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Presbeutikoi and Enteuktikoi Logoi in Hellenistic Interstate Relations
Some Further Thoughts from an Epigraphical Perspective (c. 306-205 B.C.)*

REsumE-. L'importance croissante des interactions diplomatiques dans le monde hellénistique a conduit
certains historiens et rhétoriciens a développer et @ manipuler la tripartition aristotélicienne des genera dicendi
afin d’y inclure les discours des ambassadeurs. S’appuyant principalement sur la documentation épigraphique,
qui, malgré son importance pour la reconstruction de I'évolution de la diplomatie grecque ancienne, a été
largement négligée jusqu’a présent, cet article a pour but de contribuer a la définition des caractéristiques
distinctives de la rhétorique diplomatique au 111¢ siécle av. J.-C. en examinant des inscriptions qui préservent
les résumés ou des commentaires des présentations orales des ambassadeurs devant leur public.

Mors-cLEs-. diplomatie grecque, relations internationales & I'époque hellénistique, épigraphie grecque,
éloquence hellénistique, Polybe, rhétorique grecque

ABSTRACT-. The increasing importance of diplomatic interactions in the Hellenistic world led some historians
and rhetoricians to expand and manipulate Aristotle’s tripartition of the genera dicendi so as to include the
ambassadorial address. Building primarily on epigraphic evidence, which, despite being instrumental in
reconstructing the development of ancient Greek diplomacy, has been largely neglected, this paper aims to
contribute to a better understanding of the characteristics of ambassadorial rhetoric in the third century BC
by examining some inscriptions that preserve summaries of (or comment on) the envoys’ oral presentations
before their audiences.

KeywoRrps-. Greek diplomacy, Hellenistic interstate relations, Greek epigraphy, Hellenistic oratory, Polybius,
Greek rhetoric

1. Recent decades have seen an explosion of research on Hellenistic cities', which in turn,
inspired by Louis Robert’s famous claim that the polis did not die at Chaeronea?, has led to a

* The present article summarises some results of the research conducted within the project Greek Envoys and Diplomacy
in the Hellenistic and Roman World (GED), run by the Scuola Normale Superiore of Pisa and directed by Anna Magnetto.
Its primary purpose is the creation of a comprehensive prosopography, along with a digital database, of all Greek envoys in
the period between the mid-fourth century BC and the end of the third century AD in an attempt to prioritise the role of the
poleis. An early version of this paper was given at the 11th Celtic Conference in Classics (University of St Andrews, 11th-14th
July 2018), Panel no. 10 (How diplomacy was characterized in ancient Greek historiography and oratory). I would like to
thank the organisers, Cinzia Bearzot and Laura Loddo, and audience members, who provided helpful feedback. Andrew
Erskine, Anna Magnetto and Donatella Erdas read an earlier draft of the article and gave me much useful advice. I am also
grateful to the anonymous Ktéma referees for insightful comments. Any mistakes that remain are my own. Inscriptions are
abbreviated after SEG.

(1) On this point, see lastly the essays collected by BORM-LURAGHI 2018.
(2) Cf. PErRNOT 2005, p. 74-82.
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thorough reassessment of the afterlife of ancient democracies in the post-Classical world®. The
attempt to provide a systematic reappraisal of the ways in which Greek political life ‘survived’
and developed after Alexander through the analysis of the abundant epigraphical materials
from all across the Hellenistic world has been accompanied by an upsurge of scholarly interest
in investigating the concrete institutional arrangement of civic communities®, as well as the
mechanisms of their decision-making processes and external policies.

In particular, after a series of foundational studies on ancient Greek diplomacy in which the
post-Classical period was substantially set aside due to the alleged subordination of the poleis to
Mediterranean suprapowers’, increasing attention has recently been devoted to the modifications
that the structures of interstate interactions underwent. This was partly a result of an era of intense
and enormously expanded diplomatic activity, but was also due to historical processes such as
the rise of federal states and the emergence of powerful civic élites, which force us to understand
Hellenistic diplomatic protocols against a background different than that observed in the 5th and
4th centuries BC. Notwithstanding, it is undeniable that—because, in part, of a revival of interest
in ancient court studies—more recent approaches to post-Classical interstate exchanges have
centred almost exclusively on king-initiated diplomacy, thus disregarding the complex world of
civic communities®. As a result, despite this renewed scholarly interest, much remains to be done,
particularly as concerns the contribution of epigraphical materials to the analysis of Hellenistic
international relations, a type of evidence that scholars have begun to explore seriously only in the
last few years’. Moreover, due to the revived debate on the role played by political eloquence in the
life of the post-Classical poleis, some attempts have recently been made to underscore the oratorical
aspects of Hellenistic interstate communication®.

Starting from the assumption that epigraphic materials are particularly accurate in depicting the
constantly shifting hierarchies of power within the post-Alexander world®, which Arthur Eckstein

(3) Recent bibliography on Hellenistic democracies is extensive: see e.g., with further references, MaANN-ScHOLZ 2012.

(4) Seminal contributions on the role of BovAai and dpyai in the Hellenistic age are, respectively, Hamon 2005 and
FrOHLICH 2004.

(5) Apcock-MosLEY 1975, the standard account of diplomacy in ancient Greece, pays scarce attention to the centuries
between Alexander and Augustus (see also MosLEY 1973), and the same holds true for the more recent volumes by
PrcciriLLr 2002a and Low 2007. At any rate, the previous neglect of Hellenistic diplomacy should not be overstated, for in
works such as KLosE 1972, KIENAsT 1973 (which proves still invaluable for most of the issues concerning Greek npeofeiar),
G1ovaNNINI 2007 and KoeHN 2007, the post-Classical period receives extensive treatment. See, more recently, MARTINEZ
MorciLrLo 2016; KrRaLLI 2017.

(6) Cf. OLsHAUSEN 1974; PascHIDIS 2008; GRAINGER 2017. Further issues relating to royal envoys are explored by
PascHIDIS 2013, SAVALLI-LESTRADE 2017 and BURASELIS 2018. On Hellenistic courts, see now ERSKINE et alii 2017. For
the creation of institutional networks between poleis in the Hellenistic age, see the classic essay by Ma 2003; for further
application of the peer polity interaction model, see now DAUBNER 2018.

(7) On this point, see also RUBINSTEIN 2013, esp. p. 165-167.

(8) KREMMYDAS-TEMPEST 2013; EDWARDS 2016.

