THREE ATHENIAN ARCHONS
(ET ALIA)

A: SALLOUSTIANOS AIOLION PHLYEUS

As it is commented [urther in the Appendix below (pp. 252-3, under
H1), the archon’s correct name in lines 5-6 of 1. G. 112 1763 (=B. D. Me-
ritt and J. S. Traill, Agora XV, No. 329) is Zarrovstiav|ol [ Alo [Alwvog
Divéme and the rectification has the support of both space and nomen-
claturel. Moreover, 1. G. 112 1763 (= Agora XV, No. 329) dates now from
about A.D. 175/6 (previously dated about A.D. 132/3) and the archon
of this document was probably a son of Zakovstiavée Anpbdotoatos (I)
Drvedg of 1. G. 112 3314, lines 4-5 (about A.D. 132). This inference seems
to be strengthened also by the fact that in A.D. 220/1 among the swopo-
vio (tal) is listed first Zohovs (tiavee) Arnumborpatos (1) Druez(bg)?, who
may have been a son of the archon Salloustianos Aiolion Phlyeus. The
archon is undoubtedly the hoplite general (Salloustianos) Aiolion Phlyeus
[see in the Appendix below, under H1] of 1. G. 11?2 1792 (= Agora XV,
No. 423), lines 4-5: o[rtparyyoivrog émtl o 6mha] [ Aloiiwvog [Prvéwes],
which have been slightly altered to read o[tpatnyol THc mérzwg Zatou-
o(tiavob ) | / Aloklwveg [PruéweP. The hoplite generalship ol (Sallous-
tianos) Ailolion Phlyeus is attributed by the writer to A.D. 190/1 in a
forthcoming study in the *Aoy. /eltiov (see Norg in Greek below).

The archon Salloustianos Aiolion Phlyeus was the scion of a leading
Athenian family, which appears to have been divided into three bran-
ches, with the name Aiolion occurring in all three (I of Antipatros, II of

1. The references Lo Lhe prytany calalogues may be reversed al times, but this
was unavoidable (full litle of Agora XV : The Athenian Agora, vol. XV, Inscriptions,
The Athenian Councillors [1974]). For a new reading of line 1 {ad init.), see Appendix
below, under H2.

2. 1.G.1I* 2223, line 20. For the date, sce J. A. Nolopoulos in Hesperia 18 (1949)
54; J. Kirchner: a. 218/9 aut paullo post.

3. Cf. [&pyovrog Tig] [ mhrewe in lines 3-4+ = A. E. Raubitschek in Hesperiq,
Suppl. 8 (1949) 284, Meritt and Traill in Agora XV : [en’ &pyovrog tic] [/ mérews.
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Vipsanius Aiolion and IIT of Sal(l)oustianos Demostratos (I)). The first
branch of Antipatros Phlyeus does not seem to have possessed the civitas,
at least according to the evidence, for if it did, surely its nomen would
have been inscribed in one of the documents?. As for the name Sal(l)ou-
stianos, it is not known how it came into the third branch of the family,
but it presupposes the nomen Sallustius, which is not attested in Attica,
except perhaps in 1.G. II? 1105 (=T7APA CIII [1972], p. 137, line 13
(Face B) of A.D. 138-161 and 1830, line 5 (=Bull. Epigr. 1950, p. 152,
No. 81), dated after A.D. 216 in Agora XV, No. 471. However, none of
these two possible examples could be considered as the source of the
name Sal(l)oustianos, because of chronological considerations. For ac-
cording to the evidence, the name Sal(l)oustianos makes its appearance
with Saloustianos Demostratos (I) Phlyeus who flourished under Ha-
drian (above). This would imply that the name Sal(l)oustianos was
adopted in the reign of Hadrian and in one instance | =Salous(tianos)
Demostratos (II) Phlyeus above] it is abbreviated in the manner of a
nomen. The name Sal(l)oustianos, as a nomen, is of course atypical (how-
ever, compare the name Kasianos below)? but its use seems to sug-
gest possession of the ciyitas, although in 7.G. 112 7701 (s. I p.) we have
Ainla *ABavy) Elowag EEouvidwy®. Finally, since the name Sal(l)oustianos
makes its appearance under Hadrian, it may not be erroneous to pre-
sume that this emperor awarded the third branch of the familly with
the civitas? [if indeed it possessed it].

The second branch of Vipsanius Aiolion Phlyeus possessed the ci-
pitas, as it is explicit from its nomen, which undoubtedly should be
traced to M. Vipsanius Agrippa, whose father’s praenomen was Lucius
(= EK Nos. 338 and 340)5. Moreover, the nomen Vipsanius is not com-

1. W. B. Dinsmoor has presented the stemma of this branch in Hesperia 30
(1961) 189-192 (necessary corrections in Nos. 5, 6 and 8).

2. See Appendix below, under H3.

3. In support of possessing the civitas, ¢f. also I.G. 11% 3678, lines 6-7: Zofet/-
vioavhy “Apirdv, and 3679, lines 7-8: *Ovopatiavy) | Iloruyapulc (daughter of ‘Ovepo-
Ttovds TTordyappos = BCH 92 (1968) 507, No. 50, and 511, No. 93 respectively).
There are also other such examples. In addition, ¢f. the brother ephebes I'. Bovooy-
vog Awoviotalc] Tup. and T'. Bovoonwds Tuyidg [Tale. of A.D. 155/6 (= I.G. 1I?
2068, lines 75-76).

4. Demostratos {I) Phlyeus calls Hadrian wov t8iov cwtfipa xaledepyémvin 1.G.
112 3314, which could be interpreted to mean that one of the benefits to Demostra-
tos (I) may have been the civitas.

5. This type of abbreviation refers to the writer’s dissertation: The Early Ez-

17
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mon in Attica, for it occurs only about eight times therel, and it is pos-
sible that the family from Phlya may have brought it to Attica from
Samos?. In any case, the evidence for this second branch comes both
from Eleusis and Samos. The inscription from Eleusis which K. Clinton
published in the *Agy.”Egnu. 1971, p. 131, No. 27, was known to the pre-
sent writer, who had found its squeeze (the large fragment) at the In-
stitute for Advanced Study at Princeton (summer of 1965)® and had
obtained permission to publish it (= Errusis No. 368). In this inscrip-
tion from Eleusis, which P. Herrmann republished in Z. Pap. Epigr. X
(1973), p. 82, [Odtdav Jloe Actrravi) [éx Prvéwv (= Kapetanopoulos)], who
was the daughter of Aod[xog Oorddviog [Atortwy @avledct, honored her
son (line 3 ad fin.: [‘rb;a EAVTHG '(:‘ Kapetanopoulos)]) Tireg Odudaviog
[AloMov aut Aahavog (= Kapetanopoulos) @Prxfravog Kypsisteds, as
an initiate d¢’ éotiug®. The dedication was set up when Flavia Laodameia
daughter of Kleitos Phlyeus was priestess of Demeter and Kore, that
is, at the end of the first century after Christs.

