 
Pluto and to decorate the table according to the oracle 
of the god.” Thereupon follows a list of ten dis- 
tinguished Athenians. This and three other similarly 
worded inscriptions*® are the only testimonia for the 
custom (in one it is stated that all the chosen men 
were married). Pluto is of course intimately cor 
nected with the cult of Demeter and Kore at Eleusis, 
and this ceremony in Athens se of the involve- 
ment of the hierophant, must have been related to the 
Eleusinian cult in some way. The finding-place of 
these four inscriptions—the Acropolis and its slopes 
has led scholars® to connect them with a sanctuary 
of the Erinyes near there: according to Pausanias®? a 

    

  

  

  

   Sce above, hierophant no. 5 
See below, p. 43, 

  

See below, p, 44 
16, 11}, 1672, lines 255262 
“IG, II, 1933, This docs not seem to be an example of 

hieronymy 
LG, 11%, 1934, 1935, 2464 (e below, pp. 

also Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 75, no. 38, 
6 Cf. Kochler, Hermes 6 (1872): p. 106, 

Fausanias, 1, 28, 6. 

  

9); posibly 

  

 



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®: “I have the daughter 
neither of a hierophant nor of a daduch 
another indication that some hierophants 
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. 

his is 

nes Laertius,   7. Elpuuéiar. Diog Aristolle, 5 (ed. 
Long) ; Athenacus, XV, 696a-697D; Index Librorum 
Hesychii, 189 (ed. 1. Diiring, Aristotle in the Bio 
raphical Tradition, p. 88). P.A.,5972. Foucart 

1914: p. 189, In office in 323. 

  

During the outburst of anti-Macedonian feeling 
which ed very shortly after the death of 
Alexander in 323, Eurymedon the hicrophant sought 
to bring Aristotle to trial on a charge of impiety. The 
incident is briefly described by Diogenes Laertius as 

    

follows: “Aristotle withdrew to Chalcis because 
Eurymedon the hierophant (or Demophilus, as 
Favorinus says in his Varia Historia) brought 
charge of asebeia against him for having composed a 
hymn to the above mentioned Hermias as well as the 
epigram for his statue at Delphi.” He then quotes 
the entire hymn and epigram. However, a speaker 
in Athenacus, 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 pacan, as Demophilus (who was suborned by 
Eurymedon) alleged in his suit of impiety against the 
philosopher, charging him with commission of an 
impicty by singing a pacan to Hermias every day at 
the common meals.”® The speaker then attempts 
to prove that Aristotle’s poem is actually a skolion, 
and having completed his proof, adds™: ““Moreover, 
Aristotle says in his Defence Against Impicty G it is 
not a forgery): ‘If I had intended to sacrifice to 
Hermias as an immortal 1 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. Jensen). 
© Athenaeus, 696a-b. For a study of the hymn (P 

Melici Graeci, no. 842, ed. Page) sce D. E. W. Wormell, “The 
  Literary Tradition Concerning Hermias of Atarneus,” Yal 

Classical Studics 5. (1935): pp. 61-65 and C. M. Bowr, “Aris 
totle’s Hymn to Virtue," Problems in Greek Poelry. (Oxford 
1953): pp. 138-150, 

Athenacus, 697 

HIEROPHANT 21 

  

cult was not officially authorized by the state.” His 
accusers evidently attempted to prove this by calling 
his poem a hymn or a pacan, genres which in the 
Classical period were reserved exclusively for the 

and attempted to prove that the worship was 
public by referring to his singing of the poem at the 
common meals and to his erecting a statue in Delphi 
But Aristotle died at least before any sentence could 
be carried out and perhaps even before a trial could 
take place Diogenes composed the following epi 
gram concerning the whole episode 

    

   

  

or' &ue\\er "Apurrorihy doedelas 

  

Eipuuésar   
ypisfoolar Anols uioidos & psroNss. 

NG Ty dxdouroy réxguye Tob dxonrl 

  

v Gpa veriiras quoghoes ddixous.” 
Demophilus, in addition to his close cooperation 

with the hierophant in this case, had at least one other 
connection with the sanctuary at he was 
chairman of the kieropoioi of the Boule who functioned 
there in 329/8.%° But nothing specifically related to 
the Eleusinian cult appears to have prompted this 
attack on Aristotle. The impetus is probably to be 
attributed to the intense anti-Macedonian feeling at 
the time; in fact, Demophilus’s implacable anti-Mace 
donianism is abundantly clear from his role as one of 
the accusers of Phocion (for which he was later put to 
death when the city repented). However, 
impossible that Eurymedon, the hierophant, was using 
this anti-Macedonian feeling against Aristotle for 
other, more personal reasons, having found in the 
philosopher an attitude toward the Mysteries not as 
unquestionably reverent as his own.” The next 
hicrophant is said to have certainly felt this way 
towards a philosopher 

   

it is not     

Diogenes Laertius, 11, 101 (ed. Long). 
Toepfier, 1889: p. 56. P.A. 5964 Foucart 
1914: p. 189, In office during the regime of De- 
metrius of Phaleron, 317-307. 

8. Bipuheiins.   

Eurycleides could not tolerate philosophical jokes 

" For this type of charge see J. Rudhardt, Museun Helseicunm 
17 (1960): pp. 92-93 

Plato, Lates, 700b and Republic, 607a defines hymnos as 
prayer sung to the gods; cf. A. E. Harvey, “The Classfica 
Greek Lyrie Poetry,” €.0. (1953): pp. 164-168.  On the pacan 
Sce Smyth, Greek Melic Poets, pp, xxxvi-xxxviii; D. A. Campbell, 
Greek Lyric Potry (London, 1967), p. xix; and Bowra, lc, i, 

On this part of Aristotle'slfe /. Wormell, op. cit, pp. 83-87 
Dring, op. it pp. 343-348; 0. Gigon, Vila Aristotelis Marciana 
(Berlin, 1962)¢ pp. 74-77 

Tiroos Anobs s also used o the hierophant in LG, I1%, 3411 
(after 176 A.0.) and of the priestess of Demeter and Kore in 
Hesperia 10 (1940): p. 97, no. 18 (a ne). 

L., 11 
According to Arabic Liv 

  

  

  

  

    

      
of Aristotle, which are probably 

derived from o Neoplatonic work by a certain Ptolemy, the 
motive of Eurymedon was “jealousy” and “a grudge” (see texts 

in' Daring, op. cit pp. 199 and 214), 

  

   



   CLINTON 

  

on the Mysteries, so the story is told by Diogenes 
Lacrtius 
Once Theodorus (the atheist philosopher) sat down next 
to Euryeleides the hierophant and said, “Tell me, Eury 
cleides, who are those who commit impiety against the 
Mysteric Whoever reveal the Mysteries to the un. 
initiated,” was the answer. To this Theodorus replicd. 

Then you too are impious, since you reveal them to the 
uninitiated.” 

   
        

Only Demetrius of Phaleron was able, according to 
one to save Theodorus from being brought 
before the Areopagus; according to another, he was 
condemned to death and drank hemlock.™ 

account, 

  

b pisov Tleptoisns “Mymoiapxos. L.G. 
113, 1934; 1700, line 146; 7221. Toepfler, 1889 
p. P.A., 11144, Foucart, 1914: p. 189, In 
office around the end of the fourth century 

  

  

Around the end of the fourth century another in- 
scription™ was st up of the type concerned with 
services performed in the cult of Pluto by the hiero- 
phant and a group of eminent Athenians. It b 
“["lepog Jrns Novgpédov Tepioiins inscribed the (fol- 
lowing) men chosen by him to make up the couch for 
Pluto and to decorate the table according to the 
oracle of the god: 

    

“Lepog 
apueiv Ocobiopolu B Jakmpia 
Eleven more names in the accusative 

  

  

Novgp[sJov epilotiny 

  

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 hicrophant would just officiate 

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

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

  

    

 Diogenes Lacrtius, loc. it 

  

The term duinros is used 

  

here; sce above, p. 13 
* 1bid 
2 1.G., II%, 1934, The date was determined by Kirchner on   

the basi of itsletter-forms and the chronology of the men liste. 
Foucart wrongly dates this inseription to the end of the third 
century, because according to him the thirtcen men listed (one 
being the hierophant) correspond to the thirteen tribes of this 
period, and because @csSouras Ouagis[ovs Mepaueis] is   red 
          

  

a dedication of the end of the third century. (1.G- 115 2798). 
Kirchner, however, has identified Theobulus with a man of the 
same name ina listof the second half of the fourth century (1., 11, 2393, line 8).  Morcover, the number of men in .G 11   

1934 scems o have nothing to do with the number of tribes of 
period, because, of the seven whose tribes are known, four are 
from Aiantis, nor are the men in tribal order. 
  

THE ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES 
       

335/4, but we cannot exclude the possibility that 
this Mnesiarchus was a brother of the hierophant. If 
Mnesiarchus was the hierophant, the date of his 
bouleutic year would agree well with what we know 
of the age of the hierophants up tonow. ~ Asa member 
of the Boule Mnesiarchus had to be over thirty years, 
so that around the end of the fourth century he would 
have been at least sixty years old. 

Co. 330-ca. 270 
“Hierophant” is mentioned twice in the little that 

of a “Sacred Calendar” issued “ca. 330 to 
ca. 270" by an unknown authority.® *(The) hiero- 
phant and (sacred) herald” are entitled to receive one 
and a half drachmas for breakfast on the fifth day of 
Pyanopsion when they announce the beginning of the 
festival of the Proerosia. This announcement they 
made, it Athens. The hierophant was 
probably regarded as the announcer; the sacred herald 
the pronouncer. And since the i 
sponsible for the announcement (zpsppnots) of this 
festival, he must have had a considerable role in the 
celebration of the festival itself, which took place the 
next day in Eleusis; it had something to do with the 
ritual plowing of the Rarian Field.® Other than this 
no information about the ministers of the festival is 
preserved. 

The calendar also reveals 
the “priestesses from E 
delegation from the Eleusinian 
Pyanopsia, the festival of Pythian Apollo, which took 
place in Athens on the seventh of Pyanopsion, and 
that they brought certain “gifts” to be sacrificed by 

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

Ca. 300 B.C. 
A speech entitled Diadikasia of the Priestess of 

Demeter against the Hicrophant, delivered around the 

  

    

  

  

ophant was re-   

  

  

  

at the hierophant and 
went as a sacerdotal       

sanctuary to the 

the 

  

16, 1%, 1700, ine 146, He can also be restored in 7. G., 
112, 7221 (probably a catalog of some sort rather than a grave 

U1.G., I, 1363, recently edited by S. Dow and R. F. Healey 
1 Sacred Colendar of Eleusis, Harvard Theological Studies 21 

(19653); for comments and a list of reviews sce J. and L. Robert 
  REG. 80 (1967): p. 481, no, 2 

= There is no good reason for 
that dhis was is 

tions could al 

  

ssuming, with Dow and Heal 
d by the deme of Eleusi. 

issue cult re 
  

  Noncivic corpora- 
  lations; . the decree of the genos   

  

  

of the Salaminioi (Sokolowski, Supplément, 19). There is no 
Known instance of the deme of Eleusis having a regulatory role 
i 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 Eumoipidac and Kerykes; and the 
administration of the sanctuary was controlled mainly by the     Eumolpidac and the Keryk 
financial, by the Athenian 
would be that this “calendar” 
or both =% 
1420, 
LG, 115, 1363, lines 9-19, 

and in some re 
e, Hence a safer assumption 

was isucd by the gene or the state 
cts, mostly 

  

Deubner, 1932: pp. 68-69; Dow-Healey, op. cits pp. 
of. Dow-Healey, op. cit, pp. 2328,     
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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: Avgaéhns and épbirron 
the name of a native of Eleusis, the husband of Baubo, 
who entertained Demeter; thus arguments based on 
mythology were apparently used. 'Opfis 
fined as “a purple woolen cloth with which they wipe 
the statues of gods”; Foucart conjectures that this 
may refer to the priestess's right of taking care of 
certain statu 
the basileus.** 

  

he former was 

o is de- 
  

  

55 The case would have come before   

  10. Xapirios Tpogirov "Eavsivis. 1.G., I, 1235, 
Toepfler, 1889 pp. 56-57. P.A., 15209. Fou- 
cart, 1914: p. 189. In office around 248/7 

He is honored with a myrtle crown in a decree of 
the gene of the Eumolpidae and the Kerykes, sometime 
around 248/7.% The inscription refers also to the fact 
that a myrtle crown is normally worn by the hiero- 
phant (line 15). Nevertheless honor him 
with one, just as they do in all other preserved cases 

matter what they his where honor someone, 1o 
office 

The reasons stated for honoring Chaeretius are that 
1) in word and deed b 

for their welfare, and 
he kindly 

nt,’ and (3) he demonstrates 
becoming behavior in his priestly office.” The first 
and third reasons offer no concrete information, but 

cond is interesting : he continuously copied “the 
announcement,” i.e. the announcement of the Mys- 

for the spondophoroi who had to promulgate it 
It is certainly not a question here of exact 

copies—the hierophant was not a scribe—but of 
copies varying according to the city and the circum- 

  

is doing everything he can 
2) for those who are abroad as 

“the 
a blamel 

spondophoroi continues to copy an- 
  nounce ssand     

the s   

abroad.   

stances in which the announcement was to be made, 
therefore copies that had to be prepared by a knowl- 
edgeable person. 
doubtedly rhetorical pieces of propaganda (probably 

    

not unlike the propaganda concerning Athens in 
S.LG3, T04E), which had the purpose of encouraging 

# Dionysius of Halicarnaussus, I, p. 314, 12-17 (ed. Usener and 
Radermacher); Harpocration, 9, Awihrs; Pollux, VI, 69 
(ed. Bethe): ¢f. Mulier, Oratores Atics, Dinarchus, frag. XXX 

pp. 450 and 463, 
s See above, in connection with hierophant no. 3, Archias 
#1914 p. 219. 
 Aristotle, Alh. Pol, 
1., 11%, 1235, The proposer of this decree also proposed a 

decree of the year 248/7 (1.G., 11%, 683; ¢f. Meritt, 1961 p. 234) 
LG, 1T, 1231 1235; 1236; 39445 1045 (cee Appendix 11) 

Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 265, no. 51. The Demos and the Boule 
aléo occasionally honored benefactors of the Eleusinian sanctu 
with myrtle crowns: 1.G, 113, 847; 949 3220; Hesperia 20 (1957) 

bp. S7-58, no. 12, 
W LG, 11, 1235 

  

     
      

     

ines 4-9. 
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attendance at the Mysteries. The hierophant, to be 
sure of success in this regard, had to know something 

his unseen audience, their_traditions, their 
great deeds, their special relationship to Athens and 
the Mysteries; above all, he could not afford to commit 
any faux pas, such as an i 

  

  

about 
   

  appropriate reference to 
1 the 

  

  

some past or present point of contention betwe 
two cities” This decrec testifies to Chaeretius's 
success. And because of it the celebrations will have 

  

been well attended, and the of the 
  

prest gene 
enhanced. 

A large attendance also brought another benefit to 
The spondophoroi solicited ticoroi, in addi 

The 
the gene 
tion to initiate 
greater their success in this regard, the more theoroi 
and initiates would make sacrifices at the Mysteries. 
Proceeds from a portion of the s 
tributed among the Eumolpidae and probably also 
the Kerykes* 

from the cities they visited.” 

crifices were dis- 

  

THIRD CENTURY B.C. 
A third-century dedication honoring 

LG., 113, 2944, probably 2 
its front and two sides (the back is not preserved)” 

nscription within a 

hierophant, 
tatue base, is inscribed on   

it has on its front the following 

[ra yJen 

[raxdt 

    

Liperis] e 
[xal eioe]Belas 
[l go\orupias] 
[ris Lels] davrolis] 
[xJat eix[vJe xeMeil]   

Corresponding to this crown there is another myrile 
crown on the right face of the stone and another on 
the left face, within cach of which, respectively, is 
written: Ei{uokrliac]| ispo[parroivra] srk. and 
[Kipurels| Cepogavroira. Beneath the myrtle crown 
on the front there is an olive crown; corresponding to 
it s an olive crown on the left face on the same level 
and undoubtedly there was originally another cor 
responding olive crown on the right face. Beneath 
the olive crown on the left face there is another olive 
crown; and again, undoubtedly similar crowns origi: 

      
  

  

  

  

   
    

 f. L. Robert, Hellenica 1112 (1960): p: 109; A, Wilelm, 
iener Anseiger 61 (1924): pp. 101-104; Foucart, 1914 pp. 

70-271 
# One delegation of theoroi to the Mysteries, from Miletus, is 

attested (LG 11, 992, second century 1.C) 
See 1.G., IT, 1231, lines 9-13 and 1078, lines 35-36.   
       # This dedeription s from an inspection of the stone 

L assume that itisa ented quite 
differently from the crowns on a lower level, and the Eumolpida 
nd the Kerykes are the hororing agents: as in 1.G., II%, 1235, 
they would normally horor a hierophant wih a myrtc crown. 
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nally corresponded to it on the front and on the right 
face (there are traces of the one on the front). In 
none of the olive crowns is the name of the dedicator 

but since, so far as we know, the Eumol- 
pidac 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 

rophant for having served with distinction in some 
civie office or offices.  One such office seems to be men- 
tioned in line 4: [- ] He held it before he 
was hierophant, or at least before the time of this 
dedication, since [ispogaJrroivra indicates that he was 
currently hierophant, while [ Jorra 
likely the end of an aorist participle. 

The meaning of ra yirm é Teol 
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 gene 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 7d &\\a yém 7d Tepl 7> 

for the Eumolpidac and the Kerykes were cer- 
tainly yém 7é 7epi 7 0, and it would have been con- 
fusing if rd yim 7& nepi 76 > were to be understood a 
aseparate body from them. Moreover, .G., II%, 1235 
shows that on occasion the Eumolpidac and Kerykes 
did act in very close concert (line 3): é yéres 
Knpixaw xal Eiuokmior. Thus, 7 yérm 7 zepl 76 o 
could well signify the same sort of cooperation, with 
the crowns on the two sides signifying that cach genos 
also independently decreed honors for this hierophant 
urthermore, there is a passage referring to the 
Eumolpidae and Kerykes where 7é iy 7 zept 7i> fes 
can be read with high probability. If we restore ds 
76 v in LG., 1T, 1236, line 12, so as to read 
[eloesoivras es 7d yém] 7é mepl 70(1) beisfe) xr., the 
sense and the space are both satisfied, since it is clear 
from the sentence that the objcct of eivedonras ¢is has 
10 be the Kerykes and the Eumolpidac, 

It s 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- 
pidac and the Kerykes, but in default of any evidence 
for it there is no reason to assume that this was the 
case in LG, 1T, 2944, 

      

    

   

     is most 

  & 0o has been 

    

   e   

  

   

  

    

  

  

  

      
   

    

  

  

  

  

  
11, “Apiorokis epdoiins. Hesperia 11 (194 

203298, no. 58 (= S.E.G., XXII, 124 
20 [19607: p. 417; REG. 75 
no. 111 [Bull. épig.1); LG, 1 

Pp. 
Hesperia 

Dp. 147-8 
 lines 49 

  

        
# Sce above, note 9. 
" B.CH. 6 (1882): p, 434, 
#1014 p. 161     

SLEUSINIAN MYSTERIES     
append. 11 (= LG, 1% 1045; S.EG., 111, 104). 
P.A., 1881, In office from 183/2 to at least the 
sixteenth of Pyanopsion, 148, 

  

A_decree honoring this hierophant and providing 
much information concerning his activitics in officc 

14819 Since the text needs to be 
examined in detail in connection with a discussion of 
this priest, and 1 have been able to make some new 
readings after inspecting the stone, a new version with 
a photograph (fig. 2) is given here 

was issued in 

  

S.EG., XXII, 124 
  Ext Ausidou dpxorros vasoy Jivos il ixi] 

déxa xard O, kard 88 Gplxorr Ja réurret [iora] 
wévou, dyopas kvpias b [. . Todla, "Apvp[buaxos] 

4 Edxhéous ‘Aasels [Trer” émelib 6 iepogilvrns] 
Apworonss ol dov e b bar O] 

]ow Eiuo 

  

    

  

    

    

    tais], 
ov &pyorros] 

8 dvevedaars re il dvaypaelily riv rod [ 0] 
s 76w dpxaiio yoeuuarelion [roJy b [rin 
k' v Ee 7 [ Eepogavrlon plra =10 
awiypager Eiu[oks oo BIIAIL_“%:2__ cal xard 

12 Yigtona 0t Trow kel kard (& @Mka Yaeiouara] 
700 Siuou 7é [ lora Tyéyua xahs e[araypice doa ixph] 
[0 wereoxive Jr el Biporraion [erds wioms rapa] 
Loelo ca iorilas, Ve 7 llsimerer 1] 

16 [va] ivavpaleii] § doayor & orihale Moo &s] 
[rae "Eheasov Jios, e\ heuirer [ mokNGs buio] 
[0 énJaw [ hatbvan 3 rois xasplois & éndorn] 
[ran &cJayrd oo re airis sLal mpbooior] 

  

     
      

  

  

  
  

  

  

20 [roupo Jaueros wpés i Boukiv xallt ivey 
[ren]i airdv el Yigioua éresiplure tva mpossiuy 
Lo\ A ywouivay eis [ iepe ol Ousias qusreGvrac] 
[roiTs beois rara rarirpia 

24 [raJrpiou éydnfos—— - 
[..JAN 

vioe] 
  

     

  

      

COMMENTARY 
The following commentary deals with points where 

my text differs from that of Meritt and Hubbe. 
Line 8: dwypaghls Meritt. For the use of an 
dvaypagi in connection with a_ genos see below, p. 56. 

Meritt restored iepovévrou in the lacuna at the end 
of the line, but there are other possibilitics, g, érous 

Line 9: ypaluuareJov Meritt 
Line 10: iep Jogdor[ ] Meritt.The trace at 

the end of the line seems to conform to N better than T 
Line 11: éri[aovae Meritt. 1 am hesitant about 

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

   
    

  

0 Sce Meritt (Hesperia 34 [19651: p. 90) concerning the date 
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Fi6.2. Hesperia 11 (1942): 0. 58, Courtesy of Agora Museu.  



  

  

CLINTON 

  

2 

Line 12: 4o abrJou Meritt 
Line 13 [érparray doa érd|x Py Meritt 
Meritt citing S.L.G., 1106, lines 52-56, an in- 

scription from Cos, where dioaydsyio means “entrance- 
fee,” offered the attractive conjecture that eloay 
are the initiation-fees, which are described (though not 
named) in LG, I%, 6% But we should probably look 
for some other verb in place of [¢ 

from LG., I2, 6 that other pricsts were involved 
in the collection, and, anyway, the 
itself would not be the sort of thing that would prompt 
special praise. It is more likely that the operation to 
be restored here is the registering of the initiation-fecs. 
A trace of the first letter of the verb is visible; it is a 
vertical stroke and shows that the lett 
epsilon. Thus the correct restoration 
sleraypice doa inpixy or r[aréva 
or 9lpiga doa ixpix 6. Support for this can be 
found in an inventory of 408/7 (L.G., I%, 313, lines 
161-162) where three and one-half drachmas are listed 
as paid to the Eumolpidac for gavisua i ofUJs 7ds uioras 
sfarayJpigloo]. 1t was an annual responsibility of 

    

  

  

  

arrer], because it 

  

  

collection by 

cannot be an 
is probably 
boa éxpixJin 

  

  

  

  

the Eumolpidae to record the names of the initiates, 
and the inscription under discussion probably refers 
to the same task, except that the emphasis is on the 

fees, not the names*  Perhaps the fees were marked   

next to the names. At any rate, Aristocles faithfully 
directed the Eumolpidae in this task each year, and 
in addition he had a psephisma passed calling for the 
“collection (of the entrance-fees),” the doaywy, to be 
inscribed on stone, his innovation being perhaps the 

stone instead of the usual sanidia 
Line 14: BiuoArusalv Meritt 
Line 15 [daireycer] Meritt and Hubbe 
Line 16: ri\[y Meritt and Hubbe 

e 19: tnalrén Meritt and Hubbe; [xal »iv 
wpboodor] Meritt and Hubbe, [xal mpisoov] J. and 
L. Robert. The latter'™ object to »w; | agree that 
it is unnecessary, especially since space does ot really 
demand it (line 15 is of the same length). 

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

  

  

  

  

    
  

  

  

= He 1 (1942): p. 297 
A text of the relevant portion of 1., T, 6 s given above 

bp: 10-11. Another word for entrance-fec s simhisios df. 1.G 11,1368, lnes 37, 61, 103, for admittance to the Iobacchoi. Hesy. chius defnes donhiauay as riumua dation, rixos, For a discussion 

  

of these terms see A, Wilhelm, Jaresh 

  

5 (1902): p. 138, 
In the inventory of 408/7 the proceeds from the Greater 

and Lesser Mysteries (ines 144-146) appear shortly before the lines just cited: ériraa Civirero ix 100 eriJhow. ulorepion followed by the amount. If the interpretation of this noti 
advanced above (p. 13) is correct, thi is the sum of the fe mentioned in £.G., T 6 which were collected from the initiates 

  

  

      

    
and_became “sacred to the Two Goddesses.” (Meritt ha kindly informed me that the restoration Cirerivers] in 1.G., T s 100 long by two letters, <0 [éyisero] should be restored.)       

  

  “REG. 
o, 111 

- Ibid, 
57 (1944): p. 197, no. 66; 75 (1962): pp. 147148, 

THE ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES 
      

vy iveginoes is unparalleled ; ywiuny never occurs 
in conjunction with éegénoe. 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 ralt 

cénae] is probably the correct restoration. 
phrase dgariter nepi rwos 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 doaywyi) 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: [repi] Meritt, éreciplufer tva mpoasian] 
Meritt and Hubbe, [iva xpnuérav] Tod. 

The phrase xai Yigioa érecipluéer], as restored by 
Meritt and Hubbe, must refer to Aristocles’ per- 
suasion of the Boule. J. and L. Robert point out®” 
that this meaning for érunpirray is unique and very 
doubtful. E. Vanderpool at my request kindly 
checked this word on the stone and found EIIEK™ B, 
and I at a later time noticed the same traces. The 
verb éruupa is attested for a situation similar to this. 
LG, 1%, 1012, lines 12-23 (111 B.C.), reads: rpiodor 
Tomobueros xpls Ty fokiy ... iwewia e fovked 

Kal dud rabra Tapaxalei 7iv foukiv Erwopdoat dauri 
Vhgwoua. In this instance Diognetus reported that 
his synodos wished to erect a statue, and asked 
the Boule to ratify (éruwpioa) a decree permitting 
this. In our case the hierophant Aristocles decided 
0 restore a series of sacrifices, and then made an ap- 
pearance before the Boule concerning them and  re 
quested the Boule to pass a decreé to support this 
restoration. érexip[woer] would accordingly mean 
here “had a decree ratified,” as ypiva o Viewoue 
usually does not mean “inscribe the decree” but “have 
the decree inscribed.” 

Lines 23-3: Restorations of the lacunae are by 
J. and L. Robert, and have been accepted by Meritt 
and Hubbe 

Line 24: [ JOY AT® Meritt 
There was a wérpios dydv at the Eleusinia (LG., II%, 

1672, lines 259-260), at the Dionysia in the theater 
at Eleusis (LG, II%, 1235, line 17), 
(IG., 112, 1299, Tine 29) 

   

     
  

    

    
  

    

   

  

   

    

d at the Haloa 
   

    

DISCUSSION 
That the d    was issued by the Eumolpidac can 

safely be inferred from lines 5-6. The meeting-place 
.G 113, 1045 (sec Appendix 11) 

  

(line 3) is an enigma. 

5 See especially S.1.G., 412, line 4 
" REG. 75 (1962)     



may be a fragment of another copy of this decr 
it too honors a hierophant Aristocles, in all proba- 
bility the same person 

Aristocles is the first hicrophant whose 
appointment is known with certainty: he was ap- 
pointed in_the archonship of 183/2 
(ine 7). The decree honoring him was passed in the 
archonship. of year Meritt 
belicves to be 148/7 (though 152/1 is also possible). 
Therefore Aristocles served as hierophant for 
thirty-five (or thirty-one) years. If he had 
about sixty years old when he was appointed, the 

of some of the carlicr hierophants at the time of their 
appointment, he would have been around ninety-five 
years old at the time of 
183/2, the year of his 
with many other Athenis 
for some unspecified purpose 
50-52); he 

  

year of 

Hermogenes, 

whose 
  

  

this honorary decrec. In 
ppointment, he participated 

s in making contributi 
1G., 11z, 2332 
amount on_ behalf of 

behalf of 
Amynomachus of 

    

gave an unknown 
ten_drachmas ‘“on his son 

of his brother 
himself and 
Eucles and on behalf 
Halai.” He has no title in this list, so it may be, as 
Meritt observed, that he was appointed hicrophant 
later that year. Amynomachus was probably too 
voung to contribute on his own behalf; i.c., he was 
probably less than thirty years old. If Aristocles w 
sixty years old, there would have been more 
thirty-year difference between them 
sume that Aristocles was sixty years old when he was 

Thus, to as- 

appointed hierophant requires the further assumption 
that he and his brother were most likely not born of 
the same This is not an unreasonable as 

Am: dopted by 
ai probably not long before 183/2 (see 

mother 
sumption because omachus was 
Eucles of Ha 
below 

  

  

which may have been prompted by the fact 
  

that his aging father had recently died ; Amynomachus 
a second or subse 

Con 
Aristocles at the 

could therefore have been born of 
quent wife of his father late in his father's life. 
sequently 
time of his assumption of office can neither be denied 

affirmed with certainty; but affirmation 
makes Aristocles 2 nonagenarian at the time he was 
honored and requires his brother to have been born of 

a second or subsequent wife of his fat 
wvor, and a simple hypothesis demands, a 

In his thirty-five 

an age of sixty years for 

probability 

  

tends to 
  

  

(or thirty-one) years of service 
before the present decree in his honor, he did much to 

his reforms are 
energy. Line 15 

apparently indicates that at one time he was a member 
of the Boule while hierophant 

restore the cult he was in charge of; 
testimony of his dedication and 

During his tenure as hierophant a decree was passed 

first pointe Vander- 
pool, who alzo informed me that the Agora Excavations pos 
a photograph of 1.G., 1T, 1045, 

4 Hesperia 34 (1965): p. 90. 

  

94 The conncetion wa out to me by F 
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(164 1.c.) honoring a demarch of Eleusis, 10 where it is 
mentioned that the procession of the Calamaca was 
conducted by the demarch, the hierophant, and “the 

The hierophant therefore had a sub- 
stantial role also in this little known agrarian festival 
of Eleusis. 

priestesses. 

  

12, "Auwéuaxos Bixkios ‘Maeis. IG., 113, 2332 
line 52; 3469; above, p. 24, lincs 3-4.  P.A., 739. 
Foucart, 1914: p. 190. In office in the second 
alf of the sometime after the 

sixteenth of Pyanopsion, 148, probably succeedin 
Aristocles, his brother 

  

He was the brother of Aristocles, but his deme is 
Halai, which reveals that he was adopted by some 
member of that deme P.A., 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, dedication 
1.G., II%, 3469) which reads 

Tepogivrlns] "AuuwiaxLos] 
EjMLovs ‘AN Jaueis   

Meritt presents the following prosopography for 
this man't 
Aristocles] 

  

rom our present text [the decree for 
t is clear that the adoptive father was 

Eukles, possibly a_descendant of Eukles, son of 
Eukleides, of Halai, of the fourth century (P.A., 
5715). The father of our present Eukles is doubtless 

  

to be identified as that ANauels who was 
ephebos in 

25N Efxiovs 
in the archonship of Antiphon 

(Hesperia 7 [1938]: no. 20, line 53). His son would 
then have been of mature years when he adopted the 
young Amynomachos carly in century 
The family tie thus indicated between Eukles and 
Aristokles is also he fact that Aristokles 
named his own son Eukles (L.G., 1I%, 961, line 21; 
2332, 50).”  Amynomachus would then have 
been around fifty years old (or even older) when he 
proposed the decree honoring his brother, 
probably over fifty whe 
hierophant 

    

and so 
he succeeded his brother as 

A decree of 120/81 mentions that the hierophant 
and the daduch xal of peré 

  

  

the procession in honor of Apollo at the Thargelia 

  

      

  

        

LG, 11, 949, 
3 Dexibner (1932 pp. 67-68) gives the evidence for it 
1w Restored by Meritt, Hesparia 11 (1942): p. 207; and in- 

dependently by W, Peck, Atk 67 (1942): p. 45, no. 2. 
The stone shows that the first five letters of the patronymic 
should be dotted. 

Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 296. 
Kolowsk, Suppiémen, 14, line 36 

The meaning of of uerd robra feapres s not clear. A, Wil 
el (Situngsbericte Wien 224 [19471: pp. 21-53) suggested a        



CLINTON 
13. Mesehelins Oeogiov Kusabpaels.  1.G., 11%, 351 

2452, lines 48, 59; B.C.H. 15 (1891): p. 261 
P.A.,9902. Foucart, 1914: p. 190. In of 
the last quarter of the second century. 

2 

  

A list of distinguished Athenians (LG., 1I%, 2452) 
was set up, for some unknown purpose, in the last 
quarter of the second century; towards the end of it 
three hierophants were included. They are 

Tepocévrns Ocolvfuon Ksabmpaucis] (line 48) 
epogvrys Biorpbov Tlpauels  (line 53) 
Iepogvrns Mereheion Kudapvaceis (line 59). 

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

  

They or fellow citizens practiced 
  

“The original names of the frst and third are kniown. There was a family from Kudathenaion in which the names of father and son alternated between Mene- cleides and Theophemus through the second half of 
the second and the carly part of the first century 
before Christ.'* The first and third hicrophants were 
undoubtedly father and son in this family, Mene- cleides and Theophemus. ~They did not hold office in dircct succession; Hierophant son of Eustrophus of 
Peiracus came between them 

It is not immediately apparent which Menecleides son of Theophemus of Kudathenaion is honored as hierophant in the dedication 1G., II%, 3512. There are three possibilities: the Menecleides of this list (LG., 1I%, 2452, Tine 48), who was hicrophant in the last quarter of the second century, an hypothetical Menecleides whose akme would have been in the first 

  

parallel with 1.6, 
CeoJrauivol] 4 

  

2, 1013, line 48: 5 re ieposivrys [val of xado- 
    

The safiorauive gadpes are requested in this decree concerning weights and measures o mete out punishments to those cue todians of the measures at Eleusis who are found guilty of certain infractions at the panegyris. Thus they have duties very similar 1o the epimeletai of the Mysteries or the faxiarchoi (for these see Hesperia © (1940 pp. 104-105, no. 20) and are probably 

  

  

the same type of offcials: 1 think that it s unlikely that off cials who were specifically in charge of keeping order at the Mysteries would have been requested to keep order ko at the Thargelia without some specific mention of this extension of duty 

  

  

         

or at least something more defnite in respect to designation tha ol perd robmav fuawres. The context seems instead to call for sacred offcias. The phrase may be deliberately indefinite perhaps the question of which Eleusinian sacred offcals would take part was not decided at the time but was Ift to the disere- tion of the gene in charge of the Eleusinian cult 1 For the stemma sec P.d 

  

THE ELEUSINIAN MYS 

    
     

   IRIE: 

  

quarter of the first century (P.A., 9901), and the 
Menecleides son of Theophemus of Kudathenaion who 
was cosmete in 13/2 (LG., II%, 1963, lines 3-4; P.d.. 
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 (), its lettering does 
not seem to me to be significantly different from the 
lettering of 1.G., 11%, 3469 which s dated (sce 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 hicrophant, it seems methodologically preferable to 
assign the dedication to the only Menecleides who is 
a known hieroph; e Menecleides of the list (Z.G., 

1I%, 245, line 48).1% Nevertheless, the possibility 
cannot be excluded that another Menccleides in this 
family was also a hierophant 

The dedication L., 11, Men, 
cleides was married while a hierophant (it was made 
by his wife in honor of him as a hierophant). 1f 
hieronymy was strictly observed at this time, as is 
assumed (see Introduction), the monument 

was erected after the hierophant's death. 

  

  

   

  

  

  

    
  

3512 shows that 

  

above, the 

14. ‘lepogivrns   orpbcol 
line Toepfier 
Foucart, 1914:p. 190. 
of the second century 

Hapauels. 1.G., 113 2452 
1889: p. P.A, 6802 

Inoffice in the last quarter 
      

He was probably the successor of Menecleides. A 
Theodotus son of Eustrophus of Peiraeus, the gym. 
nasiarch in 132/1 who was praised by the demos of the 
Salaminians in 131 (.G, II%, 1227), has been identified 
with this hierophant by Toepfier, Foucart, and Kirchner. However, the possibility that he was a brother of the hierophant cannot be excluded 
15. Ochpnuos Mevexhelsou Kudabmaueis.  L.G., 11, 2452, 

line 59. Toepfier, 1889: p. 57. P.A., 7007 
Foucart, 1914: pp. 190-191.  In office around the 
end of the second century 

    

  

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

END OF SECOND CENTURY B.C. 
According to a law issued around this time concerr 

ing weights and measures, L.G., 1I%, 1013, the hiero- 
phant and “appointed men’” (line 48) are to punish 
transgressors each year during the panegyris (of the 

  

  

B.CH. 19 (1895): p. 12 
8 P4, 9903 and 1.Gu 115, 3512. 
¥ Foucart also assigns 1.G., 11, 3512 to the Menecleides of I1%, 2452, line 48, mistakenly interpreting Philios as having made this dentificatic 

  

   



  

Mysteries). Who appointed the “appointed men” is 
not stated, but presumably they were subordinate to 
the hicrophant and were necessary for the extensive 
surveillance involved at the panegyris. 

BEFORE MIDDLE OF FIRST CENTURY B.C. 
The hicrophant is mentioned in a fragment of a 

decree preserved only in a copy of Pittakys and dated 
middle of the first century.® The 

with Eleusinian (the 
priestess of Demeter and the Eumolpidae are men. 

  

to before the 

tioned), but not enough is preserved to yield any in. 

  

  

  

formation concerning the hierophant or any other 
Eleusinian priesthood 

16. ‘Tepogdwrys. L.G., 11% 1713; Hesperia, suppl. 8 
p. 117, line 6. In office in 86/5. 

Both inscriptions cited are lists of archons, in each 
of which the entry for 86/5 is Hicrophantes, un: 
doubtedly a_hierophant oncealed 
because of hieronymy, for Hierophantes does not exist 
as a proper name in Athens, 

  

He is the first hiero- 
Though his 

ay be identical with Theo: 
phant known to have been an archon, 
identity is unknown, he 
phemus son of Menecleides of Kudathenaion who was 
hierophant end of the ntury   wround  the second ¢ 

AROUND END OF FIRST CENTURY B.C 
A list of married men “selected by the hierophant 

to care for making the bed 
Pluto” (L.G., II?, 1935) was set up by 
wround the end of the firs 

and setting the table for 
a hierophant 

century before ¢ 
would at 

n to imply that hieronymy was not observed 
[Name (of 
(of ca. 10 

The lacunae at the beginnings of lines 1 
  

since the hierophant’s name has the form 
  ca. T letters), lepJogdvrns, [Patronymic 

letters), Demotic 
however, that the hierophant was a_Roman citizen, 
though none of the other 
in the first lacuna his gentilicium is inscribed, in which 

his original Greek name 

  

(of ca. 7 letters)] 

men in the list are, and that 

case there is no room for 
cognomen) and so hieronymy have been 

FIRST OR SECOND CENTURY B.C 
A hierophant whose name s not preserved appears 

in a dedication apparently of this period (Apx 
19712 pp. 128-129, no. 23). 

    

L.G., 1T, 1044, line 6. 
1 Gj. S. Accame, 11 Dominio Romano in Greci Guerra 

Acaica od Augusto (Rome, 1946), p. 1 
  = The date is determined by the prosopography of the d 

tinguished participants. 1G., 11}, 1935 is duplicated in LG. 
1%, 24645 they appear to b f the same inscription 
Oliver, Hesperda 11 (1942 Similar lsts see abovi 
p. 20, note 65, 

      

HIEROPHANT 29 
58/9 

A dedication to Titus Statilius Lamprias, set up in 
Epidaurus probably in the year 38/9,1% states that he 
was a descendant of iepogarriiy kal dgiovxixiv oixiv, 
and that his ancestors included priestesses of Athena 
and other priests™. A statue of him was set up in the 
Eleusinian courtyard near his an Since a 
similar dedication set up in his honor by the Lacedac- 

  estors. 

monians emphasizes his daduchic but omits his hiero- 
phantic ancestry,# it would seem that the latter was 
rather distant 
17. ‘lepogivrns. LG, 112, 4479, 

middle of the first century 
In office around the 

after Christ 
In the archonship of Callicratides 

Euphrosynus the son of 
10/1-53/4) 

+ hicronymous hierophant 
was a zakoros in the cult of 

i Eleusis (1.G., 11 
4479), at which time he dedicated a porch and oikos 
for the sanctuary of this cult 

Bigpbouos ‘lepoptrrov 
Asclepius and Hygeia situated 

Because of hicronymy 
e name of his father, the hierophant 

  

this time—and probably not just at this time—a     
priest of this local cult of Asclepius was drawn from a 
hierophantic family 

He was married at some time in his life 

FIRST CENTURY A.D. 
The recounted by Philostratus® 

Apollonius of Tyana and the hierophant is included 
story 1bout 

though we cannot be sure that it is not fictitious 
The hicrophant refused to allow 
initiated 

Apollonius to b 
b b iepogivrns ot iBoiero Tapixew 7d. iepi, i 

wnid. v ENawoiva dvoifar 
        

ip & wore wiivas yonra 
ifpiome i kaapg 7 dadma. - Apollonius replied that 
although he knew more about the felete than the 

hed nevertheless to be initiated by a 
As this answer found favor 

among the bystanders, the hierophant was faced with 
the risk of losing support, so he changed his mind and 
offered initiation But 

ad 

hierophant, he w 
man wiser than himself 

  

© him. Apollonius_replied 
and Philostratus 

  

    e oo Sl e et 
werd rérrapa & 

  

oi icpop mpolirmn 
18. TuBiépios Katitos Olvbedos Kak\usparidon 

1.G., 113, 3546; 3548a, 
Wiener Anseiger, 
pp. 83-90 (. J. H 

  

Tpuopiouos 
d by A. Wilhelm 

hist. Klasse 72 (1935) 
Oliver, 4.J.4. 55 (1951) 

  

  

LG, IV, 824 (= SEG, XI 
Oliver, Hesperia 20 

1084). 

      

1.6, TV, 84, lines 29-30. 
Ibid, 83, ines 1115, and 84, lin 

IV, 85-6 (= 5.E.G., XI, 409), lnes 10-12; a new text 
iven by W. Peck, Inschriften aus dem Asklepicion ton 

    5 (Berl: 
G, 1.G. 11 

1969), pp. 20-31, no. 36 

  

    



    CLINTON: THE EL 

    

   pp. 347-345). Stemma: A. Raubitschek, R.E. 
17 (1937): coll. 2253-2257. Woloch, 1966 
Claudius no. 70, In office around the end of the 

first century. 
The dedication Z.G., 1I%, 3546 was set up in his 

honor while he was still alive, as is indicated by the 
fact that his cognomen Ocnophilus is omitted and 
Lepozdvrns is inserted in its place: Tigépios Khaiios 
Lepodrns KaNhusparidon Tpucopiaros ™ _The inscription, 
dated by the eponymous priestess Flavia Laodameia 
(see below, priestess of Demeter and Kore no. 10) to 
the end of the first century, makes known that he had 
had a distinguished Roman and Athenian carcer. He 
had been a pracjectus fubrum (ivapxos dpxirexzivay 
diuov ‘Panaiw), which was a military office preparatory 
to an equestrian career, and pracjectus cohortis 11 
Hispanorum, which was an equestrian office It 
was undoubedly during the reign of Nero that Roman 
citizenship was conferred on him. 1 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 cach of the 
citizens a bushel of wheat and fifteen drachmas) 
herald of the Aeropagus, herald of the Boule and 
Demos (at which time he made a distribution of two 
denarii, probably to the members of the Boule and 
Demos), epimelete of the city, agonothete, 
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 hicrophant 

  

     

  

His probable father and grandfather were also 
archons, and his known family scems to go back, 
through connections that are not in every case clear, 
to the fourth century before Christ,® comprising in 
almost every generation men who held public office 

   
In his will he adopted (i.c., by adoptio testimentaris 

Calpurnia Arria, a Roman woman, the daughter of 
Asprenas Calpurnius Torquatus, legate of Galatia in 
68/9, and the wife of Bellicus Tebanianus, consul in 
s 

     

19. ["loi\ws ‘Tepogl@dvrys. A, E. Raubitschek, Hes 
peria 35 (1966): p. 247, no. 8 (E.M. 3849); 
M. Mitsos, Aekrior 25 (1970): p. 187, no. 6 (E.M       

® Raubitschek, op. cit. col. 
custom of h 
Ocnophilus v 
date this inser 

54, apparently unaware of the 
ymy, States that it s not known whether 

alive a this time. _Graindor (1922 p. 93) would 
0 69/70 than to 100. 

  

   

  

       

  

ause of hi tribe; of. Graindor, 1930 p. 10. 
2 ¢f. Woloch, loc it 
5 See stemm of Raubitschek, foc. cit, which is, however, in 

some parts very hypothetical. W. K. Pritchett (Hesperia 11 
[1942]: p. 249, n. 63) commented that ther actory 
explanation for the change of deme of Callicratides (7) son of 
Syndromus from Steiria to Trikorynthos. 

  

    

  

  

See Oliver, lor. it 
   

EUSINIAN MYSTERIES 

  

  

3616, an additional fragment). Around the end 
of the first century? 

The inseription, on a herm, is reproduced here with 
spacing slightly different from the above mentioned 
editions 

[T aNJeb T 
[TapyJirrion ™ 
[...JAGHNAIOLS = 

4 [ "lob s Tepo[évrms 
[.2:5.]. ToNO[: ] 

  ra[wor] 

The restorations of lines 1-2 are Raubitschek’s. At 
first 1 thought that lines 4-5 might be restored 
[CKXaiJowos ‘legog [ Jrrs [rov dpcdgrov a[olerariv], but 
an inspection of the stone showed that in line 42 delta 

is impossible (though alpha is not ruled out), and that, 
while the trace of the first letter in line 5 is very un 
certain, it is probably not part of sigma. Thus the 
name in line 4 is probably [. ’loiJ\ws. Inspection 
also shows that the tau and eta of Tepoe[éJrzys, only 
the tops of which are preserved, were probably i I 
ture. T doubt Raubitschek’s suggestion for line 5, 
[ ¢idos airo]o ro» [arpava], because of space and the 
fact that there is no other evidence that any of the 
hierophants ever had a srpey; many of them were in 
fact quite wealthy, and none of them are known not to 
have been 

It is conceivable that this hierophant is the same as 
hierophant no. 25, in which case one could regard 
Pantaenus as his grandfather (rov x[ésor]). Other- 
wise, a date of around 100 A.D. for the inscription is 
given by the man honored, Flavius Pantacnus, who 
donated a library in the Agora around this time and 
became an Athenian citizen. * 

  

   

     

  

  

20. Tiros T\aBios Srpirer. LG., 113, 3984, Stemma 
below, p. 31 In office around the end of the first 
quarter of the second century 

His name appears on a statue base among the an- 
cestors of Titus Flavius Euthycomas son of Straton of 
Pajania, prytany cponymos in the year 166/7.%  An 
inspection of this inscription shows that Graindor's 
text (reprinted by Kirchner, without subseript dots, 
as LG, 11% 3984) should be slightly altered; a new 
text is given here,® 

  

  

  

5 Mitsos's restoration of [dptarra] in line 3 is impossible, as 
this verb takes the genitive. ~ The masculine name at the begin 
ning of line 4 rules against his reading ipog[ris. The name 
Pantaenus just fits the space at the end of line 1, as is clear in       
Mitsos's ph 

  

raph; it should be noted that the right cdge of 
this inscription is preserved, 

6 See A. W. Parsons, Hesperia, suppl. 8: pp. 208-212 
1 1.G., 11, 1773, linés 8, 11; 2478 of. Woloch, 1966: Flavius 

0. 29, 
  

  

  

Graindor, Marbres ¢t Testes (Ghent, 1922), pp. 66-67, no. 5 
e was not able to sce the stone and had only Skias’ publication of the fragments; hence e was not in a position to know the dis 
position of the ltters.  The first letter of the second line and the 
tau of line 14 have disappeared since the ediio princeps       



[Ja0’ brou[uarc] 
ouéy 7is & "ALpelov] 
wévon Bouis * [T 

4 A\ipiov Biduroluar] 
Tiroy [@haBiov] 

Srogravos ixt [Jond 
[vibJy * al Téroy [@AJagio[] 

8 [Sro]érwros lepogds 

  

Haasia 

  

     ovow * kel Phaflias 
   [ Jrpareias ie[pJogirr[uios] 

[évyoror * o[k} 
12 [ha] Houryio[v] Mheworép[xov] 

[ehoJoigov [6ulyérnp, 7o(v] 
[éa]rTis dvipal. [ 

The essential differences between this text and 
Graindor's are that all vacant spaces are noted ; [T¢ 
is added in line 3; [roi] is climinated at the end of 
line 12 because of lack of space; and, for the same 
reason, [ios éxo] is changed to [év] at the beginning 
of line 11, with [é0s] shifted to the end of line 10. 

If [érd Jyoron were the correct restoration in line 11 
we would have to understand [#yJyorov in line 9 to mean 

For, while #yoros is frequently used as 
the equivalent of axéyores, “descendant 
quently andson,” and 
mean grandson if both éxéyoros and éyy 
the same inscription. But now that aréyores cannot 
be restored, we are free to interpret & 
grandson or descendant. _1If it means grandson, then 
the hierophant was the father of Straton the altar- 

but since the altar-priesthood belonged to the 
Kerykes, we must then assume that Straton the altar- 
priest somehow succeeded in changing his genos from 
the Eumolpidac to the 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 
is no need to assume a change of genos on the part 
of the latter; and the hierophantid could be placed 
cither with the Kerykes' line or with the Eumolpid 
line of the family, without her genos being definitely 
known in either case. However, a new document 

  o 116[\] 

  

  

  

  
  

  

grandson.” 
it also fre- 

  

means would definitely 

  

      

os as either 

  

     
  

Kerykes. 

altar-priest, and o there 

  

    

just published by J. H. Oliver shows that the first 
alternative, that a change of genos took place, is not 
farfetched. The document is a letter of Marcus 
Aurelius, probably of the year 174/5, in which he 
makes known his decisions on various law cases ap- 
pealed to him.*® One decision (Plaque I1, lines 7-15) 
concerns a man who tried to change his genos from the 
Eumolpidae to the Kerykes in order to qualify for the 
hierokerykeia; the part relevant to the present dis- 
cussion reads as follows (lines 9-11) 

  

Magepreivos i 

of Ciric and Cul 
70): pp. 3.9. 

1. H, Oliver, Marcus Aurelus, As 
Policy in the East, Hesperia, supp. 13 (19 

      

HIEROPHANT 31 

       

  

oifv]) ¢ Bipokeiins v otvirepor (] yoviw foxer i 
Knpi au kafl dorep ubvov tgeirar 

  

répou 7y (0] oiran v i irepon 
welloracta, ¢ieras 700 i icpompuncias igeealas. Ap- 
parently therefore it was perfectly legitimate for a 
man to change his genos if one of his parents was of 
the genos into which he desired to transfer 
would not be unreasonable in assuming such a transfer 

    

in the case of Straton the son of the hierophant and 
thereby understanding &yyoros to mean grandson. In 
fact, this is the normal progression in dedications of 
this type: son of grandson of ete. Ac- 
cordingly, Flavius Euthycomas was also the grandson 
of the hierophantid Flavia [..Jerateia, and the repe- 
tition of &yyoroy scems to indicate that she was not his 
paternal grandmother, i.c., the wife of the hicrophant, 

  

  

  

but his maternal grandmother.  The following tenta. 
tive stemma can be made 

T.Fl Straton Flavia [..Jcrateia 
Hicrophant  Hierophantid 

Pomp. Pleistarchus T, Fl. Strator ¥ 
Philosopher Aitar-pricst 
Pompeia Polla=——T. FI. Euthycomas of Paiania 

Eponymos of prytany, 166/7 (.G., 1%, 1775, 
Tine s 

T. Fl Menander Fl. Straton 
(LG 11%,3985)  Archon ca. 194/ (LG, 1T 2124) 

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

He was evidently not related to the illustrious 
family of the hierophant Flavius Leosthenes of 
Paiania (see below no. 24). In L.G., 1I% 3502 mem- 
bers of this family are mentioned from as far back 
the end of the first century, but no mention is made of 
a Straton; nor is the family of Leosthenes men 
n the which Flavius Straton is 
mentioned 

  

  

  

    

    

ioned 
  

dedication i 

21. Gipuos Tapyirrwos. IG., 11%, 2341, Toepfier 
1889: p. 60. In office around the middle of the 
second century ? 

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

The name of Euthycomas's son, Menander, is 
His maternal grandfather, Pleistarchus, was a phi and 
the name Menander is the san hat of Pant sther, 
who was 3 philosophic school (¢ Parsons, oc. ci. 

a5 well as the name of Pantacnus’s son. Some connection either 
of family or of sentiment may exist 

      
   

  

     
      

  

        



CLINTON 

Tepogivrns Taprirrios 
& woré Tipuos 
ob dipuos 
  

o0 Movadsvios & xai Bovraios 

  

Kirchner calls this inscription a fabule 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, sophroistes in 139/40 
(LG, II%, 2044, line 6), Firmus son of Firmus of 
Gargettos, Iyposophronistes in 154/5 (LG., 1I%, 2067, 
line 111), and Firmus son of Firmus of Gargettos, 
ephebe in 163/4 (LG, II%, 2086, line 50), were proba: 
bly related to hierophant®* Their common name. 
Firmus, is interesting. It is a Roman cognomen, but 
no_gentilicium_ever appears in_ their names, even 
through the sophronistes assumed the pracnomen 
Publius. 

    

    

The family evidently never obtained Roman 
tizenship, 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, 
rather frequently used as a Greek personal name, not 
against the law." 

  

  

  it was 

  

Iogivrns A 'lo[6....] Tepais. LG., II 
3628. In office around the middle of the second 
century? 

This dedication was set up in his honor by his wife 
Comnelia Ph{-~~]. Graindor'® dated it to the be- 
ginning of the second century and restored A "lo[inor 
TeJpasée. To Kirchner the lettering and a ligature 
were indicative of a date in the second half of the 
century, and he considered the hicrophant Julius 
no. 23) as a possible restoration. If his date is 

correct, Julius would in fact be the correct restoration, 
as our Tist of hierophants for this period shows; 

  

  

Woloch, ' however, favors Graindor's.restoration, 
pointing out that the pracnomen Decimus is not 
found with Julius. 

The dedication was erected during his lifetime, as 
the use of hicronymy shows. He was married while he 
was a hicrophant, if [ésspa] is the correct restoration. 

Tepogtvrns “Aywoiios. E. Vanderpool, 4.J.4 64 
(1960): p. 268, pl. 73, fig. 17 (qf. L. Robert, 
REG. 74 [1961]: p. 151, no. 267). In office 
around 138-150. 

     
     

The inscription beneath a very interesting relief 
(4. J. 4., loc. cit.) found near the Olympicion reads 

* One of them may be the same person as the Firmus son of Firmus of Gargettos who made a dedication to Asclepius Amphi- 
arus (G, 11, 3441) 

4 Woloch, 1966: 5.5, Musonius, 
11931 . 104 

14 0p. city Junius no. 4 

THE ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES 

Ocpogépois Ocais ‘Ayolaios ‘Iepozivrrs. The name 
is the hieronymous form of the name of a hierophant 
from Hagnous, with the demotic placed metri causa 
in front of ‘lepogcyras instead of after it. In the relief 
are represented on the left Demeter and Kore, in a 
classicizing style, and on the right the hierophant 
from Hagnous (fig. 3), in a portrait style, which E 
Harrison characterizes as carly Antonine.# Concern- 
ing the finding place of the relief Vanderpool writes' 
“It was found lying face down in the area of one of the 
houses (illustration 1). There is no trace of a sanc- 
twary of Demeter and Kore in the neighborhood, and 
S0 we may guess that although the relief had been 
made to [the hicrophant's] order and perhaps de- 
livered to his house, it was for some reason never 
actually dedicated in the sanctuary 

Unfortunately the hierophant from Hagnous cannot 
be identified, and so his date of office cannot be ap- 
proximated more closely than E. Harrison's stylistic 
date of “early Antonine.” But this date agrees well 
with what we know otherwise about the hicrophants 
of the second half of this century: there is no place 
for the hierophant from Hagnous in the list of hicro- 
phants of the second century except before the latter 
part of the reign of Antoninus Piu 

This relief is the only certain Attic representation 
of a hierophant, and as such it assumes great im- 
portance. It has not yet been formally publishet 
and the description given below, which was made 
from an inspection of the relicf, is not intended to be 
such.  However, before describing the relief, it will 
be convenient to list here the literary and epigraphical 
testimonia for the costume of the hierophant and 
daduch 

    

  

  

  

  

  

    

  

  

TERARY AND EPIGRAPHICAL EVIL 
FOR THE COSTUME OF THE HIERO- 

PHANT AND DADUCH!" 
    

Garment: That of the hierophant and daduch is 
called o7oj in Athenaeus, I, 21e: xal Alaxios b ob ubvor 
ieipe iy 7is aToNis cbmpéreiay xal oeuvirra, v {n\doas 
ol iepogivras xal dadoixor dgucuivvrat.  Thatof the hiero: 
phant alone is called 7o\ in Plutarch, Alcibiades, 22, 
4 and Pseudo-Lysias, Against Andocides, 51, iobis in 
Arrian, Discourses of Epictelus, 111, 21, 16; that of the 
daduch alone, iepé oo in a scholion to Aristophanes, 
Clouds, line 64 and oxevi in Andocides, On the Mys- 
teries, 112, These references tell us no more than that 
their garments were something out of the ordinary. 1 
However, in Pseudo-Lysias, Against Andocides, 51 
the cursing of Andocides is described as follows: ipeias 

  
  

  

  

     
  

   

   
4 Archaic and Archaistic Sculpture, The Athenian Agora 11 .95, 

Loc. cit. 
A partal list for the hierophant was compiled by G. E Rizzo, Ram. Mitt. 25 (1910): pp. 156-158, 

5 This is especially clear in regard to the daduch’s garment depicted on a fifth century base: see below, p. 48,    

      

    

      

  

    

     

  

     

  

    
     

  

   
     

  

    

     

   

   



    

xal lepeis arévres xarnpiouwro 
dviousar, Kard. 79 wousor 76 akawds wal 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'*s; the ¢owuides would appear to be their red 
or purple cloaks.! 

Hair and headgear: Arrian, loc. cit., mentions the 
arpbeion and xou as characteristic of the hierophant; 
Plutarch, Arisides, 5, 67 says essentially the same 
in regard to the fifth-century daduch Callias (see 
below, daduch no. 2); Theon of Smyrna, On e 
Utility of Mathematics, p. 15 (ed. Hiller), describing 
the investiture of priests as a fourth stage of partici- 
pation in the Mysteries, states: rerdpry 5, 5 3 xal 
Ti\os i Eromreas, dvideoss xal aremuiray éxlbeais, Gare 
xai éripors, 
indouxlas Tuxbvra ) iepogavrias 1§ Twos EXN\rs lepurivns 
‘The essential part of the investiture was therefore the 
binding and laying on of the oréuara, by which is 
probably meant the srpd¢ior (and perhaps also a myrtle 
wreath in the case of the hierophant and daduch and 
some of the other priests, and perhaps only a wreath 
in the case of others).  This part of the investiture is 
referred to in 1.G., II%, 3592, line 21 
76 airoxpirop 0c "Avravelve Aagévra. 

ds donépar xal gowidas 

  

  

  

  

  

     ds 7is TapéiNaBe Teherds, mapadoivar Givaot) 
     

  

  

    Thus it is 
clear that the o7pbviov was the most significant clement 
of the costume of the hierophant and daduch. 
a twisted piece of cloth; but its sacerdotal use was not 
limited to the hierophant and daduch (and other 
priests) of Eleusis.!®t 
tomarily worn by the hierophant, the daduch, and th 

Itwas 

   
   

A myrtle crown was also cu 

  
other priests and priestesses of the cult, as is attested 
by LG, I1% 1235, lines 14-15 (for the hicrophant)\® 
and a fragment of Ister of Cyrene, F. Gr. His., 334, 
F29: xal 7v lepogévrny 2 kal ras lepogivridas xal 7ov 
daddoion kel rés @Nas iepelas woppivns Py récasoy 

   
    

  

1 See above, pp. 15-16, 
19 For the term goouss ¢f. LS., <. Pollux, IV, 116, p. 23 

line 7 (ed. Bethe) mentions the voossisin a lst of stage garment 
of. Pickard-Cambridge, The Dramatic Festcalsof Athens (Oxford, 
1968), p. 203, It is not clear whether the ueposahMis, a purple 

cloth,isthe same thing or some kind of fllet there i a deseription 
of it by an Eleusinian priest (sce below, p. 96) in the Etymo- 
ogicum Magnum, p. 429, .. jucpoxaXiés 
amerouuivor, & xpivras wpis 7as dpouprias 

  

     
    

  

    
Ao, o 

           

  

Outiapos b zavaris posaropaipoos b 76 Tpire Tepl Knpixus 
yivous. Neye 5 or xadeira HuepoxaNNis i v remhomds s BeBgdios 

0 See the discussion below, pp. 

    

     

5 For references to the orpiuar in other cults see H. Seyrig, 
B.CH. 41 (1921): pp. 226 227 also L. Robert, Helleica 11-13 
(1960): p. 452 (and.pl. xevi) for representations of them in o 
relief on a dedication from Didyma, and 
deriving from an association of myslaf of Dionysus Kall 
Rhegion on the north shore of the Sea of Marmora 
orpduan in some other cults of Asia Minor, see below, n 
H. P. L Orange, Studien sur Geschi 
(Gslo, 1933), p. 110, 
portraits in Corinth, Dresden, Athens, and Brusels 

1 See above, p. 23 

i p. 97, o 
       

    

  

   
  

  

HIEROPHANT 33 
‘The passage from Epictetus's Discourses cited above 

mentions that the hierophant had a xou, i.c., 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 (L.G., II%, 3606, line 13) as: ipjas uév 

@ Oew xouburras elpas. 
     

SCULPTURAL REPRESENTATION OF 
HE HIEROPHANT 

    

In the relief (fig. 3) of the hicrophant from Hagnous 
(@bove, no. 23) he is clothed in @ mantle which is 
draped about him in such a way that almost his entire 
body from his neck to the top of his boots is covered 
it is a much simpler garment than that worn by the 
daduch in a fifth-century vase painting.* Inter- 
estingly, his boots are not the high-soled type worn by 

edy at this time; thus the statementin 
iacus (see above) that the garment of the hiero- 

phant and the daduch resembled that of the st 
probably to be understood strictly as applying only 
to the garment ! On his head he wears a orpbeioy 
and above it a wreath, certainly of (the hicrophant’s 
traditional) myrtle. He has long hair, the xouj but 
not the kpuihos, a hair-style that has frequently been 
attributed to the hierophant by modern scholars on 
the basis of non-Attic works of art.%* He holds a 
staff in his right hand, and in his left a bunch of tiny 
objects or perhaps only the folds of his cloak. 

With this certain representation of an Eleusinian 
hierophant we now fortunately possess a criterion for 
identifying other Attic sculptures which might repre- 
sent hicrophants. ~ Some possibilities are the following 

1. Portrait of a head of the period of Gallienus, 
found in the Agora 1% “On his head is a rolled fillet 
or strophion, above which he wears a wreath. The 
leaves are t00 poorly preserved to be identified as to 
kind."¥" " The back of the head is not preserved 
Harrison believes that this head is a replica of the 
following head. 

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

  

  

   
  

  

  

  

  

15 See below, pp. 4. 
34 The similarity may have been only magnificence;, the co 

nection with Aeschylus, his deme; sce Pickard-Cambridge, The 
Dramatic Festsals of Athens’, revised by J. Gould and D. M. 
Lewis (Oxford, 1968), pp. 200-201; on footwear in tragedy, iid., 
P 204-208 

Pringsheim, 1905 p. 13; Mylonas, Eleusis, p. 232; G. Rizzo 

        
    

  

  

11 costume e i tipo artistico dello hierofante,” Ronm. Ait. 25 
(1910): pp. 156-167. 

0 E. Harrison, 1953 pp. 63-64, no. 49, pl. 31. It has since 
been stolen from the Agora Museun. 

5 i, 
1 Tbid., pp. 63-64, pl. 46e; H. P. L'Orange, Studien 

    

e des spilantihen Portats, pp. 4142, pls. 108-109.  
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Fic. 3. Hierophant no. 23, Courtesy of John Travos. 

writes:1# “Um den Kopf eine wulsartige Binde, dic, 
hinten geknotet, in zwei losen Enden iiber den Nacken 
herabfallt.” His hair is long 
that of the hierophant from Hagnous, 

   
though not as long as 

  

111, Colossal portrait head from the period of 

9 Ibid., p. 124, no. S8, 

    

       INIAN MYS'    ERIES 

1 in Athens. 1 
h. His 

Gallienus, now in the National Museu 
The man is wearing a stroplion but no wre: 
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 a’ dorias, and believes that the persons 
portrayed were related 1 

IV. Portrait head of a herm from the same period, 
now in the National Museum in Athens 1% It is very 

lar to I11, 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 Il Two 
wide bands flow down from the strophion in back. A 
cloal covers both shoulders, the left shoulder fully, 
the right slightly less. 

V. Portrait head of a priest, found in the Agora, of 
Antonine period.”® ~ His hair is long and 

The following are two excerpts from Harrison's de- 
seription 

    

  

     

    

  

    

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 certa 
Hellenistic_portraits, especially that of Demosther 
The head is encircled by a rolled fillet, tied in back and 
with the ends hanging down. Above the fillet s 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. % 

    

  

She suggests that the subject may be a man of letters, 
or if the groove above the stroplion was made for a 
wreath, a priest of the same office as I I think that 
the similarity to the combination of stropiion 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 

VL Portrait head of a priest, found in the 
of Dionysus in Athens, of the Antonine period.!** 
hair is quite shaggy and he wears 
leaves above a strophion. 

Harrison interpreted 1-IV as imperial high-priests 
on the basis of 2 ion of H. Ingholt that the 
combination of strophion and wreath is in Athens the 
insignia of the high-priest of the imperial cult." 
Harrison accordingly explained the difference in head- 

  

  

ater 
His 

wreath of small      

    

  

  

1@ Harrison, o cit, p. 61; L'Orange, op. cit, no. 11, plates 26-27. 
14 Gp.cit, p. 61, no. 46, Her other reasons for connecting the 

two are nof cogent (op. cit, p. 61, n. 2). . The hearth-initiates 
were not. necessarily_oifspring of Eleusinian pricstly familics, 
though many were. _ Thus it would not be surprising fora hearth- 
initiate t0 be the son of a ierophant but the conneetion is not a 

16 L'Orange, op. cit, no. 12, pls. 25 and 29. 
1 Harrison, op. it p. 41, 0. 29, pl. 18. 
14 1 
1 I, 

2961t was pointed out by Harrison, op. it, p. 4 
14 This was to be claborated by Tngh 

appear,” which apparently has not appe 

  

  

        

ed, 
  

  

 



gear between [ and 11 as due to the fact that the same. 
man was wearing, in the portrait at Eleusis, the in- 
nignia of his Eleusinian pricsthood, viz. the siroplion 
and in the portrait in the Agora, the insignia of the 
high-priest strophionand This is 
clearly untenable in light of the literary and epigraphi- 
cal testimonia cited above and the portrait of the 
hierophant from Hagnous (no. 23), where both the 
strophion and wreath are worn. The absence of the 
wreath in 11 can be ascribed simply to the fact that 
the myrtle wreath, as it scems, was not the essential 
part of the hierophant and daduch’s costume and so 
did not always have to be worn. Even so, it is im- 
possible to say whether the man represented in 1 and 
I was a hicrophant or daduch or some other priest of 
the Mysteries or a priest of some other cult (the fact 

viz. wreath, 

  

  

  

that it was found at Eleusis is no certain proof that 
he was a priest of the Mysteries). The same applies 

to I11-VI: one can be reasonably certain that they are 
priests, but not of their type. The headgear of the 
imperial high-priest at Athens, i it was different from 
that of other priests, remains an unsolved problem.!** 

MIDDLE OF SECOND CENTURY 
Hicrophants are mentioned, perhaps as relatives, in 

a dedication (L.G., II%, 3966a) dated by Kirchner to 
the middle of the second century; the dedicator is 
Antonius Cornelianus, but the names of the hiero 
phants, if they were given, are not preserved.   

THE ELEUSINIAN ENDOWMENT 

  

The hicrophant 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- 
1700, (LG, 11, 1092), 1™ 
endowment. The nature of this document 

sts, is not the establishment of the endowment 

recipients of a share of an 
as Oliver 

      

  I representations of the imperial high-priest in Asia Minor 
the strophion has been described as having attached to ita bust of 

Tom the high-priest was serving as wellas busts of 
imperial family. Portaits of several 

o are included i . Inan and 

  

       
other members of the 
priests wearing this kind o troph 
E. Rosenbaum, Roman and Early Byzantine Po 
s sia Minor (London, 1966); they discuss the problem of 
identification in connection with no. 133, p. 124, n. 2. Having 
examined the Uhese strophia, they are not convinced that 
any known example clearly represents an imperial personage, and 
i some. cases the busts certainly represent deiies which the 

priests served; thus they do not exclude the possibility that high 
such a strophion but point out that the evidence fo 

insufficient. To their info should be. added 
L. Rober’s bibliography and examples, Hellenica, 11-12 (1960) 
p. 451, n. 4; he calls attention to an interesting Hadrianic por 
trait i the National Muscum in Athens of a man wearing an oak 

tached in front a disc perd ovus 
o), "Apx. ‘B, 1939-1941 

   
           

   
busts 

  

  

  

         

  

    Fapasriar (perhaps two crossed 
Apx. Xporid p. 12, no. 4, fig. 19 
55T can make out on my sqiceze a sigm: 

A newt edition with commentary i given by J 
Hesperia 21 (1952): pp. 381-309. 

  after ko in line 8. 
H. Oliver 

HIEROPHANT     
but rather a ruling by the Areopagus which “concerns 
a detail for which the diataxis, the deed establishing 
in perpetuity the use of the endowment, did not pro- 
vide ally." A surplus had_cvidently a 
crucd, and here the Arcopagus decided how it was to 
be distributed. ~ Oliver suggestsi™ 

      

  The increased income was to be used for increasing the 
number of recipients by including among the beneficiaries. 
other persons of distinetion who are precisely identified in 
the appended list The individual portion was to be 
twelve unworn [Attic drachmac] (line 13). 

