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Grain for Delos

By Joshua D. Sosin, Durham, NC

A decade ago Gary Reger offered an arresting analysis of Delian siténia-funds,
special endowments that were dedicated to the purchase of grain. He argued
that these funds suffered “chronic cash shortfall[s]” of roughly 25%. The study
contributed to Reger’s more comprehensive argument that free Delos was not
a great hub of trade, but rather a “Kykladic backwater™". I do not wish to chal-
lenge the broader thesis, but will argue that Reger’s observations on the me-
chanics of the Delian siténia-funds need modification.

Early Sitbnia

A scrap of the hieropoioi accounts from 301 BC tells us that the city borrowed
1,000 drachmas from Apollo in order to purchase grain’. Half a century later
there was another loan to purchase grain; the hieropoioi of Apollo report lend-
ing the city 10,050 drachmas™:

xai gig v ouftw}-
124 viav €daveloopuev ToU tegoD GOYVQEIOV XOTG YNPIORQ TiL TOAEL Xai TEOSAVELOTAIS
Zevoxpare Tegoupotov, MorvEévar ‘Agnoufodtov, Zwodnumt Nixwvog dpayudg
MF éni odmxe Talic)
TROCOd0IG dNposiag

Reger translates and explains*:

‘And for the purchase of grain we borrowed of the sacred money by decree for the city and for
the guarantors [three persons are named] 10,500 dr on the hypothecation of the public incomes.’
... The money was lent to the hieropoioi themselves (the first-person-plural subject of the sen-
tence). on behalf of the city (t#j wohel) and three guarantors (ngodavewtaig) ... [T]he repay-
ment of the loan was accomplished through the obligation of public income.

But daveilw in the active voice means “lend”, not borrow, and takes a dative in-
direct object (tijt TOAeL xai tpodaverotais). “Ymép plus the genitive, and not a

1 G. Reger, “The Public Purchase of Grain on Independent Delos”, ClAnt 12 (1993) 300-334;
“shortfall” 328; idem, Regionalism and Change in the Economy of Independent Delos (Berkeley
1994); “backwater™ 188.

2 IGX1.2146.A.20-21: - - - dgayu}ag HHHH xai @ hag &n” &Eiav ot oitov ol # | mdhig Empiato X
(... 400 drachmas, and another 1,000 for the price of the grain that the city purchased).

3 IG XI.2 287.A.123-125 (250 BC); for MF (124) corrected from MI" see V. Chankowski-Sablé/
C. Feyel, “Comptes de la fin de I'indépendance délienne”, BCH 121 (1997) 103-124, at 123.

4 Reger, ClAnr 12 (1993) 318.
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gawaé, would be needed to express “on behalf of someone”. We should
translate as follows:

And for the purchase of grain, in accordance with a decree, we lent 10,050 drachmas from the
sacred money to the city and the prodaneistai, Xenokratés son of Hierombotos, Polyxenos son of
Arésimbrotos and Sdsidémos son of Nikdn, against the public revenues as security.

Repayment was secured, not accomplished, by encumbrance of a matching sum
from the public revenues, which were to be tapped only in the unlikely event
that the borrower defaulted and the three prodaneistai lacked sufficient assets
to cover the debt.

Neither of these loans, as Reger rightly saw, implies the existence of an or-
ganized institution or a permanent fund, as opposed to the one-time loan of
money for the purchase of grain.

Sit6nia in 209 BC

Reger suggested that the Delians created the siténia-fund in 209 BC, observing
that the hieropoioi for that year recorded two payments to sitdnai, in the
amounts of 13,014 drachmas and 25,138 drachmas 1"/, obols™:

... xoi Eepev eig Agtepiorov MHHHAFH[HII £8eoav 10D ... iov -~ -
..... og magovons Boukfls xai yoappaté[wlv Evxheidov xai Teheotoxpitov [- - -
nagovomg]
8 [BoJu{M]fis xai yoappatéwv Evxheidou xai [Tleheatoxpitov eig t[0 iepov — - — mapovong)
[BouAliig xai yoappatéwv Edxheidov xa[i] Teheotoxgitov eig T[0 legov? — - ~ ymeioal-
[1é]vou tod dfjuov Akt off E8edov of Taui o Karhigavtog xai ®ihov | - - -
[.. T]6 tedev voig avintaifc.] Il €do[ue]v Tois ortwvaug Avoyévni, Zw — - —
12 afoyv]owov? MXXXAH howtov év 'Agtepfoin) MMPHAAATHHH]\ xai fueic — - —
.. 1 PHHHP 10 ntév &v "Agtemo]ior MIMPYXXHHHHE AAATHH\ totto [rnagédopev
iegomowoig "Elntiver xai Avodv]-
[de]wt ragovong Bouliig [xai yoappat)éwy o tig mokews [Ed)xA[eidov, Tob @V iego-
now@v Tekeotoxgitov].

The following explanation of events is offered®:

In its very first occurrence, in 209 B.C., the fund received a payment of 13,014 dr early in the year,
and another in Artemision (4)” of 25,138 dr and a few obols. The sitonai seem to have repaid to
the hieropoioi in Artemision (4) a total of at least 27,488 dr 1'/,, ob, though certainty about these
transactions is impossible, owing to the lacunae in the text.

Thus two payments are envisioned, but Aoutov &v 'Agtefoio)t MMFHAAAT

FH{FH]\in line 12 means, “The balance in the Temple of Artemis (is) 25,138 drach-
mas 1'/;, obols”. Reger has mistaken the temple of Artemis (CAgtenioiov) for

5 1.Délos 1362.A.6-14; Reger, ClAnt 12 (1993) 319 Table 3, with discussion at 320.
6  Reger, ClAnt 12 (1993) 320.
7  “4” here indicates that Artemision was the fourth month in the Delian calendar.
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the month of Artemision (Agrepowdv)®. Aowrov is the subject of an elliptical
verb, not the direct object of €dofue]v of the preceding sentence. The Greek
does not say who paid in the 27,488 drachmas 1Y/ obols. The account simply
states that money was in the temple of Artemis. The syntax in this portion of the
text is clear: it is addition.

