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CONTRIBUTIONS OF SHIP'S EQUIPMENT IN THE ATHENIAN
NAVAL RECORDS!

I.

In ZPE 79,1989,93-99, I questioned the view that the formula "name of a person +
elcnveykev ', met in the Athenian naval records of the fourth century B.C., notes payments
of an eisphora levy in kind (i.e. in ship's equipment). Furthermore, I adduced evidence
showing that the verb eicpepev was employed by the epimeletai ton neorion (henceforth
epimeletai) for two separate purposes: (a) to note whether ship's equipment had been
physically placed (‘entered’) in the dockyards by naval officials responsible for its return;
(b) to distinguish privately owned equipment that had been deposited in the dockyards on
loan.2 In a recent article, Jean Marie Schmitt explains the use of eicgépetv in naval contexts
differently.3 He argues that in all instances the equipment concerned belonged to the public
rather than to individuals who lent it to the state; that, generally, "someone eicnveykev"
designates the return of such equipment to the dockyards; and that in IG II12 1609 this
formula particularly distinguishes equipment which, after having being surrendered by
retiring trierarchs, was reissued by the epimeletai in great haste without carrying out the
usual inspection in order to determine its condition or completeness.

The main aim of this article is to demonstrate that this explanation is untenable and directly
contradicted by the naval records. At the same time a number of erroneous assumptions in
Schmitt's argument make it necessary to broaden our discussion with treatment of the
matters listed in certain rubrics of the records, and especially in those of IG I12 1609.

I1.
1. One rubric comes from the section of IG I12 1622 (of ca. 342/17?) which records a
large-scale debt collection; "those serving in the dockyards" in the years 345/4-342/1 had
collected money and/or equipment from naval officials of previous years.

11G 112 1604-1632.

2 V.Gabrielsen, "IG 112 1609 and Eisphora Payments in kind?", ZPE 79,1989,93-99. The formula "name
of a person + eichveykev" is found in IG 2 1609; 1614.89-98; 1622.387-97, 444-77; 1631.350-403.

3 T M.Schmitt, "Quelle est l'interprétation convenable de I'inscription IG 112 1609?", in: P.Goukowsky &
C.Brixhe (edd.); Hellenika Symmikta, histoire, archéologie, épigraphie. Etudes d'archéologie classique VII,
1991,134-141, henceforth Schmitt.
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E¥0[v]voc Aauntpeic,
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Euthynos, Schmitt claims, was in default because he had substituted old oars for new
ones, 1.e. at the end of his tenure, in 346/5 or later (in 343/27), he delivered to the dockyards
1,800 old and useless oars, when he should have been delivering new ones. For that reason,
it is argued, he was compelled to take back the defect oars and at the same time to pay the
amount of 3,600 dr. So Euthynos was really forced to "buy back" the oars.# This is an
interesting scenario, but unfortunately it will not do for various reasons.?

(1) To my knowledge no parallel instances survive to show that trierarchs or naval
officials returning useless equipment or hulls were obliged to buy these items back. Their
responsibility merely consisted in paying compensation for damages, while the material
stayed at the dockyards; the host of items described as ¢.80xipa ("useless") is ample
evidence to that effect.® Granted, the epimeletai occasionally sold public material and handed
the proceeds over to the apodektai; but such transactions carry a different significance than
the one discussed here, and required the boule's authorization - always mentioned
explicitly.”

(i1) In 323/2, it was discovered that the epimeletai of 325/4 and their secretary had written
on the stele that they had delivered two 'heavy' (toy€o) sails, when they should have been

4 Schmitt, pp. 134-5, basically following A.Bockh, Urkunden iiber das Seewesen des attischen Staates,
Berlin 1840,54, henceforth Bockh, Urkunden.

5 Lines 392-7 explain why Euthynos was asked to pay 3,600 dr. Even though this section is composed in
the buraucratic shorthand usually employed in these documents, it gives a clear account of the chronological
sequence of events (cf. IG 112 1622.445-4).Therefore, droloPav kdmoc cannot be (as Schmitt thinks) the
last but the first thing that happened. Incidentally, drnolapf/drorapufBdvery usually designates transfers of
naval material taking place on occasions other than the surrender (nopodofn/mopddocic) of such material at
the end of the year (cf. ZPE 79,1989,93-4); droAofdv cannot be made to mean "buy back".

