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CLAUDE EILERS
Archival Dockets in Greek Inscriptions’

Some time towards the end of the third century BC, the lonian city of Lebedos
passed a decree praising both Apollonius son of Demetrios of Samos for having
served as a dikastés (foreign judge) and his city, Samos, for having sent him.
Honours such as these are well attested for foreign judges in the inscriptions
of this period, and this document is typical of the genre. Its text was inscribed
both at Lebedos,? which passed the honour, and at Samos,® where Apollonius
was a citizen. Remarkably, both copies have survived. The two texts are iden-
tical -at least by ancient standards, which were less strict than our own’- ex-
cept for five lines at the top of the Samian copy, which read:

"Ent Mnvoddtov, Iocidedvog mépmnt
amévrog éxkinoiog vopaiog obong:
¢motoTodvTog Anedénm 10D Amoilwvidov
Kol OUOGaVTOC KATO TOV VOOV, YRQLo-

po wopa AePedimv. [KTA]

In (the year of) Menodotos, in (the month of) Posideon on the
fifth day from month end; at a regular assembly (at which) Apel-
leus son of Apollonides presided after he took an oath according
to the law. A decree from Lebedos. [The decree follows]

What is this text found at the top of the Samian version? It is an artefact
of an archival process, added when the Lebedan decree was received at Sa-
mos and deposited in the Samian archive. Robert referred to it as a “marque

* This article has been improved greatly by the many suggestions of Kent Rigsby,
Christina Kokkinia, and the anonymous reviewers of this journal. Its shortcomings re-
main my own. Epigraphic abbreviations follow the list of AIEGL.

1. Robert 1973; Crowther 1993; Crowther 1995; Crowther 1999; Magnetto 2016.

2. Robert 1960; Robert 1928.

3.1G 12.6.1, 146; Robert 1928.

4. On the question of the fidelity of ancient copying, see esp. Eich 2009.
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d’enregistrement”;’ Hiller von Gaertringen called a similar text an “Aktenver-
merk der Kanzlei”.® In English, the technical term is “docket”, as Rigsby has
reminded us,” a term that, outside of papyrology, is mostly found in judicial
contexts, where the term can designate “an identifying statement about a
document placed on its outer surface or cover”.® Such is the text that appears
above the decree of Lebedos and elsewhere.

Archival dockets like this one are found elsewhere in Greek epigraphy, and
some three dozen inscriptions that include examples are collected in the Cat-
alogue below. Although extant epigraphical dockets show remarkable diversi-
ty of vocabulary and organization, they consistently share one key feature: a
date according to the local calendar of the city where it was docketed. Indeed,
a docket need be no more than a date, as in the case of a letter of P. Cornelius
Dolabella (suff. 44) to Ephesus that has been preserved among the documents
illustrating Jewish privileges reproduced by Josephus (A] 14.225, with under-
lining to indicate the archival element):

(225a) éml mputdvems ApTépuovog punvog Anvaudvoc Tpotépa.
(225b) AoraBérrac avtokpdrop "Eeesinv dpyxovst Bovdi SAum
yaipew. [KTA]

In the prytany of Artemon, on the first of the month of Lenaion.
Dolabella, imperator, to the magistrates, council, and people of
Ephesus. [The letter follows]

The letter itself begins with Dolabella’s name in the address formula,
whereas the date that precedes was not part of his text: as far as we can tell,
governors never dated their letters in the late Republic,” and when Romans
did so in private correspondence, such dates were placed at the end and natu-
rally used the Roman calendar.! The date in Dolabella’s letter, which is clearly

5. Robert 1960, 206.

6. L. Hiller von Gaertringen (LPriene, p. 54) on no. 12 in the Catalogue below.

7. Rigsby, Asylia 138, 260, 268, 371, 510.

8. Merriam-Webster, s.v. “docket”, §3; cf. Oxford English Dictionary, s.v. “docket”, §7:
“An endorsement on a letter or other document, briefly indicating its contents or sub-
ject; a label affixed for a similar purpose; a written direction, a ticket.”

9. None of the letters in Sherk, RDGE includes a Roman date.

10. Only a few dozen of Cicero’s hundreds of letters include dates, which are always
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Ephesian, is an archival docket added when the document was received in
Ephesus and deposited in its archive." This docket is strikingly brief, but such
date-only dockets are also attested in the epigraphic record. A letter of Augus-
tus to Knidos of 6/5 BC, for example, discovered at Astypalaia, has the name of
the local eponym and month appended to its top (Catalogue, no. 29), as do (it
seems) other letters of his,"? as well as one of the proconsul Vinicius to Cumae
(no. 27). A letter of Q. Fabius Maximus (cos. 145) to Dyme in 144/3 BC (no. 13)
may achieve something similar using the names of an eponymous theokolos
and a (monthly rotating?) secretary.

Why add a local date to these letters when depositing them? The purpose
is administrative and practical: to provide a reference for filing a document
in an archive, the rough equivalent of the call number of a library book. Why
a date, specifically? Clearly because the archives were organized chronologi-
cally. Once a docket had been added to a text on deposit, subsequent copies
might include it when prepared for display or dissemination: Josephus’ text of
Dolabella’s letter obviously descends from the copy that had once been dock-
eted at Ephesus; the inscribed text of Fabius Maximus’, from one docketed at
Dyme; those of Augustus’ letters, at their various cities.

The dockets accompanying letters such as these are less elaborate than
those found attached to other kinds of document. The Samian copy of the de-
cree for Apollonius quoted above, for example, begins with a date by eponym,
month, and day and then includes other details: that an assembly met; the
name of its presider; an affirmation that he had taken a legal oath; and that the
document appended was a “decree of Lebedos”. This last detail is important,
since without it, what a document was, or where it was from, would have been
almost impossible to determine.

Because dockets are filing references, the details found in them imply
something about how archives were organized."> At Samos, it seems, assembly
business had either its own section in an archive or possibly its own archive

placed at the end. See Peter 1901, 31; Bickerman 1933, 236 (trans. Bickerman 2007, 411).

11. See e.g. Pucci Ben Zeev 1998, 141.

12. See the Catalogue, nos. 26 (letter of Octavian to Rhosos in Syria), 28 (Augustus
to Samos, 19 BC), 30 (Augustus to Samos, after 2 BC).

13. On Greek civic archives and their organization and functioning see e.g. Wilhelm
1909, Lambrinoudakis, Wérrle 1983, and now especially Boffo, Faraguna 2021, some of
which was adumbrated in Boffo 1995, 2003, 2005, 2012, 2013.



CLAUDE EILERS

-this is why the assembly is explicitly mentioned in the docket- and within it,
filing was done with reference to its eponym and calendar date (or, possibly,
eponym and presider). As it happens, we know that in some cities archives
used filing boxes or pots for storage, receptacles that presumably reflected
the smallest subdivision (typically months, one assumes, though larger cities
might have further subdivisions: perhaps, for example, a box for each meeting
of the assembly, council, or board).”* At Delphi such a filing box was called a
Coyaotpov,’ and at Athens a jar used for such purposes (at least for private
lawsuits) was an 8yivoc.'® At Rhodian Kamiros, there seem to have been two
kinds of box: the mpdyeipot (“at hand, accessible”), which officials could con-
sult, and kiBwrot, which contained identical copies but were sealed. We know
this from a decree of Kamiros that praises a certain Philokrates for (among
other things) having opened and reorganized the kiotof. The text itself is
highly suggestive:"’

TOV TE XPNUATICUDY TOV &V

10 10ig mpoyeipoic Slupmvoiviov & Etémv ERdo-
piKovto kol Enta énepelnon Snwe, Absisdv tav
KIBOTAV, TdvTeS of Amd(A)oyot Gvaypagdvtt, & ob cuv-
avrace Kappedot Tovg e aipovpévong &mi tag kofi]-
VoG mpdéeic v’ adTdv £dyeph motelcOot tov Emi-
okeytv Tepl OV Ka xpRCoVTL & undevi kabvoTe-
podvtag, kol mhelova xdpav dupisfatndeicay
016 Tvev Gvoktioacat, evpedivimv Tdv mept
avTAG YPNUATIGUAV.

14. See generally Ghinatti 2004, 8 with Boffo, Faraguna 2021, 507-508.

15. Delphi: Syll.* 241, 11. 49, 146; cf. F.Delphes I11 2, 205, 1. 12.

16. Boegehold 1995, 79-81, with testimonia. The lid of one has been discovered with
its painted docket mostly intact (ibid. 80-81, no. E1): [veotu: 1d]¢: téttapa [td]v: &k[ye-
ypo][[upévav: Stopaptopia: €& dvaxpioemg[:] | [vopog: énkMipm]v kakdoeo[g: éniokn-
yic:] [Gprot: avt]di[kov: Avtivo]p: énébnkev:] || [- - -10[- - -1 | [- - -]v[- - -] (“Of the writ-
ten copies, the following four are inside: diamartyria from the anakrisis, law on abuse
of heiresses, challenge of testimony, oaths of litigants. Antenor put the lid on”. Trans.
Boegehold 1995). The names of officials and/or litigants probably followed.

17. Badoud 2015, 369 no. 21 (Tit. Camirenses 110), 11. 9-15.
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And because the documents in the accessible boxes [mpdyeipot]
from seventy-seven years were in disorder, [Philocrates] saw to
it that the sealed boxes [kifwtoi] were unsealed and all the con-
tents-lists [amdroyot] transcribed; the outcome for the Kamireis
was both that those chosen by them to undertake public affairs
could easily inspect whatever they need without any delay and
that a rather large property, disputed by some, was recovered
when documents about it were found.

