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Abstract

In this paper I investigate the formulaic language of fifth-century BCE honorific de-
crees and the extent to which the Athenians used specifically democratic language:
were men honoured for benefiting the city or specifically the democracy? Despite the
general belief that the rhetorical formula ‘being good towards the demos” had a demo-
cratic meaning, consideration of all the readable fifth-century BCE honorific decrees
demonstrates that a standard formula to indicate the addressee of the benefits did not
exist; rather, it is apparent that honorific decrees enacted under the democracy used
indifferently the formulae ‘being good towards the demos’, ‘being good towards the
polis’ and ‘being good towards the Athenians’ Moreover, a final consideration of an oli-
garchic honorific decree will show that oligarchs were perhaps more careful with their

language (avoiding ‘demos’ and preferring ‘polis’) than the democrats might have been.
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1 Premise
In 2011, Julia Shear argued that the Dionysia of 409 BCE was an example
of democratic ideology in action “as the demos honoured its benefactors”!

Shear highlights the fact that in that year Athens, having been freed from

1 Shear 2011, 146.
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2 GIANNOTTI

the oligarchic government of the Four Hundred in 411 BCE, added two new
ceremonies—the oath of Demophantos and the proclamations of honours
with crowns in the theatre—to the extant pre-play ceremonies of the dramatic
festival? (the libation to Dionysus poured by the ten generals; the display of
the allies’ tributes; the war-orphans’ parade). Shear focuses on IG 13 102, which
attests to the announcement of a golden crown for Thrasyboulus of Calydon
for having killed the oligarch Phrynichus. Since honorific decrees predating IG
3102 do not attest to a public proclamation in the theatre during the Dionysia,
the honours to Thrasyboulus are the first example of public proclamation, and
seemingly indicate a new ceremony of the Dionysia. These are the terms with
which Thrasyboulus is described: dvdpa dryab6[v mept Tov S€u]ov Tov Abevaiov—
‘a good man towards the people of the Athenians’ (6-7). Stressing the associa-
tion between &yadés (which, without the adjective xaAdg, is removed “from its
traditional elite setting and made firmly democratic”)? and dfjuog (a term that
generally stands for the democratically ruled city), Shear concludes that “by
410/9, it (sc. the phrase) was part of the proper and accepted way of describing
aman honoured by the democratic city”* Thus, given the occurrence of fjpog,
the traditional view tends to consider honorific decrees to be strictly related to
the democratic city and the displaying of democratic ideology.

Shear’s analysis has a sound evidentiary basis—namely, nine parallel in-
scriptions which also record the phrase ‘good man/men towards the people
of the Athenians’ The ceremony of proclamation of honours for Thrasyboulus
undoubtedly contributed to unifying the people of the Athenians and to rein-
forcing their political identity, which was clearly opposed to that of Phrynichus.
Yet, since the decree for Thrasyboulus is an honorific decree, Iwonder (a) if the
rhetorical formulation ‘good man/men towards the people of the Athenians’
was regular in honorific decrees enacted under the democracy, and (b) if those
honorific decrees which reported a public crowning in the theatre might al-
ways present the power of democracy.

2 Shear 2011, 147154, agrees with Goldhill's theory regarding the democratic value of the
Dionysia’s pre-play ceremonies (see Goldhill 1990, 2000). Goldhill's conclusions have been
questioned by Griffin 1998, Rhodes 2003, and Carter 2004.

3 Shear 2011, 144. I will not consider here Whitehead’s discussion (Whitehead 1993) on the aris-
tocratic virtues and adjectives which, in his opinion (shared by Shear), were attributed to
democratic language in order to be used in the honorific decrees. I agree with Whitehead’s
general point, but I do not believe that the expression ‘towards the people of the Athenians’
had a specifically democratic appeal, since fifth-century BCE honorific decrees demonstrate
that there was not a regular “austerely formulaic approbatory language” (p. 47) for the benefit
of the addressees (the Athenians).

4 Shear 2011, 144-145.
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BEING GOOD TOWARDS THE PEOPLE OR THE DEMOCRACY? 3

Hence, in this paper I shall show that a thorough investigation of early
honorific decrees raises several doubts about their linguistic formulation: the
consideration of 45 inscriptions (37 of the fifth-century BCE and 8 of the very
early fourth-century BCE) proves, firstly, that the formulation of honorific
decrees was not as regular as has been presumed, since the phrase mepi tov
Sfipov tov AByvaiewy was not always used by proposers in democratic times.
Next, the analysis of some relevant honorific decrees will not deny their po-
litical character (nor the fact that the majority were enacted under the demo-
cratic government), but it will challenge indeed the certainty that democratic
government was necessarily and explicitly invoked when the formula ‘towards
the people of the Athenians’ was employed.

The list of inscriptions here collected and considered includes an outstand-
ing example of an honorific decree made by the oligarchic government of
411 BCE (IG I3 98):5 the decree does not use the word 3fjpog, but it records the
phrase v méAw v Ab[vvaiwv (1) which is to be found also in some honorific
decrees proposed and enacted under the democratic government. This oligar-
chic testimony suggests that, while decrees enacted under the democracy used
the expressions ‘people’, ‘city’ and ‘Athenians’ indiscriminately, a proposer
under the régime of the Four Hundred (which was, after several decades of
democracy, self-conscious about not being democratic) may have deliberately
avoided the word ‘people.

2 The Rhetorical Formulae of Fifth-Century BCE Honorific Decrees: a
Complete List

I here provide a table of all fifth-century BCE honorific decrees® which must be
considered for an evaluation of their formulaic language. This will allow us to

5 Recently included in Osborne and Rhodes 2017, 446-451 (= OR 173).

6 See Meyer 2013, 453-505, 467-468 n. 69. Meyer counts 68 honorific decrees from 451/450 BCE
to 404 BCE: however, relying on the recent study of Domingo Gygax 2016, I count at least
87 fifth-century BCE honorific decrees. I will consider all of them, except those (many) which
do not include any honorific formula or are too hardly readable, such as: IG I3 1, IG I8 20,
IG1324,1G1328,IG1330,IG 1355,IG 1357,IG1361,IGI363,IG 1366,1G [371,1G 1372,IG I3 85,
IG1396,1G 1318, IG 13122, G 13131, IG 13149, IG 13159, IG 13160, IG 13161, IG 13165, IG 13166,
IG 13168, IG 13169, IG 13 170, IG 183173, IG 13 175, IG 13178, IG 183 179, IG 13180, IG 13181, IG 13
203, 1G 13 204, IG 13 242, IG I3 1154. Conversely, Shear quotes only IG I317,1G I3 30, 1G I8 43,1G
I3 65,1G I3 96, 1G 13101, IG 13 227, IG I3 73, IG I3 92: see Shear 2011, 145 n. 41. She then quotes
examples from the second half of fourth-century BCE, such as IG 112 222, IG 112 223, IG 112
300, IG 112 448, IG 112 487, IG 112 505, IG 112 555, IG 112 657, SEG 28:60, IG 112 360: see Shear
2011, 145 1. 43. [ will not consider here IG 1318, IG 1319, IG 18 23, IG 13 27, IG 18 56, IG 18 69,
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GIANNOTTI

assess the decree honouring Thrasyboulus better against broader epigraphic
practice. Critically, compiling this body of evidence will allow us also to re-
consider the validity of the traditional view. Dates indicated are taken from
Osborne and Rhodes (OR)7 and Attic Inscriptions Online (A1O; run and super-
vised by Stephen Lambert), where it is possible; other dates follow Inscriptions
Graecae (I1G)® and Meyer.”

