https://publications.dainst.org

iIDAl.publications

ELEKTRONISCHE PUBLIKATIONEN DES
DEUTSCHEN ARCHAOLOGISCHEN INSTITUTS

Dies ist ein digitaler Sonderdruck des Beitrags / This is a digital offprint of the article

Marc Domingo Gygax
Proleptic Honours in Greek Euergetism

aus / from

Chiron

Ausgabe / Issue 39 ¢ 2009
Seite / Page 163-192
https://publications.dainst.org/journals/chiron/413/5021 * urn:nbn:de:0048-chiron-2009-39-p163-192-v5021.5

Verantwortliche Redaktion / Publishing editor

Redaktion Chiron | Kommission fiir Alte Geschichte und Epigraphik des Deutschen Archéologischen Instituts, Amalienstr. 73 b, 80799 Miinchen
Weitere Informationen unter / For further information see https://publications.dainst.org/journals/chiron

ISSN der Online-Ausgabe / ISSN of the online edition 2510-5396

Verlag / Publisher Walter de Gruyter GmbH, Berlin

©2017 Deutsches Archdologisches Institut
Deutsches Archaologisches Institut, Zentrale, Podbielskiallee 69-71, 14195 Berlin, Tel: +49 30 187711-0
Email: info@dainst.de / Web: dainst.org

Nutzungsbedingungen: Mit dem Herunterladen erkennen Sie die Nutzungsbedingungen (https://publications.dainst.org/terms-of-use) von iDAl.publications an. Die
Nutzung der Inhalte ist ausschlieBlich privaten Nutzerinnen / Nutzern fir den eigenen wissenschaftlichen und sonstigen privaten Gebrauch gestattet. Sdmtliche Texte, Bilder
und sonstige Inhalte in diesem Dokument unterliegen dem Schutz des Urheberrechts gemaR dem Urheberrechtsgesetz der Bundesrepublik Deutschland. Die Inhalte konnen
von lhnen nur dann genutzt und vervielfaltigt werden, wenn lhnen dies im Einzelfall durch den Rechteinhaber oder die Schrankenregelungen des Urheberrechts gestattet
ist. Jede Art der Nutzung zu gewerblichen Zwecken ist untersagt. Zu den Moglichkeiten einer Lizensierung von Nutzungsrechten wenden Sie sich bitte direkt an die
verantwortlichen Herausgeberinnen/Herausgeber der entsprechenden Publikationsorgane oder an die Online-Redaktion des Deutschen Archédologischen Instituts
(inffo@dainst.de).

Terms of use: By downloading you accept the terms of use (https://publications.dainst.org/terms-of-use) of iDAl.publications. All materials including texts, articles, images
and other content contained in this document are subject to the German copyright. The contents are for personal use only and may only be reproduced or made accessible
to third parties if you have gained permission from the copyright owner. Any form of commercial use is expressly prohibited. When seeking the granting of licenses of use or
permission to reproduce any kind of material please contact the responsible editors of the publications or contact the Deutsches Archdologisches Institut (info@dainst.de).


https://publications.dainst.org 
https://publications.dainst.org/journals/chiron/413/5021
http://nbn-resolving.de/urn:nbn:de:0048-chiron-2009-39-p163-192-v5021.5
mailto:info@dainst.de
http://www.dainst.org
https://publications.dainst.org/terms-of-use
mailto:info@dainst.de
https://publications.dainst.org/terms-of-use
mailto:info@dainst.de
http://www.tcpdf.org

MARC DOMINGO GYGAX

Proleptic Honours in Greek Euergetism

This article approaches the study of Greek inscriptions of the Classical period and, in
particular, of the Hellenistic age from a historical and anthropological perspective.
Specifically, it seeks to identify - beyond individual cases and exceptions — patterns
of behaviour and social practices deeply rooted in Greek society and of very long
duration in Greek history. The key object of study here is what we shall call «proleptic
honours. By this is meant honours granted by a polis to recompense benefactions
that had yet to be carried out. The analysis of this custom and its origins helps shed
light on some basic mechanisms of Greek euergetism and its structural and historical
relationship with gift-exchange.!

A common problem of the Greek polis was the scarcity of public resources.? In the
event of extraordinary expenditure (usually arising from war, food shortages or build-
ing projects) the polis had to rely on royal or private benefactions, public loans and
extraordinary taxes (eio@opai).’ The funds obtained from private benefactions were
partly raised through émddoeic: voluntary contributions made by citizens (sometimes
also by foreign residents) in response to an appeal by the assembly, ratified by decree.*
There are approximately one hundred testimonies - mostly inscriptions — of such
public subscriptions.®> As one may expect, the majority are lists of contributors, but
curiously enough there are also some inscriptions that record lists of people who have
just «promised> money (the verb is usually énayyé\w). In at least eleven cases the

! Previous versions of this article were presented at talks at the Ecole des Hautes Etudes en
Sciences Sociales, Princeton University, Universitit Miinster, University of Pennsylvania, and
Yale University. I would like to thank the audiences as well as Tim Duff, Christian Habicht, Rudolf
Haensch, Christof Schuler and an anonymous referee for Chiron for their helpful comments.

2 MIGEOTTE 2002; REGER 2003, 342-345; SCHULER 2007.

3 THOMSEN 1964; VEYNE 1976; BRUN 1983; MIGEOTTE 1984; GAUTHIER 1985; GARNSEY
1988; Quass 1996.

4 MIGEOTTE 1992.

> Most of these are collected in MIGEOTTE 1992. Since the publication of this corpus, various
new énidooic-inscriptions have come to light, particularly from theisland of Cos: see SEGRE 1993;
MIGEOTTE 1998a; MIGEOTTE 1998b. See also BEHRWALD - BLUM - SCHULER - ZIMMERMANN
1998, 185-187, and the new text from Pisye (Caria) in DEBORD — VARINLIOGLU 2001, no. 1.

¢ MIGEOTTE 1992, nos. 22, 23, 34, 38, 41, 43, 45, 50, 52, 73, 75, 78, 79, 80, 81, 83. To this
evidence should be added nos. 67 and 84, which refer to the act of promising with dmoxvéouat
instead of ¢mayyéA\w, as well as no. 69, which uses dmodéyopat.
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publication of the names of the prospective donors is presented as an honorific ges-
ture.” This particular detail, which serves as the point of departure for my analysis
of proleptic honours, attracted the comment of LEOPOLD MIGEOTTE, who in his
monograph on public subscriptions writes: «Should we conclude that sometimes
the cities, while usually waiting until the end of the process and the fulfilment of the
promise before letting the names of the subscribers be inscribed and displayed, went
ahead with honouring the volunteers by virtue of their promise, while risking the
possibility that some would default on their commitment? Certainly not, for two rea-
sons. First, the commemorative monument was, by definition, intended to render
homage to the benefactors of the city: it would have been paradoxical, and offensive
for the other subscribers, to allow the names of the failing subscribers to appear along-
side theirs. Second, the wording of the inscriptions indicates that they should not
always be interpreted literally.»®

MIGEOTTE’s solution to the problem is to assume that the verb émayyé\Aw (<to
promise>) and its corresponding substantive émayyehia, together with other equival-
ent lexical items found in ¢niSooig-inscriptions,® «by referring to a solemn promise,
could end up including the idea of donation», i.e. that the promise referred to had
actually been converted into a donation. A similar conclusion was arrived at by
AporpHE KUNz1, who thought that these words can refer to «the fulfilment of a
promised contribution», and BERNHARD LauM, who considered that the decrees
dealing with émayyehiat are always testimonies of the fulfilment of promises.!?

The question posed by MIGEOTTE - is it conceivable that honorific stelae were
granted to people who had only promised contributions? — merits careful consider-
ation by historians interested in Greek euergetism. This question invites us to examine
an important aspect of Greek euergetism that has so far been insufficiently explored
and constitutes the key focus of this paper: the proleptic nature of certain euergetic
honours.

I shall argue in this paper that some honours were awarded by the polis for «vir-
tual> benefactions, which is to say, for fictive benefactions or for small services pres-

7 For instance, MIGEOTTE 1992, no. 75: --- fva 8¢ nal T@v énayyehapév[wv @iaya]Bia
@avepd mag([tv v]mapxn, dvaypagiivar 168e 1O [yr@lop]a YO TOV EVESTOTWY TAUOV xal Ta
ovopata @V Emnyyerpévwy xabott dv Enayyeilwvtat émit Tod toiyov Tod Adivov ... («... in
order that the benevolence of those who have promised may also be clear to all, this decree shall
be inscribed by the treasurers in charge, as well as the names of those who have promised accord-
ing to whatever they have promised, on the stone wall ...»). See also MIGEOTTE 1992, nos. 22,
23, 34, 41, 50, 69, 80, 81, 83 and 84. The inscriptions that consist of a list of potential donors
without any prescript phrased in clear honorific language are considered also rewards by Mi1-
GEOTTE 1992, 286 and 326, nos. 37, 38, 43, 45, 52, 67, 73, 78, 79.

8 MIGEOTTE 1992, 326 (my translation; original text in French).

° See footnotes 6 and 7.

10 MIGEOTTE 1992, 209, 326, 399 (quoting ROBERT 1929, 122-123, n. 4, originally in
French); KuNzr1 1923, 59; Laum 1914, vol. I, 119-120. See also SCHULER 2003, 172.
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ented by the polis as considerably more important than what they really were per-
ceived to be. The aim of the award of honours for such virtual benefactions was to
encourage future «real> benefactions. In these cases, the honours awarded, which
were actually gifts, certainly served as formal recognition of the virtual benefac-
tions. But in fact, if we consider the intention of the honours - i.e. to generate bene-
factions - they can be seen to have served also as recompense «in advance>. Although
this may seem a contradiction in terms, it does seem to correspond to the way these
honours were perceived by the Greeks themselves. As we shall see, due to the reci-
procity mechanisms of euergetism, which led to expectations that the honours
would lead to benefactions, they were to a great extent truly experienced as recom-
pense for benefactions yet to come. I propose to call these «proleptic honours,
where «prolepsis> implies <the assumption that a future event or condition has been
realized>.