In another inscription from Eleusis which Clinton published and
I had transcribed at the Institute (August 1970), as the previous inscrip-
tion from Eleusis, an Aiolion is honored and Herrmann identified him
with L. Vipsanius Aiolion Phlyeus, the father of Vipsania Lailiane from
Phlya (above), by restoring the rnomen Vipsanius in lines 3-4; [Odupdw /-
o v Atorte[va @rvéa]’. This restoration has the support also of the title

pansion of Roman Citizenship into Attica during the First Part ot the Empire, 200 B.C.-
A.D. 70 (Yale University, 1963) [see Historia 19 (1970) 562, note 107.

1. See Appendix below, under Ha.

2. Cf., for example, the archon Scribonius Kapiton of aboul A.D. 173-185,
(TAAANTA 6(1975) 28-29 = *Aoy. *Epnu. 1968, p. 203 = ibid. 1971, p. 71, No. 6) who
could perhaps be identical with P. Scribonius Kapiton from Samos (= SEG I, No.
394 = Ath. Min. 75 [19601], p. 151, i), even though SEG says «Litt. saec. L. p. Chr.».

3. See "Agy. "Epnu. 1964 (1967) 120, notes 1 and 2, and ibid. 1968, p. 177.

4. The writer, like Herrmann, had concluded that the demotic [®xv]ede should
be restored, because of space requirements.

5. The names of the initiate Titog... ®raPravde suggest that Vipsania Lailiane
had married into a family which had received the civitas from the Flavian emperors
(= Titus Flavius) and that her son had been adopted into her father’s family, by
which legal action the initiate acquired the nomen Vipsanius and the cognomen
Phlabianos. This interpretation explains also the praenomen Titos in place of Loukios.
Of course, if an adoption occurred, there was no change of deme (initiate was a Ke-
pheisieus).

6. See Appendix below, under HS5.

7. *Apy. *Eqgnu. 1971, p. 135, No. 31 = Z. Pap. Epigr. X, pp. 79 and 81 (= Bull.
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gEnyntie Edpodmdév which appears in both inscriptions from Eleusis
and Samos. My transcription of line 4 (ad init.), since it was made with
no restoration in mind, is unclear, that is, whether to read the traces as
nu (=Herrmann) or as alpha (=Clinton). In the inscription from Sa-
mos, Vipsanius Aiolion, son of Vipsanius Lailianos and grandson of (Vip-
sa? or Scribo?)nius Philopoimen, was honored (No. 45)1. In No. 46
Vipsanius Aiolion was honored again, but here the nomenhad been omitted.
In both No. 45 (as restored) and No. 46 Vipsanius Aiolion had served
as agonothete (at Samos according to Herrmann) and this is probably
correct, since in the inscription from Eleusis there is no mention of an
dywvoleai, at least in the surviving part, but it should have been listed
after his gymnasiarchy (lines 7-8) [otherwise, a re-identification may
be in order]. Finally, the é£vyntic Vipsanius Aiolion is Known also from
yet another inscription which the writer recognized and presents here:
*Agy. *Egnu. 1899, col. 212, No. 45 (ELEuSIS):

[--=m--- 1— [-11[----Aocuxiocu]
[Odufa Iviov Alo[Mwvog DPru]-

[éwg )Enyn[7ob -~ --------- ]

[ e e ]

The distinguished ephebe Lailianos of about A.D. 682 belonged
without any doubt to this family from Phlya, even though he lacks the
nomen Vipsanius, because the name Lailianos is indeed very rare in
Attica and because it is attested only in the family from Phlya. The same
mnay be said of the archon Lailianos (so also Herrmann) of 1.G. 11* 1759
(=Agora XV, No. 312), which this writer has ascribed to A.D. 108/9
in the Athens Annals of Archaeslogy®. The archon may be equated with
the ephebe Lailianos (above), but he is not Vipsanius Aiolion’s father
(so Herrmann), because of chronological considerations. Rather he is
possibly a junior brother of Vipsanius Aiolion or a son of his.

Epigr. 1973, p. 91, No. 160) [ = ELEUSIS Nos. 102 4 154]. {Cf. TA PhS N.S. 64 (3},
1974, 109, No. 27).

1. Ath. Mitt., loc. cit. [p. 250, note 2 above], p. 153 = Z. Pap. Epigr., loc. cit.
[p. 250, note 7 above], p. 80.

2. 1.G. 12 1992, lines 4 and 17 = AAA 6 {1973) 138 = ibid. 7 (1974), p. 393.

3. AAA 6 [note 2 above], 392. A sequel to this may be found in the Appendix
below, under H6 (see p. 261, note 2 below).
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APPENDIX

H1 (=p. 1 above).In AAA VI (1973), pp. 125-127, W. Peek repub-
lished a fragmentary ephebic epigram from ’Agy. Epnu. 1971, Xpovixd,
p. 26, No. 15 (Plate XIIf) and recognized Aiolion (line 7: AfoMw[va])
as archon of the ephebes (line 6 [below]). However, both the interi)reta—
tion and recognition are erroneous (below). Moreover, Peek gave the
archon’s name of I.G. 112 1763 (=Agora XV, No. 329) as Salloustianos
Alolion ( =loc. cit., p. 125), but this must be accidental. In any case,
this was noticed after the completion of an original manuscript on the
archon’s correct name in I.G. 11 1763 (=Agora XV, No. 329), lines
5-6: Zarrovstiav[ol/ Tol AloJalwvog Pruéwg = Zarrovotiav[ol/ Alo]-
Aawveg Prvéwe (abave).

After this, the above ephebic epigram was reexamined and it was
recognized that the Aiolion of line 7 was the archon eponymous Sallou-
stianos Aiolion Phlyeus and accordingly lines 6-7 of the epigram are
being republished below, having been restored anew (Peek: xocuyntfc,
Tpye[v 3¢ prhootepdvey cuvegrBuv]/ AloMw (v, Torews 8" apyoc épu LU —]):

xoounTHG, Nexe [xpatepde Zarkhovstiavée Te |
Alodiw[v xhewvdv éx matépwv mepuas].

LiNg 6 (ad init.): fpye and not FHpye{v]. From the published photo-
graph, it can be said that no épeixvotiév v had been inscribed after the
epsilon, because an uninscribed space, as it seems, was allowed between
the epsilon and the word that followed (cf. also the uninscribed space be-
fore the word #pye). Ad fin.: [Zak /hovetia [vég 1e]. Concerning the quan-
tity of the alpha in the name’s penult, ¢f. 1.G. 112 3734, lines 3-4: Awoyévrg
& &ydpal’ évdpov | ['vexx M Jupxiavoio, and 4251 /3, line 3: pvonv *Aby-
vator Khanpevriaviy mapa Anot (compare also 1.G. 112 3575, line 1).

