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Life and Administration of Late Roman
Attica in the Light of Public Inscriptions'

I. Introduction

During the past hundred years or so archaeological discoveries have filled out the

picture of Late Roman Athens obtained from the meagre literary references. Of these
finds, inscriptions have been used increasingly in the following three important works on
the subject published during the past 50 years.

1

I wish to thank the Greek archaeological and ecclesiastical authorities and museums for the permis-
sion to study and republish most of the inscriptions included in this paper. Thanks go to the Louvre
(inscription 1.) and the British Museum (inscription 28.) for the same reason. I am very grateful to
the former Director of the Epigraphical Museum, Dr Dina Peppa-Delmouzou, and Mrs Chara
Karapa-Molisani for their help. I have benefited from conversations with Professors Kevin Clinton,
Stephen Tracy and Ron Stroud in Athens, with Ms Alison Frantz, Professors Homer Thompson
and Christian Habicht in Princeton, and Professors Luigi Moretti and Guglielmo Cavallo in Rome,
in an early phase of my work. Dr Denis Feissel has given me advice per litteras. My Finnish super-
visors, Professors Maarit Kaimio and Paavo Castrén (who suggested this work to me), have contin-
uously given me support and guidance with this project from its very beginning. To them and Pro-
fessor Jaakko Frosén I owe very much in many respects. I thank Mrs Julia Burman and Ms Arja
Karivieri for numerous conversations concerning my paper, as well as Mr Mika Hakkarainen for
valuable help. Dr Charles Williams, Director of the Corinth excavations, has furthered this project
greatly by letting me work with parallel material in Corinth from 1988 on. Professor John Camp
has also supported my studies through a longer period, and I have benefited from his and Dr Judith
Binder’s remarks on a draft of this paper. Finally, in February 1993 a trip to Oxford and London in-
fluenced considerably the presentation of this paper: I read a paper in Professor John Matthews’ Late
Roman Seminar in the Queen’s College; I had also advantageous conversations with Professors
David Lewis and Fergus Millar. Last, but not least, I am indebted to Dr Charlotte Roueché for a
fundamental discussion about my projects and very useful remarks on a draft of this paper. Any
faults, of course, are totally my responsibility.
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The first of the scholars, John Day, attempted to reconstruct an economic history of
Athens.? Even though the author was able to use fresh archaeological evidence from the
Agora excavations, he was primarily dependent upon the literary evidence in studying the
Late Roman period.

Homer Thompson, former Field Director of the Agora excavations, wrote a paper in
1959 which referred to the meagre epigraphical evidence.? He stressed the importance of
the Herulian raid in A.D. 267 belittled by Wachsmuth and Judeich.* Thompson thought
that the Agora lay almost entirely desolate from A.D. 267 until around A.D. 400. To
achieve a coherent narrative he cited Synesius’ negative report on Athens from around
A.D. 400.5 Thompson said that Alaric and his Goths “left no visible mark in the area of
the Agora™.® In this respect Thompson’s authority may have influenced some American
scholars working under him. At the beginning of the fifth century considerable building
activity is reported by Thompson to have occurred in “the long-desolate area of the
ancient Agora”, with the interpretation that this was due to rich people moving into the
city, caused by Alaric’s devastation of the countryside of Attica.” Thompson’s article
concerns itself mainly with the Agora and is selective in using inscriptions, probably due
to limited space. Thompson republished his article in 1972 with only minor revisions.?

Alison Frantz’ recent book on the Late Roman Agora (1988), which presents as full a
picture as possible of the Agora and its surroundings in Late Antiquity, is better balanced
than the above-mentioned articles by Thompson.® Her book rightfully casts doubt on a
tendency to assign repairs of pagan sanctuaries and monuments in Athens to Julian the
Apostate and to date the repairs accordingly. More importantly, Frantz has revised
estimates of wholesale damage previously attributed to the Heruli by showing that more
attention must be paid to the destruction wrought by Alaric and his Goths.!? Frantz
reminds the reader that little account has been taken of movable finds of Late Antiquity
from the Agora excavations; obviously due to reasons of space available, Frantz has been
unable to present all the inscriptions in her study. This paper and the projected corpus
will provide a complement to the publications mentioned above; a look at the footnotes,
however, will show how dependent [ am on the work of Frantz and other archaeologists,
although I have not always been able to be in agreement with them. !

The scope of this paper is limited to a presentation of the historically more important
public texts, abridged from my thesis submitted for the Grade of Licentiate of Philosophy

2 See Day (1942), especially 262-270; Day himself describes these pages as a “meager sketch”.

3 Thompson (1959), aptly titled ““Athenian Twilight: A.D. 267-600".

4 Id, 62, note.

5 The letter has been dated in A.D. 410 by Alan Cameron (1992), 422-423.

6 Thompson (1959), 66, with note 29 on Synesius’ letter; the letter could be as early as A.D. 395,
. according to Frantz (1988), 53, note 227, and p. 55, note 239.

Thompson (1959), 66-67.

8 With, for example, the information that in the second half of the fourth and in the fifth century
Athens was again an educational centre, see Thompson (1972), 210 with note 12.

9 Compare especially the chapters on the Herulian raid, the survival of the boule, the Panathenaic fes-
tival and the institution of the archons, as well as the slow advance of Christianity, in Frantz
(1988), 1-9, 12, and 18-20.

10 14, 23 with note 69 and p. 53-56.

11 The study of Late Roman Athens has continued in several reviews of Frantz’ magnum opus:

Fowden (1990), being a review article; a shorter review can be be found in Ward-Perkins (1990); sec

Castrén (1991) for a more recent review. Furthermore, Riigler (1990), 277-278, discusses

Ceramecicus and Alaric’s siege of Athens and gives a synopsis of early scholarship. On p. 287-291

Riigler comes to the conclusion that Alaric is not to be blamed for destruction in the Agora area.
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at the University of Helsinki.!2 The public inscriptions have been frequently studied, but
until now they have not been studied as a group by a single scholar working with the
stones themselves; this means that considerations of script and so on become more
important.

The material for this study is limited to the public dedications and honorary
inscriptions together with (non-Christian) building inscriptions, including milestones, of
Attica between A.D. 267, the date of the Herulian raid of Athens, and A.D. 529, the date
of the closing of the philosophical schools of Athens by the Emperor Justinian. Qur
treatment of this period begins with the late third century after the Herulian raid on Athens
in A.D. 267, followed by the fourth century proper until A.D. 395, concluding with the
period following the Visigothic raid of Athens in A.D. 396.

II. The Late Third Century Inscriptions

This chapter presents the public inscriptions datable after the Herulian raid on Athens
in A.D. 267 until the end of the third century.

1. IG II/TI%, no. 3669: Honours to Publius Herennius Dexippus (A.D. 270 or later)

KkaTd 10 Exepdtnpa thg €€ "Aplov mayov BovAfig kel
thig BovAfig T@v YPN( xai 100 dApov 10D "ABnvaiov tov
ap&avta thy 100 Paciréwg év Beopobétaig dpxnv kol
aplovta TV ETOVOUOV GPXTIV KO1 TOVIYUPLAPXNCOVTH
kol dyovoBetnoavta 1@V peydlov IMoavabnvoaiov oixo- 5
Bev tepéa mavayR Mo(rhiov) ‘Epév(viov) Aé&irrov TTtoAepaion
"Epuetov tov prropa xal suvypagéa apetig évexa ot maide[g].
vacat
GAxf kol poboist xai év PovAaiot kpaticTtovg
&vdpag dyaxdeitovg yeivato Kexpornin,
ov gva xal AéEnrov, Og iotopinv éoabpnicag 10
aldvog Sorynyv dtpekimg Eppocev
Kol TO PEV avT0g €0elde, T 8 €k PUProv avarélag
gVpato mavtoiny 1otoping dTpomdy.

7 péya kAewdg avip, 6g vod &mo pupiov dppa

12 The Licentiate thesis (March 1992) is a part of an unfinished doctoral dissertation in progress. As
the original thesis was from the very first beginning heavily deperdent on the arrangement of
Kirchner’s IG I/III2 (editio minor), it is natural that the geographical limits of my study coincide
with those of Kirchner and his predecessors: Megaris and some northem areas of the modern vopog
"Attikfic are excluded. The dissertation will include the entire corpus with more than 300 inscrip-
tions and it will see the light of day after this paper has already becn published. As the corpus in its
final form will be more epigraphical, including all of the necessary technical descriptions and details,
it is self-evident that the nature of this presentation will be somewhat different. I have excluded
dipinti and graffiti, along with texts on lamps, from the projected corpus.
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éxteivag ypoviovg mpnéiag EEépabev. 15
enun pév mepipwtog &v’ ‘EAAGSw, Thv O veavBng

alvog Aekinne Sdxev do’ iotopin.

Tovveka &MY kol taideg GydxAeitov yeverhpo

nopedevta AiBov Bfxav dueiBdpevor.

“Upon the approval granted by the Council of Areopagus and by the
Council of the 750 members and by the people of Athens, the children
(erected the statue for their father) Publius Herennius Dexippus, son of
Ptolemaios, from the deme of Hermos, the rhetor and historian, and the
sacrosanct priest, because of his merits in having held the office of basileus
among the thesmothetai and having held the office of the eponymous archon
and having served as the president of the panegyris-festival and having been
the agonothetes of the Great Panathenaic Games at his own expense.”

“The land of Cecrops has brought forth men excelling in courage, in speech
and in counsel; one of them is Dexippus, who observed the age-long
history and wrote it exactly. Some of the events he witnessed himself, some
he gathered from books, and thus made his way to the manifold path of
history. O most famous man, who, spreading out his boundless insight,
closely examined the doings of times long gone by! His fame is much
talked of all around Greece, the fame which was given to Dexippus by the
new-blown praise on account of his History. And this is the reason why
(his) children have repaid their famous father by erecting a statue formed of
stone.”

Cut on a reused statue base (H. 0.545, W. 0.74, T. 0.025-0.04, LH. 0.008-0.017),
where also /G II/III%, no. 3625 was cut; found in Athens, removed to the Louvre.

This is the main inscription of Dexippus (traditionally dated between A.D. 267-269),
giving the fullest account of his posts and functions.!3 The prose introduction of the
inscription includes two important pieces of information: the number of the members of
the council has been increased to include 750 members, as is attested only in this
inscription.!# The other important thing is that Dexippus was not necessarily honoured
for his bravery against the Heruli at all: in line 8 the word aA«fj has been thought to refer
to the victory over the Heruli.!® This seems to be wrong, as can be shown by two
comparable epigrams, one of which is for Aratus and the other for Philopoemen.'®
Dexippus has been honoured for his literary achievements and eloquence. The finishing

13 Other inscriptions are /G II/III2, nos. 2931, 3198, 3667, 3670, and 3671.

14 According to Geagan (1979), 409, this occurred around A.D. 230, at around the same time when
prytany lists ceased to be cut on stone and when the number of epheboi increased. Sec also Meritt
and Traill (1974), 22, with note 79; Frantz (1988). 12, with note 8, dates this in around A.D. 270
and claims it is unexplained. This has been thought to indicate a change from annual to permanent
membership and to suggest financial stringency and a need for the burden of the membership to be
spread more widely: see Millar (1969), 21, with note 96, obtained from the discussion in Geagan
(1967), 74-175.

15 Kapetanopoulos (1972), 135, note 7.

16 Hiller von Gaertringen (1926), no. 99. lines 1-2. and no. 110, lines 1-2.
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and publishing of Dexippus’ Xpovikd sometime in the 270’s!7 seems to have occupied
a prominent place in the epigram: pd0Oot (line 8), iotopin (lines 10, 13, and 17), éx
Boprov avoréEag (line 12), culminating in lines 16 with @npmn..., Thv 6 veavOng
aivog given to Dexippus for his History. Furthermore, it may be concluded from the
wording of line 12 that the contents of Dexippus’ History related both contemporary and
remote incidents, thus excluding the possibility that Ta peta ‘AAéEavdpov and
Zxvbixd are being referred to.

2. IG 1I/III%, no. 3689: Honours to the Proconsul Claudius Nlyrius (around A.D.
270°s/280’s)

10v Aaprpdtotov avBiratov

KrordBiov TAAvprdv, Eyyovoy Aeov-

oD 109 dvBurateboayos,

naid[a] TA[pleviog 10D v éxd[vv]-

pov apynv &pEavzolg, Tov] 5
avBoratov kal 'Apeo[rayei]-

oy xat ebepyéelnly i [16hag),

enipedovpulévov Mdpxov ‘Tovvi]-

ov Mnvo[vkiavod]. @

“The city (of Athens set up this statue of) vir clarissimus, the Proconsul (of
Achaea) Claudius Illyrius — grandson of Leonticus the former proconsul,
son of Terens the former holder of the office of eponymous archon —
proconsul, member of Areopagus, and a benefactor; Marcus lunius
Minucianus took charge (of the erection of the statue).”

Cut on a reused rectangular statue base (preserved H. 0.95, W. 0.455, T. 0.56, LH.
0.012-0.017), found broken on the Acropolis, excluded from the map in Fig. 2 b.

The honorand has been additionally delineated by his ancestors: the Proconsul
Leonticus was his grandfather'® and the eponymous archon Terens was his father.!”
This ancestry and the traditional identification with the builder of a Late Roman wall,
signo "TAAvpidg, who built the wall for Athens,?0 have caused him to be regarded as an
Athenian. A further clue for establishing a date for this inscription is available in the name
of the epimeletes Marcus Iunius Minucianus.

The general problem of dating these persons arose when the fortification wall,
previously called the Valerian Wall, was dated later than A.D. 267 and accordingly
renamed the Post-Herulian Wall. Already acknowledged by Millar in 1969,%! these

17 Dexippus’ historical works are mentioned by Millar (1969), 21-26. Xpovikd cannot have been

completed earlier than a couple of years after the repulse of the Heruli, id., 24. 1 would take this to
mean the beginning of the 270’s.

See references given by Christol (1986), 177, note 1.

Terens has been usually dated in the second quarter of the third century; see the references given by
Christol (1986), 178, note 3.

20 See 4. below.

21 Millar (1969), 17. This will be dealt with in detail in 4.

18
19
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problems were first discussed at length by Christol. He proposed a complex theory,
according to which the builder of the wall was son of the proconsul with an identical
signum.22 A more plausible explanation for the variable dates of Illyrius was proposed
by Frantz in 1988.23 According to her we have to re-establish the date for Marcus Tunius
Minucianus to around A.D. 255-295, setting aside an earlier date provided by Suda.?*
This can be deduced from the activities of Minucianus’ son, Nicagoras the Younger, who
accompanied Constantine to Egypt in A.D. 326. The new date would accord with a date
in the late 270’s/early 280’s for the fortification wall. Claudius Illyrius’ father Terens
served as an archon sometime between A.D. 239-261,25 but he had been previously
moved back to the second quarter of the third century, for no reason at all. The new
dating gives a more realistic period of 65-75 years for the careers of grandfather, father,
and (grand)son.

3. IG TI/IT1?, no. 3690: Honours to the Proconsul Claudius Illyrius (around A.D.
270s/280’s)

[c§tbv rourpdto-]

[V tov avBb|ratov
[KAahS10v TA]Avpidy,
[Eyyovov Ag]ov][ti]-

[k0® 0] dvBuma- 5
[te]dcavtog, maida

[TA]pevtog T0D

[tn]v énovupoy

apynv &p&avtog,

v avBinatov 10
kol "Apeomoyeitn|v]

kol evepyétnyv

1 mOALG, Emipe-

Aovuévov Mdp-

xov ‘Tovviov 15

Muwovkiavod.
[\(/{\ vacat
i/

22 Christol (1986), 181, with notes 21-23.

23 Frantz (1988), 8-9, notes 58-63.

24 Suda, M 1087: Mvovkiavée, Nikoydpov 10D cogiatod, 'ABnvaiog, copiothc, yeyovir ént
TaAinvod. He is also present in a letter of the Emperor Gallienus to the Athenians: see Clinton
(1989), 1535.

25 Graindor (1922), 262-263.
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For translation and commentary, see 2. above.

Cut on a rectangular statue base (H. 1.43, W. 0.53, T. 0.42, LH. 0.015-0.043),
found west of the Erechtheum; presently in a trench next to the northern wall of the
Acropolis. (See map in Fig. 2 b)

Kapetanopoulos’ new reading26 [avBOrato]lv Tdiov in line 2 is epigraphically
impossible: the traces on the marble do not allow this. Neither is the superfluous
praenomen present in the other copy of this text, see 2. above.

4. IG 1I/III?, no. 5199: The Post-Herulian Wall, built probably by the Proconsul
Claudius Illyrius (around A.D. 270°s/280’s)

‘Apo[iov] povoaig xibépng Eo[tnoev O1Png]
"zelyea vy &’ én’ éudg nat[pidog TAAvpiog

¢

advroyov podoav peBénov: [1d xail doxéovot]
Y axufiteg pélewv melpata [mavia téyvac.]

“Amphion put up the walls of Thebes by the music of his cithara; now
Illyrius (put up the walls) in my home city, following the sweet-voiced
muse. Thus, untiringly (the workmen) seem to achieve all of the limits of
their craft.”

Cut on a fragment of a block (preserved H. 0.38, preserved W. 1.32, T. 0.31, LH.
0.041-0.05) from the Post-Herulian Wall, found at the site of the church of Agios
Demetrios Katephores, now (only partly preserved) in the Diogeneion lot. (See map in
Fig. 2 b)

Probably, the poet at work here is not referring to himself in line 2, but to another
person Illyrius (see below). The name was preserved on the stone until the nineteenth
century. At any rate, the poet seems to have stumbled towards the end of his efforts,
since the last sentence is strikingly elaborate and obscure.