Depending on the degree to which the virtual benefaction was fictitious and - in
cases where it had a real component worthy of reward - on its importance in compari-
son to the future benefaction which was sought, proleptic honours were anticipatory
to varying degrees, that is to say, they functioned to a greater or lesser extent as re-
wards for a future benefaction. For example, honours awarded for mere goodwill were
more proleptic than honours awarded for promises, while honours for promises sol-
emnly made in the assembly were less proleptic than honours for informal promises.
I'will call honours «proleptic> as long as the anticipatory dimension predominates over
the function of rewarding the initial benefaction, keeping in mind that within this cat-
egory there is a range which goes from «pure> proleptic honours (those awarded for
fictive benefactions) to honours where the proleptic aspect predominates only very
slightly. Honours which had the primary function of rewarding an earlier benefaction,
even if they were of much greater value than the benefaction, fall outside the category
of proleptic honours.

Besides the question of definitions there is another aspect that ought to be ad-
dressed from the outset so as to clearly identify our object of study. This is the mech-
anisms by which proleptic honours sought to prompt benefactions. Here one must
distinguish between the main principle on which all proleptic honours were based -
the principle that honours functioning as gifts demanded reciprocation - and the sub-
ordinated mechanisms that depended on the type of proleptic honour being granted.
For instance, in the context of public subscriptions, by inscribing the names of poten-
tial donors, a particular polis may, besides indebting individuals with rewards in ad-
vance, also have sought to publicize a «contract> to be used against those who might
fail to fulfil their promise.

Furthermore, proleptic honours awarded to citizens appealed to the citizen’s moral
duty to assist the polis in time of need. When the citizen was a very wealthy person,
proleptic honours reminded him of the rule that rich citizens had a greater responsi-
bility in this respect. Foreigners, for their part, were reminded by proleptic honours
that one of the signs of friendship was the exchange of favours, and kings who based
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part of their legitimacy on presenting themselves as benefactors were reminded that
they had to behave as such.

All these particular aspects that contributed to the efficiency of proleptic honours
must be taken into consideration, as well as the possibility that there were situations in
which one of those aspects was more influential than the capacity of the honour itself
to indebt its recipient. The focus of the paper, however, will be on the reciprocity prin-
ciple on which proleptic honours relied. This principle is what proleptic honours of all
kinds had in common and it is this principle that helps explain the relationship be-
tween euergetism and gift-exchange.

In what follows I shall offer evidence indicating that, contrary to what some
scholars have suggested, Greek poleis sometimes granted the honour of having their
names inscribed on a stele to people who had merely promised contributions, i.e. be-
fore the contribution had actually been made. I shall then attempt to demonstrate
that this practice, when considered as an instance of proleptic honour, is less contra-
dictory than may seem at first glance. To do this, I shall analyse the rules of reciproc-
ity on which the granting of this type of honour was founded. I shall also present sev-
eral examples indicating the variety of honours that can be included in the category
of proleptic honours. Finally, I shall explain aspects of Greek euergetism that facili-
tated the emergence and diffusion of proleptic honours: the vocabulary of euerget-
ism, the origins of euergetism, chains of benefactions and honours, and the existence
of two different levels of exchange in Greek euergetism - institutional and non-insti-
tutional.

Many of the cases under discussion will refer to honourees such as npé&evol, royal
officers and - above all - Hellenistic kings, whose benefactions, means for performing
them and motivations were normally different from those of the participants in public
subscriptions. In all these cases, however, the exchange of benefactions and honours
follows the same basic rules governing civic euergetism.!! Discussion of these in-
stances will shed light on what may be less evident for public subscriptions and show,
at the same time, the wide spectrum of honours in which the proleptic intention was
present, as well as how old the practice of awarding them was.

The paradox of public subscriptions

Let us begin, then, by re-examining the problem of honours in public subscriptions.
Asa starting point, it is worth considering an inscription from the polis of Crannon in
Thessaly. Between the years 168 and 142 BC Crannon sought to eliminate its debts by
raising a public subscription, and passed a decree in which it resolved:

11 On the similarities and differences between the euergetism of foreigners and the euerget-
ism of citizens see DOMINGO GYGAX 2006¢.
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gnayyéAaocba | 1@ oAt 10¢ Sevpévog map’ Euxdeooian | Exaotov nattd ue
Behheiter Sovppav Té | {(tay TOAL &v T Stecagetpéva Sdvetar | Tay pd Emayyehiav
noteioaooBali] | &v 1a Kpatepaiot otpatayia xai 106 é|mayyehapévog Emarveioat
Tav mO|Av obote Qavepov el mévteoot Tt & | TOMG pvapovedel TODV EauTay
ebep|yetelodvtov: TOG pa Tapiag @pdvTioat obote map Todv Emayyelapévouy |
yevelbel 1a oL & 86a1g TodV Xpetpd| Tovy nattdg nayyehiog.?

This text presents us with a case of honours bestowed in return for the promise of
future contributions: the citizens are rewarded with public praise and treated as
evepyétat in the assembly where they make their promises, before the treasurers set
about securing the payment. Evidently this reward is not of the same rank as a stele,
but it is symptomatic of a certain attitude of the Greek poleis towards those who
promised contributions: they were prepared to respond to these promises with hon-
ours.

The same attitude is reflected in an inscription from Cos.!> Between 205 and 201
this polis asked its inhabitants to make donations for «the defence of the polis». The
volunteers had to declare their intention to make a donation in the assembly, and the
demos then had to vote in each case for its acceptance. It was decided that the names of
«those whose donations had been accepted» would be inscribed on three stelae. This
formulation does not contain the word énayyéAAw and so avoids the ambiguity at-
tributed by some scholars to phrases which refer to the merits of the subscribers
through this term or its cognates. It clearly refers to people who have only promised.
Moreover, the list includes a few individuals who promised to contribute in kind
by means of products that were offered for sale. The value of their contributions
corresponds probably to the assembly’s estimate before the products were sold since
the quantities are given in round numbers."* This detail lends further support to
the impression that we are dealing with a list of promises and not with the list of

12 MIGEOTTE 1992, no. 34, lines 20-32: «that those who wish should promise to the polis in
the assembly the sum each wishes to contribute as a gift for the aforementioned debts; that the
promise should be made while Crateraeus holds the office of general, and that the polis should
praise those who made such a promise so that it should be manifest to all that the polis remembers its
benefactors; that the treasurers should take care that those who have promised should give the money
to the polis as promised» (tr. by AUSTIN 2006, no. 121).

13 MIGEOTTE 1992, no. 50, lines 7-37: ... 8edox0ar ¢|[n]ayyéAeaBau 10g Sno|uévog tdv
Te TOATAY nai | Toltidwy ol voBwv xai ma|[ploinwy xai Eévwv: T@v 8¢ énay|yehapévwv
T& Ovopata | dvayopevodviw mapaxpfipa év Tal ddnoiar 6 8[¢] | Sapog Staxepotoveitw |
Tav a€iav tac Swpedg | [»]ad, &l xa o, AapPav[é]|[t]w Snwe 8¢ dnduvalua] | [dn]apxn T@v
& tav ow[tn]|[pilav tav téc matpidog [xai] | T@V cvppdxwv cvvem[§6v]|twy éavtode, Tol
nwAntai | €y86vtw otahag épyd€ac|Bat tpeic xai dvabé[vrw plijap uév év tdLBedtpw(i, Tav 8]&
| &Ny &v Tdt Ao ha]u|eiwt, Tav 88 Tpitav v Tt dyo|pdt tapd TOV Pwpdv TOV TOD | Alovdcov
T@v 8¢ yepoto|vnBévtwv Ta dvépata avla][ypayavrw [£] Tag otéhag | xataxpnulat]odvre
8¢ nafi] | €l u[d] Tvov dmoxepotovn|Bit & émayyelia ai 8¢ ud Ti|veg DoTEPOVTL TAG ETtay-
yer|[ilag, 8€fpev avToig xai &v T éxopévar éx|rhnotat émayyéeodar

4 MIGEOTTE 1992, 157.
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the final contributions, where one would expect to see the value of the completed
sales.!®

What makes this inscription particularly interesting, however, is its statement that
the polis decided that those whose promises of gifts had been rejected would be «reg-
istered» (xataypnpati{w).!® This measure cannot be interpreted as a form of punish-
ment,'” since it hardly makes sense to punish people for having promised something
that the demos simply declined to accept.!® It should rather be understood, as Mi-
GEOTTE himself observes together with IVANA SAVALLI, as a reward for the promise,
an honorific measure that involved registering the names in the archives or maybe
even of exhibiting a temporary public list.!® Apparently the polis did not want to leave
without rewards those volunteers whose contributions were rejected in a system pre-
sumably conceived to maximize gains in the public subscription.?’

If, in a public subscription, people who had promised contributions that had been
rejected could be the object of such a distinction, it seems likely that some poleis
would inscribe on stelae the names of individuals who had made promises that were
most probably going to be fulfilled. Evidence indicating that this was indeed the case is
found in the following inscription of Colophon of 311-306 BC:

tva 8¢ ual ol molitau xprjuata | eiodpwotv wg mheiota eig T Telyn, SeddxBar TdL
Sfpwr vodéxecbat Tdp t[o] [Art@v TOp PovAdpevov ooV dv Exactog BEANLual Or
101g 8¢ dmodnpo[tlg elvan | Ty dn6Sebv tav Bélwor mept 8¢ TV drodefapévwov
Bovheboar TOV Sfjpov 10D | Anvardvog pnvog &v Tt xuplat éxxnotar dmog
Tunonoetat Enaoctog T@v vmo|deapévov d&iwg Tig mpobupiag xaBdTL &v T@L
Spwt Soxfjr dvaypdyar 8¢ Ttovg | dmodefapévoug mavtag xal doov Enactog
vnodéEntar gig otAny Abivny xali | [ot]foal gig TO iepOv TG MnTpdg £vOAde TOD
8¢ dpyvpiov boov &v drodé€wvtat | [S18]dvar avtodg, dtav T Epya TpabiL T@V TeL-
X@V, TO TpiTop pépog Exaatov ob &v | [vnod]éEnTar?!

15 Otherwise we would have to assume that the polis did not care about the accuracy of the
sums or that, by the time it inscribed the names of the contributors that had paid, it had still not
sold the products.