6 See, in addition, the obligation of trierarchs (i) to repair hulls (IG I12 1612.91-9), (ii) to replace severely
damaged hulls with new hulls and to demolish the old ones (IG 112 1623.14-24), and (iii) to compensate for
equipment (IG 112 1631.442f., 517ff). Cf. [Dem.] 50.36: Aéyovtoc 8¢ odtod (sc. Polykles] todto,
amexpvauny [sc. Apollodoros] ad0t@d 0Tt ckedn pev ik tovto 00 AdPoipt €k 0D vempiov, 8Tt ¢V
Gddxipo émoincoc ovTdL...

71G 112 1629.1133-62; 1631.326-43.
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delivering two 'light' (Aemtd) sails - the latter being of a finer quality and hence more
expensive. Therefore the officials were compelled to pay an additional 300 dr. (i.e. the
balance), "according to the valuation register" (IG 12 1631.415-18). This is a true instance
of material being 'switched' (intentionally or not, we cannot say), and the epimeletai of
323/2 saw to it that this fact was properly noted.

(ii1) A basic assumption in Schmitt's reconstruction is that the oars which Euthynos ought
to have delivered were 'new'. Even though the inscription contains no reference to 'new'
oars, Schmitt shares Bockh's belief that this is evident from Euthynos' official capacity as
tamias trieropoiikon,8 i.e. treasurer of the special committee of the boule (tpinponotot)
responsible for the annual construction of hulls and equipment. However, this view is at
odds with two observations.

In the first place, when new material is introduced by the tamiai trieropoiikon, the word
used to single out that material is not eicnveykev but éroncaro.? IG 112 1628 (of 326/5)
furnishes several examples, one of which (lines 2-6) reads as follows: [nomen triremis, (...)
todv ént Nuwxn]to (332/1) / [vav]any[nBeicdv, Hv érnJo[A]cato rtap|[lac
Anupox]pdé/[t]nc Eireaftoc (332/1), xtA.10 If Euthynos' original obligation (recorded in
IG 112 1622, lines 392-7) consisted in returning oars constructed during his tenure, his name
would have appeared in a formulaic expression very similar to that cited above.

In the second place, the belief that the tamiai trieropoiikon handled new equipment only is
false. This is demonstrated by a rubric of IG 112 1627 in which the epimeletai of 330/29
noted the receipt, from their predecessors in office, of a list of persons withholding old and
useless wooden equipment.!! One such withholder was the tamias trieropoiikon (of 332/1)
mentioned above, Demokrates Eiteaios.

Anuoxpotny E[ite]otov, 385 tctovc: AN kortor yAeie-
375 toutov Tpmpo[rot]ikav, o BovAfic, 6 eimev KaAM-
AaBovta toic &[vd]panddoic ctp[a]toc Oopikioc kdmoc
eic otxodoutioy Tolc TOV 8¢ B[ p1]nndéctouc xoi
Kkpnuvov koBaipovcty adoxipovc Aafovio
Kot yneicpo BovAfic, 390 T01C Avdpoanddoic To-
380 O einev KaAMictpartoc Uio TPINPOTOLIKMV

8 Schmitt, p.134, n.4, and 135, n.1; cf. Bockh, Urkunden 54: "Euthynos (...) hatte Ruder angeschafft oder
eingebracht, etc." However, in a very similar case concerning the delivery of a set of oars (tarros), the
condition of the set is specified as follows: tappd &pyod (an "undressed tarros"), IG 112 1629.689-99.

9 Cf. also Ath.Pol. 46.1: moteitan [sc. i BovAn] 8¢ tac Tpiipetc, déxo Gvdpac €€ ab[thic] Elopévn
TPINPOTOLOVC.

10 Other examples are: IG 2 1628.10-14, 81-6. On Demokrates Eiteaios see 1627.374-7, 390-2;
1628.85-6, 533-4, 548-9; 1629.1010-11, 1025-26; 11631.237-8, 249-50.

