Apostolos L. Pierris

On the Athenian Tegomoiot

The unduly vexed subject of the Athenian ieporotoi provides another minor
but not negligible illustration of the embeddiment of the poetic usage, here as
always, on real facts. Given the opportunity let me briefly unravel the imagined knot.
Tepomolot, in Athens as elsewhere (cf. e.g. év AfjAw, Inscr. Gr., Dittenberger?, 367, 1
sqq.; &¢v Kapliow, 305, 18; év Mukovw, 373, 17 sqq.; év Téw, 234, 6; tepomolog €v
Eovboaic, 159, 1 sqq.; 24; 172, 2 sqq.; 370, 14 sqq.) were public functionaries with
religious duties, or duties referring to religious matters, overseers of various religious
activities, or of activities involving religious affairs, and this from the public and not
specifically priestly point of view. (But although, they would, e.g. typically
superintend the financial aspects of religious transactions in which the state was
somehow directly involved, they could in cases, act in a definitely priestly capacity,
as we may learn from the Demosthenian and Aristotelian passages to be adduced
infra). Aristotle gives the proper description of their nature from the ancient point of
view in that chapter of his Politics (Z, 8) where he “divides” the dpyxai of a city-state:
al HEv o0V TOALTIKAL TWV AQXWV OXedOV tooavtal Tvég elol. dAAo O eldog
émpeAeiag 1 mepl Tovg Beovg, olov LEQELS Te KAl EMIPEANTAL TV TEQL TX LEQA, TOV
o@CleoBatl te T VMAEYOoVTA Kal avopBovobal T MIMTOVIA TWV OKOOOUNUATWV
Kal Twv dAAwv Ooa tétaktat 1eog tovg Oeovc. ovpPalver de TV Empédelav
TAUTNV EVIAXOL HEV elval piav, olov &V Tals HKQALS TTOAETLY, EVIaXOoU O& TTOAAXG
KAl KexwpLopévag Tne lepwovvng, olov [epomolovs kal vaoPpvAakag Kal tapiag
TV [PV XONUATWYV. €xopévng 0& tavtng (sc. of the overseeing magistracy) 1) mpog
tac Ovoiac adpwplouévn Tac xowac macag, 60ag ur Tolc iepevot AMOdIdWIL O
VOHOG, AAA" &Tto NG KOG £0Tiag (sC. TNG MOAEWS) €XOLOL TV TIUN V' KAAOVOL O
Ol HEV &QXOVTAG TOUTOUG, ol d¢ PaolAelc, ol d¢ TEUTAVELS.

In Athens there were in Aristotle’s time two chief boards of iegomolotl with
extensive jurisdiction, the ten tegomotot ot émi & éxOvuata kaAovpevor and the ten
tegomotot ot kat’ éviavtov kaAovuevol, v. AQ. IToA,. 54, 6-7. It is remarkably strange

that the lexicographers, drawing on the state-structure of Athens chiefly from



Aristotle’s work, represent the two as one; excepting Pollux VIII, 107 who confines
himself in his brief and mangled notice to the second only, a passage to be corrected
thus: tegomotol. déka Ovteg ovtol €0vov Ouvoiag <Tvac kat tac> mevTeTnEdAg
<duprovv> , v eic AnAov, v év Boavowvy, v twv HoakAelwv, v EAgvoivt
(Rose, in his Aristoteles Pseudepigr., Fr. 397, saw the need of correction according to
the Aristotelian passage, but his proposal, followed by Kenyon in his ed. of A0. I1oA.
note in p. 136, is illicit). We ought to keep in mind that the tegomolol were not
normally acting in a priestly, sacrificatory capacity, but as public superintendents of
state sacrifices, sacred rites and festivities, as is amply and conclusively evidenced
literarily and epigraphically. —

But, to return to the apparent joining of the two chief Aristotelian boards in
one, Et. M. and Lex. Seguer. p. 265, 22 and Photius s.v., have: tepomoloi: kAnowrot
AQXOVTEC elot déka TOV AQLOUOY, ol td te pavtevuata iepobetovot (this equals the
Aristotelian ta pavtevta iepa Ovovor meaning sacrifices divinationally ordained)
KAV Tt KaAAteonoat d€n kaAALlepovot peta twv pavtewv (i.e. if, with reference to a
state-action, propitious omens have to signal the starting of the enterprise, they
perform the divinational sacrifices together with the religiously proper persons), kat
(here comes the combination of the functions of the two boards in one) Buoiag tag
voulopévag  EMITEAODOL KAl TAS TEVIAETNOWOAS ATIATAS OlOKOLOL TAT|V
IToovaOnvaiwv.