The reorganization described here, one might reasonably guess, will have
involved dockets, whether by replacing or fixing them, or using them to re-
compile the dndéroyor (lists of contents, it seems).*®

Another docket is found at the top of the inscribed version of a decree
of Erythrae honouring another dikasteés, this time from Priene, where it was
docketed, deposited, and later inscribed. Its docket reads:"

gm ote@avnenpov Anuntpiov: unvog Havipov: | 10 wapa Epv-
Opaiov, Tipndv dikaotit Kiedvdpmt. [KTA]

In the stephanopherate of Demetrios; in the month of Panemos;
the (decree) from Erythrae, (concerning) honours for the di-
kastés Kleandros. [The decree follows]

As at Samos, this includes a date by local eponym and month, followed by a
title for the document: 16 mopa "Epvdpaiov (0nep) Tipdv dicactit KAedvspm.
Archival organization is probably again reflected here: 10 mapd "EpvOpaiov
and other similarly named documents (see below) presumably come from an
archive (or section of an archive) reserved for foreign yneiopata, which was
apparently arranged chronologically by year and month. In this case no day is
mentioned, presumably because this particular detail was unnecessary from
the perspective of the archive, which needed only to specify the box (apparent-
ly by month) in which a document was filed. (For a list of other examples see
below, n. 23). The docket again supplies a documentary title, which identifies

18. For this important document, see the discussions of Lambrinoudakis, Worrle
1983, 348-350; Faraguna 2000, 85-87.
19. LPriene B-M 114 (Catalogue no. 12).
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the document as “(a decree) from Erythrae concerning honours for Kleander”.
Its prominent placement at the end of the docket allowed the document to be
found at a glance, which was important. Indeed, Philokrates’ archival reorga-
nization at Kamiros was praiseworthy precisely because officials could now
find documents easily.?

Another of Josephus’ quoted documents is a decree of Athens (A] 14.150-
155) that has a docket added before its prescript:?

gm mputdveng kal iepéme Atovusiov 10D AckAnmiddov, punvog
[Movépov méummn dmdvroc, £meddn tolg otpatnyols YHEIoHO
Adnvaiov. [kT)]

In the presidency and priesthood of Dionysios son of Asclepia-
des, on the fifth day before the end of the month of Panemus,
delivered to the stratégoi, a decree of the Athenians. [The decree
follows]

As in the examples above, a date is prominent; also reported, however, is
that delivery was made to the stratégoi of the receiving city -Pergamum, as
it turns out®- a detail that again probably reflects archival organization: the
document was to be filed among documents related to the performance of
that office. Again, the docket concludes with a title (here, yfipiopa Adnvaiov).

A most impressive collection of dockets is found on the monument hon-
ouring Iason of Kyaneai, the first column of which lists twenty-five documents
pertaining to Iason and his honours that had accumulated over a three-year
period. (The list of dockets, as I suggest in no. 33 below, probably summarizes
the contents of a dossier once sent to Antoninus Pius).

20. Badoud 2015, 369 no. 21 (Tit. Camirenses 110), 1l. 13-15, quoted and translated
above.

21. Josephus, AJ 14.149 (no. 21). Niese, following the codex Palatinus, omits toig
otpatnyoic; the dative, however, is idiomatic in this context: documents are delivered
to the stratégoi. For the formula cf. IG 12.7, 240, 1l. 31-33 (Amorgus): mept tod | adTod
gypdon ynoiopata tpia, &€ Gv T Vo &n[e]|d60n dpyovty, o dmodfitan &ig 1O dpyetov
(“Concerning the same man, three decrees were composed, of which two were deliv-
ered to the archdn to be deposited in the archive”).

22. An eponymous mpOtovig kol iepevg is attested only at Pergamum (Sherk 1992,
238-239), as Willrich 1924 recognized.
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The examples discussed above and collected in the Catalogue below
demonstrate how diverse archival dockets could be, which is only to be ex-
pected given that every city had its own bureaucratic processes, its own mag-
istrates, and its own calendrical system. Despite that diversity, some features
are common throughout the corpus.

First, an almost universal feature is a date according to the local calen-
dar, a chief purpose of which was to provide the filing references for archives
that were organized chronologically. That the purpose is archival rather than
historical is implied by the fact that several cities specify a month but not a
day,” presumably because archiving was typically done by dividing first by
genre (e.g. decrees from external bodies), then year, and then month; once
a document had been filed in the smallest subdivision (typically a filing box,
one assumes), a specific day of the month might not be needed. Indeed, there
may have been circumstances in which a year and title provided a sufficient
docket, either because the material in question was annual (as perhaps in Sa-
mothracian mystai lists: see no. 22 below) or because some other system was
used, as at Dyme (no. 13) or Rome (nos. 36 and 37).

Second, archival dockets reflect the organization of their archives. At Sa-
mos (no. 1, with the discussion above), for example, assembly business had
a separate section in the archive -or possibly its own archive- with subdivi-
sions for year, then month, then day. At Pergamum (no. 21) there was a sec-
tion (or, again, a separate archive) for documents related to its stratégoi, with
the same subdivisions; decrees from foreign cities were probably archived
together at Priene, filed, it seems, by eponym (year) and month, but not by
day (apparently unnecessary, to judge from no. 12). From other evidence, it
seems that council business was archived separately at Thasos;* and similarly
documents related to “the sacred”, at Philippi.” (Conceivably, these cities had

23. No day is specified in surviving dockets from Iasos (nos. 4, 10); some from Cos
(nos. 7 and 15 have no day; 25 includes a day; 7 and 16 are too fragmentary for certain-
ty); Tenos (no. 9); Priene (no. 12); Astypalaia (no. 29).

24, Thus, the two references to archives found at I.Lampsakos 7 (SEG 13, 458), 11. 10
and 28-29 are to ynoiopata &k Boviiig (“decrees transcribed from the archives of the
council”: see L. & J. Robert, BE 1954, no. 209). For an overview of scholarship about this
complicated document see Boffo, Faraguna 2021, 505 n. 11.

25.IG XII 4.1, 220, 1. 36: iepdv.
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all of these categories, but the available evidence allows only the most fleeting
of glimpses).

Third, in so far as archival dockets include verbs or describe actions, they
refer to functions related to the handling of documents, with references to
delivering (8ned60m, no. 21), sending (droctodeicn, no. 31), copying (dvtiye-
ypopuévov, no. 36), and oath-taking (dpdoavtog, no. 2).

Fourth, most archival dockets conclude by describing their document with
atitle: yhoiopa mapd (with a city in the genitive, and sometimes with yipiopa
or mapd elided: nos. 2, 3, 14, 21, 22); bnép Tudv (with the name of the honorand
in the dative: nos. 3, 6, 12, 14, 16); 86yuo (with a genitive: nos. 20, 24); émicto-
M (with a genitive: nos. 10, 31). There are two exceptions. First, Coan dock-
ets mostly lack titles,” perhaps because, for its own reasons, Cos was simply
more systematic in removing them when preparing texts for display. Second,
such titles are typically absent from dockets attached to letters,” presumably
for the simple reason that titles offered no information that was not already
included in a letter’s address: a title reading “émiotol) of so-and-so” would
add little to what was already in the address “so-and-so to the magistrates,
council, and people of such-and-such a city”. That titles were expendable in
such cases is nicely illustrated by the letter of Queen Laodike to Iasos (no. 10):
when a lapicide’s errors made surgery necessary, it was the title that could be
amputated to save the text.”

Fifth, extant archival dockets all appear above their documents in in-
scriptions, apparently corresponding to the dockets of tablets and whitened
boards. The point (one must assume) was to make the finding of a specific
document as efficient as possible: placing a docket at the top of tablets of wax
or clay (kepapidec) or whitewashed boards (Aevkdpato, mvdkia, déktot, covi-
dec) will have made this easier. Papyrological dockets, by contrast, are found
on the verso, on the first sheet of a roll (the npotékorrov, whence English
“protocol”), or on the ctAAvBog (“label”) attached to the protocol.” Again, the
point is to make the process of identifying a sought-for document as easy as
possible and to minimize handling.

26.Nos. 7, 8, 25 have no title, but no. 15 does.

27.Nos. 13, 23, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30. Exceptions: nos. 10 and 31.
28. See the remarks of Nafissi 2001, 13 on no. 10 below.

29. Turner 1968, 5.
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still, given that archives were ubiquitous in Greek cities,” and all official
documents and many private ones needed to be filed in them, it is noteworthy
how few such dockets are attested in Greek epigraphy. Why are they not more
common? A few explanations come to mind. First, most inscribed documents
did not need them. It is surely significant that all but one of our collected ex-
amples appear on documents that had originated outside the city where they
were displayed,* and that local decrees typically have similar details already
built into their own formulary. Indeed, it has been observed that the elaborate
prescripts so well attested in Athenian decrees reflect the organization of that
city’s archive, the Metroon.*? That observation also explains why surviving
archival dockets so closely resemble the prescripts of the civic decrees of their
respective cities: dockets and prescripts served the same purpose of facilitat-
ing the filing and retrieval of their documents.

Even most foreign documents, however, do not include a docket. Much
more common is a simple heading. Take, for example, the foreign decrees
found at Priene, which have the following headings:

10 mapd Tacéwv (I.Priene B-M 108 = I.Priene 53)

10 mapa. “Y8[15]éwv (I.Priene B-M 111 = L.Priene 52)

[0 mopa Ma]yviitav (I.Priene B-M 112 = LPriene 61 + p. 310)

1[0 mop]a. Aaodukéwv (I.Priene B-M 113 = LPriene 59)

10 Tapa. [- - -] (IPriene B-M 128 = I.Priene 72)

[0 mapa t]@v [Tovay | [V]rep tudv Aojvusiot Auewviov (IPriene B-M 43 =
LPriene 55 + p. 310)

Each of these headings has the formula 0 (sc. yfipiopa) mapd followed by
the genitive plural of the city whose decree was displayed, and it is striking
how similar these headings are to the final few words of our only extant dock-
et from that city:

30. Posner 1972; Haensch 2003; Boffo, Faraguna 2021 with earlier bibliography.

31. The exception is from Tenos (no. 9), where the date is recorded on which the
document was “transacted” or “processed” (keypnudrictan), rather than when it was
passed by the assembly.