The xoopntig ‘Polpoc (‘Podgov) *Ereoloiog [lines 5-6 (Peek: fvixa
‘Poligog [Env olivopa matpde Exav] | xoopming)] is attested to have been
xoounthe, as Peek has also indicated, in 1.G. 112 2193, line 11 : mapéstyoon
(=Tpdowv Bzogitov “TRadng, below) 16 13le xoounth ‘Podpw (‘Podgov)
*Edeovctw. Notopoulos has ascribed 7.G. 112 2193 to A. D. 205/6 (see
under note 2, p. 248 above) and as it is commented under line 19 of 1.G.
1121793, where Rhouphos is attested as prytanis = Agora XV, No. 397,
Rhouphos would have been xoopntic about thirty years before the xo-
ountela of Tryphon Hybades (= I.G. 112 2193, lines 8-9), since Tryphon
had been ephebe during the xoouyntele of Rhouphos (above and NoTE
below). Because of this, it is possible to ascribe now the archonship of
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Salloustianos Aiolion Phlyeus to about A.D. 175/6. The archon, of
course, has been identified with the hoplite general of 1.G. II2 1792 =
Agora XV, No. 423 (above). Peek associated the archon and the
hoplite general, with the then available evidence, asfather and son (=
AAA, loc. cit., p. 125).

Note: The xoountys Rhouphos Eleousios may be mentioned as
ephebe (= yvpvaotapyog) in 1.G. 112 2050, line 22: [...7.. . ExJeobotog =
[‘Pobgpoc) *Ex]eodorog, of the year A.D. 143 /4. Such a restoration has
the support of both space and chronology. As a final comment, Rhou-
phos was eponymous of the tribe Hadrianis in A.D. 188/9 (= Agora
XV, No. 419, line 12: [¢]rnovupos ‘Plolgog) (= Hesp., Suppl. VIII, 1949,
p- 283)] *Exeodstog). ’

H2 (=p. 248, note 1 above). The Emueiiroia of the Epigraphical
Museum at Athens, Madame Dina Peppa-Delmouzou, sent me a squeeze
of EXM. 10414 (= 1.G. 1121763 = Agora XV, No. 329) and I was able
to establish also a new reading for line 1 (ad init.), previously read as
®34p. The correct reading of the honorand’s name is A. (sign) Adp (xtov)
[Tawheivoy ‘A fyvoiotov. Both Ross and Koehler had read the nomen as
MAP- and ///AAP respectively; Pittakes has ..2ap (= *Aoy. *Aenu.,
No. 344). The nomen Larcius appears also in Agora XV, No. 402 (=
1.G. 112 1794) and lines 24-25 should read A. A(&)p(x)iog Zevjpog [/ A.
Adp (2 )og KAIPANTOX (‘A[y]\_ao\’)mm), according to Fourmont’s trans-

cription (= CIG No. 194 and Agora XV, No. 402). Previously the no-
men Marcius had been suggested. The degree of relation of these two
prytaneis of A.D. 180/1 with Larcius Pauleinos cannot be conjectured.
The same is true of Awpx(rog) Anpoxpartng “Avyv(obsrog), cuvetpe (mpo-
tapyme) and yvpvaciagyog in the month of Ho-(setdeow) [ = 1.G. 112 2113
(III 1145), line 43]. The new reading was verified from a squeeze (as
above). Previously Koehler had read the nomen as A’K, but Kirchner
preferred Graindor’s Aue (ivwioc). Moreover, Aapxlo *Apyei[ats] of 1.G. 112
10106 [about A.D. 200] was probably a member of the Larcii Irom Hag-
nous, since that nomen is sorarein Attica. Finally, the nomen Larcius
may have possibly come to Attica from Crete (¢f. Adrog Adpxiog I'dr-
hog and Adrog Adpriog Aémdog Tovamiavdg of Inscr. Creticae 1, No. 292).

Note: The nomen Larcia has been suggested for line 2 (ad med.)
of 1.G. 112 9087a (= SEG XIII [1956], p. 42, No. 148), but the photo-
graph of E.M. 12844 clearly shows that the lady’s nomen was Laria
(AAPIANEIKQC = Aapia Newxar(c)).
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H3 (= p. 249, note 2 above). The abbreviation of the name Sal(l)ou-
stianos { =Zahovo (Travdg) Anubotpatog (I1) @ruede) has a parallel in the
name Kaotavég, which was borne by a family from the deme of Steiria.
J. H. Oliver considers the name Kasianos (or Casianus) to have been used
as a nomen (= Hesperia, Suppl. 13, 1970, p. 106) and explains the form
Kdooiog, which is attested in Hesperia 11 (1942) 60, No. 25 [ = Agora
XV, No. 416], line 6: T'. Kassiov "Ano[2hw viov Erlepi[éwc], as being a
seribe’s or stonecutter’s misinterpretation of the abbreviation Kas [=
Kao (tavdc)] (= loc. cit., p. 107, note 8). This explanation is plausible,
but the expansion of the form Kaostou to Kasoi(av)os may be closer to
the truth. That is, the stonecutter omitted to inscribe the alpha and nu,
as he apparently left out the first iota in the demotic [X<]e(1)pt[éwc]. In

any case, the family’s name was Kasianos, which was abbreviated as
either (a) Kao (tavic) (= Agora XV, No. 419, lines 7-8: [oroat Jnyobvr[og
&rl ta 8] Koo (lavoB) | [Awo hhevion Z[tergibwc]; 1.G. 1122199, line 7
dpyovros T'(atov) Kao(tavel) ’Ameldoviou Mrzipibws; and SEG 24
[1969] 94, No. 200, col. II, line 89; Koo (tavoc) Plinmog), (b)) Kaou(a-
vog) (= 1.G. 112 3012, line 2: [o’wn]xocuvﬁebovrog Koot (avol ) Anoidwvion
Zraptéwe = 1.G. 112 2079, lines 3-4: [4& Jvrixospyrebovros Kaotavel *Amor-
Ao fvtov Ztiptiac), or (¢) Kaowav(og) (= 1.G. 112 2235, line 89 : Kasctav(dg)
Dinmmos) [cf. also TAPARS N.S. 64 (3), 1974, 80, under No. 10].

The appearance of the family name Kasianos had been preceded by
the Roman names T'(diog) Todiiog (below) and this explains why the
archon Kasianos Apollonios (above) possesses the praenomen I'(dioc).
Cassil [ =Kdao(s)ot] in Attica are attested also with the praenomen
Gaius (= I.G. 112 3647, lines 6-7: Tatouv | Kaolov Zmuoayidov [cognomen
rather than demotic], and 4481, lines 3-4; I (atov) Kastou [.. ¢ 8... . K]oh~
Mtéwe), but this has no bearing on the Kasianoi from Steiria. The first
known ctets member of this family from Steiria is G. Julius Kasios Stei-
rieus, the archon of I.G. 112 2037, line 3!, and he may be thought to
have been the eponymos of the Kasianoi from Steiria. The archon’s cog-
nomen Kasios may not ultimately derive as a personal name from the
Roman nomen Cassius, though this may be implied by the form Koo-
owvéc?, and it may be instead Greek in origin, as one may infer, for

1. EK No. 793 [pp. 249-50,n0te 5 above]. For a new date of this archon, see Mlle
8. Follet in M élanges...a Pierre Chantraine (1972) 43 [ca. A.D. 111/2 (see below)].
2. The form Kassianos appears in I.G. I1% 2203, lines 36, 38, ctc. (Kassianos Bas-
sos, Kassianos Mousonios ), which Notopoulos ascribed to about A.D. 209/10 (p. 248,
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example, from SEG 24, p. 345, No. 1196 : Aw¢ K/aolov Ké/odwv Ka-
ot Jou 1ob ALY /Sbuov (s. I/11 p.) and examples from Attical. But in creat-
ing the name Kasianos, the family from Steiria may have been emulating
the Romans (viz. Cassius=Cassianus), even though the eponymos
concept was an old Greek tradition, and perhaps imperial permission
may have been necessary for its creation.