Line Transaction Figure

12 The balance in the Temple of Artemis was 25,138 dr. 1'/; ob.
12 And we [paid in Ndr. ]
12-13 [And] 850 dr.

13 The total in the Temple of Artemis is 27.488 dr. 1'/,; ob.

Table 1. Transactions in /.Délos 1 362.A.12-13.

Line 12 seems thus to have acknowledged a round deposit of 1,500 drachmas
(27,488 dr. 1Y/, 0b. - 25,138 dr. 1'/,, ob. — 850 dr. = 1,500 dr.). Durrbach’s restora-
tion of line 12, MMFHAAAFHH]\, suggests that he appreciated the syntax.
Though the restoration is not beyond doubt, considerations of space do make it
probable. This figure, in 12, and the balance in 13 both end in the unround sum
of 8 drachmas 1'/,; obols, a similarity that is not likely to be an accident. Like the
hieropoioi, Durrbach did the math. The sense of lines 11-14 seems to be: “We
gave the siténai 13,014 drachmas; after this payment (and others from the pre-
vious lines?) the balance in the Temple of Artemis was 25,138 drachmas 1"/,
obols, to which we added 1,500 and another 850 drachmas; the final balance in
the Temple of Artemis was 27,488 drachmas 1'/;; obols, all of which we trans-
ferred to the incoming hieropoioi.” The 38,152 drachmas 1'/;; obols, most of
which Reger thought were paid to the sitdnai in the month of Artemision’, were
only 13,014" and could have been paid in any month - the Greek identifies a
place, the Artemision, not a month.

Whether the 13,014 drachmas belonged to or derived from an endowment,
the Greek does not specify and we do not know. A siténés was a grain-pur-
chaser; whether he handled endowed money was defined by law. Title alone is
not sufficient evidence to posit the existence of an endowment. For example, in

8  The month Artemision does not appear to be attested on Delos in any case but the genitive;e.g.:
1G X1.2 138.A.fr.a.6; 148.65: 158.A.42; 159.A.33; 203.A.31, 41: 205.B.fr.a.17. fr.b+c.7: 224.A.10:
287.A.6. 19, 55; I.Délos 1 290.66; 316.86; 338.A.fr.b.29; 354.20; 354.67: 11 372.A.80: 396.A.73;
405.29; 442.A. 102, 104, 105. 107. 108, 109, 129, 130. 131, 185: 443.A.fr.b.10, 97; 455. A fr.c.1:
456.B.14; 459.47: 460.fr.s.15, fr.v.5; 461.A fr.b.4; 503.20.

9 Reger. ClAnr 12 (1993) 320, adduces the text in the context of an argument as to the “significant
timing of loans™ for siténia.

10 U. Fantasia, “Finanze cittadine. liberalita privata e sitos demosios: considerazioni su alcuni do-
cumenti epigrafici™, Serta historica antiqgua 2 (1989) 47-84, at 49. mentions only the 13,014 drach-
mas.
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two very well known third-century instances Erythrai and Samos commis-
sioned siténai for what appear to have been one-time purchases of grain''.

Siténia in 192 BC

Evidence for sitonia in 192 BC consists of a handful of lines in the hieropoioi ac-
count for that year'?. The section of the account as it stands does not construe:

68 ... [t]o mafv] MPXXPHF AA. xepaii) ot dnpooiov PEXHHAAAATHHI[C).
Two erased lines
69 T ™ we@ai 100 doy[vgliov tob d[npociov] MMMOXIPTHAAAAHHITX Brd
frot attwwi[xot] napé[doluev Mevi[A ]} '
[Aan] xoi Poxael. xai 10de GAo M[evidk]w(i?] | | [.... 10T} gitov? eig v ortwviav
MMMXXXPHHHE AAAAXX. %ai £t Tig
[fuex)éoas doxie [El¥eoav] vapfiaw IMepiov]doog xai EvEevidng &ig v outwviav
MMHHHAAAATHINT. xegahn tov oft)-
72 [rovi)xot FFHHAAATHIITXX. and tov[t]ov Edopev tolg ortwvawg ‘Hyéow, Evgpodvopt,
Mevidhwt MMMMPXX. houfrov]
[10D ojrovixod PXXXHHAAAHIITXX: xoi todto nagédopev iegomoiols Meviorhmt xai

Dwxagl
Vacat
74 [Kai tod]e dhro doyvoiov elonxer T Yedr €[vingoosiov: ...
68 ... Sum: 17,670 drachmas. Total of the public account 56,248 drachmas 3'/ obols.
69 Total money belonging to the public account: 28,643 drachmas 3*,. obols from the grain

fund: we transferred (sc. it) to Menyllos and Phokaieus. And another sum to Menyllos, ... of
the grain for the purchase of grain: 34,890 drachmas /., obols, and in our magistracy the
treasurers Periandros and Euxenidés deposited for the purchase of grain 20,346 drachmas
4’/,; obols. Total of the grain fund: 55,236 drachmas 4°/,; obols.

72 From this we gave the grain-purchasers, Hégeas, Euphranor and Menyllos 47,000 drach-
mas. The balance of the grain fund is 8,236 drachmas 4°,: obols. And this we gave to the
hieropoioi Menyllos and Phokaieus.

74 And this other sum of money came in to the god; from rents: ...

Let us begin with lines 70-73, which are coherent independent from 68-69. The
account records two deposits for the purchase of grain, the total of the two
deposits, the subtraction of 47,000 drachmas from that total and the new
balance".