(9) Cases in point are the foundation document of the Leukophryena (I.Magnesia 16, 1. 30-32: dnodefapévwv T@p
Baohéwv [k]ad t@v EANA[wV dmav]|Top pdg obg énpéoPevoav kata £0vn kal mo[heg yneoal|[plévov Tipdv Aptepy
[Ag]ukogpunvnv), on which see now CECCARELLI 2018, p. 176-179, emphasising the especial stress put on the kings’ positive
answers also from the material and formal standpoints, as well as the letter of Ptolemy III recognising the inviolability of
the AokAnmietov of Cos (IG XII 4, 212, 1I. 10-13). On this point, see also MAGNETTO 2019, p. 76, who discusses the case
of Staatsvertrige 492, 11. 11-12. Note that a Greek view on the changes that interstate relations underwent after Roman
intervention is clearly reflected in the honorary decree for Menippos of Colophon (SEG XXXIX 1244, after 120/119 BC,
col. I, 1. 14-19): moAN&g pév yap mpeoPeiag tetéhekev pog otpaltnyods kol Tapiag kai Tovg eig Thv Aciav mapayi|vopévoug
‘Popaiwv, ToA&G 8¢ el v Attalknv fackeiav kai TOAeG 0Vk OAiyag, peyiotag | 8¢ kal mept dvaykatotdtwy TpeoPeiag
TeTédeke | TpOG AdTAV TNV T@V fiyovpévwv ovvkntov. English translation by OLIVER 2006, p. 131: “[Menippos] carried
out many embassies to governors (lit. generals) and quaestors (lit. treasurers) and those of the Romans present in Asia,
and many to the Attalid royalty and not a small number of poleis. But the most important embassies concerning the most
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has labelled “Mediterranean anarchy”'®, the purpose of this paper is to explore some aspects of

Greek diplomatic rhetoric between the formal establishment of the Hellenistic kingdoms (306-304
BC) and the peace of Phoenice (205 BC), a new kind of kotvn eiprjvr) among the Greeks with Rome as
a guarantor (according to the traditional interpretation of Elias Bickerman)'', from an epigraphical
standpoint. Such chronological boundaries have primarily been chosen because, unlike Polybius’
TEVTNKOVTAKALTPLETNG XpOVoG, the period around the turn of the third and second centuries BC
works better as a lower limit for the study of Greek diplomatic practices before they were affected
by Roman intervention in the Mediterranean East'?. In this article, I intend to address certain
issues posed by the epigraphic evidence when attempting to reconstruct contents and features of
the Hellenistic ambassadorial addresses, as the documents issued by the recipient communities
in response to a diplomatic approach do not usually provide detailed summaries of the envoys’
requests, nor commentaries upon their presentations. However, building on a small selection of
inscriptions, I shall isolate certain relevant exceptions to this trend that can be usefully contrasted
with Polybius. Such a comparison of epigraphic materials with contemporary historiography stems
from the assumption entertained by the Roberts several years ago that in the Hellenistic period the
interaction between the historians” language and epigraphic texts is more productive than in the
past, as clearly revealed, for instance, by the widespread phenomenon of ‘biographical” yneiopata
in honour of eminent citizens'®.

2. In discussing the issue of the emergence of the ambassador’s speech as a new oratorical
category, most scholars argue that Polybius, by associating it with battle exhortations (napaxinoeig)
and symbouleutic oratory (Snunyopiat) in his bitter attacks on Timaeus (which Diodorus somehow
echoes in the proem to book XX), was the first to deal with this innovation'*. On closer inspection,
however, this claim is essentially wrong. In a quite obscure passage of Philodemus’ Rhetoric, the
Peripatetic philosopher, orator and statesman Demetrius of Phalerum is credited with having
reshaped his teacher’s tripartitioning of the yévn tfjg pnropikijg by introducing a further genre, the
£VTELKTIKOV dmaoty, consisting of two main typologies, the latter of which “serving for encounters
with rulers in diplomatic missions”**. That Demetrius dealt with such an issue comes as no surprise

pressing subjects that he completed were to the very Senate of those who have hegemonia”. Cf. FERRARY 2016, p. 183, who
rightly speaks of a “ gradation bien soulignée ”.

(10) EcxksTEIN 2006, esp. p. 79-117.

(11) MoMIGLIANO 1940 [= 1992], p.490. On the implications of the peace of Phoenice, see, e.g., ECKSTEIN 2008,
p- 91-116; DMITRIEV 2011, p. 167-181, who rejects Bickerman’s interpretation; THORNTON 2014, esp. p. 43-47.

(12) The same periodisation has been adopted by, among others, MAGNETTO 1997, GIOVANNINI 2007 and PAscHIDIS
2008. The implications of Roman intervention for Greek interstate communication and the coalescence between Greek and
Roman diplomatic practices between the third and the second centuries BC have recently been explored in a number of
studies: in addition to FERRARY 2016, see especially the essays gathered by EILERs 2009 and GRASS-STOUDER 2015.

(13) For a recent application of the same approach, see e.g. CHANIOTIS 2013a; GRAY 2013, esp. p. 149-162. All relevant
biographical decrees from the Hellenistic period are now collected by FORSTER 2018.

(14) Plb. 12.252.3 (= PEPE 2013, T 99); cf. 12.25i.3 (= PEPE 2013, T 100); D.S. 20.1.2 Durvye (= PEPE 2013, T 135): kaitol
ye todg émdeikvuabat fovlopevoug Aoyov Shvauy et kat’ idiav Snunyopiag kai mpeoPevtikodg Aoyov, £tt 8¢ Eykdpia
Kai yoyoug kai TéAa t& Totadta cvvtattecbat Loeb translation by R. M. Geer: “Yet surely there is opportunity for those
who wish to display rhetorical prowess to compose by themselves public discourses and speeches for ambassadors, likewise
orations of praise and blame and the like”. On the Aoyog npeofevtikdg as a genre, see KIENAST 1973, cols. 593-594; WOOTEN
1973; NELSON 2005, p. 217-218; PEPE 2013, p. 329-335; RUBINSTEIN 2016, p. 79-82; FERRARY 2016, p. 186-190.

