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1. Introduction

The democratic system born in Athens needed a way to record all the decisions taken in the
deliberative bodies of the city, the boule and the demos. We can presume that all of the decrees
produced by them were written down and stored in an archive. However, only some were inscribed
on stone and displayed publicly®. Thanks to those public decrees which survive to the present day,
more can be known about the procedure of deliberation and how these institutions worked?. We
could also, however, consider these documents from a linguistic point of view. They offer evidence
for the official language used in the Athenian institutions, which is different from the literary
language that has normally more interest among the academic circles nowadays.

It is common belief that these official documents follow very strict formulas® and syntactic
structures, but these patterns take time to settle and they were not always the same: “The Athenians
were slow to develop standard formulae for use in their public documents. They never reached a
stage where all decrees of a certain period could be relied on to contain exactly the same elements,
arranged in the same order and expressed in the same way, but general patterns did emerge.”*. This
Thesis will focus on the syntactic display of these decrees, and more specifically on the structures

they use to express the different issues addressed in the body of the decree.

The usual way to express the action items discussed in a decree is with dynamic infinitives.
However, this is not so in every case, as we can also find 3" person imperatives instead. This can be
seen, for example, in the the first decree giving honours to the Samians in IG 11 1, which is
included in this paper. It seems at first sight that the change of structure from infinitives to
imperatives corresponds to a change in the subject: from general prescriptions to the city of Athens
or to the Samians as a whole, to a specific office that was in charge of carrying the task given®.
Nonetheless, this cannot be so, as there are cases of infinitives expressing a task that is to be done
by a certain office in this and other inscriptions, so there must be other reasons for this change to

happen.

The aim of this paper is to try to find a pattern for the appearance of these 3™ person imperatives,

looking at possible syntactic reasons to choose them over the dynamic infinitive. The corpus of

'For a whole description of how the decrees were stored and published see Rhodes 2001.

“There is an exhaustive study on this matter in Rhodes 1972 and in Rhodes & Lewis 1997.

®Even though it is quite old, the most complete collection of these formulas is in Larferld (1902: 601-817).
* Rhodes & Lewis 1997: 18

*Personal statement from Mathieu de Bakker.



inscriptions in this Thesis has been reduced to Classical Athens, i.e. decrees from the 5™ century
BCE only, even though 3™ person imperatives can be found in later decrees from very different
points throughout Greece. The extension of this paper and the time given do not permit a fully
comprehensive investigation, so the place and time when democracy flourished have been chosen as
a good sample. I hope that in the future more research can be done to shed a light on this matter and

see the possible differences or similarities that other places and dates offer.

In order to understand fully the purposes and conclusions of this paper, before analyzing the texts, it
is important to explain in detail the basic elements studied in this thesis: first, what is an Athenian
decree and how is the common arrangement of its text, and second, the definition of dynamic
infinitive and its possible relationship with the 3" person imperative. The following paragraphs of
this introduction will deal with these two issues.

1.1 A standard Athenian decree

When we talk about an Athenian decree, this does not only refer to the decrees found in Athens, but
all the decrees issued by the Athenian institutions that can be found anywhere in the region of
Attica. As mentioned above, it is difficult to find a time when these decrees had exactly the same
arrangement and formulas, but some patterns can be seen. By formulas we understand a set of
phrases that have been standardised and so they appear repeatedly and follow a similar form with
very few variations or even none at all. Here we will discuss the different sections and formulas
that appear in the inscriptions analysed in this paper based on the categories established by Larfeld
(1902), Rhodes (1972) and Rhodes & Lewis (1997)°.

We have examples of headings, that are normally written in larger letters, before the text of the
decree. The heading can point out the main issue concerning the decree or the name of any official
involved in its enactment. A good example that includes both is the heading of the so called Samian
decree (IG 11° 1), which starts with the following: 1.1-4 Knpioopdv TMatavieUs | éypappdreve. |

Zapioig 6oot peta 16 dipo 16 ABnvailwv éyévovro. This specific heading comes after a relief

that depicts Athena and Hera, who are the goddesses that protect Athens and Samos respectively’,

® These are complete studies about the formulas and arrangement of decrees. However, there are many studies that focus
on formulas of a specific kind. The specific studies used throughout this Thesis are: Walbank 1978, Henry 1983 & 1989
and Rhodes 1984. In this paper we will follow the classification of formulas that these studies have made, so as not to
enter the debate whether each specific case is a formula or not, which would require a completely new Thesis. As a
consequence, we will call any phrase that appears as such in these studies a “formula”.

" Meiggs & Lewis 1988: 283ff.
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and it mentions the secretary of the last decree included in the inscription and the Samians who
were loyal to the Athenians, who are the subjects of the decrees that follow. Another introductory
element of the decree is the invocation. Some decrees can present first of all this invocation, either

of the gods (Beoi) or of good fortune (&yaBf tUxn)®, but it does not appear in any of the

inscriptions included in this paper.

The most characteristic element of a decree is the prescript. The first thing to appear in the prescript
is the enactment formula. In the inscriptions in this paper the enactment formula used is €édoyoev
181 BoA&t kad 61 Sépot, which is the one that was used from 469 to 405 BCE.® The names of the

different officials who participated in the enactment of the decree come next, and finally the
proposer of the decree. See for example the prescript of the Kallias' decree (1G I® 52): face A, 1.1-2
[E8]oyoev TEr Poler xai 161 Sépor- Kekpotic eémputdveve, MveoiBeog éllylpappdreue,

EUmeiBec émeotdre, KoA\iag etre-.

The content of the decree could come directly after the prescript, or a motivation could be added,
normally introduced by &me1(Sn), e.g. émeidn v mwoet Abnvaiol[c], dvaypaydre TpSEevov. A
motion formula can appear as well as part of the proposal: 6ed6yBar/eynpioBon Tt Pouliji/tén
Snpwt. Depending on the institution where the motion was made we will find boule or demos (even
if it is rare before Roman Times, it could also be tfjt Boulfjt kai @1 dfpwt), but dedoyxOar and

¢yneioBar are completely interchangeable. ™

Then comes what Rhodes & Lewis call the substance of the decree, i.e. the proposal that was
ratified by the assembly. They say about this section that “the substance is normally expressed in

. . .. 11
accusatives and infinitives”

and that these depend on the motion formula (6ed6yBo/éyngioBan)
in case that there is one or else in the proposal formula in the prescript (sfne). What they miss in

this explanation is that this structure can be substituted by nominatives and imperatives in some

Cases.

Amendments to a decree could also be proposed. The rider formulas that introduce the amendments

of the inscriptions that follow are: X eite: & pév EA\\a kabdep it Boudit and ta pev SMa

® Rhodes & Lewis 1997: 4
° Rhodes 1972; 64
19 Rhodes 1972: 65
! Rhodes & Lewis 1997: 5



kaBamep ai youyypagoi. The content of the rider follows the same rules as the content of the
decree: infinitives with the subject in the accusative, or imperatives with the subject in the
nominative, depending on eirre (not on the one in the prescript but on the one that refers to the

proposer of the amendment).

Another element of these decrees is the formulas concerning the inscription of the decree, which
appear within the content of the decree and normally at the end*?. These may include the order to
the secretary to inscribe the decree and display it publicly (the inscription and publication
formulas), the order to the poletai to arrange the contract for the inscription and the order to some
office or treasury to provide the money for the inscription (the payment formulas)™. An example
that includes all of these formulas is the decree to republish Draco's law on homicide (IG I° 104):
1.5-9 &vaypalplod[v]tov oi dvaypagtls tov vopov mapalafovies mapa 16 RBlalo[iAé[og
peltla 16 ypopplatéols TEg Poulig € otéler MBiver kol kaf[t]a[Blévi[ov mpdo]Belv] TEg
otolds TE¢ Pootheiag: ot S6¢ Toletai dmopi[oBo]o[dviov katax tov v]dpolv, oi &¢

eMevotapiar 6évrov 10 aplylulp]ilov].”

1.2 Dynamic infinitives and 3" person imperatives

As was said above, the content of the decree can be written either in infinitives or imperatives and,
apparently, they seem to be interchangeable. Thus we can presume that there is some relationship
between both structures pragmatically. Here I will discuss the characteristics of both the infinitives

and imperatives that we will find in the decrees.

According to the analysis made by Stork (1982), there are two first categories: oblique infinitives,
which take part in indirect speech, and those infinitives that are not oblique. The latter can be of two
types: declarative and dynamic. Declarative infinitives express a statement of fact: “a situation that
is conceived of as actually existing at some point of time anterior to, simultaneous with, or posterior
to, the point of time at which the situation is referred to”."> On the other hand, the dynamic

infinitive is used for potential situations and thus they cannot express time relationship with the

12 Rhodes 1972 and Rhodes & Lewis 1997 do not include these formulas in their studies, but they can be seen in Larfeld
1902, Walbank 1978 and Henry 1989.

BFor a study on the different payment formulas see Henry 1989.

4 «“The anagrapheis shall write the law with the secretary of the boule on a stone stele and place it in front of the stoa
Basileia. The poletai shall pay the costs according to the law. The hellenotamiai shall give the money.” Translation by
author.

'° Stork 1982: 14



present of the speaker.’® Given this definition, in most cases the meaning of the main verb will
determine the nature of the infinitive: declarative or dynamic. Normally, verbs of “saying” make

infinitives work as declarative because of their meaning. However, even though the verb Aéyw
(which in these inscriptions appears in the aorist form eirre) has no jussive meaning by itself, the

authority of the institutions that move the decrees, the boule and the demos, provides this semantic

value to the verb and gives jussive force to the whole decree. Thus, in these cases eirre will work as

a verb of jussive meaning and as such the infinitives will be dynamic. In addition, the context
makes clear that these are all potential situations.

Other characteristics of dynamic infinitives'’ that serve as evidence that these infinitives are
working as dynamic infinitives are:

- the negation for the dynamic infinitive is always pn. In these decrees is the negation that
appears for the infinitives, e.g. IEleusis 28a 1.55 xai to hotmtov pe év IndpueoBar Popog.

- The modal particle &v appears only with declarative infinitives. Infinitives are not used with
the particle av in these decrees.

- the future infinitive is always declarative. The infinitives that appear in the decrees are
always present or aorist infinitives, and the difference in the stems is not temporal but
aspectual, understanding aspect as “the semantic differences that presumably are inherent in
the morphological differences between corresponding verb forms of the present, the aorist
and the perfect stem”.*®

By categorizing these infinitives as dynamic, we negate the possibility that they are oblique
infinitives. This means that they are not part of indirect speech and so they do not emulate the
discourse of the proposer of the decree, but these are rather an enumeration of all the actions moved

by the proposer.

These dynamic infinitives can fulfil many different syntactic functions®®. What we find in these
decrees are infinitives as a complement of a verb, infinitives “continued in an independent

sentence” and some “infinitivi pro imperativo”. In the inscriptions included in this paper we can

16 Rijksbaron (2002: 96ff.) makes a similar classification for the infinitives: those that are used as an obligatory
constituent of another verb can be declarative or dynamic depending on the meaning of the main verb. This
classification bears a significant semantic difference: they are declarative when they refer to a state of affairs in reality
and dynamic when the state of affairs is potential. Against Stork and Rijksbaron see Martinez VVazquez (1989), who
supports that the difference is that of a verbal substitute in the case of the declarative infinitive, while the dynamic
infinitive is a nomen actionis.

' Stork 1982: 14

'8 Stork 1982: 23

95ee Stork 1982: 2-11 for a detailed description of all the functions of infinitives and especially dynamic.
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find infinitives subordinated to other verbs functioning as their subjects or objects, but those that

express the action items of the decree, even though they should be a complement of the verb glTre
(or of SedoyxBar/éyneioBar in case there is a motion formula), they appear in independent

sentences coordinated with 5¢%°. This is what Stork calls “infinitives continued in an independent

»2L They emulate the structure of the infinitive as complement, but they constitute

sentence
independent sentences. This is what makes it possible for infinitives to be substituted by
imperatives in some of the action items, but not in the case of infinitives subordinated to other verbs
in the text (as imperatives cannot be the subject or the object of another verb). This idea will be

developed further below. Nevertheless, there is a close relationship between eirre or the motion

formula and these action items: even though syntactically they are independent, pragmatically they
depend on these formulas and they take their jussive force from them. Therefore, we will still say
that the action items depend on the prescript or on the motion formula. There are also some
instances where the infinitive is an “infinitivus pro imperativo”, that expresses a command to a
specific addressee who will be the agent of that action. Because the text of the decrees is always
addressed to a 3 person and never to a 2™ person, these infinitives are always substituting 3"
person imperatives. This makes the “infinitivi pro imperativo” easily recognisable, as they will
always have the following elements: a jussive function (they render an order), and a subject in the

accusative case that is the addressee and expected agent of the action.

