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view,! was an extra meeting of the Assembly, held in

addition to the four meetings described in the Aristo-
telian Ath. Pol. 43.3-6. In a study originally published in GRBS?
I argued that an ekklesia synkletos was one of the four meetings.
Each of these meetings was an ordinary meeting if it was sum-
moned by the prytaneis on their own initiative and at four days’
notice, whereas it became a synkletos ekklesia if it was summoned
at short notice and/or scheduled for a festival, and/or pre-
scribed by a decree of the boule or the demos passed in a previous
meeting. There is obviously an overlap between these possibil-
ities. Probably, the prytaneis were not empowered to summon
the ekklesia on a festival day, or at short notice, or on two sub-
sequent days. Consequently to have such meetings presupposed

3 N EKKLESIA SYNKLETOS, according to the traditional

! For which see, e.g., C. G. Brandis, “’Exxlnoia,” RE 5 (1905) 2163-2200,
at 2164-65. The following are referred to by author and year: C. Carey,
Aeschines (Austin 2000); M. H. Hansen, The Athemian Ecclesia. A Collection of Articles
1976-83 (Copenhagen 1983), The Athenian Assembly (Oxford 1987), The Athenian
Ecclesia II. A Collection of Articles 1983—89 (Copenhagen 1989); E. M Harris,
Aeschines and Athenian Politics (New York 1995), Democracy and the Rule of Law in
Classical Athens (Cambridge 2006); D. M. Lewis, “Notes on Attic Inscriptions,
IL,” BSA 50 (1955) 1-36; D. M. MacDowell, Demosthenes On the False Embassy
(Oxford 2000); W. K. Pritchett, Athenian Calendars and Ekklesias (Amsterdam
2001); P. J. Rhodes, The Athenian Boule (Oxford 1972), “Ekklesia Kyria and the
Schedule of Assemblies in Athens,” Chuon 25 (1995) 187-198; S. V. Tracy,
“Ekklesia Synkletos: A Note,” ZPE 75 (1988) 186-188.

2 “How Often Did the Eeclesia Meet?” GRBS 18 (1977) 43-70, reprinted in
Hansen (1983) 3562 with addenda 63-72.
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a decision made by the boule or the ekklesia itself.?

My view of the nature of the ekklesia synkletos was disputed by
Edward Harris in CQ (1986). I responded in GRBS (1987).
Harris treated one aspect of the issue in A7P (1991) to which I
responded in A7P (1993).* Harris restated his views in 1995 in
his monograph about Aischines. Between 1993 and 2005 the
Copenhagen Polis Centre took up almost all my time; but now,
when the Polis project has been brought to an end, I feel an
obligation to return to some of the issues concerning Athenian
democracy on which I believe that I have more to say. One
such issue 1s the nature of the ekklesia synkletos and problems re-
lated to that issue, in particular the number and dates of the
¢kklesiar held by the Athenians in connection with the peace
negotiations with Philip II in the spring of 347/6.%

To shed light on these problems we have three types of
source: (I) forensic speeches of the fourth century B.C., (II)
lexicographical notes and scholia of the Roman period or later
which explain and comment on difficult terms in the forensic
speeches, (III) Athenian decrees of the Hellenistic period in
which the type of meeting is recorded in the preamble.

(I) We have three passages from fourth-century speeches, one from
Aischines’ defence speech of 343 in which he claims that, in the
period when the peace with Philip IT was debated and concluded, the
Athenians held more ekklesiai synkletor than meetings prescribed by law
(Aeschin. 2.72, see 285-286 below), and two passages from Demos-
thenes’ prosecution in the same trial: Demosthenes tells the jurors
that in June 346, Aischines and the other ambassadors who were
about to serve on the third embassy to Philip feared that a synkletos

3 As is indicated by the formulas found in some Hellenistic decrees, e.g. IG
112 945.5-6: éundnoio olyxAntog év TdL Bedtowt xatd Yhdopa 6 AQLolt - - -]
Snuoyidng eimev (168/7).

+ E. Harris, “How Often Did the Athenian Assembly Meet?” CQ 36 (1986)
363-377, reprinted in Harris (2006) 81-101; M. H. Hansen, “How Often Did
the Athenian Efkklesia Meet? A Reply,” GRBS 28 (1987) 1-16, reprinted in
Hansen (1989) 177-194; E. Harris, “When Did the Athenian Assembly Meet?
Some New Evidence,” A7P 112 (1991) 329-345, reprinted in Harris (2006)
103-120; M. H. Hansen, “Was the Athenian Ekklesia Convened according to
the Festival Calendar or the Bouleutic Calendar?” A7P 114 (1993) 99-113.

5> See M. H. Hansen, The Athemian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes? (London
1999) 332 thesis no. 48.
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ekklesia might suddenly be convened when they had left Athens
(19.123). Again, in connection with the second embassy sent to Philip
after the conclusion of peace in April 346 Demosthenes reports that
as there was no meeting of the ekklesia left because the available meet-
ings had been used up he proposed and carried a decree of the boule
that the envoys set out without delay (19.154, see 287289 below).
(IT) About a dozen scholia and lexicographical notes comment on the
number and types of ekklesia convened by the Athenians and offer
information about the dates of these meetings.

(ITIT) The terms ekklesia synkletos and boule synkletos are attested in the
preambles of eight decrees preserved on stone, all from the Hel-
lenistic period.

I. The Classical Evidence

The only one of the three Classical sources which provides
explicit evidence about what an ekklesia synkletos was is Dem.

19.122-123:

After the Ekklesia then rose, these men [Aischines and some of
the other envoys] got together and discussed whom they would
leave behind here. The situation was still uncertain and the
future obscure. Discussions and all sorts of talk were going on in
the Agora at that time. They were afraid that an extraordinary
meeting of the Ekklesia might suddenly be convened ...6

All Demosthenes tells us is that an ekklesia synkletos was a meet-
ing called at short notice. Whether it was an extraordinary
meeting—as MacDowell translates synkletos ekklesia—is not clear
from the passage. In order to settle that question we shall have
to examine the two other Classical sources and the number and
dates of meetings held by the Athenians in the spring of 346,
more precisely in the month of Elaphebolion 347/6, in con-
nection with the peace negotiations with Philip II of Macedon.
1. Was there a meeting of the ekklesia on Elaph. 8?

The first problem to discuss is whether or not there was a

meeting of the ekklesita on Elaph. 8. The crucial passage is
Aeschin. 3.66—68:

6 Transl. MacDowell (2000) 109. In Greek the central passage is: épofodvto
o1 ) oUyrAntog éxxnhnoto yévorto €Eaidvng.
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Demosthenes ... proposed a decree whose aim was to rob the
city of its chances. He proposed that the presidents (prytaneis)
convene an Assembly on the eighth of Elaphebolion, the day of
the sacrifice to Asclepius and the opening ceremony (proagon) of
the festival, on the sacred day, an occurrence without precedent
in anyone’s memory. And what was his pretext? “So that,” he
says, “if Philip’s envoys are already here, the people may reach a
decision as quickly as possible on relations with Philip.” He was
appropriating the Assembly for the envoys who had not yet ar-
rived, surreptitiously cutting short the time available and forcing
the matter to a hasty conclusion, so that you would conclude the
peace alone and not in collaboration with the rest of Greece on
the return of your envoys. Subsequently, men of Athens, Philip’s
envoys came. Yours were away calling on the Greeks to unite
against Philip. At this point, Demosthenes carried another de-
cree in which he proposed that the Assembly should reach a
decision not only about peace but about an alliance as well,
without waiting for your envoys but immediately after the City
Dionysia, on the eighteenth and nineteenth. To prove that I am
telling the truth, listen to the decrees. [DECREES].”

That there was a meeting of the Assembly on Elaph. 8 was as-
sumed by all historians until 1986 when Edward Harris argued
that Aischines tries to deceive the jurors about a meeting that
never took place. What are Harris’s reasons for questioning the
veracity of Aischines’ account?

First he stresses that what Aischines says is only that Demos-
thenes proposed a decree about having an ekklesia on Elaph. 8; he
does not say that it was passed. Although yoddpewv Yydpopa in
the present is a regular way of referring to a decree that was
both proposed and carried,® Harris is right: From the idiom
vodoew Yhpopa alone we cannot infer that the motion was
carried. But in (1989) 186 I pointed out that in the following

7 Transl. Carey (2000). In Greek the passages which are crucial for the prob-
lem discussed here are: 66, AnpooBévng ... yodder PhdLopa Tovg naovg Tig
norewg ddarpovpevos. 67, Exxdnoiov molelv Tovg TEUTAvELS T 0YOOT ioTapévou
100 "Ehadnfohidvog pnvoe. 68, uetd todta, o dvdoeg Adnvoiot, oy ol PLhi-
7ov péopels: ol 8¢ Muétegol drtediuovy, tagorolodvreg Tovg ‘EAvog ém Di-
Mmov. £vtad0’ Etegov vind Yidopo Anpocdivig, &v @ yodhdel ... dtL 8¢ dAnof
Ay, TV YyndLopdtov dxrotoote. WHOISMATA.

8 Cf. e.g. Dem. 24.201, 47.20.
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section (Aeschin. 3.68) we are told that Demosthenes succeeded
in having yet another decree passed: évtad0’ €regov vind Y-
dropa AnpooOévng. The implication is that both decrees were
passed. In (1991) = (2006) 114 Harris disputed my interpreta-
tion of €regov vind Yidioua adducing Aeschin. 3.252 as evi-
dence. But that passage is not a parallel at all? and I still hold
that the proper parallel 1s Aeschin. 2.62: vixd yao €tegov Yi)-
dropa Prhorpdtng where the reference indisputably is to yet
another decree proposed and carried by Philokrates.

Finally, at the end of this passage the decrees discussed by
Aischines are read out to the jurors. Harris (2006) 94 argues
that these decrees may or may not have included the one about
the ekklesia to be held on Elaph. 8. Now, in the passage 3.62-68
Aischines refers to five different decrees: two proposed by
Philokrates (62—63), and three decrees proposed by Demos-
thenes: one about a safe conduct for the Macedonian envoys
(63), one about an ekklesia to be held on Elaph. 8 (66-67), and
one about both peace and alliance with Philip to be debated in
two meetings of the ekklesia immediately after the Dionysia
without awaiting the return of the Athenian envoys from a
number of other polers (68). The last two decrees are the crucial
ones, and if Aischines omitted some of the five decrees from
those read out to the jurors it would not be those. The decree
prescribing the ekklesia on Elaph. 8 was probably a decree of the
boule proposed and carried by Demosthenes in his capacity as a
member of the boule.'® But we know that decrees of the boule
were kept in the archives alongside the decrees of the demos.!!

