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Grain for Delos

By Joshua D. Sosin, Durham, NC

A decade ago Gary Reger offered an arresting analysis of Delian sitônia-funds,
special endowments that were dedicated to the purchase of grain. He argued
that these funds suffered "chronic cash shortfalls]" 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"1.1 do not wish to
challenge the broader thesis, but will argue that Reger's observations on the
mechanics of the Delian sitônia-funds need modification.

Early Sitônia

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 lending

the city 10,050 drachmas3:

xai e'iç xpv oi[xo)]-
124 viav èôaveioapEv xoû ieqoù àçyuQioi! xaxà r|)f|cpiopa xfji jtokei xai JiQOÔaveiaxatç

Zevoxouxei 'leoo|ißöxoi\ nokijÇÉvon 'AoTpnpßoÖTon. Za>oiôr|pûH Nixwvoç ôgaxpàç
MF èni imofhjxEi xa[ïç]

jiqoooÔoiç ôripooiaiç

Reger translates and explains4:

'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
sentence), on behalf of the city (xfji rcokei) and three guarantors (jrgoôaveiaxalç) [T]he repayment

of the loan was accomplished through the obligation of public income.

But ôaveiÇu) in the active voice means "lend", not borrow, and takes a dative
indirect object (xfji jrôXei xai jrQoôavELOtaîç). 'Yjtép 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 IG XI.2 146.A.20-21: èo«xp]àç HHHH xai àkXaç èn' àçiav xoû oixou ov r) | iro/aç èjipiaxo 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 MF see V. Chankowski-Sablé/

C. Feyel, "Comptes de la fin de l'indépendance délienne", BCH 121 (1997) 103-124, at 123.

4 Reger, ClAnt 12 (1993) 318.

Museum Helveticum 60 (2003) 65-79



66 Joshua D. Sosin

bear dative, 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, Xenokratês son of Hierombotos, Polyxenos son of
Arêsimbrotos and Sôsidêmos son of Nikôn, 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

organized institution or a permanent fund, as opposed to the one-time loan of
money for the purchase of grain.

Sitônia in 209 BC

Reger suggested that the Delians created the sitônia-fund in 209 BC, observing
that the hieropoioi for that year recorded two payments to sitônai, in the
amounts of 13,014 drachmas and 25.138 drachmas Yin obols5:

xal edepev etç 'Apxeploiov MHHHAIT[I-]]!' è'deoav xoû lov

oç JiaQobor|ç ßotAfig xal YQaWtaxé[a)]v Eûxtaiôou xai Te^eoxoxQtxov [- - -
jtaQoûor)ç]

8 [ßo]uR]ö? xal yguppaxéœv EûxXelôou xal [TJe^eaxoxplxou e'iç x[è lepôv jxagoùariç]
[ßouX]fjg xal YQappaxéiov EùxXeiôou xa[l] TeXeaxoxglxou e'iç x[ô Icqôv? ipr|qpiaa]-
[pé]vou xoû ôf|poe AIT otu èflrojav ol xapi ai KaAlcpavxoç xal OlXcuv I

[.. x]o xeOèv xoïç aùÀ.rp;aï[ç;.] Ill ëôo[pe]v xotç aixwvaiç Aioyévt]i, Xto
12 à[QYv]çiov? MXXXAthl-l-- >.ouxôv èv 'Apxepi[aloj]i MMrHAAAri-l-[hl]V xal fipeîç

xa PHHHP- xo iràv èv Apxepia[ùm M]MPXXHHHHPAAAri-l-l-IV xoùxo [jiaQéôopev
Ieqojioioîç 'E^jxIvei xal Auoàv]-

[ôq]ioi JxaQOUOiiç ßou>,f|g [xal YQappax]écov xoû xfjç jtôXecoç [Et)]x)t[eiöou, xoû xcuv iepo-
jtokùv Te>,eaxoxQlxou].

The following explanation of events is offered6:

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)7 of 25,138 dr and a few obols. The sitônai seem to have repaid to
the hieropoioi in Artemision (4) a total of at least 27,488 dr 1712 ob, though certainty about these
transactions is impossible, owing to the lacunae in the text.