11 Repeated in IG 112 1628.533-51 (of which lines 527-30 preserve the heading: xol 16.de
nopeldPouey / TdV ckevdv 1OV ToAodv / tdv ddokiumv 1dv EuAi/vev Exovtac); 1629.1010-29;
1631.237-51.
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Oopixioc, i c]tovc: P M. Anpoxpotny Eiteatov
Kol Tolc €[m]l 10 ctddiov Koto ynotcpo BovAfic,
NPNUEVOLC KEPOLLDV 0 einev KoAAictpotoc
EOMa: AAATIL: 395 Oopixtoc HHHHIM L.

In accordance with a decree of the boule, Demokrates received "old and useless" wooden
equipment from the neoria which he then issued for building purposes outside the naval
sphere: (a) 56 masts and 406 useless, worm-eaten oars were handed over to the slaves
working on the demolition of the kpnuvoc;!2 (b) timbers from 37 sail-yards and 16 masts
were employed by those in charge of some work done in the stadion. Still in 323/2
Demokrates had not returned that material to the dockyards (IG 112 1631.237-51).

This entry brings out clearly three things. Firstly, all transfers of material (including those
to other naval officials) were supervised by the epimeletai.l3 Secondly, equipment issued by
the epimeletai to someone though the tamias trieropoiikon had to be returned by means of
exactly the same procedure. Thirdly, and most importantly, the tamiai trieropoiikon had in
their hands also equipment that was either relatively old or, as in this case, no longer
serviceable.

In the light of this evidence, the interpretation of IG 112 1622, lines 387-97, which I
originally offered in ZPE 79, 1989, 95, still seems to me the most likely. During his tenure
as tamias trieropoiikon in 346/5, Euthynos had received oars from the dockyard officials
(drorofov komoc mop’ MudV)!4in the same manner as his colleague Demokrates
Eiteaios did in a later year. Probably, these oars had been previously surrendered by
trierarchs. At the formal delivery of this material back to the dockyards (t@v
nopodoBeicdv), it was found that Euthynos had brought in (eicfivevkev) 1,800 useless
oars. For that reason he was made liable to play 3,600 dr. (i.e. 2 dr. per oar).

2. The next rubric concerns also the recovery of a debt during the eispraxis of 345/4-
342/1 (IG 112 1622).

EvO0uogyoc Ef - - -] 455 cxevn 8¢ avtd dmédm-
445 Topio yevo[uevoc] Ke Tode -

£c 10 veoplo [énl O¢]- (...)

uictokA£ov[c dpyo,] (347/6) Tappov, ov Popuimv

12 Bckh, Urkunden 413, took kpnuvéc to be "die steile Einfassung des Ufers im Innern des Hafens, wo
die Schiffe anlegen", but its location remains uncertain.

13 This disproves Schmitt's claim (p. 134, n. 4): "Cela dit, le trésorier ton trieropoikén avait
nécessairement aussi acces au dépot comme son collegue chargé des mouvements triérarchiques, et c'était sans
doute parfoi 'occasion de substitutions frauduleuses."

14 1t has been suggested that these officials may not have been the regular board of epimeletai
(G.L.Cawkwell, JHS 83 [1963] 57, n.2, referring to an unpublished essay by D.M.Lewis, cf. P.J.Rhodes,
The Athenian Boule [Oxford, 1972], pp. 119, 239-40). The fact that the officials carrying out the eispraxis
are called ol Gp&avtec (i.e. i dpyn: 1622.379-80), instead of ol émpeAntal (1dv vewpiwv), cannot
exclude the possibility that the latter are meant, cf. IG 1121604.8 et passim, 1623.304, and [Dem.] 47.21-2.
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TOV CKELVOV, [WV] [Melpot: elcnveyke,
EhaPe napo [tdV] Tappov, ov Evdpawv
450 TpMpapyxov [Kol 0vK] 475 Oopixt elchveyke,
elcnvevke ypo[yoc] TappOV OV "Apyednu-
&v Tt cTnAn, oc ITBe: elchveyxe.

