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lem, encompassing both the various forms of participation, the

degree of participation, and the number of participants. Broadly
speaking we can distinguish three kinds:! (a) an Athenian citizen
might be a member of the ecclesia or of the panel of jurors who
manned the courts and the legislative committees (the nomothetai);
(b) he might fill an office (arche), either through election or sorti-
tion; (c) he might take an initiative and, as a rhetor, address the
ecclesia, boule, nomothetai, or dicasteria. As to (a), as an ecclesiastes
or a juror the average Athenian citizen would have only to listen and
vote. He was anonymous and could not be held responsible for how
he voted, and he was paid for his participation. As to (b), as a magis-
trate selected by lot the citizen would have little or no power to make
decisions, but on the other hand he would have administrative duties
for which he could be held responsible both when he was in office
and when he resigned at the turn of the year. In most cases, how-
ever, he would share the responsibilities with his colleagues: he
would be one of the five hundred bouleutai or a member of one of
the numerous boards of ten. The elective offices (most of them
military) are a case apart. To stand for election is more demanding
than to take part in a sortition, and the elected archai had more
powers than other magistrates. This applies especially to the strategia.
As a commander-in-chief a strategos might often be personally re-
sponsible for the conduct of a campaign or some diplomatic activity,
and, if unsuccessful, his risk of being prosecuted and convicted was
considerable. In the fourth century most of the magistrates were
probably unpaid, but some of them, and especially the strategoi,
might profit by gifts and various kinds of perquisites. As to (c), as a
rhetor an Athenian citizen was always responsible for his initiative,
and this applies especially to proposers (of nomoi or psephismata) and

P OLITICAL PARTICIPATION in ancient Athens is a complex prob-

1] discuss only political activity based on volunteering, and do not include civic
duties such as military service, performance of liturgies, or the duty to serve as an
arbitrator in one’s sixtieth year.
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124 THE NUMBER OF RHETORES

to prosecutors bringing an action. With a few notorious exceptions,?
the rhetor was (in principle) unpaid, and any profit he made might
easily be interpreted as a bribe and result in a criminal action.

Membership in the decision-making bodies was in the thousands;
officeholding demanded the annual participation of more than one
thousand citizens. But how many Athenians took it upon themselves
to act as rhetores? Traditionally they are counted by the score and not
by the hundred,® and this narrowing down of political participation
when we come to its highest level is sometimes viewed as an oli-
garchic element of Athenian democracy.4 In this paper I will argue
that an astonishing number of Athenian citizens must have acted as
rhetores and that active participation in the debate and in the formula-
tion of proposals, though restricted to a minority of the attendants,
must have been far more widespread than is usually assumed.> By
way of introduction I should state the limits of my investigation. (a) I
confine my study to the period 355-322 B.c. (b) I examine only the
rhetores in the ecclesia to the exclusion of those addressing the boule,
the nomothetai, or the dicasteria. (c) Of the rhetores in the ecclesia 1
concentrate on the proposers of decrees (psephismata) and do not
discuss rhetores who addressed the people supporting or opposing
decrees proposed by other rhetores.

Re (a): lack of sources, both literary and epigraphical, is the prin-
cipal reason for examining only the period 355-322. First the literary

2 ]n a few types of public action, e.g. apographe and phasis, the prosecutor, if success-
ful, received respectively 3/4 and 1/2 of the property at issue.

3 Cf. G. Busolt and H. Swoboda, Griechische Staatskunde 11 (Munich 1926) 999; G.
Glotz, The Greek City (London 1929) 159; R. J. Bonner, Aspects of Athenian Democracy
(Berkeley/Los Angeles 1933) 49, 63-64; A. H. M. Jones, Athenian Democracy (Oxford
1957) 128-33; S. Perlman, “The Politicians in the Athenian Democracy of the Fourth
Century B.C.,” Athenaeum 41 (1963) 328-30, 340; M. L. Finley, Economy and Society in
Ancient Greece (London 1981) 83. Of more special studies I may cite three examples.
In “Callistratus of Aphidna and His Contemporaries,” Historia 5 (1956) 202f, R. Sealey
assumes that Athenian politics were conducted by -a small number of small political
groups. In “Les hommes politiques et la justice populaire dans I’Athénes du IV® si-
écle,” Historia 9 (1960), P. Cloché discusses “la carriére des quarante ou cinquante
Athéniens qui s’occupérent alors des affaires publiques” (81). And in “Isegoria in the
Assembly at Athens,” Ancient Society and Institutions (Oxford 1966), G. T. Griffith
states, “no one will suppose that the invitation in the Assembly to all to speak ...
gave rise at any time to hundreds of ordinary Athenian citizens trying to accept it in
turn” (124); ¢f. infra n.53.

1 (f. e.g. W. Nippel, Mischverfassungstheorie und Verfassungsrealitiit in Antike und
friiher Neuzeit (Stuttgart 1980) 106—07.

5 A few historians take a more optimistic view of the use of isegoria than those men-
tioned supra n.3. They include A. G. Woodhead, “’Ionyopia and the Council of 500,”
Historia 16 (1967) 129, and W. R. Connor, The New Politicians of Fifth-Century Athens
(Princeton 1971) 68: “There were many politicians in Athens and only the most prom-
inent are well known to us.”
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sources: names of many Athenian generals and ambassadors appear
in Xenophon’s Hellenica (III-VII) and in Diodoros (XIV-XV), both
covering the first four decades of the fourth century. But the his-
torians refer only infrequently to named rhetores and debates in the
ecclesia. Some names can be found in Xenophon and in the Hell.
Oxy., but not many. For information about Athenian domestic policy
and the democratic institutions we must, for the first two decades of
the fourth century, turn to Andokides, Isokrates, and Lysias. Then
we are faced with a deplorable gap in the literary sources between ca
380 and 355. The only speeches from this period are some by Isokra-
tes (not dealing with Athenian politics) and Isaios (relating to private
law and giving very little information about public affairs). In 355 the
greatest period of Attic rhetoric begins. For the next thirty-four years
we have an unparalleled number of good sources relating to Athenian
public life, primarily the speeches by Demosthenes, Aischines, Hy-
pereides, Lykourgos, and Deinarchos, but also the late speeches of
Isokrates. On the other hand, not a single speech is later than An-
tipatros’ abolition of the democracy in 322/1. Lykourgos died in 324,
Demosthenes, Hypereides, and Aischines (?) in 322, and of Deinar-
chos the three preserved speeches and most of the fragments ante-
date the Macedonian occupation of Athens. Of historians we have,
apart from Diodoros XVI-XVIII, some valuable fragments of Phil-
ochoros, quoted by Didymos and Dionysios in their treatises on De-
mosthenes. And Plutarch provides some information in his lives of
Phokion and Demosthenes. The abundance of literary sources is
matched by a similar increase in the number of decrees of the people
preserved on stone. In the epigraphical sources there is of course no
gap between 380 and 355, but the number of preserved psephismata is
remarkably higher for the period 355-321 than for the period 403-
355. For the first forty-eight years we have some 175 decrees and
fragments of decrees, for the following thirty-four years some 300.
Furthermore, for our purpose the crucial piece of information is the
name of the proposer of the decree, and in this an important reform
took place in 354/3. Down to 355/4 the name of the proposer is
always recorded without the patronymic and demotic.® From the

6 Before 354/3 all proposers lack patronymicon and demoticon. The last unquestionable
example of this practise is /G 112 134, passed in the third prytany of 354/3. The first
examples of the new style are IG 112 136 and 137, both passed in the same year. Of
possible exceptions to the new procedure I can mention /G 112 214, but Pecirka sug-
gests 356/5 instead of 347/6 (SEG XXIV 88); IG 112 216, but Lewis suggests 365/4
instead of 346/5 (SEG XIV 47); IG 112 248, but Johnson suggests 358/7 instead of ante
a. 343/2 (CP 9 [1914] 424); IG 112 265, but Johnson suggests a date before 354 (SEG
XXIV 84). The only really problematic example is /G 12 366 passed in the archonship
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autumn of 354/3 the patronymic and demotic are almost invariably
added. The new style in the prescripts makes it much easier for us to
identify the rhetores in the ecclesia. So both the constitutional devel-
opment and the preservation of the sources mark off the years 355-
322 as a well defined period: the democratic constitution was re-
formed after the end of the Social War in 355, and democracy was
abolished in 322/1. The sources become much more abundant and
precise after 355, but the literary sources dry up abruptly after 322.
For the Hellenistic period we are left with epigraphical sources which
(as usual) are insufficient for a proper understanding of how a con-
stitution works.

Re (b): the council of five hundred was probably convened ca 250
times in a year, but we have no idea of the number of decrees passed
in a session, and very few psephismata tes boules are preserved. Con-
sequently it is impossible to estimate how many of the five hundred
councillors took it upon themselves to act as rhetores.” Similarly, the
number of court days can be estimated at ca 150-200, but we do not
know the number of political public actions heard by the dicasteria. In
previous publications I argued that especially the graphai paranomon
and the eisangeliai eis ton demon were numerous and may have been
heard by the dicastai every prytany, but a quantification of trials and
so of rhetores addressing the dicasteria is impossible.8 In 24.142 De-
mosthenes is probably exaggerating when he states that the Athe-
nians passed new laws every month. There can be no doubt that the
number of nomoi passed in a year was negligible compared with the
number of psephismata, and very few proposers of laws are attested.
The literary sources often refer to laws, but mention the proposer of
the law only infrequently, and few nomoi are epigraphically preserved,
presumably because new nomoi were recorded in the Metroon and
not regularly published on stelai as many psephismata were.? For the
ecclesia, however, we have much better sources (cf. infra 132-34).

of Kephisodoros (366/5 or 323/2). Because of the letter forms Kirchner prefers the
later year, but Johnson (425) suggests that the inscription is a republication of a decree
passed in 366/5. The reform is briefly mentioned by A. S. Henry, The Prescripts of
Athenian Decrees (Leyden 1977) 32.

7 For decrees of the boule see P. J. Rhodes, The Athenian Boule (Oxford 1972) 82-
87, 271-72. Decrees of the boule only referred to in_inscriptions or mentioned in
literary sources are recorded in M. H. Hansen, Initiative und Entscheidung (Xenia 6
{Konstanz 1983] 31-32 n.39 (= GRABS 22 [1981] 353 n.24, but with some additions).

8 Cf. M. H. Hansen, “How Often Did Athenian Dicasteria Meet?” GRBS 20 (1979)
243-46; The Sovereignty of the People’s Court (Odense 1974) 25-26; Eisangelia (Odense
1975) 58-65.

% Cf. Dem. 25.99, Lycurg. 1.66, Harp. s.v. Mn7pgov.
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Re (c): the term rhetor, when used with reference to the ecclesia,
denotes both the citizen who addresses the people and the citizen
who moves a decree.!® The two types of rhetor are overlapping but
not identical groups. It is well known that an Athenian who delivered
a speech in the ecclesia did not have to move a proposal. He might
support or oppose a proposal moved by another rhetor, or he might
simply join a debate.!! Historians never mention the reverse type of
rhetor, an Athenian who moved a decree without addressing the
ecclesia in support of his proposal. We do not know how common
this type of rhetor was, but several sources testify to the existence of
such rhetores, e.g. Dem. 59.43: olire yap amo m™)s mohirelas mpoael
Lredpave Tovtwl déov Aoyov: ob yap mw M pNTwp, GAN’ €T ouko-
bavtns Tev mapaBowrtwv mapa 10 Bnua kol ypadouévwv uiobov
Kol PpavovTwy kal émvypadouévwv Tatls GANOTPIOLS Yrouaus, €ws
vmémeoe KalwoTpate 170 ‘Addvaiw. In this passage rhetor denotes
the citizen who delivers a speech, and Stephanos was accordingly, in
his first years, a man who did not address the assembly but was paid
for moving decrees on behalf of other citizens.!? Some general obser-
vations also point to the existence of rhetores who moved proposals
without addressing the assembly. Many probouleumatic decrees were
probably passed in the procheirotonia, and so there was no debate.! If
a decree was debated, the proposer would probably speak in support
of his proposal, but not necessarily:4 the debate of a proposal was

10 See Perlman (supra n.3) 341-46, and M. H. Hansen, “The Athenian ‘Politicians’,
403-322 B.C.,” GRBS 24 (1983) 39-42.

11 In several of his symbouleutic speeches Demosthenes says explicitly that he does
not intend to to move a decree: Dem. 1.19; 3.10-13; 8.68, 73; 13.13-14.