On the other hand, the imperative mood is the jussive expression par excellence. In these decrees,
whenever an imperative form appears, it is always a 3™ person imperative (as was said before, the
decree never addresses a 2" person) and always with an explicit subject. These have also an
addressee, the expected agent of the action, that will appear as the subject of the imperative in the
nominative. Here is where we see the relationship between the infinitives and imperatives in these
inscriptions: the two structures (imperative and infinitives pro imperativo) are comparable, as they
share the same elements (an order with an explicit addressee) even though they are expressed
differently syntactically (addressee subj.nom. + order imp. vs. addressee subj.acc. + order inf.).
Therefore, in these decrees that express the action items in infinitives, the imperative can only
appear in instances where an “infinitivus pro imperativo” could happen, so that there is little or no
change in the meaning. In other cases an imperative is syntactically impossible (e.g. depending on

another verb) or it would change the meaning completely.

2% Notice that if they were not independent they would be coordinated by «ot, as in IG I® 174, 14-5: ¢E&van auréd TTAEV
Kkal ylpfipata éodyev. “He shall be allowed to sail and to import money” (translation by author).
2! Stork 1982: 7ff.
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1.3 Methodology and organisation

In this pilot study, we will concentrate on some of the decrees passed in Athens during the 5%
century BCE that include 3" person imperatives in their text. A first search for inscriptions that
could fit in the corpus for this Thesis was made in the study by Van Effenterre and Ruzé (1994,
1995), where the republication of Draco's laws (IG I® 104) is included. The rest of the inscriptions
used were the result of a search of one of the formulas that can appear in the imperative, the
inscription formula. This search, made through the website of the Packard Humanities Institute,

included the terms avaypagodto, avaypaydaro and avaypoydtw. From the results of this

search, only the inscriptions that belong to our temporal and geographical frame were selected to
make the corpus®.

The syntactic analysis of this corpus is the basis of this thesis. The results of this analysis have been
collected in tables that have different categories. In the section for the infinitives they have been
divided into syntactic categories where the infinitival structure could be substituted by an
imperatival one without a change in meaning and syntactic contexts that do not permit the
imperative form. The latter occur in these inscriptions in the following cases: the infinitive is
subordinated to another verb (Sub.), as imperatives have to be the main verb; formulas that only
appear in the infinitive (FInf.), because when the formulas are standardised in this way they become
automatic and will never show any other form that is not the infnitive; when they do not have an
explicit subject (Impers.), as 3" person imperatives must have one; and when their subject is not the
agent of the action (e.g. in state verbs, for example eiui) (Subj.n/a), for the subject of the
imperatives is always its expected agent. These structures are not compatible with imperatives, but
there are others which are and so they could be replaced by an imperative. This happens when: there
is a formula that uses the infinitive but the imperative is also possible (FInf./pImp.) or in the case of
“infinitivi pro imperativo” (Inf./Imp.) (see the previous section for a comparison between the

“infinitivo pro imperativo” and the imperative).

On the other hand, the imperatives are categorized depending on their syntactic context: those that

%2 This is only a small sample, as there are many other inscriptions that could have been eligible and hopefully they will
appear in future and more exhaustive studies about this matter. For example, doing a search for other terms like
katoBétw, korabéro and kohdkpetan (the latter always appears with the imperative d6vrov) | could find 26
inscriptions (excluding those that are already included) that fit in the characteristics of this paper. These are: IG 17, 10,
11, 17, 23, 24, 37, 40, 62, 71, 72, 73, 75, 82, 84, 89, 101, 130, 136, 149, 159, 167, 180, 193, 195, 200. However, most of
them are too fragmentary to analyse or they only have formulas in the imperative. From these only 8 are worth
analysing and | encourage anyone who wishes to go on with this research to do it. These are: 1G I° 40, 62, 71, 73, 75,
82, 84, 101.
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are part of a formula (FImp.), those that come after subordinate clauses (conditional, temporal and
final clauses) (Cond.cl., Temp.cl., Final cl.) and the ones that are part of a relative clause (Rel.cl.).
There are others that are also used in order to avoid repetition of infinitives or confusion. When the
imperative does not belong to any of these categories, it is also stated and further information about
those is given in the commentary, with semantic and pragmatic arguments will when the syntax
cannot explain the appearance of the imperative, as these are other factors that contribute to the
choice of one form over the other. This is where the historical context is relevant, as it can help
understanding the semantics and pragmatics of the text. For both infinitives and imperatives, there
is another column dedicated to those that were not analysed (n.a.) when the lacunae did not allow a

precise analysis®.

This categorasation has a very clear aim. First, by differentiating infinitival structures that are
compatible or not with the imperative form, we clarify when the infinitive is necessary and in which
instances there was an option and the infinitive form was chosen over the imperative. Then, in the
imperatives section, we can see where the imperative is provoked by the syntactic context (i.e. after
subordinate clauses) and when not, in which case the semantic and pragmatic commentaries play an
important role. That way we can discern and analyse more factors that affect the use of the

imperative in these decrees.

The paper is organised into different sections that include the table and commentary for one
inscription, except for the first section that includes several brief inscriptions. The commentaries are
mostly syntactical (with semantic and pragmatic commentary when necessary) based on the data
displayed in the tables and they include relevant historical information and a brief commentary on
previous scholarship when needed for the understanding of the text. The inscriptions appear in
chronological order in the first section and the following sections are also organised
chronologically. These brief inscriptions appear first so that the formulas in the imperative are fully
explained and justified before we move on to more complex inscriptions that present these formulas
as well. Finally, at the end of the dissertation there is an appendix that includes, in order of
appearance, the texts used for this paper, with a reference to the edition used when there was a
complete edition more recent than the one in IG. Nevertheless, the IG nomenclature is followed
throughout the whole Thesis so that the inscriptions are easily recognised and it can be traced where
they were cited before. Although some of the inscriptions are very fragmentary and that may imply

that the verbs analysed are reconstructed, the editions used here were thoroughly studied and

2Each table will only include the categories that appear in the inscription for space reasons.
12



discussed by many scholars and in most cases the reconstructions are very reliable. However, as has
been said above, the instances where the analysis cannot be completely sure appear in the category

of not analysed verbs (n.a.).

Even though it is not presented in a whole study about this matter, there is a previous theory
proposed by Swoboda and followed by Rhodes & Lewis that tries to explain the presence of
imperatives in Greek decrees. They consider that imperatives are more present in religious laws,
that are not enacted by common decision but by a commission of experts, because this kind of
documents (together with treaties) do not have that many procedural formulas and that is a sign of
an older style used for more solemnity?*. This does not seem a very strong argument for the use of
these imperatives and the material in this Thesis shows that its use is not restricted to the religious
sphere. We could also try to explain the appearance of imperatives as a matter of style of the writer
of the decree. However, a stylistic analysis is impossible, as we would need “several decrees which
belonged to the same year but were all proposed by different speakers and all bore the names of
different secretaries, and if they where all differentiated from decrees of other years by common
positive characteristics, then in those circumstances (and only in those circumstances) we could say
something about the style of the unknown man who was under-secretary in that year.”?> Therefore
we can only rely on the syntactic, semantic and pragmatic arguments and cannot explain the style of

the writer himself.

Unfortunately, we lack the so much expected but never published third volume of The grammar of
Attic inscriptions by L. Threatte, that was supposed to deal with the syntax of Attic inscriptions. The
results of this research show that this is a complicated matter, but that it can help understanding
better the Greek language as a whole. Hopefully, this will encourage scholars to do more research

about this and other syntactical issues attested in the Greek epigraphic sources.

24 Swoboda 1890: 241-3, Rhodes & Lewis 1997: 561
% Dover 1981: 6ff.
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2. Brief and fragmentary decrees

This first section collects six decrees that are organised chronologically and divided thematically.
The first inscription, 1G 1° 153, is a decree concerning some naval issues, while the rest are all
proxeny decrees. There are three decrees (IG 1° 153, 156 and 163) that could be one of the first Attic
decrees to have an imperative within the body of the decree. However, there is no exact date for
them, which makes it impossible to say which one comes first or whether they could actually be
declared to be the first without any doubt. Both IG I1* 153 and 1G I® 156 could have been published
within the years 440 and 425 BCE, while I1G I° 163 has a wider range of years, from 440 to 415
BCE.

2.1 1G 1* 153 (Peiraieus, 440-425 BCE)

Infinitive Imperative

Verb Sub Fimp. | Cond. cl. | final cl. syntactic | avoid
coherence | conf./rep.
1.6 eyoéoto 1

1.6 &vehky[oau]

1.8 kaBeAkoat

1.9 hutroCoviva[i

|| 2| -

1.10 meepifolppiCev
1.15 émpeléobo 1
1.17 6¢eléto 1
1.18 Cepidvrl[ov 1
1.20 &Jvaypagpodro
1.22 8évto]v

1.23 &mopioBoodvt]ov
subtotal 4
Total 4 | Total 7

wW| | 2| -

Table 1. Infinitives and imperatives in I1G I° 153

This is a decree that regulates some of the duties of the trierarchs (a trierarch is the person in charge
of a trieres for one year) and the men necessary to perform different tasks inside the ship.?® The
prescript of IG I° 153, which would make it clear that we are talking about a decree, was not
preserved. In spite of this, this inscription has been included here as a decree, as it does have the
typical publication and payment formulas found in Athenian decrees (lines 19-23):

[1] 16 8l[¢ poépropa 166e &lvaypapadro ho ypapplaltl[eus ho TEg fois Eo]téler

MBiver- hot S[e] «l[ohakpérar &Svrolv t[0] &pyUptov: hot e oM [etai

% Arnaoutoglou 1998, no.102 and Morrison et alii 2000: 169
14



&mopioBoodvrlov?.

It is noticeable that in this inscription there are less infinitives than imperatives (Table 1) and, what
is even more striking, that these four infinitives are all subordinate to the imperative ¢éyoéoto in line
6. This means that they belong to a category of infinitives that cannot be substituted by imperatives.
As for the imperatives in this inscription, they all appear in contexts were we expect to find
imperatives, and those are imperatives that come after subordinate clauses and formulas that can be

expressed in the imperative, which are the ones cited above (except for kot §[e] kl[ohakpérar
86vtoly T[] &pyuptov- which, according to Henry, always uses the imperative®). One of them
(118 Ceprdvrl[ov), has been categorized in the section of syntactical coherence, as it is coordinated
with another imperative (.17 d¢eAéro) and thus it can only be an imperative too. In the case of 1.6
géxotoTo, the imperative is used so as to be clear that the following actions are subordinate to it and

so they come in the form of infinitives.

Because we are missing the first part of the inscription, we cannot conclude anything with full
certainty. However, given the fact that there are considerably more imperatives and that the
infinitives are subordinate, we could say that there is a possibility that the points of this decree were
mostly formulated in imperatives. Perhaps the missing information could shed a light on the reasons

why this could be so.

2.2 Proxeny decrees: 1G 1° 156 (440-425 BCE), 163 (440-415 BCE), 174 (425-410 BCE), 165
(420 BCE), 80 (421/0 BCE)

The first of these proxeny decrees is IG 1° 156, dedicated to Leonides of Halikarnassos and his sons.
Even though, as happened in I1G I® 153, the beginning is missing for 1G I* 156, we do have a
prescript from line 9 to line 13. Walbank considers this to be the prescript of the second decree that
extends the honours given to them in the first one: it grants Leonides with jurisdictional protection
and the publication of his proxeny decree among other things®. It is remarkable that this second

decree is only dedicated to Leonides and does not include his sons.

?I“The secretary of the council shall have this decree written on a stone stele; and the kolakretai shall give the money
and the poletai shall pay the costs.” Translation by Arnaoutoglou 1998, no.102.

%8 Henry 1989: 248-250

2% Walbank 1978: 142 ff.
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Infinitives

Imperatives

Inscription

Verb

n.a.

Sub.

Finf.

Impers.

Sub.n/a

FInf./pImp.

Inf./Imp.

Flmp.

avoid conf./rep.

none

I1G 13 156

1.4 &[m]hpélecBar

1.18 &voun

1.19 émaulvéoan

1.22 &[v]laypagpodto

1.26 otEoan

1.27 wpooeréabo

1G 13 163

1.2 &v]an

1.3 &vaypalpodro

1.6 xata]Qgvan

1.7 koAéoar

IG 13174

1.7 avay paydro

1.10 klatabérw

1.12 éxxopiocaoBat

1.13 ékkoprodobw

1.14 €EEvan

1.14 whEv

1.15 éodyev

1.18 €EJE[van
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Infinitive

Imperative

Inscription

Verbs

Sub.