The most important newly established fact in recent research literature is the new date
for the Post-Herulian Wall, formerly known under several misnomers, the most
misleading of which has been “The Valerian Wall”. As early as 1905 Judeich
distinguished this wall from the one that was supposedly under repair in the reign of
Valerian.?” The excavations in the Agora in the thirties established the date in the last
quarter of the third century,2® but more recently a slightly later date for the wall has been
suggested.?’ The antiquated date still lingers on in some publications.>®

The builder of the wall has been plausibly identified with the Proconsul Claudius
Illyrius featured in 2. and 3., dated in the 270’s or 280’s. Our inscription was found in
the north-eastern part of the enceinte, and it was probably in a very conspicuous place,
surely near a gate.>! On the basis of a corresponding inscription (see 5. below) found in

26 Kapetanopoulos (1974), 62, no. 4, lines 1-6, taken up by BEpigr 1976, no. 210.

27 Judeich (1905), 103, note 5 with references.

28 Day (1942), 259-260 with note 36; Thompson (1959), 65, notes 21 and 22; id. (1972), 209, note
9

29 Frantz (1988), 6, note 40: a single coin of Maximian (A.D. 286-305).
30 Geagan (1979), 410, and Thomasson (1984), 196, no. 51.
31 Travios (1988b), 140, in the detailed description of the wall.
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the west flank, it may be asked whether Illyrius is responsible only for the construction
of the east flank>2 or whether he may also be credited with the west flank or maybe even
the whole wall.33 This question must remain unanswered until the name of the restorer is
found in some other part of the wall.

5. IG TI/II1?, no. 5200: Further epigrams on the Post-Herulian Wall (around A.D.
270°s/280’s)

A.: o0 168e BerEiperng "Aporovig fipalpe eopuryE]

vvvy

ovd¢ Kvkhorelo[g xerpolg €8[epe Blal.

B.: [-——-n]eiBoTg

[————a]peta[c?].

“This (wall) was not put together by Amphion’s sweet-sounding lyre.
Neither did the powerful hands of the Cyclops build (this wall).”

“[---] of obedience. [---] of virtue (?7).”

Cut on fragments of two different blocks (A.: H. 0.30, preserved W. 1.80, T. 0.765,
LH. 0.05-0.06; B.: H. 0.28, preserved W. 0.41 and 0.64, preserved T. 0.55 and 1.12,
LH. 0.06), both found broken (B. without even a join) in the church of Panagia
Pyrgiotissa near the west flank of the Post-Herulian Wall. (See map in Fig. 2 b)

A close parallel to the work of Cyclopean hands can be found in the Greek Anthology:

Kvkronov 16de xeipeg évidpvcavto Baldoon
telyeo péypr mdocov, ada, Pradépedo;

Unfortunately the meaning of epigram B. remains obscure. It may have contained the
name of the builder of the wall.

In view of this evidence and especially of the significance of the topographical
information relevant in this case, it is very probable that this is a pendant to 4., which
refers to the contemporary building of the Post-Herulian Wall.

Was Illyrius responsible also for this section of the wall? Frantz attributes this section
of the wall with likelihood and the whole wall with probability to Illyrius.>> I would be
more cautious, as no name has here survived to indicate the builder. Maybe we have to be
content with a vague date for this inscription, as the fortification probably was a time-
consuming project, possibly completed within years before or after the east flank was
furnished with 4., that is, from around A.D. 270’s until late 280’s.

32 See Thompson (1959). 64. and id. (1972), 209.

33 Frantz (1988), 9, attributes the whole wall probably to Tllyrius.

34 AP 7.379, lines 3—4, which is a dialogue between Dicaearchia (Puteoli) and the Sea about the mole
constructed in the sca.

35 Frantz (1988), 9.
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6. CIL 111, no. 6103: Dedication to the Emperor Diocletian (A.D. 285/2867)

Imp(eratori) Caes(ari) <G>(aio) Val(erio) Diocletiano p(io) <f>(elici)

Y invicto Augusto fortiss(imo)

¥ <atqu>e super omnes retro prin-

Y cipes piissimo Augusto

" L(ucius) Turr(anius) Gratianus v(ir) c(larissimus), corr(ector) 5
" prov(inciae) Achaiae devotus

Y numini maiestatiq(ue) eius.

“Lucius Turranius Gratianus, vir clarissimus and corrector of the province
of Achaea, (dedicates this) to the Emperor Caesar Gaius Valerius
Diocletianus, the pious, lucky, unvanquished Augustus, the most brave
and, above all of the preceding rulers, the most pious Augustus, in loyalty
to his divine power.”

The inscription was found between the Library of Hadrian and the Gate of the Agora
(see map in Fig. 2 b), but was later lost.

The text of this dedication requires no special comments here. The career of Lucius
Turranius Gratianus has been elucidated by Groag.?® According to him Gratianus was
appointed to the highest senatorial rank of praefectus urbi in A.D. 290. There may have
been a short period between his being the corrector of Achaea and the prefect of Rome.
As Geagan has shown, correctores continue to be attested at Athens, but the scarcity of
documentation limits the amount of evidence regarding them.3” The absence of the
gentilicium Aurelius and the presence of fortissimus in Diocletian’s title perhaps means
that Carinus had already died. This dedication has evidently been set up before the
adoption of the coregency, which occurred on the 1st of April in A.D. 286.

7. IG T/II1%, no. 3421: Dedication to the Emperors Diocletian and Maximian (A.D.
286-305)

avtokpat(o)plor] Kaicapo(i)v
Avwkhtiov® kot Magip-’

av® Zefacto(l)s 0 KpaTIoTOG

“The kratistos [---] (dedicates this) to the Emperors and Caesars Diocletian
and Maximian, Augusts.”

36 Groag (1946), 14-15, with notes. Further information is available in Barbieri (1952), 335, no. 1930
and in PLRE 1, s.v. Gratianus 3.

37 Geagan (1979), 410. See also Follet (1976), 38, for an example of an earlier corrector.
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The inscription was found in Athens, but was later lost.

The dedicant of this inscription remains unknown except for his rank. This dedication
is less verbose than 6., but a more remarkable fact is that this is the only known imperial
dedication from Late Roman Central Achaea3® in Greek prose that mentions the dedicant
as a singular masculine person. Most Late Roman imperial dedications were cut in Greek,
with the dedicant being n néA1g, whereas the few Latin ones are almost exclusively
dedicated by imperial officials. The inscription could be dated precisely between the years
A.D. 286-292/3 in view of the significant fact that Galerius — as the sovereign of
Illyricum with Greece and Macedonia — would hardly have been left unmentioned in the
text. Another argument in favour of this hypothesis could be adduced: the possibility that
senatorial rank (still then in vogue) is indicated by the word 0 kpdtiotog. This would
also be in accordance with the earlier date because the province of Achaea was degraded
by Diocletian into the lowest rank of provinces, administered between A.D. 293-305 by
a praeses of equestrian rank.3” It must be borne in mind, however, that neither of these
arguments could be called stringent or decisive.

8. IG TI/III%, no. 3422: Dedication to the Emperors Diocletian and Maximian (A.D.
286-305)

[——==? Awxint]iovov [———— ]

[-————? abtokpd]topa Mal[Eipiovov————— 7]
[-——-] OZTOQ [-——-]

[———— 1.

“[---] Diocletian [---] The Emperor Maximian {---].”

Cut on a (possibly reused) slab (preserved H. 0.35, preserved W. 0.50, T. 0.14, LH.
0.028-0.049), found in Eleusis.

The textual form of this inscription has so far raised no controversy despite the fact
that the restored text (as we have it) does not conform with the usual stock of formulae
attained from the Late Roman imperial dedications of Achaea. The word abtokp&Tope
normally precedes the name of the first emperor, but not the name of the coregents as
would seem to be the case here. Furthermore, nobody has ever restored the beginning of
the first line with abtoxpatopa. This would seem to be impossible in light of the
estimated space available at left. Despite these difficulties I regard this inscription as an
imperial dedication to the Emperors Diocletian and Maximian because of the rather large
letters, the lettering (see Appendix on scripts), and the quality of the work, along with the
likelihood here that the word avtoxpatopa is followed by the name of the coregent
Maximian, although the name is fragmentary.

38 This refers to parallel material — around 900 texts — collected by me from the Late Roman inscrip-
tions of Peloponnesus (with several adjacent islands), Megaris, Boeotia, Phocis, Locris, Acarnania,
Doris, Actolia and Euboea. The parallel material could be utilised more consistently in my thesis.

39 Groag (1946), 13. His hypothesis, according to which the offices of the proconsul and corrector of
the free cities of Achaea might have been combined during this period of transition, is based on
similar examples found already in the earlier period (see ibid., note 3).
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9. IG TI/TII%, no. 5202; Milestone under the Emperors Diocletian and Maximian (A.D.
286-305)
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“The Emperor Caesar Diocletian, and Maximian. 12 miles from the city (of
Athens).”

Cut on a headless fragment of a herm, originally probably set up on the Sacred Way
from Athens to Eleusis, found near Aspropyrgos north of the Sacred Way between
Daphni and Eleusis; now lost.

It should be noted that avtoxpdtep Kaloap is in the singular instead of the plural
for the two emperors.

It has been claimed that the milestones of Greece and Asia Minor were the principal
monuments of Roman imperial art of the decades from the death of Severus Alexander to
the advent of the Tetrarchy.*0 Attica is represented with five different milestones (9. and
22.-25.) in the Late Roman period.*! They can be assumed to reflect repair works
undertaken by the government during this period.?

Tabula Imperii Byzantini states that the road system of Attica facilitated travel from
Cithaeron to Corinth and other destinations in the Peloponnesus via Megara.*> Athens
was served by a road which passed from Eleusis along the coast to Daphni, which lies in
the valley between Mt. Aigaleos and Stephanobouni. It followed the route of the Sacred
Way, 1epd 086¢.44

III. The Fourth Century Inscriptions

This chapter studies the public® inscriptions datable between A.D. 300 and A.D. 395:
the fourth century before the incursion of Alaric in A.D. 396.

40 vermeule (1968), 7.

41 The rest of the milestones, although two of them (22. and 23.) date partly already to the third and
fourth century proper, are published in the beginning of Chapter IV.

42 This was assumed by Travlos (1988a), 177.

43 TIB, 98,

44 Ibid. The length of the Sacred Way is given as 20.5 kilometres, which would be approximately 12

Roman miles; the milestones from around Daphni — according to 7/B, 141 — are at a distance of

nine kilometres, equal to six Roman miles (see 23., 24. and possibly also 25.).

I omit here two fragments of regulations from the central government: /G II/Il12, no. 1120 (The

Edict of Diocletian on Prices, from A.D. 301), and IG II/III2, no. 1121 (a constitution on the

Caesariani, from A.D. 305), for not being especially relevant to the topic of this paper. Another

omission of a virtually public text from this study concerns /G 1I/I112, no. 2342, a genealogical cata-

Togue of priests reaching up to the beginning of the fourth century.

45
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10. /G II/1II2, no. 3200: An epistyle with the name of the Emperor Constantine or
Constans (A.D. 316-3507)

Y@ K avetalviive?]

Cut on an epistyle (preserved H. 0.53, preserved W. 1.57, T. 0.52, LH. 0.16-0.19),
provenience unknown.

It may be presumed that the person mentioned is probably an emperor because the text
evidently covered the central part of the block*® in huge letters; that there is no Flavius
before the name should not worry us either.#” Thus, the person mentioned could be
Constantius Chlorus, Constans or one of those carrying the name Constantius, or
Constantine I or II.

There seems to be more evidence in favour of Constantine the Great than for
Constans: the former had a great concern for Athens,*® he was also honoured with a
statue containing an inscription for having acted as a strategos, taking care of the cura
annonae® Additional support for this view may be found in the fact that the elevation in
the status of the province of Achaea was probably due to Constantine’s administrative
reforms.’® Compared to this, Constans could only boast of having given several grain-
producing islands to Athens, in response to a request made by the sophist
Prohaeresius.’!

In conclusion, the building was probably dedicated to Constantine the Great, but
Constans remains a possibility.

11. /G 1I/III%, no. 3692: Honours to the archon Hegias (first half of the fourth
century)

tov Aaunpétatov [P
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ap&avta TV EnmvVupoV
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46 With the uninscribed ficld of at least 0.80 m. at left, I estimate the original width of the block at
around 3.20 m.

47 See Feissel in Feissel and Philippidis-Braat (1985), no. 2, for another example of this.

48 See Julian, Orario 1.6 (ed. Bidez (1932)). which is a panegyric to Constantius I1.

49 jbid.: Paoihede yap Gv kol kbprog mdviwy, otpotnyds éxelvav AElov kaieioBar kai
ToLOTNG EIKGVOG TUYXGVOV HET’ EMLYpappatog.

50 Groag (1946), 15-16 and 22. This could possibly be linked with Constantine’s keenness to show
favour to the cstablished pagan aristocracy of Athens, seen, for example, in Constantine sending
Nicagoras, the daduch of Eleusis, on a trip to Egypt: see Millar (1969), 17 with notes 5658, and
Fowden (1987) with details.

51 Eunapius, VS X.7.5-8 has a considerably detailed account of this incident.
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“With veneration the entire city (of Athens) has dedicated (this statue of) her
own benefactor, the lamprotatos Hegias, son of Timocrates, who very
generously held the office of eponymous archon and very conspicuously
held the office of president of the panegyris-festival.”

Cut on the left side of a reused rectangular statue base (H. 0.61, W. 0.59, T. 0.67,
LH. 0.015-0.036); first use for /G II/II?, no. 3701, third use for /G II/III%, no. 3818
=29.); found in the wall of the church of Agia Kyra Kandeli (later demolished) in Plaka.
(See map in Fig. 2 b)

In the /G TI/ITI? this inscription is evidently misdated in the mid-third century due to a
misprint; the correct date, A.D. 300-350, had been printed four years earlier.’? Earlier
scholars had dated the text either in A.D. 42253 or in the mid-third century.>* Graindor
was the first scholar to establish an acceptable date for this inscription.>> He rejected
Dittenberger’s identification of Hegias, son of Timocrates, with another Hegias, whose
father and deme are unknown.>® I agree with Graindor’s analysis of the lettering of the
inscription, which could be as late as the fifth century (see Appendix on scripts). If
Hegias were later than Plutarchus the Sophist (floruit around A.D. 410) recorded on the
third inscription (29.) on the same base, he should be dated before A.D. 423, when the
Emperor Theodosius II issued a decree forbidding pagan rites.’ Finally, the statue of
Plutarchus could hardly have been used for Hegias, so Graindor dated Hegias in early
fourth century, midway between Marcus Ulpius Flavius Tisamenus of the first inscrip-
tion and Plutarchus of the last reuse of the base.’®

There are some other things that could corroborate the later date. This public
inscription has three striking examples of e for 1 (lines 2, 4, and 8) and words not
attested in any other similar inscriptions.’® Dedication by f téAic ohvraca is very
rare,%0 but this cannot be shown to reflect a change in the structure of post-Herulian civic
life at Athens. That Hegias was honoured by the entire city has been interpreted as the
greatest honour.®! Without a doubt we have here a stylistically aberrant inscription,
where the demoticon and gentilicium may have been left out on purpose.

There were several wealthy families in third-century Athens, and fewer in the fifth
century, who dominated the local offices and willingly spent their money for public
purposes,®? but we have practically no knowledge of this phenomenon in the fourth

52

This was in 1931 in Archontum Tabulae, 796 (in IG 1I/I112, pars altera.)
53

Dumont (1874), 63: around A.D. 422, evidently due to Theodosius’ decree forbidding pagan festivi-

ties (CTh XVI1.10.22, ed. Pharr (1952)).

34 Dittenberger (1878), no. 709, Kirchner in /G [I/I112, no. 3692, and Barbieri (1952), 391, no. 2241.

55 Graindor (1922), 287-289, no. 208 and p. 300.

36 See IG TI/III2, no. 2342, Tines 16 and 34.

57 See Tine 5 of our inscription: TavmnyvplapyRoOVTa.

58 This has been accepted by Oliver (1942), 89, in his archon list, but not by Geagan (1967), 146.

59 Two of the rare words are @hotewdtata and meprpavéoTota,

60 Curiously enough, it occurs in an inscription dated in the early third century: IG II/I1I2, no. 3699,
lines 8-12. See also /G II/IIIZ, no. 3945, lines 5-8.

61 Keil (1919), 31.

62 Day (1942), 257 (third century); Keil (1919), 90, thinks that Athens depended on very few rich fami-

lies around A.D. 400; for the Iater fifth century, when, among others, Hegias (son of Theagenes)

flourished, see Fowden (1990), 495.
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century.® Perhaps Hegias has to be included in the local wealthy class, with possible
links to Eleusis (panegyriarchos) and other priestly ties.®

12. /G 1I/111%, no. 5206: Gateway on the Acropolis, built by Flavius Septimius
Marcellinus (around the second quarter of the fourth century)

el @A(6Brog) Zentipiog Mapked[Aelvog 0 Aap(tpétatog) koi amo
dyovoBet]dv
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“Flavius Septimius Marcellinus, the lamprotatos and ex-agonothete (built)
the Gateway to the Acropolis from his own resources.”

Cut on a large block (preserved H. 0.39, preserved W. 1.59, T. 0.375-0.385, LH.
0.048-0.064, excepting phi), found in the second gate of the Turkish outworks on the
Acropolis (see map in Fig. 2 b); presently near the south-western corner of the
Parthenon.