9 Harris (2006) 114 n.46. At Aeschin. 3.252 we hear about two iditou, one
who is sentenced to death and another who is acquitted. The important
phrases are dvig idubTNg éxmhelv pdvov eig Thpov Emyelhoas ... £tegog & éx-
mhedoag idudg eig Podov. Pace Harris, the point of comparison emphasised in
connection with the pronoun £tegog is not that one was sentenced to death
whereas the other was acquitted but that both had tried to escape by sailing
away from Athens. €regog éxmhetoag idudtng corresponds to €tegov vind Yiy-
¢ropa at Aeschin. 3.67. Thus, Harris’s example does in fact support my inter-
pretation of 3.67.

10 Cf. Agora XVI 102.6-7: é[xu]h[n]oia xowa Y[fdliopa Bouris.

11 Aeschin. 2.91; cf. J. P. Sickinger, Public Records and Archives in Classical Athens
(Chapel Hill 1999) 121.
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So Aischines—the former secretary who knew and used the
archives more than others!>—would have had no difficulty
recovering it. Conversely, sixteen years later one could
probably get away with lying about what was said during
meetings whereas it would be very dangerous to lie about a
meeting that was never held. As the story 1s told by Aischines
all the jurors must have believed that, according to Aischines, a
meeting of the Assembly did take place on Elaph. 8 and it
would be extremely easy to prove him wrong if such a meeting
had not taken place.

So far I can see no reason for suspecting that Aischines lies
about the meeting held on Elaph. 8. But Harris has more argu-
ments: Aischines mentions the meeting in the speech made in
330 but not in the speech made in 343, and he is probably
lying about a number of things he brings up in his later speech
but not in the earlier one. In addition to the meeting on Elaph.
8 Harris (2006) 94-95 lists five possible false charges and ar-
gues that Aischines must be deceiving the jurors in at least two
of them: (a) the ruse that Demosthenes employed to force the
Assembly to accept the proposal of Philokrates on 19 Elaphe-
bolion (3.71-72) and (b) the story of how Kersobleptes was ex-
cluded from the peace (3.73-75).

(a) In 330 Aischines claims that Demosthenes made the
Athenians pass Philokrates’ proposal about peace with Philip in
a speech he delivered in the meeting held on Elaph. 19. But
according to Demosthenes’ own decree about the peace negoti-
ations the debate was to take place during the meeting on
Elaph. 18 and no speeches were to be made on Elaph. 19. In
Aischines’ speech of 343 there is no reference to a speech by
Demosthenes on Elaph. 19 and Harris infers that Aischines
must be lying in 330 and that Demosthenes did not deliver any
speech on Elaph. 19. But in 343 Demosthenes tells the jurors
that he did speak on Elaph. 19 and that many others did as
well, including Aischines (19.15-16). From the fact that De-
mosthenes’ decree prescribed that no speeches were to be
made in the Assembly held on Elaph. 19 Harris infers that no

12 Dem. 18.261; 19.70, 237; cf. Harris (1995) 29-30 with n.33. On Ais-
chines’ use of the archives in the trial in 330, see Aeschin. 3.75.
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speeches were made.!3 But that is an illegitimate inference from
“ought” to “is.” Thus, Demosthenes’ account in 343 supports
that of Aischines in 330 as to whether Demosthenes made a
speech during the meeting on Elaph. 19.1* Where the two ac-
counts contradict each other is about the content of Demos-
thenes’ speech. Again, in 343 Aischines denied that he made a
speech on Elaph. 19 and substantiates his contention with a
reference to Demosthenes’ decree according to which no
speeches could be delivered during this second meeting (2.63—
66). In 330 Aischines is silent about whether he himself made a
speech. It may well be that Aischines’ account in 330 is closer
to what actually happened in 346 than the one he presents in
343.

(b) The story of the exclusion of Kersobleptes (3.73-75) 1s,
according to Harris (2006) 95 n.28, refuted by Aeschin. 2.83—
86, where evidence is produced “that Cersebleptes did indeed
have a person in Athens who could have acted as his synedros,
namely Critobulus of Lampsacus.” Now, at 3.74 Aischines
claims that Kersobleptes had no synedros in Athens, which was
presumably true, since, at 2.83, Aischines tells the jurors that
Kritoboulos of Lampsakos claims that he had been sent by
Kersobleptes, i.e. he was not a synedros and an acknowledged
member of the synedrion at Athens. There is no contradiction.
Aischines, of course, prefers to tell the jurors what suits him
best in both cases, but that is different.!?

Finally, Harris himself (1995: 73) points to one reliable piece
of information reported by Aischines in 330 but left unmen-
tioned in 343: the second decree of the allied synedrion which
explicitly recommended not to make an alliance with Philip
(Aeschin. 3.69-70) whereas the first decree left the possibility of
an alliance unmentioned (2.60).

As the evidence stands, I find that there is no reason to doubt
the historicity of the meeting of the ¢kklesia held on Elaph. 8.1

13 Harris (1995) 73 and (2006) 95 n.28.
14 Carey (2000) 189 n.77.
15 This section is repeated from Hansen (1983).

16 That the meeting did take place 1s also assumed by Pritchett (2001) 198
and Rhodes-Osborne on GHI 64 (p.323).
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The reason why we hear about it only once at Aeschin. 3.66—
67 is that it was abortive in the sense that, since Macedonian
envoys had not arrived, it could not be used for the peace
negotiations as Demosthenes had anticipated.

2. Survey of the ekklesiar held in Elaphebolion 347/6

Accepting a meeting on Elaph. 8 as one of the meetings of
the Athenian ekklesia in Elaphebolion 347/6 I present the fol-
lowing list of attested meetings.!”

Late Anthesterion or Elaph. 1-3: The Athenian envoys’ report to the
boule (Aeschin. 2.45-46; 3.63, 66—67; Dem. 19.234). Demosthenes
proposes and carries two probouleumata, one granting Philip’s envoys
a safe conduct (Aeschin. 3.63) and another honouring the Athenian
envoys (Aeschin. 2.45-46; Dem. 19.234). This decree is read out to
the jurors at Aeschin. 2.46.

Late Anthesterion or Elaph. 1-4: The Athenian envoys’ report to the
ekklesia (Aeschin. 2.47-54, 109; Dem. 19.234-236; Din. 1.28). De-
mosthenes moves three decrees, one granting Philip’s envoys a safe
conduct (Aeschin. 2.53, 109; Din. 1.28), a second ordering the
prytanes after the arrival of the Macedonian envoys to summon the
¢kklesia on two successive days for a debate on peace and alliance
with Philip (Aeschin. 2.53),'8 and a third honouring the Athenian
envoys (Aeschin. 2.53; Dem. 19.234). The first and third decrees
are ratifications of the probouleumata proposed and carried by De-
mosthenes in the previous meeting of the boule. The decrees are
passed and read out to the jurors (Aeschin. 2.54). A decree pro-
posed and carried by Kephisophon of Paiania may have been
passed during this meeting (Aeschin. 2.73, cf. 285 below).

Elaph. 4-7: In the boule Demosthenes proposes and carries a decree
ordering the prytaneis to summon an ekklesia on Elaph. 8 in which, if
the Macedonian envoys have arrived in Athens, the people can de-
bate their relations with Philip (Aeschin. 3.66—67). The decree is
read out to the jurors (Aeschin. 3.68), see 275 above. Furthermore,

17 The list 1s a revised version of the list in Hansen (1983) 70-71, which
again is a revised version of the list in Hansen (1983) 62—64. I now believe that
the Macedonian envoys arrived in Athens only after the ekklesia on Elaph. 8
and that Demosthenes’ decree about having the two ekklesiai on Elaph. 18—19
was a decree of the boule proposed and carried after the Macedonian envoys
had arrived, see n.19 below.

18 This decree 1s different from the later decree in which the two meetings
are stipulated to take place on Elaph. 18 and 19, cf. Harris (1995) 68.
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Demosthenes proposes and carries in the boule a decree granting
proedria at the Dionysia to the Macedonian envoys (Aeschin. 2.55,
110; 3.76; Dem. 18.28). The decree is read out to the jurors (Aes-
chin. 2.55).

Elaph. 8: Ekklesia on the day for the proagon (Aeschin. 3.67-68). No
discussion of peace and alliance with Philip since the Macedonian
envoys have not yet arrived in Athens.

Elaph. 9 or a few days later: The Macedonian envoys arrive in Ath-
ens (Aeschin. 3.68).

Elaph. 9 or a few days later: in the boule!¥ Demosthenes proposes and
carries a decree that the prytaneis summon the ekklesia on two succes-
sive days immediately after the Dionysia and the ekklesia held in the
precinct of Dionysos. The meetings are fixed for Elaph. 18 and 19
and are intended for the conclusion of peace and alliance with
Philip. The first day is reserved for a discussion of the peace, the
second for the passing of the decree (Aeschin. 2.53, 61, 65, 67,
109-110; 3.64-65, 68). The decree is read out to the jurors both in
343 (Aeschin. 2.61) and in 330 (3.68).

Elaph. 16?: Meeting of the ekklesia after the Dionysia in the precinct
of Dionysos (Aeschin. 2.61).20 Androtion proposes and carries an
honorary decree for the Bosporan princes (/G 112 212). A debate on
a debt to the Bosporan princes is scheduled for the ekklesia on
Elaph. 18 (/G 112 212.53-65).2!

Elaph. 18: Meeting of the ¢kklesia (Aeschin. 2.63-66, 74—77;22 3.69—

19 Following Rhodes (1972) 61 n.4 and Harris (1995) 68 I now believe that
Demosthenes proposed and carried this decree in the boule and not during the
ekklesia held on Elaph. 8. In my opinion, the crucial point is that the decree was
proposed and carried gffer the Macedonian envoys had arrived in Athens, and
they did not arrive in time for the ekklesia on Elaph. 8.

20 D. M. MacDowell, Demosthenes Against Meidias (Oxford 1990) 227228, be-
lieves that this meeting took place on Elaph. 17, but see Harris (1995) 196
n.10.