IG 13 17 (IG: 451/450 BCE—stoich. 23): [emawéoat tolg / Xt]yeed[o]w [6g
o dvdpdat/v dry]abols & [tov SEuov oV Ab/evaiov (6-9).

IG I3 43 (IG: ca. 435-427 BCE—stoich. 437?): [émawéaat uév Kohogovi]og, 8Tt
€a/[ov 8vdpeg dryadol mepl TéV SEpov Tév Abevaiov] (4-5).

IG 13 49 (IG: 440-432 BCE—stoich. 56): [dya]/Bév &vou T8l Sépot T8l
‘AQe[vaiov (10-11).

IG 13 62 (1G: 428/427 BCE—stoich. 50): émawéaal 3¢ Agu]|taiog 8] Tt dvdpeg
dryado/l €]at[v] xal vOv xal év Tét mpdabev [xpdvw |t mept A by ]v[alog (13-14).
IG 18 65 (IG: 427/426 BCE—soich. 30): [AmoMovog |dve[t 5] 6t Kodogoviot
g<miypdgoot “e>/[melde dvép] éatty [a]yabos mept Tov OEu/[ov Tov ‘Ab]evaiov
[xa ]t Tog otpartidTag™ (9-11).

IG 1373 (IG: ca. 424-410 BCE; Meyer: 424/423 BCE—stoich. 42): [avép dya-
8o mt/epl Abeva]iog (6-7); émavéaan Iotap[dopov Tov hepyo]uéviov xai / tov
huvdv Edputiova, hétt [Eotov dvdpe dy]ado mept Abe/vaiog (23-25).

IG 18 80 (IG: 421/420 BCE—stoich. 21): énawéoar Aotéay tov Ade/dv, hdtt
€0 Toel Abevaiog x/al Sl xal Sepoaiot TV &/pevépevoy xal viv xal &v T8t
mpoadev ypdvot (8-12).

IG 1370, IG 13 74,1G 13 81,1G 13107, IG 13 155, IG 13163, IG 13182, IG 13182 bis, IG 112 23, since

they contain only an invariable legal formula of grant of a status: ‘let him be an euergetes and/
or proxenos of the Athenians’. However, it is worth noticing that even in such invariable legal
formulae the demos is not mentioned (/G 112 17 has énetdy) a8 fioaw ol mpéyov[ot mpdEevol xal
eb]/epyérat Ths Toews THs Abn[vaiwy [6-7]).

I refer to Osborne and Rhodes 2017 until 404 BCE; after that date I refer to Rhodes and
Osborne 2003 (= RO).

I am aware of the issues concerning the dating of fifth-century BCE inscriptions: this is the
reason why I used the most reliable tools to provide the reader with as much information as
possible about the inscriptions’ dates. Fortunately, in this table, we do not have cases of am-
biguous decrees which can be dated either in the fifth-century BCE or in the fourth-century
BCE. Moreover, the precise and clear date of these honorific decrees is not crucial to my
investigation.

See Meyer 2013. Meyer follows the dates provided by Reiter 1991 for the following inscriptions:
IG 1365,1G 1373, IG 1380, 1G 13 91, IG 13 92, IG 13 95, IG 13 97, IG I3 98, IG 13106, IG 13 110,
IG 1313, IG I3 117,1G 13119, IG 13121, IG [3125,IG 13126, IG 13156, IG 13162, IG 13164, IG 13167.
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8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

10

IG I3 g1 (IG: 416/415 BCE; Meyer: 423/422-422/421 BCE; Matthaiou:!°
422/421 BCE—stoich. 27): [éneid¢ €b not]/el Mpoy[oevides hé Tt &v Suvartdg
&/1] 'ABeva[fog xal vOv xal év 8L Tpda/Be]v xpby[ot Emavéoal Te adTdL (6-9).
IG I3 92 (AIO and OR: 422/421 BCE; IG: 416/415 BCE—stoich. 25): KdMu/
oV ToV OeTToddv Toy Tvptdvi/ov ematvéoar, 8t doxel Evat dv/Mp dryadog mept
™ oA T A /mvaiwy (5-9).

IG I3 95 (IG: 415/414 BCE—stoich. 23): Ava[&17. . . .]/v xal td¢ maidog,
éme[13) €0 mo/L]el Ty méAw wal AB[vvalog, &] [varypdipa tpdEevov [xal edep/y]
ety Abvvaiwv v [ahAnt A/0i]wt (5-10).

IG I3 97 (IG: 412/411 BCE—stoich. 38): émeidy) | Ebpu[T]iwv xal 6 mart)p adtd
[otouddwpog xat of [1t]/pbyovor adtdv mpdevoi Té el Abyvaiwy x[al / eve]
pyétal xai dvdpeg dyabol &v te Tt o[...6. .. /...0. .. ]t[.] T mO[A]w
™y Abyvaiewv x| ... 7. .. [..] éow xa[l Blon] xal Sypogi[at T Suwt TO]/t
Abyvaiwy (5-11).

IG 13 98 (AIO and OR: 411 BCE [decree 1]; 399/398 BCE [decree 2]; IG:
411 BCE—stoich. 30): eémeidy) mpd&[evés ot Abyvaiw]/v xal edepyétyg x[al
€0 moel 8 Tt Svvar]/at Ty T8 Ty AB[vvaiwy xal ™y . . . ]/oTiwv (9-12
[decree1]).

IG 13101 (AIO and OR: 410/409 BCE [decree 1]; 407 BCE or later [decree
2]; 1G: 410/409 BCE—1-47 non-stoich.; 48-64 stoich. 73): [ém]ouveé-
oot tolg Neom[oAitaug] <toig> / mapd Odgov (6-7 [decree 1]); dvd[peg &)
dyadol éyévo[vto & te /v atpa]T[idv xal tév Off|uov T[ov Abnyvaiov (9-10
[decree 1]); xal mpdBupol elat motév & Tt dvv/avtan dy]abov adtol Emaryyel-
Adpevol xal A[&yot xal Epyot &g T/Mv moA|w v AbByvaiov (33-35 [decree 1]);
g¢movéaat tolg Neomohitatg ol dmd [@pduxes hog dawv dvdpdaty dryabois] / &
T TEV oTPATIAY Kol TEU TTOAW Tev ABevaiov (48-49 [decree 2]); emawvéaon hdrte
viv Aéyoav x[al mpdiTtoaty drye/0dv humep ‘Abe]v[alov T8 Sépo xal hétt] mpdbu-
pol glot motév hé Tt Sbvavton d[yaddv &g tév atpa/Tiay xal Téu e (60-62
[decree 2]).