This inscription has to be dated into the period after around A.D. 325, when the name
Flavius gained in popularity, for example in Egypt, among the most prominent
decurions.® Our Marcellinus is unfortunately missing from PLRE, but there are several
Flavii Septimii in PLRE I and one Flavius Marcellinus in PLRE 1I. More illustrative than
these, however, is the ®A. Zen[tiniog?] recorded on a series of panels for a possible
benefactor at Aphrodisias dated in the fourth century by Roueché.® The correct reading
0 Aop(rnpdtatog) instead of @Aap(tvéAtog) or pAGu(nv) was established as late as in
1960 by Bodnar.57 This invalidates all of the speculations concerning Marcellinus’ high-
priesthood. The newly established reading may be seen to be further corroborated by the
additional rank of &rd dywvoBerdv (albeit without exactly identical parallels), to which
one may compare 13., lines 10-11: 10D diaonpuotdrov Kot / Grd KOpiTeV.

A date in the fourth century, based on the study of the Beulé Gate published by
Graindor in 1914,% has been adopted by most of the later scholars.® In recent years,
however, the connection of the inscription with the Beulé¢ Gate has been called into
question: Frantz states that until it is exhaustively studied, the gate has to be considered

63 See 12. and 16. studicd below.

64 Hegias® designation of rank is Aoprpétatoc; the rest of the inscription reveals Hegias® generosity
and, at the same time, his stature.

65 Sec Keenan (1973 and 1974), especially the summary in id. (1974), 301-302, concerning Egypt,
mainly based on the evidence of papyri.

66 Roucché (1989), no. 35. He is an imperial official or a local citizen, either honorand or dedicant. 1
do not claim that they are identical; the possible connection had escaped Roueché’s attention.

67 Bodnar (1960), 177.

68  The date of this inscription has been a controversial issue. Third century dates have been proposed
by Wachsmuth (1874), 704, Judeich (1905), 100 with note 3, and Viale (1921), 28. In more recent
scholarship only Travlos (sce Travlos (1966), 351, on Beulé Gate, and id. (1971), 483) has favoured
a date in the mid-third century. Graindor’s principal arguments (Graindor (1914), 288-291) touch
upon architectural, palaecographical, linguistic and historical aspects. Graindor thought that Alaric’s
epoch was the reason behind the fortification of the Acropolis.

69 For example Judeich (1931), 105, with note 4; Day (1942), 260, note 35; Oliver (1950), 88;
Bodnar (1960), 177.
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apart from the inscription.”® Frantz establishes a more general date for the inscription on
basis of the continuous fear of invasions in the fourth century, not only the Visigothic
threat in the 390’s, so strongly emphasised by Graindor.”! I agree with her on these
points, because we have no means of establishing a more precise date for the text than
mid-fourth century after Christ.

13. IG TI/ITI%, no. 4222: Honours to the Proconsul Rufius Festus (after A.D. 372)
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“For Good Luck: The Council of Areopagus and the Council of the 300
members and the people of Athens set up (this statue of) vir clarissimus, the
Proconsul of Achaea and member of the Council of Areopagus, Rufius
Festus, for his favour and beneficence towards the city (of Athens). The
daduch Flavius Pom( ), the perfectissimus and ex comitibus, was in charge
(of the erection of the statue).”

Cut on a reused round statue base first used for /G II/III%, no. 4217 (H. 0.87,
diameter 0.505, LH. 0.013-0.021, excepting phi), found between the Erechtheum and
the Propylaea (see map in Fig. 2 b) on the Acropolis. (For the variant reading in line 7,
see Dittenberger (1878), no. 635.)

Only Rufius Festus and Claudius Illyrius (see 2. and 3.) are known to have been
Areopagites besides being proconsuls of Achaea.”? It has been proposed that the
proconsul appointed the members of the Areopagus in the fourth century.”? Be that as it
may, the formula used in our inscription (lines 4-7) belongs to the best-documented
type,’* although it should be added that the quota of the members in the council was cut
down to 300.7 There are also literary sources for the continuation of the council’® and

70 Frantz (1982), 35-36, especially 36 with note 13. It is remarkable that Frantz ignored this inscrip-

tion in her monograph (ead. (1988)) on Late Roman Athens.
11 Ead, (1982), 36, with notes 11-12.
72 Geagan (1967), 55, note 90.
73 Keil (1919), 81, based on Himerius’ speech for Scylacius, Oratio XXV.
74 Geagan (1967), 139-143.
73 Id., 74; Frantz (1988), 12, note 8 (ignoring IG II/IT12, no. 3716, 18. in this study).
76 Julian, Oratio V (ed. Bidez (1932)): f PovAfi kot 18 dNpe.
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the Council of Areopagus.”’ As for how to resolve in line 9 the abbreviated name Flavius
Pom( ), who remains to be the last known daduch of the Eleusinian mysteries, Clinton
has suggested that it is a second gentilicium rather than a cognomen.’®

The career of Rufius Festus has been studied by Groag in a very thorough and
authoritative manner.”® He identifies Rufus with the son of the poet Rufius Festus
Avienus.80 Following Groag’s theory we get the terminus post quem for Festus, a
former magister memoriae of Valens, in A.D. 372. Groag’s somewhat confused account
of the identification of Festus ends in the mention that his forefather Musonius Rufus and
father Avienus had visited Greece.8! The date of Festus’ proconsulate, however, cannot
be regarded as sure.

14. /G TI/I1I%, no. 4226: Honours to the Praetorian Prefect Probus (A.D. 375/376 or
A.D. 382-3847)

elkov yarkein oe [IpdPov
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“The Proconsul of Achaea Anatolius set you up, Prefect Probus, at Athens
in a statue made of bronze.”

Cut on a round statue base, found in the lot of Gaspar north of the Tower of the
Winds (see map in Fig. 2 b) in Plaka, but now lost.

Generally the raising up of a bronze statue for any high-ranking official from the mid-
fourth century on would require authorisation by an emperor.®? But this consideration is
naturally dispensible with regard to such a brief, matter-of-fact distich as this.

The historical persons behind this inscription had been dated in A.D. 440, but later on
Robert®? established the date in the mid 370’s through prosopographical identification
with Sextus Claudius Petronius Probus®* and the Proconsul of Achaea Anatolius,
honoured at Sparta at about the same time.®5 Although PLRE has accepted the date
suggested by Robert (A.D. 375/376) Groag’s arguments for a later date should be
considered.®¢ Groag starts from the four different periods of Probus as praetorian
prefect: 1) from A.D. 367 until 376, 2) from A.D. 379/380 until 381, 3) from A.D.
382/383 until 384, and 4) from A.D. 386/387 until his death after 389. Groag speaks for

77 Himerius, Oratio VII addresses the Council of Arcopagus.

78  Clinton (1974), 66-67. There are several daduchs with the name Pompeius in /G 1I/1112, nos. 1773.
1775, 1776, 1781, and 1789 from around A.D. 170. - See also PLRE 1, s.v. Pom(?pei(an)us) 5,
which is just another conjecture for the name.

79 Groag (1946), 49-51.

80  See also PLRE 1, s.v. Festus 12, dated vaguely into mid/late fourth century.

81 Further references on this controversial issue can be found in von Haehling (1978), 429-430.

82 See Feissel (1984), 545-558, especially 550 with note 30.

83 Robert (1948), 54--55, [ollowed by PLRE 1 (see note 84 below).

84  pLRE I, s.v. Probus 5, with lengthy references on his career.

85 4., s.v. Anatolius 8. Woodward (1925-1926), 245-247, provided the editio princeps of the honorary
inscription, later on assessed by Robert (1948), 63, and Feissel in Feissel and Philippidis-Braat
(1985), no. 26 (with full bibliography).

86 Groag (1946), 57-58.
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the third term of office, because the first term would be too early for the Proconsul
Anatolius to have rebuilt Sparta after the disaster referred to in the Spartan epigram.’”
The earthquake provides a terminus post quem in A.D. 375/6,88 with an addition of
several years for the reconstruction of Sparta to be accomplished. Thus the first term of
office is practically out of the question, and the second term is implausible because then
only the Pannonian diocese belonging to the prefecture of Illyricum was under Probus’
rule. This means that the third term of office, A.D. 382/383 until 384, would be the most
probable date for this inscription.

15. IG 1I/I11?, no. 4223: Honours to the Proconsul Theodorus (A.D. 379-395)
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“Themistocles put up this statue of me, Theodorus, the ruler of the people
of Achaea, with the consent of Athens.”

“You see the leader Theodorus, who saved all the Greeks and their cities
with (his) well and gently administered law. This is why Themistocles
dedicated a stone statue of him in the city; for such was the decree of the
city. Thereafter he prayed to the god, creator of all things, (in order) to set
up also a bronze statue with the consent of Theodosius.”

Cut on a reused round statue base (H. 0.79, diameter 0.73, LH. 0.012-0.028), used
as an altar support in the church of Agia Aikaterine in Plaka. (See map in Fig. 2 b)

In line 1 &px6v stands for proconsul.8? This will be understood when the words
e0dikine’ ayaviiot | odoe Tlavelknvev copate kai toiag (lines 3—4) are in-
terpreted within the framework of Late Roman epigrammatic phraseology: evdikin/
eovopin is very frequently used in honorary epigrams for proconsuls and prefects,
especially in praising their activities;’° line 4 is especially important in this respect
because it does not refer to any warlike operations but only praises the flourishing of

87 References to the epigram can be found in note 85 above. The relevant parts of the text include: éx

Gy yop ébv mavtwv and kfipag Epvkel | Znapmy t ebavdpov tedlev Epemopévnyv.

As reported, for example, in Zosimus 1V.18.2.

Theodorus has been identified as a proconsul after von Premerstein reconsidered his opinion on the

alleged dux Achivorum, see von Premerstein (1923), 76; the fact of the matter is that already Kaibel

(Kaibel (1878), commentary on no. 915) had professed his suspicions that we have here a proconsul.

90 Robert (1948), 22-24, 36-37, 91, 94, 97-98 and 103 give ample testimony to this. For the con-
cept, see id., 18-27.

88
89
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Achaea as a result of Theodorus’ prudent administration of the laws.?! There are a couple
of close parallels for this at Aphrodisias, the first of which deserves to be quoted:
’Aveéms o]d)t;cov yap opod dAuovg te moAelg Te... Bepovikiavde... fivoyev
TEVYEW EiKOVO poppapén[v].

One of the most striking features of our inscription is the explicit indication that there
was a need for an imperial authorisation for a bronze statue, whereas a stone statue could
be erected with the consent of the city alone (see lines 7-8 as opposed to line 6).93

Theodorus is a common name, which makes identifications dubious.* Presently our
Theodorus is being kept apart from two other persons with the identical name, but who
could be identified with him.% The first of them is Theodorus 17 in PLRE 1, who had
been a friend of Libanius at Antioch. He was well educated and influential at
Constantinople from A.D. 388 until 390 and again in A.D. 393. It is this person that
Groag speaks for, and consequently he suggests a date between A.D. 393 and 395.9°
The other possibility could be Theodorus 18 in PLRE 1, who might be identical with
Theodorus 17. He was the Prefect of Constantinople in A.D. 385 or 387.

Theodorus’ identity remains unsolved, but no scholar has yet proposed that the name
Theodosius could refer to the Emperor Theodosius II instead of Theodosius I, which
would then set the identification of the Proconsul Theodorus in a totally different light.
The later date seems unlikely, evidently due to the dearth of inscriptions in Achaea
connected with the later emperor.

16. Raubitschek (1964), 64 (Agora inv. no. I 3542), taken up by SEG 38, no. 184:
Honours to Iamblichus (the early 390’s)

0BTV Kol petd motpov dBmnevtoic YAveideaa(i]
0 oteyovOg TioeV Tayog "Apeog oUveKe TOPYOUS
teiyeog €pkog Etevtev TapPAiyog GAPov Ondooag.
vacat
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“The silent hill of Areopagus honoured this man even after his death with
carvings which cannot flatter him, Iamblichus, because he built the towers,
the defence wall, giving it for the (common) weal.”

91 This has perceptively been pointed out by Groag (1946), 63. See also Roueché (1989), no. 41 and
SEG 16, no. 261 = Feissel in Feissel and Philippidis-Braat (1985), no. 28 for additional evidence.

92 Roueché (1989), no. 36 for the Praetorian Prefect Anthemius. Another example is provided by the
following no. 37 (both fifth century).

93 Wachsmuth (1874), 713-714; von Premerstein (1912b), 215-216; Feissel (1984), 545-558, espe-
cially 550 with note 30.

94 A possible candidate could be seen in Kent (1966), no. 517 = Feissel in Feissel and Philippidis-
Braat (1985), 364, no. 51*,

95 PLRE 1, 5.v. Theodorus 16.

96 Groag (1946), 64, with notes 1 and 2.



Life and Administration of Late Roman Attica 33

“This Iamblichus adorned Athens through his wisdom and also raised a
mighty wall for the city of Kranaos. [---7]”

Two epigrams — the second obviously by another hand — cut on a fragment of a reused
herm (preserved H. 0.505, W. 0.292, T. 0.238, LH. 0.003-0.027), found in the area of
Stoa of Attalus in the Agora. (See map in Fig. 2 b)

This inscription definitely belongs to the end of the fourth century; the lettering of the
epigrams favours this hypothesis strongly (see Appendix on scripts). The ancestry of
Iamblichus as presented by Raubitschek has been corrected by Alan Cameron.®’
Iamblichus was a native of Apamea, son of Himerius and pupil of Libanius, but not the
grandson of the great philosopher Iamblichus, who was also originally from Apamea.®®

Before attempting to identify what kind of wall was fortified by Iamblichus, two
issues deserve brief comment. Firstly, in line 2 the Areopagus is mentioned. The Council
of Areopagus is addressed in Himerius®® and the council in Julian’s Oratio V;'% this
means they were still functioning in the fourth century. Secondly, it also seems that the
intellectual pursuits of the honorand mentioned in the beginning of the second epigram
are secondary reasons for the honours bestowed upon him.

After the construction of the Post-Herulian Wall there was a hiatus of around 100
years before another effort was undertaken for the protection of Athens. Probable
reconstruction of the city wall near the Pnyx, in the time of Julian, was mentioned by
Day.!%! Frantz reports!? that by the end of the fourth century the settlement outside the
Post-Herulian Wall was substantial enough to warrant restoring the Themistoclean circuit
wall, which had fallen into disrepair after its restoration under Valerian and after the
attack of A.D. 267. Frantz goes on to link the erection of the wall and the associated
towers built by Iamblichus to the danger posed in the 390’s by the invasion of the
Visigoths under Alaric.!%? This circumstance, in fact, provides us with a date for the
inscription: after Iamblichus’ death (in A.D. 391?) but before the raid of 396.104
Raubitschek’s theory about the occasion and the place of the erection or dedication of the
herm in the House of Julian remains purely hypothetical.!%3

17. IG 1/1I1%, no. 3674: Honours to the hierophant Erotius (fourth century)
P

Anodg kol xovpng Beotxerov 1epopdviny
" xvdaivav tatépa otiioe d6poig KAéadag,

[K]exporing coov épvog Epdtiov: G pa kot odtdg

97 See Cameron (1967), 146153 for details.

98 See further in PLRE 1, s.v. lamblichus 2.

99 See note 77 above.

100 See note 76 above; compare also 13. and 18.

101 pay (1942), 265; the archaeological report was published in Thompson (1936), 200, where he chose
Julian instead of Justinian from the ancient literary references.

102 Frantz (1988), 1415, without referring to Iamblichus.

103 74, 51,

104 Eoq. (1965), 192, suggests a date of about A.D. 400, but Zosimus, Historia nova V.5 relates that
Alaric thought Athens was an easy target because her walls were too long to be defended by the
Athenians.

105 Raubitschek (1964), 68.
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" Aepvaiov adbtov 1oov £8ekto yépoc.

P

(\) vacat

“Cleadas erected (this statue of) his father in the temple of Demeter and
Persephone, thus honouring him as the god-like hierophant of Demeter and
Persephone, as the wise off-spring of the land of Cecrops, Erotius by
name. Thus he himself also received the same dignity of (being the priest
in) the innermost sanctuary of Lerna.”

Cut on a slab (H. 0.30, W. 0.31, LH. 0.014), found in the area of the modern
Metropolis church (see map in Fig. 2 b), removed to Oxford, but nowadays lost.

Although this inscription has been dated in the second or third century!® or third
century,'%7 there are some features of this text and especially of another epigram closely
related to it that could allow a date even in the later fourth century. As Cleadas is said to
have received the priesthood not at Eleusis, but at Lerna, it is only natural that we identify
him as the builder of a gate in Argos, commemorated in the Greek Anthology 9.688:

TAvde tOAnv Adesowv ébEEotolg apapuiay,
dpedtepov kbéopov te natpn kol BdpPog 0ditalg,
1edEe KAéng KAeddog ayoviig mdoig ednatepeing,
Aepvaiov adVtev nepldcilog 0pyloedvng,
tepndpevog dmpoisv dyacBevénv PaciAnov.

The fourth line of this epigram establishes the identity, while the fifth line probably
refers to Late Roman emperors. Lerna and Eleusis figure also in /G II/III%, no. 4841 (a
taurobolic altar datable in the later fourth century) in a similar way as in our present
inscription.

Finally, Follet has also suggested that this inscription could be of a late date, even
though it cannot be dated more precisely.!®® In any case, it should be pointed out that this
text possibly proves that the Eleusinian cult was still alive in Late Roman Athens,
evidently with a temple.

