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N MY ARTICLE ‘“‘How Often Did the Ecclesia Meet?”’! I argued that

the Athenians in the second half of the fourth century (355?-307/6

B.C.) convened a maximum of four assemblies during a prytany.
One of the four meetings was the éxxAncie xvpie described by
Aristotle in Ath.Pol. 43.4-5. The other three meetings were simply
called éxxAnciar, and no technical term existed for these meetings.
Each of these four ecclesiat was an ordinary meeting if it was sum-
moned by the prytaneis on their own initiative and at four days’
notice, whereas the meeting was an éxkAncia cdyxAnroc if it was
summoned at short notice or prescribed by a decree passed in a
previous meeting. An analysis of the term éxkAncia cyxAnroc shows
that it certainly denotes a meeting of the assembly summoned in a
special way, but not a meeting held in addition to the four meetings
summoned every prytany.

The only evidence that can be produced in support of the view
that the term éxxAncie cdyxAnroc denotes an extra meeting is some
notes in the scholia and lexica:

ScHoL. DEM. 18.73: cdyxAnroc éxrAncia Aéyerouw 1) yevouévn Suc 11 é€aiymc
kaTemeiyov' Tpeic yop ekxAncion Tod unroc ylvovrow dpicuévar, 1) 8€ cvykAnToc
oy Wpicpéyn.?

ScHoL. DEM. 24.20: lcréov yap 87t kata ufve Tpeic ékkAnciac émotobvro,. . .
T €l un dpo avdykn Tic katélafe modéuov, dcte kal mepl xeivov EAAnY
éxkAnciay movijcow mAéov TV Wpicpuévan.®

HARPOCRATION 5.0. cUykAnroc ékxAncia’ Todv éxxdncdv ol uév €€ éfovc kal
kate pive éyivovto’ €l 8¢ 11 éaidvnc katemeiberev dcte yevéclar éxxdnciav,
a{;‘r‘r] G,KaAezTO ClijAT]TOC E’KKA'YICL’(X. AT].[LOCHG’V?’]C G,V TC:E) KaT’ 14ZCXI:VO'U.4

These notes are brought as comments on passages in Demosthenes
and Aeschines; but, since they all mention three ecclesiar every month

1 GRBS 18 (1977) 43-70.
2 Same note in schol. Dem. 19.123.
8 Similar notes in schol. Aeschin. 1.60; Phot. s.0. xvpia éxxAncia; schol. Ar. Ach. 19.
4 Same note in Suda and Etym.Magn. s.v. cvyxAyroc. Gf. furthermore Poll. 8.116.
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instead of four ecclesiai every prytany, the information must bear on
the period of twelve phylai, when a prytany in an ordinary year
usually was concurrent with a month.5

In my article I did not exclude the possibility that the scholiasts
and lexicographers might be right in describing éxxAnciow coyxAyror
as additional meetings if their information is applied to the period of
twelve phylai. A change from ten prytanies (and four ecclesiai sum-
moned during each prytany) to twelve prytanies (and three ecclesiar
in a prytany) resulted in a reduction of the number of assemblies
from forty to thirty-six. It is a reasonable guess that some éxxAncion
cdyxdnror could now be summoned as additional meetings in order
to make up the difference. A closer inspection of the epigraphical
evidence, however, indicates that the scholiasts are wrong and that—
even in the Hellenistic period—an éxxAncia cdyxAnroc, if summoned
during a prytany, replaced one of the (three) regular meetings
summoned by the prytaneis on their own authority. The term
cdykAnToc means only that the meeting was summoned in a special
way, either at short notice or by decree. There is no evidence that it
was an extra meeting. Quite the contrary.

During the period of twelve phylai® the type of ecclesia is regularly
stated in the prescript of all yndicpara 7ot S1juov. With a few excep-
tions” one of the terms éxxAncic, éxxAncie kvpla or (rarely) éxxAncic
apyoupecion® is recorded between the date of the decree and the
mention of the proedroi. Sometimes the place of meeting is mentioned
as well,® and in four instances the meeting is described as an éxxAncio

ctyxAnToc:10

5 Cf. W. K. Pritchett and O. Neugebauer, The Calendars of Athens (Cambridge [Mass.]
1947) 78.

6 307/6-224/3 and 201/0-a.p. 124/5. Gf. W. K. Pritchett, The Five Attic Tribes after
Kleisthenes (Baltimore 1943) 13-23.

7 IG 112 500, 545, 680, 774, 798. The type of ecclesia is of course omitted also in defective
prescripts such as JG 112 467 and 903.

