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ABSTRACT

The “material turn” in the humanities and social sciences has brought
about an expanded understanding of the material dimension of all cul-
tural and social phenomena. In the Classics it has resulted in the breaking
down of boundaries within the discipline and a growing interest in mate-
riality within literature. In the study of religion cross-culturally new per-
spectives are emphasising religion as a material phenomenon and belief
as a practice founded in the material world. This volume brings together
experts in all aspects of Greek religion to consider its material dimen-
sions. Chapters cover both themes traditionally approached by archae-
ologists, such as dedications and sacred space, and themes traditionally
approached by philologists, such as the role of objects in divine power.
They include a wide variety of themes ranging from the imminent mate-
rial experience of religion for ancient Greek worshippers to the role of

material culture in change and continuity over the long term.

Keywords: Greek religion, Etruscan religion, Mycenaean religion,
materiality, religious change, femenos, temples, offerings, cult statues,
terracottas, omphalos, cauldrons, sacred laws, visuality, purity, pollution,

gods’ identities, divine power, inscribed dedications
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JENNY WALLENSTEN

8. Decisive dedications

Dedications outside of sanctuary contexts

Abstract

We tend to strongly associate the presence of votive material with the
presence of a sanctuary, since gifts to the gods were presumably mostly
offered and kept in sacred space. However, many dedications were never
placed in sanctuaries proper, but in the agora, the gymnasion, etc. This
paper discusses the implications of placing gifts outside of sanctuary con-
text. Taking dedications from two groups of magistrates, agoranomoi and
nomophylakes (specifically the zomaphylakes of Cyrene), as my case stud-
ies, I will argue that the materiality of the gifts affect the character of the
space surrounding them and that the gifted objects can express the iden-
tity and power of the donors, as well as the relationship between gods

and men, by means of a tangible thing.*

Keywords: votive gifts, offerings, dedications, Greek religion,
Grecek epigraphy, Greek sanctuaries, inscribed dedications,
dedicatory language, agoranomoi, nomophylakes, Cyrene,

Greek magistrates
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Introduction

Dedications belong to sanctuaries. Dedications can define a
sanctuary: even the smallest votive depot can be allowed to
identify a sacred space. And it is an oft-repeated statement that
after dedication, gifts to the gods were never to be taken out of
the sanctuary in which they were offered, having become the
property of the deity. All these statements are of course, with
some case-to-case modification, valid. But they leave aside
quite a large group of dedications, which were never placed in
sanctuaries, not even in the first place.

* T wish to thank the conference audience and the anonymous reviewers
for valuable comments. Maria Mili read earlier versions of this paper and
I am very grateful for her advice. Any mistakes of course remain my own.
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Dedications were of course frequent in public spaces.
John Ma has recently examined the multitude of honorific
monuments that filled areas like for example the agora. Many
of these gifted objects were in essence offerings to the gods
although simultaneously and ostentatiously statues celebrat-
ing mortals.! Certainly, the agora was a clearly defined space
with special status. Like a sanctuary, it was marked off by horos
stones and lustral stoups, and there were rules stipulating who
could enter and who could not.* Murderers and those deprived
of civil rights for other reasons were not welcome: there was a
clear concern to keep the agora free from polluting elements.
This was perhaps due to the many altars and sanctuaries that
could exist within the borders of any given agora.’> But, even
though we could call an agora a religious domain because of
purity regulations and because of the sacred precincts on its
grounds, the agora in itself was not a sanctuary.*

The gymnasion was likewise a very popular place for put-
ting up dedications. Inventories show how they housed gifts
varying from victors torches to large scale statues such as the
Aphrodite of Melos.> A third more specific and interesting
case is the Odos Tripodon in Athens, the Road of the Tripods,
which joined the sanctuary of Dionysos on the south slope
of the Athenian Acropolis to the “semi-sacred space” of the
Agora.® This street was lined by choregic monuments that
started out as dedications to Dionysos; the monuments in fact

! Ma 2013. Naturally, the same double function adhers to many gifts,
such as portrait statues, placed in sanctuaries.

* Agora XIX, 7-10; Parker 1983, 19.

3 Parker 1983, 19, 125; Dem. 20.158.

* Agora XIX, 9.

5 Ma 2013; Kousser 2005, 229-232; Martini 2004; Von den Hoff 2004;
Ridgway 1997, 310.

¢ Possibly the old, unidentified agora, see Wilson 2000, 212-213, but
recent articles take the agora to be the identified one to the north of the
Athenian Acropolis: Choremi-Spetsieri 1994; Agelidis 2009, 112-115;
Csapo 2016, 278-279.
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gave this road its identity, known in antiquity as the Street of
the Tripods.” The size of the elaborate stone bases supporting
and exhibiting the prize bronze tripods furthermore show us
that they were not supposed to be moved from their place
of dedication; the Street of the Tripods was not a temporary
exhibition space of dedications.® But what did placement of
offerings outside sanctuary ground entail? By placing your
dedication in the agora or the gymnasion, did you seek if not
a bigger, then perhaps another audience? And, could it pos-
sibly be argued that these dedications were less inviolable, less
sacred, than the ones placed in a sanctuary? In a certain sense,
a votive gift should have created a sacred space around itself,
at the very least at the moment of dedication, even when of-
fered outside a regular sanctuary. But did this wear off, leaving
the dedication less of an offering to the gods and more as a
proof, to the surrounding mortal community, of a duty well-
performed?’

This study presents two case studies of inscribed dedica-
tions placed outside proper sanctuary context and discusses
some implications of this choice of location. The objects stem
from all over the Greek world during a period of about 400
years'® and both collections concern the dedicatory patterns
of magistrates. The first example investigates dedications of
Greek agoranomoi in general and the second is a case study
specifically of dedications offered by the nomophylakes of
Cyrene. The first dossier includes 61 dedications from ago-
ranomoi of a wide geographic variety of Greek cities, while the
second only studies a few inscribed gifts from a single room."!
The different characters of the case studies thus do not allow
for comparison. Rather, I wish to show different examples of
interaction between humans, gods and things and the mani-
fold ways this could take shape.'” I argue that the relationship
between mortals and immortals could not only be expressed
by means of materiality, but an object could, in a sense, be the
very relationship.

7 Paus. 1.20.1; Choremi-Spetsieri 1994; Wilson 2000, 209-213.

8 Tfollow Agelidis 2009 in understanding the choregic monuments to be
dedications: 120-121, see however Wilson 2000, and Csapo 2016, for
comments on how the frequent omission of anetheke and the name of the
god downplayed their role as dedications. Wilson does not seem to argue
that they were only victory monuments, however, but dedications that
“present themselves” as victory monuments (Wilson 2000, 209; Csapo
2016, 259-260).