16 On the meaning of this word, see SAVALLI 1985, 402; MIGEOTTE 1992, 152-154.

17 This is the interpretation of SHERWIN-WHITE 1978, 179-180, based on Is. 5. 36-38.

18 The Isaeus passage (Is. 5. 36-38) cited by SHERWIN-WHITE 1978, 179-180, in support of
the view that this is conceivable refers to a very different situation: the display of a public list of
names in Athens to punish people who had not fulfilled promises in a public subscription.

19 See SAVALLI 1985, 402; MIGEOTTE 1992, 152-154.

20 The polis may have expected that some people, for fear of their gifts being rejected, decided
to donate more than what they would have otherwise donated, and that the increased amount
collected by means of this procedure would more than compensate for the rejected contribu-
tions.

21 MAIER 1959-1961, no. 69 (MIGEOTTE 1992, no. 69), lines 28-37: «In order that the
citizens provide the most possible funds for the walls, the people have decided: that any of the
citizens who is willing promise the sum each one wishes to give and that the promise be open to
those who are currently absent; as regards those who have promised to make a donation, the
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This text leaves little doubt that Colophon decided to honour with a stele those who
had promised money before they had made the first payment of a sum scheduled to be
paid in instalments.?? In the light of this evidence, there are other inscriptions which
seem to refer to the same practice. For instance, in a list of subscribers from Smyrna
containing the names of people who had promised to contribute to the construction
or reconstruction of public buildings, mention is made of a subscriber who is said to
have already made the contribution,? while the other subscribers are described only
as having promised it. This distinction seems to make sense only if at the time of in-
scribing the names the persons who are mentioned as having promised to contribute
had not yet in fact fulfilled the promise, but were simply expected to do so.?

Equally revealing are some honorific inscriptions declaring that the subscribers «have
promised and given» (8idwt),?* «<have promised and contributed» (cvvelopépw),?® or
«have fulfilled the commitment in line with their promise» (cuvetéAecav tav émay-
yehiav #xaf’ & émayyeilavro).”” One might wonder why there is this insistence on
the fact that they had not only promised but also paid. In my opinion it is probable
that in these cases the poleis concerned believed that it was expedient to add this
information. They may have thought that if they were only to write that the citizens
«had promised» it might be taken to imply that the achievement of the contributors
consisted solely of making the promise, since it was equally proper to set up stelae
inscribed with the names of those who had simply promised to make contributions.?®

We know also that in the second or first century BC the Lycian polis of Hippucome
decided to set up a stele with the names of the people who had promised to pay for the
construction of a public bath with the intention of encouraging other individuals to
contribute to the project. Did the polis wait until all the subscribers (about 80 people)
had fulfilled their promise before erecting the stele? It seems more likely that it took
the initiative based on the promises, since the stele itself - not the decision to erect it -

people shall deliberate in the month of Lenaion, in the main assembly, the best way to honour
every individual who has made such a promise, in a manner worthy of their zeal, in the way the
people decide; to inscribe on a stone stele the names of all who have promised and the quantities
promised by each individual and to erect the stele in the sanctuary of Meter here; of the money
promised, each donator shall pay, at the time the works on the walls are assigned, one third of the
total sum promised.»

22 The way in which MAIER 1959-1961, 230, reconstructs the process supports this interpre-
tation.

23 1.Smyrna 697 (MIGEOTTE 1992, no. 67), lines 43-45: xateonevaode 8¢ nai 1} nAtondpuevog
£v T@® youvaoiy.

24 MIGEOTTE 1992, 209, attempts to explain the distinction by means of the following as-
sumption: the person who is said to have contributed had done so before the commencement of
the public subscription and perhaps had even been the initiator of the subscription.

25> MIGEOTTE 1992, nos. 25, 58, 60, 76.

26 MIGEOTTE 1992, no. 66.

27 MIGEOTTE 1992, no. 40.

28 MIGEOTTE 1992, no. 69.
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was expected to attract new contributors. Furthermore, in addition to the list of
people who had made promises the inscription offers another list of around 65 names
written in a different letter style and in irregular lines, which was clearly added once
the stele was erected (but not much later, since many letters are similar). This list may
contain the names of individuals who contributed during the process of collecting the
money originally promised and also the names of people who contributed thereafter,
in both cases following the erection of the monument.?

Beyond the paradox: the logic of euergetism

If the Greek polis did indeed erect stelae to people who had only made promises, how
are we to explain the existence in the Greek world of such a singular practice? As Mi-
GEOTTE has pointed out, the polis ran the risk that some of these individuals would
not ultimately fulfil their promises. And those individuals who had fulfilled their
promises would surely not wish to see their names on the stele alongside those of the
defaulters. What is more, the granting of a stele simply for promises made seems to be
a disproportionately high reward on the part of the demos.

The answer to this question is, in principle, simple: it was in the polis’ interests to
grant honours that, to us, may seem excessive, and at the same time to risk the possi-
bility that at the end of the subscription process the stelae might include the names of
people who had not in fact contributed, because, at the end of the day, this practice
helped to achieve the main objective of holding a public subscription, i.e. to encour-
age subscribers to both to make a commitment and to honour that commitment. This
was very important if we consider that the people who had promised money - includ-
ing wealthy landowners - did not always have enough cash available and a relatively
long period of time could pass between the promise and its fulfilment (we have seen
this in the inscription from Colophon, where the contributions were paid in several
instalments).

The first aspect we should consider is the «contractual> value of the list of sub-
scribers. The list was a public document of promises made and in that sense a record
of contractual obligations that opened the possibility of pursuing individuals for un-
fulfilled promises. A passage of Demosthenes suggests that in fourth-century Athens
the failure to fulfil promises made in the assembly was an offence that could be pun-
ished with death.>® And Isaeus says about a certain Dicaeogenes that since he did not

% MIGEOTTE 1992, no. 80. Cf. TIETZ 2003, 250-256. Cf. MIGEOTTE 1992, no. 75, an inscrip-
tion from Olymus which records a subscription that took place in at least three stages. Olymus
did not wait until the end of the procedure to inscribe the names of the subscribers but inscribed
them already after each stage.

30 Dem. 20. 100: «You know there is a law making death the penalty for anyone who breaks his
promise to the assembly or one of the councils or law-courts. You have our guarantee, our prom-
ise. Let the archons record it, and let the matter rest in their hands» (tr. by VINcE). Cf. Aristot.
Athen. Pol. 43. 5.
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pay what he had promised his name was displayed in a list of defaulters in front of the
statues of the Eponymous Heroes under the heading: «These are they who voluntarily
promised the people that they would contribute money for the salvation of the polis
and failed to pay the amounts promised.»*! In MIGEOTTE’s corpus of inscriptions
itself we find an example of a provision against possible defaulters accompanying a list
of people who had promised to serve for free as iepoB0tat in Lindos. The inscription
states that the defaulters will be prosecuted for impiety.>? But beyond measures like
these, in a world dominated to a great extent by a shame culture, the publication of
the promises must already have been a very efficient device to dissuade people from
breaking them.*

Interesting as this may be for our understanding of public subscriptions, what really
matters for our inquiry is that the inscribed lists of names were not only records of
promises. This is at least the case in ten inscriptions of MIGEOTTE’s corpus, where the
texts clearly indicate that the publication of the names represented an honorific
measure. In most of these inscriptions the prospective donors are called ebepyétat or
depicted as benefactors — with expressions such as «those who have shown their zeal
(thotipia) towards the people». Sometimes the publication of the names goes hand
in hand with rewards such as public praise, crowns and honours «worthy of their
zeal», and in one case - that of Hippucome - it was intended to serve as a gesture to
stimulate others to emulate the example of those who had already promised.>* An in-
scription from Termessus reads: «The people have honoured through this inscription
those who have promised.»?*

The inscription with the names of the subscribers, then, was indeed, as MIGEOTTE
has observed, a «ccommemorative monument» which «intended to render homage to
the benefactors of the city».* In fact, this may also have been the case with the inscrip-
tions that do not present the publication of the names as constituting a reward.?” Ac-
cording to MIGEOTTE, the main reward was to have the name inscribed on a durable
monument, while the text of the decree ordering the inscription had less honorific sig-

31 Ts. 5. 36-38 (tr. by FORSTER). Cf. WYSE 1904, 463 and MIGEOTTE 1992, 13 on this passage
and other possible cases of publications of names of defaulters.

32 MIGEOTTE 1992, no. 41.

3 HaNDs 1968, 40 adds further arguments: «In the Greek world, of course, the motive
for publishing the subscription-lists was, as much as anything, to indicate those who had
not contributed and remind them of their shocking omission, according to the standard of
homonoia.»

3 MIGEOTTE 1992, nos. 22, 23, 34, 41, 69, 75, 80, 81, 83 and 84.

3% MIGEOTTE 1992, 84: 6 Ofjuog tovg vmeoxnuévovg €mt tig Ilepuhéovg "OPpiudtov
‘Eppaiov ITadapovptog, promatpidog, viod moews, mp(oPovliag) ig Thv uataouevnv T fa-
otAmil 680D éteiunoey nai Tf) Entypagiy.

3 MIGEOTTE 1992, 286 and 326. See also HANDs 1968, 40: «The wealthy of the Greek city-
state (...) gave «gifts>, which, however near-obligatory in character, had their reward in the pub-
licity of the subscription-list, quite apart from any other public honours.»

3 MIGEOTTE 1992, nos. 37, 38, 43, 45, 52, 67, 73, 78, 79.
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nificance and was probably displayed on a wooden panel.*® This hypothesis is con-
firmed by the fact that some of the inscriptions reproducing names of subscribers who
had not only promised but also paid, do not portray the publication of the names as a
reward either, although there is no doubt that they had an honorific character.

No matter how threatening the measures against defaulters were (measures for
which we admittedly have little evidence) and no matter how binding public promises
could be in a shame culture, promises were not equivalent to contributions, as proven
by fact that there were individuals who did not keep their promises. So, the scholars
who consider promises not worthy of honorific stelae seem to be right. They were
awarded, however, because the honours themselves (and not only the record of the
commitment) helped bring about the realisation of the promises. In order to explain
how this mechanism worked, it will be necessary to devote some space to analysing the
key principles of euergetism, of which public subscriptions comprise just one particu-
lar manifestation.