18. IG 1I/111%, no. 3716: Honours to [---]les of Melite (fourth century?)

n €€ 'Apetov na- "
yov BouvAn koi 1 Pov-
VAN T®V TpLoKosinv
[-=]An Mehtéa "4

apetfig évekev. " 5

“The Council of Areopagus and the Council of the 300 members (honour)
[---1les from the deme of Melite, for his merits.”

106 Kaibel (1878), no. 866 on the basis of the letter forms, followed by Kirchner in /G II/1112, albeit
without argumentation.

107 Dittenberger (1878), no. 719, does not explain his reasons for this date.

108 Follet (1976), 273, leaves the question more or less open.
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Cut on a herm, found near Aglaurion on the northern slope of the Acropolis (see map
in Fig. 2 b), but later lost. For its text we have to rely on two copies published by (the
not always reliable) Pittakes, which are at variance with each other.109

There is nothing to indicate a late date except for the mention of the Council with 300
members, attested also in 13., dated after A.D. 372.110 It is remarkable that the
demoticon is still being used in contrast to the Hegias inscription (11. above). It is
difficult to say why the number of the boule dropped so heavily in the fourth century. It
is equally difficult to know about the honorand and the circumstances under which he
was honoured by the two councils.

19. IG TI/ITI%, no. 4227: Honours to a proconsul (fourth century?)

E—
[-———dv]Bvrdtov
[-———~ Jvnow gyeipag
[-———- lv dpethopévnv.

vacat

“[---] of a proconsul [---] having raised with [---] that is due.”

Cut on a fragment of a reused statue base (preserved measurements: H. 0.19, W.
0.175, T. 0.220, LH. 0.022-0.027, excepting phi), found near the “Palace of the
Giants” (near Odeum of Agrippa) in the Agora. (See map in Fig. 2 b)

The interpretation is very difficult due to the fragmentary state of the inscription, but
the object itself is probably a fragment of a reused monument, evidently a statue base. On
basis of this and the use of the verb éyeipw I am convinced that this is an honorary
inscription rather than an epitaph.!!! Of the 37 active forms of this verb in the Greek
Anthology, no more than four have anything to do with raising a grave monument,!!?
whereas there are at least four examples of raising a statue,!13 and twice a city has been
repaired.!1* It is difficult to decide between a statue and a building, perhaps, but a
tombstone is certainly out of the question.!!> I think that the weak point in Peek’s

109 pittakes (1835), 158 and 495.

110 See note 75 for references.

Peck (1942), 48, no. 70, edited this text as an epitaph: [--- av]Bvrdrov | [copdv §' 080 ]vnowy
gyetpog | [k&tBeto thv Bavdre undelv dgethopévny. This has been rejected by Robert in
BEpigr 1952, no. 54, comment on Peek’s no. 70, although Robert himself had ignored this text in
his monograph (Robert (1948)) on Late Roman epigrams.

112 4p 7.605; 8.189, 219, and 231.

113 14.9.809; 16.335, 360, and 361. All of these are mid-fifth century or Justinianic, being the statues
of Pindar and of the charioteer Porphyrius. _

1d.9.696, dated in A.D. 399, when Theodorus raised Constantinople tetpandpoig ayiot during his
consulshlp, id. 16 42 is an honorary statue base for the Proconsul Theodosius, probably fifth centu-
Iy Tov péyav év Boukoug @eoﬁoctov Actﬁog apxov | elxdve pappapén otioopey avBinatov, |
obveka Zpdpvav Eyeipe kol fiyayev &g odog avbig | ¢ spyoxg Bavpaciolg moAhov deldopévnyv.
Add to these AP 9.811 referring probably to an area (éu& y@pov €yeiper) established by the
Emperor Justinian, evidently with buildings.

The thickness of the monument may be used as an argument; Peek is unwilling to see any parallels
between this text and IG TI/IIIZ, nos. 4224-4226, simply because they are honours to prefects, not

111

114

115
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interpretation of the text as an epitaph is his choice of the vaguest word éyeipw for
interpreting the whole.

With this in mind I adduce further parallels: Roueché (1989), nos. 39 and 40, both
dated in the mid-fifth century, concern themselves with the restoration and remodelling of
the East Agora Gate by a praeses and a 6x0AacTik0¢ Kol matnp (tfig norewg). On
the basis of these and AP 16.281, line 6: 1ed&é pv (a bath is referred to) oixeiolg
xpnpoot kot daravolg, I would be ready to suggest a restoration [idiaig daralvnow
gyelpog in line 2. It is difficult to know whether the masculine participle refers to the
building activity of the proconsul or to the body of citizens (dfjnog vel simile) respon-
sible for erecting the statue of the proconsul. The last line, with its almost totally lost
trochaic word in the accusative connected to the passive participle 6@ethopévny, would
make a strong case for a statue. Without wanting to follow in Peek’s footsteps by
restoring too much, I would be inclined to see a word for statue (eikéva vel simile) in
line 1 depending on the word [&v]Burndtov. In this case the possible reasons for
erecting a statue would have been reported in the line(s) missing above, whereas the
details of its erection — or possibly further reasons — were given in the last two lines.!16

As this is an apparent surface find, it would indeed be very hypothetical to bring this
inscription in connection with either the building of the “Palace of the Giants”!17 or the
massive rectangular base for a statue of very considerable size, around 45 metres north of
the entrance to the “Palace of the Giants”.!18

20. von Premerstein (1912a), 30-31, taken up by SEG 38, no. 196: Labels
pertaining to philosophical schools (fourth century?)

A. B. C.

vacat vacal [vacal? ’ vacat

vt Trwik@v vacat Kuvik@yv Erikovpeliov.

“Of the Stoics”; “Of the Cynics™; “Of the Epicureans.”

Cut on two reused door jambs (A.: H. 0.28-0.30, preserved W. 3, T. 0.41-0.43,
LH. 0.165-0.18; C.: H. 0.29-0.30, preserved W. 1.27, T. 0.42, LH. 0.155-0.165)
and one reused lintel (B.: H. 0.26, W. 2.57, T. 0.48) connected with each other, found
in the church of Agia Dynamis on Metropoleos Street (A.), and near the church of Agios
Seraphim on the northern (B., now lost) slope and near the Asklepieion on the southern
(C.) slope of the Acropolis. (See map in Fig. 2 b)

Although the lettering of these inscriptions is identical, it is extremely difficult to
propose more than a very vague date: from around the later third to the fourth century.

to proconsuls. Peek erred similarly in interpreting the epigram for the Empress Eudocia as a funerary
epigram, rather than as an honorary inscription: see 33. below.

116 The trebling of the intermediate interlinear space at the bottom of the text proves that there were no
more lines to this epigram. Another epigram below the broken edge is a possibility not be ignored.

117 The date suggested by Frantz (1988), 65, note 51, for the building of the Palace between A.D. 410
425 would not destroy the hypothesis, but judging by the letter forms — we really do not have
anything else to judge by — the connection would seem improbable.

118 This theory is proposed in the commentary of the honorary inscription for the Empress Eudocia, see
33. below. There the problem is the alleged date of the base — sometime in the fourth century pace
Frantz (1988), 60 - and here the problem is the fact that the base itself carried no inscription, but
probably supported a columnar pedestal for a statue, as is conjectured id., 109, which necessitates
further study of the plan and purpose of the “Round Building” and other nearby buildings, see id.,
109-110.
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It is equally difficult to explain the function of these blocks with certainty. Until
recently, the blocks were thought to be epistyles belonging to different philosophical
schools.!1® They were then connected with the building activities of the Proconsul
Cervonius, mentioned in Himerius’ speech.lzo The date was then established in the
third!?! or rather in the fourth century,!?2 but not accepted by Kirchner.!?3 Von
Premerstein was audacious enough to suggest a theory that the inscriptions belonged to
one of the gymnasia in the northern side of town.124

More recently, Frantz has studied these objects thoroughly. It appears that they were
originally door jambs and a lintel, reused for texts between the second century and Late
Antiquity, used in some way in one single building devoted to intellectual pursuits.!?

21. Frantz (1979), 203 (Epigraphical Museum inv. no. EM 1861), taken up by SEG
29, no. 200: A dedication to emperors on an epistyle (fourth century?)

“[---] of the most divine Emperors... [---]”

Cut on a fragment of an epistyle block (H. 0.43, preserved W. 2.65, T. 0.24, LH.
0.15-0.17), found in Plaka. (See map in Fig. 2 b)

As the text mentions emperors in the genitive case, it very probably is a part of a
dedicatory formula from a building inscription.

The words Beldtotol Secndtan probably refer to emperors of the fourth or the fifth
century.'6 There is no other clue to a more precise date for this building. In any case,
the building that this inscription belonged to cannot be identical with that mentioned in
10. or 26. in this study.

IV. Inscriptions Postdating A.D. 396

This chapter brings together the public!?’ inscriptions from the period after the
incursion of Alaric and his Visigoths in A.D. 396. The omission of public Christian texts
is due to a change in the categories “public” and “private” in Christian epigraphic culture.

19 1yudeich (1905), 100 with note 4; von Premerstein (1912a), 30-32; Judeich (1931), 105, with note
o 5; Day (1942), 265, note 11.

Himerius, Oratio XXXVIII (ed. Colonna (1951)), quoted quite extensively by Wachsmuth (1874),
712, note 1.

Judeich (1905), 100, note 4, has doubts about a later date.

von Premerstein (1912a), 31 convinced Judeich (1931), 105, note 5, to revise his view. Day fol-

lowed both of them (Day (1942), 265, note 11).

Without giving a reason, Kirchner suggested a date in the first or the second century in his edition of

Kuvikdv in IG II/II12, no. 5184.

124 yon Premerstein (1912a), 32, suggests Ptolemaion or Diogeneion.

125 Frantz (1988), 62-63.

126 The word Seondng gained in popularity in the beginning of the fourth century, compare Hagedorn
(1980), 176, who dates the change from xbptog to deondétng in Egypt between the years A.D. 298

and 308, with some exceptions.

The following seven characteristically Early Christian votive, dedicatory and building inscriptions
have been omitted from this paper:

121
122

123

127
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22. IG TI/ITI%, no. 5203: A milestone from Mandra with seven texts (Severan period
until A.D. 397)

A, F.

(d)noMe- 1 [d(omini) n(ostri duo)]

vépwv B. [—=]I Arcadiufs]

"B Y Avyovotolg (et HoJn<or>ius
ANME[——-]EIC[—] " ™ [sJub v(iro) c(larissimo) >
KAAMI[-]JAEICAN[-—]EZ [e]t <s>pec<t>a[bli<i>i 5
CTPEYAC " " proc(onsule) ™

C. Eysebio
(®Yrha(ov)iov (D" Y dv(O[n(dten?)]
Kowotavrio[v] G.
kai(Tyai{e)[piov] 101¢ de(on)d[tong NUAV]
Ma&ipniavod [kai] (aiyov(i)oig Ab[y]ova[to1¢]
10ig émeavestd[to1g] 5| BoAieviwviav[® ka]iB[&A]e(v)[t]
" Kaltsoplot]v VWY B et

D.
(t)oig k(6)ouolv]
[cotApov?]
"WYY NE[-—]kal
[Koo]tavteiv(o) E.
[t]oig Zefactolg 5 | kal 10D kupiov UV
[-———- | El——- ]
""" NOTAN CEPBATIOYAAAYT(E)
UNTEPO. KAOTPOV
vacat IB vacat 5
A.: “From Megara 12 miles.”
B.: “To the Augusti [---]”
C.: “To the most renowned Caesares Flavius (?) Constantius and Galerius

Maximianus.”

+ Umep edyfic "Aptepioiov kail moav{toc}tog 10D olko(v) avtod edited in Lenormant (1862),
379; [t]ov alyiov "Alv8péav, studiced in Creaghan and Raubitschek (1947), 29, no. XI; tfig
O[e]lotdxkov, taken up by BEpigr 1963, no. 88; [orép evyfig (7) ————— Javiov k(ai) Zrpotovikov
taken up by SEG 15, no. 140; [b]nép edyfig 0D 0 (@)(ed)g oidev 10 [vop]a kol TV apievov
éxaliépynoev (=SEG 15, no. 141); abt[n 1] nvin 100 Avtp(et)od, 8A[kowor] | noekedoovte
év abtf edited in JG T/IIIZ, no. 5207; [-———— kJai névrev 1dv np[-———— NN E——— ] tov otkov
todtov é[neoxedooe?] edited in /G II/III2, no. 5215.
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D.: “To the Saviours of the World [---] and Constantine, the Augusti [---]”

E.. “[---7---] and of our Master [---] mater castrorum. 12 miles.”

F.: ”Our two Masters [---?] Arcadius and Honorius, during the proconsul-
ship of the vir clarissimus et spectabilis Eusebius, the proconsul.”

G.: "To our Masters and eternal Augusti Valentinian and Valens. 12 miles.”

Cut on a columnar milestone (H. 1.15, diameter 0.37-0.43, LH. 0.015-0.018),
found near Eleusis, but now lost.

As the two editions!?8 prior to /G IVIII%, no. 5203, are at variance with each other, I
have decided to make use of all of the available information in them,; the position of the
various inscriptions on the stone has been taken from the CIL, although the copy is often
at variance with the edition of the text and does not seem to be as reliable as Milchhofer.

Three of these texts indicate a distance of 12 miles, A. from Megara, E. and G.
equally possibly from Athens. Texts B. and E. remain virtually undeciphered, whereas
the texts C., D., F., and G. can reasonably well be attributed (chronologically) to the
reigns of the Emperors Constantine, Valentinian, Valens, Arcadius and Honorius, as well
as of the Caesares Constantius and Galerius.

Some major issues concerning each of the texts may be mentioned in passing. Text A.
shows the importance of Megara in the Late Roman network of roads in Achaea. Text B.
is in Greek; the word Avyovotoig in the first line is paralleled in another, otherwise
Latin milestone found near Eleusis (see 25.). Text C. can be dated between A.D. 305
and 306, when Constantius Chlorus and Galerius were in power. There are some
difficulties in the reading of Constantius’ name. Note the change from the genitive case
into the dative case. Text D. could date from the very beginning of Constantine’s career
as an emperor, because he is mentioned as the second regent. Text E. seems to belong to
the Severan period, as it has the phrases k0plo¢ nudv and untépa kactpwv. It is,
however, exceptional to have an empress in a milestone, and even more perplexing to see
it in the accusative case, common in imperial dedications. Text F. is one of the four
almost identical Latin milestones preserved in Attica (see 23.C.-25.). The new high
rank of clarissimus et spectabilis is here attested at a very early date, between A.D. 396
and 401.12% Eusebius was the Proconsul of Achaea, possibly in A.D. 397, as has been
suggested by Molisani.!3? He is also recorded in a fifth milestone (at Patrae, CIL III, no.
573), providing strong evidence for repairs undertaken during this time on the road from
Patrae to Athens. Text G. brings us back to the reign of Valentinian and Valens between
AD. 364 and 375. Note that BaAAevtiviavdg is usually spelled with a beta and two
lambd%si at least in Greece, and Valens is spelled in most cases with evt- in the oblique
cases.

This milestone has been excessively reused, but there are numerous examples of two
or three different uses for a milestone, and often the inscriptions have been carved

128 Milchhofer (1887), 328-329, no. 488, being virtually nothing but a copy, and CIL 111, no. 7308.

129 Groag (1946), 71, note 1.

130 Molisani (1977), 307-312: supposing Eusebius was Stilicho’s favorite, he must have been a pro-
consul before Stilicho was announced a hostis publicus in the East in late A.D. 397. The restoration
of the road became a necessity after the devastation wrought by Alaric in Greece between A.D. 396
and 397, prior to his expulsion from Greece in A.D. 397.

131 For Valentinian, see the next milestone and Feissel in Feissel and Philippidis-Braat (1985), nos. 5—
7.1d., no. 8 BaAevtiviovod is just a copy of Cyriacus of Ancona. For an exception in the case of
Valens, see id., no. 5: BédAnto.
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without regard to previous ones.!32 This usually results in ambiguities in reading and

interpreting the different texts, as is the case here.

23. IG 1I/II1%, no. 5204: A milestone from Daphni with three texts (from the third

century until A.D. 397)

A. B. C.
aVTOKPATOPL [————— 2] d(omini) n(ostri duo) I{-]
K(a)icapt]-—ca 6~—] Zefa[ "] Arcadiuls]

[-————- ca. 13————— | otolc BoAl[ev]- [e]t Honor((ius)]

eboePel evtuyeli] Tviovd ” Y sub v(iro) c(larissimo)
Zefactdn " 5| kol Bahev- [e]t spectab(ili)]

[¢]€ dotemg ™ g Y " proc(onsule) ™

E Eusebio”
vacat
L " s(ex milia passuum) "™
+ _

A.: “To the Emperor Caesar [name deleted] pius felix Augustus. From the
city (of Athens) six (miles).”

B.: “[---7] to the Augusti Valentinian and Valens.”

C.: “Our two Masters [---?] Arcadius and Honorius, during the proconsul-
ship of the vir clarissimus et spectabilis Eusebius. Six (miles).”

Cut on a quadrangular pillar (H. 1.48, W. 0.28-0.29, T. 0.23, LH.(A) 0.019-0.027,
LH.(B) 0.015-0.045, LH.(C) 0.023-0.055), found in Daphni between Eleusis and
Athens beside the ancient Sacred Way.