% One could perhaps again compare with the choregic monuments in the
Street of the Tripods, dedications in the original agonistic festival con-
text, but, as time went on, taking on the character of victory monuments.
19 T limit the investigation chronologically to the period 4th century
BC-1st century AD.

"' Among the agoranomoi dedications, I have not included cases where
the giver is an “agoranomos of the thiasos” probably responsible for a festi-
val, see for example IBeroia 22 = SEG 58 562; SEG 11 50.

12 Hodder 2012 is now a classic starting point for any discussion on the
matter.
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Magistrates’ religious participation

The magistrates of any Greek polis participated widely in its
religious life with religious ritual acts embedded in their offi-
cial functions. Their participation ranged from the more spec-
tacular and outward-looking, such as the libations performed
by the strategoi before a major audience at the opening of the
Athenian City Dionysia, to the more an inward-looking rou-
tine sacrifice offered by the pryzaneis to Apollo Prostaterios
and Artemis Boulaia before the assemblies.!> Other common
occasions for magistrates to worship the gods as part of their
official functions can be identified upon their taking up or
leaving office, sometimes institutionalized through sacrifices
and offerings known as the essiteria and the exiteria respec-
tively.'4

Inscribed dedications

Not all gifts to the gods were inscribed, nor needed to be.”
The reasons behind the choice of adding an inscription were
certainly manifold, ranging from an almost automatic adher-
ence to a local custom, to a personal one-time choice. In the
same way, the wording could be formulaic and repeated in ac-
cordance with tradition or it could give personal details. In-
scribed dedications in their most simple form consist only of
the name of the deity in the dative,'® and can then be elaborat-
ed as wished, to include of the dedicator’s name and reason for
dedication, perhaps, or mention of the dedicated object. For
this article, I have looked exclusively at inscribed dedications,
where the dedicator, when presenting his gift, has wished to
connect this object to his role as an official —an agoranomos
or a nomophylax—through mention of his office’ in the
dedicatory text. In this dossier, the examined votive language,
with some interesting exceptions, mentions the dedicator by
name and title (expressed by a participle, i.c., agoranomesas,
or a noun, i.e., agoranomos), the recipient god, and sometimes
the dedicated object. The reason for dedication is not stated
explicitly, although we can assume that dedications whose in-
scriptions include an aorist participle, indicating that the term

13 Plut. Cim. 8; Mikalson 2016, 66; Currie 2011, 294; Parker 2005, 404;
Agora XV, 4-5.

Y Currrie 2011, 293-294; Mili 2012; Detienne 2003, 63-64. Eisiteria
before a naval expedition: Jameson 2002, 226, n. 47. Dem. 21. 114-115;
Veyne 1976, 163 n.71.

15 See Whitley, Chapter 14 in this volume

!¢ The inscribed name of a deity in the genitive can also mark a gift,
but is not an inscribed dedicatory act, rather the result of such. Cf.
Ma 2013, 21, on altars and cult statues.

'7 In this collection of inscriptions, the dedicators are all male, but see
note 42 for later examples.



in office is over, was presented to the gods when a magistrature

had been fulfilled.'®

Dedications of the agoranomoi

The agoranomia magistracy is widely attested in the Greek
world."” Evidence of active agoranomoi has been found in at
least 120 cities around the Mediterranean. Their number var-
ied from polis to polis and was not constant through time. In
Athens, for example, the ten agoranomoi of the Classical and
Early Hellenistic period (five for the city and five for Pireus),
became two in Late Hellenistic times, whereas a single ago-
ranomos in 4th-century BC Thasos has a colleague a century
later.®® Their authorities could differ, but generally the ago-
ranomoi were responsible for the activities and dealings in the
marketplace. They regulated commercial transactions, settled
disputes between buyer and seller and controlled measures
and weights, as well as the quality of goods on sale.”! Accord-
ing to the author of the Athenian Constitution, the ten Athe-
nian agoranomoi were supposed to guarantee the sale of un-
adulterated and authentic products, for example.?

The identified and examined inscribed dedications pre-
sented by one or several agoranomoi date from the 4th to the
Ist centuries BC/early 1st century AD (see Zable 1).>* Out
of these, about a third have a reported find context that is
neither secondary nor too general (ie., descriptions in the
manner of “from the excavations”, “from the urban area’, etc).
Out of these, 13 have been found in agorai, to which prob-
ably could be added the three Pergamene dedications found
below or southwest of the Great Altar and presumably come
from the Upper Agora, as well as another four that have been
found in secondary contexts in marketplaces and are unlikely
to have been moved very far.** Among other notable known

18 Graf 1985, 264, n. 43; Hasenohr 2002, 72; Wallensten 2003, 81.

1 Capdetrey & Hasenohr 2012a.

20 Bresson 2020; Pouilloux 1954, 406.

21 Bresson 2016, 234-250; Capdetrey & Hasenohr 2012b; Migeotte
2005, 287-301. Occasionally they also filled the function of public no-
tary, LS/, s.v. Ayopavéuos.

2 Qliver 2012; Robinson 1933, 603; Arist. [Azh. Pol.] 51.1-3: Accord-
ing to some sources, they also fixed the fees of the hetairai, cf. Robinson
1933; Buxton 1982, 32. For cheating in the Agora as a topos, see Bresson
2016,234-235.

T have aimed at including all known agoranomoi dedications from this
time-span. For later agoranomoi dedications (and some included in the
present article), see also Robert 1969, 254-261. For the identification
of ID 1832, see Wallensten 2003, 200-201, CI 59. (Other possible ago-
ranomoi dedications, not included here since the title is not mentioned
or the text is too fragmentary, are Pouilloux 1954, no 151, and /G XII
suppl 403, sece Wallensten 2003, 200-201, CI 60, 61.)

# [Pergamon 183, 243, 244 (no date, Hellenistic, 3rd—2nd century BC
respectively, Pergamon). GIMB 1V, 1 901 (4th century BC, Halikarnas-
sos). IG X1.4 1144, 1145; ID 1832 (3rd century BC, 2nd century BC,

Licensed to <openaccess@ecsi.se>

DECISIVE DEDICATIONS < JENNY WALLENSTEN -« 99

find contexts, one dedication comes from a fountain house,
and another from a bath house® and a dedication from an
agoranomos, presented after his term in office, was carved on a
column in the temple of Zeus Osogo.?