Thus two payments are envisioned, but Xourôv èv Aqte[u[oûo]i MMFHAAAP
IT[H]\ in line 12 means, "The balance in the Temple of Artemis (is) 25,138 drachmas

1 '/12 obols". Reger has mistaken the temple of Artemis (AptEpioiov) for

5 I.Délos I 362.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 Artemisiôn ApTeptoicôv)8. Aoljtôv is the subject of an elliptical
verb, not the direct object of ëôo[|ie]v of the preceding sentence. The Greek
does not say who paid in the 27,488 drachmas 17)2 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. lV12ob.
12 And we [paid in N dr. ]

12-13 [And] 850 dr.
13 The total in the Temple of Artemis is 27,488 dr. lV12ob.

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

Line 12 seems thus to have acknowledged a round deposit of 1,500 drachmas
(27,488 dr. 17,2 ob. - 25,138 dr. 17i2 ob. - 850 dr. 1,500 dr.). Durrbach's restoration

of line 12, MMFHAAAnT[H]\, 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 17J2 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 sitônai 13,014 drachmas; after this payment (and others from the
previous lines?) the balance in the Temple of Artemis was 25,138 drachmas 17t2

obols, to which we added 1,500 and another 850 drachmas; the final balance in
the Temple of Artemis was 27,488 drachmas 17!2 obols, all of which we
transferred to the incoming hieropoioi." The 38,152 drachmas 17,2 obols, most of
which Reger thought were paid to the sitônai in the month of Artemisiôn ', were
only 13,01410 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 sitônês 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 Artemisiôn does not appear to be attested on Delos in any case but the genitive; e.g.:
IG XI.2 138.A.fr.a.6; 148.65; 158.A.42; 159.A.33; 203.A.31, 41; 205.B.fr.a.l7, fr.b+c.7; 224.A.10;
287.A.6. 19. 55; I.Délos I 290.66; 316.86; 338.A.fr.b.29; 354.20; 354.67: II 372.A.80; 396.A.73;
405.29: 442.A, 102. 104, 105, 107, 108. 109, 129, 130, 131, 185; 443.A.fr.b.lO, 97; 455.A.fr.c.l;
456.B.14; 459.47; 460.fr.s.l5, fr.v.5; 461.A.fr.b.4; 503.20.

9 Reger, ClAnt 12 (1993) 320, adduces the text in the context of an argument as to the "significant
timing of loans" for sitônia.

10 U. Fantasia, "Finanze cittadine, libéralité privata e sitos demosios: considerazioni su alcuni do-
cumenti epigrafici", Serta historica antiqua 2 (1989) 47-84, at 49, mentions only the 13,014 drachmas.
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two very well known third-century instances Erythrai and Samos commissioned

sitônai for what appear to have been one-time purchases of grain11.

Sitônia in 192 BC

Evidence for sitônia in 192 BC consists of a handful of lines in the hieropoioi
account for that year12. The section of the account as it stands does not construe:

68 [t]6 jrâ[v]- MrXXPHFAA. xecpaXt] xoû ÔT]pootov ITXHHAAAAriTHII[C].
Two erased lines

69 [//////////////////Iv"' xecpaXri xoû aQy[uQ]iou toû ôpipooiou] MMFXXXPHAAAAI-I-HHTX |ccjto|

|toû oixcovi[xoû]' naQé[6o][TEv Mevû[kj]-
[kcoi] xai <hioxael. xai xôôe cikXo M[evûk>.]û)[i?] I I [ xoû] aixou? e'iç xi]v oixcoviav

MMMXXXXPHHHPAAAAXX. xai èjtl xfiç
[f)|iex]ÉQaç aQxfjç [e]fl[eaav] xap[îai Fl£Qiav]ÔQoç xai Eû^evîôt|ç elç xt]v oixumav

MMHHHAAAAri-IIIIT. xecpa>jri xoû a[i]-
72 [xum]xoû rPHHAAAPI-IIIITXX. ocjxô xoû[x]ou ëôopEV xoïç oixcbvaiç 'Hyéai, EûqpQavopi,

MevûXAan MMMMPXX. koi[jrôv]
[xoû oi]xa)vtxoû PXXXHHAAArHIIITXX- xai xoûxo JtaQebopev Ieqojxoioîç MevûkXan xai

Oœxaeî
Vacat

74 [Kai x6ö]e äkXo àpyÛQiov eiaf|X£i xön deux- èfvjrjQooicov

68 Sum: 17,670 drachmas. Total of the public account 56,248 drachmas 3'/2 obols.

69 Total money belonging to the public account: 28,643 drachmas 34/,2 obols from the grain
fund: we transferred (sc. it) to Menyllos and Phôkaieus. And another sum to Menyllos,... of
the grain for the purchase of grain: 34,890 drachmas 2/12 obols, and in our magistracy the

treasurers Periandros and Euxenidês deposited for the purchase of grain 20,346 drachmas
47i2 obols. Total of the grain fund: 55,236 drachmas 47i2 obols.