The elevation of an apparent local family name to the status of a
nomen is significant, as 1t is its implication of possessing the civitas. Mo-
reover, this Attic origin of the nomen Kasianos could account presumably
for its atypical form (cf. Hesperia, Suppl. 13, p. 106), but it has its
parallel in the name Sal(l)oustianos (as mentioned above), which of
course was of Roman origin. The adoption of the name Kasianos occur-
red in the reign of Antoninus Pius and not «in the Severan period» [so
Oliver in Hesperia, Suppl. 13 above], for in I.G.II? 2079 (A.D. 158/9),
3012 (A.D. 158/9) and 1772 [=Agora XV, No. 364] (A.D. 162/3=
*Apy. Aedriov 26 [1971]286, under No. 12), we have Kaoiavol *Amodheviou

nptéws and Kaot(avob) *Anorrwviov Zrepiémg (above) and Kastav[dg
* Amornoviog ] (Zre[ipeds ] ) respectively, though in 1.G. 1122085 (A.D.161/2)
the full name is I'. ’lodhiog Kasravdg *Amorrmviog Zrerpetc 2 But in
the first third of the third century after Christ, more members of the
family are found with the name Kasianos prefixed before such names
as Antiochos, Apollonios, Bassos, Demetrios, hierokéryz, Isochrysos,
Mousonios and Philippos® One final comment here is that the

note 2 above]. The writer restores it alsoin I.G. 1I? 2125, lines 5-6,in R. belge
philol. hist. 52 (1) (1974) 60, No. 2.

1. Cf. Kaotex ’Avtindtpou Avtnibyiooe, whose name must derive from the Ka-
cwov bpog in Syria {= EK No. 200 [p. 249, note 5 above], s. I a.}; T'. Kouxtitog Kastog
*Ayapveds, med s. I p. (= EK No. 592); and Mirev Kaclou Metiolog, aet. imperat.
(= EK No. 1414); also, [K? Jactog, med. s. I p. (=EK No. 602). The Cassii in Attica
before A.D. 70 : émog Kdaotog Taton ‘Pwpaios, s. I a.(=EKNo. 175) ; Acinrog Kdatog,
init. s. I p., wt videtur {= EK No. 470); Ké[wroz] Kasltog], aet. Claudii {= EK No.
550); [and Ké(owe) ZHpoc?, no date (= EK No. 1469)]. Moreover, cf. Kaotédwpog /
Merizovog [ "Amaueds (= 1.G. 112 8335, s. [ a.). NOTE: See also BCH 46 {1922}
160-189, and Bull. Epigr. 1974, pp. 206, No. 137, and 222, No. 220.

2. EK No. 1000 [p, 249, note 5 above]. The first attestation of the name Kasia-
nos is found in 7.G. I1% 3968, line 13 (A.D. 148-150), which is a list of $xB33ogébpor.
The list displays an econmomy in inscribing the names and Kasianos is probably the
above Kasianos Apollonios, the dvricoopnthe.

3. Cf. Agora XV, Nos. 166,477 and 491 and 1.G. I1% 2199 (above), 2203 (above),
2230 (= Aoy.’Egnu. 1950/1, p. 47, No. 29), 2235 (above), 2241, 3707 and 3712
{ = Hesperia, Suppl. 13, 1970, 106). This writer has collected the family’s members,
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family’s Roman names G. Julius (above) imply that it owed its civitas
to one of the Julian emperors and I have collected the Julii in my disser-
tation (see under pp. 249-50, note 5 above). [cf. also R. belge (p. 254-5,
note 2 above), p. 65].

Nore: In SEG 21 (1965), 268 No. 747 = Hesperia 30 (1961},
272, No. 109, lines 6-8 (v ['drog ~--—=-mm--mmmemeeeee J GLovodg -=-=-- Joee0V, 1A )

should be restored to read wv Tdwec [Toddog Ka]/gwavdg [PAmor-
rovefog wJv, wrh (s. II/II] p.). This Gaius (Julius Ka)sianos (Apol-
lonios) may be the archon of A.D. 207/8 TI'. Kuo(tavdg) *Amodroviog
Zrapiedg (=1. G. 112 2199, line 7 [above]=Hesperia [p. 248, note 2
above], p. 53). Moreover, the names ['diog Kaaravog should be read
also in an E.M. fragment whose squeeze 1 found at the Institute for
Advanced Study (Princeton) on the 27th of August 1970.

H4 (=p. 250, note 1 above). The Vipsaniiin Attica: (a) A. Odubdviog
Alorlov Druede (fer), (b) Odudavio Aowhiaviy éx Groéey and (¢) T. Oduydving
[--- ] Drafravic Kneeroielg of the end of the lirst century A.D. (above);
(d) [Aodxwtog Oderb[aviog Aat]iavdc of about the same time, as he is
probably Vipsanius Aiolion’s father (= Ath. Mitt. 75, p. 83 (stem-
ma) = Abh. Ak. Berlin 1956 (No. 3), p. 40, No. 148 = "Apy. *Egnpu.
1971, p. 131, under No. 27) [see also below ]; (e) Odudviog Dapy[47(7r05) ],
mpwTévypoeag, of about A.D. 103 /4-106/71 (=/[.G. II* 2017, line 14}); (f)
Odewfov[{Joe [~---~ Jof at least after A.D. 112 (= [.G. II? 2776, line 27 =
Hesperia 41, 1972, 69, line 27); (g) Odupovios “‘Hponreldng Mapa-
0 (dviog), ephebe shortly before A.D. 140 (=7.G. 1% 2046, line 32); and
(h) ’Toudavia *ABfwov of about A.D. 170-190 (=Hesperia 29, 1960,
30, No. 37, line 5 = SEG 19, 1963, 70, No. 172 = Oliver, «The Athens
of Hadrian», Actes du colloque internationale sur les empereurs romains
d’ Espagne ... [1965], 126).

[Cf. TAPAS, loc. cit. [p. 250, note 7 above], p. 80, under No. 10 {No. 10 is proba-
bly the same as the preceding No. 9, as it is pointed out in R. belge [p. 254, note 2
above], p. 65, No. 8)].