This curious fusion and consequent divergence from Aristotle’s meaning is
neither as inexplicable or as serious as might appear. For our sources do refer to
teomtolot without any qualification, thus implying one major office only; and this of
such a character as would fit Aristotle’s description of the second general board.
Thus in the famous «depuatucd» - inscription (374 Sylloge') we have the tepomotot as
functionaries with financial responsibilities for specific feasts and rites by the side of
other officers with the same jurisdiction over different state-religious festivities. (The
true nature of teporotol is evident at a glance from this inscription alone).! Again in
Inscription 380, the same chief, single body must be meant by «iepomotwoi» without
any qualification. And the same must be true regarding the iepomowotl of Inscription 2
(probably datable at around 460 BC), where, however, we found them involved in

the regulations concerning certain aspects of Meyada IlavaOnvaia. (In fact, these

! There is a serious problem here, unnoticed I presume, regarding the year of the Great Panathenaea.
For in Nicocrates’ archonship (333/2 B.C.) there is supposed to be included this line (36):

[Ex [TavaOnvai]wv ék[atopupne maox. ..
‘Exatoppn [Havadnvaiwv can only refer to the Greater Panathenaea, and they would then have to be
celebrated in a 4% Olympic year. The restoration must therefore be faulty. - Among the responsibilities
of the legomotot, superintendence of (the sacrifice for) the Lesser Panathenaea was included, vv. 35, 65.

Cf. also, Inscription 380 (probably about the same time as the previous one), esp. vv. 32-33.



“aspects” may well be the chief ones, as the large amount of money specified in 1. 3
would rather relate to the éxatoupn). Indeed, the exclusion of this great pentaeteric
festival from their jurisdiction must be ascribed to the 4™ century, as we find another
inscription (No 44), of 410/9 BC, explicitly entrusting the financial management of the
Panathenaic éxatopuPn to this very board of iepomowol xat’ éviavtov (1. 6-7). From
the expression there, AtvAAot Epxtet xai ovvapyovorv, we gather that there was one
chief among the members of the board, perhaps (something frequent with such
ovvagyxiat) on a monthly or prytanic basis; we may thus explain Hesychius’
incomplete lemma iepomorol émuunvior, as this very word émunviog was used to
signify such rotating presidents of boards.

Turning now to literary sources, we meet the same board, clearly indicated as
the main and important one, by its unqualified appellation. Demosthenes chastising
the Athenians for their unprofessional conduct of the war with Philip, mentions the
many boards of military officers, whose actual primal duty is the direction of state-
festivals in conjunction with the iepomotwoi. First Philippic §26 (p. 47): ovk
EXELQOTOVELTE D¢ €€ VUV aLTWV déKa TAELAQYOVE KAl OTQATIYOUS Kat PuAGQYoLS
Kal IMma&oxovg dVo; Tt 00V 0UTOL TOLOVOL; ANV £VOG AVOQOG, OV AV EKTEéUYMTE €Tl
TOV TOAEHOV, Ol AOLTIOL TAG TIOUTIAC TEUTOVOLY VULV peta Twv ieporotwv. The
definite article, makes it certain that a definite,single board is meant — and the chief
one, as there is no qualification added. The scholiast ad loc. refers to one of their
functions: tegomolot d¢ ol T BVHATA AYOVTES €IC TNV TIAVIIYLOLV ATIO TOTOL €1
tortov. The investigation of the victims as to their religious wholeness and
appropriateness in the sacrifices falling within their jurisdiction was another of their
responsibilities, as Ulpianus relates in his comment on Demosthenes, Contra Meidiam
§171 (p. 570): tepomOLOV" TOV €MIOKOTIOLVTA T OVpata un adokipa kait nea. The
Demosthenic passage mentions Meidias as iepomoiog simpliciter: Vueic ydo, @
avdoec ABnvaiol, tovtov éxepotovrioate g IlapdAov tapiov, dvta toovTOoV
oloc €0t kal mMAAw (mmagyov, OoxeloBal dx TG AYOQAS TAIS TMOUMALS OV
duvAapEevoV, Kal HLOTNEIWV ETUUEANTIV Kal €QOTIOOV ToTe Kal Powvny Kal ta
tovta O1). If Demosthenes means to apply the initial éxeipotovrioate to all
following offices, then this, in the case of an iegomowdg belonging to the principal
board, must refer to the, normally, matter of course public assembly confirmational
éruyxepotoviar (and the complementary, but rare, dmoyxetpotoviar;, cf. for an
example, Demosthenes, Contra Theocrinem, p. 1330) rather than a proper elective
operation; for Aristotle explicitly makes them xAnpwtovc by the BovAr), and the
chronological distance makes it unsafe to postulate an (unnecessary) change in the
mode of nomination. The sortial appointment is confirmed by Demosthenes, Contra

Theocrinem p. 1331: kal TV HEV AOXTV, TV €KEIVOG AQXWV E€TeAeVTNOEV, LEQOTIOLOG



WV, maga ToLG VOHOUG, 1)oXEV 00TOG, oUte Aaywv oUT érutdayxav. Notice here, too,
the unqualified reference to an iepomoog as of a certain and determinate denotation.