  

The distribution took place probably at Eleusis in 
connection with the festival of the Mysteries. At 
this time the members of the Boule, who had been 
recipients even before this enlargement of the re- 
cipients’ number, were now to receive an individual 
portion of twelve drachmas; and the priests and other 
officials in the appended list cither this amount or 
double this amount (accordin 

\i written after each titl 

  

  

  

to the notation dr\i 
    All the priesthoods 

    

that are preserved were to receive a double share; the 
only preserved single share went to the only non 
sacerdotal official on the list, the archon of the 
Eumolpid 

In the list the hierophant and the daduch are at the 
very top, undoubtedly because the endowment was 
connected with the and they 
were its two foremost pric 
ministrative matter of the Elcusinian sanctu 
endowment would naturally have come 
jurisdiction since they were also the highest ranking 
dminstrators of the sanctuary; thus we find in the 
main body of this document that they are charged 
with its supervision (and they too probably were in 
charge of its actual distribution) 
probably not because of their administrative status 
that they have such a prominent position in the list 
of priests but because of their overail importance and 
prestige in the Eleusinian cult, just as in the acisito 
lists of this period it was surely prestige which deter 
mined that the hierophant always appeared first and 
the daduch (usually) second (see append. IV). 

How the order of recipients after the hierophant and 
daduch was determined 
The order is as follows 
gete, three exegetes tof 
Itar-priest 

of Athena, the pricstess of Demeter and Kore 
This concludes the 

in addition to the most im- 
portant Eleusinian, some of the important 
Athenian priesthoods. The second column consists 

of minor priesthoods of Eleusis and Ath 

  

Eleusinian sanctuary 
as an ad. s. Of course 

  

   

However, it was 
  

  

is not immediately_clear 
the high-pricst, a single exe- 
ther 

then 2 group of priestesses: the priestess 
and the 

list's first 

   the sacred herald, the 

two hierophantids. 
column, which contains, 

ens, with the   

= Ihid, 
2 Ibid, p. 386, 

The'share of the hearth-initiates, who are quasisacred 
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notable exception of the priest of Zeus ™ Only the 
first two entries of the third column are preserved, the 
archon of the Eumolpidac and the hearth-initiates. 

Oliver's analysis of this list by groups of priesthoods 
and his suggestion that they all had some role during 
the season of the Mysteries tempts me t0 the hypo- 
thesis that the list reflected the contemporary arrange- 
ment of priests and priestesses as they marched in the 
reat procession of the Mysteries. The grouping may 

reflect priests walking together, in groups or side by 
side in two's or three’s: at the head of the procession, 
side by side, the hierophant and the daduch, then the 
high priest and the pythochrestus exegete,\™ then the 
three exegetes (of the Eumolpidae)!™® and after them 
the sacred herald and the altar-priest. At this point 
the section of priestesses begins. They were led off 
by the most important priestess of Athens and the 
most important priestess of Eleusis, the priestess of 
Athena and the priestess of Demeterand Kore, walking 
perhaps side by side, symbolizing the ancient unity 
between the cult of Eleusis and the cult of Athens 
Behind them were the two hicrophantids, then two 
lesser priestesses, the priestess of Kal[---17" and the 
priestess of the Fates. After them came the phae- 
dyntes and the priest of Zeus, and then the lesser 
Eleusinian priests of the second column. 

The secondary position of the priestesses is under- 
standable when we consider that in the marble seats 
of the first row of the prohedria in the theater of 
Dionysus only the names of priests are inscribed” 
priestesses received seats farther back.7* The first 
seven priests in the endowment list all have seats of 
especially great honor in the prohedria of the theater. 1™ 

for the next priest in the endowment, the altar- 
priest, is not preserved in the theater, but it is quite 
possible that it existed 1 

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 

¢ In the theater of Dionysus he is much more prominents two. 
priests of Zeus sit in the center of the probedria (1, 11, 
oo 5005, 

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

176 For the identification sce below, pp. 89-90. 
47 My squeere reads Ka\[-~ -], We perhaps ought to re- 

store Ka\[Ayeedas] or an abbreviation of t, the goddess 
ciated with Demeter and Kore in the Thesmophoria; see Ariso- 
phanes, Thesn, 296, 

™ On the prohedria see Appendis 111, The priestesses’ scats 
are among those that bear the inscriptions Z.G., 11, S083-5164 

% CJ. Oliver, Expounders, pp. 41-42 and appendis 1 below 
It would seem that the hicrophant was the most prestigious of 
all Athenian priests around this time. Plutarch (Numa, 9, ) 
Says that the position of the Pontifex Maximus was equivalent 
0 the rées of the hierophant. Dio Chrysostom (XXX, 121, 
d. Arnim) refers to the priests who sit n the prohedria of the 
theater of Dionysts as “the hierophant and the other priests.” 

1 Sce append. 111 
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with the Eleusi 
wise ill informed. 

ian cult, ties of which we are other- 

24, Tiros haos 
Haaeis. LG, 
ment in 'Apx. 

(Acwoflms) Te @haiov 
117, 1773; 1774; 3592 (new frag- 
Ee. 1971: pp. 115-116, no. §). 

Woloch, 1966: Flavius no. 41. G. Giannelli, “I 
Romani ad Eleusi,” Atti della R. Accademia delle 
Scienze di Torino 50 (1914-1915): pp. 371-380. 
Stemma: Graindor, 1934: p. 134, and see below, 
note 183, In office from sometime in the reign of 
Antoninus Pius (138-161) to 167/5, 

Our principal source of information for this man is a 
lengthy dedication set up in his honor by the Areo- 
pagus, Boule, and Demos sometime between 162 and 
169, Before mentioning his praiseworthy accomplish- 
ments as hierophant, it lists all civic offices he held, as 
well as all civic offices held by his father, grandfath 
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 

1 1. Kirchner, 1. G n, 1967 p. 8. 
1 Geagan (1967 pp. 128-132) discusses the gymnasiarchy at 

Athens. Tt would be interesting to know whether the gym- 
nasiarch “with bowls” differed from the ordinary gymnasiarch. 
The gymnasiarch “with bowls” i attested at Athens also in 1.G., 
11319345, line 2 (45/6 A.). J. and L. Robert, Hellenica 6 (1948) 
Pp, 127130, discuss many texts in which dia appear in 
connection with the gymnasiarchy; they were. the vessels from 
which the distribution of ol was made (which was the gymnas 
arch's main responsibilty). For further bibliography  sec 
L. Robert, Hellewica 11=12. (1960): p. 599, note 4; J. Robert is 
preparing & study concerning the oil sed in the gymnasium and 
i the city 
15 For this reason Kirchner's identification of him with the 

Flavius Leosthenes, son of Flavius Aleibiades, honored in 1.G., 
ncoreect. A solution cannot be found by dating 

91 later than 3592 because the dedicatce of 3591 s not 
calléd Hierophant (sith appropriate hieronymy); this was cor- 
rectly recognized by Graindor (19343 p. 134), who interpreted 

this dedicatee s the grandfather of the hicrophant 
ertor was. alsorecognized by E. Kapetanopoulos (“Flavius 
Hicrophantes Paianieus and Lucius Versus,” R.£G. 83 [1970] 
p. 65), but his stemma of this family is largely erroncous 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 fragment published in "Apy. "Ee. 1971, loc. cit. - Thus we 
are left to choose, basically, between the stemmata, of Kirchner 
and Graindor. Both are possible but Graindor's s preferable 
since Kirchner has to assume the adoption of Eisidora for which 
there is no evidence. Graindor's stemma reveals that the great- 
grandfather of the hierophant, Flavius Alcibiades, probably was 
the first member of the family to receive Roman citizenship under 
the Flavians; this is chronologically possible since his son was 
archon around.the end of the fist century. In regard to the 
dedicate of LG, 1%, 3591, Flavius Leosthencs, it is probably best 
to regard him, ith Graindor, as the hierophant’s grand 
Kapetanopoulos rightly points out the difficulties in taking the 

Kirchner's 

 



   
do not know whether any of these offices were under- 
taken while he was hierophant. Certainly the em- 
bassies to Rome could have been and may well have 
had something to do with his connection with Antoni- 
nus Pius, which is discussed below.  Any or all of his 
other civic offices, which were mainly financial in 
character,”™ could also have been undertaken simul- 
tancously with the hicrophanteic. 

  

  

  

  

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 sirophion in the presence of the Deified 
Antoninus (Pius) and initiated. the emperor Lucius 
Aurclius Verus while holding the Mysteries—quite legiti- 
mately—twice in one year, and he installed the latter as a 
Eumolpid, having combined also in this matter, when we 
had the benefit of his services also as the proposer (of 

Versus's adlection), propriety with reverence for the gods 
and great virtue 

  

The mention of Lucius Verus, not vet called fes 
(ious), demands that the inscription be dated be- 
tween the time of his initiation at Eleusis and his 
death in 169. Two dates are possible for his visit to 
Athens (and initiation): 162, on his way to the war in 
the I Of these 
162 is the preferable one, as Giannelli frst proposed. 1 
For during his return in 166 his army caught the 
plague in Seleucia and were spreading it through every 
province they passed; under these circumstances it is 
unlikely that Verus would have made a leisurely stop 
at Athens to be initiated into the Mysteries.* But 
in 162 he is known to have made a visit to Athens in 
the course of his slow journey to the East during 
which he tarried at many cities in Greece and Asia 
Minor, thoroughly enjoying the festivities each had 

  

st, or 166, on his way back to Rome   

  

Flavius Alcibi of Flavius Alcibiades, 
11, 3595, as the brother of the hicrophant 
madeafter 1G., 11 itis odd that no mention s made of the 
fact that the man had been pancgyriarch and herald of the 
Arcopagus uch a 
however, especially if the man for 

full partici olitcal lfe for 
lso I s in 162, 

This prytanis was identiicd by Kirchner 
with the Flavius Aleibiades who was epheb 
2068, Tine 197), somewhat improbably, for there is 

  

this dedication was 
  

do not believe mission t0 be impossible 
 reaton had to interrupt 

period of thirty years.  He 
16, 1, 17 

d Kapetano 
n 155/6 (1 

  

  

  

    

  

   
      

    
  

      

  

tomy knowledge that pryia < allowed to be younger than 
thirty years at this time. This ephebe and Flavius Leosthenes, 
who appears just before him me inscription, were perhaps 
brothers and were probably sons of the hierophan or his brother 
It is not certain whether Flavius Heraclcitus of Paiania, prytanis 
in 162 (LG 1, 1772, line 9) belongs to the same family if he 

s believes), perhaps he was a son of the 
e no certainty at present concerning 

7, Acsodlons, and "Asiubins are equally 

Vita Veri, 8, 1 
25251 P82 (1961): pp. 
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to offer.™ This year is accordingly the preferable 
date for his initiation, and so our inscription belongs 
between 162 and 169. 

On the initiative of this hierophant, the initiation of 
Lucius Verus, like the initiation of Demetrius Polior- 
cetes and probably also that of Augustus,® took 

during a time of the year other than the usual 
for the Mysteries. And so the composer of 1.G., 
3592 added a note of explanation, a discreet 

apology : ki roiro kari 7o feurov (he could not say verd 
7i marpa). In the dedication to the altar-priest 
Memmius (.G., 113, 3620), which mentions that he 
too initiated Lucius Verus, nothing is said about 
having held the Mysteries twice in one year, so that 
we may assume that this was done mainly on the 
initiative of the hierophant. And if our interpreta- 
tion of the end of 1.G., II%, 3592 is correct, the efforts 
of the hierophant were largely responsible for Lucius 
Verus's adlection into the genos of the Eumolpidac. 
After he was adlected, the hicrophant, whose cus- 
tomary task it was to install adlected members, then 
also installed Lucius Verus as a Eumolpid 1 

This hierophant had the unusual distinction of being 
installed in his own priesthood (i.c., of receiving the 
emblem of his office, the strophion) ope 
06 "Avraveing. The preposition wapé with the dative 
indicates that it was e presence of th 
not Consequently, this p: 
proof that Antoninus Pius came to Athens, as Giannelli 
insisted ™ Morcover, the other evidence proposed 
by Giannelli®" in order to prove that Antoninus Pius 

    

   

  

  

  

  

    

    

   i 76 airoRp   

        emperor, 
“from him.   age is not 

5 Seriptores Historise Augustac, Vila Veri, 6,9: Nam cum in 
terfecto legato, cacsislegationibus, Syris defectionem cogitantibis 
oriens vastaretur, ille in ApuleJia venabatur et apud Corinthum 
et Athe ‘ymfonias et cantica navigabat ct per singulas 
Maritimas civitates Asine, Pamphyliac, Ciliciaeque 
voluptatibus immorabatur. For 4 reevalua the impor 
tance of the Vita Veri as an historical source sce T. D. Barnes, 
Hadrian and Lucius V J. R. 5. 57 (1967): pp, 65-79, who 

ites all the evidence relting o this journey and holds that it was 
€ this time (162) that the initiation took 

    

  

  

     

    hicrophant always did the   

           

        

installing, but did not always propose the adlection, which could 
be done by any Eumolpid; hence the necessity for the phrase 
ere xad ixkivorra ebxousr. The precise sense of bryar in this 
contet e not attested elsewhere, but it could hardly have to do 
with anything but the adlection pr pomdpier i attested 

     in the passive ‘e meaning “to be instalied"”;see L., 

i Malalat, X1, 280-281, and Aclus Aristides, XLVIL, 35, cd. 

  

Keil. For the passage in Malilas see the commentary of 

  

   A. Sehenk Graf von Stauffenberg, Die R Kaisergeschih 
i < (Stuttgart, 1931), (pp. 307-313. The passage in 

Aristdes was shown to refer to Marcus Aurelius by W. Schid,       
W. Hatdl, Antoninus 

and K-H. Ziegler, Die 
eich (Wiesbaden, 

Ricinisches Museun 48 (1893): p. 5T, € 
1936) 1: p. 

    

1961), p. 112, 
This position is supported by Graindor, M 

5. 68, although his argument from the use o 
twas held in Rome. - He refers to the case of the 

  

es e Testes 
does not b  
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visited Athens is not substantial enough even to dis- 
prove the notice in Seriplores Historiae 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 
Perhaps just as Augustus once settled a the emperor. 

case brought to him by Eleusinian priests (probably) 
concerning conflicting sacral rights™ and Marcus 
Aurelius ruled that a man was ineligible for the 
hierokerykeia,* the appointment of this hierophant 
was contested and held up until the contestants could 
g0 to Rome and have it settled by the emperor, the 
result being that Flavius Leosthenes was confirmed as 
hierophant and the Eumolpidae held the investiture 
ceremony then and there. In any case, for whatever 
reason, the genos installed this hierophant in Rome. 

We do not_know whether this hierophant was 
married ; no children of his are attested with certainty 
(see note 183). Nor is there any reference to him 
after his death, i.c. with his full name preserved. 
Nonetheless, we can be reasonably sure that 
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 Hicrophant, certainly this hicrophant, 
appears twice in the acisifoi lists.  These are lists con- 

d within the prytany lists of this period. The latter 
gan notes, ™ first appear after the Hadrianic 

reforms, and contain, from the first, lists of acisiloi 
1 fed in the Tholos at public expense. The 
isitoi_lists sufficiently preserved to be of 

significance date to shortly before 165 A" Noto- 
poulos® and Oliver'®* have compiled_chronological 
tables of acisiloi derived from these lists with the 
purpose of dating more accurately the prytany lists 
which contain them. Oliver's table with some re- 
visions is given in Appendix IV. Flavius appears as 
hierophant in the lists of 166/7 (LG., I, 1773) and 
the second prytany of 167/8 (1.G., 1I% 1774). In 
commete Tryphon who was crowned in Rome by Septimius 
Severus and Caracalla (1.G., 11% 2193) 

Strong evidence against the initiation of Antoninus Pius can 
alzo be found in £.G., I, 3620 (sce discussion below, pp. 83-84). 

% Suctonius, Augistus, 93; f. Graindor, 1927 pp. 25 
i Ofiver, 1970: p. 4, ines 7- 
1967 p. 116, 

. Dow, Prytancis, Hesperia, suppl. 1 (1931): pp. 22-24; 
of. Geagan, 1967 pp. 103-112. 
1 Notopoulos' date for .G, 11* 1769, shortly before 1 

correct, this hicrophant’s nomen should be restored; for a 
cussion of this inscription and 1., 11, 1768 sce below, pp. 
and append. IV 

7 Hesperia 18 (1949): pp. 1-57, table 1. 
i H.ThR. 43 (1950): pp. 233-335 

THE ELEUSINIAN MY! RIE 

168/9, in the eighth prytany, another hierophant, a 
Julius, was in office (Z.G., 1I% 1775). The cha 
thercfore took place sometime between the vi 
of 167 (the time of the second prytany) and the be- 
ginning of the summer of 169. 
25. "loios ‘Tepogivrs. In_ aeisitoi lists: LG., TI%, 

1775 (168/9); 1776 (169/70); 1808 (170-172, or 
174-176, or 187); 1782 (ca. 180); 1794 (ca. 180); 
Hesperia 4 (1935): p. 49, no. 11 (182/3); L.G., II%, 
1788 (187/8 or 174/5); 1798 (190/1); 1792 
191/2 or 192/3). In dedications: LG., 112, 3411; 
3628 (?); 3639; G. Manganaro, Annuario della 
Scuola Archeologica di Atene 37-38 (1959-1960): 
pp. 421-427.  (He is possibly the same person as 
hierophant no. 19.) In office from 168/9 to 191 
or 192 (or slightly later). [See Addendum, p. 
128.] 

It s clear from the acisitoi 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 (LG., 11% 3411; 3639; 
Manganaro, loc. cit.) mention the noble deeds of a 
hierophant in connection with an enemy attack on 
Eleusis. The attack has been identified with the in- 
vasion of the Costobocs in 170, and the hierophant 
has been accor identified with the hieronymous 
Julius, 

One of these epigrams is on a monument erected 
after the hierophant's death (LG., 1I% 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 pleasin 
voice (“pouring forth the iuepéxguar voice of Eumolpus 
he displayed the eletas and the all-night orgia to the 
mystai”), and he acquitted himself well during the 
barbarian attack by saving, undefiled, “the rites of the 
unutterable secrets (éppirav féouta).” In the second 

2 For a new reading see below, p. 79, note 25, 
= For the dates see Appendix IV, Oliver, loc.ci, and Notopou- 

os loc ci.Oliver's date of 192 for 1.G., IT%, 1792 (A.J.P. 71 
[1950]: pp. 175-176) cannot be supported by the theory that 
“the panegyriarch was expected to entertain the visitors who 
came to Eleusis every four years to the festival of the Mysteries 
in Boedromion,” for the Mysteries were held annually; and he 
himelf eliminated this theory in Hesperia 27 [1958: p. 42, . 5 The other evidence for the date is that it should be after 183/5 because of the hoplite generalin that year and after 1.G. 1131708 which has been plausibly assigned in the table of acisitoi to 190/1 (see append. IV).  And since 1792 was set up before the death of Commodus, its date therefore would seem to be Boedromion of 191 or 192 

This hicrophant's name can be restored in the following acisitoi lists which fall within his period: Hesperia 11 (1942) 
p. 50, n0. 18 (168/9); LG, 11, 1781 (169/70); 1795 (ca. 181) 
1796 (186/7); 1797 (ca. 191) 

= Premersicin, Klio 12 (1912) o pp. 145-164; RE, 11, coll. 15051507 of. . R “Les Costobocs,” Dacia, nouvelle séric 3 (1950): pp. 341352, especially $49-351. On the date of Aristides” birth ¢f. C. A. Behr, 4.J.P. 90 (1969): pp. 7577, and Bowersock, 1969: p. 61, n. 3 
> 1t should be dated “post 191/2" instead of “ca. 170."  



epigram, which is inscribed on a herm,** the invasion 
is the main subject. It reads®™ 

Appre Onofavpiy —— &Js "Adivas 
wvarisin L i = JoNbuor orvyepin 

rotbesa ravialis dvibnoas Kssporisas uc 
xal Gigar & [reuive ... Joos il reheri 

It was probably erected shortly after the invasion, and 
it appears that his praiseworthy exploit during it was 
the saving of the arriieta hiera which were kept in the 
Anac the “holy of holies” in the center of the 
Telesterion into which only the hierophant was 
allowed.®* He succeeded in getting the hiera safely 
to Athens before the Costobocs broke in. T 
is the sense of the third epigram (ZG., 1I% 3411) 
where he is described as the “phantor of the holy 
nights, who evading the unholy work of the Sarma- 

the Costobocs)** saved the orgia and his 
life for his country.” This confirms and supplements 
the information of the second epigram. He did not 
lead a defense of the sanctuary but took the saner and, 

he brought 

tians (i.c. 

as events proved, the more valuable course 
the hiera safely back to Athens as the Costobocs were 
hast to attack. That a large part of the sanc- 
tuary, including the Telesterion, was destroyed by 
the attack is borne out by the Eleusinian Oration of 
Aelius Aristides and Had 
the hierophant attempted resistance he undoubtedly 
would have lost the Jiera in addition to his life and 
the lives of others. This epigram also salutes him for 
his wisdom (sopiy Khesdr), and ju: 
it mentions that he initiated "Avravivor 

This Antoninus can be than Marcus 
Aurelius. The identification was opposed by Gian 

nelli®” on the grounds that, although Marcus Aurelius 
is sometimes referred o in Eleusinian inscriptions as 
Antoninus, his initiation is always mentioned together 
with that of Commodus, who was initiated at th 

same time (176 4.0, and th 

archaeological evidence 

) before it breaks off, 

refore Antoninus must 
Manganaro, lc. ci 
['was able to sce the stone 

added in this edition some s 
Tine 4 appears to b 

preserved 
it existed. MyrJs is posible bu 

Aclian, Varia Histo 
Premerstein, K 

ecaden 

ummer of 1969, and 
Mangana. 

pigraphically impossble; cnough of the 
of pi should show 

1 the script dots. 

that the right vertical stro 
2, fragment 10, 
i2 (1912): p. 153, 

1 della o delle Sctense di Torino 50 (1914 1915): pp. 371-350 
“For the date sce Giannell, loc ilologie 1893 pp. 205-201. 

On the initiation ¢f. 5 
alia Cereris adit ut 

Foucart, Recue d 
Historiae Augustae, Vita Marc 

innocentem probarct ct sacrarium 
hierophant was allowed to ente the Anactoron (s above, . 20 thought to 

mean that Marcus Aureius was theonly outside over allowed (s Vst the sacred Anactoron (Foucart . 207; Manganaro 
about Conmeue? DRl ho wait outsde? o atiended" and Vhich scem much preferable athoug 

D. Magic us as 
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refer to Antoninus Pius. However, it will be shown 
below on the clear evidence of an Eleusinian inscrip: 
tion (in connection with altar-priest no. 12) that 
Antoninus Pius was not initiated into the Eleusinian 
Mysteries, which confirms the cvidence that we have 
already seen that he never left Italy. The answer 
to the question why only one emperor is mentioned 
here whereas in fact the hierophant Julius initiated both, and in other inscriptions (both in poetry and 
prose) they are always mentioned together, a question 
which Giannelli properly raised, may have something 
to do with the time at which the monument was 
erected. If like .G., 11%, 3639 it was erected after the 
hierophant’s de this case in 191 
or 192 or a little later,2 it may well have been set up 
when  the under 
dammatio memoriae 

He was eponymous archon in 191/2 or 192/3.51 

name of Commodus was already 

26. T4 Khadiios "AoM\witpios TuB Khavdion "AroNhodpou 
Axapweis. LG, 112, 1803; 2100; 3641, Toepfler 

1889: p. 58 In office 191 or 192 (or 
slightly later) t0 193/4 (or shortly before) 

from 

He is mentioned under the hieronymous form of his 
name, Kaiiios ‘lepogvrns *Axapveis, as a prytanis in a 
prytany LG., 1I%, 1803) which is dated by Notopoulos®® t0192/3 or 193/4.  His full name occurs 
in the heading of an inscription on a herm (.G., 1% 2109) of 194/5, which reads as follows?: 
4 

Khaitios o J\igmhos 
Axapreils a7 loarmyicas 

7is w[6TNews, ddekpds 
Ao 8 elepoglavJrov Khausion 

[\ lwaplion] *Axaprécs. 
The use of the full name of the hicrophant signifies 
that he was dead by this time. Thus he was in office only His name is also preserved on a 

LG, 1%, 3641), erected 
brief inscription iepogdvrns 

2 short time 
1t Eleusis round statue base 

after his death 
AroN\uvipuos 
His father was Ti. Claudius Apoli[odorus],2 and 

his grandfather was perhaps Polyzelus son of Apol- 

" See above, p. 3. 
See above, . 200, 
LG I1%, 1792, line 

the date see above, n. 200. 
Hesperia 18 (1939) 

A.J.P. 71 [1950]: p. 174); fo 
table 1, facing p. 22 of. J. S, 

Hesperia 40 (1971): pp. 323-324 and 41 (1972): p. 131 Dated by Notopoulos, 1949: p. 31. He restored 
in line 4, but no basisfor this is available. 1 was able t 
of another leter before cta, probably part of a serif. 1t is too (0 eta to be partof a gamma but could be par of mu, alpha, lambda, and other letters. - On cpigraphical grounds, therel 
Coow e s preferable to (i Jors 

o 113 3748, However, Ap 

Trail,  
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lodorus of Acharnae, who was ephebe around 11045 
His brother Polyzelus was ephebic archon sometime 
after 160% and therefore was born sometime after 
140. 1f Polyzelus was the first-born, his brother 
Apollinarius died at an age of less than fifty-five. 

his, however, is as uncertain as the name of their 
ather. 

Notuuios ‘Tepopdvrns danpeis. 1.G., 11, 1806 
(194/52); 18062 (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 alrcady 
have been in office in this year. ~This fact would tend 
t0 favor the removal of the question mark from the 
date “194/57" which Notopoulos*” proposed for 1.G. 
I1%, 1806, in which this hierophant appears in the 
acisitoi list; for if it were dated to its other possible 
year, viz. 193/4, we would have to compress even 
Turther his predecessor’s already brief incumbency 
In LG, II%, 1806a, assigned to a year in which this 
hierophant was certainly in office’ (195/6), absolute 
hieronymy is observed; only the titles lepogdvrrs, 
Aghobxes, “lepoxiput are inscribed. According to- the 
aeisitoi ist of L.G., 1%, 1790, this hicrophant appears 
in the extraordinary position of second place, behind 
the sacred herald, the only such occurrence in all the 
preserved acisitoi lists. However, a squeeze of the 
inscription shows that this part of the text is definitely 
incorrect?; lines 26-29 should read 

Notuuos ‘Tepo['¢ iy 
Noiu ‘Tepoxip[£] 
Tourios Agsolinos] 

5] 

From a partially preserved aeisiloi list 
datable we learn his demotic, Baknpels. 
bea son of L. Nummius Phacdreas of Phaleron, 
married Nummia Bassa, daughter of a sacred herald. 

If the restoration suggested in Appendix IV for 
line 1 of LG., II%, 1789, [NotuJuos ‘lepoivrs, 
correct, then he was probably still in office in 204/5. 

I, 28. Kabiios ‘Tepoginns ) Mapaiomos. LG, 112, 1077, 
In office in 209/10 

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

ther corrections i this lst sce Oliver, 4.7.4. 45 (1941 
p. 59. 

5 Hesperia 16 (1947): p. 180, no. 84 
207G, 11, 4069-4070. 

SINIAN MYSTERIES 

sixty years, the second alternative must be the correct 
one. " In this case, Claudius Eumolpusson of Claudius 
Eumolpus of Marathon, ephebe in 169/70 (1.G., II%, 
2097, line 38) appears, with some probability, to be 
the same person as our hierophant, since Eumolpus 
points 0 a_connection with the appropriate genos, 
and in 209/10 Eumolpus would have been sixty years 

29. Mévios "AmoMaviov. Philostratus, Lives of 
oplists, 11, 20, p. 103 (ed. Kayser); L.G., 11 

3811-3812." Oliver, Hesperia 36 (1967): pp. 334 
335, In office around 215. 

In Philostratus's short biography of him the section 
concerning his career reads as follows 

'0 68 "Axo\Nbwos & "Abmvaos dvbuaros uév il Kb’ 
EN\pras, s isasds i Guxavicd xal 7 duel peérny ob 
e, ératiense ié "Ajimoc xad! ‘Hpashelony 7e kel 
Oubvupo 700 oNerusod Opbroy mpoeoris & 
duamperts ¢ K ohirux yerdueros & 7e wpeaBelass 
brép 180 peyioray inpiafeer & iass, ds 
eyigras *Abyvaior vouifoue, Ty 7e i 
7or Gm\ov irerpimy Kol 7ds & dvaxtépon guds bn 
mpéoxew, Mpexheison uis kal Aoyiuov kel Thatou kai 
iy Towbrar lepogarray elpwrla pév Grodéaw, oeubmre 
8 kel peyahorperdiq kal xboue Mot doxay 

Mo, 

Te Neirouy 
o Ka 

i 

The rest of the biography discusses his oratorical 
style, but mention is made in passing that one of his 
embassies was to Septimius Severus in Rome.2 
Concerning his death it is stated that he died “about 
the age of seventy-five” and was buried along the 
Sacred Way in the suburb called the Sacred Fig, where 
the procession bringing the hicra from Eleusis stopped 

to rest 
A statue of him was set up at Eleusis while he was 

still alive (Z.G,, 11% 3811). Beneath the epigram 
originally inscribed on its base another was added 
after his death by his children, revealing his name and 
his father's name (line 12), which was also Apol- 
lonius.™  In the first epigram the viewer is asked to 
keep his name silent while he is alive, 

went tak secret fhesmos™ ing it into the purple seal 
* In view of this embassy A. von Premerstein (Jahreshefte 16 (1915 p. 263) suggested his name as a possible res Jine 21 of £.G., II%, 1076, as the Athenian delegate sent to Rome in conncction with honors for Julia Domna, but a new fragment (Fespera 4 L1935} pp. 178-183, no. 45) does not seem o bear 

means the hierophant himself, the father of the the line seems ncedlessly redundant. A small non. ment.of this inscription, found in the storeroom of the um at Eleusi, belongs at the end of this line and verifies the restoration of Keil: xar[pis] duos (Apyx. ‘B, 1971 p. 118, 0. 12). The line signifes that hs father had the same niyme The last line perhaps refes to Poscidon as the ancestor of the Eumolpidac; see Toepir, 1889: p. 30, 
Ocaés sounds very niuch like an object here, on which the name was written. _I¢ defnitely was an object in the Thean phoria; see Deubner, 1932+ pp. 5060,  



that is, probably as part of the investiture ceremony 
his name was written on a tablet and thrown into the 

His role as hierophant is described with the words 
dvaxrépoy i =pog & dpyavais. 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 
Giggara »iv tixo. This and the 
Philostratus uses for his office, rds & dvaxropou curds, 
as well as the remark that other hicrophants were 
better in_euphonia, imply great importance for a 
melodious voice in connection with the functions of 
the hierophant in the Telesterion. Though not equal 
o three of his successors in cuphonia, he surpassed 
many of his predecessors in magnificence, 

aspects of the hicrophant's performance 
which were also evidently no 

He was married at some time in hs life 
Since Philostratus states that he was once an epon. 

and _hoplite  general, “ 
identified him with the C. Cas(sius) Apollonius of 
Steiria who was hoplite general in 158/9 
in 207/8. However, it is suggested below (p. 80, 
10, 10) that the hoplite general and the archon are 
father and son, and that the family belongs to the 
Kerykes.  Oliver® be should be identi. 
fied with the peregrine Apollonius son of Apollonius 
who was a member of the consilium 
Commodus on affairs of the Gerusia in 132 and 183, 
The above interpretation of 1.G., II%, 3811 
indicating that the hierophant was the son of a homon. 
ymous father offers support for Oliver's s 
as far as the patronymic is concerned, but his sugges: 

unimportant at this 

ymous archon Graindor 

and archon 

that advised 

line 12 as 

estion 

tion otherwise cannot be regarded as probable on the 
able However, 1 am in 

clined to agree with Oliver that our Apollonius is the 
sophist honored in 1.G., 1I%, 3812 
inscription (fig. 4) as follows. 

I would edit this 

stavra "Ap[eo 
Mol AroMNwsiou 

0.026m 
vertical stroke of the phi) are taller than those of fines 

1-2 (bt ¢ 
that the name of the man honored did not run on to 

The letters of line 3 (ht., ¢ disregarding the 

0.020 m.) as well as wider, which suggests 

line 3, that is, did not consist of two sizes of letters, 

1922: pp. 215217, 

Pp. 4243, 
16, 1 

Pp. 3435 
Hesperia 36 (19 

. J. and L. Robert, R.EG. 82 (1969 

 Suppl. 8: pp. 281-283; Sarikakis, 1951 

2199, line 7; for the date see Notopoulos, 1949 

p. 451, no. 195. 

HIEROPHANT 

e 

but that only the name of the man’s distinguished pro- 
fession stood centered in line 3. It is in fact centered 
in relation t0 line 1 and so it is reasonable o suppose 
that line 2 should be symmetrical with it also; this can 
be achieved with the restorations of the above text 
We then have room for an abbreviated pracnomen and 
nomen, which would of course rule out Oliver's identi- 
fication. But the restoration ['A 
[v..% 130 is also possible as 

A\Gviov ] Amol\avio- 
[ ymmetrical with 
lines 1 and 3 if its beginning and end extended beyond 
those of line 1. It se 
AroNNévios Eiiuon 
tion 
is mentioned in Z.G., I 
been 

ms impossible to restore 
Boucos Wilhelm's identifica- 

of our Apollonius with P. Aclius Apollonius who 
3688 (init. s. 111 p.) as havin 

basileus, hoplite general, 
epimelete of the gymnasiarchy, and herald of the Are. 
opagus seems doubtful. Possible arguments against 
it are that no embassies are mentioned in ZG., 11 
3688 (but i may have been set up previous to them) 

113, 368 
he identification would presuppose a change of 

of P. Aelius Apollonius or of his 
Aclius Dionysius, who was 

of the family of hierophant no. 20 and the 
s Mamertinus® show that this is a pos 

A more serious argument is the fact 
as lines 13-16 of L.G., 112, 3688 reveal, the ded 
the wife of P. Aclius Apollonius, took pains to 

show that her daughter was of distinguished ancestry 

and that Kirchner's stemma (ad ZG., 

uncle, P, 
the stem 

a daduch (but 

case of Valer 
sible course) 
that 

if the identification is correct, she ignored her 
husband’s sophistic profession which had been in his 
family for some time 

eady dead when Philostratus 
230/1 and 238, was writing, between His incum- 

> 1.G, 11% 3665, 
R.E, 2, col. 121, no. 1; which 

and Bowersock, 1969: p. 133, 
=1 Oliver, 1970: p. 4 lines - 
= For the date ¢f. Bowersock, 

il hav 4 Gordian 

wed by P.ILR3, A, 142 

1969: pp. 6-8. Philo-  



2 CLINTON: THE EL 
beney in all probability before rather than 
after®™ the hierophants with whom Philostratus com- 
pares him and who appear to have held the hiero- 
Phantia in succession, namely, Heracleides, Logimus, 
and Glaucus (who served for a period of nine years and 
a fraction of a year). Thus Apollonius was cither the 
successor of Claudius Hierophant of Marathon or at 
any rate served not long after him 

2. 20 AD, 
Around 220 A.D. a decree was passed by the Demos 

(LG., 112, 1078) regulating details of the ephebes’ 
participation in the escort of the hiera from Eleusis 
to Athens and in the procession of the Mysteries to 

leusis. The end of the decree requests that this be 
made known to the Arcopagus, the Boule of the Fi 
Hundred, the hierophant, and the genos of the Eumol 
pidac. The importance attached to the hicrophant's 
and the Eumolpidac’s knowledge of this decree would 
seem to indicate that they were the ones primarily 
responsible for managing the procession. However, 
the decree also stipulates that the ephebes were to 
receive some Eumolpid funds,* and it may have been 
for this reason, or also for this reason, that the hiero- 
phant and the Eumolpidac had to be specially 
notified 

Ca. 230 AD. 
A decree honoring Ulpius Eubiotus and his sons 

states that they ar 
hierophant and [~ ~]. 

to share in the aiseitiai just as the 

30. ‘Hpaxheisns. 103 
Kayser) 

Philostratus, 11, 20, p. 
In office around 220-230. 

31, Aby.pos 
220230 

Philostratus, ibid. In office around 
He probably succeeded Heracleides. 

Wilhelni suggested that he is the same as the iepes 
Tavayis léowr s (LG, 1%, 
3664). However, a hierophant could not hold a 
priesthood of the Kerykes along with his own. It is 
conceivable that he could have been iepels mavays, 
then switched genos and became a hierophant, but 
there is not an inkling of evidence that it was done in 

this case 

Jou & xai Abyouos ‘A 

32. T ®\Bios Thaios T Aafiov Thaiov 
Philostratus, ibid.; 1., 1I% 3661 

Mapaionios 
(= Oliver, 

" (Bowersock), it follows that the dedic 
Sophists was written before Gordian was 

for 23071 as the terminus post quem see below, p. 81, 
and most recent off 
tion of the Lives of the 

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

For the custom see above, p: 23 
=5 Oliver, 1041 no. 31, line 35, and a copy in Hesperia 32 

(1963): p. 36, no. 27, e 14 
0 Beitrage zur_griechischen. Inschriftenkunde 

p.9 (Wien, 1909), 

EUSINIAN MYS 

Hesperia, Suppl. 8 (1949): p. 
lines 1. Oliver, 0p. cit., p. 2 
3709, lines 10-11 (= Oliver, op. cit., p. 250, no. 2) 
Stemma: Oliver, op. cit., opposite p. 248. In 
office for nine years and part of a tenth, around 
225-235. 

252, no. 3); 3662, 
, no. 4); 

His father, a Roman knight, was procurator of 
Cyprus around 180-2005" 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 (1.G. 
112, 3661)5: “Glaucus, joining a soul of old age t0 a 
body still in its prime, and to beauty of person adding 
the better part, wise self-control, revealed to all man- 
kind the light-bringing rites of Deo for nine years, but 
in the tenth went to the immortals.”  Glaucus ob- 
viously died before reaching old age. 

According to Philostratus his euphonia was much 
better than that of Apollonius. In LG., IF% 3709 
(lines 10-11) he is called “the hierophant from the 
radiant Anactoron,” a description similar to that in 
1., II%, 3661: “he revealed to all mankind the light- 
bringing rites of Deo. 

33. Hierophant. L.G., 1T, 3662 

Either before or after Glaucus. He was the hus- 
band of Glaucus's sister Euryale, eponymous archon, 
sophist, and was commemorated by his wife in LG. 
11% 3662 (= Oliver, Hesperia, Suppl. 8 (1949): p. 253). 

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

34 "Bpdrios. LG, 1I%, 3674, In office after ca. 235 

A base with an epigram was st up in his honor by 
his son Cleadas, who was himself hierophant of a 
Demeter-Kore cult at Lerna* a cult similar to that 
of Eleusis at least in respect {0 the names of some of the 
priesthoods. ~ Cleadas’s name indicates that he was 
an Argive, and Boeckh (C.LG., I, 405) made the 
plausible suggestion that he was born of an Argive 
mother. He is also mentioned in the Palatine An- 
thology (IX., 688) as Aepaiay ddirwr wepuboios opyio- 

s KNens ... dyavis wbois eimarepelns. 
‘The significance of  in line 3 of 1.G., 1% 3674 has 

not been commented upon by any of its editors.  Such 
a dative with dixouas should mean “at the hand of,” 

v 

" Cf. Woloch, 1966: Flavius no. 3éa. 
* The translation is by Oliver, Hesperia Omitted 

here is the very interesting final couplet on death a5 a sahiv b5 
*1922: p. 217, 
® For the cult sce Nilson, Geschichle, 2 p. 354,  



‘” then did 
‘at the 

as in Hard ol oxirreor marpdion  How 
Cleadas receive the hierophantia at Lerna 
hand of" his father? It s 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 

once furnished help in the founding of a 
Mystery cult at Alexandria. Thus Erotius might 
have had a voice in the appointment of a hicrophant 
at Lerna, who turned out to be his own son, eligible 
by virtue of being born of an Argive mother. 

In the epigram of 1.G., 1I%, 3674 Erotius is called 
[KJesporins oogor vos, implying that, like other hiero- 
phants, he too was renowned for his wisdom 

exegets 

35. ‘epogivrrs Zeayipor. LG., II% 2342. Stemma 
Kapetanopoulos, B.C.I1. 92 (1968): pp. 493 

518, Stemma “C." In office in the first half of 
the fourth century 

His name is the culmination of a long gene- 
alogica which is inscribed on a herm and of which only 
the last part is preserved. 
divided into two sections, one section carved on the 
front of the herm and the other on the right side, with 
the genealogical information of one section comple 
menting that of the other. It reveals that his an- 
cestors were, on his mother’s side, the great families 
of the Claudii of Melite (the daduchic house) and the 
Gellii of Delphi and Athens and, on his father's side, 
1 unknown Eumolpid family 

The inscription is actually 

v, 
Eunapius, Lites of the Sopl 

siangrande) 
Boissonade). 

hierophant. In office from 
375 and “not long before 

18 (ed. Mendelssohn) 
s, VII, 3, 1-4, 9, and 

Marinus, Proclus, 28, 
The legitimate 
hefore 355 to at least 

302 

36. Nearipios. Zosimus, 

last 

He was known as a person of great wisdom and as a 
seer. Julian, just before he was elevated to Caesar 
in 355 A.p., heard of the hierophant's wisdom and 
rushed to Athens to be his pupil. But just when 
Julian succeeded in getting to know the hierophant 

well, Constantius conferred on him the rank of Caesar 
and assigned him to Gaul. When he was there he 
summoned the hierophant from Greece, and together 
with him performed rites) known 
only to them 

“some things (i.c 
which according to Eunapius were in 

strumental in influencing Julian to do away with the 
tyranny of Constantius. = After he had done away 
with Constantius, Eunapius adds, he sent the hiero- 
phant back to Greece “as though he were sending off 

1, 11, line 1863 or other examy 
See above, Introduction, The Secret of the Mysteries and 

Christian Writers, 

EROPHANT 3 
2 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. 

Sunapius (X, 8), relating another incident from the 
life of this hierophant, at the time Julian was emperor 
(361-363), fills out the picture already given of him 
as a seer. At this time Prohacresius consulted him, 
having noticed that “the hicrophant was available, 
like the Delphic tripod, to all those secking 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 hicrophant’s prophetic 
powers is recounted by Zosimus, in conncction with 
an incident that took place around 375. In a dream, 
the hicrophant Nestorius, & xelvois rois xpirois 

iepoga rayuiros, nOW iépynpos, foresaw a disaster 
and that Athen’s only salvation lay in doing public 
honor to Achilles. But his proposal was spurned by 
the city officials. Undaunted, he fashioned a statue 
of Achilles in an aediculum and set it beneath the 
statue of Athena in the Parthenon, while reciting the 
appropriate prayer Soon afterwards 
a great carthquake took place and only Athens was 
spared. 

Nestorius was the hieroph 
Eunapius* and although 
writing after the hierophant’s death, he says that “it 
is not lawful (themis) for me to say his name.”  (His 
name, however, is mentioned by Zosimus without any 
reference to hicronymy.) Eunapius states that this 
hierophant was a Eumolpid, and he prophesied to 
Eunapius that “after him a hicrophant would be 
appointed for whom it would not be lawful o touch 
the hicrophantic thrones, since this man would have 
already been consecrated to other gods and would have 
sworn secret oaths not to supervisc other shrines,” and 
he would not even b He also prophe. 
sied that sanctuaries would be razed and pillaged in 
his own time (though evidently not referring to 
Eleusis), and that the Eleusinian sanctuary would end 
itslife before his successor ended his, and his successor 

henceforth live in dishonor, destined neither to 
as hierophant nor_to- reach old The 

prophecy was borne out, Eunapius says, by the fact 
that his successor was from Thespiac and was a zarip 
ris Mdpuaxis, and by the fact that “not long there- 
after” Alaric invaded (396 A.p.). The invasion was 
successful, according to Eunapius, because of the im- 
piety of the blackrobes, and because the “law and 
bond of the hierophantic hesmoi had already been 
broken” (referring presumably to both the illegitimate 
hierophant and the edicts of Theodosius). 

Nestorius was the father or grandfather of Plutarch, 
the Neo-Platonic philosopher who died in 43124 

to both deities, 

nt who initiated (éréhe) 
unapius was certainly 

be an Athenian 

would 

W VIL S, L 
4 For the relation se R. Buetler, R.E. 21 (195 

5. Plutarchos von Athen; of. Oliver, Expounde 
) coll, 962-9 
. . 84  
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According to Marinus (Proclus, 28, p. 22, ed 
Boissonade), who calls him Nestorius the Great, he 
was the author of “Opyia and Oeoupyerh "Ayeyi.? 

ROMAN EMPIRE 
A piece of one side of the acdiculun of the iepogasruis 

Opivos in the 
vertically written inseription ‘lepogérr[ns], of Roman 
date# The throne 
constructed by J. Travlos, who demonstrates on the 

foundation blocks that it was situated in 

Telesterion is preserved and bears the 

and its aediculum have been re- 

close proximity to the entrance of the Anaktoron. 7 

UNKNOWN DATE 
A grave inscription (1.G., 11 

in the sketches of Fauvel as 
Knguris s restored by W 
[TepJogirrns rather than [HpJerayépns.”> No date 

is given for the monument.  The reading ['lepJogdvrns 
seems very unlikely, since hieronymy is nowhere clse 

attested on monuments erected after a hierophant’s 
death 

6400) preserved only 
OPATONS | Avrucpirou 

Peek to read “certainly 

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 whethe 
Antiochus was an Eleusinian hierophant.* 

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 year, and also in regard to 
the duration of the hierophant’s term: iepogdurns oix 
és 700 Blov wivra Grodéberas, Kerd 3¢ ixdarny TeNeriy 
@Nhoré orwy @Nos o s, NauBévwr v 0Ny kal 

That the appointment of a_ hierophant at 
leusis was for life 

concerning Apollonius (no. 29), Glaucus (no. 32), and 
Nestorius (no. 36) and by the fact that no living ex- 
hicrophants are known. 
Apollonius (no. 
onymy 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 

iow aipes 

also indicated by the evidence 

In addition, in the case of 
29) an inscription states that hier- 

This was 

This identification was made by K. Latte, Grom 
b 118, . 1 

6 1G,, 11, 3718, 
114a) 

Preuner, apud Noack (1927 
A date in the Hadrianic period. I 

urth century 1. to the icrophant’s throne, refercnce n the 
see above, p. 20 

Avx.. ", 1950-1951: pp. 1-16 
» “Attische Grabinschriften 1,” 

Akademic der Wissenschaften =u Berlin, Kl 
Literature and Kunst, 4 (1953): no. 26, 

30 CLG, 11, 1918, 
. Oliver, 1.1 

Abkandlungen der Deutsc 
fur Sprachen, 

43 (1950): . 255 

ELEUSINIAN MYS IRIES 

around the end of the second century B.c. (see 
Introduction) 

That the hierophant normally was not a young man 
is clear from a passage of Epictetus in which 

addresses a hypothetical young man who proposes to 
reproduce the Mysteries at a place other than Eleus 
by simply reproducing the sounds uttered by the hier- 
ophant?: oi éafira éxes v o ov epogry, oi iy, of 
arpbian olow dei, ol caviy, oix iNlav, olx Fyrewas Gs 
éscivos. Thus only older men were normally ap- 
pointed, and the evidence for the individual hiero- 
phants indicates that in fact several were of such an 
age: Lacrateides (no. 4) was probably over sixty when 
installed; Amynomachus (no. 12) over fifty; Hiero- 
phant of Hagnous (no. 23) is depicted in a relfef as an 

and Apollonius (no. 24) entered the hiero- 
phantia_on ynpéory and died at about sevent 

The evidence also indicates that s 
were probably less than sixty when they were installed, 
namely, Aristocles of Perithoidai (no. 13) whose term 
of service lasted at least 35 years and Glaucus (no. 32) 
who died after nine years of service while his body 
was “still in its prime.” Apollinarius (no. 26) when 
he assumed office may have been fairly young.  How- 

none of the latter cases justify the assumption 
that any of them were younger than about 43-50 at 
the time of their appointment. In regard to several 
of the other hicrophants, about whose age no precise 
inferences can be drawn, the distinguished c: 
which they had already had by the time they appear 
in inscriptions as hierophants testify that they were 
certainly not young men. In addition, the 
terms of several of the hicrophants of the end of the 
second and the beginning of the third century A.D. 
point to the same conclusion, namely that age was an 
important pre-requisite for appointment t0 the hiero- 
phantia, the importance of it perhaps varying accord- 
ing to the period 

years of age 

not short 

Pausanias (I1, 14, see above) scems to say that one 
of the ways in which the hicrophants of Phlius dif- 
fered from those at Eleusis was that the former could 
marry if they wished. However, many of the hicro- 
phants at Eleusis had children, and so Pausanias's 
testimony raises the question whether they were still 
married or were widowers when serving as hierophants. 
A statement of Hyperides strongly suggests that mas 

riage was permitted in the fourth century p.c 
dedication in honor of Menecleides (no. 13) crected 
by his wife, shows that marriage was not forbidden 
around the end of the scond century 1.c., and a dedi 
cation of the second century A.p. by perhaps®® the 

Areian, Discourses of Epictetus, 111, 
Cited above, p. 21, 
LG, 115 3628. She could not have been a daughter, but it Sible that she was not his wife 

21, 16 (ed. Schenk) 

is po  



   

  

  

         

    
        
     

     
      
       

        

     

     

     
     
        

    
     

      
        

     
   
      
   

  

wife of a hierophant invites criticism of Pausanias’s 
testimony even for his own period. 

Pausanias visited Athens probably shortly before 
the middle of the second century, certainly before 
1601615+ It is possible that at this time the in 
cumbent was not married, and it is also possible that 
the well-known chastity observed by the hicrophant 
during the festival (see below) was a source of con. 
fusion. Though AauBdve 
for marrying, perhaps Pau 

  

  

ywaika is a normal term 
         is using it here simply 

5o that it should be 
closely with xaré 6¢ éxdorny rekeriv. At any rate 
does not mean this, his testimony does not seem to 
be correct on this point. 

to refer to intercourse, taken 

  

MANNER OF APPOINTMENT 
Only four hierophants were close relatives of one 

another: the brothers Amynomachus and Aristocles 
of the second century m.c., and Menecleides and 
Theophemus of the last quarter 

second century B.c., who were father 
small number, in contrast to the relatively large num 
ber of unrelated hierophants, especially those of the 

B.c 150-230 a.n., the two 
periods for which our records are the most complete, 
would lead one to infer that inheritance was not the 
manner of appointment. At the the 
number of related hierophants is large enough to cast 
doubt on allotment as the appointment 
at least for the period after the nC 
Howe 

and the end of the 

er, there is some, though not very stron 
  

dence that allotment may have been used before the 
time of Aristotle* We must conclude that at least 
for the later period hierophants were elected, and 
accordingly, that oce   ionally a family of great pres 
ige and popularity among the Eumolpidac succeeded 

in having more than one of its members clected. In 
terestingly, the predominance of certain families of the 
Eumolpidae in the Jierophantia occurred in the second 

though lengthier predominance of certain familics of 
the Kerykes in the 

and coincides with a somewhat simi   

POLITICAL ACTIVITIES AND SOCIAL POSITION 
Little 

Arc 
f the 

with oligarchs, 
the 

3) was on good term 
is known of the lives hicrophants.     

  

Eurymedon (no. 7) brought suit against Aristotle 
Eurycleides (no. §) was intolerant of philosophic 
witticisms on the Mysteries. The only political 
office attested for hicrophants of the pre-Sullan period 
is service in the Boule (no. 11 and perhaps no. 9) 

In 86/5 and generally 
speaking, it is characteristic of the hicrophants of the 

   hierophant was 

Roman period to be politically very distinguished. 
Frazer ias Des Greeee, pp: (GG 

  

See below, pp. 52-53, 67 

  

HIEROPHANT 45 
Claudius Ocnophilus (no. 18) held nearly every major 
political position, others held several of them. At 
leastthree 18, 24, 29) served as ambassadors, 
two of them to Rome. In at least one case, that of 
Claudius Oenophilus (no. 18), who was probably the 

  

first Athenian equestrian, a_hierophant, before as 
suming office, had had a Roman carcer. Flavius 
Leosthenes  (no. 24), Apollonius (no. 29), and   

Nestorius (no. 36) were on good terms with emperors. 
The hierophant Apollonius (no. 29) was a sophist 

32, 34, 36) were known for their 
e last legitimate hierophant (no. 36) 

achieved renown for his powers of prophecy and magic 
No. 25 was highly praised for his clear thinking and 
courage in the face of hostile attack up 
tuary. Clearly the hierophant in th 
generally person 

  

  

Roman period 
who_enjoyed considerable 

prestige.  Plutarch and Dio Chrysostom relate that 
hicrophantic important and most 

respected priesthood in Athens. 0 It was also highly 
respected in the Classical and Hellenistic period, but 

the was the most 
  

REQUIREMENTS FOR APPOINTMENT 

  

Political and intellectual distinction (at 
Roman period) were undoubtedly very helpful 
fluencing appointment, 
abilities were evidently 
considered a pleasing or melodious voice 

ast in the 
   

  ut religious and ceremonial 
Philostratus 
clgwria) to 

be highly desirable of a hierophant and listed three 
hierophants who had it (nos. 30-32) and a fourth 
0. 29) who was not quite up to them in this respect. 
Epictetus listed 
tial characteristics. 
lemnity, magnificence 

  

 as one of the hierophant's essen   

Philostratus also stressed “so 

INVESTITURE 
Apparently the most important part of the cere- 

mony of installation was the reception of the stro- 
24) 

wve been practically synonymous with 
It was probably 

point during the investiture that the hierophant cast 
ea and became hieronymous. 

Investiture was not restricted to a particular place, 
e of Flavius Leosthenes (no. 24) 

who received the strophion in Rome in the presence of 
Antonius Pis. 

phion; in the case of Flavius Leosthenes (no. 

  

becoming a hierophant. At some 

his former name into the   

  asis shown by the ¢ 

RELIGIOUS COSTUME 
The 

the relief of hierophant no. 
hest evidence for the dress    

in connection with 

    

ve, n. 179. 
the 

2 and Flavius Leosthenes (no. 24) 
The sam of the reception 

1 is attested for other cults; for bibliography sce 
=12 (1960): p. 459, 

  

nd in the 
16. 

  

  

  

    
L. Robert, Helenic         
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which a full discussion of the hierophant’s dress was 
presented. From this relief and literary evidence the 
following picture emerges. The color of his cere- 
monial garment was perhaps purple. The most im- 
portant part of his dress was the strophion, above 
which he customarily wore @ myrtle wreath. His 
hair was probably long by tradition. In addition, 
hierophant no. 23 holds a staff and wears rather fancy 
boots.  Thegeneral impression of 
influenced a speaker in Athenacus to accuse the hiero- 
phant and daduch of imitating the stage 

EMOLUMENTS 
The hicrophant’s primary source of fees was proba- 

bly the initiates ther 5 Though his fee is not 
preserved, one amounting to five obols or more would 
be commensurate with what the priestess of Demeter 
and Kore received. A portion of the proceeds from 
the harvest of the Rarian field was given to him as well 
as to the other priests and priestesses of the cult 
He undoubtedly received also a portion of the 
fices offered during the Mysteries, just as every mem- 
ber of the Eumolpidac did, and perhaps as hierophant 
his portion was greater.® In the time of Acschines 
at least, he probably underwent 4 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 
fiees 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. I 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 Poccile through the 
services of the sacred herald##  He and the genos of 

See above, pp. 10-13 and 26, 
* See above, p. 20, 
Sec above, p. 23, 
Acschines, A gainst Clesiphon, 18 (ed. Blass) 

el vis leplas bredivovs dvas ehebes & ruos, el NN iins dsarras 
s cixis brip dudn xpbs 7ol Db cxoudoons, e o 

ipe uisos Nawbiverras el 
 lile, i el s 78 o, Bipokidas kel Kipuxas sal 7ois Dhavs Grasras, 

£ For the offcial sce Geagan, 1967 p. 136, 
£ See the quotation from Epictetus cited above, p. 44; also Julian, Oratio V, 173c-d (ed. Hertlein), where the custom s 

Somewhat exaggerated, the impression being given that it was 
not imited to the time of the festival, 

“ Lsocrates, Panegyicus, 157 (ed. Blass): Eouokeisas it ral 
Kipuces i 77 reher 7w praplan i 7 T s e rois Ao 
Bapfipos dlycots 7 lepin Goxep 7ois rbpoctvors ~pouroptions, 
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the E 
for the direction of the procession®®*; 
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 " 

As s title indicates, he showed the hiera to the 
initiates.* The hiera 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 (\eyéuera) to the assembled initiates. 7 
And a very important part of his speaking was done 
within the Anactoron: Philostratus uses ai & dvaxripoy 
oral as a synonym for the hicrophantia. 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 dvaxrépoy & Tpogavivra i 
& épyeais, 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 I 
portant part of the festival at this point. 

molpidac were perhaps primarily responsible 
he and the 

It is clear from a scholion to Aristophanes’ Frogs (line 369) and 
a comment by Suctonius that by Eumolpidae and Kerykes 
Tsocrates probably had in mind the hierophant, daduch, and 
sacred herald. The scholion reads: =apd iy o upogdrron ol 
gdotau spipinow v iv 73 oy orof. Suctoniue’s remark, 
Nero, 34 is cited below, p. 78, where the priests’ role in the 
Prorrhesis s discussed. 

 See above, p. 42 
See above, pp. 35-36. 
Concerning the difficulty of interpreting the testimonia of 

Christian sources, which is not attempted here, see above, Intro- 
duction, The Secret of the Mysteries and Christian Writers, 
Proceedings in the Telesterion which do not refer specifically o 
the hierophant are omitted here 

# Also 50 indicated in the charge brought against Alcibiades, Plutarch, Alcibiades, 22 and Pseudo-Lysias, Against Andocides, 
SL.This is ignored by Kerenyi, Eleusis, Archetypal Tnage of 
Mother and Daughter (New York, 1967), . 90, who proposes 
rather strange theory : “strictly spealking, hicrophantes means not e who ‘shows the holy things'that would have to be called nierodeiktes in Greek—but ‘he who makes them appear, phai He has a severdly limited notion of this verb. 

=@ Aclian, Varia Historia, fragment 10; cf. above, n. 206, 
" See above the hierophants nos. 25, 29, 32, References by Sopater to_the voice of the hierophant imply that it was an essential part of the nitiation rite (Rhelores Graecae, ed. C. Walz, VIIL, p. 123, line 3) 

4 PoeudorL. 
Secc above in conneetion with the hicrophant Apollonius (n0. 29) 

7 The light is mentioned also in: 1.G., I1%, 4058; Pl Progress in_ Virtue, 8le (who is presumably ‘referring to. the Eleusinian Mysteries); Dio Cheysostom, Oratio X11, 35, p. 163, Vol. I ed. von Arnim) (¢hough it is not clear that he i refering specifically (o Eleusis). For a full discussion of the fight see O. Rubensohn, Jarbuch 70 (1955): pp. $4-49; on the intelicctual illumination of the Mysteries sce P. Boyancé, R.EG. 75 (1962 pp. 460473,  



Having emerged from the Anactoron, the hiero 
phant was assisted by the hierophantids in showing 
the hiera. ™ Perhaps at this point he walked around 
the Telesterion, revealing the Jiera 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 

Other duties in connection with the Maysterics in 
cluded writing the speeches of the spondophoroi™ In 
most of his religious dutics he could normally rely on 

assistance from  the enthusiastic 
Eumolpidac. 

He had a part also in the celebration of the Cala- 
maea®™ and the Proerosia,** the only other festivals 
at Eleusis with which any evidence connects him. 
Around the end of the fourth century b.c. he wentasa 
member of a delegation from the Eleusinian sanc- 
tuary, i.c., he and the “priestesses from Eleusis,” to 
the festival of the Pyanopsia Only 
are his associates also in the Calamaca, 

During the panegyris of the Mysteries he and a 
group of “appointed men use of 
proper weights and measures, according to a law issued 
around the end of the second century B.C. 

supervised the 

1L DADUCH (Adiotzoc) 
So far as is known, the daduchs were always drawn 

from the genos of the Kerykes.! 

1. KahNas (11 "Maresifer. Scholion to 
Aristophanes, Clouds, line 64; Plutarch, Aristides 

and 25 all other prosopographical refer- 
ences and further discussion sce P.d., 7825; D, 
MacDowell Mysteries (Oxford 

visou (1 

For 

Andocides, On the 

VII, General Remarks, 
20 and 44 

On the Gods, F. Gr. His 
phrase’ xaMospbron .. Aaubrepos in Pindar, 
Jines 34 probably does not refer to this: it refe 
of Demeter as she searches for her daughter 
E. Thummer, Pindar, Die Ithmische Gedichie (Heidelber 
1969) 2: p. 116, ad. foc.; but B. Morcux (R.EG. 83 [1970. 
pp. 1-14) discusies the various interpretations of xahsospérov and 

it refers to the instruments used in the cult of the 
d to thecult of Demete 

Se below, cha 
ve, pp. 

Apollodorus, 248, F110b. The 
Tsthmian_ V11, 

to the shricking 

believes that 
Great Mother, Cybele, 
 Thebes. 

See abx 
* In regard to.the Sophist, p. 91, ed. Kayser) sa 

E\asives pordrr Neirpts lioo 
dered by the Exmolpidac 

11%, 949, line 10; of. above, p. 2 
above, p. 22 

" See above, p. 22 
" 16 

= See above, py 
' The clarest statement of this 

Hleusinian Oration, 4 (ed. Keil 
ade by Aclius Aristides, 
all other evidence i 
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1962), p. 10 and append. L. (stemma); J. K. Davies 
Athenian Propertied Families, 600-300 B.C. (Oxford, 
1971), pp. 258-261. For his deme sce D. Lewis, 
B.S.A. 50 (1955): pp. 13-14 and B. D. Meritt 
Hesperia 5 (1936): p. 410. In office from 490 B.c 
or earlicr to 446/5 or later 
To the battle of Marathon Callias is said to have 

come dressed in his priestly garb (& 73 iep o7oNg), and 
to have fought honorably.* He and his family, which 
included Aristides, his cousin, were quite prominent 
Dedications he erccted on the Acropolis still survive, 
one of which was perhaps a statue in honor of his vic- 
tories in the Olympian games. 

His service to the Mysteries as daduch was evi- 
no impediment to his undertaking several 

important services for the state.  When well advanced 
in years, he took part in the embassy of 449/8 to King 
Artaxerxes, which resulted in the alleged Peace of 
Callias, and he is last heard of as one of the two men 
who negotiated the Thirty Years' Truce with Sparta 
in 446/5 (he was also Sparta’s provenos). He was 

renowned for his wealth. By his con 
temporaries he was considered movoiiraros "Abyvaiay; 
by the comic poets he was nicknamed Aaxkérhovros. 
One explanation of the nickname is given in an anec- 
dote related by Plutarch. According to him Callias 
was Gubraos dlpimar kel Tapasoudraros, and after the 
pattle of Marathon some barbarian, “thinking him a 

king because of his long hair (souf) and headband 
(rpéuon), bowed to the ground before him, took him 
by the hand and showed him a heap of gold buried in 
a pit;” he then allegedly killed this man and took the 
gold.” But the story has too many comic elements to 
be taken seriously; Plutarch probably relied heavily 
on the comedians in this instance, and his account is 
further suspect in that he seems to like to make a nice 
contrast between the wealth and vice of Callias and 
the virtue and poverty of his cousin Aristides. Other 

versions relate just that he found a cache of gold left 
behind by the Persians.t 

As a soldier in the battle of Marathon he may have 
wanted to demonstrate, by wearing his religious cos- 
tume (iepd oroh), that he was there also as a priest. 
perhaps regarding himself as acting in defense of not 
only Athens but also the Mysteries and the sanctuary 
of Demeter and Kore, which were intimately bound 
up with Athenian life 

There has been some debate as to whether the son 
of Callias, and re- 
latedly, whether the office of daduch was hereditary 
in this family, whose known history extends from 

dently 

Hipponicus, was also a daduch, 

rly sixth century to Hipponicus Phacnippus® in the e 
Plutarch, Aristides, 53 scholion to' Aristophancs, 

Jine 64 
A. Raubitschek, Dedications or 

111 and 136; . Davies, p. cit, 1 
F.Gr. Hist, 103, F13 and Suda, 5. 
P.A, 7835,  
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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 centurics, when a 
Callias alternated with an Hipponicus.” Foucart’s 
objections are that only two daduchs arc attested with 
certainty as coming from this family, Callias (I1) and 
his grandson Callias (I11), 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 (1) and father of Callias (I11), the 
necessary link for proving any heredity at all, was in 
fact a daduch. The evidence traditionally cited to 
prove that Hipponicus was a daduch is a state 
ment of Andocides (115): “And once his father (ic., 
the father of Callias I11), Hipponicus, expounded 
(#nyigaro) 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- 
pidact; it cannot be interpreted, as Foucart correctly 
maintains, to mean necessarily that Hipponicus was a 
daduch at the time he performed illegitimate exegesis. 
Callias (111), 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 
mhougiraros 7 BNV, 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- 

ation 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 s not impossible that “recently” (wor) 
could refer to an event more than thirtcen years 
before, I think this tends to favor the position that 
Hipponicus was not a daduch. 

©1G., 11, 4680. He was connected with this family by D. M. 
Lewis, loc. cit, 

7Soalso most recently MacDowell loc. cit. and Davies, op.cit, 
p. 269 (which appeared after my discussion was written). For 
bibliography sce Foucart, 1914: p. 191, n. 2. 

¥ Cf. Ofiver, Espounders, p. 21, and below p. 91 
* Oliver, oc. cit, and below pp. 90-91 
 Lysias, XIX, '48; for the date of this speech see F. Blass, Aische Beredsamkeit 1 p. S31. Athenaeus (5, 218b-c) infers 

that Hipponicus died ca. 422, probably wrongly since the date is 
in great disagreement with the direct evidence of Lysias 

SINIAN MYSTERIES [rRaxs. AMER, P soc 
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 Pythodorusi They were probably 
not members of this family, as these names do not 
occur anywhere in the family's stemma; but much 
more significantly, in 350/49 neither Callias (IV) 
whose akme was around 355 nor his father Hipponicus 
whose akme was around 388 were cither of them the 
incumbent daduch ; nor was Hipponicus (IV) whose 
akme was around 322 the incumbent daduch in 302. 
So, unless Hicrocleides and Pythodorus came from 
a related branch or branches, this family was not in 
control of the office of daduch in the second half of the 
fourth century. We must conclude that the office of 
daduch was not hereditary in this family throughout 
its known history and that there is no firm evidence 
that it was so even at any one time in its history 

Between the incumbencies of Callias (I1) and Callias 
(I11) at least one daduch held offce. 

AROUND THE MIDDLE OF FIFTH CENTURY 
A representation of the iepi oroh 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 sinian 
grave! A bearded man of mature age is shown 

, with a torch marching, barefoot, in a solemn mann: 
in each hand, and he is followed by a 
(with myrdle) and holding a myrtle-staff.: 
daduch’s long hair flows down his back and is bound 
on his head by the strophion, which scems to cover a 
wreath probably of myrtlet His garments are quite 
regal. A chiton reaches to midway between the knee 
and ankle, with a row of decorative dots, probably 
embroidered, circling the garment slightly above the 
hem. A heavier garment, apparently an iresdirns, 
decorated with small circles scattered all over, is worn 
over the chiton and reaches to just above the knees; 
it is bound about the waist with a decorated sash. 
Both the chiton and the cpendytes are sl 
stolelike chlamydion passes around h 
ends come down in front of his chest, pass under the 
sash, and terminate just below the hem of the epen- 
dytes. Considering the_figure’s royal bearing and 
splendid_garments, the joke about a barbarian m 
taking him for a king is graphically clear." 

veless. A 

1 See below, daduchs, nos. 3 and 4, 
5K, Kourouniotes, 

7, op. 223 
Painters, p. 10 

= For the myrtie-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; sce above, p. 33, The object between his hair and the back of the strophion has not been explained. 
* Kourouniotes interprets a torch-bearing figure on the neck of a blackfigure loutrophoros (Metzger, 1965 p. 28, 10. 66) as a 

woiari Agiovxia,” 'Apx. 'Eg 
. 43 f. . P. Beasley, Atic Red-Figure Vase  



Ca. 416 B.C. 
In LG., I%, 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 pricsts than as the chief ad- 
ministrators of the sanctuary, the 

molpidae and the Kerykes, 
representatives of 

the I 

415 B.C 
The office of daduch was involved in the accusation 

of Alcibiades for impiety in this year. The charge 
was that Alcibiades called himself hierophant, Puly- 
tion daduch, and Phegaia_herald. 
The daduch was certainly among the priests and 
priestesses of Eleusis who cursed Alcibiades in 415 
and who had to rescind their curse in 408 (see above, 
pp. 15-16). Callias (no. 2) may well have been the 
daduch at this time. It is int 
Alcibiades had been on very bad terms concerning 
Hipparete, Callias's sister, whom Alcibiades married 
sometime before 42417 According to Pseudo-Ando- 
cides they quarreled over her dowry, Aleibiades in- 
sisting that another ten talents were owing to him at 
the birth of their first child.’® Alcibiades also mis- 
treated Hipparete in various ways, to such an extent 
that at one time she tried, 
him. ~ Alcibiades was also said to have planned the 
assassination of Callias in order to acquire his wealth, 
which forced Callias to make over his property to the 
state in the event that he died without an heir 

Whether daduch or not at this time, Callias was 
certainly an influential member of the Kerykes, and 
this fact provides additional background for Thucy 

statement!® the Eumolpidac and the 
Kerykes were opposed to the recall of Alcibiades in 

Theodorus  of 

sting that he and 

unsuccessfully, o divorce 

daduch, but thisis uncertain: the figure's hair is short, the upper 
half of the head is not preserved, and the dress is very diferent 
from that of the figure just described (which of course may be 
explained by the difference in period) s the 
“daduch” on a red-figure skyphos in Brussel 
Antiguorum, Belgique, fase. 2, pl. 18, no. 1 

p. 661, no. 86; photograph also in Kerenyi, 
Metzger, 1065 pl. 13/1 and 2). The scene has to do with the 
initiation of Heracles into.the Mysterics; both he and another 

ure Hold my A long-haired bearded man standing 
between them, the “daduch,” holds a torch in cach hand and s 

about to hand them over, simultancously it seems, to each man. 
However, the garments of the “daduch” are quite differen from 
those of the dadiich on the Eleusis stamnos; morcover, he is 
wearing only a myrte « man could 
simply be a mystagogos handing two niysta torches in prepara. 
tion for the procession or the ceremonies at Eleusis, 

* Plutareh, Alcibiades, 22, 
Pecudo-Andocides, 

8 [bid. and Plutarch, op. cit, 8 
VI, 55,2 

Also uncertain 
(Corpus ¥ 
Beazley, op. ci 
1967: p. 78 and 

wn, no strophion. The 
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408. In addition to the affront they received (o 
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 

KaX\ias (III) ‘Trzovixow (1) Adwresifer. Ando- 
cides, On the Mysteries (ed. MacDowell), 112 and 
124-127; Xenophon, Hellenica, V1, 3, 2-6; Ari~ 
stotle, Rietorica, 1405a, 20, For all other prosopo- 
graphical references sce P.A., 7826, MacDowell, 
op. cit., pp. 10-11 and append. L (stemma), and 
Davies, op. cit., pp. 262-263. _In office from some 
time before 400 to at least 371. Born about 450 
and still alive in 371 

in Athens, and on some occasions held positions in the 
s general in 391/0 in the 

Corinthian War, and also went three times as envoy 
to Sparta.® 
and the speech he gave at that time to the Lacedac- 
monians is summarized by Xenophon?®; in it he refers 
to the EJ and to the civilizing 
mission_of Triptolemus among the Peloponnesians. 
He dedicated or\eyyies éirperar on Delos,® perhaps, 
as Schaeffer® believes, when he was an dpxdispos. 
Very wnd intellectual affairs, he 
lavished large amounts of money on the Sophists, and 
in his house were held Plato's Protagoras and Xeno- 
phon's Symposium. His luxurious living, parodied 
by Eupolis in 421 in the Flatlerers, was a source of 
frequent_comment. He also for dissi- 
pating his personal wealth, at one time among the 
reatest in Greece, 50 that by 387 he had only two 

talents (while his grandfather's wealth amounted at 
one to two hundred talents)* and near the 
end of his life he could be called “the beggar priest 
(unrpayipras). His tumultuous marital life is amply 
described by Andocides; it had, apparently 
do with why he brought Andocides to trial in 400. 

this trial Andocides refers to 
yauei ués Toxouéxov Boyarépar 

rairy 68 owowioas oid’ inaurdy Tiv urrépa airis ihae, kat 
doren oxer\draros dvlploman Ti wnpl kel 77 

oyarp s Myrpis kel i Ovyarpss. 1f An- 
docides is accurate here, Callias was already daduch 
at the time he was living with these two women, there- 
fore sometime before 400, though it is uncertain 

Like his ancestors, he was a very prominent 

His last mission as envoy was in 3 

leusinian Mysteries 

time 

much to 

In his speech at 
Callias as a “priest’”* 

iepeis 

» He was also prosenos for Sparta. 471 
wica, loc. cit. He 

s to be identified with. the Callias of 
10 (1941): no. 1, line 64 
51, 113, 1638, lines 44-45; 1610, lines 6-7, 

1653, lines 6-7. 
R.E, 4 col. 2477, lines 47-53. 