(15) Phld. Rh. IV, P.Herc. 1673/1007, col. XLI?, 1. 6-18, vol. I, p. 222 Sudahus (= PepE 2013, T 97; see also p. 299-
301): Kai piv 6 | A[nulntpog (= Dem.Phal. F 130 SvOD) petd tod co@uo|[tikod] yévoug t@v Noywv | [tpoot]i[Bel]q tdr
Snunyopt|k@t kai Stkavik®L TOV £v|TEVKTIKOV dmaoty, i uév | Aappavel tov toig mhnde|ot[v] évre[vktikov k]ali] To[v] | kata
npeaPeiav Toic Suvao|tag, éxé[t]w pév émi tod | tapovroc. English translation by STORK et alii 2000, p. 223: “Another point
is that Demetrius of Phalerum, along with the sophistic (= epideictic) kind of speeches, adds to the deliberative and forensic
(kinds) the (kind of speech) serving for encounters with all people. Now, if he takes (this) as the (kind of speech) serving for
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when one recalls his participation in the Athenian negotiations with Antipater and Craterus
after their victory in the Lamian War. At any rate, assuming that Philodemus’ rephrasing of the
source’s words is reliable, it might reasonably be surmised that it was the intrusion of Alexander’s
successors on the diplomatic scene which urged Demetrius to think of the speeches held before
a king (within the context of those ¢vteveig referred to by a number of inscriptions) as a new
oratorical category'®. The implications of this choice become even clearer if one considers that the
two major fourth-century rhetorical treatises have nothing specific to say about envoys’ oratorical
performances'’. Further stages of the trajectory followed by the npeofevtikdg in its historical and
rhetorical development include Menander Rhetor’s treatment of the ambassadorial address as one
of the epideictic species (3rd c. CE) and Pollux’ assimilation of envoys to orators in the section of
his Onomasticon (2nd c. CE) dedicated to prjtwp, where npeaBevtrc, mpeoPeia and npéoPevolg are
associated with words pertaining to the realms of deliberative (cOpfovAog, Snunyopog, Snuaywyds,
BovAngopog, PovAnydpog, vopoBétng), epideictic (maviyvpis, €ykdpov, yoyog) and forensic
oratory (Katfyopog, ouvijyopog, Sikn, Stadikaoia, émdikaocta, avtidikia)'®.

There is no doubt that a proper understanding of how a typical Hellenistic mpeoPBevtikog Adyog
appeared may be gained from a close examination of Polybius'®, who, in addition to addressing
the issue as to how Aoyot should be rephrased in historical works from a genuinely Thucydidean
perspective®®, had in some cases the opportunity of accessing written versions of speeches published
by the envoys themselves, as is the case with the Rhodian Astymedes’ oration®'. Notwithstanding, a
difficulty arises with the choice of distinguishing between ambassadorial addresses and Snunyopiat®?,
two yévn that should have been considered as one and the same, their aim being primarily that of

encounters with the masses and as that (serving for encounters) with rulers in diplomatic missions, let us grant him that for
the moment”. Cf. Phld. Rh. II, P.Herc. 1672, col. XXXI, 1l. 2-5 Longo Auricchio (= Pepe 2013, T 109).

(16) See, e.g., RC 1 (311/0 BC), 1I. 5-7 (cf. D.S. 19.105.4): &wg 8¢ ovvwpoloy|[eito émt tlovTowg ThHv Evrevév émt Tod
‘EN\n[o]|[rovtov] én(oyovpeda (sc. Antigonus Monophthalmus); Plb. 2.8.6 Biittner-Wobst: kai doB¢vtog adtoig (sc. the
Roman envoys Gaius and Lucius Coruncanii before Teuta) katpod pdg évrevELy SieAéyovto mepl T@V el adTodg yeyovoTtwy
adwnudtwv; Polyaen. 4.6.2. For similar phrases in the epigraphic evidence, see, e.g., SEG XXXVI 1218, 1. 15-18: ¢nel §
&|[mo T]@v mavnyvpewv Eyévovto (sc. the Xanthian theoroi), dva|[An@Blévteg 0¢’ U@V (sc. Ptolemy I1I) v T° ebvolav Tiig
| MOAews évepavioav; L Magnesia 18, 11. 9-11 (cf. Plb. 21.6.5): ovppei€avteg (sc. the Magnesian theoroi) év Avtioxeiat | Tiig
ITepoidog 16 te yrgropa dnédwkavs Milet VI 1, 306, 1. 2-5: t@v nap’ dudv npeoPevt@v Mevekig [pg]|v od ovvépel&é pot
(sc. Eumenes II), Eipnviag 8¢ kod Apxélao|g amavtioavteg év (Aylwt dnédwkav | yieopa kakdv kai phavBpwmnov; IG
XII 4, 210, 11. 4-8.

(17) As recently pointed out by RUBINSTEIN 2016, p. 80-81. However, the author of the Rhetoric to Alexander (30.2-3
Chiron, 1438a6-17) gives some advice on how to deliver effective embassy reports (npeoPeiav amayyéew). It is worth
comparing the arguments that Aristotle (Rh. 1359b19-23) and the Rhetoric to Alexander (2.2 Chiron, 1423a20-26) consider
as characteristic of political and deliberative oratory, namely noAepog and eiprivn (both), vopor and vopoBeoia (both), tdpog
xpnudtwv (both), mohitiki) kataokevr (the latter), éEayopeva and eicayoueva (the former), iepa (the latter), guloxd) tfg
x@pag (the former), ovppaxion and cvpPolata with other poleis (the latter), with what Pollux (4.29-30 Bethe) indicates as
the object of diplomatic exchanges, that is revenues, money, allies, enemies, peace, treaties, icoté)ela, icomoliteia, oaths.
For another cluster of words revolving around npéofetg, see Poll. 8.137-139.

(18) Poll. 4.25-26 Bethe.

(19) According to the figures given by ZEcCHINI 2005, p. 11 (= ZECCHINI 2018, p. 87), the Histories contains references
to 433 missions. However, it must be borne in mind that, barring the ultimatum delivered by the Roman envoys at Carthage
(PIb. 3.33) and the speech by Agelaus (5.104), all accounts of ambassadorial addresses (either in oratio recta or in oratio
obliqua) come from fragments preserved by the Excerpta Constantiniana. For the reconstruction of a typical ambassadorial
address from the Hellenistic period, see WooTEN 1973, p. 210-211.

(20) It is not possible here to give a full account of the innumerable issues raised by Polybius’ attitude to speeches.
A thorough reassessment from a methodological standpoint is now provided by Nicorar 2018; cf. PAuscH 2018. On the
distinction between évaywviot Aoyot and epideictic speeches in Hellenistic historiography (particularly in Dionysius of
Halicarnassus), see SACKs 1986, p. 388-392.

(21) Plb. 30.4.13-14.

(22) Cf. RUBINSTEIN 2016, p. 79.
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persuading to (or dissuading from) specific actions. The contradiction becomes even clearer when
one considers that, in the context of the heated debate before the Spartan assembly between the
envoys Chlaeneas and Lyciscus (Plb. 9.28-39), imagined as having taken place in 210 BC, after the
ratification of Aetolia’s alliance with Rome in 212 BC (Staatsvertrige 536), the latter uses the label
of dnunyopia while referring to the speech of the former, exactly as Aeschines and Demosthenes
did. Furthermore, whereas the notorious speech of the Aetolian Agelaus in the context of Philip V’s
peace iniative at Naupactus in 217 BC (Plb. 5.104.1-11), as well as that delivered by Thrasycrates of
Rhodes in the summer of 207 BC during the Panaetolian assembly at the federal temple of Apollo
at Thermos (11.4-6), resembles in every respect traditional dnunyopiat due to their projection
to the future®, the d&vtiloyia between the Aetolian Chlaeneas and the Acarnanian Lyciscus sees
the deployment of rhetorical strategies encapsulating two of the main arguments of Hellenistic
interstate communication, namely the exploitation of historical proofs and the stress on previous
benefactions towards the recipient community?. Neither topic is of course wholly new in the realm
of ancient diplomatic exchanges, for the occasional recourse to both, albeit to a different extent,
is to be observed already in the Classical age®®. In the Hellenistic period, however, such rhetorical
strategies found new nourishment and strength, as clearly shown by epigraphic evidence?®.