1. As limited by the writer (see below, p. 262), after Mile Follet’s new chronology
(p. 254, note 1 above). In R. belge(p. 254, note 2 above), p. 71, note 40, it was sugge-
sted that 1.G. 1122017 be dated immediately after the archonship of Flavius Makreinos
Acharneus (= I.G. II? 2026) because of wpwtévypagpor and Ermévypagpol (= vs. Mer-
afowor). However, such a date would conflict with Mlle Follet’s new chronology and
order of wodotpifat, since the paidotribe in 1.G. II? 2026 is Demetrios Rhamnousios,
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The Vipsanii are indeed in the minority in the Greek East and be-
sides those already cited from Attica, there are also these (collected as
fully as possible): Bepaviz Nelwn, 1.G. X (2, 1), No. 530, line 3; Bupavix
Aovxt[av?] (the writer’s suggestion for the cognomen), >Apy. *Egnu., No.
3206 (Aigion); [OP[wavliz (?) Zaropveiva, 1.G. XI1(2), No. 371; A.
Bubd[viov ----] [rwov/[----], FD 1I(1), No. 243; M. Buldviog Zauvidag,
Inschr. v. Olymp., Nos. 110, line 7, 117, line 5, and 118, line 5(?); M. Odt-
Javiog Tenéag, ibid., No. 461, lines 3-4 ; M&pxog Odubav[ioc..... |, Ath. Mitt.
68 (1953) 21; the father and daughters [Odevboy Jia "Ohopmi[c] Aov jxiov
Obztdavifov *An)earioug and Ode[idavia] IdA[2x] Aoux[tov Odardaviov ]
*Almerdfoug ], Jahreshefte 45 (1960), Beiblatt, cols. 87-88, No. 14 (I & 11),
lines 3-6 and 3-8 respectively; and Odwdavioc Kauxthiavig "Afiog, xpk-
TioToc émitpomog Sounmvagrog in the reign of Caracalla, Bull. Epigr.
1974, p. 282, Ne. 508 (see I.G.R.R. IV, No. 499, line 5: [Dr?]dgov
Bupavia[v doyrepeton?]). Addendum: A. Odwldvioc (SEG 3, No. 335,
line 6).

Note: Vipsanius Aiolion (Phlyeus) and his father Vipsanius
Lailianos are attested in Samos (=Ath. Mitt. 75, p. 153), but they are
listed above among the Vipsanii from Attica. Moreover, the grandfather
(---)unius Philopoimen may have been also a Vipsanius (above, p. 251).

H5 (=p. 250, note 6 above). The priestess Flavia Laodameia from
Phlya is mentioned also in 1.G. II? 3546 (I & 11 [ =GRBS 14, p. 3931]),
3559, 3560, 4753 and 4754; and possibly in 3558, too (this document needs
to be reconsidered [below]) [¢f. TAPARS N.S. 64 (3), p. 74, No. 10; the
chronology and identifications followed here are erroneous (below)].
Flavia Laodameia may have succeeded, as priestess of Demeter and
Kore, Kleo adopted daughter of Eukles Phlyeus of [.G. I1* 2879, etc.
[=TAPhS, loc. cit.,, p. 73, No. 9], and that Flavia Laodamelia hersell
may have been succeeded in turn by Claudia Teimothea daughter of
Teimotheos Gargettios of 1.G. 11?2 3584, etc. (= EK No. 777) [ = T'A PhS
loc. cit., p. 74, No. 11]. George Stamires (according to the handwriting)
dated this last priestess «in. s. 1L p.» in B. D. Meritt’s 1.G. 112 copy (pre-
vious date: aetate Hadriant).

C. P. Jones has identified Flavia Laodameia as the wife of M. An-
nius Pythodoros Cholleides and as mother of M. Annius Thrasyllos
Cholleides who was ephebe in A.D. 112/3 (= HSCPh 71, 1966,
210 = 1.G. 112 2024, lines 2, etc.). However, this identification is erro-
ueous and the family’s stemma requires to be redrawn. For according to
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Jones’ identification, Flavia Laodameia would have been priestess of
Demeter and Kore in the middle of the second century after Christ,
since in I.G. II? 3557 (="Apy. "Eenu. 1968, p. 211, No. 17a (cf. also
TAPAS, loc. cit., p. 87, No. 9]), the priestess honored the initiate &g’
éotiag Junia (Laodameia?) he kai Melitine ( =EK No. 736), who was
the daughter of Annia Aristokleia (a daughter of Annius Thrasyllos and
granddaughter [son’s side] of Flavia Laodameia) and Junius Patron
Bernikides (=EK No. 893). If Junia Melitine had been the granddaughter
of M. Annius Thrasyllos Cholleides, the ephebe of A.D. 112/3 (according
to Jones’ identification), she would have been about ten years old at
about A.D. 144/5 by conservative estimates (=a twenty-year genera-
tion cycle), that is, at an appropriate age when she could be initiated 4¢’
éotilag (see *Apy. 'Eomp. 1964 [1967], p. 121, note 2 [c¢f. also TAPhS,
loc. cit., pp. 98ff.]). But thisis impossible according to the evidence and
Flavia Laodameia could not have been the wife of M. Annius Pythodoros
Cholleides and the mother of M. Annius ThrasyllosCliolleides, the ephebe of
A.D.112/3 (above), as proposed by Jones. That Flavia Laodameia belongs
to the end of the first century after Christ, it is also clear from 1.G. II?
3546 (1) [this is the only document of those in which Flavia Laodameia
is attested which securely dates her priesthood to that period]. In this
last document is honored T. Claudius Oinophilos (Hierophantes) Tri-
korysios (=EK No. 633 [cf. also TA PhS, loc. cit., pp. 29-30, No. 18]).

H6 (p. 251, note 3 above). Of Tribal Cycles (20/19B. C.-A.D. 118/9):
After the publication of my article (Oi &pyovreg D'diog xal Aodxtog)
in AAA 7, 1974, 391-394, it was observed that I.G. [121759 (= Agora
XV, No. 312) had erroneously been ascribed to A.D. 96/7 in Hes-
peria 18 [p. 248, note 2 above], pp. 49 and 52 = Oineis VIII = AAA, loc.
cit., p. 391, note 8, while, for example, in AJPh 64 (1943) 48, the
correct tribal cycle had been given (= Oineis VII [c¢f., for example,
IG. 112 1945 from A.D. 45/6]). The tribe of Oineis came to
occupy the eighth position (= VIII) in the tribal cycle, after the crea-
tion of the tribe Hadrianis (=VII). Graindor has argued that the
creation of Hadrianis belonged to the year A.D. 124/5 (= Athénes sous
Hadrien, 1934, pp. 18-35 [p. 264, note 5 below]), while Notopoulos has
shown that the inauguration of Hadrianis in the tribal cycles occurred in
AD. 127/8(=TAPA 77, 1946, 53-56 = Hesperia 36, 1967, 50, note 13
[p. 264, note 5 below])[since then various arguments have become obsole-
te,as a result of Mile Follet’s new chronology (p. 254, note 1 above)].
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At any rate, the above observation requires a certain readjustinent
in the tribal c¢ycles and the author concludes that the seventh position
(=0O0ineis VII) in the tribal cycle must be assigned now to A.D. 108/9,
just as the archonship of Philopappos and Lailianos has been dated i
AAA, loc. cit., pp. 391-392. The reasons for dating these two archons to
A.D. 108/9 have already been presented in AAA (above) and undoubt-
edly the previous erroneous order in the tribal cycles has led us to the
correct placement of the archonship of Philopappos and Lailianos.