11 LErythrai 128.20-29; IG XI11.6 11.37-49.

12 LDélos 11 399.A.68-74.

13 Cf.J. A. O. Larsen, Economic Survey of Ancient Rome IV (Baltimore 1933-1940) 345, with n. 25
below.

Grain for Delos 69
Line Transaction Sum
70 Deposit eig Tiv ortwviav 34,890 dr. . ob.
7 Deposit gig Thv ortwviay + 20346 dr. 4" ob.
72 Subtotal 55,236 dr. 4%, ob.
72 Transfer to sitonai - 47,000dr.
73 Balance in grain fund 8,236 dr. 4%, ob.

Table 2. Transactions in I.Délos 11 399.A.70-73

The restoration, M[evoAh]w[i], in line 70 cannot be correct — Durrbach had
doubts'. If the hieropoioi had transferred the 34,890 drachmas ¥,, obols to
Menyllos, they could not subsequently have given the money to the sitonai
(8dopev, 72). None of the figures in 70-73 is the result of modern deduction; all
were recorded on the stone. And they tally. It would be perverse to suggest that
the fractional numbers in 70 and 71 balance with those in 72 by coincidence. We
keep math or Menyllos, but not both. ’
In the place of M[evUAi]w[i] I propose &[oyVet]o[v]®”. In the Delian hiero-
poioi accounts the phrase xai t6de dhho doyvotov typically introduces entries,
and in this text it is not only the introduction of choice', but the phrase xai t6d¢e
dhhois always followed by doyvgLov, never by another word". Thus, we may re-
store xoi T0de GAho &[pyvoi]o[v] with some confidence. This leaves | | [..... ToD]
oitov. The formulaic phrase t6d¢ dAho dgyvouov is either the subject or direct
object of a verb, usually elonxel’®, that denotes the movement of money as it en-
ters' or leaves™ the hands of the hieropoioi. Of the available options elofjxel fits

14 1.Délos I1399.A p. 62: “M[evOirJw[t]?: conjecture de G. Glotz; on peut aussi supposer &[0 tiig]
w[v]ijls] (ou plutdt d{vn[oewg], en raison de la lacune); mieux encore &[76 tig x)wfA]f[oewe],
car il s’agit d’une recette, et non d’un achat.” The word ndAnoig appears to be unattested on De-
los.

15 An alpha (&[oyVodo[v]), not mu (M[evirjw(i]), seemed plausible to Durrbach, I Délos 11
399.A p. 62; and graphic confusion of omega and omicron is common enough in antiquity and
now.

16 E.g. 1.Délos 1 399.A.16, 35-36, 58, 74, 88, 92, 122.

17 Also the case in e.g. 1. Délos 11 442.A (179 BC).

18 IG X1.2 161.D left.1-2: 162.A.42; 288.10 (restored); . Délos 1 314.A.12; 316.58 (restored), 63;
320.B.77:353.A.49 (restored): 354.17, 23, 27, 29, 30; 368.23 (restored), 34 (restored), 45;371.A 4
(restored), 10 (restored), 41; I1 372.A.10, 19, 24, 28, 31 (restored), 71: 399.A.74, 88,92, 94, 122;
441.11 (restored): 442.A.140, 145, 152, 155, 159; 449.B.25; 460.1.21; 461.B.b.58.

19 Tidnuw: I.Délos 11 399.A.16, 58; 442.A.38, 99; 443.A.b (restored): 445.A.b.19; 461.A.a.77-78 (re-
stored); magahauBavw: IG X1.2.147.B.6: 224.A.4 (restored): 1. Délos 1 354.4, 22 (restored):
356bis. A28 (restored); 11 399.A.35-36; 442.A.75; 448.A.21 (restored).

20 Tapadidwp: I.Délos 1 364.A.23; 365.55-56; EEanpéw: 1. Délos 11 442.A.63; daveitw: IG X1.2
287.A.125-126; 1.Délos 11 406.B.1 (restored), 55 (restored); 442.A.209 (restored), 215, 217;
449.A.27; dvahioxw: IG X1.2 203.A.57-58.
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best, so that we might restore line 70: xai t6de dAro dfoyverjo[v] gonxer Tod]
givov. Durrbach printed, without explanation, a question-mark after to]
girov. That the source of revenue should appear in the genitive without prepo-
sition is not unusual, but grain generates revenue only if it is disposed, by sale or
otherwise. We expect a more direct designation, such as &vouwtiwv, or
évnoooiwv, “from rents”, or 100 £otianixo, “from the hestiatic fund”?. But in
one place the hieropoioi record revenues that came tijg olxiag fg Gvédnxe
Zmoirews, “from the oikia that Stésileds dedicated”?. Real-estate, like grain,
generates money only on disposition, but no mention is made of sale or lease of
Stésileos’ gift. Perhaps we may render to¥] oitov as “(the sale of) the grain”,
just as we must render tijg oixiag as “(the lease of) the oikia”. Or, perhaps 100
oitov should be understood as standing, whether by metonymy or error, for ot
ortwvixot, which is logical enough, on the model of 100 éotiaTinod.

Line 69 is more intractable. Durrbach thought that dno to¥ ortwvi[xot]
went with the preceding section, limiting xegpahf tod dgy[veliov ToD
d[nuooiov] MMPXXXFHAAAAMHFTX?, so that we must understand magé-
[do]uev (69) as taking an elliptical direct object™. But the preceding section of
the account (58-69) does not mention the grain fund, and I find no other Delian
text in which the formulaic rnagédopev lacks a direct object. On the other hand,
if we repunctuate as follows, and tod artwwi[xot] magé[do]uev Mevi[Ajhwi]
xoi Poxael vai 1ode dhho (From the grain fund we transferred to Menyllos and
Phokaieus also another sum of money), then we produce defective formulary
and an impossible situation. In the Delian accounts the formulaic phrase »ai
T00¢ Ghho Goyvoiov always appears as the first element of its sentence. Such re-
punctuation would create a unique internal use of the introductory phrase.
Moreover, as we have already seen the hieropoioi cannot have transferred the
money to Menyllos, and then have given the same money to the siténai (72).
Thus, whether we maintain or abandon Durrbach’s punctuation we get unintel-
ligible procedure and bad formula.