3. It has often been emphasised that most Hellenistic inscriptions concerning diplomatic
interactions are too concise to enable one to grasp the details of what envoys actually said in their
addresses®. In some cases, however, despite the absence of informative summaries of their content,
certain information on the manner in which the speeches were delivered is provided. This occurs,
for instance, in a honorary decree for a Koan Sikaotaywyog dispatched to Smyrna to request a
commiission of foreign judges, showing that his oration before the council and the assembly to
persuade the Smyrnaeans to send them was “detailed”*®. As briefly pointed out above, the question
as to whether the envoys’ oratorical skills served as a complement to the written documentation
and the supporting evidence brought by them (in general, civic decrees authorising the mission and
outlining their instructions), and were consequently considered as instrumental in determining the
successful outcome of diplomatic exchanges, has recently become the object of scholarly debate.
In particular, by building extensively on the epigraphical evidence, Lene Rubinstein has attempted

(23) Arist. Rh. 1417b12-18 Kassel: év 8¢ dnunyopia fikiota Stjynoic éotiv, 6t mept T@V peAAdvTov ovbeig Sinyeitar:
AN €dv miep Siynots f, T@V yevopévov éotat, tva dvapvnobévteg ékeivov PéNTiov fovdedowvtarl iept T@V Botepov. Loeb
translation by J. H. Freese: “In deliberative oratory narrative is very rare, because no one can narrate things to come; but if
there is narrative, it will be of things past, in order that, being reminded of them, the hearers may take better counsel about
the future”.

(24) Cf. Ps.-Arist. Rh.Al 2.24 Chiron, 1424b35-39: 8¢l 8¢, dtav ovvayopevey BovAn Tfj ytvopévy ovppoxiq, [...]
Setkvivat TovG TV ovppayiav molovpévoug HaAoTa puév Stkaiovg dvtag kal TpoTepoV Tt Tfj TOAeL dyabov memomkotag. Loeb
translation by D. C. Mirhady, slightly modified: “When you wish to argue for making an alliance, you must explain [...] that
the allies are just and they have earlier done something good for the city”.

(25) On this point, see especially PIcCIRILLI 2002a, p. 79-87 (4. Appello alla ovyyévewa), 87-88 (5. Richiamo alla
precedente alleanza). An illuminating instance of this pattern is Callias’ reference to Triptolemos’ gift of Demeter’s grain to
the Peloponnese within the context of the Athenian peace embassy to Sparta in 371 BC (X. HG 6.3.6). On this, see recently
RUBINSTEIN 2016, esp. p. 103-105.

(26) See, however, the caveat of ERSKINE 2002, p. 98 regarding kinship and its role in Hellenistic diplomacy.

(27) On this point, see lastly CHANIOTIS 2016, p. 129-134 (with special reference to the features of the so-called narratio
in Hellenistic decrees). Besides StahéyeoBat and dnohoyileoBai, the ambassadorial address may also be introduced by verbs
such as, for instance, anogaivw (I.Erythrai 31), éxtiOnu (IG XII 4, 210, 11. 3-4), kowvoloyeioBau (e.g., Plb. 2.8.7; 28.19.2).

(28) IGXII 4,59, 11. 6-13: ¢meABav map’ avToig émi | Te Tav Povday kal Tav ékkAnoiav kal | Toodpevog TOG Katd pépog
Aoylog] | peta médoag @otipiag kol éxteveliag] | mapeotdoato Sopev tét moAet Sifkao]|tag dvo kal ypappati &vdpag
Ka\oUg | kal dyabodg kol moTevopevovg tap” ad|toic. The phrase has interesting comparanda within diplomatic contexts
in Polybius (e.g. 5.67.3; 9.29.1). For a recent overview of the Hellenistic phenomenon of £evikd Sikaotripia, see MAGNETTO
2016, p. 28-34.
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to investigate the extent to which the ambassadors’ presentations impacted on the recipient
communities and influenced their decision-making processes, further concluding that “the fact that
the written material did not invariably replace the oral performance by envoys strongly suggests
that priority continued to be given to oratory as a vital part of interstate communication”?. In what
follows, my aim is to develop Rubinstein’s work and provide further arguments in favour of her
thesis by collecting some other instances of epigraphically attested ambassadorial addresses before
kings and poleis.

Among the factors that point to the conclusion that envoy’s speeches played a primary role
in post-Classical diplomatic exchanges is the circumstance that Greek envoys utilised tailored
oratorical strategies for their audiences. This is particularly evident when contrasting the different
epigraphical responses given by poleis, confederations and kings that were visited during such
major diplomatic campaigns as those promoted from the mid-third century BC onwards by
Cos, Magnesia on the Maeander and Teos, as well as, to a lesser extent, by other communities
throughout the Hellenistic world (for instance, Smyrna, Cyzicus and Cnidos), to obtain recognition
for newly established Panhellenic &y@veg and for the dovlia of their city and xwpa®®. A collation
of such documents, which survive in epigraphical dossiers set up in crucial spots of the dispatching
cities, leads to the conclusion that, depending on the audience, different aspects of the politics,
history and mythology were emphasised on a case-by-case basis. This is clearly shown by the
answers given to the Magnesian teams of roving Bewpoi by, among others, Epidamnus (I.Magnesia
46), Same on Cephallenia (1. Magnesia 35), Megalopolis (I.Magnesia 38) and Antiochia in Persis
(I.Magnesia 61)*', as well as by the responses that the two Teian npéopeig Apollodotus and Colotas
obtained within the framework of the first round of requests for the inviolability of the sanctuary
of Dionysus®?.

If, in general, the respondents hinted at the arguments of the ambassadors in a shorthand way
despite the presentation of detailed cases, there remain nonetheless some civic decrees and royal
letters in which their addresses are more or less carefully summarised and recounted in detail®*.
A notorious example is the much discussed dossier of documents discovered in 1965 during the
excavations of the federal sanctuary of the Lycians, regarding an embassy from the city of Kytenion
in Doris visiting Xanthos in 206/5 BC in which financial aid was requested for reconstructing the
city wall after the damages caused by an earlier earthquake and a recent invasion by Antigonus
Doson®*. It is not my intention here to readdress the numerous issues raised by this inscription, all

(29) RUBINSTEIN 2013, esp. p. 168. Cf. KIENAST 1973, cols. 559-560. On the combination of oral persuasion and written
materials (including royal letters and civic decrees) as a characteristic of Hellenistic diplomatic exchanges, see also VIRGILIO
2013, p. 244-245 and, more recently, CECCARELLI 2018, esp. p. 175, who argues that one of the reasons why civic envoys
had to comment on the documents that they conveyed is that, unlike a royal letter, “the decree is a singularly ‘introverted’
form of speaking”. On the circulation of travelling decrees in the Hellenistic world, see the classic essay by MAssAR 2006.
As is clear from Menander’s prescriptions about the otepavwtikdg and the npeoPevtikog (Men.Rh. 2.8-9, 422.5-424.2), the
conveyance of yngiopata was still a prominent feature of diplomatic undertakings in the Imperial period. On this, see also
FERRARY 2016, p. 187.

