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I

HE TITLE of this paper may seem innocent and straightforward.
Tlt presents a historical problem, but does not seem to raise a

semantic question. We believe we know what a politician is and
we are used to reading about Athenian politicians. Two outstanding
examples will suffice. Twenty years ago S. Perlman published an ex-
cellent article entitled “The Politicians in the Athenian Democracy of
the Fourth Century B.c.” (Athenaeum 41 [1963] 327-55), and in
1971 W. R. Connor published his seminal study The New Politicians of
Fifth-Century Athens. It is characteristic of these and similar studies!
that they are based on two tacit assumptions: (a) that the term poli-
tician/ Politiker/ politicien covers a sufficiently clear and well-defined
concept; and (b) that this concept can be applied in descriptions of
ancient societies. I will open my account of the problem by question-
ing both these assumptions.

It is surprisingly difficult to find out what a politician is and to
come up with a definition that can be generally accepted. This word,
which is used every day in parliaments, in the newspapers, and in
broadcasting, is largely disregarded by students of political science.
For example, in the International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences
there is no entry “politician,” and in the article “Political recruitment
and career,” the author seems cunningly to avoid it.2 Similar works
of reference in German and French are equally unhelpful. There are
scores of books and articles about political parties, and the definition
of ‘party’ is a battle that has been fought among scholars for almost
three generations.? But it is impossible to find a book or an article
defining the concept ‘politician’ or asking the simple question, Who

1 Cf. A. H. M. Jones, Athenian Democracy (Oxford 1957) 128-33; R. Sealey, “Callis-
tratos of Aphidna and His Contemporaries,” Historia 5 (1956) 178-203; M. H. Han-
sen, The Sovereignty of the People’s Court (Odense 1974), and Eisangelia (Odense 1975);
J. Tolbert Roberts, “Athens’ So-called Unofficial Politicians,” Hermes 110 (1982)
354-62.

2 The article is by Dwaine Marvick. The same observation applies to the entry “Poli-
tical Participation” by Herbert McClosky.

3 Cf. most recently G. Sartori, Parties and Party Systems 1 (Cambridge 1976).

33



34 THE ATHENIAN ‘POLITICIANS’, 403-322 B.c.

are ‘politicians’? Nevertheless the word is very important in political
debates. The ‘politicians’ are regularly made responsible for a deci-
sion or a disaster, and they are often opposed e.g. to civil servants, to
trade-union leaders, or to the people. So at least students of political
terminology in the manner of Weldon* ought to pay some attention
to the problem and to discuss, if not the meaning, then the uses of
the word ‘politician’. One exception is the article “Politician” by G.
C. Moodie in A Dictionary of the Social Sciences (New York 1964):
“The term ‘politician’ is most commonly used to refer to a person
actively engaged in the struggle for governmental power and/or of-
fice, whose success largely depends upon the favour of others and
who, to achieve success, must therefore be skilled in the arts of
persuasion, negotiation and compromise. In any given society ...
‘politician’ will or will not be generally used in a pejorative sense.”
Developing this definition, Moodie states, i.a., the following modifi-
cations: “(a) the term does not normally apply to professional full-
time administrators; (b) it does not apply to those who, for all their
concern with political power, are neither members of a governing
body nor openly aspiring to such office.” This is the only definition of
‘politician’ I have seen,® and one swallow does not make a summer.
If we turn to the general lexica and dictionaries, we are confronted
with much vaguer and broader definitions of the word. A typical
definition is ‘“person taking part in politics or much interested in
politics; (in a bad sense) person who follows politics as a career,
regardless of principle.”¢ In 1982 I conducted a poll of the 179 mem-
bers of the Danish parliament, asking two questions: (a) What is a
politician? (b) Who are politicians? I had 62 replies and the defini-
tions ranged from “a person who takes part in politics, i.e. all politi-
cally active citizens,” to “representatives of the people elected by the

4T. D. Weldon, A Vocabulary of Politics (London 1953).

5 A sociological approach to the problem can be found in Max Weber’s paper of 1918
“Politik als Beruf”: Gesammelte politische Schriften (Tiibingen 1958) 493-548. Weber
distinguishes between ‘Gelegenheitspolitiker® (all politically active citizens) and ‘Be-
rufspolitiker’ (sometimes living for politics but in contemporary societies mostly by
politics). As Berufspolitiker living ‘von der Politik’ Weber singles out politische Be-
amte, Journalisten, Parteibeamte, and Parlamentarier, who however may be Gelegen-
heitspolitiker or rather ‘nebenberufliche’ Politiker.

6 Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary of Current English (1974); The Oxford English
Dictionary (1933), “2b One keenly interested in politics; one who engages in party
politics, or in political strife, or who makes politics his profession or business; also (esp.
in US) in a sinister sense, one who lives by politics as a trade”; Webster’s New Interna-
tional Dictionary (1937), “(2) one versed or experienced in the science of government;
one devoted to politics; a statesman. (3) one addicted to, or actively engaged in, poli-
tics as managed by parties . .. In modern usage politician commonly implies activity in
party politics, esp. with a suggestion of artifice or intrigue (versus statesman).”
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people, comprising ministers, members of the parliament, and (in
local government) mayors and councilmen.”

The present status of the concept ‘politician’ seems to be that no
one, apart from Moodie, has made a serious attempt to define it, and
that there is no agreement about what a politician is and who the
politicians are, not even when we strip the word of its pejorative
nuance and its metaphorical uses. But this is not in itself a sufficient
reason for avoiding it in descriptions of ancient societies. Our word
soul, for example, as opposed to body, is even vaguer and more
difficult to grasp; nevertheless it is an obvious and irreproachable
word to use in discussions of Greek philosophy and in translations of
Plato and Aristotle. With this in mind, we must ask whether the
word ‘politician’ can be used in descriptions of fourth-century Ath-
ens, either in the vaguer or in the narrower sense.

In the wider sense, ‘politician’ denotes all politically active citizens,
i.e., in Athens all citizens who attended the ecclesia, who took the
heliastic oath in order to serve as nomothetai or dicastai, and who
volunteered as candidates in the election or sortition of magistrates.
‘Politician’ in this sense would be a good translation of ho politeuo-
menos in its wider meaning,” and it squares well with the Greek
concept of the active citizen. But when scholars speak of the Athe-
nian politicians, it is certainly not this meaning they have in mind.
They envisage invariably a much smaller group of ‘political leaders’
explicitly to be set off against the larger group of active citizens.

So we must turn to the narrower and more technical use according
to which politicians are (or aspire to be) members of a governing
body elected by the people. But when we transfer this concept to the
ancient world we are faced with four problems. (a) A distinguishing
mark of the modern politician is that he is elected or at least is a
candidate at elections. In Athens election was a condition only for
becoming a strategos, whereas political leadership was open to any
citizen who would address and could persuade the people. (b) In a
modern society the (elected) politicians are essentially decision-mak-
ers, whereas in Athens the group of citizens called politicians by
modern historians never made decisions. On the contrary, they initi-
ated policy by making proposals but left all decisions to the bodies of
active citizens.8 (c) Today the politicians are professionals who make
a living by politics, whereas in Athens to be paid for politics was a

7 Lys. 16.18, Isoc. 8.76, Andoc. 2.1, etc.
8 Cf. M. H. Hansen, “Initiative and Decision: the Separation of Powers in Fourth-
Century Athens,” GRBS 22 (1981) 359-65.
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criminal offence. Admittedly, the Athenians often turned a blind eye
to perquisites and ‘gifts’ to a ‘political leader’, but as soon as he fell
from favour with the people, the profit he had made might result in a
death-sentence.? (d) To be a politician today almost necessarily en-
tails party affiliation. Most historians tend to believe that there were
no ‘parties’ in Athens with which a ‘politician’ could be affiliated.1?

These four problems, of course, only reflect the essential difference
between direct and representative democracy. But the inference seems
to be that the modern concept ‘politician’ is too closely connected with
representative government to be transferred to ancient societies. It is
worth noting that Finley in his study “Athenian Demagogues” tends
to avoid the word ‘politician’. Instead he uses the (rare) Greek word
‘demagogue’ (in a neutral sense) or simply refers to (political) ‘lead-
ers’,!! a term often used by students of political theory. Since political
leaders do not have to be politicians, Finley’s terminology points to a
different formulation of the historical problem.