21 If the decree stipulating that the meetings of the ¢kklesia be held on Elaph.
18 and 19 was proposed and carried in the boule after Elaph. 8 it follows that /G
II? 212 must have been proposed and carried during the ekklesia held after the
Dionysia. Note, however, that Rhodes-Osborne, GHI pp.322-323, prefer to
follow Lewis (1955) 25 and assume that the honorary decree for the Bosporan
princes was passed on Elaph. 8. Pritchett (2001) 198 takes the same view, see
282 below.

22 According to Demosthenes 19.16 the speech by Aischines summarised at
Aeschin. 2.75-77 was delivered during the ekklesia held on Elaph. 19. Aischines
at 2.66 denies that he made any speech on Elaph. 19.
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71; Dem. 18.21; 19.13—14, 144). The meeting is opened by a dis-
cussion of three items megl TV ieg®v and of the Athenian debt to
the Bosporan princes (/G 112 212).23 Then follows the debate on the
peace with Philip. All the rhetores who address the people speak in
favour of 10 dd6yua t@v ovvédpwv and oppose the proposal made
by Philokrates (Aeschin. 3.71).

Elaph. 19: Meeting of the ekklesia (Aeschin. 2.63, 65, 6668, 75-77,
3.71-72; Dem. 18.21; 19.15-16, 57, 144, 159-161, 174, 291). An-
tipater addresses the assembly on behalf of the Macedonian envoys,
the debate on the peace is reopened, and as a result Philokrates’
proposal is passed.

Elaph. 19-24: In the boule (?) a decree or a probouleuma is passed re-
appointing the envoys for a second embassy to Philip (Aeschin.
2.82; Dem. 19.17, 150).2¢

Elaph. 25: Ekklesia in which Demosthenes is proedros (Aeschin. 2.82—
85, 90; 3.73-75). Philokrates proposes and carries a decree that the
allies take the oath on the peace immediately after the meeting on
the same day (3.74). Aleximachos of Pelekes moves a proposal that
Kritoboulos take the oath on behalf of Kersobleptes. The proposal
is put to the vote in spite of Demosthenes’ protests (Aeschin. 2.83—
86) but is probably voted down (Harris [1995] 74—77). The people
pass the decree containing the instructions for the second embassy
(Aeschin. 2.98, 101, 104, 120; Dem. 19.37, 151, 161, 174, 278).

Moun. 3: Since no more meetings of the ekklesia are left, Demos-
thenes proposes and carries in the boule a decree that the second
embassy to Philip set out immediately in order to find Philip and
administer the oath on the peace (Aeschin. 2.91-92; Dem. 18.27—
98; 19.154, 164).

In the speeches all dates are given in accordance with the
festival calendar, in which a year of 354 days was divided into
12 months with 29 or 30 days each. But the Athenian ekklesia
was summoned by the prytaneis in accordance with the bou-
leutic calender, in which a year of 354 days had 10 prytanies of

23 My interpretation of egl T@yv ieg®v (1983) 42—43 was questioned by Har-
ris in 1986 (2006) 91-92, countered by Hansen (1989) 184—185, followed by
Rhodes (1995) 195.

24 It cannot be precluded that there was a meeting of the Assembly between
Elaph. 19 and Elaph. 25 (Hansen [1983] 52), but the preferable and generally
accepted view seems to be that there was no such meeting and, accordingly,
that the election of the envoys took place in the boule (Hansen [1983] 68).
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36 days (Pryt. I-IV) or 35 days (Pryt. V=X). In an intercalary
year of 383 or 384 days Pryt. I-IV had 39 days and Pryt. V-X
38 days.?d

How do meetings held on Elaph. ca. 14, 8, 18, 19, and 25
fit the conciliar calender? In an ordinary year Elaphebolion
would run from Pryt. VII 23 to Pryt. VIII 16 or 17. In an inter-
calary year the equation would be from Pryt. VII 35 to Pryt.
VIII 25 or 26.25 A crucial question is, then, whether the year
347/6 was ordinary or intercalary.

3. Was 347/6 an ordinary or an intercalary year?

If 347/6 was an intercalary year the equations between the
festival calendar dates and the prytany calendar dates are:
Elaph. 1-4 = Pryt. VII 35-38, Elaph. 8 = Pryt. VIII 4, Elaph.
16 = Pryt. VIII 12, Elaph. 18-19 = Pryt. VIII 14-15, Elaph.
25 = Pryt. VIII 21. If it was an ordinary year the equations are
Elaph. 1-4 = Pryt. VII 23-26, Elaph. 8 = Pryt. VII 30, Elaph.
16 = Pryt. VIII 3, Elaph. 18-19 = Pryt. VIII 5-6, Elaph. 25 =
Pryt. VIIT 12.%7

Lewis (1955) 25 argued that 347/6 must have been an inter-
calary year, because:

(a) 345/4 was an ordinary year in Delos and 346/5 was an or-
dinary year in Samos. Lewis believed that both islands followed
the Athenian calendar. Since in most cases every third year was
intercalary, the presumption is that 347/6 was an intercalary
year in Athens. But, following Samuel, Greek and Roman Chronol-
ogy, Pritchett (2001) 199 pointed out—in my opinion con-
vincingly—that both islands had their own calendar.

(b) Lewis’ other argument was that /G II? 212 (GHI 64), an
honorary decree for the Bosporan princes, was passed in Pryt.

2 W. K. Pritchett and O. Neugebauer, The Calendars of Athens (Cambridge
[Mass.] 1947) 112. For the reason why the orators use the festival calendar
dates whereas the meetings of the ekklesia were summoned in accordance with
the bouleutic calendar, see Hansen (1993) 109.

26 See the tables in Hansen (1983) 62—64.

27 We do not know whether Anthesterion and Elaphebolion were hollow
months of 29 days or full months of 30 days and, consequently, the equations
may be one day wrong in either direction. But that has no consequence for the
distribution of ekklesiai between Pryt. VII and Pryt. VIIL.
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VIII 347/6. In lines 53-65 it is stipulated that some business
concerning a debt to the princes was to be dealt with in the
¢kklesia held on Elaph. 18—the very ekklesia in which the peace
of Philokrates was debated by the Athenians. Since the ekklesia
held after the Dionysia was reserved for business relating to the
festival, /G II? 212 must have been passed in the previous meet-
ing held on Elaph. 8, and it is only in an intercalary year that
Elaph. 8 falls in Pryt. VIII. The reason why the forthcoming
ekklesia at IG 112 212 is referred to as the meeting held on Elaph.
18 and not as the next meeting?® is that the meeting on Elaph.
18 was the first available for political business. That may be so
but Lewis’ argument—repeated by Pritchett (2001) 198—rests
on the unproved assumption that the ekklesia after the Dionysia
was reserved for business related to the festival. We know that
business related to the festival was a fixed item on the agenda
(Dem. 21.9), but it is nowhere stated that no other business
could be debated. Honorific decrees were often passed in the
¢kklesia held after the Dionysia.?? Therefore we cannot preclude
the possibility that /G II? 212 was passed in the meeting of the
¢kklesia held after the Dionysia. The reason why the following
¢kklesia 1s referred to by date is that in this exceptional case the
date for this ekklesia had already been fixed by the decree pro-
posed and carried by Demosthenes. Normally it would be un-
known when the next meeting of the ekklesia would take place.3”
Furthermore—as argued above—Demosthenes’ decree about
having ekklesiaz on Elaph. 18 and 19 was probably passed in the
boule at a meeting on Elaph. 9 or later after the Macedonian
envoys had arrived in Athens. It follows that /G 112 212 cannot
have been passed during the ekklesia held on Elaph. 8 and the
¢kklesia after the Dionysia is the only possibility.

28 JG 112 212 1s the only attestation of a forthcoming meeting of the ekklesia
referred to by date. The usual formula is: €ig ™v mp@Vv (or émodoav) éx-
xhnotav, cf. e.g. 103.14 (odnv) and 643.3 (Emodoav).

2 JG'II2 345, 346, 347, 348; Agora XVI 79. Only one of these decrees can be
shown to concern the Dionysia (/G II? 348) and another one (Agora XVI 79)
seems not to be related to the festival at all. The other three are too frag-
mentary to bear on this issue.

30 The exception is the first ekklesia in a year which invariably took place on
Pryt. I 11 = Hekatombaion 11 (Dem. 24.20).
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The conclusion is that we are still ignorant about whether
347/6 was an ordinary or an intercalary year. The chances are
two to one that it was an ordinary year. Furthermore, Pritchett
(2000) 201 notes that if 347/6 was an intercalary year, the
Athenians did not observe the rule that the year began with the
first new moon after the summer solstice. That is another in-
dication that the year was not intercalary but ordinary, and,
accordingly, we must take both possibilities into account when
we reconstruct the number of meetings in Pryt. VIIL.3!

4. The ekklesiar held on Elaph. 18 and 19

Did the ekklesiar held on Elaph. 18 and 19 count as one or
two of the four meetings listed at A¢h.Pol. 43.3? Both Aischines
(2.60, 61, 63, 65, 67) and Demosthenes (19.13) refer to two
meetings. Harris (2006) 371-372 has no doubt: “It is simply
unacceptable to count the two meeting on 18 and 19 Elaph. as
one meeting.” But at 2.53—a passage not mentioned by Harris
—Aischines describes the meetings as one ekklesia over two days
(Enudnolav ém dvo Nuéoag).’? Furthermore, the two meetings
on successive days were prescribed by one and the same decree
(Aeschin. 2.61, 65, 109), the agenda set forth in this decree
covered both days, and the prytaneis issued probably only one
summons. It would be strange to assume that, before the
monument of the eponymoi, the Athenians would find one
summons for the meeting to be held on the 18%" and, on the
next day, a different one for the meeting to be held on the 19t%.
These two ekklesiai were closely connected and it is perfectly
possible that they counted as only one of the four meetings of
the demos which, according to the Ath.Pol., the prytaneis had to

UL, following Harris, we assume that there was no ekklesia on Elaph. 8 we
are forced to assume that /G II> 212 was proposed and carried in the ekklesia
held after the Dionysia which would always fall in Pryt VIII. So, again, we do
not know whether the year 347/6 was ordinary or intercalary. In Hansen
(1983) 62—64 I suspended judgement on the issue, but in the addenda 68-69 1
preferred the view that the year was intercalary. Pace Pritchett (2001) 198 and
201 I prefer, once again, to leave the question open.