(30) On &ovhia, see now KNAPPER 2018 (with all previous bibliography).

(31) On this point, see also ERSKINE 2002, p. 98-100; CHANIOTIS 2009, p. 263-264. For a thorough analysis of the
innumerable issues connected with this dossier, see now CECCARELLI 2018.

(32) On the Teian dossier, see lastly Vinct 2008-2009.

(33) Cf. KienasT 1973, col. 561. It should, however, be borne in mind that, as rightly emphasised by ERsKINE 2007,
p- 277, these documents usually “give us a listener’s perspective on the speeches of the visiting ambassadors, shaping the
report according to their own priorities”.

(34) SEG XXXVIII 1476. Recent editions: CURTY 1995, no. 75; MEIER 2012, no. 69. Cf. Hapzis 1997; JoNES 1999,
p. 61-62, 139-143; LUCKE 2000, p. 30-52; ERSKINE 2002, p. 101-102; Ma 2003, p. 7-11; PAscHIDIs 2008, p. 328-332 (C32-34);
STAVRIANOPOULOU 2013Db, p. 191-195; CHANIOTIS 2016, p. 131-132, 155-157, 159-161.
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the more so since the exploitation of notions such as cuyyéveta and oikeldtng within these contexts
has received extensive scholarly treatment over the last few decades™. Still, I wish to draw attention
to a point that seems to have so far escaped general consideration, namely how closely the oration
by the Kytenian envoys, as is rephrased in the opening Xanthian decree, fits the template provided
by Menander Rhetor for delivering a successful mpeoPBevtikog Adyog, which, however, was meant
to be performed in Imperial times®®. For what Menander expounds as the second fopos on which
the prospective ambassador has to rely so as to be effective is nothing but a form of é\egtvoloyia,
a category which has recently been recalled for characterising this speech®’. This consideration
applies to the mpooipov of the Kytenian address, which sets out the reasons behind the mission®®,
as well as to what appears to have been a sort of éniloyog following the mythological demonstration
(at L. 30-42).

One of the most significant conclusions reached by Rubinstein in her study on the importance
of ambassadorial addresses for Hellenistic inter-polis relations is that “the envoys’ speeches often
appear to have been intended as a means of perpetuating, rather than repaying, the debt of charis
already owed by the envoys’ home community to that of the addressees”. In other words, the
beneficiary’s oral celebrations of the favours received from the benefactor in the past would have
functioned as a sort of captatio benevolentiae and, therefore, as a way to obtain new favours or to
ask support for present requests. An eloquent example of such is an interesting inscription within
the mid-third-century Coan dossier concerning the institution of penteteric AokAnmieta and the
quest for obtaining the sanctuary’s inviolability*’, namely the response of the Bithynian king
Ziaelas, son of Nicomedes I and father of Prusias I. As emerges from a comparison between his

(35) On this point, see recently, with further references to the abundant literature, BATTISTONI 2010; PATTERSON 2010,
esp. p. 109-123. On the issues raised by occasional overlaps in the connotations of terms such as ovyyéveia and oikeldtng, see
MusTI 2001; SAMMARTANO 2007. The importance of kinship diplomacy in the post-Alexander world is further reflected in
Hellenistic historiographical pratice, as revealed by Polybius’ observations on the spreading of works focusing on mythical
foundation stories and ovyyéveiat (cf. Plb. 9.1.4; 9.2.1).

(36) Men.Rh. 423.15-25 Russell-Wilson: ¢v 8¢ tadtn dvo t6m0VG €pydon, éva pev TOV &md Tig Tod évavtiov adéfoewg
[...]- elta TOV €k StaTvNWOEWG, €V @ Kal SLACKEVATELG TV TTapodoav TOXNY, 6Tt TENTwKeV &ig £5a¢og, kol pdAoTa ékeivawv
pvnuovevoelg & mpog ThHv xpeiav kai v {wiv ovpPalecbar méguke, kai dv eidbaotv of Pacilelg mpovoeicbal, olov 1t
AovTpd ovpméntwkey, DIATWV OxeTol SlepBdpnoav, kKOOHoG O Tig MOAews ovykéxvtat. English translation by RusseLL-
WiLson 1981, p. 181: “In this context, you should work up two topics. One is based on amplification of the contrary [...].
Pass next to the topic of vivid description, in which you should elaborate the present misfortune, how the city has fallen to
the ground. You should mention in particular the things that contribute to utility and to life, for which emperors are used
to taking thought, e.g. that the baths have fallen down, the aqueducts have been destroyed, the glory of the city is ruined”.
On Greek diplomacy in the Imperial period, see now GorpiLLo HERVAs 2017.

(37) CHaN1OTIS 2013b, esp. p. 347-348. On Swatonwotg, cf. e.g. Alex. Fig. 24 (2nd c. CE), Rh.Gr. 111, p. 25 Spengel:
Statvnwotg § dp’” €otiv, dTav dua TPOoWNWY Kal TPAYHATWY TTAPACLYAYWYTV TONGAUEVOL [} TOVG AOYOUG HOVOV, dAA&
Kai T Evapynpota kai T tddn kai té €idn Statvnwpeda. On this treatise, see e.g. CHIRON 2010.

(38) SEG XXXVIII 1476, 1l. 14-17: mapakalodoty fudg avapvnodévtag tig mpog | adtods dDapyovong cvyyeveiag and
Te TOV BedV kal | TOV pdwy un mepudeiv kateokappéva Tiig matpidog | adtdv t& teixn. English translation by Ma 2003,
p- 8: “(the ambassadors) exhort us to remember our kinship-relations with them, that originate from the gods and heroes,
and hence to refuse to tolerate that the walls of their homeland lie destroyed”.

(39) RUBINSTEIN 2013, p.196-197. See, however, the discussion in PicciriLLi 2002a, p.96-98 (8. Morale del
contraccambio).