IG I3 102 (AIO, OR and IG: 410/409 BCE—stoich. 36): [emawéoa]t
BOpaaiBorov 6¢ dvta dvdpa dyalo/[v mepl Tov 3€p]ov Tov ABevaiov (6-7); xal
vl &v ed memo[iexev Tév te mOAW] xarl o SEp[o]v Tév Abevaio[v aTepavoat
alTdY Ypuadl oTe | pdvot (8-10); [Evat 8¢ adTdL ebploxeabou 7t]apd Abevaiov x[al
Mo hé Tt 8v Soxkt dryaddv m]epl hdv ebepyé[texev tév SEpov tov Abevaiov]
(19-21).

IG 13 103 (IG: 410/409 BCE—stoich. 30): [én]awéoar Tolg AN/[xapvaa-
oedat g oda|v dvdpdaty dya/[Ools & Te Ty oTpatid]v xal THY TEAW [ [TV
Abnvaiwv (5-8); em]edy elot / [&vdpeg dryadol mept Abnvai]ovs (13-14).

See Matthaiou 2010.
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17)

18)

19)

20)

21)

22)
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IG 18 106 (IG: 409/408 BCE—stoich. 50): [émelde dvdpeg drya]Q[ol €/iaw
IToAvxAEg xat Tepatebs xal MavdpéBorog xat €pylot xal A[6/yol mepl TOV
S€pov tov ABevaiov xal viv xal év T8t mpd]abev xpd/[vol xal dmopaivoaty
avtdg hot atpateyol dvtag mpofip]og motév / [ Tt Sdvavtat dyabdv Abevaiov
TEV O ol TV 0o |v xal Tél/ [oTpatidlL Xpeaipog dvtag (1-6); &g [8]¢ E[A]
Aéamoy[Tov] 6¢ Tog aTpateYd[g dmo]ateAdvtov TToA/[uwAé]a xal Mepatd xal
M[avdp]éPorov hot évBad[e] atpateyol hog &/[v ddvo]vtarn tdytota ko[l dogp]
aléoTora Eml TpLépog cuvmpdEovt/[ag xai] EuvBovedoovt[ag] hd Tt dv Sdvo-
vtat dyaov Abevaiowg: (16-19).

IG I3 110 (AIO, OR and IG: 408/407 BCE—stoich. 23): €meldy) dviy/p éatt
Sryadog Otviadyg 6 oA /ataxtabiog mept v TOAW T/1v Adnvaiwy xal mpdbupog
70/ 18v 8 Tt Shvartat &ryaddv, xal £/D motéL Tév dpuvopevoy Ay /vaiwy Eoxiabov,
gmawvéaal T/e T (6-13).
IGI3113(IG:ca.410BCE;Meyer:415/414 BCE; Shear:! early 407 BCE—stoich.

427?): énede O¢ éot[w/......... 20 Ebayépals ho ToAa[u]
ofg . /e 2 hé ]t ddvarta dryado[v T/v Seuov
Tov ABevaiov xal Pact]Aéo xal toég dM[og x/oUppMXOS. . . . . . B
hémog] &v mAelotot @[ . ... /. .5. .18 Séuot 81 Abevaiov x]ai BactAel xo[l

Tol/g dANOIG XTUMMAXOS. . . 7. . . (33-39).

IG 13 114 (IG: 407/406 BCE—stoich. 70): [emawéoar —]i hog dvtt dy[Spt
dryor/861 mept Tov dEpov Tov Abevaiov (5-6).

IG I3 117 (AIO, OR and IG: 407/406 BCE—stoich. 31): [émede 3¢ Apy€]
Aafg xal vO/v xal €v 6L pdadev yp]ovot éaTiv dv/ep dyadog mept Abevai]og
(25-27); éma/[wéoat Apxerat hog 8v]tt avdpl dyaddt [ [xal mpodiuot motév hé
1 Shvartan dryad/[6v, xai qv’ v edepyétex]ev Tév Te MY | [xol OV SEpov
Tov Abeva]iov dvarypdgaoa/[t adtov xal maidag mpoyaEvo]s xal edep/[yétag
(31-38).12

IG 13 19 (AIO and IG: 407 BCE—stoich. 34): [tag Euvda]/s, &g Euvébevto
ol otparteyol [toig oixioac]/t Aagvévta, elvar adtols xord [t& Euyxelpe]/va,
gmedn dvdpeg €yévovto dy[abol (3-6).

IG 13121 (IG: 410-405 BCE—stoich. 28?): Apxt[ . .5. . /.. .7. . . dvaypdpoat
mp|ox[olev[ov xa/l edepyétev ABevalov é]meid[¢é mepl [ TEV TWOAV TEV
ABevaiov E]oti[v dvép | dyabds xai mpdBupog xa]td T [Suvart/dv €d mody

..... B el 8. ] (a9).

See Shear 2007.
Here we have both the city and the people of the Athenians which proclaim the honorand
(and his sons) proxenos and benefactors.
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23)

24)

25)

26)

27)

28)

29)

30)

31)

32)

33)

13

IG 13 123 (AIO and OR: 406 BCE; IG: 407/406 BCE—stoich. 367): [émal-
véaar 8¢ xal To§ xépuxa | Tos / [Abévale dgrypévog &t elatv dvdpeg dy]abol /
[mepl Tov 3Epov Tov ABevalov (15-17).

IG 13 125 (IG: 405/404 BCE—stoich. 29): [ém]awégar 'Em/[cép-

Set tdt Kupnyvai]wt cg dvtt avdp/[l dyabdt xai. . . .ait]lwt yeyevnuév/
[wt. ... .. 5o Jog tég €& Euwee)/[log. . . .. B Jv @t moAé-
pot (6-10); [.. .. .. Lo ] € memoinxey Ady/[vaiwv tév dfpov xa]

L& viv émaryyetdd/[evog motel, ateglavioal e adT[o]v [. .] (15-17); adToV
gote[ pdvwaay dvdpayadiog / €]vexa xat ebv|oiag g & Adyvaiog: (28-29).
IG 1% 126 (IG and Meyer: 405/404 BCE—stoich. 38): [€med/V) mpdk]evig
gotv Ady [vaiwv xal edepyéng . oA/ .06 6 . .5. . Jviog xa[i €d moel Abyvaiog
(6-8).

IG I3 156 (IG: 440-425 BCE—stoich. 23): [émat/végar 8¢ dyabd hdoo motel
e/ pt Abevaiog Aeovides (17-19).

IG I3 158 (IG: ca. 430 BCE—stoich. 32): Kopivd/[tov émawéoar hétt
dvep dyabéds] éotwv m/[ept Abevaiog mowdv hé T dvar]ar dyabo/

Voot 2 T]ev Abevai/[ov (4-8).