FInf. | Impers. | Sub.n/a | FInf./pIlmp. Inf./Imp.

Flmp.

avoid conf./rep.

none

I1G 13 165

1.2 [pJooaylayév

1.3 o¢péhev

1.4 tpooeuBuvesBan

1.7 kotaBéto

1.10 86vtov

1.13 &von

.14 xaléoon

IG 1380

1.8 émowvéoar

1.12 &vlaypagpodro

1.18 kataBéto

1.19 d6vtov

subtotal

3

3

1
1
1
9

1

Total 18

Total 11

Table 2. Infinitives and imperatives in 1G I* 156, 163, 174, 165, 80
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To clarify that, his name appears repeatedly in each sentence of the decree, even changing the

normal order of the sentence: 1.15-16 Acovidev | éav Tic dmmokTéver.”

We can see (Table 2) that this inscription is very formulaic, as happens with most of the proxeny
decrees because the honours given and formulas to express them are well established. These are

formulas like, for example, &[t]lipélecBor 8¢ alitd (1.4-5) that grants protection,® télv Tipopiav
fvar kaBdamep €av | Tig ABevaiov amobaver- (1.17-19) that means jurisdictional protection, as if
someone kills him he will be punished as if he was a citizen of Athens, and émaulvéooun (1.19-20)
that grants honours. When it comes to the inscription formula, the structure changes into imperative
(1.22 1a époepropéva alv]laypagpodto ho ypappateus tElg BolEg), as this is a kind of formula
that can be expressed in this form, whereas the previous ones appear always in the infinitive.
Instead of having the usual avaypagpodto kai karabéro, however, we find here the infinitive
oteoat (1.26). It is important to point out that this is an exceptional situation: in this case two stelai
are specified (one to be placed in Athens and the other one in Halikarnassos, lines 25-28) and
Leonides has to pay for the expenses himself (.24 téAeo1 Toic Acovibo), which was not normal for
proxeny decrees®’. This might be the reason why here we see ottoon (1.26), an infinitive without a

specific subject, as the secretary is not the responsible for locating these inscriptions and using an
imperative would be misleading in this context. The change in subject is clarified by the change in
the structure and the man in charge is actually chosen by Leonides (1.29-31):

[2] &vSpa 8¢ TpooeréaBo Aeovidleg hdoTic dyoet TEoTéev Kkai | oTéoer™.

This exceptional condition may explain the appearance of this imperative. First, it is made clear that
the secretary is not to perform this task but no responsible is specified, so there is an impersonal
infinitive, but there is a will to emphasize this exceptional situation (that Leonides has to choose
this person) and so the imperative is used here, because it stands out after the infinitive and has

more jussive force.

In the next inscription, IG 1° 163, only the end of a proxeny decree remains (1.2 mpoyol[evov kai
evepy€éltev Abevaillov). The inscription formula has an unusual form (Table 2): 1.4-7

avaypaleodto ... xai 10 ¢oéplliopa 168e kara]QEvar. The second part of the formula

%0 Aeovidev is the object of &moxtévet, and so it should appear after the conditional particle é&v (Henry 1983: 170).
! Henry 1983: 171 ff.

%2 \Walbank 1978: 142 ff. and see also Rhodes 2001

%8 «Leonides shall choose a man who will bring and place the stele.” Translation by author
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(xata]@tvar) appears in the infinitive but it is coordinated with an imperative (Gvaypaleodro). It
looks like one of the two was actually a mistake. Maybe the infinitive kaAéoar, which is part of the

invitation formula very common in proxeny decrees,* may have attracted the infinitive form for

kata]Ogvai.

Following the chronological order, we find IG I® 174, a proxeny decree for Lycon from Achaia.
Right after its motivation clause we find the inscription formula, with both verbs in the imperative
form, as we have already seen in previous inscriptions |.7-11:

[3] &vaypoydTw TpcEevov kali elepyétny ABnvaiwv év oltihnt Mbiver ép

TNt O yplappareug 6 i foMfic kai klatabéte ép oker.*
These seem to be the few imperatives in this inscription (Table 2), even though the lacuna makes it
impossible to know the rest of the text. The following imperative, which is the only one apart from
the formulas, 1.13 éxkopiodoBaw, is used so that the infinitive 1.12 eéxkopioaoBau is not repeated in

the same sentence. So for the sake of clarity, instead of using an infinitive that in this decree would
also have a jussive function, it was written in the imperative form. What was preserved of the rest of
the inscription seems to be a permission for Lykon to navigate and trade in areas controlled by

Athens® and it comes back to the structure of infinitives (I.14-15 éE&var altéyn ARV Kai xlpipata
éoayev). So we could conclude that the basic structure is the infinitive, except for some formulas

and one imperative used for better clarity.

In the next inscription, 1G 1° 165, only the end of a proxeny decree is preserved. The first infinitive

(Table 2) that can be read 1.2 [mplooay[ayév cannot be analysed with certainty, as there are
lacunae around it, but with most probability it will have tog ¢ Tputdveg as subject and thus it will
be a “infinitivus pro imperativo”, like the following two infinitives 1.3 o@éAev and 1.4
mpooeuBuvecBor. Then the structure changes into imperatives for the next two formulas: the
publication and the payment formulas (1.7 kataBéro and 1.10 8Svrov®). In the case of 1.13 tev &¢

mpoy]oeviav Evat the syntactic subject of the infinitive is not the agent of an action and so it cannot

* Henry 1983: 262-275 and Rhodes 1984.

%<«The secretary of the boule shall inscribe him as proxenos and benefactor for the Athenians in a stone stele and place it

on the Acropolis.” Translation by author.

% Walbank 1978: 282

¥"Here the inscription formula was written in a slightly different way. The verb avaypd¢w is written in aorist participle

and xorotiOnpt in imperative (1.6-8 dvayplagpoalg 6 ypappartels ... koi katabéro). This structure that does not

appear in other inscriptions in this paper but is not unique of this example. See other instances in Larfeld (1902: 603).
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be expressed in the imperative. The last infinitive .14 xa\éoou is part of the invitation formula that,
as we have already discussed, always appears in the infinitive. So apart from this last two cases
where the imperative would be impossible, it seems that this inscription favours the infinitival
structure, as the only two imperatives that appear are formulas and the (“non-formulaic™) orders are

expressed in infinitivi pro imperativo.

The last proxeny decree, IG I* 80 (421/0 BCE), is dedicated to Asteas from Aleia. It is fully
preserved and its text is completely formulaic (Table 2), so it seems to support the evidences of
different formulas seen in the texts above. There is an example of a formula that can only appear in

the infinitive 1.8 émrauvéoon, which is the honouring formula. The rest are imperatives (1.12-13
avlaypagodro, 1.18 katabéro and 1.19 S6vrov) that correspond to the inscription, publication and

payment formulas (the first two could also appear in the infinitive®, although it is not the case here,

and the latter is always written in the imperative as has been discussed above).

As can be seen in the analysis of these inscriptions (Table 2), they are very formulaic. There are 7
infinitival formulas out of 18 infinitives and from 11 imperatives 9 are part of formulas. This does
not help much in the analysis of the use of the imperatives, as the formulas are written in an
automatic way and so they always follow the same patterns. Nor can we conclude that these
inscriptions prefer the infinitival structure, as there are only two infinitivi pro imperativo and the rest
of the infinitives (except for that mysterious kota]@gvar in IG 1° 163) could not be replaced by an
imperative in any case. As for the imperatives, they do not help either. The only two cases of
imperatives that are not formulaic were in one case to avoid repetition (¢kkopiodoBw in 1G 13 174)
and in the other motivated by an exceptional situation that needed an emphasis that the infinitive
would not give (rtpooeréoBo in IG 1° 156). However, this section is relevant to this Thesis in two
ways: it showed the formulas that we will see in the following sections and justified their
categorization as formulas, as we have seen them repeatedly with the same pattern (with little or no
change at all), and it proved that not only the longest and less formulaic inscriptions bear

imperatives.

%3ee for example IG 13 110, 20: 10 8¢ yMeopo 0de avayphyar OV y|pappatéa tig Poriic &v othinft MOivt kai
KoTafEvar En TloAEL
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3. The First-Fruits decree (IEleusis 28a, ca.430 BCE)

The First-Fruits decree is the only religious related decree in the corpus used for this Thesis.
Although its date has been much debated, scholars in the last years have agreed that it must have
been around the decade of 430 BCE*. The decree describes and regulates the whole procedure for
the dedication of the tithe at the sanctuary of Demeter and Kore in Eleusis and urges the Athenian
allies, and any other city that would wish, to join the dedication already practiced by the
Athenians*'. Cavanaugh and Clinton have discussed the possible implications of the establishment
of this dedication for Athens’ allies:
“By recognizing the debt owed to Demeter and Athens, the allies and all Greek cities
who joined in the offering of first-fruits would thus be acknowledging Athens’
hegemony in the years before the beginning of the Peloponnesian War.”*2
“In spirit, as Cavanaugh and others have pointed out, the First Fruits Decree is of a

piece with Pericles’ call for a Panhellenic Congress...”43

As this is a matter of great importance, the task of elaborating the plan for the dedications was given
to a commission (1.3-4 &8¢ oi youyypagts youvél[yplapoav-) that was to be brought to the

Boule and Demos so that the decree is voted. This means that the following infinitives and
imperatives will not depend on eirre, as usual, but on youvél[yplagoav.

It is very clear (Table 3) that the number of infinitives in this inscription is much higher (27
infinitives vs. 13 imperatives). Nevertheless, if we compare the number of infinitives that could
actually be replaced by an imperative (i.e. the cases where an imperative is possible but the
infinitive was used instead) the numbers are equal: 13 infinitivi pro imperativo vs. 13 imperatives in
total. In fact, what we find here are infinitives that correspond to instructions given for a specific
procedure, a function that Allan (2010) identified for the infinitivi pro imperativo. Examples of this

kind of infinitives can be found throughout the whole inscription, like in lines 8-16:

% A collection of all the scholarship concerning the date of the inscription can be found in Cavanaugh 1996: 29-72.
“% Clinton 2008: 5 & Cavanaugh 1996: 73-95

*! Clinton 2008: 5-7

%2 Cavanaugh 1996: 94

*3 Clinton 2009: 57
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Infinitive

Imperative

section

Verb

Sub.

Impers.

Subj.n/a | Inf./Imp.

Flmp.

Cond. cl.

Temp. cl. | syntactic coherence

none

decree

1.4 &mdpyeoBan

1.8 andpyeoBan

1.8 eyAéyev

1.9 rapadiddvar

SN I S

1.10 oikodoptoar

1.12 évoun

1.13 epBaihev

1.14 &mapyeoBar

1.15 heAéoBaur

1.16 éyAeyéoBan

1.16 &momeppodviov

1.17 apadidovor

1.20 eUBuvdaBov

1.21 mopadéyeoBar

1.22 mepgpodro

1.24 kehevéto

1.25 amdpyeobar

1.29 [k]atabévtov

1.30 émoyyéAev

1.31 évau

1.33 amdpyeoBar

1.34 tapadéyeabat

1.36 Buev

.41 &variBevian

1.43 emypagev

1.45 évoun
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Infinitive

Imperative

section

Verb

Sub. | Impers.

Subj.n/a

Inf./Imp.

Flmp.

Cond. cl.

Temp. cl.

syntactic coherence

none

rider

1.48 avaylpagpodro

1.50 kataBéto

1.51 amopioBoodvrov

1.52 86vtov

PR~

1.53 avaypagoar

1.53 épPaMev

1.54 hopioat

1.55 évhidpueoBar

1.56 tépvev

1.57 éyodyev

.58 &motivéTo

1.58 éoayyeMéro

1.60 eémderyodto

1.61 éyoevevkéro

Subtotal

5

13

4

TOTAL 27

TOTAL 13

Table 3. Infinitives and Imperatives in IEleusis 28a
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[4] eyAéyev 8¢ 10g Sepldpyog kata Tog Sépog kai Tapadiddvar toig hiepotoroig
10i¢ | "EhevorvéBev "Eheuoivdde. oikodoptoar 6¢ oipog [...] tov &¢ kalpmov
evBauBoi épdMev hov av apordBoot apa 16V depdplylov, | amdpyeoBar 6¢
Kal TOg YOUPpAos katd taUtd. Tag 6¢ mohes eyMollyeags hehéoBar 16 kopTd,

ka@dTL av SokEr oot dprota O kaptol[] EyAeyeéoeoBon.*

Nevertheless, this is not in opposition to the imperatives, which can also describe parts of the
procedure at least in this decree, e.g. 1.16 émeidav d¢ eyheybEi, amomeppodvrov Abévale-.
These imperatives normally appear in very concrete syntactical contexts, i.e. after conditional
or temporal clauses. This is the case of the example given and also of the following:
[5] élalv 8¢ pe mapadéyoovrar mévte epepdv [v]vww | émedav émayyeriy, [...]
eVBuvéoBov hot hiepototol xtMawotv v Spayptot [h]lé[xaloTog kai mapa oV
Sepdpyov kara TauTa apadéxeaBat. (lines 18-21)*
[6] eav &€ Tic TopaPaiver v | TiioUtov T1, &TTOTIVETO TEvVIakooiag dpaypds,
eoqyYeMEéTo &¢ hlo Baotheug &g Tev PoAév- (lines 57-59)7
These two cases have something in common. The imperatives are not part of the actions of the
normal procedure, but they rather constitute a parallel procedure. The actions expressed in the
imperative are to take place only if the conditions stated in the conditional clause are met. Then,
when the text comes back to the description of the actions that are taken in every situation (and so
they are part of the normal procedure) the structure is changed again into infinitives after [5] ([6] is

the end of the inscription).