(40) IG XII 4, 209. Other editions: Syll.> 456; RC 25; RigsBY 1996, 11. On the historical background behind this
diplomatic enterprise, see, for instance, BURASELIs 2004 (SEG LIV 735). For an analysis of the rhetorical strategies deployed
by the Coan envoys, see NELSON 2005, NELSON 2013, who has also made the tempting suggestion that the historical proofs
underlying their arguments possibly derived from the work of a local historian, Macareus of Cos (FGrHist 456), that could
supposedly be associated with the homonymous theoros Maxapebg Apatov, on whom see PAscHIDIS 2008, p. 368-370,
no. D 11. Moreover, he argues, two pseudigraphic speeches in the Hippocratic corpus, the ITpeoPevtikdg and the’ Empwpiog,
would be nothing but excerpts from Macareus’ Kwakd and possibly connected with his involvement in the diplomatic grand
tour. Unfortunately, P. Stronk at BNJ 456 fails to take this tantalising suggestion into account.
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answer and those given by other kings and cities*', the envoys utilised in this case a tailored strategy
by reminding the king of his father’s good disposition (¢tAavBpwmnia) towards the Coans*?, and, in
an attempt to make their claim stronger and persuade him to comply with such a policy, a reference
was probably made to the traditional ties between the island and Alexandria:
Atdyettog, Aptoto|hoxos, @evdotog oi map’ HP@V | Tapayevdpevol nREiovv 1o lepdv | Tod AokAnmiod
10 iSpvpévov malp’ vuiv dnodégacBa dovlov kai | & Aownd @havBpwneiv Tt To|Net, kabomep Kal
Nwxoundng 6 | matip fpdv edvowg Sitkel|to T@L Spwr ¥ fuelg 88 mdv|twv pgv 1@V d@voupéva(v)
| mpog fuas EAMjvwv tuyxdvoluev v émpédelav motovpe|vol, memelopévol Tpog Sokav ov |
pikpdv ovpBdAiecbat T0 pépog | Todto- ¥ mold 8f pdhiota @V | Matpik@v @lwv Satedod|pev
TOANVWPODVTEG Kol VU@V | S1d TV TpdG TOU atépa (MUY | dntapyovoay Ttpdg TOV duéte|pov Sijpov
yv@ow kai St 10 | top fachéa Iltolepaiov | oikeiwg StakeioBat T& mpdg Vg, | Svta fuétepov
@idov Kol ovppayov.
Your envoys Diogeitus, Aristolochus, and Theudotus came and requested that the
sanctuary of Asclepius which is established in your city should be accepted by us as
inviolate and that in other respects we should favour your city, just as Nicomedes our
father was well disposed to your people. We actually show care for all the Greeks who
come to our country, as we are convinced that this makes no small contribution to our
good reputation. In particular we continue to show high regard for our father’s ‘friends’
and for you, because of our father’s acquaintance with your people, because King Ptolemy
(IIT) is well disposed towards you (and he is our friend and ally), and also because your
envoys recounted with great enthusiasm the goodwill which you have for us*’.

If one considers that the respondents usually took up issues which were first addressed by the envoys,
there can be little doubt that the reference to Ptolemy III occurred already in the ambassadorial
address despite Antigonus Gonatas’ recent victory in the sea fight off Cos (somewhere between 262
and 256 BC)**. The Coan envoys seem to have adopted a similar oratorical strategy while addressing
an unknown king, possibly identified—according to the Roberts’ illuminating suggestion—with a
member of the Spartocid dynasty (perhaps Paerisades II), despite the fact that on that occasion their
set speech was based on kinship arguments:
gy® 8¢ kai 1) &deA@[.[N plov—-—kabig] | kai of fHuétepot ToATTan TV T€ ap’ [OP@V Emayye] |[(Aiav
ywopévny t@t Be@t kai v &[ovhia]v Sex[6]|pneba kal v ovyyévelav odoav &[]0y kai [0]|pdv
te &fiav kal U@V (éwg ipoo[ded]éyueda | paptupiag peyiotng tig mapd to[d fuletépov | matTpodg
Tpooyeyevnuévng, fiv dmfomepn]vate | avtod ékeivov momoduevou.
I and my sister [...] and our citizens accept both your [proclamation] that has been made
for the god and the inviolability, and we also have accepted gladly the kinship as true and
worthy of you and us, the best testimony being that of our father, which you have made
clear he himself furnished*.

If, as I suspect, the Roberts’ hypothesis is correct, one might easily think of Panticapaeum as one of
the team’s possible destinations after Nicomedia, all the more so as one Atdyettog is praised for his
speech vmép i matpidog in the letter of a king who is arguably Seleucus 11*°.

(41) On Ziaelas and the Bithynian monarchy, see especially MicHELs 2009, p. 56-65.

(42) On g\avBpwmia in Hellenistic inscriptions and historians, see recently Gray 2013.

(43) IG XII 4, 209, 1l. 3-26. English translation by AusTIN 20062, p. 140.

(44) Cf. e.g. ERSKINE 2013, p. 357, who argues that “[t]he Koans, by approaching a king somewhat on the margins of the
Greek world, were recognising his desire to participate in the community of Greeks”.

(45) IG XII 4, 213, 11. 20-27. English translation by K. J. Rigsby. Cf. CurRTY 1995, p. 48-49, no. 24e; LUcKE 2000, p. 133.

(46) IG XII 4, 210, 1l. 12-21: fypeig 8¢ TV te | Sfjpov énpvodpey i | v podg Tovg Beods ev|otPetav kal émi T@L T&
npOG | NUAG pavepd Toelv kal Atd]yertov amedefapeda | S To Ongp TG moatpilSog dpav mav TO PEN(TYO|TOV KOl MéyovTa
kal pdt|tovra. English translation by C. Bradford Welles: “We praised your people because they reverenced the gods and
made clear their feelings toward us, and we approved Diogitus because in both word and deed he saw what was in all cases
best for the city”. This is one of the rarest cases that provide close insight into what was actually said not by the team on the
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The second instance that I would like to add to Rubinstein’s collection of epigraphic materials is
a letter of the 270s or 260s with which one Antiochus responded to the honours sent to him by the
Tonian city of Erythrai, which included a crown and presents of gold (10 xpvoiov 10 eig & Eévia)*.
The decree authorising the embassy probably emanated from the newly restored democratic
government, which, according to Teegarden’s reconstruction*®, was refounded in Erythrai after the
battle of Kouroupedion (281 BC). The king’s detailed response offers several clues for reconstructing
the essence of the envoys’ speech, which, besides conventionally recalling the goodwill (ebvota) and
gratitude (edxapiotia) felt by their fellow citizens towards all benefactors and, particularly, the
Seleucid house, addressed the issue of Erythrai’s political status and pre-eminence (mpoaywyn) in
the past so as to persuade the king to support their request:
g1t 8¢ kal (sc. dmoloyloapevol) TN Tpoaywylv &v fit yéyovev 1) TONG €mi TOV Tpd|Tepov
Bao\evadvtwv, AEiovy petd mdong omovdiig Te kai | TpoBupiog Pk Stakeiobat LIV kai Opod
TAOLY TOTG &vij|kovot Ttpdg TNV kai SOEav cuvadgety Ta Tig TOAewg
and they themselves spoke [...] also about the eminent position enjoyed by the city under
the former kings, and they requested with every earnestness and zeal that we should be well
disposed to you and that at the same time we should help in increasing the city’s privileges
in all that relates to honour and glory*.