Statue bases dominate among the gifted objects. However,
as usual, the objects mounted on the bases are often lost and
we do not know what kind of sculpture they once carried.
The identifiable statues are mainly herms or other statues of
Hermes, once specified as Hermes Agoraios.” To the statues
can be added other objects, such as a discus and “cagles”* One
stele dedicated to Herakles and Zeus Soter carried a relief pic-
turing Herakles, and one base possibly held a portrait of the
donor whereas a base from Samos held a horologium.? Three
altars are moreover among the gifts, and five inscriptions re-
gard dedications of objects connected to the tasks of the
agoranomoi: measuring tables and measures.’* An inscription
from Salamis of Cyprus has been interpreted as the dedication
of a public building, as has a text inscribed on a column from
Apollonia Salbake.?! Those buildings were perhaps zygostasia;
in the Ist century AD and onwards, it became common for
the agoranomos to pay for the construction of this building,
which held the official scales.??

With a few exceptions, the dedicatory inscriptions exam-
ined specify recipient deities.® Hermes is without competition
the most popular god in this material, represented 25 times.

2nd century BC, Delos). Salviat 1958, 319 no 1; IG XII suppl. 402;
Pouilloux 1954, 405 no 153 (4th century BC, 1st century BC, 1st cen-
tury BC-1st century AD, Thasos); La CarieIl, no. 161 (1st century AD,
Apollonia Salbake. It should be noted that this inscription in fact identi-
fies the agora, thus the evidence for the findspot is somewhat circular).
IPriene 179 (= NIPriene 186, 4th century BC, Prienc). IEphesos 7.1 3004
(1st century BC, Ephesos, found at the entrance to the agora). G XI1.6
2:972 (2nd century BC, Samos). SEG 11 334 (no date, Argos). SEG 37
761 (1st century BC, Halaisa, Sicily). Secondary context, probably from
an agora: Pouilloux 1954, 397-398, no. 151 (4th/3rd century BC, Tha-
sos). IG X1.4 1143; ID 1835 (3rd century BC, 1st century BC, Delos).
IPriene 182 (3rd century BC, Priene).

» Table 1,nos 17, 19.

% Table 1, n0 29.

¥ Eight statues, Table 1, nos S, 14, 16, 27, 43, 44, 48, 50.

» Discus: Table 1, no 17. Eagles: Table 1, no 25. The editors note that
these are Zeus’ birds.

» Herakles stele, eucharisterion for grain and fruit, Table 1, no 47); statue
of donor: Table 1, no S; Van Bremen 1996, 178, n. 129; Horologium, Ta-
ble 1, no 38.

30 Altars: Table 1, nos 2, 21, 24 . Measures etc.: Table 1, nos 18, 27, 30, 42,
S5. For possible agoranomos altars, not dated and carrying the inscription
agoranomikos, and sometimes with the depiction of a bell (whose sound
opened the market), see Robert 1937, 288-291; SEG 35 1323.

3 Table 1, nos 41, 52.

32 Steinhauer 1994, 58-59.

3 Table 1, nos 24, 50, 52 and 56 do not give a recipient deity. Tzble 1,
nos 51,53, and 55 are fragmentary and may once have included a recipi-
ent. It is to be noted that three other agoranomos dedications from Eryth-
rai mention Demos as recipient deity, once together with Zeus Soter:
Table 1, nos 25, 26 and 27.



Table 1. Agoranomoi dedications. ND = no date, NM = not mentioned.

No. |Dedicators | Recipient deity Find context | Provenance Dedicated object Date Reference
1| Agoranomoi | APHRODITE Agora Halikarnassos | Block 4th century BC GIBM 1V 1,901
2 | Agoranomoi | APHRODITE Unknown Delos Altar 3rd/2nd century BC | IG X1,4 1146
Timouchos
3 | Agoranomoi | HERMES, North of Delos Statue base mid 2nd century BC |ID 1833
APHRODITE Artemision
4 | Agoranomoi | APHRODITE Unknown Thermai Base 2nd/Ist century BC | Brugnone 1974,
Himerai or later 219 no. 1; IGXIV
313
5 | Agoranomos | HERMES, Western Agora, | Delos Statue base herm 3rd century BC IGXI, 41144
APHRODITE Tetragone
6 | Agoranomos | HERMES, Western Agora, | Delos Base 2nd century BC IGX1,4 1145
APHRODITE Tetragone
7 | Agoranomoi | APHRODITE Urban area Akrai Base 3rd century BC? LAkrai7
8 | Agoranomoi | APHRODITE Urban arca Akrai Base 2nd century BC LAkrai 6
9 | Agoranomoi | APHRODITE Urban area Akrai Base 3rd-2nd century BC | L4krai 8
10 | Agoranomos | HERMES, Secondary Priene Base 4th century BC 1Priene 183;
APHRODITE NIPriene 189
11 | Agoranomoi | HESTIA, APHRO- | Agora Thasos Base 4th century BC Salviat 1958, 319
DITE, HERMES no. 1; SEG 17 422
12 | Agoranomoi | HESTIA, HERMES, | Agora Thasos Base Ist century BC SEG 17 425; IG X1I
APHRODITE suppl. 402
13 | Agoranomoi? | HESTIA, APHRO- | Secondary, Thasos Statue base 4th/3rd century BC | Pouilloux 1954,
DITE, HERMES Prytancion 397-398, no. 151
14 | Agoranomoi: | HERMES, Portico of Delos Base for herm 2nd century BC ID 1832
APHRODITE Western Agora
15 | Agoranomoi | HERMES Agoraios | Secondary, Delos Statue base 3rd century BC IGX1,41143
Agora
16 | Agoranomos | HERMES Western part | Priene Base for two herms 4th century BC 1Priene 179;
of Agora NIPriene 186
17 | Agoranomos | HERMES Fountain Priene Discus Ist century BC 1Priene 180;
house or later NIPriene 188
18 | Agoranomos | HERMES Secondary, Priene Table 3rd century BC IPriene 182;
probably from NIPriene 187
agora
19 | Agoranomoi | EIRENE Grandi Terme | Kos Statue base, one statue | 2nd century BC 1Cos EV 227;
1G X114.2 580
20 | Agoranomoi | THEOIL, DEMOS Secondary Kos Statue base 2nd century BC ICos EV 212;
1G X114.2 581
21 | Agoranomos | HERMES “vicinity of Sikinos Alrtar 2nd century BC IGXIL5 26
tombs”
22 | Agoranomos | HERMES Agoraios Unknown Istria Statue base, small 2nd century BC ISM1175
23 | Agoranomos | HERMES Agoraios | Unknown Istria Statue base 2nd century BC ISM1176
24 | Agoranomos | NM Secondary Erythrai Altar 2nd century BC IErythrai 101
25 | Agoranomos | ZEUS Soter, DEMOS | Secondary? Erythrai Eagles 2nd/1st century BC | IErythrai 102
26 | Agoranomos | DEMOS Unknown Erythrai Architrave, small Ist century BC IErythrai 103
(building?)
27 | Agoranomos | DEMOS Unknown Erythrai Statue base, mention | Late Hellenistic IErythrai 104
of dedicated objects,
aherm, scales and
stathmia
28 | Agoranomos | HERMES Agoraios | Unknown Velventos Statue base 2nd/1Ist century BC | SEG 47 1002
29 | Agoranomoi | ZEUS Osogo Column Mylasa Column(s) 1st BC-1st AD IMylasa 326
in temple of
Zeus Osogo
30 | Agoranomos | POLIS Agora Argos? Measures ND SEG 11334
31| Agoranomoi | HERMES, POLIS Secondary Larisa ? ND IG1X,2 94
Chremaste
32 | Agoranomoi | HERMES Secondary Beroia Statue base 2nd century BC IBeroia 24
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Table 1 continued.