There are a couple of clues for dating inscription A.: in inscriptions of Central Achaea
the Greek equivalent to imperator Caesar was used in front of the cognomen of the
emperor from the times of Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus until at least Constans I,
and pius felix became a feature in the imperial titulature from the reign of Commodus on,
transforming in the fourth century into pius felix invictus. Taking into account the erasure
of around 19 letter spaces in lines 2 and 3 makes the restoring of the following names of
emperors with damnatio memoriae possible: Elagabalus, Severus Alexander, Maximinus
I, Gordian III, Maximian I and Constans I, all with 20 to 22 letters, if restored in the
dative case. In conclusion, this text could date from the early third until the mid-fourth
century, Constans I being a possibility.!33 Inscription C. has several textual problems. In
line 1 the trace of a vertical stroke seems to be superfluous, because the space available
will not permit the reading Augusti, not even AGG.13* In line 3 the name of the Emperor
Honorius cannot have been written in full, due to lack of space.

132 Compare, for example, /G VII, no. 2451, and /G X 2,1, no. 1009.

133 AEpigr 1984, no. 819, opts for a date in the second or the fourth cenury, although without
justification, when summing up the article by Molisani (1977), mentioned in note 130 above.

134 There is no evidence for the existence of Augusti in the Attic companion pieces to this inscription.
The text from Patrae (CIL 111, no. 573), transmitted only by a copyist, has the letters AVGG, but
this is in the middle of the text, in line 4.
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24. The lower part of /G II/ITII%, no. 2987: A milestone from Daphni under the
Emperors Arcadius and Honorius (A.D. 397)

Y d(omini) n(ostri duo)™”

Arcadius”’

et Honorius

™ sufb v(iro) c(larissimo)]

et [s]pgp[tabili? i) 5
[proc(onsule)]

Eus[ebio]

Cut in the lower part of a reused stele (H. 1.67, W. 0.55-0.575, T. 0.40-0.405, LH.
0.026-0.047), found in the monastery of Daphni. Later on, a large cross was carved to
cover the area of the inscription.

See the previous companion pieces 22.F. and 23.C. for the contents and translation
of this inscription.

Perdrizet suggested in his editio princeps that the number of miles was expressed by
the sign H;!3 this seems to be wrong, since it denotes the number eight in the Greek
system. The previous companion piece would rather recommend S to be restored here for
S(ex milia passuum).

The proconsul Eusebius was very probably a pagan.!3¢ The misconception of his
Christianity has probably come about due to the cross printed in Mommsen’s edition of
the text in CIL III Suppl. 14203, 27, subsequently taken into a collection of Early
Christian Latin inscriptions.!3” This has all been a result of insufficient knowledge of the
monument itself. It is not uncommon to see different kind of crosses added in later, even
modern times, on inscriptions. Our case may be seen as a way to express that the object
was being reused.

25. Peek (1942), 157, no. 331 (Eleusis inv. no. E 712): A milestone from Eleusis (?)
under the Emperors Arcadius and Honorius (A.D. 397)

Adyovatorig

d(omini) n(ostri duo) Arcadius

et Honorius

sub v(iro) c(larissimo) et spe-

ctaf y}b(il[ ) procons(ule) 5
Eusebio ‘(pm

vacat

s(ex milia passuum?). "

135 perdrizet (1897), 572.

136 von Haehling (1978), 173-174. PLRE 11, s.v. Eusebius 7, still dates the proconsulship between
A.D. 395 and 402, obviously without knowledge of Molisani’s contribution.

137 Diehl (1925), no. 17, evidently taken over from CIL.
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Cut on a reused slab (preserved H. 0.83, preserved W. 0.41, T. 0.14-0.185, LH.
0.012-0.036), reported to have been found in Eleusis.

A very important question is whether this inscription is to be regarded as a dedication,
as proposed by Sasel Kos,!38 or a milestone, as is generally accepted. Sasel Kos thinks
that the dative case would indicate that this is a dedication, on which point I disagree.!3?
The second argument concerns the monument, which in Sasel Kos’ mind is probably not
a milestone. But with the previous text we have seen that drastic reuses in case of
milestones are not impossible. The third objection raised by Sasel Kos refers to the last
line of the text: the stone must have been brought from another place if S is to be resolved
in s(ex milia passuum). Sasel Kos speaks for s(acrum). This is the most difficult
argument to challenge: either we have to suppose a transfer of the stone or accept the
reading s(acrum). But on the other hand, a dedication is an implausible interpretation in
view of the four other inscriptions carved on evident milestones with a similar
phrasing.1%0 I cannot see how such crude pieces could be reused for imperial dedications
—and in the nominative case, which is altogether implausible for an imperial dedication —
and be scattered in Daphni, Mandra, Eleusis (and Patrae in the Peloponnesus), all along
the Patrae-Athens road.

26. IG 1I/III%, no. 5205: The Diogeneion (?), rebuilt by the Proconsul (Flavius?)
Severus Aétius (A.D. 396-401)

[Vlrep vixkng kot cwtnplag xai dBavatov Srafuolviig 1dv Seomotdv thig oikovué
[vng

dA(aBiov) "Apxadiov xai dA(afiov) ‘Ovepiov 1dv dnrte[v Adyov]otev
6 Aap(rpdtatos) avB(dratog) the "EAAGSog

vacm‘]
vvv

vacat

[®A(&Br0c)?] Zeotmpog "Aétiog kateokevooey ék Bepediov 10 Altoyévelov (?)

vacat

petd tdv mplorviaiov.

“For the victory, safety, and immortal endurance of the Masters of the
Universe, Flavius Arcadius and Flavius Honorius the unvanquished
Augusti, vir clarissimus, the Proconsul of Achaea, (Flavius?) Severus
Aétius rebuilt from the foundations the Diogeneion (?) with its porches.”

Cut on a reused epistyle block broken in two (H. 0.64-0.67, preserved W. 2.67 and
2.25, T. 0.64, LH. 0.044-0.095), found south of the church of Agios Eleutherios. (See
map in Fig. 2 b)

The text itself presents very few striking features among inscriptions of this kind. In
line 1 the regnal formula does not follow the more typical wording kal aimviov
Srapoviic Tdv deormotdv Nudv. In line 2 the word "EAAGS0g seems to be rare in this

138 gasel Kos (1979), 57, no. 127 presents all of the arguments.

139 There are innumerable milestones in the dative case: compare the excessively reused 22.B. (first line
Avyotororg).C.D.G., 23.A.B., and IG V 2, p. 3, lines 127-139, /G VII, no. 2451 (the former
text), /G X 2.1, no. 1009 and /G X1I 9, no. 146A.

140 See 22.F., 23.C., 24. above, and CIL 111, no. 573 from Patrae.
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connection.'#! It must be noted that xatooxevdlewv éx Bepedimv might suggest the
rebuilding of a structure that had been destroyed down to its foundations. 142

The date is established between A.D. 396 and 401 on the basis of the reigns of the two
emperors before Theodosius II was proclaimed Augustus in A.D. 402; A.D. 395 is
occupied by the proconsul Antiochus. The identity (and even the full name) of our
proconsul has received various opinions, of which nowadays none is regarded as being
certain.

A more important issue is the construction of such a large building — as it would seem
—in Athens at such a late date by a proconsul. Frantz suggests that the building would be
the Diogeneion, the abode of the ephebes.!*® She proposes one objection to her own
theory: the accepted belief (based on the lack of ephebic inscriptions with dates later than
A.D. 267) that the ephebia ceased to exist after the Herulian invasion and was never
revived.!#* She also suggests a solution for this: the Diogeneion could have continued in
use as a simple gymnasium, !4 or perhaps the institution had died away slowly.

27. IG TI/II?, no. 5021: The bema of the theatre of Dionysus, built by the archon
Phaedrus (the later fourth/early fifth century)

ool 168e xaAov Etevte, @Adpyte, Bhua Bentpov
daidpoc Zwilov Broddtopog "Atdidoc dpxde.

“For you, lover of passionate rites, this beautiful stage has been built by
Phaedrus, son of Zoilus, archon of the livelihood-giving land of Attica.”

Cut on a geison (H. 0.235-0.245, W. 0.955, T. 1.83, LH. 0.014-0.033, excepting
phi), being the top step of a little flight of stairs leading from the orchestra to the stage in
the Theatre of Dionysus. In situ. (See map in Fig. 2 b)

The text carries two hexameters recording the dedication of a newly built bema for the
Theatre of Dionysus by the archon Phaedrus.

The vocabulary of the epigram is rather full of rare poetic words: @1Adpylog, 46
Broddtwp,'47 "At0ic,!4® and dpydc.!*? Broddrtwp 'Atdic refers to the fertile Attica,
implying that &pyd¢ is here the local authority, not the Roman proconsul as was the case
in 185, studied above.

Probably no other Late Roman inscription of Achaea has caused such a wide-spread
disagreement as the date for the reconstruction of the bema of Phaedrus. This is not the
place to enumerate all the various dates proposed by the earlier scholars studying this

141 The word is present in 13. and 14., but absent from four identical Latin milestones from A.D. 397
(22.F, 23.C., 24., and 25.).

142 Frantz (1979b), 199. Compare also similar texts in Roueché (1989), nos. 19-20.

143 For details, see Frantz (1979b), 199-203.

144 14203,

145 ppig.

146 This word has been commented upon by Bowersock in ead. (1982), 34, note 2.

147 Attested both epigraphically and in the Greek Anthology: AP 14.72.

148 Compare id. 7.573, line 1: &tpegev 'Atdic &povpe, to which the use in the restricted meaning
‘Athens’ should be contrasted: AP 2.84. Thus, in our case it would have been historically more
correct to translate here: “...archon of (...) Athens.”

149 This word has already been commented upon in 15,
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inscription. The proposed dates were in the beginning as early as the second century after
Christ. I propose to defend a date around A.D. 400, following Graindor, who first
proposed a date in the late fourth to early fifth century,!° the generally accepted date.!5!
Arguments used for the proposed dates may be grouped in three classes: 1) con-
siderations of script, 2) archaeological or architectural or art historical, and 3) historical.
Here it is impossible to go into the details of the numerous arguments; some of the
scholars were even diligent enough to recur to more than one argument.!2 The following
will concentrate on Frantz,!33 at the same time disagreeing with some of her points.
After having dismissed not only the archaeological aspects, but also considerations of
script as unreliable, Frantz turns to literary and historical points of view. She claims that
the assembly place was always referred to in Eunapius by the word t0 8éazpov,
supposing that one of the real theatres was being meant.!34 This should be corrected, as
several examples of the loose meaning ‘audience’ in Eunapius can be found.!%3 Be that
as it may, Frantz advances a theory according to which the Theatre of Dionysus
functioned as the seat of the assembly, restored between A.D. 300 and 345 after fairly
extensive repairs necessitated by the alleged Herulian raid in this area.!>® She gets the
terminus ante quem from a story in Eunapius recalling the visit of the Praetorian Prefect
Anatolius in Athens in A.D. 345/346.157 This theory has been doubted by Riigler, who
sees no evidence for a revitalised Athens in the fourth century: only small repairs were
undertaken and, more importantly in our case, Riigler claims that there was no need for a
whole bema to be constructed for the visit of Anatolius because the speaker could have
stood on a provisory wooden platform.!>® I would like to raise another doubt: is it not
strange that the Athenians would have lived for more than a quarter of a century (A.D.
267 until around 300) without an assembly place? Maybe the question of the date of the
destruction — whether in A.D. 267 or in A.D. 396 — of the southern slope of Acropolis
should be left open with the data presently available. This is all the more apposite as the
archaeologist Riigler has shown that the existence of an evidently restricted area ravaged
in the Cerameicus does not allow us to suppose that also lower Athens suffered at the
hands of Alaric.1>® The evidence for a later raid (by Alaric) should be studied all around

150 Graindor (1922), 269-271 in no. 187, and id. (1924), 75 in no. 111.

151 See Archontum Tabulae, 796 (in IG 11112, pars altera, edited by Kirchner), Kirchner’s edition of IG
TI/I112, no. 5021 four years later in 1935, id. (1938), and id. (1948), no. 150. Others include Day
(1942), 259, note 35, and p. 265, note 11; Frantz (1965), 191 and 196 (later on she preferred an
carlier date); Travlos (1971), 538; Maass (1972), 45; Samuel (1972), 237; Sturgeon (1977), 44;
Castrén (1989), 46; Riigler (1990), 280-281.

152 Dittenberger (1878) uses the first two arguments in his commentary on no. 239, followed by
Roberts and Gardner (1905), no. 246. Graindor (1922), 269-271 has taken advantage of all three
groups of argumentation. Frantz (1982) and ead. (1988), 25, has looked at the problem from many
points of view, but she regards only the historical argumentation as significant. Castrén (1989), 46,
and Riigler (1990), 280-281, have considered both archaeological and historical issues.

153 The more detailed argumentation in Frantz (1982) will be taken under consideration instead of the
later assertion (ead. (1988), 25), which is based on some references to the earlier in-depth study.

154 Eqd. (1982), 36-37.

155 Eunapius, VS X.4.8; X.5.2-4; X.6.10. Private lecture halls are referred to in id. 1X.1.5-6. A real
theatre is probably meant in id. X.4.10; X.5.5; X.7.7.

156 Frantz. (1982), 37-38.

157 The quotations id., 37, notes 18-19, are represented by Eunapius, VS X.5.5 and X.7.7 (ed.
Giangrande (1956)).

158 Riigler (1990), 280-281.

159 4., 289-290.
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the Acropolis. Riigler leaves a momentous question hanging in the air as to the cause of
the rapid increase in construction work during the early fifth century. 160

One further point emphasised by Frantz in favour of an earlier date for the bema must
be examined. She thinks that such a pagan monument as the bema of Phaedrus would fit
in better with the more tolerant attitude of Constantine than with that of his successors. !
I doubt whether a monument with a reused frieze could be regarded as distinctively pagan
in flavour at Athens, especially in the traditional environment of the Theatre of Dionysus.
I think we should not suppose Christian resistance in Athens in such matters before the
middle of the fifth century.!62

Even though Frantz has claimed that the long-accepted date of around A.D. 400 has no
solid basis, I point to the problems inherent in Frantz’ own argumentation, presented
above. I have approached the question from an epigraphical point of view, stressing
especially the script itself. The execution of the letters on the marble is careless, giving
the text a clumsy overall appearance. The lettering is comparable to that of the lamblichus
inscription (16. above) with the addition of one further, even later feature, the droplike
omicron (see Appendix on scripts). This is all the more remarkable as we are dealing with
a monumental building inscription in such a prominent place, dedicated by an archon. I
think this is roughly contemporary with — or later than — the Iamblichus inscription, dated
in the early 390’s.

We know very little about Phaedrus, the person behind the dedication. He is one of
the only five archons known from the post-Herulian period.'®3 He must have been quite
well-off, even though neither this nor the text of the sundial of Phaedrus (identified with
this Phaedrus and studied in 28. below) explicitly says that he was rich. On the other
hand, neither of the inscriptions probably had this in view, the bema inscription being
nothing more than a straightforward dedicatory epigram, and the other even more plain in
its intent. An earlier archon, Hegias, was expressly honoured for his generosity in office-
holding, but his was a more traditional and more verbose inscription (see 11.). We may
be entitled to regard Phaedrus as a member of a prominent family. This could be argued
on the basis of his status as archon, as well as by the filiation as the son of Zoilus,
expressed in both inscriptions. Filiation is rare in Late Roman inscriptions of Attica,!%*
as it is also at Aphrodisias.!®> The lack of evidence here makes me doubt whether we
may make too far-reaching conclusions about Phaedrus’ role in the society of Late

Roman Athens. We know nothing certain about the forces behind the building of this
bema. 66

160 14, 291.

161 Erantz (1982), 38, and ead. (1988), 19 and 25.

Even though we know no certain date for 1he epigram on a restored theatre in Ephesus presented by

Kaibel (1878), no. 1050, as being of the fourth century or later, we do have a prosaic Swetdnwcig

from Sparta in Feissel (in Feissel and Philippidis-Braat (1985)), no. 24, recording the restoration of

a theatre in A.D. 359 under the Proconsul Ampelius, mentioned also by Frantz (1988), 21, and

another inscription (SEG 32, no. 400) on an epistyle block from the last building period (probably

A.D. 402-408) of the same theatre, with the names of the Emperors Honorius and Theodosius 11.

Hegias (see 11. above) in the early fourth century, Hermogenes in A.D. 386/7 (IG TI/1112, no.

4842), Theagenes in the middle of the fifth century, as presented by Suda, © 78: Oeayévng, and

Nicagoras the Younger in A.D. 484/5 according to Marinus 36 are the only known archons in

addition to Phaedrus in this period.

If we look outside the later third century (Dexippus and Claudius lllyrius in 1.-3.), we have

Hegias, the son of Timocrates (11.), dated in the fourth century.

165 Roueché (1989), xx.

168 Frantz (1982), 39 suggests the Proconsul Cervonius as a possibly conceivable benefactor (praised by
Himerius), but this remains pure conjecture.

162

163

164
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28. IG IJ/III%, no. 5208: The sundial of Phaedrus (the later fourth/early fifth century)

Paidpog Zathov

TMowavievg €rnoieli].

“Phaedrus, son of Zoilus, from the deme of Paeania, had (this sundial)
made.”

Cut on a sundial (H. 0.49, W. 1.00, T. 0.40, LH. 0.028-0.042, excluding phi), on
the extreme left of its four deviating vertical disks; the object was found in the church of
Agios Eleutherios (see map in Fig. 2 b) and removed to the British Museum.

It is indeed very rare to indicate the filiation and the deme in a Late Roman
inscription.’®7 But this has been no obstacle in assigning this text to a date around the
turn of the fourth into the fifth century.!6® Earlier it had been dated into the Antonine or
the Severan period but generally identified with the dedicant of the bema after it was
found in 1862.1% For further references on Phaedrus, see the end of commentary on
27., the bema inscription.