Yet Antiochus does not limit himself to providing this brief summary. He also states that the
decision to follow in the footsteps of his predecessors by consenting to the request that Erythrai
be accorded autonomy and exemption from taxation was deeply influenced, among other things,
by the envoys’ oral performance®. Whatever the absence of Lysimachus, who had ruled the city
in the early third century, in the ambassadorial address may imply, Antiochus’ rephrasing reveals
that, by oi mpotepov Bacilevoavreg, the envoys meant both Alexander, who restored democracy in
the cities of Asia Minor (Arr. An. 1.18.1-2), and Antigonus Monophthalmus®', and not the Persian
domination after the King’s Peace (386 BC):

Kai ¢énedn oi mept Oapovvovta kal [TuBAv kai Bot|tav amégavov ot éni te Ahefdvdpov kai
Avtiyovou adto|[v]opog fv kai &@opoldynTog i oA D@V, kai oi Huétepot Tpoyo|[vol] Eonevdov

whole, but by one of its components (on this point, see also KIENAST 1973, cols. 542, 561). However, I am not as convinced
as NELSON 2013, p. 251 is that Antiochus’ praise forces us to conclude that Aoyeitog was the dpxi0éwpog. Cf. RUBINSTEIN
2013, p. 184: “The number of envoys sent out on a single mission could be anything between one and ten (and in a few
instances even more), each of whom probably contributed his own speech”.

(47) LErythrai 31. Other editions: OGIS 223; RC 15; Kotsipu 2000, no. 237 (E2). Cf. e.g. GIovANNINI 2007, p. 77;
BENCIVENNI 2010, p. 156, n. 27; GRAINGER 2014, ch. 11, n. 29; TEEGARDEN 2014, p. 160. The honorific decree conveyed by
the Erythraian envoys is I.Erythrai 30. H. Engelmann and R. Merkelbach tentatively suggest that such honours be bestowed
upon the newly crowned Antiochos II, yet this assumption seems to be contradicted by the parallelism between €v dpxit
and vov (I.Erythrai 31, 1. 15-17): kai &v &pxijt | te aipovpevor Statehodpev (lap.: Sierelodpev Welles) thp mpdg dpdg ebvotay
Bewpoiv|teg dnhdotwg kal dANOBv@G &p doL TTpooPepopEVOLG, Kal VOV | TOAD Tt pdAhov éneonaopeba, Katavoovvteg
10 €byevég | budv. English translation by AustiN 20062, p. 309: “And therefore from the beginning we have constantly
maintained our goodwill towards you, as we can see the sincerity and honesty of your conduct, and now we are even more
attracted to you, as we recognise your nobility”. On the role played by such ‘presents’ of gold in ancient Greek diplomacy,
see e.g. KIENAST 1973, cols. 569-570.

(48) TEEGARDEN 2014, esp. p. 162.

(49) LErythrai 31, 1. 9-12. English translation by AusTiN 20062, p. 309. For mpoaywyn, cf., for instance, IG II* 1287
(185/4 BC), 1. 10; PIb. 15.34.5; D.S. 18.62.3.

(50) LErythrai 31, 11. 17-21: xod vOv | moAVU Tt pd@Alov éneondopeda, katavootvteg T edyeveg | VU@V kai £ ETépwv pév
T\edvVwV, ov) fikiota 8¢ ¢k Te ToD yn|piopatog Tod dmodobévtog fptv kal ék T@V pnBéviwy Ond | Tig npeoPeiac. English
translation by AusTIN 20062, p. 309: “and now we are even more attracted to you, as we recognise your nobility from many
other proofs, and not least from the decree which was handed over to us and from the words spoken by your ambassadors”.

(51) On the restoration of democracy in the cities of Asia Minor by Alexander, see now WALLACE 2018, esp. p. 63-70 (a
brief discussion of LErythrai 31 is at p. 65). On Antigonus Monophthalmus’ policy of freedom and autonomy for the Greeks,
see, e.g., BILLOowS 1990, esp. p. 189-236; CHAMPION 2014, p. 187-195.
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dei mote mepl adTig, Bewpoi(vyteg TovTOVG TE Kpil[vav]tag Sikaiwg kai avtoi BovAdpevol pi
\eimeabat taig edep|[yeo]iatg, Ty Te adTovopiav HUIv cvuvdiatnproopev kai dpopo|[AoylnToug lvat
ovyxwpoduev TV Te AWV amdvtwy kai | [tdv ig] & Takatikd cuvayopévwv

And since Tharsynon, Pythes and Bottas declared that under Alexander and Antigonus (the One-
Eyed) your city was autonomous and free from tribute, and our ancestors were constantly zealous on
its behalf, and since we see that their decision was just and we ourselves wish not to fall short in (our)
benefactions, we shall help to preserve your autonomy and we grant you exemption from tribute,
including all the other taxes and [the] contributions [to] the Gallic fund®>.

It is worth emphasising that the reference to the king’s ancestors and their regard, far from
being an indisputable chronological element for seeing in the sender Antiochus II (instead of his
father)*?, sounds odd as an argument in the mouth of the citizen of a polis that in the summer of 314
BC, at the time when its walls were under construction, was attacked by Seleucus, in the capacity of
commander-in-chief of Ptolemy’s forces®*. At any rate, a striking feature of the discursive protocol
of the Erythraian envoys before Antiochus is the deployment of historical demonstrations for
exhortative purposes, a rhetorical device that finds close parallels not only in the arguments found
in Polybius’ speeches, but also in those advanced in Hellenistic territorial disputes (whose purpose
was generally to assess T ¢€ apxfic Sikaua)®®. This kind of strategy might also be connected with
that utilised by envoys on diplomatic tours, who referred to the positive responses already received,
as well as to recent and remote benefactions, to support their case before the communities still to
be visited®®. Angelos Chaniotis has argued that such positive answers should be interpreted, in
Aristotelian terms, as dtexvot ioteg’”’. However, despite some discrepancies in expounding their
respective theories of rhetorical proofs, especially as regards Aristotle’s introduction of logico-
dialectical notions such as ‘induction’ (¢naywyn) into the field of pnropwki®®, both the Rhetoric
and the Rhetoric to Alexander do agree that these ways of exploiting the past are to be seen as
napadeiypata and, consequently, xowvai mtiotelg (or mioTtelg ¢§ adTOV T@OV Adywv kol T@V Tpdkewv
Kol T@V &vBpdnwv), namely arguments whose main purpose is that of pointing to similarities®. It

(52) LErythrai31,11. 21-28. English translation by AusTiN 20062, p. 309. For a discussion on the identity of the king, see
especially HABICHT 19702, p. 93-99; KogHN 2007, p. 120-121.