8 IG 112 892 (¢f. SEG XXI 433), 954 (cf. infra), 955.

9 Cf. W. A. McDonald, The Political Meeting Places of the Greeks (Baltimore 1943) 47-61.
ékrxAncia év diovicov (Table 1 p.48), éxrAncia éu Iepaiel (Table II p.52), éxxrcio év Tdn
fedrpwe (n.74 pp.56-58). .

10 A possible fifth example is Hesperia 17 (1948) 11, a decree of 246/5, which is restored
by Meritt as follows: éx[xkAn]ci[a év di]ovicov [cdyrAnroc kara Prjdicpa 6 ... ... bR 1
O [..3.. eln]ev. The restoration is, however, so doubtful that I prefer to leave out the
decree in my discussion of éixAncia coyxAnroc. The term éxxAqcia cdyxAnroc is not discussed
by A. S. Henry in The Prescripts of Athenian Decrees (Leyden 1977).
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1. IGII2 911: ékxAncio cv[yrAnroc amo Povdijc crparn]ydv mapayy[elddvrwv
(ca a. 169/8).

2. SEG XXIV 134: éxxAnclia cd[yxAnToc amo PovAijc crparnydv mapayyei-
Aavrwv (init. s. IT a.)1?

3. IG II? 945: éxxdncia cdyxdnroc &v 76 Bedrpwe kara Yrjdicpe & Apic[r
o] Zmpayidnc etmev (168/7).

4. IG 117 838: éxxAnci[a év] T fedrp[we chykAnToc] katd Pridicpua 6 . . . clac
Bop|ixioc elmev (226/5).

From this evidence we may conclude that an éxkAncioe coyrxdnroc is
either an assembly convened in accordance with a psephisma or an
assembly convened by order of the board of generals via the boule;
apparently the board of generals requested the boule to pass a decree
that an ékxAncio cdyxdnroc be summoned. An ordinary éxxAncie and
€xkAncioe kvpia, on the other hand, is probably, as in the fourth
century, a meeting summoned by the prytaneis on their own initiative
and at four(?) days’ notice.!?

Now the terms éxxAncia crparyydv mopayyeldvrwv, amo PBovAijc
éxrxdncla and éxxdncia kata Yridicpa occur in other prescripts without
the additional information that the meeting is an éxkAncia coyxAnroc.

5. SEG XXI 440: BovAy éu BovAevrypiwt civkAnToc cTparnydv mapayyer-
AdvTwy kol amo BovAfic ékkdncla wkvpia év Tdr fedtpwr (193/2).12

6. IG 112 897: BovAr éu BovAevrnpiwt cvvkdnToc cTpat[nydv] mopayyeidavrwy
kol amo Bovdijc éxxdncio [kupla] év Tdi Oedrpwe (ca a. 185/4).

7. IG 112 954: BovAy éu] BovAevrypiw[t cvlvkdntoc crparn[ydv mapayyer-
AdJyrwv k[a]i ar[6 BovAlfic ékxdncia ap[yapecion kare 7]y povr[elav

100] Beod (166/5).1%

11 Ed. B. D. Meritt, Hesperia 36 (1967) 64 n.9.

12 ¢f. Phot. s.v. mpémepmra 76 wpo mévre Nuepdv Tic ékxAnciac mpoypddew oL écTar 7
éxxAncia el TUxol, va kai of év Toic aypoic cuvéMwci. Same note in Lex.Seg. 296.8. The
lexicographers’ note on mpdmepnra is in my opinion reliable since it is supported by Dem.
19.185, where Demosthenes complains of the slow procedure which entails that an ecclesia
could not ordinarily be summoned overnight but only in accordance with the statutory
requirements. Cf. Hansen, op.cit. (supra n.1) 47.

13 Ed. B. D. Meritt, The Athenian Year (Berkeley/Los Angeles 1961) 195-200. Gf. The
Athenian Agora 15=B. D. Meritt(]. S. Traill, Inscriptions: The Athenian Councillors (Princeton
1974) no.167.

14 Add SEG XXV 124, ¢f. S. V. Tracy, “Epigraphical Notes,”’ Hesperia 41 (1972) 46-49.
In IG 112 420 éxxAncia cTparnydy mapayyeiddvrwv has been restored by Meritt (4P 85
[1964] 304-06; ¢f. SEG XXII 93). His restoration is, in my opinion, not convincing.
(a) The date of IG 112 420 is 332/1(?), whereas there is no occurrence of the formula
crparyydv mapayyeldavtwy before the second century B.c. (b) There is no example of the
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8. IG 112 554: éxxdncio kara Yjpic]pa Sjuov (306/5 vel paullo post).
9. IG 112 857: éxkAncia é[v T Bedrpwt kata Yidicpa 6. . . c]rpatoc’Epyiedc
[elmer'® (ante 224[3).