No. | Dedicators | Recipient deity Find context | Provenance Dedicated object Date Reference
33 | Agoranomos | ARTEMIS, DEMOS | Western Agora | Ephesos Stroma, parastas Ist century BC IEphesos V11,1 3004
entrance
34 | Agoranomos | Roman DEMOS & Secondary? Opuntian Fountain, agalmata, 1st century BC— IGIX,1282
Theos Sebastos Kaisar Lokris tub Ist century AD
& Opuntian DEMOS
35 | Agoranomos | EUETERIA Secondary? Gortyn ? Ist century BC IC1IV 250
36 | Agoranomoi | APHRODITE Unknown Thasos Base 3rd century BC IG XI1, suppl. 390
37 | Agoranomos | ZEUS Agoraios, Secondary Lindos Base ?2nd century BC N.Suppl.Epig.Rodio
THEMIS, HERMES 170,21
38 | Agoranomos | DEMOS Agora Samos Horologium 2nd century BC Paton 1899, 79;
IGXI11,62972
39 | Agoranomoi | PEITHO Secondary Olynthos Base 2nd-1st century BC | Robinson 1933,
602-604
40 | Agoranomos | APOLLO, HERMES | Secondary, Delos Block Ist century BC ID 1835
Agora
41 | Agoranomoi | POLIS, DEMOS of | Ancient Salamis, Cyprus | Official building 1st century BC §4C 36
the Salaminians Salamis
42 | Agoranomos | HERMES, POLIS Agoraregion | Thasos Measuring table Ist century BC- Pouilloux 1954,
Ist century AD 405, no. 153
43 | Agoranomos | HERMES Below the Pergamon Base for herm Hellenistic IPergamon 8.1 243
Great Altar
44 | Agoranomos | HERMES Below the Pergamon Base for herm 3rd-2nd century BC | IPergamon 8.1 244
Great Altar,
Theatre street
45 | Agoranomos | HERMES Agoraios | Secondary Alabanda ? 3rd century BC Cousin & Diehl
1886, 308, no. 3
46 | Agoranomos | HERMES Secondary Pergamon? Fence and paving 2nd century BC Conze & Schuch-
hardt 1899, 168,
no. 6
47 | Agoranomos | ZEUS Soter, Secondary Omarkoi Stele with Herakles ND Wiegand 1904, 301
HERAKLES
48 | Agoranomos | NYMPHAI Southwest Pergamon Base for Hermes statue | ND IPergamon 8.1 183
of the Great
Altar
49 | Agoranomos | THEOIPANTES Agora, area Halaisa Rectangular slab Ist century BC SEG 37761
of the west
portico
50 | Agoranomos | NM Unknown Thrace Statue base of Hermes | 2nd century BC SEG 42 662
Agoraios
51 | Agoranomos | ? Unknown Larisa ? ND IGIX,2 600
52 | Agoranomos | NM Agora? Apollonia Column(s) Ist century AD La Cariell, no. 161
Salbake
53 | Agoranomoi |? Acropolis, Athens Base 344/343 BC IG 11> 2823
now lost
54 | Agoranomoi | THEOI Secondary Mobolla Shield (round marble | 188-1672? BC IRhodPer 781
plaque), honorary
inscription
S5 | Agoranomos | ? Secondary Pireus Stele, dedication of Ist century BC? SEG 47 196; Stein-
mensa ponderaria, lists hauer 1994, 51
56 | Agoranomos | NM In arce Amorgos Base Ist century BC IGXI1,7 261
57 | Agoranomos | ZEUS Soter & Secondary Astypalea On arcitectural ND IGXIL3 194
DEMOS fragment
58 | Agoranomoi, | BOULE, DEMOS, | Secondary, Rhodos Circular base Ist century BC NSER 20
withother | THEOI close to one of
magistrates the city gates
59 | Agoranomoi | THEOI Agoraioi Unknown Anthemous Semi-circular base 106/105 BC SEG 42,561
60 | Agoranomos | Dionysos and the North of the | Dion Base Ist century BC— SEG 66525
Thiasos Theatre Ist century AD
61 | Agoranomoi | Theoi, Polis Secondary Assiros Pylon, on column Early 1st century AD | Dimitsas 1896, 678
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He is followed by Aphrodite, 14 times* and Demos,
10 times.> The collective Theoi are recipient deities six times,
once specified as Theoi Agoraioi;* Zeus appears in five in-
scriptions, as does the Po/is, and Hestia in three. Several gods
and personifications appear once: Themis, Eirene, Artemis,
Eueteria, Peitho and the Nymphs.”” Most dedications were
made after the term in office: at least 32 of the examined dedi-
cations (as made clear by the aorist participle formula).*® Six
offerings were presented during the time in office (the dedi-
catory text include a present participle). Often, however, the
agoranomoi present themselves by their official title, and in
those cases, we cannot know whether this was during the term
in office or at their leaving or taking up of duties.”