32 But Harris (2006) 115 n.48 infers from the difference between Aeschin.
2.53 and his other references to two meetings that “Aeschines’ language is not
a reliable guide.” It is impossible to infer anything from Aeschin. 2.109: Bov-
heVoaoBan Tov dfjuov év TorTals NUEQOUG.
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convene. To conclude: I think there is no way of deciding
whether the ekklesiai held on Elaph. 18 and 19 constituted one
or two of the four meetings mentioned at Ath. Pol. 43.3.

5. The number of meetings in Pryt. VIII

How many meetings, then, did the Athenians convene in
Pryt. VIII 347/6? If we leave open the questions whether the
year was ordinary or intercalary and whether the ekklesiar held
on Elaph. 18 and 19 counted as one or two of the four meet-
ings we are left with four possibilities:

Year Elaph.18-19 Elaph.18-19
= 2 meetings = 1 meeting
Intercalary | 1. Elaph. 8 1. Elaph. 8
2. Elaph. 16 2. Elaph. 16
3. Elaph. 18 3. Elaph. 18-19
4. Elaph. 19 4. Elaph. 25
5. Elaph. 25
Ordinary 1. Elaph. 16 1. Elaph. 16
2. Elaph. 18 2. Elaph. 18-19
3. Elaph. 19 3. Elaph. 25
4. Elaph. 25

Rejecting the possibility that there were only three meetings,
the very rich sources we have provide us with information
about four or, at most, five meetings of the Assembly.3? But at
2.72 Aischines tells us that in the period before the peace with
Philip was concluded the Athenians “were forced to hold more
special meetings of the Assembly, amid anxiety and confusion,

33 Since Harris believes that there was no meeting on Elaph. 8, there are in
his view only four attested meetings of the ekklesia in Pryt. VIIL: the meeting
after the Dionysia, the two meetings held on Elaph. 18 and 19, and the meet-
ing held on Elaph. 25, and according to this reconstruction it is irrelevant
whether 347/6 was an ordinary or an intercalary year. See Harris (2006) 95—
96, Hansen (1989) 186. Pritchett (2001) 199 has ekklesiai on Elaph. 8, 15-17,
18, 19, 25, and possibly one later meeting. But if 347/6 was an ordinary year
and if the ekklesiai Elaph. 18 and 19 counted as one of the four meetings in a
prytany we are down to four meetings even including his last meeting for
which there is no evidence, see 280 and n.24 above.
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than meetings prescribed by law.”3* In Greek the passage runs:
mhelovg 08 éxnhnolag ovyriitovg avayrdaleobe éxxinoldlerv
neta GpoPov xal BooUPov, 1] TAS TETAYUEVAS €% TOV VOUWYV.

In this passage (2.70-74) Aischines surveys the whole war
from 357 to 346, and consequently we must determine which
period he has in mind when he refers to the numerous ekklesiar
synkletor. The point of departure is the struggle for Amphipolis
at the beginning of the war, but the information about the ¢k-
klesiar synkletor is connected with a description of a military crisis
in the Chersonese caused by Philip’s attack on Thrace and his
threat to the Athenian islands of Skyros, Lemnos, and Imbros.
Today there is general agreement among historians that
Philip’s attack must be dated to the spring of 346.3> Aischines’
statement about the ekklesiaz 1s preceded by the information that
the Athenian klerouchs were about to leave the Chersonese,
and it 1s followed by a reference to a decree proposed and
carried by Kephisophon of Paiania to the effect that Antiochos,
the commander of the dispatch-boats, shall leave Athens and
seek out the strategos Chares, whose whereabouts are unknown
to the Athenians. Aischines has Kephisophon’s decree read out
and concludes (74): “this was the city’s situation at the time we
were discussing the peace,” 1.e. in Elaphebolion 347/6.

Harris agrees that the period during which the Athenians
convened more special meetings than those prescribed by law
was the spring of 346: “If we interpret the term éxxinolog
ovyxAtoug in this passage according to the traditional defini-

34 Transl. Carey (2000) 117.

35 For a detailed discussion with more arguments for the view that the
context of Aischines’ remark about the ekklesiai synkletor is the spring of 346, see
Hansen (1983) 44—46 (written in 1977), and in particular the period when the
Athenians debated the peace, 1.e. Pryt. VIII (Hansen [1983] 63-64), cf. ]J.
Buckler, Phulip II and the Sacred War (Leiden 1989) 128; R. Sealey, Demosthenes
and His Times (New York 1993) 155. Independently of me the same view was
argued by G. L. Gawkwell, Philip of Macedon (London 1978) 92, and G. T.
Griftith, A History of Macedonia 11 (Oxford 1979) 331. Pritchett (2001) 233 tries
—in my opinion in vain—to avoid this conclusion with the remark that the
Aischines passage covers the entire war, i.e. eleven years. MacDowell (2000)
266 accepts the view that the reference is to the spring of 346 but believes that
Aischines makes a sweeping statement which need not be taken literally.
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tion, Aeschines is saying in effect that things went so badly in
early 346 that, in addition to the four ordinary meetings, at
least five éxuhnotor ovynAintor were called every prytany for the
purpose of discussing urgent business.”3¢ And again: “We can-
not rule out the possibility that Aeschines and Demosthenes did
not report all meetings of the Assembly that took place during
prytany viii of the archonship of Themistokles. After all, they
were only interested in discussing the Peace of Philokrates and
may well have left out of their speeches any references to other
meetings of the Assembly that met during prytany viii simply
because these meetings did not discuss business that was rel-
evant to this treaty” (Harris [2006] 96).

My conclusion was—and still is—that Aischines must be
referring first of all to the meetings attested in the sources we
have, 1.e. four meetings or, at most, five if we combine three
assumptions: (a) that 347/6 was an intercalary year, (b) that the
¢kklesiai on Elaph. 18 and 19 count as two of the four meetings
described at Ath.Pol. 43.3, and (c)—contrary to what Harris
believes—that there was an ¢kklesta on Elaph. 8. According to
Harris we must assume that during Pryt. VIII at least five
meetings of the ekklesia were held in addition to the four
attested in our sources. Of these Harris takes those held on
Elaph. 16 and 18 to be ordinary meetings, whereas the meeting
on Elaph. 19 was an ekklesia synkletos.3” The status of the meet-
ing on Elaph. 25 is unknown. Furthermore, in Harris’s view
several of the unattested meetings must have been ekklesiai syn-
kletor in the sense of extra meetings with no fixed items on the
agenda but summoned to debate and decide on one specific
urgent matter. I find it particularly alarming not to say un-
believable that even such meetings—which in that period must
have been related to the prospective conclusion of peace—have
left no traces in our sources. It is unlikely that an ekklesia was

36 Harris (2006) 92, cf. (1995) 65 and 195 n.1. I agree that Aischines’ re-
mark, though particularly relevant for Pryt. VIII, may have covered Pryt. VII
as well.

37 The ekklesia held on Elaph. 18 was an ordinary meeting with fixed items
on the agenda (Harris [2006] 92), that on Elaph. 19 was an ekklesia synkletos
(Harris [2006] 120).
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held between Elaph. 19 and Elaph. 25, see n.24 above, and it 1s
most unlikely that there was an ekklesia between Elaph. 26 and
Moun. 3 (Hansen [1983] 52-53).

It follows that ekklesia synkletos must signify not an extra meet-
ing but a meeting summoned in a special way, and not as pre-
scribed in the law, 1.e. summoned by the prytaneis on their own
initiative and with four days’ notice. Of the meetings held
during Elaph. 346 at least those held on Elaph. 8, 18, and 19
were, on my definition, ekklesiar synkletor by being convened in
accordance with a decree of the boule and not by the prytaneis on
their own initiative. Furthermore, the ekklesia on Elaph. 8 was
held on a annual festival day, and, no matter whether we count
them as one or two meetings, the ekklesia: on Elaph. 18 and 19
constituted a special kind of double meeting. We do not know
whether the meetings on Elaph. 1-4 and Elaph. 25 were
ekklesiar synkletor or ekklesiar tetagmenar kata tous nomous. 'The only
ordinary meeting in Elaphebolion may have been the ekklesia
held after the Dionysia. So, in accordance with my interpreta-
tion of Aeschin. 2.72, there was indeed a remarkable excess of
ekklesiar synkletor in Pryt. VIII 347/6.

But this interpretation of the Aischines passage does not rule
out the possibility that an ekklesia synkletos—in addition to being
one of the four meetings, convened at short notice and/or on a
festival day and/or by a special decree—could also be an extra
meeting which, of course, would have to be especially con-
vened—1.e. synkletos—for the debate of some urgent matter.

The only Classical source which can shed light on this ques-
tion is Dem. 19.154, where Demosthenes states that, since no
more meetings of the ekklesia were left, he proposed and carried
in the boule a decree that the second embassy to Philip set out
immediately in order to find Philip and administer the oath on
the peace. This decree of the boule was passed on Mounichion
3, 1.e. a week after the ekklesia in which the envoys got their in-
structions from the people:

Since there was no meeting of the Ekklesia still left because
they’d already been used up, and these men weren’t setting off
but were wasting time here, I proposed a decree—1I was a mem-
ber of the Boule, and the people had given the Boule authority
—that the ambassadors should set off as quickly as possible, and
Proxenos the general should convey them to whatever district he
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heard Philip was in; I drafted the proposal quite explicitly in
these words, as I now speak them. Please take that decree and
read it.38

Most scholars have assumed that in this passage “no ekklesia”
means “no ordinary meeting of the Assembly.” I took it to
mean that only a fixed number of Assemblies could be held
every prytany—viz. four as indicated by Ath.Pol. 43.3—and
that the people in Pryt. VIII after the ekklesia held on Elaph. 25
had exhausted the number prescribed by law.3?