#Lysias, XIX, 48; for the date see F. Bla 
ket L p. 531 

0p e, 124 

n alive in 367/6 if he 
Nlopeke in Hesperi 

1652, lines 9-10; 

Atische Beredsan  
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exactly how long before. We also learn that som 
time after his double cohabitation with these women 
again before 400, he held another priesthood 
tancously : as the priest of his phratry he was officiating 
when the relatives of Chrysilla, one of the women he 
was living with (4 Mrap) tried to introduce into b 
phratry the child that she conceived by him. 

352 B.C. 
The decree of 352 concerning the Sacred Orgas 

(G., 11%, 204) mentions the daduch as the represent 
tive of the Kerykes, who together with the hierophant 
the representative of the Eumolpida, was requested 
o p administrative func 
to the implementation of this decree.” However, in 

line arrangements for a_sacrifice are de 
seribed, the hierophant’s associate is not the daduch 
but the priestess of Demeter, which shows that as a 
religious representative of the sanctuary of Demeter 
and Kore he was less important than the priestess. 

form some 

58, where 

“Leporeiins. Didymi de Demosthene Commenta, edd. 
H. Dichls and W. Schubart (Leipzig, 1904), col 
13, lines 41-58, and col. 14 In office in 350/49. 
The affair of the Sacred Orgas, described above, was 

finally settled in 350/49 through the arbitration of the 
hierophant Lacrateides and the daduch Hierocleides. 

2978 
The daduch possessed a house in the Eleusinian 

sanctuary in 329/8 according to LG., 11, 1672, line 
305, which records an expenditure for wood for the 
“doors of the priestess and the daduch. 

4. Mubidupos. Plutarch, Demelrius, 26. P.A., 12394 
In office in 302 
He was daduch in 302 when Demetrius Poliorcetes 

was initiated into the Mysteries, Demetrius wanted 
to complete all stages of initiation, the Lesser Mys- 

THE ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES 
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 fulfllment 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 ¢ chion Anthe- 
sterion, and then to celebrate the Lesser Myster 
and after their celebration it was decreed to call 
Munychion Boedromion, and the Greater Mysteries 
were held. It is interesting that no resistance was 
offered by the hicrophant: Plutarch explicitly states 
that Pythodorus was the only one who dared to refuse. 

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

Between the end of the third century and the end 
of the first century before Christ exactly ten daduchs 
held office, and their names and exact order of succes- 
sion are known. The information is contained in a 
decrec® passed in the of the archonship of 
Apolexis (20/19) which honors the daduch Themi- 
stocles son of Theophrastus of Hagnous. It states 
that Themistocles “received his cyéseca and from this 
dyivaa_the priesthood itself, in succession, 
father Theophrastus and from” eight other ancestors, 
the earliest of whom was Leontius of Acharnae, who 
lived around the end of the third century (for the 
stemma see below p. 58). These names were appar- 
ently taken from a register; for, after mentioning the 
ten daduchs in succession, the decree states: “and 
before all of these, Hermotimus and Hierocleides were 
daduchs before the registering (daypagi) of the 
Kerykes on the tablet 

Since this important decree will be cited frequently 

from his 

in the discussion to come, a new edition is presented 
here, incorporating corrections made from a study 
of the stone. 

Decree Honoring Daduch Themistocles 

Acyadi rixne i Boukis kal 7o shuoTo 700 
=i "Awokitiios Gpxovros éxn[i] 7is 1T 

AfCaier €] 
[s wirns 7ov] 

e R 
i e *Alegrapivos dexérn loripas, 

Oirpa 

Tvid, 124 Sce lbove, pp- 17-18. 
#See above, p. 17, n. 44 

» Published by 1. Threpsiades apud. K. 
published by P. Roussel, 1954: pp. $19-831. C 
(1933): pp. 228-29. 

210 1s suggested by Notopoulos, Hesperia 18 (1949 
B.CH. 90 (1966): pp. 93-100. But ihis date is bas 

s time; sec Dinsmoor, Hesperia 30 (1961): p. 194, 
Which was originally suggested by Dinsmoor 

P12, o 

ENaowiach 1 (1932 
of the text of Threpsiades were al 

ote 40, with bibliography 

PP 223236 (with photograph), and re- 
o made by K. Vallois, R.E.d. 35 

owed by O, Reinmuth, Hesperia 34 pp. 271272, and 
Fotation of secretaries the existence of which i not attested for 

e s no reason o favor 21/0 over 20/19,  



Vo o4, 1. 3, 1974] DADUCH 

Ser Mirbiedos artpov Beperuions xal auumpbedpoli*] 
Aulruos Awblopon ‘Aauels etrer irwip & of xaraora[tir] 
res dipes i 700 Kpin yévous werd 705 ext ol ic] 
plas "Erwpérovs 700 Ka\uuéxo Aeusoroias xai 707 wy[p] 
wbpou xal lepéas v Xapirwy el 7is 'Apréucios 7is 'Ercnlup] 
vibias Acorriou rob Tepxov Kngl[e hotia, kal 705 Kipusos 

aiv Oeaiv Awowsiov 700 Anuoapéros HaNhics, xal 707 
wavayois wipusos Oeogidou 707 Mesespdzous XoMnelson, x[al] 
700 lepéus o0 ‘Epuot 700 Ilarpdou kal kipucos 707 'AréNNas 
o8 Iiou Topyirmou 7ab Eiduov Mekeréas, kai 7o Ao 
700 iepos Niou Kal lepés Auds 'Opiou ke "Afnvis ‘Opias xad Tlo 
abiavos Tlpoo (8)arkrmpion xal Tosasiros Oeuehoiyor 
Aunfion 700 Kheouisous Mapatvion, xal 76 “Turaywys 
Apiarobiuo 700 'Apyeion Tpuopusiov, Mession ) "Acnikas, (3] 

uovos ) Meherés, Ausrfeluos Auwbipon ‘ANaucis, "AmoNntes 
*Ame\Nuvos & Olou, Anpoxcpns Meviipon Afnmls, 
i ke Aok of Awhiovs Mekrreis, "Apxirouos ) 

Ocuaronkis Zaordiovs ‘Aysoimios, Awrvobiepos ) Aepalic] 
s, Koxnoias Akavros AlEareis, AroNNdnos Krnauhio 
*AxalpJpets, Anuérrparos Auoiov ahhvels, Topostions T 
uipxalu] Knelekotcis, Mévavipos Anoxcpovs "Atyais, "ApiarLac] 
XCuJos "Auaion " Avagiaros, Sogoris Bedrou Sowiels 7(6] 
2Lt 8¢ Atonuaosipon Aapaiiorov, "logiw Awomaoidpov Acpla] 
uorns, "ANégavipos "Ayadoehiovs Aevwovocis, Eigpor ) Map[a] 
mos, [=Jeheuwos Anuion ‘ANases, Musicr Fhoxpicrous Tupauel s 
momaueror wpos 7o bion mpboodor iuarifovow 7oy dali] 
oixor Oequaroxkiy dauiobxov Oeogpiaros ‘Ayvolaos dpers 

xali] ey [lveias iagiporra i wvon 7ov éavrob low wapéxeatas 
*[\Jelorns auov ris, @G kal 7 adouyiar irepoxi 

7iv el Jo & duadoxis wapd 

[KJneleliaoiipon irizarros ¢ Oeuarordiors To7 

ovxiar, xal Aco 

emivres Byoron e kel ‘lepoehelons nal "Avriciy karé  
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60 Nov rov xaupb Tal kel keflpupivas Taph Tais Beals abrais ixd 
[+es ivapyeis doraow arodiis, 7 

64 wv éniysaw kel Tiy Gnow toxmns 
@ epl 7 

i pbvov & 7is Tepl 

« 6¢ mpirrovra vis 700 v 
oo qude airi rexal és[é] 

raro(i] 
ofi] 

s yeyonias éxl ToNNds yereds airi daidovyias, iMN xal Tils] 
mepli] abriv vedorl[c 

. Java saserpixtis & CINY) 

IGNIFICANT CORRECTIONS 
Restorations are by Kourouniotes except for one 

of my own (see below) and the following by Roussel: 
avirns end of line 2, raraora[dévJres lines 
(with Vallois) line 35 (now confirmed), [rap’ |5\ Jov 
lines 59-60 (now confirmed except for division); in 
addition, he read in lines 54-55 ypauuareior yemférres 
ayoror iy xrh.(now confirmed) instead of Kou- 
rouniotes’ ypauuareior [ol] 

(6] o 

yembivres 
In line 17 he and Vallois read Iposgarnpion, but the 
fifth letter as inscribed is definitely a rho. 

vois Auiw K7\ 

In lines 
ap| xos] and Roussel 

*Apuo (6| paxJos, neither of which is possible; the cor- 
rect name is *Apigr[alx[uJos. Sundwall (V.P.A., p. 
12) gives a stemma of this family, and the only known 
member of it who appears appropriate for Aristacch- 

Kourouniotes read "Apio 

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 sy and in Kneuwsiopos and 
neunais, @ was written and then the ¢ was crased. 

This erasure is in fact so regular that it has to be re- 
stored in line 44 where there is space for it. Toward 
the end of the document (lines 60-64) the letterer 

-ompensated for this bad habit by not inscribing 
a correct epsilon in three words. 

DISCUSSION 

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

were appointed. There 
Poucart® held that they 

were appointed from the genos by lot from a very 
limited number of candidates, Tocpfler® held that on 
the death of the incumbent the oldest member of the 

1., 1T, 1039, fragment 1, line 2 
‘poulos, Hesperia 18 (1949): pp. 24 
1914 pp. 168-169, 192-193, 

attributed to Aristotle (see below). 
#1889: pp. 89-90. 

for the date sce Noto 

This is based on a statement 

v ixdhesapivier warpisy (o] 
ypacis Enriees ToMNa [xai] 

N rorg ~Jiv mpooioraas [ 

family succeeded, and Dittenberger® held that the 
dadouchia was inherited “by generations,” as in the 
priesthood of Poscidon at Halicarnassus.®  According 
10 our decree, Themistocles “reccived the priesthood 

rapengbra Tiv iepesivmy &y duadoxis).” 
It was, therefore, certainly not alloted. The stemma 
(see below, p. 58) shows that it passed several times 
from father to son: from Philistides of Hagnous to 
his son; from Leontius (no. 7) of Acharnae to his son, 

randson; and from Themistocles 
How- 

14) and 
e of a 

grandson, and great 
(no. 14) of Ha 
ever, only in the case of Themistocles (no. 
his son and grandson, and in one other 

nous to his son and grandson 

father and son,* was there no intervening incumbent 
between father and son; that is, in most cases father 
and son did not succeed one another directly. Philis- 

tides of Hagnous intervened between Leontius (no. 7) 
of Acharnae and his son; and Philistides’ son inter- 
vened between Leontius's son and grandson.  In other 
Words, for the first six members in this line of succes- 
sion the office passed back and forth between these 
two families, the family from Hagnous and the family 
from Acharnae. The seventh member of the succes- 
sion (who was of the family from Acharnac) 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 dadouchix 
then reverted to the family from Hagnous and re- 
mained there, passing directly from father to son, for 
four generations.” (It also happened that the two 
families were joined by a marriage-tie in the same 
generation that the dadouchia reverted permanently 
to the family from Hagnous, but it is not known 
whether the families were previously related.) Thus 

 Hermes 20 (1885): pp. 24-25. 
5.1.63, 1020 
Xenoces and Sophocles (I11) of Acharnae 

e discrepancy between this number and the five genera: 
tions appearing on’ Kirchner's stemma, 1.6 
plained below  



it appears that at this time the succession was nor- 
mally inherited from father to son, but, at least at 
this time, two families were involved. The reason 
for the rotation from one family to the other in a 
particular case is not known with certainty; a work- 
able hypothesis is that it had something to do with 
seniority.** If the son of the incumbent daduch was 
not old enough when his father died, or was not as 
old as a suitable descendant of a daduch of the other 
family, or was otherwise unqualified, he would be 
passed over in favor of the candidate from the other 
family. But when the one family died out (if that is 
what happened), the dadouchia remained in the other 
family, there evidently being no longer any need to 
rotate the office with another family. _As long as the 
two families were capable of providing candidates, 
there probably was an understanding between them 
that the most suitable (often perhaps the oldest) 
candidate available from either family would succeed 
to the office; seems, the family from 
Acharnae could no longer provide candidates, the 
office naturally remained solely within the domain 
of the family And then no other 
Kerykes' family gained access to the office until four 

after which time it became the 
prerogative of a difierent family 

The connection of this new family 
Acharnae is not entirely clear 

but when, as it 

from Hagnous. 

generations passed 
exclusive 
deme was Melite 
with the family from 
(see below, p. 58). 

A statement has been attributed to Aristotle (Afh. 
Pol., fragment 5, ed. Oppermann) that priesthood 
belonging to the g ppointed 
by lot.» However, it is not completely certain that 
it was he who said this. The statement occurs in the 
entry for yer in the Lexicon of Patmos. The 
entry first describes the pre-Cleisthenic system of 
phylai and gene, and concludes with: kel yéos &ao 
Gvdpas elxe Tpuiorra ois ds T Yém rerayuésors, 

ai ispuoivas {al 
Etpokrias kel Kiy 

" Adpalas 

nos of the Kerykes were 

ewirar iadobrro, (i) G ixdaros 
Tposiikovsa éNpoliro, ooy 

ioropei & 70 
and here follows what is in- 

Aristotle. This 

Ercofovrédas, s 
Apwororéhns Aeya 

tended as a direct quotation from 
quotation gives essentially the same information as 
was given in the preceding description but without any 

ion of pricsthoods or their manner of appoint 
ment. So the statement that gentile priesthoods were 
appointed by lot may come from a different source. 
If indeed it is from Aristotle, it would have to apply 
in the case of daduchs, only to the period before or 
around his time; for the lot was certainly no longer 

the principle of selection of daduchs and, as it seems, 
Itis of hierophants by the end of the third century 

possible that the statement refers to lesser priests 
from these gene 

" Cf. Rousse, op 

DADUCH 

5. ‘Boubruos. Decree for Themistocles, above, 
53. In office sometime before the end of the third 
century 
The decree honoring Themistocles mentions that, 

before the ten daduchs who succeeded one another, 
Hermotimus and Hierocleides served as daduchs, 
but does not make clear the relation of these o the 
ten, either whether they were of the same families as 
the ten, or whether they directly preceded the ten, 
or even whether they directly succeeded one another. 
Nor can one be sure that Hermotimus preceded Hiero- 
cleides. Since the first of the ten successive daduchs, 
Leontius, has his akme around the end of the third 
century, Hermotimus and Hicrocleides can be as- 
signed to before this time 

6. ‘leposheiins. Above, p. 51, line 3. In office some- 
time before the end of the third century 

It is not known whether he came before or after 
Hermotimus 

7. Adsvrios "Axapreis.  Above, p. 51, line 51; Pausanias, 
1,37, 1. Stemma: below, p. 58. P.A., 9111, In 
office around the beginning of the second century 
I is not known whether he direetly succeeded Her- 

motimus or Hicrocleides, or whether other daduchs 
intervened. By a fault of transmission in the manu- 
script of Pausanias his name was changed to Atur 
8. 'Avrigir. Above, p. 51, lines 49-51. Stemma 

below, p. 58. In office around the beginning of 
the second century, directly succeeding Leontius 

of Acharnae. 
of Hagnous. 

ed in the in- 
Antiphon was succeeded by Philistides 

His relationship to Philistides is expres 
Avruginros, B i i & dveuin 

dvein mai 
variously interpreted. ~ Threpsiades® understood it to 
mean that Antiphon was “the son of a fir 
of Philistides, and Roussells% interpretation is that 
Antiphon was the son of a_sister of Philistides. 
Roussel is certainly wrong ibekgudots or wais 

sekon) are the only attested designations 
for “niephew” at this period.  Threpsi 5 
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. The 
ever A. R. Harrison has found that dvefuds 
apparently can also mean “first cousin once removed,” 
and dveiop can mean “second 
cousin.” He notes that in the speech of Isaeus On 
the Estate of Hagnias Theopompus describes himself 

scription as follows 
malday yeyonis Polaariine » has been 

des’ interpret 

is, how- 
a solution. 

ccordingly 

0p. cit, p. 234 0. cit p. 830.  
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as a rais dvefeod to Hagnias when in fact he was a son 
of a cousin of Hagnias's father, viz., a second cousin 
of Hagnias; and in the specch of Pseudo-Demosthenes 
Against Macarlatus (49) dvepués is also used in the same. 
way.# Hence, our passage can be interpreted as 
stating that Antiphon was related to Philistides as a 

without revealing whether on the pa- 
ternal or maternal side. In this case Antiphon and 
Philistides would both be in the same ion, and 
so the unlikelihood that a man many years younger 
than Philistides was his predecessor in the dadouchia 
is removed. 

Antiphon was altar-priest before becoming daduc 
at which time he evidently relinquished the altar- 
priesthood. Others in his family (viz., Philistides 
and Philoxenides) followed the same course. 

9. drions “Aywolus. Above, p. 51, line 46, 
Stemma: below, p. 58. In office around the 
beginning of the second century, directly suc- 
ceeding Antiphon. 
Like Antiphon, he served first as altar-priest and 

then as daduch. 

10. Zocois (1) Ao Above, p. 5 
lines 45 and 5 fine 7; 

I, 37, 1. Stemma: below, p. 58. In office in 
the first half of the second century, directly suc- 
ceeding Philistides. 

The name of this man s perhaps to be restored in a 
list of bouleutai of the tribe Oeneis, dated to the 
beginning of the second century®; second in the list of 
*Axlapeis] is Sogo[~~~—J. 
11, ®doaiins dariiov 

lines 42 and 46. 
office around the 
century, directly s 

Above, 
below, p. 

third_quarter of the 
ceeeding Sophocles 

Arooos. P 
58 In Stemma 
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 1.C. (sce below) 

12078 
In this year a decree regulating some aspects of the 

cult of Apollot ordained that the hierophant, the 
daduch, and of uerd 7obiize sovres** should offer prayer 

@A, R. Harrison, The Luw of Athens (Oxford, 1968), pp. 
133144, and CR. 61 (1947): pp. 41-43. CJ. W. Lacey, The 
Family in Classical Greece (1thaca, 1968), pp. 38-39, especially 
P. 29, n. 82, where he takes the same view. L. Lepri, Sui 
Fapport di parenicla in diritto atico, saggs terminologici (Mian, 
1959), Studi Senesi, 1o, 3, p. 10, admits that dvefaés was some 
times used as “cousin of a father 

 Hesperia 33 (1964): p. 212, no. 
“S.EG., XX1, 469, line 36, 

For these offcials see above, p. 27, n. 115 

SUSINIAN MYSTERIES 
to Apollo at the Thargelia and march in the procession 
in his honor, along with many other Athenian priests 
and officials, 

voxhis Sogorhiaus (1) "Axapreis. Above, pp. 50 
51, lines 40 and 52; 1.G., 11, ; 1034, 

line 3 08; Pausanias, 1; M, 
Thompson, The New Style Silser Coinage of 
Athens (New York, 1961), p. 577. P.A., 11216, 
Stemma: below, p. 58, In office in the second 
century, probably within the last quarter, di- 
rectly succeeding Philoxenides. 

His father and his son were also daduchs. His 
daughter Acestion was one of the weavers of Athena's 
robe (LG., 1I% 1034, line 23), and was the wife of 
the daduch Themistocles of Hagnous. His brother 
Leontius (1) was an altar-priest 

His name is inscribed in a list of distinguished 
Athenians (.G., 1I% 2452, line 7) set up around 125 
B.C., but the title of daduch is not given next to his 
name, whereas the titles of the hierophants in thi 
inscription are given. Either Xenocles was not yet 

a daduch, or it was not customary at this period to 
inscribe the daduch’s title. In itself the latter possi- 
bility seems less likely, and the former is reinforced 
by the fact that Xenocles was most likely a mint- 
magistrate in 130/29, 127/6, and 124/2,% and up to 
now there has been no evidence that a daduch was 
able to undertake such a demanding civil magistracy 
while at the same time carrying out his duties as 
daduch; and on general grounds it does scem im- 
probable that the co-administrator of the Eleusinian 
sanctuary would have had the time to carry out 

The only 
noteworthy civic services rendered by previous known 
daduchs were those of the two Calliases, but their 
ambassadorial missions were naturally only of short 
duration, and their wartime services were of course 
in response to an emergency.* 

satisfactorily both administrative offices. 

13. Sogoskis (I1I) ZaorMéous "Axapreis. Above, p. 51, 
fine 39; 1.G., 1%, 3507 (= Hesperia, suppl. 8 
p. 225) ‘and 3508; Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 15, 
line 16; Pausanias, I, 37, 1. P.A., 12830. 
Stemma below, p 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 
Thompson, loc. cil. 

dadiichs nos. 1 and 2. 
* According to Kirchner's semma (d 2.G. 

was his cousin. However, there is no cvidence that her father, 
Apollonius, was the brother of Xenocles, and Kirchner's assump- 
tion in PA., 1523 and G, 1F, 3187 that her father was 
Apollonius son of Agenor [of Acharnac] contradicts this. Yet 

A new fragment of 1G, 11%, 3487 (see below, 
p. 92, 1. 20) shows that the deme of the man in ZG., 11, 3487 
is Erlkeia, and so he is not to be associated with. the present 
Cresicleia 

See abov 
, 3510) Ctesicleia 

it'is posible  



ted two statues in honor 
Sophocles as dgdouxfzarra, i.e., after his death—if 

the dadouchia was a lifetime priesthood. ~That it was 
alifetime priesthood is revealed by what seems to be a 
monument_erected (perhaps) by Sophocles’ sister 
Acestion, which is quoted by Pausanias: ' Aeorie 8¢ 77 
Zevodous 709 Zogorhéovs 700 Acovrion robrous 7e is 70 

dolixous wévras bripte yeréabas 
i ploron s 70w doehgn Sogorhia 

dbe dqiovxoivra, éxl 68 Tolre Tov dvdpn Oeuorokéa, 
reNarhgasros 8 xal Toirov Oedgpas Itis 
clear also that Sophocles was married while daduch. 

The terminus post quem for the death of Sophocles 
is the Panathenaca 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. 

No descendants of 
his family are know 
was held successive 
Hagnous, starting 
Themistocles. 

rérapron wpiyorov Acrrioy 
(xa) mapd 7ov Blor 7ov i 

ophocies or of the male line of 
‘After his death the dadouchia 

by members of the family from 
with Sophocles'  brother-in-law 

Yeuioronkis Ocogphoron ‘Ayvoiwos.  Above, pp. 51 
lines 39, 47, 56-61; Fouilles de Delplies 

13, line 10; M. Thompson, op. cit., p. 
21'(1914-1916): p. 159, line 23 (= 1.G., II% 1036); 

5,1, 37, 1. P.A., 6654. Stemma: below, 
In ofice around the end of the first 

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. 
in Pausanias clearly shows that he was married while 
a daduch. In 112/1 he was a mint magistrate as 
well as in 109/8 (with Theophrastus).# In 108/7 he 

16, 11, 1034, line 
@1 odd that she did not sce her father also.  Pausanias does 

ot state that the above information about Acestion and hee 
relatives is from a monument, but it scems reasonable to assume 
this: for he discusses other monuments at this point, and the 
Jiterary form of this information is appropriate to a monumen 
ST, 11, 1034, line 25 
Fouills de Delphes, loc cit. 

8 1G, I1%, 1034, line 23, 
SN, Thompson, loc. ct. This Theophrastus has usually been 

identified a5 the father of Themistocles (Thompson, 0p. it 
D. 569, and P, 7167). However, the father of Themistocles 
Was hicropoios in 156/5 and so would be very old in 109/8, much 
o0 old, it would seem, to take on a civic office 

There was a Themistocles who was first mint 
149/8 (Thompson, op. cit, p. 568), and the sym! 
him~—"a trophy on a galley —points to the famous Themistoc 
1t i interesting that the family of Themistocles the daduch 
corded that they were descendants of the famous Themistoc 
on the monument described by Pausanias, I, 37, . They we 
ot descendants in the male line because they ‘were not of the 

e 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 

The passage 
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thens 
very probably the agonothete of the Pana- 

and in 106/5 he was a mioris éx Knpixwr. ™ 
His father Theophrastus was hieropoios for ra 

"Abipaca in 156/5,7 and he may have been a mint 
magistrate in 169/8, 167/6, and 162/1.5% He was 
never a daduch, perhaps because he was too young 
when an appointment was made and dead before the 
next one. It may be significant that he was not the 
son of a daduch. 

When Themistocles died, he 
his son, grandson, and great-grandson. (His son’s 
younger brother, Xenocles,  did not become daduch.) 
They could have been in each case senior to descend- 
ants of the family from Acharnae—a hypothesis that 

is supported by Kapetanopoulos's identification of two 
more members of this family: Ctesicles and Apol- 
lonius (I1).% The name Ctesicles indicates that he 
was probably not the oldest son of Sophocles (ITI) 
and Ctesicleia; thus the chances are_that he would 
be younger than Theophrastus (no. 15) and the same 
relation would exist between Apollonius (1) and 
Sophocles (IV). 

was succeeded by 

15. Ocbopaoros  Oeuiorordious ‘Ayvoiows. Above, . 
51, lines 32 and 39; 1.G., 1%, 1961, line 19; 3510; 
3511 (); Pausanias, I, 37, 1; Pseudo-Plutarch, 
Lives of the Ten Orators, 843c. P.A., 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 sons, again 
the first-born, Theophrastus, became daduch. This 
would tend to strengthen the hypothesis that seniority 
was a factor in the appointment. However, in a 
comparable case, that of Sophocles (1) of Acharnac 
Who had two sons, the first-born, Leontius, became 
altar-priest while his younger brother Xenocles became 

Phe explanation for this may be that the 

109/8, was the son of the mint magistrate of 149/8. The evidence 
i not strong enough 10 nclude them in the stemma_ (below, 

but the possibilty that they should be included makes it 
dvisable not (6 use Roman numerals after the names of Themi- 
Stocles and Theophrastus in the stemma. 

“In the photograph of £.G., 112 1036 (B.S.d., loc, cit), after 
uuoroxtions 1 think | can read SN ‘Alvowion]) would it 
the lucuna perfectly 

" Fouiles de Delphes, loc. cit 
1 1.G, I1%, 1937, line 11 
“ Thompson, p. 569 

» Attested above, p. 51, line 23, This identification has been 
made independently by E. Kapetanopoulos, B.C.H. 92 (1968): 
Db 493-518, Stemma D. _1f senority governed appointment to 
Dac extent, perhaps Xeocles died before Theophrastus (no. 15) 
became eligible. Two brothers, however, as far as is known, 
never held the dadouchia 

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

“a Above, daduch no. 13.  
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first priesthood available to a son of Sophocles (I) was 
the altar-priesthood, which went to Leontius, the 
elder son, and the dadouchiz went to his brother later, 
when it in turn became available. 

16 Above, p. 51, 
S11 (); 3283; 

g ; 4175; 4176; Pseudo-Plutarch, 
of the Ten Orators, $43c. P.A., 6654, In 

in the second half of the first century before 
Christ, directly succeeding his father Theophras- 
tus; still in office in 20/19. 

“Arotiotos 
3509-3510; 

Oauarockis € 

The decree of 20/19 in his honor is edited above 
(pp. 50-52). 1t has certain similarities with the decree 
of 152/1 honoring the hicrophant Aristocles.® In 
both cases a priest went beyond his normal duties in 
order to renew some of the patria that had fallen out 
of use. The daduch Themistocles' service can be 
translated as follows™: 

In unremitting activity for the greater glory of the genos 
and for the distinctions due to it and to each of the pricsts 
who are appointed from the genos, he has accomplished, in 
the investigation that occurred in connection with the 
apographai, many valuable services, after exerting him- 
self zealously to discover the patria, a subject in which he 
had acquired expert knowledge not only from the ministry 
which had come to him after being the family priesthood 
for many generations but also from his noble effort for 
the genos toward the recovery of the patria which had 
become obsolete 

e\ marploy 
éréxrnow occurred in the decree honoring the hier- 
ophant Aristocles (lines 17-24), where we have more 
specific information than in the case of Themistocles 
as to which patria was renewed : sheheyusévav [5¢ zoMAGy 
Guoiisv] ... Guaiy Te abrés. 

Aristocles performed at least two other acts of 
renewal for which he was thanked by his genos. One 
of them was the recording (anagraplie) of a “collection 
of initiation-fees.” This was of course a different 
type 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 Roman period.% 

Themistocles put the knowledge he had acquired 
over the years about the patria to commendable use 
in connection with the investigation which took 
place concerning the apographai (excreaotans ris Tept 
rés droypagds Syrioes). The nature of this investiga- 
tion s not clear. aw does not appear 
anywhere else with the sense “0 occur” as a judicial 

A phrase similar to ds riv ra 

@ Hierophant ro. 11, 
& Translation by Oliver, Espounders p. 50. 

1967 pp. 163186, 
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investigation would “occur.” The investigation or 
inquiry may actually have been less formal, from a 
source not connected with any civil body and coming 
in such a way as to “fall upon” them. Perhaps it 
had something to do with the intellectual interest at 
this time in acquiring patria.* Oliver suggests that 
the apographai were copics of the Exegetica, and that 
the putria referred to here were the section of 
@y dirarpuidn concerning the genos of the Kerykes 

One other important_accomplishment of Themi- 
stocles is mentioned in lines 33-36 of the decree: “he 
not only exhibits a manner of life worthy of the 
greatest honor but by the superiority of his service as 
daduch increases the solemnity and dignity of the 
cult; thereby the magnificence of the Myste 
sidered by all men to be of much greater excite 
ment (x\nks) and to have its proper adornment.” 
Roussel®” points out the importance of &rhygis in the 
Mysteries, citing Proclus, Platonic Theology, 111, 18, p. 

(ed. Portus) : dorep & 7ais dyiorirass rekerais mpo 7y 
Gcaperan Exmhntis 76w uovuévay, and in reference 

usis, Aristides, Eleusinian Oration, 2 (ed. Keil) 
¢puaiéararty re xal mivray doa feia dbpros Tavrdy 

According to Pseudo-Plutarch Themistocles 
dertook also the priesthood of Poseidon Erechtheu 
a priesthood which evidently did not belong to any on 
genos; Eteoboutadai held it as well as Eumolpidac 

His family descended from the famous Themi- 
stocles™  His wife Nicostrate the daughter of Dioc 
of Melite was a descendant of the famous Lycurgus 
and a great-granddaughter of Medeius the excgete of 
the Eumolpidac. 

In addition to the decree of 20/19, the Demos also 
honored him by erccting a monument bearing statues 
of himself (in the center), his brother Sophocles (on 
his left), and one other man (on his right).” Kirc 

however, assigns this monument not to him 
but to a hypothetical grandson, Themistocles I11, and 
postulates a Sophocles V as his brother and a Diocles 

Roussel correctly recognized that all the 
testimonia Kirchner cites for these three men can be 
assigned without any difficulty to Kirchner's Themi- 
tocles 11, Sophocles IV, and Diocles the son of 

Themistocles 117 Morcover, Kirc stemma 
gets into_difficulty in regard to the hypothetical 
second Diocles, because it assigns his akme to around 

G, Oliver, Expounders, pp. 51-52 
Tbid, n. 35 

% 0p. cit, pp. 833-83, 
 Toepiler (1889: p. 126) wrongly assumed Diocles to be the subject of this sentence 
@ i, pp. 125-127. 
 Pausanias, 1, 37 
 Pseudo-Plugarch, loc. cit. For the stem 
e P.A., 11, p. 82 and Kapetanopoulos, op. ci 
" 1G., I, 3510, This inseription is connected with 1.G. 3509 below, and the other man s identifed. 

? 0p. cit, . 832, n. 3, 

a of this family 
Stemma D: 

1,  



60 a.D. whereas all datable epigraphical references to 
him are much earlier (41-44), and in one of these in- 

iptions 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 p.c.,” and so 
he can be regarded as a man of mature years when he 
appears in the carly Claudian dedications. There- 

nothing_precludes assigning LG., 11% 3510 to 
istocles 1.7 

his daduch's brother, Sophocles, was an cphebe 
around 37/67¢ 1 seniority and heredity were factors 
in the appointment to the dadouchia at this time, he 
must have died fairly young or was otherwise un- 
qualified. However, up to this point, there has been 
10 evidence that two brothers ever held the dadouchia, 
though this did happen once in the hicrophantia (sec 
Aristocles and Amynomachus). 

Themistocles would have been the daduch w 
officiated at Augustus’ initiation (cpopieia) in 19 b.c 

17. Bebgpasros G, I 
3509+351 

Oauorokéors “Aqrolios. 
; Pseudo-Plutarch, Lives of the Ten 

P.A., 7170. Stemma: below, p, 
around the end of the first century 

Orators, 843c. 
58, In office 
before Christ. 

The evidence, previously offered, that he was a 
daduch is inconclusive. It has already been seen that 
there is some doubt that he is the same as the Theo- 
phrastus in G., II%, 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 LG, II% 3509, but as this inscription now stands 
one cannot. be sure that Theophrastus the son of 
daduch no. 16 is meant. From the text, it looks as 
if LG., 1T, 3509 might be the left portion of 3510, 
which is now lost. At my request Professor Gnther 
Klaffenbach compared the squeezes of these two in- 
scriptions and wrote that there is not the slightest 
doub that they belong together, the lettering being 
absolutely identical in height and in form. The left 
hand side of 35093510 should now read 

Elpie 
Doassainor OchepTaaral seutoi Txov 
[Oeuaroeriloy oiifion dperis & 
[vexa xal cbJooias i s [éavrdy xal] is 
Crpis ris BedJs cboedeias ilurrpe st Klopn 

dritnser 
Considering the fame of Themistocles (no. 16) which 

1G, 1%, 4175 and 4176 (=Oliver, Hesperia 35 [1966]: 
o 3). Other inseriptions in which he is mentioned are 
16, 11%, 3283; 3536; 3928, 4042, 

It i unknown which Themistocles and which Theophrastus 
are referred to in LG, 11%, 3511, a dedication in honor of a 
hearthinitiate 

1G., 11, 1961, line 19 (=5.EG, XXII, 113). 
s nitiation sce Graindor, 1927 pp. 14-23. 
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is evident in the decree of 20/19 T suggest that he was 
honored again shortly after his death by 2 monument 
in which his statue took the central position of honor, 
receiving a more claborate inscription than the statues 
of the men who flanked him: on his left his son 
Theophrastus, the current daduch, and on his right 
his brother Sophocles, with a strikingly abbreviated 
inscription 

Hieronymy was not observed at this time, nor was 
it shortly before, in 20/19. 

A fragment of a statue base with an inscription 
very similar in wording and disposition of lincs to 
LG., 1I%, 3509+3510 is published in Apx. "Bp. 1971 
pp. 130-1, no. 26, 

38/9 
T. Statilius Lamprias, according to a_dedication 

set up in Epidaurus probably in the year 38/9, was 
related to the genos of the Kerykes at Athens™ 
Wy e "Aowr 70 ivboSéraror Knpixar yévos, a’ ob 
drsavyotiaw of eiyeviararo, s 7oy eion airos mapayéyover 
Kl " ixcivou xai v @\Naw ovyyerdy dis rovror.  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 familics. 

18. Tisépios Kaiiios Acwritns Mehereis. LG, 11, 2342, 
line 2; 3609; 3610; 3612; 3614; 36157 Apy. 'Eq. 
1971: pp. 119-120, no. 15; Hesperia 26 (1957) 
Pp. 219-220, no. 76 (= LG., 111, 990 = S.EG. 
XVII, 72). Kapetanopoulos, B.C.H. 92 (1968) 

no. 33. Stemmata: Kirchner ad L.G., II%, 
revised by Oliver, Evpounders, p. 80; 

Woloch, Historia 18 (1969): p. 510; and Kapet- 
anopoulos, op. cit., stemmata B and C. In of 
in the second half of the first century A.D. 

p. 50: 
3609, 

He belonged to the family of the Claudii of Melite, 
a very distinguished Kerykes family which controlled 
the dadouchia. almost continuously throughout  the 
first two centuries after Christ. ~In the stemma of this 
family his akme is assigned to the middle of the first 

In all epigraphical sources he is mentioned 
as an ancestor of the person honored in each case, 
except in Hesperia 26 (1957): pp. 219-220, no. 76, 
which is a herm erected in his honor by an otherwise 
unknown Artemidorus. In *Apx. Ee. 1971, loc. cit., 
and LG., I1%, 3612 he is mentioned as the grandfather 
of the person honored; in .., 1I% 3609, 3610, 3614, 

century 

7 Sce above, p. 29, n. 123, 
L.G., IVY, 86, ines 10-12; a new text is edited by W. Peck 

Inschrifien-ais. dem Asklepicion son Epidauros (Berln, 1969), 
p. 30. 

Hiller's stemma (1.G., 1V, Prolegomena, p. xxxi) shows this 
man to be related to two members of the Athenian delegation 

amprias’ parents, and the members of the delega- 
There is o 

Sent to console 
tion to be members of the genos of the Kerykes, 
evidence for cither connection.  
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TABLE 1 

Stexaes or Davtcinie FAMILIES OF itk FIRST AND SECOND CENTURIES 1.C 

x 
b 

Philistides 
(n0.9) Leontius of Acharnae (o 7) 

Sophocles (1) (no. 10) 
Pl 

@ 
Kephisodorus 

(@ltar-priest 

b 
b 

Antiphon 
(no. 8) 

loxenides 
no. 11) 

(altar-pr. no. 8) Apollonius of Acharnae 
Xenocles 

(no. 12) Theophra: 
(over 30in 
(LG, 11, 1937) 

Amynocles 
(F. Delph, 111, 2, 10) 

01/6) 
Sophocles (11) 

F-pr. n0. 9) 

Ctesicles 
Apollonius (IT) 

< note 60) 

and probably 3615, as the great-grandfather 
case. the dedicator seems to have made 
name all ancestors of the dedicatee who were daduch 

In each 
an effort to 

Hence we can infer with some confidence that Claudius 
Leonides of Melite was the first daduch of this great 
daduchic family of this period. 

His relationship to the family of daduchs just dis- 
cussed, from Hagnous, is unclear. Certainly one 
more person served as daduch between the incum- 
bencies of Theophrastus of Hagnous (no. 17) and 
Claudius Leonides of Melite; thus Kirchner's postula- 
tion of a Themistocles the son of no. 17 may be correct 
after all, though no direct evidence for it exists. Sup- 
port for intermarriage between the two families at this 
time might be found in the fact that a son of Leonides 
was named Themistocles.” 
" For the latter see Kapetanopoulos, . it no. 27, This was 

suggested by Roussel, who, however, hesitated t6 supply a link 
for lack of evidence.  Kapétanopoulos (o, cit, pp. 495-196 and 
500, no. 26), like Kirchner, postulates a Themistocles the son of 

Cresicleia—Sophocles (1) (no. 13) cestion—Themistocles (no. 14) 

Theoph 
no. 15) 

Themistocle 
(see note 59) 

Themistocles 
(no. 16) 

d in 

Sophocles 
() 

(hon 
20/19) 

Diocles 
(n0.17) (e note 74) 

Athenais 
(TG, T, 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 (sce stemma B of Kapetanop- 
oulos, op. cit. 

no.17, and suggests, on p. 496, that Leonides married his daughter 
or the daughter of Diocles, while on p. S01 he states that Leonides 
“must have marricd also a daughter of Themistokles IV 
served above.”  Admittedly one of these possibiltics may turn 
ot 1o be correct, but I think we should either refrain from 
putting this hypothetical Themistocles into a stemma or indicate 
i the stemma that he s hypothetical, until there s more cvidence 
than just identical names in different families. 1t should be 
noted that the family from Melite caimed to be descended from 
Pericles, Conon, and Alexander (LG, II% 3679), whereas the 
family from Hagnous apparently claimed to be descended from 
Themistocles (Pausanias, 1, 37, 1 and see above, n. 54). 

 However it depends at one point on a hypothetical link, 
op. cit, no. 37), but this man's 

patronymic or demotic is nowhere preserved. The main evidence 
is the occurrence of identical names in two families and is there- 
fore hypothetical. 

Lysiades (Kapetanopoulos, op. it  



19. Ttpios Khatiios Avoudins T8 KX Ac 
LG, 112, 3609, 3610; 3611; 3616; 1736, lines 12-13 
(2); "Apx. "Ee. 1971 pp. 119-120, no. 15 : 
1124084 + 4087 + new fragment). Oliver, £: 
pounders, pp. 79-81. Woloch, 1966: Claudis 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. 

w Mekereis. 

1f his name is correctly restored in L.G., 1I%, 1736, 
lines 12-13, he was at one time herald of the Arco 
pagus. The confusion of him with Lysiades the hig 
priest was corrected by Oliver, whose correction is now 
confirmed by the inscription published in "Apx. 'Ee., 
loc. cit. His daughter Aelia Cephisodora married 
Julius Theodotus the sophist. Her change of nomen, 
as Oliver pointed out, “indicates a compliment 
which her father rendered to the emperor Hadrian 
during the emperor's lifetime.” 

Kapetanopoulos™ believes that “chronological cor 
siderations make Lysiades t0o old to be the father of 
Cephisodora, for by A.p. 110-120 he was a grand- 
father.” He suggests the of a second 
marriage in which Cephisodora was born “about A.p. 
130.” 'A second marriage is indeed one solution. 
It is also possible that Cephisodor 
around 120; in this case she would have been about 
the same age as her husband Theodotus, even though 
this was not customary.  Theodotus held the sophistic 
chair for two years starting in 173 or 174 and 
according to Philostratus was over fifty when he died, 
which presumably means not over sisty. On this 
evidence we would not be justified in placing his 
birth before 115. The dates for Cephisodora’s father 
Lysiades could then be ca. 6070 to ca. 130 and for her 
brother Sospis ca. 90-100 to ca. 150, so that Cephiso- 
dora need not have been born from a second marriags 
Her grandfather Leonides’ span could be ca. 33 to ca 
100, The sons of Sospis, Lysiades and Demostratu 
were perhaps born respectively ca. 110 and ca. 120. 

possibility 

was born earlier, 

owis i K\ Avauddon Mekerefs 
22; 3609; 3610; 3981°7; 

20, Tiipos Khaiduas 
LG, 1, 2342, lines 11, 2 
“Apx. "B, 1971+ pp. 119-120, no. 15 (=1G., 113 
4084 + 4087 + new fragment). For the stemma 
sce under no. 18, In office from some time during 
the reign of Hadrian or later to ce. 150. He 
succeeded his father Lysiades. For a suggested 
birth date of ca. 90-100 sce above. 

He appears as a relative in all epigraphical sources. 
When the dedication published in "Apx. 'Ee. 1971, 

= Expounders, p. 1. 
#40p. cit, p. 506, no. 39 
# Sea Oliver, 1970: pp. 82-83. 
0 CF. Oliver, Expounders, p. 

ription, a8 1 have verified, should b restored to read: 
Tralos] Ao | (e Do 

The beginning of this in- 
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loc. cit., was erected to his sister Aelia Cephisodora, he 
was already dead (sgsouioes).”” 

It is interesting that on this base honoring Aclia 
Cephisodora no_living daduch is mentioned as a 
relative. Since it was a mark of distinction to have 
an Eleusinian priest as one’s relative, as so many 
dedications of the second and third centuries bear 
witness in addition to the present one, where the 
dedicators listed all previous daduchs related to 
Cephisodora, we may conclude with some probability 
that the contemporary daduch was not related to her. 
This is reinforced by prosopographical information 
concerning the individual members of this family at 
this time and by the names of those who at this time 
were daduchs. ~Of Sospis's three known sons, Lysi- 
ades, Leonides, and Demostratus, apparently none 
was ever a daduch: his eldest son L 
(around 130-138), panegyriarch, and imperial high- 
priest (from 138 {0 around 130)*; Demostratus was 
archon (around 155-163) and was at the head of @ 
faction opposed to Herodes Atticus”; and about 
Leonides nothing is known beyond the fact that he 
was a brother of Demostratus and that his son was 
archon of the Sacred Gerousia ca. 192 It appears 
that this family did not provide another daduch until 
Aclius Praxagoras, who was from another branch of the 
family and who became daduch sometime around 180 
(see below). During this interval apparently 
related daduchs served: the daduch Pom (peius) and 
P. Aclius Dionysius. 

ades was archon 

21, Tlou(wios?) Agdoinos. LG, 1%, 1769; 1773; 17 
1775; 1776; 1781; Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 50, no. 
18; ibid. 34 (1965): p. 97, no. 7. In office from 
ca.'150-160 to 169,70, perhaps longer, but no later 
than 174/5 (see table of aeisiloi in append. IV). 

Hicronymy has effectively kept us ignorant of this 
man’s full name. Al testimonia for him except one 
are derived from acis the exception being 
Hesperia 34 (1965): p. 97, no. 7, a prytany list, where 

A Tlou Agioixos occurs in the heading as archon in an 
unknown year 

L.G., 113, 1769 and 1768 (= Hesperia 33 [1964]: p. 
220, no. 65) are dated by Notopoulos® to a single year 
shortly before 165. He restored [Tloum Jos Aadoixos 
in LG, II%, 1769 on the basis of the indicated space 

oi lists, 

 Graindor's identification (19221 p. 137) of this man with the 
fhetor Sospis who appears in Plutarch's Quaestiones Consiviales 
VI, 41X, 5, 12.13) i impossbis the shctor i a Corinthian 
whose' 
The Inscriptions (Princeton, 1966), nos. 170 and 
 Woloch, 196: Claudius no. 64: £.G., 1 

Jine 203 4007. . Graindor, 1922: pp. 1 A possible 
birth date of ca. 110 o.b. i suggested above under no 19, 

" Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 45 
ca. 120 see above under no. 19. 

 Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 60. 
p. 63, note 12 

" Tfesperia 18 (1949): pp. 41-42. 

For a possible birthdate of 
For the date see below,  
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and the date; and if this is correct, [Tlourios] should 
be expected also in Z.G., I1% 1768. These two inscrip- 
tions show a remarkable irregularity. Normally the 
order of the Eleusinian priests in the acisitoi lsts 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 ar, the 
order is in one case (1768): sacred herald, hierophant, 
and daduch; and in the other (1769): hicrophant 

cred herald, daduch. ~Itis discussed below (append. 
1V) that, while daduch and sacred herald sometimes 
change positions in these lists, the hierophant always 
comes first. This fact, which holds true other 
therefore calls the restoration of [iepoxJipug in 1768 
into question. We should accordingly leave open the 
possibility that the restoration is rather [asruJin, 
the t of the kiput Boukis kel diuov, who appears 

1077, line 46, right after the herald of the 
Boule and' Demos, just as perhaps here also. The 
[~ ~Jras in_the following line could be the end of his 
demotic. ~In the other acisitoilists in which Ilo(zsos) 
Agioiyos appears the normal order of hierophant, 
daduch, and sacred herald was observed, except that 
he came last in the list of LG., 1I% 1769 (shortly 
before 165).% 

he hieronymous form of the name of this daduch 
or his predecessor can be restored in .G., 11, 5186, 
erected after the year 138, 

It is not impossible that this man’s nomen was 
Pomponius. Only the abbreviation Iou appears, 
except for one case, L.G., 11%, 1769, where [ouzJuos is 
restored, but this stone is no longer available and so 

[lloum Juos cannot be excluded. 

160-170 
‘The position of the daduch in the Eleusinian endow- 

ment of this period (Z.G., 11%, 1092) and in the seati 
of the prohedria in the theater of Dionysus is di 
cussed above (pp. 35-36). 
22, érhios Aihios Auwvios (Avrwoets). LG, 1T, 17 

()3 1788 (2)31794; (2) 3688 (with stemma). On 
the identification of his deme sce below, p. 64, In 
office n 174/5; he took office after 169/70 but prob- 
ably shortly before, or in, 174/5, and left it ca 
180-185. 

‘The stemma compiled by Kirchner ad 1G., I, 
3688 gives his abme as ca. 144. He should probably 
be identified with the priest Aclius Dionysius who 
was the subject of a decision by Marcus Aurclius 
in 174/5 
[On appeal suits which] Aelius Praxagoras, Claudius 
Demostratus, Aclius_Themison brought against Aclius 
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 sce below, append. IV, 

THE ELEUSINIAN MYSTERI 
of these men, 14id not consider it necessary for i (o undergo-~ —what hot at all at Athens- -~the following 

period af time in-order that nothing be Jeft ambiguots: Those ‘oluntarily canvaseing for a. torchibearership (itdpuchia) or any other priesthood greater (7 than the 
ong hich they mow ok st 12y down beforehand, us Ordained by T, thesirophion (of ther present prcsthood) 
Ti'a man & calld Coy’) the demos, there Wil be no case sxsins i e o ot 1 o, efrehand s frmer 
evets e too willay down that which was formerly his 
As is clear from this, Aelius Dionysius did not lay 
down the strophion of his former priesthood as was 
required by law. The fact that Marcus singles out 
just one priesthood for mention, the daidouchia, 
Strongly suggests that he is referring to this as the 
priesthood held by Aelius Dionysius and the fact 
that an Aclius Dionysius did serve as daduch around 
this time (as 1.G., 11% 3688 informs us) makes this 

= Oliver, 1970: p, 
with some modifications. | 

4, lines 17, and translation, pp. 28-2, 
Robert pointed out to Oliver per 

it that [airorras is probably incorrect, and that symbola 
might well indicate insignia of office, in which case sirophion 
would be appropriate in place of raphion; Oliver re-examined the 
stone and_reported that the reading is indeed (6] grbeion 
(see R.EG. 8 [1971]: p. 427, no. 256). The sensc, then, of 
the partiiple at the Deginning of Tine S must be “assuming” 
or “receiving” or “being about to assume” or “being about to 
receive’” or something similar.Asa daduch was expected to hold 
his priesthood for fife (and we know of no case where this was 
not so), Robert's suggested restoration (loc. it) of [\ 
is probably ncorrect.  Better is the suggestion of C. P Jones 
(eitschrifi fir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 8 [19717: p. 1 
which 1 have adopted: [ucrawras. Of his other Suggestions 
for this sentence I have verifid i3 on the stonc, and while the 
third letter of his pelCforJo looks more like a mu then an ota, 
an fota is not impossible, and so I have incorporated his restora. 
ton i the translation, but with reservation. 
that there was a very precise order of precedence amony 
priesthoods. Hon this could operate over longer periods, as the 
prestige of individual pricsthoods rose and declined, that i, how 
the frequent alteration of the necessary lst could be tolerated is 

a bit dificult to imagine. On the other hand, for particular 
cults protocol lists do survive, ¢.g, the Eleusinian Endowment 
(see above, pp. 35-36) and the first row of the proedria in the 
Theater of Dionysus (sce below, append. I11), and so it is con. 
ceivable that one existed for all Athenian pricsthoods, 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 priess who sought lesser priesthoods in place o or in addition 

ir own to “lay down their srophion beforchand"? 11 not, 
uld be strange to allow the incumbent of a “higher” pricst- 
0 seek and, if successful to hold a “lower” pricsthood 

while not allowing the incumbent of a “lower” priesthood to do 
the same in respect to a “higher”; but if it was obligatory, that s, 
i it was not permitted of cither type of priest to compete for any 
other priesthood without laying down his present stophion, why 
s eitora used when 7 éripay i suffcient? 

11 Cuclpiovas s the correct restoration, spoxarariBiets may 
have a somewhat technical meaning; that is, it may refer to 
practice whereby those canvassing for a priesthood would lay 
down the straphion of their present pricsthood with the under- 
standing that it would be returned to them if they were un- successful 

1 We have to assume that in judicial decisions of this sort 
hicronymy was not used, understandably so, since there could be doubt in the future about which Afos Agbaixs was meant 

It seems to imply 
Athenian 

 



even more probable. It also appears to be no coin- 
cidence that at least two of his three accusers, Aelius 
Praxagoras and Claudius Demostratus, were members 
of a family which had held this priesthood for a long 
time but lost it around the middle of this century, 
and Aclius Praxagoras was probably the immediate 
successor of Aclius Dionysius in this priesthood.® No 
definite information is available for the datc of the 
end of Dionysius’ priesthood; approximately 150-5 
seems to be the best conjecture; the daduch Aclius 
mentioned in the acisitoi lists (IG., II%, 1782; 1788; 
1794) could be Aelius Praxagoras.®* 

1 do not believe that even if one reads iehoy[oiar] 
e e e S et e e 

above from the decision of Marcus Aurelius (and so 
translate: “Those canvassing for the torch-bearership 
or some other voluntary pricsthood”), one is justified 
in saying, with Oliver/7 that the opposite of a “vol- 
untary” priesthood is an elected one, because I doubt 
very much that the present daduch obtained this 
highly desirable priesthood by simply volunteering 
for it. There undoubtedly were members of the 
daduchic family the Claudii of Melite® at this time 
who were interested in it, as is shown by the presence 
of two of them as accusers of Aelius Dionysius and 
the fact that one of these two later became a daduch, 
Surely at least someone from this family would have 
volunteered for it; and since clection was the means 

i a priest of the Kerykes at this time (as 
10-15 of this same document indicate),” it 

ms best to conclude that an election was held also in 
the case of Dionysius. The opposite of “voluntary,” 
therefore, seems to be iro 7op sigon xa)eiofas™ which 
also involves an clection, but in this case, on my 
interpretation, the candidate did not volunteer 
but was nominated. The contrast becomes clearer 
if instead of @eoyfoiar] we restore ieafovs] 
@Novwics perdévas versus 7o 700 biuoy KaNeiafa. 
23 Athios Ipatayipas Ocuarohions Mekrels. Aeisiloi 

lists: .G., 112 1782 (?); 1788 (): 1794 (2); 1792 
1798, Other: LG., II% 2067; 2342, lines 5, 27; 

Oliver, 1970 
append. V 

, Apx. 1897 : col. 
60, no. 42). Woloch, 1966: Aelius no. 51 
Stemma: see under daduch no. 18. In office 
from ca. 180-185 to 191 or 192 

(= 1G,, 11 713 1 4089 + 'E 

also had the nomen Aelius, 
the Aclius in 
180), 1794 

Since his predecessor 
it is difficult to determine which man 
the acisiloi lists in LG., 113, 1782 (ca 

 For discussion see below, pp. 61-63, 
# For their dates see below, append. 1V 
 Dbid, p. 11 1 See above, p. 59 
 Cf. Oliver, op. cit, p- 43. 
8 1bid, p. 4 lines 3-6, 
 Notopoulos (Hesperia 18 [1949]: pp. 1-57, 

not say why he assigns this to 177/8. 
table 1) does 
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(ca. 180), and 1788 (174/5 or 187/8).1 
goras wa 

Since Praxa- 
born ca. 115-120 and held the archonship 

in 154/5,% he was at least in his sixties in the early 
180's when he most likely took office. The Atk 
Agdoixos in the acisitoi lists of 1G., 1% 1798 (190/1) 
and 1792 (191/2 or 192/3)'% must be he since these 
years must be regarded as at the end of his tenure 
Since his successor was in office before 193 (see below), 
we may date the end of his tenure to 191 or 192. 

The civil offices he held included the archonship 
(LG, 1T, 3614; 36159 2067), punegyriarchia (LG 
115, 361497, 3615), agonothesia of the [Greater 
Ascle]pieia (1G., 1%, 3614), and the agonothesia of the 
[PanTathlenaea] (IG., IT%, 3615) 

With him, the dadouchia returned to the family of 
the Claudii of Melite!® after a lapse of about thirty 
years and at least two intervening daduchs from other 
families. He was the first cousin once removed of 
Claudius Sospis, the last daduch from this family 
It is interesting that none of Sospis's sons became 
daduch. The domination of the Claudii of Melite 
in this office and their father-son succession for about 
seventy years abruptly ended, and about thirty years 
later, resumed 

At the time Sospis died, probably around 150, his 
son Lysiades 11 was probably already the imperial 
high-priest; about his other son, Leonides 11, we know 
nothing beyond the fact that he was his son; but his 
third son, Demostratus (Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 
45) was very active and is well known. He was 
archon_around 155165 and a_few years later 
(170-174)" was one of the leaders of a political faction 
opposed to Herodes Atticus. Some of the activitics 
of the faction are related by Philostratus. i Its other 
leaders were: M Mamertinus, archon in 
166/71 and hoplite general in 168/9, the sophist 

Valerits 

“ For the date see below, apy 
or the date see Wol 

p. 510; and below, n. 10 
1., 11%, 2067 

nd Historia 18 (1969): 

For the date see 
4 The followi 

required by the s 
bove p. 38, n. 200 

toration of | 
and fts the 

[vioy KN Oauoroehilovs 
DMeirias, yyonar] KA B 

The name Aius Praxagoras would have come in the previous 
Jinc. 1 am not at all sure that fragment b belongs with this in 
scription, as its lettering seems slightly different, but this does 
ot affect the restoration of lng 

5 The end of line 4 of £, I 
4 His nomen was changed to Adlius, probably by bis father as 

2 compliment to Hadrian.  In one inseription creeted well after 
his death he i referred to:as Claudius Prasagoras (ZG. 

W Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 43, no. 12. 
13 For the date see Oliver, 1970: pp. 66-81. 

i Philostratus, Lives of the Sophiss (ed. Kayser), pp. 63 
619,71, 73 
w7, 11, 17 
w LG 11, 

3614 should read: Lépxilh 

‘and Geagan, 1967 pp. 194-195.  
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Julius Theodotus, who was Demostratus's uncle, and 
the later daduch Aclius Praxagoras, who was Demos. 
tratus’s second cousin and father-in la.  Philostratus 
describes the beginning of their activity against 
Herodes as follows!1* 

When these tvo men (the Quintili) 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 he communicated to the cars of the emperor. The 
Quintili 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 instiling suspicions against him into the Athenians 
For it was after that meeting of the assembly’ that Demo 
stratus and Praxagoras and Mamertinus and many others 
of their ilk, who opposed Herodes in city affairs, rose into 
action. Having indicied them as setting the demos 
against. him, Herodes tried to lead them to the court in 
Rome, but they sceretly made off to the emperor Marcus, 
confding in his more democratic nature and in the oppor 
tunity (afforded by suspicions against. the fricnds. of 
Lucius Verus) 
Even before he heard the case, the emperor, Philo- 
stratus relates, favorably_disposed to 
Herodes' opponients, 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 
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 s interpreted by Oliver sheds con- 
siderable light on the animosity which the Athenians 
felt towards Herodes in this period."® The most 
vocal opponents of Herodes, Demostratus, Praxa- 
goras, and Mamertinus, are described by Philostratus 

Tipéin molzeiorres. But their 
intagonism went further than politics. ~ From the way 
certain important priesthoods were being appointed— 
and disputed—over a period of decades it appears 
that this to0 was involved. Up until the year 138 
the imperial high-priesthood was hereditary in the 
male line of the Herodes' family 
cessor at this time would have been Herodes, but the 
man who got the office was Lysiades, Demostratus's 
brother. Herodes did not obtain it until 160, 
vet another incumbent, Aclius Ardys i The change 
in office between Lysiades and Ardys seems to have 
taken place around the middle of the century " It 

was already 

The emperor punished 

after 

5 Lives of the Sophists, pp. 67-69 (ed. K 
s 

pecially chap, 
ser) translation by 

Op. <. Jealousy, War, Reform, and 
Innovation 

¢ Woloch, 1966 
1 For Ardy 

(1969)+ p. 506 
Ackius no. 14, He was archon in 150/1 

as succeeding Lysiades sec Woloch, Historia, 18 
He suggests (ibid.) that “Herodes at the time of 

LEUSINIAN MY 
was also around this time that the dadouchia passed 
out of Demostratus's and Praxagoras's family, having 
been controlled by it for about seventy years, and 
went to0 a Pompeius (or Pomponius) and then to 
P. Aclius Dionysius of the deme Antinoeis, neither 
of whom appear to have been relatives. In 174/5 
Praxagoras and Demostratus won a suit against the 
then daduch Aelius Dionysius (see above), and at the 
same time Mamertinus was denied his attempt to 
change from the Eumolpidae to the Kerykes and 
become a sacred herald; indeed, it appears that 
Mamertinus actually won the election for this priest- 
hood but was not invested ! Like Praxagoras and 
Demostratus Herodes belonged to the genos of the 
Kerykes " from which the daduchs were appointed 
and also from which many high-priests were drawn. 
After Herodes' death, and after the death of Aclius 
Dionysius, the Claudii of Melite ed the dadou- 
chia in the person of Praxagoras. Though we do not 
know exactly who the daduch Pompeius (o Pom- 
ponius) was or whether Aclius Ardys was a friend of 
Herodes, a_pattern does emerge (0 some extent 
A Claudius of Melite replaced Herodes' father as high- 
priest, but then the Claudii of Melite lost control of 
the dadouchia around the middle of the century, and 
Herodes obtained the high-priesthood around 160 
The next daduch, challenged legally by two Claudii 
of Melite (the challenge perhaps extending even to 
the daduch’s ligibility)'= at the same time that they 

openly challenging Herodes, was probably a 
friend of Herodes® The assembly in which the 
Athenians aired their feelings to the Quintilii about 
Herodes may well have been a welcome opportunity 
for the Claudii of Melite to move their opposition to 
Herodes from thelevel of the genos to an open challenge 
in the city: Philostratus says that at this time they 
“sprang up,”_énéguoa 

Aeretovres. 
is 7o drigoor 76 Hplip 

They went to Marcus Aurelius against 
Herodes, and then made a concerted attempt, perhaps 
taking advantage of Herodes' defeat at Sirmium, to 
obtain two of the highest priesthoods of the Kerykes, 
which apparently required Mamertinus’s illegal change 

Atticus's death was priest of Hadrian Panhellenius, and he ma 
have been reluctant o hold the two priesthoods. (Hadriay 
Panhellenius and high priest) concurrentl.”  However, in 
dissertation (1966 ‘whether Herodes was al 
priest of Hadrian Panhellenius is unproven, but the writer 
believes that his refusal of the b ho 
indicate that he was 

Oliver, p. cit, p. 4, lin 
1G., X1V, 1389, ln 
Oliver, Expounder 

11 the daduch was a Pomponius, he may have been one of 
Pomponii who were related to Aclus Ardys (see £.G., 11 

$7), but then one would expect him to be mentioned in 1.G., 
1T, 368 

Line 2 of Marcus's letter scems to refer to a charge that & 
priestly clection rlating to Dionysus was not correctly conducted. 

12 S0 Oliver, 1970 . 3.  



of genos. Unsuccessful 
Herodes' death that the 

Another of Marcu 
Praxagoras and Herodes'™" 

then, it was only after 
regained the dadouchia 
decisions, also, concerned 

The appeal which Aclius Praxagoras made from (the 
procurator hereditatum)® Gavinius Saturninus: At the 
trial the so-called codicils in the (false) name of Pratolaus 
were produced and the investigation took place. ~(Praxa. 
goras), it appears, was justified Praxagoras shall 
return into possesion of these csiates and shal recive 
rom the viri clarissimi Quintilii an arbiter concerning 

the crops.  As for the estates which were soid to have 
been left to the vir clarissimus Herodes Atticus, 1o 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 authoritiés 
The involyement of Praxagoras and Herodes se 
to be al. As Oliver interprets the ca 

som ed @ testament leaving estates to three 
partics: his father, Herodes, and the city, Herodes 
and the city being included in the gift probably to 
strengthen the position of the father. After the will 
was proved to be a forgery, Praxagoras appealed. to 
Marcus, who then decided that Praxagoras had a 
legitimate claim to the land 
24, Tiipios 

Meherels. 
Khatiios dikerros T3 K\ Anuoorpirov 
1.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., XII, 
140); 3693; 3710; 4088; below, append. V (= .G, 
e, 4089 + Ee. 'Apx. 1897: col. 60, 
no. 42). For the stemma see under no. 18. In 
office from 191 or 192 to ca. 197, succeeding Aclius 
Praxagoras. 

The tenure of Philippus shows that the Claudii of 
Melite were able to maintain their control of this 
office after having regained it with Praxagoras, the 
maternal grandfather of Philippus. 

While he was daduch, Philippus also held other 
distinguished offices. He was eponymous of the 
Sacred Gerousia in 191/1 or 192/3%; he was archon 
in the year 193/41% and cosmete around 196." 

His name s preserved on only one acisitoi list, I.G. 
11, 1806, datable 104, He is called hiero- 
nymously here and in a list of Kerykes of ca. 200 A.D. 
(L.G., 1%, 2340) and when he was archon, cosmete, and 

to a 

i Jbid, Plaque E, line 
1 See bidy p. 17, 
= Ihid,, pp. 0-41 
1 7,G., 11, 1108 and later editi 

termints ante quem for the erection of this stele becau: 
erasure of Commodus's name. Woloch's date (1960: p. 
192—he argues that the stele was set up before 193 but after the 
death of Praxagoras—depends on the date of .G,y II%, 1792 as 
192, but it has been shown above (p. 38, note 200) that 192 is 
only one his nscription; 191 s als 

G, 11 he date sce Notopoulos, 1949 
» G, ¥ the date see Notopoulos, 1949: p. 3 

35-47; translation by Oiver, p. 30. 
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eponymos of the Sacred Gerousia (loc. cit.) 
Agioixes. 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 dadovxhoas, with his full name, signifying that he w 
already dead. 

He did not serve as daduch very long 
197 another, a Pompeius, had succeeded him. ~Sin 
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 0 his two 
daughters as maties d¢’ iorias (LG., 1%, 3693 and 

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 
(LG., II%, 2197) as gymnasiarch, agnothete of the 
Greater Severeia, and systremmatarch; the lacuna 
before his name here have contained some 
priestly title, just as the other ephebic officials in the 
same inseription have iepeis before their names (but he 
surely did not possess one of the major Eleusinia 

After 
Philippus the Claudii of Melite probably lost control 
of the dadouchia. 

Kabiios 

by around 

below 

priesthoods since hicronymy was not observed). 

PERIOD OF ROMAN EMPIRE. 
Because of hieronymy the identity of the daduch 

Claudius mentioned in 1.G., I1%, 4094 is not known. 

25. Toumios Agdoixos. LG, 1%, 1790 
1.J.A. 45 [1941]: p. 539); Hespe 

p. 97, no. 7. In office from ca 
before 208/9. 

Oliver, 
34 (1963) 

197 to sometime 

He follows the hierophant and sacred herald in an 
eisitoi list (I.G., 112, 1790) whose proper place among 

the other aeisitoi lists would seem to be about 197.1 
He may be the daduch in the aeisitoi list of G., 117, 
1789, in which case this list belongs in 204/5. 
Whether he is related to the daduch no. 21, Pom- 

peius) or Pom (ponius), Nor is it 
known whether he or the daduch no. 21, Pom (peius) 
or Pom (ponius), was the daduch Pom (peius) who was 

(Hesperia 34 (1963) 

is unknown 

archon at_an unknown date 
p. 97, no. 7). 

26. @duos Agiovxos Mapabimos. 1.G., 112, 107 
3684; 4822, In office from 208/9 or carlier to 
209/10 or later 

= See append. IV 
See appead. IV  
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He was archon in 208/9 (L.G., 1%, 2201)" and is 

listed in an acisitoi list of 209/10 (1.G., 1I%, 1077), 
both of which include his demotic. Of the dedica- 
tions, L.G., 1%, 3684 s a herm inscribed 4 éuos Aadoixos, 
and 4822 is a little altar (or base) which he (¥dSios 
Agdoixos) dedicated to Demeter and Kore, probably 
on the Athenian Acropolis where it was found. 