There was thus one chief board of iepomowot in the 5% and 4" centuries and
this consisted of Aristotle’s iepomoiol kat éviavtov, ten in number, probably one
from each tribe, chosen by lot on the responsibility of the Council which appoints
them. This pre-eminence and universality of such a standing committee (renewable
each year) would, I submit, account for the lexicographer’s allocating to it the
functions of a little known board (to judge from the complete absence of textual or
inscriptional evidence) with severely limited, albeit important, duties, - I mean the
tegomotot €Tt T ekOVpaTa. Aristotle’s mention of it alongside the chief board being
sufficiently explained by his purpose of giving a full list of all functionaries
appointed by the Council. Cf. 55§1: ADtat pev odv at doxat kAnowtat te katl kvglat
TV elgnpévov mpafewv elowv. — However, it cannot be absolutely excluded the
possibility of Aristotle’s referring to a specific bifurcational arrangement restricted to
his own time.

Beside these one or two (one major, one minor) standing committees, there
were other boards of tegomotol, regional or of a specific circumscribed jurisdiction,
permanent or of limited duration. Thus we have four iepomoiot in the Marathonian
Tetrapolis (Inscription 304); which fact clearly illustrates their normal numerical
equivalence to some significant tribal or religious multiplicity. There were also
ieportotot EAevowvoOev, Inscription 13 (belonging to the 3¢ quarter of the 5% century
B.C.); to which the iepomoiol Toic Ocotv (according to the probable restitution in
Inscription 384.116) may be identified. —

That Inscription 334.40 (émawvéoar TovG [€POTOLOVC TOVG TA UVOTIPLA
ieportotmoavtac EAcvoivt) supports Dittenberger’s postulation of ieporotol kata
npvtaveiav, 1 consider unlikely. True, we find here a board of ten members,
nominatim, of the Aegeid tribe — all inscriptions on this stone relating to matters of
interest to that tribe and proceeding from it. But although some of these testimonies
memorize individuals for services done to the ¢puAétal specifically (as the second
inscription in the front of the stone, A and inscription C on its side); the main one
bears the names of the Aegidean prytaneis glorified with crowns by the people and
the council on account of their virtue and justice (Atynidog moutavelg avéBeoav ol
¢t Nwcopdxov apyovtog (Ol 109, 4 = 341/0 B.C.) otedpavwOévteg vTo g BovAnc
Kkl tov Anupov agetne éveka kai ducaoovvne. They are Aegides, but they
performed a public function, and in such a prudent and equitable way as to be
officially honoured by the people and its council. Such interpenetration of part and
whole is of the essence of the Greek body politic, and of Hellenic Life and Culture in
general. In between Aegidean men being publicly honoured by the entire people for

the distinguished performance of their public duties, and Aegides honouring private



or official individual members of their tribe for good services towards their co-
tribesmen, there lies the honour proceeding from the tribe, conferred upon Aegides,
but in their extra-tribal, state activity, with, however, the recognition of a special
concern for their puAétar in the delivery of their public responsibilities. And this is
what we meet in the first inscription on B-side; and thus I interpret the second one,
which concerns us here: Oappiag Epxlevg (one of the Aegidean Prytaneis) eimev:
EMAvEoALl TOUG LEQOTIOLOVG TOLG T MLOTHOWX itegoTomjoavtac EAgvgive kat
otePavwoatl aLTOV EKAoToV OAAAOL oTePAVE@ AQETNG EveKA Kal dDIKALOOVVTG TG
elg Tovg puAétac — the ten names follow. As the decrees eternalized on this stone
clearly proceed from a phyletic basis, the subscriptions 6 6nuoc and 17 fovAn in our
particular inscription can only mean official state concurrence to a tribal decision —
natural, as the honoured activity relates to such an eminent state-occasion as the
performance of the sacrificial rites in the Mysteries of Eleusis.