The words &6 tob ortwvi[xot] nagé[do]uev Mevi[A|hwt] xai Poxael are
simply a crux. As to the first part (&0 100 ortwvixo9]) I can offer no compel-
ling explanation. A mason’s error, however, might explain the second (nagé-
[d0]uev Mevi[A|[Am] nai Pwxael). When the mason came to the end of one
section (69), after which appeared the formulaic introduction xai 168¢ &Alo
agyvowov (70), his eye could have skipped to the end of the subsequent section
(73), after which appeared the same formulaic introduction (74). Perhaps the

21 I.Délos 11372.A.19: nai 16de GALo Goyvoiov elot[xjer i Fedr évoximv; 399.A.74: elomxel tin
Yeqv ¢[v]neooiwv; 399.A .88: elorixer téhwv; 399.A.122: eionxel 10D EoTiomnoD.

22 IGX12162.A.42.

23 Larsen, ESAR IV 345, followed.

24 ILDélos 1399.A p. 62, “je pense que les mots &nd to0 ortwvixod doivent se référer a la somme
précédemment énoncée, en sorte que nagé{do]uev x.T.1. doit étre pris absolument (cf. 1. 73), car
la phrase n’est pas suivie d’'un nombre; la somme est donc transmise en entier”.
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closing words of this subsequent section (xai 10070 TaEEdONEY lepomOLOlE Me-
volhwt noi Poxaet) influenced the mason to compose the impossible Taédo-
pev Mevoihot xai Poxoel at lines 69-70. Something, at any rate, has gone
wrong in the account. The erasures between 68 and 69 and the pair of erasures
at the start and finish of line 69 suggest as much. Grammar, formula, and con-

text prove it. The full meaning of line 69 and the beginning of 70 may be hope-

lessly lost®.

Difficulties of interpretation notwithstanding, the passage has been ad-
duced to support the claim that the Delian grain fund suffered routine capital
loss on a grand scale™:

[T]he hieropoioi seem to have begun the year with 34,890 dr '/, ob in their grain account. During
their term of office the treasurers deposited an additional 20.346 dr 4'/, ob, for a total of 55.236 dr
4';; ob (1. A70-72). Of this the hieropoioi turned over 47.000 dr to the sitonai (1. A72). If the
money that the hieropoioi began the year with was left over from grain sales for 193 B.C. (an as-
sumption by no means assured), then the funds realized by those sales were clearly inadequate
by about 26 percent” to cover anticipated expenses in 192.

Capital loss in 193/2 BC, however, is not in evidence. The Greek records the
deposit of two sums of money &ig v ortwviav. One derived from a source now
obscured by lacuna (70), but perhaps the sale of grain (at an unspecified date).
The second was made while the hieropoioi were in office (70-71), by the tami-
ai*®. If the fund had been capitalized at 47,000 drachmas then why, when it re-
turned only 34,890 drachmas */;; obols, did the tamiai not simply deposit the
difference, 12,109 drachmas 5'//,, obols?

25 Larsen, ESAR IV 345, admitting the extreme difficulty of the passage, explained that “the total
of the public money derived from the grain fund”, the 28,643 dr. 3/, ob. (line 69), “... is not trans-
ferred to the public chest but is passed on by the hieropoioi to their successors as a separate item,
though it is no longer a real part of the grain fund and is not included in the total of the fund for
the year”. He expands: “The last college of sitonai had closed its accounts and turned over all the
remaining money to the grain fund. Some of this money remained in the grain fund, while some
was turned back to the state as money derived from the grain fund. This money remained se-
questered and was not transferred to the public treasury: instead the treasurers added another
sum to the grain fund.” If T understand this, Larsen envisioned the following scenario. When the
sitonai for 193 left office they divided their revenues in two lots: 34,890 drachmas /. obols (line
70) remained in the grain fund, while the other 28,643 drachmas 3*,, obols (69) ceased to be “a
real part of the grain fund” and reverted to the state under the designation &6 to¥ ortwvirod
(69). The treasurers for 192 then deposited a smaller sum, 20,346 drachmas 4%, obols, in the
grain fund. This reconstruction rests on the assumption that &n6 To¥ orrwvixod] (69) construes
with the text that precedes without damage to the sense of the text that follows, and on failure to
observe that the hieropoioi cannot have both transferred the coins to Menyllos, and then have
given the same coins to the siténai (Edopev, 72): also Fantasia, Serta historica antiqua 2 (1989) 52—
53. But the passage is difficult and, as Larsen notes, not even Durrbach attempted to explain it.

26 Reger. ClAnt 12 (1993) 321-322.

27 34,890 drachmas */; obols = 74% x 47,000 drachmas.

28 This may have been standard operating procedure: /. Délos 11 442.A.106-121. 122-138.
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The same account that is used to tell a story of massive financial shortfall
could be adduced in support of the opposite. Perhaps an investment of 47,000
drachmas returned 55,236 drachmas 4°/;; obols, yielding a profit of roughly
18%7%. If, moreover, the situation were so dire — as a net loss of over a quarter
might be viewed — why were only 47,000 drachmas disbursed to the siténai?
Why not try to recoup the losses? The Greek does not suggest that the fund was
a losing proposition. If we do not begin with minimalist assumptions about the
Delian grain-market it is equally plausible that an investment of 47,000 drach-
mas returned roughly 18% for 193/2 BC, so that the god, and ultimately the
state, earned a handsome profit. On current evidence any conclusion as to loss
or gain will remain a modern invention®.

Sit6nia in 180/79 BC

L.Délos 11 442.A.90-140 (179 BC) furnishes rich data on the operations of a
grain fund in 180/79 BC. I present that data in a series of tables below. Lines
90-97 record money received by the current hieropoioi, in the magistracy of
Démarés, from the previous hieropoioi, and transferred into the public kibétos;
the account includes the qualification and date of deposit, and the bank through
which the sealed jar containing the funds came.