32. West 1989, 532-533; Sickinger 1999, 86-91.
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ém otepavnenpov Anmpiov: pnvog HovApov: | 1o mopd "Epudpai-
oV, (0ngp) Tudv dikaotit Khedvdpor. LPriene B-M 114 = L.Priene 50 +
p- 310 (Catalogue no. 12)

The fact that the surviving headings listed above are so similar to the title
that concludes this docket suggests that such titles were often in fact the re-
mains of dockets that had had their filing details removed in preparation for
display.®* (Normally, one assumes, only the title was needed).

If dockets were normally removed when texts were prepared for public
display -or severely truncated leaving only a title, as seems to be the case at
Priene- the salient question may be less why dockets are relatively rare in
extant inscriptions than why any survive at all. The information included in
them was useful only within a narrow, administrative context -the archive
and its workings- and even in that context they had little purpose other than
specifying where a document might be found, which would mostly have be-
come irrelevant once a text was put on public display. This, however, may
have been the point, since a docket provided a means of authentication, mak-
ing it possible to locate an original document in the archive and verify a copy
against it.>* This might explain why, despite the relative rarity of dockets in
epigraphically preserved documents, three dockets are found among the doc-
uments related to Jewish rights quoted by Josephus in AJ 14 (nos. 21, 23, and
36). Given that these documents had probably first been collected as evidence
of the privileges that they contain, preserving their dockets offered a means
to allay any scepticism that they might encounter. Josephus applies this prem-
ise in a comment about an exchange of letters between Solomon and Tyre,
regarding which he assures his readers (A] 8.51-54):

Awopévet 8¢ dypt The Tpepov Ta T®V moToldV ToVTOV Aviiypo-
o 00K &v To1c NUeTéporg pdvov cwldueva Bipiiorg GALG kol Topa
Toploig, (ot &1 Tig £0ehMioeie 10 dxpiBsc podelv, Sendeic Tov &mi
100 Tupiov ypappoatopuiakeion dnpociov ebpot copPmvodVT
av 7o1¢ elpnuévolg Y NUAV Ta Tap’ Skelvorg.

33. Rhodes 1985, 135 and Rhodes, Decrees, 18-19 supposes that headings were added
during preparation for display; for possible archival origin see Boffo, Faraguna 2021,
228.

34. Cf, the remarks of Sherk 1969, 10 on his 22 (no. 35), 29 (no. 37), and Josephus, AJ
14.219 (no. 36).

10
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To this day there remain copies of these letters, preserved not
only in our books but also by the Tyrians, so that if anyone
wishes to learn the exact truth, he would, by enquiring of the
public officials in charge of the Tyrian archives, find that their
records are in agreement with what we have said.

Josephus must surely be wrong in his assertion that these documents could
be found in Tyre, not least because his source for the episode (1 Kings 5.1-9)
describes an exchange that took place through envoys and mentions no doc-
uments. It is nonetheless worth noting that he assumes that contemporary
archival practice had always existed and that the authenticity of a contro-
versial document could be confirmed by going to an actual archive. If that
assumption was common, preserving the dockets of potentially controversial
documents made some sense.

Could concern about authenticity have been a motivating factor for in-
cluding dockets in other inscriptions? Such a concern might be reflected in
Nero’s letter to Rhodes (no. 31), which includes a docket. It mentions a “letter
falsely brought to you in the name of the consuls” (Il. 11-12: 1fi yevddg &mi-
oTOAA TPOg VUGS Kopebeion @ TdV dndtov dvéuatt). Apparently, this false
letter had implied imperial displeasure towards the Rhodians, something that
Nero denies while assuring them of his benevolence. Exactly what lay behind
this episode is unclear, and it is surprising to read that dispatches from Rome
could be contradictory and possibly falsified. The Rhodian decision to inscribe
Nero’s letter with its local archival docket intact may have been taken in order
to provide locals with extra assurance that they were reading an authentic
copy.”

A similar impetus might have been at work in a letter written by Augustus
to Knidos rebuking that city for its treatment of Eubulos and Tryphera. They
had fled Knidos after one of their slaves had accidentally killed a man involved
in an attack on their home that lasted several days. The letter’s contents have
been much discussed,’® and its details and multiple controversies need not de-
tain us here. Especially noteworthy, however, is that Augustus’ letter to Kni-
dos was discovered not at Knidos but in nearby Astypalaia, where Tryphera

35. See the discussion of Oliver, Greek Constitutions, 112-115; Fabia 1896; Griffin 2000,
210-211.
36. See Rigsby 2019, with earlier bibliography.

11
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had taken up residence (Eubulos had died in the interim). If the inscription
was privately commissioned by Tryphera, as is often supposed,”” including the
Astypalaian docket may have been meant to assure readers of its authenticity.

This raises the possibility that sometimes dockets were included in other
inscriptions because they were private commissions. This is often thought to
be the case for the SC de Asclepiade (no. 35), erected in Rome, which includes
a docket.’® Including one for (say) a foreign decree honouring some private
individual (as at nos. 2, 3, 6, 7, etc.) may similarly have acted as a guarantee of
the document’s authenticity.

A few other factors might have been involved. The concern for authenti-
cation mentioned above might overlap with a desire to make a document look
more authoritative or official, perhaps a rough equivalent to the way in which
official documents in our own times are printed on letter-head paper or no-
tarized with stamps or seals. In some cases the point might have also been to
lend public endorsement to (say) the honours that foreign cities had bestowed
on a prominent local or to signal a document as worthy of public attention.
Given this, it may be worth observing that a disproportionate number of the
docketed texts are among the most important that a city might possess, in-
cluding Roman measures (nos. 20, 24, 25) and letters from officials (nos. 13, 16,
23,27) and emperors (26, 28-31). That such documents figure especially among
the docketed texts might mean that a docket could add further prominence to
a document that was already intrinsically prominent.

Finally, it is worth noting the ways in which dockets are used in dossiers
of honours for notables such as Opramoas of Rhodiapolis (no. 34) and Vibius
Salutaris of Ephesus (no. 32). In these dossiers, civic decrees begin with their
prescripts; for letters, edicts, and other documents a docket achieves a similar
effect and helps articulate a monument by marking where documents begin.
This use of dockets as an organizational device is adumbrated in the dossier
inscription of Rhosos enumerating the privileges awarded to its citizen Seleu-
kos by Octavian (no. 26).

In all this it is worth remembering that an inscription was not identical
to the document or documents that it contained. It might also include what
would be called metadata in our modern, digital age -data about data- that is,

37. Rigsby 2019, 112 n. 25: “So most have deduced from the findspot”.
38. Gallet 1937, 255-257 and 262-264; Sherk 1969, 9-10, 131-132; Raggi 2001, 87-88.
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details that were not part of an inscribed document but were about that docu-
ment: such material would include various kinds of heading with full dockets
or shortened titles; and supplementary post-documentary notes of appoint-
ments, delivery dates, names of the delivering envoys, descriptions of seals,
and so forth. Further work remains to be done on such phenomena and their
place in epigraphy, especially as they relate to other practices regarding deci-
sions about organization and display.

Catalogue of Archival Dockets

When a document was deposited in the archives of a city, it would be dock-
eted and filed. Later, when such a document was extracted from the archive
either for display or for dissemination, vestiges of its deposit were sometimes
preserved in the form of a docket. The clearest examples of these occur where
a city received a document from abroad to which it added a docket when ar-
chiving it. The following Catalogue, which lists the examples known to me,
limits itself to texts that have been clearly added during archiving and are
separate from the documents that they were added to. This leaves aside, then,
prescripts of civic decrees, although it seems likely that they had archival pur-
poses (see the discussion above with nn. 31-32), which are part of the decrees
and therefore excluded from this list. Also left aside are annual lists of (say)
ephebes, mystai, or politai, which sometimes have an eponymous date in their
headings. Here, again, the dates were probably part of the list itself and not
external to it.

The order is (roughly) chronological. Roman dockets are listed separately
in the Appendix.

1. Letter of Seleukos (I) to Miletus (288/7 BC); docketed at Didyma. Giinther
1977-8 (OGIS 214; Welles, RC 5; L.Didyma 424; Petzl 1991):

gmi otepovnedpov Iocedinnov,
TOLELOVTIOV TAV 1Ep®V YpNud-
twv Tywéa 100 Dpowvoc, Apiotaydpa
100 d1Apovog, Kieopndovg tod Kpé-

5 covoc, Diinmov 10D Twotetpdton, AleEdv-
dpov 10D Aoyryov, ITolvéévov 0D Bapavog

13



CLAUDE EILERS

148¢ dvébnkav Bacirels Térevkog Kol

Avtioyog to &v Tht émicToARL Ye-

ypoppéva. [KTh]

In the (year) in which Poseidippos was stephanéphoros, when
the treasurers of sacred funds were Timeas son of Phyrson, Ari-
stagoras son of Philemon, Kelmedes son of Kreson, Philippos
son of Sosistratos, Alexandros son of Lochegos, Polyxenos son
of Babon; the Kings Seleukos and Antiochos communicated the
following things which were written in their letter. [The letter of
Seleukos follows]

A letter of Seleukos I to Miletus announcing gifts to the sanctuary of Apollo
in Didyma was prominently displayed at the site. The letter is preceded by the
lines quoted above, which attribute the gifts to both Seleukos and Antiochos.
Welles, RC, 36 characterized these lines as “note of explanation, added by the
publishing official”. It is more likely to be archival, however, added when the
document was received.