Tepo/moww, iepo/motia is, of course, precisely equivalent to sacri/ficio; and thus,
although it naturally acquired the more general meaning of tending sacred rites, being
responsible, superintending and, in part, actually performing them; yet it always
kept its original association with what, after all, is the primal rite, the sacrifice. (Just
as much we may call the entire Christian Liturgy the bloodless sacrifice). And thus we
find the word strictly conjoined with OVw in Antipho, 6, 45: ... kat €ic TdAAa teQa
TAVTA €OV HETA TGS BovAng kat OVwV kal evXOUEVOG UTTEQ TG TTOAEWS TAVTNG,
Kal TQOG TOUTOLS TQUTAVEVOAS TV TIOWTNV TOUTAVEIRYV ATtacav TATIV dvotv
Nuéoawy, kat leponotwy kat Ovwy VTEQ TS dNUokoaTtiag (as prytanis) etc. Similarly,
Demosthenes, Contra Meidiam §114 (p. 552): ...c00T EMalTIAOAUEVOS e GOVOL Kal
TOLOUTO TIQAYH ETAYAYWV, elaoe PEV e elottrox VTtEQ ¢ BOLANG tegoTtomoal,
kat Ovoal, kat katapaoOat Twv tepwv DTEE DUV Kal 6ANG TN ToAewg etc. —

[Elowtrjoux were the ceremonies and sacred rites performed upon a new
Council’s entering to office, and were centered, as always, round a sacrifice. Ulpianus
ad loc.: elowox d¢ éylyvetro Ovoia, peAdovong eloiéval te BouvAng eig o
BovAgvtijplov @ote KAt YVWHNV ATTAVINOAL TV TEAYMHATWV TNV OKEPLY:
tavtnV ékdAovv elottrowx. We ought not to accept this as if referring to some
common sacrifices on each day of deliberation. For, firstly, we do not hear about
them from elsewhere; when Antipho enumerates the official activities of a councilor
and is interested to specify all those particularly of a grave religious nature, he
mentions only prayers in connection with common sessions, de Choreuta §45: xat év
avTE T PovAevTnEicw Ag BovAalov kat AOnvag BovAalag tepdv éott {to be
distinguished from the éotiav, altar in the Convocation Hall itself, called sometimes
BovAaia éotia as being of the BouAr) (Council) and of BouvAn (deliberation). Cf.
Xenophon, Hist. Gr., II, 3, 52; Andocides, de Mysteriis, §44; de reditu suo, §15;
Aeschines, de Falsa Legatione, p. 255 Taylor = 34.9 Steph.; Diodorus (relating the



Theramenes incident as Xenophon), XIV, Ch. 5 (VI, 20 Bipontina) ; Plutarchus, X-
Oratorum Vitae, A" Isocrates, 836F (again the Theramenes incident); Deinarchus fr. 69
Mullach (apud Harpocratio s.v. BovAaia); Suda s.v. Ae€wog (the famous Theramenes
affair)}, xai eiowovtec ol PovAevtal TpooevyovTal, @V KAYW E€G 1V, 0G TALTA
MOATTWVY, Kal €l TAAAa lepar mavta elowwv petax g BovAng kat Ovwv kal
gvXOMEVOG VTEQ NG TOAews TavTng (clearly extraordinary or rarer events are here
meant on specific occasions), kAt TQEOC TOVTOIS TELTAVEVOAS TNV TOWTNV
nouTaviav &macav TANV dvotv NUEQALY, Kal lepoTolwv kal OVwv VmeQ Thg
dnuoxpartiag (here would belong the eioitrowr), kat émuymdiCwv etc. — Then,
secondly, if anything more ritualistic than a prayer happened at each session, that
should be of a cathartic, lustrative nature, on the analogy of the pig-sacrifices at the
Assembly meetings. — Nonetheless the trend of Ulpian’s meaning both in the above
quoted passage and in his comment on Demosthenes, de Falsa Legatione, p. 281 :
eloLTro TEONYELTAL Yo elolovong g BovAng 6 tag Ovoiag molovpevog, might
weight in the opposite direction. Nonetheless, we should resist such tendency, and
interpret him, which is possible, with the correct view in mind. Cf. Demosthenes, de
Falsa Legatione, §190 (p. 400): 1) BovAn tavta tavta, elottowx £é0voe, ovvelotiadn:
OTIOVOWYV, LEQ@WV EKOLVWVNOAV Ol OTEATNYOl, OXEDOV WG ElMElV al agxal maoat.
Where notice the contrast between the aorist of the verbs referring to the council’s
acts and the present of the corresponding previous remarks on the prytaneis: ¢yw o’
old" OtL mMAvtec ol MELTAVEIS OVOLOLWV EKAOTOTE KOLVI), KAL OCULVOELTTVOLOLV
AAANAOLC kal OoLOOTEVDOLOL, Kal OU dlx TOVUTO OL XQENOTOL TOVUG TIOVIIQOUG
upovvral etc. According to Suda, s.v., the ceremonies were taking place at the first
day of each new year: elortriola UEQX €0QTNG, €V 1) OL €V TN AQXT) TAVTES TTEOLATL
(whether this would include other dignitaries as well than the Councillors, say, the
nine Archons, I shall not resolve; the likelihood lies in the positive answer, regarding
the chiefest magistracies at least), obtwc ékaleito. Tav TNV d¢ TNV MUEQAV TTEWTNV
tov étovg AOnvaiot vevouikaot. (Would this imply a distinction between the civil
and the religious year? We meet frequently in the more ancient inscriptions the
distinction between dates xat’” dpyovta and xkata Ocov, sc. god primarily ZeAnvnv
and also “HAwov)]. —