Possibly he was a son of Fabius Fabianus of Mara- 
thon, herald of the Boule and Demos in 182/3, to 
whom Herodes Atticus once erected a_ dedication. 
If our daduch held a second archonship,* he may be 
identical to Fabius Thisbianus of Marathon, archon 
in 186/7.1% 

ca.21/8 
A herm, LG, 113, 3764, dedicated to Aclius 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 révie dxo iadoixwy 
iepis pnrpbs 7e ve 
dvixropa Anois. 
phantid.* " The herm can be dated to around 217/8, 
for the ephebe Aclius Apollonius is listed in an ephebic 
inseription (£.G., 11, 2222) of around that time, and 

by the name of Apollonius appears in 
another ephebic inscription of about the same date 
(LG, 1%, 2219) 

The daduchic ancestor of these two is probably P. 
Aclius Dionysius (sce above) whose akme Kirchner 
puts at about 144. Kirchner's stemma shows that 
his nephew was P. Aclius Apollonius of the deme 
Antinoeis, who was a prylanis around 180, and who 
was_the father of Aciius Dionysius of the deme 
Antinocis, ephebe in 205/6.% Thus Aclius Apollonius 
the cosmete can be identified as another son of this 
Aelius Apollonius of the deme Antinocis who was 
prytanis around 180. The identification has con. 

i reerds dvégawe Beaty map’ 
His mother was probably a_ hiero- 

a cosmete 

siderable further support from the ephebic inscription 
(LG, 113, 2219) in which the cosmete appears. In- 
spection of the stone shows that the appropriate name 
can be restored in lines 2-3 to fill the space exactly, 
50 that lines 2-5 read as follows 

[rJov xomunilly 7 éghfiun ADior] 
AJroXNgon "ApLrwota kol yuura] 

[oJinpxol] [t dvalvobirny 707 zept] 
[aJnis a[véJvol's === 

We must assume that the mother of the cosmete 

* Cf. Notopoulos, op.cit pp. 34-35. 
Hesperia 4 (1935): p. 19, no. 11, line 575 bid. 30 (1961) 

p. 272, no. 107, CJ. Woloch, 1966: Fabius no. 3 
This practice occurred in the third centu 

1967 p. 3. 
1 SEG, XXIIL 119, ¢ 
1 See below, p. 85, 

LG, 11, 1193, line 14 
1.6, 11%, 2193, line 101 

e Geagan, 
Oliver, Z.P.E: 

THE ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES 

hierophantid, assumed 
ion of LG., 112, 3688, 

Publia_Aclia Herennia, the 
this priesthood after the dedic: 

3715, Aaorthys. LG, 11, In office sometime 
in the third century 

Ouwparss. Ihid. In office sometime in the third 
century 

Alpépios Swalrarpos. Ibid. In office around the 
end of the third century 

On this dedication set up by the polis—the lett 
may be as late as the fourth century—one Alppios 

wirarpos, a daduch, is inscribed as the descendant 
of the daduchs Damoteles and Thisbianus. 

The rather strange. ~Aauoréhs 
opposed to Anuoréhns) is, as far as I know, unique in 
Attic. prosopography. The only other 
known in Athens is C. Fabius Thisbianus, archon in 
the year 186/7% The gentilicium Aerarius is also 
puzzling. Oliver® on the 2 reading of 
Raubitschek’s which let it appear that the archon 
Thisbianus's name should be restored as II [AtJ\ws 
uofards, once suggested emending the name in our 
inseription to At (“Ap)puwor Zagirarpey (o AL ‘Pépuon), 
stating: “while a gentilicium Aerarius is indeed at- 
tested, it is attested in the wrong milieu to be ab- 
solutely convincing as the nomen of an aristocratic 
house, and I have long been puzzled by it, without, 
however, daring to question it on subjective grounds.” 
Though his emendation no longer has support in the 
archon’s name, the difficulties Oliver noticed still 

and 50 A (*Ap)puor ought to be considered 14 
As in the case of the hierophant Erotius (no. 34) 

and his son Cleadas, Argive relationship and a con. 
nection with the 

names are (as 

basis of 

Mystery cult at Lerna may be 
involved here. 

30. (Map "lobwios) Nuaybpas Muoveiaos. J. Baillet 
Inscriptions grecques et latines des lombeaws de 
rois ou syringes (Mém. Inst. 42 [1925]: 1265, pl. 15 
(= Dittenberger, 0.G.I., 721); Baillet, op. cit., 
1889, pl. 29 (= Dittenberger, 0.G.1., 720); 1.G., 
11, 4831, O. Schissel, Klio 21 (1927): pp. 369~ 
370, with stemma, p. 371. W. Stegemann, R.E. 
17 (1936): col. 218, In office from at least 304 
t0 at least 326 

He immortalized his visit to the tombs (the cham- 
bers of which are called otpryyes) of the kings in 
Egyptian Thebes by recording two graffiti. One of 
them (Baillet, 1263) reads as follows 

 $.E.G., XXIII, 119, This Fabius could have been daduch Fabius of Marathon_(see above), 
w0 4..P. 71 (1950): p. 174 
4 The personal name. P ot is unattested, so far as 1 can  



8 adoiixos 7aw dyord. 
v "E\ewoin puornpi 
Muoussasod 'Abnvaios izropiaas 
7és otpuyyas ToNNols firepo 
Xpbvous perd 700 Ocioy irava 
ém6 v Ay, Baiuaa ral xip 
oo 7ois feois kal 7ix eirebearinan 
Bagi\et Kavoravrive ri 70irb o 

raparxd 
The daduch observed hieronymy when writing this, as 
Baillet correctly noticed (previously [Nuayépas] 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 
sophists, and philosophers which prided itself on its 
descent from the famous Plutarch. 
were: Nicagoras the sacred herald (no. 11) and sophist, 
who lived around 180-250; Minucianus, the sacred 
herald’s grandfather and the husband of a great-niece 
of Plutarch; and Minucianus the 
also a sophist, whose floruit was around 260-268.14 
That our daduch was the latter's son is clearly shown 
by the other grafiito at Thebes (Baillet, 1889), which 
gives his full name and the date of the visit 

of orators, 

Members of it 

cred herald's son, 

Kuvorasrives 2[c1o(aord) 707 al Kavorarrio: Kaio (apt) 
70 A i[xJérois 

 Sadoixos 7w "ENevawiwr Nucarybpas Muvou 
Kiavod "Abpvaios srophoas rés elas 
aipiyyas Waiuasa. 
The seventh consulate of Constantine and the first 
consulate of Constantius were in 3264 Baillet per- 
suasively suggests that Constantine subsidized Nica- 
goras's trip to Egypt (e roirb ot mapasxivre). He 
suggests further that the trip was commissioned by 
Constantine for the purpose of having the daduch 
report to him on the physical condition of the pagan 
monuments of Egypt.  Graindor!® 2 
probably subsidized but strongly doubs the purpose 
suggested by 
paralleled, and at this date in Constantine’s reign, 
inappropriate; moreover, it is strange that no mention 

rees that he was 

Baillet; such a_mission would be un- 

Baillet, op. cit, p. 2 
removed it from his text 

and pl 15, Baillet should also have 
Tn'line 2 1 keep the old reading 

Ehaawine; Baillet would have "Exagus (uv), @ designation that was 
never used at Athens (see below). Cf. 1., IV, 429 (304 A.0). 
16 For the family sce especially O. Schisiel, op. ct. He mis 
understands the nature of the daduch when he calls Nicagoras 
a “AMyste of the second degree,” and likewise that of the sacred 
Herald when he calls his grandfather a “Myste o the third dogree 

1 Suda, 5. Mooussasés,The daduch's homonymous son set 
upa dedication (7.G., 11 4831) in the sanctuary of Pan and the 
nymphs on Me. Parnes 

46 Cf. A. Degrassi, 7 Fasti Consolari, p. 79 
6 Byzantion 3 (1926): pp. 200-214 
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of such a commission is made in the graffiti. He 
argues instead for a_connection with Constantines 
founding of the University of Constantinople, his 
affection for Athens, and his interest in philosophy, 
and suggests accordingly that Constantine’s subsidy 
was for an educational purpose, a_philosophical 
journey. In fact the graffiti inform us that Nicagoras 
was in the company of several Platonic philosophers, " 
and his allusion to the “divine Plato” would scem to 
indicate that like his ancestors he was a philosopher 
himself. Very near one of his graffti (Baillet, 1269) 
and those of several of his companions is another in 
the same red ink, which reads: “Ihews fuiv TINdror sal 
&raifa. Graindor focuses on the significance of xai 
&raifa: “elle laisse entendre que le dadouque 
dlautres lieux ou Platon avait passé 
avoir passé.”s 

Two peculiarities in the second 
grafiiti (Baillet, 1889), however 
The first is the daduch’s title o dgdovxos 7y "EXeuswior. 

L visite 
ou était censé 

of Nicagoras's 
deserve comment. 

Té 'E)evolna were a festival of games; it was an agon, 
a completely different festival from the Mysterics. 
It seems very strange that a daduch would have 
written this instead of uornpia, in effect putting the 
name of the wrong festival in his titlei® Stranger 
still is the appearance of his own name, Nicagoras, 
a violation of the law of hicronymy by the very 
man who swore at his investiture to observe this 
strictly for the rest of his life. Even more striking is 
the proximity of the correct form of his name and 
title to this incorrect one: on one wall he kept hier- 

0 Baillet op. it 
16 0p, it p. 213, 
0 ¢ argued below that the same priest set up dedications at 

Epidaurus. There he is called dedoyor i "Eawive o 
(LG., V%, 120) and edoixor 7o b (L.G., IV, 4 
being observed in both cases. No instance of an Athenian source 
callng the Mysteries d 
thata brachylogism dgdogxor 7 ENtooilar (swrmplar) seems out 
of the question.  Achus B the Eleu 
Sinan Mysteries (Pa 57 [ed. J. H. 
Ofiver, “The Civilizing Power,” Trans. dmer. Philbs. Soc. 38, 1 
(1968)7), but in the majority of these instances, when comparing 

them with other cults. Thus there is no question that non-Athe- 
nians used this designation (even when addressing Athenians) 
it s cor as well as useful in distinguishing 
one Mystery cultfrom another,  But in our grafito the question 
is whether this is proper Athenian usage, and whether it i by the 
daduch himself, who in al other instances when he used his title 
had it correctly recorded. An error is obviously involved here, 
and the additional error, ack of hicronymy, shows that it is not 
merely aseribe’s ertor,sich as s "ENawoe (sormpl)av, but rather 
one of general ignorance, the error very lkely of & non-Athenian. 

Demeter and Kore are sometimes called ai "ENwtnac (dal 
outside of Attica (. 1.G., IV, 955, line 14). A priestess of Demeter 
and Kore (of the Eleusinian cult) called herself at Delphi 

s tipua Adnrpos ai Képns "ENavocCitar] (sce below, p. 75 
Thus dedoiyos 7 ENcwrviaw (0is) Is within the realm of possi- 
bility, but if he wished to designate himself according o the 
goddsses he served instead of the festival, as he did at Epi- 
daurus, one would expect the tile Sadoixos Toiv s a5 at 
Epidarus, 

p. 492 

E\cwivia moripca s known to me, so 

 



onymy and on the opposite wall he violated it; on 
one wall he wrote his correct title, saiabyos i "ENcoine 
Jvarnpien, but on the opposite wall the unprecedented 
dadovxos 7@ 'ENaowiar. 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 o this title and the use of hieronymy, it 
contains a personal reference to Plato, and the ending 
sl xém(s) foxor ... ov wepaoyivre is certainly o 
personal touch. On the other hand, the grafiito on 
the opposite wall contains just the bare formulac of 
the standard grafitto found in these tombs (I saw 
and expressed wonder”) as well as the date according 
to_the consulates of the emperors. 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. Nevertheless, it does not indicate that 
the date of Nicagoras's visit is incorret 

Twenty-two years earlier, in 304, a sgioinos 7av 
"Eewoin uwornpiar dedicated at Epidaurus a statue to 
Athena Hygieia (LG, IV, 428) and an altar to Apollo 
Pythius Patrous (LG, This daduch 
was also priest of Asc Soter simultancously, 
presumably at Athens. His name is given hier- 

Map(sos) "lobw(ws).12 A difference of 
allows one to think im- 

mediately of Nicagoras, especially since the gentilicium 
and pracnomen of his family are unknown. ~However, 
the connection can be made by way of the dedications 
LG., 1%, 3689 and 3690, statue bases erected by the 
city in honor of the proconsul Claudius Illyrius, in 
which the pracnomen and gentilicium of Nicagora 
family are revealed: the epimelete for the dedica- 
tion of both bases was one Mapwos "Toivios Muroussarés, 
The bases are dated on the basis of the archonship of 

erens (225-250), the father of Tilyrius, to the end 
of the second quarter of the third century or later, 
4 date that agrees well with the notice in the Suda 
that Minucianus (the father of Nicagoras the daduch) 
was a sophist whose floruit was in the reign of Gal- 
lienus (253-268).1% Surely Marcus Junius Minu- 

onymously as 
twenty-two years hardly 

11 cannot ascertain from the photographs whether or not 
there is any difference in handwriting. 

5 The date s inseribed in each 
Hadrianic era (=304 A..). 
14 Kayvadias interpreted the abbreviation as Mp cos) Tot(rcr) 

»(cbripor) because of the apparently separate stroke over the i 
in 420: 107N (I have not seen the stone). ~This interpretation is 
refuted by 428, which has only 107N (verified by inspection) 
for i sérepo ha really been meant, it would have been indicated 
in some way in 428 al 

5 S, Moowarts. The connection of the bases with the 
daduch of the Epidaurus dedications and the family of sophists 

as the year 181 of the 

MYSTERIES [TRANS. AMER, PHIL. Soc. 
cianus is this same man, the father of the daduch 
Nicagoras who, as the hieronymous Marcus Junius, 
dedicated 1G., 1V, 428 and 429 idaurus 

to be coincidental 
further support from another base 
which has long been associated with these, namely, 
LG., IV*, 431, a dedication of a statuc by a daduch 
who, like the hieronymous Marcus Juniu 
the priest of Asclepius Soter. His name is given as 
igioixos] 7ot Oeoiw M. 5. ]|vou "Abn[ 
lacuna certainly contains a patronymic c re 
storation sgioixos] 7o feoiv M[woveta o *Af[vaio] 
naturally imposes itself.1# 

We can now be sure of the gentilicium and prac- 
nomen of this noble family of orators, sophists, and 
philosophers; we also know  that M. Junius Nic 

s daduch from at least 304 to at least 
326; that he was a priest also of Asclepius Soter; and 
that his concern for religion, as is manifest in the as- 
sumption of this additional priesthood and the erec- 
tion of at least three monuments at Epidaurus,'s was 
accompanied by a very active interest in Plato, 

goras!é® served 

31 @NBuos Tlow Agiobxos. .G, 
sometime after 372. 

113, 4222, In office 

He was in charge of setting up a dedication honoring 
Rufius Festus, proconsul of Achaca and Arcopagite. 
Groag identifies the latter with a magister memoriae of 
Valens from ca. 370 to 371, who probably in 372 
became proconsul in Asia.i#" Since he is mentioned 
in an inscription as having been twice proconsul,\* he 
probably served as proconsul of Achaca after 372.1% 

The daduch’s title, iwonuéraros, indicates that he 
was of equestrian rank; his other title, do koulrar, 
that he was awarded the honor ev comilibus but not 
necessarily that he served as comes or served in any 
particular office It is uncertain how Pom should 

and philosophers was frst suggested as a possibility by K. Latte, 
Gromon 7 (1931): p. 118, n. 1. This Junus Minucianus 
also in a letter of Gallienus' CApx. "By, 1971+ p. 123, no. 17, 
line 16). 

H4F. Millar (7.R.S. 59 (19697 pp. 16-17) independently made 
a similar restoration, though he apparently was not disturbed 
by Kavvadias's interpretation of the abbreviation (which was 
accepted by Latte, loc. cit.); but Millar's restoration [M "I 
Maosusia? oot i too ong for the space. —(Healso keeps (Nuaypas) 
in Baillet; p. it p. 1265). W, Peck, however, in Inschriften aus 
dem Asklepicion ton Epidauros (Berlin, 1969), no. 169, shows that 
he still holds to Kavvadias' resolution of 10T, and would restore 
MCap lowr ] cwrip)ov, which is strange indeed. His drawing 
of this part of the inseription shows that [MisovsiaJrot fits the 
Space exactly 

Pechaps 1.G., 117, 12142, a grave monument for a zais 5 
MoouLasos —], a0 pertains 1o him. 

46 Cf. 1., IV, 430 by a daduch and priest of Asclepius Soter. 
147 Groag, Die Reichsbeamien on Ackaia in spatromischer Zeit 

(Dissertationes Pannonicac, Ser. I, Fase. 14, 1946), pp. 49-51. 
uk CLL, VI, 37 
1 S0 Groag, loc.cit 
10 CF. Seeck, R.E. 4: col. 633-634  



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 years, and 
Callias II1 for at least 30 years. Between the end 
of the second century and 20/19 n.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 crror of 
twenty to thirty years. These data point to an age 
sometimes of less than fifty years at the time of 
appointment, perhaps sometimes even less than forty 
The only period during the Roman empire for which 
the evidence provides some inferences concerning age 
is the second half of the second century. At that 
time Pom (peius) (no. 21) held office for at least ten 
years; Aelius Praxagoras (no. 23) for at least five 
years, and died at an age of approximately ci 
Claudius Philippus (no. 24) for about three years 
in his case other evidence scems to indicate that he 
died young; and Pompeius (no. 23) could have served 
for as lo In the fourth century 
Nicagoras held office for more than twenty-two years, 
No literary source comments on the daduch’s age 
It appears that it was not as important a factor as in 
the case of the hierophant, and sometimes a daduch 
could be selected who was about forty years old. 

All indications are that the dadouckia was a lifetime 
office. No living ex-daduchs are known. Sophocles 
L1 of Acharnae (no. 13) and Themistocles of Hagnous 
(0. 14) certainly died in office. The custom of 
hieronymy, which daduchs first adopted sometime in 
the first century A.D. o the first half of the second 
century, is only comprehensible in terms of a lifetime 
office. 

as ten yeas 

MARITAL STATUS 
Callias TIT and Sophocles 1T of Acharnae were 

married while daduchs, and many others had children. 
Marriage was evidently no bar to this priesthood. 

MANNER OF APPOINTMENT 
For long stretches of time one or two families 

dominated this priesthood. In the second and first 
centuries before Christ it was rotated between two 
families, with the basis of rotation being perhaps 
seniority among the cligible 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 Aurclius reveals that clections 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 Aristotel® scems 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 

ed for a small number of pre-selected candidates 
as Foucart suggested® At any rate, certainly by 
the second century n.c. the daduchs were being 
clected by the Kerykes, and often certain familics 
were so prominent and powerful that their candidates 
had little or no difficulty in being elected. ' Such an 
achievement was a source of pride, as is manifest in 
the decree honoring the daduch Themistocles, where 
the dadouchia is called (line 65) # wepi 7 o[iJxiav 
yeronia éxl o\is yeis aird sgiovxia. Once con- 
tinuity of one family in this priesthood started, it 
was probably hard to stop its momentum. But it 
could be stopped, as happened very clearly to the 
Claudii of Melite, and in this case a considerable 
struggle probably took place before they regained it 

REQUIREMENTS FOR APPOINTMENT 
No spe 

known. 
(lines 37-39) that he received iy chyéveiar xal 7iy dx’ 
abris iepeasivmy &y Siadoxis Tapd 700 Tarpds xr\. LG, 
IVE, 86, in mentioning that Lamprias had relatives 
who were daduchs, describes the genos of the Kerykes 

al requirements for this priesthood are 
The decree in honor of Themistocles states 

as 7 adoféraror Knpixaw yévos, i 
The more times 

o dgbovyoiow ol 
eiyeriararod! a family held the 
priesthood the more ciyevis it probably became within 
the genos.  Thus prestige and influence were probably 
the only main qualificat 

In the time of Marcus Aurelius an incumbent of 
ns necessary 

another priesthood had to lay down the strophion of 
that priesthood before canvassing for the daidouchia.\*" 

6 Oliver, 1970: pp. 43-44; this s discussed above, pp. 60-61. 
1€ See above, p. 53 
1 1914 pp. 192-193, but he incorrectly assumed allotment 

for all periods. 
4 This is implied in lines 

for Themistocles (edited above, pp. 
¥ See above, pp. 61-63. 
146 Lines 4-5, edited by W. Peck, Inscliriften aus dem Askle- 

picion son Epidauras, p. 30, no. 36 
147 Sec above, pp. 60-61, and below, p. 6. 

7-38 and following in the decreo 
0-52): rapedneére. Tis  
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INSTALLATION 
At this moment the daduch became subject to 

hieronymy until his death (sce Introduction) 
said to have undergone a dokimasia, but the source for 
this is not the most reliable.1% 

He is 

DRESS 
For a discussion of the literary evidence see above, 

Dp. 32-33. Like the hierophant the daduch wore a 
strophion. in addition to a myrtle wreath. His 
ment, probably purple, was something out of the 
ordinary its representation on a fifth-century vase is 
discussed above, p. 45. 

EMOLUMENTS 
No information specifically for this priesthood is 

available; for information on the Eleusinian priest- 
hoods in general see the section on “Emoluments” in 
the “General Remarks” at the end of chapter | 

daduch received a_double portion in 
Eleusinian Endowment of 160-70 1.0, 

The the 

RESIDENCE 
The daduch had a house within the sanctuary.i® 

SOCIAL AND POLITICAL POSITION 
In the fifth century n.c. the family of the two 

Calliases was one of the most important in Athens. 
This was also true in regard to the families from 
Acharnae and Hagnous which controlled the dadouchia 

in the second and first centuries 1.C., and in regard to 
the Claudii of Melite, the family which controlled 
it for a good part of the first and second centuries A.D. 

It is evident from the speech of Andocides and the 
behavior of Callias that the daduch was normally 
very highly respected at that time. In the Roman 
period he occupied a seat of very great honor in the 
Theater of Dionysus™ and was one of the aeisitoi 
And for the second century there are signs of con- 
siderable competition for this priesthood. "~ Also at 
this time many daduchs filled a distinguished array 
of political offices and liturgies, both before and during 
their priesthoods, and most were Roman citizens. 
Unlike the hierophants, none are known to have been 
ambassadors in the Roman  period, but long before 
this the two Calliases (nos. 
this capacity 
for their w 
(no. 30) 

1 and 2) did serve in 
As a group they are much less known 

dom and speaking ability: Nicagoras 
apparently a descendant of Plutarch, and 

Callias (no. 2) are the only ones definitely known to 
have engaged in literary or philosophical pursuits, 

1 Eustathius @ See above 
See appendix 111 
See above, pp. 61-63. 

Hid, XVIIL, line 492, 

INIAN MYSTERIES [rRaNS. AR, PiL. Soc. 

while Themistocles (no. 16) seems to have done re- 
search in the traditions of the cult and to have dis- 
played considerable imagination in preserving them. 

DUTIES DURING THE. MYSTERIES 
He went with the hierophant and the sacred herald 

to make the prorriiesis at the Stoa Poccile” In the 
procession to Eleusis he marched perhaps at its head, 
next to the hierophant.™ During the 
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 érosreia than 
in the reheri. 1™ 

secret rites his 

OTHER FUNCTIONS 
According to the Suda (.. Aus adéwor) the daduch 

used a Aus xbitor wgis 7ois xalappols, 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 Lenaca. 17 

Unlike the hierophant he could hold other priest- 
hoods. No. 15 held also the priesthood of Poseidon 
Erechtheus; no. 29 was simultancously a priest of 
Asclepius; no. 2 was the priest of his phratry. Two 
daduchs in the Hellenistic period, nos. 7 and 10, were 
altar-priests before becoming daduchs. No. 22 held 
some other priesthood before the daidouchia. Evi- 
dently a legal case could be made that one had to lay 
down the strophion of a presently held priesthood be- 
fore canvassing for the daidouchia (and then, if suc- 
cessful, presumably also lay down the presently held 
priesthood itself), and Marcus Aurelius was persuaded 
to make a ruling to this 
old practice eventually reasserted itself 

ct, but as no. 29 shows, the 

IIL. PRIESTESS OF DEMETER AND KORE 
(égura A ¢ v Kéone) 

Several gene were eligible to supply the priestess of 
Demeter and Kore. A notice of Photius mentions 
one of them: Foeiaac yivos iaris "Abjyauw- i 6 roiras 
1 lipua ris Mfunrpos xal Képrs, 3 puotioa rois pioras iv 
"EXaoin. An inseription of the Roman period, 1.G., 
115, 2954, indicates that there were also others. In 
the notice of Photius uueis is of course not used in its 

See below, p. 78 
Sec above, pp. 35-36. 
Pp. 46-47. 
opater, Rletores Gre 8 (ed. Wal): p. 121, 11-12: dgjoixos 

w i\ utarne ip6. The meaning of this is 
ewhat opaqc; f, Foucart, 1914+ p. 196, 

¥ Cf. Foucart, 1914: pp. 197-198; Nilsson, Geschichte 1 
pp. 110-113 

175 Cf. Foucart, 1914 p. 195, 
* Discussed below, p. 74  



original sense, *“to pre-initiate,” as attested in .G., I 
6 but in its later sense, “to initiate, 

BEGINNING OF FIFTH CENTURY B.C, 
“The priestess” mentioned in a fragmentary bou- 

strophedon inseription set up within or near the Eleu- 
sinion around the beginning of the fifth century® is 
most likely the priestess of Demter and Kore, since 
10 other priestess of the Eleusinian cult is ever called 
simply “‘the pricstess.” 

Ca. 460 B.C 
In 1.G., I%, 6, the law issued around 460 5.c 

cerning the Mysterics is called 
Demeter.”*  According to this law she was to receive 
an obol from each initiate at the Lesser Muysteries 
and the same amount at the Greater Mysterics. 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 

she priestess of 

1. Avouo: Hesperia 10 
(= S.EG. X, 321 

fifth century 

(1940): p. 97, no. 18 
Around the middle of the 

Shortly before the middle of the fifth century 
Lysistrate commissioned the following inscription in 
elegiac meter (Hesperia, loc. ci. 
base which held some sort of pillar? 

to be carved on a 

A e e e e e 
ol o oo o G adsivdoe 
torpoe STEBANG Avorwrpirn it xapbrron 
pelderas NG feols dgllovos s divau 

Pritchett, the editor, explained 
arecive (two crowns) or 

But P. Maas would rather edit oreg 
and titles of Attic Athena 

priestesses, orecaris fits the title of an Attic Demeter 
His statement might lead one to think 

that xooud and rpaxefé are titles of the priestess of 
Athena. This, however, is not the case 

STEPANG as either 
civer (a patronymic with 

Kooui ToareG are 

xooyds and 
See the new edition above, pp. 10-11 

*Foucart (1914: p, 2i6) and Tocpller (1889: pp. 92-04) in 
fereed from the provision in 1.G., I, 6 which limits the conducting 
of inass to the Eumolpidac and Kerykes that Photius’s notice 
refers to the Haloa.  Zichen, Leges Sacrae, p. 16, n. 8, correctly 
termed their arguments a vicious circle and noted also that the 
Haloa were open only (o womer 

SEEG, XXI, 3, line 133 e above, p. 10. 
See the new edition abave, pp. 10-11 
¢R. E. Wycherley, The A1 ora, 11, Literary and Epi- 

graphical Testimonia. (Princeton, 1957): p. 82, mentions the possi- 
bilty that it is archaistic. 1 %o, it is an extraordinarily good 
mitation of mid ffth-century letters; [ doubt even the possibility 
of s being archaistic 

* Hesperia 15 (1946): p. 72 

PRIESTESS OF DEMETER AND KORF 69 

pameocipos (called rparcé in Hesychius) were priest- 
esses who assisted the priestess of Athena in the 
sbounais 7is rpaxéins.* The principal piece of evidence 
in regard to them (Harpocration, s.. rparefocopos) 
reads: Awoipyos & 7¢ mepl i iepeias o7t lepacims voui 
ior i 7o e 'am e sal i nooud owrbiémoua 

wéra 7y ris'Abyyis ipeiqxr). Thus,in the ritual of the 
cult which involved the setting of a table the priestess 
of Athena was assisted by two pricstesses, sooud> and 
rpaxeé; the former's function was to carry the table 
and the latter's function was to set it? Their titles 
are certainly not titles of the priestess of Athena, but 
simply reflect their particular functions, just as the 
titles hierophant and daduch reflect the functions of 
these priests. There is no testimony of a priestess of 
Demeter and Kore having any other title than 
“priestess,” “priestess of Demeter,” “priestess of 
Demeter and poctically—appiro reheris 
pbroNos s Morcover, the priestess 
of Demeter and Kore is not known to have performed 
any function that involved crowning. Of course the 
fact that such a function is not known does not mean 
that it did not exist, and we might consider a variation 
of Maas's theory even though there is no parallel for it 
revasis may reflect one of the duties of this priestess. 
However, Pritchett’s theory that the word refers to 
two crowns attached to the pillar makes sense in the 
text and in relation to the monument, and he cites 
similar dedications. ~Since this is poetry, there scems 
10 be no reason against understanding regine as 
being in apposition to dyehua. At the present time 
this solution seems to me t0 be the preferable one. 

Since the poctic rendering of her title (dppiro reheriis 
wpbmoMos ois ... kal vyarpls) can be translated into 
prose as and Kore,” it is 
clear that this full title was in use as carly as the middle 
of the fifth century he pricstess of Den- 

and “the priestess’ abbreviations of it. 
The poctic rendering of it shows that she had a role 
in the secret felefe.? 

Kore,” or 
xal Gryarpés 

the priestess of Demeter 

and that * 
eter” were 

21 B.C. 
The Rheittoi inscription (I.G., I%, 81) of 421 n.c 

mentions “the priestesses” as carrying the fiera at the 
head of the mystai in the Procession of the Mysteries, 
and we are probably to understand the priestess of 
Demeter and Kore, the most important priestess of 
the Eleusinian cult, as well as the hierophantids, as 
being among them.  Foucart believes that the priest- 
esses mentioned here were the tpecar ravayeis, but he 
can supply no convineing evidence that such a group 
of priestesses existed in the cult of the Eleusinian 
Mysteries.tt 

*For the operation of. 1.G., 11, 776 
" Cf. RE.2: col. 1962, 
win 16, 11, 3411 =pre 

hierophant 
19147 pp. 214-2 

or Ao xal Kipns refers 1o the 
sce below, p. 98.  



CLINTON:: T} 
Ca. 416 B.C. 

According to the apardlie law (LG, I%, 76) of ca. 
416, she did not take part at all in the announcement 
or reception of the aparce. 
2. Ocass Mévwros *Aypukier.  Plutarch, Aleibiades 

and 33. Toepffer, 1889: p. 97. P.A., 6636. 
the proof that she was a pricstess of Demeter and 
Kore sce chap. I, p. 16, n. 31. In office in 415. 
She was in office when the Mysteries were allegedly 

mimicked by Aleibiades and his companions, but her 
priesthood was not among the ones impersonated 

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 felete; for as we have seen the priestess Lysistrate 
(no. 1) prided herself on being “a minister of the most 
secret felete.” 

heano refused to curse Alcibiades and his com- 
panions when so ordered by the state, protesting that 
she was “a praying priestess and not a cursing priest- 
ess.™2 We hear of no prosecution brought against 
her for this action. Even if there had been any, there 
probably would have been little chance of suc 
the state probably had no clearly defined right to order 
a priest to curse someone 

END OF THE FIFTH CENTURY 
In the scction of the law code of Nicomachus dealing 

with religious festivals the third preserved column 
lists sacrifices at the Eleusinia.® These are divided 
into two groups, and at the end of each group the 
priesthoods responsible for performing them are 
given. The stone breaks off before the end of the 
second group, so that the priesthood responsible for 
this group is not preserved. Those responsible for 
the first group are (lines 73-76) 

rabra [Gioow] 
iepéallc Aunrpos] 

H éréulerpa] 
= 1t is perhaps better to understand the phrase in Plutarch, 

Alcibiades, 22, 4, 7é xatiarpera brd 7 Eouohwiidn xal Kapbxon xai 
EXawisor, as referting 1o the Eumolpidae and 

Kerykes and pricstesses of Eleusis, ape 7 18 
Eraoivor of tipua i attested in 
inseriptions for all periods, and rais lpedass rais 3¢ "ENeveio[os] 
occurs in .G., 11}, 1363 (= Dow and Healey, A Sucred Calendar 
of Eleusis) (this réading contains some slight improvements over 

uch designation as this occurs for that of Dow and Healey). . N 
the pricsts.  The passage in Plutarch would give better sense if & 
dichotomy were made between the Eumolpidac and Kerykes on 
the one hand and the priestesses on the other. For no priest of 
the Sanctuary at this time is known to have come from any 
other genos than the Eumolpidae or Kerykes, o that s ispiar 

jundan, did_come from several 
‘and it would be convenient to desi gene e them simply 

5 Sokolovwskd, Supplément, no. 10; of. R. Healey, H.5.C.P. 66 
(1962): pp. 256-259. 

SINIAN MYSTERIES 

hus the first group of sacrifices was performed by 
Zumolpidac and the priestess of Demeter (and Kore), 

with the < apometra of 100 drachmas, 
The second group was probably performed by the 
hieropoioi for according to 1.G., 1%, 5 the kieropoioi 
sacrificed at the Eleusinia, and several of the 
of the second group are the same as the dei 
16,1t 

For her sacrificial duties in this festival the priestess 
of Demeter received, as it appears, apomeira of 100 
drachmac. ~ In comparison with the emoluments given 
1o all other priests in this inscription this is an enor 
mous amount. It is also striking that no sum of 
money scems to be given to the Eumolpidac, 
together with the priestess perform these sacrifices. 
However, if we make the following restoration, these 
two anomalies disappear 

latter receivi 

Etuona(lbess of] 
raira [Biomw vl 
eptall Aurrees ] 

H értylerpal 
With several people sharing in it, the large size of the 
sum s understandable. Part of it went to the 
Sumolpidae who performed the sacrifices and par 

went 0 the priestess as apometra (a term that seems 
to apply only o pricstesses). 

FOURTH CENTURY 
Two legal cases are known to have taken place in 

the fourth century between the priestess of Demeter 
and Kore and the hierophant and to have concerned 
a_conflict of sacral rights. In the carlier case the 
hierophant Archias was convicted of impiety for 
sacrificing at the Haloa, at which only the priestess 
had the right to sacrifice.’s The other case took place 
around the end of the century, but little is known 
of its details, neither the specific point of contention 
nor its result* Both cases make it clear that the 
priestess had a very strong position in the. 
cult 

3. Priestess of Demeter [ 1. Hesperia 26 
(1957): pp. 79-80, no. 23. Dated by lettering to 
before the middle of the fourth century 
On_this dedication which she erected probably in 

the Eleusinion, she is called the mother of Epigenes of 
Acharna 

BEFORE MIDDLE OF FOURTH CENTURY 
before the middle of the 

contains the uninformative entry”: 
An inventory of some year 

fourth century” 
ieptas kal[ 

4 The recipient of apometra s 4 priestess in 1., 1%, $13; I, 
1357, 1363; the recipient s unclear in LG, I, 190 and Sokolowski, 
Supplément, 15 

s See above, p. 17, 
14 See above, pp. 

LG, 11, 1540,  



PRIESTE: 
400-350 

Phileto, the daughter of Dexicles, the priestess who 
made the dedication 1.G., 11%, 4560 (400-350 5.c.), is 
apparently a priestess of Demeter, but it is uncertain 
whether she is the Eleusinian pricstess. 

352 B.C 
In the Sacred Orgas inscription of 3521 the “priestess 

of Demeter’” was requested to sacrifice an [épeorpior] 
together with the hierophant. Previously in  this 
decree, in matters pertaining to the administration 
of the Sacred Orgas, the daduch was the hicrophant's 
associate; but here where it is a question of a sacrifice 
the hierophant’s associate s not the daduch but the 
priestess of Demeter (and Kore) 
ministrative matter 
the 

Normally, in ad- 
the hierophant and the daduch, 

presentatives 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 represe 
the Eleusinian sanctuary 

tatives of 

32978 
A “house of the priestess” is mentioned several 

times in an inscription of this year (1.G., 11, 1672) 
A retaining wall was built (line 17) xard i oltay 73 (s 
"ENawive 775 ispeas. In lines 126-127 two pigs are 
required to purify [something] and riv oixiay riv lepiy 
o 4 ltpeia olnci. Elsewhere (fine 305) “the doors of 
the priestess” are mentioned. ~ Since these operations 
are listed as expenses in a financial account of the 
sanctuary, we can infer that the “sacred house” in 
which she lived was situated within the sanctuary.* 

In the same inscription (lines 235f1.) she is certainly 
one of “the priests and priestesses” who received an 
allotment of grain on certain occasions (see above 

Ca. 330-ca. 210 
The “sacred calendar” of Eleusis, issued around the 

end of the fourth century 
in connection with the Thesmophoria,® certainly the 
priestess of Demeter and Kore, the one at 
Eleusis so well known that she could be so referred 

HIG, I 204 see above, pp. 17-1 
Ehasin is 

refering to this house in the sanctuary 
mbiguous enoigh to be_construcd as 

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 therclore “in Eleusis.” If so, the 
priestess might have owned a house in the deme, but ived in the 

i the sanctuary, which was at the disposal of 
every priestess entering office. The fact that “the house of the 

is not called “sacred " lends a bit of support 
“acred house 

pricstess in Eleusis 
o this possibility 

1.6, 11, 1363; see Healey-Dow, 19¢ 

S OF DEMETER AND KORE 7 
t0; but because of the poor pre 
the precise connection with the 
clear. 

ation of the stone, 
hesmophoria is un- 

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 Tocal celebration took place at Eleusis.  And yet there 
are three picces 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 feaogdpw 6o, and in one instance a 
hierophant made a dedication to them; (2) this in- 
scription (I.G., II%, 1363); and (3) a decree of the carly 
second century p.c the priestess of the Thesmophoroi.”** The editor of the latter inscrip- 
tion, O. Broneer, felt justified in restoring the deme 
Melite as the corporation which issued the decree, 
on the grounds that the husband of the pricstess was 
a member of this deme. It cannot be denicd that the 
inscription is a decree of a deme, but the pri 
husband's demotic is not a compelling reason for 
restoring Melite as the deme in question. The fact 
that she is aarded a myrtle crown and that Demete 
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 
benefactors of the Eleusinian sanctuary) 

also, sometimes so honored 
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. 1f 
we could accept, of Broneer's two suggested restora 
tions of line 11, the one which reads rafrep [sédorac 
xal rais E\\ais ispelass ais] s Afunrpos xal Képys, the 
priestess of the Thesmophoroi could be equated with 
the priestess of Demeter and Kore; but then the 
difficulty would remain that no site is mentioned for 
the erection of the priestess's portrait, a matter 
normally specified in honorary decrees. Thus the 
restoration and the equation are not assured, and so 
the relation between the Eleusinian sanctuary and 
the Thesmophoria still remains obscure. 

THIRD OR SECOND CENTURY B.C 
A statue base of a priestess of Demeter and Kore 

whose name is not preserved is dated to the third or 
second century before Christ.” 

21965 pp. 32-36 
®Cf. 1G., 10, 1177, 1184, 
G, T, 1363; Aristophancs 

Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 265, no. 31 
WALJ.A. 64 (1960) e above, hicrophant no, 23 

Hesperia 11 (1942) , no. 51 
2 The identiication cannot be excluded on the ground that the priestess of this inscription was selected by a deme whereas the and Kore was selected by a. genos; for Broneer's restoration of mpoxerpusoy in line 2 is by no. means 

L.G., 11, 3468 

Them., 83,282,295, Eecl., 443 

priestess of Demeter  



CLINTON: THE ELEU 

4. [iepelas 2% 7is] "AnoNhwr[low —  ~ uyarpés]) 
If Meritt is correct in his dating and restoration of 

an inscription found in the Athenian Agora® the 
carliest known occurrence of this priestess as epon- 
ymous is “around the year 200 B.c.” The only part 
of her name that is preserved is the patronymic 
Apollonius; 

161 B.C. 
An honorary decree of 164 1.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 
hicrophant and the The Calamaca 
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, 

pricstesses.”® 

just as she certainly was among the “priestesses’ 
the procession of the Mysteries At another 
rian festival at Eleusis, the Haloa, this priestess was 
the principal celebrant 

5. Thainy M, 
VI; "Apx. B 
1690 P.A 
second century 

dpoy 
1971 

2959 

Kubahpasés Ovyirnp. Append. 
pp. 129-130, no. 25; L.G., 1 
In office around the end of the 

Kirchner dated Glauce to the middle of the second 
century, on the basis of the lettering of an inscription 
(below, append. VI).  She would then have to be the 
daughter of Menedemus (I), who was active around 
the end of the third century and the early part of the 
second. However, the date of a new 
('Apx. 'Ee., loc. cit.) would place Glauce’s incumbency 
around the end of the second and the beginning of the 
first century. Consequently she the 
daughter of Menedemus (II)* of 
Menedemus (1). The lettering of inscription 
edited in appendix VI, though dated by Kirchner to 
the middle of the second century, is perfectly consis- 
tent also with a date around the end of this century 

Kirchner later changed the date of this priestess to 
the beginning of the Roman Empire, again on the 
basis of the lettering of an inscription. In his com 
mentary to L.G., 11 4690 he writes: “Litterac hanc 
sacerdotem initio actatis imperatorum vixisse indi- 
cant.” However, in this case, 0o, the letter forms 

ought to be 
the grandson 

* Hesperia 37 (1968): p. 289, no. 2. 
1., 11%, 949, lines 9-10, 

Detibner, 1932: pp. 67-68, 
16, 1, $1; see above, p. 14 
Seeabove, in connection with the hicrophant Lacrateides 

(no. 4) P4, 9894 and LG, 11, 012, 
H1.G. 11, 2452, line 30; P.d., 9895, 

SINIAN MYSTERIES 

are also similar to those of the beginning of the first 
century.®* So there is no evidence opposed to the 
positive evidence of "Apx. 'Eg., loc. cit., that the date 
of Glauce's priesthood was around the end of the 
second century and the beginning of the first 

She came from a wealthy and distinguished family.# 

6. Auerbeheca T\ivdor Thaclov Goyirnp. 1.G., 1T 
3220; 3495. In office probably in the second half 
of the second century or the beginning of the first 
LG, 1F, 3220 incorrectly 

‘Apwwowheias e[~~~ 
The entire name can be restored as ®o\[éfou Fukasiou 
Guyarpés] on the basis of 1.G., 1I% 3495, which reads 

reads [iepeies 
Thestoneshows: S\~ 

Tepuaw Aurrpos wad Klopns ~———] 
@Nisbou t\acioy [Aryaripa] 

And *Aueiekeias 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 (.P.A., p. 39) there are 
two men of Phyle eligible to be her father; the first 
Philanthes was active in the 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 inseription precludes a 
date in the middle or second half of the second 
century, nothing prevents us, in harmony with the 
known prosopographical information, from dating 
this priestess that early. In this case she will have 
been in office before Glauce; but it is also possible that 
she was the daughter of Philanthes the younger and 
succeeded Glauce, in the carly 
century. It should be noted that it is possible that 
the second Philanthes as Sundwall conceives him is 

earlier 

years of the first 

really identical with the first one 
According to .G, 11, 3495 Ameinocleia had two 

sons and one daughter, but we do not know whether 
she was still married when she was a priestess. She 
belonged to a wealthy and politically distinguished 
family.» 

FIRST HALF OF THE FIRST CENTURY B.C 
The “priestess of Demeter [ 77 is men- 

tioned in £.G., I1%, 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 t00 frag- 
mentary to yield any  information about 
priesthood. 

cither 

# Kirchner described the rho's of 7.G., 11% 4690 oblique stroke WP, The actually occurs on only ‘one rho, and there it appears to be a later scratch 
G, P.A., 9894 and 9895, LG, 111 921 gives the Correet reaing. 
#P.A., 1422 . G, stemma of Sundwall in N.P.d., loc ct  



SECOND OR FIRST CENTURY B.C. 
An inscribed altar of this period,® dedicated to 

Demeter and Kore and found “beneath the modern 
house in the area of the Eleusinion,” mentions a 
priestess as eponymous, probably the priestess of 
Demeter and Kore, but her name is not preserved 
(except perhaps for a couple of letters from her 
patronymic). 

prov Awonaiov Mapaliriov buyirnp. 
First or second century 1.c 

LG, 112, 3498 

She is the eponymous priestess on a dedication set 
up at Eleusis in honor of a girl hearth-initiate and 
kanephoros of Sarapis. Kirchner suggests a possible 
relationship with the Dionysius of Marathon who was 
priest of Dionysus around the beginning of the second 
century.# By its lettering the inscription could be 
dated to the s the first century 
before Christ 

second as well 

8. Khearpis Agidvalov Gvyérnp. 1.G., 1%, 
3490; 4704; 4716. Tocpfier, 1850: 08. P.A., 
8566. Stemmas: A. Wilhelm, Beitrage sur griechi- 

schen Inschriftenfunde, p.85.  Inofficein the middle 
of the first century 5.¢ 
She appears as the eponymous pricstess in a dedica. 

tion to Medeius son of Medeius of Peiracus (1.G., 1I%, 3490), exegete of the Eumolpidac® and archon 
around 6% Her father was basileus in 88/7 

Her name should probably be restored in 1.G., 
115, 4716, as follows. 

[ért iepias KheoxpaIrias 
4 [Obogidou "Ag 

[ovvarpbs]. 
TJvalov in line 4 is out of 

place, since here we expect not a pracnomen but a 
demotic text and the 
itself show that T is possible at the end of line 

Skias's restoration of [ 

His own majuscule stone 

9. K Bikhiovs Thoées Coyérnp, 6w 8 Nusobiuol 
Bouelov. .G, 1I%, 2879; 3261; 3530; 3604; 4720; 

4721; 4 Toepfier, 1889: 98. In office from 
sometime in the reign of Tiberius to around 70 A.b, 
She occurs as the eponymous priestess on a dedica- 

tion to Tiberius (1.G., II%, 3261), on a dedication to a 
high-priest of Tiberius (Z.G., II%, 3530),% and on the 
statue (L.G., 11, 3604) of the hearth-initiate 
Claudia_Alcia, daughter of Claudius Hipparchus, 

@ Hesperia 32 (1963) 
aPp.d, 4213 

See Oliver, Expounders, p. 14. 
For the date see Dinsmaor, drchons of 

Mass,, 1931), p. 282. 
as dated by S. Dow, Hesperia 3 (193 

Pp. 42-43, no. 48, 

nsin the He 

 ¢f. Oliver, Expounders, p. 83 

PRIESTESS OF DEME 'ER AND KORE 73 
the grandfather of Herodes Atticus.  On the first two 
monuments she is called the daughter of Eucles of 
Phlya, but .G., 1%, 3604 and 47204722 show that 
her real father was Nicodemus of Hermos and that 
Eucles adopted her 

The omission of the name of the priest in the third 
line of 7.G., 1I%, 4720 raises doubts about the correct- 
ness of the edition of this inscription, and the monu- 
ment confirms them.  Line 1 does not exist; there is a 
molding above line 2; above that is a flat surface on 
which nothing is inscribed and above this surface the 
original top of the epistyle scems to be preserved. 
The right side is not original as Kirchner notes, but 
neither isthe left side.  However, it s possible that the 
present right side the original. The 
following tentative text has been constructed with 
this possibility in mind 

is close to 

1 ['lépeta Avunrpos xal Kopns Khew Bixhéovs #hvéws 
BuydJrap, yovwn 3¢ Nuxobiuov ‘E[p] 

2 [uclov ral / 
iepets ZeBaoris Awal1] 

ou xal 

ot doiisay i Ao ki 77 Kbpn kel 7 
AuacJoston: xai 7 A, 

According to_this reconstruction the priest’s name. 
and titles would have appeared in line 2, [~ ~Jou being 
the termination of a title such as [dpxepeis dud fiJov 
As the monument is dedicated to Demos in addition 

to Justice and (probably) Demeter and Kore, Demos 
is probably to be regarded as a deity here. And 
Demeter and Kore and Justice were the deities served 
by the dedicators, Demos may also have 
served; that s, the priest of ZeSasmi Awaiost (other- 
wise unknown at Athens) may also have 
priest of a cult of Demos; thus his title might be 
restored as iepeis Scaoris Awaliooinms xai Ajuov]. At 
Athens only a priest of the Demos and Graces is at- 

Several inscriptions which refer to Awawsiry 
as a god are cited by L. Robert in Mélanges syriens 
offerts @ René Dussaud 2 (Paris, 1939): pp. 731732, 
including two that mention ministers of the cult: a 

iepeis Auaiogvns (at Mylasa-Olymos)®” and a iépea [dud 
? 7is] Awawsivns i [ro\ews] (at Heracleia in 

Caria, 73/4 A.0.)# _The latter should perhaps be re- 
stored to read iépea [Zedaoris ] Auaostrzs. Apparently 

this cult goes back to a cult of Justitia established by 
Augustus and called Tustitia Augusta. 

tested 

4 For the sanctuary of the Demos and Graces in the Agora and 
its prists see R. Wycherly, The dthenian Agora, 111, Litcrary and 

al Testimonia. (Peinceton, 1957), pp. $9-61. A priest 
ces alone is attested i the decree for the daduch 

p. 51, lines 10-11 (the same person was 
priest of Artemis Epipyrgidia,) 
B.C.H. 22 (1898): p. 394, no. 42, line 5. 

19331 p. 856, 
sion of it sce K. Latte, Romische R 

te (Vunich, 1960), p.300. The Fasii Praenestini, C. 1L, I 
. 231, record a signum Lustitiae Augustae probably dedicated by  
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The appearance of Cleo as eponymous priestess on 
the dedication in honor of Claudia Alcia shows that 
her tenure extended well past the middle of the first 
century.® 

FIRST CENTURY 
The dedication L.G., 11%, 2954, dated approximately 

to the first century after Christ 
(with slight changes at the ends of lines 1-2 because 
of space and a different interpretation of line 4) 

G 

AD. 

reads as follows 

1 foyirnp iéone 
s Adprrpos xal 7is Kopns xai] 7é vérn & o] 

@2 Joas, oMbl 
[etaedelas vexc xal is ds air]d depyesis. 
[at iéperas yiyporras 

This confirms the notice of Photius cited above (p. 
68) that the Philleidac 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 

dvyirnp. 1.G., 
IG., I1%, 3346; 

1071: p. 131, 
Jones, H.S.C.P. 71 

10. haovia_Aaodiuee Khiror Phokas 
7; as cponymous priestess 

Apx. B 
no. 27. Stemma: C. I 
(1966): p. 210. Toepfier, 1889: pp. 98-99. 
Woloch, 1966: Flavia no. 75, In office around the 
beginning of the second century to sometime in 
the reign of Hadrian. 
She was the wife of M. Annius Pythodorus, priest 

of Delian Apollo 113/4-125/6.2 Her son Annius 
Thrasyllus was ephebe in 112/3 (LG., 1I%, 2024, 

~4). Her granddaughter Aristocleia married 
Junius Patron, the son of an exegete, and their 
daughter Junia Melitine hierophantid 
(no. 9). Her other distinguished relatives are illus- 
trated in Jones's stemma. 

Since er son was ephebe in 112/3, sh 
have been born later than 80 A.D. Jones points out 
that 1.G., 1 cannot be dated carlier than ca 

hr 
lines. 

became a 

could not 

Augustus, and Ovid, Epistulac ex Ponto, 111, 6, lines 23-26,ree 
to.a temple of Justice which Augustus had erceted 

Principe nec nostro deus est moderatior ullus: 
fustitia vires temperat ile sua 
Nuper eam Cacsar facto de marmore tem 
 pridem posuit mentis in acde s 

Other mentions of the cult n Ttaly cited by Latte are C.L.L, I, 
133 and 5890; C.1.L., V1, 2250 i in honor of a sacerdos Iustitiae 
ot as Latte writes, & sacerdos Tustitiae Augusiae (unless August 
is to be restored). 

' For the date of Claudia Alcia see stemma ad 1., 11 
 Kirchner omitted the last ine of this inscription which as 

correctly recorded by Philios: rit Khdrv ®hokus Ouyarpds. 
Se C. P. Jones, op. cit, pp- 207-208. 

robably is not the priestess rferred to i line 1 of I.G., 
for it is doubtful whether, if she were, she would also 

As a matter of I, 
be inscribed again as the eponymous priestess. 

SINIAN MYSTERIES [TRANS. AMER. FHIL. SOC. 

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

1. Kavdla Teoléa Tapofiov Tapynrriov Ouyirnp. 
L.G., 113, 3584; 3585; 

1889: p. 99. Woloch, 
In office during the. 

eponymous pricstess 
3587; 3588, Toepfier 
1966: Claudia no. 123, 
reign of Hadrian. 

Of the dedications on which she appears as the 
3586 can be dated on 

gn of Hadrian 
cponymous priestess 7.G., 1% 
prosopographical grounds to the r 

Tarépior Mevdwipov Tapynrriov 6uyérn. 
4868; Hesperia 23 (1954): p. 257, no. 42 

in the first or second century 

12, Kavii 
1G., 1 
In offic 

She dedicated two monuments, at E 
(IG., 112, 4868, now lost), and a statue base 
Agora (Hesperia, loc. cit.)* Neither can be dated 
more accurately than by letter-style. She may be 

a descendant of the Menander son of Asclepiodorus 
of Gargettos who was iepels gunh[rov ‘Péuns ] sal Ao 
xal Xapira. 

Jauas 775 T Ovyarpis]. LG, 
First or second century 

13. [- 
47 

14, Adwm. L.G., 112, 3568. As eponymous priestess 
on a dedication at Eleusis of an unknown hearth- 
initiate. First or second century. 

E. Kapetanopoulos* published a slightly improved 
edition of 1.G., 1%, 3568, in which the last line is 
edited: ént leplelas )] Me[ix (] Audwms.  However, Me[u 
appears to be impossible; the stone clearly shows 
Al Z; 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 

eplelas . 5. Jag [.*.] Auiwns. This spacing can 
be seen in Kapetonopoulos’ photograph of the squeezes 
(where clearly fragments @ and ¢ are too close to- 

A gentilicium would suit the first lacuna 
[Khawit]as; but the 

second lacuna is puzzing; perhaps we must reckon 

gether). 
with as being the end of it, 

with a defect in the stone as between the second and 
third letters of line 4, 

15, [. 4% .Jm ix XoN\asir. Second century? A tri- 
pod base at Delphi (B.C.H. 83 [1959]: pp. 191 
192) has on it the followi 
by J. Bousquet 

inseription, as edited 

Here [iipaa] may have been inscribed above the frst line 
16,11, 
Ao 

3547, 
1968: p. 190, no. 18 and pl. 12a.  



YoL. o4, ¥r. 3, 1974] 

Tépee [Aiunrios ko Koprs 
“BNwodloior % 5 Jon ix Xon 
Necbiiy "ALroNNawe bl 25 

Restoration of Ay, the priestess in 1.G., | 
(see above), is possible, but would require a tacat 
or a leaf before it, unless, as I think is preferable, 
"Ehwoe[in] is to be read, in whic lacuna 
could hold a gentilicium A 
Even so, the priestess's name is far from certain. 

case the 
NevoeLine 

2. 150 AD. 
A priestess of Demeter and Kore whose name is not 

preserved perhaps appears on a dedication to Bradua, 
Herodes' as hearth-initiate (1.G., II%, 3608) 
around the middle of the second century, but a 
different restoration by Kapetanopoulos, which ex. 
cludes the priestess, appears to be also a possibility. " 

son, 

160-170 
The priestess of Demeter and Kore appears in the 

list of recipients of the Eleusinian endowment of 
160-170 (LG., 112 1092). Her position in this list 
is discussed above (pp. 35-36). 

16. Aia Exidaufis AN Téloros Takypivs Goyirm. 
LG., 11 3687. Stemma: L.G., II%, 3687 and 
Woloch, Historia 18 (1969): p. 510. In office 
around the end of the second century 

A statue of her was set up at Eleusis (1.G., 1T, 3687 
by her grandson Pomponius Hegias (while he was 
archon) and by her granddaughter Pomponia Epi 
lampsis. ~ She must have been a very old woman if 
she lived to see her grandson serve as archon, that is, 
if he served at the normal age of thirty or above. 
Since hieronymy was not practiced in the case of the 
priestess of Demeter and Kore, we cannot be com- 
pletely sure that she was still alive at this time 
if she were dead, it is unlikely that the dedication 
would have been made many years after her death. 

Since her son was archon around 180 it is im- 
probable that she was born after 135. Thus we 
need not hesitate in regarding Notopoulos's date of 
“after ca. 226/7" for the year of her grandson’s archon- 
ship as somewhat unlikely®*; a date around the end 
of the second century would be more reasonable for her 

and his archonship; this was Graindor's statue base 
date.# Notopoulos's argument for the later date is 
that Hegias's hoplite-generalship came before his 
archonship, but examples of the opposite order are 
available. 

The inscription mentions several of her relatives and 
among them the 
And in addition 

all their past offices and honors 
highest Athenian political offices. 

0p. cit, p. 212; and see below, p. 110, 
* Hesperia 18 (1949): p. 3. 
1022 2 

PRIESTESS OF DEMETER AND KORE 75 
to_their political offices, her father was priest of 
Olympian Zeus (line 6), and her cousin Aclius Ardys 
was high-priest and priest of Dionysus Eleuthereus 
(lines 11-12) 

Tocpffer maintains that since some of her cousins 
were heralds of the Areopagus, she was the daughter 
of a member of the Kerykes, on the basis of Ditte 
berger's theory® that heralds of the Arcopagus in the 
Empire were drawn from this genos. The Eumolpidac 
mentioned as heralds of the Areopagus in 1.G., 11?, 
3592 are enough to disprove this.  More substantial 
evidence for her membership in this genos is offered by 
the fact that her cousin Aelius Ardys was high-priest, 
and  the high-priests of known genos were 
Kerykes.” But if the Kerykes were one of the gene 
which supplied priestesses of Demeter and Kore, one 
would expect Kigues to be restored in 7.G., 11, 2954 
(see above, p. 74) so as to read: é yim & oy al 
ttpea yiyvorrar, Kipuves, Joa, ®\cisac. 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 Kipuses; 
S0 the restoration of Kigues appears somewhat im- 
probable, though not impossible.% One ought to 
consider the possibility that high-pricsts were taken 
from other gere besides the Kerykes, just as there were 
other important priesthoods in Athens whose members 
were drawn from more than one genos, for example, 
the priesthood of Apollo Patrous.” 

only 

17. 'Wésn. Eponymous pricstess on a dedication to a 
hearth-initiate, 1.G., 1I% 3723 (once located in a 
private house at Eleusis, now apparently lost). 
Roman period. 

18. Daughter of Epigonus of Sypalletos (?). Epon- 
ymous priestess on a dedication at Eleusis, 1.G., 
112, 4096 (now on Salamis). No date is given. 

Nuofoiy 4 xal ‘INipa Ocoreluoy & 
I.G., 112, 4777 (= 4750). 
Kore? 

Bpuclou Ouyirnp. 
Priestess of Demeter and 

She set up a dedication on the Acropolis to Demeter 
Chloe# Since only the title 5 iépea is inscribed, we 
cannot be certain that she was a priestess of Demeter 
and Kore. The place of dedication and the goddess 
indicates she was more likely the priestess of Demeter 
Chloe. Her father was probably the Theotimus son 
of Tryphon of Hermos who was prylanis in 167/8 
(1.G., TI%, 1774, line 453), as Kirchner suggested. 

© Tocplfer, 1889: p.96. Dittenberger, Hermes 20 (1855): p. 37 
S Oliver, Expounders, p. 98 
7 yiom may not refer 1o all the gene from which priestesses 

were drayn. 
“ Polycharmus son of Eucles of Marathon was high-priest and 

of Apollo Patrous (G, 11%, 3530: Oliver, Expounders 
The exegete of the Eumolpidac in 1.G., Ti was & 

priest of Apollo Patrous; sce the new edition of this inscription 
in "Apx. 'E. 1971 p. 116, no. 9. 

i Kirchner mistakenly reproduced part of it s 1., | 

pric be93). 

1, 4750.  
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Auwnoia A Tekiow Zevaybpou Guyéernp. .G, 11, 2342; 
4824 B.C.H. 20 (1896): p. 719, as edited by Oliver, 
Expounders, 1 52 Stemma: ibid., p. 164 
the middle of the third century. ~ Priestess of Demeter 
and Kore? 

Around 

She belonged to the very distinguished family of the 
Gellii of Delphi and Athens. She was an dgxrts at 
Delphi. She is never called ipeca Aiunrpos xal Koprs, 
nor does she appear as cponymous priestess on an 

usinian monument. In 1G., 1% 2342 (lines 
32-33) she is called Afyunrpos Gorepon iépeia, where the 
meaning of frepov is somewhat obscure,’ and she 
made a dedication at Eleusis as Afunrpos épaa. Her 
title, consistently Aunrpos iépea, is odd in comparison 
to the normal title of the priestess of Demeter and 
Kore at this period, ipeia Aunrpos xal Koprs, and it 
raises doubts as to whether she filled  the 
priesthood. 

J. Jannoray®® understands dpxrts to mean a leader 
of a group of Thyiades, dpxnts Oudder 

Her brother, and accordingly her father, belonged 
to the genos of the Kerykes 

The restoration of a pricstess in LG., 11 
uncertain. 

4768 is 

GENERAL REMARKS 
This priestess evidently had an important role in 

the telele (. espe 
but there is no certain information concerning details 

In the cultin general, scattered testimoniashow that 
she had a strong position.  In the ifth centuryshe was 

al expense fund of 1,600 drachmas 
though apparently she had nothing to do with the 
arapxh, which was administered by the hicrophant 
and daduch. In 415 one priestess deficd the state 
and all other Eleusinian sacred officials in refusing 
w0 curse Alcibiades. fourth century legal 
battles were fought between her and the hierophant 
over sacral rights, and in one case a hierophant was 
convicted of impiety for usurping her rights at the 
Haloa where she was the principal celebrant. She 
also had a principal role at the Eleusinia; in addition, 
she was involved in the festivals of the Thesmophoria 
and probably also the Calamaca. In one inscription 
in which the hierophant, daduch, and_priestess of 
Demeter and Kore are mentioned (1.G., 11%, 204), 
only she and the hicrophant are requested to make a 

At this time, then, it would appear that 
the pricstess of Demeter and Kore and the hicrophant 
Were the two most important religious officials of the 

ally the priestess Lysistrate, no. 1), 

in charge of a spe 

In the 

sacrifice 

1t may have a paralll in Pseudo-Plutarch, Lices of the Ten 
Orators, 843 (= Expounders, p. 137, T 30) w0\ 
i "Abhwas Goripon sprepor 8 iriy yinas Mok 
seem to mean here that she became 
married. 
“B.C.H.70 (1946): p. 259 
@ Geagan, 1967: p. 169, ine 212, 

1t would 
« priestess after having 

THE ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES 

The priestess’s participation in so many Eleusinian 
festivals (more, apparently, than even the hierophant) 
suggests that this pricsthood was a very ancient part 
of the cult; and this is also apparent in her title: the 
priestess of Demeler and Kore. No other priest or 
priestess of the sanctuary bears the individual names 
of its goddesses in their titles.  And it is a general rule 
at Athens that the original minister of a goddess was a 
priestess and of a god a priest. Thus there is good 
reason to. believe 
tached to the 
hicrophant.® 

this priestess was probably at- 
sanctuary at an carlier date than the 

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 
priestesees as well as by her appearance on Eleusinian 
monuments as the eponymous priestess of the san 
tuary (first attested in the second century B.C.). In 
the procession of the Mysterics she probably walked at 
the head of the group of priestesses, perhaps alongside 
the priestess of Athena.*” 

Her age and marital status are generally unknown 
Aclia Epilampsis was still in office at approximately 
seventy years of age, but the date of her assumption 
of the priesthood is not known. Nothing indicates 
that this was not a lifetime priesthood. ~Some pric: 
esses had children, but it is not known whether 
marriage was a bar to the priesthood. 

No certain family relationship between any of the 
priestesses is attested with certainty; thus heredity 
ippears (o be ruled out as the method of appointment 
They were probably chosen cither by election or 
by lot from among daughters of members of the genos 
of the Philleidac and one other genos (and perhaps 
others). 
She lived in a “sacred house'” within the sanctuary. 

1IV. SACRED HERALD (‘fegoxiiovt) 
In none of the very few testimonia for the sacred 

herald before the Roman period is the designation 
teponipuf used. 

He is called simply & xipuf in the charge made 
against Alcibiades for impersonating the hierophant, 
the daduch, and the herald.* 
charge referred 1o the revealing of 
the very essence of the Mysteries, the 
sacred herald obviously had a part 
ceremonics which took place within the 

sacred Since the 
at least part of 

hiera, the 
1 the secret 
Celesterion 

This is also the conclusi 
and D. Feaver (V.C.S. 15 [1957 

# Sce the discussion abo 
of Foucart (1914 pp. 

p. 125) 
op. 35-36, of LG, 1T 

8 and 74-75 
1092, See above, p 

ove, p. 71 
*The ipix xipet in Peeudo-Demosthenes, 

was probably 
1889: p. 184, 

Plutarch, 

Against Neacra, 78, 
the Eleusinian sacred herald (see Toepfer, 

Alcibiades, 22; see above, pp. 15-16,  



Ca. 460 B.C. 
According 0 a law issued around this time;* he 

received one obol eachinitiate 
Mysteries. 

from during the 

1. Khebspuros. 
8570, 

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

This man, called 8 7o pooris sipuf, made a speech 
to the followers of the Thirty shortly after the battle 
in the Peiracus between them and the Democrats 
His speech malkes no specific allusion to the Mysteries, 
but it is prefaced with the interesting statement 
Kh\cbepuros & 7w puora Kiput, udN’ ciguros, raraciommo- 
éuevos ke, Euplionia was naturally a desirable 
characteristic for a sacred herald, as it was also for 
the hierophant 

Ca. 330-<a. 270 
In a list of sacrifices connected with Eleusinian 

cults which was inscribed in this period one entry' 
ordains that the kiait is to be treated to a meal to- 
gether with the hierophant on the fifth day of Pyan- 
opsion, when they went to Athens and announced the 
festival of the Proerosia. We 
identify this “herald” as any 
himself.* On this occasion the sacred herald was the 
“voice” of the hierophant 

but the sacred herald 

20/19 B.C 
hemistocles 

and the name 
In the decree honoring the daduch 

20/19) he is called 6 xiput raiv feais 
of the incumbent at this time was 
2. Awvigios Anpoozpéros aNkgpels. 

12. In office in 20/19. 
Above, 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 Kerykes, even though it seemed inescapable 
that this was his genos. Good evidence can now be 
found in the decree for the daduch Themistocles (no. 
16). The decree was proposed by a group of men, 
with one of them, Diotimus son of Diodorus of Halai, 
acting as spokesman. The consisted of 
twenty men “chosen by the genos of the Kerykes,” 
who were therefore undoubtedly members of the 
genos,” in company with (ueré): a group of men who 
LG, T 6; fora now edition of the reevant part see above, 

oo 10-11 
Below, . 77, 
TG0 1T e, Calendiy of Eleusis (Cambr *Thid, pp. 18-10, 
S gbove,p. 2. 3G, W, S. Ferguson, Hesperia 7 (1939): p. 51, and Olver, 

Esponders, . 145, The tanyone in thiogroup wasnota mtmbersand Thermstoces somof Xenocles of Hagnous. (ine 28), the cousn of the daduch Themistocle, 
Crtainy was 3 member 

for the restoration of the sacred herald in line 47 sce 
and Healey 1s edited by Dow 

idge, Mass., 1965), 

certainly no evidence 

SACRED HERALD 77 
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 25), thus providing good evidence that his father 
the sacred herald was a member of this genos and 
that the office of sacred herald was traditionally filled 
from this genos.® 

A ciput avayis with the name Theophilus son of 
Menecrates of Cholleidai follows the sacred herald 
in the group of priests in this document. Thus the 
first four priests mentioned are in the following order 
the altar-priest, the zupgépos (who was also the priest 
of the Graces and Artemis Epipyrgidia), the cipf raiv 
deaiv, and the zevayis cipué.  With this may be com- 
pared the order of the three priests who appear at 
the end of 2.G., I, 6 [rlav éxi o fouin iepia xai 7if 

Yo foi kel 700 iepée 7ol ravael. Foucart 
restored here the second priest as o[y caurriv] 
But the appearance in the decree for Themistocles of 

yis kiput (who is also called elsewhere kgt the ra 
ravayis xat iepeis)" 30 high in the list of priests of the 
Kerykes indicates that important 
priest; thus on 
in 1.G., I3, 6 the phacdynes, a rarely attested offcial 
between the ravayfs and the but rather, 
as in_the list in the decree for Themistocles: o[y 

This in fact fits the space perfectly 

he was a rather 
should probably not expect to find 

altar-priest 

xépuea 730 oty 

# The great-grandson of this sacred herald was hoplite general 
in 45/6: sce 1.G, 1I%, 3242 and Dinsmoor, Hesperia 30 (1961) 
p- 194, Hewas also priet of the goddess Rome and the Emperor, 

d that was the precursor of the high-pricsthood, the 
incumbents of which were mostly if not always members of this 
genos (see Oliver, Expounders, pp. §5-95). 