In the Greek world, euergetism implied essentially a relationship of reciprocity be-
tween a benefactor (evepyétng) and the receiver of his/her benefaction (usually a
polis). Although scholars have highlighted the actions of the benefactors (donations
of money for public works, distribution of food, financing of embassies and so on)
and often use the word euergetism as a synonym for patronage or munificence,* it is
clear that euergetism was a complex phenomenon and that an integral part of it was
the response of the polis in the form of honours (statues, crowns, stelae and so on).*°
In reality, euergetism was more of an institution than a phenomenon: an institution
that involved the twin function of rendering services to the community and raising
them to the status of evepyeaiat

This characteristic of euergetism has its roots in a very old feature of Greek culture:
the principle that gifts entailed the obligation of counter-gifts. This principle is not re-
stricted to ancient Greek culture. We find it in other pre-modern societies, as shown
by MARCEL Mauss in his famous Essai sur le don (1923-1924), a piece of work that
has strongly influenced the understanding of Greek gift-exchange of classical scholars
such as Moses FINLEY, Louis GERNET and SALLY HUMPHREYS.#? Although the ob-
ligation to reciprocate gifts may be less universal than Mauss imagined (particularly

3% MIGEOTTE 1992, 286.

% See the examples in DoMINGO GYGAX 2003, 181-182.

40 In the archaic polis, aristocrats customarily performed acts of benefaction for their local
communities very much equivalent to the institutionalized Hellenistic practice of later centuries,
but their contributions are not normally considered examples of euergetism due to the fact that
they are not granted formal public honours in return (cf. EHRENBERG 1957-58, vol. 1, 64; FIN-
LEY 1973, 151; KoLB 1984, 122; MEIER 1986, 25-37; STAHL 1987, 129). The same can be said
about the liturgies performed in highly generous fashion in the fifth century by members of the
Athenian elite such as Cimon, Nicias and Alcibiades.

41 MAuss 1923-1924.

4 FINLEY 1978 [1954]; GERNET 1968; HUMPHREYS 1978.
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in the case of contemporary societies)** and his theory (partially criticized and en-
riched in some aspects by other anthropologists)** needs to be contrasted with more
recent contributions to the topic by sociologists and philosophers,*> Mauss’ approach
to gift-giving remains fundamental for our comprehension of gifts in ancient Greek
society.*¢

On the one hand, gifts provoked in the recipients a feeling of indebtedness and de-
pendence, which they could only countervail through counter-gifts. On the other,
gifts generated in the donors the expectation of reciprocation, and thus placed press-
ure on the recipients not to disappoint the donors.

In contrast with a commercial transaction, this type of exchange did not involve a
deadline for reciprocation: individuals could, of course, respond immediately,” but
often the response might only be forthcoming after a much longer interval. While in
our society the time which separates a gift from a counter-gift helps to maintain the
notion of gratuity attached to the gift,* in ancient Greek society, where this notion
was not prevalent, it served to present gift-giving as an act of generosity despite the
hope for a counter-gift. It allowed the possibility, indeed, that an unforeseen circum-
stance (such as the death of the recipient) during the intervening period could pre-
clude the giver from being reciprocated.*’ Such a fortuitous event could be accommo-
dated by the rules of gift-exchange, but not the deliberate failure to reciprocate. In
other words, the eventuality that a gift might, by chance, not be reciprocated did not
contradict the principle that gifts by necessity implied counter-gifts, which is nicely il-
lustrated by Pseudo-Aristotle: «Men always give presents in the hope of receiving
some benefit or as a recompense for former benefactions.»*°

Just as gifts induced individuals to give in return, benefactions to communities
compelled them to compensate their benefactors. Demosthenes insists on the import-
ance of Athens showing that it is customary to reward its benefactors, an idea that we
find recurring in numerous Hellenistic inscriptions.> Thus, the Greek polis usually
justifies the granting of honours in its decrees with statements such as: «so that it may

4 Cf. OSTEEN 2002.

4“4 LEVI-STRAUSS 1969 [1949]; SAHLINS 1972; GODELIER 1999 [1996].

4> BOURDIEU 1972; DERRIDA 1992 [1991]; DERRIDA 1995 [1992].

46 On MAuss see GODELIER 1999; on the importance of reciprocity in Greek society GILL -
POSTLETHWAITE — SEAFORD 1998; on Greek gift-exchange voN REDEN 1995; on the basic
rules of Greek gift-exchange DoMINGO GyGax 2007.

47 As Homeric heroes sometimes do (Hom. II. 6. 219-220; 6. 234-236; 7. 287-305; Od. 21.
31-35).

4 BOURDIEU 1972, 221-227.

4 See, for instance, Od. 24. 283-286 and Hdt. 1. 70.

50 Ps.-Aristot. Rh. Al. 1446 b (tr. RAckHAM). This principle can be clearly seen in the
Homeric poems (FINLEY 1978, 61-62, 64-66, 96-98, 120-123, 137; AUSTIN — VIDAL-NAQUET
1972,56-57; DONLAN 1981-1982, 137-175; vON REDEN 1995; WAGNER-HASEL 2000). We find
it alive and well in later sources, such as Hes. Op. 354; Epich. in D1ELs 1934, vol. 1, Fr. 30, 203.

51 Dem. 20. 64.
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be manifest to all that the people knows how to return (amodidwu) adequate thanks
(xdptreg) to benefactors for the services they have performed».>

In giving such a gift, the person who made a benefaction to the polis expected
something in return. In each of these examples, the polis makes a point of stating that
it knows how to reward its benefactors not only so as to demonstrate that it has fulfil-
led its obligation, but also to send a clear message to potential future benefactors: if
they perform benefactions, their expectation of being rewarded will not be frustrated.
Some inscriptions do not hesitate to point out that the guarantee of being rewarded is
precisely what draws benefactors: between 230 and 220 Histiaea awarded honours to a
Rhodian «so that all may know that the people of Histiaeca knows how to honour its
benefactors and more people may compete to provide benefits to the polis when they see
worthy men being honoured».> The benefactor’s awareness of his right to reciprocation
could even lead him to ask for a reward. In Athens, at least from the fourth century
onwards, citizens could ask the council and the assembly for honours, a procedure
that also existed in other poleis in the Hellenistic age.>* In the Athenian decree pro-
mulgated in honour of Phaedrus of Sphettus (mid third century), for example, we find
a reference to the «<honours that Phaedrus has requested (aitéw) to be awarded».>

The granting of honours by the polis was more than a simple gesture to express
gratitude for the benefaction(s) received. Its purpose, as a counter-gift, was to re-es-
tablish the balance in its relationship with the benefactor, and cancel the debt gener-
ated by the benefaction. This is the reason why poleis emphasize that they are award-
ingadequate (&&tat) honours (tipai) or thanks (xaptrec), or that they have honoured a
worthy (4&tog) man: in other words, they have awarded honours that measure up to
the level of the benefactions or the benefactor is deemed to be worthy of the level of
the honours.> They also express their intention «not to fall short (Aeinw) in returning
gratitude».”” It is probable that in some cases these declarations were purely rhetorical
in nature and that in practice the polis did not achieve its objective. But in other cases —
even where we do not find statements of this kind - they surely succeeded: privileges
such as citizenship, the right to hold land (¢yntnoig) and freedom of entry into and
exit from the harbour, could be a great benefit to foreigners who resided in the polis or

52 Syll.3 374 (AusTIN 2006, no. 54). Other examples: OGIS 267 II; WORRLE 1975, 59-60;
Syll.3 317, 354, 493; HERRMANN 1965a, 33-36 (Ma 2000, no. 17); WELLES 1934, no. 45; SEG II
663; HERRMANN 1965b, 73-74 (BRINGMANN — VON STEUBEN 1995, no. 284 [E 1]); OGIS 339;
ROBERT 1983, 126; SHEAR 1978, 2-4; IG XII 5. 129; OGIS 10 (I.Ephesos 5. 1453); Syll.> 401.

53 Histiaea: Syll.> 493 (AUsSTIN 2006, no. 134); Other similar cases: WELLES 1934, no. 45;
OGIS 213 and 339; SHEAR 1978, 2-4.

54 GAUTHIER 1985, 83-88, 112-120, 127-128.

55 1G I12 682 (Syll.® 409). Also see Aesch. 3. 236.

%6 Some examples: SEG II 663; Syll.> 374; OGIS 763 (WELLES 1934, 52); IG XII 5. 129; HERR-
MANN 1965a, 33-36 (MA 2000, no. 17); Syll.3 493. See also HERRMANN 1965b, 73-74 (BRING-
MANN — VON STEUBEN 1995, no. 284 [E 1]).

57 OGIS 339 (Sestus). Cf. IpLik¢rOGLU 2008, 117-118.
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had commercial relations with it. Honours such as stelae, mpoedpia and statues, be-
sides satisfying the @ulotiia of the recipient, represented a symbolic capital that
could often be transformed into political and economic capital.*®

The correlation between gift-exchange and euergetism is not only apparent in the
basic mechanisms of both institutions, but also in terms of vocabulary. Literary texts
and, less frequently, inscriptions designate honours and benefactions as «gifts»
(Swpeat). What Phaedrus requested, and what in modern translations of the inscrip-
tion is rendered «honours» or «rewards», is expressed in the Greek text by the word
dwped.* I shall comment on this point in more detail below when explaining the con-
ditions that led to the appearance of proleptic honours.

Playing with the rules: proleptic honours

In theory, benefactions were gifts, and honours counter-gifts, but the reciprocity of
euergetism cannot be reduced to such easy distinctions. Other more complex variants
need to be taken into account.

In the time of Ptolemy II, Xanthus granted honours to the chief of the garrison «so
that all [could] see that the polis of the Xanthians [was] able to remember those who
[had] done good to the polis (...) and to respond with much bigger favours to its bene-
factors». A decree from Teus justifies in similar terms the granting of honours to Anti-
ochus III: «so that we may be seen in every [circumstance] to be returning adequate
thanks to the king and to the queen and to be surpassing (bneptiOnut) ourselves in the
honours paid to them in proportion to the benefactions received».®® These statements are
more than just a reflection of the agonistic spirit of the Greek polis - more, that is,
than just an indication that in certain cases the polis tried to surpass (or liked to be-
lieve it had surpassed) the benefactors in the competition of generosity. They suggest
that the polis was sometimes not satisfied with simply re-establishing equilibrium in
its relationship with the benefactor, and took pains to swing the balance in its own fa-
vour by awarding <excessive> honours, which might, in time, lead to a response in the
form of new benefactions.