12 Other sources showing that some citizens were persuaded or paid to move decrees
on behalf of others are: Dem. 20.132; 23.146-47, 201, 24.66, 201-03; 25.40-41; Aes-
chin. 3.125, 159, 242. For émypageofar in the sense ‘inscribe one’s name on a pro-
posal’ see Aeschin. 1.188.

13 For this view of the procheirotonia (stated by Busolt and others) ¢f. M. H. Hansen,
The Athenian Ecclesia (Copenhagen 1983) 123-30, 215-16. For a different view (taken
by Wilamowitz and others) ¢f. P. J. Rhodes, A Commentary on the Aristotelian Athe-
naion Politeia (Oxford 1981) 529-31. At the annual Normal Baynes Meeting of An-
cient Historians, held in Birmingham on 25-26 September 1984, David Lewis read a
paper, “M. H. Hansen on the Athenian Ecclesia.” Both Lewis and now Peter Rhodes
(with reservations) accept my interpretation of the procheirotonia.

14 The formula used in all decrees about the proposer, 6 deiva elmev, indicates that a
proposal was originally read out to the people by the man who moved it. The formula
cannot be taken to mean that he also delivered a speech in support. In the fourth
century proposals were read out by the ypauuatevs () BovAp kai) 76 dnuw, ¢f. Arist.
Ath.Pol. 54.5 with Rhodes’ note (supra n.13). A somewhat similar reform in the di-
casteria took place around 380: earlier a witness gave evidence orally in court, but after
ca 380 his testimony was submitted in writing and read out by a clerk, ¢/. D. M. Mac-
Dowell, The Law in Classical Athens (London 1978) 242-43 with literature in n.545.
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opened by the herald’s invitation, 7is &yopevewr Bovherar; There is
no sign of an initial statement by the proposer.!> The literary sources
mention rhetores of both types, speakers and proposers, but the
numerous inscriptions record only proposers. So, once more, the
nature of our sources forces us to concentrate on proposers to the
exclusion of those who are only attested as speakers.

The Number of Proposals Moved in the Ecclesia, 355—-322

After these introductory remarks on limitations I can define my
investigation positively: I will attempt to estimate the (minimum)
number of proposers of decrees in the Athenian ecclesia in the period
355-322 and to relate this figure to the total number of adult male
citizens. The first problem is to calculate the total number of decrees
passed by the Athenians in this period. In the period down to ca 350
I believe that the Athenians held 30 ecclesiai in a year, and in the
following period 40 (no less but probably also no more).!® So in the
34 years from 355/4 to 322/1 the Athenians must have held a total
of 1300 meetings of the assembly: and this is a minimum. Some
historians prefer to believe that 40 ecclesiai were held already in
the fifth century and that an ecclesia synkletos was an additional
meeting and not one of the three (later four) meetings, convened in
an emergency.l” They will have to assume a minimum of 1400
ecclesiai.

How many proposals were moved and how many decrees were
passed in the course of a meeting of the ecclesia? According to the
Ath.Pol., two ecclesiai out of four had nine items on the agenda, three
on sacred matters, three on heralds and envoys, and three on secular

15 The original invitation to speak was 7is dyopevelr BovAeTal TV VITEP TevTNKOVTA
érn yeyovérwr; This formula was still in use in 346/5 (Aeschin. 1.23, ¢f. 2.47), but by
330/329 it had been replaced by the simple question ris dyopever BovAerar; (Aeschin.
3.4). The shorter formula may have been in (common?) use already in the fifth cen-
tury, see Ar. Ach. 45, Eccl. 130, Dem. 18.170; ¢f. Griffith (supra n.3) 119. The older
formula precludes, and the later formula does not indicate, that the debate was opened
by a statement of the proposer.

16 See M. H. Hansen and F. Mitchel, “The Number FEcclesiai in Fourth-Century
Athens,” SymbO 59 (1984) 13-19; Hansen (supra n.13) 37, 42-43, 57-59, 61-62,
83-84, 101-02. For a fuller treatment of this problem see M. H. Hansen, Die athe-
nische Volksversammlung im Zeitalter des Demosthenes (Xenia 10 [Konstanz 1984]).
Lewis (supra n.13) rejects the reconstruction suggested by Hansen and Mitchel. He
admits that Dem. 24.21 and 25 point to no more than three ecclesiai in prytany I, but
holds that it is illegitimate, on this evidence, to assume only three ecclesiai in prytanies
In-X.

17 This is the traditional view, stated e.g. by Busolt (supra n.3); C. Hignett, 4 History
of the Athenian Constitution (Oxford 1952) 233; Jones (supra n.3) 108-09. It is still
maintained (without argumentation) by Rhodes (supra n.13) 521-22.
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matters.’® Do the 3 x 3 items constitute a maximum (so that regu-
larly, say, only 4-5 items were debated) or a minimum (so that some-
times even more than 9 items were debated)? We have no evidence,
but I prefer the second alternative for the following reason: about 350
B.C. the number of ecclesiai was probably raised from three to four in
a prytany. The most reasonable explanation is that three ecclesiai in a
prytany = thirty in a year did not suffice; there was too much busi-
ness to be transacted. The inference seems to be that the agenda
regularly comprised nine or more items. The agenda for the ecclesia
kyria was considerably longer. We have no precise information about
the number of items on the agenda for the fourth ecclesia,!® but from
the per diem paid out we may infer that the three ecclesiai for which
the allowance was 1 drachma were of the same duration whereas the
ecclesia kyria was longer, compensated by an allowance of 1% drach-
mas (Ath.Pol. 62.2). So a total of thirty-six to forty items on the
agenda to be debated in the four ecclesiai held in a prytany is probably
a minimum rather than a maximum. Some other historians, e.g. P. J.
Rhodes, also take the 3 x 3 items to be a minimum, but for a reason I
cannot accept: following Wilamowitz, Rhodes believes the procheiro-
tonia to be a vote on the fixing of the agenda whereby the people
decided how many items to put on the agenda, and which to accept in
addition to the 3 x 3 items prescribed by law (¢f. supra n.13).

What is the relation between the number of items on the agenda
and the number of proposals moved by the rhetores and voted on by
the people? First, one item on the agenda might lead to the passing
of several decrees. We have preserved, for example, no less than
four decrees passed by the people at the ecclesia held in the precinct
of Dionysos on 19 Elaphebolion 332/1.20 All are honorary decrees for

18 Arist. Ath.Pol. 43.6 with Rhodes’ note (supra n.13) 529.

19 The agenda for the ecclesia kyria is described in Ath.Pol. 43.4, and the long list of
items recorded here is not even complete: it does not, for example, include citizenship
decrees and honorary decrees, which, however, as the epigraphical evidence shows,
were often passed in an ecclesia kyria (¢f. e.g. IG 112 336, 448). In the fourth ecclesia
the people debated and voted on supplications (Ath.Pol. 43.6), but again Aristotle
probably records only the obligatory item on the agenda for this meeting. On the other
hand, we know that the people were not allowed to debate any matter at all at any
(ordinary) meeting. According to Dem. 19.185, foreign policy could be debated only in
some ecclesiai and not in others (unless the meeting was transformed into an ecclesia
synkletos, ¢f. Hansen [supra n.13] 71).

20 JG 112 345 (moved by Lykourgos Lykophronos of Boutadai), 346 (moved by Dem-
ades Demeou of Paiania), 347 (moved by Aristoxenos Kephisodotou of [?] Peiraieus),
Hesperia 8 (1939) 26-27 no. 6 (moved by E- — —, ¢f. infra 140 no. 28). This meeting
must have been one of the three ecclesiai and not the ecclesia kyria;, the only example
of ékkAnata kvpia év Awviaov is totally restored, Hesperia 4 (1935) 35-37 no. 5. Fur-
thermore, in the preceding year (333/2) the ecclesia reserved for supplications was held
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foreigners, they are all non-probouleumatic, and they were proposed
and carried by four different rhetores. Probably they were all moved
in response to an open probouleuma inviting any Athenian who so
wished to propose honours for foreigners of great merit. It is unlikely
that the boule for this purpose presented four different open proboul-
eumata (= four items on the agenda) or that the four decrees passed
are alternatives to four detailed probouleumata submitted for ratifica-
tion but all rejected and replaced with the decrees we have pre-
served.?! Similarly, “peace and alliance with Philip of Macedon” was
probably one item on the agenda for the ecclesiai in Elaphebolion
347/6, but we know that this matter entailed the passing of several
decrees in each of the ecclesiai 22

Furthermore, several proposals might result in the passing of only
one decree. About 10% of all decrees preserved on stone have a rider
appended which was proposed and carried either by the rhetor who
moved the principal proposal or by another rheror.23 And of the non-
probouleumatic decrees some were passed in response to an open
probouleuma, but others must be counterproposals to detailed proboul-
eumata, and in this case the vote of the people was a choice between
two or more proposals.2

On the other hand, an item on the agenda introduced by an open
probouleuma might result in a debate but not in the proposal of any
decree. In several of his symbouleutic speeches Demosthenes empha-
sizes that he has no intention of moving a psephisma on the subject,
but will simply advise the people (¢f. supra 127 with n.11). Demos-
thenes’ speech may have been followed by a psephisma moved by
another rhetor, but the impression is that a political debate was some-
times conducted in the ecclesia without any proposal being made and
without any vote being taken.

on the last day of Elaphebolion (¢f. /G 112 336b and SEG XXI 278). So the ékkAnoia
év Awwvvoov held ca 16-22 Elaph. was presumably one of the two ecclesiai with 3 x 3
items on the agenda, and the debate on the festival was probably one of the three
items relating to sacred matters (hiera). The four honorary decrees listed above may
have been passed in connection with one of the three items on the agenda relating to
secular matters (hosia) or in consequence of an extra item on the agenda.

21 For the definition of probouleumatic and non-probouleumatic decrees see Rhodes
(supra n.7) 67-68. In his Commentary (supra n.13) 529 Rhodes seems to assume that
each of the four honorary decrees required a separate item on the agenda.

22 For the numerous decrees on the conclusion of peace with Philip in Elaph. 347/6
see Hansen (supra n.13) 70-71.

23 Cf. Rhodes (supra n.7) 65 and tables C (247-50) and D (259-62). It is worth
noting that almost all the riders are to probouleumata, whereas a rider to a non-proboul-
eumatic decree occurs only twice after 403/2 (71-72).