It scems probable that the group of priestly offcials who spoke 
in company with o sall those 
Kerykes who were at that time holding a priesthood. I this is 
truc, our document takes on an even greater value, preser 

a list of all priesthoods contralled by this genos at this time. 
“The hypothesis would then exphain the distinction made between 
them and “the chosen”: 4 mation was passed in a special as- 
sembly of the Kerykes that the 
Demos that the Demos honor 

chosen by the Kerykes represe 

genos should propose 1o the 
Themistocles the daduch; this 

specifed that the proposal should be brought before 
the Demos by all priestly members of the genos and by twenty 
other members chosen specifcally for this purpose.  The au 
ization of the latter group by the genos had to be stated when 
they made the proposal (el xeraorafisres bxb ro5 Kopbxon iz 
but the priests were well known s members of this genos, i fact 
as its most distinguished members and its natural spokesmen, 
ence no statement of authorization was needed for them 

Other evidence that the sacred heralds were taken from the 
Kerykes i the fact that the grandson of Nicagoras (no. 12) was 
a daduch. The best cevidence is, now, the letter of Marcus 
Aurclius which shows that Mamertinus tried to change his 
‘genos to the Kerykes in order to become a sacred herald (see dis- 

on below, append. IV, p. 122) 
written before this letter was available to me 

" See the new edition of this section above, pp. 10-11. 
w16, 11, 5048, 

" He is discussed below, p. 

cus the above discussion was  
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ARLY SECOND CENTURY A.D. 

not 
Greece 

Suetonius wrote that the emperor Nero 
attend the Mysteries on his journey through 
in 66/7 hecause he was afraid of being turned away'* 
“Eleusiniis sacris, quorum initiatione impi et scelerati 

pracconis summoventur, interesse non ausus 
Whether or not this was Nero's true motive for 

not attending, we do learn here that it was the sacred 
herald who made the announcement of the prorriesis 
of the Mysteries, whereas all other testimonia for the 
prorrhesis mention only “Eumolpidac and Kerykes’ 
or “hierophant and daduch.”* Thus on this occasion 
the sacred herald would accompany the hierophant 
and the daduch and do the actual speaking for them, 
justas he did for the hierophant alone at the prorrhesis 
of the Proerosia.t 

FIRST OR SECOND CENTURY 
The title iepoxzput oceurs in a fragment of a catalog 

(I.G., 11%, 1947) whose nature is obscure, dated by 
Kirchner to “sacc. /11 post.” The title iepeis unrpis 
6w also occurs in it; hence he called it a “catalogus 
sacerdotalis.” The inscription is too fragmentary for 
us to ascertain whether the title ieposiout belongs with 
the name that precedes it or with the name that 
follows it 

AD. 

117, 1072, 
Hesperia 

3. Tiros Kuwndwos Méguuos “Ayvoiws. 1.G. 
lines 4-6; 3187; 3571; 3573; 3798; 4481 

11 (1942): p. 39, no. 8, lines 18-22." Woloch, 1966: 
Coponius no. 3. In office from sometime before 
117/8 t0 119/20 or later. 
He was epimelete of the Asclepieum sometime be- 

tween 85/6 and 94/5 (LG, 1I%, 4481), at which time 
he was not sacred herald; he was again epimelete of 
this sanctuary at an unknown date (L.G., II%, 31 
still not sacred herald; and again in 119/20 (7.G., I 
3798), when he was sacred herald. In 117/8, the 
year of the archonship of his son Titus Coponius 
Maximus, he was simultancously hoplite general and 

ch for the sccond time, priest of Arcs 
, Enyo, and Zeus Geleon, as well as sacred 

herald (.G, 1%, 1072, lines 4-6). A dedication to 
him as hoplite general and gymnasiarch for the first 
time, therefore before 117/8, is also preserved (L.G., 
I1%, 3573), at which time he was already ieporipug 7ot 
feoi. 

12 Nera, 34. Cf. Foueart, Recue de Philolo = Schofion to Aristophancs' Frogs, 369: xapd riv rod isposoron 
el baboou xpdpprows iv o 7 zowlhy oo Lsocrates, Panegyricis, 
157 Bigokeibas & vl Kipuses b 15 ehers 7 ormmpir 
o fapipos pir Gorp 7ols dodpopives 
poaopedonas; cf. Theon of Smyra, p. 14 (ed. Hiller): afre 2ip 

dxao 7os fovhapivas werovola parmplon ioris, NN ol ofs airis 
ot xpoeyopeleras olon s xcipas i xaflapis xa ey dEiveros 

HSee above, p. 2 
1 The same title s a certain restoration in 1.G., 

dedication in hono of his son. 

17 (1893): p. 199. 
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The year 117/8 looks as though it were an extremely 
active one for this sacred herald. However, when we 
consider that the offices of hoplite general and gym- 

rch were largely financial in nature at this time, 
nd that the tasks of the sacred herald in connection 

with the Mysteries and other Eleusinian cults were 
probably limited to those few occasions (in addition 
1o the actual celebration of the Mbysteries) 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. 
AU 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 

in none of the inscriptions which were erected when 
he was serving as sacred herald is hieronymy observed. 

His son's career consisted of the agonothesia of the 
Great Caesarea, the priesthood of Demos and the 
Graces, and leadership of the Stoic School, all of 
which occurred before his archonship in 117/8  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 112/3-125/6.1 

4. Aobsios Nobuuos Neypeivos Tapyirros. 1.G., 11, 
4069; 4070; 'Apx. 'Ee. 1971 

Pp. no. 29. Woloch, 1966: Nummius 
10. 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). 
Hieronymsy was observed on monuments in which lie 
appears while alive. His identity is revealed in a 
genealogical table inscribed around the beginning of 
of the fourth century (L.G., II%, 2342, line 8), wh 
the sacred herald Nigrinus is listed as the father of 
Bassa. A monument erected after his death (LG. 
11%, 3574) is preserved with the inscription Not (uuios) 
Neypeivos isponim, certainly the same man. 

Possibly he is the sacred herald in the acisitoi list 
of 1.G., II%, 1789 (sec below, append. IV). 

3 1¢ would be more accurate to say that the hoplite generalship 
could be largely financial, with some of its authority delegated to 
others; see Geagan, 1967: pp. 30-31, and for the gymnasia 
ibid, pp. 128132, and above, p. 36, . 182 

5 That is, he was probably not responsible for administrative matters as the herophant and daduch were. 
% esperia 11 (1942): p. 39, no. 8, 15-22 
» Geagan, of. it po. 117118, 

571 and 1072, line 1. See Woloch, 1966: Coponius 
11, 2029, line 21, Sce Woloch, 1966: Coponius no. 5. 

. 11, 4069'4070; 2342, line 8. On Phacdreas sec above,  



160-170 
The position of the sacred herald in the list of 

recipients of the Eleusinian endowment of 160-170 
(L.G., 1% 1092) and in the prohedria seating in the 
Theater of Dionysus is discussed above (pp. 35-36) 
and below, append. 111 

L.G., 112, 1773 (166/7 A.0.); 1774 (167/8 
(168/9'A.0.); 1776 (169/70 A.0.). In 

to at least 169/70, 

5. Mewépuos 
A.D.); 1775 
office from 166/7 or earlier 
probably to 174/5. 
His name occurs, hieronymously, only in the 

acisitoi lists indicated above, for the years 166/7 to 
169/70.# He may have been the father of C. 
Proculus of Hagnous, who was archon sometime be- 
tween 180/1 and 191/2, 

s ‘Epéonos ‘Iepoxiput "AroN\ariov “Epuecs. L.G., 
1782 (ca. 180)%; 1788 (174/5); 1798 (190/1); 

1792 (191/2 or 192/3); Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 36 
n0. 6 (ca. 186); L.G., TI%, 3665; 3666, Stemma: 
ad I.G., I1% 3665. In office from 174/5 to about 
19 
His name hieronymous form in_ five 

acisitoi lists (the first five inscriptions cited above) 
It is suggested in appendix IV that he took office in 
174/5, the year in which Marcus Aurclius ruled that 
the election of Mamertinus was invalid and called for 
a new election. His last appearance in an acisitoi 
list, 1.G., I1%, 1792, would have been in 191 or 192, 

Hle dedicated a herm to his father Apollonius the 
sophist (1.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 reccive 
Roman citizenship. 
herald (see below, no. 8), the other wasa sophist and 

One of his sons was a sacred 

herald of the Areopagus (see stemma). His grandson, 
P. Herennius Dexippus (see below, p. 96), the historian 
and organizer of the defense against the Herulians in 

267, also shared in the Eleusinian cult, as icpels zarayis. 
I.G., 1%, 3666, a dedication by the city to his son 

Ptolemacus, is dated by Kirchner to the beginning 
of the third century, but bec father's name 
is given hieronymously as II Teporiput, it 
should be dated instead to 174/5. 

112, 1806 (ca. 194); 1790 
In office from around 

7. Notuuos ‘lepoxin. LG, 
(ca. 197); 1789 (2045 7). 
194 to at least around 197. 

5 Alko restored in 16, 1% 1781 (169/71 
(1992): p. 50, no. 18 (168/9). 
*This man's grandfather may have been Pinarius Proculus, 

ephebe between 112 and 125/6. Sce Woloch, 1966: Pinarius 
o, 1. Notopoulos (Hesperia 18 [1949]: p. 22) dates the year 
of the archon to 190/1 or 1912, 

# An improved reading of the herald's name in line 51 can be. 
given: (B3 Teposlime. 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 sce above, p. 

and Hesperia 11 

note 200, 
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He was the successor of Herennius. His name 
occurs hieronymously in the aeisitoi lists cited above 
(in 1.G., II%, 1790, in second place, ahead of the 
daduch)* He may have been the son of the previous 
Nummius who was sacred herald (no. 4). 

LATE SECOND OR THIRD CENTURY A.D. 
A prytany list dated by Oliver to the “late second 

or third century after Christ” contains the following 
heading 

['EJxi [apxo]v ] 
TepolxJipuros [ ol mpurdvess] 

The archon was a sacred herald, and according to the 
usual order of the sacred herald’s nomen: 
rierokerys—demotic, €[~ ~~] must be the beginning 
of his demotic. One thinks immediately of a\npes 
and a possible descendant of L. Nummius Phacdreas 
of Phaleron, the husband of Nummia Bassa, daughte 
of the sacred herald Nummius Nigrinus. But the 
Nummius who was hierophant around this time 
(hierophant no. 27) definitely had the demotic Fa\npets 
and is therefore also to be considered as a possible 
descendant of Nummius Phaedreas. Thus it would 
be best not to assign Phacdreas with certainty to 
cither genos, and to leave the archon Hierokeryx of the 
deme 4[~-] unidentificd until more information is 
available. 

Tepoiput “Epuews. 1.G., | 
ad 1.G., 1%, 3665. In 

Epévmios 
line 42. Stemma. 

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 (sce stemma). He is probably not 
identical with P. Herennius Ptolemacus, the sophist, 
herald of the Arcopagus, polemarch, and agonothete 
of the Greater [Asclepi Jeia®; for if this were so, .G., 
1%, 3667-3668 would have to be dated to the be- 
ginning of the third century rather than the middle, 
but 1.G., 1I%, 3667 was dedicated by his son Dexippus 
who probably was not born before 200 

v (Srapueis). Ap- 
+4083). In office 

9. “loios ‘Tepoxiiut "Tovkiov Movow 
pend. VII (= 1.G., 1I%, 407: 

 For the dates sce append. V. For a new reading of 1., 
112, 1790 sce above, p. 40, The date of 1., 11, 1789 s not com- 
pletely certain; see append. IV. In 195/6 complete hicroymny 

a5 observed; only the titl hierokeryx appears in the list (1.G., 
11, 18060), in second place again, with the daduch third. 

= Hesperia 11 (1942): p. 66, no. 31 
LG T, 3666-3668; S.1.G%, $T1D; of. F. Millar, ZR.S. 59 

(1969): p. 19. 1 would restore the lacuna of line 3, 16, 1% 
3668 to read uyédor "ownedJdav; cf. LG., 113, 3614 and IV 
91, line 3; this 1 also recommended by the fact that 3688 was 
et p in the Asclepieum. 
#On his dates . Milla, op. cit., pp. 19-21  
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His father Julius Musonius held very distin 
political and religious offices; he was herald of the 
Arcopagus, hoplite general, agonothete of the Olympia, 
priest of Olympian Zeus in Athens, and phaedynies 
of Zeus at Olympia. As Kirchner noticed,® he scems 
to be identical with I "Toi\ Movotvos Sre(upieis) who 
was ephebe in 161/2.5 1f so, we may date the dedica- 
tion edited in appendix VI and the term of his son 
Julius Hierokeryx to_the first quarter of the third 
Century or perhaps slightly later, a date also recom- 
mended by the difficulty of fitting his term into the 
list of known sacred heralds of 165-210 

In 1.G., II% 4066 a Julius Optatus dedicated a 
of his daughter Juiia Rufina as a thank-offering 

t0 Eileithyia. According to appendix VII a [~~~ Jia 
‘Pougeiva is the mother of the present sacred herald 
1f Kirchner's date for 4066, “before the middle of the 
second century,” is correct, they may be the same 
person. 

staty 

10. Kaswass ‘Tepoxipué Srapeis. 1.G., 112, 2241; 3707, 
In office in 230/1 

‘The archon in the year 230/1 was Kaguavds ‘Toporiprk 
pueis# The form of the name is a bit unusual 

he rule of hieronymy demanded that the priest’s 
Greek name be suppressed; thus, if the priest was 
a Roman citizen, he suppressed his cognomen or one 
of his cognomina. Here the Greek name was sup: 
pressed and a Roman cognomen is used as @ nomen 
However, the practice of using a cognomen as a nomen 
was often followed by families who had a rather 
common nomen; they would drop the nomen and use 

a distinctive cognomen in its place. We do know in 
fact an Athenian family of this period which had a 
common nomen and sometimes used Cassianus with 
this nomen but sometimes used just Cassianus as their 
nomen: the Julii of Steiria. Oliver, in another con- 
nection, suggested that this family is not related to 
Apollonius the sophist and hierophant (no. 29). 
Raubitschek®® and Woloch®” have listed the evidence 
for the Juli of Steiria, but both of them in my opinion 
confuse two families* I think that the families can 
be separated in the folloving way. The archon of 
125/6 was C. Julius Cassius of Steiria? His son is to 

216, 118, 4083 
LG, 11 2085, line 24 
For'the date see L. Morett, Tirisioni A 

(Rome, 1953), pp. 202-203, who'shows that the same man is 
pamed 33 the archon in 7.6, 11%, 1832 and 2230 (~ Mi 
Ee. 1950-1951 p. 47, no. 29), and that the restorat 
man in G, T, Hesperia 36 

bicrophiant no. 20, 
Hesperia, Supplement 8 (1949):p. 285, . 5. " Woloch, 1966: p. 143 

 And s0 1 regard Oliver's stemma in Marcus Aurdius (1970 P 107, n. 8) aa somewhat hypothetical but © agree that it s Drobably a question of two clocly related familcs. 
1.6, 115 2037, Tine 3 and nstripions de Déos, 2536, line 25, 

): pp. 334-335; sec above in connection 
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be identified with the ephebe Julius Ca 
in a list of ca. 1609 and with the C 
who was ephebic basileus in 161/2:4 Both of the 
used a cognomen. The first known 
member of the other family is C. Julius Cassianus 
Apollonius who was anticosmete in 138/9 and cosmete 

in 161/2; in connection with the first office his name 
appears as Kao(ads) "AroNNémos Srapieis® and 
Kaguarés "Azo\\dvios Srepucis, & and in connection with 
the second, T' "loi\ios Kaouasés 
His son is to be identified with the Kastards " 

of Steiria 
Julius Cassius 

Cassius as 

zoMdos Drepucis 
oAimios 

Srapuels who was prytanis around 210% and the T Kaz. 
Mvos Zrapels who was archon in 207/8,% in 

which case the abbreviation should be resolved as 
vis), not Kas(ws) as traditionally. The [I'] 

Kag(iads) ['AroInos 2[rapicis] who was hoplite 
general in 188/97 was more likely the father than the 
son. The present sacred herald probably belongs to 
this family and is possibly the son, unless the pre- 
viously discussed herald, no. 9, Julius son of Musonius 
of Steiria belongs to_the same family and the two 
heralds are in reality identical # 

The same form of his name (but lacking the 
demotic) oceurs on a base erected in his honor by the 
polis, where he is called rov e’ éorias uiory Kaou 
Tepoxtouca. 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, agonoth 
of the Hadrianeia, general, eponymous archon, and 
then the stone breaks off. 

11, (Map "loi 
Philostratu 

Nuaybpas Mynoaiov. .G, 1I%, 3814 
Sophists, 11, p. 127 (ed. 

W. Stegemann, 
Stemma: O, 

In office from 
Arab 

, Lives of U 
Kayser). Suda, s.0. Nuayépas 
RE. 17 (1936): coll. 216-217. 
Schissel, Klio 21 (1927): p. 371. 

fore 238 to the reign of Philip the 
(244-249) 

On a monument erected after his death (1.G., II%, 
3814) he is called & ré lepiw kiput xal éxl 7is kaidpas 
oguris Tovrépxov kal Séxoron 7év eudoabewy iyoros 

© LG, T1%, 2081, line 
LG, 11, 2085, lines 52-55. 
@ LG, 11% 30125 of. C.P. 29 (1934): p. 
@ LG, 11%, 2079, lines 34 
“IGl 1% 20 
1.6, 11, 1826, line 15, 
16, 11, 2199, line 7 

18 (1949): pp. 34 and 
% Hesperia, Supplement 8 (1919): p. 282, ines 7-8 and Hespers 

LL (1942): p. 60, o, 25, where “the seribe or stone 
olved the abbreviation Kaz erroncously 

from Oliver, 1970: p. 107, n. 8). 
Perhape also 

of Steiria, hoplite 
also be 

for the date sce Notopoulos, Hesperia 

s Kasgloo (quotation 
mber of this family is Cassi 

neral around 220 (LG., 11, 1817), who may 
the archon to be restored in 1, 1 now that 

Moretti (loc. cit.) has shown that Cassianus the sacred herald 
cannot be restored here 

us Philippus  



VoL 64, vr. 5, 1974] 

He was a contemporary and friend of Philostratus, who refers to him as Nuayipas o 'Abmvaios, 5 xal rof "ENevowiov lepos ipué &zéglly, but because of their riendship 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 mpeogeurds Moyos,t but probably did not 
extend much beyond 250 if at all.i* 

His other writings included a Famous Lives (written perhaps with the work of his ancestor Plutarch in mind) and a piece called Tepl Kheordrpas ris & Toc (probably a rhetorical model for his student 
held the sophistic chair (soguwnis &l 7is 
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 carly 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 factthat 
Nicagoras is called 6 r» lepio ipué and o i ENevowion 
iepois kipug but not iepoxzpuf, and that Philostratus was 
not disturbed by not observing the custom of hier- 
onymy. It does not seem advisable to argue that 
Nicagoras was already dead, since there is no reason 
to dispute the notice in the Suda. 

is the 

GENERAL REMARKS 
Foucart was of the opinion that the sacred herald 

was neither a priest nor a magistrate. This cannot 
be true. Only priests and magistrates were seated 
in the first row of the Theater of Dionysus, and the 
sacred herald was among them (1.G., 1I%, 5043).55 
Since no argument can be made that he was a magi- 
strate, it follows that in the second century A.p. he 
certainly had at least the status of a priest. In addi- 
tion, he is associated with other Eleusinian priests in 
the aeisitoi lists, and in the Eleusinian Endowment 
list he appears next to the altar-priest. As he is in- 

* For 238 as lerminus ant 
Bowersock, 1967: p. 7 and above, p 

° This gives 230/1 as a good terminus post guem for 
Suda, lc. cit. 

. Schisil, op. cit p. 368. 

. Stegemann, op. it col. 217. 
#The family s well described by Schi 

CF. append. 111 
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cluded in the list of sacred offcials of the genos of the Kerykes who proposed the decree of 20/19 honoring the daduch Themistocles, at this time, too, he was undoubtedly considered a priest. And if our restora tion of 1.G., I%, 6 correct, heis listed, around 460 p.c., between the altar-priest and the priest “all-hallowed* as a recipient of emoluments at the Mysterics. 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 accompanicd the hierophant and daduch at the prorrhesis of the Mysteries, and under their_authority, made the actual announcement.* He did the same for the hicrophant alone at the Proerosia. 

It was shown above that the hierophant had a large aking role during the sccret ceremonies within the lesterion, and it would scem that he alone pro- nounced the secrets. ~The herald had a different rolc According t0 a passage in Sopater (VIII, p. 118, ed, Walz), the sacred herald o0 wrirre dnosis, 
The hicrophant, apparently, was not expected to shout above the din of the throng of initiates to demand their attention; this was the task of the herald 

Certainly his services must have been required often also during the procession, to announce instruc- tions to the initiates or to call for silence. 
Wecaniinfer that in the second century A.p, appoint- 

ment to this priesthood was by election; for the fact that some of the heralds are related to one another casts doubt on allotment, and the lack of sufficiently consistent family relationships rules against heredity Welcome confirmation of this is now given by the letter of Marcus Aurelius of 174, which mentions elections for this office.5 

v o 

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 t 
century) is in agreement with this, 

ond 

Nothing is known as to whether age was a factor in their appointment. In the Roman period personal prestige probably helped very much; practically every one of them came from a family of civic, religious, or academic distinction. One would naturally assume that the office was highly coveted at this time, and this is indeed vividly revealed by the letter of Marcus Aurclius.* Vocal properties may also have been taken into consideration, though our only evidence for this dates from the end of the ffth century B.. after the battle in the Peiracus between the followers 
See above, p. 56. 

# Sce above, p. 
 Olver, 1970: p. 4, lines 11-13, 
“ Cf. discussion above, pp. 61-63  
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of the Thirty and the Democrats a sacred herald 
(no. 1) silenced a crowd and gave a speech; the 
herald is described as ué\’ diwros. 

In regard o his installation it is stated® that he was 
crowned, which perhaps refers to a myrtle crown; for 
the strophion is not attested for the sacred herald.™ 

The sacred herald could hold other priesthoods 
simultancously (see no. 3). 

V. ALTAR-PRIEST (fsgeic 
Of the function of this priest nothing is known 

beyond what is apparent from his title, that he had 
something to do with an altar. Foucart suggested 
that “he stood near the altar, probably in charge of 
striking the victims offered at the Mysterics, perhaps 
also making certain that they fulfiled the conditions 
of acceptability, and marking them with a si 
There was more than one altar at Eleusis; Demeter 
and Kore each had her own? 'Erl fau is indefinite 
and could signify that he performed functions at 
both; the occasional (evidently unintentional) use of 
the title ént fuudv (sce below) indicates that in fact 
he did. 

Ca. 460 B.C. 
On the stele erected around 460 containing extensive 

regulations concerning the priests and the cult, the 
remunerations of the altar-priest, the [sacred herald], 
and the priest [all-hallowed] were appended to the 
inscription by a different hand from that which en- 
graved the main body of the inscription The altar- 
priest’s remuneration was one obol from each initiate 

THIRD TO FIRST CENTURIES B.C. 
Several altar-priests* are mentioned in the decree 

of 20/19 for the daduch Themistocles of Hagnous, as 
relatives of In addition, an altar-priest is 
mentioned at the head of the list of the priests of the 
genos of the Kerykes who proposed this decree 
which shows that the altar-priest was drawn from 

this Immediately_following him are the 
Dyrblioros and priest of Charites and Artenis Epi- 
pyrgidia (one person) and then the sacred herald 
(lines 8-12). If any protocol is observed here, the 
altar-priest ranked higher in prestige at this time 
than the sacred he 

fifth century (sce above) 
The dates of the following altar-priests mentioned 

in this decree 

Id, as he perhaps did also in the 

1s relatives of Themistocles have been 

@ Sce Nicagoras, no. 12 
# But see below, p. 116 
+1914: p. 205 
116, 11, 16: 

Sec the 
Jine 141 

ew edition 
Called throughout 
See text and discussion above, pp. S0-53. 

©On this lst se above, p 

SINIAN MYSTERIE: 
determined on the basis of the stemma and the dis- 
cussion of the decree above, pp. 50-33. 

for Th above, p. 51, 
In office sometime before the end of the 

third century. 

Decree istocles, 

His relationship to Themistocles is unknown 
“Tepohelds. 

1, line 
Decree for Themistocles, above, p. 
In office sometime before the end of 

the third century 
His relationship to Themistocles is unknown. 

3. Mvrigin. Decree for Themistocles, above, p. 51, 
line 5. In office sometime before the end of ¢ 
third century 
He was altar-priest ud fiov 

Themistocles is unknown 
His relationship 

4 Avmigdr. Decree for Themistocles, above, p. 31, 
lines 49-50. Stemma: table 1, above, p. 58. In 
office around the end of the third century 
He was first altar-priest and then daduch (no. §). 

He was a second cousin’ of the following altar-priest. 
5. @ougritns ‘Ayvolqws. Decree for Themistocles, 

above, p. 51, lines 49-50. Stemma: table 1, above, 
8. In office around the beginning of the second 

century 
He too became a daduch (no. 9) after having first 

served as an altar-priest. He was a second cousin of 
Antiphon, the preceding altar-priest 
6. ®dogesiins Pougridou ‘Aywolws. Decree for Themi- 

p. 51, lines 42-43. Stemma: table 
In office in the first half of the 

above 
1, above, p. 58 
second century 

stocles, 

He too became 
as an altar-priest. 
his father 

a daduch after having first served 
He probably directly succeeded 

Decree for 
lines 43-44, 

In office around the middle 

bipos Feuaridon The- Avoioos. 
above, p. 51 

table 1, above 
of the second century 

p. 8. 

He was the brother of Philoxenides and probably 
succeeded him in this priesthood, when Philoxenides 
resigned and assumed the dadouchia. He 
grandfather of Themistocles (daduch no. 14). 

was the 

8. Advrios Sogohéons 
tocles, 

Axapyets. Decree for Themis- 
lines 41-42. Stemmas table 

In office in the second half of 
the second century, probably succeeding Cephiso 
dorus. 

above, p. 51 
1, above, p. 38  



With him this priesthood passed to the family de- scended from Leontius of Acharnai, which controlled the dadouchia at this time (see stemma). He was the son of the daduch Sophocles I (no. 10). It is interesting that his younger brother Xenocles became 
daduch but not he. ~ The dadouchia was certainly the 
more prestigious priesthood and one wonders why it 
did not go to the eldest son in this case. It was 

gested above (p. 53) that the altar-priesthood 
may have become available first and accordingly 
went to Leontius, the eldest son of Sophocles, and 
when the dadouchia later became vacant, it went to 
the younger son, Xenocles. But then one naturally 
asks why Leontius could not have resigned his altar- 
priesthood and assumed the dadouchia as others did 
before him. The answer may be that the 
priesthood had been made a lifetime pricsthood 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 & ov 
e, 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 flled 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 onc 
sometime between his incumbency and that of 
Philoxenides. 

altar- 

Acovriov "Axapreis. Decree for Themis- 
p. 51, lines 41-42; Fouilles de 

Delphes, 111, 2, 10, line 24. Stemma: table 1, 
above, p. 5. In office in the beginning of the 
first century, succeeding his father 

9. Zogorhis 
tocles, above 

He was a pythaist from the genos of the Kerykes 
in 98/7 n.c.5 
time is not known. No descendant of his is known. 

Whether he was an altar-priest at that 

wprns Keidxo Aaworoeis. Decree for The- 
mistocles, above, p. 51, lines 9-10; L.G., 11, 1721 

line 15; 2464, line 10; 4714; .G., XI1, 8, 2 
P.A.4903. Sarikakis, 1951: pp. 52-33. Stemma 
Sundwall, N.P.A., p. 105. In office from 20/19 
or earlier to 14/3 or later 

He is the first member of the group of Kerykes' 
priests who proposed the decree in honor of Themis- 
tocles? Probably another altar-priest intervened 
between his incumbency and that of Sophocles (no. 9) 

* Fouilles de Delphes 
On these pries 
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He held the highest civic offices : eponymousarchon, 

hoplite general, " and herald of the Areopagus in 14/3.2 
He participated, under the dircction of the hierophant, 
along with several other distinguished married 
Athenians in the lectisternium of PlutoJ Perhaps it 
was his overall distinction in Athens at this time 
rather than sacerdotal protocol that determined his 
position at the head of the priests of the Kerykes who 
proposed the decree for Themistocles; but if our 
restoration of the sacred herald in the position follow 
ing him in 1.G., I, 6 is correct, his position here 
scems indeed to reflect such a protocol. 

He belonged 0 an aristocratic family whose known 
history goes back to the beginning of the second 
century p.c. 

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 (L.G., I, 1721) in which he 
is listed as the herald of the Areopagus, the fact that 
e was also an altar-priest is not mentioned 
11, Tiros #\afios Srpéraw Mawancis. LG, 117, 3084, 

as edited above, p. 31. Stemma: above, p. 31 
Inoffice in the second century A.p., before 121-124. 

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, 

He was the 

Aeisilo lists: 1.G., 
11, 1775 (168/9); 1776 (169/70); 1781 (169,/70): 
1794 (ca. 180); Hesperia 4 (1935): p. 49, no. 11 

2/3); 1.G., 1I%, 1788 (= Hesperia 11 (1942) 
21) (187/8 or 174/5); 1798 (190/1) 

Hesperia 11 (1942)’ p. 43, no. 12 
112, 1775, line 51 Other: L.G. 

2085; 3620. Woloch 1966: Memmius no. 3. 
In office from 121124 to 191 or 192. 

12. A Mépios Buu Gopixios. 

A statue base set up in his honor by the polis (1.G., 
112, 3620) informs us that he served as archon, hoplite 
general, epimelete of the gymnasiarchy of the deified 
Hadrian, agonothete thrice, ambassador several times 

including 
It is further 

stated that he served!? the goddesses as priest for 
fifty-six years, during which time he performed an 

‘concerning the most important matter 
the Gerousia,” and in_other offices. 

16,1, 4714 
LG XI1, 8, 26, line 5 

87611, 1731, line 15 = S. Dow, Hesperia 3 (1934) 
LG, 11%, 2464, line 10; see above, p. 29 
Sec'ab Sundwall, loc. i 

argues that Cicero 
Uheniensitm in 44 n.c 

.G 11, 3984 and 1 
For the meaning of Aeroun 

see L0 s 1L 
the word in this 

e - 
Dow (Hesperia 3 [19347; ; 53 

<on called Epicrates' grandfather princeps 
(Cicero, Ep. ad Fam, XVI, 21, 5). 3, T 

perform religi 
Dionysius of H  
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initiation in the presence of Hadrian and initiated 
Lucius Verus, Marcus Aurelius, and Commodus 

The date of this inseription, 177-180, is determined 
by the fact that Commodus is called atroxpérap, a 
{itle which he received 27 November, 176, and Marcus 
Aurelius is not yet called fus, which was added to his 
name very soon ater his death on 17 March, 150. 
This date allows us to calculate the beginning of 
Memmius's fifty-six-year service as altar-priest: it 
was sometime after November, 120, and before 
April, 124. Thus, he was already functioning as 
altar-priest before Hadrian's first visit as_emperor 
to Athens, in 124, and Hadrian's (alleged) initiation 
into the Mysteries at this time.'* 

However, it is clear from the dedication honoring 
him that Memmius did not officiate at Hadrian's 
initiation but only at some later time when “Hadrian 
was present,” that is, cither at Hadrian's epopleic or on 
an even later occasion when Hadrian returned as a 
Spectator. It s 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 
s correctly recorded here, we are forced to conclude 
that Hadrian was initiated before April, 124, and that 
the literary evidence for his initiation in Boedromion 
of 124, during his first visit as emperor to Athens, is 
inaccurate, representing perhaps a confusion of his 
presence as speclalor at_the felete (or perhaps his 
cpopteia) 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 carlier. There would scarcely have been 
a reason for a person who was so captivated by the 
religious institutions of Athens as Hadrian was not 
to have been initiated during his archonship or at 
some earlier time when he was in Athens, perhaps 
when student there. As emperor his 
presence at Eleusis would naturally be associated with 
initiation by biographers who were unaware of details 
of his carlier stays in Athens 

The literary sources also indicate that he made a 
second visit to Eleusis in 128 and a third in 131 
although no one source mentions all three imperial 
Visits. 1f thisis true, the expression wvigasra rapivros 
fcap Aspuavos must refer to more than one of Hadrian's 
“presences’” at Eleusis as emperor. 

Memmius did not initiate Antoninus Pius. It is, 
accordingly, just on the basis of this, very unlikely 
that this emperor was initiated at all at Eleusis; for 
the inscription makes very clear that to have initiated 
an emperor was a_distinet honor and there is no 

 For the date and sources see Graindor, 1934 pp. 1-8, 119, 
especially p. 6, n. 1 

" For a similar inaceuracy 
an intiation an epopieia see Graindor, 

= For the sources see Graindor, 1034: p. 
119-120, 

a the part of Dio C 
927 pp. 1423, 

% n. 2, 
n calling 
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reason why it would have omitted the initiation 
of Antoninus Pius, whose reign fell entirely within 
Memmius's term as altar-priest, if it had taken place. 
Moreover, it is inconceivable that an_altar-priest 
would have absented himself from Athens during 
any of the celebrations of the Mysteries—especially 
if the emperor himself were coming. 

Memmius's archonship was in_the year 161/2 
He was prytanis and eponymos of Acamantis between 
155 and 163, and pryfanis again in 168/9.2 He held 
all his civil offices simultancously with his priesthood. 
He died around 190/1, the date of his last appearance 
in an aeisitoi list (1.G., 1I%, 1798); a new priest was in 
office in the list dated to 191/2 or 192/3 (LG., II%, 
1702)3 Thus he was an altar-priest for an amazing 
total of at least sixty-five years. If he assumed this 
priesthood between the age of twenty and thirty, he 
therefore lived to an age of eighty-five to ninety-five, 
a longevity that was already cause for praise in the 
last years of the reign of Marcus Aurelius (.G., 1I%, 
3620, line 17). 

None of his relatives are known, although the dedi- 
cation honoring him (I.G., 1I%, 3620) discloses that he 
descended from a very distinguished family 
the “descendant of daduchs, archons, generals, and 
agonothetes.” It would be interesting to know which 
daduchs were his ancestors.  Since he was born about 
the beginning of the century, there is a strong possi- 
bility that they were the Claudii of Melite. 

At the very end of the inscription he is called 7o 
[&Js’ doxisptar 7iv ! apxuepir would 
appear to mean that he was a descendant of “high- 
priests,” just as rov dnd dgdobxer in line 2 mea 
‘descendant of daduchs.” ~ After rov [és’ dpxucptor 

comes histitle Norarpw. Oliver® interpre 
the whole phrase o x’ apxepiur & ¢e\omarpis as “the 
tile of an ex-high-priest who when high-priest had 
acquitted himself well in the presidency of the Great 
Augustan Games.” Oliver's array of evidence ce 
tainly does point to a connection between the title 
philopatris and the agonothesia of the Great Augustan 
Games, but in my opinion the natural and only mea 
ing of 6 ax’ dpxuepéav 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 
type as  dxd dgsobxer in line 2, which definitely does 
not mean ex-daduch but descendant of daduchs. 
Thus, & ax’ dpxiepic need not be directly linked in 
meaning with 6 go\rarpis®*  Moreover, if Memmius 
was a high-priest, when did he serve? Oliver admits 

he was 

omarpu. oy i 

1 16, 11% 2085, 
= Hesperia 11 (1942), Joc. it as dated by Woloch, loc cit 
B 1., I, 1775, ine 51 

“ For the date sce above, p. 38, note 20, 
 Expounders, pp. 88-89. 
 That philopalris as a title can sometimes be used alone may 

have further support in £.G., 11%, 3531 s the discussion and edi- 
tion of this insription in append. V111  



that it could hardly have been while he was altar- 
priest# but Memmius was_alt until 
death around 190/1. Therefore, I submit 
hypothesis, an emendation to Oliver's theory, namely 
that the title 5 ¢c\érarpis standing alone indicates that 
its possessor undertook an agonathesia of the Great 
Augustan Games even though he was not the high- 
priest in office at the time 

Twice Memmius is called 'Erl Boyir. 
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 Elcusis.” 

Memmius was in office when the Eleusinian Endow- 
ment of Flavius Xenion was established and in effect 
For the position of the altar-priest in the list of recipi- 
ents of the endowment (issued around 160-70) see 
above, pp. 35-36. 
13. T8 Kabios T KA 

Philostratus, 11, p. 95 (ed. 
1077; 1792; 2340 (= Mitsos, 
p. 359); 4007 
30 (1961) : p. 2 
11 (restored). 
in connection with daduch no. 18, 
191/2 or 192/3 to at least 209/10. 

priest his 

Meherefs 
LG, IF, 

73 (1949) 
e 
append. 

above, p. 
In office fr 

Kayser) 
B.C.H. 

Expounders, p. 78) 
3, no. 110; Geagan, 1967 
Stemmata cited 57, 

He is mentioned twice in the aeisitoi lists, in L.G. 
11, 1792 (191/2 or 192/3)* G, 1E, 1077 
(209/10); and once in a list of Kerykes, L.G., II% 
2340, which, because of the presence of the daduch 
Claudius (Philippus), should be dated around 194.% 
He was the son of Claudius 
and grandson of Claudius Sospis the daduch, thus a 
member of the great daduchic family of the Claudii of 
Melite.® He s the only member of this family known 
to have been an altar-priest. 

Philostratus states that he was a famous philosopher 

and 

Lysiades the high-pricst 

1 Expounders, p. 9. 
# Having read my discussion of this inscription and having 

examined my photograph of it, Oliver noticed that riv [ 2| 
Goxueptan was added to the stone after rér w\érerpw was already 

iraved. The words rds g\érarpa 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 &xucpée inscribed within the 
omega) and extend into the margin; also, the 76 is crowded at 
the end of the previous line, the nu within the omicron, though 
there is no other crowding in the line. Thus, for some reason 
this phrase was engraved later, cither becau 
descent from high-priests was noticed, or as Oliver suggest 
in accord with my hypothesis, because his title lcked riv (1]¢ 
dpxucpior. My own preference, however, is s’ dpxupian. 

H1.G., 11, 1776 and 1796, Memmius's name can be restored 
in 1.G., 11%, 1774, 1795, 179 

#See above, n. 2. 
“ For the date sce above, p. 38, n. 200 

# The restoration of him in Geagan, loc. ci, is not certain 
it is not known whether his incumbency and the date of this 
document correspond. 

B LG, II%, 4007; Expounders, p. T8. 
above, p. . 

the omission of his 

See stemmata.cited 
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and a pupil of Chrestus, the Byzantine sophist; and 
in fact he was honored by the polis dperis e xal 
¢Jidosagias 
14, Tiros ENdflos Buug. IG., 

Groag, Die Reichsbeamten von 
mischer Zeit (Diss. Pann. Ser. 1 
Early third century, after 209/10. 

117, 3802, F 
Achaia in spatro- 

No. 14), p. 12 

This fragmentary dedication shows th 
os Tizos Phaios 

Erl Buu, and it mentions that he was a descendant of 
daduchs as well as consuls. The latter fact would 
rule out an identification with the altar-pricst Flavius 
Straton of Paiania (no. 11), 
ginning of the second century 

Athenian to become a consul was the father 
in the reign of Trajan Grain 
Flavius the altar-priest with 

the _historian, who was suffect 
This is a bit improbable since 

involved, but since 
Graindor's. association 

was observed in the case of one ouér 

who served at the be- 
since the first known 

of Herodes Atticy 
dor® ated T 
Flavius Arrianus, 
consul around 129. 
adoption would have to be 
Arrian’s deme was Paiania, 
gains a little support from our association of this altar- 

 the altar-priest Flavius Straton of Pajania. 
Flavius Straton was archon around 

a grandson of Flavius 
Flavius the future 

priest 
Hovweve 
1943 a 
Straton the altar-priest and for 
altar-priest. 

suitable date for 

GENERAL REMARKS 
The evidence that this priest was always taken from 

the Kerykes is clear. An altar-pricst heads the list 
of Kerykes' priests in the decree honoring Themis 
tocles, where also sons of daduchs appear 
priests.  An altar-priest appears in a st of Kerykes 
published by D. . Geagan (1967 append. 111) 
altar-priest_Sospis (no. 13 a member of 
genos, and Memmius the altar-priest (no. 12) and 1 
Flavius the altar-pricst (no. 14) were descendants of 
daduchs. 

In the first and second centuries before Christ this 
priesthood was filled by members of at least three 
separate families, and in the second century after 
Christ again by members of at least three familics 
(two of which, those of Memmius the altar-pricst and 
Claudius Sospis, may have been related in some way). 
The number of families involved tends to rule out 

inh as the method of appointment and the 
consistency with which the priesthood remained first 
in one family and then in another in the first and 

itance 

# Hesperia 30 (1961): 
by Oliver, i, p. 403, 

# Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 30. 
#0 Marbres et Testes, p. 5 

Woloch, 1966: Flavius no. 9. /. P. A. Stadter, “Flavius 
Arrianus: the new Xenophon,” G.R.B.S, 13 (1967): pp- 155-161 

+7.G., 1I%, 2124, For the date see above, in connection with 
the dadich Claudius Phifippus (no. 24) 

no. 110, with the identication  
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second centuries .c. rules out allotment. Therefore, 
at least from the second century 5.C., the altar-priest 
was elected by the genos of the Kerykes, and the fact 
that it occasionally remained within one family, some- 
times being passed from father to son, attests to the 
influence these families had within the genos at those 
times. 

At one time—the last known case took place in the 
first half of the second century b.c.—an incumbent of 
this priesthood could resign and assume the dadouchia. 
At some later time, perhaps around the middle of the 
second century B.C., it was required, or became cus- 
tomary, that this priesthood be held for lfe. 

In the case of Memmius, the altar-priesthood was 
assumed at the age of thirty or even younger. We do 
not know whether this happened often or just this 
one time—a time when a person of less than thirty 
years but a member of a prestigious family, such as 
Herodes Atticus, could even become an archon. 

Hieronymy was adopted for this priesthood some- 
time between 14/3 B.C. and 120-124 .0, 

Several altar-priests had children, and there is no 
reason to believe that their wives were dead by the 
time they became pricsts. 

His relation to an altar has been discussed above 
(p. 82). The occasional inadvertent 
Bawév as his title reflects the fact that he had dutics 
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 
e probably performed his major functions not during 
the secret rites but sometime before them, outside of 
the Telesterion. This is reinforced by the fact that 
he is not mentioned among the ministers of the 
secret rites who were allegedly mimicked by Alcibiades 
and his companions® Foucart suggested that at 
Eleusis the sacrificial ritual was so complicated that 
a special priest, the altar-priest, was needed for it.* 
He suggested further, and he could well be right, 
that his sacred importance was considerable, especially 
to the mystai 

use of 'Exi 

Son autorité Sexercait sur tout ce qui touchait au sacrifice 
depuis I'examen préalable des animaux présentés jusqu’ i 
la consommation de la_cérémonic. Sa vigilance {tait 
d'autant plus grande qu'l y avait 1o comme une probation 
indirecte des mystes. Si les Deux Déesses avaient été 
offensées par la présence de candidats indignes ou impurs, 
elles auraient manifesté leur courroux par quelque signe 
défavorable. Les résultats heureux du sacrifice temoi- 
gnaient au contraire qu'elles accucillaient avee bienv 
lance ceux qui se présentaient 3 I initiation. 

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 
than the herald in the ceremonies within the 

See above, 
© 1914 pp, 
 Ibi, 

pp. 15-16. 

sterion. In the aeisitof lists he normally came after 
the sacred herald, and he did follow the herald in the 
Eleusinian Endowment list; but if this Endowment 
list reflects the order of the procession, he could have 
marched by the herald's side. Our restoration of the 
sacred herald in 1., I%, 6, in the position following the 
altar-priest, and the order of the priests in the Themis- 
tocles decree might imply that the sacred herald at 
those times had slightly less prestige than the altar- 
priest, and that therefore there was a shift in his favor 
during the Roman period; but it is probably best to 
say just that they were approximately on the same 
level in prestige and importance in the cult. 

VI. HIEROPHANTIDS (‘Iegogive 
OF the two hierophantids one was the hicrophantid 

of Demeter and the other the hicrophantid of Kore.! 
Often the inscriptions do not specify the deity of a 
hierophantid, but when they do, the official title of the 
hierophantid of Kore is, in prose, iepbcarris ris 
vearipas, and though the title of the hierophantid of 
Demeter never appears in prose, it probably was 
tepbparrs Tis mpeairipas 

1. 250 B.C 
The carliest mention of the hi 

fragment of Ister* 
ophantids is in a 

250 .C.): kel 7 icpogivrny xal 
rds ispogdvridas Kal Tov ogdoixor kel 7ds dNNas. iepeias 
Wuppivms Exew orégavor. It appears that at this time 
they were not minor priestesses in the cult, since they 
are mentioned together with the hierophant and 
daduch 

s68.C 
During Sulla’s siege of Athens a hierophantid 

dly begged Aristion for a twelfth of a bushel of 
wheat but received a twelfth of a bushel of pepper. 
1. Tepbgavris "Augiov TNGsov Buyirnp. 1.G., 1 

During the reign of Augustus? 
3514. 

She and her father are otherwise unknown. 
Demos made this dedication in her honor 

‘Lepbearris Moo[x——~ 
1G., 12, 3527, 

The 

Jauiov "Agidalov 
During the reig 

Ouyérnp. 
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. 

Tepbgarrs. 1.G., 112, 3553, First century A.D.? 
She erected a monument to her grandd 

Athenais as mystis, probably as wnfeioa g 
(see below, p. 108, no. 19). 

ughter 

* Foucart, 1914: pp. 212-213, first demonstrated this fact. 
* . Gr. Hist, 334, F 20, 
* Plutarch, Sulla, 13, 3  
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4. epbgarris vearépas Tepuiovs & Otov Buyirnp. 16, 11, 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 
pythochrestus exegete honored in 1.G., 117, 3549. 

the 

Tepbgarris Dhaflia [ Jepiraa. 1.G., | 
edited above, p. 31. Stemma: above 
Around the beginning of the second century 3 

above, p. 31), her daughter having married the altar- 
priest. Flavius Straton. It is not possible to deter- 
mine her genos 
6. buyérap Anurrpiov. LG., 115 3575. From 112/3 

or earlier to the reign of Hadrian or later 
According o 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 writte 
If our interpretation of £.G., 1%, 3620 is correct (see 
above, p. 84), namely that Hadrian was initiated at 
the time he was Athenian archon (112/3) or even 
earlier, we must assume that this dedication was not 
erected immediately after his initiation but rather 
several years later, after he had become emperor 
when the glory of having initiated him years ago was 
now keenly felt by this priest 

In the first four lines of the epigram she mentions 
that at the moment when the Athenians (Kesporidar) 
made her a hierophantid, she buried her name by he 
self “in the unfathomable depths (of the sa).” 

Uepbgavris ris vewrépas K\ dikigera Tig KX Tlir 
Mekeréas Oy . 3385, During 
reign of Hadrian. 

the 

The monument 
her son Claudius 

She was the hierophantid of Kore. 
was erected after her death by 
Lysiades, while Timothea was priestess of Demeter 
and Kore, thus in the reign of Hadrian. Her memor- 
able achievement while hierophantid was that she 
had the altar of Kore covered with silver (lines 5-6).° 

Her husband had the same name as her father; 
perhaps adoption was involved, but not necessarily.” 
Possibly a connection with the daduchic family the 
Claudii of Mel 

soupa 
e hatcach g b hee o allar 

See Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 75 

e is involved 

HIEROPHANTIDS 87 
HADRIANIC? 

TepogdlvIrifios] is written (according to my own 
reading, Tepogé[ Jr[tios] according to Dittenberger, 
1G., 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., 113, 5111), ‘Tepoga[vJr[ou], is probably in- 

ce the hierophant had a seat much below 
the first row of the prohedria (1.G., 11% 5053 

below, append. 111). Morcover, hier- 
onymy prevents us from regarding the nearby name 
*AD\JeéLavip—~—], of which I was unable to discern 
clearly any of the letters, as that of a hierophantid. 
8. Xepbgarris. .G, 112, 4062.  After 126/7. 

She appears in a dedication set up by the Arcopagus, 
the Boule of the Five Hundred, and the Demos in 
honor of her daughter Mundicia Secundilla.  Neither 
the daughter nor her father Burrus s otherwise known 
with certainty.® 

9. “lowsia Mekirivn Touiov Tlérpavos Bepevusiso Guyérnp. 
LG, 1I, 3633; 3557. Stemma: C. P. Jones, 
H.S.C.P. 71 (1966): p. 210. Around the middle 
of the second century 

She is mentioned as a hierophantid in 1.G., II%, 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 

~ Me\Jrtsny AN 
In 1.G., 1 7, erected 

honored as a hearth-initiate, where her name is given 
as "lowiay [ C J Merivmy. 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 
xal i is a good possibility; but I cannot find a 
trace of ota before Me\irivmy, as he does, to give it 
support.  For 1.G., 1%, 3633 he suggests 

ound 125 A.p.,? she is 

Criv ielobearras [lowsia ... 2. 7i 
[xad MeXJerivny *Av[vias "Apiaroxhious 0u] 
[yarépal 

#See Woloch, 1966: Mundicius no. 6 
* For the date sce above, p. 74 

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

 Apy. Ee. 1968: p. 211, His reading of [iipJa 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; 
MeNJertomy éo[iyeer =] is also possible. 

Her maternal great-grandmother, Flavia Laodameia, 
was a priestess of Demeter and Kore, and her paternal 
grandfather, Patron of Berenikidai, was an exe 
of an unknown type. 

160-170 
The position of the two hierophantids in the list of 

recipients in the Eleusinian Endowment of 160-170 
(L.G., 1%, 1092) is discussed above (pp. 35-36 
10. Towibry "loaiov Gvyérnp. 1.G., 112, 3632, as edited by Oliver, Hesperia, Supplement 8 (1949): p. 249; 

L.G., 115, 3709, Stemma 
In office in 176, 

Oliver, op. cil., fig. 2 

A monument bearing an epigram written probably 
by her grandson Glaucus, who was a poet, rhetor, 
and philosopher 
death by her daughter and two grandsons. 
the granddaughter of Isacus, the Assyrian sophist 
and teacher of Hadrian. The distinguished 
family to which she belonged is illustrated in Oliver's 

Besides alluding o the virtues and achievements of 
members of her family the cpigram mentions that 
once, in beginning the telete (apxoném 7eheriv), she 
crowned as initiates the emperors Marcus Aurelius and Commodus at the same time. Thus we might 
infer that the hicrophantid had the role of crowning 
initiates at the beginning of the felee, but considering 
the number of initiates, this duty must have been 
assumed by the other priests and priestesses as well 
if it normally was their duty 

Even though she was already dead, the epigram does 
not mention her name; it is mentioned only on a 
monument honoring her granddaughter (see below). 

Her granddaughter Flavia Eunice daughter of T. Flavius Callaeschus of Marathon is honored in a 
dedicatory epigram® written by the same man who wrote the epigram for her great-grandmother, i.c 
Glaucus, The_dedication 
was erected in front of the Telesterion. The epigram 
describes several of her illustrious  relatives 
father's uncle in the male line was Glaucus the hicr- 
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 

was set up in her honor after her 
She wa 

who was Eunice’s uncle 

1. Horhia AiNia ‘Bpewia. 1.G., 3688, In 
office around the end of the second century 

5 Oliver, Fpounders, p. 44 
2 1.G,, 11, 3709 (= Oliver, Hesperia, Suppl. 8 [1949]: p. 251). s did "Toepfler (1889: pp. 64-65), Tollowed by Foucart (1914: pp. 212-213) 

JSINIAN MY ERIES [TRANS. AMER. PinL. Soc. 
In 7.G., 11% 3764 the mother of Aclius Apollonius is 

referred to.as iepis yrpbs ..  7eherds dégawe Doty map 
dvéuropa Apots. It has been shown above (p. 64) 
that his parents probably are the P. Aclius Apollonius 
and Publia Aelia Herennia who dedicated _their 
daughter asa hearth-initiatein .G., I, 3688. There- 
fore she became a hierophantid sometime after 1.G., 11%, 3688 was dedicated. Her parents are unknown. 
Her husband belonged to the Kerykes. 

GENERAL REMARKS 
Unfortunately no positive information is preserved 

concerning which genos or gene the hicrophantids were 
taken from. Not many of their fathers are known 
from separate sources: only the fathers of Hierophan- 

tis daughter of Pericles of Oion (no. 4), Junia Melitine 
(no. 9), and Isidote (no. 10). And the only informa- 
tion derived from them which may be of significance 
is that Pericles of Oion was a pythochrestus exegete, 
and Patron of Berenikidai, the grandfather of Junia 
Melitine, was an exegete of an unknown type. Ther 
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 eupatridac is known to 
Eumolpid* If the evidence is not misleading, it 
would seem that Eumolpidac were not eligible to 
serve as exegetes from the cupatridae; thus, if the 
Eumolpidac 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 hicrophantid is line 3 of LG., 1%, 3575: eiré ue 
Ketporlfas Anoi Gégey iepdgarrw.  But we cannot infer 
from this that all Athenian women were eligible; for 
Athenians made her a hierophantid in either case, whether she was taken from Athenians at large or 
from a particular genos 

The first reference o a hierophantid is contained in 
a fragment of Ister (who flourished around the middle 

of the third century .C.) and the second is connected 
with an incident which allegedly took place during 
the siege of Sulla. The list of around 460 m.c. of 
Eleusinian priesthoods (L.G., I, 6) is not sufficiently 
preserved to enable one to hypothesize reasonably 
that the hierophantids were a Hellen ic invention.! 
On the contrary, I suspect that the “priestesses” of 

% Eepounders, p. 44, 
AL least two_ pythochresti exegetes were Kerykes, viz, Diotimus son of Diodorus of Halai (Espounders, | 21-26) and L. Gellius Menogenes (., 1 52), who was certainly related in the male line to L. Gellus Polyzelut, who was a member of this genos (see Geagan, 1967: append. 111, ine 212 ¥ Nilsson, Geschichie, 2: p. 349, suggests that they were a late  



SGETES OF 
LG., 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. Neverthe 
less, they did play an important part in the cult 
Ister mentions the hierophant, the hicrophantids, the 
daduch, and the “other priestesses” without specifi- 
cally mentioning the priestess of Demeter and Kore. 
A notice in Photius! 
having a very important position in the cult: ol 74 iepé 
alvougas rois wouuévars; which is confirmed by the fact 
that Publia Aelia Herennia is mentioned in an in- 
scription as “one who revealed the felefas of the 
goddesses, beside the Anactora of Deo.” It is in- 

also, though it may only be an accident, that 
there are no dedications of the Roman period singing 
the glories of a pricstess of Demeter and Kore as there 
are for two hierophantids. 

In connection with revealing the hiera rap' dvéxrope 
Anols, the 7apé. seems to be significant. The hicr- 
ophant only priest allowed o enter the 
Anactoron, and he is frequently mentioned, in regard 

to secret rites, as being within the Anactoron and 
emerging from it; the hierophantids always remained 
outside, and their share in revealing the hiera was 
carried out alongside the Anactoron, after the hier- 
ophant brought out the sacred objects. 

At the beginning of the felele, perhaps before the 
procession left Athens, the hierophantids were perhaps 
involved in crowning the initiates. 

Many of the hierophantids had children. There 
seems 10 be no reason to assume that marriage was a 
bar to this priesthood 

Hieronymy seems to be in force for them from the 
time they begin appearing in epigraphical sources, 
i.e., as early as the first century A.D. 

describes the hierophantids as 

teresting, 

was  the 

VIL. EXEGETES OF THE EUMOLPIDAE 
CE&nynzai Eiyodmibin) 

INTRODUCTION 
There is some doubt whether the Athenian exegetes 

were always regarded as priests (iepeis). They were 
certainly o regarded in Roman times; an inscription 
of the second century A.p. mentions [~ ~J &nyovuévois 
iLelpeifow h can only refer to the excgetes 
who appear elsewhere in the inscription (as entries in 
a long list consisting mostly of priests and priestesses). 

1 And perhaps also those in LG, 11% 1363 (see above, p. 22) 
and 949, line 10 (above, p. 27) included the hicrophantids. 

S, ipopdrmidss, 
=16, 11, 3637, 

Sec above, p. 85 
LIG, 10, 1092, fines 17-18 ( 

pp. 3817382 

cc above, hicrophantid no. 11 
Oliver, Hesperia 21 [1952]; 
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For the Hellenistic period, there is a decree of 128 b.c 
in which a procession at the Thargelia in honor of 
Apollo is described, and its participants are “the 
priest of Pythian Apollo, the excgetes, the ofher 
priests, the nine archons, the hicrophant, the daduch, 
their companions,* the manager of the games, etc. 
In the Classical period it is for the most part unclear 
whether they were considered priests. 
evidence that enables us positively to conclude that 
they were, and sometimes the opposite view scems to 
emerge. J. H. Olivert notes: “In the Laws, VIII, 
828D, Plato distinguishes as a matter of course between 
‘excgetes, priests and priestesses, and mantcis, " 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 

Eventually, this close association 
as well as the fact that they 

her in processions,* and the fact that 
attended probably 

contributed to some extent to a blurring of the dis- 

were inadequat 
in religious matt 
marched to 

sacrifices, rctimes 

tinction (if there ever was a clear onc), so that by 
Hellenistic and Roman times exe 
“priests 

There types of 
wullxpnoros, 6 brd 700 o xales 
the &pyral Bigokriar. Only the exegetes of the 
Eumolpidac, who were solely concerned with the 
patria of the Eumolpidae and therefore the Eleusinian 
Mysteries, are the object of this study. All three 
types were studied in detail by Oliver in Athenian 
Expounders of the Sacred and Ancestral Law (Balti- 
more, 1950) 5o that a full treatment of the evidence 
does not need o 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 pythochrestus 
exegete and one exegete appointed by the Demos.? 
Oliver's arguments for the number of the exegetes 
of the Eumolpidae are as follows: £.G., 112, 1672, line 
41 (329/8 5.C.), which indicates that there were more 
than one; 7.G., 1%, 1092 (ca. 160 A..),* which indi- 
cates that there were cither two or three; and the 
arrangement of the prohedria seats of officials and 
priests in the Theater of Dionysus (L.G., LI%, 5022 

etes could be called 

Athenian exegetes: & 
wivos &nynris, and 

were three 

* Sokolowski, S 
Sec above 
Expounders, 
Sokolowski, loc cit, and 1G., II%, 1612, line 41 

©CT. Expounders, pp. 63-64; also 1.G., 15, 1029, lines 46 
(= Expounders, p. 146, 118), 

Ibid, pp. 37-42. 
#See the edition of Oliver, Hesperia 21 ( 

Oliver, Expounders, p. 42, 

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 Eumolpidac 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 (1., 1I%, 5022-5079). 
In appendix I11, I attempt to present a more accurate 
picture of these seats, mainly with the help of Fiech 
ter's thorough study, and my conclusion is that on 
the basis of our present knowledge it is possible that 
three exegetes of the Eumolpidac sat together in the 
prohedria. L., 1I%, 1092 lists one exegete (line 48), 
then three exegotes (line 49), without noting precisely 
which ones nt in cach case. We know that 
there was one pythochrestus exegete and one exegete 
appointed by the Demos, so the first excgete (line 48) 
is undoubtedly one of these. _Since we know that the 
number of exegetes of the Eumolpidac was greater 
than one and since there is no other instance where 
they are grouped together with one of the two other 
exegetes while separate from the other (there is no 
apparent reason why this should have been done any 
way), I assume that there were three exegetes of the 
Eumolpidac 

Oliver suggested that the exegetes did not exist in 
the fifth century. This theory has since been di 
puted? When Expounders was still in the press, 

Jacoby's Atthis (Oxford, 1949) appeared, which 
als treated the exegetes but from a different point of 

graphers. 
their relationship to the Atthido- 

Jacoby reached the conclusion that the 
exegetes existed at least as far back as the time of 
Solon. ‘This position has since been defended (most 
notably) by H. Bloch.® It is my opinion that, given 
the present state of our evidence, Oliver's position is 
the methodologically correct one. But before we 
review the evidence on this problem, it must be 
emphasized that nowhere does Oliver deny  that 
exegesis took place during the fifth century or carlier; 
he only denies that there existed officials called exe- 

tes 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 evidenc 
much clearer for the early history of these exc 
than for the two stale exegetes, a fact which usually 
has not been mentioned in the debatesince Expounders. 

Exegesis by the Eumolpidac definitely took place 
in the ffth century. LG., I 76 (ca. 416 m.c)! 

* For bibliography see H. Bloch, H.5.C.P. 62 (1957): pp. 37-49. 
» Ibid, 

i See above, pp. 14-15. 

specifies that the sacrifice to be offered from the 
proceeds of the aparche is to be performed according 
to the exegesis of the Eumolpidac: xafiére & Eiuokrldac 
éxolheyalbrai. It is unusual for an official document. 
not to specify precisely the officials (f 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 excgesis by the author of the speech 
Against Andocides®: “ Pericles, they say, once advised 
You (members of the jury) that, in deliberating on 
men who are impious, you should apply not only th 

laws, but also the unwritten xaf’ ofs Eiokria: 
a, which no one yet has had the authority to 

y or oppose, and not even the author (of these 
unwritten laws of the Eumolpidac) 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 
Eumolpidac is recounted by Andocides in his speech 
On the Mysteries (110-116). In the Boule which tra- 
ditionally met on the day after the Mysteries to hear 
any_charges ularity_committed during the 
festival, Callias stood up and announced that a sup- 
pliant’s branch had been placed on the altar of the 
Eleusinion, and he pointed to the branch. ~Since such 
an act was strictly forbidden during the celebration of 
the Mysteries, the herald then asked the assembly, 
Who put the branch there. There was noreply.  And 
finally 
ey & Eheye il Bouj Eixkis oru oidels rasoiot, Té\w 
6 KalNias dvaords Eheyev bre iy o, € 715 ixernpla 
O & 7 'ENauowi, dxpiror v, kai b warip 7o' 
abrob ‘Irmévnos Eyhoaro ratra 'Abpaioss, dxoioae o bri 
iy> Oty 7w ixernpiay.  Erreer dvamnd Képahos obrool 

Ka\a, rivray afplore 
v v iy Knpliwy v, oix dator (60) oot myeiofas 

Erara b2 vouor whrpuov Neyas, § o2 orihn wap' ) Eorasas 
Xihias dpaxuds xeheies bge\ew, &y Tis inermplay 0 & 76 
*ENaowie. 

al Nyar avooudre 

Erara 8¢ rivos fxousas bre "Avbosions Oely 7 
ixernplav; xiheoov atrov i Bovk, Iva xal Aucis dnoboumer.” 
emeii o dvayvdally i 0Tk Kineivos ol elxer elreiv Srov 
ikovoes, xaragaris A 73 BouNg airs fels Ti dkernplar. 

If pynral Eipoknisa existed, Cephalus could have 
expressed himself much more directly by saying: 
oix &mynris v, obx dotor (69) oot iEmyeiodar. - But instead 
of simply stating in this way that Callias was not an 
exegete, a fact which would have been readily apparent 

to everyone if such officials actually existed, Cephalus, 
whose other remarks pierced right to the heart of the 
matter, here takes the round-about course and de- 
clares that Callias, being of the Kerykes, was in- 
eligible to give exegesis. Thus, if one is to assume 
the existence of exegetes of the Eumolpidac at this 

% Pueudo-Lysias, Against Andocides, 10.  
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time, one must also assume that Cephalus was not 
as sharp and precise on this point as he was in the 
rest of his attack on Callias. 

Another question arising out of this passage is how 
Callias (tike his father) was at all able to pretend that 
he was an exegete. I 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 Eumolpidac 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 hic 
ophant or other Eumolpid priests may often have 
given it, as well as other members of the genos who 

pected for their knowledge of the patria. 
The daduch, by his association with them and because 
of his prestigious position in the cult, evidently gave 
exegesis illegitimately on occasion In any cas 
this incident shows that while exegesis certainly 
existed, “exegetes of the Eumolpidac” 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 

however, the 
silence speaks: in two instances where Eumolpid 
exegesis in the fifth century is mentioned (1.G., I%, 76 
and Callias’ accusation of Andocides) the most satis- 
factory explanation for the silence concerning 
exegetes is that they did not exist; an assumption of 
their_existence forces the situations to appear r¢ 
spectively unusual’® and somewhat incredible. More 
over, Bloch does not distinguish between the institu- 
tion and its officials. No one would deny that the 
nstitution of gesis existed long before 

the end of the but the available evidence 

case of the eegetes of the Eumolpidac 

called &nynral; that exegesis was carried on perfe 
well without &nyrrat 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 
t0 a need for regularization which was not previously 
felt. Thus, we need not make the assumption that 

5 Cf. Expounders, p. 23 
WHS.CP. 62 (1957): p. 46 
1 the case of 26, T, 76 it 

phrase isa fosslized one, stilin 
this is worth considering only because the same phrase was used 
in1353/2 (1.G. 1T, 1403 sce below, . 92) by which time Eumolpid 
exegetes may well have existed: but the fact that a fosslized 

s used in 353/2 s no argument that it was so used in 
‘and the situation of Callias strongly indicates that it 

of course that the 
exegetes existed 
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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 cqually untenable extreme, as Bloch seems to do, 
of assuming the existence of an Athenian institution 
inits fully developed form considerably before its first 
appearance in a source in that form. 

If we regard Eumolpid excgesis as a_developing 
institution, the following reconstruction of its develop- 
ment appears probable. - Certain membersof the genos 
were more knowledgeable and skilful in expounding 
than others, and they would naturally tend to be 
called upon with some regularity. The demand for 
exegesis steadily increased with the increasing litiga 
tion in the fourth century, which, in matters of 
exegesis, highly valued expertise and uniformity. The 
great throngs of initiates, who before the festival had 
0 be carefully instructed in the patria (cf. the new 
inscription cited below), especially the foreig 
supplied another powerful impetus for uniformity o 
exegesis; for they surely needed to know some of the 
patria pertaining to the festival, and the question of 
whether they were completely free of pollution was 
probably of very great importance. The genos met 
this necd by appointing as iEmrai members who 
were most knowledgeable in this specialty, thus re- 
gularizing and formalizing the institution. From 
now on, a person desiring exegesis knew exactly on 
whom he could call and that the exegete would not be 
occupied by other duties, as probably the regular 
priests of the genos were occasionally in the past. 
Moreover, the genos was now spared the embarra 
ment of faulty or illegitimate exegesis. If Oliver is 
correct in his theory that before the Law Code of 
Nicomachus there were no officials at all in Athens 
called exegetes, and that the two stale exegetes w 
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 imynrai. Later the 
Eumolpidac called their own expounding officials by 
the same name 

At the time Expounders was published, the earliest 
clear reference to exegetes of the Eumolpidac occurred 
in 1.G., I1%, 1672 (329/8 n.c.). However, Oliver felt 
that there was some probability in the inference that 
they came into existence sometime after 383 but 
before 357/6, though admitting that the evidence for 
this inference could refer not to the exegetes of the 
Eumolpidac but to the two stale exegetes.® New 
evidence is now available concerning the exegetes of 
the Eumolpidae in the fourth century, in the form of 
several fragments of an inscription found in the course. 
of excavations in the Athenian Agora (soon to be 
published by C. Edmonson). e actually new 
fragments of Sokolowski, Lois Sacrées, Supplément, 12, 
and reveal that this is in fact an inseription of over 

1 Bxpounders, pp. 33, 43-44.  
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fty-fve lines in length, dating apparently to th 
ond quarter of the fourth century, and that it contains 

Fegulations on many aspects of the Mysteriesin which 
the state had a part. C. Edmonson has kindly allowed 

me to quote sections of it relevant to this study. The 

section pertaining to the exegetes reads: Efuokwiéav 62 
vis demyelris “ WL I b 

@ lepd ral 7d wérpia?] dmyéobar "Admvalr amd vopnpias 
7 Unfortunately wal sy §[Jpa i deopis e 1 

not enough is preserved 10 reveal the complete sense 
but it seems that the exegetes are ordered to give 
exegesis, starting on the first of the month (of Boe- 
dromion), to anyone requesting it in connection with 
the coming festival; the lacuna may fied 
the place where they would be accessible. Noteworthy 
however, is the way in which the exegetes are referred 
to: “of the Eumolpidac the excgetes that is, 
the terminology is slightly looser than their later 
official titles : nyrrai Eiuohreii, nynrai & Eiuohsicy 
&yynrai ix 700 yévous oo Eiohriiar. It is as if to say 
those members of the Eumolpidac who are exegetes”; 

it may indicate that the custom of calling the expound- 
ing Eumolpidac &rynral was relatively recent, 
enough time having elapsed for their titles to have 
become formalized. But this is perhaps attempting 
to squeeze too much significance from this phrase 
Yet it does tend to support the evidence discussed 
above for placing the beginning of the exegetes of 
the Eumolpidac after Andocides speech 
in the year 400. If the date of the inscription is the 
second quarter of the fourth century, these officials 

have spe 

Name Date 
1. Tupdton . 300 n 
2. Miaos Avoddpos (apauc) . 136 nc 

5. "AroWNéion A Tast quarter of 
Mibaos Mndeon 60 nc 
Tayuims auuivors Mapedmos  Augustan 

6. "8 Rhatiuos Anpiorpares ca. end o fir 
7. A Otegdor Alokiaw [ Jix @ 
8. [~~~ =1 "Axapods, vir practorius 
Perhaps: Kathos llirnhos ‘Axapresca. 197 A.. 

1 iepd xal 7 rirpia] fits the space, and so 1 su 
a_ posibility, on the basis of 1.G., 11 

LG, 11, 140, ine 19,  a. o eryorad 43 
able but unlikely 

" Bxp I wish to thank P. Herrmann, 
Kindly sent an offprint of his article, cited below, and thus made 
it possible to.incorporate his results as my manuseript was in 
the press. 
=116 ( 

preser 

3490, which mentions 

ders, p. 44 

16, 
at Eleusts, 

113, 3187) is actually in the storeroom of the 
An unpublished fragment of this inscription 

ag only the end of the irst line, shows that it should re 
AzoNNGLy Jor “Anvivopols 'EJpacia. - In 106/5 he was pythais 
Delphi, Fouiles de Delphes, 111, 2, 15, where no demotic is 
preserved (Oliver ad | 16 mistakeniy implis that "Axaprls s 
preserved). An ephebe in 119/8 (LG, II%, 1008, lin 100) whose 
mame should now be restored to read ['ArJosen "AzoNChariay 

SUSINIAN MYSTERIES 

Second or third century A, 

Were in existence at that time and Oliver's inference 
placing their inception sometime between 383 and 
357/6 has not been invalidated. Nevertheless, it is 
possible that they were instituted a bit later; the date 
of this inscription may turn out to be later than the 
second quarter of the fourth century. In 353 the 
old phrase xa’ 3¢ d Eiohnida: Jem@rras was prob- 
ably!® still used, either because the phrase had become 
fossilized or the &ryrrat had not yet been established. 

THE INDIVIDUAL EXEGETES 
The prosopography of the exegetes of the Eumol- 

pidac has been covered thoroughly in Expounders; 
Oliver's list of the exegetes of the Eumolpidac is re- 
peated in the table below with some changes and one 
addition." The prosopography of each exegete is given 
by Oliver, Herrmann, and myself in connection with 
the testimonia cited in the table. 