72 From this we gave the grain-purchasers, Hêgeas, Euphranôr and Menyllos 47,000 drach¬

mas. The balance of the grain fund is 8,236 drachmas 4V!2 obols. And this we gave to the

hieropoioi Menyllos and Phôkaieus.

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
balance13.

11 I.Erythrai I 28.20-29: IG XI1.6 11.37^19.
12 I.Délos 11 399.A.68-74.
13 Cf. J. A. O. Larsen, Economic Survey ofAncient Rome IV (Baltimore 1933-1940) 345, with n. 25

below.
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Line Transaction Sum

70 Deposit elç tt]v onorviav 34,890 dr. 712 ob.
71 Deposit elç Tqv oitroviav + 20,346 dr. 47,2 ob.

72 Subtotal 55,236 dr. 47,2 ob.

72 Transfer to sitônai - 47,000 dr.

73 Balance in grain fund 8,236 dr. 47l2 ob.

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

The restoration, M[evûXX]to[i], in line 70 cannot be correct - Durrbach had
doubts'4. If the hieropoioi had transferred the 34,890 drachmas 2/n obols to
Menyllos, they could not subsequently have given the money to the sitônai
(ëbopev, 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[evnXX]co[i] I propose a[QYi>pi]o[v]'\ In the Delian hieropoioi

accounts the phrase xai xôôe äXXo apyiipiov typically introduces entries,
and in this text it is not only the introduction of choice'6, but the phrase xai robe
oXko is always followed by apybQiov, never by another word'7. Thus, we may
restore xai xôôe àWo çx[qyi)qi]o[v] with some confidence. This leaves I I [ ton]
oixou. The formulaic phrase tôôe dXXo aQY^Qfov is either the subject or direct
object of a verb, usually Eicrf|xei'8, that denotes the movement of money as it
enters'9 or leaves2" the hands of the hieropoioi. Of the available options Eioqxei fits

14 I.Délos II 399.A p. 62: "M[evij>A]cj[i]?: conjecture de G. Glotz; on peut aussi supposer ctfjtö tfjç]
d)[v]TQ[ç] (ou plutôt u)[v]r|[oeu)ç], en raison de la lacune); mieux encore à[jrô xfjç Ji](jo[X]f|[ae(Dç],

car il s'agit d'une recette, et non d'un achat." The word JTciAqoiç appears to be unattested on Delos.

15 An alpha (a[QYVQt]o[v]), not mu (M[e\h)M.]ca[i]), seemed plausible to Durrbach, I.Délos II
399.A p. 62; and graphic confusion of omega and omicron is common enough in antiquity and
now.

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

17 Also the case in e.g. I.Délos II 442.A (179 BC).
18 IG XI.2 161.D left.1-2; 162.A.42; 288.10 (restored); I.Délos I 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; II 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.t.21; 461.B.b.58.

19 Tidqpi: I.Délos II 399.A.16,58; 442.A.38,99; 443.A.b (restored): 445.A.b.l9; 461.A.a.77-78 (re¬

stored): jraQa^apßavw: IG XI.2.147.B.6; 224.A.4 (restored); I.Délos I 354.4, 22 (restored);
356bis.A.28 (restored); II 399.A.35-36; 442.A.75; 448.A.21 (restored).

20 nagaöiöcapi: I.Délos I 364.A.23; 365.55-56; é^aigéa»: I.Délos II 442.A.63; ôaveiÇux IG XI.2
287.A.125-126; I.Délos II 406.B.1 (restored), 55 (restored); 442.A.209 (restored), 215. 217;

449.A.27; àvodioxa): IG XI.2 203.A.57-58.
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best, so that we might restore line 70: xai xoÔe ä>Ao à[QyÙQi]o[v] eî[ar|XEi' xoù]
qixou. Durrbach printed, without explanation, a question-mark after xoù]
qîxou. That the source of revenue should appear in the genitive without preposition

is not unusual, but grain generates revenue only if it is disposed, by sale or
otherwise. We expect a more direct designation, such as èvoixioov, or
èvqQOoicov, "from rents", or xoù éoxiaxixoù, "from the hestiatic fund"21. But in

one place the hieropoioi record revenues that came xrjç o'ixtaç qç àvéffqxE
ZxqoÎAEeaç, "from the oikia that Stêsileôs dedicated"22. Real-estate, like grain,
generates money only on disposition, but no mention is made of sale or lease of
Stêsileôs' gift. Perhaps we may render xoù] oîxou as "(the sale of) the grain",
just as we must render xqç oîxîaç as "(the lease of) the oikia". Or, perhaps xoù
oîxou should be understood as standing, whether by metonymy or error, for xoù
oixoovixoù, which is logical enough, on the model of xoù éoxiaxixoù.