Judging from this material, agoranomoi were frequent ded-
icators and their inscribed gifts provide an interesting material
for analysis of their dedicatory habits.* The brief texts them-
selves do not make this group of gifts immediately stand out
within the general corpus of dedicatory inscriptions. The ago-
ranomoi chose the same standard dedicatory formulae as wor-
shipers all over the Greek world, magistrates or not. However,
we can note that they tend to place their title before the men-
tion of the recipient deity, indicating a certain highlighting of
the dedicating agoranomoi. Likewise, epithets are not often
given to the recipient gods. But when the deities are presented
with a byname, it is mainly in order to tie them to the agora
and thus the sphere of the agoranomoi: out of eleven included
epithets, seven are Agoraios.*' Furthermore, when we move

3 Robert & Robert 1959, 325, suggests that a dedication to Peitho,
Table 1, no 39, was made to a “parédre ou 4 une hypostase dAphrodite’.

% Demos is sometimes topographically specified (“Demos of the Sala-
minians’, Table 1, no 41), but more often not.

3¢ Theoi Agoraioi: Table I, no 59.

37 Themis: Table 1, no 37. Eirene: Table 1,0 19. Artemis: Table I, no 33.
Eueteria: Table 1, no 35. See also ICr 4 252 for a possible second dedi-
cation to this deity). Peitho: Table 1, no 39 (= Hatzopoulos 1996, 69.
200-166 BC, Olynthos). Nymphs: Zable 1, no 48.

3 It is noteworthy that the title of the agoranomoi proceeds the name
of the recipient god(s) in a majority of the studied inscriptions. For
word-order as important in dedicatory language, see for example Ma
2013,25-26.

¥ In my opinion, the fact that they present themselves by their title in-
dicates that the gift was presented while in office. Two examples use the
formula yper agoranomias (Table 1, nos 49, 52), and this has been in-
terpreted as evidence of a summa honoraria: payment for taking on the
agoranomos office. A later example is to be found in JosPE I? 440. See also
Quass 1993, 328-334; Chaniotis 2018.

% Wallensten 2003 examines dedications from officials to Aphrodite
and compares dedicatory patters from several magistratures noting the
frequency of agoranomoi dedicators.

1 Hermes is called Agoraios five times: Tzble 1, nos 15, 22, 23, 28, 45.
Zcus and the Theoi also receive this epithet: Zable 1, nos 37, 59. Aphro-
dite is Timouchos, probably “Of (a college of ) the Timouchoi” (7zble 1,
0 2). Interestingly Zeus always gets an epithet when he appears in this
dossier, but not the same. Apart from Agoraios, he is also Soter (Zable 1,
no 25) and Osogo (1able 1, no 29). Moreover, in regards to the few epi-
thets included in the agoranomoi dedications, one could suggest that it
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beyond the text and study the gifts as material objects, once
placed and kept in a deliberately chosen setting, the preferred
location of these offerings is striking. When presenting a gift
as an agoranomos, it appears that the dedicator often decided
against placing the gifted object in a sanctuary proper. In fact,
only one case of the examined dedications stems from a clear-
cut sanctuary context, the dedicatory text inscribed on a col-
umn of the temple of Zeus Osogo in Mylasa.** Instead, the
agoranomoi rather placed their gift in their own workspace,
somewhere in the Agora. It could perhaps be argued that the
deities most often gifted by the agoranomoi, Hermes and Aph-
rodite, were gods not frequently endowed with magnificent
temples and sanctuaries anyway, obliging the agoranomoi to
honour them in other locations. However, temene of espe-
cially Aphrodite were not as rare as to cause a specific need
to place dedications outside of a space sacred to the goddess.
The result of this dedicatory habit is that the spatial con-
text is dominated by the dedicators rather than by the gods:*
the initative is with the agoranomoi who brought the gods to
the agora to receive their offerings. When they could have
brought their gifts to precincts of their divine recipients, they
chose not to, in favour of a location closely tied to the dedica-
tors themselves. It is perhaps not a coincidence that altars are
very rare among these dedications? Arguably an altar, espe-
cially if an “active” altar made for sacrifices rather than a more
“passive” votive one, would have created a sacred space of the
recipient god around it, especially if and when in use, thereby
bringing back the main attention to the deities worshiped.*
Furthermore, the character of the dedicated objects is also
entangled with the identity and presence of the agora over-
seers. The monuments of the agoranomoi were not the most
magnificent ones standing in the marketplace. The surviving
bases show that the agoranomoi usually offered small statu-
ettes rather than large-scale sculpture.®® This in turn means
that the inscribed letters were small and the writing not al-
ways easily accessible; neither were they necessarily placed in
the most visible spot of an agora.* But, importantly, if we can

was deemed unnecessary to add bynames to Hermes and Aphrodite in
this particular context. These gods were strongly connected to magis-
trates all over the Greek world, especially when worshiped together.

2 Table 1, no 29. Perhaps a dedication to Dionysos, found north of the
theatre in Dion, should also count as from a sanctuary context (Kotzias
1951, Chron., 36, no. 4, cf. Robert & Robert 1953, no. 105), made by an
agoranomos assigned in a festival context (Nigdelis 2016, 675-677. The
very interesting inscription mentioning a female agoranomos treated in
the same article chronologically falls outside this study).

# In the latter respect it is certainly significant that two of the three altars
included in this case study (Zable 1, nos 2, 21, 24), were vowed to Hermes
and Aphrodite respectively.

“ Wallensten 2009.

* See for example Table 1, nos 7,22, 23, 39, 50.

4 For the most visible spot, the epiphanestatos topos, see for example Ma
2013, 67-70.



judge by the few dedications found iz situ, the statues were
often placed outside in open air, as noted in the agora itself,
and there for example in open porticos and by the entrance
to the marketplace.”” Thus, the gifts were potentially visible
to all visitors, and not only to those entering an agoranomion
building. Certainly, the few holders of the office would be in
demand in every corner of the agora and not able to be present
everywhere at once. But their gifts could have a regular pres-
ence in the marketplace, as if discreetly reminding the crowds
of the presence of the magistrates themselves. Likewise, the
dedicated measuring tables identified in the dossier were per-
haps not luxurious eye-catching gifts, but neither were they
miniature ones, nor old and broken. Furthermore, they were
not always objects exclusive to the gods or made just for them
on a specific occasion, but could be real working tools, to be
used by the magistrates, outside or inside their official build-
ing. They were meant to be seen by and used in front of cus-
tomers and visitors to the agora and the agoranomion. They
were things that sent a message of control of correct transac-
tions, the main duty of the agoranomoi. Taken together, these
dedications thus make manifest the dedicators, their office
and duties, rather than the glory of the recipient gods. Stand-
ing outside a sanctuary context, these gifts did not only, pos-
sibly not even mainly, celebrate the gods, but gave passers-by a
message from the agoranomoi, one of active control and duties
well-performed. They were objects that pointed to the pres-
ence of the agoranomos office, and its authority. In a sense they
even become an extention of the presence of the agoranomoi,
sanctioned and supported by their divine protectors.