Etymologically, of course, ‘politician’ is, via the Latin politicus,
derived from the Greek adjective mohrikos. It is worth noting, how-
ever, that the meaning of moAtrikos is ‘statesman’ and not ‘poli-
tician’. It is used by philosophers in a complimentary sense about a
true political leader. It never occurs as a legal term, and in the orators
it is a hapax. The neuter ra mohrika may be used about ‘politics’,
but the masculine moAtTikos occurs only once in some 3000 Teubner
pages of Attic rhetoric (Aeschin. 2.184) in a flattering reference to
the ‘statesman’ Euboulos. Another reason for avoiding the word
‘politician’ for Athenian political leaders: by contrast with ‘states-
man’, which is invariably a complimentary term, ‘politician’ is at best
neutral and regularly pejorative in meaning. In 1968, for example, a
Norwegian editor suggested the following definition: “a politician is a
man who is so thick-skinned that he can stand up although he is
spineless.” In accounts of Athenian history, ‘politician’ is often used
as a rendering of the Greek words pnrwp, molirevouevos, or ovu-

9 Cf. Hyp. 3.7-8 (public action against paid political leaders), 1.24-25 (perquisites
and gifts to political leaders are tolerated by the Athenians); for political trials ¢/. Han-
sen, Eisangelia (supra n.1) 58—65.

10O, Reverdin, “Remarques sur la vie politique d’Athénes au Ve siécle,” MusHelv 2
(1945) 201-12; Jones (supra n.1) 130-31; M. 1. Finley, “ Athenian Demagogues,” Past
& Present 21 (1962) 15; Connor (supra p.33) 5-9.

11 Finley (supra n.10), esp. 12-23; only on 14, 18, and 22 is the word ‘politician’
(cautiously) used. In selecting ‘demagogue’ as his preferred term for political leader,
Finley may have been influenced by Weber, who states (supra n.5): “Der ‘Demagoge’
ist seit dem Verfassungsstaat und vollends seit der Demokratie der Typus des fiihren-
den Politikers im Okzident” (513).
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Bovhos, all of which may be used pejoratively but far more frequently
occur in a neutral sense and sometimes even as a compliment. In the
United States no member of the Congress would boast, “I am a
politician,”12 but in the speech On the Crown Demosthenes states
with outspoken pride, 6 gVuBovhos kai pnrwp éyw (18.212), and
earlier in the same speech he says uovos Tov Aeyovrwv kai mohiTevo-
uevwy éyw (173) 13

Summing up: nowadays most historians agree that the term ‘politi-
cal party’ is bound up with representative government and is better
avoided in accounts of politics in ancient Greece. I suggest that pre-
cisely the same warning applies to the word ‘politician’, and I shall
avoid it hereafter. So both questions posed above must be answered
in the negative: (a) ‘politician’ is a vague concept with no clear mean-
ing and several uses; (b) in its narrower sense, referring to a group
of ‘political leaders’, it cannot be applied to ancient Greek society,
unless one explicitly acknowledges ‘politician’ as an artificial historical
term (i.e. a convenient translation of politeuomenos, symboulos, rhe-
tor, strategos, etc.) which bears little or no relation to the meanings
and uses of the word ‘politician’ in contemporary societies.

II

What language is used by the Athenians themselves when they
refer to their political leaders? The most comprehensive expression
found in the sources is not a word but a phrase, pnropes kal oTpatn-
voi. This point is best substantiated by quoting some passages from
the orators:

Dem. 2.29 = 13.20: wpdrepov wev yap, @ &vdpes "Abnvaio, kara ovu-
woplas elaepépete, vvvi 8¢ moMTeVeTlhe KaTa TUUUOPLAS. PNTWP T YEUWY
ékaTépwy Kal TTPaTNYOS VIO TOUT® Kai ol BomTouevoL TPUAKOOLOL ol €
&\\ot mpoovevéunale ol ueév ws TovTovs, of 8¢ G éxelvous.

Dem. 18.170: moA\akis 8¢ Tov kmpukos épwr@rTos ovdév ual\ov aviorar’
0Vdels, ATAVTWY UV TOV TTPATN YOV TAPOVTWY, ATAVTWY O€ TOV PNTOPWY,
kahovams 8¢ ™)s marptdos Tov épovvl Vmép cwrmplas.

Dem. 18.205: o¥ yap élmrovr of 101 "Aénratol ovre pnTop’ olre aTpatnyov
3 8tov Sovhevaovaiy edTUXWS . . .

12 Cf. H. Sperber and T. Trittschuh, American Political Terms. An Historical Dictionary
(Detroit 1962) 329.

13 All three terms are used in a positive sense in Dem. 18.94: kat unv 67 uev moAhovs
éoredpavakar MON TOv TWoMTevouévwy dmavtes loaai 8 SvTwva 8 &Nov 1) TOAs
éoTepavoral, oVBovhor Néyw kal pryTopa, TANY 8L’ éué, ovd’ Qv els elmety Exor.
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Dem. 22.66: moA\Gv uev atparyy@v NdumkoTwy ™V TOMY, TONGY 8¢ pm)-
Topwy . .. 0Vdevos marmor éénracbns karyyopos (sc. Androtion; in 24.173
the reference is to both Androtion and Timokrates).

Dem. 23.184: ov yap ... xapw éati Sikawov ddeikewv ... @v uikp’ avalio-
Kkov Blg Kal TOIS TTPATNYOLS Kal TOIS PNTOPTLY SamparTeTar TPOS VUAS
émaivovs avTov ypapeabad.

Dem. Ep. 1.8: ¢mui 8m xpmrar unre orpatnyd unte pnTopt umT duwtn
Undevi TOV Ta TPO TOV Y€ dokovvTwY TUYNYwrighal Tols kabeaTnKOoL uNTE
weuwpeafar unT émryudv undéva umdeév SAws, &M gvyxwpnoaL TATLY
T0ls év TN WON€L memoMTEVT O T SéovTar . . .

Din. 1.90: kai motepa kaA\idy éai mpos 8¢ SukaidTepov, Amavt év TG KOG
dvharreofar éws &v T Sikawov 6 dnuos BovhevamTal, N TOVS pmTOpas Kai
TGOV a"rpam'yc?w e’viovc 8mp1raké'raq é'xew

Din. 1.112: €l &€ p"rrrwp 7 o“rpam‘yog (&vaBaiver avvmyyoprowy) ... ov
TPOTEKTEOV v,u,w eo"n TOLS TOUTWV )\oyoaq

Din. 2.26: kaitoi, & A@nvaio, 1L dv olea®’ éxelvous Tovs &vdpas (our an-
cestors) momaar Aafovras 1 aTpaTnyov N pRTOopa WONTHY éQuTOY ddpa
dexouevov émi Tois THs TaTpidos avudépovaly, of Tov GA\NoTpror (Arthmios
of Zeleia) . .. oVrw dwkalws kai cwppovws éénhacav;

Din. 3.19: o0 ovrdiédpfaprar 70 T0U dnuov MANbos T@Y PMTOpwY Kal TV
oTPATN YOV O . . .

Hyp. 1.24: [0]08lé]l v ouoiws [addkovor of iduwrar [oi NaBlovres 70 xpv-
aiov [kail of pyropes kai oi larparlnyol. dux 7; 61 7ois [uev] Buwrais
“Apmallos éldwker duharlrewr 7]0 xpvoiov, of 8¢ lorparnlyol kai o pym-
rolpes mplatewv évexa [eiNn]paciv.

Hyp. 3.27: kairou o€ éxpmv, émeimep mponpnoar mohreveaau, . .. un Tovs
Buwras kpivew und’ els TovTovs veavievedlal, GAa TGV pnTopwY, édv TS
48wk, ToUTOV KpLYELY, TTPaTNYOS éav TS um TA Slkawa TPATTY TOUTOV
eloayyéNhew.

Other passages could be added to this list, both from the orators
and from other fourth-century authors,!4 and the inference seems to
be that the two words formed a pair denoting one group. Moreover,
the frequent juxtaposition of pnropes and arparnyol is attested not
only in political speeches; the Athenian law code also included at
least one nomos explicitly referring to pynropes kai orparnyoi and
binding on them only. The law is paraphrased by Dinarchus (1.71):
Kal TOUS W€V VOUOUS TTPONEYELY TG PNTOPL Kal TG TTPATNYR, <T10>
™V mapa Tov duov mioTw déwovrtt AauBaveww, maudomoielofal
KQTa TOVUS VOUOUS, ynv évTos Opwv kektnobai, macas Tas Sikaias

4 Isoc. 5.81, 15.30; Dem. 9.38 (oi Aéyovres = pmropes), 24.135 (mohrevouevos =
pnTwp); Aeschin. 2.184 (wohirwkol = pmropes), 3.7, 3.146; Din. 1.76 (aduBovho =
pmropes); Ar. Eccl. 244-47, Xen. Mem. 2.6.15; Pl. Euthyd. 290c—D (mohirikol =
piropes). Arist. Rh. 1388b18, Probl. 916b36.
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mioTels mapakatabéuevov, ovrtws dbovy TpoeaTavar Tov Snuov.ts
We do not know whether this nomos was strictly enforced. I tend to
doubt it. But it shows that the combined group of pnropes and orpa-
Tyol was not only acknowledged as a political fact but also endorsed
in the laws so as to form a part of the democratic constitution.

Thus, in fourth-century Athens the phrase pnropes kai orparnyol
is the nearest equivalent of what we with a much vaguer and less
formal term call ‘politicians’ or ‘political leaders’. The Athenians of
course had other less comprehensive and less technical words for
political leaders; these will be discussed after a closer examination of
the two terms pnrwp and arparnyos.