Line 69 is more intractable. Durrbach thought that euro xoù oixœvifxoù]
went with the preceding section, limiting XEcpaXq xoù apyfupjiou xoù

ô[qpooîou] MMPXXXnHAAAAbhhTX23, so that we must understand Jiaqé-
[öo][i£v (69) as taking an elliptical direct object24. 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 jraqéôofiev lacks a direct object. On the other hand,
if we repunctuate as follows, œrtô xoù oixiovi[xoù] JTaqÉ[ôo]|.iev Mevù[X|Lioi]
xai OiûxaEÎxaixôÔE âÀÀo (From the grain fund we transferred to Menyllos and
Phôkaieus also another sum of money), then we produce defective formulary
and an impossible situation. In the Delian accounts the formulaic phrase xai
xoÔe a^Xo àqyùqiov 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 sitônai (72).
Thus, whether we maintain or abandon Durrbach's punctuation we get unintelligible

procedure and bad formula.
The words euro xoù oixiovi[xoù] jraqé[ôo]|.i£v Mevù|A|>aoi] xai OoaxaEl are

simply a crux. As to the first part (àjrô xoù oixiovi[xoù]) I can offer no compelling

explanation. A mason's error, however, might explain the second (jtapé-
[ôojjXEv Mevù[X||Xo)i] xai OioxaEÏ). When the mason came to the end of one
section (69), after which appeared the formulaic introduction xai xööe akko
aqyuqiov (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 II 372.A. 19: xaixôÔe äAoaQYuPloVEi°h[x]eiT^l^Ed)r evoi[xi,iov; 399.A.74: elaf|XEi xcöi

Decöc è[v]r|QOOLCDv; 399.A.88: eîar|xei- xéXcov; 399.A.122: eiar|xei toD éaxiaxixoô.
22 IG XI.2 162.A.42.
23 Larsen, ESAR IV 345, followed.
24 I.Délos I 399.A p. 62, "je pense que les mots outô xoù oixumxoù doivent se référer à la somme

précédemment énoncée, en sorte que jraQÉ[ôo]pev x.x.L doit être 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 toùto JTapéôopEV leçojroiolç Me-
vuXtaoi xai Ocoxaet) influenced the mason to compose the impossible JiaQéÔo-

jiev MeviiXAooi xai OœxaEÎ 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 context

prove it. The full meaning of line 69 and the beginning of 70 may be hopelessly

lost25.

Difficulties of interpretation notwithstanding, the passage has been
adduced to support the claim that the Delian grain fund suffered routine capital
loss on a grand scale26:

[T]he hieropoioi seem to have begun the year with 34,890 dr '/6 ob in their grain account. During
their term of office the treasurers deposited an additional 20,346 dr 474 ob, for a total of 55,236 dr
4Vi2 ob (11. A70-72). Of this the hieropoioi turned over 47,000 dr to the sitônai (1. A72). If the

money that the hieropoioi began the year with was left over from grain sales for 193 B.C. (an
assumption by no means assured), then the funds realized by those sales were clearly inadequate
by about 26 percent27 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 e'iç tt]v oixcovîav. 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 tcimi-
arx. If the fund had been capitalized at 47,000 drachmas then why, when it
returned only 34,890 drachmas 2/]2 obols, did the tamiai not simply deposit the
difference, 12,109 drachmas 510/i2 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. 34/l2 ob. (line 69), "... is not
transferred 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
sequestered and was not transferred to the public treasury; instead the treasurers added another
sum to the grain fund." If I understand this, Larsen envisioned the following scenario. When the
sitônai for 193 left office they divided their revenues in two lots: 34,890 drachmas 2/,2 obols (line
70) remained in the grain fund, while the other 28,643 drachmas 37,2 obols (69) ceased to be "a
real part of the grain fund" and reverted to the state under the designation coro xoû oixomxoû
(69). The treasurers for 192 then deposited a smaller sum, 20,346 drachmas 47i2 obols, in the

grain fund. This reconstruction rests on the assumption that cutô xoû oixœvifxoû] (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 sitônai (êôopev, 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 2/,2 obols 74% x 47.000 drachmas.
28 This may have been standard operating procedure: I.Délos II 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 45/i2 obols, yielding a profit of roughly
18%29. 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 sitônail
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 drachmas