2. Decree of Lebedos honouring a foreign judge and his city, Samos (late 3rd
cent. BC); docketed at Samos. IG XII 6.1, 146 (Robert 1928, 165-168):

gmi Mnvoddtov, IToc1dedvoc Tépummnt
amévrog ékkinoiag vopaiag otong:
gmotatodvtog Aneléwm Tod AmoAlwovidov
Kol OUOGAVTOG KaTO, TOV VOUOV. YHQIo-

po wopa AePedlmv. [KTA]

In (the year) of Menodotos, in (the month) of Posideon, on the
fifth day from month end; at a regular assembly (at which) Apel-
leus son of Apollonides presided after he took an oath according
to the law. A decree from Lebedos. [The decree follows]

This honorific decree of Lebedos survives in two copies: one from Lebedos

(Robert 1960) and one from Samos, the docket of which is quoted here.
Other Samian dockets at nos. 17, 28, 30.

14
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3. Decree of Knidos honouring foreign judges and their city, Magnesia on the
Maeander (221/220 BC); docketed at Magnesia on the Maeander. I.Magnesia
15a with Engelmann 1973:

[otep]avneopodvtog Zn[vodd]tov Tod Apio[tayd]-
[pov] unvog Kovpedvoe, gpuAfic mpoedpevodon|g At]-
[ddoc], ypoppozedovtoc Tt BovrAt 'Exnpdrov [tod]
[Mopi]uov, devtépor &v vopaion éxkincion tpoédp[wv]

5 [émot]atobvroc Anoidmviov tod ITovcaviov: wlapd]
[Kvid]imv Dmep Tipdv tédn te Sumt kol ol droloto]-
[Aelot]v mpOg adTovg SikooTols Te Kol ypoppa[tel]: [KTh]

(In the year of) the stephanéphoros Zenodotos son of Arista-
goras, in the month of Koureon, when the tribe [Dias] held the
presidency, when Eperates son of Morimos was secretary for
the council, on the second (day), in the regular assembly, when
Apollonios son of Pausanias was presiding over the proedroi;
(decree) from [Knid]os concerning the honours for the people
and for the judges sent to them and for the secretary. [The decree
follows]

Other Magnesian dockets at nos. 5, 6, 14, 16, 18.

4, Decrees of Rhodes related to a diplomatic appeal of Tasos (220/213 BC); dock-
eted at Iasos. Meadows 1996 (I.Iasos 150; L.British Mus. 3, 441; SGDI 3, 3750):

gmi otepovne[Oplov Anpéov T0d Znoidyov,
ypapuatéang 8¢ Mévntog tod Iédwvog I'meopidvog:
ynoiopota mapa Podlmv: [kTA]

In the year in which the stephanéphoros was Demeos son of
Stesiochos; and the secretary was Menes son of Podon; (in
the month of) Gephorion; decrees from Rhodes. [The decrees of
Rhodes follow]

Four Rhodian decrees are inscribed below this docket, reacting to com-
plaints of Iasos against Podilos, the officer of a local dynast. For context and a
full republication of this dossier of decrees, see Meadows 1996.

Another docket from Iasos at no. 10.
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5. Decree of koinon of Dionysian technitai honouring thedroi and their city,
Magnesia on the Maeander, and accepting an invitation to the Leukophrye-
na (late 3rd/early 2nd cent.); docketed at Magnesia on the Maeander. .Mag-
nesia 89, 11. 1-10:

10

[The names of three theoroi]
TTopa 0D kovod TAV TEpL TOV Aldvuco[v]

TEYVITOV
6Te@avNPopodvtog Ava&nivopog tod Te[tkpd]-
ToV UNVOg AgukaBedvog, PUARG Tpoedpev[ov]-
[o]ng AttoAidog, ypappatedovtog Tht BlovAfit]
[Ad]unmvoc Tod Mavdpoddpov, tetpddt dm[idvtoc],
[8v] vopaiar ékkAinoio, Tpoédpmv motatodv[toc]
[TTo]Aepdpyov t0d Evdvdpov. [KTA]

From the koinon of Dionysian technitai. In the stephanephorate
of Anaxenor son of Iphicrates, month Leukatheon; the tribe At-
talis presiding; secretary of the council, Lampon son of Mandro-
doros; on the fourth day from month end; in the regular assem-
bly; Polemarchos son of Euandros presiding over the proedroi.
[The decree follows]

Other Magnesian dockets at nos. 3, 6, 14, 16, 18.

6. Decree of Antiocheia (on the Maeander?) honouring a foreign judge and
his city, Magnesia on the Maeander (late 3rd/early 2nd cent.); docketed at
Magnesia on the Maeander. LMagnesia 90:

[ote]povneopodvtog Tod Heod tod peta Opitoplal,

[unvoc] TTocdedvog, LARG Tpoedpevodong IMoced[wvi]-
[ddoc], ypappoatedovtog The Boviic Adurnmvog tod [Mav]-
[8pod]dpov, TeTpddt amidvTog, &v vopaiat éxkAnciot, T[poé]-
[Bpov élmioTatodvioc AnoAlo@dvov tod Anorlo@dvo[v]:
[m]op[a] Avti[o]xéov:

[Orgp] Tipdv Mvboddtot Xopisiov:

[KTA]

In the (year) in which the god was stephanéphoros, following
Phretor; [in the month] of Posideon; the tribe Poseidonias was
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presiding; the secretary of the council was Lampon son of Man-
drodoros; on the fourth from month end; in the regular assem-
bly; while Apollophanes son of Apollophanes was presiding over
the proedroi; (decree) from Antiocheia concerning honours for
Pythodotos son of Charisios. [The decree follows]

The grammateus is the same as in no. 5; other Magnesian dockets at nos. 3,
5,14, 16, 18.

7. Decree of Halicarnassus (c.220 BC) honouring a physician from Cos; docket-
ed at Cos. IG XII 4.1, 142 (SGDI 3.1, 3620; L.Cos Segre ED 132):

[émi povdpyov] Makopéwg, Badp[opiov - - -]

In (the year) in which Makareus was monarchos, (in the month)
Badromios. [- - |

The date uses a Coan month and eponymous monarchos (supplied, on
which see Sherk 1990, 265-266). Following are two decrees, the first from Hali-
carnassus describing honours for Hermias of Cos, including the selection of
an envoy to deliver the document to Cos (frag. a and frag. b, 1-22), and then a
decree of Cos (frag. b, 23-35) in response. This Coan decree has no dating for-
mula in its own prescript, but the docket at the top of the inscription may have
functioned as such. Cf. also Rigsby 2010; Bosnakis, Hallof 2005.

Other Coan dockets at nos. 8, 15, 25.

8. Decree of Miletus on the Didymeia (end of 3rd cent.); possibly docketed at
Cos. IG XII 4, 153-154 (Syll.? 590; LMilet 3, 1052):

(face a) émi ‘Inoxpdrtevg, unvog Apteptiov. [KTA]
(face b) &émi dMvov, voounviar pnvog Y axwvdiov: [KTA]

(face a) In (the year) of Hipokrates, month Artemitios. [The de-
cree of Miletus follows]

(face b) In (the year) of Philinos, new moon of the month
Hyakinthios. [The decree of Cos follows]

Two sides of a stele contain decrees of Miletus and Cos; each document
begins with a date, and the date introducing the Milesian decree on face a
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has been traditionally understood to be a Coan docket (thus Robert, 1960, 206
with n. 6). This interpretation, however, is either inconsistent with our un-
derstanding of the date of the Coan new year or implies a delay between the
two documents that is too long to be easily explicable. Because of these prob-
lems, Rigsby 2010 proposes that the date on face a is not a Coan docket but a
Milesian prescript with a date that had been mis-inscribed. See also Bosnakis,
Hallof 2005, 239-240 and Boffo, Faraguna 2021, 536 n. 94.

Coan dockets could forgo a title: cf. nos. 7 (no title), 15 (title), 25 (no title).

9. Decree of Tenos (c.200 BC) honouring a citizen; docketed at Tenos. Etienne
1990, 226-227, no. 24 (SEG 40, 695):

29’ Hyntopoc, AvOeotnpldvoc, Kexpnudtiotol

vacat

[xTA]

[---]

In (the year) of Hegetor, (month) of Athensterion, transacted ...
[The decree of Tenos follows]

Etienne (1990) noted the rarity of the formula in the first line, which iden-
tifies the date on which the appended decree was “transacted” or “processed”
(kexpnpdrioton), rather than when it was passed by the assembly. This surely
reflects some archival function, which makes the inscription doubly unusual
in preserving the remains of a local docket on a local decree (most dockets are
on documents that had come from a foreign city). This deviation from normal
practice may also have motivated the empty line that separates the docket
from the text of the decree proper, emphasizing that it is not part of it. See
Boffo, Faraguna 2021, 508 and n. 18.

10. Letter of Queen Laodike (I11) (197/6 BC or shortly thereafter) to Iasos; dock-
eted at Iasos. Llasos 4 with Nafissi 2001, 104-113:

[---I

ént otepovnedpov Kudiov tod Tepolkieiovs:
gmotoln ITA [EragnpBoldvoc—I

BaosiMooa Acodikn Tacéov Tht Bovdft koi T 619-
pot xoipev[KTA]

18
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This, however, is a tangle of mistakes, erasures, and imperfectly applied
corrections. According to the reconstruction of Nafissi 2001, 104-113 (building
on Fischer 1986, Piejko 1990, 138 n. 14, and Mastrocinque 1995), the text was
originally meant to look like this (marking with {braces} letters that were sub-
sequently erased and overwritten):

{&m otepovnedpov Kudiov tod ‘Ieporhieionc) -
{ElagnBoridvoc) -

gmotoln ma{pd BaciMioong Aaodikng}.

BaciMooo Aaodikn Tacéwv tht Bovkft kol Tdt 81-

pmt xodpev: [KTA]

In (the year) Kudias son of Hierokles was stephanéphoros;
(in the month) of Elaphebolion;

a letter from Queen Laodike.

Queen Laodike to the council and peo-

ple of Iasos, greetings [etc.]

Something went wrong with the first transcription, and the attempted
correction involved completely erasing the eponymous date of the first line
and overwriting the second line with it. This overwrote the month that was
there, which in turn was transferred to the third line, where it (imperfect-
ly) overwrote the heading “Letter of Queen Laodike”, part of which was then
stranded. It is noteworthy that the attempt to save the docket involved over-
writing the title, which may confirm the observation made above (text with
n. 28) that dockets for letters could forgo a title since the information was so
apparent in the first lines.