The new readjustment in the tribal cycles before the creation (== A.
D. 124/5) or inauguration (= A. D. 127/8) of the tribe Hadrianis assigns
the archon Apolexis (= Agora XV, Nos. 291 and 292) to 20/19 B.C., to
which year the archon Apolexis, known also from an inscription from
Eleusis which honored the 8280ly0g Themistokles (II)son of Theophrastos
(IT) Hagnousios, has been ascribed by W. B. Dinsmoor (see TA PAS [p.
250, note 7 above), p. b0 and note 30) [tribal cycle: Attalis XII]. Moreover,
the archon Sekoundos, attested in [.G. V2 83 and 84, lines 7 and 21, is
placed now at A.D. 39/40 (see BCH 92, p. 505, note 1, and TA PAS
{above), p. 29) [tribal cycle; Aiantis X]. Furthermore, the archonship
of T. Coponius Maximos Hagnousios (= [.G. [I2 1072 = GRBS 14
398 [see p. 261 below]) must be assigned now to A.D. 118/9 (= Ptolemais
V). Of course, according to the new chronology of Mlle Follet (p. 254, note
1 above), p. 43 = AAA (above), p. 391, and the previous identifica-
tion of T. Coponius Maximos Hagnousios (= 1.G. [I12 1072) with the
archon Coponns Maximos (= Inscr. d. Délos, No. 2533, lines 22-23 =
Follet), the archonship should be placed to the year A.D. 94/5 (=
Ptolemais V), but according to the evidence it would not be incorrect
to identify two archons by the name of Coponius Maximos. That is,
(1) Coponius Maximos from about A.D. 98/9 (= Inscr. d. Délos, No.
2535) [for date, see p. 262 below] and (2) T. Coponius Maximos Ha-
gnousios of A. D. 118/9 (= 1.G. 112 1072) [see p. 261, note 3 below].

B: FLAVIUS STRATOLAOS (II} PHYLASIOS

P. Graindor published in BCH 38 (1914), 373, No. 8, and Chronrologie
des Archontes Athéniens sous{’Empire (1922), p. 277, No. 195, the text of
E. M. 4037, which J. Kirchner reproduced as follows under 1.G. 112 3673 :

dya[0F whyn )
Tov [Ermvupov ]

pyolvra - -]
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otoa[t - -
O- - - (demot.) 5
[BJxctre[boavra |
rore[paoynoavtae |
1.G. 112 date: s. I1/1I] p. (Graindor: fin du I7¢ siecle ou IIIe siecle).
The present writer examined a photograph of E.M. 4037 and was
able to recover the archon’s full name:
arya[0F whyn]
Tov [émevupov |
&oyolvra OB (tov) ]
Zrpo[Tohaov ] 4
@ urdorov]
[Blacire[doavTa %ol |
rore [ popyfoovTa ]

Line 5: Enough remains of the original letter as to leave no doubt
of the @ reading.

Lixe 8 ad init.: An obvious interpretation of the surviving letter
strokes appears to be the name Nu[ugédotoc], that is, the dedicator’s

name. Another possible rendering of line 8 may be [.] .p[ ——————— ]

Graindor observed that epigraphically the above inscription be-
longed to a later period than that of the archon Flavius Stratolaos (I)
(Phylasios), who is known from a Delian dodecade inscription and whose
archonship dates now from about A.D. 100/1 (see below), according to
Mlle Simone Follet’s new chronology in Mélanges ... ¢ Pierre Chantraine
(1972), p. 43. The new archon Flavius Stratolaos (I1) Phylasios, since he
1s to be distinguished from Flavins Stratolaos (1) (Phylasios), is to be
identified with the ephebe Flavius Stratolaos Phylasios of A. D. 140/1:
1.G. 112 2047, lines 5-7 (yvpvactapyobvrog 8¢” Aoy tob Etoug [/ O[A. | Zroa-
wohson Purasiov) and 13-16 (Peppovt /xelov/ Oha. Zrparérxo[c]/ Dora-
oog [ =dywvobétng]), and 2048, lines 10-14 (&yvpvacidp jynoe tov Evan-/
Tov Tobg EpNiBoug/ DA Zrpatdhaog [ Purdotog)t. The ephebe Flavius Stra-

1. The Flavii in Atlica havebeencollected by the present writer; see’Agy. *Epnu.
1968, p. 177,
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tolaos (IT) Phylasios who may be recognized here as a grandson of the
archon Flavius Stratolaos (I) (Phylasios) [above], would have been forty
years of age by the year A.D. 162/3 and his archonship, then, may be
dated after this year.

The archon Stratolaos of I.G. I1* 2914 and 3798 ( =GRBS 14, pp.
397-398), who has been equated in the past with the archon Flavius
Stratolaos (1) (Phylasios), may be instead the above ephebe’s father, as
a reinterpretation of the evidence suggests. For when considering the
Coponii Maximoi from Hagnous?!, it appears that there were two archons
by the name of Coponius Maximos, that is, Coponius Maximos of about
A.D. 98/9 [see below] (=Tollet) and T. Coponius Maximos of A.D.
118/9 (=I1.G. 112 1072 =GRBS, loc. cit., p. 398)* [previously these two
archons were identified as being the same]. The archon of I.G. 112 1072
was the son of the lepoxFpug Coponius Maximos who was epimelete of the
city in the archonship of Stratolaos (=/.G. 112 3798 [above]) and accor-
ding to the evidence the Aierokéryx became epimelete of the city after
his son’s archonship?. In [.G. 11?2 2914 (above) [UlJoadBiog Dabdatou
[@rve T, who is attested as ephede in I.G. 112 1996, line 55: I1oAd[Bt]og
Dadotou Pru(eds) [limited to about A.D. 84/5 in *Agy. Aedtiov 26
(1971) 276 and 303-304, K4 (but see below)], had made a dedication
to Apollon Hypoakraios as mohépapyos, but it is impossible to establish
at what age he served in that office, although the previous equation
of the archon Stratolaos (above) with the archon Flavius Stratolaos (1)
(Phylasios) and the attribution of /.G. I12 1996 to about A.D. 84/5 [but
see below] would have Polybios Phlyeus serving as polemarch at about
the age of thirty-two (ca. A.D. 66/7-98/9).