Harris’s reply (2006) 87-88 is that at 19.154 Demosthenes
shrewdly suppresses the fact that an extra meeting could have
been called—i.e. an ekklesia synkletos as the term is traditionally
understood. This interpretation is—correctly in my opinion—
rejected by MacDowell (2000) 266-267:

Harris’s explanation ... is that D. is deliberately suppressing the
possibility of an additional meeting, in order to deceive his
audience: “the possibility of summoning an extra meeting of the
Assembly to denounce the insidious schemes of his opponents is
cunningly passed over in silence (p. 367 of his article [= 2006 p.
88]). But that answer is not quite satisfactory. If additional
meetings were possible, and if many such meetings had been
held recently (as Ais. 2.72 says), all Athenian citizens must have
known that and D. could not hope to conceal it. The point is,
rather, that on this occasion there were no adequate grounds for
calling an extraordinary meeting. The Ekklesia had already
resolved to send the Second Embassy and had appointed the
ambassadors; it would have been thought unreasonable to call a
special meeting of the Ekklesia simply for the purpose of telling
them to set out, and D. did not consider asking the Boule to do
that—especially since, as he goes on to say, the Boule had
authority to deal with the matter.

38 Transl. MacDowell (2000) 123. In Greek the crucial part of the passage
runs: émeldn Yoo énxdnoto ptv ovxét’ Ny dmdlowtog ovdepior Sid TO TEOROTAL-
uneyofobon ... yoadw YMdopa Pourebwv, v Poulny motoovtog Tot dfuou
xwoplav ...

39 Hansen (1983) 36-37, 42, 52-53, cf. (1989) 181, 191.

40 Let me add that this ine of argument is already suggested by Harris
(2006) 86 as yet another reason for believing that no meeting of the ekklesia
means no ordinary meeting of the ekklesia.
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But if the issue is as simple as that why does Demosthenes tell
the jurors that no meeting of the people could be convened any
longer? Note the emphatic negation ovxét ... oUdeuio. If
everything conformed with standard procedure and if an extra
Assembly could be summoned any time, it would be super-
fluous to mention that the number of ekklesiaz had been
exhausted. If what Demosthenes did was just routine business
he could have told the jurors: “The people had authorised the
boule and, as a member of the boule, I proposed and carried a
decree that ...” Any mention of the e¢kklesta would be out of
place and might only create suspicion that not everything was
at it ought to be.

To conclude: Harris’s explanation that Demosthenes cun-
ningly concealed the fact that an extra meeting could be called
will not do, and Macdowell’s own explanation that the whole
matter was just routine business will not do either. Demos-
thenes’ emphatic remark at 19.154 that no meeting of the
¢kklesia was available any longer because they had been used up
1s a source which cannot be disposed of as easily as believed by
Harris and MacDowell and Pritchett.

If the Athenians—as I assume—could not convene more
than four meetings of the Assembly in the course of a prytany,
it follows that the prylanets must always have postponed the
fourth meeting to a day late in the prytany. The epigraphical
evidence seems to support such an assumption: of all dated
meetings held during the period 368/7-308/7 as many as 36%
were held on the 30th day of the prytany or later although this
period constitutes no more than 20% of the days of the year.*!
But one important problem remains: what happened if, in an
emergency, there were no more meetings left” As Harris puts it
(2006) 83: “would the prytaneis have simply turned to the people
and said that they could not call another meeting and that the
matter would just have to wait until the beginning of the next
prytany? I find it hard to believe that they would.” So do I, and
my answer was and still 1s (1989) 37: “They would have broken
the rules, as all people have done in all states throughout
history.” In my reply to Harris I adduced evidence of legis-

*1 Hansen (1983) 87-89.



290 ERKLESIA SYNKLETOS IN CLASSICAL ATHENS

latures that meet every year although the constitutions pre-
scribe that sessions can be held only every other year. And
although sessions of a legislature are often restricted to a fixed
number of days it happens not infrequently that, just before
midnight of the last day, the clock in the chamber is stopped
and the meeting goes on often for hours and sometimes for
days on end under the fiction that stopping the clock is
stopping the time (Hansen [1989] 179, 193). These examples
and many others that can be added show two things, (a) that
people throughout history have had laws that restricted the
total number of meetings and the length of meetings and rules
for how meetings can be summoned, and (b) that such rules are
simply disregarded in an emergency. I believe that the Athen-
1ans’ rule to have four ekklesiar per prytany is an example of this
very human behaviour.

Consequently—as I pointed out in my reply to Harris—I
cannot rule out that during the period when the Athenians
could have no more than four meetings per prytany, they may
unconstitutionally have convened a fifth meeting. If they did,
such a meeting must have been summoned as an ekklesia syn-
kletos.

II. Scholia and lexicographical notes

The piece of information that an ekklesia synkletos was an extra
meeting comes from some scholia and lexicographical notes.
There are altogether a dozen of them but in this context I can
restrict myself to quoting three, and since the terms used are
very important I give the Greek original in the text and the
translation in the notes.

Harp. 259 (Keaney): otynintog éxxinota] tov éxuhnoi®dv ol pév €
£€00ug ral xotd unva eyivovto: i 0¢ T éEaildvng rotemeiEelev Hote
vevéaBal éxninolov, ot énaleito o0yrAnTog éxnAnoto: Anuocbé-
NG €v T natd Aioyivov.2

Schol. in Dem. 24.20 no. 53 (Dilts): tf) évdexdtn] natd pfva telg
éuninotag €modvro Bovlevopevol TEQL TOV €V Tf) TOAEL TOAYHATMV,

Y2 “Synkletos ekklesia] Of the ekklesiar some took place habitually and in ac-
cordance with the month. But if some urgent matter required attention so that
an ekklesia took place, this meeting was called an ekklesia synkletos. Demosthenes
in the speech against Aischines.”
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ATV €1 pn da Avaryxn Tig xotéhofe Tohépov, GOoTE ®al TEQL EXE(VOU
AV Eéxxhnoiov ool TAEoV TOV MOLOUEVWY. ROl EYIVETO 1 TQO-
TN £vdendtn tod pnvog, 1) 0¢ devtépa mepl TNV eindda, 1 O Toltn
TTEQL TNV TQLAXOOTNV. 43

Schol. in Dem. 19.123 no. 263a: p) o0yxhntog éxxinoto yévnron] dtu
TEEIS EunAnoioL ToD pPNvog yivovtor molopévar 1 0& olyrAntog ovy
MOLOUEVT. b: o0yrANTOg Exndnoia 1 yivopévny Ol L EEaipvng nate-
melyov. ¢y ... yévnton] olyxhntog 8¢ éuninoto €éxAN0T, émeldn &v

UEV Tolg vopipolg ®xal ouvifeov G’ €ovtod O ONUOg CUVETQEYEV:

Otav 8¢ € avdryxng twvog oUAAOYOS YEVNTOL, OUYROAODOT TLVES TTEQL-

ovreg. i
The most detailed and thorough presentation and discussion of
all the lexicographical notes is that of Pritchett (2001) 186—-192
and 223-226. He distinguishes between two traditions: one
which follows the Ath.Pol. and explains that the Athenians con-
vened four ekklesiar per prytany,® and one which states that
there were three ekklesiar per month (of the festival calendar).

In his discussion of the calendar Pritchett rejects all the
lexicographical notes in the second group and writes as his
conclusion: “the second group cannot be traced to any source
earlier than the rhetoricians of the third and fourth centuries of
our era. We are not dealing with authorities who walked about
the akropolis and agora and examined the prescripts of
Athenian decrees.”*® But when he discusses whether the ekklesia

4 “On the eleventh] They held three ekklesiai in the course of a month,
debating matters concerning the polis, except if an emergency occurred during
a war so that they held another ekklesia about the war in addition to the or-
dained ekklesiar; and the first took place on the eleventh day of the month, the
second around the twentieth, and the third around the thirtieth.”

H263a: “that a synkletos ekklesia be held] that because there are three ekklesial
in a month which are ordained, but the synkletos ekklesia is not ordained.” 263b:
“a synkletos ekklesia 1s one that takes place because of some urgent matter.” 263c:
“it was called synkletos ekklesia because in those prescribed by law and habit the
people convened on its own initiative, but whenever a meeting take place in an
emergency, there are some who travel around and summon the people.”

4 These notes include Harp. K100; Poll. 8.95; Suda K2760; Maximus Pla-
nudes in Walz V 509.20-510.2.

16 Pritchett (2001) 185-192, 235, the quotation from 192. The sources he re-
jects are: Phot. s.v. nwvola éxnhnoio; Suda E470; schol. Ar. Ach. 19; schol. Dem.
18.73, 19.123, 24.20; schol. Aeschin. 1.60, 3.24.
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synkletos was an extra meeting he writes (224): “all the lexico-
graphical sources which mention the synkletoi, including Har-
pokration, the Souda, Ety. Mag., Pollux, Planudes, and several
scholiasts are in agreement that this extraordinary meeting was
in addition to the regular ekklesias.”

Now, in addition to the scholiasts and lexicographers in
group two—whose reliability Pritchett has himself questioned
(185, 192)—the list of sources which he is now prepared to
trust includes Harpokration (259), Pollux 8.116, and Maximus
Planudes. But his contention that they define an ekklesia synkletos
as an extra meeting applies in only one case, Planudes. Harpo-
kration (repeated verbatim by Etym.Magn. 733.15-18) and
Pollux describe the ekklesia synkletos as a meeting summoned at
short notice in an emergency, and Harpokration is kind
enough to tell us that his source is Demosthenes’ speech against
Aeschines (19.123), where, again, an ekklesia synkletos is de-
scribed as a meeting summoned at short notice in an emer-
gency, but that it was an extra meeting cannot be deduced
from the text, see 273 above.