IG 13 162 (IG: 440-415 BCE—stoich. 40): [emowéoar 3e xai T'|pdfot
wal. 5. ). ... e h]og 3ot &[v3pdat &/yadois &g Abevaiog xal mpo-
B0po]ig motév 8 [Tt dv 80 /vovtat dyadov. . . . . . 5o ] Abevaio[v (5-8).
IG I3 164 (IG: 440-425 BCE; Meyer: 430/429-427/426 BCE—stoich. 27):
[. . ho]g dvte dv[dpe dyalo mepi 105 /. . . . Jeag xal éme[1]9[ ¢ éatov mepl To/v
SEuo]v tév ABevafiov. .. .10, .. /.. .6 . ]v dyadd xal §[ucalo xal aie/t €D

] emoéxatov Abe[valog (17-21).

IG 13 167 (IG: 430-415 BCE; Meyer: 420/419-415/414 BCE—stoich. 25):
[émawvéaan h]étuv[Dv dvdpe/s dyadol ot mep|t Abe[vaiog xa/i év T8L Tpdéabev
xpdvor (7-9).

IG 13174 (IG: 425-410 BCE
Abyvaio/[g], dvarypanpdtw TpdEevo xa/i edepyétny Adyvaiwy ev o /ANt Mbi-
Vel €U TOAEL (5-9).

stoich. 21): Aoxwva tov Ao /v, Emeidi) ed moel

IG 13177 (IG: 420-405 BCE—stoich. 28): ZavBi[ . . [. .. .10, .. . ]pet &g Svtt
avdpl dry[ad/ &t &g T mOAW ] Tiv Abyvaiwy xal [1tp/o80uwt Totév 8 Tt dhvarta
Gyadov [./..... 2z A vaiog émawvé[aa/t (4-9).

IG I3 227 with addenda (AIO: 403-ca. 395 BCE [decree 1]; 424-403 BCE?
[decrees 2 and 3], OR: 424/423 BCE or slightly later;!% IG: 424/423 BCE
[400-350 BCE]—1-23 stoich. 31; 24-26 non-stoich.): Hpoheidnv [toy
Khalopéviov av/oypldar Ty yeapu[atéa i BoAfis mpdk/evo]v xal edep-
yém[v xaBdtL &v Tt e/t So]xft ol BEvan €[v moAeL, Emeidy) €0 ém/bno]ev

See Osborne and Rhodes 2017, 340-345.

MNEMOSYNE 73 (2020) 1-20



34)

35)

36)

37)

38)

39)

40)
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Tag Abnvaiw|v mpeaPeiag xal Ta &/Ma &]vp €ott dyad[og €ig TV dfjuov Tov /
Afy Jvaiwy (6-12 [decree 2]).

IG 13 addenda 227 bis (A1O [SEG 50:45] and OR: 422/421 BCE—stoich. 40
[except 3-4]): émawéoat TTodvmelby/v tov Zigviov, 8Tt dwp €ativ dyadog &g
Tov dfpov /[ 6]v Abnyvaiwv (7-9).

IG 1121 (= 1G I3127) (AIO, OR and IG: 405/404 BCE [decrees 1A and 1B];
403/402 BCE [decrees 2A, 2B and 3]—stoich. 57-61): émawéoat Tolg mpé-
oBeat Toig Xaplolg ToTg TE TPOTEPO/1G Nxoat xal Tolg vV xal Tt BoARjt xal Tolg
aTpaTyYols xal Tolg dAots / Eaplols, 8Tt éatv dvdpeg dyabol xal mpddupot motév
8 Tt dbvovtan dryabév (7-9 [decree 1A]); xal dvtl Qv €D memowjeaoty Abnvaiolg
xal vOv mepl ToAAS TotdvTan xal |/ éanydvtar ayabd (11-12 [decree 1A]); xal
Edpdiywt xal tolg / [8Motg Zaplolg maat Toig uetd Edudyo fixoo|t émavéoa
g 8o &vdpdiaty / [dryabols mept ToG Abnvaiog (35-37 [decree 1B]); [Emavéoat
Tog Tapiog 81t éalv] dvdpes dyabol mept Abnvaiog (43 [decree 2A]); [émal-
véoat Ioofiy tov] Tdutov 81t dvip dryabds éotv mepl Abnvaiog, xal qvb’ dv /
[€D membnxe tov Sfjpov (58-59 [decree 3]); émawvéoon 8¢ Tlooty tév [Edutov
xol Tog VEG emeldy) dvdpeg dry]abol éowv epl ToV dfjuov ToV Abvvaiwy (64-65
[decree 3]); [emawéoat 3] xai Eapiog 81t eatv &vdpeg dyadol / [mept Abnvaiog
(71-72 [decree 3]).

IG 1I? 2 (IG: 403/402 BCE—non-stoich.): [émawéoat] pév Aplot/
..... 120, o 6T dw)/[p dryads éatt mep ]l Abyva/[log (9-12; the public
proclamation appears in the SEG 32:38 text).

IG 112 7 (IG: 403/402 BCE—stoich. 20): ém[awéoar pév | KA]ewvuui-
Safv....2....]/. .6t dwp [dyabds éotv / T]epl TOV 8Fj[mov Tov Abyva/(]

IG 11217 (AIO and 1G: 394/393 BCE—stoich. 37-39): ématvéaal X06puv [Tov
pvtv (?), 8t pdbupd] /s éatt modv 8 Ti Sbvarta [Gryaldov. . . . . . 12-14. . ... ]
[ ™y méAw v Abyvalwy [... ... ... 1820......... ] (3-5); xat ta]
GA[Aa éa] Tl dvip dryor/00g Tept T [v TOAWY THY A]Qvv[af]wy (28-29).

IG 112 19 (IG: 394/393 BCE—stoich. 40): [émawéoar uév Pk, .5. .3y
Top ‘PoSt[ov] 8/[ Tt dwp dyadds éatt mept Abvvaiog] (5-6 [fr. A]); édnepicbo
S[& Tt Mt PLX... 6. . . [dnv Abrvaio]v Evau Emetd) éotlw dwnp dyadds mepl
[ Tov dfjpov T]ov Abnvaiwy (5-7 [fr. B]).

RO 1u'* (AIO and RO: 394/393 BCE; IG [IG II? 20]: 393/392 BCE—
stoich. 50): [émedn dwnp dyabog oty mepl Tov S]fjuov tov Abyvaiwv (5);
6 3¢ wfj[pvg — | — ] 8taw oi Tpa[ywidoi — | — Aby]vaiwy Edarybp[a—]vg
& Abnvaio[s (29-32).

This inscription (which includes IG 112 20) is cited as RO 1, since that collection includes
an additional fragment.
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BEING GOOD TOWARDS THE PEOPLE OR THE DEMOCRACY? 9

41)

42)

43)

44)

45)

3

IG 112 26 (1G: 394-387 BCE—stoich. 28): émawvéaat uév "Igitov tov @[ a]/p[ ]
dAtov, Emeldy) awnp dyabog éatv [ m[e]pl Tov fpov Tov Abyvaiwy (7-9).