Of course, as we have already seen in the case of expressions of the type «worthy
honours), statements such as those from Xanthus and Teus, which I have just cited,

58 On the correlation between the magnitude of the benefaction and the size of the reward see
HasicuT 1970, 206-213.

5 IG II2 682 (Syll.> 409). BERTRAND 1992, 181 («honneurs»). GAUTHIER 1985, 78 («récom-
pense»). Other examples of dwpeai for honours: Lys. 21. 11; Lys. frag. 1 (Against Hippotherses),
171-175 (GERNET - B1z0s); Aesch. 3. 236; Diod. 11. 27. 3 and 20. 100. 1; Plut. Mor. 850-851; IG
112 212 (Syll.? 206). Examples of dwpeai for benefactions: Isocr. 18. 66; Dem. 20. 35; IG 112 212
(Syll.* 206); OGIS 748. Inscriptions refer less frequently to benefactions and rewards as Swpeai
because they tend to mention the particular accomplishments and honours explicitly and not in
generic terms.

60 Xanthus: ROBERT 1983, 126. Teus: HERRMANN 1965a, 33-36 (Ma 2000, no. 17).
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were sometimes a matter of pure rhetoric, but nonetheless a rhetoric born of reality:
the polis really did seek to obtain benefactions through the process of granting «ex-
cessive> honours, and frequently it succeeded in attaining its objective. Various in-
scriptions and some literary sources provide evidence of this. For example, in the year
160/159 Delphi, taking advantage of its pan-Hellenic prestige allowed itself to ask Eu-
menes II, a patron of Greek culture, to put up cash for the wheat fund and the decora-
tion of a sanctuary.®* Eumenes promised to fulfil all that had been requested, but made
only a donation for the wheat fund (and no more). Delphi responded by granting him
honours and sending a new embassy to ask him to fulfil the rest of the promise. Sub-
sequently, Eumenes granted the remaining sum and supplied the cash to create a
foundation to finance the festival that Delphi had instituted in his honour. Last, Del-
phi responded to all this with further honours.

How should we interpret this «dialogue», or better still, xnegotiation>? Eumenes II
did not fulfil his promise merely because Delphi had shown that it was prepared to
fulfil its obligation of rewarding a benefactor. Nor did he do it simply out of a desire to
amass honours. Although he may have had his own pressing political reasons (both
external and internal) for not wanting to disappoint Delphi, to a large extent he acted
as he did because Delphi had voted to award him great honours - honours that
amounted to gifts as well as counter-gifts and obliged him to reciprocate. He could not
be forced to make a gift, of course, but it was the right thing to do if he did not want to
break the rules of gift-exchange. A similar sequence of actions was performed by Eu-
menes with respect to Miletus. Through the Milesian Eirenas, who was on particularly
good terms with the court of Eumenes II, Miletus succeeded in securing the king’s
promise to finance the construction of a new gymnasium. Miletus responded to the
royal pledge by introducing a cult and a festivity in his honour and sent Eirenas to the
court with the honorific decree. Eumenes II then promised to increase his assistance
and thus assume the costs of the received honours. It is evident that these honours,
which are qualified as «appropriate honours), were «appropriate> only if we consider
the benefaction that was yet to come. Their function was double: rewarding the good-
will of the king, but, above all, ensuring that the benefaction would materialize.52

But the poleis did not stop at this. They also used the granting of honours to obtain
benefactions in situations in which, unlike in the former cases, they did not respond to
previous benefactions and their intentions were less veiled. In these cases, the granting
of honours was the first step and the honours pure gifts or, viewing them from a for-

61 BRINGMANN — VON STEUBEN 1995, no. 93 [E 1] and Syll.> 671 B (BRINGMANN — VON
STEUBEN 1995, no. 93 [E 2]).

62 HERRMANN 1965b, 73-74 (BRINGMANN — VON STEUBEN 1995, no. 284 [E 1]). As to the
question of whether Eumenes received cultic honours before or after fulfilling his promise, the
text may seem rather ambiguous, but another inscription, BRINGMANN - VON STEUBEN 1995,
no. 284 [E 2], makes it clear that it was before. On the details of these honours see BRINGMANN —
VON STEUBEN 1995, no. 286 [E]. On these documents, see in general: BRINGMANN 2000, 161.
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mal perspective, «counter-gifts in advance, in other words, pure proleptic honours.
For instance: between 278 and 246 Erythrae elected to bestow honours on King Anti-
ochus (Antiochus I or II), to which he replied with a letter that was later inscribed in
Erythrae. Unfortunately the decree is badly preserved, but from the letter we can re-
construct what took place between Erythrae and Antiochus: Erythrae took the initi-
ative to bestow honours on Antiochus and sent him an embassy with the honorific de-
cree, a crown, gold, and the request to keep the polis autonomous and exempt from
tribute. The king conferred these privileges and announced his willingness to grant
more benefits in the future. To conclude, here we are dealing with a paradigmatic case
of honours in advance and benefaction in response (or benefaction ad hoc).%

There are more examples of this type of interaction between poleis and Hellenistic
kings. For instance, the League of the Ionians established a festival in honour of Anti-
ochus I and sent him an embassy with the decree and the request to guarantee the
freedom and democracy of the poleis of the League. Likewise, Xanthus honoured Pto-
lemy IIT and his wife Berenice with crowns, statues and sacrifices in Alexandria. Judg-
ing by the king’s reaction we know that these honours went hand in hand with peti-
tions. Moreover, Miletus sent an embassy to Seleucus II with a crown. Although the
answer of Seleucus II does not mention it, the polis must have accompanied the hon-
ours with a petition that, as is indicated by the fact that the king’s letter was inscribed,
was fulfilled.®

In actions such as these, when a polis addressed a king through its envoys (as well as
in the case of honorary decrees written to be read to them), it usually referred in a gen-
eral way to the fact that the king (sometimes also his predecessors) had acted as a
benefactor. In the letter to Xanthus the king acknowledges this convention: «We con-
gratulate you for never failing to maintain the same feelings and for acknowledging
the benefactions that you have received from me, my father and my grandfather.»® It
was a pretext for maintaining the fiction that the honours were rewards for benefac-
tions. This did not present particular difficulties when the polis bestowed honours on
a king or royal dynasty to whom it had been subject for a long time and whom it had
rewarded for benefactions in the past.®® But why was it necessary? Aside from the fact
that this was an uncomplicated way to justify the decision to honour the king, we
should consider that in an exchange of gifts the party which does not initiate the ex-
change occupies a subordinate position,*” and a polis seeking favours from a king
would not wish to put him openly in such an uncomfortable situation. The king, not

6 Decree: LErythrai 30; letter: OGIS 223 (WELLEs 1934, no. 15).

64 League of the Ionians: OGIS 222 (I.Erythrai 504); Xanthus: BousQUET 1986, 22-24; Mile-
tus: OGIS 227 (WELLES 1934, no. 22).

% BOUSQUET 1986, 22-24.

66 See SCHUBART 1937, 21 and Ma 2000, 190.

7 GODELIER 1999, 12: «The one who receives the gift and accepts it places himself in the debt
of the one who has given it, thereby becoming indebted to the giver and to a certain extent be-
coming his «dependant, at least for as long as he has not «given back> what he was given.»
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the polis, was supposed to be the benefactor in the relationship between a king and a
dependent polis. Moreover, a gift that obviously sought to elicit a specific counter-gift
(the petitions specified in the polis’ letter), that is to say, a gift that was visibly self-
interested, would have looked less generous than a reward for benefactions, even if
only virtual benefactions. In other words, the official counter-gift (the honours for the
king) was, ironically, more of a gift than an official gift would have been, and was,
therefore, more effective in obtaining a positive response from the king.

The source that most clearly reveals the «gift> (as opposed to «counter-gift>) function
of honours is preserved in a text by Diodorus Siculus. We lack the polis decree which
in all probability referred rhetorically to the king as benefactor. But the events that led
to the bestowal of honours leave little doubt as to their real nature: In the year 305 dur-
ing the course of the war between Antigonus Monophthalmos and Ptolemy I, Antigo-
nus threatened to besiege Rhodes, a state allied to Ptolemy, if it did not change sides.
Rhodes responded by electing to bestow great honours on Antigonus. The benefac-
tion that it sought to elicit in exchange from Antigonus, according to Diodorus Sicu-
lus, was that he respect the treaties of Rhodes with Ptolemy. Although Antigonus did
not do so, it is remarkable that the Rhodians hoped to achieve their objectives by
awarding honours to Antigonus before he had rendered any services — a hope that, as
we see from the previous examples, was not unfounded.®®

The scope of proleptic honours

So far I have only discussed examples where the recipients of proleptic honours were
Hellenistic kings. The awarding of this type of honour was in part a ploy whose pur-
pose was politely to remind kings, who by definition were ebepyétai, that they had to
act as such. Hellenistic kings endeavoured to legitimize their supremacy by presenting
themselves as benefactors, and usually took pains to maintain this image unaltered.
The honours accompanying the requests from the poleis increased pressure on kings
to respond positively, inasmuch as they underlined the stereotype of the king as bene-
factor.

The awarding of «undeserved> honours to kings, however, also served a much
simpler goal: by indebting the kings with gifts they would feel obliged to give some-
thing in return.”® The principles of reciprocity of gift-exchange, and not the manipu-
lation of royal propaganda, lay at the roots of this type of award. For this reason, we
also come across such awards, as we shall see next, in cases where the recipients were
people other than Hellenistic kings, and in periods before the appearance of the Hel-
lenistic kings.

% Diod. 20. 82. 2-3.

 This aspect has been examined by BiLLows 1995, 73-75 and Ma 2000, 204-205.