The general surveillance and tendence over ceremonial activities of a sacred
character in a festive day, is well illustrated by the use of the word tegomoww in Plato,
Lysis, 207D: the ‘Eouaiax are celebrated in the Gymnasium, the sacrifices have been
performed (206E), Socrates has begun his dialectical exercises with the gloriously
beautiful Lysis (207A) and his friend Menexenos when: peta oOv 115 moooeABwv
avéotnoe tov MevéEevov, GAokwv kaAelv OV mawdotoPnv: é60kel yap ot

[EPOTIOLWY TUYXAVELY" EKELVOG UEV 0DV (OXETO etc. —



Tepomotetv tax  pvotrjowr EAevotvt means thus exercise supervisory,
administrative, managerial direction of sacred rites (esp. sacrificial ones) in
connection with the Eleusinian mysteries. The particular aspect of the ceremonial
activities cared for by the hieropoioi in general was, we saw, chiefly the financial one
(though this does not exclude examining the religious propriety of the victims to be
supplied or offering the sacrifices as chief direct participants in the holy rite, or even
participating under a hieratic capacity in it, as, for instance, kataoxeoOat). This
specific responsibility would adequately differentiate their function both from that of
the Eleusinian Priesthood and from the highest overseeing inspectorateship
belonging to the board of the Four EmiueAntai tov Mvotnpiwv who, in conjunction
with, and under the authority of the, King, exercise the supreme superintendness of
the Mysteries in general on behalf of the State (cf. Aristotle, AO. I[1oA., 57 §1). —

All this, runs fluently. And now the crux of the difficulty, - which being
equally naturally resolved, teaches us something interesting about additional
prytanic functions. [Concerning the commentators’ wreathing anxiety (v. the
miserable Dittenberger’s note) as to the one missing ITovtavic from the initial list,
comprising as it stands only 49 namely instead of 50 members, either the second
AyxvAnOev (1. c. 28) is corruptly read and should be a name of a Awopetevg
ITovtavig; or a name, partly effaced, should exist either in 1. a.25 or b.27] . For we
notice that all members of the board of icpomotoi are mpvtavelc (as indeed are all
persons mentioned on the stone as either honoured or proposing the honours).
Should Aegeis” prytaneia had fallen at the time of the Mysteries, this tribe’s prytaneis
may have constituted (by lot presumably) a committee out of themselves to
superintend on behalf so to speak of the Council certain aspects of the festivities (as
e.g. supply and appropriateness of the victims, financial accounts, distribution of
sacrificial meals — cf. e.g. Inscription 2, sub.in; and esp. 380 — , in which context their
functions might have even involved some, maybe, little or great participation in the
actual sacred rites).

This is the likelier among a number of possible hypotheses on the supposition
that the board in question is distinct from the icpomowot xat’ éviavtov. For the
formulation tends rather to suggest the specific connection of our hieropoioi with the
Mysteries. And although the iepomoiot kat’ éviavtov were exercising relevant
jurisdiction on the penteteric feast and sacrifice called Eleusinia; yet, by
contradistinction to the very specificity of this information, we shall probably have to
conclude that other, and lesser, authority was in charge of, presumably, the
corresponding aspects of the yearly festival; unless indeed we were to suppose that
the tegomotol ka1’ éviavtov were changing on a prytanic basis; which is a virtual
contradiction; despite the fact that the sacrifices mentioned in our inscription are

covered by the Aristotelian formulation «ot Ovoiag t¢é Tivac Ovovow; and that the



Hesychian lemma: iepomtotoi- émpnviot, could be perhaps forced by extension to refer
to officers changing by the prytany instead of by the calendar month; which, after all,
with the twelve later tribes would be thoroughly exact. But although the «xat’
éviavtov» excludes the «xatax moutaveiav» or the «&murviow; yet I cannot
dissemble my uneasiness at a state of affairs where both the Council appoints on a
yearly basis a Board in some eminent enough sort of charge over certain sacrifices
(including most of the important penteteric ones) and a part or the entirety of the
Council constitutes some of its members as a Committee with analogous functions on
a prytanically rotating basis - the two groups of officers being co-numerous. The
likelihood is therefore that from the prytaneis in actu ten members are appointed and
entrusted with the appropriate authority, when a need exists to conduct certain
sacred rites by the Council, as the standing Committee of State, on behalf and for the
benefit of the State. -