GENERAL REMARKS 

Eumolpid exegesis undoubtedly existed in the pre- 
Cleisthenic period in Athens, but the 
certain men and the designation of them as exegetes 

to have started only 

selection of 

appears, with some probability 
after the end of the fifth century. In my opinion 
their number was three. The manner in which they 
were appointed is not known; since they had to be 
highly 
assumption.?! 

qualified, election would be a reasonable 

T30 
116 
119 
129,30 
138, 53; below, p. 108, no. 14 
"Apy. . 1971, “Inseriptions from Eleusis, 

P. Herrmann, Z.P.E. 10 (1973): pp. 80- 
148 and "Apy. B, 19 n0.9 
1455 see above, p 

" nos. 27 and 31; 

Ep Jxgts and who is probably to be identified with a boy pythaist 
of the same name in'the year 128/7 (Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 

line 5, with no dematic) may have been his son, The Agenor 
nius who was pythaist in the year 138/7 
1, line 7) may have been the son of a cousin of the 

exegete. The Agenor son of Apollonius who was sent to Delphi 
s kitharistes by the Athenian Dionysiac Artists in 128/7 (ibid. 

may be the same person or the boy pythaist of 

a boy 

* Jacoby, A1 pparently (at least lnter) 
in some branches of the clan the office was handed down from 

father to son, not by regulation but in practice.” The instance 
e cites, bid., . 243, n. 38, concerns & grandfather and grandson, 
exegetes nos. 2 and 4 (who are according to him, following 
Kirchner [P.A., 10100], great-grandfather and great-grandson) 
On the basis of this, inheritance can hardly be called apparent 
even at this date 

i, pp. 26-27 states:  



Vo o1, 1. 5, 1974] EXEGETES OF 
Little is known of the activity of the exegetes of 

the Eumolpidae apart from what can be surmised 
about their activity simply as exegetes and what can 
be deduced from the new inseription 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 Eumolpidac, the 
nomos patrios which he cited and thereby was accused 
of performing exegesis. For the writien law on the 
stele took precedence over an unwritten patrios 
nomos, as is clear from Pericles’ and Cephalus's state- 
ments® Callias probably did not cite a false law 
of the Bumolpidac; this would have been a risky 
venture in the presence of the many Eumolpidae 
likely to be sitting in the Boule. The unwritten law 
of the Eumolpidae was probably real in origin but 
had been superseded by the written law of the State, 
and he was hoping that nobody would remember (or 
perhaps he himself had forgotten) that among the 
numerous regulations on the “stele” there was a law 
prescribing a_penalty of 1,000 drachmas and not 
death. He did not reckon on the ready knowledge 
of Cephalus, 

In this old unwritten law used by Callias we get a 
glimpse of the once awesome powers the genos pos. 

puos, € 7is inernpiaw Gein & 76 ENevowic, 
We probably have another example 

of such a nomos patrios in Pseudo-Lysias, 54, where 
the following situation is described: Diocles, the 
son of Zacorus the hierophant, advised (cweBohevoe) 
a court on what measures to use in regard to a Meg 
rian who had committed an impiety. Some people 
were urging, dpiror wapaxpiua drosreivas, the same 
severe penalty prescribed in the nomos patrios cited 
by Callias. As the son of a hierophant gave this 
advice and the impiety was committed by a Megarian 
it would be a fair assumption that the case had to do 

Against Andocides, 10 and Andocides, 110 
116; quoted above, p. 90. It must be admitted, however, that 
my position regarding the supersedure of an umwritten law by a 
written one is somewhat hypothetical, for it is in disgrecment 
with Andocides’ statement (On fhe Mysterics, 35) that unwritten 
laws are not valid. But there are sirong grounds for doubiing 
Andocides’ statement. Callias did not hesitate o cite a nomos 
pulrios, an unwritten law, and he was refuted by the fact that 
there was an applicable written law. I suspect that O 
Mysteries, 85 lacks an important qualifcation ten faw 
was not 1o be used i fhere was an applicable wrilien one. The 
omission of the qualifcation was an error of a sort quite under- 
Standable and probably not rare n the Athenian law court; sce the 
discussion on laxity in citing law by A. R. W. Harrison, The Luw 
of Athens: Procedure (Oxford, 1971), pp. 134-135.Unwritten law 
i for Aristotle (Rietoric 1373b) a familiar legal concept: Neyws 5 
visor i i T 1 38 xoupl, o il 7 indrrs 
xard giow. . ibid., 1368b, 7-9. 

paivor, xowdn 88 70 
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with the Fleusinian cult. But even if it had nothing 
to do with Eleusis, those urging death without trial 
were very probably referring to some nomos patrios; 
for the case of Alcibiades, who was offered a trial for 
his alleged impiety against the Mysterics, shows that 
death without a trial for impiety was not a law of the 
democracy in 415 and was not the type of law to have 
originated in thedemocracy.® “Advice,” not exegesis, 
is mentioned here, and it is interesting that the advice 
of the son of the hierophant is democratic in spirit; 
he advises the jurors to give the man a fair hearing 
on the merits of the case. “Advice” is probably the 
appropriate word, for exegesis (which he asa Eumolpid 
could give) may have demanded the nomos patrios 
axpiror drofveiv.  The Eumolpid’s advice assured the 
court on which direction it should take in this apparent 
conflict between patriarchal sanctions and democratic 
practice. These two examples of a nomos patrios 
reveal the harshness of some of these ancestral laws, 
the attendant great powers that the genos once pos. 
sessed, and the natural problems inherent in later 

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 n.c. In the first 
century there was apparently considerable interest in 
the putria of the Mysteries. In 67 n.c. Cicero wrote 
Atticus and asked for a copy of the Eiuokr 
This may have been a codification® of the 
wérpia, or it may have been the result of rescarch by 

Biuoheiin 

priests and others who were interested in rencwin 
the cult, perhaps also by scholars of antiquarian 
interests. Whether or not this was the first time that 
such an amount of literary activity was expended on 
the rérpa Eigokrisdy is 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.D.; and then no specific 
exegetic activity is recorded, just names in dedicatory 
inscriptions.  (However, the mention in an inscription 
of the second century of [~~~Jitnyouutrors i[elpeila 

“allows that perhaps chance has simply deprived 
us of testimonia.) 
from after the second century is preserved, and the 
picture we have of the hierophant Nestori 
end of the fourth century tempts one to t 
the exegetes’ function had by this time been 
by the hierophant, the same person, in fact, in whose 
possession it probably was, to a large degree, befor 
officials called exegetes existed. 

No certain evidence of any type 

. Jean Rudhards, “La déinition du délicd" impiété & apris 
Ia Mgislation attique,” Museun Heleticun 17 (1960): pp. $7-105. 

« Lettrs to Attcus, 1,5, 2 (ed. D. R. Shackleton Batley). For 
a_discussion of this revival of intercst in the patria see Oliver, 
Expounders, pp. 50-52 and above, p. S6. 

See Oliver, foc, i, 
2See above, n. 1  
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VIIL PYRPHOROS (lvegpoc) 

THE EL 

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

In the decree for Themistocles he appears 
Tist of Kerykes' priests as rupedgos xal icpe 
xai ris *Aprigdos s Ercrupyidias. He appears after 
the altar-priest but before the sacred herald and the 
rarayis 

There was a cult of Artemis Epipyrgidia at the 
entrance of the Acropolist as well as a cult of the 
Charites*; they were probably the ones served by our 
pyrphoros. Additional support for the connection is 
offered by the fact that a icpeis maveyis (a priesthood 
also of the Kerykes) served also as priest of ‘Epuis 
ki xal Xapierns, a cult also at the entrance of the 
Acropolis and associated with the cult of the Charites 
there.t 

Acbvrios Tudpxov, pythaist in 106/5, is probably to 
be recognized as his grandfather.t 

2. "Awapis. 1.G., 112, 4816, 
As mupetpos 7o eoiv he st up a dedication at 

Eleusis in honor of Artemis, presumably the Artemis 
Propylaca of the Eleusinian sanctuary®; the pre 
served fragment exhibits part of a relief of Artemis. 
Kirchner assigns the dedication to the second or third 
century A.p.; Kourouniotes, who first published it,* 

Since the pyrphoros simply to the Christian era 
practiced hieronymy by the end of the second century 
AD. (see below), LG., 1%, 4816 should probably be 
dated before then; any time after the second century 
B.C. seems to be possible 

SECOND CENTURY A.D. 
One of the seats of the prohedria of the theater of 

Dionysus was iepéus Xapiray xat 'Apréucos 'Erirupyidias 
uppoy (LG., 1%, 5050); the title rupedpon 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 
inscribed, the title of upeopos belonged to a separate 

the cult of the Mysteries. On the date of 
now M. Maxss, Die 

des Dionysostheaters in Athen (Munich, 1972 
He believes that the title is not Eleusinian 
scems clearly the same as that of pyrphorus no. 1 

all offices 

sphere 
Prohedric 

p. 122 
this_inseription see 

! Pausanias, 11, 30, 2; s 
(Munich, 1931), pp. 2242 

See below, p. 96 

Judeich, Topographie von Athen 

See below 
Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 15, col. 11, ine 16, 
Sec Kourouniotes, Aehrior 192719281 p. 8, 

far from the temple of Artemis Propylaca (i 
sanias, 1, 38, 6; Mylonas, Hleusis, pp. 167-168 

Loc. ot 

INIAN MYSTERIES 
160/170 

In the Eleusinian Endowment” the rupgépos comes, 
in relation to the other priests of his genos, after the 
sacred herald and altar-priest but before the ravayfs. 
No mention is made of the priesthood of Artemis 
Epipyrgidia and the Graces, presumably because they 
had no relation to the cult of the Mysteries. 

1801, 1802, 
In office 

3. Athos Tlupeipos 'Axapweis. L.G., 1I% 
1803; Hesperia 11 (1942): no. 4, p. 3 
from ca. 190 to sometime before 209/10. 
He i lsted hieronymously in three prytany catalogs 

of Oineis as cpomymos: L.G., II%, 1801, dated by 
Notopoulos* to 190/1 or 191/3 (but 187/8 also scems 
1 be possible)?; 1803, to 192/3 or 193/4 (and this 
satisfies the date suggested above for the hierophant 

[no. who is also mentioned in this list); 1802, to 
191/2 or 192/3 (which in default of secure evidence 
can’ only be regarded as uncertain). He appears 
umong the acisitor in 191/2 or 192/3 (Hesperia 11 
[1942]: no. 4, p. 33).° 

16, 11%, 1092 ( 
above, pp. 35-36 

* Hesperia 18 (1949): p. 22 and table | 
* For the hierophant Julius (no. 

« the archon of this year; see 1G., 11 
A._E. Raubitschek (ipas "Avraviow KepaporoiNhow [Athens, 

19531, p. 250) believes that 1.G., 11, 1801 should be dated after 
212 because of the entry Atpik[ioe] i line 9 (as he restores i0) 

possible however, 1o restore Abpf[ios] and to consider it as 
the nomen of the man mentioned in ine 10, Dionysius; the 
unusual position of the nomen could be explained by the fact 
that it was perhaps omitted at first and then inseribed after the 
inseription of the rest of the man’s name, there no longer being 
enough space to the let of his U hesitate to interpret this 
a5 a list of Aureli because of the two Sulpici in lines 12-13; the 
Tist of Aurei cited by Raubitschek (0. it p. 245, note 1) is nota 

of people with 

Hesperia 21 [1952]: p. 382, line 

can no longer be regarded 
1792 and above, p. 38, 

precise parallel because it docs not contain name 
other gentilicia (the list was published by M. N. Tod, Journal of 
Egyptian Archacology 37 [19517: p. 95); the other study cited 
by Raubitschek (J. F. Gilliam, ¥.C.S. 11 [1950]: p. 198 
docs ot concern.the addition of “Aurclius” to names already 
containing gentlicia. 1 is unclear also whether the “Aurcliol 
inline 9 of 1.6, 11, 1824 (whatever its date garded 
as heading a list, again because the list contains the names of 
men with other gentilcia; it is quite possible, on the other hand, 

that the “Aurelioi” is to be taken with the two names that folow, 
Lycurgus and Pistus, perhaps both sons of Berneicides; o, 1.G. 
11, 3762, It is even more difficult to restore AlpfAL ] in ine 70 
of I.G., 1%, 1825 as Aipf(ioc], again because of the appearance 

f other genilicia in the following fist, but also becatse the name 
immediately below Atpf(~~] is writicn Abp(ikor) Eetsralror 
the repeition hardly being necessary o cven natural if Aépi (o 
s the correct restoration ald scem that Atpih| 
should be interpreted in a different way. though exactly how i ur 
certain. It may also be noteworthy that in neither 1.G., 11 
1824 nor 1825 is Abpfas or Alpf(- -] centered above the list 
each is alleged to hend. 

On the dating of 1.G., 11, 1801-1803, f, . S. Trail, Hesperia 
40 (1971): pp. 322-324, and 41 (1972): p. 141 

“ For the date see append. 1V and above, p. 
Oliver'srestoration of him n the acisitoi st of Hesp 
p. 34, no. 5 (191/2) is uncertain 

s 11 (1942)  



4. Aipios Tlupgbpos Aaurrpes. 
In office in 209/10. 

L1.G., 112 1077, line 43, 

He appears among the acisitoi in_this year; hier- 
onymy is observed, and his identity is unknown 

GENERAL REMARKS 
This priest’s function was concerned with main- 

taining the sacrificial fire of altars and hearths.! 
Despite the lack of testimony for the pricsthood 

before 20/19 the information about it in the Roman 
period reveals that it was an important priesthood 
supplied by the Kerykes. The pyrphoros had a 
prohedria.seat in the theater, was included among 
the aeisitoi at the end of the second century,* and 
sometime in the first or second century began prac 
ticing hieronymy, all of which were privile 
of the most prestigious priesthoods. Thus it would 
be unwise to assume that the pyrphoros did not exist 
from an early date; and also unwise to assume that he 
gained in importance only towards the end of or after 
the Hellenistic period ; for there are also very few testi- 
monia for the sacred herald and altar-priest before 
the Roman Empire. However 
say that this priest had a low position in the cult 
1s a whole 
160 n.c 
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. 1t is only when he is in- 
cluded in a limited group of Eleusinian priests that 
he appears directly after the altar-pries 

isitoi lists and the decree of 20/19 in honor of the 
daduch Themistocles (where he even appears ahead 
of the sacred herald). 

it does seem safe to 

He is not mentioned in the law of ca 
(whereas the sacred herald and altar-priest 

as in the 

IX. OTHER SACRED OFFICIALS 
Dasbrreine 

This sacred official is attested as early as the end of 
the sixth century in a fragmentary bousirophedon in- 
scription,! next in the list of officials in the Eleusinian 
Endowment of ca. 160-70 a.n.* and finally in a 
decree of 221/2 A.n? Besides his tit 
actes that he was concerned with the 

which indi- 
of statues 

L. Robert (REG. 79 [1966]: pp. 746-748) discusses mu 
merous instances of the pyrphuros throughout Greece.  Our 
Eleusinian pyrphoros is to be distinguished from the 

J. H. Oliver, Hesperia 21 (1952): p. 394, n 
12 Sce nos. 3 and 4 and append. 11 

See above, pp. 10-11 and 
+ Sokolowsl, Supplément, 1, whose restorations ¢ 

garded as certain for the most accurate 
H. Jefiery Hesperia 17 (1943 

ot be re 
dition see the i 

princeps, | op. 86-111 (= S.EG., 
Xl 

See above, pp. 35-36. 
7.G., 11, 1075-1079; for the date sce Not 

1919): pp. 37 
opolos, Hesperia 18 

OTHER SACRED OFFICIALS 

and other objects of the cult, the only other informa- 
tion about his functions comes from the decree of 
221/2 (which concerns the restoration of elements of 
the festival in pristinum splendorem). It mentions 
(lines 16-18) that when the procession from 
with the hiera arrives at the Eleusinion in Athens 
““the gadwris roiv 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 Iuakchagogos, the pyrphoros 
and the ravayis. 

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,t and so we may 
be reasonably certain that this sacred official was 
drawn from the Eumolpidac 

Havayic 
In th 460 5. it was ordained that the 

iepeis & [ravayis] 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 pricsts of the Kerykes. 

Decree in honor of 
line 13. 

1. Ocbpodos Mesexpirous XoMeions 
the daduch Themistocles, above, p. 51 
In office in 20/19. 
In the list of priests of the Kerykes who testified in 

favor of honoring the daduch Theo- 
philus is called & ravayis xiput; he is preceded by the 
altar-priest, the pyrphoros, and the herald of the Two 
Goddesses (the sacred herald) 

Themistocles, 

He is otherwise unknown, but may be related to 
Oubgihos ‘Epusioroy Xoneiins (1.G., 112, 2461, line 126, 
a list of members of Leontis, middle 
century B.C.). 

of the first 

AUGUSTAN PERIOD 
A seat in the prohedria of the Theater of Dionysus 

is inscribed®: xhgusos avayods| el iepios. 

2. "ligw Zifov d ol Abyianos ‘Ayrobows. LG, I1%, 3664, 
In office in the first quarter of the second century 

His incumbency is dated by Z.G., 113, 3664, which 
was dedicated by the Boule of the Six Hundred, i.c., 
before 127/8, and by the fact that he is the father of 

See above, pp. 10-11 and 77, 
See text above, p. 51, line 43, 
7.G., 1T, 5048; for the description and dating of this ins 

tion see now M. Ma 
 C /. Appendix 111 

des Dionyso  
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three boys who were ephebes in this period.” Kape- 
tanopoulos lists other members of this family who 
appear in lists of ephebes and pryaneis.® 

Tason i called simply & =avayis in LG. 
as well as the priest of several other deitics: ‘Epus 
To\frns wal Xapidrns, T “Hucpos, and Tslos.  Hermes 
Pyletes is probably the Hermes Propylacus at the 
entrance of the Acropolis, mentioned by Pausanias 
(1, 22, 8)* Interestingly, Pausanias also relate 
depending on how you take his words, cither that a 
representation of the Xépires stood next to Hermes 
Propylaeus or that both Hermes and the Graces were 
in one and the same representation. Such a connec 
tion with the Graces may have something to do with 
the epithet Xapidrss, and so ‘Epis Ivkirss xal 
Xaputtorns may be one and the same cult. T3 “Haepos 
is believed by Wilhelm to be identical with Iy 
Kouporpicos who was worshipped on the Acropols 
A cult of Iéfos is unattested for Athens but may b 
involved with the cult of *Agposiry Tavdyuos and e 
In LG., IF, 3664 Jason is honored apparently for his 

12, 3664, 

service as faopos in the cult of Asclepius and Hy 

160-170 
Of the priests of the Kerykes listed in the Eleusinian 

Endowment'* the zavays follows the daduch, sacred 
herald, altar-priest, and pyrplioros, that is, the same 
officials who preceded him in the decree of 20/19.12 

Spévmios Aédrwos Trokeuaioy “Bpuewss. LG, 
198, 3667, 3669, 3670, 3671. P.LRZ 
Millar, J.R.S. 59 (1969): pp. 19-29, 

In office from ca. 250 to ca. 280. 
H 104, F 
with stemma. 
He is called ipels wavayis in all the epigraphical 

testimonia except LG, 11% 2031 (which he dedicated as 
archon) and Z.G., 1%, 3667 (which he and his brothers 
dedicated to_their father). He was panegyriarch, 
agonothete of the Panathenaea, basileus, and archon. 
His historical writings and his part in the Athenian 
defense against the Herulians are well described by 
Millar. His family belonged to the Kerykes; two 
members had already served as sacred heralds (nos. 
7and 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 centurics. 

We have no certain information about when he 
assumed this priesthood; approximately the middle 
of the third century would scem to be a reasonable 

Sometime between 112/3-125/6 (LG., IT%, 2029). The sons 
are: Drpirur, "AzoNvor, and Mbgasros,  This dentification was 
made by E. Kapetanopoulos, sy, 'Ee. 1968: pp. 191-192. 

* Ivid, 
G, Frazer, Pausanias's Description of Greece 2: pp. 268-273; 

W. Judeich, Topographie ton Athen® (Munich, 1931), p 224 
o Pausanias, 1, 22, 33 Wilhelm, Beitrdge sur gricchischen In- 

schiftenkunde’ (Wi, 1909), p. 95 
3t Se above, pp. 35-36. 
 See above, p. 51, line 13, 
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guess. Millar shows that it is unlikely that he died 
before the mid 270" 

Etymol 429, sw. 
Unce 

4. Odicpos, 
HucporalNis. 

icum  Magnum, . 
ain date 

In the Etymologicum Magnum (loc. cit) there is 
mentioned a description of the fuepoxal\és by Ocsiwpos 
s s Tpovayopaduercs & 16 mplre wepl Knpinwy 
yévous. 

REMARKS 
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 1.. he was called iepels & [ravayis], in 20/19 ipuE 
wavayis, in the late third century iepels ravayis, and on 
the seat in the Theater of Dionysus xal iepés appears 
t0 be a later addition to kipuos ravayofs. 
gests that his name changed from iepels mavayfs to 
KipuE ravais and back again to iepels. (I the early 
second century an inscription records just ravayis.) 
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. 

In th 

his sug- 

Margarorie 
He is mentioned in the list of officials appended to 

the Eleusinian Endowment!® of ca. 160-170 and he 
has a in the prohedria of the Theater of 
Dionysos1® His function is clear from his title: he 

carried or accompanied the statue of “laxxos. - Since this 
deity was a latecomer to the cult, probably as a per- 
sonification of the mystic cry,! so too of course was 
this priest. It would be interesting to know from 
which genos he came, but the evidence is only of a 
negative sort, He is not in the list of the priests of 
the Kerykes in the decree of 20/19 for the daduch 
Themistocles'; thus he was probably a Eumolpid. 

The only known incumbent is : Auwséouwos Mapabivios 
1G., I, 3733, 3734, 4771, 4772, In office in 126/7 

He was cosmete in 126/7 (G, II%, 3733 and 3734). 
In 1.G, 11% 3734 he is not named but called ofhis 

seat 

 For the full quotation see above, p. 33, n. 149. 
¥ The ravanycis mentioned by Pollix, I, 35 (ed. Bethe) cannot 

be understood to mean that there was more than one ravariss for 
all the offcals in this sentence are named in the plural. Julian, 
Oratio V, 173c-d (cd. Hertlein) writes: Gosep dvraifa (i in 
the cult of the Mother) 73 7is yeséoeas afroy aroréureras oire 
sl xapi' Adnvaiors o 79 dpprr drbpero wara s ity kol 8 ot iipxur ipapiorns xox. 1 do not think that this refers to our priest, but that Julian i saying that al the pricstly participants 
of the cult who had some “contact” with the hicra were ravaeis, 
pure in some ritual sense or perhaps practicing chastity daring the festival 

See above, pp. 35-36. He also appears in the lst of Eleu- 
1 priests in Pollu, 1, 35 (ed. Bethe), 

1LG, IF, S044 and append. 111 
¥ See Foucart, 19143 pp. 110-113, 

3 See above, pp. 50-52.  



[éxxoJv eiporéos vuxiaw wuorenédos owsJiar. He still 
has the title of "laxxayayés in two other dedication 
LG, II%, 4771 and 4772, which do not belong to the 
year in which he was cosmete; this led Foucart to con- 
clude that the priesthood was held for life* These 
dedications seem to indicate that he was also a priest 
in the cult of Isis. 

Hieronymy was not observed. 

“Tegreic Bcov wad Ocic 
Nilsson argues persuasively that the s xal feé are 

Pluton and Persephone.® 

1. Aawpareiins Sworpéron Iapets. LG, II%, 1941, line 
7; 2336, line 196; 2452, line 41; 4037; 4701; 

es de Delphes, 111, 2, 2, line 12; 14, line 9; 
line 9. In office around the end of the second 

century B.c 
On a great relief which he set up at Eleusis as a 

xapioripior to Demeter and Kore and fefs and 0ed and 
Eubouleus he is called iepeis Geod xai feds ral Eigoshiols 
——=—]# The dedication was made on_behall of 
himself, his sons Sostratus and [Dionysius and his 
[wife]® Dionysia. He himself was a_thesmothete 
in 98/7%; his son Sostratus was a pythaist in 106/5* 
and his other son Dionysius was an ephebe in the 
Pythais in the same year.* Thus the birth date of 
Lacrateides would appear to be around 160-170. 

Part of a damaged head in the relief is identified 
by a nearby inscription as that of Lacrateides. His 
hair is long and is bound by a strophion. 

vaios Elppvalov asanels. LG, 1% 1772, line 8. 
; 2048, In office in 140/1 A.p. 
11, 2047 and 2048 show that he was cosmete 

in 140/1 and was also called icpeis Geop xal feis. His 
son Dionysius was ephebe in this year (1.G., 1I% 2048) 
and prytanis in 162/3 (L.G., 113, 1772, line ) 

1914: p. 208, 
Geschichie 1: pp. 470471 ur Re 

32 (1035): pp. 8992 (= Opuscula, 2: pp. 
7.6, 115 4701, Ttis possible that he was at this time a priest 

of other gods as well,for the inscription continues with Eigooniels 
=~ = =T rév ... Jow ool - -1 fon, el 
7 CovudluJor 7o [ros], s far from certain, 

Datghter s s posibe 
1G., 1%, 233, line 196 (= S. Dow, .5.C.P. S1 [1940]; 

12 e 3020 Fouites de Delph, 11,2 3, i 12 
1.6, 10, 1941, line 7; Fouills de Delphes, 111, 2, 1 

This is my interpretation; Kirchner believes (ad. 1.G., 11, 1941) 
that the pythaist was a cousin of Lacrateides. However, since 
Sostratus probably was the oldest son, and his brother was éphebe. 

in 106/5, it i quite possible that he was older than his brother by 
ten years or more, old enough in fact to be pythaist in this year. 
Kirchner belicves that Sostratus the son of Lacrateides was & 
texeés in the Pythais of 106/5 (Fouills de Delphes, 111, 
col. 11, line 32), but the treets in question is a Sostratus of the 
tribe Attalis with no_patronymic or demotie given, and <0 he 
cannot be identifed with probability as the son of Lacrateides. 

* Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2, 2, line 9 

Arch swissenschajt 

Philios’s restor 

line 9. 

OTHER SACRE] OFFICIAL 97 
160-170 A.D. 

J appears next to last i the 
usinian Endowment of ca. 

epets Geo nai Ocis 
second column of the El 
160-170.2 

REMARKS 
Apparently Eubouleus was not always served by 

the priest of the God and the Goddess as the case of 
n0. 2 seems to show. 

This priest was not among those of the Kerykes in 
the decree of 20/19 in honor of Themistocles. the 
daduch, and so the priesthood was probably a 
Eumolpid one. Although this priest served hicr- 
onymous deities, he himself seems not to have been 
hieronymous, at least not before 140/1, which is in 
keeping with his minor position in the cult 

Hegeic Torzzoiyor 
The only known incumbent is [ Agp Joieaios Sregdvon 

[MapadJiruos of the mid third century A.p. (LG., II? 
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 docs not appear among the priests of the 
Kerykes who testified on behalf of the daduch Themis- 
tocles in 20/19. This was probably thercfore a 
Eumolpid priesthood 

She is attested only once, in a “sacred calendar” of 
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.® 

ca. 30— 

Tuvayoyol 
of the 
hemis- 

Three of them are listed among the pries 
Kerykes in the decree of 20/19 for the daduch 
tocles® The only other mention of them is in the list 
of priests in Pollux, 1, 35 (ed. Bethe) where they are 
called: turiod, In'view of this and the 
obvious part that they would have in the procession 
of the Mysteries it seems reasonable to suppose that 
they belonged to this cult 

Of the three dwaywyol in the decree for Themistocles, 
the first, 'Apiardonuos "Apyeion Towopios, was the son 

iuvirpiac 

# Hesperia 21 (1952): p. 381, line 55 (= 16, 11, 1092); see 
above, pp. 35-36. He was actually last in the frst 
this document; the priest of Triptolemus was added 
below). 

Tbid, tine 56. 
 Dow and Healey, 1965: line 21 
 1bid, pp. 35-36. Foucart assumed this also (1914: p. 220) 

See the text above, p. 51, lines 18-20.  
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of the archon of 98/7%; the second, Manées Manios 
*Ataneis, is probably to be identified with a prytanis 
of 50-40% and is perhaps related to the archon 
Menneas son of Zopyrus®; and the third, d\jua 
Fokjuoros Meherefs, was the son of a irmebs in the 
Pythais of 106/5.3 

Uspeic Abogiooc 
1. Awolbeos Khcontvors Mapatiéonos. Decree for Ther 

Stocles the daduch, lines 15-18 (sce text above, 
p.51). In office in 20/19. 
He is called & dogépos 7ot iepol Mdov and was simul- 

tancously icpeis Aus ‘Opiov xal 'Abds ‘Oplas xal 
Hogesros Tpoo(8)alorapiov xal Movabives Oeuehioinov 

Kapetanopoulos® points out that line 4 of 1.G., 11, 
1727 (= Hesperia 3 [1934]: p. 147 and fig. 2) should 
cad Qopifios Kheoubvous MLapablinos] rather than 
wifeos; in which case our man was basileus “pallo 

ante 63/2()". For a stemma of the family see 1.G. 
Iz, 3488 

SECOND CENTURY AD. 
There is a seat in the prohedria of the Theater of 

Dionysus designated as the seat of the iepéas Mogdpon 
16,1 ); teas is carved by a separate hand. 
2. M Aipihos 

Kecakifer 
27). 

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- 
hip by Commodus. 1t is interesting how Adfogopos is 
rcorporated into his name; it seems to imitate names 

with hieronymy 

Adogipos Tpboiesros  Tiorospirors 
1.G., 1I%, 3658 (= Oliver, 1941: no. 

In office around 200 A.D. 

The function of the Mdagépos is unknown, mainly 
because we do not know the nature of the iepbs Ndos 
which he evidently carried. 
priesthood belonged to the Kerykes, but the evidence 
is tenuous at best for linking it to the cult of the 
Mysteries. 

It is clear that the 

It does not appear in the Eleusinian 
Endowment, though it is possible that it was squeezed 
in between the second column of the list of priests and 
the margin. 

1 For the archon, 'Apyeior 'Apday Touoplaus, see P.d., 1586 
and Maritt, The Athenian Year, p. 238 (with bibliography). " The 

father of the archon I think is probably to be restored in £.G., II%, 
‘alist set up around 140, % that line 11 should read: ['Apy s 

= Hesperia 36: (1961): p. 237, no. 47, line 4. 
2 7,G,, 11, 1718, line 2 (36/5-18/1 nic. 

uills de Delphes, 111, 2, 28, col. 11, line 29; see Sundwall, 
163, with stemr 

Apx., 1968: p. 177 
*For the best discussion of the nature of this pricst sce P. 

INIAN MYSTERIES [rRANS. AMER. PO Soc. 
OTHERS 

An alleged special group of priestesses called the 
lipesas mavayeis owes its existence partly to a missing 
comma. Bethe in his edition of Pollux, I, 35, has the 
correctpunctuation: iépaas, wayes. The latter 
refers in the plural to the raayis (see above, pp. 
095-96), just as all the other names of priests in this 
part of the list are in the plural. None of the other 
evidence alleged for them relates convincingly to 
the Mysteries at Eleusis. 

It is unclear whether the gloss in Hesychius about 
the idpavis—b dyworis 7 "ENawwioy refers 0 a pricst 
at the Mysteries 

The yeaipos might have a better claim to priestly 
status, but he is attested in only one inscription, the 
account of the epistatai of 329/8, where there is no 
sign that he had duties any more important than those 
of a sacristan: the seaxigos Iiépons, who Kirchner did 
not think was an Athenian, is mentioned as having 
something to do with intestines, perhaps getting rid 
of them or purchasing them?* 
mentioned several times.® 

; repairs of a vewdpuor are 

Aagizne 
In Pollux, I, 35 (ed. Bethe) we find appended to a 

list of Eleusinian priests and priestesses: laxxayeyds 
i xal kouporpbeos Kal dactpirns, kal doa Towabra, T TG 

"Arruav. 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 dacpirns is not attested else- 
where. 1f such a priesthood existed in connection 
with the Mysteries at Eleusis, it must have been a 
rather minor one. Nilsson the goddess 
Dacira to be Pluto’s sister, who guarded Kore in the 
underworld # 

believes 

X. HEARTH-INITIATES (Hatbec dg’ idsiac) 
INTRODUCTION 

The rais d¢’ dorias (undeis or unfieia) appears in the 
list of recipients in the Eleusinian Endowment of 

% For a fulldiscussion see Foucart (1914 pp. 214-215) who is 
of the opposite opinion. It secms to me that the regular priest 
sses of the sanctuary could sometimes be called rasayes but 
only in reference to the practice of chastity during the festival 

11, 1672, line 123, On_the peosipor in general of. P. 
pp. 51-52; H. Krister, R.E. 16 (1035) 

A Perses appears on a fourth century grave 
inscription at Eleuss (5.C.A7. 94 [1970]: p. 912). 

Lines 164, 181, 201, 208 
@ See his full treatme 

fir Religionsissenscha 
Selcta, 2: pp. $15-547). 
“priestess of Demeter 

of this problematical goddess in Archio 
32 (1935): pp. 8283 (= Opuscula 

It is not clear to me whether the 
‘who according to one source must absent 

erself when sacrifice s made to Dacira i the priestess of Demeter 
at Eleusis. - Another full discussion of ancient and modern inter- 

pretations is given by P. Moraus, Une imprécation funéraire & 
Niacésarée (Pari. 1958), pp. 30-38.  



ART 
160-170 A, which consists almost entirely of priests 
(the only certain non-priest being the archon of the 
Eumolpidac). Porphyry includes the zaides in a dis- 

cussion of priests, and even attributes to them sacerdo 
tal functions.  His description of them reads*: drep yap 
& 7ois umpioss 6 ag’ dorias Neybuevos mais dvri mdvrwy 
@y woundvay droneNiooeras 7o Oior, dxpuls dpi 
pooTerayuéva, 7oiro nard 7é @i Kai moNes of lepeis 

dlvavras Gl mévrer Oiovres kal 70 Oeior mpovaybuesos i 
s elaeBelas ds niv agav knbeuoriar. Nevertheless, we 
cannot conclude that the =ais d¢’ éorias was regarded 
as a icpels, but simply that he (or she) offered prayers 
or sacrifices on behalf of all the initiates and perhaps 
also on behalf of the city, and in so doing assumed on 
this occasion quasi-sacerdotal functions. The high 
respect accorded them stands out clearly in the great 
number of dedications of the Hellenistic and Roman 
period erected in their honor, including many by the 
Arcopagus, Boule, and Demos. 

The principal clue concerning their function ought 
tolie in the phrase d' éorias, and several scholars have 
accordingly tried to determine what the phrase means. 
To date the most accepted interpretations are those 
of Foucart,? who identifies ésria with the public hearth 
in the Prytaneum and so views the pi le repré- 
sentant de la cité qui est symbolisée par le foyer 
public,” and of G. Méautis, 
with the proverb ¢’ éorias dpxeofar (i.c., “beginnir 
with what is essential, beginning from the beginning") 
and then interprets unfis ¢’ éorias in the following 
sense: “cet enfant est le premier initié, linitié type, 
Vinitié primordial.”  According to his interpretation, 
i¢' érias is equivalent to ar’ dpxis; éoria means 
essentially dpxh, the primordial; and the proverb é¢’ 
éavias Gpxeotas developed with this primordial aspect 

He gives scant attention, however, 
n of the proverb. When 

2 one customarily sacri- 
ficed to Hestia first?; so with Hest 
to mean the same as * from the beginning.” 
Consequently it does not seem permissible 0 ascribe 
t0 doria any inherent meaning of “beginning.”  This 
meaning evolved out of a sacrificial custom, and 
apparently did not exist independently of ¢’ érias 
Gpxeabat Thus, if ag' éories means ‘“original” or 

who associates ag’ éorias 

of éria in mind 
to the metaphorical ori 

rificing 0 a series of gods, 
startin 

“startin 

1LG, 10, 1092 (= Hesperia 21 [1952] 
above, pp. 35-36 and below, pp. 110, 111 

De Abstinentia, 1V, 5. 
 Foucart, 1914: pp. 277-281, fllowed by 0. Kern, 1935 col 

1236, and by Deubner, 1932: p. 74 
R.E.A.39 (197): pp. 105-107 

n. 4, suggests the possibility that deria meant 
Eumolpidac and Kerykes (which probably v 
be shown below), but takes no firm position. 

“Sec A. Preuner, Levikon der griechischen und. romischen 
Mythologie, ed. Roscher, . Hestia, col. 2614-2620. 

“In the phrase &' @ iorias xal doxis 7is spitas 
poxeufoiran (Strabo, 1,1, 16) doria has the metaphorical mean- 
ing of “center,” “places which are to:a country as a hearth i to a 
house” (L.S.J, s, forla 1, 5). dorias xed dpxis is a hendiadys 

pp. 381-382): see 

Nilson, Geschichie, 2 p. 92, 
family,” i.c., the 
ot true, as wil 

ITIATES 9 
“primordial” in the phrase rais g’ éorias, more con- 
clusive evidence is needed to prove this than the fact 
that it meant “from the beginning” in the proverb, 

Foucart's theory that the boy represents the city, 
that the hearth is accordingly the hearth of the 
Prytaneum, has a bit of support in the notice in 
Bekker, Anecdota Gracca. (p. 204): 'Ag’ éarias unfivac 
& éx 7w mpoxpire "Mwaiuy xMipe Naxdr Tais inooia 
wnfiés. 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 Prytancum. 
Atany 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,7 perhaps 
as the starting-point of the uingis® or perhaps as the 
locale of some ceremony which took place even before 
the énass. 
The custom of the rais ¢’ éorias was very old 

attested as early as around 460 1.c 
which is unfortunately mutilated and uncertainly r 
stored in the section where the wais is mentioned.” 
Myesis in this inscription, and apparently throughout 
the fifth century, still had its original meaning of 
“pre-initiation,” that is, an introductory ceremony 
that took place before the candidate became a mystes, 
before the elete 

An_unpublished inscription discovered near  the 
Eleusinion in the Athenian Agora,i* which dates ap- 
parently to the second quarter of the fourth century 
or perhaps slightly later, sheds new light on the way 

Itis 
in an inscription 

Here, signifying “central starting-point” or “center as starting. 
point.” Both éoria and dxf with their separate meanings are 
essential to the sense of the passage; if doria meant by tsell 
“central starting-paint,” there would have been no need for &px, 
and it rie meant dpxi, the passage would make no sense 

7 A. Mommsen, Heorlologic (Leipzig, 1864), pp. 239-240, sug. 
gested that the hearth was in the sinctuary at Eleusis: “ein 
heiliger Heerd der Demeter, in dessen Nahe der Erwiblte die 
Weihe fur alle nabm. Die Aclern hofften ihrem Kinde durch 
die Weihen vom Heerd reichen Segen zu gewinnen.” In a foot- 
hote t0 p. 239 he says: “Vielleeht kann man auch die Stelle des 
Hymnus 236-240 heranichen, wo Demeter an ihrem Pllegling 
cine Unsterblichkeitsweihe (v. 242) vollscht. Sie bedient sich 
abei des Herdfeuers Considering the many actiological 
clements in the hymn {he Suggestion i a very attractive one 

“On the pineis sce above, p. 13. For the hearth of the 
Prytancum as 4 starting point for a procession cf. the regulation 
concerning the orgeones of Bendis, Sokolowaki, Lois sacrées, 46, 

lines 6-7 (= 1.Gur 1%, 1283): i sorri 
ixk 703 mpurasdo, . ko the drayey) ird v doxépas, though 
ot related to the Prytaneum, Pickard-Cambridge, The Dramatic 

of dthens, rev. 1. Gould and D. M. Lewis (Oxford, 1968), 
9-61. It should be noted that the Croconidae, who were 

associated with the Eleusinian cult, apparently administered a 
Sanctuary of Hestia (LG, IF, 1229, ine 6) 

V1.6, 1%, 6; for the test see above, pp. 10-11; the lines in ques- 
tion are 2126, 

1 See above 
4 C. Edmonson, who will soon publish this inscription, has 

Kindly allowed me to cite this passage 

p. 13  
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Lines 41-2 read 
wyopeiess ypigeadas 

the waifes g’ dorias were selected. 
epl 0 dg! [irias xp 7o B i 
o oA Joucror "Adm aiior i S 
luépass [ & 66 7y ypaWeisen hnpoire b 
Baoiheis a[c] vounvias 70l &g’ dorias ~—=—~]. Thus 
any Athenian who wished to have his child become an 
g’ égrias 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 
Tsaeus in a lost speechi: 0 ag’ éorias uwobueros "Admvaios 
v mivres. KMy 3¢ Naxdv duweiro. The statement in 
Anecdola Gracea (see_above) adds that the cost 
of myesis of this child was paid at public expense 
(énuoric), and that the child was o & ré spospira 
*Afypaier. Foucart’s suggestion that éx 7av pospirar 
signifies @ list of pre-selected candidates, such as 
Aristotle mentions in connection with selection for 
political office,”* s ruled out by the Agora inscription 
unless this represents a change from an earlier law 
that required such a list. The phrase, I suspect, 
should rather be derived from the fact that in the 
Hellenistic and Roman period numerous monuments 
were dedicated at Eleusis to maises g’ éorias of dis- 
tinguished families, i.c. 

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 cach case is as 
sumed to have been erected not long after that time 
unless it is otherwise clear that it was not. 

1. Avtas ' Apréuoros awanels.  1.G., 1173478, 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 (L.G., 11, 2432, line 21) 
and whose grandson was ephebe in 107/6 (L.G., II%, 
1011, line 106). It is clear from Kirchner's stemma 
of the family of the dedicators'® of the statue base of 
the hearth-initiate (L.G., 11 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" 1f 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 

It therefore seems more likely that it 
was made to the Lysias son of Artemon of Paiania 

 Harpocration, 5. dy' 
 Foucart, 1914 p. 278, 
“In Dio C: 

LS., sa 
WAL LG. 

rlas nbives. 
Aristotle, A7k, Pol., 8. 

s xpéxpiros s used to transiate princeps; cf 
11, 3488, 

SINIAN MYSTERIE: [TRANS. AMER, L, Soc. 

who was ephebe in 107/6 and grandson of the priest. 
of Apollo. 

A girl. LG, 113 3477. Second half of second 
century 
She is honored by the Boule and the Demos as 

hearth-initiate, kanephoros at_the Panathenaca, and 
kanephoros in the Pythais. The date is derived from 
the pricstess of Athena, Habryllis, daughter of Micion 
of Kephisia.1* 
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 

. ®oiorior Awnolov ‘Adaikes Guyérnp.  Below, 
pend. VI d of second 
Her base was set up by her father around the end 

of the second century, while Glauce daughter of 
Menedemus of Kudathenaion was priestess of Demeter 
and Kore (no. 5). 

Ergtvaa "Anvayopou Mekirias Ouyérnp. LG, 11, 
3480. In the last quarter of the sccond century. 
Her father and her maternal grandfather were 

priests of Sarapis on Delos in 126/5 and 116/5 re- 
spectively.l” The base (LG., 113 3480) was set up 
by her maternal grandparents. 
6. Toblia Majeiov o0 Mreiov Tiepasias vyirnp. 1.G., 

II%, 3491, Around the middle of the first century 
BC. 
She belonged to the family of the Medeii of Peira 

which was very prominent in the civic life of Athens 
of the second and first centuries before Christ'%; her 
father was an exegete of the Eumolpidae and archon 
around 65.° Her mother Diphila was a first cousin 
of her father.  Her mother's nicce, Nicostrate, married 
the daduch Themistocles (no. 16) who was honored by 
his gonos in 20/19. 

Her father was a Eumolpid, 
an of the deme Azenia 

Second half of the first century 5.c 
7. Daughter of a n 

3402 
LG, 115, 

Inspection of this dedication shows that the follow- 
ing text is necessary 

[ A Jywies 007 [a] 
Crépa, Adovros 700 9 Jivaros "Ave[:] 
[éws xa Auwrigay rot] Awidpon ‘ANai[€] 

4as vidiy ¢’ éorias wlndeizey Afuln] 
[ 7pu xal Kopne v e 

1 Cf. stemma ad P.A. 5966, 
% Duscriptions de Dilos, 2610, 
1 Sco stemma, P.d., 1, p. 82 
 Oliver, Expounders, 119, pp. 146-147.  



e 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 
hicrophant in the lectisternium of Pluto.> He was 
also an exegete clected by the Demos. 

8. [AwrJiua, daughter of [ ides and Phacnarete. 
1G., 1%, 3499, 
before Christ. 

Dated by lettering to first century 

None of these persons is otherwise known. 

nknown girl who was also kanephoros for 
Sarapis. LG., 11, 3498, erected while Charion 
was priestess of Demeter and Kore (no. 7). In 
the first or second century B.c 

10. A boy 3517 
BC 

LG, IF, Perhaps first century 

The top of the stone is preserved, showing that there 
is space for one more line above Skias's text. The 
left side is original and shows that only three letters 
come before the nu in the first preserved line; there- 
fore Skias's restoration of the name is highly unlikely 
Only about one and one-half letters should be re- 
stored at the beginning of line 2 

s Ouyérnp. 1.G., 112, 
aD. Erected 

11. ['0]evia (?) Tokoxdpuov At 
3518, Beginning of first century 
by the Boule 

Her father was archon, her grandfather pytho- 
chrestus exegete, and her great-grandfather hoplite 
general, archon, and epimelete of Delos.* 

12. Aautiior "Avokiiudos & Ofou uyirnp, 
1971: pp. 114-115, no. 7 (= LG., II 
new fragment). For the stemma see O. 
muth, B.C.H. 90 (1966): pp. 98-99, and "Apx. 
loc. cit. Augustan. 

She comes from an illustrious family (see Rein- 
muth’s stemma) ; her maternal grandfather was prob- 
ably the archon of 52/1, her paternal grandfather 
appears to have been the archon of 46/3, and her 
father the archon of 20/19 (for the date see above 
p. 50, note 30) 

1G., I, 
Around the 

13. @oyres Kheowdvovs Mapaliaviov Qvyérnp. 
3520, Stemmas ad 1G., 1%, 3488 
beginning of first century A.D. 

16, 11, 2464, ine 3. See above, p. 29 
= Oliver, Expounders, p. 149 
 For the prosopography of this family see iid. p. 148. 

RTH-INITIATE 101 
Her father was thesmothete in the beginning of the 

first century A.p. (LG, II%, 1730, line 13) 

REPRESENTATIONS IN ART# 
For reasons that will become clear below, the study 

of the individuals will be briefly interrupted at this 
point in order to discuss the several sculptures which 
have been interpreted as representations of the hearth- 
initiate. A brief description of the features relevant 
0 the identification of each sculpture follows, 

1. Figures 5-7. A statue of a boy now in the 
Palazzo dei Conservatori in Rome The boy is 
leaning against a tree stump. Attached to the stump 
are a stafflike object, a wreath, and a ribbon looped 
around the wreath and hanging from it. He is 
wearing a short chiton and holding an object in front 
of him which is not preserved but is most likely a 
piglet. His hair is bound with a thin band 

The wreath and the leaves on the stafflike object 
have been thought to be myrtle, and this led scholars 
t0 look to Eleusis for the person represented, where a 
boy and a piglet would naturally suggest the hearth- 
initiate 

The statue was made in the Julio-Claudian (or 
possibly Hadrianic) period. L. Spaulding suggested 
not very cogently in my opinion, that its original was 
a creation of a classicizing school of the first century 
B.C., perhaps the Pasitelean school® Most other 
opinions are that its original was a fifth-century 
creation,* and we will return to this question below 

Figures 8-9. An Antonine copy of the same 
original, now in the Palazzo dei Conservatorin It 
differs from the preceding in a few details. Nothing 
is attached to the tree stump; the fillet in the boy's 
hair is here a strophion; he is wearing a sandal on the 
right foot but his left foot is bare (but no sandal is 
represented on the right foot of no. 1, whose left foot 
is missing) 

An Antonine copy of th 
nal, now in the Palazzo dei Conservatori 
head is ancient. He is wearing a strophion. 

Only the 

=1 have profited much in discussing the material of this section 
with my wife, Jacquelyn Collins Clinton. 

=K. Edaile, J.H.5. 29 (1909): pp. 15, pl. Tn; Helbig, Filhrer 
durch ichen Sammlungen Hlassischer Altertimer in Rom 
1966), no. 1503, with bibliography 

Tie “Camillus” Type in Sculpiure (Diss. C: 
.56 

umbia, 1911) 
Helbig!, sriechische Plastik 

50, p. 130; B.S. Ridgeway 
ipture (Princeton, 1970), p. 68, who 

160; Pouisen, Der 
gues for a Boeotian 

dra, L. ca 
original of ca, 450, 

%K. Esdail, op.cit, pl. 1b (the forcarms and pig are restored) 
Helbig 

1+ Amelung, Dissertationes di Po 
(1907): pp. 115-35, tav. VI; Helbigt, 

tecademia, 2. Seria 9  
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FiG. 6. Conservatori boy (1), side view. Courtesy of German 
Archacological Institute at Rome 

5. In the Louvre. 
6. At Ince Blundell Hall# 

S 7. In the Wandel collection in Copenhagen.® 
Archacologial Intitute at Rome 8. At Sicyon, discovered in the course of excavating 

A Roman house. 
4. An Antonine copy of the head of the same Al of these boys (1-8) have a peculiar tuft of hair 

original, now in the Terme Museum in Rome# The rising directly above the middle of the forehead. 
fillet in the hair is identical to that of no. 1 Reinach, Receuil de Tétes Antigues (Paris, 1903), ig. 29, 

B, Ashmole, A Calalog of the Ancient Marbies at Ince Blundelt 
Hall (Oxford, 1929), no. 162, pi. 4. 

eni, Museo Nasionale Romao (delle Terme), Sculture Poulsen, Der srenge Stl, . 79, 
Secolo (Rome 1953), no. 39. Tt is from & herm.  * Npoaruch 1935: p. 80, fig, 12, 

Similar heads are located  



VoL 6, 71, 3, 1974] 

i boy (1) 
cal Institute 

Conservat 
Arch;  Rome 

He is holding a 
Similar in some respects to nos. 1 

boy in the Leconfield collection.™ 
+ stump on which is 
On his head he has a 

His short chiton is similar to the one 
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 

piglet and is leaning against 
carved a knife in its sheath, 
laurel wreath. 
in nos. 1-2, 

above the middle of the forehead. In fact, the laurel 
wreath and the knife show that the artist had a Roman 
context in mind, and so an identification with the 
hearth-initiate seems to be highly unlikely 

In regard to nos. 1-8 the identification has been 
based essentially on the myrtle wreath and the staf- 
like object attached to the tree stump of no. 1. 
However, the “myrile 
real myrile wreath (2 good example of which is a 
silver myrtle wreath now in the British Museum) 
Thus it her artificial, that is, the leaves were 
plucked from their branch and artificially arranged, or 
elseit is highly stylized, so that in either case one could 
also regard the leaves as olive. And the same inter- 

wreath does not look like a 

“ M. Wyndham, Catalogue of the Collction o Greek and Roman 
tiguities in the Possession of Lord Leconfeld (London, 1915), 

p. 84-85, pl. 53 
f dncient Athens (Excasations o 

the Athenian Agora, Picture Book No. 8, 1963), i 8. 

HEARTH-INITL 

Conservatori boy (2). 
Archal 

Courtesy of German 
ieal Insitute at Rome 

pretation is possible for the leaves protruding from 
the joints of the stafilike 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 
exact parallel on the Eleusinian Niinnion tablet and 
on other Eleusinian monuments.# It is certainly not 
a torch but rather a bundle of myrtle branches bound 
at_intervals, with myrtle leaves protruding at the 
points of binding. The staffs have been given the 
name Bixxor by modern scholars, perhaps incorrectly, 

It has an 

0 Several examples are collected by Pringsheim, 1905 pp. 16- 
19 For a_photograph of the Ninnion tablet sce Mylonas, 
Eleusis, pl. 8. 

i the basis of a scholion to Aristophanes, Kighs, line 405 
Bacxon 8t ob v Audsuoon iihowr wiros, N kal wirras T rdoiwres 
i Spyia Binxom dxidour, ob v NG Kal rois Khidous ofs o kierar  
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P 

Fic. 9. Conserva 
Archae 

i boy (2). Courtesy of G 
gical Instiute at Rome 

but whatever their name, they are usually depicted as 
being carried by mystai. 

The connection of these statues with El 
fortunately be further tested 
of boys found both at Eleusis and near the Eleusinion 
in_the Athenian Agora. 
lished by Kourouniote 

ainst a class of statues 
Those from Eleusis, pub- 

3 are as follows 
A. Figures 11-12. A portrait head of a boy wearing 

a crown (the body is not preserved).® The crown is 
handwoven; it is not a natural twig; the leaves look 
somewhat like myrtle but could be olive. The boy's 
hair is very short except for a long tuft growing from 
a point above the right ear and falling down behind it 
Kourouniotes dates the statuc to the first century 
after Christ. It is more probably a third century 
work, such as Harrison, 1953 nos. 41 and 46, although 
the pupils of the eyes are not drilled 

B. Figures 13-14. A portrait head of a boy wear- 
a crown (the body s not preserved).®  The crown 

ipovaw._ But Pringsheim, 1905: p. 16 (cf. i 
1. 126), pointed out that thi 
Dionysiac. Mysteries and 
Eleusinian object. 

¥ Ackrion 8 (1923): pp. 155-170. 
 Ibid, figs. 1a and 1, 

Ibid, figs. 3 and 4 

Conservatori boy (3), 
Archacological | 

Courtesy of German 
fitute at Rome 

is handwoven and the leaves stylized 
above his 

wre_highly 
and a lock of hair just 

forchead over the right eye is represented as having 
been cut off 

His hair is short 

The caplike appearance of the hair is 
more simply rendered yet similar to that of Harrison, 
1933: no. 51, which she dates to the second half of 
the third century 

It would be natural to assume that the unusuial 
locks in both portraits had a religious significance; 
the custom is mentioned by Pollux! 
mAayiou kbuny  aor 

Erpegon 5€ Tues ix 
7 ép 70 wérwrov zorauos 7 Beois, 
80\\ss 7 oeipd Tpix@r.  Portrait 

+ boy before the 
and portrait B 

Kal drouero Thoxuds 
A is therefore 
cutting of this lock for dedication, 
just afterwards. 

Since the only known boys (and girls) connected 
religiously with the are the 
hearth-initiates, identification is un- 
doubtedly correct 

C. A marble statuette of a boy carrying a myrtle 
staff in his left hand, and in his right, originally, a 
piglet, traces of which are still visible.# His garment 

1\ representation of 

Eleusinian_sanctuary 
Kourouniotes 

vol. 1, p. 90 (ed, Bethe 
muck sée' V. von G 

For a full discussion of 
zenbach, B.C.H. 93 (1969): pp. 885045, 

Kourouniotes, op. it fg. 8; better photograph in Mylonas, Eleusis, fig. 80,  



reaches to below the knees and leaves his right shoulder 
bare. His hair is long, and a tuft (not mentioned by 
Kourouniotes) rises at the part just above the fore- 
head. He Kourouniotes 
dates the statuette to the fourth century B.C.; Furt- 
wiingler® to the fourth or third century B.c 

is not wearing a crown. 

Another statuette, also found at Eleusis, may 
represent a hearth-initiate 

D. A marble statuette, perhaps of a boy, with the 
head missing, depicting a_person carrying a staff 
(damaged now but probably originally a myrtle 

stafi). % He originally carried a piglet in his right 
hand by its hind legs; its head and forelegs are still 
preserved on the base. His garment does not cover 

his right shoulder and reaches to just above the knecs. 
The date of the statue according to Kourouniotes 
falls within the Roman period. 

e following portrait heads, published by E. B. 
Harrison, were found in the Athenian Agora 

1k Mitt. 20 (1895, 
Kourouniotes, op. it 
The Athenian Agora 

p. 357, 
figs.  and 10, 

1, Portrai Sculpture (1953) 

HEARTH-INITIATES 

12, Eleusis boy (A), side view, 

E. Harrison, 1953: no. 41, pl. 28, 
portrait shows a litdle boy 

This life-sized 
wearing on his head a 

wreath of small, formal leaves stiffly arranged in pairs. 
His hair is cut short all over except for a single wavy 
lock about 11 em. long which falls from the crown 
down the back of his head.” 
quarter of the third century 
similar to those on A and B. 

It is dated to the second 
ap. The long lock is 

F. Harrison, 1953: no. 42, pl. 27. Second quarter 
of the third century A.p. *This is the portrait of an 
even younger child than the one represented in no. 41 
above. He wears a wreath of small leaves ranged 
in parallel sets of three, and he has a long scalp-lock 
on the back of his head. The hair is short, 

no. 46, pl. 29. 
of the third century A.p. 

G. Harrison, 1953 Third quarter 
This is a life-sized portrait 

of a young boy wearing on his head a wreath of tiny 
close-packed leaves. His hair is cut quite short on 
all the preserved parts of the head, but since a piece 

of the back of the head is missing, it is not impossible 
that he wore a longer scalp-lock in back similar to 

The leaves of the that worn by no. 41 above  



CLINTON: THE 

Eleusis boy (B). 

wreath, though arranged differently 
to those in the wreath of the Conservatori boy 

are very similar 
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 Eleu- 
sinion in the Agora (though the vast majority of such 
dedications was set up at Eleusis). 

An identification as hearth-initiate can be made 
with the most certainty for A, B, C, E, F, G. 
tinct characteristics these have in common are: (1) a 
specially woven wreath, undoubtedly of myrile 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 2 modern house over the arca of the southwestern part of the Eleusinion, 

SUSINIAN MY 

Fic. 14, Eleusis boy (B), side view. 

outside of Attica, these characteristics also occur in 
no. 1, which is the earliest in the nos. 1-8 group, and 

thus fink 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 
(A, B, E,F, G 
by the myrte-staff attached to the tree stump. 
only remaining element of no. 

Eleusis and Agora group. 
No. 1 is further linked to Eleusis 

The 
1 which requires ex: 

planation is the ribbon hanging from the wreath on 
the stump. It is similar to bands which sometimes 
hang down from the backs of stropia on statucs of 
priests or from strophia carved on honorary monu- 
ments# Itis the rawia or rawidiov or Auviovos which 

By itslf, however, the scalp-lock is not a convincing feature 
for an identication since the arrangement in the hair over the 
forchead in nos. 1-8 may be simply a hair style and have nothing 
t0 do with a religious custom. And it is quite conceivable 
that the custom did not exist at Elcuss in the fifth century but 
was introduced later.  The same applies for-the tuft of hair in C. 

*See, ez, at Athens, Hesperia 23 (1954): p. 233 no. 1; at 
Smyena, L. Robert, Hellonica, 11-12, pl. 25.  



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 nota wreath but a curled band, a strophion, 
the customary headdress of the hierophant and 
daduch. Thus the strophion was either a part of the 
headdress of the hearth-initiate as well, or, more likely, 
the Antonine copyist, ignorant of the precise Eleu- 
sinian context, added a well-known Eleusinian element 
which did not in fact form part of the ceremonial dress 
of the hearth-initiate. The short right sleeve of no. 2 
is certainly an_error of the Antonine copyist, for 
initiates of the Mysteries kept their right arm bare,% 
a custom better reflected in no. 1, where the left arm 
is bare." The contaminations, then, are striking 
only in the Antonine copies, and do not appear, except 
for one simple error in copying (the wrong arm bare) 
in the Julio-Claudian (or Hadrianic) copy 

According to the above mentioned suggestion of L 
Spaulding?® the original of nos. 1-8 was a cre 

a Hellenistic classicizing eclectic school, such as the 
Pasitelean school which active around  the 
beginning of the first century B.C. Though some 
historical support for this view might at first seem to 
be offered by the fact that the earliest preserved statue 
bases of hearth-initiates are from the second century 
(perhaps no carlier 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 

dnian official of that 

ion of 

possess no statue base of any Eleu 
an Early Classical statue of  hearth-initiate 

as a ype could well have been set up as a dedication. 
A statement of Dio Chrysostom, usually overlooked 

time; yet 

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 ing in this who 
defend themselves with the that  they 
are re-using only very ancient bases some of which 

argument 

016, 10, 1292, line CelreorieJo_dedoas 
Covepivin o e o  discusion oftis e . Vanderpenl 
v 251569 . 6 wich furthr rference o the ravia, and 

L Robert, “Apx. ‘. 1909 pp. 2223, G also orli e 
i s empoh Sokolows, Lais Sacres de | At 
T e 28" (o 1G4 1018), worn by a priest in Pergamon 
in’ the” third century B ovepuriess Sandap erepioun Rl 
Aol o, .G 11 1297, ines 5113 1333, line 7 1366, line 
et G Huscy, Paers o the American Schoo of Closi- 

al Stdics at Athons S (1886.1890)p. 136, Futher references 
incioding many no to the reliious custom, ar given by C. B 
Wetln, Repet” Cornespondenc. in. the. Hollonsic Perod (New 
Haver, 1939, p. 30 
See Mylonas, Eleusis, pp- 197 
T th e o3y v e 
4 0p it p. 56 (s above, . 101, ) 
o Ot 150, 22725 R von Aenim, Vol.1,p.245), 

201, 203, 209, 216, 
in copies. 
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are uninscribed : ofor dray Neywou rois obipa dpxaiors 
raraxpiiofas xai rwas dvas xal avereypagoss. 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 identificd, or they were 
of gods. Among his examples he mentions®: xal 
rap’ "Adnvaiots "ENevowiov pirrov wasids exiv oix Exooa 
émcypagiy: Kincivor ebvar Neyovow HpaxMéa. The only 
mystai at Eleusis who were raides, so far as is known, 
were the éorias wnfirres, and if Sokolowski 
restoration of lines 24-26 of L.G., I, 6 is correct," 
there existed a_regulation forbidding children to be 
initiates unless they were hearth-initiates. Thus it 
would appear that the statue mentioned by Dio was a 
hearth-initiate—unless he was actually Heracles. 
But the interpretation of the figure as Heracles looks 
very much like an uncritical attempt to explain an old 
uninscribed statue as that of a god (since he obviously 
was not a famous man), an explanation which Dio wa: 

r to question because he might los 
ammunition for his point. Heracles, in fact, as the 
Stories go, was not initiated as a boy but as a man,5 
and is so represented in a Hellenistic relief found in the 
Tlssos. % Thus I think it unlikely that the statue to 
which Dio refers is a Heracles; at the same time it is 
understandable that someone wishing to identify an 
ancient statue of an initiate with a god would pick 
Heracles: most carly statues were of gods or heroes 
or (impossible in this case) famous men, and Heracles’ 
initiation was well known. Of course, we do not 
know how ancient Dio's a¢63pa dpyaia dxov was; but it 
may well have been Early Classical; at the least it 

historical grounds, 
that the Roman copies could go directly back to-an 
Early Classical original. _On artistic grounds I think 
that statue no. 1 does derive from a fifth-century origi- 
nal, perhaps in bronze, the corkscrew locks being a 
clear later addition, and that Spaulding’s assertion of 
a Hellenistic original for the reason that the statue 
shows “a knowledge of anatomy and technical 
and “a sense of reality” unattainable in the f 
century® is simply not valid. A fifth century date 
for the original is indeed now generally favored by art 
historians.# - For the Hellenistic period about all that 
can_be said historically is that statues of hearth- 
initiates did exist. Some of them may have been 
represented in a classicizing style. In the 
century A.D. the current portrait style was used 

Although the Julio-Claudian (or Hadrianic) copy 

none too ¢ 

suggests a serious possibility, o 

third 

“bid, 92, 7-9, p. 246, 
See above, pp. 10-11 

« Apollodorus, 11, 5, 12; for a lst of sources see Frazer's 
edition of Apollodorus, ad loc, and E. B. Harrison, 4.J.4. 71 
(1967): p. 44, n. 143, 
7See U, Hausmann, Griechische Weibreliefs (Berlin, 1960), 

p. 82, fig. 47 
* Op. it p. 56. 
 See above, n. 26  
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of the hearth initiate exhibits no characteristics that 
are certainly foreign to a hearth-initiate except the 
copyist's minor error in representing the left arm bare 
instead of the right, this simple error is probably 
enough to show that the statue was not intended to 
be set up at Eleusis or in the Eleusinion at Athens. 
The artist was probably resident in Rome, where 
the statue was found. This is even more evident in 
the case of the Antonine copies, nos. 2 and 3. No. 2 
has a sandal on one foot, the other foot bare, short 
sleeves on both arms, and a strophion instead of a 
wreath; the latter feature oceurs 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 seulptural evidence as a whole it emerges 
that the hearth-initiate, like the other mysta, wore a 
myrile 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 knces (in all cases 
except ) and the fong lock of hair, which he conse 
crated to the ustom which, however, » 
not have been current as carly as the ffth 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.* 

oddesses 

INDIVIDUALS (CONTINUED) 
14. T8 Khalios Amuborperos T8 KA Neorolows 

Sounis. E. Kapetanopoulos, "Apx. 'Ee. 1964: pp. 
120-123, with a stemma. ~ Around 50-70 .. 

Kapetanopoulos correctly identified him with the 
Claudius Demostratus of Sunion who was archon, 
hoplite general, gymnasiarch, herald of the Areopagu: 
agonothete of the Panathenaca and Eleusinia, exegete 
of the Eumolpidae, and priest of Poseidon Erechtheus, 
If the dedication was erected around the time he 

c te, the stemma makes it appear im- 

 The confusion m esulted from the band that was used 
0 bind the boy's hair i no. 1 

* Possibly a terracotta. representation of a hearth-initiate is 
a male figure found in the “Demeter Cistern” in the Agora, 
published by D. B. Thompson, Hesperia 23 (1954): pp. 103- 104 
and pl. 24, A staff is cradied between his lft arm and body, 
‘and perbaps he held a piglet in his now missing right hand. ~ His 
cloak is draped about his midsection and hangs over his left arm. 
L'am not completely convinced that he i 4 boy, s Thompson 
believes; he may have been a regular initiate. Al possibly a 
eartheinitiate is Furtwingler, Masterpicces of Greek Sculplure, 

p. 333, fg. 142, but here t0o & regular nitiate would seem to be 
possble 

In regard to the terracottas of young boys found in the Agora 
excavations of 1968 (Hesperia 38 [1969]: p. 393 and pl. 101c), 
the boots, the strange headdress, and the cloak covering the 

shoulders make it very diffcult to conneet them with the hearth. 
nitiates of Eleusis 
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probable that he would have been initiated much 
later than 70 .0., 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. Khavsia "Acia T4 Khavdiov ‘Trrépxos Mapafurioy 

yérnp. G, 113 3604A. P.LR? C 1068. 
Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 98. Around 50-70 
AD. 

She was the sister of the father of Herodes Atticus, 
The dedication LG., II%, 3604A, honoring her as a 
hearth-ini en Cleo was priestess of 
Demeter and Kore (no. 9), and therefore cannot be 
much later than 70 A.D, 

fate, was st up w 

of a daduch from the dadu 
LG, 11%, 3511 

16. The son or grandso 
chic family of the deme Hagnous 
First half of first century A.D. 

Only a tragment is preserved; restoration is un- 
certain. The stone shows part of another line before 
line 1, with the letters __ N\, i.e., si[uos or Adochéa 
For the family see above, table 1, p. 56. 
17. T 8\ Jogoxkis T I\ Kovwros Sovmels . 

as restored by A. Raubitschek, Jahreshefte 
1948, Beiblatt: coll. 35-40, with stemma. Around 
80 A.D. 

Raubitschek identified him with the Athenian 
archon of 121/2 (Inscriptions de Délos, 2535). He 
comes from a distinguished family; offices held by 
known members include the archonship, hoplite 
generalship, and the priesthood of Asclepius, 
18. Tlobrhos Toi\3ios Magpsiupos Tlo bouSlou Magiuou 

Sowseis. LG., 112, 3581 and new fragment pub- 
lished by Kapetanopoulos, 'Apx. 'Eg. 1968: p. 
191, no. 19. Woloch, 1966: Fulvius no. 1 
Before 100 .. 

Metrodorus was archon sometime before 112 
therefore the date of this dedication should be some- 
time before 100 A.p., at the least; Kapetanopoulos 
suggests “ca. a. 70 p.” His father Maximus is other- 
wise unknown, 

1G 
First century A.D. (dated by Kirchner). 

19, *Abyais, granddaughter of a hierophantid. 
112, 3553, 

She is called a uioris and a ol (of the son of the 
hierophantid), undoubtedly a poetic 
hearth-initiate. 

rendering for 

20, Zeihar AmoNhaviov Mekerets. LG. 
First century A.p. (dated by Kirchne 

The Areopagus, the Boule of the Six Hundred, and 
the Demos made the dedication, but the boy’s father 

16, 11, 2021, line 13  



was the epimel 
cost. 

of the dedication and so bore the 
The persons are unknown. 

21. Tepria Aeweiof ... . 
First century A.D. 

Jtuyérnp. 1.G., 1% 355 

This monument, dedicated by the Boule and the 
Demos, records that she 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. 
3569. First or s 

16, 11, 
cond century 

23, Khaviia [ IG., 113, 3568 (see above, 
p. 74). First or second century. While Dione 
was priestess of Demeter and Kore (no. 14). 

24, "Ayallbrous pbyravos Mapaivios 
Second century 

A member of this family is perhaps mentioned in 
1.G., 11% 3929. Oliver suggests that the lacuna of 
fine 4 of Z.G., II%, 3657 should probably be filled with 

the demotic, [MapaftarJo, and that lines 1-2 can per- 
haps be restored Lriv xal ‘A Jyad éroda xahoiuerar Ma] 

16, 11, 3 

25. Boy or girl relative of the daduch Lysiades (no. 
19). IG., 112 3611. Firsthalf of second century 

Since hieronymy was not observed, it may have 
been erected after Lysiades’ death, in 
than around the beginning of the second century, but 
it is not known whether hicronymy was in effect for 
the daduch at this time. Schmid('s restoration of a 
boy is arbitrary 

y case later 

16, 26. Abivaios & xal 
112, 3577. 

agpdticros "Afnvaloy Bhucis. 
Before 128/9. 

His dedication was set up kari 7a 86¢arra 7j & "Apeloy 
Tiyou fovkj wai i fovky 7w X. His father was a 
periodonikes. At the bottom of the dedication a 
metrical inscription is appended (perhaps many years 
after the original inseription), which mentions th 
when Athenacus grew up his parents named him 
Athenophilus. 

T Oiwghrios Phafiarés Knguowels. "Apx. 'Ee. 1971 
p. 131, no. Around 100-125 

His mother Vipsania Lacliana dedicated this statue 
in his honor, while Flavia Laodameia was priest- 

essof Demeterand Kore (no. 10), thusaround 100-125. 
e was the daughter of L. S Acolion, an 

exegete of the Eumolpidae (no. 7). 
Vipsanius 

Mekirivn A lowsioy Tlérpuvos Bepevunison 
1.G., II%, 3557. Woloch, 1966 Junius 
Around 125 A0, (for the date see above, 

owia 
Ooyérnp. 
no. 18. 
p. 74) 

She was a hierophantid (no. 9) and is discussed 
above in more detail in this connection. 