So of all the sources lined up by Pritchett to show that an
¢kklesia synkletos was an extra meeting, there is, apparently, only
one that counts: Maximus Planudes, the scholar of the late
thirteenth and early fourteenth centuries, who offers his note
on the Athenian ekklesta in a commentary on Hermogenes’
treatise On Types of Style. Pritchett is the first to draw attention
to this scholion in connection with the controversy over what
an ekklesia synkletos was. Let me add that Planudes’ scholion 1s an
almost verbatim repetition of a scholion on the same treatise by
Syrianus (fifth century A.D.). Also I think it important in this
context to point out that the lemma which the scholion is
supposed to explain is the very passage from Dem. 19.154
discussed above. With the lemma the older version of the
scholion reads as follows (Syrianus Comm. i Hermogenis librum

Ieol i0éwv 325.24 [p.65 Rabe)):

gmeldn) Yo Exxnoio pgv oinét’ v vdLoutog ovdepio didt TO TEO-
rnoToneyefodal] GoLopévar Yo Noav ExxAnoiol #oTO TQUTA-
velav éxdotny téoo0es déxna d¢ obomdv ABHvnoL GpuAdOV émgu-
tévevov ol uev medtol Aayxodoot GuAaL TE00MQES GO TOLAXOVTAL
EE Nuegdv ai 8¢ lowtal EE Gmd TQLdnOVTO TEVTE. PETC 0V TOG
moLopévag tod dMuov ovvodovug €v taig éxxinoiong el T dvary-



MOGENS HERMAN HANSEN 293

#olov EUmecoito TEAYUQ, TEQL o TOV dfjuov €xofiv cuveldovTa

yvovaoL, oOyrdntog €yéveto éxxhnoio. mooxataxeyxefodal ovv

€0t TO N)ON TAS MoLopEVag Exnhnoiag taenivBévar. 7
This note combines the two traditions distinguished by
Pritchett. The first half is a paraphrase of Ath.Pol. 43.4. The
second part belongs in a different context, and the term
wowopévn indicates that the source of this part of the scholion
belongs with all the lexicographical notes in Pritchett’s second
group®® which he rejects because they speak of three meetings
of the ekklesiar in each month of the festival calendar, and be-
cause all three meetings are called kyriai and opposed to an
ekklesia synkletos. It 1s in these notes that an ekklesia synkletos 1s
described as an extra meeting and opposed to “ordinary” meet-
ings, called ekklesiar horismenar. Is it legitimate to dissociate the
scholiasts’ information about dates and number of meetings
from their explanation of what an ekklesia synkletos was, and to
distrust their information about the first issue but trust what
they have to say about the second?

Harris prefers a different approach. Of the lexicographical
notes in Pritchett’s group two he dissociates one, which he
believes we can trust, from the others which, admittedly, are
muddled and do not betray much understanding of types of
meeting of the Athenian ekklesia or the number and dates of the
meetings. The note in question is the scholion on Dem. 24.20
which he quotes (2006) 103 but without the lemma, which I
have included in my quotation above. The lemma is tf} év-
dendn and it refers to the law on the annual revision of laws
which is quoted at Dem. 24.20-24. For this issue the two
crucial passages of the law are 20, émi 0¢ Tig TOOTNG
mouTavelag Th EvOERATN €V TO ONU ... &mLyewpotoviay moLely
1MV vopmv, and 21, Todg mouTdvels, £p° v av 1) &myelpotovia
YEVNTOL, TTOLELY TTEQL TOV GITOYELQOTOVNOEVTWV TNV TeEAevTaloY

#7 The second half of the note reads: “after the ordained meetings of the
people in the ekklesiaz, if some urgent matter happened about which the people
ought to convene and make a decision, a synkletos ekklesia took place. “To be
used up in advance’ means that the ordained ekklesiai had already taken place.”

8 @owouévn recurs in Suda E470; schol. Ar. Ach. 19; schol. Dem. 18.73,
19.123, 24.20.
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TV TOLOV €xxlnoldv. So the scholiast’s piece of information
that the Athenians had three ekklesiai per month 1s a comment
on a passage which states that the prylaneis convened three
¢kklesiar per prytany. The scholiast equates prytanies with
months and assumes that to have three ekklesiai per prytany is
the same as having three ekklesiai per month.* We know that
was not the case in the period of ten phylai when a prytany was
at least five and sometimes ten days longer than a month. What
the scholiast has in mind is—as acknowledged by Harris (2006)
105—the period of twelve phyla: when, in ordinary years, there
were twelve prytanies and twelve months and when a prytany
was co-extensive with a month. According to the scholiast the
three meetings were held on the 11% day of the month, around
the 20t and around the 30,

Harris (2006) 105-118 has put this piece of information to
the test by collecting all the evidence we have of meetings of
the assembly dated according to the festival calendar; and his
investigation demonstrates that in the Hellenistic period 71%
of the dated ekklesiai were held on the 11%) on one of the days
between the 18% to the 23, and on the 29t or 30t of the
month. The only other frequently attested meeting day is the
9th, but several of the attested meetings fell in Elaphebolion in
which the 11" was a festival day.

For the period of ten phylai festival calendar dates are re-
corded in the preambles of decrees from the mid 330s onward
and the preserved decrees testify to a similar pattern: a high
concentration of meetings on the 11" and 29%-30t%, whereas
the meeting around the 20t is less well attested.

The conclusion is that for the entire period covered by our
sources the Athenians were in the habit of having their or-
dinary ekklesiai on the 11% (or the 9%), on a day around the 20,
and on the 29% or the 30%, The rule was, I think, to have the

49 Cf. the scholion on Dem. 24.20 no. 51: “év i) momtn 08¢ moutavelg” 6
éonwv &v 1@ mpwte unvi. For a short period in the 350s there may have been
three ekklesiai per prytany, see M. H. Hansen and F. Mitchel, “The Number of
Eeclesiai in Fourth-Century Athens,” SymbOslo 59 (1984) 13—19, reprinted with
addenda in Hansen (1989) 167—175. I shall return to this problem in a forth-

coming article.
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meeting on the last day of the month, but when the people
were summoned four days before the meeting, the prytanes
could not know whether the month would be a hollow one of
29 days or a full one of 30 days.>® Accordingly, some meetings
took place on the 29" even in full months of 30 days. Since the
¢kklesia was summoned in accordance with the bouleutic cal-
endar and scheduled to take place on a certain day of the
prytany, it did not matter whether the month turned out to be
full or hollow.

Harris (2006) 117 infers from the epigraphical evidence com-
bined with the scholion on Dem. 24.20 that “the normal
schedule of regular meetings of the Assembly was obviously
dictated in both periods by the festival calendar.” But is that
possible in the period of ten phylai when there had to be four
meetings per prytany?

In the original version of his article it was not clear how
Harris interpreted his three meetings per month in relation to
the four meetings per prytany; he did not record the decrees of
the period ca. 365-336/5 in which meetings were dated by
prytany only; and he did not come up with a clear answer to
his own question (113) about those months in which there had
to be four meetings to make the festival calendar fit the
bouleutic calendar. But in the afterthoughts to the reprinted
version (2006) 119 Harris does make it clear that for the period
of ten phylai he accepts what Aristotle says at 43.4: that the
prytaners had the ekklesta convened four times in a prytany.
“When viewed from the perspective of the festival calendar, the
prytaners summoned three regular meetings per month in the
Hellenistic period and roughly the same number during most
months in the Classical period. When viewed from the per-
spective of the bouleutic calendar, the prytaness summoned four
regular meetings every prytany in the period of the ten tribes.”
It follows that during the period of ten phplar there would al-
ways be four meetings in every prytany whereas in an ordinary
year there would be four months in which four and not three
meetings of the ekklesia were summoned. The implication is
that, for meetings of the ekklesia, it was the festival calendar that

50 A. E. Samuel, Greek and Roman Chronology (Munich 1972) 14-15.
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had to conform to the bouleutic calendar, and that the bou-
leutic calendar had the priority is further corroborated by the
fact that, when the Athenians in the 360s began to add dates to
the prescripts of decrees, it was for a whole generation only the
prytany date that was recorded. Dates according to both cal-
endars begin to occur in the 330s.

In the period of twelve phylaz months and prytanies would
coincide in ordinary years but in intercalary years, if there were
three ekklesiar per month, there would be altogether 39 ekklesiar
and three prytanies in which there were four ekklesiaz, or, if
there were three ekklesiar per prytany, there would be a total of
36 ¢kklesiar and three months in which one of the regular three
meetings was omitted.’! If the Athenians adopted the first
system, the festival calendar would take precedence over the
bouleutic calendar, as the scholiasts seem to indicate. To the
best of my knowledge, no historian has yet suggested that the
Athenians in the Hellenistic period convened 39 ekklesiar in in-
tercalary years; but it is a possibility.

Harris’s investigation of meetings dated according to the fes-
tival calendar shows that the scholiast was well informed about
the normal dates of meetings of the Assembly by contrast with
some other scholiasts and lexicographers who state that meet-
ings were held on the 15, 10, and 30™ of the month.5? From
this Harris (2006) 118 infers: “Whatever his source, his in-
formation is clearly reliable. And that ought to apply also to his
statement that the Athenians normally held three meetings of
the Assembly each month, but might in emergency situations
hold an extra meeting.” I find the inference too optimistic: It is
true that the Athenians even in the period of ten phylar pre-
ferred to hold their meetings of the Assembly on certain days of
the festival calendar, but it is not true that they held three

S A year of 384 days with alternating full and hollow months and Poseideon
repeated gives the following result: With three ekklesiar per month in thirteen
months, there would have to be four ekklesiai in Pryt. IV or V, in Pryt. VIII or
IX, and in Pryt. XI or XII. With three ekklesiai per prytany in twelve prytanies,
there would have to be two ekklesiar only in Maimakterion, Gamelion, and
Thargelion.

52 Schol. Ar. Ach. 19; Suda Z470.
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ordinary meetings each month. Commenting on the law
quoted at Dem. 24.20—24, the scholiast mixes up months with
prytanies and erroneously extrapolates into the period of ten
phylar what was correct in most years of the Hellenistic period.

Similarly we cannot know whether his information about
ekklesiar synkletor being extra meetings 1S an erroneous extrapo-
lation of what was the case in the Hellenistic period or perhaps
even an erroneous analogy with the fact that in the Achaian
federation in the Hellenistic period a synkletos was an extra
meeting with a single item on the agenda.>? To shed more light
on these issues we must study the epigraphical evidence we
have about Athenian ekklesiai synkletor in the period of twelve
phylai.

III. The Hellenistic evidence

In preambles of Hellenistic decrees the term synkletos is at-
tested in three different contexts:>* (a) a boule synkletos convened
on the orders of the strategor 1s followed by an ekklesia (1-3 be-
low), (b) an ekklesia synkletos is convened on the orders of the
strategor (4—6), and (c) an ekklesia synkletos 1s convened in con-
sequence of a psephisma (7-8).