The board of ten annually elected strategoi has been studied fre-
quently and needs no further presentation; but what does pnrwp
mean in a political context? An examination of all preserved speeches
shows that rhetor denotes a citizen who moves a psephisma in the
ecclesial® or in the boule!™ or a nomos before the nomothetail® or
brings a public action before the dicasteria.’® In a wider sense a rhetor
is a speaker addressing the ecclesia?® or the boule?! (either supporting

15 [n the sections leading up to the paraphrase Deinarchos is attacking Demosthenes,
who was a rhetor but never a strategos. So strategos was probably juxtaposed with rhetor
in the paraphrase because the two words appeared together in the law. If the require-
ment for rhetores had been mentioned in one part of the law code and the requirement
for strategoi in another, Deinarchos’ paraphrase is inexplicable. Admittedly, he refers to
Tovs vouovs and not Tor vouov, but it is well known that the orators made no distinc-
tion here between singular and plural, often using them indiscriminately in references
to one law, sometimes running for a few lines only: ¢/ e.g. Dem. 24.20 and 24, 41-43,
105 and 114; 43.50-51. The requirement to own land and to have legitimate children is
also mentioned in the spurious Draconian constitution as binding on strategoi and
hipparchoi (Arist. Ath.Pol. 4.2) and in the much-disputed decree of Themistocles as
binding on trierarchs (Meiggs/Lewis 23.20-22). So the paraphrase by Deinarchos is the
only reliable source we have for the requirement.

16 Aeschin. 3.55 6 avros ovtos pnTwp éypaye Tov moNemov. Cf. Lys. 13.72; Dem.
3.22; 18.219; 22.70, 23. 201 59.43, 105 Aeschin. 1.188; 3 16, 31, 203- 04

17 Lys. 22.2 e7reL8n 'yap ol vaTavecq aTreSOO'av eLq -rnv Bov)mv 7T€pb avaV, ov‘ra)q
wp‘ym'ﬂna'av avTos, (1)0'T€ ENeYOV Tives TGOV PMNTOpwY @S GKPLTOVS aUVTOVS XP1) TOLS
€vdexa napaﬁovval. favare Cn;uwmu

18 Dem. 24.142 ol 8¢ map’ MLy p1TOPES . .. TPWTOY UEV OO0l UNVES UKPOD dEOVaL
vouobfetety Ta avTou; o‘v;.ui)epowa ., . 123 24.

19 Din. 1. 100 Tl yap éoTi pm‘opog Smwnkov Kal ;ucrovv‘roq TOUS KQTQ TNS TONEWS
)\eyovraq Kal ypadovrTas; ... oU kpivew &AAMAOVS; 0Dk eloayyéNhelv; ov ypadeobar
mapavouwr; Dem. 58.62, 59.43; Aeschin. 1.34; Lycurg. 1.31; Isoc. 8.129.

20 Aeschin. 2.74 dwo-niuevm 8¢ ol UUVTeTapréVOL PNTOPES, TEPL Uev TS TwTNplas
NS WONews o8’ évexeipovy Néyew ... ; Lys. 12.72; Dem. 12.14; 18.170; 19.23; Pro-
oem. 53.1; Ep. 2.10; Aeschin. 1.28, 30, 186; 2.161; 3.2, 4; Hyp. 3.1, 4, 8, 9, 29; Isoc.
14.4, 15.138.

21 Lys. 30.22 1 BovAn 7 <&el> Bovhevovoa ... dvaykaletal ... Twv pMTOPWY TOlS
<71a> movnpoérara Néyovar meifeafar, Dem. 22.37, 24.147, 51.2.



40 THE ATHENIAN ‘POLITICIANS’, 403-322 B.c.

or opposing a psephisma moved by another rhetor) or a synegoros ad-
dressing the court (either for the prosecution or for the defence).22
Moreover, in opposition to the modern terms ‘politician’ or ‘political
leader’, rhetor was a legal technical term occurring not only in the law
on pnropes kai oTparnyol quoted above but also in several others
explicitly aimed at rhetores:

(a) Most important is the law regulating the dokimasia of rhetores, quoted by
Aischines (1.28-32): doxwwaaia, ¢mati, [6 vouwodétns] pnropwy édv Tis Néyn
év 170 dNuw TOV Tatépa TUTTWY ) THV uNTépa, 1) UT) TPEDwY, T) U1 TaApPEXWY
OLKNTY . .. ) TAS TTPATELQS . . . 1) €TTPATEVIUEVOS, OTaL AV AVTH TPOTTAX-
Owow, 1) ™y domida dmoBeBANKWS . .. 1) TETOPVEVUEVOS . .. 1) NTAUPNKWS
. ) Ta TATPGA . .. KATEdNSOKWS, 1) WY &v KAMPOVSUos yévmTat, . .. Boki-
uactay . .. uev émayyehatw ‘Anmvaiwv 6 Bovhouevos ols ééeatiy.?
(b) Next comes 6 eloayyehTikos vouos, quoted by Hypereides (3.7-8): an
elocayyehia has to take place éav mis ... pnTwp v un Aéyn Ta &pwoTa TG
duw 170 Abnraiwy xpnuata NauBavov.
(c) Third, we have two important lexicographical notes referring to a pnropt-
k1 ypadn. The first is in Harpokration: pnropucy ypadn: loaios év 1@ mpos
Evx\eidnv. éowke pnTopikn) ypadn kakeiofar 1 kata pnTOpos ypaPavros T
7 eimovTos 1) TpaéavTos TAPAVOUOY, WTTEP NEYETAL KAl TPUTAVLKY) 1) KATA
mpuTavews kal émoTtatikn M kar émoratov. The second note comes from
the Lexicon Rhetoricum Cantabrigiense: pnropwn: loaios év 7@ mpos Edkhel-
3y mepL xwplov. Tas yraouas &s elonyov eis T0 SikaoTpov ueta Yndioua-
105. kal ‘Ymwepeldns év 1@ kata Avtoxhéovs mpodoaias, ‘pnTopukns éx dm-
uov’. éati yap kai €k Boulns, olov €l Ta avta édote T® dnuw kai T PBouAy.
Harpokration, quoting Isaeus, obviously refers to the law regulating the gra-
phe paranomon, and so does the Lex. Cant., in which 1 follow Sauppe in
emending yvauas to ypadas. And I take the obscure phrase pera Yndioua-
tos to be a reflection of the fact that, in a graphe paranomon, the psephisma
was quoted verbatim in the indictment (c¢f. Aeschin. 3.199-200).
(d) Finally, Aischines (1.34-35) quotes 7ovs vouovs Tovs mepi s €UkoO-
wlas kewwevovs tov pmropwy. The document inserted in the speech may be
spurious,24 but Aischines’ reference to the law indicates that the word rhetor
was used.

In (a) and (b) rhetor denotes any citizen who addresses the ecclesia
and so, a fortiori, any citizen who moves a decree (cf. infra). In (c)

22 Lycurg 1 43 75 av 7 8an0"mq ¢c)\o1ro)wq Kai eva'eﬂew BovAouevos Ymeew amo-
Ngeter, 7) pnTwp kAnbeis 7@ mpoddm s mONews BonBnaoete; Isae. 1.7, Dem. 20.74,
21.190, 48.36; Din. 1.112; Lycurg. 1.43. (In notes 16-22 I have conﬁned myself to
references to the orators. References to other sources and more references to the
orators can be found in Hansen [supra n.8] 369.)

23 Cf. further Aeschin. 1.186, Lys. fr.86—88, Lycurg. fr.18 Conomis.

24 Cf. E. Drerup, “Uber die bei den attischen Rednern eingelegten Urkunden,” NJbb
Suppl. 24 (1898) 307-08.
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the defendant in a graphe paranomon is per definitionem a rhetor mov-
ing a psephisma,?® and that is undoubtedly the reason why the graphe
paranomon was also called a pnropikn ypadn. It is worth noting that
the reference in the preserved laws is primarily to the rhetores in the
ecclesia, and not to rhetores addressing the boule, the nomothetai, or
the dicasteria. In the third law, however, the implication is that rhe-
tores comprise speakers in the boule, since a graphe paranomon could
be brought not only against decrees of the people, but also against
decrees of the boule.26 So I have little doubt that, if more laws were
preserved, we would also have evidence of rhetor as a legal term de-
noting a speaker addressing one of the other bodies of government.

If we turn from laws to decrees, a first impression is that we have
disappointingly little evidence of pnrwp as the official designation of
the citizen who addresses the ecclesia or the boule. The one example
I can cite is an entrenchment clause in the Brea decree of ca 445:
élav 8¢ s émdoediler mapa teélv aréker € ppélTop dyopever . . .
[@riuov] évar ... (IG I3 46.24fF). But it is idiomatic in Attic decrees
to use verbs rather than nouns. éypauuareve, émpvraveve, émearares .
are obvious examples. Now the verb corresponding to pnrwp is Aéy-
ew/eimev/ pnénvar. The obligatory reference, in the preamble, to the
proposer of a decree is 6 Setva elme, where, in my opinion, the aorist
elme is the verbal equivalent of the noun pnrwp. The present tense
Aéyewv is also used about a pnrwp, for example in IG 112 223A.4
Kplowy Tomoat TOV NeyovTwy év TeL BovAnL.