IG 112 28 (AIO, RO and IG: 387/386 BCE—stoich. 42): émai[v]égatl pev
Tov Sfjpov oy Khalopevi/wv &1t mpdBupuds oftt]v &g e oA v Abnvaiwy
(4-5).

IG 112 31 (IG: 386/385 BCE—stoich. 30): &[m]awéaon pev ‘EB[p0le] /Aut]v
Tov Bafo]héa tov 'O3puadv, STt éat]/i[v] dw[p dyab]os [wt]epl Tov dfjpov
T6[v Aby ] /vaiwy (5-8); é[maw]éaat 8¢ xail T[e]icavd[p]o[v xai] / Adoa[v]Spov
811 éatov dvdpe dry[a]8[w mep/i] Tov SHpov Tov Abyvaiwy (24-26).

IG 112 32 (= IG I3 228) (IG: 385/384 BCE—stoich. 27): &g 8[vto/g &]vdpdg
Gryad6 me[ pl v OAJw [Ty [ AB|nvaiwy (17-19).

IG 112 52 (IG: before 387/386 BCE—stoich. 29): [émawéaat puév — tov — 8/
TL €0 Tl [dvp dryabog mept Tov dfjov [ Tov] Abva|iwv (1-2).

The Variability of Fifth-Century BCE Honorific Decrees and the
Cases of Public Honours in the Theatre

The 45 honorific decrees tabulated record a variety of formulae to justify hon-
ouring an individual or group involved. The situation is as follows:

a)

15

9 inscriptions exclusively with the intact formula ‘good man/men to-
wards the people of the Athenians’ (ég tov 3fjpov Tov AByvaiewy / T dMuew
6 Abyvaiwy / wepl Tov Spov tov Abyvaiwv): IG I3 49, IG 18 65, IG 13102, IG
I3 addenda 227 bis, IG 112 7, IG 11219, RO 11, IG 112 26, IG 112 31.

1 inscriptions exclusively with the intact formula ‘good man/men to-
wards the city of the Athenians’ or ‘he/they does/do good towards the
city of the Athenians’ (rept t)v AW v Abyvaiwy / € motel 8 Tt Sdvartan v
TOAW T Abyvaiwy / & Ty oA v AByvaiwv): IG I8 92, IG 13 95, IG 13 97,
IG 13 98,1G 13103, IG 13110, IG 13158, IG 13177, IG 11217, IG 112 28 (‘they
have been enthusiastic towards the city of the Athenians’), IG 112 32.

5 inscriptions exclusively with the intact formula ‘good man/men to-
wards the Athenians’ (mept Abyvaiovg / eig Abnvaiovg) or ‘he/they does/
do good towards the Athenians’ (&yad 8oa motel mepl Adyvaioug / €d motel
Abyvaiovs): IG I3 62, IG 18 73, IG 13 8o, IG 13 167, IG 13 174. In IG 18 106
the generals are praised ouvrpd&ovt/[ag xai] EuvBovAeboovtag] hé Tt dv
Stvovtan dyabov Abevaiols (‘having acted and suggested whatever good
they are able towards the Athenians’). In IG I3 u7 Archelaus is praised
only being mpodipot motév hé )i ddvartan dyad/[év (‘keen to do whatever

But see also Il. 13-14 (though restored).
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10 GIANNOTTI

good he is able’), without any further specification of the addressee of his
benefactions.

d) 1 inscription exclusively with the intact formula ‘they are good men”
IG 13 ng.

e) 3 inscriptions utilise intact mixed formulations: IG I3 101 records the for-
mula ‘towards the army (restored) and the people of the Athenians’ in
decree 1, together with the formula ‘they are keen to do whatever good
they can to the city of the Athenians’, and the formulae ‘towards the army
and the city of the Athenians’ and ‘because they now say and do good on
behalf of the Athenian people and because they are keen to do whatever
good they can to the army and the city (restored)’ in decree 2; IG I3 164
records the formulae ‘good man towards the people of the Athenians’ and
‘he has always done good towards the Athenians’; IG 112 1 records the
formulae ‘good men and eager to do what good they can’ and ‘in return
for the good which they have done for the Athenians’ in decree 14, ‘good
men towards the Athenians’ in decree 1B and 24, ‘good man towards the
Athenians’, ‘good men towards the people of the Athenians’ and ‘good
men towards the Athenians (restored)’ in decree 3.

f)  Itis worth noticing that 14 decrees are restored:'6 IG I3 17, IG I3 43, IG I3
91, 1G 1313, IG 1314, IG 13121, IG 13123, IG 13125, 1G 13126, IG 13156, IG I3
162, IG I8 227 with addenda, IG 112 2, and IG 112 52. The texts of IG 1317, IG
I3 43,1G 13113, IG I3 114, IG 13123, IG 13 125, IG 13 227 with addenda, and
IG 112 52 are restored with the formula ‘towards the people of the Athe-
nians” it is curious that that formula is considered a common (almost
automatic) restoration for lacunae in honorific decrees. Consequently,
none of the fragmentary decrees (except IG I3 121) have been restored
with the formula ‘towards the city of the Athenians’, even though it would
be equally possible (except for a presence of [...]pov 1[ ..., which requires
Sfjuov [see IG 18 101, 9-10, and IG I8 102, 7], or [...]6v Abvvaiwy, which re-
quires a masculine article, Tév, that needs to be related to a previous 37jpov
[see IG I3 164, 18-19, IG 12 19, 7 fr. B, and RO 11, 5]). The term moAg is left
only when clearly evident, but if all of the restored decrees which I have
mentioned had méAig we would have just 9 honorific decrees exclusively
with the intact formula ‘towards the people of the Athenians’

A variety of expressions is used, so it is difficult to conclude, on the one hand,

that the formula ‘towards the people of the Athenians’ is to be considered

16 EvenIG I3 102 has tév 3€uov tov Abevaiov wholly restored in 1. 21 and a tév te méAw restored
in L. 9. As for the parallels quoted by Shear, only IG I2 65 has the intact formula ‘towards
the people of the Athenians’, and IG I3 101 has [tév 7] pov t[ov Abnvaiov.
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BEING GOOD TOWARDS THE PEOPLE OR THE DEMOCRACY? 11

common and fixed, or, on the other hand, that that formula is intended to de-
note the democratic relationship between the honorand and the city. Hence,
the evidence itself can support the traditional view only in a qualified way.
Perhaps in some cases a proposer had a definite ideological motivation for
preferring one of the formulations, but in most cases the formulations seem
likely to have been regarded as equivalent, and no ideological reason should be
assumed for a proposer’s preference.

If we focus exclusively on the case of the Dionysia of 409 BCE, it is possible
to recognise that the honours to Thrasyboulus were indeed a democratic re-
ward for a man who, having killed the oligarch Phrynichus (although this act
is not mentioned in the decree),'” contributed to the restoration of the dem-
ocratic government. The historical and political context makes the honours
to Thrasyboulus (together with the language of the honorific decree) ideo-
logically democratic,'® but can we state the same for all the other honorific
decrees? They were all enacted under the democracy (thus, within a city which
was democratic), but few of them use the expression ‘towards the people of
Athens’. Again, this suggests a less rigid prescription of language to be deployed
in honorific decrees.