It is interesting to note also here that some ephebes of 7.G. 112 1996,
lines 13 ("Amapos (CArxlpov) Broaede), 21 (...8....[ = ’Enépa-
ato¢] *Alxipov Bryoosvg), 22 (...°.. [ ="Hpaxéiv] *Ahxipon Broateic)
33 CAlvrioye]e? CA[vrdyov?)  Avagriotiog), 77 (Purfuwy *Apdvron ’ Ave-
prdotiog) and 146 (Kéowboc (KopgivBov) *Avaoidotios ="Agy. Aeitior 26,
p- 295, No. 59), appear as prytaneis in Agora XV, No. 321, col. I, lines 7,

1. Oliver has discussed the Coponii from Hagnous in GRBS 14 (1973) 395-
399 = Historia 24 {1975) 127 [see note 3 below].

2. For the tribal cycles between 20/19 B.C. and A.D. 118/9, see p. 251, note 3
above [see also note 3 below].

3. This will be discussed later in a follow-up study.

4. At that time I had not noticed the number of ephehes appearing logether
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12 and 15, and col. 11, lines 21, 22 and 23. However, before continuing
with this prytany catalogue and others, it would be appropriate to note
here that 7.G. 112 1996 dates from the archonship of the emperor Domi-
tian, which has been attributed to about A.D. 84/5 (above). According
to the evidence, the emperor Domitian was archon before Trebellius
Rhouphos Lamptreus (A.D. 85/6-94/5) and the succeeding dvapyta (A.
D. 86/7-95/6)!. In the archonship of Domitian, as we know from an
inscription from Delphi (=FD 111(2), No. 65, line 7), the [adAntic] was
Durbpovoog Magablidvi[o]g. The same adintig is attested also in a second
inscription from Delphi (=ibid., No. 66, lines 30-31: adinthg Durbpov-
cog), in which year there was an dvapyio, after the archonship of Tre-
bellius Rhouphos (above). The adAntic and other persons in these two
inscriptions from Delphi confirm that the archonship of Domitian pre-
ceded that of Trebellius Rhouphos and the dvapyia and it may not be
erroneous Lo presume that Domitian was archon the year before Trebel-
lius Rhouphos. Moreover, since the archonship of Philopappos has been
attributed lately to A.D. 108/9 (above), it may be possible to assign
now the archonship of Domitian to A.D. 91/2, that of Trebellius Rhou-
phos to A.D. 92/3, and the dvapyix to A.D. 93/4 [then the archon list
from Delos would begin = Follet (above)]. The year A.D. 91/2 was a
Panathenaic Year and Graindor excluded this year, as well as other such
years, from dating Domitian’s archonship®. However, it may well be
that Domitian was archon during a Panathenaic Tear and the remark
of Apollonios of Tyana with reference to Domitian’s archonship at
Athens may give support to this contention ( =Philostr., Vit. Apol. VIII,
XVi:..., énedy xol 6 Bactheds thv Endvupov “Alnvalors fplev, «elfien, Eoy
(=’Amorrdviog), «xal &v Iovabyvaiowgn,...)3. Moreover, the remark of
Apollonios of Tyana seems to imply that Domitian was archon when he
had become a tyrant (after A.D. 88), although his rule was strict before
this year.

laler as prytaneis and so Korinthos (son of Korinthos) Anaphlystios (= No. 59)
was distinguished from the prytanis Korinthos (son of Korinthos) Anaphlystios
(= No. 60). It appears now that the ephebe and the prytanis should be considered
as being the same.

1. For the dates, see Hesperia 11 (1942) 83.

2. Chronologie ..., p. 95, under No. 65.

3. Of course, there is no indication in 7.G. II* 1996 that Domitian was archon
in a Panathenaic Year, but this may not have any significance, for Domitian served
only as archon eponymous and, did not preside over the Panathenaia, too. Perhaps
the remark of Apollonios of Tyana could be understood in this context.
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In any case, let us return once more to Agora XV, No. 321 (above).
This prytany catalogue has prosopographical affinities with Agora
XV, No. 330 [ =Hesperta 11 (1942) 42, No. 117, lines 6: [Anuoydpne
"Emxriro, 8: [PMjpwy] "Apdvron, 9: [Magxole (Mdpxou), and 12: [E}-
mopog | Méuvovog (=["A Jvagrdoriot), as the names are restored by this
writer!. J. A. Notopoulos attributed this prytany catalogue to A.D.
135 /6, on the basis of the prytany secretary who belonged to the deme of
Gargettos (lines 29-30: [me]ot o BRua /[ [- - - - - ¢ Ed8fuou Tapyhrriog =
[‘Egueiale (aut [TAabno]s) Eddfpov Dapyfitrioc): Agora XV, No. 330 is
related prosopographically (lines 7, 10, 11, 12 and 24-26) to Agora
XV, No. 333 [=1.G. 1I? 1764A1], lines 14, 15, 16, 18 and 19) of A.D.
138/9, while Agora XV, No. 321 has only two affinities (lines 7 and 9)
with Agora XV, No. 333, lines 15 and 20 [compare also lines 11 (= No.
321) and 16 (=No. 333)]. Moreover, Agora XV, No. 321 may have a pro-
sopographical affinity with Agora XV, No. 334 [=1.G. 1I* 1764B] of
A.D. 141/2 [line 12: Athog “Hpoaxdv mp[eoPitepoc?] (Browe(dg)], who
may be ‘Hpaxdyv *Adxipou (Brooebe) of No. 321, col. I, line 21]. This
equation would make Herakon Besaieus seventy-five years old when
serving as prytanis for the second time (= ephebein /.G. II2 1996 [=
about A.D. 84/5], but as it has been contended above this ephebic text
may date from A.D. 91/2, in which case Herakon would have been then
sixty-eight in A.D. 141/2). The possibility that Herakon is mentioned
also in Agora XV, No. 334 implies that he became a civis ( =Aelius)
after his attestation as prytanis in Agora XV, No. 321. Moreover, Korin-
thos (son of Korinthos) Anaphlystios, ephebe in 1.G. 112 1996 and atte-
sted as prytanis in both Agora XV, No. 321, col. I, line 7, and No. 333,
line 203, would have been about seventy-two years old when serving
for the second time as prytanis in A.D. 138/9 (or sixty-five, if 1.G. 112
1996 dates from A.D. 91/2 [above]). These two possible longevity cases
(Herakon, seventy-five, and Korinthos, seventy-two = ephebes about
A.D. 84/5) argue probably for a later date for 71.G. II2 1996 (= A.D.
91/2 above) and this undoubtedly strengthens also the contention that

1. The new readings were made from the photograph in Hesperia 11, 41; for
line 12, see *Agy. Aedziov 26, p. 310.

2. Cf., for example, ‘Epueloag Thadxov and Eidnuog “Epuelov (Toapynrtiot) of
Agora XV, No. 331, lines 9 and 18 (A.D. 138/9). Compare also Edgnulog] EddAulon]
Tapyqrrliog] { = Hesperia 28, 1959, 285, No. 13 [s. IT p.1]).

3. See p. 261, note 4 above.
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the archons Flavius Stratolaos (I) (Phylasios) and Stratolaos ought to
be distinguished (above).