Line Qualification of Dep. Date Deposited  Bank of Sum Received

90-91 elg v ortwviav Posid. Phok. Ph&S 10,000 dr.

91-92 elg TV ortwviav Posid. Phok. H&M 1,500 dr.
%xata ™y diatoEw

92-93 gig TV orTwviav . Posid. Phok. N&H 3,060 dr.

93-94 &g TV ortwviav Posid. Phok. N&H 4,000 dr.”

sub-total 18,560 dr.

29 8236 dr. 4%, ob. = 18% x 47,000 dr.

30 Itis worth noting that in one case, not mentioned by Reger, but noticed by Fantasia, Serta histo-
rica antiqua 2 (1989) 49 n. 5, the hieropoioi refer, in a list of public monies received v it dAAm
wPatdr (IDélos I1 399.A.35-36.), to the deposit of “surplus from the sitonia” (52-54): d\hov
otdpvov &v G évijoav HAAAATHHI, myoagiv Exovia: &’ dexovrog | [Zwotpdtov isgo-
nowoi EvEevidng xai "Avriyovog Edecav xatd 10 Yiguo{pwolua Tod 89[k]ov 1o TEQLYEVOpEVOY
&no tiig | [ort]wviag xai 8 naperdBooav napd Swxgitov xai [TohvEévoy (Another jar in which
were 148 drachmas 3 obols, bearing the inscription, “In the magistracy of Sostratos the hiero-
poioi Euxenidés and Antigonos deposited, according to the decree of the people, the surplus
from the siténia and that which they received from Sokritos and Polyxenos™). We do not know
whether the surplus was generated by sale of grain, i.e. that it was surplus revenue, or whether it
was deposited for the purpose of siténia, but not spent. The phrase, 10 negLyevouevov &no tig |
[ojwviag, may suggest the latter, i.e. that the money was left over from the purchase of grain,
not its sale. The account is from 192 BC, but refers to a deposit made in 195.

31 Wecanonly guess whether 1. Délos 11 441.3-4 (180 BC) is in some way related to this deposit, al-
so routed through the bank of Nymphodéros and Hérakleidés.
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94-95 £x TV ddurraxtwv Posid. Phok. N&H 432 dr. 1Y,; ob.
95-96 TV AxaTATANTOV Posid. Phok. Ph&S 3,370 dr. */,; ob.
96-97 £x T@V AxaTatdxTwy Posid. Phok. H&M 83 dr. 2 ob.

sub-total 3,885 dr. 3"/,, ob.

Table 3a. Transfer of deposits &ig tiv airwviav, I. Délos Y1 442.A.90-97. For the last three entries see
the corresponding entries in Table 3c. Phok. = in the magistracy of Phokaieus; Ph&S = the bank of
Phil6n and Silénos; H&M = Hellén and Mantineus; N&H = Nymphodéros and Hérakleidés.

Lines 106122 record money deposited by the ramiai to the public kibétos in the
year of the current hieropoioi, in the magistracy of Démarés.

Date deposited

Line Qualification of Dep. by tamiai Bank of Sum

106-107 &g TV ortwviav Artem. Dém. H&M 6,560 dr.
xatd Ty ddtaky

107-108 elg Tiv ortwviavy Artem. Dém. N&H 6,000 dr.

108-109 €ig TV ortwviav Artem. Dém. Ph&S. 6,000 dr.

sub-toral 18,560 dr.

109-110 elg TV ortwviav Metag. Dém. Ph&S 5,000 dr.
110-111 glg v ortwviav Metag. Dém. H&M 5,000 dr.

xotd Ty ddtaly
111-112 €ig TV orTwviav Metag. Dém. N&H 4,674 dr. 2%, ob.

sub-total 14,674 dr. 2%,. ob.

115-116 £lg TNV oTwviav Posid. Dém. N&H 5,060 dr.
116-117 el Ty ortwviav Posid. Dém. Ph&S 7,000 dr.
118-119 elg v ortwviav Posid. Dém. H&M 6,500 dr.

xatd ™y uarakwy

sub-total 18,560 dr.

119-120 £% TOV ARATATARTWV Posid. Dém. H&M 2,500 dr.
120-121 £ TOV AXATATARTWV Posid. Dém. N&H 1,374 dr. 3'/,; ob.

sub-total 3,874 dr. 3'/:; ob.

Table 3b. Deposits gig tiv ortwviav, I. Délos [1442.A.106-122. Dém. = in the magistracy of Démarés.

Lines 122-140 record money withdrawn by the hieropoioi for transfer to the si-
tonai, in the magistracy of Démarés, including the date of withdrawal.
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Date deposited Date

Line Qualification of Dep. by tamiai Bank of withdrawn Sum
123 el Tv ortwviav Posid. Phok. N&H Leén. 3,060 dr.
123-124  &ig v owtwviav Posid. Phok. N&H Lén. 4,000 dr.
124-125  &ig T owtwviav Posid. Phok.  Ph&S Lén. 10,000 dr.
125-126  &ig tv oLtwviav Posid. Phok. H&M Lén. 1,500 dr.

natd TV dudtakv
126-127 sub-total 18,560 dr.
129-130  eig v oitwviav Artem. Dém. H&M Tharg, 6,560 dr.

xaTa TV dudtoky
130-131  &ig ™v ortwviav Artem. Dém. N&H Tharg. 6,000 dr.
131-132 &g ™v ortwviav "Artem. Dém. Ph&S Tharg. 6,000 dr.
132 sub-total 18,560 dr.
132-133  &ig v ortwviav Metag.  Dém. N&H Bouph. 4,674 dr. 2/, ob.
133-134 &g Ty ortwviav Metag. Dém. H&M Bouph. 5,000 dr.

natd T dudratwv
134-135  &ig v outwviav Metag. Dém.  Ph&S Bouph. 5,000 dr.

sub-total 14,674 dr. 2*/;; ob.