24 Cf. Rhodes (supra n.7) 81.
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In conclusion, I assume that each item on the agenda would, on
average, result in the passing of one decree and that the number of
proposals voted on, including riders, must have been somewhat high-
er than the number of decrees. So in an ecclesia the Athenians would
pass no fewer than nine decrees and vote on more proposals. This is,
I believe, a cautious estimate, and the total number of decrees passed
in a session of the ecclesia was probably above rather than below this
figure. In support, I may refer to an analogous institution. A Swiss
Landsgemeinde is attended by 2000-6000 citizens who, in addition to
elections, have to debate and vote on 15-20 laws and decrees during
a meeting which usually lasts for 2-3 hours.2

The result of the first part of my investigation is that the Athe-
nians, in the period 355-322, convened no fewer than 1300 meetings
of the ecclesia. In an ecclesia no fewer than 9 decrees were regularly
passed, and the vote taken on more proposals. If we count riders
separately, the minimal number of decrees passed in these thirty-four
years must be 13,000. To suggest a maximum is impossible.

How many of these 13,000 or more decrees are known to us, and
what is the relation between the number of decrees passed and de-
crees preserved? About 300 decrees are preserved on stone; ca 50
more are referred to in inscriptions, some in other decrees and some
in inventories. The literary sources quote, paraphrase, or mention ca
150 more decrees.?® A decree attested in the literary sources is hardly
ever preserved on stone or referred to in inscriptions, and vice versa.
The overlap between the different types of source is insignificant,?
and so the total number of known decrees of the period 355-322
comes close to 500. The conclusion is that fewer than 4% of all de-
crees passed are preserved or referred to in our sources. And even
this is a very optimistic figure. Most of the decrees preserved on
stone are fragmentary. In several cases only a few letters of a stand-
ard formula is all we have. Most of the references in inscriptions to
other decrees are of the type kara Ymbioua dnuov, sometimes with
the addition: 6 6 8etva elmev. In the literary sources references to
decrees are often short and casual and give insufficient information

25 Cf. Hansen (supra n.13) 209.

26 For a survey of decrees of the fourth century see Hansen (supra n.13) 163-65 with
nn.6 and 15, which covers the entire period from 403 to 322. My survey is no longer
up to date, and minor corrections and additions will appear in a future article. Fur-
thermore, the survey does not include decrees referred to in other decrees and in the
inventories published by the various boards of magistrates. For a short survey of such
references see my Die athenische Volksversammlung (supra n.16).

27 Six decrees known from both epigraphical and literary sources are listed in Hansen
(supra n.13) 188 n.16.
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about the form and content of a decree. For our purpose the crucial
piece of information is the name of the proposer, which is recorded
for only 181 decrees (including riders).

Known Proposers of Decrees of the People, 355-322

In 69 decrees preserved on stone the name of the proposer can be
read or confidently restored. For decrees only referred to in inscrip-
tions the number is 16. Literary sources mention 98 decrees proposed
by a named citizen. The sum is 183 decrees, but in two cases (only),
a literary source refers to a decree preserved on stone,?8 and the total
is accordingly 181 decrees moved by 82 citizens. I list here the known
proposers:2?

‘Ayvovidns Nwoéévov llepyaanlev, 325/4 (IG 112 1629.13-15)

"ANetipayos TInané, 347/6 (Aeschin. 2.83, 85)

"ANkipayos . . 5. . . ov éy Muppwovrrs, 335/4 (EM 13067)

"Avdpotiwy "Avdpwros Fapynrrwos, 347/6 (IG 112 212.8)

"Avriuédov, before 342 (Dem. 58.35)

"AroANodwpos Taciwvos 'Axaprevs, 349/8 (Dem. 59.4)

"Apworoyeitwv Kvdyuaxov, 335-330 (Dem. 25.87, hypoth. 1; Din. 2.12)

"Apworokparys, 353/2 (Dem. 23.1, 14)

"Apiorovikos Apiorotélovs Mapalwvwos, 335/4 (IG 112 1623.280-83)

"ApioTovicos Nikopavovs ‘Avayvpacws, 341/0 (Dem. 18.83, Plut. Mor.
848p)

"Apioroéevos Knduoodorov Mewpares (?), 332/1 (IG 112 347.9-11)

"Apwaropav, 324-322 (AthMirt 72 [1957] 156-64 no. 1)

Apwrtodar "Apworodavovs 'A{nrevs (S decrees: 2 in epigraphical, 3 in
literary sources)3°

"Apwotavvuos "Apworrovicov, 345/4 (I1G 112 220.7-8, 28-29)

"Apx€8nuos "Apxiov Iawovidns, 349/8 (IG 112 208.5-6)

BAémvpos Mefavdpov Mawovidns, 354/3 (IG 112 189.7)

BpayvAlos BaBvAlov "Epxieds, ca 330 (/G 112 408.5)

Anuadns Anuéov Tawvevs (21 decrees: 11 in epigraphical, 10 in
literary sources)

Anuéas Anuadov Mawxvevs, before 321 (Hesperia 13 [1944] 231-33
no. 5)

Anuntpros Edkrnuovos ‘Adudvaios, 332/1 (Syll.3 287.9)

Anuouérns Anuwros Mawvievs, 339/8 (Dem. 18.222-23)

28 Philokrates’ decree concerning the hiera orgas in 352/1 (Androt. FGrHist 324F30,
Philoch. 228F155; IG 112 204.54-55). Demades’ citizenship decree for Alkimachos in
337/6 (Harp. s.v. ’AAxipaxos; IG 112 239, ¢f. Tod 180 and SEG XXI 267).

29 For those who moved more than three decrees I refer to the documentation given
in my inventory of rhetores and strategoi in GRBS 24 (1983) 159-79.

30 |n my catalogue (supra n.29) 161 last line, delete no. 13, IG 112 289, which I now
take to have been moved by an unknown rhetor (cf. infra 138 no. 13).
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Anuocbévns Anuoxhéovs Aaumrpevs, 329/8 (Syll.3 298.9-10), 325/4
(1G 112 360.5)

Anuoclevns Anuoabévovs Mawavievs (39 decrees: 1 in epigraphical, 38
in literary sources)

Anuodhos, 346/5 (Aeschin. 1.86, schol. Aeschin. 1.77)

Anuopihos Anuodihov Axapvevs, 324/3 or earlier (IG 112 1631.655-
58), before 318 (/G 112 421.3—4)

Anuwv Anyuouérovs Mawaviets, 323/2 (Plut. Dem. 27.6, Mor. 846p)

Awmetfns Awomeifovs Tdmrrios, 346/5 (IG 112 218.22-23), 346-340
(Dem. 18.70)

Awdavros Ppaaikhetdov Muppivovaros, 337/6 (IG 112 242.6-7), 337/6
(IG 112 243.6-7)

Awdavros Opacvundovs Lémrrios, 353/2 (Dem. 19.86)

"Eupevidns éx Koikns, 332/1 or earlier (/G 112 1544.30, ¢f. 208.4-5)

Emwparns . . . .omrov llaA\nvevs, 353/2 (Dem. 24.27)

"Emréans Zovouov llepyaonbev, 323/2 (IG 112 365.6)

Emuxapns KoAetdns, before 342 (Dem. 58.30~-34)

EvBovAidns ‘Avridirov ‘Ahovoros, 346/5 (IG 112 218.6-7)

EvBovhos Tmrlapov IlpoBakicios, 348/7 (Dem. 19.304), 346-340
(Dem. 18.70, 75)

Ev@opaxos ........ 8% .. .. ... , 353/2 (IG 112 138.4)

Edvxkruwr, 354/3 (Dem. 24.11-14)

Ev¢idnros Evdilnrov Knduawevs, 323/2 (IG 112 448.6)

‘Hynourmos ‘Hynaiov Zovwieds (4 decrees: 1 in epigraphical, 3 in
literary sources)

Oeodwpos Avripavov Ahwmexknbev, 335/4 (IG 112 330.5)

Ocouévns *Onbev, before 324 (IG 112 3207)

Oovkvdidns, before 342 (Dem. 58.36-38)

‘Tepokheidns Twwoorparov ANwmrexnbev, 349/8 (IG 112 206.5-7, 26-27),
349/8 (IG 112 209.5)

‘Tepwrvuos Oikwdérovs ‘Pauvovaos, ca 330 (IG 112 415.11)

‘Irmootparos "Eteapyidov IlaAAnvevs, 341/0 (IG 112 228.7-8)

‘Tmrmoxapms ....70. ... A\wmeknbev, 336/5 (IG 112 330.26, 50)

KaA\wpamns Xapomidov Aaumrpevs, 346/5 (IG 112 215.5-6), 340/339
(IG 112 233.5)

Kah\obévns, 347/6 (Dem. 18.37, 19.86 with schol.)

Knduaodoros, 336/5 (Lex.Patm. 149f)

Kndioopor KarhiBiov Mawarevs (4 decrees: 2 in epigraphical, 2 in
literary sources)

Kndioopor Avawpwvros Xorapyevs, 325/4 (IG 112 1629.170)

Kpartivos, 354/3 (IG 112 134.6), before 353 (IG 112 172.3-4)

Kmowpor, 337/6 (Aeschin. 3.12)

Avkovpyos Avkoppovos Bovradns (11 decrees: 10 in epigraphical, 1 in
literary sources)

Medias Mewdiov "Avayvpaoios, before 322 (Hyp. fr.150)

Mowporxins Evévdnuov "Eevaivios, before 342 (Dem. 58.53, 56)
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Navawns Kheapyov 'Onlev, 334/3 (IG 112 1623.313)

Noburmos Avaiov Awoperevs, 331/0 (IG 112 349.9-10)

Haugos Evdpunrov Knduowevs, 323/2 (IG 112 448.31)

ToAvevkros Tuywoxparovs Kpuwets, 347/6 (IG 112 212.65-66)

IoAvevkros Kuvdavtidns, 326/5 (IG 112 1628.38-39), 330-324 (Hyp.
3.13-15)

IoAvevkTos Twotpartov Lémrrios, 332/1 (IG 112 344.11-12), 332/1 (IG
112 368.8), 324/3 (IG 112 363.7-8, SEG XII 89)

IoAvkparns [loAvevkTov ®nyawets, 349/8 (IG 112 207a.2)3!

IpokAetdns [lavraréovros éx Kepauéwr, 328/7 (IG 112 354.8-9)

Tkirwv, before 347 (Dem. 21.182)

T uikpos, before 347 (Dem. 21.182)

Lrépavos, before 336 (Din. fr. xviii)

Lrépavos ‘Avtidwpidov "Epowadrns, 347/6 (IG 112 213.5)

TyAéuaxos Oeayyélov "Axapvevs, 339/8 (Hesperia 7 [1938] 291-92 no.
18), 330-328 (/G 112 360.28), 330-328 (/G II2 360.46)

Tiuapxos Apuniov Tdmrros, 347/6 (Dem. 19.286-87), 347/6 (Aes-
chin. 1.81)

Tyuwwridns ... ... 2 . , 353/2 (I1G 112 139.6)

“Yrrepeidns Thavkimmov KoAvrevs, 339/8 (Dem. 18.223), 338/7 (Dem.
26.11, Hyp. frr.32-33)

davodnuos AwArov Ouuairadys, 332/1 (IG VII 4252.9-10)

®iNéas AvTiyévov Mlawovidns, 331/0 (IG 112 348.6)

drmidns, 336/5 (Hyp. 4.4-6)

®Nodnuos Avroxhéovs "Epowadys, 340/339 (IG 112 232.18-19)

®okhns Popuiwvos Epowadyns, 325/4 (Din. 3.2, 5)

®okparys [vhodwpov ‘Ayvovows (7 decrees: 1 in epigraphical, 6 in
literary sources)

d\wradns Poorpatov [laAyves, 354/3 (IG 112 136.10-11)

®pivwr ‘Papvoiows, 348/7 (Aeschin. 2.12)

Xawpuwvidns Avoaviov drvevs, 333/2 (IG 112 338.6-7)

Xapuetdns, 327/6 or earlier (/G 112 1673.9)

These 181 decrees moved by 82 citizens are what we have left of a
total of probably 13,000+ proposals moved in the period 355-322. So
the preserved decrees constitute less than 1.5% of all proposals. Let
us imagine that we had perfect sources. The number of proposals
with the name of the proposer attested would probably rise from 181
to 13,000+, but by multiplying the number of decrees by 75 or
more, what will be the effect on the number of proposers? The
multiplier to be used is of course less than 75, but is it 15, or 10, or
5, or only 2? Theoretically there is a continuum of possibilities be-

31 M. J. Osborne, Naturalization in Athens (Brussels 1981) at D 12, suggests an earlier
date (ca 361), but the recording of the patronymic (and the demotic) of the proposer
shows that the decree cannot be earlier than 354/3 (¢f. supra 125 with n.6).
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tween extremes which can be described thus: (a) We know already a
good many (perhaps even the majority) of the citizens who proposed
decrees between 355 and 322, and access to more than 12,800 new
decrees would probably give us only twice as many names, so that
the total would be some 150-200 proposers for the entire period. (b)
Political initiative was so widespread among the Athenian citizens
that the discovery of 75 times as many decrees would provide us with
the names of hundreds of new proposers, perhaps even more than a
thousand. A4 priori, both positions are tenable (¢f. infra 141-44), but
in what follows I shall apply some tests and adduce some other
sources which, I believe, will force us to move away from position
(a) and towards position (b). Exact figures are of course impossible,
but the general trend is significant: in fourth-century Athens pro-
posers of decrees of the people must be counted by the hundred and
not by the score.