In the first of the two examples the hieropoioi are obliged to pay a fine in case they are not diligent

and do not admit the tithe within 5 days after the notification of its sending. As it is obvious, this is
an anomaly in the process. On the other hand, the next sentence (1.21 ko1 Tapa tov depdpyov

kata tayta apadéyeoBai.) does describe part of the usual procedure, where the hieropoioi
should receive the tithe from the demarch. The structure has changed into infinitives again, because

this is not part of the actions affected by the aforementioned conditions. This applies also to the

* “The demarchs are to collect (it) by deme and they are to hand it over to the hieropoioi from Eleusis at Eleusis. (The
Athenians) are to construct [...] storage pits [...]. They are to deposit there th[e gr]ain which they receive from the
demarchs. The allies are also to offer first-fruits in the same way. The cities are to choose [co]llector[s] for the grain,
according to the way in which it seems best for the grain to be collected;” Translation by Dillon & Garland 1994, no.
12.6

*® “When it has been collected, they (the collectors) are to send it to Athens;”. Translation by Dillon & Garland 1994,
no.12.6

*® “If they do not receive it within five days after it has been reported [...] the hieropoioi are to be liable to a fine of a
thousand drachmas [eac]h; and they are to receive it from the demarchs in the same way.” Translation by Dillon &
Garland 1994, no.12.6

T “If someone violates this, he is to pay 500 drachmas as a fine and the basileus has to announce it to the boule.”
Translation by author.
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second example.

However, there are some cases of imperatives that do not appear in this kind of contexts. These are:
[7] [k]épullkalg ¢ hehopéve he Boe meppodto &g tag OAeg Ay yéNovtag v[v] |
1487 hepoepropéva 161 Sépot, 0 pév vilv évar hog éyiota, 10 8¢ Mormov hétav
SokEr aUtEl: kedeugto Ot kai ho hiepopdvieg kai [0] | dauddyos puotepiorg
amdpyeoBar 10¢ héNkevag [...]. dvaypdgpoavtes 6¢ ¢y | mvakior 10 pérpov 16
kaptd [...][k]ataBévrov Ev te 161 "Elevotvior "Ehevcivi kai év 1ot Boley[t]elpior-
(lines 21-30)*

[8] Trept 6¢ 10 Ehaio dmapyEs youyypagploas Adptov émiberyodro TeL folEr emi
TEG evareg putaveiag: | he &€ Bohe & TOv SEpov €xoevevkéto Emavaykeg. (lines
59-61)*
The reason for these imperatives is clearly seen in the first fragment. This part of the inscription
details how the announcement is to be made: normally the hierophants and the daduch are the ones
in charge of announcing that the aparche must be sent, but because it has been decreed recently that
the allies must join the Athenians, they need that the content of the decree is announced as soon as
possible (.23 1o pev viiv Evan hog TéyioTa) to the other cities. The imperatives in this case are in
the aorist and present stem respectively (Treppodro and kelevero). This shows a time relationship

between the two verbs: the action expressed in the aorist has to be completed before the one in the
present.® The imperatives, then, are completely necessary, as the dynamic infinitives cannot
express time relationships®'.

As for the third imperative in this example ([x]otaBévtov), Clinton (2008: 47) argues that the
omitted subject must have been the hieropoioi and that the following sentence, that states that the
announcement should be made as well for the rest of the Greek cities should logically have been

before this sentence together with the rest of the details of the announcement. Maybe these are
reasons to think that the subject of &vaypdgpoavtes and of [k]ataBévov is ho hiepopdvteg kai

[6] | Sa1d&yo0¢. This way we could explain the omission and the imperative form, as it shares the

same subject as the previous imperatives and so it should keep the same form for the syntactic

8 “The boule is to choose [her]a[ld]s and send them to the cities an[noJuncing what is [now] being decreed by the
people, for the present as quickly as possible, and for the [fluture whenever the boule decides. The hierophant and the
torch-bearer (daidouchos) are to proclaim at the mysteries that the Greeks are to offer first-fruits [...]. They are to record
o[n] a notice-board the wheight of the grain [...] and [s]et it up in the Eleusinion at Eleusis and in the cou[ncil
ch]amber.” Translation by Dillon & Garland 1994, no. 12.6

* «“And concerning the first-fruits of olive oil Lampon shall draw up a draft and show it to the boule in the ninth
prytany; and the boule shall be compelled to bring it before the people.” Translation by Dillon & Garland 1994, no. 12.6
*% Rijksbaron 2002: 45

*! “Imperatival infinitives, being non-finite, do not invoke the ground, but merely designate a type of action that is not
located with respect to time or reality.” (Allan 2010: 225).
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coherence. Therefore it would not be that strange that the announcement to the other cities appears
below, for the subject has changed (1.30 émayyéMev &¢ tev Bolev). From a syntactic point of

view, this option seems more plausible.

The second example belongs to the last lines of the inscription, in the rider moved by Lampon. Here
he is urged to make a draft for a decree concerning the tithe of olive oil and to present it to the boule
and the boule to present it to the demos for voting. In this case both imperatives have the aorist stem
so there is no temporal relationship, although it is obvious that the draft should be finished before
taken to the boule. These aorist imperatives stress the completion of “a single, well-defined state of
affairs”.* This is an exceptional situation, this draft has to be made in this only occasion, in
opposition to the different parts of the process that were described with infinitives and that are to be
carried out every year.

There are also 4 instances were imperatives were used in formulas: inscription, publication and
payment formulas respectively. These are not analysed here as they were thoroughly discussed in

the previous section.

%2 Rijksbaron 2002: 45
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4. Kallias’ financial decrees (IG I° 52, ML 58: 434/3 BCE)

The inscription concerning the financial decrees promoted by Kallias consists of two different
decrees inscribed on two sides of the same marble stele. This has been one of the most discussed
Greek inscriptions and one of the most polemic issues about it is its date. | do not wish to enter this
discussion here, as it is not the main point of this Thesis, but as we are following an organisation
based on the chronology of the inscriptions, this deserves a brief explanation. Most scholars support
that these decrees were moved in 434/433 BCE, but other dates have been suggested, for example
431 BCE.> In any case, it possible to establish a terminus ante quem because of the appearance of a
new office in this inscription, the treasury of the “other gods”, which is an evidence that this
inscription was done before 430/429 BCE.> This fact makes it obviously earlier than the inscription
that follows, that is dated on the year 410/409 BCE.

Another discussed issue about this inscription is whether the decrees in both sides were moved the
same day or not. The reconstruction of the prescript in face B is dubious if we take into
account the last autopsies of the stone, which would contradict the theory that face B was
decreed on the same day than the decree on face A.> In side A we are attending to the
creation of the office in charge of the treasury of the so-called “other gods”. *® Unluckily, face B is
very fragmented and most of what remains are only instructions concerning some works,
regulations about the use of the money in the treasury of Athena and a reference to the payment to

the other gods.

It is very striking the great amount of imperatives that we find in this inscription compared to the
infinitives (Table 4). Nevertheless, if we look individually to the two decrees, there is a considerable
difference between the structures used in each one. In face B we are dealing with 9 infinitives and 6
imperatives. In face A there are 4 infinitives and 18 imperatives. This clear difference makes it
evident that we should analyze each of the decrees individually and not treat them as if they were
related texts. Even though the usual nomenclature for the two sides is followed here, face B will be
analysed before face A, as the latter presents a very special setting that will be understood better if

we start from the most common sample.

%% Kallet-Marx 1989. For a more recent discussion about the date and based on the office of the epistatai see Marginesu
2010: 36-9.

> Kallet-Marx, 1989: 108

> Kallet-Marx 1989: 97-100; Samons 2000: 127ff.

%8 For a more detailed analysis of the content of the inscription see Pébarthe 2006: 227-229.
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Infinitive

Imperative

section

Verb

n.a.

Sub.

Impers.

Inf./Imp.

Cond. cl.

Temp.cl.

Rel. cl.

syntactic coherence

none

face B.
decree

1.4 xpEoBar

1.6 ém[oxeud]Cev

1.8 ouve]miotatévi[o]v

1.9 Tro1]gv

1.10 émpleléo[Bo]

1.13 ypto[B]alr

1.13 SavleiCeoBon

1.15 ypto[B]alr

1.18 xpEoBar

1.18 éveyélobo

1.19 ¢o]pepev

1.20 kataTiBévar

1.23 ta[pievécBo

1.29 ote[odvtov

1.29 ap1Bpecdavrtov
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Infinitive

Imperative

section

Verbs

n.a.

Sub.

Impers.

Inf./Imp

Cond. cl.

Temp.cl.

Rel. cl.

syntactic coherence

none

face A.
decree

1.2 &modovar

1

1.4 &mobil[8]évon

1

1.7 NoyrodaoBov

1.9 €oto

1.9 &moddvtov

1.10 éyoalerpbvrov

1.12 &mogarvoviov

1.13 &mokuapevel[v

1.15 Tapievévrov

1.16 ouvavoryévtov

1.17 ouykAeidvrov

1.17 ouooepavoaBov

1.20 amopiBpecdobov

1.20 &tmrootecdoBov

SN I A S

1.21 tapadeyodobov

1.22 &vaypagodvrov

1.24 avaypagdvrov

1.25 5180vTov

1.27 5186vTov

1.28 5160vTov

1.30 6¢]vtov

1.31 ypeoBar

1

Subtotal

3

1

10

Total 13

Total 24

Table 4. Infinitives and imperatives in 1G I® 52
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Starting with face B, in two occasions infinitivi pro imperativo have been used in the present decree:
[9] 10 8¢ ypdplpa tov dpyiték[Tova Toi]Ev (line 9)°7
[10] xaTatiBévar k[ota 10]v éviautov Ta hekd[otor o¢ehd]l[peva Tapa T]oig

tapiaot 16 [tEc ABevaiag To¢ ENevoltapiag (lines 20-21)*

On the other hand, the imperatives in face B appear in the syntactical contexts that have already
been discussed for imperatives in Athenian decrees: after conditional and temporal clauses. We can
add another context that are relative clauses. Imperatives can appear inside or after a relative clause:

[11] 10 8¢ ypdplpa tov dpyirex[Tova Toi]ev [G]omep 16 Mpo[mulaiov: hot]l[Tog

8¢ émipleléa[Oo] (face B lines 9-10)>°

[12] homdoa pey ypulod éotv al]l[tov € dpyupd] € Utdpyvpa ote[odvtov, Ta

8]t &M [a &piBpeadvrov...] (face B lines 28-29)%°
One other imperative can be found that does not fit in the classification of imperatives (1.8
ouve|motatévr[o]v). Unfortunately, the sentences just before it are very fragmentary, so they

cannot provide any clue about the posible reasons for this imperative to appear.

The decree in face A favours clearly the imperatival structure and uses as less infinitives as possible.
In every case where an imperative is possible, it is chosen over the infinitivus pro imperativo. This
syntactical feature differenciates clearly this text from the decree in face B and from the rest of the
Athenian decrees. Maybe the exceptional nature of the decree is a good reason for choosing this
very special form. We should bear in mind that this is the creation of a brand new office. This text
regulates with great detail its tasks, how to perform them and how all the affected offices should act
upon the election of the treasurers. All of these imperatives are direct orders to the different officials
about what to do in that specific moment or from that moment on:

[13] mapa ¢ 16V viv Tapidy kal Tov émioltatdy kai ov hepotoidv Tév év Toig

hepoig, hoi viv SwayepiColot]lv, &mapiBpecdobov kai &mooteodobov T&

xpépota évavriov Te¢ PoM[E]lg én ToNer, xai mapadexodobov hot topiar hot

Aayovreg apa 1oV vi[v] | dpydvrov kai év oTélet dvaypagpodviov pidr dmavia

> For translation see note 59.