Another docket of Iasos at no. 4.

11. Decrees of Rhodes (c.169-167 BC) honouring thedroi of Cyzicus; docketed at
Cyzicus. Rigsby, Asylia 166 (CIG 3656; SGDI 3752):

énl Apiotdvdpov tod (Am)orlro[pdvov dpydémpog Aratovploc?]
Swotpiov kai Ocwpoil Oivéiog Edven, Tikéosiog Alovusiov dmo-
o[torévrec dmédwkov Tdde Ta]

ynolopora Tapd Podiov: [KTA]

In (the year) of Aristandros son of Apollophanes, [the arch-
thedros Apatourios(?)] son of Sosibios, and the thedroi Oinobios
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son of Euneus (and) Hikesios son of Dionysios were dispatched
and delivered these decrees from Rhodes. [The Rhodian decrees

follow]

The inscription begins with a Cyzican docket that includes names of the
thedroi whom Cyzicus had sent to Rhodes and who returned with the Rhodi-
an reply, apparently in multiple decrees. Whether the docket had included a
month and a day is uncertain owing to a lacuna. Only part of the first of these
decrees survives; the Rhodian eponym that begins the text of this first decree
provides an approximate date (see Finkielsztejn 2001, 192 with Habicht 2003,
552).

12. Decree of Erythrae (c.160 BC) honouring a foreign judge of Priene; docket-
ed at Priene, I.Priene B-M 114 (LPriene 50; LErythrai 111; LBritish Mus. 3, 418;
cf. Robert 1960, 202-204):

&mi otepovnedpov Anuntpiov: unvog MovAipov:
10 mapd. 'EpvOpaiov, (Ungp) riudv Sikaotit KiedvSpwm.
[kTA]

(In the year) Demetrios was stephanéphoros; month Panemos;
the (decree) from Erythrae (concerning) the honours for the
foreign judge Kleandros. [The decree follows]

For a discussion of this docket see text with nn. 19 and 33, above. Although
several decrees passed by foreign cities honouring Prienan judges were erect-
ed in Priene, this is the only one with a docket. It is unclear whether this was
due to an oversight —perhaps the lapicide had been instructed to include only
the title, but this instruction was not given or was missed- or because of spe-
cial circumstances related to this moment or honorand.

13. Letter of Q. Fabius Maximus (cos. 145) to Dyme (c.144/3 BC); docketed at
Dyme. Sherk, RDGE 43 (Syll.* 684; Rizakis, Achaie 111, 5):

£mi Beoxdrov Aéwvog, ypappaté-
0¢ 10D cuvedpiov Ztpotorréoc. [KTA]

In (the year) Leon was theokolos; when the secretary of the
council was Stratokles. [The letter of Q. Fabius follows]
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This (probable) docket is inscribed in slightly larger letters than the rest of
the inscription. The prescripts of Dyme’s decrees are slightly unusual in not
including any calendrical details but rather a series of officials (cf. Rhodes,
Decrees, 97-98) who presumably rotated, making an implicit chronological ar-
rangement less apparent, with no month or day specified. For the date see
Hurlet, Miiller 2020, 81-82 n. 151 with earlier bibliography.

14. Decree of Samos (2nd cent. BC) honouring a citizen of Magnesia on the
Maeander; docketed at Magnesia on the Maeander. L.Magnesia 103 (IG XII
6.1,154):

0 8fpog 6 [Zapiewv Tniéotpatov]
Awoyévovg [Mdyvnta 4rd Maidvdpov]
grelunoev.

GTEQOVNPOPODVTOG [- - -]

5  mopd Zapiov onep rip[dv Tnieotpdrol Atoyévoug - - -] [KTA]
The people of [Samos honoured Telestratos] son of Diogenes
[Magnesian from the Maeander]. (When) the stephanéphoros
was [- - -]; (a decree) from Samos concerning the honours for
Telestratos son of Diogenes [- - -]. [The decree follows]

The inscription begins with a statement summarizing the honours that
follow and is reminiscent of texts found on statue bases. Might one have been
nearby? Following that is a docket, beginning with mention of the stepha-
nephorate, which will have followed with the holder’s name and the month
and day of registration.

Other Magnesian dockets at nos. 3, 5, 6, 16, 18.

15. Decree of the Dionysian technitai (2nd cent. BC); docketed at Cos. IG XII 4.1,
124 (I.Cos Segre ED 141):

gmi povdpyov Xpnotiovog, pnv[oc]
Yaxwbiov, yvodun tod kowvod [tdv ne]-
pl 1OV Atdvuoov tlexvidv v én’ 1]-
oviag ka[i] ‘EAl[nomdvtov kol tdv]
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5  mepi Tov k[abnyeudva Advucov]
ka[1] T[@v cvvayovieTdv-] [KTA]

In the (year) in which Chrestion was monarch, month Hyakin-
thios; a decree of the Association of Dionysian Artists of Ionia
and the Hellespont and those (associated with) [Dionysos Kathe-
gemon] and the extras. [The decree follows]

This decree, which is too fragmentary for certainty about its contents, is
preceded by a docket comprised of a date by Coan eponym and month and a
title identifying what follows as a yvoun (“resolution”) of the Dionysian tech-
nitai.

Other Coan dockets at nos. 7, 8, 25.

16. Letter of M. Aemilius M.f. to Magnesia on the Maeander (mid-2nd cent. BC);
(possibly) docketed at Magnesia on the Maeander. LMagnesia 93b (I.Priene
531; Syll.> 679 11b; Sherk, RDGE 7):

G4 [...c.5... 80ypo 10 xopshev mop]o The cuykAntov {v} Polpaiov
---1
[xTA]
[Decree brought from] the senate of the Romans [by envoys sent
on behalf of those at Priene] [The letter of Aemilius and a decree of
the senate follow]

A long-standing boundary dispute between Magnesia on the Maeander
and Priene led to an appeal to the Roman senate that is inscribed here togeth-
er with a covering letter from the praetor Aemilius. This pair of documents
was included on side B of a four-sided marble block; originally there had been
a block above it and one below that presumably displayed other documents
related to the dispute (see von Gaetringen’s description at LPriene no. 531).
The first reported line of this surviving middle block is a title (quoted above)
describing the documents that follow. If a local date were to be supplied there
instead of 8&ypo 10 kopicBév at the beginning of 1. 34, the line would be a typi-
cal docket rather than the slightly idiosyncratic title that is there now.

Other Magnesian dockets at nos. 3, 5, 6, 14, 18.
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17. Decree of Bargylia honouring Samian judges (2nd cent. BC); docketed at
Samos. IG XII 6.1, 145 (LIasos 2, 609; SEG 49, 1147):

gmi Apyaydbov, Ielvoidvog 1
vacat
[kTA]

In (the year) of Archagathos, on the 17th of Pelusion.
[An empty line followed by the decree]

The dating formula is Samian (Robert 1935, 478, where other examples are
collected). That the decree comes from Bargylia is not explicitly stated but
may be deduced from its formulary (cf. Robert 1960, 206).

Other Samian dockets at nos. 2, 28, 30.

18. Decree of Larbenoi honouring five foreign judges and their city, Magnesia
on the Maeander (2nd half of 2nd cent. BC); docketed at Magnesia on the
Maeander. LMagnesia 101, 1-63:

[1I. 1-4: five crowns naming the Magnesian honorands]

5 [¢]ml Aprotokpdron 10D Apiotokpdrov 100 Aptepdopov Hpardvog dev[tépat]
[m]apd AopPnvdv DEP TAV TOL T SNH®L KoL TOTS SIKAGTORG Kol T yp{apppfo-
Tel].

[kTA]

In the (year of) Aristokrates son of Aristokrates, grandson of Artemidoros;
in (the month) Heraion, on the second (day); (a decree) from Larbenoi con-
cerning honours for the people (of Magnesia) and the judges and the sec-
retary. [The decree of Larbenoi follows]

The stele, which contains two documents, is arranged as follows: the
names of the Magnesian judges being honoured (ll. 1-4); the docket dated by
the Magnesian month of Heraion, quoted above (ll. 5-6); a decree of Larbenoi
honouring the judges (Il. 7-61); and a heading npog 10 Aappnvdv (“In response
to the [decree] from Larbenoi”, 1. 62), which introduces the decree of Magnesia
in which the honours are accepted (11. 63ff.).

Other Magnesian dockets at nos. 3, 5, 6, 14, 16.
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19. Letter of the koinon of the Amphiktiones to the Athenians (130 BC); dock-
eted at Athens. IG 11 1132, 11. 40-51 (Le Guen, Technites, TE 7; CID 4, 115):

£k 100 pntpdiov: &mi Anpootpdrov [Epyovtog unvog Bon]-
Spodvog: 10 Kowov iV Aueiktid[vav Adnveimv tel]
45  BovAel kol T dHpmt xodpew: [KTA]

From the Metroon. In the archonship of Demostratos; month
Boedromion. [The letter of the koinon of the Amphiktiones follows]

The inscription contains three documents: a decree of the Amphiktiones
of 278 BC (1l. 2-39; dated by eponymous archon at Delphi to 279/8 BC), then
a letter of the Amphiktiones to Athens (partially quoted above) and a new
decree of the Amphiktiones (1l. 52-94), which the letter shares (see Sickinger
1994, 289-292). The letter is preceded by an Athenian docket, identifying the
document as coming from the Athenian archive, the Metroon, and its filing
reference as an eponymous date with month.

Another Athenian docket at no. 20.