135-136 t@®V dxataTdxTwY Posid. Phok.  Ph&S Bouph. 3,370 dr. */.. ob.
136-137  &x 1@V ddatdxtwv Posid. Phok. N&H Bouph. 432 dr. 1. ob.
137-138  &x v@v dxavatdxtwov  Posid. Phok. H&M Bouph. 83 dr. 2 ob.
138-139 sub-total 18,560 dr. “/.; ob.

Table 3c. Money withdrawn for transfer to the siténai, I. Délos 11 442.A.122-140. For the last three
entries see the corresponding entries in Table 3a.

Chronological tabulation of deposits and withdrawals allows us to build a nar-
rative of procedure.

42.A Magistrate Month Activity Amount

90-97 Phokaieus 12 Posid. Depos. 18,560 dr. +3,885dr. 3"/, ob.
123-127 Démarés 01 Leén. ‘Withdr. 18,560 dr.

106-109 " 04 Artem. Depos. 18,560 dr.

129-132 " 05 Tharg. Withdr. 18.560 dr.

109-112 " 08 Metag. Depos. 14,674 dr. 2%, ob.

132-139 " 09 Bouph. Withdr. 14,674 dr. 2%/, ob.  + 3,885 dr. 3"/;; ob.
115-121 " 12 Posid. Depos. 18,560 dr. +3,874dr. 3',; ob.

Table 3d. Deposits and withdrawals for siténia in 180/79, as derived from 1. Délos 11 442.A.90-140.
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In the month of Posidedn, under Phokaieus, the tamiai deposited in the temple
18,560 drachmas for sitonia and 3,885 drachmas 3'*/;; obols that were not part of
the normal budgetary allocation, or diataxis; at the end of that month the outgo-
ing hieropoioi transferred both blocks of deposits via the incoming hieropoioi
to the public kibotos (90-94, 94-97). In Lénaidn, the first month of the next
year, under Démareés, the hieropoioi withdrew the same 18,650 drachmas, in the
same lots, in the same sealed jars in which the banks had put them, and gave the
cash to the siténai (123-127).

Next — and here we must conjecture, because the account tracks money
only as it enters and exits temple-oversight™ — the siténai used the money to
purchase grain. Then they sold the grain, presumably at Delos, such that they
could deliver 18,650 drachmas to the tamiai by the month of Artemision.

The tamiai deposited the 18,650 drachmas in the public kibétos in Artemi-
sion (106-109). In the next month, Thargélidn, the hieropoioi withdrew the
same 18,560 drachmas (as before), and gave them to the sizdnai (129-132).
Again - and again, we must conjecture — the siténai purchased grain and sold it
such that the money could be re-paid to the tamiai by Metageitnion. But in
Metageitnion the tamiai deposited only 14,674 drachmas 2%, obols (109-112).
In the next month, Bouphonion, the hieropoioi withdrew the same 14,674
drachmas 2*/,, obols, as well as the 3,885 drachmas 3'%/,, obols, in the same sealed
jars in which they had been deposited nine months before (94-97), for a total of
18,560 drachmas /., obols (138-139); they then gave both lots of coin to the si-
tonai (132-135, 135-139). For the third and final time of the year - conjecture
again — the sitonai sold the grain such that they could repay the money to the
tamiai by Posideo6n.

In Posidedn the tamiai deposited 18,560 drachmas for siténia plus an addi-
tional 3,874 drachmas 3'/,; obols that were not part of the normal budgetary al-
location (115-119, 119-121). At this point the year ended, the officials stepped
down, and the process started over. If we had a similarly complete account for
178 we could follow the mechanism through additional cycles.

Fantasia argued that the fund was capitalized not at 55,680 drachmas, as
several have assumed®, but at 18,560, and that the same money turned over
three times per year™. He observed that in the section of the account covering
deposits for siténia the three deposits xata v duatagwv (6,560 [107], 5,000
[111], 6,500 [119]) amount to 18,060, which is only 500 drachmas below the
amount disbursed to the siténai three times throughout 179 BC. According to

32 Seee.g. T. Linders, “The Delian Temple Accounts: Some Observations”, OpAth 19 (1992) 69—
73.

33 le. 18,560 drachmas x 3: Larsen, ESAR IV 347, L. Migeotte. “Le pain quotidien dans les cités
hellénistiques: A propos des fonds permanents pour 'approvisionnement en grain”, Cahiers
Glotz 2 (1991) 1941, 31-32; Reger, ClAnt 12 (1993) 319 Table 3.

34 Fantasia, Serta historica antiqua 2 (1989) 51-52.
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Fantasia this cannot be coincidence. The force of the argument is unclear.
Nevertheless, Fantasia is, I suggest, right for a simpler reason. It is evident from
I.Délos 11 442.A.122-135 that coin was disbursed to siténai in the same sealed
jars in which it had been deposited the month before®. At no time can the fund
be shown to have had more than 18,560 drachmas ¢/, obols*. The Delians thus
moved the same 18,560 drachmas three times per year”. The sitonia-fund was a
rolling fund capitalized at 18,560 drachmas with thrice-annual turnover.

Four deposits made by the ramiaiin 180/79 are qualified by the phrase, xatd
v dudragv®, which should indicate money that was allocated in the annual
budget®. Reger clarifies*:

The careful distinction between these deposits [i.e. those labeled xata v dudra&w] and the
rest is not likely to be accidental; it is meant to distinguish, [ believe, between funds realized from
previous sale of grain and plowed back into the siténia (funds simply €ig tijv oitwviav) and funds
added to the siténia by the ekklesia to bring the grain fund up to full size.