1. Agora XV 167.3—4 (193/2): IToowdedvog éufolripov eévdendrel, £va-
TeL nol €inooTel THS mEUTAvEiag PouAn € PovlevTnEimt olvrANTOg
OTQATN YDV TAQAYYENAVTWV %ol GO Pouviiig exxlnoia xvgla €v Tl
BedTomL

2. IG 112 897.3-6 (185/4): Mouviyudvog €v[dend]tel- Pouin éu Pov-
Aevtneimt o0vrAnTog oteaT[NYMV] TOQAYYEMAVTWVY ROl GO Poulilc
éxuhnoio [xvia] év Tdl Bedtomt

3. Agora XVI 276.1-4 (181/0?): Mouviy[dvolg Odgutépon peT
g[inaddag3> Pouvkn €yl Povievtnolw[t ov]vrAntog oTQATN[YDV
magayyelhalvtav x[a]l an[o Pou]iig éxuhnoio dol[yalgeoion ratd
TNV povee[lav Tod] Beod

4. Agora XVI 289.3—4 (ca. 170): [Mouwpantnoidvog €vel xol vEal, ToLa-

3 Cf. F. W. Walbank, 4 Historical Commentary on Polybius III (Oxford 1979)
408-414.

>t Hansen (1983) 151-152. Tracy (1988) adds L.Délos IV 1507 and suggests
improved restorations of SEG XXIV 134 (= Agora XVI 289) and IG 112 911.

% Moun. 29 = Pryt. X 29 in an ordinary year, but = Pryt. XI 4 in an
intercalary year.
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®nootel Thg moutaveiag éxxlnolio ov[yrintog éu Ilewpauel otoa-
TNYDV TOQOYYELLAVTWV]

5. IG 112 911.5-7 (169/8): [ZnpodpogLirvog v n]at véal, EvAaTe[L nal
€ir00Tel Thg moutaveinlg exxAnota ov[yrintog éu IMewpauel ota-
™mlydv magayylethdvtwy]

6. LDélos 1507.38-40 (144/3): AvBeotnoudvog toltel et ginddag,
TeTdoTN[L ®]ol einoo[tel] ThG mEUTAvVEiag Exxlnoia olUyrintog €[v
T]dL BedTomL [wuot]o 0TQATN YDV TOQAYYELAAVTMY

7. 1IG 112 838.3-7 (226/5): Metayertvidvog évat[nt nol dexdtnt
dlevtégar éuPoripmt, eiroo[tiL Thg mEuTa]lveiog. éxxinoifo év] T
Oedto[wL ovyrANnTog] noTd YhHPLopa O ... olag Oog[ixtog imev]

8. IG 112 945.5-6 (168/7): Zxpodpogidvog €vel xal véar, plor xol
TOLA®O0OTEL ThG TEU[Taveiag]- exxAnoto ovyrintog €v Tl BedtomL
20T YAPLopa O AQLolT - - -] Snuayidng eimev

There 1s one more decree to discuss in this context, Agora XVI

291, an honorary decree for Kalliphanes who brought news of

the battle of Pydna in 168. It was passed on the last day of

Skirophorion = Pryt. XII 29, i.e. on the same day as /G 11> 911

(no. 5 above). In /G II* 911 this meeting of the assembly is re-

corded as an ekklesia synkletos, but in Agora XVI 291 the naked

term ekklesia 1s used to describe the same meeting. I infer that
since both decrees we passed in the same meeting of the

Assembly, it was optional in the preamble to record whether or

not a meeting of the ekklesia was synkletos.>
Re 1-3: Although the term synkletos 1s applied to the boule and

not directly to the ekklesia, it seems reasonable to infer that in
these cases a boule synkletos convened by the strategor was followed
by an ekklesia synkletos opened later in the day.”’ In an emer-
gency the strategor had to convene the boule to pass a probouleuma,
either an open one (4gora XV 167.6) or a concrete one (/G II?
897.7-8), which later was placed before the demos. The obvious

% Pointed out to me by Christian Habicht, see Hansen (1989) 191 and C.
Habicht, “Athens and the Attalids in the Second Century B.C.,” Hesperia 59
(1990) 561-577, at 570 n.45. Tracy (1988) 187 n.2 notes that the prescript of
Agora XVI 291 is unusual. Harris (2006) 112 n.42 does not take into account
that the ekklesia held on the last day of 169/8 was the meeting in which the
Roman victory at Pydna was reported.

57 For a full account, see Hansen (1983) 75—77, questioned by Harris (2006)
98-99, countered by Hansen (1989) 188—190.
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parallel is the meeting first of the boule and then of the demos
held in the autumn of 339 after Philip’s capture of Elateia. In
this case too the prytaneis seem to act on the orders of the stra-
tegot (Dem. 18.169).

Re 4-6: As in 1-3 the strategor are involved but without any
mention of the boule. Here the formula is just ekklesia synkletos
strategon paraggeilanton. I can think of two explanations of why the
boule goes unmentioned: either the ekklesia was in fact preceded
by a meeting of the boule which, however, is passed over in
silence in the preamble, or the strategor had a meeting of the
¢kklesta convened without any previous meeting of the boule,
perhaps because the boule had already passed the necessary pro-
boulewma 1in its ordinary meeting held on the previous day in the
afternoon.

Re 7-8: The calling of an ekklesia synkletos 1s authorised by a
decree. I suggest that a parallel is the peace negotiations in the
spring of 346 when the ekklesiar held on Elaph. 8 and 18-19
were convened in accordance with decrees proposed and car-
ried by Demosthenes, see 278279 above.

Were these decrees passed in an extra meeting, i.e. “a meet-
ing for which there was no previously set agenda, as opposed to
‘ordinary’ meetings for which the agenda contained certain
items that had to be discussed”?3® Or, as I suppose, were they
at least in most cases passed in one of the three “ordinary”
meetings summoned in a special way to deal with some urgent
matter and, in addition, with the other items regularly on the
agenda for that meeting? To answer these questions we must
study (a) the contents of the decrees, (b) the type of meeting in
which they are passed, and (c) the date of that meeting.

Re (a): If we take a look at the contents it is remarkable that
all the decrees attested as passed in an ekklesia synkletos are hon-
orific decrees. Admittedly, most of the Athenian decrees we
have preserved are honorary decrees because such decrees
were inscribed on stone much more frequently than other types
of decree.> Nevertheless, if, as Harris supposes, an ekklesia syn-
kletos was convened to debate some urgent matter and no other

58 Harris (2006) 99-100, cf. 92 and 118.
9 See Hansen (1987) 110.
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business was on the agenda one would not expect all the evi-
dence we have to concern routine matters.

It may be objected that in these cases the honours were voted
by the people in close connection with the urgent matter that
had caused the holding of a meeting of the ekklesia. Thus, the
ekklesia synkletos held in Skirophorion 168 (/G II? 911) was un-
doubtedly convened to debate what the Athenians should do
after the Roman victory at Pydna. And it would be obvious
during this meeting to vote honours for the person who
brought the news of the victory (Agora XVI 291).

Harris first suggested a similar but less obvious reason for the
passing of the honorary decrees /G II? 838 and 94550 but is
now inclined to believe that in some years an ekklesia synkletos
held on the last day of the year had to deal with much business
which the Athenians had not had the time to get through dur-
ing an ordinary meeting held on the previous day.%! But there
1s no evidence that an ekklesia synkletos held on 30 Skirophorion
was preceded by an ekklesia held on the previous day, either
ordinarily or extraordinarily. I hold to my view that the epi-
graphical evidence of the Hellenistic period supports the con-
clusion that the Athenians, in addition to the urgent matter
that was the reason for having an ekklesia synkletos, used such
meetings to debate and vote on other matters, including
routine business. The most obvious case is the decree 1Délos
1507.37-54. It is a mere ratification by the Athenian ekklesia of
some honours conferred by the Delian klerouchs on some of
their own officials. A parallel of the Classical period is the
¢kklesia held on 18 Elaph. 346, in my opinion an ekklesia synkletos
(280 above). In this meeting the Athenians debated first three
items of sacred business, then a debt to the Bosporan princes,
and only then what had caused the summoning of this meeting:
the peace with Philip.

Re (b): To have an ekklesia kyria synkletos would be impossible
if, as Harris assumes, there was a sharp distinction between e-
klesiar synkletor and ordinary ekklesiaz of which in every prytany
one was an ekklesia kyria. Yet, on my interpretation of the re-

60 Harris (1986) 376 = (2006) 100, countered by Hansen (1989) 190-191.
61 Harris (2006) 112 n.42.
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lation between boule and ekklesia in 1-3 above, the first two de-
crees were passed in an ekklesia kyria synkletos, and the third in an
ekklesia archairesiar synkletos.

Second, direct evidence of an ekklesia kyria synkletos is provided
by LDélos 1507.40 (no. 6 above), if we accept the restoration
[*vo(]a suggested by Tracy (1988) 187-188 instead of the im-
possible reading [pet]a? suggested by the editor.

Third, meetings of the ekklesia are particularly well attested
for the twelfth prytany of the year 303/2. Three different ekkle-
siar are attested: (1) an ekklesia kyria held on Skirophorion [6] =
Pryt. XII [8] (/G 112 498 + add. p.661); (2) an ekklesia kyria held
on Skirophorion 21 = Pryt. XII 23 (/G 1I> 493, 494); (3) an
¢kklesia held on Skirophorion 30 = Pryt. XII 31 (/G II? 495,
496, 497). The first and the second of these meetings are each
an ekklesia kyria.%? Admittedly, the text of /G 112 498 is restored,
but in my opinion convincingly.%3 Furthermore, no matter how
one restores the date of this meeting, there can be no doubt
that it was the first of the three attested meetings. But the
epigraphical evidence shows that the ekklesia kyria was hardly
ever the first ekklesia to be held in a prytany. Finally, as Harris
has shown (2006) 106, there is no other attestation of a meeting
of the Assembly held on the sixth day of the month. Rhodes
(1995) 191 sees the two ekklesiar kyriar as “perhaps an excep-
tional measure to provide an extra ekklesia kyria in the last few
days of the year.” If so, it must have been an ekklesia kyria
synkletos, but we still have to decide whether the second ekklesia
kyna was an extra—fourth—meeting or an ordinary ekklesia
which had been converted into an extra ekklesia kyna.

Fourth, it was exceptional to have a meeting of the ekklesia on
a festival day and it seems to have happened only in an emer-
gency.%* I believe that meetings held on festival days must have

62 Cf. Hansen (1989) 189 n.33 and Pritchett (2001) 219-220.

63 JG 1% 498.5-6: [t mout]aveiog: [Exxhnoia nvelio- TV moédowv... In all
preserved decrees the type of meeting is the only piece of information that can
be placed between the prytany date and the proedroi, and no other restoration
fits the available spaces.