20. SC de collegiis artificum Bacchiorum (112 BC); docketed at Athens and in-
scribed on the Athenian treasury in Delphi. Sherk, RDGE 15 (F.Delphes I1I 2,
70; Syll.> 705):

[émi Atov]voio[v dpyovroc, &t the —(tribus)— mpdng mputaveioc, i Adpog
Twodyov Papvovoiog ypappdrevey],

[‘ExotouBJaidvo[g - - - , kai - - - Thg mputaveiog. vacat 80ypo cuykARTov.

KTA]

[In the archonship] of Dionysios, [in the first prytany, that of (the tribe)
- - -, for which Lamios son of Timouchos, of the (deme) Rhamnous, was
secretary], on the [nth] day of (the month of) Hekatombaion, [on the nth
day of the prytany. Decree of the senate]. [The SC follows]

The Association of Dionysian Artists at Athens had been involved in a long
dispute with the Association from the Isthmus, a dispute that was decided by
a Roman decision in their favour. To celebrate this, the Athenian technitai
received permission from their city to engrave the Roman decision on a wall
of the treasury of the Athenians at Delphi (see Ferrary 2009, 72); an Athenian
docket was included.

Another Athenian docket at no. 19.
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21. Decree of Athens honouring the Jewish high priest John Hyrcanus I (105
BC); delivered to the magistrates of Pergamum, where it was docketed. Jo-
sephus, AJ 14.149:

£ml mputdvemg kal iepéng Atovosiov 10D Ackinmddov, unvog Havépov
néuntn dmdvroc, £neddOn 1oig oTpatnyoic yigioue Adnvaimyv. [KTA]

In the (year) in which Dionysios son of Asclepiades was prytanis and
priest; month of Panemos, fifth day from the end; delivered to the
stratégoi; decree of Athens. [The decree of Athens follows]

The receiving city can be identified as Pergamum from its eponymous for-
mula (see n. 22 above). Josephus quotes the document to show the high regard
in which Greek cities held Hyrcanus II. The decree, however, is securely dated
by Athenian archon to 105 BC, showing that Josephus had confused Hyrcanus
I with his homonymous grandfather, John Hyrcanus I. The docket is one of
three found among Josephus’ documents (the others are nos. 23 and 36).

22. Decree of Odessos relating to the mysteries; possibly docketed at Samo-
thrace (2nd/1st cent.? BC). L.Samothrace, no. 6 (IGBulg. 1> 42, comm.):

émi Baciréng [tod deivog]

yieo[pa ’Odnccitdv]

g 62 &v’'Odnood &mi [iepéw tod detvog].
[kTA]

In the (year) in which [- - -] was basileus; decree of the [Odes-
sians]; so, too, in Odessos in the priesthood [of so-and-so]. [The
decree of Odessos follows]

In this decree of Odessos, as in some other mystai lists at Samothrace, a
double date is found. The second is a date according to the sending city; the
first, which is followed by the document’s title, could be a Samothracian dock-
et, given that identifying year and sending city might be sufficient to file the
records of an annual event. (The eponymous official in Samothrace was the
basileus: Livy 45.5.6 with Sherk 1990, 289-290, no. 48).

The eponymous years with title found at the head of other Samothracian
lists might also be regarded as dockets: IG XII 8, 185-188.
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23. Letter of Dolabella (suff. 44) to Ephesus (43 BC); docketed at Ephesus (Jose-
phus, AJ 14.225):

gm TPUTAVE®S APTEP®VOC UNVOS ANVou®dvog TpoTtépal. [KTA]

In the (year in which) Artemon was prytanis, month of Lenaion,
first day. [The letter follows]

In Antiquities 14, Josephus quotes a number of documents to prove Roman
benevolence towards the Jews. Among them is a letter of Dolabella declaring
that Jewish Roman citizens were exempt from legionary service. Josephus’
copy is descended from one that had once been docketed at Ephesus.

24. SC de Panamara (39 BC); docketed at Stratonikeia. Sherk, RDGE 27 (I.Stra-
tonikeia 1, 11):

ddypo. [vacat] émi otepavn@dpov Aptepddpov tod Aptept-
ddpov tod IMopepilov, kad’ v(iobesiov) 8¢ Apioteidov, Hpoxhedvog pn-
vog [t]p[t]tn € elxddog. [kTA]

Decree. In (the year in which) the stephanéphoros was Artemidoros
son of Artemidoros son of Pamphilos, by adoption son of Aristeides;
month of Herakleon; the third day from month end. [The SC follows]

The sanctuary of Zeus at Panamara, in the territory of Stratonikeia, was
the site where a senatus consultum was displayed in which Rome recognized
the suffering of the city during the Parthian invasion. Its text was preceded by
a docket of Stratonikeia.

25. Lex Fonteia bestowing privileges on a citizen of Cos (prob. 39 BC); docketed
at Cos. IG XII 4.1, 266 (Crawford, Roman Statutes 36; SEG 46,1088):

[(erasure)]
[(erasure)] pmvog Iavdpov devté-
[pon &€ ikddog [vacat] [kTA]

[text erased] in the month of Panamos, second day from month
end. [The Lex Fonteia follows]
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This fragmentary stele had contained a Roman lex that had bestowed
privileges, including citizenship, on some citizen of Cos for his services to the
triumvirs. The erasure in the first lines apparently obliterated the name of
M. Antonius and the indication of a year. Other Coan dockets are dated epony-
mously (cf. nos. 7 and 15), as this one should be, too. Buraselis 2000, 27 suggests
that Antony had been an honorary eponym, as he is attested to be elsewhere.
(This seems likelier than the suggestion of Crawford, Roman Statutes 504 that
Antony’s name was erased and that the year was according to the Seleucid era,
which, as Buraselis points out, would be unparalleled at Cos).

Other Coan dockets at nos. 7, 8, 15.

26. Four documents of Octavian (30s BC) regarding privileges granted to Se-
leukos of Rhosos; docketed at Rhosos. Raggi 2006 (Sherk, RDGE 58; IGLS 11T
1,718):

(1. 1) rovg [. .] umvog Aneddodov [- - -]

(1. 2-8: covering letter of Octavian (36-33 BC) instructing that
an attached document be entered into Rhosos’ archives and
forwarded to neighbouring cities)

(1. 9-72: edict of Octavian granting priviliges to Seleukos)

(1. 73) [rovg . . .] umvog Avotpovu 1€

(1. 73-84: letter of Octavian acknowledging envoys of Rhosos)
(1. 85): [toug . . uInvog Aneddaiov 0™

(1. 85-95: letter of Octavian (30 BC) commending Seleukos)

This famous dossier of documents that bestow privileges on Seleukos of
Rhosos in Syria was inscribed on a large stele erected by that city. It includes
three dockets for four documents: the first precedes an edict of Octavian and
its covering letter (probably c.35 BC); the second, a letter of Octavian to Rho-
sos; the third, another letter of Octavian.

27. Letter of the governor Vinicius (27 BC) to Cumae and iussum of Augustus
and Agrippa; docketed at Cumae. Sherk, RDGE 61 (I.Mus. Leyden 57):

(I. 1-11: order of Augustus and Agrippa in Latin regarding
ownership of sanctuaries)
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(I1. 12-22: Latin version of Vinicius’ letter)
22 émi nputdveng Povitov [vacat]

(11. 23-28: Greek version of Vinicius’ letter)

The inscription begins with a iussum (“order”) made by Augustus and
Agrippa as consuls against the private ownership of sanctuaries. Following this
is a letter of the proconsul Vinicius to Cumae about one such sanctuary, first
in Latin, then in Greek. Before the Greek version is a date by eponymous year
but without any calendrical details, which probably functioned as a docket.

28. A letter or edict of Augustus to Samos (19 BC); docketed at Samos. IG X1 6.1,
159 (Sherk, RDGE 62, 11. 12ff.):

(Il 1-11: letter or edict in Latin regarding military grants?]
[Etouc] 1B” tfic Adtok[pdropoc]
[ZeBoot]od vikng, &[mi - - - |
[- - -] unvog ‘E[katoppoidvoc?]
15 [..7wpd] éntd 1d[dv Toviimv?]
[T. Zevti]ot Zat[opvivol vrdtmr]

[In year] 12 of the victory of Imperator [Augustus], in the [year
of - - -], month [Hekatombaion?], seven days before the Ides of
[July?], in the [consulship] of C. Sentius Saturninus.

This fragmentary inscription includes two texts: a Latin one mentioning
military matters (1. 1-11), followed by a Greek dating formula (1l. 12-16), and
then a fragmentary letter or edict of Augustus (ll. 17ff.), of which only the
emperor’s name survives. The dating formula, probably a docket, combines
the year according to the era of Actium (Il. 12-13); its equivalent by Samian ep-
onym introduced with éxni followed by a Samian calendar date with month and
(possibly) day (1. 14); and finally, its Roman equivalent (l. 15) and the year by
consular date (19 BC, which began with only one consul, Sentius Saturninus,
1. 16). The arrangement is apparently chiastic: local year, local date, Roman
date, Roman year.

Other Samian dockets at nos. 2, 17, 30.
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29. Letter of Augustus to Knidos (6 BC); docketed at Astypalaia. IG XII 3, 174
(Syll.* 780; Sherk, RDGE 67; I.Knidos 34; Oliver, Greek Constitutions 6):

[----]
(5) [Sap]opyod 8¢ Kapoyévevg Agv[k]aBéo. [kTh]

[... and in the year in which] Kairogenes was damiourgos, (in the
month of) Leukatheos. [The letter of Augustus follows]

In 6 BC Augustus wrote to Knidos to rebuke it for its treatment of two citi-
zens. The letter was not inscribed there but in nearby Astypalaia, where it
seems the vindicated parties had re-located. The letter was docketed with the
eponymous damiourgos and local month of Astypalaia. Something had been
inscribed above this line; Rigsby (2019, 112 n. 27) has suggested a Roman date
(cf. e.g. no. 28).

30. Letter of Augustus to Samos (c.2 BC-AD 9); docketed at Samos. IG XII 6.1,
161:

émi Tpoowvo[c] tod [- - - ETovg - - -]
TPLK0cToD, UN[VO]G [- - - [KTA]

In (the year) of Tryphon son of [- - -] the thirtieth [year of - - -],
[- - -] month.