Broken Names of Proposers Attested in Inscriptions

In the 85 decrees on stone listed above, the name of the proposer
is either completely recorded or confidently restored.32 But we have
also 30 more fragmentary preambles of popular decrees passed be-
tween 355 and 322 in which a few letters of the name of the proposer
are still to be seen on the stone, but not enough to allow an identifi-

32 In my catalogue (supra n.29) 1 accepted most of the restorations printed in /G 112
and not questioned in later epigraphical publications. I admit, however, that “confi-
dently restored” in some cases is a very optimistic description of what Kirchner and his
predecessors have done to broken names. Occasionally other attested names fit the
" lacuna as well as that suggested by the editor, not to speak of the possibility that the
proposer is a hitherto unknown man. Most restorations in the Corpus are made on the
(tacit) assumption that the proposer is more likely to be a citizen who is already at-
tested as proposer vel sim. than a citizen whose name fits the open spaces but who is
not (yet) known as politically active (in the ecclesia). But this assumption is question-
able. Half of the decrees preserved on stone and listed above (42 out of 85) are moved
by citizens attested only this once as a proposer and often completely unknown other-
wise. So, whenever there is a choice between two or more names which equally well fill
the gap, the name of the proposer would, in my opinion, better be left as a broken
name and not restored to give the name of the most active citizen. The most important
examples are the following. /G 112 172.3-4 [Kparttlvos: alternatives are e.g. ®vpkivos
(PA 15051), Evfowvos (P4 5505, 5508, 5509). IG 112 207a.2 [lohvkparns TloAvlevkrov
dyyaeevs): an alternative is IloAvkparns Iohvaparov Kpuwevs, IG 112 6551 (PA
12022), which is one letter shorter, but /G II2 207 is not stoichedon and some 44 letters
are missing after IloAv— (¢f. now Osborne [supra n.31]). IG 112 209.5 [Tepokhetdns
Twoa]rpatov 'ANwmexknlev: an alternative is — — —oTparov ‘Ahwrlexnfev, IG 112 5584.
1G 112 237.5-6 [Hynlowurmos [Hynaoiov Tovwileds: an alternative is Kryourmos Xa-
Bplov Aitwvets (PA 8885). IG 112 330.5 Oeodwplos Avripavov Alwmexnber]: an
alternative is ©@eodwpos Anuoriwvos Pnyovows, IG 112 7642 (PA 6909). IG 112
344.11-12 [lloAvevkros Tworpatov Lémrrios]: the identification of the proposer is
questionable in light of M. B. Walbank, ZPE 48 (1982) 264-66.
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cation.® Sometimes we can establish only the number of spaces to be
filled by the name of the proposer. Even broken names, however,
can be valuable pieces of information. Although we cannot identify
the proposer, we can often state that the letters preserved and the
spaces to be filled do not fit any of the 82 known proposers. In other
cases we can state that an identification is possible but unlikely. The
30 preambles are:

1. IG 112 131.5 (SEG XXII 89): é[doéev tan dnuwe ... 8 ... eltmer (355/4).
Citizens with eight-letter names who in the period 355-322 proposed de-
crees are: BAémrvpos Iewbavdpov Mawwvidns, 'Emyxapns XoAeidns, EvBovAos
Tmvlapov TlpoBaiicios, Edxmuwr, Oeddwpos Avripavov Alwmexnbev,
Kpativos, Kmmowporv, Noburmos Avoiov Awpueets, Lrépavos, Lrédavos
‘Avtidwpidov "Epowadns, Tiuapxos Apdniov Lédmrros. IG 112 131 may have
been moved by any of these, or by any of those who are recorded as pro-
posers between 380 and 355: "Apwriwv, Emyapns, Edéifeos, Trédavos,
di\vrmos.

2. IG 112 132.2 (SEG XXIV 86): édlotlev ran Snuer . ... .. Ins elmlev
(355/4). Of the 82 known proposers only four have names that can fill the
six spaces before —ms: "Emxapns XoA\eidns, 'Emrérns Zawvouov lepyaon-
fev, Oeoucvns ‘Onbev, Porhns Popuiwros "Epowadns. But the last three
are attested as spokesmen in the late 320’s and were probably too young in
355/4 to move a decree. If this decree was moved by a known rhetor the
most likely candidate is "Emyapns XoAletdns. Of the proposers active in the
decades before 355 the only known candidate is "Emxapns.

3. IG 112 132.22 (SEG XXIV 86): é[dotev 7an dnuwe ...JOII. .. elmelv
(355/4). Either o. or ok may be read. Following Kirchner, Pecirka34 prefers
ok and, on the assumption that the proposer is identical with that of the first
decree on the stele (¢f. supra), suggests a name of the type -okAns. So ®who-
KkAns Popuiwvos "Epowadns would be the only known rhetor of our period to

33 JG 112 includes several more examples of broken names than the 30 I record, but
they are probably all earlier than 354/3 and fall outside the period discussed here. On
IG 112 214, 216, 248, 265, and 366 see supra n.6. 263 4-5 is restored by Kirchner:
--- e‘ypap,p,[a‘revev ...... | S, éx Kndlwv elmev. But the sequence secretary—
proposer is otherwise attested only in decrees from the beginning of the century (cf.
e.g. IG 112 31, 72, 106). Furthermore, Kirchner allows only 23 spaces for the demotic
of the proedros plus the name with patronymic and demotic of the secretary, which is
barely possible. A preferable solution is to bring the decree back to the period before
354/3 and restore éypauulateve ... ... émearater 94 ]wV elmev (Cf e.g IG 112 110,
112) or perhaps éypauuldreve(v) édoferv Tan dnuawe . .5785. . lov elmev (cf. e.g. IG 112
96). In Hesperia 29 (1960) 1-2 no. 2 Meritt restored a fragmentary preamble: [ém
- — — apxovlros émi [ms — — — mpvravelas — — —lwv Aewo[- — — elmer] (ca 350).
Even if we assume that the prescript is short and several formulae are omitted (cf. e.g.
IG 112 212, 215), the restoration of the name of the proposer in the line following the
archon presupposes a line of some 100 letters, which is excessive for a decree. So the
restoration of elmew in line 2 is questionable.

34 The Formula for the Grant of Enktesis (Prague 1966) 37.
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fill the lacunae. Because by 324 he had served on the board of generals more
than ten times, he may have been born in 375 or earlier, and so there is a
remote possibility that he was the proposer of this (and the previous) decree.
| tend to doubt it.

4. IG 112 133.8-9: é[dolev Tan dnuwe . . . . .. 1édns etmelv (355/4). This de-
cree may have been moved by one of four citizens already attested as pro-
posers: EvBovAidns "Avnipihov IlpoBalioos, Bovkvdidns, Ipokheidns Mav-
Tahéovtos éx Kepauéwv, PiNmmidns.

5. IG 112 137.4-5: [émearater ....? ... Ins elmev (354/3). This decree may
have been moved by one of four attested proposers: ‘IepoxAeidns Twwoarpa-
Tov "ANwmeknfev, Kar\agOévns, Xapuwvidns Avoaviov PAvels, Xapikhei-
oms.

6. IG 112 205.8-9 (SEG XIV 51): [édokely ™ BovAne kat 7ol dnuw
........ Is "ApioriAho Lrepielvs efmev] (351/0). This decree may have
been moved by Anuodihos or Evfvuaxos. The inclusion of the last requires
a note: Euthymachos is recorded as proposer of /G II2 138: Evévualxos
.................. elmev]. So the identification with the proposer of IG
112 205, hence Ev@vuayos ‘ApiotvAov Lreipievs, presupposes that the patro-
nymic, not only in /G 112 205 but also in 138, ended in -o instead of -ov,
which is indeed possible since 138.3 shows a patronymic in -o for the secre-
tary. It is more likely, however, that /G 112 205 was moved by a citizen not
yet known as a proposer. One attested proposer of the 370’s and 360’s has a
nine-letter name ending in -s, Mevééevos.

7. 1G 112 219.8-9 (Hesperia 8 [1939] 172-73 no. 3): [é8oéev i BlovA[ne kat
TOL SNUWL . .« . .. .. 7o leal- — — elmev] (345/4). No proposer whose
patronymic and/or demotic is known has a name that fits. If we accept
the restoration proposed by Schweigert (in Hesperia), the letters -ea- prob-
ably belong to the demotic, in which case we have a choice between
............... ®plealppros and [...... M. . ... Eirlealios.

8. 1G 112 220.3-4: émeymoplie Tmmoxl ... ... .. P ] OivoBio ‘Palu-
vov elmrev] (344/3). The proposer may be identical with one of the seventeen
proposers for whom neither patronymic nor demotic is known.

9. IG 112 229.6-7: él8ofev ™ BloAlne kalt Tor dmuwe ... ... o lo
®pelalppilols etmer (341/0). This proposer must have a name of max. ten
letters. Accordingly we can rule out: (a) all proposers whose patronymic
and/or demotic we know; (b) all other proposers with names of eleven
or twelve letters; (c) Euthymachos ........ 1. ... ... and Timonides
...... 12 ..., (d) Skiton and Smikros, who had both, before 347, been
fined ten talents (Dem. 21.182) and are unlikely to appear as proposers in
this period. We are left with nine possible candidates: "AvTiuédwr, 'ApioTo-
pov, Anuodiros, Evkmmuwr, Qovkvdidns, Kpativos, Kmmowpav, Trédavos,
durmidns. But the proposer was probably a citizen not yet recorded as
spokesman, e.g. "Avtifios ‘loxvplov Ppeappios (PA 982).
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10. IG 112 235.4-5: édotev 1ol dnuwe . . .. kplans Abqul. . . .. R elis
etmev (340/339). The only known proposers having a ten-letter name ending
in -kparns are IoAvkparns and ®hokparys, but neither was son of "Adnv—.
Accordingly this rider must have been moved by a citizen not yet recorded
as a proposer in our period.

11. IG 112 253.1-2: — — —]us Zlglnrrlos elmev (before 336/5). This decree
may be ascribed either to Awmeifns Awmeifovs Tdnrrios or to Awdavros
Opacvundovs Témrrios or to one of the proposers whose patronymic and
demotic are unknown.