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

Sitônia in 180/79 BC

I.Délos II 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
Dêmarês, from the previous hieropoioi, and transferred into the public kibôtos\
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 elç xi]v oixojviav Posid. Phôk. Ph&S 10.000 dr.
91-92 eiç xr|v oixtoviav Posid. Phôk. H&M 1,500 dr.

xaxà xf|v ôiàxa^iv
92-93 eiç xt|v oixtoviav Posid. Phôk. N&H 3,060 dr.
93-94 e'iç xryv oixtoviav Posid. Phôk. N&H 4.000 dr."

sub-total 18,560 dr.

29 8.236 dr. 47,, ob. 18% x 47,000 dr.
30 It is 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 èv xfjc äk)o]i
xißtoxtoi (I.Délos II 399.A.35-36.), to the deposit of "surplus from the sitônia" (52-54): äkkov
oxdpvov èv (In èvfjoav HAAAArHTIII, ernygacpriv èyovxa- èjx' àgxovxoç | ßtoajxgaxou Lego-

jtotoi 'EuÊ;evLÔT]ç xai Avxiyovoç èOeoav xaxà xô i|)T|(pia{(pia)pa xoù ôf|[p]ou xô Jteçiyevôpevov
àtxè xrjç | [oixjtoviaç xai ö jtageXaßoaav xapà Utoxgixoo xai rioXu^évou (Another jar in which
were 148 drachmas 3 obols, bearing the inscription, "In the magistracy of Sôstratos the hieropoioi

Euxenidês and Antigonos deposited, according to the decree of the people, the surplus
from the sitônia and that which they received from Sôkritos 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 sitônia, but not spent. The phrase, xô Jtegiyevopevov euro xfjç |

[oixjtoviaç, 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 We can only guess whether I.Délos II 441.3^1 (180 BC) is in some way related to this deposit, al¬

so routed through the bank of Nymphodôros and Hêrakleidês.
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94-95 èx xcöv àôiaxdxxcov Posid. Phôk. N&H 432 dr. 17,: ob.

95-96 xcöv àxaxaxdxxcov Posid. Phôk. Ph&S 3,370 dr. V,2 ob.

96-97 èx xcöv àxaxaxdxxcov Posid. Phôk. H&M 83 dr. 2 ob.

sub-total 3,885 dr. 37,2 ob.

Table 3a. Transfer of deposits elç xr]v oixcoviav, I.Délos II 442.A.90-97. For the last three entries see

the corresponding entries in Table 3c. Phôk. in the magistracy of Phôkaieus; Ph&S the bank of
Philôn and Silênos; H&M Hellên and Mantineus; N&H Nymphodôros and Hêrakleidês.

Lines 106-122 record money deposited by the tamiai to the public kibôtos in the

year of the current hieropoioi, in the magistracy of Dêmarês.

Line Qualification of Dep.
Date deposited
by tamiai Bank of Sum

106-107 elç xrjv oixcoviav Artem. Dêm. H&M 6,560 dr.
xaxà xf|v ôiàxa^iv

107-108 eiç xt|v oixcoviav Artem. Dêm. N&H 6,000 dr.
108-109 elç xf)v oixcoviav Artem. Dêm. Ph&S. 6,000 dr.

sub-total 18,560 dr.

Ph&S 5,000 dr.
H&M 5,000 dr.

N&H 4,674 dr. 27i: ob.

sub-total 14,674 dr. 27,2 ob.

115-116 elç xfiv oixcoviav Posid. Dêm. N&H 5,060 dr.
116-117 elç xfiv oixcoviav Posid. Dêm. Ph&S 7,000 dr.
118-119 elç xf|v oixcoviav Posid. Dêm. H&M 6,500 dr.

xaxà xf]v ôiàxa^iv

sub-total 18,560 dr.

119-120 èx xcöv àxaxaxdxxcov Posid. Dêm. H&M 2,500 dr.
120-121 èx xcöv àxaxaxdxxcov Posid. Dêm. N&H 1,374 dr. 37,2 ob.

sub-total 3,874 dr. 3V,2 ob.

Table 3b. Deposits elç xf)v oixcoviav, I.Délos II 442.A.106-122. Dêm. in the magistracy of Dêmarês.

Lines 122-140 record money withdrawn by the hieropoioi for transfer to the si-

tônai, in the magistracy of Dêmarês, including the date of withdrawal.