70 Cf. Ma 2000, 204: «We might consider the honours as (...) an offering to the king, de-
manding requital in some form, according to the rules of exchange.»
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There are many examples involving royal officers. Although they were subordi-
nated to a king, they represent a very different category because they were not bene-
factors «by definition>. For example, Diocleidas, a representative of a certain king Anti-
gonus (Antigonus Gonatas or Antigonus Doson), received honours from Minoa in
Amorgus in a decree which justifies the awards as follows: «He has promised
(¢mayyéA\w) that in the future he will do all the good he can, both in words and acts.»
As PHILIPPE GAUTHIER has remarked, it is clear «that in the time the decree was
voted, Diocleidas had not, properly speaking, yet rendered any service to the citizens
of Minoa». The reality is that Minoa regarded Diocleidas as a man enjoying the king’s
confidence, and it hoped to gain some benefit in exchange for the granting of honours.
In 299, Nicagoras, an envoy of Demetrius Poliorcetes and Seleucus, received honours
from Ephesus for similar reasons, while the same can be said about the two oixovépot
of Lycia, who in the year 282 were nominated evepyétat and mpd&evol and given hon-
ours such as moAtteia, £yutnoig and atéAela by Limyra.”!

The poleis competed for the favours of such influential people with proleptic hon-
ours. This can be understood from a reading of a letter by a governor of Antiochus I to
Ilium, which indicates, moreover, that sometimes the potential benefactors even ne-
gotiated the type of honours they wanted.

Meléaypog TAiéwv Tt PovAit ol t@L Srjpwt Xai|petv amédwxev fHuiv Aploto-
Swidng 6 Acolog émt|otoldg mapd Tod Pachéwg Avtidxov, OV TavTiypa|pa HUiv
vnoyeypdpapev véTuxev & HUIv xal av|TOg GAapEVOE, TOADV adTdL xal ETEpwY
S| yopévwv uai otépavov Siddvtwv, domep xal 1| el mapaxolovBodpev St 1o
nad ipeoaPedoat &|nd TOV TéAewv TIvag Tpog fUds, fodAecdat v | xdpav v Se-
Sopévny avt®dL vmd Tod Pacthéwg Av|Tidxov xal S1d TO iepdv xai St TNV TPdGS VUAg
ebvol|av mpooevéyrnacbat tpog THY Vpetépav oA & | uév odv &&lol yevéobat
abT@L Tapd TG TOAewS, ad|Tdg v Snhdoer xah@g § &v mofoatte yneLodpe|voi
Te mavta & QNavBpwna avt@L xal xab Gt &v | cuyxwpront THV dvaypagiv
nonodpevol xai otn|Adoavteg xal Bévteg eig 1O iepdv, tva pévnt div | PePaiwg eig
TavTa TOY Xpovov T ovyxwpnBévta | Eppwabe.”?

7L IG XII 7. 221 b (Diocleidas); GAUTHIER 1985, 142; OGIS 10 (I.LEphesos 5. 1453 [Nicago-
ras]); WORRLE 1977, 44 (the oixovépor).

72 OGIS 221 (WELLES 1934, no. 10-13; LIlion 33), lines 1-18: «Meleager to the council and
people of Ilium, greetings. Aristodicides of Assus has handed to us letters from King Antiochus,
copies of which we append below. He also came to us in person and said that although many
others were approaching him and offering him crowns — and we ourselves have information on this
point as embassies have come to us from certain poleis — he wished that the land given to him by
King Antiochus should because of the sanctuary and because of his goodwill towards you be at-
tached to your polis. What he wishes to be granted to him by the polis, he will explain to you himself.
You would do well therefore to vote him all the privileges, to inscribe the terms of the grant he
will make to you and exhibit them on a stele to be placed in the sanctuary, so that you may se-
curely preserve for all time the grant that has been made to you. Farewell.» (tr. by AusTIN 2006,
no. 164).
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As the rivalry among the poleis indicates, the incorporation of Aristodicides’ land was
seen as highly beneficial.”> The best way to obtain this benefit was to vote honours ac-
cording to the desires of Aristodicides. The text clearly implies that these honours had
to be voted before the incorporation of the land - that they were, in fact, a precondi-
tion. But of course, formally they would have been awarded as rewards for «benefac-
tions»: Aristodicides’ «goodwill towards the polis> highlighted by the governor.

It is important, on the other hand, to note that the strategy of granting proleptic
honours to foreigners was employed by the poleis prior to the Hellenistic age. We see,
for instance, that in 347/6 Athens passed a decree in honour of Spartocus and Paeri-
sades, the sons of Leucon, the king of Bosphorus, because «they said that they were
willing to provide the demos with all that it needed».” Obviously, in this case the hon-
ours were not only the reward for the promise but also an attempt to encourage these
potential benefactors to keep it. Athens was counting on both the debt created by the
honours in advance and the fact that these honours put Spartocus and Paerisades
under an obligation by evoking the benefactions of their father. We have seen that the
same strategy was applied by some Hellenistic poleis in their relationships with kings.

IIpo&evia as proleptic honour

I will conclude this survey of proleptic honours with a particular honour that, from
ancient times, the Greek polis frequently granted without prior benefaction and with
the clear intention of obtaining something in exchange: the title mp6&evog. As the pre-
cise meaning of this title is still a matter of dispute, this thesis has to be explained in
some detail. First, the view — widespread among scholars - that the title mtp6&evog
originally designated (in archaic and classical times) an appointment that was some-
thing like an honorary consul, but in the course of time «degenerated> into a simple
honour (in the Hellenistic period),” probably requires serious revision.”® The title
npoEevog never involved a function comparable to an dpyn. As GAUTHIER has ex-
plained, it did not represent any kind of clearly set out obligation. Rather, if a politi-
cian received it, he would most probably have tried to act as mp6&evog by using his
influence in favour of the interests of the polis that had nominated him, while if the
recipient was a doctor, his activity as mpo&evog usually would have involved offering
medical assistance to people visiting his polis.””

73 See WELLES 1934, 70.

74 IGII%2 212 (Syll.> 206; RHODES — OSBORNE 2003, no. 64).

7> Recently WELWEI 2001, 476. MAREK 1984, 1-3, cites many other examples.

76 The same can be said about its most sophisticated variant, by which mpo&evia was at one
and the same time an office, or function (<Ambt, <Aufgabe>), and an honour (<Ehre»), with a stress
on the former in the earlier period, and on the latter in the later period (GSCHNITZER 1973, cols.
643-658). In my view, GAUTHIER 1985, 134-149 has convincingly argued that both theories
should be rejected. See also MAREK 1984, 388-391.

77 MAREK 1984, 333-381; 390; GAUTHIER 1985, 142-143.
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What, then, does the title npé&evog imply? Above all, an honour - like the
evepyéTnc title — that generally came with privileges such as, for instance, a commit-
ment by the state to protect the np6&evog and his family in the face of violent actions.”
The polis granted the title to a foreigner as a reward for having rendered services to
its citizens in their polis or, more often, for services rendered by him to its citizens
in his home polis. Its origin may be related to the practice of offering hospitality to
foreigners in an act of ritualized friendship (§evia), a practice which, with the rise of
the polis, would have come to be perceived also as a service to the polis rather than as
merely a favour to individuals.” Consequently the person who performed the ser-
vice — particularly if he did it frequently and for the benefit of several people of the
same polis — came to be considered a benefactor of the polis.

For the purposes of our argument, it is crucial to take into consideration the fact
that from the earliest surviving evidence of the granting of the title of mp6&evog it ap-
pears to have had the character of a reward. Around 480, Athens awarded the title to
Alexander I of Macedonia together with the title of ebepyétng, which implies that
Alexander I received it for being a benefactor.®* The same can be said about a certain
Aristoteles, son of Chelonius, to whom an early fifth-century decree of Eretria granted
the titles mpéEevog and edepyétne.®! In this light, it is worth noting the conclusions
drawn by MIcHAEL WALBANK in his work on the Athenian proxenies of the fifth
century: «Throughout the period of Athens’” independence, and well into Hellenistic
times, the two titles, proxenos and euergetés, are usually applied to the same honorand,
implying that the proxeny was not awarded unless it had been earned through euerge-
sia.»®?

That the title np6€evog was a reward for benefactors does not mean, however, that it
could not be granted to people who had not so far rendered any service. As in the case
of other euergetic honours, the title could be awarded in advance, that is, as a proleptic
honour. Indeed, granted the laconism and ambiguity of many decrees that confine
their references to the achievements of the people who are nominated np6&evog to
statements such as <he has proved to be favourable to the polis, it seems that the title
npdEevog was frequently awarded as a proleptic honour.®> We can assume that from its
inception it was employed in a way that led easily to proleptic use. That is, even at an

78 This is not a new idea (see MEIER 1843, 6; WILAMOWITZ-MOELLENDORFF 1887, 239;
ScHUBERT 1881, 4 ff.; BusorLT 1920-1926, 1246) and has been confirmed by GAUTHIER’s work,
GAUTHIER 1985, esp. 141-145. On the privileges see GSCHNITZER 1973, 710-721, MAREK
1984, 151-160.

7 HERMAN 1987, 130-142.

80 Hdt. 8. 136 and 143 (cf. BowIE 2007). It seems that his benefaction consisted of favouring
the collection of wood: WALLACE 1970, 200; HAMMOND — GRIFFITH 1979, 69; GAUTHIER
1985, 155, no. 59.

81 TG XII Suppl. 549 (VAN EFFENTERRE — RUZE 1994-1995, vol. I, 39, lines 10-13).

82 WALBANK 1978, 4-5. On the title of tp6&evog as reward see also BusoLT 1920-1926, 1246.

83 Cf. MAREK 1984, 333-381; DoMINGO GYGAX 2006¢, 15-16.
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early stage it must have been used, beyond the intention of rewarding, in the hope of
maintaining the relationship and prompting the benefactor to make new benefac-
tions. The recipient could be expected to act either out of satisfaction from seeing the
polis’ demonstration of gratitude, or because he was expecting more rewards for new
benefactions,? or simply because he was interested in keeping the relationship. More-
over, the title of tpé&evog, like that of edepyétng (and in contrast with privileges such
as €éyutnolg, atéleta and so on, as well as honours such as crowns and statues) could
prompt in the recipient the notion that he had to be worthy of the title on a permanent
basis. Under these circumstances, the step of awarding the title of mp6&evog to people
who were merely potential benefactors must surely have been taken very early on.%
Although one might have the impression that cases following this pattern constituted
@ppointments> — hence the erroneous modern-day notion that the mpo€evia is an of-
fice - technically speaking they represent instances of proleptic honours.