However, given that the conferral of a crown was a new practice, we might
question whether Shear’s assertion that “to change a festival is to demonstrate
control of the event” is justified.!® To be sure, her emphasis on ‘change’ here
could be misleading: the proclamation of honours in the theatre during the
Dionysia was a new element, but we should not infer that an addition of such
a ceremony changed the dramatic festival, in terms of organisation, which re-
mained fundamentally unaltered.2? Wilson too says that “it is clear that this
new form of festival proclamation of honours for the assassin of the oligarch
was an innovation tailored to the importance of the events, giving the whole
practice a profoundly ‘democratic’ origin”.2! However, evidence does not pro-
vide any attestation of an old form of festival proclamation of honours, nor
did the practice become a standard addition. From 410/409 BCE to 330 BCE

17 Osborne 2010, 64-82 discusses the laconic form in which honorands’ services are indi-
cated (on this inscription see 77-78).

18  But if that tév te méAw restored in 1. g is right, this would show a linguistic variability in
IG I3 102 too.

19  Shear 2011, 146 (italics my own).

20  Shear also considers the oath of Demophantos of 409 BCE (see Shear 2007 and 201,
136-141), but this oath, which seems to have been pronounced in the Agora (but see
Canevaro and Harris 2012, 119-125), has nothing to do, in terms of organisation, with the
dramatic festival of the Great Dionysia. I therefore do not need to discuss here the doubts
which have been raised about the authenticity of that document.

21 Wilson 2009, 18.
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12 GIANNOTTI

(the date of the dispute on the crown between Aeschines and Demosthenes)
there are only three other inscribed decrees stipulating public proclamations
of honours during the Dionysia: IG I3 125 (honours to Epicerdes of Cyrene;
405/404 BCE), IG 112 2/SEG 32:38 (honours to Arist-? of Boeotia; 403/402 BCE)
and RO 11 (honours to king Euagoras of Salamis; 393/392 BCE). With only four
decrees stipulating a public proclamation, we should not assume that honours
were regularly proclaimed; rather it seems that in other cases the decrees omit-
ted such public ceremonies. Public proclamations did not happen every year
when anyone had been honoured: indeed, as far as our evidence goes, procla-
mations were something that happened infrequently.

Thus, this manner of proclaiming honours during the Dionysia may be con-
sidered a rare occurrence, which is known to have taken place four times only.22
Moreover, it is worth noticing that only /G I3 125 displays a formula similar
to ‘being good towards the people of the Athenians’ Indeed, in 6-8, when we
face the part in which the formula can usually be found, we read [én]awéoat
"Emt/[neépdet Tt Kuprvat]wt g Svtt dvdp/[t dyaddt xal . . . . ait]iwt yeyewuév/
[wt. ... .. Lo Jog oG € Zuwed/[log. . . . . B v &t ToAépwt: how-
ever, since after wg &vtt dvdp/[i dyabdL just four letters are missing, there is
no room for ‘towards the people of the Athenians’. It is in 15-16 that we read
€0 memoinxey Ady/[vaiwy tév dfjpov (where v méhv might equally well be re-
stored). By contrast, IG 11?2 2 displays the formula ‘being good towards the
Athenians’ in 10-13; while RO 11 displays |ng €¢ AByvaio[s in 32. These procla-
mations, probably on account of those years of crisis, were made during the
Dionysia in order to make Athens’ gratitude to benefactors ostentatiously
public. Hence, Thrasyboulus of Calydon warranted a more public commen-
dation for killing the oligarch Phrynichus in 410/409 BCE, as did Epicerdes of
Cyrene for helping Athenian prisoners in Sicily in 405/404 BCE, and Euagoras
of Salamis for defeating the Spartan fleet, together with Conon, in 394/393
BCE: the crowning of these men was celebrated before all the Greeks in the
theatre. Yet we should not consider this sparse evidence as proof of a new and
specifically democratic institution. Rather, the institution is ‘democratic’ only
inasmuch as it is an institution used by Athens during a democracy; it is not
‘specifically democratic’ as its use does not guarantee concurrent usage of the
phrase ‘towards the people of Athens’. If méAig and Sfjpog are interchangeable,

22 These kinds of methodological issues have been fruitfully explored by Osborne 2010,
64-82. It is always a possibility that public proclamations did happen even when the de-
cree does not say anything about it: but, since a public proclamation was a significant
addition to the honours, there are no reasons to think that a decree would purposely fail
to mention such an important detail.
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BEING GOOD TOWARDS THE PEOPLE OR THE DEMOCRACY? 13

that suggests that the Athenians did not feel the need to mention 3juog and
democracy on every occasion. To be sure, when Athens is democratic the moAig
is democratic, but it tells us something about the nature of democracy that
the Athenians did not choose to emphasise an attachment to democracy by
employing the word dfjuog in all cases.

“The rule of the demos and its power”?3 in honorific decrees’ language
remains unclear. This second issue is indeed more puzzling: to what extent
can we consider the relationship between the honorand and the city demo-
cratic? Difficulties arise if we wish to interpret the expressions &g tov 3fjpov oV
Adyvaiwy, @ Mpw @ Adyvaiwy and mept Tov dijuov tov Abyvaiwy as clear allu-
sions to ‘democracy’. As shown above, during the fifth-century BCE few honor-
ific decrees exclusively record formulae of this kind. In addition, none (except
the well-known cases) attests to a public proclamation in the theatre. Evidence
reveals that formulaic modifications occurred quite often. We can say that
there was a democratic reason for specifying d7juog in the case of Thrasyboulus,
since he—in killing an oligarch—was specifically supporting the democ-
racy, but Epicerdes (IG I® 125) and Euagoras (RO 11) were not, and in both
of those inscriptions, as it happens, either 8fjpog or méAtg could be restored.?*
Regardless of the restorations, while these three honours were singled out for
proclamation, only in the case of Thrasyboulus were the honorand’s services
explicitly marked as democratic. Thus, it is easier to explain the addition of
proclamations as enhancing the honour, rather than indicating a specifically
democratic feature.

For instance, it is curious that an honorific decree such as IG I3 92 does not
have the ‘democratic’ formula ‘towards the people of the Athenians’ This is
a peculiar decree, as unusually it was proposed?® as a yvouy otpatyy@v, that
is, ‘the opinion of the generals, who held an important office of the demo-
cratic government. Such a decree, sponsored by a high office of democratic
government,?6 should have mentioned the 3jpog (if one assumes that the for-
mula ‘towards the people of the Athenians’ imbued decrees with a democratic
sensibility). The fact is that since decrees of the democracy can mention either
the dfjpog or the moAg, there is nothing difficult about the use of wéAig here.