12. IG 112 276. 2 3 (Hesperia 9 [1940] 342): émeymduler Evbukparnls 'Adud-
vatos .......0 ..., MMorawos elémev] (337/6). This decree may have
been moved by one of the eleven known proposers who have a name of
max. ten letters and for whom neither patronymic nor demotic is known.

13. IG 112 289.6 (SEG XXI 300, XXII 60): [....... 18eor20 . lolv ’Alin-
melvs elme] (ca 352-336). Kirchner, following Wilhelm, suggested [Apio-
rodr Apwrrodarvlols 'Alimuelvs, but Pecirka doubts the older spelling of
the patronymic and shows that the line may have had 27 letters instead of 26.
So the proposer of this rider is probably unknown and may be identified with
one of the known proposers for whom neither patronymic nor demotic is
recorded, or rather with a citizen not yet recorded as proposer. Note, how-
ever, the older spelling elme, which apart from IG 112 212.66 (347/6) is not
attested after 375/4 (IG 112 96). So there may still be a case for accepting
Aristophon as the proposer (cf. the catalogue [supra n.29] 161 no. 13), but I
prefer now to follow Pecirka in questioning the identification.

14. IG 112 336a.5-6: édotev tolt dnuwe ...~ .. .lodpovos Aake : elmev
(334/3). None of the 60 proposers with known demotics is of Lakiadai. In
Athens the shortest name ending in -d¢pwv is Oeddpwr, and so the name of
the proposer filled max. six spaces. Of the seventeen proposers whose patro-
nymic and demotic are unknown, only Zkirwy fits the lacuna, but he is most
unlikely to have been a proposer of a decree in 334/3 (¢f. supra ad no. 9).
This decree must have been moved by a citizen not yet recorded as pro-
poser.

15. IG 112 336b.13-14 (SEG XXI 278, Osborne D 23): Nixs
(... B Ins Apworapyxov ®[...7. .. etmev] (333/2). This de-
cree may have been moved by any of the already known proposers whose
names end in -ns and whose patronymic and demotic are unknown: "Apworo-
kpatns, Oovkvdidns, Kal\wobévns, Tuwwvidns, hmrmidns, and Xapukhet-
dns. I am inclined to believe that the decree was moved by a citizen not yet
recorded as a proposer.

16. IG 112 339b.1-2 (SEG XVI 54): — - =IN[..... . etmev] (ca 335-
3307?). At least three known proposers are possible: Apworopwr *Apioro-
davovs 'Alnvievs, but he was probably dead by the 330’s; Anunrpios Ev-
kTnuovos Adudvatos; Pikéas Avriyevov Iawvidns. Moreover, the decree



MOGENS HERMAN HANSEN 139

may have been proposed by one of the seventeen proposers of unknown
patronymic and demotic.

17. IG 112 343.2-3 (SEG XXIV 103): [émeymdulelv Emauellvor .. . .. 1]
KEPAHIZ?... 8 ... "Avayvpaowls elmle[v (333/2?). None of the 82 known
proposers has a name ending in -«xépdns.

18. IG 112 366.9-10: [Esoléer o v [ulae Apel. .. . .. 1 elmer (323/2). The
proposer of this decree may well have been the 'Apiorodwr who in 324-322
moved a decree relating to Samos, or his name may have been, e.g., ’Api-
yvwros, "Apioratios, or "Apuppadns.

19. IG 112 367.9-10: édoter T Slnuwe ....7%... 18wpov Mehirevs [elmev
(323/2). In Athens the shortest name in -8wpos is Oeddwpos, which however
is very common in all periods. So the proposer was presumably the son of
Theodoros. In this case, he has a name of max. six letters. Among the
known proposers, only Zkirwv can fill the lacuna, and he is most unlikely to
appear as proposer in 323/2 (c¢f. supra ad no. 9). Alternatively, we cannot
rule out the possibility that the patronymic was Awpov (¢f. IG 112 1751.62),
in which case the proposer had a nine-letter name and may have been ’Av-
Tyweédwy, "Apwortodwr, or Anuodihos. But Awpos seems to have been an
extremely rare name, so I prefer to believe that this decree was moved by an
unknown prosposer.

20. IG 112 403.4-5: [émeymile ... 8 .. . Is éx Kelplauélow. . .. ... 5o Is
[Aalkuadns [eflmelv] (ca 350-320). This decree may have been moved by
one of the proposers for whom neither patronymic nor demotic is known.

21. IG 112 410.1-2 (SEG XXII 94): [~ - -lkro ZklauBavidns elmev] (ca
330). This decree may have been moved by one of the proposers for whom
neither patronymic nor demotic is known.

22. IG 112 420.5-6 (SEG XXII 93): [émeymduler .. ... 2o édokev Twn
dnuwe Edlpvkparlns ...... ! ale ... etmev] (332/1). If we accept the
restorations suggested by Meritt, this fragmentary decree gives us the name
of a citizen who is not otherwise attested as proposer.

23. IG 112 436.2-5: [€doléev tlaw dnuw — — —Jov Av[- — —]lelmer — — — PuvA
— — — (post 336/5). If we accept Koehler’s restoration of line one to give 23
letters to the line, a possible restoration of the preamble is [€8oléer rloe
dnuw Mewdlas Medtlov "Av{ayvpagios elmev: émedn] duN[- — -.

24. IG 112 454.8-9 (SEG XXI 293): [~ - ~ &otev 7o dnpan — — — ©2y-
pl= — -1 (324/3). “The three letters of line 8 come at or near the place
where the patronymic or the name of the spokesman should fall. The first
two letters are clear; the third looks like rho corrected to iota, thus HPP to
HPI, as in e.g. Olnpilxiéovs, Olnpilmmidov” (S. Dow, Hesperia 32 [1963]
350). The combination -npi- does not occur in any demotic, and probably
belongs to the patronymic as Dow suggests. None of the 57 attested patro-
nymics of known proposers will fit -npt-, but the proposer may have been
one of the 25 other citizens listed above.
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25. IG 112 547 (SEG XXI 292.13-14): [&8otev tén dnuwe . . dmpl.... 7. ...
- — — etmev — — —18pl....%.... (324/3). The name of the proposer may
have been e.g. @eompomos, Aaumporkhns, Aaumpias, vel sim. A short name is
preferable since the entire name must have filled max. 26 spaces. None of the

82 known proposers has a name of which the fourth and fifth letters are mp.
26. IG 112 1623.240-42: kara [ymdplioua dnuov [6 .. .48 .1 elmev (334/3
or earlier). Some 50 of the 82 known proposers have names of 7-9 letters.
27. Hesperia 3 (1934) 3-4 no. 5: [€doéev o Sl ... ... .. rURP ]
Opuwr[alwos elmlev (327/6). The proposer was not one of the 65 spokesmen
whose patronymic and/or demotic are known; he may be one of the twenty
for whom neither is attested.

28. Hesperia 8 (1939) 26-27 no. 6: [édoéer T Slnuar
El........... B laows ellmer (332/1). Schweigert restored
E[¥Bows Kpariororéw ’Avayvplacgios (PA 5313), and this may well be
right, giving evidence of a new proposer. If we leave the 23 spaces open,
there is a remote possibility that the proposer was Evxryuwy.

29. Hesperia 9 (1940) 327-28 no. 36: [.... 7. .. INL. .. .] Hawavelds elmev]
(335/4). The proposer is of Paiania and cannot be identified with any of the 63
proposers whose demotic is known. Moreover, there is no attested patronymic
NI....]. So the patronymic must have filled at least one of the nine spaces to
the left of the N, e.g. "Elv[8lov. The inference is that the name of the proposer
filled max. eight spaces. Of the twenty proposers for whom neither patronymic
nor demotic is known, six have names of 68 letters: Evxmnuwr, Kpativos,
Kmowwv, Txitwrv, Tuikpos, Lrépavos. But Skiton and Smikros are unlikely
to appear as proposers in 335/4 (cf. supra ad no. 9). There is a remote possibil-
ity that the proposer is one of the four others, but this decree was in all proba-
bility moved by a citizen who is not yet recorded as a proposer.

30. Hesperia 9 (1940) 332-33 no. 39: — — —luol. . ... . etmev] (ca 330).
The proposer may have been [Motworxins Ev6vdnluolv Exevaivios] or one
of the seventeen proposers for whom neither patronymic nor demotic is
known.

Thus, of these 30 decrees, seven must have been proposed by
citizens not yet recorded as proposers (nos. 10, 14, 17, 19, 22, 25,
28). And in seven more cases the decree was probably moved by
someone other than the eighty-two attested proposers (nos. 2, 3, 4,
5, 6, 15, 29). The proposer of nos. 2 and 3 may have been the same
man, but in any case, by a study of the preambles recording broken
names we can increase the total number of attested proposers of
decrees of the people from 82 to at least 90 citizens.

New Proposers Attested in the Epigraphical Sources

If it were true that we have the names of at least half of the Athe-
nians who proposed decrees in the period 355-322 and that only a
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few scores of new names would be added if we had the 12,800+
decrees now lost, then almost every new decree found in future will
give us the name of a citizen who is already known as a proposer,
and only exceptionally will a new decree moved by an unknown
proposer add a name to our list of 82. This hypothesis can be tested
by an examination of the new sources recovered over the last hun-
dred years. There has been no significant addition to our literary
sources for decrees of the people of the period 355-322,3% but the
epigraphical evidence has grown every year, and a survey of the
publications since the late nineteenth century will indicate what is to
be expected as more decrees are found. For my investigation I pre-
suppose information about all proposers mentioned in literary sources
and move forward by three steps: the publication of /G II in 1877-
83; the publication of /G II.5 in 1895;% and later publication up to
1983.37 The evidence is best presented in a diagram:

Number of Number of New proposers New proposers

decrees  proposers (epigr. sources) (all sources) Percentage
1G 11 40 25 25 17 17:40 = 43%
IG 11.5 32 28 22 20 20:32 = 63%
Later 13 11 7 6 6:13 = 46%

It is impossible to draw a graph on the basis of these figures, but
they do show beyond dispute that it would be absurd to assume that
new decrees will provide mostly new attestations of proposers already
known from other decrees. On the contrary, we have every reason to
infer that on average every second decree found in the future will
reveal a citizen not yet known as a proposer (but perhaps as a trierarch
or bouleutes or diaitetes, etc.). It is impossible to say when and how
the proportion of new proposers will begin to drop drastically. The
next 100 decrees may give the names of 40 new proposers, but the
next 1000 decrees, if found, would undoubtedly reveal fewer than 400
new names. The only conclusion is that the epigraphical evidence,
according to this test, favours the view that perfect sources would give
us the names of many more proposers than are now recorded.

3 The only additions are Kephisodotos’ honorary decree for Demades (Lex.Patm.
149 s.v. ékaroumedor) and Philokrates’ decree on the iepa épyas (Didymos In Dem.
coll. 13.57 [Philoch. F155]) and 14.48 {Androt. F30]}).

3 With /G I1.5 T group three inscriptions from the Oropos district first published in
1891 and included in /G VII (1892), viz. 4252, 4253 (Syll.3 287), 4254 (Syll.3 298).