Explaining proleptic honours

The practice of awarding honours in advance, whether proxeny titles or any of the
above mentioned honours, had a clear objective - to prompt a response in the form of
a benefaction. It was based on the elementary principle I outlined at the beginning of
this article: gifts generated counter-gifts, so that if a benefaction generated a reward in
the form of an honour, an honour that was not really a reward generated a benefac-
tion. In order to understand the custom of awarding proleptic honours, however, it is
necessary to consider also some other aspects of Greek euergetism. In the final part of
this article, I shall address this question. Otherwise one might have the impression
that proleptic honours were a «perversion> of euergetism and that the practice of
awarding them was sustained simply on account of a large dose of cynicism on the
part of the polis and the benefactor.

The ancient Greeks, in reality, perceived less difference between benefactions and
rewards than we do today. Once again, it is essential to bear in mind the kinship be-
tween euergetism and gift-exchange. As I suggested at the beginning, to the Greeks
euergetism was to a great extent an exchange of dwpeai. The following passage of De-
mosthenes” Against Leptines illustrates this point very well: «For surely no one dreams
that he will tolerate the cancelling of your gifts (Swpeai) to him, and let his own gifts to

84 In the third century the Delians awarded a crown and two statues to the Macedonian Ad-
metus for his services as mpé&evog (IG XI 4. 664-665 and 1053).

85 Some of the ideas of this reconstruction of the origin and evolution of the title tpoEevog
can be found in MoNCEAUX 1886, 2-3, and especially in Busort 1920-1926, 1246-1247. HER-
MAN 1987, 130-142 esp. 139, focuses on highlighting the link between ritualized friendship
(Eevia) and mpo&evia, and presents po&evia as an adaptation of Eevia among individuals to the
relationship between communities and foreigners, and sees the obligations of a mpo&evog as
being a prolongation of the obligations of the £&évog. HERMAN sees all this as the result of a pact,
and not as the result of an exchange of services and rewards.
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you stand good.» The sentence refers to Leucon, the king of Bosphorus; his Swpeai
were his supplies of corn to Athens, while the dwpeai of the Athenians was the moAt-
teia, a golden crown and the exemption from liturgies as well as custom duties at the
Piraeus.3¢ The same notion can be found in inscriptions. For instance, in the decree of
Athens in honour of Leucon’s sons: «Since [Spartocus and Paerisades] give to the
Athenians the same dwpeai that Satyrus and Leucon had given to them [to the Athe-
nians], Spartocus and Paerisades must receive the dwpeai that the people had awarded
to Satyrus and Leucon.»® Seen in this light, where both benefactions and rewards
were Swpeai, it was not a contradiction - however paradoxical it may seem to us - to
initiate the exchange of benefactions and rewards with the rewards.

It would be a mistake to believe that the use of one single word - Swped - to refer to
benefactions and rewards was due to a lack of range in the Greek vocabulary. As in the
Homeric world, where the word Swped was used to designate very different things
(payments for services rendered, fees, rewards, prizes, bribes, taxes, loans), in euerget-
ism the use of this word reflected the activity to which it was related: gift-exchange.®®
This link is evident if one considers the origins of euergetism. The first benefactors to
be honoured with titles, distinctions and privileges were foreigners. They started
being honoured in archaic times and euergetic decrees were being issued by poleis not
later than the end of the sixth century.®” The custom of honouring citizens as benefac-
tors, on the other hand, did not catch on until much later (it is not until the end of the
fifth century that we find honours comparable to those granted to foreigners),’® and it
did so partly as a consequence of the influence of the honours awarded to foreigners
(only victorious citizens in pan-Hellenic games received awards from the archaic age
on, but this was exceptional and did not lead to the euergetic institution).”!

Given this situation, it is possible to envisage the first steps in the practice of hon-
ouring foreigners: since the exchange of dwpeai was a key feature in the relationship
between individuals of different communities linked by &evia, from the moment
when people organized in the social unit of the polis felt obliged to reciprocate to
foreigners who had rendered services to them as a community, they began to respond
by means of dwpeai. In other words, the honours awarded to the benefactor were no-
thing less than an adaptation, at the level of the polis, of the Swpeai of gift-exchange
between §évol. GABRIEL HERMAN explains this concept very succinctly, but instead
of talking of benefactors he talks of tpé&evo (although, as we have seen, the mp6€evol

8 Dem. 20. 35 (tr. by VINCE).

871G 112 212 (SylL3 206).

8 FINLEY 1978, 66.

8 Sixth century: Hdt. 1. 54 (the honours of Delphi to Croesus); Syll.> 4 (VAN EFFENTERRE —
RuUzE 1994-1995, vol. I, no. 32); first half of the fifth century: I.Cret. IV 64 (VAN EFFENTERRE —
Ruzg 1994-1995, vol. 1, 8); IG XII Suppl. 549 (VAN EFFENTERRE — RUZE 1994-1995, vol. I, 39);
Hdt. 8. 136.

% WHITEHEAD 1983, 66-68; GAUTHIER 1985, 95-96; DoMINGO GYGAX 2006a, 290-294.

1 DoMINGO GYGAX 2006a, 274-278.
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were a type of benefactor — an opinion, indeed, shared by HERMAN): «For what are the
privileges conceived of as gifts (ddreai) given by a city to a proxenos, if not a communal
version of private gift-exchange? What is the meaning of the underlying sequence of
the key concepts (present explicitly or implicitly in hundreds of decrees) - that euerge-
sia engenders a wish to confer a charis equivalent to the euergetéma — if not that the
private etiquette of reciprocity had been transferred to the communal level?»°2

However, the practice of reversing the logical order of benefaction and reward was
facilitated also by other aspects of euergetism: benefactions and rewards were not only
elements of the same mature, i.e. Swpeai, but also had the same «value>. It should be
borne in mind that the rewards were granted to re-establish the balance in the rela-
tionship with the benefactor, and that in principle (and, as we have seen, often in prac-
tice) they were considered equal to the benefactions. Euergetic honours should be dis-
tinguished from the honours that modern states award to citizens for having «served
the homeland», which are simple manifestations of gratitude aimed merely at symbol-
izing the debt of the state towards the person being honoured.

Besides these arguments, it should be noted also that often the euergetic exchange
did not limit itself only to such acts of giving and counter-giving. Whether the reward
aroused in the benefactor a sense of indebtedness or a wish for further honours, or
whether the benefactor was merely interested in continuing the relationship with the
polis, the fact remains that benefactions could lead to chains of gifts and counter-gifts.
And chains such as these helped blur the difference between benefactions and re-
wards, since in these chains the difference between gifts and counter-gifts could not
easily be distinguished. We have seen some examples while commenting on the rela-
tionships between poleis and Hellenistic kings.”> But there are other cases that are
even more illustrative. For example, from Cyme, where we find the following se-
quence: (a) a woman, Archippe, financed a new Povlevtriptov; (b) Cyme, as was
proper, rewarded her with a golden crown, a statue that represented the demos crown-
ing her, and an inscription of the decree in her honour; (c) Archippe reciprocated then
with a banquet for all Cyme; (d) to this, Cyme replied with praise and an honorific de-
cree; (e) when the statue was erected, Archippe offered again a banquet to her fellow
citizens; (f) the polis thanked her again with more praise and a new honorific decree
and (g), when Archippe fell ill, just after the festivities, and then recovered, the polis
made sacrifices in order to thank the gods for her recovery, which, evidently, was at the
same time also a reward for her benefactions.”

92 HERMAN 1987, 135. Regarding the mpd&evog as a benefactor: «above all, he [the proxenos]
was an euergetés, a benefactor.»

% BRINGMANN — VON STEUBEN 1995, no. 93 [E 1] and Syll.> 671 B (BRINGMANN — VON
STEUBEN 1995, no. 93 [E 2]); HERRMANN 1965b, 73-74 (BRINGMANN — VON STEUBEN 1995,
no. 284 [E 1]).

4 1.Kyme 13. On the order of the decrees see the commentary by ENGELMANN 1976, 28. See
also SAVALLI 1993, 230-273, and VAN BREMEN 1996, 13-19.
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There is one more aspect that needs to be considered in order to understand the
logic of proleptic honours: when it came to benefactions and rewards, the Greeks were
accustomed since the beginnings of the polis to act on two levels: an institutional level
and a non-institutional one, which to a certain degree corresponded, respectively, to
an imaginary level and a real level (since, as we shall see, on the institutional level there
developed an image of the exchange of benefactions and rewards, which occasionally
did not correspond to the reality).”> As I noted, in the archaic polis, the aristocrats ren-
dered services similar to those of the elite in the Hellenistic polis. Although they did
not receive honours, many of these services were perceived as benefactions.”® The rea-
sons why the polis did not honour its civic benefactors are various, but among them
we find the fact that sometimes their services were regarded - by aristocrats and the
demos alike — as compensation for their privileged situation (in response to which the
honours would have been out of place), while it was not uncommon, also, for aristo-
crats to reinforce their benefactions so as to go beyond simple compensations and cre-
ate a sense of indebtedness in the demos, the effect of which would be to make it ac-
cept the social status quo of the archaic polis (the counter-gift of the demos).””

In conclusion, in the archaic polis there was, together with the euergetic reciprocity
between polis and foreigners, a relationship of informal reciprocity in which the ex-
changed elements (services to the polis and acceptance of the political and economic
status quo), despite being perceived as benefactions and rewards, were not formally
recognized as such. In fifth-century Athens this type of relationship can be observed
in an even clearer way. As liturgists, politicians such as Cimon, Nicias and Alcibiades
made huge contributions that were considered benefactions by the Athenians. Since
the liturgies were, a priori, obligations of a good citizen, and, moreover, because dur-
ing most of the fifth century the Athenian demos was reluctant to recognize any econ-
omic dependence on civic benefactors,’® the services of benefactors such as these did
not receive honours. But, as we have already remarked, they aroused a sense of in-
debtedness. Therefore, the demos gave unofficial rewards in the form of political sup-
port — precisely the kind of reward that people such as Cimon, Nicias and Alcibiades

% DoMINGO GYGAX 2006¢.