A highly fragmentary letter of Augustus to Samos about one of its citizens
published by Hallof, Kienast 1999, 216 (SEG 49, 1149). It seems to be double-dat-
ed: first by an eponymous date, then with a date by the Actian era (cf. no. 28,
above, where the order seems inverted).

Other dockets from Samos at nos. 2, 17, 28.

31. Letter of Nero to Rhodes (AD 55); docketed at Rhodes. Badoud 2015, 443-
444, no. 65 (with photograph) (Syll.> 810; Oliver, Greek Constitutions 34):

-]

[én” {lepéwg Alpltepeds, Tputaviov Tdv cOv

Meverhel 1@ Aapoydpa, YPoppaTeEdovTog

BovAdg Newaotudyov Atagdvov kad’ v(iobesiov 8&) Apyeddpu[ov].
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9 \ e b ~ e \ /
€MGTOAA O ATOCTAAEIGA DTTO NEPMVOG
(5) Khawdiov Kaicapog: Ietaysrrviov kL. [vacat]

[- - -] In the priesthood of Artemes; the prytaneis were those
with Menekles son of Damagoras; Nikasimachos son of Di-
aphanes, but of Archedamos by adoption, was secretary of the
council; a letter sent by Nero Claudius Caesar; Petageitnuos the
27th. [Nero’s letter follows]

In AD 55 Nero wrote to the Rhodians to assure them of his affection and
support when a report had come from Rome implying the opposite; for a dis-
cussion of the background, see above p. 11 with n. 35. The letter seems to have
been docketed according to the year of eponymous priest. (Oliver’s reading of
the name as Atoyévevg, based on autopsy, is inconsistent with Badoud’s pho-
tograph). The 27th of Petageitnuos presumably reflects (as Oliver noted) the
date of the letter’s reception in Rhodes. The separation of the calendar date
from the eponymous year is a little odd. Without clear parallels from other
Rhodian dockets it is difficult to say whether this arrangement was accidental
or deliberate.

32. Dossier of honours for Vibius Salutaris (AD 104); docketed at Ephesus. LEph.
1a, 27:

134 (doc. B) Zéét[ow Attin]
TovBovpavd 1[0 B, Mdpko Actvim]
Ma[pkéA drdtorg, ... Tav. ...) ]
[émi mputdvems TiP(epiov) KA(awdiov) Avtimdrpov Toviiavod,]
[unvog [Mooededvog - iotapuévon. ]
[KTA]
334 (doc. C) [&ml mput]dveng TiP(epiov)
[KAawdiov Avti]rndrpov Toviiavod,
[unvoc] Tocededvoc.
[xTA]
370 (doc. D) éx[i] mputdveng T[1f(gpiov) Ki(awdiov) Avtirndz[pov]
"TovAovoDd, unvog [Tooceldedvog. ]
[KTA]
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447 (doc. G) Zé&re Attim TovBovpavd 0 B, Mdpke Act-
vie Mapkél drdrotlg tpd n” Kodavddv Maptiov:
émi mputdvemg TiP(epiov) Khawdiov Avuundrpov Toviavod
unvog AvBeompidvog B ZeBooth.
[KTA]

(doc. B) (In the year in which) [the consuls were] Suburanus
for the [second] time and Marcellus; [January ...; (in the year in
which) Ti. Claudius Antipater Tulianus (was) prytanis; month Po-
seideon; the -th day.]

[The disposition of Vibius Salutaris follows]

(doc. C) When the prytanis was Ti. [Claudius] Antipater Tulianus;
[month] Poseideon.
[The letter of Aquilius Proculus, proconsul, follows]

(doc. D) In the (year) in which Ti. [Claudius] Antipater Tulianus
was prytanis; month [Poseideon.]
[The letter of Afranius Flavianus, leg. pro praetore, follows]

(doc. G) When the consuls were Sex. Attius Suburanus for the
second time and M. Asinius Marcellus; eight days before the
Kalends of March; (in the year in which) Ti. Claudius Antipater
Tulianus (was) prytanis; month Anthesterion; the 2nd (and) Au-
gustan day.

[The disposition of Vibius Salutaris follows]

C. Vibius Salutaris was an equestrian whose gifts to Ephesus in AD 104 are
recorded in a monumental inscription erected at the entrance of the city’s
theatre. Seven documents are included, including a decree of the city (doc. A,
1. 1-133), which began (as expected) with a prescript dated by eponymous pry-
tanis. This was followed by a Sidra&ig (“disposition”) of Salutaris (doc. B) and
the letters of two Roman officials (docs. C and D), each of which was preceded
by a dating formula that had probably been its archival docket.

33. List of honours for Iason son of Nikostratos, with dockets (AD 143). IGR III,
704 (Heberdey, Kalinka 1896):

L1 POVOL YNPIGUITOV TEWNTIKOV Kol L[ GTOA]DV Ypoap(ENchV
nyepdot kai avrypapdv ept Tdoovog tod Netkoostpdtovn Avkidpyov
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giolv kabog vroyéypantor

Kvaveirrdv.

gmi dpyepéog tdv Zefactdv Draviov Attdlov, unvog Aptepeisiov !,

Eddipov 1o Aptordrov ypapaténg Kaieotpio Teipovi yeudvi

kol avrypogn Teipovog u[nvog Alpt[ep]eicion n” Muintdv: Adov A’

Xopaterdv: Topmiaifov -7 Mupéov. émi dpyiepé(og) 1@V Zefactdv
"Tovliov

Titiowvod Ofa]v[i]ov, unvog Agiov §° KavdvBéwv, 18" Aywpéwv: Aneh-
Xatov A

Kopuvdorrémv, Pedrerrdv: Aptepeiciov € [T]peevéordv: '’ lodaiiw-
WB[V].

gml dpyepéoc Tdv TePoactdv Draviov Ldcov, unvog Adotpov - Avri-
eelet[DV]

Aptepeisiov B Toayotdv, ‘Olvovanvdv: ¥ Apvkavdéwv: 10° daceilel-
0[v],

"TovAlov IMoitov Myepdvog émioton mepl Aoyioteiag Apvkovdémy.

gm apyepéog 1OV ZePactdv Ovnpoviov I[pleickiavod, pnvog Agiov
K(2)

gmotoln Moléovg 10D kai Alkipov Tovvie IMoite: Arnedlaiov B'(?)

avtrypoen Iattov: Aptepeision v ék(k)inoiag dndroyog Aaciov ko

gmotoln Moléovg 1od kai Axipov Tovvig IMoite: “YrepBepetaiov '

avtrypaen Iaitov. &mi dpyiepéog tdV Zefactdv Akivviov ZraciOéuu-
dog,

Zavdikod ¥ Ta[vdd]oe[og(?)] tod Anuntpiov Tputdveng sioypoapal Tet-

u@v. Aptepuciov o drdroyog Povriic ¥ yhieiopo Movcmim

"Tdoovog, Anuntpiov B’ 10D Meyiotov Y gloypagol teindv Mavsdiov tod

[T]dcovoc: Awov 1y’

[vieliopa [Mupélov:

[KTA]

yi[o]ope Hatapéov

[KTA]

[wMetopfa kowvoD]

[KTA]

[letter of Antonius Pius]

[KTA]

Dates of honorific decrees and letters written to governors and
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their responses concerning lason son of Nikostratos, the Lycia-
rch, were written as follows;

Of Kyaneai.

(5) In the high priesthood of the Augusti of Flavius Attalus,
month Artemisios, 11th (day); [ (letter) of Eudemos son of Arto-
pates, secretary, to Calestrius Tiro, governor, and i1 Tiro’s reply;

month Artemisios, 8th (day), [l (decree) of Mylai;

month Loos, 30th (day), ! (decree) of Choma;

month Gorpiaios, [nth] (day), ™ (decree) of Myra;

(8) In the high priesthood of the Augusti of Tulius Titianus Fanias,
month Deios, 6th (day), M (decree) of Kandyba;
15th (day), M7 (decree) of Limyra;
(month) Apellaios, 30th (day), I (decrees of) Korydalla
(and of) Phellos;
(month) Artemisios 5th (day), ¥ (decree of) Trebendai;
18th (day), ¥ (decree of) Podalia;

(11) In the high priesthood of the Augusti of Flavius Sosus,
month Dystros, nth (day), (decree of) Antiphellos;
Artemisios, 2nd (day), ¥ (decrees) of Gagai (and of) Olym-
pos;
3rd (day), ¥ (decree) of Arykanda;
19th day), ™ (decree) of Phaselis (and) 7 letter of
Tulius Paetus, governor, about the logisteia of Arykanda;

(14) In the high priesthood of the Augusti of Veranius Priscianus,
month Deios, 20th(?) (day), * letter of Moles, alias Alkimos, to
Iunius Paetus;
(month) Apellaios, 2nd (day), *il answer of Paetus;
(month) Artemisios, 3rd (day), ¥ a summary [?dmdroyoc]®
of the assembly;

39. Oliver, Greek Constitutions, 296 translates dndioyog here and at 1. 20 as “defense
[of Jason] by the assembly/council”, apparently taking it as a synonym for dmoloyia. I
can find no clear example of such a usage, and in any case, a defense made by the as-
sembly would be in the form of a decree (yfigiopa) and presumably described as such.
At Kamiros (see text with n. 17 above), Philokrates was praised for having overseen
the transcription of all the dnéioyor, apparently ‘lists of contents’ (vel sim.), but that
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(month) Daisios, 21st (day), " letter of Moles, alias Alkimos,
to Iunius Paetus;
(month) Hyperberetaios, 18th (day), 7 answer of Paetus;

(18) In the high priesthood of the Augusti of Likinnios Stasithe-
mis, (month) Xandikos, 3rd (day), * lists [eloypagpai] of hon-
ours (by) Tandasis son of Demetrios, prytanis;
(month) Artemisios, 1st (day), ™ a summary [?dnéloyog;
see n. 39] of the council;
3rd (day), ®" decree for Mausolos son of Tason, and
1 ists [eioypagat] of honours (by) Demetrios I,
grandson of Megistos III.
(month) Loos,13th (day), [column IT begins here], decree of
Myra
[The decree of Myra is quoted in full]
Decree of Patara
[The decree of Patara is quoted in full]
Decree of the League

[The decree of the League follows, then the letter of Antoninus Pius in
column 1V]

This impressive inscription was carved into an outcrop of rock near an
ancient roadway to the Lycian city of Kyaneai, in 125 lines over three panels of
one (IA), two (IIA, 1IB), and then three columns (IIIA, IIIB, I1IC-D). The second
and third panels contain four quoted documents: two honorific decrees for
Tason passed by the cities of Myra and Patara; a decree of the Lycian koinon,
which had appealed to the emperor, and which introduces a letter of Pius to
the Lycian koinon about Iason and his honours.