HEARTH-IN 

Her great-grandmother was a priestess of Demeter 
and Kore. 
29. T Khalios Zahasds Tokixpiros. 1.G., 1I% 3586, 

Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 84. Around 125. 
He is apparently the same as the C. Claudius 

Silianus who erected a statue base in honor of Hadrian 
Olympius, therefore after 132 (LG, 1I%, 3315). His 
parents, Claudius and Claudia, made the dedication 
during the priesthood of Claudia Timothea (no. 11) 
30. Zsmupos Zusmipoy Nepacis. LG, 1I%, 3587, Dedic 

cated while Claudia Timothea was priestess of 
Demeter and Kore (no. 11), therefore during the 
reign of Hadrian. He is otherwise unknown. 
A 'loivios Maéas A "lowiov Térpwros Beperniins. 
LG, 1I% 3619. Woloch, 1966: Junius no. 7. 
Around 125-140. 

The brother of no. 28, 
family 
and 
Laodamei 
10). His daughter 
initiate (no. 38). 

belonged toa distinguished 
His paternal grandfather was an cxegete 

his maternal great-grandmother was Flavia 
the priestess of Demeter and Kore (no. 

Neicostrate was also a hearth- 

32. B\igus Zeiuw Zogidov Mapabimos. LG, 11, 
3676, as restored by J. H. Oliver, Hesperia 21 
(1952): pp. 396-397. Before the middle of the 
second century 

His name is connected with the Eleusinian Endow- 
ment of 160-170 (discussed above, pp. 35-36). He 

natorial family from Crete, the first 
e Athenian citizenship was 

probably his father.%* Xenion was an archon of the 
Panhellenion and received the special honor of 

stopoliteia.” He died sometime between 177 and 
1 Thus he would have hearth-initiate 
certainly before 150, 

led 

belonged to a s 
member of which to rece 

been 

He is c " dorlas. This is the first appear- 
ance, in a dedication, of the designation 6 a¢' éorias, 
instead of unfds or mnfeioe d¢' iories. Hence: 
forth we shall note the precise term used for the hearth- 
initiate in dedications. 
33. Nowuula Kb Aowwiov Nouuion Baispiov daNnpels 

LG, I1?, 4069; 4070; Apy. 'Eg. 1971 pp. 132-133, 
no. 29." Woloch, 1966: Nummius no. 9, with 
stemma. Around the middle of the second 
century 

Her parents’ fondness for her is apparent from 1.G., 
11%, 4069 and 4070, two other dedications they erected 

“For the family sce Oliver, op. cit, pp. 395-399. 
 Thid, pp. 398-39. 
“Apy. B, 1971 pp. 16-117, no. 10 (= LG, 11,36 

new fragments); a text of this is given in Ofver, 1970: p. 102, 
o, 12 

& Ofiver, Hesperia 21 (1952): pp. 398-399.  
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in her honor in addition to the one honoring her as 
hearth-initiate ('Apx. 'By. 1971, loc. cit.). Her mother 
was the daughter of the sacred herald Nigrinus (no. 5), 
and married, probably after her marriage to Phaedre 
Aclius Praxagoras the daduch (no. 23) 

Cleo is called wnfligas ¢’ éorias. 

34 T4 Khabbios “Axmios "Areikios Bpadoias K 
Mapabinos. 1.G., 11, 3608. P.IR} C 
Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 1.~ Around 150 A.p. 

Kapetanopoulos® corrected Kirchner's restoration 
of line 3 of 1., 113, 360 and restored the lac 
line 4 just as 1 also did independently in my disserta- 
tion. "At that time, however, 1 did not notice, as 
Kapetanopoulos did, additional letters in line 6 and 
that the first letter in line 8 is a lambda 
verified his readings and I offer here a slightly different 
version of lines 1-5, although K; 
sion is also possible: 

I have since 

apetanopoulos's ver- 

T KN “Armioy ['Areideas "Arrxdy] 
Bpasotar KX ['Hpdiow 7ot dp] 
xuptas xal [Pryihns *Armriov] 
brérou OuLyarpds vidy, vidw] 
s ‘ENAdos, uumdivra i 

] 

I agree with Kapetanopoulos in removing the 
formula for the eponymous priestess from the text, 
although the possibility still remains that a priestess 
was mentioned.  His own restoration 

] 
is a[vaioess i urods Pryin] 
M[s?], 

may be correct, but_the parallel he gives for the 
formula, 1.G., 112, 3551, lines 3-3, reads 
[is] dvafiéoeas. 

rueknflévros 

vids ENGGos was atitle given also to his father 
(I.G., 1I%, 3604); for its significance sce J. and L. 
Robert, R.E.G. 79 (1966): pp. 369-370, no. 156. 
35. Khasbla "ENswisy KA ‘Hpsiov Mapa 

Apx. 'Be., 1971: p. 132, no. 28, 
Woloch, 1966: Claudius no. 104, 

v Guyirnp. 
P.ILR?, A 706, 
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 "Apy. 'Bg., 1971 
loc. cit., was in honor of her as a girl, as a hearth- 

1968: p. 212, no. 19a, 

SINIAN MYSTER 

36. Atpn)ia Tapauéva Alp Hapabrov Aaurpkus Guyérnp. 
1.G., 113, 3638, After the middle of the second 
century 

She and her parents are otherwise unknown. The 
date s based on the fact that the only securely 
datable inscriptions with the formula xard rb éxepornua 
i Goukis rév  occur after the middle of the second 
century,® and that the gentilicium is rare in Athens 
before 161/279 

e is called #[iw dg'] orias. 
37. AlpnNia Méyva i xal ‘Epuiém Aip ' 

Goyirnp. LG., II%, 3631. 
the second century 

agpodeirou s 
After the middle of 

A date after_the middle of the second century 
for this dedication is probably in order on account 
of the formuia of authorization™ and the gentilicium 
(e no. 36) 

She is called i b’ drrias 
38. lowia 

Boyér. 
century 

Nasaorpéry 
LG, I, 

Touwioy 
3647 

Mewios  Bepenuiion 
Second half of second 

The 
statue base in 

Her father was also a hearth-initiate (no. 31). 
Areopagus and the Demos set up this 
her honor with her guardian Gaius Cassius assuming 
the expense. Her father must have died while she 
was still a child 

She is called wnfeioay de' érrias 

160-170 
Included among the recipients of the Eleusinian 

Endowment of 160-170 (L.G., II%, 1092)" are doo. 
aides] d¢’ éorias]. Whether they received a single 

or double share is not preserved. As there was only 
one hearth-initiate each year, the use of the plural is 
interesting. Evidently hearth-initiates of previous 
years were also eligible. Surely cligibility ended 
when they ceased to be raies, which would have been 
about the age of eighteen for boys, perhaps even 
earlier for girls 

39. Daughter of T 
LG, 1, 3648, 

Flavius Leosthenes of Paiania. 
Around 175 A.p. 

“This inscription and the family are discussed above 
(pp. 36-37, and note 183); the father cannot be identi- 
fied with certainty with any known member of the 
family. Kapetanopoulos's reading of the end of the 
name as Jav s clear also on my squeezes he s 
a possibility [®\afia Euidpla.” 
course a Eumolpid. 

She s called riv e’ iorias uioruv, 

ests as 
Her father was of 

/. Geagan, 1967 pp. 153-154. 
CF. Woloch, 1966: . Aureius. 

7 7. Geagan, 1967: pp. 45-46, 
See the discussion above, pp. 35-36 and below, p. 111 
REG. 83 (1970): p. 64, n. 4  



40. Khasia Tpaaripa K\ 
eoyérnp. 1G., 1I%, 4077. 
of the second century 

Snpoorpiros Mehiréws 
In the third quarter 

The first part of the epigram on this statue base 
mentions her parents and their daduchic ancestry 
Her father was Demostratus the son of the daduch 
Sospis (no. 20), and her mother, Philiste 
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 

A& e kel waldwy koouei xopés, of 78 wpouaTEY 
BN\ b reherais oréupa e figa. 

Kirchner noted that poutorss is found nowhere else. 
However, if we divide this word into xpo uuard, the 
sentence begins to make sense: a chorus of children, 

also, ™ decorates her by placing in her hair the myrtle 
crown in front of the other initiates at the felete. The 
presence of children and Praxagora’s pre-eminence 
among the initiates suggests that she was a hearth- 
initiate. The chorus and the crowning, then, would 
have taken place at the beginning of the telee 
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, Gpxouérm 7@ eNerdr, crowned Marcus Au- 
relius and Commodus (see above, p. 88 

It is possible that the present tense of roouet refers 
to the fact that the piece of sculpture which once stood 
on Praxagora’s base represented a group of children 
placing a fillet on her head. OF which children did 
the xopds waidwy consist? They may have been the 
former hearth-initiates who were 
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). 1f so, the custom 
may have been that the previous waides de' 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 

ach year among 

41, M Atpihios Midradins "Ayafoxhéous Mapedimas. 1.G., 
113, 3677, After 161/2. 

The dedication was made by his father. Miltiades 
is called [ron ag’ Elor{i)as uiorm. 
42. Kagwasds ‘Tepoxipnt.  LG., 11% 3707 

quarter of the second century. 
above as a herald (no. 11), 

In the last 
He is discussed 

In this dedication the title of hearth-initi 
mentioned together with his other titles and offices as 

putorss, however, oceurs on a Thracian inscription. 
That is, in addition to being decorated by her lineage 

mentioned previously in the epigram 

HEARTH-INITIATES 111 

a grown man; it is the only known instance where this 
was done. He was in office as sacred herald in 230/1 

He is called rév ' éorias pigrns 
43, TorNia Athia ‘Epenia o AiNlowAmoN\aviou . 

Ouyérnp. LG, 11, 3688, with stemma. 
last quarter of the second century 

Avruvoiass 
In the 

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 Arco- 
pagus. Further members of this family have been 
identified above (p. 64). In this inscription, erccted 
by her mother, the hearth-initiate is said to be a 
descendant of Conon and Callimachus. 

he date of the inscription ought to be carlier than 
Kirchner's “beginning of the third century,” if it was 
set up close o the time she served as hearth-nitiate, 
and this is supported to a certain extent by the fact 
that her mother was not yet hierophantid. 

She is called riv a’ éorias igro. 
44. A Te\\os Zavayipas A TkNiow Zevayépou 

3686. Stemma: Oliver, Expounders, p. 
Last quarter of the sccond century 

LG, 117, 
164, 

The verse dedication in his honor 
calls him raida of Xenagoras and Praxagora, sév uéorn 
Avois. This is probably a poetical way of expressing 
7ais ¢’ éoias umbeis; a similar_expression for the 
hearth-initiate occurs in .G., I1% 3533, the dedication 
honoring hearth-initiate no. 19. Xenagoras was ar- 
chon sometime carly in the third century (Hesperia 10 
[19417: p. 260, no. 64; ibid. 11 [1942]: pp. 87-88). 
s mother Praxagora was also a hearth-initiate (no. 
40) as was also his son (no. 49). 

LG, 112 3686, 

45T @Nis 
16, I, 
century. 

“Ardunros T @\ Ayisluros Tespaucds. 
3656. 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. 

Atcimetus is called rév yersucron d¢' dorias. 
46. Khaviia Oquorbeheia KX Fdirrov Mekirées Qoyérnp. 

LG, 11, 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 miy d¢' éorias, NOt Tiu d¢' darias as 
Kirchner read. 

4 1.G., 1T, 1806a; Notopoulos, Hesperia 18 (1949): p. 18 and 
table ]  
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47. Khavdle Mévardpa K\ dNirrov 

Below, appendix V 
Mekirées fuyérnp. 

Beginning of the third 

She was the sister of Claudia Themistocleia. Their 
statue bases were set up in close sequence (see append. 
V). This must reflect the fact that they were hearth- 
initiates within a very short space of one another, 
perhaps in two successive years. 

48, A 
1967 

iogias T N —[ 
p. 164, line 6. 

"Alxapreis. Geagan, 
Beginning of third century. 

His name appears (us written above) beneath the 
heading of a_catalog of Kerykes and is followed by 
6 vidfs airoi]. His father is mentioned dircetly 
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 Té\os TIoNign\os A TeMhiov Zwvayipov. 1.G., 1I%, 

3706; Oliver, Expounders, 1 52; Geagan, 1967: 
p. 169, line 212. Stemma: Expounders, p. 164 
First quarter of the third century 

In an epigram engraved on a monument erccted at 
Eleusis (1G., 11%, 3706) he is called uoréy ynripa, 
certainly a reference to some office connected with the 
Eleusinian Mysteries. The ipyrris and, less attrac- 
tively, the hicrophant’s leading role come to mind, but 
neither is likely because the man was a member of the 
Kerykes™ Since, have seen, the hearth- 
initiate had a leading role and representative function 
in relation to the rest of the 
probably the title of this “leader of the initiates 
which has been poetically rendered by yrrip uuora. 

In 7.G., 1% 3662, an epigram honoring a hiero. 
phant, worwdy yeubva is some charge which the hiero- 
phant assumed before becoming hierophant; perhaps 
it is the same as fynrip porar 

Gellius Polyzelus was a member of an aristocratic 
Delphian family which also possessed Athenian citizen- 
ship and played an active part in the political and re ligious lfe of Athens. At Delphi he was iepés ais rot Mufiou kai wpéofus v doiar. His sister’s grandson was a hicrophant.®  His father and grandmother were also 
hearth-initiates (nos. 44 and 40). 

initiates, it is most 

50. ‘Ovwpariar Mohvxapuls i xai dawapérn ‘Ovopariaroi 
Tohxépuov Ovyérnp. 1.G.,11%, 3710, Around 225, 
Stemma: Kapetanopoulos, B.C.11. 92 (1968): pp. 
493-518, stemma C 

Geagan, op. ci, p. 180, 
" Geagan, op. cit, p. 169, line 212, Mystagogos is also very unlikely, since it involved onfy being a member of the Kerykes or Eumolpidac, and no honors are ever recorded for the. " See Oliver, Hesperia, Suppl. § (1949): p. 253, 

#See stemma ad 1, 113, 3609 and that of Kapetanopoulos, 
B.C.H. 92 (1968): pp. 493-518, stemma C 

SINIAN MYSTERIES 

She was the daughter of Claudia Themistoceia, who 
was the daughter of the daduch Praxagoras (no. 23) 
and was herself a hearth-initiate (no. 46). Poly- 
charmis's daughter, Junia Themistocleia, was also a 
hearth-initiate (no. 52). 

She is called ri» é¢' érrias 
51 16, 

Around 
Tlo AD\ws Teooténs DN Zivavos Bepeurisns. 
112, 3708 (= Oliver, Expounders, 1 49). 
230 (Oliver's date). 

His father was pythochrestus excgete and priest 
of Apollo Patrous. 

He is called punfels ag’ éarias 

52. Towia Oquorbaa. 1G., 11% 3679, Around 250. 
Woloch, 1966: Junius no. 19a. Stemma: Kape- 
tanopoulos, loc. cit. (above, no. 50). 

Her mother, a hearth-initiate also (no. 50), was the 
great-granddaughter of Claudius Philippus the daduch 
(who died around 196). Most of the 
honoring Themistocleia is taken up by her mother's 
declaration of nobility was a_descendant of 
daduchs and of Pericles, Conon, and Alexander the 
Gi 

Themistocleia is called riv dg’ éorlas. 

inseription 

she 

53. égs. 1.G., 11, 3646, 
century or later 

P.ILR% F 14, Second 

He was of senatorial rank and held important 
Roman military posts. His mother high- 

priestess of Mirnp [ra 0civ] Bowria. The family is 
otherwise unknown, 

54. Boy or girl 141, no. 3 
S.EG., X2 

Aevrior 21A (1966) 
1V, 229). 

». 

This is a fragment of a statue base; line 5 should be 
restored o read: [~ ~ e’ éo Jrias u[wnd-~] or u[ior— ], 
SN, the editor, suggests as a date 
the end of the second century A.D., but it seems that 
almost any time between the second century B.c. and 
the middle of the third century A.b. is possible, since 
there are only the letter-forms on which to base a 
judgment 

Koumanoudes, 

Ath. Mitt. 18 (1893): p. 208, no. 2. This inscrip- 
tion, published by A. Korte, was not included 
by Kirchner in Tnscriptiones Graccae 

Korte read 

N 1 INAOBOAO! 
NOTZIOTOTTHN 
PEZTIAY 

8 See Oliver, Expounders, 1 47-50 and 1.G, 11%, 3697 1 wish to thank E. Vanderpool for caliing this inscription to  



and edited 
KuxJhogiday 

MupocJroustou(?) firny 
wnbivra &1’ dorias 

“AvTousiov is of course also possible, and in line 3, 
wndeioay. 1 suspect that Gryazlépa] appeared in line 
2; the term irys is otherwise unattested at Eleusis and 
the demotic in the genitive contributes to the suspi- 
cion. Karte later confessed disbelief in Kux Jhogéhov. 
1 tried unsuccessfully to find the stone in the summer 
of 1969, 

56. Hieron. Apx. 'Be. 1971 pp. 135-136, no. 32 
Unknown date, sometime after third century 1.c 
and before third century A.p. 

He is honored by his mother, which is a reasonable 
indication that he was a hearth-initiate, since most 

siniandedications by parents are in honor of 
their children as hearth-initiates 

GENERAL REMARKS 
Very few of the known hearth-initiates are from un- 

known families; the vast majority are é 7@ wpospiray 
from familics which were among the most active and 

stinguished in the civic and religious life of Athens. 
s is the most discernible pattern in the prosopo- 

graphical evidence. Many were children or descend- 
ants of Eumolpidae or Kerykes; in fact, none is known 
not to have been a child of a member of these gene, 
but we cannot conclude from this that they were all 
drawn from these gene, especially since the new frag- 
ments of a fourth-century inscription make it fairly 
clear that at that time any Athenian was cligible to 
enroll his child for selection. But if every Athenian 
was_eligible, why then is the vast majority from 

istocratic families? An a 
when we consider that the existence of only fifty-nine 
separate hearth-initiates is attested from cpigraphical 
monuments (almost all of which are statue bases), 
that is, a tiny fraction of all those who did serve as 
hearth-initiates, one cach year, between the time of 
the earliest datable monuments, the last quarter of 
the second century B.c., to the latest, around the 

iddle 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 i 

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- 

wer becomes possible 

= Gromon 11 (1935): p. 621. 
#See above, p. 99. 
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mental love for children first manifests itself in many 
other ways as well.% 

Only one monument is preserved for each known 
hearth-initiate as hearth-initiate. This may be an 
accident, but more fikely it had its origin in a restric- 
tion imposed by dedications to hearth- 
initiates were the most abundant form of dedication 
in the sanctuary at Eleusis, and if all wealthy re 

tives of a hearth-initiate had free rein, the sanctuary 
could easily in a short time have become intolerably 
cluttered.  Of course a dedication authorized for some 
other honor could also mention that the person had 
been a hearth-initiate, and this occurred in at least 
one case, that of Cassianus the sacred herald (initiate 
no. 42), but it also happens that no statue base of him 
just as a hearth-initiate is preserved 

It was the practice, at least in the fourth century 
n.c., that the basileus would choose the hearth-initiate 
by lot. The involvement of this official 
probably an indication of the great antiquity of the 
hearth-initiate 
around 460 n.c 

The relationship t0 a hearth is obscure, but éoria 
was probably not hearth in a metaphorical sense but 

a real hearth it probably had a physical relationship 
with the child's myesis, his pre-initiation, which was 
the original meaning of this word. 

Involved in his pre-initiation or in the ceremonies 
of one of the first days of the festival was his offering 
of a piglet, just as it was for every other candidate, 
and he s represented in statues carrying a piglet and 
dressed in a short chiton. At this moment he did 
not wear the myrtle crown and the rawia; they were 
set on his head later, apparently by a chorus of 
hearth-initiates of previous years, in the presence of 
all the other initiates, at some moment just before 
the initiates set out for Eleusis, that is, at the begin. 

of the felete.™ In the procession he walked to- 
gether with the other hearth-initiates, most likely 
at their head, as representative of all the initiates, the 
inrip worir® At some time during the festiva 
perhaps at Eleusis, he consecrated his scalp-lock to 
Demeter and Kore 

necessity 

who otherwise appears as early as 

TERMINOLOGY 
The dedications seem to indicate a development in 

the terminology for designating the hearth-initiat 

4 Se Nilsson, The Dionysiac Myseries of the Hellonistc and. 
Roman Age (Lund, 1957), . 111, and the literature cted there 

#Scc above, p. 9. 
1. Aristophanes, Acharnians, 747, Frogs, 338, Peace, 374 

Foucart, 1914 pp. 204, $14-318; Mylonas, Eleusis, pp. 
e above, p. 111 

See above, p. 12, 
01-108, 

The crowning could have taken place 

= See above, pp.  
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Up to approximately 130 A.0 only the designation 
Janfils or wieiaa dg’ dgrias is used; but during the 
rest of the second century  (or 4) a’ éorias wims (or 
ioris), or more frequently justs (or 1) é' éorias, occurs 
along with the previous designation, and in the third 
century it completely supersedes it, except in one 
case (no. 51). This development favors (but does 
not demand) a date before the third century for the 
following three undated inscriptions in which no 
names are preserved but only uundeis or unbeize ¢ 

57. Boy. IG., 112 3723, 
mous priestess (no. 17). 

While Ithake was epony- 

58 Boy. LG, II} 3724, The last two letters of 
his demotic are preserved. 

59. Girl. I.G., 112, 3721 
for Isis. 

She was also a kanephoros 

POSSIBLE HEARTH-INITIATE 
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 restoratio 
possible. The name of the person honored is Helico, 
perhaps Helico daughter of Theogenes of Leukono- 
fon (P.A., 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 gen, on the other hand, were different in 
significant ways: “Almost always the priest or the 
priestess was chosen for life. Thus they had the 
time and the inclination to become attached to their 
functions; the tradition and the special rites of the 
clan became very familiar to them. Members of a 

1 The date of Flavius Xenion as hearth-initiate (o 32), who 
i the first caled riv dy" darias, cannot be much carlier than this, 
if at all. 

+1914: pp. 224-225 
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genos were all the more interested in their particular 
cult as it concerned a god who was their ancestor or 
who had been the protector of the heroes from whom 
they were descended.”  Foucart goes on to point out 
circumstances which made the Eleusinian priests ex- 
ceptional even among.priesthoods of gene: 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, Rietioi), 
the numerous personnel maintained for the celebra- 
tion of the festivals, and most importantly, the attrac- 
tion and popularity of the Mysteries which alr 
by the beginning of the fifth century had tal 
Panhellenic_character. However, in describing the 
role of the Eleusinian priests in connection with the 
Alcibiades affair he goes too far when he says that 
they give “I'impression d’un corps sacerdotal, parlant 

issant au nom des divinités mystéricuses 
d'Eleusis.” As we have seen,® they were ordered 
to curse Alcibiades, and not all of them obeyed*; 
later they were ordered to undo their curses. They 
acted in the name of the Goddesses and the Polis 

n 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 conspicuou: 
absent in the case of the priests in the Alcibiades' 
affairand especially in the caseof the hierophant Archias 
(no. 3) who was condemned on a charge of impiety 
However, in their own religious sphere (provided that 
they were acting properly) their authority was con- 
siderable, as is clear in the case of the hierophant 
Eurycleides (no. §) 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 Myste nd propriety. 

In the Roman period many of the priests held high 
political offices (apparently not the rule before then), 
but their political success at this time, 
was du 

s’ sanctity 

as it appears, 
which wealth 

y to the holding of 
an Eleusinian priesthood, though chances for political 

0 many factors, among ured 
in no small way, and not primar 

* i, 
Above, pp. 15-16. 

<Above, p 16. 
* Callias the daduch (no. 2) 

See above, p. 49, 
*See above, pp. 17, 49, 50. 
* For their special courage in this respect we may single out 

the daduch Pythodorus (no. 4 and the hierophant Julius (no.  



office were probably enhanced if one held an Eleu- 
sinian priesthood, and vice versa 

Even though in the time of Aeschines gene as well 
as priests and priestesses who received 7épa were 
subject to audit! the Eleusinian priesthoods, as was 

sed above," were not regarded as magistracies. 
he administration of the sanctuary was in th 

hands of the gene of the Eumolpidac and the Kerykes,* 
their chief executives in this being the hierophant 
and the daduch,®2 with important assistance, at least 

the fifth century 5.c., from other priestly members 
of th At this early date the priestess of 
Demeter and Kore was in charge of some expendi- 
tures, probably just those for the festival of the 
Mysteries and not those of the sanctuary in general't; 
how long afterwards she continued to possess this 
charge is not known 

PROTOCOL. 
There are a few inscriptions in which the E 

anged in a certain order. In a 
law of ca. 460 5.¢.1* the priestess of Demeter and Kore 
is probably preceded, in the now missing part of the 
inscription, by the hierophant and daduch, and she is 
followed, in an addition at the end of the original 
document, by the altar-priest, the [herald] of the 
Goddesses, and the [rarayis] priest. In a décree!® of 
20/19 which lists a number (all of the 
priests of the Kerykes at this time (who speak here 
on behalf of the daduch honored in this decree), the 

daduch (the object of the decree and sonot 
list of those speaking on his behalf), altar 

herald of the Goddesses, mavayis 
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 
others) we can turn to the Eleusinian Endowment of 
160-170, where the arrangement 
hierophant, daduch, exegetes, sacred herald, altar 
priest, priestess of Demeter and Kore, hierophantids, 
phaidyntes, Takchagogos, pyrphoros, zavaxs, pries 
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 

sinian priests are 

I suspect) 

order is 
in_ th 
priest, pyrphoros 

is as follows! 

* Against Clesiphon, 18 (ed. Blass). 
example of the audit as éxi vy zapaditor 

WP, 14, n. 19, 
1 Sce above, p. 8. 

1 See above, pp. 14-15, 17-13 
EG X, 24, lines 28-30, states that the epistalai must con- 

sult with “the priests” concerning expenditures. 
¢ See above, p. 13, 
5 See the text above, pp. 1011 
1 See the text above, pp. S0-52. 

oduces  this 
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are here much lower down in the list. The most 
striking changes of position are those of the pyrphoros 
and ravayis, who appear relatively high up in the 
decree of 20/19 (where the pyrphoros precedes even 
the sacred herald), but in the Endowment behind the 
sacred herald and altar-priest as well as several other 
priests and priestesses.?  In regard to the position of 
the priestess of Demeter and Kore, the Endowment 
which is arranged by groups (and may reflect the 
order of the priests and priestesses in the procession 
to Eleusis), cannot fairly be compared to the law of 
ca. 460. 

AIl this s not to say that there was a hierarchy in 
the modern rel , 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 
reflcct the fact that some priests had more important 
roles in the cult and consequently more prestige than 
others. 

The hierophant and the priestess of Demeter and 
Kore, as was argued in the General Remarks of 
chapter IT1, were at least in the Classical period the 
primary religious representatives of the cult, and 

evidence suggests that the priestess was in- 
ed with the cult at a much earlier date than the 

hicrophant. In this regard it is noteworthy that the 
hicrophant was not allowed to hold any other priest- 
hood in any other cult, a rule which apparently ra 
mained in force until the death of the last legitimate 
hierophant at the end of the fourth century A.b. 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 ravaris; 
that is, to all of the significant priesthoods of the 
Kerykes except, perhaps, the altar-pricst, for whom 
there is no evidence 
assume that he too was allowed to hold another pries 
hood. Thus the priests of the Kerykes appear to have 
been less closely attached to the cult than the hiero- 
phant. This is in accord with the theory that the 
Eumolpidac were associated with the cult before the 

but it would be reasonable to 

incorporation of Eleusis into the Athenian state and 
that it was only from that time that the Kerykes were 
joined with them in the cult, in the expectation that 
the old Athenian vivos of the Kerykes would con- 

ng the Eleus 
cult more securely into the religious life of the Athenian 
tribute, by their association, in bring nian 

The pyrpioros follows the sacred herald and altar-priest also 
in the aciito lists.  His special prominence in 20/19 may have 
been due more to the prestige of the incumbent at that time or 
o the fact that he held other pri well (of the Charites 
and Artemis Epipyrgidia); see above, p. 94 

thoods.  
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state It should also be noted that none of the 
Kerykes' priests had functions that were essential to 
the cult, nor were the Kerykes specifically entrusted 
with maintaining and interpreting the traditions of the 
cult as the Eumolpidae and their exegetes were. 

EUMOLPID PRIESTHOODS 
Secure evidence is lacking concerning which pri 

of the cult besides the hierophant and exegetes were 
Eumolpidac.# 1 think that we can be fairly certain 
that the phaidynies was a Eumolpid, although no 
individual incumbents are attested® The priest of 
Triptolemus, the priest of the God and Goddess, and 
the Tukchagogos probably also were Eumolpids, since 
they are not included in’the (probably) complete list 
of Kerykes' priests from the year 20/19. 

It may well have been a Eumolpid priesthood which 
Valerius Mamertinus resigned in 174/5 when he im- 
properly switched genos from the Eumolpidae to the 
Kerykes in order to be elected sacred herald; Marcus 
Aurclius's ruling against him reads: “Mamertinus 
shall not be removed from the number of the Eumol- 
pidae, and he shall recover his priesthood.”* _Since 
the sacred herald was allowed to hold other Athenian 
priesthoods not belonging fo a genos, the priesthood 
which Mamertinus gave up and recovered was prob- 
ably a_minor Eumolpid priesthood. On the other 
hand, there may have been a law at this time which 
forbade holding two priesthoods simultancously (se 
above, p. 68). 

EMOLUMENTS 
Specific emoluments are known only for the priest- 

ess of Demeter and Kore, the altar-priest, sacred 
herald, and ravayis, from a law of ca. 460 n.c. The 
Eleusinian Endowment of 160-170 A.0., which must 

= Foucart outlines this theory in Mystires (1914: pp. 156-158) 
Toepffer (1889: p. 82) believes that the Kerykes always were 
closcly associated with the cult 

HThe exegetes could hold other pricsthoods, but the only 
evidence of this is from the Roman period when there is barely 

a sign that they had any serious duties as exegetes, and there is 
“ome doubt anyway whether in the Clasical period they were 
considered pricsts 

#Sce above, p. 65 
1970: p. 3, lines 13-14; d’. below, append. IV, pp. 
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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 
sce the section headed Emoluments at the end of chap- 
ter I. 

DRESS 
The dress of the hierophant, daduch, and hearth- 

initiate has been treated above* Common to all 
priests and priestesses, as a statement of Ister indi- 
cates* is the myrtle wreath. The strophion is 
attested only for the hierophant, daduch, and priest 
of the God and Goddess, but we may safely assume 
that this object, which was worn by priests in general, 
was also worn by the other priests of the Mysteries. 

CHASTITY DURING FESTIVAL 
The hierophant was certainly required to be chaste 

during the festival* and it may be that all the other 
priests and priestesses also remained chaste if this is 
the way we are to interpret a statement of Julian®’: 
obre i kal mapi"Adyaios o 7w oy drriuevol rasaryels 
dot, kel 8 Tobrey Hépxen icpoghurns dmiorparras masar 
i yieow. 

EIRESIONE 
A grave epigram of the second century A.D. or 

later seems to refer to the Eumolpid priests® 

wou0] Bunméhow elpeaiémy xal yép W EiK] 
10 [reJigevres [uevidny &Jragas elxheiny- 

oréua b [uow mEarro] Awovioy Biasdrat, 
mupgép[on] &L Arois puor e 7 eridow 

The restorations of lines 9 and 12, however, a 
certain 

For the dr 
daduch, pp. 

Sed above 
#Sco above, pp. 4445 

Oratio V, 173c-d (ed. Hertlein) 
H1G., I, 11674, lines 912 ( 

Inschrien [Berlin, 19557, 1029) 
=y, the comments of Nilsson 

Hellenistic and Roman Age (Lund, 19 

s of the hicrophant sce above, pp. 3 
33, 48; the hearth-nitiate, pp. 101105, 

Peck, Griechische Vers 
onysiac Myseries of the 
) p. 49, n. 21 

 



APPENDIX 

L. LISTS OF PRIESTS AND PRIE! N CHAPTERS [-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 type if there 

is some probability that he directly succeeded the previous entry 
Alist of exegetes of the Eumolpidae is given above, p. 92 

HIEROPHANTS 

. Zixopos 
Ocbiapos 
Apxlas 
Aaxparlins 
Teporelins Texoaperod Masanels 

(= ~TJorros 
Cipupii 
Etpueiins 
Tepogavrns Nouppddou Iepioions 
Xaypirios Hpogrou "Eeuaivios 
*Apuoroekis epdoiins 

. Auuwiuaxos Eixhiors ‘Aatcts 

. Mevehelons Ocopuov Kujadnvacls 
Lepogévrns Eiorpbcov lepaicis 

. Ocenuos Mareshelion Kubalpaceis 
Tepogrrns 
Tepogdvrns 
T4 KN Olibgedos Kah\asparidon Tpuopiotos 
[loi Jos ‘lepoeLaJorns 
T ®\éfios Srpiron Maanls 

ipuos Tapyirrios 
epogdvrns A loi[ ... ] Mepaueis 
Tepogorns Avvotouos 

T @Xifhos Accobivns Naamels 
. "loios ‘lepogdrms 
T Khaiiios ' puos "Axaprels 
Notuuos ‘Tepogivrns Fahnpels 
K\ ‘epogavrns Mapafiios veirepos 
AmoNdvios "AmoNk 
Hpaxhelins 
Aéyuuos 
T d\ifos Thaixos Mapaivios 

s no. 29 

Neoropos 

Ka\Nias (IT) iou (1) "ANeresifes 
KahNias (111) ‘Izzovisov (II) "ANwrexifes 

1 

3. eporhelins 
4 

Date 
Ca. beginning of ffth century B.c. 
From 415 or earlier to 408 or later 
379 
Shortly before 353 to 350/49 or later 
Ca. middle of fourth century 
In 336/5-333/2 

In 317-307 
Ca. end of fourth century 
Ca. 248/7 
183/2 to 148/7 or later 
Early third quarter of second century 
Last quarter of second century 
Last quarter of second century 
Ca. end of second century 
86/5 
Ca. middle of first century A.D. 
Ca. end of first century 
Ca. end of first century? 
Ca. end of first quarter of second 

century 
Ca. middle of second century? 
Ca. middle of second century? 
Ca. 138-150 
From sometime in 138-161 to 167/8 
168/9 to 191 or 192 or slightly later 
191 or 192 (or later) to 193/4 
194/5 to before 209/10 
209/10 

half of fourth century 
Before 355 to shortly before 392 

From 490 or carlier to 446/5 or later 
Before 400 to 371 or later 
350/49 
302 
Before end of third century  
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6. “Teporheidns 
Acvrios "Axaprels 

. Avrign 

. doridns “Aqvoioios 

7s Socorkious 'Axaprels 
cox\is Zevoxhiovs "Axapvels 

Oeueoronkis Oeagpiaros ‘Avotiios 
. Ocbepasros Oeuiaronhiovs ‘Aysofiios 
. Oauaroris Oeappéaroy ‘Ayvototos 
Odgpasros Ocuioroxhious ‘Ayroiaios 
T8 Kabios Acwviins Mekerels 
Ti§ K\ Avaeddns T KX Acwvidoy Meirels 
T48 KA Zdomis Tu KA Avouiion Mekerels 
Tou (mhuos?) Aadoixos 
116 Athios Awrioos 'Avruvocis 

. Athos Tpatayépas Ocuurrorhiors Melerels 

. Ti§ Kabiuos $iderros T4 KA Anpoarpéron Mek 

. Tourjos Agioixos 
@éos Mapaimios 
Aagorihns 
OuaBiars 
Alpépios Swoizarpos 
Map 'loivios Nuxayépas Muoutasod 
@\éuos Tlow Agdotyos 

PRIESTESSES OF 
Avowrpirn 
Ocarts Mésaros "Aypuifer Gvyirno 
Mother of Epigenes of Acharnae 
*AroN\aviov Guyirnp 
Taixy Mevebpuov Kubalnvaséas Cuyirnp 
"Auewéshaa Edéslov T\asiov Cryirnp 

épiov Atomiov Mapaburion Ouyirnp 
Kh\eoxpérna Obvogidov 'Aguvaio furyirnp 
K\e Eirhious Phuéws Ouyirnp, viwp 5¢ Nucobiuov Epuelov 
®haovie Auobieia Kheiroo Dhuks Oryirnp 
Khaviia Teodia Taofiov Tapynrrion by 
Khavbia Tarépior Mevivipou Cagyrrrion Ouyirnp 

Jauas s N[~~~ Ouyarpss] 

Daughter of Epigonus of Sypalletos (?) 

Date Page 
Before end of third century 
Ca. 200 

a. 200 
Early second century 
First half of second century 
Third quarter of second century 
Last quarter of second century 
First quarter of first century 
Ca. 75 B.c 
Second quarter of first century 
Second half of first century to 20/19 or later 
Ca. end of first century B.( 
Second half of first century A.D. 
Ca. 100-130 
Ca. 130-150 
Ca. 150-60 t0 169/70 or later 
Ca. 174/5 to ca. 180-5 
Ca. 180-5 t0 191 or 192 
191 or 192 t0 ca. 197 
Ca. 197 to before 208/9 
From 208/9 or earlier to 209/10 or later 
Third century 
Third century 
Ca. end of third century 
From 304 or earlier to 326 or later 
Sometime after 3 

DEMETER AND KORE. 
Ca. middle of fifth century 
415 
Before middle of fourth century 
. 200 B.C 

Ca. end of second century B.c 
Second half of second century or begin- 

ning of first century 
Second or first century B.c 
Middle of first century p.c 
From sometime in 4154 t0 ca. 70 A.D. 
End of first century to ca. 125 
During reign of Hadrian 
First or second century A.D. 
First or second century A.D. 
First or second century A.D. 
Second century? 
Ca. end of second century 
Roman period 
No date 

SACRED HERALDS 
Khebepuros 
Auwrios Apuoarpiros Tatacls 

. T Kondvos Méguuos ‘Ayvolowos 
Aoixuos Nobuuios Neypeivos Dapyirrios 
Tewépuos ‘Tepoxip 

Epévvios ‘lepoxipu "AmoN\avio “Epeios 
7. Nobppios ‘Teporiiput 

403 
20/19 
Before 117/8 to 119/20 or later 
Before 166/7 
From 166/7 or earlier to 174/5 
174/5 to ca. 192 
Ca. 194 to ca. 197 or later  
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“Epénmios “leposiput “Bpuewos 
loios ‘Teposipug ‘Touhiov Movawriov (Srepucls) 
Kaouavds ‘Teponipuf Srepiets 

- Map 'Toivuos Nexayspas Mynoaion 

209/10 
Ca. 22; 
230/1 
Before 238 to 244-249 

ALTAR-PRIESTS 
S 
“eporhelins 
“Avrega 
Avrecan 
@oarlbns "Aprotoios 

. odogesisns Foridoy ‘Aqroisios 
Knguotiupos Tikiorison ‘Aqoiowos 

. Achvrios Sogoxhious 'Axaprels 
ZogorNis Aeovriov 'Axapreis 
"Erusparns KaMdxou Ackoroels 
T ENafios Srpérev Masasiels 
A Méupios 'Exi Buui Oopisios 

. T8 Kabduos Saoris Tuf KN Avouidou Mehereds 
T E\ifios ‘Bt Boud 

Before end of third century p.c 
Before end of third century B.c 
Before end of third century 1. 
Ca. end of third century B.c 
Ca. beginning of second century 
First half of second century 
Ca. middle of second century 
Second half of second century 
Ca. beginning of first century B.c. 
From 20/19 or carlier 0 14/3 or later 
First quarter of second century A.D. 
From sometime in 121-124 to 191 or 192 
From 191 or 192 to 209/10 or later 
Early third century, after 209/10 

HIEROPHANTIDS 
Lepbearris "Augion Feion Ouyérnp 
Lepbearris MooTx—~~Jauiov 'Aguralo Buyérnp 
Tepbarris 
Lepbearris vewrépas Tepuhious & Ofou Ouyirnp 
Lepbeavris @hadia [ Jepéraa 
Ouyérnp Anunrplon 

Augustan? 
Augustan? 
First century A.D.2 
Ca. end of first century 
Ca. beginning of second century 
From 112/3 or earlier to the reign of 

Hadrian or later 
‘Lepbearris i vesripas Khavila \btea Teg K Tlarpuros 

Meheréas Ovyérnp 
Tepbearris 
“lowia Mekerivy "lowio 
*Laiiérn 'loaiov Bryérmp 

e Aikia ‘Bpania 

érporos Bepeusidon 

1L LG., I}, 1045 (= S.EG., 111, 104) 
The stone is now in Leningrad in the Hermitage 

The following text has been made from a photograph 
in the files of the Agora Excavations of the American 
School of Classical Studies (fig. 15). The stone has no 
preserved edges. At its left edge it has been cut in 
an even vertical line. The margins of the present text 
are merely hypothetical 

=1 
wilga aras a0 

[ot & Jiuhor l 7ilow gudorwciofa i Eipoksidas 
dbow m] 

DxépirJas s soulioivrai— 
[ - e\ Jodaffowou, Liyalis e bdbxdas Eipo 
iravia] 

boyérnp 

During reign of Hadrian 
126/7 

Ca. middle of s 
176 
Ca. end of second century A.D. 

‘ond century 

5 [riv epJogtrns "Avie \éa Tlepilosny 
[al oreloasioas poppim[s arecv 

ds 78 yéros] 
[l 7iJs mpis 7ois Beais [~ = 
[l oweveriv ALZ-— 
[~ -] "Aptwrorhious sat 

10 [tuoias] 7és rei unrpe sell 7ei Koo 
[~ -] awaxfiros 700 o[-~~~ 
[riv ieloogavreiar tva 32 [~ 
[rac 7Jo ésos cixépioroly, — 
Vieual 

[eis orJikas Mlivas 7peis [xai oriioas i pis — 
i ] 

15 [ré BN Jawpwion rix & dfora, riv 8- 
—==Jrois [-=~- 

~ gaion] 
s  
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S.EG, 111, 104, Courtesy of Hermitage 

A genos (line 13) issued this decree, and the myrtle 
crown points immediately to the Eumolpidac 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. I 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 
Eumolpidac at the time that they passed the decree 
honoring Aristocles (see above, hierophant no. 11) 

certainly an unusual one 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 1.G., 1I%, 1045 appears to be by another 
hand, and the length of the lines differs by about 
twenty letters. Although the difficulties by no means 
preclude this hypothesis, it is quite conceivable that 
in the long period of Aristocles the 
Eumolpidac could have met in the [..%5. Jublox 
several times and honored 

incumbency 

Aristocles on more than 

SUSINIAN MYSTERIES [TRANS. AMER. L. S0C. 
‘The restorations assume that this is a decree of the 
molpidac. The restorations of lines 6-7 (eiefedas 

wr.) and of line 9 (¢aivrra:) are exempli gratia. 

11l ON THE ARRANGEMENT OF 
PROHEDRIA IN TH 

OF DIONY! 
Because Kirchner did not have Fiechter's completed 

study! of the prohedria seats when he was editing the 
inscriptions of the seats in ZG., 1I%, 5022-5079, his 
information concerning which seats are in_situ 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 cine Gruppe von fiinf Sesseln; nur im Keil 1 und XIII sind s je 6 Sesseln Wihrend die ganze westliche Halfte der Sesselreihe ver hiltnismissig gut erhalten ist, sind in der dstlichen Halfte von Keil VITI bis XIII Licken und Storungen. Die 
Fiinfer-Gruppen bestehen jeweils aus zwei Marmorbiocken 2u je drei und je zwei Sesseln. Sie sind regelmissig S0 angeordnet, dass zu einer Treppe die Zweisitzsteine, zur 
nichsten die Dreisitzsteine gegengleich stehen.  Diese Anordnung gilt nur fur die Keile 11-V. In Keil VI 
besteht Funfer-Gruppen aus zwei Zweisitz- und einem mittleren Einsitzstein: auch in den gestorten Sesselreihen 
in den Keilen VITI-XIT war die gleiche Einteilung. 

In cunei VIII-XIII the arrangement of the seats 
(with Fiechter's numbering) is as follows 
Cuneus VIIL 36 

37 
38 ¢ None in situ 
3 
10 

Cumens IX a1 
2 

None in situ 
i i) 

Cunens X 46 
7 
is 

Thesmothete Thesmothete] Double seat in s 
Thesmothete _Single seat in situ 
Thesmothete | e hete |} Double seat in situ 

Cunens X1 Missing 
Missing 
Part of single scat prescrved, front missing, 

Double seat 
Priest of Apollo Zosteriusf in situ 

1 E. Fiechter, Das Dio 
1935°1050) 1: pp. 62-75; 4 
B.S.A.43 (1948): p. 178, 

* A valuable, full study of the prohedria appeared just as the manuscript of this appendix was going to press: Michael Man: Dic Prokedrie. des Dionysostheaters in. Afhen. (Munich, 1 Maass's remarks on the arrangement of scats in the irs row arc essentally in agrecment with my own. 
Ficchter, op. cit. 1: p. 643 and now see also Maass, o cil 

s-Theater in Athen (4 v, Stuttgart, 
bp. 11-16. 1. 0. A W. Dilke,  



Vo 64, 1. 3, 1974] 
Cuneus X11 Missing 

Missing 
Missi 
pi 
apin 'Aoehyrion WacTioos (2) 

Cunes XIIL 61 Lpios supdpos i ixporéheas 
epkon Ml Xaptrr s Pisns 
Mising 
Missing 
Missing 

Triple seat 
i st 

In positions 43-44 of cuncus 1X there stands now a 
badly damaged double seat with the 
[épxovJros and (now missing) Basedas; in position 45 
there is a single middle seat with the 
mokeudpxov. The following arrangement, then, would 
be logical and natural for this cuneus. 

inscriptions 

41 [ipxorTpos s Double seat 
43 rokeuipyon 
44 [Beopoiron]| 
45 [Geouobiron] 

Single seat 

Double seat 

The four other thesmothetes follow in cuneus X and 
are followed by the sacred herald. 

Next we are faced with the problem of determining 
the positions of three double seats which have been 
removed to positions above the prohedria. They are 

igiainon Left side faced an aisle oot ks Nhamos o1 L 108 a0ed 

e Right side faced an aisle sipusos 
Awyésors Biepyéro 5 Leit side faced an aisl 
iepéws "Arrédov éxwripoy oisid d 

The best position for the daduch and the priest of 
Pythian Apollo would seem to be the first two seats 
in cuneus VIII, where Fiechter puts them; this would 
make the daduch and the hierophant equidistant to 

d left from the throne of the priest of 
Dionysus. Then the seats presently occupying posi- 
tions 36-38 should probably be shifted to 3840, 
which is in accord with their physical characteristics 
15 being respectively a middle seat and a double seat 
whose right side faced an aisle. The seats in cuneus 
VIIL would be arranged as follows: 

the right as 

dadotixov 
epéas "Ax 
iepouriuoros 

dpxiepiss Deaarod Kaloapos| 

Souble Sea 
\ovos Tudiov outl ¢ 

Single Seat 
tepéus Kol Double Seat iepics “Adpuarod "ENeepaios 

The original positions of the double seat Awyévous 
epyérou and iepéws "Arréhov éxavipon and the double 

seat of the hoplite and herald have now been 

DIX 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 first row for three possible exegetes 
of the Eumolpidae if they sut in the first row of the 
prohedria. There will also be a position available for 
the altar-priest. Thus th 
clusive cvidence as to whether the exe 
Eumolpidae numbered two or threc. 

prohedria offers no con- 
tes of the 

IV. THE AEISITOI LI 
A new table of the chronologically important 

acisitoi ists between 165 and 210 A.p. is presented here 
(table 2). It differs only in a few respects from the 

table compiled by Oliver (IZ.Th.R. 43 [1950]: p. 234), 
but an attempt has been made to give a more de 
picture of what the inscriptions show concerning the 
five Eleusinian priests who appear in them (the non- 
Eleusinian officials have been omitted since none are 
changed).! The order of their appearance in relation 
10 one another in each list is indicated by means of a 
number after their name. If the part of the list in 
which they appeared is not preserved so that their 
order cannot be determined, the letters NP (“not 
preserved”) are used. If their names are not pr 
served but their position can still be determined, 
brackets followed by a number are used. ~Asterisks 

indicate differences from Oliver's table. The letter N 
next to a date indicates agreement with Notopoulos's 
table, Hesperia 18 (1949): pp. 1-57, table 1 

If the interpretation suggested above, p. 60, is 
correct, that Aclius Dionysius, the defendant in a 
case decided by Mareus Aurelius in 174/5, was the 
daduch at that time, the hitherto accepted date of 
178/9 for L.G., 1I%, 1789 is suspect. It is a bit un- 
settling to see a Pompeius daduch in 169/70, Aclius 
Dionysius confirmed in his office in 174/5 by Marcus 
Aurclius, and another Pompeius already in office in 
178/9. This would mean a rather short tenure for 
Aelius Dionysius, and it is striking that he is both 
preceded and followed by a Pompeius. The sacred 
herald Nummius adds to the suspicion. LG., II% 
1789 is the only piece of evidence for a sacred herald 

heralds Pinarius and of this nomen between the 
Herennius, whereas there is a good deal of evidence 
that Nigrinus of G: 
sacred herald before 166/7, and evidence that another 
Nummius was sacred herald starting around 194 

2 Nummius, viz., gettos, was 

“Maass, 
* For 

p. it p. 1. 
& more accurate treatment of the 

i these lists one should consult the table of acisits st compiled 
by B. D. Meritt and J. S. Traill which wil appear in theie volume 
of the criptions found in the Agor 
grateful to them for showing me their table before ts publication 

of the non-Eleusinian offcials has necessitated & 
lists, but not lists with Eleusinian 

non-Eleusinian offci 

prytany I am very 
Their study 
new arrangement of some 
priests. 

Sacred herald no §; see above, p. 79 
Sacred herald no. 8; sce above, p. 79  



CLINTON: THE 
TABLE 2. 

Do IGINonas  Juis 

Thus one position for 1.G., 1I%, 1789 more in harmony 
with this information would be 165/6. But there are 
two immediate obstacles. ~First, according to Notop- 

os! 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 readin 
of Mitsos) D[4 Tros) When 
Ilooked at the stone in the summer of 1969, Raubit- 
schek’s original reading, Tlar[ -4 Jros ) 3[ 
peared o be much preferable, except that the first 
letter of the demotic should be dotted 
letters could be read after this 
pletely destroyed at this point as is apparent 
Raubitschek's photograph of the squeeze.  Therefore, 
the date of this document can only be approximate, 
that is, ca. 164 The other objection to 165/6 as the 
year of 1.G., II%, 1789, is the name of the hierophant, 
['lot\ws; for Flavius Leosthenes was hierophant at 
this time. However, the transcript Boeckh® had of 
this inscription showed nothing before 103 in  the 
first line; Pittakys had \I2 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. 

2(or 4 (05). 

the surface is com- 

$0p.cit, p. 13 
CIG, 188, 
. Dittenberger, 1., 111, 1038, 

USINIAN MY 
ELeusiNia PRIESTS ¥ Ti 

IES 
Awsiror Lists 

Seedinr A P Comment, 
e Below, . 

ing [NoiuJuos, the year 204/5 appears to be the best 
choice; it fits the tribal cycle, and the table shows 
that a Pompeius and Nummius were respectively 
daduch and sacred herald not long before this (cz. 197) 
and could have continued to be in 204/5. 

We are now free to re-examine the position of ZG. 
117, 1788, Its traditional date has been ca. 174/5, 
and Notopoulos assigned it definitely to 174/ 
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 LG, II%, 179 of 190/1. But if we accept Notop- 
oulos's date for L.G., II%, 1788, 
this document will e in complete accord with our 
transfer of 1.G., II% 1789 to 204/5. The daduch 
Aelius of 1788 will then be Aclius Dionysius, inter 
preted above, p. 60, as the daduch mentioned in 
Marcus Aurelius's decision of 174/5; and the aeisitoi 

the aeisitoi list of 

list of 1788 can also be interpreted as reflecting 
another of Marcus's decisions of that year, one which 
pertained to the candidacy of a man secking the 
office of sacred herald 
Since Mamertinus, who is a Eumolpid, obtained neither 
of his parents from the clan of the Ceryces, so lacks the 
only meana by which ¢ hes been permited o coss rom 
either of these [two] clans to transfer to_the other, he 
shall refrain from sceking the office of sacred herald. The 
elections shall be held all over again among the others 
both those who have already gone to court and those who.  



will now wish to be candidates, in accord with the laws 
of the Athenians.’ 
The elections were then held for a sccond time, and 
LG., II%, 1788, if it belongs to this year, shows that a 
Herennius won, who was, interestingly enough, not 
among those who brought suit against Mamertinus, 
The elections will therefore have been held sometime 
before the ninth prytany, when Herennius was already 
in office.t On the other hand, none of Graindor's 
original arguments which led him quite reasonably 
t0 be the first to propose “ca. 174” as the date of this 
document’ appears to be strong enough to preclude a 
date of 187/8. Thus 174/5 must be regarded as 
tentative, At any rate, since we do know that an 
election for the hicrokerykeia 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 

the which this 
priesthood. 

One other aspect of the aeisiloi lists to which T 
would ke to call attention is the occasional anomaly 

1 the order of the pricsts in relation to one another 
First, a slightly improved text of lines 1-5 of Hesperia 
11 (1942): p. 50, no. 18, should be given 

was. year in Herennius assumed 

[lob ‘lepoginTrns] 
[llew ‘TepoxJipvg 
i 

[eevt BouhJis Kl duov 
[Mérios *ArJrucés Boaucis. 

Here the sacred herald precedes probably the daduch, 
although it is of course possible that the daduch is 
‘missing and that the herald in fact precedes the altar- 
priest. The normal order for the Eleusinian priests in 
the aeisitoi lists is: hierophant, daduch, sacred herald, 
altar-priest. The reason for the occasional anomalies 
and absences is not immediately clear, but a com- 
parison with the order of the other aeisitoi listed in 
Notopoulos's table I may shed some light. These 
are, in relation to one another® normally listed as 
follows: herald of the Boule and Demos, se 
of the Boule and Demos, prytany-secretary (epl 76 

ubsecretary 
Devia- 

Biua), antigrapheus, hieraules, éxt Sédos 
and ocea onally a secretary of the bouleutai.* 

the ant 
with  the 

tions from this order are usually 
sometimes ~ changes. 

the hieraules with the éxi 
Sometimes 

grapheus 
prytany-secretary ; 
and the érl Sxiddos with the subsecretary 

positions 

Oliver, 1970: p. 4, lines 9-13, and translation on . 
* Concerning this sacred herald, no. 7, se above, p. 
21922 pp. 175-178. 
1 The accasional occurrence of the drusiout and the supebpos 

between members of this list is omitted from consideration here 
8 Cf. Geagan, 1967 pp. 103-112. 

APPENDIX 1 
the subsecretary is omitted,’ and this is comparable 
to the occasional omission of the altar-priest; in each 
case it is a matter of the one of the least prestigious 
officials of the group.”® More serious deviations and 
absences in the second group occur in inscriptions 
which are not well preserved or whose edition may be 
incomplete; inspection or further information may 
show that the traditional order holds true in these 
documents also*  Thus it cannot be said for certain 

‘osibly in 16, 
certain traces of writing below the Jast ine) 
11, 1806; deinitely in’ Hesperia 11 (1942) 
subsecretary should be restored in two places 
squeeze, 1.G., 11%, 1796, lines 40-32, should read 

11, 1790 (my squecze sccms to show un. 
apparently in 1.G., 

no. 5, p. 34, The 
According to my 

0 Cypeard] foukauris 
. 1 
Comorpeppalrs 
- 1 

Hesperia 16 (1947); p. 182, no. 81, Face A, lines 1-7, should 
probably be cdited as follows: 

Crov Maswsai 
Corovpalaards 

Cavluirpor 
- - - ~Jovos 
[Papy Jirros. 

Line 9 may contain a mention of the ixi Suddos. Aphrodeisius 
Epaphrodeitus of Paiania was Aierasles from at least 173/4 to 
. 186; the otherwise unknown subsecretary Demetrius could 

have been n office in 183-186. 
 Similar i the case of the pyrphoros and the secretary of the 

bouleutai, who appear even less frequently 
.G, 11% 1789, 1796; 1797 1806; Hesperia 11 (1942): no. 4, 

p. 331 ibid 10, 36, p. 70. The last document appears to be very 
Theptly inseribed, and it may be futle to try to restore the proper 
ineptitude. 1 find Notopoulos's restorations (op.cit. p. 17) con: 

vincing only for lines 10-11, [~ ~Jjuev in line 8 could be the end 
of a patronymic. The listin £.G., 1%, 1815 presents an anomaly 
in lines 11-12. Geagan states (1967: p. 112) that there is 
only one possible resolution of the abbreviations in lines 11-12; 
he does not mention a diffrent resolution offered by Oliver in 
el e “l:;\ém“ indicates 
that the letters should be read as [*EK and [* §/\ and so the 
most_probable resolution is Oliver's: vp(ausardis) fo(ohir) ALal 
siuon] and vp(apuares) fo(vhevriv) & [~—nomen-———]. (I have 
been helped with this reading by a comparison also of the squeee 
at Princeton, a description of which was kindly sent to me by 
John Traill) Perhaps there was some special reason in this 
prytany for the appearance of the secretary of the bouleulas in this 
position. On my squeeze 1 can also make out the Gp of the 
right oblique stroke of the upsilon in line 15, 50 as to read 
brlopenards —— 1. 

Geagan loc. cit) correctly identifies the vp(ausards) at the. 
end of Hesperia 11 (1942) no. 5, p. 34, s the ypasardis forheri, 
also identical with the ypausarcis zpurisews. We can perhaps 
resalve the dificultiesof Hesperia 11 (1942) no.2, p. 32 ina similar 
manner, by interpreting the secretary in line 7 (o be the secretary 
of the bouleutai and by reading in line 9, &s[rucipié], an offcial 
Who appears only occasionally in the acisilo lists (in 1.G., 17 
1077 i 1766, if my suggestion, above, p. 60, is correct; and 
i Hesperia 11'(1942) no. 6, p. 36,f Oliver's suggestion is correct) 
nd in various positions (f the restorations are correct). In 
{Guy 11, 1808 there is spac for three names between the hiero-  
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that the major officials of the second group, the herald 
of the Boule and Demos and the secretary of the Boule 
and Demos, ever change position, and in this respect 
they are similar to the hierophant.* Other officials 
of the second group can change positions, and those 
who do change doso only with those who are oth 
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).1* The occasional ab- 
sences of the daduch and sacred herald still remain 
a puzle. 

V. LG, 11, 3713 
no. 42. 

+ 4089 + 'Ee. "Apx. 1897: col. 60, 

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 1.G., 11 4089 with the same identation. 

[ MévasJipas 
[N @ir Jow 7o 
CoadovxJioarros 
Oual: 
Tpaga[y Jopov 7[00 
selovghoalyros] 
LéméyorJoy 

. 

The text, line-division, letter-forms, and the spacing 
of the letters are exactly the same as in LG., II%, 
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: 7is i Che similarity of the two in- 
scriptions_(which extends even to the use of the ligature NJin lines 3 and 6) would seem to.indicate 
that they were erected within a short time of one 
another.~ According to line 3 in both cases, their 
father Claudius Philippus the daduch was already 
dead. He either died before they became hearth- 
initiates, or the inscriptions were set up at a later time 
in their lives. The former alternative is favored by 
phant and the scretary 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 Dems 

LG., I, 1768, is an apparent exception, but see 
b. 60, for a possible n 

14 Nor does the pyrh Eleusinian pricst 
* For the corrected reading of this part of Z.G., TI%, 3693 sec above, p. 111 

o5 ever appear ahead of any other 

[TRANS. AMER. PHnL. Soc. 
the consideration that Claudius Philippus served as 
daduch for only a short time. 

VL LG., 1%, 3475 + 3476, 
Raubitschek (4.J.4. 49 [1945]: p. 435) suggested 

that these are parts of the same inseription. An ex- 
amination of the stones shows that this is correct, 
though no join can be made. Kirchner mistakenly 
republished fragment a of 3475 as 3570. 

The following new text can be made 
1 “ANafueis] 
i 0vyalrJipe 

" dorias [undeioals raiv 0[c]a 
4 4 ipeias Phabrs 7i]s Mevebon 

Kuiaf[nracéos Ovyar Jobs. 

Auwrifiows .. =8 
@iarior [riv éa 

Dionysius of Halai and his daughter Philistion are 
otherwise unknown. 

VI 
The left side of Dodwell's transcription was mis- 

takenly assumed to be the original left margin of the 
inscription. sig 
in line 6. Figures 16-17 

1.G., 1I%, 4075 + 4083 

Lunate sigma and epsilon occur only 

Height of letters: 0.018-0.02tm. (lines 1-4) 
0.022-0.025m. (lines 5-6) 

[ 2 Jiar Povgeivan"loi 15 Movotmios 
Lot 75 & "Apelow zéyou Bouki, orparyis & 
[6riras], dyavobirns "Ohuureiur, Aus "ONunrt 

4 [ ov lepei s "ABfumow, pasdurris & 'Ohuurla * 
“ Y dplorny yu 

[0 Towd Jou ‘Tepoxtpualo s wréon. 5 B~ 
There is enough space at the beginning of line 1 to 

restore atitle of Rufina, such as that of a priestess. 
For commentary see above, pp. 79-80. 

 



Fic. 17, 1G., 11 4083, 

VIIL 1G., I, 3531 
In 1949 (Hesperia, Supplement 8: p. 226) Meritt 

expressed uncertainty whether lines 1-2 belong to the 
same stone as lines 4-10 and suggested that doubt 
might be resolved by an examination of the stone. 
I tried to see the stone at the Monastery of Phane- 
romene in the summer of 1969 but could not find it 
Kirchner saw it in 1907 and stated that it was located 
on the outside rear wall of the church. At the base 
of this wall there are now heavy layers of whitewash; 
and if it is in that part of the wall, it has been com- 
pletely covered over. 

Our text of this inscription is based essentially on 
the text of Sir George Whel pon published 
in Voyage & Italic, de Dalmatia, de Grice et du Le 
(Lyons, 1678) 3, 2: p. 125. However, Spon did not 
edit lines 1-2 as part of the same inscription. This 
was first done by Boeckh (C.LG., 396), who re- 
marked: “Vss. 1.2. apud Sponium ita separati sunt, 
ut aliquis putet duas esse inscriptiones: sed una haud 
dubie est, unoque articulo a Sponio comprehenditur. 
Spon's articulum s “La auprés,” after which follow 
lines 1-2 of Z.G., 1%, 3531; below this is the headin 

“ragment,” followed by lines 4-10 of LG., II%, 3531. 
There is nothing to indicate that the *Fragment” is 
part of the same inscription; the only thing certa 
is that Spon wanted to indicate that both inscriptions 
were located roughly in the same place. Meritt 
brought o 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 indeper 
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 

iptions 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 contains these inscriptions. 

APPENDIX 125 
that they belonged together because of their proximity 
in Spon's edition becomes more dubious. Certainly 
the three men saw them as separate inscriptions, 
though probably lying close together. The 
support of Boeckh's conjecture is gone, and whether 
it has any validity at all must be examined in the 
light of the further history of these iptions. 
When they were next seen and recorded, by Kirchner,? 

they the Monastery of Phancromene on 
Salamis, and Kirchner printed a text of them together 
(IG., 115 3531). But if they were scparate at 
Eleusis, it is scarcely likely that someone had joined 
them before building them into the church 
reckons that these stones were taken from 
and built into the church at the end of the seventeenth 
century (op. cit., 225). Thus Kirchner's text needs 
10 be examined carcfully. He saw the stone in 1907 
and wrote (ad 1.G., 113 3531) that he was unable to 
read much of it: “litterae, quarum pleracque corrosae 
aut evanidac. But he did not state exactly 
which areas could not be read. Professor Ginther 
Klaffenbach has kindly sent me Kirchner's squecze 
of this inscription which is now in the Deutsche 
Akademic der Wissenschaften.? Neither he nor I can 
make out any certain letters below line 3, and so one 
could assume that Kirchner also was unable to read 
lines 4-10, though the squeeze shows that space 
existed on the stone for those lines. 

Considering _the improbability of anyone joining 
these two inscriptions before they were built into the 
church, we have to assume that Spon, Wheler, and 
Vernon saw the same stone as Kirchner and, like him, 
were unable to read anything beyond line 2. They 
saw a whole stone (or at least one preserved to an ex- 
tent of several lines below the first two lines), which is 
probably why Spon did not write *Fragment” above 
it, as he did for the acephalous inscription which he 
published after it. Boeckh’s conjecture is accordingly 
impossible; these two texts should now be considered 
as separate inscriptions, 

The following can be read from the squeeze 

were at 

EMMIONZABEI 
NIEIZANAPON 

This reveals that Wheler' 
35, 334, no. 338) is garbled 

transcript (B.M. Add. ) 
He has! 

TATONMEMMIONZABEINONTIEIZANAPON 
UEPEIAZ®AATIASANOAAMIAYS 

s into one and 
753. Vernon's 

He combined the first and second 
added a separate inscription, LG., | 

* Dittenberger published them as 7.G., 111, 722, but did not 
sce the stones, 

* I would also lke to thank him for helpful criticism of the 
manuscript of this appendis.  
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copy is much more accurate: 
TAION MEMMION SABEI 

HISANAPON 
Although he has mistaken I 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 

Téuow Mbsior 2o 
vo» douvipor 
-2 JZ0N o - 

For the other inscription the following text of lines 
1-6 scems to fit best the disposition of both Wheler's 
and Vernon's transcripts 

= 
[t K rpuscivarre xel 
Croulracuapxioarra dis 
[ai dy Jovoderioasra rav 

4 [Meyi 
[rv xal] orparnyioasra 

Kauwapi 

[ért robJs dmheiras dis. 
This yields, according to their transcripts, an even 
left margin with no difficulties, and eliminates the 
very improbable break of syllabic division previously 
restored between lines 5-6. The restoration of xai 
before each participle seems necessary because of its 
occurrence in line 1. For lines 6-10 Whelert (and 
Spon approximately) transcribed 

SONARITAZALS 
SIAONATPIN 

N-1110A 
ATATA 
A 

Vernon has 
SIONAEITAS AIS 
FIAOIATPIN 
AHIIOAQ 

ATAIA 
HIIIA 

B M. Add. MS. 35, 334 
British Museum [ exami 
1969. 
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Vernon shows less space to the left of gi\érarpw. But 
neither transcript would seem to allow space for 
eoxaigapa to be restored before ¢orarpu, if the 
left margin remained even at this point, unless part 
of ¢ooraioapa went on the previous line. This is 

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: eMrawap 
xai eorarps. And it seems impossible to fit bol xai 
and ¢oosaisape into the available space. Perhaps 
only giérarpw or [rov] edérarow or [xai] giNérarp 
stood in the center of this line just as rav e\orarpw was 
originally centered at the bottom of 1.G., 1I% 3620 
(see above, p. 84, n. 28), or perhaps we should read 
[iai 7iv] ¢érarpw. The text of the entire inscription 
is then to be read as follows 

quite possible, 

[ 
[al Klnpunctoasra sal 
[vevaoapxioasra bis 
[xai éy Javoberioara 7a 

4 [Meyi\Jer Kaswapier Seas 
[rév xai] orparnyivarra 
[ért rois oheras dis 
[™7] edirarpw™ 

8 [K\ "AcTohpmubiolror ..] 
[..... KDavbia [~~~ 
[riv éav ralrépa]. 

Below this Vernon scems to record 
and then on the lower right The form of. the 
end strongly suggests to me that the name preceding 
Khaiia was that of her father, the man honored in this 
inscription. The form of the dedication, with the 
names of the dedicatce and dedicator at the end, re- 

sembles L.G., 11?, 3613 or 3670. 
Meritt suggests ["AcJermoss[rn] or ['AcJenriosiLoa] 
as possible names of a dedicator. 