% The archaic polis held the notion of «€depyeoia to the polis, as literary and epigraphic
sources show by mentioning the awarding of honours to foreign evepyétat (not later than the
sixth century: Hdt. 1. 54; IG IX 1, 867 [VAN EFEENTERRE — RUZE 1994-1995, vol. I, 34]; Syll.> 4
[VAN EFFENTERRE — RUz£ 1994-1995, vol. I, 32]; vAN EFFENTERRE — Ruz£ 1994-1995, vol. I,
40). The polis was able to honour its fellow citizens for a very specific type of benefaction, the
athletic victory (Xenophanes, Fr. 2 [D]; Plut. Sol. 23. 3 and 24. 3; Paus. 8. 40. 1), and in the polis
there were even voices (for example Xenophanes, Fr. 2 [D]) that favoured honours to citizens for
other services.

7 vON REDEN 1995, 79-89; DOMINGO GYGAX 2003, 194.

8 The famous anecdote in Plutarch about the demos rejecting Pericles’ offer to finance the
building program (Plut. Per. 14) is thought to reflect this attitude of the demos, an attitude that
the so-called «springhouse decree> would confirm (ATLIL, D. 19, 1. 13ff.). See DavIEs 1971, 459;
Ni1pPEL 1982, 29; STADTER 1989, 181-182; PODLECKI 1998, 86-87.
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were looking for.”® During the Peloponnesian War, however, and particularly after the
loss of the empire in the fourth century, the relationship between the polis and its
wealthy citizens changed. Their contributions then became indispensable and, with
the growth of the custom of rewarding the Athenian generals with honours, these
great donors also benefited by being increasingly honoured.!® But the non-institu-
tional rewards continued. In several speeches of the fourth century, for instance, the
defendant asks for acquittal by reason of having contributed financially to the polis.1o!

The coexistence of these two levels of reciprocity in the exchange of benefactions
and rewards, i.e. institutional and non-institutional, certainly facilitated the emerg-
ence of the award of honours in advance. Just as some benefactions were not officially
recognized in spite of being real, benefactions whose reality was yet to materialize
started to be presented as real, and the corresponding proactive awarding of honours
for such anticipated benefactions — proleptic honours — emerges as an institution.

Whether a service was portrayed by a polis as benefaction or reward depended to a
great extent on the circumstances. What in a certain context might be presented as a
benefaction, in a different context could be presented as a reward. The following in-
scription from Smyrna - a decree on the annexation of Magnesia by Sipylus - illus-
trates this point well:

£50&ev TL Spwt, OTPATNY@V yvoun: énedn npdtepdv e xad v napdv o Paot-
\evg Zéhevnog Omep|éfalev eig v Zehevuida, TOANDV [#]al peydhwy uvdhvwy
TEPLOTAVTWY THY TTOAY HU@V 1ol TV | xdpav, Stepdlagev 6 Sfjpog THU TpdG avToVv
elvolav te nal @kiav, od xatamhayeig v 1@V évavtiov £épodov | 00d¢ povticag
Tiig T@V drapxovtwy &[m]wleiag, AANd TavTa SedTepa ynodpevog eivat Tpog TO
Stapei|van &v TiL aipéoet xai avtilapéobar Top mt[playpdtov xatd THV éavtod
Sovapy xaBdti €€ apyiic vméotn® 810 | nai 6 Pactheds Zéhevnog, edoePig T& TPOG
100G Beovg Staneipevog ual @IAooTOPYWS Ta TIPOG TOVG YOVELS, peya]ddyvyog dv
nal émotdpevog xapirag amodidovat Toig ¢avTtov evepyetodoly, £tiunoev Ty
TOAY udv 81d | te v Tod Srpov ebvolav xal ehoTiiav fjv énemointo eig T&
Tpdypata avtod xai S 1o O Taté|pa abTod Bedv Avtioxov xal THy untépa TV
10D Tatpdg Bedv Zrpatoviuny idpdobat map’ Huiv Tipwpé|voug Tiwaic dfohdyorg
nal ®ovit 1O Tod TMAHBoVS Hal iSiat DY’ ExdoTOL TOU TOATOVY ... 102

% Cimon: Aristot. Athen. Pol. 27. 3-4; Plut. Cim. 10. 3-5 (Gorgias), 7; Athen. 12. 532f-533¢
(Theopompus); Nicias: Plat. Gorg. 472a; Plut. Nic. 3-4; Alcibiades: Thuc. 6. 16. 3; Isocr. 16. 35;
Plut. Alc. 16. 4.

100 Tsocr. 18. 61, provides an early attestation of this practice (see DomINGO GyGax 2006b,
491). On the evolution of honours for civic benefactors in the fifth and fourth centuries see
GAUTHIER 1985, 92-103, 106-128, and DoMINGO GYGAX 2006a, 285-295.

101 Lys. 30. 1: «There have been cases, gentlemen of the jury, of persons who, when brought to
trial, have appeared to be guilty, but who, on showing forth their ancestor’s virtues and their own
benefactions (evepyeoiat), have obtained your pardon» (tr. by LAMB). See also Lys. 25. 13.

102 OGIS 229 (I.Smyrna 573), lines 1-10: «Resolved by the people, proposal of the generals:
since previously at the time when King Seleucus (II) crossed into Seleucis, and many great
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As it was in a position of some power, Smyrna could afford to depict the polis/king re-
lationship as a benefactor/beneficiary rapport in terms that were just the reverse of the
picture depicted in so many inscriptions before. On the contrary, if Smyrna had
needed the king’s help, the goodwill of the polis would not have been presented as a
benefaction but as a response to royal services'?® and the king’s favours not as rewards
for the benefactions of the polis but as royal benefactions, which Smyrna would in
return have honoured and accompanied with requests. That Smyrna was able, excep-
tionally, to express itself with a certain freedom does not mean, however, that its ver-
sion is more «real>. Possibly Smyrna’s merits were not as great as it would like us to be-
lieve, and the favours of the king - including the guarantee of the autonomy and
democracy of the polis and a declaration that it is sacred and inviolate - rather than a
reward were discretely perceived as a gift to assure the loyalty of the polis in a region of
uncertain loyalty.!* Examples such as this show how fluid the concepts of benefaction
and reward were and how unproblematic it must have been to present proleptic hon-
ours as recompenses.

Conclusions

The custom of rewarding people who made promises in public subscriptions with the
engraving of their names on stelae and other distinctions before they had fulfilled
their promises, however peculiar it may seem to some scholars, corresponds to a nor-
mal practice in Greek euergetism: the granting of honours that were presented as an
official form of recompense, but functioned de facto as gifts. Thanks to the rules of
Greek gift-exchange (the obligation to reciprocate gifts) this procedure allowed the
polis to anticipate real benefactions, so that these recompenses were to a great extent
perceived as recompenses in advance (i.e. proleptic honours). In the case of public
subscriptions, they were an effective way to ensure that the promises would be ful-
filled.

dangers were threatening our polis and territory, the people preserved its goodwill and friend-
ship towards him, and was not daunted at the enemies’ invasion and gave no thought to the des-
truction of its property, but considered everything secondary to the maintenance of its policy of
friendship and to defending the king’s interests to the best of its ability as it initially promised;
and so King Seleucus, who shows piety towards the gods and affection towards his parents, being
generous and knowing how to repay gratitude towards his benefactors, honoured our polis because of
the goodwill and zeal displayed by the people towards his interests and because of the establishment
in our polis of the cult of his father Antiochus Theos (the god) and his father’s mother Stratonice
Thea (the goddess), in which are offered to them great honours publicly by the people and in pri-
vate by each of the citizens ...» (tr. by AUSTIN 2006, no. 174).

103 As we see, for instance, in the letter by Ptolemy III to Xanthus (BousQUET 1986, 22-24).

104 Moreover, the favours of the king may not at all have been a reward for Smyrna’s loyalty
during the military conflict if [HNKEN 1978, 53-54, is right in his assumption that the section on
the honours («and so King Seleucus ...») has no relationship with the initial passage, so that the
honours would have actually been awarded before the hostilities.
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Although the awarding of proleptic honours can be observed most clearly in the re-
lationship between polis and Hellenistic king, it was an old tradition, which probably
goes back to the time of the first proxeny titles in the archaic age and is well docu-
mented in classical times.

Honours for promises were by no means the most excessive rewards vis-a-vis the
services rendered. Honours could be bestowed for much less than just promises or
good intentions, simply for fictive benefactions, as in the case of Rhodes and Antigo-
nus Monophthalmos. Honours such as these were purely proleptic, while those for
promises had a non-proleptic dimension insofar as they repaid the promises made.
On the other hand, the power of proleptic honours to oblige the recipient to perform a
benefaction was sometimes based on more than just the ability to indebt him. By pub-
licising and eventually also recording (when the honours included an inscription) a
promise they could put the recipient under the pressure from fellow citizens or make
him liable to sanctions for default. In other cases they could compel him by reminding
him of a status - i.e. that of benefactor — that was part of his identity as king or
npd&evog, or by simply invoking his own previous benefactions or the benefactions of
his ancestors.

This system of rewards in advance, virtual benefactions and gifts which were at the
same time counter-gifts worked reasonably well thanks to a number of factors. While
we normally associate benefactions and honours with, respectively, gifts and rewards,
the Greeks saw this relationship in a more flexible way. Benefactions and honours
were interchangeable commodities. They were all dwpeai and had, in principle, the
same value; the purpose of the euergetic honours, in contrast with the distinctions
granted by modern-day states, was not to symbolize the debt owed to the benefactor
but to cancel it. Furthermore, in the chains of benefactions and rewards the distinc-
tion between gift and counter-gift tended to become blurred. Finally, in the act of ex-
changing benefactions and rewards, the Greeks were accustomed, since archaic times,
to act on two levels, institutional - i.e. euergetism — and non-institutional, where the
communities rewarded benefactions that officially were not acknowledged. The exist-
ence of a developed apparatus of rewards coupled with the contradictions between the
levels of real exchange and the official discourse of the polis made it much easier to
take the step of presenting gifts officially as rewards.
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