These dedications, placed outside of a sanctuary context,
seem to have sought another primary audience than the re-
cipient gods themselves.”® And, could it possibly be argued
that these dedications were less inviolable, less sacred, than the
ones placed in a sanctuary? Outside of sacred ground, without
the looming presence of the recipient deity as owner of that
space, it is plausible that that the character of offering was less
stable, going from a dedicationmainly 0 (a god), to a dedica-
tion mainly ffom (a mortal). Without the sanctuary context
as a constant reminder of an object as a gift to the god, the
dedication develops, becoming less of an offering to the gods
and more of a proof to the surrounding mortal community, of
active professional engagement and/or a duty well-executed.”’

7 Table 1, nos 14, 33.

“ For the double message of dedications, see for example Wallensten
2003, 14-18.

% One could perhaps compare with the choregic monuments in the
Street of the Tripods, clearly dedications in the original agonistic festival
context, but, as time went on, taking on the character of a victory monu-
ments, see above zote 9.
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I believe that this was the case with the offerings of our
agoranomos group. But it would of course be too easy a solu-
tion to generalize and argue that all dedications placed in a
non-sanctuary space only turned outwards, to a larger general
audience, and that their religious intensity, or value, was less
than in the case of a gift placed in a hieron.

The nomophylakes and
the Nomophylakeion of Cyrene

Magistrates called nomophylakes are known from widely scat-
tered locations all over the Greek world, from Abdera in
Thrace to Cyrene in North Africa.>® In several cities they seem
to have been magistrates of an important status, such as in
Demetrias and Pergamon. The office could be filled either by a
single magistrate or a college of officials.’" As the title suggests,
in various ways the nomophylakes were guardians of the law.
Generally, they watched over the safekeeping and observance
of laws and decisions.”> Among the tasks of the nomophylakes
in Athens were the supervision of other officials and the scru-
tiny of proposed resolutions in the boule and the ekklesia. The
nomaophylakes decided whether these were against the law or
in any other way harmful to the city.”> Nomophylakes of some
Macedonian poleis likewise examined the legality of law pro-
posals, and in Cyrene they were responsible for the city ar-
chives.>* Nomaphylakes sometimes had tasks concerning the
publication and announcement of official decisions; they were
sometimes an archive authority set to watch over commercial
transactions® and could also prepare and close judicial pro-
ceedings.*

As regards the nomophylakes of Cyrene, we know that
they formed a board of nine members after 321 BC, but that

%0 Cyrene, see below. Abdera, see for example I4egThr 9, 175-150 BC;
Avezou & Picard 1913, 122-137.

' New Pauly, Antiquity VIII (2000), 981-982 sv. Nomophylakes
(W. Ameling).

52 Busolt 1920, 490.

>3 Habicht 1997, 55. In Athens, they have also been connected to the
reforms of the role of the Arcopagos instigated by Ephialtes but it has
been deemed more likely that the Athenian board of seven nomophylakes
was created shortly before 323 BC (Rhodes 1981, 315 with references).
It has also been suggested that the office was cither created or reinforced
by Demetrios of Phaleron and perhaps also abolished as he left Athens
in 307 BC (Habicht 1997, 55, with n. 50). The nomophylakes are not
mentioned in Arist. [Ath. Pol.].

>4 Gauthier & Hatzopoulos 1993, 42.

55 Abdera: Gottlieb 1967, 26-27; Avezou & Picard 1913, 135-137.

56 Alexandria: Wolff 1970, 37. The functions of the nomophylakes of Al-
exandria are compared with those of the ¢isagogeis by Ameling, and to
that of the mnemones (of Paros and Thasos) by Lambrinudakis & Worrle
1983, 333 (referring to L. Robert 1969, 269-272).
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their number changed with time. The detailed functions
of this board are not well-known, but it is certain that they
were in charge of the city archives. These archives comprised
both public and private documents and were housed in the
Nomophylakeion.”” This building was identified in 1925, in
the agora of Cyrene. It consisted of a large rectangular room,
entered by a portico and was, at least in its last phase, adjacent
to a temple of Zeus (later, perhaps from the time of Hadri-
an, of Jupiter Capitolinus).’® In this room, along each of the
longside walls, the nomophylakes had set up five small pillars,
relatively high and slender, with equal distance between them,
decorated with corniches and resting on bases ¢. 40 cm high.
These pillars supported statuettes, and carried inscriptions ei-
ther carved on attached panels, or on the pillars themselves.”
Four inscriptions date from the 1st century BC, one from the
Ist century AD, and they all regard dedications of statues. We
thereby know that in their office, the nomaphylakes had set up
statues of Agathe Tyche, Apollo Nomios, Homonoia and of
Aphrodite, once specified as Aphrodite Nomophylakis.*®®

Let us take a closer look at these inscriptions. Four intro-
duce the title of the nomaphylakes themselves on the first line,
followed by a the dating by a priest and list of the names of the
magistrates; then the name of the god in the accusative and
the dedicatory word anethekan close the texts.®' The fifth one
differs slightly by beginning by a dating formula by two priests,
of Apollo and Augustus. This is the dedication of the statue of
Aprodite Nomophylakis. The dedicating nomaphylakes title is
however singled out on a line of their own to catch the eye, as
is their patron goddess.”” The five inscriptions are thus clearly

57 Maddoli 1965, 46; Goodchild 1971, 92-93; Laronde 1987, 432. The
Nomophylakeion has been dated to the 3rd century BC. Both public and
private documents were kept here at least in the Imperial period.

>8 Bonacasa & Ensoli 2000, 64, 66, 85, 87. They suggest that the building
was built in an area previously dedicated to divinita nomie, protectors of
the laws. In this area and thus front of the entrance of the Nomophylakei-
on was a sacred well, which was taken into consideration when the ad-
joining temple of Zeus was constructed, in fact included and accessible
within it.

5% Three inscriptions were carved on plaques fixed on the pillars and one
was carved on the pillar itself.

® Agathe Tyche: SEG 9 131 = IRCyr2020 C. 94; Apollo Nomios:
SEG 9 132 = IRCyr2020 C. 93; Homonoia: SEG 9 135 = IRCyr2020
C. 96; Aphrodite: SEG 9 134 = IRCyr2020 C. 97; Aphrodite Nomophy-
lakis: SEG 9 133 = IRCyr2020 C. 95.