There existed also hieropoioi of Olacot — v. Inscription 427 (24 and 3+
inscription of the Oiacwtar Appoditnc). —

Finally, boards of hieropoioi were attached to particular temples with clearly
financial superintendness. Indeed the office fell into disuse after the reorganization of
the management of the temples’ treasures effected through the decree inscribed in
Inscription 14. In charge of Athena’s financial affairs were already the known tapuiat
(v. 1l. 15sqq.). The treasures of the other gods and goddesses, both the existing and
the part of them given to the state previously as shown by the relevant documents,
will be carried by the itepeic (I. 13), the ieporoiol ol év toic vaoic and any other
authorities with jurisdiction over the divine finances as at the time of the new
regulations (1. 19), to the acropolis in the presence of the Council (1l. 20-21), where the
newly appointed board of the Tapiar will receive them, deposit them at the
opisthodomos of Parthenon, and manage and account for them in the future
collectively (Il. 22 sqq.). In fact the treasure of Athens was located on the right side of
the opisthodomos, the accumulated treasure of the other divinities occupying the left
side, as we learn from B Il. 23-24, which is really not another inscription (contra
Dittenberger ad loc., insufficiently), but a continuation of the same decree begun in A.
The date of the decree must be early, certainly not later than the third quarter of the
5% century. The major significance of the event consisting, evidently, in the direct
state control of the sacred treasures of the Gods.

With the reorganization of the financial management of the Temples” wealth,
the chief function of the iepomowol év toic vaoic (cf. the emitoomor of a Greek
orthodox church) was transferred to the newly instituted tapiat. We may assume
that, consequently, many, probably by far most, of those bodies were effectively
abolished or at least gradually disappeared for lack of pointed employment. The few

that continued in existence, would have suffered a rearrangement of their activities



on the lines already circumscribed, and with a financial responsibility restricted to
the supply, on behalf of the state, of the requisites and to the covering of the
exigencies arising from the performance of certain ceremonies, esp. sacrificial. We
hear twice of one such Athenian board in the 4" century from official literary lips:
iepomotol taic Xepvaic Ocaic. Our first source is Demosthenes, Contra Meidiam, §115
(p. 552): ...meotede d¢ (sc. Meidias Demosthenem) taic XZeuvaic Ocaic iepomoiov
alpeféva e£ AOnvalwv anavtwv toltov avtdv (so there were three members to
this board), kat katap&apevov twv tepwv. The second witness is Deinarchus, Kata
Avkovpyov EvOvvwv, Fr. 31 (Muller): xat tag Zeuvac Oeac aic €Kelvog [epoTiolog
kataotag dékatog avtog (here the board has ten members). The reverential offering
up and dedication contained in the “charistic” meaning (= on behalf, for the benefit
and to the gracious acceptance of) of the “ethical” dative associated in both passages
to the iegomoiwog (which is also found inscriptionally depending on the
corresponding verb, cf., e.g., itepomoww ) AOnva, IG 11.22.1257 (Delos, ~4* B.C.); @
AmoAAwvy, SIG 1037 (Miletus, ~4" or 3 B.C.)) well suits the former expression
(tepomolot ot €v Toic vaoig) in view of the fundamental conception of a given Temple
as the House of a specific God. We see that part of the hieropoios’ responsibility was
to perform the initial acts of the sacrifice to the August Deesses, the katdoxeocOat
TV LleQV.2

Now the number of these functionaries was three around the middle of the 4"
century; and, apparently, ten, say, a quarter of a century afterwards. A divergence,
indeed, implicitly negated by Etym. Magnum, s.v. iegomoiwol, where, after the
explanations quoted above it is added: ur ayvowpev 08¢ Ot kat dAdor eiow
iepomotol Twv Xepvwv Oecwv (very appropriately differentiating them from the
principal board of iepomototl kat é¢€ox1v, par excellence, i.e. ol kat &éviavtdv) Tov
aptOuov d6éxa. Anpoocdévng &év T kata Mewiov (the adduced passage): «megleide
talg Xepvaig Oeailg tegomolov aigefévta ¢£ AOnvalwv andviwv kal mepl Tov
AVTOV KALPOV KATAQEAUEVOV». AelvapXog 0¢ €V T kata AvkovEyov evOVVWV dnot
«kal tag Lepvag Oeac alg €kelvog LeQOTOLOG KATAOTAG OEKATOC AUTOG». - Kal mepl
OV avToV Katpov is certainly corrupt. It is weak, to say the least, in meaning and
deficient in style. In its place, the tpitov avtov xai of our Demosthenic text is

unanimously supported by the manuscript tradition; and it is confirmed by Ulpianus,