64 J. D. Mikalson, T#he Sacred and Ciil Calendar of the Athenian Year (Princeton
1975) 186-193.
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been ekklesiai synkletoi, and since several of the ekklesiar held on
festival days were ekklesiar kyriai,% 1 infer that these meetings
were ekklesiar kyniar synkletor.

Re (c): The dates of the meetings shed light on the difference
between an ekklesia synkletos and an ordinary meeting. As Harris
has demonstrated, the Athenians would regularly hold the first
of their ordinary meetings of the ekklesia on the 11" day of the
month, the second on a day around the 20, and the third on
the last day of the month (29% or 30%). Deviations from this
schedule were caused by, for example, coincidence of festivals
with meeting days of the assembly. Thus, in Pyanopsion the
11" and the 30% were festival days and accordingly in this
month meetings of the ekklesta would normally fall on other
days. Another limitation was in intercalary years to match
months with prytanies. Now, two of the ekklesiar synkletor listed
above fell on the 11" (nos. 1-2), and three on the last day of
the month, either the 29% or the 30% (nos. 3, 5, 8).96 If the
ekklesia synkletos was an extra meeting we should expect such a
meeting to fall on a day that was not stipulated for an ordinary
meeting, and that applies to only one of the meetings listed
above, LDélos 1507, held on the 28" of Anthesterion. The
others were probably ordinary ekklesiai that for some reason
had been summoned as ekklesiar synkletor.

A particularly interesting ekklesia in this context is the meeting
held on 30 Skirophorion 169/8. We know that this meeting
was an ekklesia synkletos convened on the orders of the strategor (IG
I12 911, no. 5 above). We know that the occasion was the news
of the Roman victory at Pydna a few days earlier (4gora XVI
291). In his commentary on this inscription Woodhead writes

65 JG TI2 359 is a decree of 326/5 passed in an ekklesia kyria held on the eighth
day of the month, a festival day in all twelve months, see Hansen (1989) 187—
188 and Harris (2006) 114 n.45. Attestations of the Hellenistic period are /G 112
644, 672, 775, and 1006, cf. Hansen (1983) 78. Harris (2006) 98 takes ekklesiai
kynai held on festival days to be “ordinary” meetings.

66 Agora XVI 289 (no. 4) is too fragmentary to be adduced in this context
and /G II? 838 testifies to a meeting held on Metageitnion 22, intercalated the
second time, cf. Pritchett (2001) 6. Harris (2006) 98-99 takes 1-3 to be evi-
dence of a boule synkletos followed by an ordinary meeting of the ekklesia, see 298
with n.57 above.
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(Agora XVI p.409):

The present situation was unexpected and exciting; the generals
had received the news and called the people together extra or-
dinam. The final, regular assembly of the prytany had, it must be
concluded, already taken place. This text was not among the
inscriptions discussed by E. M. Harris ... in his refutation of
Hansen’s arguments, but its data supports his contentions.

However, what we know about fixed days of meetings points to
the opposite conclusion, cf. Mikalson (1975) 181:

From the ten meetings attested for Skirophorion 30, more than
twice as many as attested for any other day of the year, we may
infer that there was a meeting of the ekklesia on Skirophorion 30
every year. This is also indicated by the fact that no meeting is
attested for Skirophorion 29. The ekklesia would rarely meet two
days in succession, and if it regularly met on Skirophorion 30,
one would not expect to find meetings dated to Skirophorion 29.

Mikalson’s observation strongly indicates that it was mandatory
to hold the last ekklesia of the year on the last day of Skiro-
phorion, just as is was mandatory to hold the first meeting of
the ekklesia on Hekatombaion 11. But in that case the ekklesia
held on 30 Skirophorion 169/8 cannot have been an extra
meeting. It must have been the last of the three ordinary
meetings of the twelfth prytany, held, as always, on the last day
of the year. Yet it was an ekklesia synkletos. According to my
understanding of the term synkletos there must have been some-
thing special about the way the meeting was summoned. We
do not know what it was, but we can guess. The meeting was
held in the Piraeus, and that was where ekklesiai were held when
naval matters were on the agenda.®” Because of the new
military situation after the Roman victory at Pydna, the strategor
may have interfered with the regular schedule; they may have
ordered that a new item be added to the agenda and that the
last ekklesia of the year be transferred from the theatre to the
Piraeus, the appropriate meeting place for discussing naval
matters.

Something similar seems to have happened the next year (/G

67 Hansen (1987) 14 with n.109.
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II? 945.5-6, no. 8 above) when, for some reason unknown to
us, Arist[- - -] of Semachidai proposed and carried a decree (of
the boule or the ekklesia) that turned the last meeting of the year,
to be held on the last day of Skirophorion, into a special
meeting, 1.e. an ekklesia synkletos, and not one summoned by the
prytaneis on their own initiative.

IV. Conclusion

According to Harris an ekklesia synkletos was an extra meeting
which did not have any fixed items on the agenda as opposed
to the “ordinary” meetings which in the Classical period fol-
lowed the agendas described in Ath.Pol. 43.4—6 and probably
had similar agendas in the Hellenistic period. Ekklesiar synkletor
were sharply divided from ordinary meetings and, in Harris’s
view, the Athenians can never have held an ekklesia kyria synkle-
tos. Since an ekklesia kyria was sometimes convened on a festival
day he believes that such a meeting was not an ekklesia synkletos
but an ordinary meeting summoned in an emergency.

My view differs from that of Harris in two respects: (1) the
Athenians could use an ekklesia synkletos to debate other matters
than the issue which had caused the summoning of the meeting
and there is nothing strange about having an ekklesia kyria
synkletos. (2) An ekklesia synkletos was a meeting extraordinarily
convened but not necessarily an extra meeting. An “ordinary”
¢kklesia was convened by the prytaneis on their own initiative and
at four days’ notice. An ekklesia became synkletos if it was sum-
moned otherwise, viz. at short notice and/or scheduled for a
festival day, and/or prescribed by a decree of the boule or the
demos passed in a previous meeting, and/or as an extra meet-
ing. I distinguish the period of ten phylar from the period of
twelve phylai. 1 believe that there was a bar on the number of
ekklesiar in the second half of the fourth century. But the reform
of 307/6 may have provided for ekklesiar synkletor to be held as
extra meetings in addition to the ordinary meetings.

In the period of twelve phyla: the Athenians convened three
¢kklesiar per prytany = 36 in a year. In the period of ten phylai
they convened four ekklesiai per prytany = 40 in a year. The re-
duction of the number of meetings from 40 to 36 may have
entailed that more meetings could be summoned in the course
of a year if necessary. Such a meeting would, of course, be an
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ekklesia synkletos; and it may be such meetings the scholiasts have
in mind when they refer to a system of three ordinary meetings
per month (read: prytany) and ekklesiar synkletor as extra meet-
ngs.

Whether extra meetings could be held constitutionally in the
period of ten phylar depends on how one interpretes Demos-
thenes’ remark at 19.154 that the ekklesiar were used up late in
the eighth prytany of 347/6. Harris and MacDowell believe
that it was routine business to have an extra meeting sum-
moned if necessary. I take the passage to mean that there was a
bar on the number of meetings, and that the system did not
allow to have more than four meetings per prytany. The system
described at Arist. Ath.Pol. 43.4—6 is probably a reaction to a
previous system according to which there was no limit on the
number of meetings and the ekklesia frequently acted as a court
in political trials. But ca. 355 there was a major reform. Partly
for economic and partly for constitutional reasons the ekklesia
was deprived of the right to hear political trials. By the same
reform the Athenians may have fixed a maximum number of
meetings per prytany.®® But what did the Athenians do if in an
emergency they had to convene an extra meeting? My answer
is—as it was in 1977—that in such a case the Athenians would,
of course, have broken their own rules and called an extra
meeting as all peoples have always done and still do. We have
no explicit evidence of such an extra meeting. If 347/6 was an
intercalary year and if the ekklesiar held on Elaph. 18 and 19
count as two of the four meetings per prytany convened by the
prytaness, one of the meetings held in Elaphebolion 346 may
have been such an extra ekklesia synkletos. In the twelfth prytany
of 303/2 the second ¢kklesia kyria may have been an extra meet-
ing. We do not know, but it would not surprise me if one day
we recover explicit evidence of an ekklesia synkletos which did
take place as an extra meeting. As the evidence stands, we have
only the late lexicographical notes which purport to describe
the system as it was in the Hellenistic period.

6 Hansen (1987) 22-24.
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Addendum

In “Athenian State Laws and Decrees 352/1-322/1: III Decrees
Honouring Foreigners,” <PE 158 (2006) 137 n.108, Stephen Lam-
bert states that “The scheduling of Assemblies in Elaphebolion 346
seems to confirm that at this period the special Assembly was not
normally available for discussion of ordinary political matters or for
honours for foreigners not related to the Dionysia,” citing Lewis
(1955) 2526, Rhodes-Osborne, GHI 64 with pp.322-323.

Now, following Lewis, Rhodes-Osborne assume that the dates of
the meetings to be held on 18 and 19 Elaphebolion were fixed at the
meeting of the Assembly held on 8 Elaphebolion. But Rhodes (1972)
followed by Harris (1995) argued—persuasively in my opinion (cf.
n.19 above)—that the ekklesiai on 18 and 19 Elaphebolion were stip-
ulated by a decree of the boule passed after the Macedonian envoys
had arrived, i.e. later than 8 Elaphebolion. The inference is that IG
IT2 212 must have been passed in a meeting of the ekklesia held after 8
Elaphebolion and the only one available is the meeting after the Dio-
nysia, see n.21 above.

It is true that at /G II> 212.56-57 the forthcoming ekklesia—in
which the honours for the Bosporan princes are to be debated once
again—is referred to with the phrase év téu dfuwt [t oy]d6ML €mi
0éxa and not with the usual formula eig TV modTNV éxnlnoiav. But
the explanation need not be the one suggested by Rhodes-Osborne,
1.e. that another meeting would intervene—that after the Dionysia—
before the meetings to be held on the 18" and 19%. It may be (a) that
in this exceptional case it was known when the next ekklesia would
take place, viz. on 18 and 19 Elaphebolion, and (b) perhaps it was
important to specify that the debate on the honours for Bosporan
princes had to take place on the 18" and not on the 19%, cf. 276-277
above.5?
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