%8 “the helleno[tamiai] are to deposit d[uring th]e year [what is owed] to ea[ch (god) with t]he treasurers [of Ath]ena.’
Translation by Dillon & Garland 1994, no. 9.6

% “The archi[tect is to maJke [the plan [jlust as for the Pro[pylaia; and he is to see] to [it]” Translation by Dillon &
Garland 1994, no. 9.6

8 “IHowever many of th]e [sacre]d treasures are unweighed or un[counted, [...] (the current treasurers) are to we[igh]”
Translation by Dillon & Garland 1994, no. 9.6

il
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kaf EkaoTov Te | 1OV Bedv T Ypépata [...]. kal 10 Aotov dvaypagdvrov kot
PN ’ B ’ N ’ ’ ~ 9 ’ \ P ’
aiel Toptat &6 oTéAev kol AGyov SiddvTov TOv Te Svtov xpepdrov [...Jkail edBUvag

S1856vtov. (lines 18-27)%

81 «As they receive the treasures from the current treasurers, superintendents (epistatai) and hieropoioi in the temples,
who now to have charge of them, they are to count them up and weigh them in front of the boule on the acropolis and
the treasurers who have been chosen by lot are to take them over from the current officials and record on one stele all
the treasures, both that according to each of the gods [...]. And in the future the treasurers who are in office are to record
this on a stele and draw up an account of the balance of the money [...] and submit to an examination at the end of their
term.” Translation by Dillon & Garland 1994, no. 9.6
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5. Honours to Phrynichus’ Assassins (1G 13102, 410/409 BCE)

In the following decree, dated on the year 409 BCE, we attend to the grant of honours to
Thrasyboulos and to other men who participated in the assassination of Phrynichus, who took part
in the coup of 411 BCE that established the oligarchy of the Four Hundred.®” This was
actually the first grant of property to a non-athenian citizen ever recorded.®® It is divided in three
parts: the first one being the honours given to Thrasyboulos; the first amendment ratifies these
honours and extends them, granting him with the Athenian citizenship and allowing his
colleagues to have land and properties in the city; and the second amendment and third part
of the inscription is a petition to make an inquiry to find out whether there were any corrupted
actions in order to grant the Athenian citizenship to Agoratus. The great orator Lysias actually
prosecuted this Agoratus for this very reason, as he alleged falsely that he received the Athenian
citizenship for participating in the assassination of Phrynichus. He actually quotes this decree in his
discourse Against Agoratus (13.71).%
It is evident from the data in the table (Table 5) that this inscription prefers the structure of
infinitives, for, when it is possible, they use infinitivi pro imperativo instead of imperatives. The
only imperatives that appear are part of the typical formulas of the honorific inscriptions
(inscription and payment formulas), just as the proxeny decrees that were discussed in the first
section:

[14] ho [6¢ h]l[eMevotapiar S6vtov 10 &pyupti]ov. (line 12)

[15] xai dvaypagodl[to ho ypappateus ta époepiop]éva- (lines 28-29)

[16] tev 8¢ o]télev &mroprioBooavrol[v hot Toletai év Te1 Bo]AEr- (lines 34-35)
This does not give much information of the use of imperatives. However, it is at least interesting to
see how, when these formulas are repeated later in the inscription, they appear expressed in the
infinitive:

[17] edepyerlals dvaypldlploar ép e[t év otéher M1Biver Tov ypop[paltéla Tég

Bohgg. (lines 28-30)

[18] oG 6¢ heMevotapl[iag ddvar To &pyupiov]. (lines 35-36)
This may imply that the imperatival formula may be a more stressed form and that once it is

repeated it takes the less stressed form, that would be in this case the infinitive.

82 Ferrario 2014: 148
% Meiggs & Lewis 1980: 263
% Phillips 2008: 196
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Infinitive

Imperative

section

Verb

Sub.

Finf.

Impers.

Subj.n/a

FInf./PImp.

Inf./Imp.

Flmp.

decree

1.6 émauvéo|on

1.10 otepavooar

1.10 Troitoal[1

1.12 86vtov

1.13 hévl[exa

first
rider

1.15 elvon

1.18 £]van

1.19 &von

1.21 &vaypagodi[to

1.22 hehéoBar

1.28 &vaypldlploar

1.30 elvon

1.32 emiper]ecBon

1.34 &moproBoodvrollv

1.36 56var

1.37 ebpiokecBar

1.38 éyoeveykEv

second
rider

1.41 Bohelo]an

1.42 koAaCev

1.45 amogaivev

SN N W =

1.47 éxotvan

subtotal

1

Total 18

Total 3

Table 5. Infinitives and imperatives in I1G I° 102
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6. Republication of Draco’s Law on Homicide (IG 13104, 409/8 BCE)

After the oligarchic government of the Four Hundred, there was a strong political will in Athens to
go back to the democracy and its old institutions and laws, especially those of Solon and
Kleisthenes. For this reason, new offices dedicated to the study and republication of the laws
previous to the oligarchy were created.®® The laws published by Draco concerning homicide were
part of this republication plan and so we find this copy dated in the year 409/8 BCE. This fact
evidences that at least this part of the laws written by Draco in the 7™ century were still valid more

than two hundred years later.

The inscription is divided into two differentiated parts: the decree itself, that goes down to line 9,
and from line 10 on the content of the laws of Draco, that comprises the jurisdiction, definition,
pardon and prosecution of unintentional murder.®® Whether the text of the laws was the original text
by Draco or not does not affect to the analysis of the inscription.®” An important issue, however,
before we even start analysing it, is whether we should treat the text of the laws as a decree.
Apparently, there is no evidence that the text of the laws had a similar structure to that of a decree.
Nevertheless, looking at the structures of infinitives and imperatives in this inscription, it seems that
either the original laws of Draco were structured as a decree (with different points expressed in the

infinitive or imperative and depending on elte or a similar formula) and that the prescript was
omitted or that when the anagrapheis worked on these laws they adapted them to the format of the
decree. Nonetheless, there is no reason to think that part of the laws were omitted, and supporting
this argument would be an argumentum ex silentio, as the beginning in a1 in line 11 is no proof
that part of the text was left out. As Stroud suggests, that xai ¢op should be read together and

understood as “even if”.%® However it may be, | believe that it is worth including the body of the

laws in the analysis, for the syntactic structures seem useful for this Thesis.

% Stroud, 1968: 19

% Phillips 2008: 50. For a complete analysis of the content of the law and its elements see Gagarin 1981 and Phillips
2008: 49-57 (both treating it individually) and Thir 2004, who taking this and other inscriptions together restores how
were legal procedures in Athens.

87 Gagarin (1981: 153) makes clear that, if this is in fact the original text by Draco, this would be the first sample of
Attic prose preserved and he even makes an analysis of style to support that this is so (1981: 155 ff.). He insisted in
more recent studies (2008: 94) that we should consider this to be an exact copy of the original text of the laws. About
the physical format of the original laws see Stroud 1979.

%8 Stroud 1968: 38
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Infinitive Imperative
section | Verb na. | Sub. [ Impers. [ Inf/Imp. | FImp. | Cond.cl. | none

decree |15 &vaypalplodlv]tov
1.7 ka[t]a[O]évi[ov

1.8 &mropi[oBo]oldvrov

8 I I

1.9 Sovtov

law 111 pedylelv

1.11 8]ilxdcev

1.13 Sayv[o]v[alt
1.13 aibéoacBan 1
1.14 xpatév 1
1.15 aidéo]aolBon 1
.16 [K]pa[fev 1
1.18 ¢oéoB[o]v 1
1.19 haipéoBov 1
1.20 éveyéoBov 1

1.20 mpoerttev
1.21 ouvidk]ev 1

1.29 évéyeoBar 1

1.29 drayryvookev 1

1.35 Suayryvook]ey 1
subtotal 3 1 1 6 4 1 2
Total 11 Total 7

Table 6. Infinitives and imperatives in 1G I® 104

There is a great difference between both sections of the text. While the structures in the laws seem
more varied, in the decree there are only imperatives (Table 6). In addition, these imperatives
correspond only to formulas already discussed above (inscription, publication and payment
formulas) with very subtle modifications:
[19] avaypalelod[v]tov oi dvaypagtls 16v vopov [...] peltla 16 ypopp]atéols &g
Boukis & otélet MBiver kai ka[t]a[B]évi[ov mpoc]Be[v] TEs oTolds TEC Baoiheiag:
oi &¢ moletai d&topt[oBolo[dvrov [...] ol 6¢ EéNevorapiar Sdévrov 1O
aplylulplilov]. (lines 5-9)%°
This means that in fact there are no dynamic infinitives depending on elrre in this case, but only
imperatives. Maybe the reason to choose imperatives here is to differentiate the body of the decree

from the laws.

% «The anagrapheis shall write the law with the secretary of the boule on a stone stele and place it in front of the stoa
Basileia. The poletai shall pay the costs. The hellenotamiai shall give the money.” Translation by author.
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In the text of the laws, however, as we can see from the data in the table, infinitives were used
whenever it was possible. The infinitivi pro imperativo that are found here are the same kind of
those found in the First-Fruits decree, i.e. the infinitives denoting instructions for a certain
procedure. In this case this is a jurisdictional procedure that describes in detail what to do in case
someone has killed without premeditation or unintentionally”. See for example:

[20] xai éap pe k [mlpovoilals [k]z[éver Tic Tiva, @evyle[v- S]il xalev & Tog

Baothéag aitio[v] ¢ovlo] [...] tog &¢ epétag Srayv[d]v[alt. [oibéoacBar & eap

pev Tate]p g1t adehgolg] € hugg, hamavr[alg, € Tov ko[AMovta kpatév- (lines 11-

14)™

The cases where imperatives appear are well differentiated and actually they all come together in
the text:

[21] &av &€ ToUToV pede hig £1, k1)él ver 8¢ &xolv], yvoot 8¢ hot [e]vi[éxkovia kal

h&g hot épétar &xovr]a | ktEvar, éoéablo]v &¢ hlor plplaTopes eav EBéhoot Sékar

toutog §]¢ holt mevréxo[vltla kai] his dpli]ot[ivbev haipéoBov. kai hor &¢

nplote[pllov kté[v]a[vt]e[ év] 16[16¢ 161 Beopdr evexeaBov. (lines 16-20)"
The first of these imperatives (1.18 éoéaB[o]v) comes after a conditional clause, which is one of the
typical positions for the appearance of imperatives in decrees. Once more, the action expressed in
the imperative is not part of the normal procedure, but it is to take place only in the case that
situation stated in the conditional clause is given: if there are no relatives of the victim then ten men
from the phratry shall decide whether to grant him with pardon. Even though haipéoBov in line 19
does not come right after the conditional clause and it is part of the next sentence, this action also
depends on those conditions: in case these ten men have to make the decision, they will be chosen
by the Fifty-One ephetai. Obviously, if there are relatives in the first place this whole procedure
does not take place at all. Then the imperatives serve as a way to differentiate this parallel process
from the normal procedure. As for the last imperative (1.20 éveyéaBov) it does not belong either to
the description of the juridical procedure, but it is part of the statement that the whole procedure
described above is retroactive.” In this context the imperatives may also have some more emphasis
as the syntactic structure differentiates them from the rest of the description of the process. Gagarin

® There is a controversy whether pé *x [m]povoi[a]c (I.11) means without premeditation or unintentionally. See
Gagarin 1981: 31.

™ “Even if someone kills another unintentionally, he shall stand trial. The kings are to judge him guilty of homicide [...]
and the ephetai shall decide the case. If father or brother or sons are alive, they shall all grant pardon; otherwise he who
objects shall prevail.” Translation by Phillips 2008: 50.

2 “If none of these exists and he kills unintentionally, and the Fifty-One, the ephetai, pass a veredict of unintentional
homicide, then let ten phratry members admit him, if they are willing; let the Fifty-One choose these men on the basis
of birth. Let those who killed previously also be bound by this law.” Translation by Phillips 2008: 50.

"8 Gagarin 2008: 97
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fails to include in his analysis of the prose style of the laws’* these imperatives that clarify even
more what is part of the juridical procedure and what is not.

™ Gagarin 1981: 155 ff. & 2008: 100
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7. Decrees honouring the Samians (1G 112 1, 405/4 & 403/2 BCE)

In this very long inscription we find three different decrees with their respective amendments
concerning the grant of honours to the Samian citizens. The first of these decrees dates back to
405/4 BCE, before the end of the Peloponnesian War. After the disastrous defeat at Aigospotamoi,
Samos still supported the Athenians and remained loyal to them. For this reason, the city of Athens
honoured them by granting them with the Athenian citizenship.” The second decree, however,
corroborates and also extends these privileges given to the Samians, while the third gives honours to
one Samian called Poses. They are dated in 403/2 BCE, once the democracy was restored in Athens.