Each of the decrees 5-7 is passed in a meeting of the boule and in a
meeting of the ecclesia held on the same day.'® There is nothing
extraordinary about a meeting of the boule being held on an assembly
day. I have argued elsewhere that the assembly days were not among
the nuépar adécipor of the boule and that a meeting of the assembly
was regularly followed by a meeting of the council.!” But in the three
prescripts quoted above it is worth noting that the meeting of the
boule is held before and not after the ecclesia. From the classical period
we have one example of this practice, viz. the ecclesia held in the
autumn of 339 after Philip’s capture of Elateia. Demosthenes
describes (18.168ff) how a meeting of the boule was followed im-
mediately by an emergency meeting of the ecclesia, undoubtedly an
éxxncio coyrkdnroc.1®

We know from numerous sources that an ecclesia in the classical
period was opened at dawn.!® On the assumption that the time of
meeting was the same in the Hellenistic period, we cannot interpret
these decrees as evidence of an extraordinary meeting of the boule
(BovAy cvvkAnroc) followed by an ordinary meeting of the ecclesia.
Although the term cdvkAnroc is applied to BovAy and not directly to
éxrAncie, it seems reasonable to infer that in these cases a Bovly
cvyrdnroc convened by the strategor was followed by an ékxncia

formula crparyydv mapayyelddvrwv being used without the term cdyxAnroc and the for-
mula é&mé BovAijc éxxAncia. As an alternative Meritt proposes amo BovAfic éxxAncia kvpia
¢byxAnroc, which is equally unconvincing for the same reasons. The forged decrees
inserted in Demosthenes’ speech On the Crown contain the formulae cdyxdyroc éxrdncia mo
crparnydv kai mpvravewv (Dem. 18.37) and ékxAncia cdyxdnroc Omo crparyydv (Dem.
18.73). It has been suggested that the forger derived the content and style of his decrees
from actual psephismata of the second century B.c. Gf. P. L. Schléapfer, Untersuchungen zu den
attischen Staatsurkunden und den Amphiktyonenbeschliissen der Demosthenischen Kranzrede (Pader-
born 1939) 28-29 and 207.

15 Cf. SEG XXI 312 (Hesperia 7 [1938] 476-79 n.31), where a similar formula is found
in a decree from the period of ten phylai (319/8): é[xx]A[n]cia xara Y[1jd]icua BovAic

16 ¢f. SEG XVI 84 (AFP 78 [1957] 375-81), where Meritt proposes the following
restoration of IG I12 893: [Bov]A) [kai ékkAncia év Tdi] Bedrpwr, perayle[t]ca éx [Havaln-
voukod cradio]v

17 “The Duration of a Meeting of the Athenian Ecclesia,”” CP 74 (1979) 43-49. Cf.
Aeschin. 1.112.

18 Cf. Hansen, op.cit. (supra n.1) 46-47.

19 Cf. Hansen, op.cit. (supra n.17) 43.
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cdyxkdnroc opened late in the morning or in the afternoon. The
procedure adopted by the strategoi was undoubtedly necessitated by
the probouleumatic procedure. Since no proposal could be brought
before the demos without a probouleuma, an emergency decision by the
ecclesta must be preceded by a meeting of the boule providing the
probouleuma. So the strategoi had to summon an emergency meeting
of the boule during which a decree was passed that an emergency
meeting of the ecclesia be held later the same day. We know from the
classical sources that an éwxkAncie cdyxkAnproc was an emergency
meeting,?° and, on the analogy of 1 and 2 above, the conclusion seems
to be that the ecclesiai described in 5—7 were éxxAnciow cyxAnTor.

In the classical period an ordinary meeting of the ecclesita was
warranted by law (Aeschin. 2.72; Dem. 19.185) and summoned by
the prytaneis on their own initiative. On the assumption that the
Athenians followed the same practice in the Hellenistic period,?! any
ecclesta warranted by a psephisma of the boule or of the demos must be a
special meeting. In two of the decrees in which the term éxxAncio
kara Yridicpe is found the meeting is expressly described as cdyxAnroc
(1-2 above), and I suggest that the other two ecclesiai summoned by
decree (8-9) were éxxAnciar cdyrdnror as well.