Preceding these four quoted documents is a list of twenty-five documents.
It is arranged chronologically except for the first item, which seems to have
been placed first because it was local. (One of the reviewers points out that
chronological consistency could be restored by emending the numeral in line
7 to (\yn). The listing for each document is presented as a date and title: that is,
in docket form. Repetition is avoided for year, month, and day.

too seems unlikely here, where the most plausible interpretation seems ‘summary’ or

‘summarized account’ or ‘minutes’.
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In the final lines of his letter to the Lycian koinon, Antoninus Pius men-
tions “evidence sent by you to us” (texpnpioig toig [éneotaiué]volic] | v¢’
VUGV [r]po[c] Nu[d]e, ID, 1L 54-55). It seems likely that this evidence was a
dossier prepared by the koinon and that the list in column I was, in essence,
its “table of contents”. When the time came to honour Iason with a monu-
ment, inscribing the entire dossier was deemed impractical and the decision
was taken that all but the most important documents would be summarized in
the list we find in column I.

34. Dossier of documents honouring Opramoas (AD 139-151); docketed at Rho-
diapolis; Kokkinia 2000 (TAM 2, 905; IGR 111, 739):

col. T A. 1 (Kokkinia, doc. 1) [Emi dpyep]éog Khowdi-
[ov Tn]Aepdyov
[A®o]v [kTA]

col. 1E. 16 (Kokkinia, doc. 5)  &mi &[pyiepéoc Khav(d{ov) Zo-

col.1F. 1 [kép]d[wTog ITavépov? - - ]
[KTA]
col. V D. 14 (Kokkinia, doc. 19)  [&n]i dpyrepéolc - - -]
[xTA]
col. V F. 15 (Kokkinia, doc. 20)  &mi dpy[i]epéog [1do]wvog tod Epf[pldpov [- - -]
[KTA]
col. VIT A. 1 (Kokkinia, doc. 25)  €mi [apyiepéog @]havi[ov Attdiov]
Ado[v - -]
[xTA]

(doc. 1) [in the year in which Claudius Telemachos was high priest,
(month of) Loos. [The letter of the governor Pompeius Falco to Rhodiapolis
follows]

(doc. 5) In the [year in which Claudius Sacer]d[os was high priest,
(month of Panemos?)]. [The letter of the governor Ti. Iulius Frugi to Rhodi-
apolis follows]

(doc. 19) In the year [- - -] was high priest [- - -].
[The letter of the governor Sufenas Verus to the Lyciarch follows]

(doc. 20) In the high priesthood of Tason son of Embromos [- - -].
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[The letter of the governor Sufena Verus to the Lyciarch follows]

(doc. 25) In the year in which Flavius [Attalus was high priest], (month
of) Loos [- -].

[The letter of the governor Domitius Seneca to the high priest of the Augusti
and Lycian grammateus follows]

The benefactions to the cities of Lycia made by the grandee Opramoas
of Rhodiapolis were commemorated in seventy documents inscribed on the
front and side walls of his mausoleum. Among them are decrees of the Lycian
League and letters of provincial governors and the emperor Antoninus Pius.
At the head of the five documents listed above are five clear dockets (docs. 1,
5,19, 20, and 25: numbering and references correlate with Kokkinia’s edition)
and three others can be supplied with confidence (Kokkinia, docs. 2-4, 12).
The docketed items are all letters of Roman officials. In the monument there
are many league decrees that are introduced by dating formulae that could be
their own prescripts but may also have fulfilled a docketing function in Rho-
diapolis (Kokkinia, docs. 18, 22, 23, 24, 27, 31, 53, 54, 58, 61, 63, 64, 69). There
are also letters that append notes recording the date they were registered or
transcribed (&voyéypamtat; Kokkinia, docs. 7-11, 14, 15, 17, 32, 35-45, 51); some
letters (Kokkinia, docs. 19, 29, 30) also include a date when they were delivered
(“given” [¢860n, on which see Kokkinia 2000, 191 n. 316]) or “submitted” (bmo-
téroxto; Kokkinia, docs. 47-49, 51, 52).

Appendix: Some Roman Dockets

Some Roman dockets have also survived, which are useful comparanda for the
material gathered above.

35. SC de Asclepiade Clazomenio sociisque (78 BC). Docketed and inscribed at
Rome. Raggi 2001 (SEG 51, 1427 Sherk, RDGE 78; IGUR I, 1):

[A, 1l. 1-16: Latin version of the SC]

£l bdtwv Kotvrov Avtatiov Kotvrov viod Kdthov kol Mdpiov Aip[iiiov
Kotivtov viod]

Mdprov vievod Ae)m(iydov, otpatnyod 8¢ katd TOAMV Kol éml Tdv Eévmv
Agvkiov Kopvniiov [- - - vioDd]
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Siévva, pnvog Maiov. [KTA]

In the (year) in which Q. Lutatius Q.f. Catulus and M. Aemilius Q.f.
M.n. Lepidus were consuls, and the praetor urbanus and perergri-
nus was L. Cornelius [-. f.] Sisenna, month of May.

[B, 11. 3ff.: Senate decree]

Following the First Mithridatic War, a senatus consultum was passed rec-
ognizing Greeks who had fought for the Romans, including Asclepiades of
Clazomenae and two other Greek naval captains. A bronze copy of this decree
was displayed in Rome both in Latin (A 1-11) and in a Greek translation (B 3ff.).
A docket in Greek is included at the top of the Greek translation, comprised
of a consular date, the name of the praetor, and its month. Whether a similar
docket had appeared above the Latin version is unknowable. The inscription
may have been commissioned privately by the honoured sea captains (Raggi
2001, 87-89, with earlier bibliography). The form of the docket differs from
other, slightly later, Roman dockets (nos. 36 and 37), presumably because it
pre-dates a reorganization of Rome’s archives that took place later in this year
(ILS 35-35a [CIL 1, 590-591; 6, 1313-1314]).

36. SC Cornelianum Antonianum of April 44 BC; docketed according to the ar-
chive of the quaestors in Rome. Josephus, AJ 14.219:

Sdypa cvykiitov £k 1od Tapeiov dvtrysypappévov &k 1oV Séhtmv
~ 7 ~ ~ A 3 ’ A

TOV dnpociev Tdv tapevtikdyv, Kotvto Povtidio Kotvto Kopvn-

Mo topiog katd ToAv, §EATE devtépa Knp®dUoTL TPMOT®. [KTA]

Decree of the senate; copied from the quaestorium from the
quaestorian archives; Q. Rutilius and Q. Cornelius, urban quaestors;
in the second tablet, first leaf. [The SC follows]

Among the documents that Josephus quotes as demonstrating Roman be-
nevolence towards the Jews is a fragmentary version of a senatus consultum
from 11 April 44 BC, by which the consuls M. Antonius and P. Dolabella con-
firmed decisions of Caesar that had not yet been formalized. See the discus-
sions of Pucci Ben Zeev 1998, 121-136, with earlier bibliography. The docket
references the quaestorian archives, supervised by the urban quaestors, who
are named.
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37. SC de Aphrodisiensibus (35 BC); displayed in Aphrodisias. L.Aphrodisias and
Rome 8:

£ L ~ o
[mi Toiov Kolovewsiov Toiov viod, Agvkiov Mapxilov Agvkiov viod
ordtwv, &k TdV dve[vlexdéviav doypdtmv cuvkhite, SEAtm
’ ’ ’ / e/ e ’ bl /7 b ’ ~ \
[TpdTN?, KNPOUOCL TETAPT®, TEUTT®, EKT®, ELSOU®, OYdO®, EVAT®, TOTG O
touokaic déhtolg &mi Mdpkov Mapti-
[- - - Tapu]®V koo TOAv SEAT® TpdTN [KTA]

In the (year) in which C. Calvisius C.f. and L. Marcius L.f. were consuls,
from the decrees passed in the senate; [first tablet, fourth], fifth, sixth,
seventh, eighth, and ninth [pages]; when M. Marti[- - - and - - - were]
the urban quaestors, first tablet. [The SC follows]

This senatus consultum survives from Aphrodisias’ famous “archive wall”,
a monument constructed in the third century AD onto which were inscribed
documents demonstrating the city’s privileges, including this document from
the 30s BC.

The Roman docket here is the most elaborate seen thus far, identifying
not only the location but its extent over multiple pages (§¢éAtot, Latin codices
or tabulae) with waxed or whitewashed pages (knpdpaza, cerae). This is pre-
sumably the first tablet of the month of October (Reynolds, I.Aphrodisias and
Rome 8).

Claude Eilers

McMaster University
eilersc@mcmaster.ca
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Summary

In addition to the documents that they disseminate, inscriptions sometimes
contain artefacts of archival processes or “dockets”. Some three dozen exam-
ples are collected in the Catalogue, almost all of which accompany documents
that originate outside the city where they are displayed. The article discusses

what dockets imply about civic archives and what motivated their inclusion.
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