But deposits designated xata v didtakiv were made throughout the year.
Surely when the Delians assembled to set the annual budget (diataxis) they
could not have predicted the amounts by which the fund would be deficient as a
result of three separate sales across an entire year. Perhaps the annual budget
reserved a large block of cash from which deficits could be rectified. But the
provision of make-up money, even from earmarked funds, suggests random-
ness, and deposits designated xotd v diatakw give the appearance of order:
all, for reasons unexplained and unknown, were routed through the bank of
Hellén and Mantineus*. No other bank appears to have handled such deposits.
The dictionary-meaning of xata v dudtaEwy is clear enough, but precisely
what procedure the phrase indicated seems beyond knowing for now.

So too the deposits labeled T@v dxotatdxTwv / Ex TOV AdATAXTOV / EX TOV
anotatdxtwv?. Reger suggests that these “undesignated funds” were called on
to replenish the fund when revenue from the sale of grain fell short®. On this in-

35 Cf. LDélos 11 442.A.90-94 and 123-126; 106-109 and 129-132; 109-112 and 132-135.

36 18,560 dr. and 3,885 dr. 3"/; ob. were deposited in Posidedn under Phokaieus (90-97), and
18,560 dr. and 3,874 dr. 3"/, ob. in Posidedn under Démarés, but in both cases the latter deposits
were £x TV adiataxtwv (vel sim.), not strictly part of the fund’s capital.

37 Larsen, ESAR IV 347, appears not to have noticed that the three banks handled the money in
the same sealed jars, and so concluded “that the fund consisted of 55,680 drachmas and that not
the purchasing but the sale of grain was distributed somewhat evenly throughout the year”.

38 I Délos 11 442.A.91-92 + 125-126, 106-107 + 129-130, 110-111 + 133-134, 118-119.

39 On &va- / dudtaks see Robert, Nouv. Sardes 1 17; Hell. IX 14-18. Migeotte, Cahiers Glotz 2
(1991) 31; idem, “Le pain quotidien dans les cités hellénistiques: une ‘affaire d’Etat’?”, in: Mé-
langes Ernest Pascal [= Cahiers des études anciennes 24] (Montreal 1990) 291-300, 297.

40 Reger, ClAnt 12 (1993) 322.

41 1Délos 11 442.A.91-92, 106-107 (also 129-130), 110-111 (also 133-134), 118-119, 125-126.

42 The three designations appear to be variants of identical meaning; or, if there is a shade of dif-
ference, it is beyond our grasp.

43 Reger, ClAnt 12 (1993) 322.
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terpretation the rubrics indicated two classes of extraordinary deposit to the si-
ténia fund to rectify shortfall, one reserved in advance by budgetary provision
and the other consisting of funds that had not been earmarked. Now, the 3,885
drachmas 3'/,; obols in “undesignated funds” that were given to the siténai in
Bouphonién under Démarés (135-138) raised Metageitnion’s slim deposit of
14,674 drachmas 2%, obols to 18,650-drachmas — plus half an obol, to be pre-
cise. Thus, Reger suggests that the sale of grain fell short by 3,885 drachmas 3%/,
obols, and so the ekklésia contributed that much (plus a half-obol, for some rea-
son*) to the fund to bring it up to full strength. But if the ekklésia did provide
the 3,885 drachmas 3"/;. obols for this purpose, it can only have been by in-
credible coincidence, since the ramiai deposited the 3,885 drachmas 3'/,, obols
in a sealed jar in Poside6n under Phokaieus, nine months before the shortfall is
alleged to have occurred (see Table 3d above). Once again the dictionary-
meaning of a phrase seems straightforward, while the procedure that the phrase
flagged remains obscure.

Reger calculated total alleged shortfalls for 179 BC by adding the money
deposited xatd v ddtakw in 179 (13,060 drachmas™) to the “undesignated
funds™ (3,885 drachmas 3',, obqls*). Thus, he concluded that “across the whole
year [sc. 179 BC] the grain fund was underfunded by 16,945 dr, or about 30 per-
cent of the total required™. But it is not evident that either designation indi-
cates rectification of shortfall of the sort envisioned by Reger*. Thus, the sum of
deposits under the two rubrics furnishes weak measurement of the fund’s prof-
itability. We do not know even whether logic permits us to add the two catego-

44 Migeotte, Cahiers Glotz 2 (1991) 30 n. 35: “'sans doute par erreur”.

45 But if deposits xatd tipv didtagw were designed “to bring the grain fund up to full size”. as Re-
ger, ClAnt 12 (1993) 322, suggests, then to gauge sales in 179 BC we must exclude the deposit re-
corded at 91-92 (also 125-126), and include the one recorded at 118-119, so that the alleged
shortfall, in this category alone, would have been 18,060 drachmas.

46  Not 3,885 drachmas 3'/; obols, ibid.

47 Reger, ClAnt 12 (1993) 322.

48 Reger does not mention that some sitdnia-funds safeguarded against shortfall: SEG XLIII
205.29-33 (Koroneia, III BC): 1j 8¢ | [xa tt]g Evdia yuvovertal, motidotm 6 tapiag 6 mpodoxwv |
[zav] devtépav metpdpevov T mokepdoyus 1O moTde|[Opevov dpyovolov dwg Tag Ejrta-
natiag xN aodov|[w (If there is a deficit the treasurer in office for the second four-month pe-
riod shall pay the polemarchs in addition the money that falls short of the seven hundred {the
amount of the principal] and he shall re-pay ...), with L. Migeotte, “Un Fonds d’achat de grain a
Coronée™, Boeotia Antiqua 3 (1993) 11-23, esp. 19: J. Bingen, AC 50 (1981) 43-44 and J. Tré-
heux, BCH 110 (1986) 419-421, lines 12-17: tovg 8¢ ouro|[¥étag, €av ng) yévnrar Eydewa,
armay[y]ér|[Aew 1o mh]iBog, Toug ¢ doyveoroyous | [ExddSvau Toig] ortodétoug 6 TLdv adrois |
[denoer magayofjua £€ drdong tiig n(pood|dov fitg Gv ovv]axdi (The sitothetai, if there is a
deficit, shall declare the amount and the accountants shall pay the sitothetai immediately what-
ever their deficit is, from the total revenue, whatever has been collected), with L. Robert, Gno-
mon 35(1963) 54-57;J. and L. Robert, Bull.épigr. (1963) 361; L. Robert, StudClass 16 (1974) 87—
88; Gauthier, Bull épigr. (1988) 398:; J. Tréheux, “Retour 4 Imbros et Samothrace”, Hellénika
Symmikta 1 (Nancy 1991) 143-149, esp. 147-149.
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ries together with any meaning, much less whether the result of such an opera-
tion suggests negative profitability.