apyvplov uev arfo]-
Oédw[x]e: [TTX X X X [P H]

Euthymachos, treasurer of the neoria in 347/6, ought to have delivered to the dockyards
equipment surrendered to him by trierarchs. What he actually did, however, was simply to
record on the stele that he returned that material (i.e. a 'paper-delivery'), while he failed to
place it ([oVx] eichvevke) back in stock.!> When at the eispraxis of 345/4-342/1 he was
asked to clear his bebt, Euthymachos returned only part of the equipment in his possession
and made a payment in cash for the remaining part. Among the items he did return were three
sets of oars (tarroi), each of which had been introduced by an individual.!®

Schmitt (pp. 135-6) does not accept the view that these sets had been introduced on loan
only at a time before Euthymachos' defalcation. Instead he argues that all three persons
‘entered’ their sets on behalf of Euthymachos in order to help him clear his debt. Indeed,
there are numerous examples of individuals (inside or outside the trierarchic class) assisting a
naval debtor by undertaking responsibility to pay part or the whole of his liability. What goes
counter to Schmitt's interpretation, however, is that in every single instance the transference
of a liability is stated explicitly. It suffices to cite only a few examples, the first of which
comes from the rubric in IG 112 1622, lines 435-43, just preceding that listing Euthymachos'
debt.!7 (a) [M]avt[ioc Oopixioc,]/ toutafc yevou eic 1o veo]/pra (...) vrep to[VTOL
anédw]/xav kAn[povépot], xtA.; (b) 1622.509-12: vmép tovTOoL EBecov
‘Apictopo/yoc Mehiteve kol/ Oarioc Mehit, ktA.; (¢) 1623.65-8: 10V 710
ava/deEduevoc PAounAoc/ MevexkAéove Xohapy/ amodwcewy, kTA; (d) 1631.356-9:
(...) 011 00K Amedidov Ta EOAva ckedn / €nl déka Tpmpelc vrep Knorcodmpov t/0
adeApov 100 ComdAdoc Touiov yev/opevou, KTA.

3. The case with which our next rubric (IG 112 1631.350-403) is concerned is this.
Kephisodoros Kydathenaios, the tamias neorion of a year before 325/4, had failed to return
wooden equipment for ten triereis. Because he was dead (or had fled) by 325/4, the liability
passed on to his brother Sopolis, who refused to surrender the equipment. The epimeletai of
325/4 brought Sopolis to a law court which convicted him to pay more than double the

15 See ZPE 79, 1989, 95-6, and the parallel instance in IG 112 1631.410-15.

16 See also IG 112 1614, lines 89-98, which lists two steering-oars lacking (év&el) from a ship. Contrary
to Schmitt's view (pp. 138-9), these items had been introduced by a person on a different ship (£tépoic ve[mc
n|ndairo I/ [8]oxipe, O [6 delva]/ [elcnve]vkev), which was later cannibalized in order to fully equip the
vessel of this entry.

17 Other instances are found in: IG 112 1622.74-5; 245-7; 359-64; 373-8, 486-8; 517-19; 561-3; 577-9;
1624.75-80; 1628, the entire col. ¢, lines 339-59; 1629.544-68.
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original debt. Since still in 324/3 Sopolis had failed to observe the court's decision, he was
sentenced with imprisonment and loss of civic rights until his debt was cleared. At the same
time (or soon after) his entire property was confiscated through an apographe brought by
Polyeuktos Hestiaios. The same man, who really acts in favour of Sopolis, was also the
proposer of a decree of the boule (the main concern of our rubric in IG 112 1631.350-403)
instructing the naval and prison authorities as to how Sopolis' debt shall be discharged (and
written off) out of the sonfiscated property.