The date of the decrees may provide us with more information
about the éxwdnciow cdyxAnror. If, by analogy with the fourth-
century evidence, we accept for the Hellenistic period that an
éxxdncia coyrkdnToc was inter alia an emergency meeting summoned at
short notice whereas an ordinary meeting had to be summoned at
four days’ notice, we must conclude that any psephisma dated Pryt.
(I-XII) 1st, 2nd, 3rd or 4th must have been passed in an éxkAncie
cvykAnroc.?2 I have come across the following examples: 23

20 Dem. 19.122-23; Aeschin. 2.72.

21 From the decrees honouring prytaneis it is apparent that the prytaneis in the Hellenistic
period were still responsible for the cvAdoys 17c BovAfjc kai Tob Sjuov. Cf. P. J. Rhodes,
The Athenian Beule (Oxford 1972) 21.

22 A further assumption is, of course, that the prytaneis had to preside over the meetings
they had summoned and could not pass on the presidency over an assembly summoned
by them to the subsequent board of prytaneis. I base this assumption on the fact that the
boule was not allowed to pass on a probouleuma to the subsequent boule (Dem. 23.92; ¢f.
Rhodes, op.cit. [supran.21] 63) and that the basileus was not allowed to pass on a homicide
trial to his successor (Ant. 6.42; ¢f. D. M. MacDowell, Athenian Homicide Law [Manchester
1963] 34-35).

23 Restorations to give one of the first four days of a prytany can be found in: IG 112 389
(SEG XXI 354); IG 112 455, 791; SEG XIX 98.
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10. Hesperia 5 (1936) 414-16 n.12: IToceided[voc Sevré]par per’ [el]xddac,
[mpldr[ne Tic mpuT]aveia[c éxxAncia év Awovicov] (302/1).

11. IG 112 649: Movv[i]xidvoc [€]vne [koi vé] o, mpddr[n]e [T]Hc mpvrafve]ioc
éxxAncio (293/2).24

12. IG 112 896 (lines 30-32) : ’ EAa¢nBoAidvoc Sexdrel Scrépat, TeTdpTel THC

mpuravelac éxxAncio év diovicov (186/5).

Finally, meetings of the ecclesta occurring on festival days were
probably éxxdnclaw cvyrkdnror. In his speech Against Ctesiphon
Aeschines protests against a meeting of the assembly being held on a
festival day (Aeschin. 3.67), and J. D. Mikalson has recently
demonstrated that sessions of the ecclesia on annual festival days were
most exceptional.?® The Athenians may have had a law prohibiting
meetings of the assembly on annual festival days, and even if no
such law existed, it is still reasonable to assume that a meeting
convoked on a festival day must have been an éxxAncie cvyxAnroc
and not an ordinary meeting summoned by the prytaneis at four days’
notice. So we may add to the list of possible examples of ékxAncio
cvyrkdyrou the following five decrees passed by the people on annual
festival days:

13. IG 112 644 : Movvix[tdv]oc éx[rn émi 8¢k[e], €B8Sun[t Tijc w]pvralveioc
éxx]An[c]ic (296/5. Cf. Mikalson 144).

14. IG 112 672: Movviyid[v]oc évarer émi 8éxa elxocréL t[ijc mpuravelac
erdnclo xupie] (279/8. Gf. Mikalson 146).

15. IG 112 775 (lines 29-30): Movvixidvoc évarer ém[i 8éxe, éB8Juer kai
elko]cTéL Tijc mpuTavelac ékxdncie kvpla (241/40. Cf. Mikalson 146).

16. Hesperia 5 (1936) 419-28 n.15: *Ela¢nBolidvoc Tpiter émi 8éka roto
Oeov 8¢ Sydder kai elxocté Tijc mpuTaveiac éxxAncio kvpic éu Ilewpavet
(196/5. Gf. Mikalson 128).

17. IG 1I? 1006 (lines 50-51): ITvav[ofdvoc] évbexdrmi, Sexdrm Tic
mpuraveloc ékxAn[cla] kupio év 7éu Be[ar]pwe (122/1. Cf. Mikalson 72).

Since the term cdyxAnroc does not occur in any of these decrees

(10-17), the inference is (as in the case of 5-9 supra) that the indica-

tion of whether an éxxAncia was cdyxdnroc or not was optional, as

was the indication of the place of meeting.

On the basis of the epigraphical evidence we can form an opinion
of what an ékkAncia cdyxAnroc was in Hellenistic Athens.

2¢ Reedited by W. B. Dinsmoor, The Archons of Athens in the Hellenistic Age (Cambridge
[Mass.] 1931) 3-15.

25 Cf. J. D. Mikalson, The Sacred and Civil Calendar of the Athenian Year (Princeton 1975)
7 and 186-93.
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1. In 5 and 6 we have evidence of an éxxAycia kvpla cdyrkdnroc, and
this is in my opinion a fatal blow to the theory that the éxxdycio
cvykAnroc was an additional meeting. This theory can be upheld
only on the assumption that the Athenians might convene an
additional éxkAncie kvpie, so that during a prytany two éxxAnciot
kvpiee might be held, one regular and one extraordinary.