But maybe there is a pattern in the data. The accounts report only two occa-
sions on which regular deposits were accompanied by “undesignated funds”,
3,885 drachmas 3"/, obols in Poside6n under Phokaieus (90-97) and 3,784
drachmas 3/, obols in Posidedn under Démarés (115-121). Perhaps in satisfac-
tion of some operational rule, which is unknown to us, additional funds of
roughly the same amount were deposited in the last month of the year. Anyway,
it seems safe to consider it unlikely that someone predicted nine months in ad-

10/ vance that grain-sales would result in a shortfall of 3,885 drachmas 3., obols.

While we cannot reconstruct all the operational details from the accounts, there
is nothing to indicate fiscal disaster. The accounts do not suggest that the si-
tonia-fund experienced any shortfall in 179 BC, much less one of ca. 30 percent.

Reger concluded that annual losses of 25-30% were structurally integral to
the Delian siténia-funds: “The most reasonable explanation of the loss is resale
of grain at a discount of about 25 to 30 percent below market price.” If the
grain was sold at a discount we may assume that it was offered below current re-
tail price, but sifénai with more than three talents in hand would have bought
off the boat, at wholesale prices. The state could have sold below the prevailing
retail price, yet above the price at which it had purchased the grain, and still
turned a profit, or at least broken even®. There is no evidence of loss and no

49 Reger, ClAnt 12 (1993) 323. Reger (319) argues that this money-losing institution was popular,
suggesting that since two loans (of 17 attested loans, spanning the years 301-178) of roughly
50,000 drachmas were designated eig thv ovtwviav (1. Délos 11399.A.72 = 47,000, 442.A.127, 132,
139 = 55,680), all loans over 4,000 drachmas - six loans by this metric — were for the same pur-
pose. But as we have seen, 442.A does not attest a loan of 55,680 drachmas, and the 4,000-drach-
ma benchmark is not decisive: in 301 Delos borrowed 1,000 drachmas for the purchase of grain
(IG X1.2146.A.20-21). There are other problems. The loan reported at /G X1.2 148.75-76 is pre-
sumed to be for sitonia because it is “three times greater than the 4,000 maximum for loans for
other purposes” (320). But if the number 4,000 has no external significance, how can multiples of
itindicate anything? G X1.2 158.B.1-45 is taken (ibid.) to indicate a loan for siténia because it is
“large” and was contracted in winter. But in 179 BC (442.A.122-140) siténai purchased grain
three times throughout the calendar year. The loans attested at 1. Délos 1354.10-13 are assumed
(ibid.) to be for sitonia because their sums approximate 50,000 drachmas. This in itself proves
little (a car loan can approximate a home-improvement loan); in fact 354.13 reads “M”, 10,000.
L.Délos 1362.A.11-14 records, as we have seen, disbursement to the siténai of 13,014 drachmas,
not 38,152. Finally, I. Délos 11 443.A.b.30 records a deposit of 5,000 drachmas, not “50,000+", eig
v ortwviay, line 36, not mentioned by Reger, records another deposit of 6,000 drachmas, for
the same. We might imagine loans totaling roughly 50,000 drachmas in the huge lacunas. Per-
haps six loans for siténia over more than a century constitute popularity but the data are less
than conclusive.

S0 A rolling siténia-fund from third-century Koroneia was used to purchase grain for sale at cut-
rates, and its founder envisioned the possibility of profits: SEG XLIII 205.24-29: &xi 8¢ xa dwa-
nwieiowvih tavia tov oitov, EMhoynttavie peta Tdv xotojrTtamy o couvvayuévov and Tag
Tpdg xn el | pév xd i mhéov yivotertn tdv Entaxatiawv doyou|[olin, xatafarhoviw T Tapin
noEXEEa %1} E0TW 0V|TO TG OMOG 1) 0VTaeYETW &V Tav Funovopiav (Once they have sold all
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way, on current data, to correlate alleged loss with whatever discounts the state
may have offered.

Conclusion

If the Delian siténia-funds were resorted to often, in spite of the fact that their
very structure ensured massive capital loss, then they would fit broadly with
Reger’s conception of the economy of free Delos. If the island was not a great
center for trade in grain, then the commodity would have been neither very
plentiful nor very cheap. The frequent necessity of propping up supply would
have conditioned Apollo’s functionaries and the citizens of Delos to accept the
loss of more than half a talent of silver year after year. Reger suggests that by
the third century Delos could afford large annual “outlays to make up the
chronic cash shortfall” because that was when “the local economic scene picked
up”®. In prosperous times states are willing to subsidize food, but the accounts
suggest that routine capital loss is a modern invention, not an ancient reality.
Whether Reger’s complex and learned assessment of the Delian economy
holds or not is a question beyond the scope of this brief note, but if it does stand,
it will not be on the legs of the sirdnia fund. “Le dossier délien est réouvert, il
n’est pas épuisé.””
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the grain they shall render an account with the overseers of the revenue gathered from the sale.
If there is more than seven hundred drachmas of silver [the amount of the principal] they shall
turn it over immediately to the treasurer and this money shall belong to the city and shall be re-
served for administration); see Migeotte, Boeotia Antiqua 3 (1993) 19 and n. 48 above.

51 Reger, ClAnt 12 (1993) 328.

52 R. Etienne/V. Sablé, Topoi 5 (1995) 555-560, at 560.