So the rhetores formed an integral and constitutionally recognized
part of the Athenian democracy. Admittedly, a rhetor was neither
elected nor selected by lot, but was volunteering: but he was officially
invited to do so. All decisions were made by the large political
bodies—the ecclesia (assisted by the boule), the nomothetai, and the
dicasteria. But all initiatives were left to 6 BovAouevos Abnrvaiwy ols
ééeamv?” A rhetor was a citizen who took it upon himself to address
the ecclesia, the boule, the nomothetai, or the dicasteria, and conse-
quently to perform the role of 6 Bovhouevos. Like being an éxkkAnot-
ao™s or a vouoférns or a SikaoTys, to be a pnrwp was essentially a
one-day business. A citizen was rhetor insofar as he mounted the
bema and addressed his fellow citizens and insofar as he was respon-
sible for the speech he made. Beyond that he was, constitutionally

25 Arist. Pol. 1255a8 pn-ropa 'ypa(bovraz wapavopwuu

2% Dem. 47.34 yevop,evov TOLVVY TOV dmd)wua‘rog TovToV év TN POVAY, Kai 0VdeVOs
ypagouérov Taparoumy, GAQ& Kvpiov durTos .

21 The role of 6 Bovhouevos is discussed and the sources are collected in Hansen
(supra n.8) 359-60.
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speaking, no longer a rhetor when he had descended from the bema.
In recognition of his official position he, like the archai, had to wear a
crown while addressing the assembly.2® Admittedly, he was subjected
neither to an initial dokimasia nor to euthynai in consequence of his
speech. But he was certainly not irresponsible, as maintained by some
historians.2® On the contrary, the Athenians had forged much more
dangerous weapons against the rhetores than against archai or pres-
beis. Apart from the doxiuacia pmropwv, which was rarely used, the
Athenians had created a whole series of public actions directly and
often exclusively applying to rhetores. As a proposer of a psephisma
(of the demos or of the boule), a rhetor was liable to be prosecuted by
a ypadm mapavouwv. As the proposer of a nomos he might be put on
trial by a ypadn vouov wun émrnderov fetvar. As a prosecutor in a
public action he risked a fine of 1000 drachmas plus partial atimia if
he withdrew his action before the hearing or if he obtained less than
1/5 of the votes of the jurors.?® It was less dangerous to support or
oppose a proposal made by another citizen, but a rhetor who made a
profit from addressing his fellow citizens could be indicted by an
eloayyehia eis TOv dnuov or a mpoBoAn Or a ypadn to the thesmothe-
tai 3! We know of more than one hundred applications of these public
actions against the relatively small group of rhetores, whereas the
sources provide us with only some ten examples of the euthynai
resulting in a public action, although every year some 1200 Athenian
archai, in addition to an unknown number of presbeis, had to submit
to euthynai.3?

38 Ar. Eccl. 131, Eq. 1227, Av. 463.

29 E g C. Hignett, A History of the Athenian Constitution (Oxford 1952) 263. For
further references see Roberts (supra n.1) 355-56.

30 For the graphe paranomon and the graphe nomon me epitedeion theinai c¢f. Hansen
(supra n.1: 1974); for the fine of 1000 drachmas and partial atimia, Hansen (1975)
29-30.

31 Eisangelia, Hyp. 3.7-8; probole, Arist. Ath.Pol. 43.5; graphe to the thesmothetai,
Dem. 46.26.

32 Known applications of euthynai are: Kallias in 449 (Dem. 19.273); Phormion in 428
(schol. Ar. Pax 347); Paches in 427 (Plut. Nic. 6); Polystratos in 410 (Lys. 20); Eratos-
thenes in 403 (Lys. 12); Epikrates in 394-392 (Lys. 27.1); Pamphilos in 388 (Xen. Hell.
5.1.2; schol. Ar. Plut. 174; Dem. 40.20, 22); Melanopos before 361 (Arist. Rh. 1374b
25f); Melanopos before 353 (Dem. 24.127); Timarchos in 348 (Aeschin. 1.113); Theo-
doros in 347 (Din. fr.xxx Conomis); Aischines in 343 (Dem. 19, Aeschin. 2); Lykour-
gos in 336—324 (Din. fr.viii); Demosthenes ca 330 (Plut. Mor. 845F); Hermias ca 325
(Din. fr.xlii). In several cases we have no precise information about the type of action
applied, and some of the trials listed above may not be euthynai, but e.g. an application
of a graphe klopes. Roberts (supra n.1) argues that the politicians were responsible qua
being archai and accordingly subjected to euthynai. She is right in stressing the responsi-
bility of the political leaders, but she overrates the euthynai and does not discuss the far
more important types of public action aimed directly at rhetores and strategoi.
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Thus far I have concentrated on the constitutional aspect of the
term rhetor. By law, any citizen is a rhetor in so far as he acts as ho
boulomenos and addresses the ecclesia, the boule, the nomothetai, or
the dicasteria. Since democracy in principle involved the participation
of all citizens, the inference is that, in an ideal democracy, all rhetores
combined would constitute the entire demos. But in Athens citizen-
ship did not entail an obligation to act as ho boulomenos and to be-
come a rhetor.3® There was a considerable gap between the ideal and
the real democracy, and according to their political participation, Athe-
nian citizens may be divided into four groups:

(a) Citizens who never attended the ecclesia and never joined the
panel of 6000 jurors (from which nomothetai and dicastai were ap-
pointed) and never presented themselves as candidates at the annual
sortition of bouleutai and other archai. They are the passive citizens
censured by Perikles in the funeral speech (Thuc. 2.40.2), but praised
by Plato, if they are philosophers: Aéywuer 8 ... mept ToV KopV-
daiwv (10 yap &v s ToUs ye davhws datpiBovras év dithocodig
Aéyot;) ovToL € OV €k Véwv Tp@TOV WEV €is dyopav odk loadt THY
080y, 008 Smov dukaaTnpiov 1) BovhevuTnprov M TL KOOV &ANO TNS
TONEwS OVVESpLOY. VOuoVUs 8¢ kal YmdlouaTa \eyoueva 7 yeypau-
wéva otre dpwaLY ovTe dkovoval: omovdal d¢ éTaupuoy €m dpxas kal
oVvodoL kal detmrva kal oVv avAnTpiot KOuoL, ovdE dvap TPATTEW
mpoaioTarar avrots.3t It is surprising, however, even in the forensic
speeches to find prosecutors and defendants who almost take a pride
in telling the jurors that they have never (before) visited the agora
and never been to the bouleuterion or the dicasteria:

Pl. Ap. 17p: viv éya mpatov ém SikacTipwov avaBéfnka, émm yeyovas
éBdounkovTa: arexvis ovv Eévws Exw s évBade Néfews.

Lys. 19.55: mept & éuavrov Bpaxéa Bovhouar Vv eimeiv. éyw yap érm
yeyovass 10m Tputkovta oUTE TG TaTpl 0VdEV WWMOTE QUTELTOV, OVTE TOV
TOMTOV 0VSels oL évekakeoey, éyyls Te olk®OV TNS &yopds ovTe mpos St-
KkagTply oUre TPos Povhevrnplw GPOny ovdemwmore, mplv TavTHY TNV
ovudopar yevéabal.

Is. 1.1: kai T07€ pév ovrws UM avToL TwPpovws émaidevouela, daT ovVSE
dxpoaaouevor ovdémote MANOouev €m dikaoTiplov, VUV d€ dywriovuevol
MEPL MAVTWY TKOUEY TOV VTAPXOVTWY.

\ \ \ ’ ~ >
33 Dem. 19.99 ovdéva yap Ta koiva mpatTeLy VueELs KeheveTe ovd dvaryxalete' GAN
émadav s éavtov meloas Svvacdlar mpodéNdy, . .. edvoikds déxeabe kal o Pfove-
p@sS, GANQ Kal XELPOTOVELTE Kal Ta DueTep’ avTwy éyxeplleTe.

8 Tht. 176¢c—D; cf. Ap. 17D, 32A.
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Isoc. 15.38: éue & ovdeis mwmod’ éwpaxev olr’ év Tots ovvedplos ovTe Tepl
Tas avakploes oUr’ ém Tols SikaaTtnplols ovTe TPOS Tols drarTnTaAls, GAN
0UTWS GTEXOUAL TOUTWY ATAVTOY WS 0VSELS AANOS TOV TONTMY.