109-110 eiç x^v oixcoviav Metag. Dêm.
110-111 elç xf]v oixcoviav Metag. Dêm.

xaxà xf]v ôiàxa^iv
111-112 elç xfiv oixcoviav Metag. Dêm.
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Date deposited Date
Line Qualification of Dep. by tamiai Bank of withdrawn Sum

123 eiç xriv oixcoviav Posid. Phôk. N&H Lên. 3,060 dr.
123-124 eiç xf|v oixcoviav Posid. Phôk. N&H Lên. 4,000 dr.
124-125 eiç xf|v oixcoviav Posid. Phôk. Ph&S Lên. 10,000 dr.
125-126 eiç xfiv oixcoviav Posid. Phôk. H&M Lên. 1,500 dr.

xaxà xf|v ôiàxa^iv

126-127 sub-total 18,560 dr.

129-130 eiç xf|v oixcoviav Artem. Dêm. H&M Tharg. 6,560 dr.
xaxà xfiv ôiàxa^iv

130-131 eig xf]v oixcoviav Artem. Dêm. N&H Tharg. 6,000 dr.
131-132 eig xi]v oixcoviav Artem. Dêm. Ph&S Tharg. 6.000 dr.

132 sub-total 18,560 dr.

132-133 eig xf)v oixcoviav Metag. Dêm. N&H Bouph. 4.674 dr. 27,2 ob.

133-134 eig xr|v oixcoviav Metag. Dêm. H&M Bouph. 5,000 dr.
xaxà xi]v biaxuçiv

134-135 eig xr|v oixcoviav Metag. Dêm. Ph&S Bouph. 5,000 dr.

sub-total 14,674 dr. 27,2 ob.

135-136 xcôv àxaxaxàxxcov Posid. Phôk. Ph&S Bouph. 3,370 dr. 7« ob.
136-137 èx xcôv àôiaxàxxcov Posid. Phôk. N&H Bouph. 432 dr. 17,2 ob.
137-138 èx xcôv àxaxaxàxxcov Posid. Phôk. H&M Bouph. 83 dr. 2 ob.

138-139 sub-total 18.560 dr. V,2 ob.

Table 3c. Money withdrawn for transfer to the sitônai, l.Délos II 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
narrative of procedure.

442.A Magistrate Month Activity Amount

90-97 Phôkaieus 12 Posid. Depos. 18,560 dr. + 3.885 dr. 3'7„ ob.

123-127 Dêmarês 01 Lên. 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. 27,, ob.
132-139 09 Bouph. Withdr. 14,674 dr. 27,2 ob. + 3,885 dr. 3'7„ ob.
115-121 12 Posid. Depos. 18,560 dr. + 3,874 dr. 3V12 ob.

Table 3d. Deposits and withdrawals for sitônia in 180/79, as derived from l.Délos II 442.A.90-140.
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In the month of Posideôn, under Phôkaieus, the tamiai deposited in the temple
18,560 drachmas for sitônia and 3,885 drachmas 3'%2 obols that were not part of
the normal budgetary allocation, or diataxis\ at the end of that month the outgoing

hieropoioi transferred both blocks of deposits via the incoming hieropoioi
to the public kibôtos (90-94, 94-97). In Lênaiôn, the first month of the next
year, under Dêmarês, 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 sitônai (123-127).

Next - and here we must conjecture, because the account tracks money
only as it enters and exits temple-oversight32 - the sitônai 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 Artemisiôn.

The tamiai deposited the 18,650 drachmas in the public kibôtos in Artemisiôn

(106-109). In the next month, Thargêliôn, the hieropoioi withdrew the
same 18,560 drachmas (as before), and gave them to the sitônai (129-132).
Again - and again, we must conjecture - the sitônai purchased grain and sold it
such that the money could be re-paid to the tamiai by Metageitniôn. But in

Metageitniôn the tamiai deposited only 14,674 drachmas 27,2 obols (109-112).
In the next month, Bouphoniôn, the hieropoioi withdrew the same 14,674
drachmas 27i2 obols, as well as the 3,885 drachmas 3'7i2 obols, in the same sealed

jars in which they had been deposited nine months before (94-97), for a total of
18,560 drachmas 7,2 obols (138-139); they then gave both lots of coin to the
sitônai (132-135, 135-139). For the third and final time of the year - conjecture
again - the sitônai sold the grain such that they could repay the money to the
tamiai by Posideôn.