The collection of these decrees was probably made by Cephisophon of Paiania after the third decree

was enacted’®. He is mentioned in the heading of the inscription as secretary (1.1 Kneioopdv
IMowavieug | ypappdreue) and so does in the prescript of the third decree. In addition, he was also

the proposer of the second decree and its amendment and according to Xenophon, he was sent as an
envoy to Sparta representing the Athenians before the tyranny of the Thirty was over.”” Whether the
first decree was inscribed for the first time or there was an original of 405 BCE demolished by the

Thirty and this is only a republication’® remains unclear.

The enormous number of infinitives is striking compared to the number of infinitives (54 against 8)
throughout the whole inscription (Table 7). Nevertheless, for better clarity, every decree will be

analysed with its rider individually, starting with the first one.

It is evident that the first decree uses mainly infinitivi pro imperativo to express a series of
instructions to follow under the new condition of the Samians: that they are to be Athenian citizens
from this moment on. The only imperatives of this decree appear at the end just before the rider
(lines 28-32):

> Meiggs & Lewis, 1980: 286

8 Rhodes & Osborne, 2003: 15

" Rhodes & Oshorne, 2003: 16; Xen. Hell. 2.4.36
8 Rhodes & Oshorne, 2003: 15
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Infinitive

Imperative

section

Verb

Sub

Finf.

Impers

Subj. n/a

FInf./PImp.

Inf./Imp.

Flmp

Cond.
cl.

Rel. cl.

syntactic coherence

none

first
decree

1.7 émorvéoar

1.9 Tro1Ev

1.10 Troifjoan

112 8ed6yBon

.12 Evau

1.15 BoAeveoBar

1.15 ypfioBau

.16 Tro1gv

1.18 5160var

1.18 déyeoBon

1.20 Tro1Ev

e R

1.21 &vou

1.21 évar

1.22 Trohepev

1.22 mapaokl[e]udleoBar

1.24 oupméptey

1.25 ouvBoAevev

1.26 ypfioBar

1.26 56vaun

1.27 amoypayar

1.30 eEaleyd]vrwv

1.30 ¢ol[pakdviwv

1.31 émavaykaodviwy

.31 &modovar
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Infinitives

Imperatives

section

verb

Sub

Finf.

Impers.

Subj.n/a

FInf./PImp.

Inf./Imp.

Flmp.

Cond. cl.

Rel. cl.

syntactic coherence

none

rider

.33 evan

1

1.33 vEpou

1.34 mapal[okevdoar

1.36 ¢mawvéoan

.37 kaAéoon

1.38 avaypdyat

1.39 xata]Oevar

1.40 S6var

1.40 avaypayat

second
decree

1.43 ¢mawvéoan

1.44 evan

1.45 Tépyon

1.46 ouvmparrev

1.46 Ttpooehéo|Ban]

1.47 oupmpaltrovTev

1.48 BohevéaBwv

1.49 tpocayaytv

1.50 xpnpaticacBor

1.50 kaAéoat

rider

1.52 eynpioBar

1.53 ¢vaut

.54 ko\éoan

SN SN S SN
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Infinitives

Imeratives

section

verb

Sub.

Finf.

Impers | Subj.n/a | FInf./plmp | Inf./Imp. | FImp.

Cond. cl.

Rel. cl.

syntactic coherence

none

third
decree

1.58 émawvéoar

1.59 §]ovou

.60 S86vTwv

1.60 Tpooayaytv

1.61 eupécBan

1.62 Tapadovar

.63 kaAéoan

rider

.64 ¢mawvéoan

1.66 evar

1.66 &vaypdl[ydrw

1.67 mapaoySvIwv

1.68 Sovar

1.69 Tofjoal[1

1.70 émrypayar

.71 émouvéoan

1.72 tpoodyev

1.73 tpooayaytv

.74 xo\éoon

[N IS B S

subtotal

7

17

7 3 3 17 2

Total 54

Total 8

Table 7. Infinitives and imperatives in 1G 11 1
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[22] kai ToUtwv € 76 | [t tomt Sphnpla yeypoppévov év tdi Snpociwt cg
TopeNneSTwV 1o Tpiipes, | [Gmavia eEakeryd]viwy ol vewpoi dmravrayoBev, Ta
d¢ okeun T dnpooimt tol[mpoEdviwv @¢ tdyoTa kali émavaykaodvimv
amoddvat 106 Eyoviag Toutwv | [T1 evrehd).”
These imperatives come after a conditional clause. As it has been said before, the change in the
structure differentiates clearly the actions to take when these special conditions are met and the

normal procedure expressed with infinitives. In addition, the second and third imperatives are also
justified in terms of syntactic coherence, for they share the same subject and they are juxtaposed (in

N

the case of eéEoderyd]viwv) and coordinated (kai eravaykacdavrwv) respectively.

It is also worth mentioning that the inscription, publication and payment formulas appear in the

infinitive and not in the imperative form (lines 38-40):
[23] avaypdyor &¢ 1& eyngropéva t]oy ypapplatéa tiig] Blolhfic pera tédV |
[oTpatny®dv éotidnt MBivm kai kota]6Evar é¢ oMy, tog 6¢ EMnv]otapiag |
[66var 10 dpyiprov-

This is not something unusual, but we can see that the forms of these formulas that used the

imperative are starting to disappear. This also supports the idea that this decree favours clearly the

infinitive structure and only used the imperatives when the syntactic context asks for it.

The second decree and its rider are highly formulaic with all the formulas in the infinitive form, so
the number of infinitivi pro imperativo and of imperatives is very low and concentrated between
lines 45 and 48:

A

[24] [mépyar 8¢ 106 Tapiog Gomep av]tol kehevootv &g Aakedaipova Gviiva [Gv
avll[toi  Bohwviar  émedn) &  mpolodéovrar  ABnvaiwv  ouvmpdrrev,
npooekéo[Bai] | [mpéofe, outor &¢ oupttpa]TIévIwV Toig Tapiog & TL Av
ayabov [kai] | [kowviit BohevéoBwv petd] éxévaov-

When giving these orders the text prefers the infinitive, but within the relative clause the structure

changes to imperatives, as already seen in other previous examples.

The third decree is also very formulaic and uses especially infinitival formulas. However, those

" <and if there is any [... (debt)] recorded in the public treasury from when they took over the triremes, the dockyard

superintendents are to [wipe all of it] out totally, but they are to g[et in] the equipment [as quickly as possible] for the
public treasury [an]d compel those who possess [any] of it to hand it over [intact.” Translation by Dillon & Garland
1994, no.9.29
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formulas that can appear in the imperative form do so, like in: o1 &¢ Tapi]ar §évtwv 10 dpyUptov-
(line 60) and xat &vaypal[ydrw 6 ypappoteug (lines 66-67). There is one other imperative: ot &¢
Tapiat Tapacyoviwv | [10 dpyiprov & dvaypaenv. (lines 67-68). This is not really a formula,

but because of its resemblance with the payment formulas and also because of the formulas around
it, it could have assimilated the imperative form.

One last interesting thing about this third decree is that the three infinitivi pro imperativo in it refer
to gifts given to Poses, the Samian honoured in this decree:
[25] 8]6von aut[dt tov Sifjpo]v dwperav Tevrakooiag Spaypag (line 59)%
[26] 0 8¢ BiPAiov | [16 yneiopatog Tapaddvar alt]dn 10y ypappatea s folfig
adtika pdha- (lines 61-62)*"

[27] 86vau 8¢ To]ofit Swpeav Tov Sfipov yiMag Spaypag (line 68)%

8 «“The demos shall give him a present of 500 drachmas.” Translation by author.
81 «“The secretary of the boule shall give him the papyrus with the decree straightaway.” Translation by author.
82 «“The demos shall give Poses a present of a thousand drachmas.” Translation by author.
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8. Conclusion

From this analysis we can conclude that there is not a unique explanation for the imperatives found
in Athenian decrees and that there are not only syntactic but also semantic and pragmatic reasons
for their use.

There are some contexts in which we can expect imperatives to appear in a decree instead of a
dynamic infinitive. Most of them are formulas that can or must be expressed by imperatives.
Nevertheless, formulas have a fixed shape and so they are not that much useful for the syntactical
analysis of the use of the imperatives. Other instances in which we can expect an imperative is

following conditional, temporal, final and relative clauses and also inside the latter.

Whenever the infinitives in the decree where describing instructions that belonged to a procedure,
the imperatives are used in contrast with those infinitives. They express an action that is not part of
the procedure or, when they follow a conditional clause, that is part of a parallel exceptional
procedure that is to be carried out when the conditions stated in the conditional clause are met. In

these cases the imperative is making explicit what is part of the usual procedure and what is not.

We also studied two examples that used the imperative as a means for clarity. In IG 1° 153 €XO€0TO

is expressed in the imperative to make clear that the infinitives following it depend on this

imperative. The other example (IG I° 174, 1.13 ¢kkoprodoBw) was used in order to avoid the

repetition of the same infinitive that could have been confusing. These examples show that
infinitives in these decrees can be replaced very easily by imperatives. This means that they have a

jussive function, just as the imperative.

Imperatives can also be used when exceptional situations are given, like when in IG 1 156 Leonides
had to arrange the inscription of his proxeny himself or when in IEleusis 28a the boule had to make
an especial and urgent announcement. This may imply that the imperative has a more emphatic
value than the dynamic infinitives. This is supported by the text of IG I* 102 (Honours to
Phrynichus’ assassins) that used some formulas first in the imperative form and then repeated them
but in the infinitive. And also by face A of the Kallias’ financial decrees (IG I* 52). The decree that
appears in that side of the inscription is an exception in itself. While most of the decrees in this
paper have shown a clear tendency towards the infinitival structures, this is the only one that clearly

uses as many imperatives as possible. Nonetheless, we could consider that the fact that great
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amounts of money are taken from the Athenian treasuries to make a brand new treasury with new
officials is quite an exceptional situation and maybe the description of the tasks to be carried out by
the new office needs of more emphatic jussive forms. Therefore it prefers the imperatives whenever

it is possible.

It is important to emphasize that it is the context that makes this infinitives jussive and this, together
with the fact that they are syntactically expressed in independent sentences, makes them replaceable
by imperatives. These are documents issued by the biggest authorities in Athens, their deliberative
institutions: the boule and the demos. This makes the whole text to be completely authoritative and

therefore jussive.

Unfortunately, the sample of inscriptions used here is not enough to see if there is a chronological
pattern in the use of imperatives (whether it grows or decreases in time). In order to achieve that,
there should be a diachronic study that takes into account inscriptions that only have infinitives as
well. Maybe formulas would be of great help in this kind of research, as they clearly show a
tendency towards the infinitive in later periods that makes the imperative form disappear from these
formulas. Hopefully this research will be taken in the future together with a study of its
geographical distribution as well. This and further studies on the syntax of Greek inscriptions could
broaden our knowledge about how was the language used in official documents in Ancient Greece

and our understanding of Greek epigraphic sources and Greek syntax in general.
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Appendix of inscriptions

IG I3 153
Att. — stoich. 33 — 440-425 BCE

[coeenenns 20...cu..s Jo[.....12.....]
[cennen.. 19......... v Tp}t}[....Q....]
[cennen.. 18........ v veov (Mo ..5..]

[.....13...... hot tp]iepotroroi k[..5..]