In a court, to admit frankly to political inactivity would, in my opin-
ion, amount to an insult of the jurors who were performing their civic
duties. On the contrary, the topos is found in passages where the in-
tended effect is captatio benevolentiae 3% 1t is of no consequence wheth-
er or not the speaker is telling the truth. The citizen who professes his
passivity to the active citizens is a topos which shows that to be an
apragmon was certainly a respectable attitude even among active Athe-
nian citizens.3¢ It is only natural that we have no similar evidence for
the citizens who never or hardly ever visited the ecclesia. A passive
citizen could be forced to go to court either as a defendant or as a
plaintiff, and then the topos is appropriate. But no citizen could be
forced to go to the ecclesia, and logographers hardly ever wrote sym-
bouleutic speeches. Therefore we do not have and probably shall
never find an orator stating, “Regularly I never attend the ecclesia,
but in this case ... ” So we must look for other types of evidence.
Plato’s description of the passive citizen (quoted supra) includes the
ecclesia (psephismata), but Plato is not a good source for the ideology
of the Athenian democratic citizens. A much better source is Euripi-
des, who in Orestes 917ff describes the honest farmer whose trustwor-
thiness is only increased by the fact that he hardly ever comes to the
city and attends the assembly. The setting is Argos, but the audience
was Athenian and the play probably reflects a view accepted by many
Athenian democrats. The ideology must of course be connected with
the fact that the assembly-place on the Pnyx could accommodate only
a fraction of the adult male population.

(b) Citizens who attended the ecclesia, who served as bouleutai,
and who manned the panel of 6000 jurors, but who restricted them-
selves to listening and voting without ever addressing the assemblies.
There is ample evidence that this was a very common type of citizen.
Commenting on the ‘Solonian’ dokimasia of male prostitutes, De-
mosthenes imputes to Solon the following reason for restricting the

35 In all four cases the speaker’s purpose is of course to persuade the jurors that he is
not a sycophant. For this purpose, however, it would have been sufficient to deny any
prior appearance in court as a prosecutor or defendant. All four speakers take the further
step of denying any involvement in the administration of justice. The clients of Lysias
and Isaeus are probably too young to have served as jurors; so they emphasize that they
have never listened to a trial in a dicasterion. The two old men, Socrates and Isocrates,
emphasize that they have never even been jurors. So in all four cases the alleged total
ignorance of the lawcourts is intended as an argument in favour of the speaker.

3 Cf. A. W. Gomme, A Historical Commentary on Thucydides 11 (Oxford 1956)
121-22.
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law to those who make proposals or address the ecclesia (22.30):
moN\axobev uev odv dv Tis idot TovTO, OVX MKLOTA & €K TOUTOV TOD
vouov, unTte Néyew umte ypadeww éfetvai Tols NTAPMKOTLY. Ewpa
yap ékewwo, OTL Tois TONNOLS Vuwy €éov ANéyer ov Aéyere. A few
sections later (36) he makes a similar statement about the council-
lors: 7@ yap [sc. T@v Bovkevrav] éotv Gredos, € cuwmdrTos adTov
kai undev ypadovros, iocws 8 ovdé Ta MWOANN eis 70 PBovhevrnplov
elowovTos, un AaBou ) Bovkr) Tov orébavor; And Aischines has the
following statement to make about the ordinary juror (3.233): émeur’
ébewov ék Tov SikaaTmpiov 6 ToLOUTOS KPLTNS éauTov uév dofevm
TETONKWS, (OXUPOV B€ TOV pmTopa. Avmp yap Buwtns év moNe
dnuokpaTovuery vouw kai Yndw PBacikever Stav § érépw TavTa
mapad®, kataké\vke THv avTos avrov Svvacrelav. Aischines’ por-
trait of the ordinary juror is confirmed by the preserved dicastic
pinakia. In Athenian Bronze Allotment Plates (1972) John Kroll col-
lected 82 dicastic pinakia of the fourth century with 161 attested uses.
The names of 65 citizens are either preserved or can be restored. But
not a single one of these 65 citizens is known as a rhetor, a strategos,
or an ambassador.

(c) Citizens who conform to the democratic ideal. They took it upon
themselves occasionally to act as ho boulomenos, but they avoided any
regular or ‘professional’ involvement in politics. They were emphatic
in stating that they were idiotai, and they did not like to be grouped
with those rhetores who took the platform incessantly. This type of
citizen is regularly praised by the orators, as can be seen from the
following four quotations, one referring to each of the four major
assemblies—the ecclesia, the boule, the nomothetai, and the dicasteria:
Aeschin. 3.220: év uev 'y&p Tats O\vyapxlats ovyx 6 LBovAouevos, t’x}\}\’ )
Svvaorevwy Snun'yopea,, év 8¢ Tals Snuoxpanatg ) Bov)\ouevoq Kkal OTay
avT® dokT). Kai TO uév dux XpOovov Néyew O’nyﬁwv éTTLY €T TV KaUPOY Kal
70V TVUPEPOVTOS GrBpOSs TONTEVOUEVOY, TO B undeulay Tapaleimey Tue-
pav épyalouévov kai wolaprovrros.

Dem. 22.37: €l uév amoyvwaeale, ém Tois Aéyovar 10 Bovkevrmpiov €oTal,
éav 8¢ katayvaTe, €ml Tols BuwTaus® €opakdTes yap of moNNot dwx TV TOV
AeyovTwy movmplay ™S admpnuévny v Bovkny TOV aTédavov, odxi
mponTovTaL ToUTOLS Tas mpafels, GANa Ta PBEAToT épovoy avdrtol. €l Be
vevnoerar TovTo Kal Tov Mladwy kai oVrETTNKOTWY PNTOpWY AmaNAaym-
oeale, 0Pead’, @ avdpes ‘Abnvator, mavl’ & mpoomkel yryvoueva.

Dem. 24.66: ovre yap &s ovk évavrios édd’ 6 vouos Tois &ANows SetkvveLy
éter, ovf s 8 ameplav Buwmmr adrov dvra Tour éNalfev Svvarr’ Av
metoar makat yap wobov kai ypadwy kai vouovs elodépwy amTal.

Dem. 23.4: émedn) yap, odxt Twv évoxhoUvTwy Vuas ovdE Tav moMTEVO-
U€vwy Kal mMoTevouévwy Tap VMY @OV, TPayua TNMKOUTOV dmus Seifewy
mempayuévor, éav, 6aov éoTiv év Vuiy, ovvaywvionobé pot kal mpofiuws
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U ~ 14 ! \ ’ \ ’ ’ \ ~
AKOVOTMTE, TOUTO T€ TWOETE KAL TIOLNTETE (UT) KATOKVELY, €AV TIS TL KL MUDY
L4 ~ ’
oteTar dvvachar momoar ™y mOMY &yabov. oingerar §€, Av un xohemov
*» ’ \ 9 e~ ’ ~ ~ \ ~ ~ ’
ewvat vouln 70 map’ VuLY Aoyov Tuxewr. vuv 8€ moAlots TovTo ¢oBovuervors,
4 \ o ~ ’ ~ ~ ~ \ ~
Aéyeww uev lows ov dewvots, Behtioor & avBpwmois Twv Sewvwy, ovdE aKoTELY
émépxeTaL TOV KOV 0VSED.

It is worth noting that idiotes, in these and similar passages, does not
denote the passive citizen, but the active ordinary citizen in a true
democracy. This almost technical use of the word is to be found not
only in the speeches but also in inscriptions.3”

(d) Finally, the orators refer with the greatest frequency to a small
group of citizens who regularly addressed the ecclesia, proposed laws
and decrees, and frequented the courts as prosecutors or synegoroi.
Rhetor is by far the most common designation attested for this group
of citizens, but we also find them called mo\irevoueroe,®® sometimes
avuBovio,?® occasionally dnuaywyot (in a neutral sense),* and only

37 Apart from the passages just quoted, idiotes is applied to a proposer of a decree
(Aeschin. 3.214) and of a nomos (Dem. 23.62, Andoc. 1.83), to a speaker in the eccle-
sia (Dem. Prooem. 13, Hyp. 3.13), and to a prosecutor in a public action (Dem. 53.2,
Lys. 5.3). Furthermore, idiotai are sometimes appointed presbeis (IG 112 16.19, 204.82)
or archai (Dem. 24.112, Hyp. 1.25). So, in a political context, idiotes has a whole range
of denotations: (a) a citizen who avoids all involvement in the affairs of the city (Aes-
chin. 3.252), (b) a citizen who, as a listener, attends a public meeting (Ant. 6.24, Dem.
19.17, Aeschin. 3.125), (c) a citizen who is a voting member of one of the political
assemblies (Aeschin. 3.233), (d) a citizen who occasionally acts as ho boulomenos, cf.
the references supra 45f.