2. Similarly in 7 we have evidence of an e’KK/\na'a o’cpxoupecc'al,
cvykAnroc. Again, the éxxAncio cvyxdyroc cannot be an extra meeting
but must be a regular meeting summoned at short notice, perhaps
because the sacrifices favoured immediate action (¢f. Arist. Ath.Pol.
44.4).

3. Asregards the contents of the decrees, it is worth noting that all
are honorific.?® Admittedly the vast majority of the preserved
psephismata are honorary decrees, but it is remarkable that such
decisions were regularly on the agenda of an éxxAncla cdyrxAnroc. We
must assume that an éxxAncia cdykAnroc was not an assembly
reserved for some urgent matter. In addition to the important
question which had caused the summoning of the people at short
notice or by decree, the people were requested to discuss and take the
vote on routine business such as honorary decrees. The urgent matter
did not fill the whole meeting; it was only an extra item on the
agenda, and the inference is that the éxxAncio cdyxkAnroc was one of
the three ecclesiai held during a prytany; it was summoned at short
notice and/or by decree, but the epigraphical evidence does not
support the assumption that it was an extra meeting. Quite the
contrary.

The information derived from scholia and lexica carries no weight
against the epigraphical evidence, especially since the notes on
éxrdncioa cvyxAnroc are muddled and contradictory. (a) A description
of the ecclesia in the period of twelve phylai is erroneously brought as a
comment on passages in Demosthenes and Aeschines. (b) Although
the summoning of the ecclesia followed the conciliar year (divided
into prytanies), the lexicographers mention three ecclesiai every
month. Admittedly in an ordinary year a prytany was probably
concurrent with a month, but as regards intercalary years the
information is misleading. (c) Some of the notes set off éxwAnciau

26 Of the decrees discussed above, nos. 3-9, 11-12 and 14-17 are honorific. Nos. 1-2,
10 and 13 are decrees of unknown contents.
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cUyrAnToL against éxxAnclo xvpean,?” which is manifestly wrong. The
exxAncion kvpran constitute only a fraction of the stipulated meetings—
in the classical period one-fourth and in the Hellenistic period
probably one-third. (d) Two of the notes refer to fixed days for the
meetings. Schol. Ar. Ack. 19 mentions the 1st, the 10th and the 30th,
and schol. Dem. 24.20 the 11th, the ca 20th and the ca 30th. So the
scholiasts contradict each other, and both are wrong. No ecclesia was
usually held on the first day of a prytany or of a month,28 whereas the
people could be summoned on any other day during a prytany and
on most days during a month. The 11th day of a prytany and of a
month is frequently attested as an assembly day, but there was no
regular distribution of the ecclesiai over the prytany or the month.

So the lexicographers’ information about éxkAncio coyrxAnroc does
not inspire confidence. They may be right when they state that tAree
ecclesiat were summoned during a month (read ‘prytany’). If so, one
of the three meetings was probably an éxkAncie kvpie. On this
assumption twelve éxxAnciow widpioae were held every year in the
Hellenistic period as against ten in the classical period.?® On the
other hand, the description of éxkAncie cdyxkAnroc as an additional
meeting is unsupported and even contradicted by the epigraphical
evidence and must, accordingly, be rejected.2°

UNIVERSITY OF COPENHAGEN
January, 1979

27 Photius; schol. Ar. Ach. 19; schol. Aeschin. 1.60.

28 f. Mikalson, op.cit. (supra n.25) 183-86.

29 In the later fourth century the ratio of éxxAnclaw kvpion to ecclesiai was 1:3 (Arist.
Ath.Pol. 43.3-4). In the period of twelve phylai the ratio must have been 1:2 if one exxAncia
xuple was summoned every prytany. Now in the decrees covering the period 307/6-130/29
(excluding the period 224/3-202/1), the term éxxAncia kvpia is found or restored in some
sixty decrees, whereas the term éixAncio occurs in about one hundred decrees. The ratio is
approximately 2:3. This is a surprisingly high proportion of éxkAnciat kipias, but, on the
assumption that honorary decrees were frequently passed in an éxxAncia kvpie, the epi-
graphical evidence is not incompatible with the view that the ratio of éxxAnciocw kdpion to
ecclesiai in the Hellenistic period was 1:2. In any case, it is very likely that the proportion
of éxkAnciar kvpiar was higher than in the fourth century.

30 T should like to thank Professor R. S. Stroud for reading and commenting on a draft
of this paper.