¢! The introduction is missing from IRCyr2020 C. 97.

@ [RCY2020 C95:

(Etous) e’ (vac. 2) émi iepé( vac. 1)cos

Dok Evgpdaveus

AuTokpaTopos 8¢ Kaica-

pos Oedd1 Uidd ZeBacTdd

Bapkaiw 16 OeoxprioTw

NopoguAax<e>g

AtoAAcvios Evimrme

OedBwpos ApicTwvos

AmoAAcovios Eudaiuovos
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dedications, which again stress the dedicators by opening the
dedicatory text with their title. However, in spite of the use of
the dedicatory verb anethekan, which clearly marks the statu-
ettes as offerings, no recipient deity is mentioned. The gods
are indeed present, but only as the dedicated objects.

As in the case of the agoranomoi dedications placed in a
non-sanctuary context, this presence of several offerings in an
office building raises questions of how the gifts, together with
the act of gift-giving, affected their setting. We can wonder
what went on in this archival area, with its five gods look-
ing inwards and surrounding the visitor. Did this cluster of
offerings somehow cause the space to become sacred? Did
these objects in themselves become foci of worship, e.g., cult
statues?®®> Or were the sculptured gods only decorative?

Certainly, we are not dealing with an in-house permanent
sanctuary or temple. The priests mentioned in the votive in-
scriptions are there only as a means of dating and not in rela-
tion to cultic duties in the Nomophylakeion. There is no other
trace of emperor worship in this space contemporary with the
inscriptions and their statues, and Apollo was a main god of
Cyrene and was mentioned here in that function.* In spite
of the inclusion of the dedicatory verb anethekan, no recipi-
ent deities are mentioned. Moreover, the arrangement of the
statues does not place one, or, for that matter, several, statues
in focus, in the manner of a cult statue(s). Rather, they appear
as decorative, small objects placed on similar bases along the
walls at regular intervals, present, but not imposing.

However, the gathering of votive gifts does affect the
Nomophylakeion in more ways that making it pleasing to the
eye. First of all, there is a cumulative effect, suggesting that this
is the preferred area for votives of the nomophylakes, and that
divine attention is sought in this locale. In fact, it appears that
the nomophylakes had materialized their proper pantheon in
their work space. Going in to this room, a visitor would have
been surrounded by a very specific divine company, all con-
nected to the nomaphylakes and/or their tasks. Two gods stand
out as specific protectors of the officials in question. Aphro-
dite Nomophylakis, naturally, and I believe, like the editors

ApTeniduwpos Ayeudxw

AUHDVIOS Zwpavous

Mévavdpos AvTiTTaTped

SepaTricov TT<o>AupvdoTw

“YpaTthis Aovucicw

AAEEavdpos (ANeEAVBpw) TG ANeEdvdpco

App<o>Beitav

NouoguAakida

(vac. 2) avébnkav (vac. 2)

¢ Forarecent discussion of this contested term, see Mylonopoulos 2010.
¢ A dedication to Domitian was carved on the architrave belonging to
the porticus leading to the entrance of the archival room, but the dedi-
cations discussed predate his reign. The hall with the archives and the
inscriptions/statues burnt down in AD 115: Goodchild 1971, 92.



of IRCyr2020 C95, that Apollo Nomios should, in this case,
also be understood as such a guardian. The epithet Nomios is
normally translated as “of shepards”, or “of the flocks”® How-
ever, in this particular context we cannot ignore the sound of
the word Nomzios: inside the Nomophylakeion, the epithet is
associated to law, Nomos; perhaps there is even a double en-
tendre, where Apollo is a shepard of the law in a metaphorical
sense, just like the nomophylakes themselves? The worship
of Homonoia is frequent and understandable in a magis-
trates’ context: concord being sought for the community as
a whole and within the college of officials. In this particular
case, Gaétan Thériault has suggested that the dedication is a
reference to concord among the nomophylakes, whereas others
understand the personification as homonoia among the Cyre-
nacans, possible even in the specific context of peace after a
period of civic strife, stasis.” Louis Robert in fact interprets
the general devotion paid Aphrodite by magistrates as related
to the concept of Homonoia, arguing that Aphrodite is a god-
dess of concord and bonne entente.® Finally Tyche Agathe, as
a deity of good fortune, would profit anyone!

Furthermore, a decorative aspect does not preclude that
the portrayed gods had the potential to become recipients
of worship. Caitlin Barrett’s discussion of the multiple affor-
dances of figurines found in domestic contexts is of relevance
here: statuettes like those dedicated by the nomaphylakes
could fill both cult and aesthetic purposes,® like, for that mat-
ter, many of the magnificent cult statues of the ancient world.
The fact that the statuettes in question were small, and not
impressive life-size scupltures, does not affect this; not only
images created as cult statues can be approached as such.”® It
is the behaviour towards a statue that makes it an object of
worship rather than an inherent quality. It is not a far-fetched
thought that the nomophylakes directed their prayers to these
particular deities in the setting of their office. Any one of the
divine images could become a momentancous cult statue,

6 LS, sv. Néwos; Call. Hymn 3,47. Jaillard 2007, 106 n. 35, 182 n. 134.
¢ Cicero does in fact mention an Arcadian cult of Nomius, called this
way because he was thought to have brought the laws, Cic. Naz. D.
3.57. Yet another dedication of a statue of Apollo Nomios from the
nomophylakes has been found in the agora of Cyrene (SEG 20 736 =
GV (yr026), and it has been suggested that is originally came from the
Nomophylakeion. It is a panel, dated to Augustan times or the 1st century
AD and meant to be inserted or attached to something, much like the
other objects described here (GVCyr026). However, the dedicators are
not mentioned in the beginning of the inscriptions, as in the other cases,
but in two metric lines carved under the list of names and the dedication
of the statue.

¢ 'Thériault 1996, 54-55; IRCyr2020 96. Other magistrates’ dedica-
tions to Homonoia, see for example: SEG 55 920 (1st century BC, Kos);
IGX11,42:601 = ICos EV 2 (3rd century BC, Kos); Ilasos 621 (Bargylia).
¢ Robert & Robert 1959, 325.

@ See Barrett, Chapter 9 in this volume.

7 See Mylonopoulos 2010.
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with attention fixed towards this one particular object such as
at the time of dedication.