29. IG T/III%, no. 3818: Honours to the sophist Plutarchus (the later fourth/early fifth
century)

Sdfinog ('E)pexbiiog Pacirii{a) Adyov dvéBnkev
[MAovtapyov otabephic €pua coo@pochvng:
0¢ xai tpig motl vnov 'ABnvaing énéhaccev

vodv éhaoog tepnv, nhodtov GAhov mpoyéag.

“The people of Erechtheus dedicated (this statue of) Plutarchus, the king of
words, the mainstay of firm prudence, who rowed the Sacred Ship three
times in all near to the temple of Athena, spending all his wealth.”

Cut on the right side of a reused rectangular statue base (see 11. for the measure-
ments, provenience and reuses of the stone); LH. 0.015-0.021.

The text tells us how the people of Athens dedicated a statue in honour of Plutarchus
for his generosity involving the Panathenaic procession. The most important historical
aspect of this document is its evidence for the continuation of this procession probably
into the fifth century. We do not know whether there was a break in the immediate years
after the Herulian raid and a revival of the festival in the fourth century.!7? In any case

167 For the filiation, see notes 164 and 165 above. As for the demoticon, we have only one example
(18.), possibly from the fourth century.

168 Most notably in Kirchner’s edition of /G TI/I1I2, no. 5208.

169 A striking exception in this respect is Graindor, who regards the dedicant of the sundial as an ances-
tor to the dedicant of the bema, especially on the basis of the lettering: Graindor (1922), 270.

170 See Frantz (1988), 20, 23, 26, and Himerius’ account of the procession in Oratio XLVII.12-13 (ed.
Colonna (1951)).
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the evidence for any kind of contests in Athens after the middle of the third century is
very scanty. It is all the more striking that our inscription records the Panathenaic ship
procession as taking place three times in the early fifth (or in the last decade of the fourth)
century; this could imply regular celebration of the festival. A few notes may be added
before turning to the question of the identity of Plutarchus. The word dvéBnxke is not as
rare in Late Roman inscriptions as has been previously thought.17! The last three words
of the epigram need not be anything but a pun, so popular in Late Roman epigrams, on
the name Plutarchus.!72

It has long been debated whether the Plutarchus in this epigram is identical with the
founder of the Neoplatonic School or just a contemporary sophist of the same name. He
has been regarded as a sophist without explicit argumentation by Graindor and
Castrén,'73 whereas Keil comes to the same conclusion by virtue of the title BactAedg
Aéyov,'7* which has often been used as an argument for his being a sophist. Another
approach is to refer to another contemporary inscription (31.), which records a
dedication to the Praetorian Prefect Herculius (around A.D. 408—410) by a certain
Plutarchus, characterised as pvBov toping cogiotng. Pittakes, Dittenberger, Curtius,
Robert, Millar and PLRE identify these two sophists.!”>

Support for an identification with the Neoplatonist philosopher Plutarchus, however,
continues in publications by Kaibel, Groag, Creaghan (with Raubitschek), Frantz (in the
sixties), Blumenthal, Nagy and Fowden.!7® Blumenthal’s and Fowden’s points are
unconvincing. Blumenthal freely identifies the two persons.!”” He thinks the “wealthy
man” who financed the journey of the Sacred Ship is the scholarch. He also connects 31.
with him and says that cog1otng has been used, because giAdco@og is impossible in
verse; the scholar’s definition of rhetoric in his commentary on Gorgias is an equally
weak argument in my opinion. Neither does the fact that co@iotng had lost its pejorative
connotations corroborate his identification. Fowden’s arguments are no better:
Damascius’ fragmentary Vita Isidori fr. 273 (ed. Zintzen (1967)) says nothing explicit
about Neoplatonist support for the Panathenaea.!’® More recently Fowden supports his
view by citing Synesius’ unclear allusion in Epistolae 136 (ed. Hercher (1873)): Euvopig
10v cogrotdv 1dv Mhovtapyeiwv.!? 1t is difficult to understand how this passage
could refer to the followers of the philosopher Plutarchus, as Fowden assumes. That the

171 In contradiction to Robert (1948), 106, note 6, see 15.; see also id., 103, 115, 117, and Roueché
(1989), nos. 11, 12, 28, 62 and 65.

172 This pun may well have been repeated in the next inscription, line 8, which [ think is an honorary
inscription to the Neoplatonist philosopher of the same name. Compare also Roueché (1989), no.
39.

173 Graindor (1924), 76, no. 114, and Castrén (1989), 47.

174 See Keil (1859), 493. The words Pociiede Adywv and similar expressions have been shown by
Robert (Robert (1948), 95-96, with notes 8-9 and 1-4) to expand their popularity from the second
century on until the fifth, including Philostratus, Lucian, Gregory of Nazianzus and Himerius. I
shall cite only Eunapius, VS X.7.4 (ed. Giangrande (1956)): 1 faciiebovoo Popun tov
Booidebovto tév Adywv, an alleged inscription on a statue base dedicated to the sophist
Prohaeresius.

175 Pittakes (1854), 1168, no. 2257; Dittenberger (1878), no. 776; Curtius (1891), 277; Robert (1948),

95-102; Millar (1969), 17, note 64, and PLRE II, s.v. Plutarchus 2.

Kaibel (1878), 376, in his commentary on no. 910: “Plutarchum recte Wilamowiltz intellegit

Nestorii filium Atheniensem, Proculi Lycii praeceptorem”; Groag (1946), 60, no. 1V; Creaghan and

Raubitschek (1947), 27, no. VI; Frantz (1965), 192, note 28 and ead. (1969), 528 (confused);

Blumenthal (1978), 373; Nagy (1980), 109; Fowden (1982), 51 and id. (1990), 499.

177 Blumenthal (1978), 373.

178 Fowden (1982), 51, note 147, is of the opposite conviction,

179 14. (1990), 499, note 30.

176
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name co@1oTN¢ was applied generally to oriental sages such as the Gymnosophists, as
Fowden claims, seems to be out of place in trying to identify an Athenian person of
culture recorded in a witty Athenian epigram.

As Frantz has prudently observed, the question is: can the two epigraphically attested
(that is, 29. and 31., but not 30.) persons named Plutarchus be equated with the
founder of the Neoplatonic School?'30 Frantz wants to see overtones of Platonic
philosophy in pwBwv taping in 31., which is unfounded, as I shall try to prove ad
locum. She says Pacilevg Adyov in the present inscription presumably refers to a
sophist but is not incompatible with *““philosopher”.18! Frantz clearly speaks for the case
of Plutarchus the Neoplatonist, but in the final analysis she leaves the question open and
insoluble, lacking of further evidence.!®2 My opinion is that Plutarchus the sophist
should be distinguished from the Neoplatonist philosopher until it can be shown that only
philosophers could be wealthy enough to defray the costs of transporting the Panathenaic
ship up to the temple of Athena or other similar undertakings.

The date of this text is established through another inscription (31.), dated between
A.D. 408-410,'33 where the identical Plutarchus honours the Praetorian Prefect
Herculius. But the present inscription could even predate Alaric’s incursion and, on the
other hand, be posterior to Herculius’ tenure by a decade or even more.

30. Mitsos (1971), 65 no. 7!84 (EM 4878 + 4713 + 8572) = SEG 31, no. 246:
Honours to the Neoplatonist philosopher Plutarchus (the early fifth century)

b
[ ap1dei]xetov €pvog
[ Kelkporing
[ ]g 'ABnvéav
[ JtuxeBépuevog
[ Jog edpvoma Zetg 5
[ ]t buvordre.
a vacat .
[--]YZAI[ Jopo MAGTovo[c]
[rholDtog[ luevog
[MT]Aovta[px Teleloedpe, Aevooag
[ tlepel yéplog Jvog tepéver. 10

vacat

“[---] famous off-spring [---] of Cecropian [---] of Athens [---] complying
with [---] the far-seeing Zeus [---] minstrel.”

180 Frangz (1988), 63.

181 y4, 64.

182 ypid. She expects the donor to have been considerably wealthy, a man of distinction and influence,
saying that Plutarchus the Neoplatonist at age sixty would fit all these specifications. That no
sophist of the same name is known does not prove anything.

183 See PLRE 11. 5.v. Herculius 2.

184 Sece also Peck (1974), 202-204.
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“[---]1 of Plato [---] the wealth [---] Plutarchus [---] having seen, o
Telesphorus [---] indeed, a gift of honour [---] to the precincts of a temple.”

Cut on two fragments possibly belonging to an altar or a statue base (preserved
measurements: a; H. 0.46, W, 0.10, T. 0.155, LH. 0.007-0.019; b: H. 0.545, W.
0.235, T. 0.14, LH. 0.006-0.015, excepting phi), the latter of which is known to come
from the Lyceum excavation in the National Garden.

Our text has several difficulties of interpretation, mostly due to its fragmentary state of
preservation. Werner Peek was the first scholar venturesome enough to suggest that this
inscription referred to the Neoplatonist philosopher Plutarchus. I agree with him, but not
with his arbitrary restorations. -

Lines 2-4 possibly included the authorisation of the honorary statue by the city of
Athens.!®> Another alternative could be a reference to the honorand’s place of birth in
Attica (line 2) and some other kind of authorisation. The second elegiac poem (lines 7—
10) begins with a reference to Plato;and possibly to the School (xticpa?) founded by
him. Because the restoration is uncertain,!8¢ I have not adopted this variant reading into
my text. The restored nAodtog in line 8 may be compared to the puns in 29., lines 2 and
4 (Movtapyov... mhodtov SAov mpoxéag), 31., lines 1 and 2 (tdv Beopdv
tapinv... Miodtapyog pwdBwv taping), and 32., lines 1 and 4 (tov Becpdv
rpdpoyov... mpopdyx® MMaArdadt Kekporing). All of this evidence cannot be
dismissed as a mere coincidence of sophistic virtuosity because these texts could well
have been carved within a time span of a few years.

There is more to be read in line 9 than previous editors have seen: Mitsos read
AOITA, and Peek read [[T]Aovt[apy’. Frantz rejects the identification of the honorand
with the Neoplatonist scholarch Plutarchus on the basis of nothing more than a drawing
in Peek’s edition.!87 I would instead attach great importance to a reference to the name of
a deity connected with Asclepius (Telecdpe, partly restored) at the end of this same
line.1®8 The epigrams evidently ended in line 10, which includes two religious words
(tepede, téuevoc!®?) and probably yépog, which could refer to a reward or privileges
conferred upon the honorand. 19

This interpretation regarding the priestly connections in this fragmentary inscription
leads directly to an interpretation of the whole as an honorary inscription to Plutarchus,
the scholarch of the Neoplatonic School in the later fourth and early fifth century.!®! For
generations his family was linked to the priesthood of Asclepius. This is borne out by an
inscription of another Plutarchus, probably the grandfather of our Plutarchus, found in
Epidaurus.!92 The Attic high-priest was active in Epidaurus as a priest of both Dionysus

185 See the inscription for Theodorus (15.), lines 2, 6 and 8: vedpatt Kexponing... tog y&p dveye
TOMG,.. veopatt Oevdociov.

186 Tod (1957), 135, note 44, claims that ktiocpe is not the only one of the 700 words ending in
-opa, which would suit the context.

187 Frantz (1988), 64, note 48.

188 gee below on the priestly contacts of Plutarchus’ family.

189 The latter, of course, does not imply a priestly connection because, for example, in /G VII, no. 95,

an honorary statue was collocated by the Megarians apoi Aikng tepéver, as was shown by Robert
(1948), 94.

190 Compare Roueché (1989), nos. 31 and 53.
191 See PLRE 1, 5.v. Plutarchus 5 (=PLRE 11, s.v. Plutarchus 1).
192 G IV 1, no. 436 (and its couplet 437) from A.D. 308.
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and Asclepius.!93 It has been established for a long time that our Plutarchus cannot be
identified with two other persons of the same name. !9

It is a seemingly impossible task to try to reconstruct the specific circumstances behind
the carving of such a poorly preserved honorary inscription. I regard the proposed date in
the early fifth century as very probable also on the strength of its lettering (see Appendix
on scripts).

31. IG TI/III3, no. 4224: Honours to the Praetorian Prefect Herculius (A.D. 408-410)

tov Beopdv tapinv ‘Epxodiiov, dyvov Vrapyov

" IAobtapyog wibev tauing éotnoe coeioTg.

“Plutarchus, the treasurer (and dispenser) of speech(es) and sophist, set up
(the statue of) Herculius, the treasurer of laws, the upright prefect.”

Cut on a block (H. 0.57, W. 1.53, LH. 0.035-0.045) on the left side of the entrance
to the Library of Hadrian, above the original statue since lost. In situ. (See map in Fig. 2
b)

The highly sophisticated epigram characterises the Praetorian Prefect of Illyricum,
Herculius!®® with a pun-like coinage Oeoudv taping. The word Becpdc is often used in
connection with other words for extolling high-ranking Roman officials.!%

We know Herculius from two other inscriptions: 32., a dedication by the sophist
Apronianus, and another from Megara, dedicated to Herculius for his building
activities.!9” The extent of his building activities, treated as extensive by Frantz,'%® are
the subject of much controversy. We should be careful in drawing conclusions even in
cases like this, where an inscription above a statue of very considerable proportions is in
situ at a conspicuous place in Athens.

As for the identity of Plutarchus in this inscription, I identify him with the sophist in
29. This is because he signs himself here explicitly as a sophist. The words u6wv
toping are a nice sophistic pun, which serves as the counterpart to 8eopdv touinv, but

193 The contacis have been pointed out by Oliver (1950), 84, and elaborated by Castrén (1989), 47 with
Table I on p. 49.

194 pIRE, s.v. Plutarchus 3, the proconsul of Achaea and PLRE I, s.v. Plutarchus 4, possibly a
praeses insularum under Julian and son to the former; both are clearly out of the question here.

195 pLRE 11, s.v. Herculius 2; his officc was during A.D. 408-410.

196 Sce Robert (1948), 90, émpdptopa Beopdv, AP 9.812 Beiov “Tovotivov kaBupdv @povpitopo
Oeopdv and the following inscription in this study (also dedicated to Herculius), line 1 mpdparyov
Oeopddv.

197 4G VII, no. 93: construction of city walls and an aqueduct.

198 Frantz (1966), 380, and ead. (1988), 63, attributes to Herculius 1he restoration of the Library of
Hadrian; she also sees in him the rebuilder of the Parthenon, compare ead. (1979), 400-401, and
also the builder of the “Palace of the Giants”, compare ead. (1988). 65, with note 52. Graindor
(1934), 241, was so careful that he even doubted whether Herculius had any connection with the
Library of Hadrian. The first scholar to speak for an intimate relation between Herculius and the
Library of Hadrian was a colleague of Frantz, John Travlos (sce Travlos (1950), 44). There is no
concrete evidence for a connection; the tetraconch building inside the Library has been suggested to
be the work of the Empress Eudocia or someone elsc towards the second quarter of the fifth century,
compare Fowden (1990). 499 (sec also note 224 below). Even the account of the fate of the Library
of Hadnan in Frantz’ book is contradictory: contrast Frantz (1988), 5 and 63 with Travlos (1988b),
136, claiming it was in very good condition during the construction of the Post-Herulian Wall.
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this does not help very much in defining the identity of the man. I strongly believe he is a
sophist, and I reject Frantz’ ideas of Platonism (Frantz (1988), 64): ud8og is often

attested in the meaning ‘speech’ or ‘eloquence’ both in Gregory of Nazianzus!% and in
the Greek Anthology **

32. IG TI/IT1, no. 4225: Honours to the Praetorian Prefect Herculius (A.D. 408-410)

1oV npdpayov Beopdv ‘ElpxJovAiov ioo]v dractv
elouevov Bdxov bydBev ainvidtov

dewvog 'ABnvdav 'Anpeviaviég oe coo[tjotng

otfice napd mpopdxe Mairadt Kexpornin(g).

“Apronianus, the skillful sophist at Athens, put up (a statue of) you,
Herculius, the defender of laws and equitable to all, you, who sit above the
highest seats (of office), beside (the statue of) Pallas, the defender of
Athens.”

Cut on a reused rectangular statue base (H. 1.055, W. 0.60, T. 0.72, LH. 0.012-
0.025), originally set up beside the statue of Athena Promachus on the Acropolis (see
map in Fig. 2 b) but reported to have been found in or near the Stoa of Attalus.

In this epigram the pun on taping (see 31.) is based on wpopayog in lines 1 and 4,
but here the flattery is even more efficient, as the Praetorian Prefect Herculius is
connected to Athena Promachus. In line 2 aimdtator Odxot refer to thrones, not places
of residence, as has been pointed out by Robert.2! In line 3 Apronianus is called a
sophist residing at Athens.?%2 Nothing else is known about him.?% The epigram ends in
a (very rare) reference to the place where the dedicated statue was erected.?™ We know
from literary sources that in A.D. 372 the statue of Athena Promachus was seen by
Jerome.203 Later it was removed to Constantinople.2% To illustrate the placing of
honorary statues, there are several examples of inscriptions referring to statues placed in

199 Quoted in Robert (1948), 17, and commented id., 24, note 6.

200 Compare AP 2.84 and 16.36, lines 1-2. On the other hand, of those who think the Plutarchus in
29. is the Neoplatonist philosopher, at least Kaibel (1878), commentary on no. 911, Groag (1946),
73, Creaghan and Raubitschek (1947), 27, no. VI, Frantz in her earlier work (Frantz (1965), 192
with note 30), Blumenthal (1978), 737 with note 28, and Fowden (1990), 499 with note 30, think
that also this dedicant Plutarchus is the same person.

Robert (1948), 150, note 1. For evidence for the use of this word in Late Roman honorary epigrams
see id., 17, 35, 47, and 149-150.