In much the same way, IG I® 117, which attests honours for the king of
Macedon, Archelaus, mentions the dfjuog in a non-standard formula: in closing,

23 Shear 2011, 146.

24  See Rhodes 2011, 71-72.

25  See Osborne and Rhodes 2017, 378-379.

26 It goes without saying that generals were not intrinsically democratic—Athens needed
generals whatever its form of government—but when Athens was democratic then they
were officers of its democratic government.
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it says that ‘he did good services to the city and the people of the Athenians),
[ebepyétex]ev Tév Te mOAW [ [xal Tov SEpov tov ‘Abeva]iov. This decree refers to
the building of a part of the Athenian navy before the battle of Arginusae:??
110 triremes were built in one month; some were built in Macedonia, thanks to
King Archelaus I's help. Thus the inscription honours the Macedonian King for
having let the Athenian ships be built in his territory, but there is no mention of
a proclamation in the theatre. The victory at Arginusae was a triumph, though
unexpected, of an Athens led by a democratic government. Archelaus’ contri-
bution to Athens’ success against Sparta was fundamental, and so it could well
have merited celebration in front of all the Greeks gathered in the theatre, just
as the action of Thrasyboulus of Calydon had been, two years before. If the the-
atre, with the proclamation for Thrasyboulus, had already acquired the status
of a “natural home for such democratic expression’,?8 it is perhaps striking
that the honorific proposal for King Archelaus was not celebrated in the same
venue. However, two qualifications must be noted. Firstly, it must be recognised
that this honorific decree was probably (but not definitely) proposed and writ-
ten before the battle at Arginusae?® and, consequently, the context could differ
from that of Thrasyboulus and Epicerdes. In any case, the proposal was impor-
tant, and the fact that the Athenian people, thanks to Archelaus and despite
those dark days, had more than 150 ships ready to fight could have deserved a
celebration in the theatre, but this did not happen. Secondly, the decree does
not award a crown; and, in this case, one should not expect the honours to
Archelaus to be proclaimed: in fact, as far as we know, proclamations were
made only when the honours included a crown. As for the characterisation of
the honorands as ‘democrats’, one could hardly think that Archelaus, a king,
was a democrat, or thought to have been or become a democrat after having
been labelled as dvnp dyabés. On the other hand, the figure of a king could have
troubled the (supposed) democratic context of the ceremony. But the honours
conferred also on king Euagoras of Salamis (RO 1) and on king Hebryzelmis of
Thrace (IG 112 31) can remove this doubt.

It is evident enough that (a) there was an element of malleability to the
expressions used in fifth-century BCE honorific decrees, and that (b) honorific
decrees which include a public proclamation of honours are quite few. While
Thrasyboulus’ good actions ‘towards the people of Athens’ were actions in sup-
port of the democracy, and that may explain why the word ‘people’ was used in
his case, the fact that not all honorific decrees specify the ‘people’ in that way

27  See Osborne and Rhodes 2017, 530-535.
28  Wilson 2009, 27.
29  See Osborne and Rhodes 2017, 535.
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suggests that it was not considered necessary to insist on the ‘people’ in every
honorific decree, and that the presence of demos does not necessarily mean
exaltation of democratic ideology. The practice of restoring d7juog where 3#jpog
and moAig are equally possible distorts the statistics: there may be ideological
reasons for the choice in some particular cases, such as wéAis for the decree
enacted under the oligarchy and 3#jpos in the case of Thrasyboulus, but in the
other cases there is no reason to think that there was a strong ideological rea-
son for the choice of one term rather than another.

4 Democratic dfjpog vs. Oligarchic méiig?

Recognising the different expressions which occurred in honorific decrees, we
could hypothesise that there was no difference between ‘city of the Athenians),
‘people of the Athenians’ and ‘Athenians’: the three formulae could indicate
the lack of a specific canon in honorific decrees’ epigraphic language. However,
IG I3 98 prompts us to question the former hypothesis, as it bestows honours on
a certain Pythophanes from the oligarchic government of Athens in 411 BCE. It
seems that Pythophanes was a merchant who was either [Kopu]/gtiwt or [Pat]/
otiwt or [Xy]/atiwt. As Osborne and Rhodes notice, the prescript of the decree
is unusual, since it is “significantly different from those of decrees acted under
the democracy”.3° This suggests that it is very likely that the decree was en-
acted under the oligarchic government of 411 BCE: hence, the Four Hundred in-
evitably used a formulation slightly different from that of the honorific decrees
enacted under the democracy.3! In lines 9-11 we read that Pythophanes, already
made ‘proxenos of the Athenians’ (mpd&[evés éott AByvaiw]/v), is indicated as a
benefactor who ‘does what good he can’ (edepyétyg x[al €0 moel 8 Tt ddvar]/au).
The addressee (Athens) of Pythophanes’ euergetism and good actions is speci-
fied as ‘the city of the Athenians’ (tyv méAw ™V Ab[nvaiwv).

30  Osborne and Rhodes 2017, 449. As for the democratic prescript of honorific decrees see
Osborne and Rhodes 2017, xxi-xxii.

31 Inll 12-15 we read: ‘... the decree previously voted for him shall be written up on a stone
stele by the current secretary of the council and placed on the acropolis’ Pythophanes
had already been honoured once. As Osborne and Rhodes 2017, 451 say: ‘the previous de-
cree may have been enacted either very slightly earlier, already under the Four Hundred,
or under the democracy’. In the latter case, it would have been interesting to read the
formulation of that decree in order to see whether under the democracy Pythophanes
was said to having benefited ‘the people of the Athenians’ Unfortunately, we do not have
the first honorific decree for Pythophanes.

MNEMOSYNE 73 (2020) 1-20



16 GIANNOTTI

The use of moAig rather than #juog is interesting as it has two implications.
Firstly, we understand that the oligarchic government of the Four Hundred
felt the need to distinguish its own honorific formulation from the democratic
one: given that d7juog was an overtly democratic word, the term méAig could be
understood as a more neutral term, lacking the democratic connotations of
the alternative. Conversely, this does not necessarily mean that the term méAig
was an oligarchic word, or that the oligarchic government required the word
to be used in its honorific formulations. Indeed, the opposition ‘democratic
people’ and ‘oligarchic city’ is valid exclusively in /G I® 98 and 102: just as the
word dijuog may have been used deliberately in the decree for Thrasyboulus, it
is certainly likely that the word méAig was used deliberately in this decree. Yet
we cannot infer such an opposition on a more general level because a) we have
only one honorific decree enacted under the oligarchy,32 and b) the terms moAig
and dfjpuog were used indiscriminately in honorific decrees enacted under the
democracy, as seen above.