A pecularity of the five nomophylakes dedications makes
them stand out somewhat in the large corpus of inscribed
offerings from the Greek world. To the quick glance in fact,
the inscriptions look as if they belonged to honorary statues:
the formula with dedicator, no recipient deity and a statue in
the accusative, in combination with the placing of the object
in a non-sanctuary context, is typical for that genre (recently
brilliantly explored by John Ma).” There is even a clear visual
stress on the dedicators; the title of the nomaphylakes stand out
in the layout of the carved letters as the first word in probably
four out of five cases; the fifth also allows a full line to the title,
only proceeded by a dating formula. However, as mentioned
above, these five inscriptions also include the dedicatory verb:
anethekan. The texts are thus marked as dedications, and there
is no honorary verb, such as esimesan, to be implicitly under-
stood. Furthermore, the statues presented are of course im-
ages of gods, not of human honorands. But perhaps we should
understand them in somewhat similar terms? Ma’s study has
underlined how honorific statues do not simply present a like-
ness of an honoured benefactor, but how they also illustrate
the transaction of benefactions between the honorand and
the honoring person or political body. I suggest that we see a
version of this transaction inside the Cyrene Nomaphylakeion.
The statues are not merely decorative objects: the Aphroditai
and the Apollo were not simply pretty figurines, but gave body
to the presence of Aphrodite Nomophylakis, and Apollo of
the Law, benefactors of the nomophylakes.”* At the same time,
through the accusative, the gods become objects more than
the divine subjects in the shape of recipient deities that the
dative would have allowed. Just as these small-scale gods can
be handled physically, perhaps their inscribed presences as
dedicated objects made them more controlable than the wil-
ful recipient gods of standard dedicatory exchange? Further-
more, the choice of not inscribing the name of the recipient
god in the dative cannot, for once, be explained by an evident
context such as the setting up of the gift in the sanctuary of
a ceratin god. Several gods are present in the room and the
overall context does not allow an obvious identification of a
specific recipient god. For example, Aphrodite was sometimes
associated with the divine personification Homonoia, and
sometimes carried the term as an epithet: the two could be

71 Ma2013.

72 The blurred lines between (cult) statue and god are well-known. Fa-
mously, Theano places the gift of the Trojan women in Athena’s lap, i.c.,
in the cult statue’s lap (Hom. /. 6.302-311), and the women of Herodas.
Fourth mime place their votive tablet next to Hygieia, i.c., next to her
statue (Herod. 4.19). The theme treated in an enormous bibliography, see
for example the classic article Gordon 1979, and the brilliant monograph
Platc 2011 and Bremmer 2013 with further references.
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difficult to tell apart. Moreover, a dedicated statue of Apollo
cannot by default be interpreted as dedicated 70 Apollo.”

As in the previous case study regarding the agoranomoi, the
non-sanctuary context makes it possible to place the initiative
and agenda wholly with the zomophylakes. Since the offerings
are not placed in a shrine, the god’s wishes about behaviour in
the sacred area and possible preferences for what type of ob-
jects to be dedicated matter less and have no precedent. Hence
the choice of not presenting inscribed dedications 7o these
gods but of their statues becomes highly significant. Through
this manouvre, the nomophylakes are less subject to the uncer-
tain outcome of a gift exchange with the gods. Simultaneously,
however, theses deities, that should normally have been the re-
cipients of the dedications, are forced to a constant presence
in the Nomophylakeion, in the material shape (of statues) of
divine benefactors, literally surrounding the nomophylax who
entered the room and creating a protective wall around him.
Present and manifest in the Nomophylakeion is an active trans-
action: the living relationship of the nomophylakes with their
honoured protecting powers, where initiaitve and focus lie
with the honouring magistrates themselves.”

Conclusion

In this chapter, I have drawn attention to the choice of plac-
ing gifts to the gods in spaces other than sanctuaries of the
divine recipients. I hope to have show that we should not be
tempted to generalize in relation to dedications placed out-
side a formal sacred space, since their interpretations are indi-
vidually context dependent, nor to argue that the choice of a
non-sanctuary, civic context for a dedication necessarily made
it “less sacred” and that its message was meant for the mortal
community rather than the divine. Looking at such offerings
not only as abstract symbols for exchange humans-gods, but
also as objects, with physical presence, a form to be handled
and placed in meaningful locations allows for a deeper un-
derstanding of the experience they once created. The two case
studies showed, that whereas the agoranomoi dedications were
turned outwards, placed outside and visible to the public, the
nomophylakes dedications were turned inwards, placed inside
and meant for the limited few, namely for the nomaphylakes
in office and their protector gods. Whereas the outside dedi-

7 In IStratonikeia 103, a statue of Hermes is dedicated to Zeus and Hera,
for example. Aphrodite Homonoia: /G X,2 1 61 (Thessaloniki, 3rd cen-
tury AD).

7 Ma 2013,49: “The grammar itself casts the honorand in the role of the
‘acted-upon’ rather than the Great-man actor of the nominative inscrip-
tions; the honorand is literally the object of transaction.” An interesting
topic for further study would be to examine whether there are differ pat-
ters in the formula for sanctuary/civic space dedications?
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cations of the agoranomoi created and showed a presence of
the agoranomia office, perhaps in the absence of the magistrate
himself, the inside dedications of the nomophylakes let the ab-
stract relationship god-human, the transaction of honour and
worship for protection, take material shape. Each separate de-
cision concerning where to setup a dedication carried impor-
tant implications for its interpretation.

JENNY WALLENSTEN
Swedish Institute at Athens
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1Ephesos VIL.1 = R. Merig, R. Merkelbach, J. Noll¢ &
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Bonn.

IErythrai = H. Engelmann & R. Merkelbach 1972-1973.
Die Inschriften von Erythrai und Klazomenai
(Inschriften griechischer Stidte aus Kleinasien, 1-2),
Bonn.

Ilasos = W. Blimel 1985. Die Inschriften von lasos (Inschrif-
ten griechischer Stidte aus Kleinasien, 28 1-2), Bonn.

IMylasa = W. Blumel 1987-1988. Die Inschriften von Mylasa
(Inschriften griechischer Stidte aus Kleinasien,

34-35), Bonn.

losPE I* = B. Latyshev 1916. Inscriptiones antiquae orae
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St Petersburg.

IPriene = F. Hiller von Gaertringen 1906. Inschriften von
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et vicinia, Bucharest.
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Stidte aus Kleinasien, 21), Bonn.
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NSER = A. Maiuri 1925. Nuova silloge epigrafica di Rodi
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