Inexplicably Frantz (1965), 192, with note 31, calls him a philosopher.

PLRETL, s.v. Apronianus 1, with inexplicable errors of “Stoa of Hadrian” (as the place of proveni-
ence) and totally outdated reading [xA]ewdg to boot. Groag supposes Apronianus was the predeces-
sor of Leontius in the sophistic chair at Athens, compare Groag (1946), 73, with note 6.

204 For a parallel, see line 5 in 15. above.

205 Jerome in Zachariam 111.12.3. (ed. Adriaen (1970), 862, lines 58-59).

206 Frantz (1988), 77, note 143, suggests a date at about A.D. 465-470.

20
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or near the court houses?07 and Zebg 10081x0¢2%8 and the legendary Avxo®pyog in
Sparta.2%?

Do we have to suppose that Plutarchus and Apronianus had a special reason to be
grateful towards Herculius? This question is answered positively by inter alios
Wachsmuth and Thompson.?1? Fowden is satisfied with the assertion that Herculius
admired and was admired by these learned men of Athens.?!! We may admit that
Herculius must have been a man of letters, and it could also be possible that he really had
paid particular attention to the needs of higher education. These dedications accompanied
by statues in such conspicuous places at Athens seem to favour this hypothesis, but only
the date (A.D. 408—410) is sure.

33. Sironen (1990), 372 (Agora inv. no. I 3558); taken up by SEG 40, no. 184:
Honours to the Empress Eudocia (soon after A.D. 4217)

a b
e[tvelka ®[-—ca. -] BacriAnidog EVS[oxing 1e?]
Oevddoifog Bacire]vg otiicev dyok[pa 165¢]
116710T¢[1———ca. 9-——]EOO[?|N Oeparnovi[———]
Ogvdocio [___ca'9___]QAA[——]EXONT]' .

“Because of the [---] and (?) of the Empress Eudocia Theodosius the Em-
peror put up this statue. The most loyal [---] servant [---] Theodosius [---]
having (?) [---].”

Cut inside a tabula ansata on two fragments of a column (preserved H. 0.475 (a) and
0.285 (b), estimated diameter 0.62, LH. 0.011-0.021), reused as a statue base, found in
the area of Stoa of Attalus and north of the “Palace of the Giants”. (See map in Fig. 2 b)

Leaving aside the critical apparatus, I see here a fragmentary epigram in two distichs
describing the erecting of a statue by a person designated in the singular, most probably
Theodosius, as can be seen from the almost self-evident restoration of line 2. In the first
line an empress — Eud(ocia?) — is named in the genitive, probably a reference to the
person depicted in the statue. Lines 3 and 4 of the epigram are more difficult to interpret,
but there is a chance that the words *“‘the most loyal” and “‘servant”, the numbers of which
are unknown, could refer to the subordinates of the Theodosius in the last line, obviously
then of the same emperor, possibly to those who were responsible for setting up the
statue,

The text itself still has its uncertainties. In line 1 the word beginning with an uncertain
phi cannot be an adjective or a participle in the genitive of the feminine singular qualifying
the Empress Eudocia, if we restore te in the end of the line.?!? In line 3 the words

207 Robert (1948), 15 and 90 (Crete), and 94 (Megara); compare, for example, AP 9.812 and 813 for lit-
erary evidence.

208 Znvinap' Bvdixe in Olympia: Feissel in Feissel and Philippidis-Braat (1985), 373, no. 153*.

209 ot mtéhiv dyxl Avkodpyov id., no. 36, line 5.

210 wachsmuth (1874), 717; Thompson (1959), 68, with note 45.

211 Fowden (1990). 499.

212 1 thank Dr Charlotte Roueché for suggesting this new restoration to me.
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motédtatog and Bepdrov might belong together as in AP 15.15, line 4: xal n1oTOV
Oepdnovio oxnrrovyoto Aéovrtog. Separately these fragmentary words could mean
several other things. The superlative miatéttog is probably not applicable to Christian
phraseology;?!® the word Bepénwv is possibly Christian,?!# but it is improbable that
this word is Christian in this context.

Because of its small diameter of around 0.62 m. it is probable that the monument is a
columnar statue base for one figure. It was obviously a statue base of the Empress
Eudocia because it would be implausible for the Emperor Theodosius II to be identified
through his wife.2!? This interpretation admittedly takes for granted that the Theodosius
in line 2 is the Emperor Theodosius II. It could be someone else with the same name, but
the restored [Baciie]vg and the likelihood that it is his wife who is mentioned in the
opening line make a strong case for Theodosius II. It is possible, but by no means
certain, that the Theodosius in the last line is the same person.21®

The Agora inscription is remarkable in two respects. First, this kind of imperial statue
base in verse has so far not been attested in Late Roman Central Achaea.?!” Second,
there has been no concrete proof until now of Eudocia’s contacts with Athens.

Although Eudocia is traditionally considered to be benefactress of Athens, even her
Athenian origin has been doubted.2!® We can only speculate about the reasons behind the
erection of this statue.?!® Could it have commemorated Eudocia’s marriage to
Theodosius II on June 7, A.D. 421 in Constantinople? Did Eudocia possibly give
money? Or could Eudocia have built something in Athens? A good candidate would be
the “Palace of the Giants”:>20 the smaller fragments of the inscription were found
squarely in front of the fagade of the “Palace of the Giants”. The statue of Eudocia may
have stood on a base, found west of the Panathenaic Way, which Frantz has described
and dated in the fourth century. Despite this dating, the lack of hard evidence does allow
a fifth century dating.?2! Frantz thinks that the statue stood through most of the fifth
century but might have been one of the casualties of a Vandal invasion in A.D. 467. Most

213 Rasch (1978), 63, claims that from the fifth century on it was usual for an emperor to be named
motétatog, but our poetic text can hardly belong even to the class “Fremdbezeichnungen halb-
offiziellen Charakters” (p. 21). The emperor is probably not referred to by motétatog: Kaibel
(1878), no. 441, line 4, provides us with an example of the Prefect Maiorinus: niototdtov
[BaotAeborv dpwuntoro T’ é[nd]p[x]ov.

See AP 1.4; 1.8; 1.10, lines 33 and 37; 1.11; 1.101; 9.705 and many more. I wish to thank Dr
Vappu Pyykko and Professor Gunnar af Hillstrom, members of our team, for their help in
elucidating the Christian usage of the words miototatog and Bepanwv.

There is, however, a rare example of this in AP 1.2, line 1, in which the Emperor Justin II is char-
acterised as the spouse of Sophia; Bgiog "lovotivog, Zoping ndoic.

The double occurrence of the name of an emperor seems to be rare, but there is one example in AP
(16.69) of the Emperor Zeno and his wife Ariadne. This two-line epigram, however, tends to favour
parallel constructions in its choice of words.

None of the 55 imperial dedications in the parallel material of Late Roman Central Achaea is later
than this (I exclude an unedited fragmentum incertum from Corinth) and none of them is metrical.
All of this suggests a very special occasion for inscribing the present epigram.

See the article “The Athenian Empress Eudocia” by Mrs Julia Burman in this publication.

Evagrius’ Historia ecclesiastica 1.20 mentions Eudocia in Antioch and an honorary statue for her,
but there are no clues relating to a statue in Athens.

Thompson (1988), especially 110-114. For further details of this hypothesis, see Sironen (1990),
374, note 11. — In contrast to all this, Castrén (1991), 476, suggests that the “Palace of the Giants”
is rather a Roman “suburban villa”. See also Castrén’s further thoughts on p. 10-12 in this volume.
Frantz (1988), 60, pl. 46 d. The date is based on the fact that the foundations were sunk in a fill of
the third and fourth centuries.

214

215

216

217

218

219

22

(=]

22

—



54 Erkki Sironen

interestingly she argues that the size of the base and the prominence of its position make it
probable that it was an emperor who stood on top, perhaps on another column.?22

Allin all, it seems likely that the inscription dates from the time soon after the imperial
marriage in A.D. 421; as this is an epigram, the apparent absence of the title AUyovota
or Zefaoth does not exclude the period after Eudocia was granted this title.?23 From the
430’s on she was more or less involved in religious disputes and monasticism in
Jerusalem, so that it would seem almost impossible to date this honorary inscription in
the later period.2?*

V. Conclusion

Although it has been undertaken to assess only part of the classes of inscriptions, this
study has shown that public dedications, honorary inscriptions and building inscriptions
as well as milestones are represented by only a handful of Attic texts. Moreover, some of
the sub-classes cease to be recorded on stone during the fourth century: dedications of
public buildings as well as honours to local magistrates®?’ or priests (see 10., 1., 11.
and 17. and 18.). The evidence-for these types is as thin in the rest of Central Achaea as
it is in Thessalonica.??® On the other hand, Aphrodisias has many dedications of public
buildings until the later fourth century??’ and several honorary epigrams for civic
officials until the fifth and sixth centuries.??®

The remainder of Attic sub-classes survive in the form of inscriptions until the early
fifth century. The first of these comprises honours to emperors (see 6.—8. and 33.), a
class that ceases to exist in the later fourth century in the rest of Central Achaea.??’
Thessalonica has no examples, but Aphrodisias has eight documents from the Tetrarchy
until Justinian, all typically in prose.2?

The second class of Attic inscriptions extending into the early fifth century comprises
honours to proconsuls and praetorian prefects (see 2., 3., 13.-15., 19., 31. and
32.). Five (13.-15., 31. and 32.) of the eight inscriptions (of which five are metric)
were cut within a relatively short period of around forty years: between A.D. 372-410.
The rest of Central Achaea has proportionally the same amount of evidence, 21
inscriptions, documented from the early fourth into the early fifth century with a variety
of Roman nobility as honorands. The single city of Aphrodisias is furnished with the
same amount of texts (21 altogether) from the late third until the sixth century, albeit with

222 For an epigram depicting an emperor on top of a column, see, for example, the epigram from the
baths of Miletus cited in Robert (1948), 81, note 3: xiwv vyitevig Oxéwv Pacidnide popenv; for
a contemporary statue of the Emperor Arcadius dedicated by Theodosius Il in Constantinople, see
Chronicon Paschale, sub anno 421 (ed. Dindorf (1832), 579, lines 15-16) and Marcellinus Comes,
Chronicon, sub anno 421.2. Naturally there must have been innumerable other imperial statues on
columns in the East.

223 See PLRE 1L, s.v. Aelia Eudocia (Athenais) 2.

224 See the contributions of Mrs Julia Burman and Ms Arja Karivieri elsewhere in this book for other
possible Athenian activities of the Empress Eudocia.

225 Note that an Attic sub-class that persisted into the early fifth century are honours to philosophers
and sophists (sce 16., 29., and 30.).

226 Feissel (1983), nos. 81-206, includes none.

227 Roueché (1989). nos. 11-13 and 28-30.

228 14, nos. 53, 55-56, 73, 82, 85-87 and 89.

229 This serves to show how exceptional 33. is in its poetical form and late for being cut in Greece.

230 Roueché (1989). nos. 9, 20-21, 23, 25-27 and 81.
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a smaller number of metric texts.23! Once again, Thessalonica is poorly represented with
only one epigram from the Greek Anthology.?*

The eight building inscriptions in Attica (see 4., 5., 12., 20., 21. and 26.-28.)
constitute the third class of texts that survived until the early fifth century. They have an
even chronological distribution from the 270’s until the early fifth century. The rest of
Central Achaea has proportionally less texts (altogether 11), most of them in prose, but
with some later dates. Thessalonica has four rather late texts, from the fourth century
until A.D. 512, the earliest one in Latin and two of them epigrams.?33 The most
numerous texts come from Aphredisias (altogether 15), mainly in prose, from the middle
of the fourth until the fifth or the sixth century.24

Attic milestones (five stones, see 9. and 22.-25.) are relatively numerous due to
several copies of the latest milestone from A.D. 397. The Attic milestones are not as
evenly distributed chronologically as the parallel material (seven texts) in the rest of
Central Achaea, ranging from the reign of Florianus until the reign of Arcadius and
Honorius, with Diocletian and Constantine having the most numerous (three each).

It remains to recapitulate the results of this study affecting the Late Roman history of
Athens and Attica.

The end of the third century after the Herulian raid in A.D. 267 is reflected in nine
inscriptions (1.-9.), mostly in connection with the restoration of the city: the Post-
Herulian Wall is being put up by Claudius Illyrius and possibly by someone else, too23?
(4. and 5.); the influential personalities Dexippus — an historian and civic leader — and
Claudius Illyrius, a member of the Areopagus and proconsul, are being honoured with
statue bases (1.—3.). In addition to these, there are honorary inscriptions to the Emperors
Diocletian and Maximian (6.-8.); only one of them (6.) preserves the name of the
dedicant: corrector Lucius Turranius Gratianus. A milestone mentioning the Emperors
Diocletian and Maximian (9.) rounds off this particular period, about which very little
information is available.

The fourth century prior to Alaric’s incursion in A.D. 396 is characterised by 12
inscriptions (10.-21.) probably datable into this period,?3¢ giving an impression of
security and continual philanthropy under such benefactors as the generous archon and
panegyriarchos Hegias (11.), the hierophant Cleadas (17.) and the obviously wealthy
Flavius Septimius Marcellinus (12.). There is a continuation of pagan priests such as
hierophant (17.), daduch (13.) and panegyriarchos (11.), all connected with the
Eleusinian festival. There are also some less informative texts, including an epistyle
probably with the name of Constantine the Great (10.) and two rather routine®3’

231 14 nos.7,8 (an epigram in Latin!), 14-18, 22, 24, 31-32, 36-37, 41, 56-58 and 62-65.

232 AP 9,686 = Feissel (1983), no. 87.

233 1d,, nos. 86 and 88-90.

234 Roueché (1989), nos. 19, 39-40, 4244, 46-52, 67 and 72.

235 This depends on the problematic nature of the identity of the person who built the west flank of the
Post-Herulian Wall, see notes 32 and 33 above.

236 The only insecurely datable inscriptions from this period (18.~21.) have been left at the end of
Chapter III. For obvious reasons I am unwilling to use them in this syllabus. — Two milestones
reused several times between the third and the later fourth century (22., and 23.) have been placed at
the beginning of Chapter IV.

237 These texts have almost always suffered from neglect; in my opinion, however, they are valuable
proof that fourth-century Athens must have continued to be a normally functioning society. It may
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epigrams for the Praetorian Prefect Probus (14.) and for the Proconsul Theodorus
(15.). T would like to emphasise the importance of the honorary inscription to the
wealthy archon and panegyriarchos, generous benefactor Hegias (11.) with its re-
established date and the equally neglected and evidently misdated inscription of Cleadas
and Erotius (17.), implying the continuation of the Eleusinian mysteries.2>® The third
priestly office-holder, the daduch Flavius Pom(peius?), is commemorated in an honorary
prose inscription to the Proconsul Rufius Festus (13.).23% With regard to the building
activities of the fourth century, it must be emphasised that the Gateway on the Acropolis
was built by an evidently rich man, Flavius Septimius Marcellinus (12.). The fear of a
Gothic invasion, however, became more serious at the end of the century, and
Iamblichus — the only epigraphically attested sophist or philosopher from the fourth
century proper — built a wall in Athens from his own resources, as we are informed in a
fragmentary honorary inscription (16.). The Patrae-Athens road was also probably being
worked upon.240

The last period from A.D. 396 on is quite well documented by altogether 12
inscriptions (22.-33.) until the second quarter of the fifth century. On the one hand
restoration and building activity is documented in seven inscriptions (22.F., 23.C. and
24.-28.), on the other hand sophists and philosophers are present in four honorary texts
(29.-32.)2*! and, last but not least, an emperor (or rather an empress), is being
honoured (33.) — after a hiatus of more than a hundred years. Regarding the first of these
groups, it is remarkable that so much was under construction in the years immediately
after the Visigothic raid: the Patrae-Athens road in A.D. 397 (22.F., 23.C., 24. and
25.), possibly the Diogeneion (26.), the bema of the Theatre of Dionysus (27.) and the
sundial of Phaedrus (28.). As to the sophists, we are very well served by the important
inscriptions mentioning Plutarchus (31.) and Apronianus (32.) during the office of the
Praetorian Prefect Herculius between A.D. 408 and 410. Did they praise the Prefect
Herculius for their (possible) positions as official sophists at Athens? At least the sophist
Plutarchus seems to have been openhanded in supporting the Panathenaic procession
(29.), which could mean he was wealthy. The fragmentary inscription for the
Neoplatonist philosopher Plutarchus (30.), which mentions various pagan gods and
includes priestly words, may be seen as a proof of the perseverance of the pagan cult.
This is also corroborated by the mention of Dionysus and the statue of Pallas Athena in
the bema inscription (27.) and in the statue base inscription by the sophist Apronianus
(32.) in honour of the Prefect Herculius, both of them relevant for the fifth-century
topography of Athens. Nevertheless, I would like to claim that the most important new
discovery for the Late Roman history of Athens is the epigram of the Emperor
Theodosius II for his wife Eudocia (33.), although it is not entirely clear, due to its
fragmentary state of preservation.

even have been rather wcll-off, as is suggested by the continuing testimony of public honorary
inscriptions.

238 See 11. and 17.

239 There the proconsul is an honorary member of the Areopagus and a benelactor of the city, and the
erection of the statue is overseen by a person with priestly ties to Eleusis, exactly as around 90
years earlier in the case of Claudius Illyrius and Marcus Iunius Minucianus (see 2. and 3.).