In Posideôn the tamiai deposited 18,560 drachmas for sitônia plus an
additional 3,874 drachmas 3'/i2 obols that were not part of the normal budgetary
allocation (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 year34. He observed that in the section of the account covering
deposits for sitônia the three deposits xcrcà xf)v ôiâxa|iv (6,560 [107], 5,000
[111], 6,500 [119]) amount to 18,060, which is only 500 drachmas below the
amount disbursed to the sitônai three times throughout 179 BC. According to

32 See e.g. T. Linders, "The Delian Temple Accounts: Some Observations", OpAth 19 (1992) 69-
73.

33 I.e. 18,560 drachmas x 3: Larsen, ESAR IV 347; L. Migeotte, "Le pain quotidien dans les cités

hellénistiques: A propos des fonds permanents pour l'approvisionnement en grain", Cahiers
Glotz 2 (1991) 19-41, 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 II 442.A. 122-135 that coin was disbursed to sitônai in the same sealed

jars in which it had been deposited the month before35. At no time can the fund
be shown to have had more than 18,560 drachmas 6/,2 obols36. The Delians thus
moved the same 18,560 drachmas three times per year37. The sitônia-i\md was a

rolling fund capitalized at 18,560 drachmas with thrice-annual turnover.
Four deposits made by the tamiai in 180/79 are qualified by the phrase, xaxà

xqv öidxa^LV38, which should indicate money that was allocated in the annual
budget39. Reger clarifies40:

The careful distinction between these deposits [i.e. those labeled xaxà xrjv ôtâxa^iv] and the
rest is not likely to be accidental; it is meant to distinguish, I believe, between funds realized from
previous sale of grain and plowed back into the sitônia (funds simply elç xfyv oixumav) and funds
added to the sitônia by the ekklesia to bring the grain fund up to full size.

But deposits designated xaxà xqv Ôiàxa^iv 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 randomness,

and deposits designated xaxà xqv ôiàxa^iv give the appearance of order:
all, for reasons unexplained and unknown, were routed through the bank of
Hellên and Mantineus41. No other bank appears to have handled such deposits.
The dictionary-meaning of xaxà xqv ôiàxa^iv is clear enough, but precisely
what procedure the phrase indicated seems beyond knowing for now.

So too the deposits labeled xcov àxaxaxàxxoov / èx xcöv àôiaxàxxcov / èx xwv
àxaxaxàxxoov42. Reger suggests that these "undesignated funds" were called on
to replenish the fund when revenue from the sale of grain fell short43. On this in-

35 Cf. I.Délos II 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 Posideôn under Phôkaieus (90-97), and

18,560 dr. and 3,874 dr. 3'/,2 ob. in Posideôn under Dêmarês, but in both cases the latter deposits
were èx xô>v àôiaxâxxiov (vet 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 II 442.A.91-92 + 125-126, 106-107 + 129-130, 110-111 + 133-134. 118-119.
39 On àva- / ôiàxaSxç see Robert, Nouv. Sardes I 17; Hell. IX 14-18. Migeotte, Cahiers Glotz 2

(1991) 31; idem, "Le pain quotidien dans les cités hellénistiques; une 'affaire d'Etat'?", in:
Mélanges Ernest Pascal [- Cahiers des études anciennes 24] (Montreal 1990) 291-300, 297.

40 Reger. ClAnt 12 (1993) 322.
41 I.Délos II 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-
tônia 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'%2 obols in "undesignated funds" that were given to the sitônai in

Bouphoniôn under Dêmarês (135-138) raised Metageitniôn's slim deposit of
14,674 drachmas 27,2 obols to 18,650-drachmas - plus half an obol, to be
precise. Thus, Reger suggests that the sale of grain fell short by 3,885 drachmas 37,2

obols, and so the ekklêsia contributed that much (plus a half-obol, for some
reason44) to the fund to bring it up to full strength. But if the ekklêsia did provide
the 3,885 drachmas 310/!2 obols for this purpose, it can only have been by
incredible coincidence, since the tamiai deposited the 3,885 drachmas 3'7i2 obols
in a sealed jar in Posideôn under Phôkaieus, 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 xaxà xf]v ôiàxa^iv in 179 (13,060 drachmas45) to the "undesignated
funds" (3,885 drachmas 3m/i2 obols46). Thus, he concluded that "across the whole
year [sc. 179 BC] the grain fund was underfunded by 16.945 dr, or about 30
percent of the total required"47. But it is not evident that either designation
indicates rectification of shortfall of the sort envisioned by Reger48. Thus, the sum of
deposits under the two rubrics furnishes weak measurement of the fund's
profitability. 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 xaxà xf]v ôtàxa^iv 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
recorded 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'A obols, ibid.
47 Reger, ClAnt 12 (1993) 322.