5 [....9.... 1& 0vépora] ypapdvrov o[ tpi]-
[epapyov- ped’ éxocoto] ped hevi dvehky[oat]
[&vEpdot EhatTov E Te]Trapdkovia kai [hek]-
[aTov, pebe kaBehkioai] EdatTov € eikog|1 k]-
[ar hekatov dvdpdot, plede huttolovivalr EN]-

10 [aTTOV E ..5..K0VIO &]VEpdotv, pede Tepi[o]-
[ppiCev EAdTTo01 &AvE]pdot E hekatov, pe[6e]
[...... 15....... plede hév- pede tev opl..]
[....10.... ho &¢ Tpilépapyos kai ho xu[Pe]-
[pvéteg ExdoTeg TEg] veog hoTrog v TadTat Y-

15 [tyverar hog kdMio]ta émiperéoBo- Eav &€
[t ToUToVv Tt TTapaf]aiver € TpiEpapyog €
[kuBepvéteg € EMNog] Tig, dpeléto yihalg] 6-
[porypag hiepag 18] ABevaiat kol Ceptov-

[ov ooV hot émipe]Aopevor 3 veopio. 1O &-

20 [e pogpiopa 166e dlvaypagpodro ho ypopplalt-
[eUg ho T8¢ Pohig eo]téher MBiver- hot 8[g] k-
[ohakpétar 6Svto]v T[0] dpyiptov- hot ¢ oA~

[eTai &mopioBoodvt]ov vacat
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IG I3 156 - Walbank no.22
Att. — stoich. 23 — 440-425 BCE

[——————— Aeovidev 8]-
[¢] xa[i To¢ TTaibag altd pedéval
edv adikev pere [A]Qéveor [pét]-
e hdoeg ABevaior kpatdor ¢[Tr]-
5 1péleoBar O¢ autd ABéveot p-
[e]v TOG TTpuTAVES Kai TEP POAE-
v, £V Ot TEo1 AN\eT1 TTOAeOL ho-
itiveg ABevaiov dpyoot év 1-
€1 huttepopion ho, Tt av hékao-
10 To1 Suvarol ooy, hog ap pe ad-
ikovat : €doyoev Ter BoNEL
Kai TO1 Oépot- Avtioxig Empu-
TAveve, Xapoiddeg eypappdr-
eve, heyéoavdpog emeotdre, X-
15 oipéotparog eitre: Aeovidev
€AV TIC ATTOKTEVEL EV TOV TTON-
eov hov ABevaiol KpATOOT, TE-
v Tipopiov Zvar kaBdarep €av
116 ABevaiov amobaver- émai-
20 véoar O¢ ayoba hdoa Troel Te-
pi ABevaiog Aeovideg. mepi [6]-
¢ Aeovido 10 époepropéva &[v]-
aYpapoato ho ypappateug Te-
¢ PoAgg TéAeot Toig Acovido
25 ¢v oTéhatv Suolv, KOl TeV pev
hetépav OTECOL EP TIOAEL, TEV
S¢ hetépav €v halikapvaooo-
1 év 101 hiepOt 16 ATtOANOVOG:
avdpa 8¢ tpooeréaBo Acovid-
30 eg héotig Ayoel TEOTENEV KAl

OTEOEL vacat



IG I3 163 - Walbank no.56
Att. — stoich. 22 — 440-415 BCE

[ceennn 10.... kai &v]at TpSyo-
[evov kai evepyéltev ABevai-
[ov aitév- dvaypalpodro ¢ ho
[Ypappoteug ho tlés Poukig &-
5 [oTéher MBiver] kai 10 potg-
[topa 166e kota]QEvar ép TTON-
[e1. kahéoon B¢ x]ai el yoev[i]-
[a aTOV €¢ TO TEpU]TaVEiOVY €E[¢]

[aliprov vacat? ]

IG I3 174 - Walbank no.50
Att. — stoich. 21 — 425-410 BCE

1 [ESoEev Tijt BoMiit kai tén §]-
[Mpor- ..... ETIPUTAVEVE, ..]-
[Jodog eyplalplpdreve, ..JAe[.]-
QiveTog ETeOTATE, [eloav-

5 &pog gimre: AUKGOVO TOV Ayat-
Sv, emrerdi) ev oel ABnvaio-
[¢], &vaypaydrw TpoEevov ka-
1 eVepyétnv Abnvaiwv év o-
ANt MBiver ep ToNet O Yp-

10 appateug O ti)¢ PoAfig kal k-
atabétw ey ToAeL. TNV O€ va-
Uv v Otan ékkopioaoBat
€€ Ayartag ekkoptodobw k-
a1 €EEvar auTd1 TTAEY Kol X-

15 pipata éodyev dong Abnv-
aiot Kpatdot, kai ¢ T Abnv-
ALV PpopLa- €¢ O€ TOV KOATT-

[o]v [p]n [EEJE[vau .....]v [ad]réin



IG I3 165 — Henry 2001
Att. — stoich. 35 — ante 420 BCE

10

15

[-F——— 106 6¢ TTpUTAVES O1 ]
[av] Tuvy[dvoot Ttputavelovres ....8.....]
[rtplocay[ayév & tev Polev kai Tov SEpov E]
[xtJMag d[paypag opélev EkaoTov TEL Abe]-
vadat ko[l tpooeuBivesBar pupiaiot &p]-
aypaiot [EkaoTov TOp TpUTdveEoy. TO &€ ¢po]-
épropa t[6de avayplagpoalg 6 ypappoteg T]-
€c BoAgg [év otéhe]t MBive[r kal kotabero ép]
m6Net O¢ [Ev kali]oTor kai év [161 Poheut]-
[e]pior év [cavidi]ot Tvarep Ta Mo poepi]-
[opalta- ofi ¢ koM]akpérar Sévtov 10 &[pyupl-
[tov &¢ Tev oTéN]ev kai Tev dvaypagév. [ vvv ]
[...8.... cimr]e T pev &Ma kabamrep T1..6.. ]
[..., Tev 6¢ Trpoy]oeviav Evou ko 181[c Trar]-
[o1- koAéoar ¢ aU]Tog kai Tov &dehpolv ...]
[...... 11.... ko] ¢mi yoévia &g 10 TT[puTal-
[vEov &g TOV elpepé]yov xpSvov vacat

vacat

IG I3 80 - Walbank no.49
Att. — stoich. 21 — 421/0 BCE

10

ITpokAéeg AtapPo Evov-
UHEUG EYPOAHHPATEVE.

vacat
€doyoev TEL PoAEL kol TOL
Sépor- hirrrroBovrig émput-
aveue, [TpokAEg eypappdre-
ve, Tiplog emeotdre, Apiot-
1oV szs, Opacukéeg elTTe-
eTTatvéoal AcTéayv TOV Ale-
év, hoTL €U TTOET ABevaiog k-
at idiat kai depooiat Tov a-
PIKVOEVOV KAl VUV KAl €V
161 TTp6abev ypovot, kai av-
QY PAPTATO TIPOYOEVOV KOL
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15

20

evepyétev Abevaiov kaba-

mep IToMiotparov tov PAei-
aotov éoTéet MBiver 6 y-
papparteus ho tEg PohEg ka-

1 koTabéTo €v TTOAEL- TO O &-
pYUptov d6vTov h<o>1 KoAakp-

£TAL. vacat

The first-fruits decree (IEleusis 28a)
Attica — Eleusis — ca. 440-435 BCE

10

15

20

25

[Tipoltel[elg Axapvevs éypappdreue.

[ESoyo]ev TE1 BoAEr kai 161 Gépor- Kekporrig emputaveve, Tipoté-
[Aeg €lypoppdreve, Kukvéag meotdre: Td8e 01 YOUYYPAPES XOUVE-
[yplogoav- &mdpyecBat Toiv Oeoiv 16 kAP KATX TA TATPLO KA TE-
v pavreiav tev &y Aehpdv ABevaiog &1ro 16V hekatov pedipvoy [x]-
p1B6v pe EAattov € hektéa, TTUPOV O€ ATTO TOV heKQTOV pedipvoy pi-

€ E\atToV hepiékteov- €av O€ Tig TTAElo KapTIOV TrOLEL € Tooo[U]TO0-

v € OAeiC0, KOTA TOV AUTOV AGY oV amrdpyeabar. eyAéyev 8 Tog dep-
apyos kata 1og Sépog kai Tapadidovat Toig hiepoTorois Toig
"ElevoivoBev "EAeuoivdde. oikodoptoat de o1pog tpeg "Eleuoiv-

1 KOTA TA TTATp1a hOTTo Av SoKEL TOTG hiepOTIOLOig KAl TO1 APYLT-
éxTovt ¢miTéSetov Evau Ao 16 dpyupio T8 Toiv Ocoiv- TOV O ka-
prrov évBauBoi epfaMev hov &v apordBoot Tapd tov Sepdplylov,
amdpyeoBar 6¢ kai TG YoUpPAY0G KoTa TaUTA. Tag O¢ TTohes EyMo]-
Yéog hedéoBar 16 kapTd, kafott v dokEr avtéot dproTa O KApTIO-
[c] éyAeyéoeoBaur- emerdav &¢ EyhexbEL, &mromeppodvrov ABevale:
10g &€ Ayayovrag mapadidovat Toig hiepotroroig Toig "Ehevot-

v6Bev "EAeuoivdde- €lalv 6¢ pe mapadéyooviar mévte epepdv [v]vww
emerdav emay YeAEL, Tapadidoviov v ek TEG TTOAeog hobev av £-

[1] 6 xp1rde, elBuvSaBov hot hiepotrotol yiMiaroty v dpayptot [h]-
é[xka]otog kai Tapa 16V depdpyov kaTd TaUTA TTapadéxecbar. [k]épu-
[kag 6¢ hehopéve he Bole Teppodto &g Ta¢ TTOAeg &y yéMovTag v[v]
1[38°] hepoepropéva 161 Sépiot, TO pev viv Evat hog TOY10TA, TO OF A-
o1rov hotav dokEr altél: keheuéto 6¢ kai ho hiepopdves kay [6]

Saddyog puotepiorg amapyeobat t10¢ héAAevag 16 KOPTIO KATQ
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60

TA TIATPIA KAL TEV PAVTEIQV TEV €Y AeAPOV- Avay papoavTeg O€ €p
TILVaKioL TO PETpOV TO KapTEd T Te TTapd TOV Sepdpyov katd to[v 8]-
[E]pov hékaoTtov kail T8 TTapa TOV TTOAeOV KaTd Tev TTOMv hekdoTe[v]
[k]ataBévTov Ev 1e 161 "ENeuoiviot "EXeucive xai év 161 Boley[T]e-
piot- emayyeMev 8¢ tev Bohev kai 180t dN\eot TTOAeow tE[01 he]-
[MAevikEowv &mdoeot, hémor dv Soxér altér Suvatov evat, Aéyov-
Tag pev katd ha Abevaior dmdpyovat kai ot Yyouppayot, eké[v]o[t]-
[¢] &€ pe emitdrrovTag, kehevovtag ¢ dmdpyeabat, éav Bolovra,
KATA T TIATPLa Kal TV pavieiav ev ey AeApov. tapadéxeobar 5-

€ Kal TTapd ToUToV TOV TIOAEOV £AV TIg ATTAyet TOS hiepoTrorog [ka]-
t[a] TaiTd. BUev &€ &0 pev T TeEAavd kaBdtt Gv Evpolmidar éxolhe]-
[yolvta, tpitrotav &e Béapyov ypuodkepov toiv Ocoiv hexkatlép]-
[ar &] 70 OV kp1BSV kai ToV TTUpSV kai Tt Tpimrtolépor Kai 61 O¢-
o1 kal t€1 Ot kai 61 EUBOAot hiepeiov hekdoTor Tékeov kal

Te1 ABevaion Bov ypuadkepov: Tag & AAag kp1Bag kat Tupog ar-
odopévog TOg hiepoTrorog peta té¢ fohés avabépara avariBev-

at Toiv O¢olv, Toteoapévog hatt’ av 161 dépot 161 Abevaiov dokE-

1, Kai €Mty pagev Toig avabépaoty, hétt Ao 16 kapTd TE¢ ATapyE-

¢ avebéBe, xai heAhévov 1OV amtapySpevov- Toig de Tata oot
oMa ayaba Evar kai EUKOPTILAV KAl TIOMUKAPTIiQY, hoiTiveg Qv

pe &dikdot ABevaiog pede tev oAy Tev ABevaiov pebe 10 O¢d. [v]
Adprov eitre: & pev EMa kabdep ai youyypagal tEc dmapyks 6
[k]apTtd Toiv Ocoiv- Tag &€ YouVYpapas kal T0 POEPLTHA TOOE Avay-
papadto ho ypoppateug ho t€¢ PolEg ev otéharv Suoiv MbBivai-

v ka1 kotabéro tev pev EAevoivi év 101 hiepot tev S¢ hetépav -

B TTOAer- hot 8¢ Toketai &tropioBoodvtov 10 oTéla- hot &¢ koha[kpl-
état SGVTOV TO ApYUpLOv. TAUTA PEV TTEPL TEG ATTAPYES TO KAPTEO T-
olv Oeolv Avaypapoat £ TO OTEAD, pEva Ot i epdhhev hekatovf-
aibva Tov véov dpyovia. Tov ¢ Pac[t]\éa hopioar ta hiepa 1 év T[S]-
1 [Tehapy1kot, kai T0 Aottrov pe évhidpueoBar Bopog év 161 TMeha-
py1kOL Aveu TE¢ PoAEg kai 1O Sépo, pede Tog Mibog Tépvey éx 16 [IT]-
eAapY KO, pede YEV éxoayev pede AMbog: eav &€ Tig rapaPaiver v
T:::0UTOV T1, ATIOTLVETO TIEVIOKOO1AG dpaypag, oy yehéto &¢ h-