240 The relevant texts have been placed in Chapter 1V: 22.C.D.G. and 23.B.

241 gee also Olympiodorus’ fr. 31 (ed. Blockley (1983)), mentioning a statue erected in honour of
Philtatius for his philological merits.
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It will be clear from the preceding that no more public inscriptions were cut after the
first half of the fifth century, unless they were characteristically Christian.?42 After this
period the epigraphical culture continued in Attica mainly in the form of numerous Early
Christian tombstones of the type xotuntiptov 100 deiva kTtA. Although very rarely
datable, these texts are generally believed to have become common by the fifth century.
Their number is very high, especially at Corinth, and generally in Central Achaea.?*3

Appendix on Scripts

The following owes a great deal to Roueché’s Appendix IT1:2* not only the exposi-
tion, but also her remarks on the problems inherent in the Late Roman period.

The Attic material analysed here consists only of the public texts in Greek studied
above. The Latin texts (6., 22.F., 23C,, 24. and 25., lines 2-7) are excluded. Lost in-
scriptions (7., 9., 14., 17., 18. and 22.), studied on the basis of earlier editions, have
always been referred to with the precaution “also possibly” at the end of examples.?%

The reduction in the quantity of inscriptions from the later third century on is without a
doubt more dramatic at Athens than, for example, at Aphrodisias. The number of
examples at Aphrodisias is 89 public texts in Greek, whereas there are only 37 different
texts?*® in the whole of Attica. The period of study at Aphrodisias covers more than 350
years after A.D. 250, but in Attica only a little more than 150 years after A.D. 267. This
will certainly affect the present analysis of the scripts.

In order to avoid the danger of circular arguments, I shall at first discuss letter forms
in texts for which there is some evidence of date apart from the script (1.-5., 7.-18.,
22.C.D.G., 23.B., 25.,26.,29. and 31.-33.); the other texts (19.-21.,
22.AB.E., 23.A, 27.,28., and 30.) will be assessed more thoroughly in the
synopsis at the end of this Appendix. On the basis of the data extracted from the securely
dated texts and the overall look of a given inscription with a more or less uncertain date
(especially texts 27., 28. and 30.), an estimated date may be provided.

A: With disregard to use of serifs and elongated forms three major variants may be
distinguished: straight bar (2., 4., 5., 13., 15., also possibly 14. and 18.); the
dropped bar (12., 26., also possibly 7. and 9.); the cursive variant (3., 8., 11., 29,,
31.-33., also possibly 17.). Almost all of these forms continue to be used throughout
the period under study: the cursive form with its slanted bar?*’ seems to prevail towards
the later period. It must be noted that several texts are inconsistent as regards the three
forms (1., 16., 23.B., also possibly 22.C.D.G.).

B: There are some special features that do not, however, appear to be related to date:
forms with the bowls touching the main stem (1., 16., 29., also possibly 7., 9., 14.,

242 See, however, note 127 for the seven Early Christian dedications and building inscriptions omitted
from this paper.

243 T have counted 373 texts in Corinth; other parts of Central Achaea (including Attica) with 306 texts.

244 See Roueché (1989), 331-334.

W Dittenberger’s /G III the use of serifs and especially the letters alpha and omega arc not always
reliably presented; in other respects its letter fonts are remarkably representative.

248 Add to these the three texts mentioned above in note 45.

247 This form has been attested as early as between 27/6-18/7 B.C. in IG II/III2, no. 2338, and at the
end of the first century A.D, in IG II/III2, no. 1998,
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18. and 22.D.G.); forms with an outline of the two bowls not touching the stem
(inconsistently in 13., 16. and 23.B.); the upper bowl sometimes appears to be larger
(inconsistently in 23.B.) or smaller than the lower bowl (inconsistently in 1.).

I': Apart from the use of serifs gamma offers no remarkable features.

A: The chief variants from the standard form are represented in the variable use of
serifs and elongated forms, all of which are used throughout the period.

E: The two major variants are between a squared (1., 2., 4., 5., 12., 26., also
possibly 7., 14., 18. and 22.D.) or a lunate form?4® (3., 11., 13., 16., 23.B., 29.,
31.-33., also possibly 17.) This would seem to indicate that the lunate form prevailed
in the later period. There is a very small amount of inconsistency between the squared
and lunate forms (15. starts with a lunate form, but goes over to the squared variant on
line 2, probably in harmony with its squared sigmas, also possibly in 22.C.G.) Note
that in two texts (13. and 16.) the central horizontal stroke is detached from the curve.

Z does not offer any significant variants.

H has an older variant, common in the second and third centuries, with the cross-bar
detached from the sides (4. and 5.), but all the other examples show the cross-bar at-
tached to the sides.

O most commonly appears in a simple form, with a straight and attached cross-bar
(3., 15, 16., 29., 31.-33., also possibly 17.); sometimes the cross-bar is detached
4., 5., 13., also possibly 14.). Inconsistencies do occur (1., 26., also possibly
22.D.). A more remarkable variant in the later period is the smaller form in the upper part
of the line (in the first epigram in 16. and inconsistently in 32.), both belonging to the
two decades around A.D. 400.

Idoes not offer any significant variants.

K: Forms where the arms end below and above the extent of the upright are rare and
often relatively late (15., 29., 31., 33., also possibly 22.D.) when compared with the
more common form, where they extend to the full depth of the upright (2.-5., 10.-13.,
16., 23.B., 26., 32., also possibly 7.,9., 14., 17., 18. and 22.C.). The arms are
sometimes detached from the upright (16., 29., 31. and 33.), whereas the arms more
oftenly touch the upright (4., 5., 10., 12., 23.B., also possibly 7., 9., 14., 17.,
18. and 22.C.D.). Inconsistency in this latter feature is more common (1.-3., 11.,
13., 15., 26. and 32.) than in the extension of the arms below or at the level of the
upright (1.). Note that in two texts assigned to the 390’s (16. and 26.) the arms and the
upright have been cut as three detached strokes.

A: Besides the use of serifs and elongated forms there are virtually no significant
developments.

248 The lunate forms of epsilon, sigma and omega are attested already between 27/6-18/7 B.C. in IG
1I/1112, no. 2338; before A.D. 37 in IG II/III%, no. 3264; and around A.D. 45/6 in IG TI/I1I2, no.
1972.
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M: In addition to the standard form (1.-§., 8., 11.-13., 15., 29., also possibly
9.,17.,18. and 22.C.D.G.) there is a form with the slanting elements extending fairly
deep combined with a slight slanting of the uprights as if it would form the lower part of
an alpha with a dropped bar (in the second epigram in 16. and in 32., also possibly 7.)
Other developments include the rare variants where the slanting elements start some way
down the uprights (an inconsistency in the first epigram in 16. and in 26., the latter
consisting of four detached strokes, compare the end of notes on kappa) and the fully
cursive form with three curves (31.). The cursive form cannot, however, be regarded as
a late feature, because it appears already in A.D. 301 in /G II/III%, no. 1120 (Edict of
Diocletian) and even earlier.

N: The chief variation is between the standard form where the oblique goes from the
top of one upright to the bottom of the second (1.-3., 5., 8., 10., 12., 13., 26.,
31.-33., also possibly 7., 9., 14., 17., 18. and 22.C.D.G.) and those forms where
the oblique starts some way down the uprights (an inconsistency in 11., 16. and 29.),
sometimes only finishing some way up the right upright (an inconsistency in 11., 185,
and 23.B.). The letter has occasionally been cut so that the oblique is detached from the
left upright (an inconsistency in 15.). This would seem to indicate that the deviations
from the standard form appear in the fourth century.

Z: There are many forms, none of which appear to be related to date. The standard
form with three horizontal strokes (1., possibly also 7., 9., 18. and 22.C.) co-exists
with a form where an upright runs through the horizontal strokes (5., but inconsistently
in 1., also possibly in 9.). Two totally different forms exist: a stylised double zeta (3.)
and a form where the central horizontal stroke of the standard form is replaced by a hook
upside down (11. and 13.) or by a double hook in the identical position (16.).

Ois comparable with theta because the smaller form in the upper part of the line
prevails in the same late texts (16. and 32.) and in two other later texts also somewhat
smaller than theta (33., also possibly 17.). On the other hand, it must be noted with
caution that three texts (26., 29. and 31.) with virtually identical dates do not share this
feature.

IT: Apart from elongated forms and use of serifs this letter shows no significant
developments.

P: The standard form has the bowl attached to the upright at the top (1.-5., 8., 11,
15., 26., 29., 31.-33., also possibly 7., 9., 14.,17., 18. and 22.C.). Sometimes
the bottom of the bowl is left open (13.) combined with the feature where the upright
extends above the bowl (16. and 26.). Occasionally the top of the bowl is left open
when the upright extends above the bowl (an inconsistency in 16.). The bowl may be
detached from the upright (12.), also when the upright extends above the bowl (an
inconsistency in 13. and 26.). The bowl attached to an upright which extends above it is
attested only once, as an inconsistent variant (15.).

Z: the standard form continued in use occasionally until the end of the fourth century
(1.,4., 5., 25. (a mere title), also possibly 7., 14., 18. and 22.C.), but the square
form (1. (one attestation ), 2., 10., 12., 15,, 26., also possibly inconsistently in 9.)
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and especially the lunate form (3., 8., 11.,13.,16., 23.B., 29., 31.-33., also
possibly 17., 22.G., and inconsistently in 22.D.) came to prevail in the later period.
Generally the traditional standard sigma (or the square sigma) goes together with a square
epsilon and a traditional or a square omega, the only exception is 15., where omega is
curved.

T shows no significant variations.

Y: Forms with straight arms (2.-5., 11., 15., 25., 26., 29., 32., also possibly
7.,9.,14., 18. and 22.C.G.) or curved arms (31. and 33.) vary. Both forms are
occasionally attested (1., 3., 13., 16., also possibly 17.). No relevance as to the date
can be proved.

@, X and ¥ show no significant variants.

£2: The traditional form continued in use sporadically until the fourth century (1., 5.,
12., also possibly 7., 9., 18., and 22.C.) as did the traditional forms of epsilon and
sigma. The cursive form prevails in the later period. It can be classified in four different
forms: a) the flat-bottomed (10. and 26.), b) the two Us (16. and 32.; 15. cut as two
detached Us), ¢) the more curved form with a straight central upright as high as the
curved ones (3., 13.,23.B., 29., and 31.), and d) the more curved form with a lower
central upright (11., also possibly 17. and 22.G.).

Abbreviations are comparatively rare because the latest text in prose (28.) is no later
than the fourth century. The first of the abbreviations in this study (1., line 6 ) is
indicated by a straight oblique stroke behind the last letter above the line. This follows the
usage of earlier times. In contrast to it, the rest of the abbreviations (12., line 1, 13.,
line 9, and 26., line 2, all fourth century in date) are designated by the late Roman mark
resembling the Latin S.

An evaluation of the scripts with notes on the use of elongated forms and serifs
follows. Inscriptions 1., 4., and 5. may be regarded as traditional scripts from the
preceding period with their square lettering and rather consistent use of serifs and rare
elongated forms. Inscription 1. shows many elongated forms and has pronounced serifs.
It belongs to a transition period: its intruding square sigma (attested only once) among the
numerous attestations in the more traditional form connects it with the less traditional
square script of 2., a contemporary text with a less consistent use of (small) serifs. The
whole picture is blurred by a cursive copy (3.) of the same text with elongated forms and
virtually no serifs, which is based on round letter forms and cursive alpha. This style was
to become more and more prevalent. The two contemporary epigrams 4. and 5. share
more than their topic: no elongated forms, consistent use of pronounced serifs and a very
traditional script with square epsilon and traditional sigma and omega. Two lost texts
from the end of the third century (7. and 9.) are both cut in a traditional square script, 7.
possibly without elongated forms and serifs, alpha with a dropped bar, 9. possibly with
very rarely elongated forms and no serifs. In contrast to this, 8. evidently has elongated
forms but only an occasional serif (on top of cursive alphas); the script is based on
round, cursive letter forms, and it may be regarded as fairly untraditional in the context of
a half-monumental imperial dedication.
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Scripts of the fourth century use more consistently elongated forms and are based on a
round lettering. One exception to this is 10., evidently with no elongated forms but with
an almost consistent use of serifs, based on a square, semi-traditional script with square
sigma and alpha. The misdated dedication 11. shows elongated forms throughout but
virtually no serifs; it is based on round, cursive lettering with additional features of
cursive alpha, smaller omicron and omega. The work seems helpless: unsure hand,
variable letter height, vacillating lining etc. All of this could indicate a rather late date or
perhaps at least an ebb in the epigraphical culture. Inscription 12. also has elongated
forms but shows consistent use of small, sharp serifs in a comparatively traditional
square lettering (a/pha with a dropped bar, square epsilon and sigma, traditional omega).
The work, with its slight slanting of lines, seems to reflect an ambitious attempt to reach
back to a script of previous centuries. Inscription 13. shows elongated forms with
virtually no serifs, a round script without cursive alpha or other possibly late features. In
contrast to this, another contemporary dedication (14., lost) possibly had no elongated
forms and serifs, but it shows an exceptionally traditional lettering with square epsilon
and sigma with four bars. Inscription 15. presents elongated forms with only occasional
serifs and a curious mix of square and round letters (square and round epsilon, square
sigma, round omega). Its overall appearance is helpless due to fluctuating lining and
variable letter height. The letters nu and omega are often cut detached. The two epigrams
by two different hands in 16. feature elongated forms with fairly consistent use of serifs,
round and cursive lettering with some detached forms (alpha, beta, delta and epsilon).
The letters theta and omicron are small, further enhanced by packing the letters to each
other, especially in the first epigram (see also 32.), which is typical of late texts; the
second epigram is more moderate in variation of letter height (see also 29., 31. and 33.)
and other features characteristic of this script, which seems to be typical of the last decade
of the fourth and first decades of the fifth century.

A short note on some vaguely dated inscriptions of possibly third and mostly fourth
century before going into inscriptions postdating A.D. 396. Text 17. (lost) has possibly
elongated forms with an almost consistent use of serifs. It is a round, cursive script with
cursive alpha and possibly small omicron, thus being comparable with 11., another
fourth century text. Text 18. (lost) has possibly no elongated forms and serifs, and it has
a traditional square lettering. It is not certain whether it has been documented in a
trustworthy way. More probably a fourth century text is the fragmentary 19. with its
elongated forms and moderate use of serifs. It is based on a round, nearly oval lettering
of good workmanship, featuring a drop-like theta. It is, however, too featureless to be
dated precisely. Texts 20. and 21. are too short and monumental to date. The first of
them has pronounced, hook-like serifs and well-formed round letters, the latter of them is
based on square letters (see 10., 23.A, and 26.), but it has elongated forms and serif
only in delta. The lost milestone 22. has several texts, the earliest ones of which (E.,
possibly also A. and B.) probably belong to the third century. They show an inconsistent
use of elongated forms (excepting B.) and no serifs; the letters are a mixture of square
and round ones, but for the most part they are traditional. The texts 22.C.D. (early
fourth century) also mainly follow this script: no elongated forms or serifs and basically
traditional lettering with an occasional lunate form (a variant in 22.D.). In the later fourth
century (22.G.) lunate forms prevail with occasional elongated forms, but no serifs. The
milestone 23. is similar: the earlier text (A.) is in traditional square lettering with

inconsistency in elongated forms and serifs, whereas the later text (B.) has mostly round
letters (also a cursive alpha as a variant) and occasional elongated forms and serifs. It
must be added that the work is very crude.
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After the Visigothic raid the first securely dated inscriptions are the milestones of A.D.
397. Only one of them (25., line 1) has Greek letters. Its traditional square lettering and
absence of elongated forms and serifs is striking for such a late period, but the work is
haphazard, and it thus may be regarded as a title only. Another almost as strikingly
traditional script is used in 26., which is in prose. Elongated forms and small serifs are
used almost consistently. The whole is based on square letters, as in 12, (the only
exception being the flat-bottomed omega in this later text). It also features occasional
examples of detached letters as variants (alpha, eta, kappa, lambda, mu, rho, and tau).
Another almost as monumental building inscription in a prominent place is the bema of
Phaedrus (27.) in hexameters. Its lettering is reminiscent of the round lettering with
small omicrons and thetas (compare 16., 30. and 32.). Elongated forms are consistent
but serifs irregular. Here theta and omicron sometimes are drop-like, another generally
late development. The clumsy overall appearance and execution strongly indicates a date
around A.D. 400. The contemporary 28. has elongated forms, further emphasised by the
ovality and lankiness of epsilon, omicron and sigma, all of which are based on round
forms. In contrast, serifs are used fairly consistently. Other special features are detached
forms of nu and omega (see 15. and 26.) and the drop-like omicron, smaller than
regular size (see 33., possibly also 17.). On the other hand, neither one of the Phaedrus
inscriptions show cursive alpha. In 29. elongated forms are pretty consistent, serifs
occasional. The lettering is round with the additional feature of cursive alpha. The overall
appearance is that of an amateur stone-cutter having difficulties in alignment; two letters
in line 1 are unfinished and single letters are leaning agaist each other. Consistently
elongated forms and almost consistent use of serifs are featured in 30., another honorary
epigram probably of the early fifth century. In addition, it has round lettering and cursive
alpha, but further small variants of theta and omicron. The last three epigrams have a
securely established date around A.D. 410 (31.-32.) and in the 420’s (33.). All of them
have elongated forms; serifs are regular in 32. and 33., but inconsistent in 31. All of
them are based on round letter forms with cursive a/pha, but there are some minor
characteristic features. Inscription 31. (good work) has a cursive mu, but no small
variants of theta and omicron. Text 32. has vacillating lines suggesting a lower standard
of work than in 31. and 33. The epigram for Eudocia is consistently of very high quality
and the serifs are sharp.