38 Politeuomenos is a common term but vaguer than rhetor. In its broader sense it
means ‘one who acts as a citizen’ and may refer to any politically active citizen or to
the entire body of citizens (supra n.7). Most occurrences, however, indicate the mean-
ing ‘political leader’, regularly without reference to any specific form of political initia-
tive (Lys. 25.27; Dem. 3.29-31; 8.68; 10.46, 70; 13.35; 15.33; 17.23; 19.12, 285; 22.52,
23.209; 24.155, 164, 192-93; 26.1-6, 18; 39.3; 52.28; 58.23; Prooem. 12.2;, Ep. 2.9,
3.15, 27, 33, 45; Aeschin. 3.8, 235-36; Din. 1.96; 2.15; Isoc. 7.55; 15.132). If politeuo-
menos is connected with a body of government, it denotes in most cases a proposer or
speaker in the ecclesia (Dem. 8.32-33; 18.173, 301; 20.132; Aeschin. 1.195; 2.64; Isoc.
15.231) and only rarely a citizen addressing the boule (Dem. 22.36), the nomothetai
(Dem. 20.91), or the dicasteria (Dem. 23.4, 24.157). Politeuomenos is sometimes juxta-
posed with rhetor (Dem. 13.20; 18.94, 278; Isoc. 15.231) and once with strategos (Dem.
24.135) These references are fairly exhaustive but not complete. I have concentrated
on the participle, although other forms of the verb have the same uses.

39 As one would expect from the rhetorical term cvuBovhevTikos Adyos, symboulos is
used exclusively about proposers and speakers in the ecclesia: Dem. 18.66 7t tov ovu-
Bovhov EdelL Néyeww N ypadew Tov Abnimaw . .. s cvimdew uev ék mavTos Tov xpo-
vov uéxpt ™S nuépas ad’ Ns avtos ém 10 P’ dvéBny; Aeschin. 1.120 6 Tov dmuov
ovuBovhos (¢f. Dem. 1.16; 7.1; 18.66, 94, 189; 22.77, 58.62; Aeschin. 1.26; Hyp. 1.28;
Din. 1.38-40; etc.). Symboulos and rhetor are juxtaposed in Dem. 18.94, 212; 58.62;
Din. 1.38~40. Symbouloi and strategoi are juxtaposed in Din. 1.76. The verb cvuBouvA-
eveww has the same meaning (e.g. Dem. 9.3-4) but may occasionally be applied to
somebody who advises a dicasterion (Dem. 20.167).

10 Demagogos means ‘leader of the people’ sometimes in a positive sense (Lys. 27.10;
Aeschin. 3.78, 226; Hyp. 1.16; Din. 1.31, 53), sometimes in a neutral sense (Dem.
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one time wmoMtikoi4! By contrast with rhetor, neither politeuomenos
nor symboulos nor demagogos is used in documents as a technical
term. Furthermore, an examination of all occurrences of the word
rhetor in the orators shows that, in most cases, it denotes specifically
the citizen who habitually took political initiatives.#2 And when pn-
ropes kai orparnyol are juxtaposed, the reference is invariably to
this smaller group of ‘political leaders’, to the exclusion of active
citizens who only at intervals acted as hoi boulomenoi. Apart from all
the general references, the term rhetor is applied to the following
fourth-century ‘political leaders’:43

Aischines (Dem. 18.130, 308, 318; 19.23)

Androtion (Dem. 22.37, 70)

Aristogeiton (Dem. 25.62)

Aristophon (Dem. 18.219, Hyp. 3.28)

Autokles (Hyp. fr.97 Jensen)

Demades (Din. 1.100-01)

Demosthenes (Dem. 18.94, 212, 246, 319; 21.189; 25.38; 32.31; Ep.
2.10; Aeschin. 3.55, 73, 148; Din. 1.86, 100—02; Hyp. 1.12, 21)

Diopeithes of Sphettos (Hyp. 3.29)

26.4, Aeschin. 3.134, Hyp. 1.22, Din. 1.99), and only twice in a pejorative sense (Lys.
25.9, Din. 1.10, ¢f. Snuaywyetr in Dem. 8.34). In most cases there is no reference to a
specific body of government; if any, then to the ecclesia (Din. 1.31). Demagogoi and
strategoi are juxtaposed in Hyp. 1.22. Demagogos occurs in Andoc. 4.27, which is how-
ever a late composition. Cf. furthermore Pytheas fr.4 (Baiter/Sauppe 311).

11 The only occurrence of politikos is Aeschin. 2.184 (c¢f. supra 36), and the orators
never use the word demegoros, which may occur in other texts (e.g. Xen. Mem. 2.6.15;
Hell. 6.2.39, 6.3.3).

2 Cf. supra 39f with nn.16-22. In the orators the word rhetor is used in its legal
sense in references to nomoi (Aeschin. 1.28, 34, 186; 3.2; Din. 1.71; Lycurg. fr.18
Conomis; Hyp. 3.1, 4, 8). In some cases it applies to a proposer of a specific decree
(Lys. 13.72; Dem. 22.70; 59.105; Aeschin. 3.31, 203), and once it is used about a
citizen who at intervals addresses the ecclesia (Dem. 18.308). In all other cases the
reference is to the rhetores in the political sense.

43 Some historians suggest a different grouping of the politically active citizens, dis-
tinguishing between (a) citizens who attend the meetings, (b) minor politicians, and
(c) the true political leaders, ¢f. Jones (supra n.1) 128-33 and Perlman (supra n.1)
328-30. Jones gives the following description of (b): “There was throughout Athenian
history a class of semi-professional politicians, at first consisting of the gentry, later
partly of the gentry and partly of poor men of rhetorical talent. These were the people
who held the elective offices, were chosen as envoys to foreign states, proposed mo-
tions in the council and in the assembly, and prosecuted (and defended) in political
trials” (130). There was indeed some kind of ‘hierarchy’ within the group of rhetores
(¢f. e.g. Dem. 2.29, Hyp. 1.12), but Jones’ description of the minor politician fits
Demosthenes, Demades, and Lykourgos better than Aristogeiton or Theokrines, and
the distinction between major and minor politicians tends to obliterate the distinction
between groups (c) and (d) above, which is, however, well attested in the sources.
Consequently I will in this paper treat the group of rhetores as a whole and reserve a
discussion of the hierarchy within the group for a future study.
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Kallistratos (Dem. 18.219, Hyp. 3.1)
Kephalos (Dem. 18.219, Din. 1.38)
Ktesiphon (Aeschin. 3.31, 203-04)
Lykourgos (Lyc. 1.31)

Philokrates (Hyp. 3.29)

Philostratos (Dem. 42.21)
Polyeuktos of Sphettos (Din. 1.100)
Stephanos (Dem. 59.43)
Theokrines (Dem. 58.62ff)
Thrasyboulos (of Kollytos?) (Dem. 18.219)
Timarchos (Aeschin. 1.112, 188)
Timokrates (Dem. 24.124)

Summing up: in the Athenian democracy of the fourth century, we
are faced with two different uses of the important political term rhe-
tor. As a legal term it occurs in nomoi and signifies any citizen who
addresses his fellow citizens in the assemblies—groups (c) and (d)
above. But in the speeches rhetor is almost invariably used as a politi-
cal term in the much narrower sense of a citizen who addresses his
fellow-citizens habitually, sometimes even professionally—group (d)
above to the exclusion of (c¢)—and the citizen who only once or at
intervals performs the part of ho boulomenos is described as an idio-
tes, to be distinguished from the rhetores proper.

The clash between these two uses of the term rhetor is best illus-
trated by Hypereides in the speech For Euxenippos, who had been
elected by the people to sleep in the Amphiaraion and then to tell in
the following ecclesia what the god had revealed to him. He performed
his task; but when he had reported his dream to the people in the ec-
clesia, Polyeuktos (of Kydantidai?) suspected foul play and indicted
Euxenippos by an eiocayyelia eis Tov dnuov, based on the third sec-
tion of the eisangeltic law: éav Tis pnTwp dv un Aéyn T7a dploTa 16
Iuw 70 Abnvaiwy xpnuara AauBaver.t* Euxenippos was defended
by Hypereides, and one of the basic arguments put forward by the
defence is that Euxenippos is not a rhetor but a private citizen (idio-
tes), and so he is not liable to be prosecuted by an eisangelia which is
reserved for rhetores, i.e. citizens who regularly take a political initia-
tive (Hyp. 3.3, 9, 11, 27-30). In his graphe paranomon against Ktesi-
phon, Aischines anticipates that his opponent will rely on precisely the
same line of defence: Ktesiphon has admittedly proposed and carried
the psephisma, but he is an idiotes and not a rhetor (Aeschin. 3.214).
Now apart from the eisangelia, Euxenippos cannot be connected with

4 Cf. Hansen (supra n.1: 1975) Catalogue no. 124.
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any other political activity, but since he has addressed the ecclesia, he
must have been a rhefor in the legal sense. The two different uses of
rhetor in Athens illustrate a common phenomenon in societies of all
periods: a gap between the constitution and how it works.