Part of Sopolis' liability was to be paid by forfeiting a number of oars he himself had
introduced into the dockyards. The naval officials and The Eleven are instructed to reckon
the monetary equivalent of these oars (valued at 3 dr. apiece) against the total amount of the
debt. Schmitt (p. 136) holds that Sopolis had introduced these oars with the purpose of
clearing his brother's debt.!8 But this cannot be right because lines 360-5 of the record read
as follows: eiciv d¢ xomeic CondAidoc / elcevnveyuevol gic T vempio, 1 / 8¢ odcla M
CondMdoc amoyéy[pa]n/tar dnuocio eivor dmocao kol ko/melc ol eicevnveyuévor eic
T ve/opra ot CondAidoc.

Firstly, the chronological order of events is (a) Sopolis' introduction of oars into the
dockyards, and (b) confiscation of his entire property including the oars. The assumption
that Sopolis had introduced the oars with the purpose of defraying his brother's debt is
irreconcilable with the fact that these oars were included in the confiscated goods. Secondly,
the decree of the boule contains an order to the epimeletai of 324/3 to the effect that following
the confiscation they shall "record Sopolis as having surrendered the oars" (lines 368-72),
and prescribes a fine of 3,000 dr. to be paid by each of them in case they fail to inscribe that
fact on the stele "when the state has received the oars" (lines 385-9). The takeover of this
equipment by the state had as yet not been completed.

To sum up: at a date earlier than these proceedings, Sopolis had introduced oars on loan
into the dockyards; of this material he remained the legal owner until the confiscation of his
property by the state.

I1I.
IG 112 1609, col. II, furnishes several indications to the effect that in the year of the
inscription as well as in the adjacent years there was not enough public equipment in the
dockyards to fully equip ships in commission. It also contains evidence showing that ships

18 He also assumes (p. 136, n. 3) that the oars numbered 2,000 ( = Kephisodoros' debt from 10 triereis x
200 oars per ship). However, (i) Kephisodoros' liability consisted of ckedn EOAwva from 10 triereis, not of
oars only; (ii) the number of oars introduced by Sopolis is not given in the inscription - note, in particular,
the instruction to the tamias neorion of 324/3 to count them (&pOuncduevoc tdv 1e Gp1OudV TV /
Koréwv, lines 375-6); (iii) Sopolis' liability had been more than doubled; (iv) if Schmitt's view were right,
Sopolis' debt would have been paid out of the oars alone and not through confiscation of his entire property,
as is the case here. Of lesser importance, but nonetheless puzzling, is Schmitt's description of the oars (p.
136) as "rames non fagonnées".
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were fitted out, entirely or extensively, with equipment owned in private.!® This column can
be divided into three sections, in accordance with the administrative matters it records.

(1) Its middle section (lines 88-111) lists eleven ships, all sent to a cleruchy, with
specification of whether or not their trierarchs were given public equipment. Three ships
(He[gemonia?], [Mou?]sike, and Nike) had not been supplied with public equipment (obtot
cxedoc 0vdev EAaPov / Exovciy €9’ Mu@V), either because the trierarchs had used their
own sets ([Dem.] 47.21; 51.5), or because they had leased (uicBwcic) the sets owned by
their predecessors ([Dem.] 50.26-8, 42). A further four ships (Doris, Hegemonia, Bagche,
and Naukratis) had been fitted out with just a few items from the neoria: e.g., Apollodoros
Acharneus and Timokrates Krioeus, serving on Doris, had only received two ladders, two
poles and two parastatai. Again, it seems likely that the sets used by these trierarchs mainly
consisted of equipment which they owned in private; we know, for instance, that
Apollodoros possessed a whole set ([Dem.] 50.7, 26-7).

Finally, in five out of eleven cases the trierarchs were given 200 oars instead of the
prescribed set of 170 oars (tarros). However, they were obliged, on their return home, to
deliver a set of tarros (e.g., line 102: xonéac: H H, dvtl to0tmv Tappov drnododvor 08
o0toc, and lines 104-5: &vti 8¢ 100 top[0 koné]/ac EAafe H H, dcte dmododvar
tappov). This puzzling transaction can be given a simple explanation. The 200 oars cannot
have consisted of a tarros (170 oars) plus a perineo (30 spares), because normally the latter
is mentioned separately (cf. line 51). It seems more likely that instead of being supplied with
a tarros consisting of the appropriate number of 'thranitides' (upper), 'zygiai' (middle), and
'thalamiai' (lower) oars - each group being clearly distinguishable from the other, probably
by their blade shape - the trierarchs were given 200 oars of a random variety.20 These they
had to convert (through purchase or otherwise) to a workable set of tarros ( = 62
'thranitides', 54 'zygiai', and 54 'thalamioi'), which at the end of their term was to be
surrendered to the neoria. By means of this deal the state took back complete and properly
composed tarroi, while the trierarchs had at their disposal 30 extra oars which they could
swop or perhaps sell.