A« vacant space 

For the name in line § 

In this case we 
would have two dedicators, and something like 7o 
davris 
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. 

a would also have to be in the lacuna of 

¢ See the list compiled by J. H. Oliver, Expounders p. 85, 
LG., 113 32837 has [oé|asap yNsJrarpes, but the arrange 
ment of the text on the stone offers no difficulty against in. 
Serting xal here  
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3491 100 3639 3839 
3192 100 3641 3 
3195 2 366 112 
3198 73, 101 3647 110 
3199 3618 37, 110 
3507 3657 109 

3658 9% 
3661 2 
3662 12, 112 
366 42,05 
3665 i1, 79 
3660 79 
3667 79,9 
3668 64,79 
3669 9% 
3670 9, 126 
3671 9% 
3674 243 
3676 109 
3 111 

3679 58, 112 
3684 6364 
3686 111 

110 3687 @75 
108 3688 1,60, 88, 110-111 
86, 108, 111 3689 66 
100 369 6 
74, 87,109 3693 61, 63, 11,7124 
7 3697 112 
74 5705 o7 
475, 109 5706 12 

109 3707 50, 111 
124 5708 112 
78 5709 02,88 
78 3710 61, 63, 112 
78 3713 61, 63, 124 
87-88 3715 o 
109 7 41 
108 75, 114 
7 113 
74,82,87 114 
74, 109 % 

5 
39-10 
o 
61,88 
78 
8 
10  



3812 
3811 
3028 
3920 
39660 
3081 
3081 
007 
057 
012 
1058 
062 
066 
4069 
1070 
4075 + 4083 
4077 
4083 + 407 
4084 + 4087 
1088 
4080 + 3713 
4094 
09 
4175 
176 

02 
111 
4479 
1181 
4560 
1680 
1690 
4701 
4704 

1816 
1822 
821 
1831 
1568 
5022-5079 

5045 
5011 
018 

5083-5164 
St 

6054 
6100 
721 
11674 
12142 
8281 

s 

78,109 
78, 109 
80, 124-125 
111 
80, 1241 
6 
6,124 

65 
90, 120-121 

Mém 
Oliver 

19 

0GI. 
Peck, G 
Sokolo 

8586 
56 

a0 
430 
31 
o1 

Inscriptions de Délos 
2536 
2610 < de Dephes 

Inst 42 (1925): nos. 1265 and 1889 
<bounders 

20721 
rckische Versiuschrfien) (Beclin, 

1950), 1029 
owski, Lois sacrées des Cités 

de Vdsie Mincure, 11 

196 
XXII 113 

124 
XX 119 
XXIV 229 
i12 
704 E 
877D 
1018 
1106 

54,92, 94 
o7 
9798 

5053 
6166 
2 
% 
88 
2 
%2 

112 
76,88, 12 % 
6466 
116 
% 
107 
10,95 
10 
10 
70 
17,91-92 

24,119 
811,12, 115 
® o 

10,95 

 



134 CLINTON: THE ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES RAXS. AMER, PHIL. SOC 

Tsacus, On the Estate of Apollodorus, 9 Nuwa,9, 8 36 
On the Estate of Hagni 3 Peopidas, 10 16 
On the Estate of Piilectemon, 33 Sulla, 13,3 86 

Tsoerates, Panegyricus, 1 De Lside et siride, 362a 9 
Titer of Cyrene ( On the Sign of Socrats, $96e 16 

Progress in Virtue, 81e 16 
Julian, Oratio V, 173c-d (ed. Hertlei Quaestones Conssiales, V111, 4 5 

IX, §, 12, 13 
Lucian, Lesiphanes, 10 [Plutarch], Zices o the Ten Orators, 813b 
Lysias, XIX, On the Py 8i3c 

dristophanes, 18 Pollux (ed. Bethe [Lysia s T8 
1, 30, Vol. 1, p. 90 
V, 116, Vol. 1, p. 235, line 7 

Vi, 69 
Porphyry, De Abstinenia, 1V, 5 

pud Buscbius, Preparatio Frangelica, 
11, 12, 4 (ed. K. Mras) (= g 
dyauiras, frag. 10, pr 22° ed. Bidez) 

Procus, Platonic Theology, 111, 18, p. 151 
+ Ponto, 11, 6,23-26 ed. Portus) 

3 Vita i, 7, 11 
ita Veri, 6,9 

8 1 
Sopater (ed. Walz, Rhetores Gracci, VIII) 

b 118 
b 121, 11-12 

Philostratus, Zife of Apollonius, IV, 18 b 1233 
Lices of the Sophiss (cd. Kay'er Strabo, 1,1, 16 

.63, 61-9, 3 Suda, 5. Al xbos 
.91 Naskémauros b, 95 Moormianés 1i, 20, . 103 ) Nooriss 
b 127 Suetonius, Augsius, 93 

Photius, 5. lgosdvries 
WA 

Pindar, Tsthmian VI, 3 Tacitus, Histories, 1V, 83, 2 
Plato, Lass, 700 Smyena, On the U 

7s8750c atics (ed. Hiller) 
Plutarch, Alcibiades, § 

Theophilus (ed. Edmonds), 11, p. 568, 1, 4 
Thucydides, V111, 53,2 

Aristdes, Xenophon, Helewica, 11, 4, 20 
3 Vi, 4,26 

Demetriu, 24 Zosimus, 1V, 18 (ed. Mendelssohn 

   



(Chronological 
and hierophanti 

Accame, S. 
Acestion, da 

Nenocies, 
Acharnac, daduchic family from, 52-58 
Achilles, 43 
Acropolis, 20, 94, 96 
adlection into Exmolpidac, 37 
‘adopio lestimentaria, 30 
‘Adrian, sophist, 47 
aediculim, 4344 
aeisit, 13, 38, 40, 

81,8386, 0405, 121124 
Aclid Cephisodora, daughter of daduch 

no. 19, Lysiades, 5 
Aclia Epilampsis daughter of Aclius Gelos 

of Phaleron, priestess of Demeter and 
Kore no. 16, 7 

Publia. Ackia. Herennia, hicrophantid no, 
11, 88 

Publia 
Ackius 
13,111 

Aclis of Acharnae, pyrploros no. 3, 94 
Ackius Apollonius, cosmete ca. 2178, 64 
Aclius Apollonius, ephebe ca. 217/8, 64 
P Aclius Apollonus of Antinocis, archon, 
father of hearth-initiate no. 43, 41, 64, 

111 
Aclius Ardys, high-priest, 62, 7 
Aclius Aristides, 39, 47, Sce al 

s Cited 
P. Adlius Dionysius of Antinocis, daduch 

0. 22, 60, 64 
Aclis Dionysius of Antinoeis, ephebe in 

205/6, 61 
Aclius Gelosof Phaleron, father of priestess 

of Demeter_and Kore no. 16, Aclia 
Epilampsis, 

Acliis Praxagoras son of Themistocles of 
Melie, dadhch no. 23, 60-63 

Aclius Themison, 60 
P. Ackius Timosthenes son of Acius Zenon 

‘of Berenikidai, hearthinitiate no. 51, 
11 

Aclivs 
hearthinitiate no. 51 
Acolion: see Vipsanius A 
Acrarius Sosipater, daduich no. 29, 64 
Agathocles, father of Alexande of Leu 

konoion, 51 (line 29) 
Agathocles of Marathon, father of hearth 

fnitiate no. 41, 111 
Agathon: sec Flavius A, 
Agathopus son of Phronton of Marathon, 
hearthnitiate no. 24, 109 

Agenor of Erikeia, father of exegete no. 3, 
0 

Agenor son of Apollonius of 
ephebe in 110/8, pythaist, 92 

Agenor_son of Apollonius, pythaist in 
138/7,92 

daduch no. 12, 

12, 59-61, 64, 68, 79, 

Aclia_Herennia daughter of P. 
Apollonius, hearti-initiate, no. 

Zenon of Berenikidai, father of 
112 

rikeia, 

GENERAL INDEX 

ists of hierophants, daduchs, priestesses of Demeter and Kore, sa 
s are given above, pp. 117 

cnor son of Apollonius, kiharistes at 
Delphi in 128/7, 92 

agonothete, 30,35, 61, 63-64, 78-80, 84-85, 96, 108, 126 
Agora in Athens, 33-35 
Maric, 43 
Alcamencs, pyrphoros no. 2, 94 
leibiades, 15-16, 49, 70, 76, 81, 93, 114 
leibiades’ sce Flavius A, 
Alexander the Great, 21, 58, 112 
Alexander son of Agathocles of Leukono- 

ion, 51 (ine 20 
Alexandria, 8-9, 43 

altar, 73; altars of Dem 
5550 

altar-priest, 8-9, 82-86 
‘ambassador, 30, 36, 68, 80 
Ameinocleia_daughter’ of Philanthus of 

Phyle, priestess of Demeter and Kore 
Amelung, 101 
Ammonits, father of Aristacchmus of 

Anaphlystos, 51 (ine 26) 
Ammonius son of Demetrius, ephebe in 
80/19,52 

Amphias of Philaidai 
phantid no. 1, 36 

Amynomachus son of Eucles of Hali 
hierophant no 12, 27 

Anactoron, 39, 4142, 44, 4647, 64 
anagraphe, 23,50, 56 
Andocides, 1618, 68,90, Sce also Passages 

Cited 
anepsios, 535 
M. Annius Pythodorus, husband of priest- 

ess of Demeter and Kore no. 10, 74 
Anwius Thrasyllus, son of priestess of 
Demeter and Kore no. 10, 74 

antigrapheus, 123 
anikerys, 60, 123 
Antiochut, 41 
Antiphon, archon of 
Antiphon, altar-priest no. §, 82 
Antiphon, daduch no. §, altar-priest no. 4, 

53, 82 
Antoninus Pius, 32, 34 
Antanius Cornelians, 

ter and Ke 

father of hicro- 

Antonius Sospis, rhetor, 59 
aparche, 1, 14-15, 49, 70, 76,90 
Apelicon, father of Apolexis of Oion, 51 

line 20) 
Aphrodesius son of Stephanus of Mara 

thon, priest of Triptolemus, 97 
Aphrodeisius son of Epaphrodeitus of 

Paiania, hicraules, 12 
Aphrodite Pandemos, 96 
‘apogonos, mes 
apographas, 56 
‘Apolexis, archon in 20/19, 50, 101 

135 

ning of, 31 

d heralds, altar-priests, 
119; a st of exegetes of the Eumolpidae is given on p. 92.) 

Apolexis son of 
(ine 20) 

Apollinarius : see Claudius A. 
Apollo, 18, 27, 54; priest of, 100; Apollo 

Delius, priest of, 74; Apollo Patrous, 
st of, 75, 113; Apollo Pythiu 

1123 prict of, 51, 89, 121; Apollo 
Zowwerius, prist of, 120 

Apollodorus, 17 
Apolodorus ?]: see Claudius A, 
Apollonius, father of pricstess of Demeter 

‘and Kore no. 4, 72 
Apollonius son of Apollonius, hierophant 

0. 29,40 
Apollonius of Acharnae, father of Ctesic 

cia, wife of daduch no. 13, 54, 
Apolionius son of Ctesicles of Acharnae, 51 

Apelicon of Oion, S 

Apollonius son of Jason of Cholleidai, 96 
Apollonius son of Agenor of Erikea, éxc 

eete no. 3,92 
Apollonius Son of Eudemus of Hermos, 
father of sacred herald no. 6, 41, 79 

Apollonius of Melite, father of ‘hearth- nitiate no. 20, 108 
Apollonius of Tyana, 29 
Apollonius: see Acius, 
Cassianus A, 

archeis, 76 
Archias, hicrophant no. 3, 16-17 
Architimus son of Architimus of Sphett 

1 Gine 2. 
archon, 30,36, 41,59, 61,6364, 73 

8585, 87, 89,96, 98, 100-101 
121 

archon of Eumolpidac, 35-36. 
archon of the Kerykes, 95 
archon of the Panhellenion, 109 
archon of the Sacred Gerousia, 95 
Ardys: sce Acius A. 
Arcopagus, 22, 42 

Ares Enyais, pricst of, 78 
aresterion, 18, 71 
Argeius son of Argeius of Trikorynth 
archon in 98/7, 98 

Argeius son of Aristodemus of Trikoryn- 
thos, 98 
Aristacchmus son of Ammonius of Ana. 

phiystos, 51 (e 26), 
Aristides: sce Adlius A. 
Arition, 86 
Aristoclea, granddaughter of priestess of 
Demeter and Kore no. 10, 74 

Aristocles of Perithoidai 
11,2427, 56 

Avistocrates of Sparta, 57 
Avistodemus, father of Argeius o Trikoryn- 

thos, 98 
Aristodemus son of Argeius of Trikoryn- 

‘hos, hymnagogos, 97 

Cassivs, Julius 

79-80, 
108, 111, 

 



136 
aristopoliteia, 109 
Aristotle, 13, 21, 67. 
Cited 

Arria: see Calpurnia Arria 
Artaxerses, 47 
Artemidorus, ST < 
Artemis Epipyrgidia, priest of, 73, 94; 

Artemis Propylaca (at Eleusis), 04 
Artemon, father of Lysias of Paiania, 100 
Asclepicia, Greater, 61, 67 
Asclepicur, 79; epimelete of, 78 
‘Asclepiodofra] 126 
Asclepiodofte], 126 
Asclepiodofts].: see Claudivs A. 
‘Asclepius, 96; at Eleusis, 29; priest of, 5 

68, 108, 121; Asclepius Amphiarau 
Asclepius Soter, priest of, 66 

asebeia: sec impiety 
‘Ashmole, B, 102 
Asia, 66 
Asprenas Calpurnius Torquatus, 30 
Ateimetus: sce Flavius A. 
ateleia, 1920 
Athena, 13, 109 priestess f, 29, 

76, 100; weaver of robe of, 
Athena Horia, priest of, 51, 98 

Athenaea, 55 
Athenaeus (also_ Epaphrodeitus) son of 

Athenacus of Phiya, hearth-initate no. 
2 

Athenagoras of Melite 
initiate no. 5, 100 

Athenais, 58 
Athenais, hearthenitiate no. 19, 108 
‘Athenophilus:see Athenacus son of Athen- 

acus of Phiya 
Athens, Athenians, passin:_administra- 

tion of Eleusinian sanctuary, 8; borrow: 
ing money from fund of Demeter and 
Kore, 12; Constantine, 65; state and 
Mysteries, 10 

Adhens, modern, 33 
Avtalus, 121 
audit of Eleusinian priests, 46, 115 

Augustan Games, Great, $1-85, 126 
Augustus, 37-38, 57, 7374 
‘Aurelia Magna (als0 Hermione) daughter 

of Aurclius Epaphrodeitus of Pithos, 
hearthinitiate no. 37, 110 

Aurelia Paramona_datighter of Aurclius 
Paramonus of Lamptrai, hearth-initate 
o 36, 110 

tureios and Aurclioi, 9 
Aurelus of Lamptrai, pyrphoros no. 4, 95 
Aureiius Epaphrodeitus of Pithos, father 

of hearthinitate no. 37, 110 
M. Aurclius Miltiades son of Agathocles 

‘of Marathon, hearth-initiate no, 41, 111 
Aurelius Paramonus of Lamptrai, father 

of hearthinitiate no. 36, 110 
M. Aurelius Prosdectus son of Pists 

of Kephale, 98 

Sec also Passages 

father of hearth. 

Bailet, ], 64-66 
bakchot, 103 
Barnes, T. D., 37 
basileas, 23, 41, 73, 96, 98, 100, 111, 113 

121 
Basa: see Nun 
Bearley, J. P. 
Behr, C. A, 38 

mia B, 
1849 
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Bellcus Tebanianus, 30 
bema: see prytany-secretary 
Bendis, 99 
Biottus, 20 
Blass, F., 17, 4849 
Bloch, H., 90-91 
Bocckh, 122, 125 
boots of hicrophant, 33 
Boule, 26, 35, 42, 45, 90, 93 
Bouleuterion, 15 
Bousquet, 1., 74 
Boyancé, P. 13, 46 
Bowersock, G. \W., 38, 41-42, 81 
bowls, gymnasiarch with, 36 
Bowra, C. M., 21 
Bradua: see Claudius Appius Ateilius B 
Britain, 80 
Broneer, 0, 71 
Brussels, 33 
Buetler, R., 43 
Burrus, husband of ierophantid ro. 8, 87 
Busolt, 11 
Butadius: see Musonius 
Cacsarea, Great, 78 
Calamaca, 27, 47, 72, 76 
Callaeschus: see Flavius C. 
Callias (I1) son_of Hipponicus 

Mlopeke, daduch o, 1, 4748 
Callias (111) son of Hipponicus (I1) of 

Alopeke, daduch no. 2, 18-50,90-91, 93 
Callias (1Y) of Alopeke, grandson of da- 

duch no. 2, 48 
Callicratides of Trikorynthos, father of 

hierophant no. 18, 20° 
Callicatides son of Syndromus of Triko- 

rynthos, 30 
Calligeneia : sce Kalligeneic 
Callimachus, 111 
Callimachus of Leukoncion, father of 

altar-pricst no. 10, 51 (line 9), 83 
Calpurnia Arria, 30 

phell, D. A, 21 
Caracalla, 38 
Caria, 73 
Casianus of Steira, sacred herald o, 10, 

hearthinitiate no. 42, 80, 111 
Cassianus Phifippus, 80 
Cassianus: sec Julus C 
C. Cas (sius) Apollonius of Steira 

in207/8, 31 
Cassius Dio, 84 
Cassius : sce Julivs C 
Cawkwell, G. L., 18 
Cephalus, 90-91, 93 
Ceeropidac, 39 
Cephisodora: sce Aclia C. 
Cephisodorus son of Philitides of Hag 

ous, altar-priest no. 7, 82 
eryces: see Kerykes 
Chacretius son of Prophetes of Eleusis, 

hierophant no. 10, 8, 23 
Chaleis, 21 
Charias, 20 
Charicl 
Charidotes: see Hermes 
Charion daughter of Dionysius of Mara. 

thon, priestess of Demeter and Kore no, 
charisterion, 91 
Charites: e Graces 

W of 

on of Theodorus of Phaleron, 22 

K [rRaNS. AMER. piL, 
chastity, 116: of hierophant, 4446 
chiton, 18, 101-108 
chorus, 111, 113 
Chrestis, of Byzantium, sophist, 85 
Christian writers, 8-9 
Chrysilla, 50 
Cicero, 93 
Cichesias son of Leon of Aixone 

24) 
citizenship, Roman, 30, 36 
Claudia Aleia daughter of Ti. Claudius 

Hipparchus of Marathon, hearth-niti- 
ate no. 15, 108 

Claudia_Elpinice daughter of Claudius 
Herodes of Marathon, hearthinitiate 
0. 35, 110 

Claudia Menandra daughter of Claudius 
Philippus of Melite, hearth-initiate no. 

a7, 112, 124 
Claudia Philoxena daughter of Ti. 

Patron of Melite, hicrophs 
8 

Claudia Praxagora daughter of Claudius 
Demostratus of Melite, hearthinitiate 
no. 40, 111 

Claudia Tatarion daughter of Menander 
of Gargettos, priestess of Demeter and 
Kore no. 12, 74 

Claudia Themistocleia daughter of Claud- 
fus Philippus of Melite, hearth-initiate 
no. 46, 111-12 

Claudia Timothea daughter of Timotheus 
of Gargettos, priestess of Demeter and 
Kore, no. 11, 74 

Claudii of Melite, 43, 53, 57-63, 67 
Ti, Claudius Apollinarius son of Apoll- 

Acharnac, hicrophant o, 

(ine 

Claud- 
ntid o, 

Codorus] of 
36,3940 

Ti, Claudius ApoliCodorus?] of Acharnac, 
father of hicrophant no. 36, 39 

Ti. Claudius Appius Ateilius Bradua son 
of Claudius Herodes of Marathon, 
heartheinitiate no. 34, 110 

Claudius Asclepiodotus, 126 
Claudius Demostratus of Melite 

daduch no. 20, Sospis, 59-63, 111 
Claudius Demostratus son of T 

‘Claudius Nicoteles of Sounion, exgete 
0. 6, hearth-initiate no. 14, 92, 108 

<o of 

Claudius Eumolpus son of Eumolpus of 
Marathon, 40 

Ti. Claudius Hipparchus of Marathon, 
futher of hearth-nitiate no. 15, 108 

Claudius llyrius, 66 
Ti. Claudius Leonides of Melite, daduch 

0. 18,57 
Claudiug Lysiades of Melie 

phantid no. 7, 87 
i, Claudius Lysiades son of Leonides of 

Melite, daduch no. 19, 59 
Ti. Claudius Lysiades of Melite, son 
‘daduch no. 20, Sospis, high-priest, 59, 
6162, 85 

Ti. Claudius Nicoteles of Sounion, father 
f Ti. Claudius Demostratus, 108 

“Ti._Claudius Oenophilus'son of Callicra 
tides of Trikorynthos, hierophant no, 
18,29  



VoL 64, v 5, 1974] 
Ti. Claudius Patron of Melite 

hicrophantid no. 7, 87 
“Ti. Claudius Philippus son of Demostratus 

of Melite, daduch no. 24, 63 
Claudius Polyzelus of Acharnae, brother 

of hierophant no. 26, 39-40, 9 
Claudius Praxagoras ste Aclus P, daduch 

no. 23 
C. Claudius Scifianus Polyeritus, hearthe 

itiate no. 29, 109 
“Ti. Claudius Sospis son of Lysiades of 

Melite, daduch no. 20, 50 
i, Claudius Sospis son of Ti. Claudius 

Lysiades of Melite, altar-priest no. 13, 

father of 

Claudius Themistocles of Melite 
‘daduch, no. 18, Leonides, 58 

Claudius Themistoeles of Melite,father of 
daduch no. 23, 61 

Clea, wife o hierophant no. 34, Erotius, 12 
Cleadias, son of hicrophant no. 34, Erotius, 
24 

Cleitus of Phiya, father of pricstess of 
Demeter and Kore no. 10, 74 

Cleo daughter of Eucles of Phiya (born 
daughter of Nicodemus of Hermos), 
priestess of Demeter and Kore no. 9, 73 

Cleo: see Nummia C. 
Cleoerateiadavghter of Ocnophilus of 

Aphidna, pricstess of Demeter and Kore 
no. 8, 73 

Cleocritus, sacred herald no. 1, 77 
Cleomenes of Marathon, father of hearth- 

initiate no. 13, 101 
Cleomencs, father of Dositheus of Mara- 

thon, 98 
Clinton, Jacquelyn Collns, 4, 101 
comes, 66 
Comnodus, 38-3 
Conon, 58, 111-112 
Conon' sec Flavius C. 
Constantine, 63-66 
Constantinople, 65 
Constantius, 36, 65 
consul, 85 
consulate, 65 
Copenhagen, 102 

. Coponius Maximus of Hagnou 
herald no. 3, 78 

. Coponius Maximus of Hagnots, 
sacred herald no. 3, 78 

Corinth, 17, 33, 59 
Cornelia Ph- 
Cornelianus: see Antonius C 
Cos, 26 

<on of 

1,84, 88, 111 

9, 63,97 
Costobocs, 
costume, 116; of hierophan 

45216, of daduch, 32-33, 47 
hearthnitiate, 101-108, 113 

courtyard of Eleusinian sanctuary, 12, 17, 
2 

Crete, 109 
Croconidac, 99 
Cronert, 11 
crown, 33-35, 81, 89, 116; gold, 18; laurel, 

103) myrtle, 19, 23, 35, 46, 4849, 71 
82,86, 101-108, 113, 116, 119-120. 

olive, 23, 103-104; votive, 69 
Ctesicleia, wife of daduch no. 13, Sopho- 

cles, 54 

32-35, 41 
18, 68; of 
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51 (ine 24) 
Cumont, F., 3 
curse, 16, 70 
Cybele, 47 
Cyprus, 12 
daduch, 3, 89, 11, 13, 15 

4768, 715 appointment of, 52-53, 
56, 60; hair-style, 4748; at Thareela, 
54, Sec aleo costume. 

daduchic family from Acharnac, 5 
daduchic fansily from Hagnous, 
daduchic family of Claudii of Melite, 43, 

53, 57-63, 67 
Dacira, 98 
Dacirtes, 98 
Damoteles, daduch no. 27, 61 
Davies, J. K., 19, 4749 
Degrase, A., 65 
Delos, 45, 100 
Delphi, 21, 

oracle 
Delz, J., 9 
demarch of Eleusis, 
Demeas, father of Seleucus of Halai, § 

ine 30 
Demeter Chioe, pristess of, 75 
Demeter and Kore, passin: 

of, 65; treasury of, 12-13; priestess of, 
11, 13, 20, 23, 29, 68-76: titl, 69, 76} 
perquisites, 69-71, 75 

Demetrius, father of hicrophantid no. 6, 
8 

Demetrius of Gargettos, subsccretary, 123 
Demetrius of Phaleron, 
Demetrius Poliorcetes, 
Demochares son of Menander of Azenia, 

51 (lne 21) 
Demochares, fatherof Menander 

51 (lne 26) 
Demophilus, 21 
Demos, prics of (2), 73 
Demos and Graces, pricst of, 73-74, 78 
Demos and Graces and Rome, priest of, 

124 
Demosthenes, 17, 34 
Demstratus of Pallene 

herald no.2, 77 
Demostratus of Pallene 

erald no. 2, Dionysius, $1 (lne 25), 
Demostratus: see Claudius D. 
Deubner, Lo, 17,22, 27, 40, 72, 99 
Dexicles: sce Phileto 
Dexippus: see Herennius D. 
diadochos Stoikos, 78 
Dingoras, 16, 
diagraphe, 24 
diatasis, 35 
Dikaiosyne: sce Justice 
Dilke, 0. A. W, 120 
Dinsmoor, W. B., 15, 50, 73, 7 
Dio Cassit: see Cassius D. 
Diocles, son of hierophant . 1, 10, 93 
Diocles of Hagnous, son of daduich no. 16, 

Themistocles, 56-58 
Diocles of Melie, 51 (ine 

2021, 29, 

5, 74, 76, 112, Seeraled 

designation 

Azenia, 

son_of sacred 

Diocles son 
Diocles, father of Sarapion and Diocles of 

Melite, 51 (lne 
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Diodorus, father of Diotimus of Halai, 50 

Gines 7, 20) 
Diogenes, 121 
Dione, priestess of Demeter and Kore . 

13, 7475 
Dionysia d 

76 
Dionysia, wife of Lacrateides of Ikaria, 97 
Dionysia at Eleusis, 19, 26 
Dionysiac Arists, 92 
Dionysiac Mysterics, 104 
Dionysius, father of 

Athmoron, 50 
Dionysius of Hala, father of hearth-niti- 

ate no. 4, 100, 134 
Dionysits ton of Sostratus of Ikaria, 97 
Dionysius of Marathon, father of pricstess 

of Demeter and Kore no. 7, Charion, 
Dionysiusof Marathon, fakchagogos, 96-97 
Dionysius son of Eirenacus of Paiania, 97 
Dionysius son of Demostratus of Pallen 

sacred herald no. 2, 51 (lncs 12, 25), 
Dionysius: see Acius . 
Dionysodorus son of Dionysodorus of 

Deiradiotai, 51 (lnes 23, 27, 
Dionysus, 17, 116; hierophants in cult of, 

34 pricst of, 36; Dionysus Eleuthereus, 
priest o, 73 

Diophantus son of Jason of Challcidai, 96 
[DiotJima, hearth-iniciate no. 8, 101 
Diotisnus son of Diodorus of Hali 

Gines 88, 100-101 
Diphila, mother of hearth-initiate no. 6, 

100 
Dittenberger, W 
Dodwell, 124 
dokimasia of daduch, 68 
Dositheus son of Cleomenes of Marathon, 

o8 
Dow, Sterling, 4, 10, 13-14, 

77,83,97 
Dresden, 33 

iehter of L. Gellius Xenagoras, 

Metrophanes of 

87,122 

38,70,73 

dress: see costume 
During, I, 21 

Edmonson, Colin N., 4, 17, 91-93, 99 
gonos, meaning of, 31 
Vi, 65-66 

evptian cults, 9 
Eileithyia, 80 
Eirenacus son of Eirenacus of Paiania, 97 

Eisidora: see Flavia E 
ckplisis, 56 
Eleusinia, 20, 26, 63-66, 70, 108-109 
Eleusinion in Athens, 10-11, 69-70, 90, 

99, 104-106, 108, 119-120, 
Eleusinion at Eleusis, 

agora, 19 
29; deme of, 8 

a at, 19, 26 
theater, 18-19; Sanctuary, 12 
tration of, 8, 18, 35, 54, 69, 115; cour 

Eleusis, 29 
and Hygein at 

Dion; 
cult of Asclepius 

18220, 
Dionysion, 19 

adminis 
vard of, 12, 17, 29; ‘repair_of, 1 
Propylaea  Greater, 12 Sce 

Alexandrian, 8- Bleusis,  
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Elpinice: sce Claudia E. 
emoluments: se fe 
Emperor, priest of, 77 
Endowment, Eleusinian, 

75, 81, 8586, 04 
115116 

Enyo, pricst of, 78 
Epaphrodeitus: see Athenacus 
Epaphrodeitus: sce Aurelius 
eparchos architctonom, 30 
ependytes, 38 
ephebes, 42 
Epicrates son of Callimachus of Leuko- 

alta-priest no. 10, 83 
109 

7, 65-66 

5-36, 46, 60, 68, 
9699, 109-110, 

Epidauria 
Epidaurus, 
Epigenes of Archarnac, son ¢ 

Demeter and Kore no. 3, 70 
Epigonus of Sypalletos, father of 

i Demtes buicoes ¥ 4| 
Epilampsis: see Ackia E. 
epimelete of Asclepieunt, 78 
epimelete of the city, 30, 78 
pimelete of Delos, 101 
epimelete of the gymmasiarchia 
epimelete of the Mysterics, 
Epiphancia. daughier of Athenag 

Melite, hearth-initiate no. 5, 100 
epi Skiados, 123 
epistatai, 11, 20 
ehonymas of prytany, 83-81, 94 
epomymos of Sacred Gerousia, 63 
“popiai, 16 
equestrian orde 
Erinyes, 20 
Erotius, hierophant no. 34, 42 
errephoros, 109 
eschara, 13, 17, 99 
eschatiai, 18 
Esdaile, K., 101, 108 
Etcobutadie, 53, 56 

s E 

68, 81 
30, 42, 66 

13,64 

Eucles, 90 
Eucles of Hala, adoptive father of 

nomachus, hicrophant no. 12, 27 
Eucles son of Encles of Halai, 37 
Eucles of Perithoidai, son of hicrophant 

o, 11, Aristocles, 2 
Encles of Phlya, adoptive father of pri 

tér and Kore no. 9, 73 

Amy 

ess of Den 
Euctemon, 16 
Eudemus, father of Gorgippus 

ine 1 
Eudemus: see Ay 

Herm 
eugencia, 50, 67 
Eumolpid priesthoods, 116 
Eumolpidac, 8, 10-18, 2223, 29, 31 

35,42, 4648, 53, 56, 69-10, 75, 
119-130; archon of:see archon 

Eumolpus: see Claudios E. 
Eunapius, 43 
Eunice: see Flavia 
cupatridac, 56, 88 
cuphonia, i1 
Euphron'sor of Euphron of Marathon, 51 

ine 29) 
Euphrosynus son of hierophant no, 17, 29 
Eupolis, Fltterers, 49 

Melite, 
lonius son of 
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Euryale duughter of Glaucus of Marathon, 

wife of hicrophant no. 33, 42 
Eurycleides, hierophant no. 8, 21-22 
Eurymedon, hicrophant no. 7, 21 
Eustrophus of Peiracus, father of hicro- 

phant no. 14, 28 
Euthias of Eleusis, 19 
Euthias son of Gnathon of Eleusis, 19 
Buthycomas: sec Flavius E. 
exegesis, 15,48 
exegetes, 35-36, 39, 88; exegete appointed 

by the Demos, §8-60; excgetes of the 
Eumolpidac, 8, 35-36, 88-93. Sec also 
pythochrestis 

Fabius, hearth-nitiate no. 53, 112 
Fabius of Marathon, daduuch no. 26, 63-61 
Fabius Fabianus of Marathon, herald of 

‘the Boule and Demos in 182/3, 64 
C. Fabius Thisbianus of Marat 

n 186/7, 64 
Fusti Pracnestin 
Fates, priestess of, 36 
Fauvel, 44 
Favorinus, 21 
Feaver, D, 76 

priests, 10, 13, 26, 

on, archon 

fes 6871 
116 

Ferguson, W. S, 7 
Rufus F 
120-121 

Festus: s 
Fiechter, E 
fillet, 101 

Firinus of Gargettos, hicrophant no. 21, 31 
Firmus of Gargettos, son of hi 
Firmus son of Firmus of Gargettos, 32 
Flavia [. . Jerateia, hierophantid no. 5, 87 

Flavia Eisidora, 110 
Flavia Eunice daughter of T 

Callacschus of Marathon, 88 
Flavia Laodameia daughter of Cleitus 

Phiya, priestess of Demeter and § 
o 10, 74 

Flavianus: sce Vipsanius F 
T, Flavius, altar-pries no. 13, 85 

. Flavius J of Acharnac 
nitiate no, 18, 112 

T. Flavius Agathon of Peiracus, father of 
hearth-initiate no. 45, 111 

Flavius Alcibiades, ephebe in 155/6, 37 
Flavius Alibiades of Paiania, great-grand: 
father of hicrophant no. 21, 36 

T, Flavius Alcibiades of Paiania, father of 
ierophant no. 24, 36 

Flavius Alcibiades son of libiades 
Paiania, brother o hierophant no. 2 

Flavius Arrianus, historian, 
Flavius At 

thon o 
15, 111 

T. Flavius Callacschus of Mar 
T. Flavius Conon of Sounion, 
hearthinitiate no, 17, 108 
Flavius Euthycomas of Paiania, son of 
tar-priest no. 11, T. Flavius Straton, 

3031, 83, 87 
T. Flavius’ Glaucus son of T. Flavius 

Glaucus of Marathon, hicrophant no, 
2,42 

metus son of T. Flavius 

thon, 88 
father 

RIES [TRANS. AMER. PIIL. S0C 
Flavius Heracleitus of Pa 

in 162, 3 
Flavius Leosthenes, ephebe in 155/6, 37 
Flavius Leosthenes of Pajania, grandfather 

of hicrophant no. 24, 36 
Flavius Leosthencs son of T 
Alebiades of Paiania 

24, 31, 36-38 
Flavius Leosthencs of Paiania, father 

of hearthinitiate no. 39, 110 
Flavius Menander son of T 

Euthycomas of Paiania, 31 
Flavius Pantacnus of Gargettos, 30 

Flavius Pom, daduch no. 31, 66-67 
T. Flavius Sophocles son of T 

‘Conon of Sounion, hearth-initiate no. 
17, 108 

T. Flavius Straton, 
30-31 

T Flavius Stra 
no. 11, 31, 83 

Flavius Straton, 
Flavius Xenion 

Marathon, hes 
109, 114 

T, Flavius 
Marathon, 
32,42 

Foucart, P., pussin 
Frazer, ]. C., 45, 96 
P. Fulvius Maximus of Sounion, father of 

hearthinitiate no. 18, 108 
P. Fulvius Metrodorus son of P. Fulvius 

Masinus of Sounion, heartheinitiate no. 
15, 108 

Furtwangl 

ania, prytanis 

hicrophant no. 20, 
o of Paiania, altar-priest 

194, 31, 85 
Zenophilus of 

thinitiate no. 32, 85, 
archon ca 

Zoilus son_of Glaucus of 
brother of hicrophant . 

105, 108 

Gallients, 33-34, 66 
Gaul, 43 
Gavinius Saturninus, 63 
Ge Hemeros, priest of, 96 
Ge Kourotrophos, 96 
Geagan, D. ., 36-38, 

78, 85, 110, 112, 123 
Gellif of Delphi and Athens, 43 
L. Gellius Menogenes, 88 
L._Gellius Polyzelus son of 

us, hearth-initiate no. 

16, 56, 61 

Gellius 
19, 85, 

Nenagoras son of L. Gellius 
hearth-nitiate. no. 43, 76 

s 
Xenagoras, 
11 

Gelos: sce Aclius G. 
neral, 80; general of the city, 39, See 
aléo hoplite general 

genos, gene, 3, 8, 23-24, 
41,83, Seea 

36-37, 39 

28,31, 41,93 
Gero o Sacred Gero 
Gianneli, G. 
Gigon, 0,21 
Gilliam, 1. F., 37, 94 
Glauce daughter of Menedemus of Kyda. 

thenaion, priestess of Demeter and Kore 
no.5, 72 

Glaeus, poet 
0. 10, 88 

Glaucus: sce Flavius G, 
Gnathon of Eleusis, 19 
God and Goddess, pricst of, 97 

von, 104 

randson of hicrophantid 

Gonzenbach, V 
Gordian, 41-42    
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Gorgippus son of Eudemus of Melite, 5 

Gine 15) Gould, I, 33, 99 
Graces, priest of, 94, 96, 121, See also 

Demos and Graces 
grafft, 61-66 
Graindor, P., 30, 32, 36-38, 41, 57, 39, 6, 

84-85, 123 
srammaieia, 24 
Groag, E., 66, 85 
gymnasiarch, 30, 
Eymnasiarchia, 111 

36, 63-64, 78, 108, 126 

Habrylis daughter of Micion of Kephisia, 
100 

Hadrian 
8581 

Hadrian Eleuthereus, pricst of, 121 
Hadrian Panhellenius, pricst of, 62 
Hadriancia, 80 
Hagnias, 53-54 
hagnistes, 98 
Hagnous, daduchic family from, 52-58 
hair-style, 33-34, 101108 
Haloa, 17, 26, 69-70, 7. 
Harrison, A. R. W., 53-51, 93 
Harrison, E. B, 32-34, 10-107 
Harvey, A. E., 21 
Hausmann, U, 107 
Healey, R. F., 22, 70, 77, 97 
hearth see hesia 
hearth-initiate, 3,8, 11, 31, 98-114; desig 

nation of, 109, 113-114; dress of, 101 
108, 113; sculptures of, 101-108, 111 

Hegias: see Pomponius H. 
Helbig, 101 
Helico, 114 
Helico daughter of Theogenes o Leul 

fon, 114 
Hellanicus, 10 
Heraclcia (in Caria), 73 
Heracleides, hierophant no. 30, 
Heracles, 49, 107 
herald, 126, Sce also an 
Herald of the Arcopay 

79-80, 8, 108, 111 
herald of the Boile, 15 
herald of the Boule 

64, 123-124 
Hercania : sce Actia H 
P. Herennius of Herma 

5,79 
P. Herennius son of Apollonius of Hermos 

sacred herald no. 6, 79 
P. Herennius Dexippus son of Prolemacus 

of Hermos, panages no. 3, 96 
P, Herennius Prolemacus of 

father of panages no. 3, 79,96 
Hermaiscus of Chollcidai, 95 
Hermes Propylacus, 9; Hermes, Patrous, 

priest_of, S1; Hermes Pyletes and 
Charidotcs, prics of, 94, 96 

Hermias of Atarncus, 31 
Hermione: sec Aurelia Magna H. 
Hermitage, 119 
Hermogenes, archon in 183/2, 
Hermotimus, daduch no. 5, 
Herodes Atticus, 59, 61-61, 85 
Herrmann, P., 92 
Herulians, 96 
hestia, 9, 113 

$9, 61, 74, 87-88; initiation of, 

ikery 
15, 30, 36-37, 41 

sacred herald no, 

INERAL INDEX 
Hesychius, 69. See alo P 
hiera, 13, 42, 4647, 69, 76 
hierarchy 
hieraules, 1 
Hierocleides, daduch no. 3, 50 
Hicrocleides, daduch no. 6, 53 
Hicrocleides, altar-priest no. 2, 82 
Hicrocleides son of Teisamenus of Paiani 

hierophant no. 5, 18 
ierodeibtes, 46 
nerokerys: sec sacred herald 
isromnemon, 121 
Hicron, hearth-initiate no. 56, 113 
hieronymy, 9-10, 22, 2829, 40, 

081, 85, 87 
rophant, 847, 
4546 

s Cited 
e protocol 

it Calamaca, 27; at Procrosa 
Thargoli hicrophants 

tide Attica, 3 
hierophantid, 9, 33, 86-89 
hieropoioi, 11, 15, 21, 55, 70 
high-priest of imperial cult 

6162, 73, 75, 81-85, 121 
34-35 

Hilara: see Nicobule 
Hiller von Gacrtringen, 1-13, 15, 57 
Hipparchus: see Claudius H. 
Hipparete, sister of daduch no. 2, 49 
hippeus 
Hipponieus (1) of 
daduch o, 1, 47 

Hipponicus (11) of Alopeke 
0. 1, Calias, 4748, 90-91 

Hipponicus (111 of Alopeke 
0.2, Callias, 48 

Hipponicus (IV) of Alopeke 
daduch  no. i8 

Honoratiana Polycharmis (also Phacna 
er of Honoratianus Poly 

charmus, heartheinitiate no. 50, 112 
Honoratianus Polycharmus, father of 

hearth-initiate no. 50, 112 
hoplite general, 30, 36, 38, 41, 61, 

53, 101, 108, 111, 126 
of daduich, 30, 68; of Kerykes, 20; 

Demeter and Kore, 71 
of priests and priestesses, 20 

Hubbe, 26 
Hatel, ., 37 
Hussey, G. B., 107 
hydrancs, 98 
Hygeia, 96; at Eleusis, 20 
hymnagogos, 8, 97-98 

ymeiria seé hymnagogos 

32-35, 

34-36, 9, 
‘neadgear of, 

Alopeke, father o 
n of daduch 
nof daduch 

7, 80, 

nymmodoi: sce hymuogogos 
yposophronistes, 32 
Tukchagogos, 96-98, 121 
Tukehas, 96-91 
Tiissos, 107 
Hyrius: see Claudius I 
impiety, 16, 21-22, 49 
Inan, ], 35 
nce Blindell Hal, 102 
Ingholde, H., 34 
initiates, 10-14, 16, 22, 26, 38, 46, 65, 

77, 1043 dvesn woorists, 1123 yario 
Jvwrin, 1123 representation of, 18 19, 
Sec aleo hearth-initiate 

initiation, 29, 81. See also myesis 
intestines, 98 
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51 (ine 28) 
cus, sophist, 88 
cus, father of hicrophantid no. 10, 
Tsidote, 88 

schomachus, 49 
Lidote daughter of Tsac 

0. 10, 42, 8 
s, 14 

Ithice 
no. 17,75 

Tustiia, priest of, 74 
pricst of, 73-74 

Dionysodorus of Deiradiotai, 

s, hicrophantid 

tess of Demeter and Kore 
Tustitia. August 

Jacoby, F., 90, 92 
Jannoray, 1., 76 
Jason 

Hagnous, partages no. 
Jefery, L. i., 10, 95 
Jones, C. P., 60, 74, 87 
D. JuL.".. ] of Pe 
Judeich, W., 96 
Julia Domna 
Julia Rufina, 
Julian, 43 
Juli of Steiria, 80 
CJullus, hierophant no. 19, 30 
Julius, Hierophant no. 25, 38-39 
Julius, son of Julius Musonivs of Steiria, 

sacred herald no. 9, 79-80, 124 
€. Julius Cassianus Apollonius, 

in 161/2, 80 
(Julius) Cas(sianus) Apollonius o 

Steiria, archon in 207/8, 80 

aiso Logismus) son of Zethus of 
3,42, 9596 

. Juliut Cassius o 
125/6, 50 

Julive Musonius of Steira, father o sacred 
herald no.9, 79-0, 124 

Julius Optatus, 80 
Julius Theodotus, sophist, 59, 62 
Junia Melitine daughter of Junius Patron 

of Berenikidai, hicrophantid no. 9, 87. 
58,109 

Junia Nicostrate daughter of D. Junius 
Menncas of Berenikidai, hearth-initiate 
no. 38, 110 

Junia_Themistocleia, 
52,112 

D._junius 
Patron 
0. 31, 109 

M. Junius Minucianus, father of daduch 
10,30, 64-66 

M. Junius Nicagoras 
daduch no, 30, 61-66 

M. Junius Nicagoras son of Mnesa 
acred herald no. 11, 65, 80 

D Junius Patron of Berenikidai, father of 
ierophantid no. 9, 74, 87 

priest of, 73 

hearthinitiate o, 
Menneas son of D. 
Berenikidai 

Junius 
hearth-initiate 

n of Minucianus, 

Kallligeneia?),pricstess of, 3 
kanephoros, 73, 100-101, 109, 
Kapetanopoulos, E., 36-37, 
7,96, 98, 108, 110, 112 

Kavvadias, 66 
Keil, B, 40 
Kent, J, H., 59 
Kerenyi, C., 46, 49 

Kern, 0, 99  
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Kerykes, 8, 11-14, 16-18, 20, 22-23, 31, 
ai 19,51, 53, 56-57, 61-62, 67, 
o, 82,90, 112, 115, 120; house 
of, 20 

Kirchhoff, A., 11-12, 15 
Kirchner, ., passim 
Klaffenbach, Ginther, 4,57, 1 

Kenife, 103 
Kochler, 20 
Korte, A., 112-113 
Kore, in the underworld, 95, 

Demeter and Kore 
o, 69 
kouroirophos, 98 
Kourouniotes, K., 14, 

104105 
Krister, H., 98 
krobylos, 33 
Lacedaemonians, 29 
Lacey, W., 17, 54 
Lacratcides, hierophant no. 4, 17 
Facratcides. son of Sostratus of Ikaria, 

priest of God and Goddess no. 1,97 
acliana. see Vipsania L 
oploutos, 47 

‘amidion. daughter of Apolexis of Oion, 
heartheinitiate no. 12, 101 

amprias: sec Statilius | 
Laodameia: see Flavia L 
Latte, K., 44, 66, 7. 
leader, mystic, of 

initiates: sec hearth-initiate 
Leconfild, 1 
lectsternium of Pluto, 20, 22, 29, 83 
legate of Galatia, 30 
jegomena, 46 
limniskos, 106 
Lenaca, 68 
Leningrad, 119 
Leon, corrupt. reading for 
Acharnac, daduch no. 7), 53 

Leon, father of Cichesias of Aix 
(ine 24) 

Leon son of Pythonax of Avenia, 100 
Leonardos, 12 
Leonides: Claudius L 
Leontius of Acharnae, daduch o. 7, 53 
Leontius son of Sophocles of Acharnae 

altar-priest no. 8, $2-83 
Leontius son of Timarchus, 

106/5, 94 
Leontius son of Timarchus of Kephisia, 

‘pyrphoros o 1,9% 
Leosthenes: see Flavius 
Lepri, L., 4 
Lerna, 4343, 64 
Leucius, father of hearth-nitiate no. 21, 

109 
Lewis, D. M., 14-15 
tibrary of Pantacnus, 30 
Tight in Telestcrion, 46, 68 
Lippold, G., 101 
lithophoros, %8 
ithos, 98 
Logimus, hierophant no. 31 
Logismut: sce ) 
Lrange, H. 1, 33 
Louvre, 102 
Lucius Verus, 37, 62, 84 
Lysander of Peiracts, 

pythaist in 

47-48,99 

father of excgete 

CLINTON 
Lysiades, 58 
Lysiades, archon in 148/7, 27 
Lysiades: see Claudios L, 
Lysias son of Artemon of Paiana, hearth- 

nitiate no. 1, 100 
Lysistrate, pricstess of Demeter and Kore 

no 1,69 
Mass, P., 69 
Maast, M., 94-95, 120-121 
MacDowell, D., 10, 4749, 
McGregor, M. F., 14 
MacKendrick, P., 8 
Magie, D., 39 
magister memoriae, 66 
Magna: see Aurelia M. 
Malta, 38 
Mamertinus: see Valerius M. 
Manganaro, G., 38-39 
manteis, 89 
Marathon, 47 
Marcus Aurclius, 31 

79, 81, 84, 88, 11 
Martha, ., 14 
Maximus: see Coponius M 
Méautis, G., 99 
Medeius son of 

excgete no. 2, 56, 92 
Medeius son of Medeius of Peiracus, exe 

gete no. 4,92, 100 
Megarians, 18 
Meiggs, R., 1415 
Meisterhans-Schwyzer, 12 
Melite, 71; daduchic family 

13, 53,5763, 67 
Meliine: see Junia M. 
L. Memmius of Thorikos, 

12,8385 
€. Memmius Sabinus Peisander, 126 
Nienander,fatherof Democharesof Azenia, 

51 (ine 21 
Menander 

51 (lne 26 
Menander of Ga 

of Demeter a 
Menander son of 

gettos, 74 
Menander: sce Flavius M. 
Menandra: see Claudia M 
Menceleides son of Theophemus of Kyda- 

thenaion, hicrophant no. 13, 28 
of Chollidai, father of par 

37,39, 60-63, 67, 
21122 

Fulvis M. 
Lysander of Peiracus, 

Claudii of, 

altar-priest no. 

on of Demochares of Azenia, 

t0s,father 
W Kore no. 12,7 

Asclepiodorus of Gar- 

Menecrate 
0.1, 9 

Menedémus of Kydathenaion, 
pricstess of Demeter and Kore no. 5 

Menneas son of Zopyrus, 98 
Menneas sonof 

see Junius M. 
Agryle 

Menneas of Azenia, 
Menneas 
Meno of father of priestess of 

Demeter and Kore no, 
Menogenes: see Gellius M. 
Menophilus son of Satyrus of Berenikidai, 

1 (line 6 
Meritt 

26-27, 
mitragyrés, 49 
Metrodorus: see Fulvius M. 
Metr 

Benjamin D. 
47,98, 121 

3, 10-13, 15,2324, 
125-126 

anes son of Dionysius of Athm 
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Micion son of Philocrates of Peiracus, 

ine 30) 
Miletus, 23 
Millar, . 66,79, 96 

fanus: see Junius M. 
ism, 43 

Mitsos, M, 30, 80, 85 
Mnesacus, father of sacred herald no. 11, 

50 
Mnesiarchus son of Nuphrades of Peri- 
thoidai (=hierophant no. 92), 22 

Molottus, 20 
Mommsen, A., 99 
Monastery of Phaneromene, 1 
Morau, P., 98 
Moretti, L., 80 
Moreux, B., 47 
MosCch-— ], herophantid no. 2, 85 
Mother of the Gods, priestess of, 112 
Mundicia. Secundilla, daughter of hiero- 

phantid no. 8, 87 
Musonius (also Butadius) 

hicrophant no. 21, 32 
Musonius: sce Juliut M. 
myesis, 13, 68-69, 99-100, 113 
Alylasi-Olymos, 73 
Mylonas, G. E.,3,8-9, 12, 33,94, 103-104, 

107, 113 
myrtle: see crown 
myrtle-staf, 48, 101-108 
mystagogos, 19, 112 
Niysteria, passim: as opposed to Eleusinia, 

5-66; Greater, 13, 50, 69; Lesser, 13, 
50,69 

mysterion, 42 

grandson of 

National Museum, Athens, 34 
Neacra, 17 
neokorion, 98 
neokoros, 98 
Nero, 30, 78 
Nestorius, hierophant no. 36, 43 
Newman, W. L, 14 
Nicagoras: sec Junius N. 
Nicobule (also Hilara) daughter of Theo- 

s of Hermos, 
Nicodemus of Hermos, father of priestess 

Demeter and Kore no.9, 73 
Nicomachus, 10, 70, 90-91 
Nicostrate daughter of Diocles of Melit 

wite of daduch no. 16, 100 
Nicostrate: see Junia N 
Nicoteles: sce Claudius N. 
Nigrinus: see Nummius N 
Niinnion tablet, 103 
Nilsson, M. P., 8-9, 13, 15, 17 

99, 104, 113, 116 
Noack, F., 44 
Nock, A. D., 13 

Notopoulos, 3841, 50, 52, 61, 63-64, 79 
80, 94-95, 121-123 

Numia Bassa, daughter of sacred herald 
0.3, 40, 78-79 

Numita Cleo daughter of L. Nummius 
Phacdreas of Phaleron, hearth-intiate 
0. 33, 109 

12, 68,8, 

 



Nummius, sacred herald no. 7, 79 
Nummius of Phaleron, hierophant no. 27, 
0 

L. Nummius Nigrinus of Gargettos, sacred 
herald no. 4, 78 

L. Nummius' Phaedreas of 
father of hearthinitiate . 
79, 109 

Nupheades of Perithoidaf, father of hicro- 
phant no. 9 (2),22 

Phaleron, 
3, 40, 75- 

[OJenia (?) daughter of Polycharmus of 
Avenia, hearth-initiate no. 11, 101 

Ocnophilis of Aphidna, father of priestess 
of Demeter and Kore no. 8, 73 

Ocnophilus: see Claudius O. 
Oliver, James H., passin 
Olympia, 80 
Olympian games, 47, 80 
Onesime: sec Papia O. 
Onesimus: scc Papius O. 
Optatus: see Julius O, 
oracle at Delph, 15, 

Delphi 
orator, 65, 81, 88 
orgas: sce Sacred Orgas 
orgeones, 99 
orgia, 38-39, 44 
orphans, 12 
orthapton, 23 
Ostwald, M., 14 

1718, See also 

puis: sec hearthinitiate, Sacred Pais 
Palazzo dei Conservatori, 101-108 
Pammenes son of Pammencs of Marathon, 

exegete no. 5, 92 
panageis priestesses, 69, 98 
panages, 13, 95-96 
Panathenaca, 55, 61, 96, 100, 108 
pancgyriarch, 36-38, 46, 59, 61, 96 
Dancgyris, 2829, 47 
Panhellenion, 109 
Pantacnus: see Flavius P, 
Papia Onesime daughter of Papius One- 

Simus of Besa, mother of hearth-initiate 
no. 45, 111 

Papitis Onesimus of Besa, 111 
Paramona: sce Aurclia P, 
Paramonus: see Aurlius P. 
Pariben, E., 102 
Parsons, A. W., 30-31 
Parthenon, 43 
Pasitelean school, 107 
pater in Mithraic dult, 43 
patria, 14-15, 17, 24, 56, 91-93 
atrios agon, 26 
Patron of Berenikidai, exegete, grand- 
father of hierophantid no. 9, 8§ 
Patron: sce Claudius P, Junius, 
patronus, 30 
Pausanias, 4345. Secalso Passages Cited 
Peck, W. 27, 29, 41, 57, 66-67. See also 

Passages Cited 
Peiracus, 77 
Peisander: sce Memmiius Sabinus P. 
Peitho, 96 
Pelopidas, 16-17 
Peloponnesians, 49 
Pentakosiomedininoi, 20 
Pergamum, 107 
Pericles, 58, 93, 112 

GENERAL INDEX 
Pericles of Oion, 

no. 4, 87 
Perscs, neokoros, 98 
perquisites: see fees 
Phacdreas: sce Nummis P. 
Phacnarete, mother of heartl-initiate no, 

5, 101 
Phacnarete: sce Honoratiana Polycharmis 
Phacnippus of Alopeke, 47 
phaidynies, 13, 77,95 
Dhaidyntes of Zeus at Olympia, 80 
Phancromene: sec Monastery 
Philanthus of Phyle, father of priestess of 

Demeter and Kore no. 6, Ameinocleia, 
Philemon son_of 

Irymnagogos, 98 
Philto daughter of Dexicles, 71 
Phileto daughter of Cleomenes of Mara- 

thon, hearth-initiate no. 13, 101 
Philos, D., 28, 44, 97 
Philip the Arab, 80-81 
Philippe, priestéss of Athena, 76 
Philippus: see Cassianus P., Claudius P. 
Philiste daughter of daduch o, 23, Praxa- 

goras of Melie, 111 
Philistides of Hagnous, altar-pricst no. 5, 

daduch no, 9, 53-54, 82 
Philistion datighter of Dionysius of Hal 

hearthinitiate no. 4, 100 
Phillcidac, 68, 74, 76 
Philochorus, 17-18 
Philocrates, father of Micion of Peiracus, 

51 (ine 30) 
philokaisar, 126 
Philonautes, 24 
philopatris, 81-85, 126 
philosopher, 65-66, 81, 88 
Philostratus, 46, 81; date of composition 

of Lives o the Sophists, 4142, 81. Sce 
also Passages Cited 

Philotas, adoptive father of Sophocles of 
Sounion, 51 (line 27) 

Philoxena sce Claudia P, 
Philoxenides son of Philisides of Hagnous, 
daduch no. 11, altar-priest no. 6, 53, 83 

Phlius, Mysterict at, 44 
Phocion, 21 
phoinikis, 33 
Photius, 71 
phratry, 68; priest of, S0 
Phronton of Marathon, father of h 

initiate no. 24, 109 
Pickard-Cambridge, 33, 99 
piglet, 101-108, 115 
Pinarius, sacred herald no. 5, 70 
. Pinarius Proculus of Hagnous, 70 
Pistocrates, father of Aurclius Prosdectus 

of Kephale, 8 
Pittakys, 29, 122 

Plato, 13, 65-66; Protagoras of, 49 
Pleistarchus: see Pompeius P. 
Plutarch, philosopher, son of hicrophant 

0. 36, Nestorius, 43 
Plutareh of Chacroneia, 13, 65, 68, 80-81 
Sec also Passages Cited 

Pluto, 20, 22, 29, 83, 98; pristess of, 97 
poct, 88 
polemarch, 79, 121 

father of hicrophantid 

Philemon of Melite, 

Polla: sce Pompeia P. 
pollution, 91 

141 
Polycharmis: sce Honoratiana P. 
Palycharmus of Azenia, father of hearth- 

initiate no, 11, 101 
Polycharmus son of Eucles of Marathon, 
Polycharmus : see Honoratianus P. 
Polyeritus: sce Claudius Seilianus P. 
Polyzelus son of Apollodorus of Acharnac 

3940 
Polyzelus: see Claudius P, Gellus P. 
Pom (-—-): Sec Flavius b 
Pompeia Polla, 31 
Pom(peius 2), daduch no. 21, 59 
Pompeius, daduch no. 25, 63 
Pompeius Pleist 
Pomponia Epilampsis, granddaughter of 

priestess of Demeter and Kore no. 16 
[PomponTius, daduch (2), 60 
Pomponits Hegias, grandson of 

of Demeter and Kore no. 16, 7 
Pontifes Maximus, 36 
Poseidon, 40; Poscidon Erechtheus, priest 

of, 56, 68, 108; Poscidon Prosbaterius, 
priestof, $1,08; Poseidon Themeliuchus, 
priest of, 51, 98! Hali! 

rchus, philosopher, 31 

Poseidon at 
carnassus, priest of, 52 

Pothos, prict of, 96 
Poulsen, V. H., 101-102 
pracfects cohortis 11 Hispanorunm, 30 
ragfectus fabrum, 30 
Pratolaus, 63 
Praxagors: sce Claudia P. 
Praxagoras of Melite, gymuasiarch, 63 
Pras: 
precedence: see protocol 
pre-initation see myesis 

A. von, 3840 

as: see Aclivs 

Premerstein, 
preshys, 112 
Preuncr, A, 44, 99 
priesthoods, holders of multiple, 115116 
briests, passim: appointment of, 60-61; 
characteritics of, 114-115; defincd a 
magistrates, 14; explanation of term 
“priest,” 8 rain given (o, 20501 
16; Eumolpid, 116; “pricstesses,” 14, 
22, 27, 33, 47, 69-70, 72, 88-89; priest. 
cescs panageis, 69, 98. Se aleo high. 
priest, phratry, Pontifex Maxius, and 
the following deities: Apollo, Apollo 
Delius, Apollo Patrous, Apollo Pythivs, 
Ares' Enyalius, Artemis. Epipyrsidia 
Acclepius,  Asclepius Soter, Athena, 
Athena Horia, Demeter Chioe, Demeter 
and Kore, Demos, Demos and Graces, 
Demos and Graces and Rome, Dionysus 
Eleuthereus, Enyo, Eubouleus, 
Ge Hemeros, God and Goddes, Graces, 
Hadrian Eleuthereus, Hadrian Panhel 
lenius, Hermes Patros, Hermes Pyletes 
and Charidotes, Jusite, Tustitia Augu 
<ta, Justice, Kallligencia 2], Mother of 
the Gods, Pluto, Poseidon Erechtheus, 
Poscidon at Halicarnassus, Poscidon 
Prosbaterius, Poscidon Themeliuchus, 
Pothos, Rome, Rome and the Emperor, 
Sarapis, Senate of Rome, Thesmophoros, 
Triptolémus, Zeus Geleon, Zeus Horius 
Zeus Olympius. See also the 
and pricstesses listed in the pricsts table of  
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princeps Atheninsium, 53 
Pringsheim, H. G., 3, 13, 33, 103-104 
Pritchett, W. K., 30, 69 
procession of the Mysteries, 36,40, 

6869, 76, 81, 86, 97, 111, 113 
proconsil, 66 
Proculus: sec Pinarius . 
procurator of Cyprus, 42 
Procrosia, 22, 41, 76, 78, 81 
Prohacresius, 13 
prohedria, 36, 87, Drokritor, 99100, 113 
romystis, 111 
prorrhesis, 22, 46, 68, 78, 81 
Protagoras, 41 
protleia, 12 
brothymata, 12 

otocol, 35-36, 
broxencs, 47, 49 
Prytancum, 14, 99 
prytanis, 39, 64, 83-84, 96-95 
prytany list, 38, 59, 79 
prytany-secretary, 111, 123 
Prolemacu 
Prolemy 1,9 
Publi: see Acla Herennia 
Pulytion, 16, 49 
Pyanopsia, 22, 47 
parphoras, 9, 94-95, 

Acropolis, 95, 121 
Pythais, 97.98, 100 
pythaist, 35,97 from the Kerykes, 55, 83 
bythochrestus exegete, 36, 87-90, 101, 112 
Pythodorus, daduch no. 4, 50 
Pythodorus: see Annius P! 

2, 46, 

98, 120-121 

115116, 123-124 

sce Herenius 

122123 from the 

Quintili, 62-63 
Rarian Field, 20, 22, 
Raubitschek, A. E. 

122, 124 
Regilla, 110 
register: see anagraph 
Reinach, 102 
Reinmuth, 0., 50, 101 
Reitos, 14, 69, 114 
Ridgeway, B. 5., 101 
Rizzo, G, E., 3233 
Robert, [, 22, 24-26, 32, 36, 41, 110 
Robert, L, 22-26, 32-33, 35-36, 41, 45, 

60, 73,95, 106-107, 110 
Roberts-Gardner, 12, 
Rome, 36-37, 101-108; priest of, 121 and 

the Emperor, pries of, 77 
Rosenbaum, E., 35 
Roussel, P, 13, 50, 
Rubensohn, 0., 46 
Rudhardt, I, 16, 21, 93 
Rufina, mother of sacred herald no. 9, 124 
Rufina sce Julia R 
Rufus Festis, 66 
Russu, L, 38 

16, 114 
30,47, 64, 80,94, 108, 

Sabinus: see Memnius S, 
“sacred calendar,” 22 
Sacred Fig, 40 
Sacred Gerousia, 59, 63, 98 
Sacred herald, 89, 11, 13, 22, 49, 

120121 designation of, 76-17 
Procrosia, 76, 

76-82, 
and 

CLINTON THE ELI 
sacred house, 20 
‘sacred offcial” cxplanation of term, 8 

Sacred Orgas, 17, 50, 71, 114 
Sacred Pais of the Pythian, 112 
Sacred Stone (ieros lithos), 98 
Sacred Way, 14, 40 
Sacrifice, 13, 1718, 46, 70-71, 76 

Sec aleo prothymata 
sacrificial fire, 95 
Salaminians, demos of, 28 
Sanctuary' see Eleu 
sanidia, 26 
Sarapion son of 

52, 86. 

Diocles of Melite, 51 
101; priest of, 100 
€. 41,83 

Saturninus: see Gavinius 
Satyrus, father of Menophilus of Bereniki 

dai, 51 (e 6) 
scalprlock, 101-108, 113 
Schacer, 49 
Schenk Graf von Stauffenbers, A., 37 
Schif, 8 
Schissel, 0., 61-66, 80-81 
Schmid, W,, 37 
Schmidt, 109 
seulptures, of hearthinitiate, 101-108; of 

hicrophant, 33-35 
Sebasta: see Au 
Sebaste Dikaiosyne: se Tustitia Augusto 

Mysteries, 8.9, 38-39.  See 
ustan Games 

also hiera 
sceretary of the Bouleand Demos, 123-124 
Secretary of the bouleutas, 123 
Secundila: see Mundicia S 
Seeck, 66 
Seilianus.: sce Claudius S 
Seilon son of Apollonius of Melite, hearth. 

initiate no. 20, 108109 
Scleucia, 37 
Seleucus son of Demeas of Halai, 51 (ine 
Semon, altar-pricst no. 1, 82 
Senate of Rome, 
Senatorial order, 109, 112 
Septimius Severus, 38, 40 
Severeia, Greater, 63 
Sextus, philosopher, 80 
Seyrig, H, 33 
Sicyon, 102 
signu Tustitiae 
Sinope, hetacra, 17 
siroiy 15 
Skias, A 
skolion, 21 
Smyrna, 106 
Smyth, H. W, 21 
Sokolowski, ', 10-12. See also Passages 

Cited 
Solon, 10, 90 
“son of Greece,” 110 

41,65, 79, 81 
Sophocies ‘son of Leontius of 

daduch no. 10, 54 
Sophocles son of Leontius of 

altar-priest no. 9, 83 

19, 36, 73, 101 

sophist 
Acharnac 

Acharnac 

Sophocles son of Xenocles of Acharnac 
daduch no. 13, 54 

USINIAN MYSTE RI [rias, AR, P 
Sophoces son of Theophrastusof Hagnous, 
brother of daduch no. 16, 57 

‘Sophoclessonof Philotas of Sounion (born 
<on of Dionysodorus of Deiradiota), 51 
ine 27) 

‘Sophoclcs: see Flavius S, 
sophronistes, 32 
Sosipater: see Acrarius S. 
Sospis: see Antonius S, Claudius S. 
Sostratus of Ikaria, father of Lacrateides, 

o7 
Sostratus son of Lacrateides of Ikaria, 97 
Sparta, 47,49, 57 
Spaulding, L., 101, 107 
Spon, 125126 
spondophoroi, 23, 47 
stamnos, red-fgure, 48 

T. Statiius Lamprias, 29 
re-used, 107 

64-66, 80-81 
57,67 

statue b 
Stegemann, W 
stemmata, 33 
Stengel, P, 98 
recasd, 6 
Stephano, 69 
Stephanus, father of 

Marathon, 97 
oz ixtxryros, 49 
Stoa Poccie, 46, 68 
Stoie School, 78 
Stokes, Michael C,, 4 
Stone: see Sacred Stone 
Straton son of Jason of Hagnous, 96 
Straton: see Flavius S. 
Srophion, 33-35, 37, 4549, 60, 67-68, 82, 

101, 106-108, 116 
subsccretary, 123 
Suda, 66, Sec 
Sulla, 86 
Sundwall, 1., 52, 72, 83, 98 
symbola, 6O 
syngraphe, 15 
Synkletos: see Senate 
syrigges, 64-65 

arch, 63 

deisius of Apin 

also Passages Cited 

table, in cult of Athena, 695 in cult of 
Plito, 20, 22, 29, 83 

tainia, 106-107, 113 
tainidion, 106-107 
Tatarion’ sce Claudia T 
tasiarchor, 28 
Tebanianus: see Bellicus T 
Teisamenus of Paiania, father of hiro- 

phant no. 5, 19 
Teisamens of Paiania, son of hierophant 

0.5, 20 
Telesterion, 13, 17, 39, 

courtyard of, 12 
et 13, 29, 33, 38-39, 
84,88,99) 111, 113 

Terens, archon, 66 
Terme Museum, 102 
terracotta, 108 
Tertia daughter of Leucius, hearth-initiate 

0. 21, 109 
thakeion, 20 
Thargelia, 27, 54, 89 
Theano daughter of Menon of Agryle, 
priestess of Demeter and Kore no. 2, 16, 
70 

1647, 76, 81, 85 

14, 64, 68-70,76, 

 



Theater of Dionysus, 31, 36, 50, 60, 68, 
81, 87, 04-96, 98, 120-121. See 
prohedi 

Thebes, 16, 47 
Thebes (Egyptian), 61-66 
Themison: sec Aclius 
Themistoclea : see Claudia ., Juni 
Themistocles, archon of 493/2, 56, 5 
Themistocles, first magistrate in 

119/8, 55 
Themistocles son of Theoph 

Hagnous, daduch no. 16, 56- 
Themistocles son of Xenocies of Hagnous, 

51 (ne 23), 58, 77 
hemistocles: see Claudius T 
heobulus son of Theopha 

astus of 

s of Peiracus, 
Theodorus, hierophant no. 2, 16 

heodorus, panages no. 4, 96 
heodorus, philosopher, 2. 

Theodorus of Phegaia, 16, 49 
Theodosius, 43 
Theodotus son of Eustrophus of Peiracus 

(= hierophant no. 14 7), 28 
Theogenesof Leukonoion, father of Helico, 

114 
Theophemus of Kydathenaion, father of 

hicrophant no. 13, Menecleides, 28 
heophemus son of Menccleides of Kyda. 
thenaion, hicrophant 1o 15, 28 

Theophilus son of Hermaiscus of Chol 
Teidai, 05 

Theophilus son of Mencerates of Chol 
leidai, panages no. 1, 95 

Theophrastus, mint magistrate in 109/3, 
Theophrastusof Hagnous, 

no. 14, 
Theophrastus 

ather o daduch 
son of Th mistocles of 

Hagnous, daduch no. 15, 55 
Theopompis, 

heotimus son of T 
prytanis in 167/8, 75 

Theourgike Agoge, 44 
Thesmophoria, 36, 71, 76, 97 
Thesmophoroi, priestess of, 71 
thesmophoros theai, 32 
thesmos, 0, 43 
thesmothete, 97, 101, 

phon of Hermi 

120-121 

GENERAL INDEX 
Thespiae, 43 
Thessalus son of Cimon of Lakiadai, 15 

iasotai, 116 
hisbianus, daduch no. 28, 64 

Thisbianus: sce Fabius T 
holos, 14, 38 
hompon, D. B., 1 
hompson; M., 54 

Thrasyllus: see Annius T. 
Threatte, Leskic L., 4, 14 
Threpsiades, 1., 50, 53 
Thriasian plain, 16 
throne of hicrophant, 20, 44, 47 
Thummer, E., 47 
Thyiades, 76 
Tiberius, 7 
Timarchus, fa 

in 106/5, 94 
Timarchus of Kephisia, father of pyrphoros 

no. 1, Leontius, 94 
Timarchus, father of 
Kephisa, 51 (ine 25) 

Timosthens sonof Timarchus 
51 (ine 25, 

Timosthenes: sce Acius T 
Timothea daughter of Medeiusof Peira 

hearthinitiate no. 6, 100 
Timothea: se Claudia T 
Timotheus, cxegete no. 1, 9, 43, 92 
Timotheus of Gargettos, father of priestess 

of Demeter 
Toepfer, ], passi 
Trail, John S, 4, 
Trajan, 
irapesophoros, 69 

her of Leontius, pythaist 

Timosthenes of 
of Kephisia, 

d Kore no. 11,74 
39,94, 121 

Travios, 1., 14,20, 4 
treasurer of Athens, 19 
treasury of Demeter and Kore 
Triptolemus, 493 prics of, 97 

phon, 38 

12-13 

ids BN, 110 
Ulpius Eubiotus, 42 
University of Constantinople, 65 
M. Valerius Mamertinus, archon in 16/7, 

i1, 6162, 77, 79, 116, 122-123 
Vallgis, R., 50, 52 
Vanderpod), Eugene, 4, 26-27, 32, 112 

143 
Vernon, Francis, 125-126 
Vipsania. Lacliana, mother of 

initiate no. 27, 109 
L. Vipsanius Acclion of Phiya, exegete no 

hearth 

Vipsanius Flavianusof Kephisia, hearth 
initiate no. 27, 109 

Walton, F., 10 
Welles, C. B., 107 
wheat, 56 
Wheler, Sir George, 125-126 
Wilamovitz, 19 
Wilhelm, A, 11, 23, 26-29, 4142, 73, 96 
Woloch, M., 30, 32, 36, 42, 57, 59, 61-62, 

64, 74, 73, 78, 80, 83, 87, 108-110, 113 
Wortnell, D. E. W, 21 
wreath: tec crown 
Wycherley, R. E., 69, 73 
Wyndham, M., 103 
enagoras, father of hicrophant no. 35, 
Xenagoras: sce Gellius X 
enion: sec Flavius X. 
Nenocles, daduch no 12, 83 
Xenocles son of Sophodles of Acharnae 
daduch no. 12, 54 

Xenocles of Hagnous, son of daduch no. 
14, Themistocies, 51 (ine 23), 55, 58 

Xenophon, Symposiun, 19 
Young, John H., 4 

acorus, hierophant no. 1, 10 
koros, 29, 96 

Zenon see Aclius Z. 
Zenophilus of Marathon, father of hearth. 

initiate no. 32, 109 
Zethus of Hagnous, father of panages . 

2, Jason, 95-96 y 
Zeus, priest of, 36; Zeus Geleon, priest of, 

78, Zeus Horius, pricst of, S1, 98; Zeus 
Olympius, priest of, 75, 80 

Ziegler, K-H., 37 
Zichen, L., 13,15, 69 
Zierveld, C.. 13 
Zolus: see Flavius Z. 
Zopyrus, father of Menneas, 98 

Zopyrus sonof Zopyrus of Peiracus, hearth 
nitiate no. 30, 109 
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