IV

I have argued that rhetores and strategoi are regularly grouped to-
gether when the reference is to ‘political leaders’ in general. Having
discussed the rherores, 1 turn to the distinction between rhetores and
strategoi. It is well known that in the fifth century the two different
tasks of being a rhetor and a strategos were regularly performed by the
same men, whereas in the fourth the two functions tended to become
more and more separated.4® In the Ath. Pol. 28.2-3 Aristotle enumer-
ates thirteen Athenian mpoorara. after Kleisthenes down to the end
of the Peloponnesian War. Eleven were strategoi, the twelfth may
have been a strategos; only the thirteenth, Kallikrates of Paiania, was
certainly a prostates without being a strategos.*6 After the restoration of
the democracy, however, a sharp division developed, so that policy-
making was left to a group of rhetores who were no longer elected
strategoi, whereas the wars were conducted by a group of professional
strategoi who tended to keep away from the bema on the Pnyx. Of the
77 known strategoi of the period 403—-322, only 11 or 12 are recorded
as proposers of decrees or speakers in the ecclesia. In the first half of
the fourth century at least some political leaders were still elected
strategoi, but after the Social War, Phokion was the only man of any
importance to combine the strategia with addressing the ecclesia.t’

4 Cf. Jones (supra n.1) 128, Perlman (supra n.1) 347, C. Mossé, La fin de la démo-
cratie athénienne (Paris 1962) 269-73; J. K. Davies, Wealth and the Power of Wealth in
Classical Athens (New York 1981) 124-31.

46 Xanthippos (480/479), Miltiades (490/489), Themistokles (481/0), Aristeides (479/
8), Ephialtes (?), Kimon (478/7), Perikles (454/3), Thoukydides (444/3), Nikias
(427/6), Kleon (424/3), Theramenes (411/0), Kleophon (?), Kallikrates. The year is
that of the first attested strategia; c¢f. C. W. Fornara, The Athenian Board of Generals
from 501 to 404 (Historia Einzelschr. 16 [1971]). Concerning Ephialtes see Fornara 46
n.24, concerning Kleophon 70 with n.126. Connor (supra p.33) has argued convincingly
that a new type of ‘politician’ appeared after the death of Perikles. The ‘new poli-
ticians’, however, were regularly strategoi, and in this respect there is no difference
between the new and the old politicians. The first source mentioning a separation of
civilian and military political leaders is Lys. 13.7: rovs Tov 8nuov mpoearnrotas kai
T0Us oTpatnyovrtas kai tafwapyovvras. But the splitting up of rhetores and strategoi is
basically a fourth-century phenomenon, and most marked after 355.

47 For the period 403-355: Rhinon of Paiania, Thrasyboulos of Steiria, Archinos of
Koile, Anytos, Aristophon of Azenia, Kallistratos of Aphidna, Timotheos of Ana-
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And the prosopographical statistics support the general comments on
the change in leadership which can be found in the orators and in later
sources:

Isoc. 8.54-55: rocovror 8¢ Suadpépoucr T@v TPoyovwy, 60OV ékELvoL uEV
TOUS QUTOUS MPOTTATAS TE TNS TONEWS €TOLOVVTO KAL TTPATYYOUS T)POVVTO
vouilovres Tov ém Tov Bnuatos Ta BEATIOTa ouuPBovAevoal Svvauevov, TOV
avTOV TOvTOV APLoT Qv PBovhevoaolar kal kal avTov yevouevov, Tuels Se
TOUVQVTIOV TOUTWY TOLOUUEY" OIS UEV Yap TEPL TOV ueyioTwy auuBovlots
xpwuela, ToUTOUS UV 0UK QEWOVUEY TTPATIYOUS XELPOTOVELY DS VOUY OVK
éxovTtas, ols 8’ ovdels v olre mepl TWY Blwy oUTe TEPL TWY KOLYQY TUU-
Bovhevoarro, TovTOUS & QVTOKpATOpAS EKTEUTOUEY @S €KEL TOPWTEPOUS
éoouévovs kai pdov PBovhevoouévovs mepl Tov ‘ENAnuikov mpayuatwv 7
mepl TV évfade mpoTifeuevw.
Aeschin. 3.146: el 8¢ 7is avré (Demosthenes) r@v orpatnydv dvrelmor,
KaTadovNovuevos Tovs dpxovTas kai auvebllwr undev adte avrizéyeww dua-
dwcacilav édm ypapew 10 Piuati TPOS TO TTPATNYOV' TAEWW YAP VUAS
ayaba ¥p’ éavrov épm amo Tov Pruatos memovhévar, 1) VIO TOV TTPATN YOV
éx ToV TTpaTNYlOV.
Plut. Phoc. 7.5: 6pwv 8¢ (Phokion) Tovs 1a kowa mpaoaovras T0te dinpm-
UEVOUS WTTEP QTO KA)POV TO TTPATNYOV Kal TO Brua, Kal ToUs uev Aéyov-
Tas év 10 dNuw kal ypadovras usvov, wv EbBovios Ny kal 'Apiorodov kai
Anuocbévns kal Avkovpyos kai “Ymepeidns, Awomeifn 8¢ kai Mevealéa kai
Aewobévn kal Xapnrta 10 oTpartnyeww kai mwoleuetv avfovras éavrovs,
éBovrero ™v Tlepuchéovs kal ’ApwoTeidov kai TOAwvos moliTeiav @amep
ONOKAMpOV Kal dinpuoouévny év dudoiv dvalafev kai dmrodovvart®

The reason for the separation of the strategoi from the rhetores is
lucidly stated by Aristotle at Politics 1305a7-15: émi 8¢ Tov apxaiwv,
0Te yévoLto 6 avTos dnuaywyos kal aTpaTnYos, €is TUpavvida ueTé-
Bak\ov* axedov yap ol mAeLaTOL TGOV dp)XaUwY TUpAVYWY €k dnuayw-
YOV yeyovaoiv. aitiov 8 Tov TOTE Uy yiyveolar vov 8¢ un, 6TL TOTE
uev of dnuaywyol Noav ék Tov arparyyovvtey (o yap mw Sewvol
noav Néyew), vov 8¢ s pmTopikns NOENuérns ol duvauevor Néyeww
dnuaywyovar uév, 8 amewplav 8¢ Twv mToheuukwy odk émrtifevtan,

phlystos, Exekestides of Thorikos. For the period 355-322: Phokion of Potamos, Mela-
nopos of Aixone, Nausikles of Oe, Philokles of Eroiadai. For Anytos as a fourth-
century strategos cf. Pl. Meno 90B, aipovvrar yovv adrov émi tas ueyioras apxas. The
dramatic date of the dialogue is after the restoration of the democracy in 403, perhaps
402: J. E. Thomas, Musings on the Meno (The Hague 1980) 22. A twelfth strategos who
was probably also a rhetor is Polyeuktos (Hyp. fr.xlv [182-84 Sauppel), identified by
Kirchner PA 11947 with Polyeuktos of Kydantidai.

48 The rhetorical juxtaposition of Bnua and orpamyywr both in Aischines and in
Plutarch indicates that Plutarch had the Aischines passage in mind here. The separation
of rhetores and strategoi is also emphasized in Isoc. 15.136; Dem. 12.19; 18.212, 246;
Din. 1.76; Plut. Mor. 486D, 812F.
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wANV €L mov Bpaxy TL yéyove TolovTov. SO a growing professionalism
(both in rhetoric and in warfare) produced its regular effect: a divi-
sion of labour. To the account given by Aristotle we must add that in
the fourth century citizen armies tended to be replaced by mercenary
forces commanded by condottieri, some of whom were not even na-
tive Athenians but only naturalized in order to be elected strategoi.
The outstanding example is Charidemos of Oreos.** A naturalized
condottiere or an Athenian mercenary leader, who for years might be
in the service of a tyrant or a barbarian prince, is not the obvious
type of person to persuade the Athenians in the ecclesia, and the
result was that the leading rhetores had to fight the battles in the
ranks,%® whereas the strategoi attended the ecclesiai and voted without
ever addressing the peopie.

On the basis of the undeniable and important distinction between
rhetores and strategoi, modern historians sometimes identify the rhe-
tores with the politicians, as opposed to the strategoi who are no
longer to be regarded as proper ‘political leaders’.s? There may be
some truth in this, but 1 emphasize a caution stated by Raphael
Sealey: “it is well known that in fourth-century Athens the profession
of general and politician tended to diverge. The tendency should not
be overestimated.”52 As argued above, when the sources refer to ‘po-
litical leaders’ in general they regularly mention both rhetores and
strategoi. One can think of several good reasons for this common
practice.

Like other Greek poleis, Athens was regularly at war. After a period
of peace (403-395) the Athenians joined the Corinthian War (395-
386), and then the war against Sparta in alliance with Thebes (379-
371). In the 360’s the Athenians fought regularly in the Aegean, i.a.
to recover Amphipolis, and sometimes in Hellas as well, now in alli-
ance with Sparta against Thebes. The Social War was fought and lost
in 357-355, and the first war against Philip dragged on for eleven
years (357-346). The more formidable second war against Philip was
over in two years (340-338), and after the defeat at Chaironeia Ath-
ens experienced her only long period of peace and prosperity until
Antipater put an end to the democracy after the Lamian War (323-

49 For a short biography see J. K. Davies, Athenian Propertied Families (Oxford 1971)
570-71. Other examples are Philiskos (P4 14430), Polystratos (12070), and Strabax
(12911).