All in all, reckoned in terms of complete and serviceable sets in stock, the situation at the
dockyards was less than ideal.

(i1) The same picture emerges from the initial section of col. II (lines 39-88) listing
trierarchs who in the year of our inscription still had in their possession equipment from their
ship. These hulls had been fitted out with sets of equipment assembled, and hence noted, in
various ways: gicnveykev describes items introduced by an individual, arédwkev items

19 For the various dates that have been proposed for this record see ZPE 79, 1989, 99, n. 20.

201G 112 1604.56: [t@dv] Opavitidmv todtov dmopaivel 6 Sokwpocthc {vyloc A, ie. the tester
discovered that among the 'thranitides' oars returned to the dockyards from a ship there were 10 'zygiai'. Cf.
J.S.Morrison & J.F.Coates, The Athenian Trireme. The History and Reconstruction of an Ancient Greek
Warship (Cambridge, 1986), pp. 172-3.
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returned by the previous trierarch, and "&no tfic + name of a trireme" items borrowed from
another ship. Two examples will illustrate the point.

(a) Demomeles Paianieus and Philinos Lamptreus, syntrierarchs on Euporia, withheld (1)
hypozomata introduced by Theophrastos Amphitropethen; (2) two anchors introduced by
Praxiteles Batethen; (3) further hanging items delivered by someone; (4) ladders and other
wooden items belonging to another ship; (5) a complete tarros probably belonging to Euporia
itself; and (6) a mast from another ship (lines 62-7).

(b) Apollodoros Acharneus and Timokrates Krioeus, syntrierarchs on Soizousa, withheld
(1) a complete set of wooden equipment introduced by Archestratos Alopekethen; (2) a sail
introduced by Stephanos Euonymeus; (3) white screens (pararrhymata leuka) and two
anchors introduced by Pasion Acharneus; (4) screens of hair (pararrhymata trichina), an
hypoblema, and a katablema delivered by Phil[ - - Ach]arneus; (5) ropes delivered by Pasion
Acharneus; and (6) rope-tackle and a second sail introduced by another person (lines 83-
8).21

Schmitt (pp. 137-8, 140) is of the opinion that dnédmxev designates equipment returned
to the dockyards and inspected by the naval authorities - after which the trierarch was
absolved from further responsibility. elcfiveykev, on the other hand, designates equipment
which, although it was surrendered to the neoria, had not yet been inspected - therefore the
trierarch could later be held responsible for worn out items or deficiencies. All this, we are
told, was because of intense naval activity: since equipment had to be reissued in great haste
there was no time for a proper inspection but only for recording that this or that item had
been introduced.

But first and foremost, how come that the epimeletai and the dockyard 'tester'
(dokipoctne: 1604.56; 1612.220) had time to inspect the ropes but not the white screens
and the two anchors surrendered by Pasion Acharneus? (line 87: drédwxev, and lines 85-6:
elcnveykev, respectively). Second, not only there is lack of proof that there was no time for
an inspection, but the whole idea is disproved by at least two of the extant rubrics in which
equipment 'introduced' is described as "complete": ta EO[AM]va cxedn éviedd, o
‘Apyéctpatoc 'Ahonex elciveyke (line 84), and cyowvio évteAd], & "Aueidapoic)