One final and important observation to be made is that Agora XV,
No. 330, in contrast to No. 333, has no civis listed in the surviving part,
with the exception perhaps of line 17: [----- Jétne, where the nomina-
tive ending of the fragmentary name and the absence of a patronymic
may suggest the listing of a civis, although possibly his name (if a ci-
¢v1s) should have been inscribed first, just below the respective deme
lemma (unless line 17 should be rendered as [¢mot]etyc). This apparent
absence of a civis may be significant in dating the prytany catalogue at
least one tribal cycle earlier!, but Notopoulos’ date (= A.D. 135/6
above) is obviously the correct one, for there are five prosopographical
affinities between Agora XV, No. 330 and No. 333 (above). Antipatros
son of Mousaios from Alopeke, who is attested as prytanis in Agora XV,
No. 330, line 20: [*Avtirat]pos Mous{a)tov (the alpha lacks the hori-
zontal bar)? was ephebe at about A.D. 110 (=1.G. 112 2020, line 26:
*Avrinarpos Mou. "Adw. [ = "Adgy. Aelriov 26, p. 314]) and he appears
also in a dedication to Antoninus Pius (=1.G. 3391, line 3: *Avtindrtpou
100 Movsat[ov *Arwmexd |0c[v]), dated A.D. 140-145. At the time Anti-
patros from Alopeke was dyopavbpoc. Agora XV, No. 321, on the other
hand, has two cives listed in col. I, line 17: Ma(pxoc) OUA(mioc) *Apyé-
haog (Znpoayidneg), and col. TI, line 19: Ad(fwoc) Ilgeipog (Bnoautedc)s.
The Roman names (= Marcus Ulpius) of the first cieist place this pry-
tany catalogue securely after A.D. 98, when Trajan became emperor,
but it antedates the creation of the tribe Hadrianis, when the deme of
Besa was transferred from the tribe Antiochis to the newly created tribe

in honor o adrian. INNotopoulos has shnown Lha aarianis began Lo
function in A.D. 127/8, but Graindor has argued persuasively that it
was created in A.D. 124 /55,

1. The prytany catalogue is fragmentary (left side) and it is not possible to
eslablish whether the prylaneis of the deme of Besa were listed in the lost part. If
not, it would mean that the catalogue dated after the creation of the tribe Hadrianis
(sce below).

2. From the pholograph (see p. 263, note 1 above).

3. Cf. Adn(viog) Kepedhtog Bro{aedc) in TAPA 71 (1940) 302, line 17, and 303.

4. The Ulpii in Attica have been collected (see p. 260, note 1 above}, but their
number is small.

5. Notopoulos, TAPA 77, 53-56, and Graindor, Ath. s. Hadr., pp. 18-35 [see
Pp. 258-9 above].
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C: FLAVIUS EUPHANES

It had been suggested by G. Colin' and was recently revived by
Mlle Follet (= op. cil., p. 44, note 55), without coming to a definite con-
clusion, that the archon of 7.G. 11> 2032 (III 1106), whose name is par-
tially preserved (line 1: &ml &oyovrog @raPifov ~ - -]), may have been
the archon Flavius Euphanes of Inscr. d. Délos, No. 2536, lines 17-18:
&v 10 &ml Qrooviov Eb/@dvou &pyovrog éviautd. The archon Flavius Eu-
phanes, as we know from the preceding Delian dodecade inscription,
preceded the archon G. Julius Kasios Steirieus (above), who is known
from the same Delian inscription (lines 25-26) and also from an ephebic
text, 1.G. 112 2037, line 32,

An examination of the ephebic officials of [.G. 112 2032 and 2037 has
shown that these two ephebic texts belong chronologically together. In
both documents, the madotpifne is "Aplotwy ‘Papvedoioe (line 2 and line
29 respectively), while the xeorpopiraf is Ilubwcdg (line 4 and line 84
in the same text order), whose office in /.G. 112 2032 is limited by the
phrase 3.2 Blov. But what really associates the two texts as belonging
chronologically together is the office of the émropdyoc, for in both docu-
ments the émropdyog is "Aoxdnmddng Alnwiede (line 3 and line 75 res-
pectively). It is true that there are to be observed significant gaps in the
ephebic officials of the beginning of the second century after Christ,
but the appearance of the same émhopdyoc in both 1.G. 112 2032 and 2037
argues for a close chronological arrangement of the two ephebic texts.
Moreover, this is suggested also by the order of the archons in the dode-
cade inscription from Delos (Flavius Euphanes, G. Julius Kasios Stei-
rieus). Therefore, the archon’s name of line 1 of I.G. 112 2032 may be
completed with confidence now to read ént dpyovrog @rafifov Edgdvovs].

From the scanty evidence that we possess about the ephebic offi-
cials from about A.D. 90 to A.D.126/7, it is only Asklepiades Azenieus
who is attested to have served as émhoudyoc for a second time, though his
demotic is restored in 1.G. I12 2037, line 75. The other 6mropdyot, known
from I.G. 112 2021, line 20, 2022, line 5, and 2024, line 122 (and 2025,
lines 6-7), appear to have been annual. And as Mlle Follet has arranged
the archons of this period, Asklepiades Azenieus, who may possibly have
been serving as émhopdyoc Sux Blov, precedes the apparent annual érhoud-

1. BCH 23 (1899} 89 (= Follet, op. cit. [p. 254, note 1 above], p. 35).
2. See p. 254, note 1 above.
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you of the texts cited above. Before Asklepiades Azenieus, Sostratos son
of Nikias Palleneus is known to have served as émhopdyoc more than once
(=1.G. 1121993, lines 10-13, and 1994, line 4, of about A.D. 80).

In 1.G. 112 2032 one of the yu (pvastapyor) was ['Agpo [3elotog *Amon-
roviov "Ayoapveb[c] (lines 6-7). The gymnasiarch was probably the son
of "Amoiridviog *Agpodisiou *Ayupvedc who, as xoounths, set up a dedica-
tion to Hadrian Olympios on behalf of the ephebes (= I.G. 112 20414,
lines 7-8; dmtp [ tév épnPwv) in the archonship of Ki. Aopetiavig (=EK
No. 776), which has been ascribed to A.D. 128/9 by Graindor’. Howe-
ver, in 1.G. 112 3387, dated about A.D. 128/9, Hadrian is not called yet
"Ondumiog, as in 1.G. 112 2041A (above). At any rate, the archon Clau-
dius Dometianos belonged to the deme of Besa and he is also attested
twice as prytanis (=Agora XV, No. 334, line 11 [A.D. 141/2], and No.
355, line 3 [post med. s. II p.]). On line 4 of the last document is listed
Kx. Avb[tipog] (Bno[wedg]) and the reader is referred to Hesperia 36
(1967) 429-431.

However, a pertinent question under review here is the age of the
roountie Apollonios Acharneus (above) when he made the dedication
to Hadrian in A.D. 128/9, as previously dated, for his age has a bearing
on the date of I.G. II? 2032. If the xoocpnt)c was sixty years old at the
time, his son would have been born at about A.D. 88/9 or 98/9 (father
20 or 30 years old at the time of his son’s birth) and the boy’s ephebeia
would fall at about A.D. 106/7 or 116/7 respectively. If, on the other
hand, the xoountyg was fifty, then the son’s ephebeia would fall at about
A.D. 116/7 or 126/7. However, there is no need of overstressing this
point, for the complexity and vagueness of the matter have been illu-
strated by the above two examples. And as the chronology has been
worked out above (p. 262), Flavius Euphanes’ archonship should be
placed at about A.D. 140/1. This year suggests that the son of the xo-
ocunthe was born at about A.D. 92/3 and that the xospytyg himself was
about fifty-six /[ sixty-six years old in A.D. 128/9 (above).
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1. Op. cit. [p. 264, note 5 above], p. 41, note 1.