? When just before the quoted passage Demosthenes speaks in succession of iepomoteioat xai Ovoat
kal xatapEacOar twv iepav, the verbal series denotes a gradual corresponding specification and
concretization of the activities concerned from the more general supervision of things pertaining to a
certain, sacred celebration, through the general idea of offering the sacrifice involved in those rites (to
be distinguished from the actual hieratic killing of the animal), to the particular actions included in
actually and directly effecting the first part of that sacrifice. - We conclude therefore that the inaugural
sacrifice (eloltrowx) of the Council was offered VméQ twv MOALT@V kat 6ANG th¢ moAews (Contra
Meidiam, §114 (p. 552)).



who read thus without variants. Finally tpitov avtov can easily be taken as mepi Tov
avTov; and after the following xai became katpov, the sense required the addition of
the initial xai. Which explains the corruption. Besides, the Etym. Magnum is often
loose, if not inexact, in quoting; as this very entry amply indicates by the form of the
Demosthenic passage in its former part above given. — Photius, on the contrary,
testifies to the numerical discrepancy, by concisely informing us s.v., after supplying
the same verbal account with the Etym. M. about the main body of tegomotot: eiot d¢
Kkal dAAol tegomolotl twv Xepvwv Oewv ol Tov dptOuov eiol dopiotor. - Now
indefinite their number could not have been in the sense of an arbitrarily and
continuously fluctuating membership, if we have to do with a permanent office, and
not some ad hoc arrangement to satisfy temporal needs or occasional interests. The
definiteness of the Demosthenic reference in its context, and the similar givenness of
the incontextual Deinarchic passage, exclude the latter possibility. We must assume,
therefore, a change in the number of serving members of the Board in question,
effected sometime between about 350 and 323 BC. The reasons of the alteration we
probably cannot now fathom. —

But the older arrangement specified a three-membered committee of iegomotot
for the August Godesses. As to the significance of their triplicity, Ulpianus appositely
remarks ad loc.: Toltov 8¢ avTOV elmV, T0 A&iwpa avToL dNAOL DO KAl EkQUE TWV
AAAwV tag mpoonyooplag (a fair formulation of the force of the expression Too0070¢
avtoc, when it implies presidency of the board). Toeig d¢ lowg Vméotnoev (perhaps
vréotnoav, emtéotnoav in Mueller’s ed.), émel xal tpeic dokovow eivar (perhaps
<at>) Oeai. Ulpianus testifies also to another fact of eminent importance. While
correctly emphasizing the properly elective, and not merely lotial, appointment of this
Board (kal ovk eimev OtL EAayov tegomoldg, &AA™ péOny, tva un g TOXNS AAAX
Yvoung ¢avr) 1o £éoyov); he informs us that the nomination of its members, as well
as the superintendence of the nearby located shrine of the Eumenides, was in the
hands of Areopagus: (paraphrasing) dAA& xai 1} € Apetov Ildyov BovAr eidetod pe
tegomtolov. And further below: 11 8" €€ Apetov Ilayov BovAn TOv LepoTOLOV T)OELTO, T)
@ Twv Evpevidwv émetétoanto, v kat to iegov mAnoiov douvto ¢ BovAng. [This
is Wolff’s text, as given by Dobson, the result of his laborious treatment of a corrupt
and mutilated ms. as he says p. 2 of his Praefatio (Dobson’s ed.): Quibus antem
difficultatibus corruptissimi et mutilati codicis interpretatio me fatigavit, is fortasse
credit, qui Graeca legerit, etc. In the Aldina, Parisina 1570 and Mueller it is read:
Emedn yoo év Agelw Ildyw ta twv lepwv twv Evuevidwv émetétoamto kol
ntAnotov dputo T BovAng, which is evidently inferior text].

About the tepov by Areopagus we shall have more to say infra. The numerical
correspondence of the tegomotol to the Godesses as well as the essential involvement

of the Areopagitic awsome Council in the former’s appointment to the service of the



latter and in the administration of the shrine’s affairs more generally, are strong
evidences for the antiquity of their institution. It is a singular circumstance that such
ordinances, having survived the tumultuous upheaval of the State-order during the
Ephialto-Pericleam reforms of the 460’s, should be, partly at least, abolished in the
second half of the 4% centuries. Let no one be so naive as to believe that, given an
initial significant triplicity of tepomoldg, a change in their number could be a mere
question of formal analogy or practical convenience. Nothing can more efficiently
enervate a powerful Institution than its uprooting and dissociation from age-long
traditions, esp. of an essentially religious nature or reference. Are we, then, to
intimate a novel anti-areopagitic tendency later in the 4 century, in reaction to the
clearly and purposefully worked out “rehabilitation” of the Institution by the new
Democracy after Eucleides by the beginning of the century? Should we even
postulate a discontinuance of the arrangements in question in the post-Ephialtic
years and a re-introduction during the frustrating uneasiness in the last phase of the
Peloponnesian War or the painful self-awareness of the first post-war years? In view
of the total absence of any supporting evidence for the more daring hypothesis, we
shall opt for the milder one entailing the less number of reversals, particularly in
view of the fact that the function of Areopagus as a (one of many) criminal Court
with cognizance of specific crimes, chief among which were man-slaughter and
murder, would make it extremely difficult (especially after the virtual restriction of
its authority to this area alone) to severe any existing connections with the divinities
that religiously control this very field. —