21 The latter item is appended to the whole entry. Schmitt thinks (p. 138) that his reading of lines 87-8:
(...) rom[m]v ™y vodv ¢’ udv a[rodaBav], / toneia, ictiov, Na...c.uc elciveykev, disproves the view
that elciveykev refers to equipment introduced on loan; for the record, it is supposed, now shows that one
more trierarch besides Stephanos Euonymeus had introduced a sail on Soizousa, a thing which cannot be
reconciled with the fact that officially a ship is recorded with one sail only. However, (i) there are other
possible restorations of line 87, eg. &[nélaPov], or less probably &[veiAkvcav], cf. 1604.15., and the
punctuation before tonelo cannot be determined with certainty; (i) that No....c.uc had been trlerarch on
Soizousa is pure conjecture (iii) each ship carried two sails (ictiov péyo and ictiov dxditetov), though the
only mention of both is at Xen.Hell. 2.1.29; in the naval records they appear consistently in the singular.
Nonetheless, Schmitt seems to be unaware of the fact that at times ships were furnished with some extra
items, e.g. IG 112 1629, lines 1-164, 272ff. (extra hypozomata), and in the inscription currently discussed,
lines 112-16 (a ship carried four anchors instead of the usual two).
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Knoucieve elicnveyxev (line 115). Such a description can only have been made after the
epimeletai and the 'tester' had controlled the material.

(ii1) The last section of the record now extant (lines 111-124) provides clear evidence to
the effect that elcnyveyxev designates private equipment. A list of trierarchs who had received
hanging equipment (kpepoctd ckevn) is introduced by the statement that the receipt was
authorized by a decree of the boule. Only the rubric for one ship is fully preserved (lines
112-16). The trierarch Agapaios Eleusinios received almost a complete set of hanging which
consisted of items either introduced by an individual on a different ship - probably during a
previous trierarchy on it (e.g., line 114, dyxvpo, v EvOOSnpoc Knet eichveykey éni
v Xpucijv), or introduced by someone directly into the dockyards (e.g., line 112,
vrolouaro, o Kneicddmpoc "Ofibe eiciveyke).

The fact that a decree of the boule was needed (also required with extraordinary deliveries
of equipment, cf. 1627.49-52; 1629.2721f.) suggests that these receipts were part of a
special arrangement. Because of a shortage of hanging equipment in the dockyards it was
necessary to equip a squadron with privately-owned items introduced into the neoria or on a
particular ship. The distinction between public and private is made clear by the way the
epimeletai listed the equipment issued to Agapaios Eleusinios of our rubric. While everything
else he received is noted with eicnveykev, the last items are singled out as follows (lines
115-16): "two public (dnuoctac) anchors, which Chabrias had received [perhaps in his
capacity as strategos]?? 'from the talent'". Thus, Agapaios' ship was fitted out almost
entirely with equipment belonging to various individuals, with the exception of two anchors
which belonged to the state;23 "from the talent" (&m6 10 Tad[av]to) plausibly refers to a
special fund established for the purchase of hanging equipment.

In conclusion, IG 112 1609 cannot support the theory that in reissuing naval material the
epimeletai had no time to follow their usual procedure, while several of its rubrics prove this
theory to be erroneous. More importantly, the inscription does furnish evidence to the effect
that ships in commission could be fully equipped only by enlisting the help of those currently
serving as trierarchs or of individuals who possessed their own equipment. Here as well as
in IG II2 1614, 1622 and 1631, eicfiveykev distinguishes such privately owned items that
had been placed in the dockyards on loan.
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221G 112 1629.15ff. 165ff. contain examples in which equipment issued to the trierarchs of a squadron is
at the same time recorded as having been issued to a person occupying a leading position in that squadron
(otxtctnc), cf. 1613.297 (oixictal). Moreover, 1631.212-33 lists miscellaneous items delivered to the
strategos over the Piraeus.

23 Agapaios' ship carried four anchors, instead of the usual two. For the occasional delivery of extra items
see n. 21 above, and particularly the deliveries to a squadron bound to cross the Adriatic (IG 112 1629, lines 1-
164, 272ff.) - a notoriously perilous journey, cf. Lys. fr. 38, in L.Gernet and M.Bizos, Lysias, Discours, I-II
(Bude, 2nd ed., 1955-59), and Athen. (Deipnosophistae.) xiii. 611d-12f.