50 Both Demades (Diod. 16.87.1) and Demosthenes (Plut. Dem. 20.2, Mor. 845F)
fought in the battle of Chaironeia as ordinary hoplites.

51 Jones (supra n.1) 128, Perlman (supra n.1) 347; Davies (supra n.45) 124ff.

52 Sealey (supra n.1) 178-79.
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322). Admittedly, warfare was not continuous and battles were fought
only occasionally, but Athens nearly always had a squadron operating
somewhere in the Aegean or Ionian Sea and sometimes an army
operating somewhere in Hellas. When peace is the exception and war
the rule, political leaders tend to include generals, and the Athenians
can certainly testify to the principle stated by Clausewitz: war is politics
carried on by other means.

Second, the splitting up of the ‘political leaders’ into a group of
rhetores and a group of strategoi resulted in close collaboration be-
tween members of the two groups. This is perhaps best illustrated by
Demosthenes in his description of Athenian political behaviour in the
Second Olynthiac (2.29, quoted supra 37), but many other sources can
be adduced: Aischines describes Chares’ collaboration with citizens
who dominated the ecclesia (2.71), and collaboration between rhetores
and strategoi is also discussed in Isocrates’ defence of Timotheos
(15.136fF), in Philip’s letter to the Athenians (Dem. 12.19), and in
Plato’s Euthydemus (290c-Dp).

Third, tradition is always an important factor, especially for the
Athenians who cherished the idea of an ancestral constitution and
tended to believe that reaction was the only true form of progress.
For almost a century the Athenians had been used to political leaders
who both commanded the armed forces and addressed the ecclesia
and the dicasteria. In the fourth century, when the strategoi tended to
become professional generals and left the political initiatives to citi-
zens acting as hoi boulomenoi, the Athenians’ first reaction, in my
opinion, would be to believe that the group of leaders now comprised
both generals and orators. And so they coined the phrase pnropes kat
arparyyol. The juxtaposition of rhetores and strategoi does not occur
in the sources before the 350’s. It may of course be accidental, but it
may also reflect the Athenians’ adaptation to a change in political
leadership during the first half of the fourth century.

Fourth, one of the important political activities in Athens was to
serve on an embassy. The presbeis were elected by the ecclesia, and
of the 94 envoys known in our period 32 are attested also as rherores
in the ecclesia and 11 also as strategoi.®® The rhetores outweigh the
strategoi, but, on the other hand, to be an envoy was an activity that
tended to bind together the rhetores and the strategoi, especially since
the strategoi who served as envoys would have to make a report on

53 Konon of Anaphlystos (P4 8707), Eunomos (PA 5861), Thrasyboulos of Kollytos,
Kallistratos of Aphidna, Kallias of Alopeke, Autokles of Euonymon, Aristophon of
Azenia, Melanopos of Aixone, Nausikles of Oe, Phokion (of Potamos?), Ephialtes (PA
6156).
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their mission to the boule and the ecclesia and would become rhe-
tores, at least in the technical legal sense of the word.

Finally, the distinction between rhetores and strategoi is most marked
if we focus on the rhetores in the ecclesia. But some strategoi are also
known as rhetores addressing the boule or the nomothetai, and more
appeared before the dicasteria as prosecutors or synegoroi. Many polit-
ical battles were fought not in the ecclesia but in the people’s court.
Political trials were still brought by strategoi, and it was quite com-
mon, for both prosecutor and defendant, to call on a strategos to be
his synegoros.5* If we take into account that rhetor denotes not only
policy-makers in the ecclesia but also the citizens appearing before the
boule, the nomothetai,®> and the dicasteria, the number of strategoi
who were also rhetores rises from 11 or 12 to 17 or 18 with several
more activities attested. Including ambassadors, the figure rises to
22-23. In conclusion, rhetores and strategoi were diverging groups
throughout the fourth century, which is probably the reason why the
Athenians had to use two words instead of one when referring to
their ‘political leaders’; but there was still a considerable overlap
which must not be underrated.5®

\Y%

In conclusion, the comprehensive term for political leaders in fourth-
century Athens was pmropes kai oTparinyot, not rhetores to the
exclusion of strategoi, and the juxtaposition of rhetores and strategoi
was not only a political fact but also acknowledged in the law code.
There was indeed an increasing separation of rhetores and strategoi
due to a growing professionalism both in rhetoric and in warfare.

54 Aeschin. 3.7 wm'e Tas TQV O'Tparn'ya)v vanyopwzq, ol ém wo)\vv 7om xpovov
o’vvepyovwec gL Taw pnTopwv )\v,u,awov‘rac mv mo\tetay, 196 of yap ayaGOL agTpa-
Tv;'yo:, DUy kAl T@Y Tas CUINTES Tves ebpnuévar ééautovvtal Tas ypadas T@y mapa-
vouwv . .. The following strategoi are known also as synegoroi: Iphikrates of Rhamnous,
Aristophon of Azenia, Phokion (of Potamos?), Nausikles of Oe, Philochares of Kotho-
kidai. The following strategoi are known as public prosecutors: Archinos of Koile,
Konon of Anaphlystos (P4 8707), Kallistratos of Aphidna, Iphikrates of Rhamnous,
Melanopos of Aixone, Aristophon of Azenia, Chares of Angele.

85 Three, perhaps four, strategoi are also known as proposers of nomoi: Agyrrhios of
Kollytos, Archinos of Koile, Aristophon of Azenia, and perhaps Kephisophon of
Aphidna, whose name however is only restored in /G 112 244.2.

5 Several strategoi, for whom no activity as rhetor is attested, are nevertheless de-
scribed in our sources as outstanding rhetores: Autokles of Euonymon (Xen. Hell.
6.3.7), Eunomos (P4 5861: Isoc. 15.93), Leosthenes of Kephale (P4 9141: Aeschin.
2.124), and Thrasyboulos of Kollytos (?) (Dem. 18.219).
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Political leadership tended to be split up between the rhetores who
dominated the ecclesia and the strategoi who commanded the armies
in the constant wars. But there were some strategoi who were still
active in the ecclesia; both rhetores and strategoi influenced foreign
policy by being elected ambassadors, and in the dicasteria it was still
common to see a Strategos as a prosecutor or as a synegoros in a
political action. Rhetor was a technical legal term denoting the citizen
who performed the task of ho boulomenos in the decision-making as-
semblies. A rhetor was the proposer of decrees of the demos or the
boule, of laws passed by the nomothetai, or he was a prosecutor in a
political public action. Furthermore, a rhetor addressed the ecclesia,
the boule, or the nomothetai supporting or opposing a proposal made
by another rhetor or he was a synegoros for the prosecutor or the
defendant in a political action. By contrast with the modern ‘poli-
tician’ a rhetor was not elected—he volunteered; he was never en-
trusted with making decisions but only expected to take initiatives;
he might collaborate with other rhetores or with a strategos, but he
was not affiliated with any party or any broader group among the
voters in the decision-making bodies. To be a rhetor was essentially a
one-day business, and ideally the political initiatives should have been
distributed among all citizens so that a citizen only occasionally would
assume the responsibility of being a rhetor. In fact a small group of
active citizens dominated the decision-making assemblies by taking
initiatives habitually, sometimes almost professionally. And as a re-
sult the word rhetor developed a new meaning different from the
legal use of the term. As a legal term rhetor denoted any citizen who
addressed the decision-making bodies, no matter whether he did it
occasionally or frequently. As a political term rhetor tended to denote
only those who habitually addressed the assemblies to the exclusion
of the occasional rhetor, who was called idiotes and often contrasted
with the rhetores in the political sense. Consequently, the Athenian
citizens can be divided into four groups according to their political
participation: (a) passive citizens, (b) active citizens who attended the
assemblies and voted but never addressed the people or the jurors,
(c) the idiotai who occasionally acted as hoi boulomenoi, being rhetores
in the legal sense, and (d) the rhetores in the political sense who
regularly addressed the assemblies and assumed the responsibility for
most of the initiatives. Modern scholarship tends to overlook the
difference between (c) and (d), emphasizing instead a subdivision of
(d) into major and minor rhetores. A kind of hierarchy within (d) can
indeed be traced in the sources, but must not obliterate the existence
of (c). There was of course no sharp distinction between (c) and (d),
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and the group of rhetores in the political meaning seems also to have
been much larger than often assumed. But this problem will be re-
served for a future study. Finally, the accountability of the rhetores
and the strategoi was more far-reaching than the accountability of all
the archai selected by lot. Especially the graphe paranomon (against
rhetores) and the eisangelia (frequently used against strategoi) were
dangerous weapons against the ‘political leaders’, whereas the obliga-
tory euthynai against archai, as far as the sources go, only infre-
quently resulted in a public action.5”
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