I shall take leave of this matter with a final observation. It is remarkable that
Ulpianus, explaining the iegomowdg in the present context, specifies a feature
assimilating his function with that of Aristotle’s icpomotot oi éni ta éxOvuata; for he
says: LEQOTOLOV O& KAAOVOL TOV €MOTTEVOVTA TOVG HAVTELS, OTe OVOLOL, UT) TOL TL
Kakoveywol év tals Ovoiais. I take this as evidence of the existence and currency in
Ulpianus’ time of the Aristotelian division of the chief hieropoiic offices; for there is
no smoothly conceivable other reason why Ulpianus would fix his attention on one
aspect only of a hieropoios’ functional activity than that being presented with the
alternative should judge the second option inapplicable as referring to a Board with a
specifically restricted jurisdiction, the required service to the Eumenides lying
without its compass (so far at least as this latter is given) and, at any rate, being
incapable of providing that (fundamental if not exclusive) axis for the work of the
hieropoioi concerned, which their appellation “iepomoiot taic Zeuvaic Ocaic”
necessitates. Of course, the difficulty is, objectively, as great to identify our tegomotot
with the former set of the Aristotelian magistrates; but it is not as explicit and

manifest. —



Naturally I offer this very tentatively, as some sort of explanation for what can
be simply an insufficiently clear idea of what an tepomoidg is, lost as the meaning of
the expression may easily be between the initial signification and the subsequent
technical developments.

For to repeat in conclusion briefly what I have analysed above: Tepomoww is, at
root, sacri-ficio. Thus in Inscr. Gr. ad res Rom. Spec., 3.172 (from Ancyra) = Dessau,
Inscr. Lat. Sel., 8829 = CIGr. 4029, iepelg MeVTEKADEKAVOQOS ETIL TV [epomotiaw is
an exact trans-lation of XV vir sacris faciundis’. This initial and fundamental sense of
the word is preserved, e.g., in Dionysius Hal., Antiqgu. Rom., I, 40 where aAAayn
ieportowwv means change of sacrificators, of those performing the EAAnvixai
iepovpyiar in question. (Cf. I, 80 and IX, 40 for the expressions ieQoToOL0G Veaviokog
and tepomoloc mapOévog respectively in the same strict sense). From this basic
signification, all the rest follows either by way of distancing (from actual performance
to general overseeing and direction), or restriction (from conducting the entire
sacrifice to katdoxeoOat alone) or specialization (from responsibility over any kind of
sacrifice to relevance only to those connected with divination or to any specifically
stated ones), or generalization (as from specific care of the sacrifice to broad
superintendence in the relevant aspects of the entire ceremony or feast), or addition of
associated duties and activities (as the financial management of the sacred rites) — or

by any compounded modification out of these. -
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® There are, of course, other renderings as well of the Latin phrase, as tov deiva, Twv émuteAovuévav
lepwv TV mevtekaldeka avogwv (sc. éva), Dessau, Inscr. Lat., 8830 ; teiun@évta iepwovvn twv te’
avopawv, id. 8834b; and a transliteration : To0 detvay, kvivdekeuovpiov, id. 8841. Ol mevtekaideka or ol
dexamévte avdpec simply, were a common formula to signify the collegium, cf. e.g. Dio Cassius LIII, 1.
Also «legopvrjpoves» is being used, Phlego, Mirabilia, 10. But very frequent in Latin is their
appellation by their principal function, the guardianship and consultation of the Sibylline books (v.
references in Wissowa, Religion und Kulues der Romer, p. 534, n. 3). And so in Greek, ol &t ZipUAAeta
eTuokenTOpevoL déka avdoes, Appianus, Hannibalica, (VIL) 56; Dionysius Hal., Antiqu. Rom., 1V, §62:
TapgkVviog d¢ TV Aot@wv avdpag Empavels dVO TOOXEWLOAUEVOS, Kal ONUOCIiovS avTolg
Oepdmovtag dvo mapaleviag, ékelvolg Amédwke ™V Twv Pipliwv ¢vAacy ; XIV, 11 <oi> émni twv
ZipvAdeiwv xpnopwv éruokepdpevor i BiAia eimov etc.