0 BaotAeug ¢ tev Porév: Trept O¢ 16 ENaio ATTOpYES YOUYYPAP-

oag Adptrov mideryodro T BoAEL 11 TEG EVATES TTpUTAVELQG:

he O¢ Bole €¢ TOV OEHOV EYTEVEVKETO ETTAVOYKES.
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Kallias’ financial decrees (IG I° 52 - ML 58)
Att. — stoich. 54 — 434/3 BCE

face A.1 [ES]oyoev 181 BoAEr kai o1 Sépor- Kekpotrig emputdveve, MveoiBeog &-
[y]pappdreve, BumeiBeg émeotdre, KohMag eime: dmoddva toic Beoic
[t]a xpepata 1 Operdpeva, emerde Te1 ABevaiat & TproyiMa TGAavVT-
[a] &vevéveykTar &g TOMv, ha EpogpioTo, vopiopatog hepedard. dmodi-

5 [6]ovon &€ amo 1dv ypepdrov, & &g dméSooiv EoTiv Toig Oe0ic Epoepiop-
[€]va, Té 1€ TTapa Toig ENevotapiang Svra viv kol TdMa & éoTt TouToV
[t6]v xpepdrov, kai ta €k TE¢ dekdreg emerdav mpaber. Aoyrodobov b¢ h-
[0t Moytotail hot tpiaxovTa hotmep viv T& OpeAdpeva Toig Beoig dkp-
[1RS]s, ouvayoyEs 8¢ TON hoy1iotdv € Bohe aitokpdTop EoTo. dmoddviov

10 [6¢ t]a ypepaTa hot putdves peta tEg foAEs kal eyoaleipdvToy ETeL-
[6av] droddotv, CetéoavTeg TG Te TTvAKia KAl T YPOpHATEIR KOl EGp TT-
[0 &\]\oB1 &1 YEYPOHHEVO. ATTOPALVOVTOV OE TA YEYPOppéva hot e hiep-
[é¢ k]od hot hiepoTrorol kai € Tig EAog o1ev. Tapiag 8¢ dokuayieve-

[v To]Utov 10V Ypepdrov hotaptep Tag dMNag apydg, kabdmep Tog TOV hi-

15 [epS]v 1OV TEG ABevaiag. hottor &¢ TapieudvTov Ep ToAet év 161 "OTricb-
[086]pot Tax 6V Bedv ypépata hooa Suvatov kai 6o10v, Kal CUVAVOLYOV-
ToV KOl oUykAet6vTov Ta¢ BUpag 16 "OmioBoddpo kai ouooepaivéobo-

v T01¢ 1OV TE¢ ABevaiag Tapiaig. apa ¢ TOv viv Taptdv Kal TV ETT10-
TaTdv Kai TOv hiepotroldy 1oV v Toig hiepoig, hot viv diayepilo[ot]-

20 v, drapiBpecaobov kai dmooteodoBov T ypépata évavrtiov te¢ BohE]-
¢ &p TOAet, kal TapadexodoBov hot Tapior hot Aayovreg Tapd oV vi[v]
ApYOVTOV KAl €V OTEAEL Avay pagadvTov pidt Gravta ko’ EkaoTtov te
16V Bedv 1A Y pépata hoTtéoa 0TIV EKACTOL KAl GUPTIAVIOV KEQAAALO-

V, XOPig T T€ ApYUpPLOV KAl TO XPUGTiov. KAl TO AOLTTOV Avay pagovtov h-

25 ot aiel Tapiat €¢ OTEAeV Kol Aoyov 6186vTov TOV Te GVTOV YpeEpRATOV
Kal 16V TTpooidvTov 1oig Oeoic kai édv i &[m]avaliokeratl koTd TOV é-
VIQUTOV, TTPOG TOG AOY10TAG, Kol eUBUvag d1dovtov. kai ek IMavabevai-
ov £¢ [MavabBévaia tod Adyov 81d66vtov, kabamep hot ta 1€ ABevaiag T-
[a]predovres. Tag 6¢ oTéhag, év aic v AVAY PAPTOTL TA YPEPATA TO hiep-

30 [&, 6¢]vtov &1 wéet hot Tapian. émerdav 8¢ dmodeSopiéva éi Toic Beoig

[tax ypléparta, ¢ 1O vedprov kai T& Teiye TOig TEpLOOL XpEcOar ypépao-

face B.1 [ESoyoev €1 BolEL kai 161 6épor- Kekpotric émputdveve, Mveoibe]-

[o¢ &ypappdreve, EJym[eliBec [¢meotdre, KloMiag eintle- ....11.....]
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10

15

20

25

30

[..5.. & M]Qwa xai tag Ni[kag tag x]lpuods kat ta [po[midator ....]
[....9....]e681 mavteNdg [...7.. . Joer xpEoBan &m[....11.....]

[....9....] kota & Epoepr[opéval, kal Tev dkpomohy [....10....]
[....9....]pypéva kot emf[okeud]Cev déka TdhavTa &[valiokovral-

[c 10 éviauT]d hexdoTo héog [Av ....]081 kai émokeua[oBEl hog kAA]-
[Mota- ouvelmotatdvr[o]v §[e 161 Eplylo]t [o]i Tapiat kai [ol émotdral-
[1- 10 &¢ ypdp]pa tov dpyrték[Tova rot]év [6]oTep top Tpo[mulaiov- hol]-
[tog 6¢ emipleréo[Bo] peta td[v emiot]ardy homog Sprotfa kai edTeke]-
[oTata ..5.. Jéoetar he dkp[dmohig] xai émokevaoBe[oeton Ta 6ed]-

[peva- Toic 8]¢ &oig ypépaloty tot]c Tég ABevaiag to[ic te viv dot1]-

[v én woher k]ai hdrr av 1[0] o[imov dv]apepetar pe ypeo[Blaft pede dav]-
[eiCecBar &]m’ altdv €[¢] &AMo plebev ] ¢ Tatta hutep pulplilag Spaypal-
[¢ € & émiok]evev eav 11 Séeli- &g EAMN]o ¢ pedev xpeo[B]alr Toig ypépal-
[owv éap pe tlev &Serav poegp[ioetar] 6 Stpog kaBamep e[ap poepioet]-

[ar Trepi eoplopdig- eav 6¢ Tig [eimrer €] emoepi[o]er pe E[poepropeve]-

[¢ o T8¢ &det]ag ypEoBar tolic ypéplaotv toilg] TEc ABe[vaiag, veyél-

[060 T0ic a]Toic hoiomep edlv T Eo]pépev eimer € eme[oepioer- Oe]-

[oig 6¢ o]ty kataTiBevar k[ota 10]v Eviautov & hexd[oTor Opeld]-

[peva mapa tloic Tapioot 1oV [tEc AB]evaiag Tog ENNevo[tapiag: Eme]-

[16av & amo] 1[6]v Srakooiov Ta[Advo]v ha g dmrodootv éploepicato h]-
[0 &8pog Toi]g EMNo1g Beoic &[ob0b]EL 1o dperopeva, Ta[prevéaBo T]-

[& pev 1Ec AB]evaiag xpepata [év t01] émi Seyora 16 "Omic[Bo6dpo, ta 6]-
[¢ T6v &ANov B]edv év 161 e’ dp[roTepla vacat

[horooa &¢ 10]v ypepdtov 16V [hiepd]v dotatd oty € av[apibueta h]-

[ot tapiar] h[o]t viv peta 16V Te[TTdpo]v dpydv hai e6ido[oav Tov Aoy ]-
[ov TOV €k TTa]yaBevaiov &g [av[aBévalia homdoa pey xpulod éotiv al]-
[t6v € dpyupd] € UTrdpyvpa ote[odvTov, Ta 8¢ Mo dpiBpecdvrov ... ]
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Honours to Phrynichus’ Assassins (1G 13102 — Osborne 1981, D2)
Att. — stoich. 36 — 410/09 BCE

1 [em Dhauki]mmo &[plyovlt]og.
[AdBov ex] Keddv ey[ploppdreuve.
[ESoyoev TE1] BoAEr kai 161 Gépor- hirmoBovTi-
[¢ émputave]ue, AdBov eypappdreve, PrhoTide-
5  [¢ émeotdre], Thavkimmog €pye : "Epaoctvideg eim-
[e- emarvéo]or Opacifolov O¢ Svia dvdpa dyabo-
[v Trepi tov 6Ep]ov Tov ABevaiov kol tpSBupov TI-
[o1Ev RS 11 SUvator dyaBdv- kat dvti Ov €U TreTTO-
[iekev tév Te TOAV] Kai OV &Ep[o]v TOV ABevaio-
10 [v OTEQAVOOOL QUTOV Xpucé]; Q[Ts]cpdvm, TIO1ECO-
[+ 8¢ Tov oTépavov amo yihiov SpJoypdv- hot [8¢ h]-
[eMevotapiar §6vtov 10 dpyipt]ov: kai [avert]-
[Ev TOV Képuka Atovuoiov év 1] &ydvi hdv hév-
[eka altov ho S¥jiog Eotepdvoo]e : Aok eie:
15 [1& pev &Ma kaBarep tE1 BoAEr-] elvar 8¢ Opaouy-
[Bolov ABevaiov, kai puli Te k]ai ppatpiag hd-
[v &v Boetat ypdgpoaoBor altd]v- kai T\ TS -
[poepiopéva 161 Sépor kUpia &]var ©pacufdéio-
[1- Evor 88 auTdt eupiokeoBat mr]apa ABevaiov k-
20 [aoi &Mo hd 1t av Sokér dyabov Tlept hdv evepyé-
[texev OV SEpov TOV AbBevaiov]. kai dvaypagpod-
[to ho ypoppateus 1& Epoepiop]éva- hedéoBar &-
[¢ &y BolEg Tévte &vSpag avTi]ka pda hoitive-
[¢] di[kdooo1 Opacufdhot 10 pé]pog 10 yryvopev-
25 ov. 10¢ [58 EA\oc, hdoot T6Te €U ¢]moiecav Tov 8-
pov Tov Abe[vaiov, ....10....]Jwv kai Aydpato-
v kai Képova k[ai ..6...]o[.]ol[....] xai ipov ka-
1 P\ivov kali ...8....Jo, eVepyétlals dvaypldle-
oot ép ONe[1 év otéer MiBiver Tov ypap[po]Té-
30 a 1&g PoAis. [kai Eykteot]v E1VOlL QUTOTC Spnsp
ABevaiog, [kai yeméSo]v kai oikiag, kai oikeo-
v ABéveot, [kai émipé]eoBat aitdv Tev Polev
Tev aiel Bloevooav kali T0¢ TTpUTAVES, hdTTOg O

v pe &St[xdvTat. tev 8¢ otélev drroproBoodvro-
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40

45

[v hot ToAetai év €1 Bo]AEr Tog &¢ heMevotap-
[tag 86var 10 dpyuptov]. eav be dokEr altog kai
[&M\o eUpiokeaBat, Tev] Bohev tpofoleioacav
[Exoeveykév & Tov SEpov : EUSikog elmme: T pév
[6M\a koBdmrep AtoxAig: Trepi] &¢ [T]Gv dopodokeo-
[GvTov &mi 101 poepiopott], 6 EpoepioBe Ao~
[086pot, tev Bohev Bolelio]on ev tEL TTpSTer hed-
[pat év 101 Boleutept]ot, kol koAdLev, TOv [§]opo-
[Sokeadvtov katapo]epilopévev kai &g Sikao-
[téprov mapadibdoalv, kaBdtt av Sokér alte[t]- -
[0 6¢ BoAeutag T0¢] TTapdvTag amogaivev hd[TT’]
[av €16601v, kai eav] Tig Tt &N\o €ibEL Trep<i> T[oU]-
[tov- éyotvar 6¢ kai] idiotet, €dv Tig BoAetalt. v]

vacat

Draco’s Law on Homicide (IG I° 104 — Stroud 1968)
Att. — stoich. 50 — 409/8 BCE

10

15

ASyv[eltog Ppedpprog éypappdre[ue]-
AtokAEg Epye:

edoyoev TEL foulit kai 1ot Sépor- Axalplavtic em[plytaveve, [Alid[y]-
vetog ey pappdreve, EUOUSIkog [¢]meotdre, ..E...ANEX ettre- O[]
ApdxovTog vopov top Trepi 16 ¢o[v]o dvaypalplodlv]tov ot dvaypage-
¢ TOV vopov raparafovreg opa 16 BlaloltINé[og pelt[a 16 ypapp]otéo-
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vestigia

Decrees honouring the Samians (IG 112 1 — Osborne 1981, D5)
Att. — stoich. 57-61 — 405/4 BCE
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