37 This group comprises: IG 112 218.6-7, 218.22-23; 220.7-8, 28-29; 276.23-24;
408.5-6; 452.11 (¢f. SEG XXI 284); Hesperia 4 (1935) 169-70 no. 32 (¢f. 9 [1940]
339-40); 7 (1938) 291-92 no. 18; 9 (1940) 325-27 no. 35; 13 (1944) 231-33 no. 5; 43
(1974) 322-24 no. 3; AthMitt 72 (1957) 156—64 no. 1; EM 13067, unpublished but ¢f.
SEG XXI 272.
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The Distribution of Decrees among Proposers

The next test is also based on statistics, focused again on the epi-
graphical evidence. Let me say in advance that the test is inconclu-
sive—which in itself, however, is an interesting conclusion. I presup-
pose that the epigraphical evidence gives us a fairly random sample of
decrees moved by named citizens. Of the ca 13,000 decrees passed in
the years 355-322, perhaps only a few thousand were inscribed on
stone, primarily honorary decrees as is evident from the 85 extant
which record the name of the proposer. In eight cases only the pre-
amble is preserved and the content of the decree is unknown. Of the
remaining 77 decrees, 54 are honorific (including citizenship de-
crees), and no more than 23 relate to other matters (e.g. the navy,
cult, public works, and, occasionally, foreign affairs). The paucity of
really important decrees preserved on stone is indeed significant, and
it would be foolish to write a treatise on the powers of the ecclesia
based on epigraphical sources. But this investigation is limited to the
identity of the proposers, and for this purpose I believe that the
decrees on stone are more representative. The a priori assumption
that the moving of honorary decrees was usually left to minor rhetores
is contradicted by the fact that, e.g., Androtion, Aristophon, Dema-
des, Demosthenes, Diopeithes of Sphettos, Hegesippos, Lykourgos,
and Polyeuktos of Sphettos are attested as proposers of honorary
decrees. Conversely, we find otherwise unattested citizens as pro-
posers of rather important decrees, e.g. the dispatch of a squadron
(Aristonikos of Marathon and Kephisophon of Cholargos). So I pre-
sume that the preserved decrees record political leaders and minor
rhetores indiscriminately. I will go no further than that. The preserva-
tion of eleven decrees on stone moved by Demades and ten by
Lykourgos as against only one by Demosthenes and none by Hyper-
eides is a sufficient warning that no far-reaching conclusions can be
drawn, but is in no way incompatible with a random transmission of
decrees inscribed on stone (cf. n.39 infra).

The following table shows decrees distributed among proposers.
The first column gives the number of proposers, the second the
number of decrees moved by each, the third the total:

42 x 1 =42
8§x 2=16
2x 3= 6
1x10 =10
1x11 =11

54 proposers move 85 decrees
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Is it possible on the basis of this small sample (Iess than 1% of all
decrees) to say anything about the number of proposers involved?
For my test I will suggest two models: (a) all 13,000 decrees were
moved by 90 citizens of whom 10 moved 400 decrees each (= 4000
decrees), 20 moved 150 decrees each (= 3000), and 60 moved 100
decrees each (= 6000). (b) All 13,000 decrees were moved by 620
citizens of whom 10 moved 600 decrees each (= 6000 decrees), 10
moved 100 decrees each (= 1000), and 600 moved 10 decrees each
(= 6000). In model (a) I suppose that we already know every pro-
poser, from our literary and epigraphical sources (broken names
included), and that the next 12,800 would not give us a single new
name but only allow us to restore the minimum sevén or eight bro-
ken names we have. In model (b) I suppose that the recovery of 150
times as many decrees as we have will reveal ca seven times as many
named proposers. In order to test these two models against the 85
preserved decrees moved by 54 citizens, I have devised an experi-
ment by which 85 random decrees can be drawn from a total of
13,000. All decrees are numbered 1-13,000 and all proposers are also
numbered. In model (a) proposer 1 moves decrees 1-400, proposer 2
moves decrees 401-800, proposer 11 moves decrees 4001-4150, etc.
In model (b) proposer 1 moves decrees 1-600, proposer 2 moves
decrees 601-1200, proposer 11 moves decrees 6001-6100, etc. The
drawing of 85 random numbers among 13,000 (one experiment) has
been simulated by a calculation based on five-digit random num-
bers.3® The results for the two models are as follows (the number of
proposers, the decrees of each, and the total):

(A) 31 x1 =31 (B) 40 x 1 = 40
14x2 =28 3x2=6
2x3= 6 3x3=9
yx 4= 8 2x4= 8
A= I1x5= 5
1x5= 15 1x8= 8
I1x7= 17 1x9= 9

51 proposers move 85 decrees 51 proposers move 85 decrees

The striking similarity between the results obtained for (a) and (b)
strongly indicates that the experiment need not be repeated. So far as
the total number of proposers is concerned, there is no difference
between (a) and (b), and both models come very close to the 54
proposers actually attested in the decrees preserved on stone. An-

3¢ Detailed information about the procedure can be obtained from the author. I
should like to thank Lic. Scient. Niels Herman Hansen for his assistance.
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other experiment based on the same models or a slight revision of
them might easily give us 54 proposers instead of 51. As to the dis-
tribution of decrees among proposers, model (a) seems inferior to
model (b), but even within a total of 90 proposers model (a) can
easily be revised to give as good results as (b).3°

In conclusion: the hypothesis that the 85 preserved decrees moved
by 54 citizens are a random sample of 13,000 decrees is compatible
both with the hypothesis that we already know every single proposer,
90 citizens in all, and with the hypothesis that we know only a sev-
enth of all proposers active between 355 and 322, i.e. 90 out of more
than 600.

Circumstantial Evidence for Named Proposers

In addition to our direct evidence for rhetores who moved decrees
of the people, we have a substantial amount of indirect evidence for
politically active citizens who probably moved decrees between 355
and 322, but are not (yet) attested as proposers of known decrees
passed within the period. The weightiest indirect evidence can be
grouped under four headings: (1) citizens who were politically active
in the period 355-322 but are attested as proposers of decrees only
before 355 or after 322; (2) citizens attested in the period 355-322 as
speakers in the ecclesia but not as proposers of decrees; (3) citizens
attested as proposers of decrees of the boule during 355-322 but not
as proposers of decrees of the people; (4) citizens attested as pro-
posers of nomoi passed by the nomothetai but not as proposers of
psephismata passed by the ecclesia.

1. Proposers of decrees attested before 355 and after 322

Some of the Athenian citizens who proposed and carried decrees
before 355 were still politically active after 355/4 and are attested in
this period as (e.g.) ambassadors or prosecutors. But my list of 82
proposers includes only citizens whose attested decrees fall within
355-322. Yet it is a fair assumption that a proposer of decrees before
355 who was still politically active after 355 would also continue to
propose decrees. Similarly, some of the citizens attested as proposers
only after 322 were already politically active before the overthrow of
the democracy in 322/1 and may well have moved decrees in the last

39 In (b) the ten most active citizens (600 proposals each) showed up as proposers of
the following numbers of decrees: proposer no. 1, three decrees; no. 2, three; no. 3,
eight; no. 4, one; no. 5, two; no. 6, four; no. 7, nine; no. 8, three; no. 9, five; no. 10,
four. So the fact that the epigraphical evidence gives us eleven decrees by Demades,
ten by Lykourgos, as against one by Demosthenes, is not necessarily incompatible with
the hypothesis that the 85 decrees constitute a random sample of the 13,000 decrees.
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years of our period. So in addition to the 82 attested proposers for
355-322, we can draw up a list of citizens attested as proposers only
before 355 or after 322, but probably also active in the ecclesia in the
period 355-322:40

ante 355:

Avrdrvkos (IG 112 107.30)

Eénkeotidns Xapiov Oopikos (IG 112 116.8)

‘Hynoavdpos ‘Hynaiov Lovievs (IG 112 123.7)

Knoioodoros éx Kepauéwv (Xen. Hell. 7.1.12-14; Hesperia 8 [1939]
5-12 no. 13; IG 112 141.30; Arist. Rh. 1411a6-11)

Melavwmos Aayxnros Aitwrvevs (IG 112 145.13)

Mevirns Mévwvos Kvdabnvawets (ArchEph 1971, 137-45)

avdos Twxhéovs é¢€ Otov (IG 112 103.6, 105.6, ¢f. 130-33)

[Mvppavdpos Avadrvarios (IG 112 44.7)

post 322:

Anuoxapns Aaxnros Aevkovoevs (IG 112 1492.126-27)
‘Hynuwv (IG 112 1469.121-22)

Trparokins Ed@vdnuov Awpeets (¢f. Rhodes [supra n.7] 270)

If all the 13,000+ proposals were preserved, I do not doubt that we
would find many of these citizens recorded as proposers of decrees in
the period 355-322.

2. Speakers in the ecclesia

Not infrequently a literary source mentions a citizen who addressed
the ecclesia during a debate but did not move a proposal. Some of
these Athenians are well attested in other sources as proposers of
decrees of the people, but the following twenty are known only as
speakers and not as proposers:

Aloxivys "Arpountov Kobwkidns (Dem. 18.136, 140, 285; 19.10, 35,
113, 209, 304, 310, etc.)

Auewradns (Aeschin. 3.130)

"Apioropaxos Kpirodnuov 'Awmexnfer (Dem. 23.13, 110)

Avdrolvkos (Aeschin. 1.81fF)

"Adapevs Taokparovs "Epxievs (Plut. Mor. 839c¢)

IN\avkérns (Dem. 24.13)

Anuokparns Anuoxiéovs 'Adudvatos (Plut. Mor. 803p)

Anuoxapms Aaxmros Aevkovoevs (Plut. Mor. 847p)

40 For the political activity attested between 355 and 322 ¢f. the inventory (supra
n.29). But for two of the men listed here the activity is not of the type recorded in the
inventory: Exekestides was eponym of a naval symmory between 356 and 340 (/G II2
1617.40-41, ¢f. Davies, APF p.175), and Menites is probably the taxiarch mentioned
at Aeschin. 2.169-70, ¢f. D. M. Lewis, BSA 50 (1955) 31.
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Aiphos Awmeifovs Tovvievs (Din. fr. xli)
Edéévurmos "Efehokparovs Aaumtpevs (Hyp. 3.14)
Knéiuoodwpos (Timokles fr.17)

Kmowar (Dem. 19.12)

Melavwmos Aaxmros Aiéwvevs (Plut. Dem. 13.3; Dem. 24.13)
Neomrohewos Txvpros (Dem. 19.12, 315)
Marawos 'Exevairios (Dem. Ep. 3.16)

[Mvééas (Plut. Mor. 8043)

IvfokAns [MvBodwpov éx Kndwy (Dem. 18.285)
Tavpéas (Dem. Ep. 3.16)

dupkivos (Lycurg. 1.19)

dwriwy Pwkov loramwos (Plut. Phoc. 7.5-6)

We know that a political leader, e.g. Demosthenes, sometimes had
his proposals moved by other citizens who were either paid or per-
suaded to act as proposers (Aeschin. 3.159). But I cannot believe that
a political leader would consistently make use of others and never
propose a decree in his own name. Moreover, | take a speech de-
livered in the ecclesia to be a more conspicuous and demanding
political activity than the proposal of a decree or a rider. We may
then assume, a priori, that citizens attested as speakers were also, at
least occasionally, proposers of decrees. Melanopos and Autolykos,
for example, who are attested as speakers in the period 355-322, are
both recorded before 355 as proposers of decrees, and I find it un-
believable that Aischines never proposed and carried a decree of the
people. So I suggest that most, perhaps all twenty rhetores listed
above would also be known as proposers of decrees if we had perfect
sources. On the other hand, Euxenippos, whom Hypereides describes
as an idiotes, may be an example of an Athenian citizen who (once)
had to address the ecclesia but never moved a single proposal.