48 Reger does not mention that some sitônia-funds safeguarded against shortfall: SEG XLIII
205.29-33 (Koroneia, III BC): r) ôé | [xct xi]ç ëvôia yivoùeixai, jxoxiôôxw ô xapiaç ô rrQoàgxwv |

[tàv] ôevxéQav jiexgapeivov xùç jroAepdQxvg xô Jtoxiôe|[6pevov àQyoùçiov atoç xàç êjrrxa-
xaxiaç xrj àjroôôv|[fko (If there is a deficit the treasurer in office for the second four-month
period 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 à

Coronée". Boeotia Antiqua 3 (1993) 11-23, esp. 19; J. Bingen. AC 50 (1981) 43^14 and J. Tré-
heux, BCH 110 (1986) 419^121, lines 12-17: xoùç ôè oixpK^éxaç, ëàv xiç] yévT]xcu ëyôeia,
àjraY[Y]ÉA|[Aeiv xô jr/.jiyhoç, xoùç ôè «Qyeoo/.ôyoï'ç | [èxôiôôvai xoïç] oixofiéxoiç ö xi âv aùxoîç |

[ôer|a£i jTaQaxQf)][ia àjxàor)ç xf)ç jr[Qooô|ôou f)xiç âv cmv]axöfji (The sitothetai, if there is a

deficit, shall declare the amount and the accountants shall pay the sitothetai immediately whatever

their deficit is, from the total revenue, whatever has been collected), with L. Robert, Gnomon

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 à Imbros et Samothrace", Hellénika
Svmmikta I (Nancy 1991) 143-149. esp. 147-149.
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ries together with any meaning, much less whether the result of such an operation

suggests negative profitability.
But maybe there is a pattern in the data. The accounts report only two occasions

on which regular deposits were accompanied by "undesignated funds",
3,885 drachmas 3'%2 obols in Posideôn under Phôkaieus (90-97) and 3.784
drachmas 3'/12 obols in Posideôn under Dêmarês (115-121). Perhaps in satisfaction

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
advance that grain-sales would result in a shortfall of 3,885 drachmas 3Vn 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-
tônia-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 sitônia-funds: "The most reasonable explanation of the loss is resale
of grain at a discount of about 25 to 30 percent below market price."40 If the
grain was sold at a discount we may assume that it was offered below current
retail price, but sitônai 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"0. 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 eîç rryv oixcoviav (I.Délos II 399.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

purpose. 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 XI.2 146.A.20-21 There are other problems. The loan reported at IG XI.2 148.75-76 is

presumed to be for sitônia 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
it indicate anything? IG XI.2 158.B.1-45 is taken (ibid.) to indicate a loan for sitônia because it is

"large" and was contracted in winter. But in 179 BC (442.A. 122-140) sitônai purchased grain
three times throughout the calendar year. The loans attested at I.Délos 1354.10-13 are assumed

(ibid. to be for sitônia 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.

I.Délos I 362.A. 11-14 records, as we have seen, disbursement to the sitônai of 13,014 drachmas,
not 38.152. Finally, I.Délos II 443.A.b.30 records a deposit of 5.000 drachmas, not "50.000+". eiç

xryv oixcoviav: 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.
Perhaps six loans for sitônia over more than a century constitute popularity but the data are less

than conclusive.
50 A rolling .vzfoma-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: èm ôé ko öia-
jt(üXeiocov|Ui jxàvxa xöv olxov, è/./.oyixxàviho pexà xwv xaxo|jrxàcov xô oouvaypévov euro xàç
xijiàç' xf] e'i | pév xà xi JtXéov yivobeixt] xàv éjtxaxaxiàtov ôqyov|[q]ico, x«xo(lu/./,6v9o) xû xatux]

jrapx0etpa xr] è'axco ov|xo xàç jtoXioç xf| oûjraQxéxa) èv xàv fuxovofiiav (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 sitônia-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"51. 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 sitônia fund. "Le dossier délien est réouvert, il
n'est pas épuisé."52
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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
reserved for administration); see Migeotte, Boeotia Antiqua 3 (1993) 19 and n. 48 above.

51 Reger, ClAnt 12 (1993) 328.
52 R. Étienne/V. Sablé, Topoi 5 (1995) 555-560, at 560.
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