Therefore, the key point to recognise is that fifth-century BCE democratic
Athens used different expressions to describe itself: ‘people of the Athenians)
‘city of the Athenians), or just ‘Athenians’ An exaggerated emphasis on mept Tov
Sfjuov tov Abnvaiwv—such as that traditionally put on it by some scholars—
risks being both counter-productive and unwarranted, as it leads us to misin-
terpret all the honorific decrees which do not display that formulation.33 But,
with the exception of IG I3 98, they were all enacted under the democracy.
Should we make a distinction between more democratic and less democrat-
ic decrees, in the light of the presence or the absence of mept tov Sijpov v
‘AByvaiwv? This would be inappropriate.3* Rather, let us say that the Dionysia of

32 Butsee [Plu.] X Or. 833e-f.

33  Alternatively, one could explore the democratic nature of an honorific decree either
(a) by investigating the presence of the assembly in the prescript of the decree (but see
e.g. IG 11218 and the commentary of Rhodes and Osborne 2003, 48-51, especially 48-49);
however, this does not necessarily help, since /G I3 98 was probably a decree of the coun-
cil (but see Osborne and Rhodes 2017, 451), but the decrees of the fourth-century BCE
oligarchic periods 321-318 BCE and 317-307 BCE were decrees of the assembly (that was
not considered, apparently, as a specifically democratic organ, given that oligarchs, in
order to obstruct democracy, removed the Council of the Five Hundred and the pg86); or
(b), by focusing on the dv3payadia of the honorands (see Whitehead 1993, 55-62), since the
expression dvijp &yadds is always mentioned explicitly in the honorific decrees enacted
under the democracy (however it is absent from IG I3 80), and not in the decree enacted
under the oligarchic government (although IG I® 98 is our only decree from 411-410 BCE).
In any case, in the light of this situation, we are left with the surviving evidence and it is
only that evidence which we can rely on.

34  ‘Towards the people of the Athenians’ could further be subjected to examination along
class lines: it is not clear, for example, whether this refers to one sector of the population
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409 BCE, with the crowning of Thrasyboulus in the theatre, stressed the point
of the people freed from the oligarchic government, and that mept tév 3fpov tov
AByvaiwv, on that occasion, was probably meant as a clear reference to the city
ruled by the people, i.e. the democracy. Despite this, the addressee of the hon-
orand’s good actions did not change: it was always Athens, with its people, the
Athenians, and its great city. This is why the formulation of the honorific de-
crees could fluctuate. It is demonstrated that the addressee of the honorands’
good actions cannot be politically distinguishable by developments in the
practice of proclaiming honours throughout the fourth-century BCE. The web
Athens created throughout the fourth-century BCE with proclamations of hon-
ours aimed to attract attention towards itself, in order to build an increasing
number of utilitarian relationships. The fact is that giving and/or receiving as-
sistance in Athens was not something related to democracy: utility and profit
are not politically distinguishable. Wilson has argued for a close relationship
between the proclamation of honours (so, receiving assistance from someone)
and democracy, so that the honorand should be considered as an assistant
of democracy, with rewards deriving from the democratic government: “the
practice of proclaiming crowns to benefactors at the Dionysia thus simulta-
neously reveals the confidence and the fragility of the democracy, dependent
as it was on foreign—and in many cases, extremely wealthy and powerful—
individuals, yet able, in the very act of endowing them with such ostentatious
honours, to assert and enact its superior status in any relationship.”3> Wilson
is right when he talks about the “government’s fragility”, but I do not under-
stand why we should depict democracy as fragile: any kind of government
could be weak, and tyranny and oligarchy in Athens ruled for a much shorter
time than democracy. The fragility Wilson is talking about should be attrib-
uted instead to the economic system of méAeis in general, because food (espe-
cially grain in the period post-Chaironeia),3¢ the army and money were not

or another, e.g,, wealthy or poor. It is true that we lack evidence for poor Athenians pro-
posing honorific decrees which feature this phrase, but, generally, the demos is taken as
awhole.

35  Wilson 2009, 22.

36  With regard to grain, see Liddel 2007, 294: “securing the grain supply was a constant pre-
occupation of the Athenians, being a subject of discussion during the main assembly of
each prytany ([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 43.4). It is likely that maintaning the grain supply of the
city was a concern throughout the fifth and fourth centuries. There is evidence to suggest
that major grain shortages, particularly in 335/4 and 330/29, had forced the Athenians to
think carefully about securing their grain supply (RO 95, 96)”. In much the same way, see
Lambert 2012, 97: “this, of course, was a perennial concern, detectable for sure in decrees
pre-dating Chaironeia ...; but the systematic honouring of grain traders was a new policy
after Chaironeia, a product of Athens’ sudden loss of international power and influence
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the needs of a democratic government in particular. Moreover, if we think of
a celebration of democracy either in the theatre or in another public place,
we would probably expect a uniquely Athenian proclamation, that is a proc-
lamation made by Athens towards an Athenian (who was directly involved in
the city’s politics). However, as Henry highlights,37 public proclamations for
native Athenian citizens are attested only from the late fourth-century BCE.
The majority of the honorific decrees we have are devoted to foreigners, kings,
states and individuals, and this indicates the government’s dependence on
external assistance. Athens, like many other Greek cities, had poor land, and
sustained itself by trading.3® Thus, in war-time, ships, food and soldiers were
needed and asked for from foreign cities and countries. In these cases, any type
of government would have honoured those who came to the city’s assistance.
As Lambert says, honorific decrees—especially in fourth-century BCE—were
monumentalised diplomacy3® in order both to encourage other people to
emulate the honorands and to maintain the great image of the city—not the
democracy—throughout Greece.* Thus, this Athenian ‘helping behaviour’
should not be considered specifically democratic, but, rather, a utilitarian poli-
cy applied by a city which strongly relied on external affairs, intended to estab-
lish useful alliances and relationships. The historical and political context of
fifth-century BCE Athens and fourth-century BCE Athens cannot be compared,
but the practice of proclaiming honours should be examined in its totality.
Certainly, as for the fifth-century BCE, if one compared IG I3 98 to IG I3 102 in
isolation, one would notice the absence in the former and the specification in
the latter of tov S#jpov. But, apart from these exceptional cases, the evidence

following the defeat and the consequent dissolution of the Second Athenian League, and
aresponse to increased vulnerability to the acute supply problems of the 30s and 20s.”

37 See Henry 1983, 22-62. See also Lambert 2012, 3-47.

38 See Hansen 2006, 85-97.

39  See Lambert 2012, 96. See also Luraghi 2010. Luraghi, although he considers mostly hon-
orific decrees of the Hellenistic age, never talks about democracy or democratic values
(even when he briefly mentions fifth- and fourth-century BCE honorific decrees). Rather,
he firstly elucidates “the workings of the political community as a corporate body that
dispenses public honours in exchange for good deeds of various sorts, and the mecha-
nisms of reciprocity that make it desirable for citizens to become involved in this sort
of exchange.” Secondly, he considers honorary decrees as “monumentalised narrative
texts, ... reading in them a conscious attempt, on the part of the political community, to
articulate and transmit a specific authorized version of its past” (248).

40  See Lambert 2012, 337-362, and 2017, 69-92. For an in-depth analysis of Greek euergetism
through the fifth and fourth-century BCE see Domingo Gygax 2016 (especially 192-250 for
the evolution of honorific decrees in fourth-century BCE; see also Henry 1983, 7-21, 42-44,
46-47,116-162).
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shows no fixed formulaic language, and we should not judge the formulation
of fifth-century BCE honorific decrees solely in light of IG I3 102.4!
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