3. Proposers of decrees of the boule

Proposers of decrees of the boule consist of spokesmen of proboul-
eumatic decrees (decrees of the boule ratified by the ecclesia) and
spokesmen of decrees of the boule (independent decrees of the boule
and probouleumata resulting in a non-probouleumatic decree of the
ecclesia moved by another man). Spokesmen of probouleumratic de-
crees are of course recorded above among the 82 proposers of de-
crees of the ecclesia. But we know also about twenty citizens who in
the period 355-322 proposed and carried decrees of the boule in the
second sense. Seven of these spokesmen are also known as proposers
of decrees of the ecclesia (recorded above), but thirteen are attested
only as spokesmen of decrees of the boule:
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Ayacias Xepryévovs (?) "Ikapievs (?), 336/5 (IG 112 330.32)

‘AvTidotos 'AmoANodwpov Tuvmainrros, 333/2 (IG 112 337.5-7), pro-
bouleuma

Aewvoorpatos Aewvadov *Aykvinberv, 343/2 (IG 112 223.4)

Anuéas Tdnrrios, before 324 (IG 112 3207)

Avogparns Knduoevs, before 324 (IG 112 3207)

Everiwyv AdTokheldov Zgmrios, 328/7 (IG 112 354.32), probouleuma

“Hyéuaxos Xatpmuovos Iepfoidns, 334/3 (IG 112 1156.36)

KaAoOévns Xapomidov Tpiveuevs, 328/7 ( Agora XV 49.41)

KaA\iorpatos Oopikios, 330/329 or earlier (/G 112 1627.380 etc.)

Kndioodotos Evapxidov Axaprevs, 329/8? (IG 112 360.51), proboul-
euma

Krnoudns Barybev, before 324 (/G 112 3207)

IToAvevkros Kalhikpatovs ‘Eorawoferv, 324/3 (IG 112 1631.350-51)

dvievs avoaviov Oivatos, 325/4 (IG 112 360.66), probouleuma

Demosthenes states (22.36) that many councillors never moved any
proposal and that the boule was in fact dominated by a comparatively
small number of rhetores. So a citizen attested as a spokesman in the
boule is very likely to have proposed and carried at least one pro-
bouleumatic decree during his year as a councillor. Accordingly I
suggest that some of the thirteen citizens listed above, probably even
most of them, were in fact proposers of probouleumatic decrees now
lost. The same observation applies to the four citizens who are
known as speakers in the boule, but not as proposers:

Anuokparns Anuorhéovs 'Addvaios (Aeschin. 2.17)
Evdofos Oeayyélov Tvmal\nrios (IG 112 223¢.10-12)
"TarpoxAns Mlacupwvros (Aeschin. 2.16)

Aewobévns AewalBévovs Kepahnber (Diod. 17.111.3)4

4. Proposers of nomoi

Some Athenian political leaders are known as proposers of both
nomoi and psephismata, viz. Aristophon, Euboulos, Demosthenes,
Lykourgos, Aristonikos (of Marathon), Epikrates (of Peiraieus), and
Phanodemos (of Thymaitadai). But no preserved decree of the people
can be ascribed to six citizens who however are all attested as pro-
posers of nomoi in the period 355-322:

Evkparns "Apworotiwov lewparevs (Hesperia 21 [1952] 355-59 no. 5)
‘Hynuwv (Aeschin. 3.25; IG 112 1628.300)
Kndioodwr Kedpahuwros "Adudratos (?: 1G 112 244.1)

41 In the catalogue (supra n.29) 172 line 21, add: Addresses the boule (at a secret
meeting) and applies for money and men, 324/3 (Diod. 17.111.3).
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Aemrrivns éx Koivns (Dem. 20.95, 128)
Medias Knduoodwpov Avayvpaaios (Dem. 21.173)
Twwokparns "Avripavros Kpuevs (Dem. 24.63; 24.39-40, 71)

To propose a law and defend it before the nomothetai was a much
more demanding and complicated procedure than to move a decree
in the ecclesia, and so it is reasonable to assume, a fortiori, that a
citizen who took it upon himself to move a law is also likely to have
been, at least occasionally, the proposer of a decree of the people.
This assumption can be substantiated for some of the citizens listed
above. In a late source Eukrates, who moved the tyranny law of
337/6, is mentioned as one of the political leaders in Athens in the
320’s.42 Kephisophon, who may have moved the law on the repair
of the wall in 337/6, is attested as a member of the Theoric Board
in 343/2.43 1 cannot believe that political leaders like Leptines and
Meidias never acted as spokesmen in the ecclesia, and Demosthe-
nes accuses Timokrates of having been paid for moving decrees in
the ecclesia (24.66, 201-03). The allegation of bribery may well be
wrong, but there can be no doubt that Timokrates was a regular
proposer of decrees in the assembly. So all the citizens listed above as
proposers of laws would probably also appear as proposers of decrees
if we had fuller sources.

Thus the examination of four different kinds of indirect evidence
has provided us with the names of 48 citizens (some recorded more
than once) who are not attested as proposers of decrees of the people
during 355-322, but most of whom certainly would be if we had full
knowledge of the 13,000+ proposals. And the indirect evidence is by
no means exhausted by the names listed above. Twenty more citi-
zens are attested as envoys elected by the people between 355 and
322,44 and 25 other citizens are known as prosecutors or synegoroi in
political public actions.*® Furthermore, eight citizens are mentioned in

42]In Luc. Dem.Laud. 31 Eukrates of Peiraieus is mentioned along side Demos-
thenes, Himeraios of Phaleron, and Aristonikos of Marathon.

43 Cf. the catalogue (supra n.29) 171. In the law IG II2 244.2 an alternative res-
toration of the name of the proposer is [Anuntpios Evxkriuovos] "A¢udvaios, cf. Syll.3
287.9.

4 A vdpwr, Apwatoyeitwv (PA 1774), "Apuatodmuos, AdoLnros, Axilkevs, Aépkv- .
Nos, Anyuntpos PavooTparov Painpevs, Awdavros (PA 4421), Apwmidns, Evdidax-
105, Evxhetdns, Eddpoovros, Eduarts, OnBayérns, Opacukins é€ Otov, Iducparns
(PA 7736), Kiuwr, Khetrouayos, Mevéaos, TloAvéevos. For references see the in-
ventory (supra n.29). Envoys who are also attested as rhetores in the ecclesia or in the
boule are listed above and are not included in this note.

5 Apxias, Apiorwr, ‘AYndwr, Aawvias, Awddwpos, Awrvdas, Evdukins, Etvvouos
Kvdwuayxov, Oecoxpivns, Oeopiros, Tuepaios, Kaluparns, Avkivos, Mehavrys, Mevé-
oaxpos, Iwrias, TlpokAns, Twowlns, Pavoorparos, Pilmmos (PA 14374), ®uho-
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the literary sources as political leaders, but not a single political ac-
tivity can be ascribed to any of them.* Again, it is reasonable to
assume that many citizens who were active as envoys or prosecutors
in political public actions would also take an active part in the de-
cision-making process in the ecclesia. So in addition to the 82 attested
proposers, we know 48 citizens who probably were proposers and 53
more who may be presumed to be. Combining the direct and the
indirect evidence, we can draw up a list of 183 citizens who either
certainly or probably or presumably were proposers of decrees of the
people during 355-322. Is this list fairly exhaustive? Or is it so de-
fective that perfect sources would give us the names of three or five
or ten times as many proposers of decrees of the people? A priori, it
is remotely possible that the discovery of ca 12,800 more decrees, in
addition to many more attestations of the 82 known proposers, would
provide us mostly with names of the 101 who are known as having
performed other forms of political activity, and that any new decree
to be found only exceptionally would bring us an addition to the
extended list of 183 certain, probable, and possible proposers. But
this hypothesis can be ruled out by a closer inspection of the epi-
graphical evidence.

Over the years the recovery of documents on stone has provided
us with the names of 54 citizens who between 355 and 322 proposed
and carried decrees of the people. 43 names are new in the sense that
these citizens are not attested in literary sources as proposers of
decrees. I argued above that the future recovery of more decrees is
likely to add many names to the list of 82 proposers now attested in
literary and epigraphical sources. But then we have to ask the ques-
tion: are these new proposers likely to be citizens already known as
politically active in other fields (i.e. already recorded among the 101
men mentioned above)? Or will new epigraphical sources bring us
the names of citizens who are either completely unknown or at least
not known as politically active? Again, a glance at what has been
found will indicate what to expect of future discoveries. Of the 43
new proposers attested in epigraphical sources, only seven names
recur in the lists of 48 citizens recorded to have performed related
forms of political activity, and if by including envoys, prosecutors,

kpatys ‘Emkparov "Elevaivios, ®oxapms Arpountov Kobwkidns, Popuiwy (PA
14952), Xapms, Xaptvos. For references see the inventory (supra n.29). Prosecutors
who are also attested as rhetores in the ecclesia or in the boule are listed above and are
not included in this note.

46 Cf. the inventory (supra n.29) 179, where three out of the eleven men listed fall
outside the period 355-322 (Kallippos, Lykon, Xenotimos).
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etc., we extend the investigation to cover all the 101 politically active
citizens, only four more proposers can be identified with citizens who
were politically active in other fields. So for 32 out of the 43 citizens
the attestation as proposer in the ecclesia is the only recorded political
activity. In conclusion, for the years to come, every second decree to
be recovered will, on average, bring us the name of a new proposer.
And, again on average, in three cases out of four this new proposer
will be a citizen not previously attested as having performed any
political activity.#” The total number of proposers of decrees of the
people in the period 355-322 is likely to have been much larger than
the 183 citizens of whom 82 are attested and 101 are likely to have
been active in the ecclesia.

The Number of Proposers of Probouleumatic Decrees

In his careful investigation of decrees of the boule and the demos,
Rhodes argued convincingly that decrees of the ecclesia are fairly
evenly divided between probouleumatic and non-probouleumatic.4®
Accepting a total of 13,000+ decrees in the period 355-322, we must
infer that some 6500 decisions made by the people were ratifications
of probouleumata proposed and carried in the boule by one of the
councillors. Demosthenes states (22.36) that the decrees of the boule
(including probouleumata) were moved by a minority of the council-
lors and that most members of the boule only listened to and voted on
the proposals moved by the rhetores. Let us assume that only 25-50
councillors in the course of the year took it upon themselves to be
spokesmen of probouleumata. This is, in my opinion, a modest esti-
mate, but the conclusion is nevertheless that some 850-1700 council-
lors were responsible for the probouleumatic decrees ratified by the
demos in the period 355-322. We know, however, that an Athenian
citizen might serve twice on the boule, and if most councillors did
serve a second year, the number of proposers is reduced to some
500-1000. But again I believe that Rhodes is right in assuming that
most councillors served only once.#® So a simple calculation of the
probouleumatic decrees suggests that only some 50% of all decrees of
the people in 355-322 were probably moved by no fewer than 700-
1400 citizens, sometimes in collaboration with a rhetor in the ecclesia
who persuaded (or paid) the councillor to act as a spokesman (cf.

47 That is, political activity of the types listed in my inventory. New proposers may of
course be identified with ordinary councillors listed in the bouleutai inscriptions or with
trierarchs listed in the naval inscriptions.

48 Rhodes (supra n.7) 79.

4 Rhodes (supra n.13) 696, 769, and especially ZPE 38 (1980) 193.
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Aeschin. 3.125). But that is a different matter to be discussed else-
where. The non-probouleumatic decrees may have been moved by a
much smaller number of citizens (who were also responsible for pro-
bouleumatic decrees during their one to two years in the boule). The
epigraphical evidence supports this assumption: 21 attested probouleu-
matic decrees and riders are moved by twenty citizens, whereas 36
non-probouleumatic decrees and riders are moved by 24 citizens.5?
This is still a good rotation of proposers, but less marked.

In conclusion, the rule that no citizen could serve on the boule
more than twice and that most did only once ensured a considerable
rotation of bouleutai and so of proposers of probouleumatic decrees.
Again, the high number of probouleumatic decrees (50% of all)
ensured a very high number of proposers of decrees, and so a total
of, say, 700-1400 proposers in the period 355-322.

The Number of Proposers Attending an Ecclesia

I have argued that ca 13,000 decrees passed by the people in 355-
322 were presumably moved by no fewer than 700-1400 citizens.
How can this figure (covering 34 years) be related to the total num-
ber of citizens at any given time and to the number of citizens at-
tending a meeting of the ecclesia? We have reason to believe that the
adult male citizen population (in any year of this period) amounted to
some 21,000 men, and that every year some 600-750 eighteen-year-
old Athenians would be inscribed as full citizens in the lexiarchika
grammateia > So, in the 34 years between 355 and 322, ca 20,000-
25,000 new citizens would be inscribed, and the total number of
citizens recorded in the lexiarchika grammateia during 355-322 must
have been ca 41,000-46,000, or, to strike an average, ca 43,500. The
ratio of all citizens recorded during 355-322 to all citizens on record
in any year is then 43.5:21.52 If we apply this ratio to the number of
proposers, the inference is that 700-1400 proposers in 34 years is
the equivalent of 340-680 proposers in any year. In this context,

50 Of the 85 epigraphically attested decrees (¢f. supra 132) 21 proposals and riders are
probouleumatic, 36 are non-probouleumatic, and in 28 cases the significant formulae
are lost and the decree cannot be classified.

51 (f. A. J. Coale and P. Demeny, Regional Model Life Tables and Stable Populations
(Princeton 1966). As a possible model for Athens I use Model West, males, mortality
level II-VI, annual growth rate 0-'A%. In these tables the 18-year-old men constitute
min. 2.8% (Mortality level VI, annual growth rate 0%) and max. 3.6% (Mortality level
II, annual growth rate '4%) of all males above 18. So the Athenian 18-year-old men
must have numbered, on average, 600750 out of 21,000 males above 18.

52 It makes no difference for the calculation of the fraction (43.5:21) whether we- use
21,000 citizens as the starting point or 31,000 citizens (still maintained by some his-
torians as the preferable number of male citizens in the later fourth century).
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of course, ‘proposer’ means potential proposer. The high number
of proposers means a small number of decrees moved by the aver-
age proposer. Consequently, several prytanies, perhaps even several
years, might pass between two decrees moved by the same man. But
he was a potential proposer in the sense that, in the ecclesia, he
might always contemplate the possibility of intervening and handing
in a proposal. In this sense, the number of ‘proposers’ attending a
meeting of the ecclesia must be counted by the hundred rather than
by the score.?3

Rhetores versus Idiotai as Proposers of Decrees

This very high number of proposers must now be related to the
accepted view of Athenian politics, which is well stated by Jones,>*
that the Athenian assembly was dominated by a small group of full-
time political leaders and a somewhat larger class of semi-professional
‘politicians’ who i.a. proposed motions in the council and in the as-
sembly.5® Let us spell out the consequences of this view: if we sup-
pose that such a professional or semi-professional ‘politician’ would,
on average, move one proposal every fourth ecclesia over a period of
ca 25 years (which is indeed a moderate estimate on Jones’ descrip-
tion of what it meant to be a ‘politician’ in fourth-century Athens),
then in the period 355-322 slightly more than 50 rhetores would have
moved all the 13,000 proposals discussed above. Even granted that
13,000 is probably a minimum, this picture of Athenian politics is
incompatible both with the fact that access to less than two percent of
all sources has already given us the names of at least 90 proposers
(82 named proposers plus 8 or more others with broken names) and
with the probability that more sources, if found, will bring us the
names of hundreds of new proposers.

On the other hand, there can be no doubt that a few ‘professional’
or ‘semi-professional politicians’ did exist in Athens and did in fact
move a considerable number of decrees in the ecclesia: the lexicogra-
phers report that Timarchos moved more than 100 decrees.’® They
may be exaggerating, but if the notes are based on good sources, they

53 Griffith (supra n.3) is of course right in believing that the herald’s question Tis
dyopevewr Povherar; never resulted in a queue of hundreds of citizens wishing to
address the ecclesia. According to my view there is an essential difference between the
regular speaker and the occasional speaker, and therefore, in every session of the
ecclesia, an essential difference between those who actually address the people and
those who may or may not address the people.

54 Supra n.3: 128-33.

55 Cf. my comments on this distinction (supra n.10) 47 n.43.

6 Aeschin. 1 hypoth. 1; Suda s.v. Tiuapyos.
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indicate that one hundred is a possible number of decrees moved by
one political leader. Next, in the speech Against Ktesiphon, Aischines
says that Aristophon was acquitted 75 times in a graphe paranomon.
This is indeed a record, and it has recently been questioned.’” One
may suspect either a corruption of the text or a gross exaggeration.
But even if we take this piece of information at face value, it is not out
of proportion with the 100 decrees claimed for Timarchos. When
Aischines made his remark, Aristophon had been politically active for
some sixty years. If he met with much opposition and every third
decree was appealed against to the dicasteria, he proposed 225 decrees
in a period of 60 years, which is the equivalent of fewer than 100
decrees in 25 years. Third, for three named political leaders we have
information about a very high number of datable decrees: Demos-
thenes 39, Demades 21 (+ 5 in the period 321-318),58 Lykourgos 11.
Given the fragmentary preservation of the sources, each of these
three citizens was probably responsible for several hundred proposals.
Furthermore, that Demosthenes was more or less a professional polit-
ical leader is apparent from several sources, e.g. the speech Against
Zenothemis: éuot [Anuoa@ével] ovuBéBnkev, ad’ ov mept @Y KoY
Néyew nMpéaunv, undé mpos €v mpayu’ idov mpoageAnAvlévar aN\a
kal TS ToNTelas avTys Ta Towavt’ éééatnka . . . (the text breaks off)
(Dem. 32.32). Finally, the scanty evidence we have shows that a rhetor
sometimes proposed and carried decrees at two successive meetings of
the ecclesia;®® and a rhetor might even move two or more decrees at
the same session of the ecclesia .5

Summing up. (a) Some of the political leaders were almost profes-
sional, and a rhetor of this type was probably responsible for several
hundred decrees in the course of his political career.s! (b) On the
other hand, no fewer than 700-1400 citizens were probably active as
proposers of decrees in the ecclesia in the period 355-322. A combi-
nation of (a) and (b) leads to two observations. (1) The average

57 Aeschin. 3.194; ¢f. S. 1. Oost, “Two Notes on Aristophon of Azenia,” CP 72
(1977) 238-42.

52 Cf. A. N. Oikonomides’ list of Demades’ decrees, Plaron 8 (1956) 106.

59 Philokrates of Hagnous moved the peace at the session held 19 Elaph. 347/6, and a
decree about the oath on the peace at the following session held 25 Elaph. (Aeschin.
3.54, 74).

60 E.g. Demades (/G 112 240, 241), Diophantos of Myrrhinous (242, 243), and De-
mosthenes, who at the two sessions held in the beginning of Elaphebolion 347/6
moved at least four decrees (¢f. Hansen [supra n.13] 70).

61 In model (b) (supra 143) I suggested that 600 decrees were moved by each of the
10 most active political leaders. For Demosthenes (who was active throughout the
period 355-322) a total of 600 decrees would mean that he, on average, moved a
decree every second ecclesia, which is an impressive effort, but not impossible.
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proposer must have moved very few decrees, probably fewer than ten
and many citizens only one or two. (2) The number of ‘professional’
and ‘semi-professional’ politicians must have been very small, per-
haps only some ten to twenty citizens. If we move from twenty to
thirty or even forty political leaders, we will have great and increasing
difficulties in finding room for the very high number of occasional
proposers indicated by the sources. Thus, to Jones’ two groups of
professional and semi-professional ‘politicians’ we must add a third
important group, mentioned neither by him nor by any other his-
torian: the ordinary politically active citizen who occasionally took it
upon himself to hand in a proposal and who took a pride in being an
idiotes and a rhetor only in the legal but not in the political sense of
this term.%2 At any meeting of the ecclesia some 300—600 citizens out
of more than 6000 attending may have been prepared, if necessary,
to move a proposal, which is an indication that participation in pol-
itics, even at the highest level, was more widespread than assumed
by most historians. On the other hand, the number of speakers who
regularly addressed the people was probably much smaller. In this
respect there seems to be an important contrast between the ideal
democratic isegoria inviting any citizen to take an active part in the
debate and a rather narrow group of rhetores in the political sense
who tended to dominate the debate. But the unquestionable exist-
ence of a small group of political leaders has led many historians to
draw a much too clear-cut distinction between ‘politicians’ (who ad-
dressed the people and moved the proposals) and ordinary citizens
(who listened and voted). This dichotomy obliterates the very impor-
tant and rather numerous group of citizens who sometimes acted as
rhetores (in the legal sense) and who, combined, must have been
responsible for a very high number of all decrees passed by the
people, often perhaps on routine business (e.g., honours) but some-
times at least on important matters. Some ordinary citizens collabo-
rated with the political leaders, but some may also have been acting
on their own initiative. Furthermore, it is wrong to draw sharp lines
between the groups. The sources indicate instead a continuum with
no rigid distinctions between the political leader, the minor rhetor
(often attached to a political leader), the citizen who only occasionally
acted as a rhetor, the citizen who only once or twice in his life pro-
posed a decree, and the citizen who only listened and voted. Espe-
cially membership of the boule, involving the participation of almost
all citizens older than thirty, secured a considerable rotation of pro-

62 Cf. my notes on political participation (supra n.10) 43-49, esp. 48.
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posers of probouleumatic decrees which probably constituted about
50% of all decrees passed in the period.

Conclusion

Studies of ‘politicians’ in classical Athens and reconstructions of
political groups are mostly based on three assumptions: (a) politics in
Athens were in the hands of a group of ‘professional’ and ‘semi-
professional’ politicians; (b) the number of ‘politicians’ involved was
relatively small; (c) we know many and perhaps even most of the
‘politicians’ involved.®® The evidence presented in this article points
to three different assumptions: (a) in addition to the political leaders
there was an important group of politically-minded citizens who were
active, even as proposers, but only occasionally and not profession-
ally; (b) the number of citizens involved in politics as proposers (and
not only as voters) was much larger than usually believed, and there
was no sharp distinction between the professional, the semi-profes-
sional, and the ordinary citizen; (c) hundreds of minor and probably
also some major political figures are completely unknown to us, and
several of those who are attested only once or twice and appear only
as minor figures may well have been political leaders responsible for
numerous important proposals, now lost.5
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63 These three assumptions are made by almost all historians who have written in
detail on politics and political groups in fourth-century Athens. See most notably K. J.
Beloch, Die attische Politik seit Perikles (Leipzig 1884); P. Cloché, La politique étrangére
d’Athénes de 404 & 338 avant Jésus-Christ (Paris 1934); and the very interesting studies
by R. Sealey (supra n.3).

64 This article and its predecessors on Athenian political leaders, GRBS 24 (1983)
33-55, 151-80, 227-38, all stem from a seminar held in March 1983 at the Institute
for Advanced Study in Princeton. I should like to thank the Institute for appointing me
a visiting member for spring 1983, the Commission for Educational Exchange between
Denmark and the United States for appointing me a Fulbright Scholar for the same
period, and the Danish Research Council for the Humanities for supporting me with a
grant-in-aid. I should also like to thank the other members of the informal B-Building
seminars, held every evening after 10 p.m. over a bottle of wine, and attended by
Fordyce Mitchel, Gerhard Thiir, Bruce Frier, Egon Verheyen, and myself. Finally, I
should like to thank David Lewis for some very helpful notes, especially on my lists of
proposers (supra 132-40).