(53) As first argued by RosTOVTZEEF 1935.

(54) D.S. 19.60.4 Biziére: Qg 8¢ mo0 ke [sc. TToAepaiog] mAnciov t@v mpoepnuévwy TONwWY, Zéhevkog ETvxe pév
noAopk@®v EpuBpdg, mubopevog 8¢ v t@v molepiwv Sovapy mAnoiov ovoav anénlevoev dnpaktog. Loeb translation by
R. M. Geer: “It so happened that, as he finally drew near to this area, Seleucus was laying siege to Erythrae, but when he heard
that the hostile force was near, he sailed away with noting accomplished”.

(55) On this kind of pattern, see especially MAGNETTO 2008, with particular reference to the Rhodian arbitration
between Samos and Priene, which provides a meaningful illustration.

(56) The same seems applies to the Coan dossier, as is clear from the letter of Ptolemy III summarising the speech held
by the Koan Bewpoi (IG XII 4, 212, 1. 8-10): kai ydp [gaot] | [t]ovg Apgiktvovag éyngiobal mie|[pl] Tovtwy. On this point,
cf. NELsoN 2005, p. 220.

(57) CuaNIOTIS 1999, p. 60-61, followed by RUBINSTEIN 2013, p. 171-172. For the distinction between &rexvol and
£vteyvol mioTelg, see Arist. Rh. 1355b35-39.

(58) On this point, see, for instance, P1azza 2011.

(59) For mapadeiypata, cf. Rh.Al 8.1 Chiron, 1429a21-27: napadeiypata & éoti mpdkelg Spotan yeyevnuévar kai
évavtial Taic vov V@’ NudV Aeyopévaig. Tote 8¢ Xpnotéov adtoig £0Ttv dtav dmotov dv 10 OO cod Aeyopevov eivat
@avepdV motijoal BENG, av Sia Tod eikdTog Wi ToTeVnTaL, Sntwg TPy dpolav Etépav Tf) KO cod Aeyopévy katapabovteg
oUTw TEMpaypévny, g o @N¢ Tempdydat, pdAlov ToTevoWOL ToTg H1IO 60D Aeyopévolg (Loeb translation by D. C. Mirhady:
“Examples are actions that have taken place that are similar or contrary to those being discussed by us now. You must use
them whenever what you are saying is hard to believe but you want to make clear (if it does not become credible through an
argument from plausibility) that once they learn that an action similar to the one being discussed by you has been done as
you say it was done, they will believe more in what you are saying”); Arist. Rh. 1.1356b14-16: 10 pév éni ToOAA@V kai Opoiwv
Seikvuobat 611 obTwg €xel €kel pgv Emaywyn éotty EvtadBa 8¢ mapaderypa (Loeb translation by J. H. Freese: “the proof from
a number of particular cases that such is the rule, is called in Dialectic induction, in Rhetoric example”).
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is probably no coincidence that most instances of mapadeiypata referred to in both treatises stem
from Greek history, so that in the Rhetoric to Alexander the following advice is given: moA\& 8¢
Ay mapadeiypata St T@V poyeyevnuévov TpdEewy kal Sl TOV VOV yvopévwv®e.

The last example on which I intend to focus is the Delphian decree in honour of the ambassador
and Beompdmog Matrophanes (namely a sacred envoy sent forth on an oracular mission)®', who
was dispatched by Sardis to renew the @ilavBpwmna existing between the two cities ¢k maAai@v
xpovwv—an indication that almost surely refers to the notorious relationship between the
Lydian king Croesus and the sanctuary of Apollo®®. The inscription is probably to be dated to
the last quarter of the third century BC,*® coinciding with the last phase of the long Aetolian
predominance over Delphi and the Amphictyonic League, which was brought to an end by the
defeat of Antiochus IIT and his allies by Rome. This can be inferred from the fact that the honours
bestowed on the envoy and his descendants (at Il. 14-17) included the Bewpodoxia for the Aetolian
XwTnpla, established around the mid-240s, and that, if Gauthier’s suggestion is followed, Sardis
was formally granted the status of polis around 226 BC. From the summary provided in the decree,
it emerges that Matrophanes’ oration had two main aims: on the one hand, to explain the reasons
why the Sardians had long been unable to approach the oracle; on the other, to ask the Delphians
to designate a mpdevog of the city (required for performing the pre-consultation sacrifice), since,
for the same reasons, there was none at Delphi at that time. In response to this request, the polis
of Delphi decided to act as a tpo&evog of the polis of Sardis—a provision whose interpretation has
elicited much discussion among scholars—and, consequently, to enable Matrophanes to access the
oracle after the mpoBvaia:

elpev 8¢ xal tav MOAY T@OV Aeh[p@v] | mpodEevov Tag mONog Tdg ZapSiavav kol émedn dol
Moatpogdvng dnodeilEat] | TOv mpobucovta Sia TO pn) ddpxety TpdEevov ZapSavv, ob Suvar(@v)
Svtwv [av]|t@v mMheiov[o]g xpovov mpoyevéooTat eig TO pavteiov Sid TG aitiag | &g dneloyicato
Matpopavng, mpodvety adT®dL TAV TOALY
The city of the Del[phians] is to be proxenos of the city of the Sardians, and, seeing that
Matrophanes asks that we app[oint] someone who will carry out the preliminary sacrifice,
since the Sardians have no proxenos, they being unable to approach the oracle for a long
period for the reasons [- -] that Matrophanes set out, the city will carry out the preliminary
sacrifice for him®*.
Curiously enough, although it can safely be assumed that the task of demanding the designation
of a new mpod&evog was already outlined in the decree of appointment enacted by the Sardians (in
addition to that of justifying their absence from the oracle), it is the envoy whom the Delphians
held responsible for this request.

(60) In the section concerning the confirmation through proofs (Befaiwotg ék T@v niotewv) the author claims that the
best examples are those close to the audience in time or place (Rh.Al 32.3 Chiron, 1439al-4).

(61) JACQUEMIN et al. 2012, no. 83, p. 163-165. Other recent editions: RUTHERFORD 2013, p. 416-418, no. D14. In
addition to the references given in the Choix, one should add at least KRAUTER 2004, p. 86-88; ZELNICK-ABRAMOVITZ 2004,
p- 103-104; TarTa 2004-2005, p. 95-98; ARNUSH 2005, p. 108; MAck 2015, p. 25 n. 9, p. 69 n. 57. On Hellenistic Sardis, see
now BERLIN-KosMIN 2019 [non vidi].

(62) Hdt. 1.54.2 Wilson: Aehgoi 8¢ &vti tovtwv €docav Kpoiow kai Avdoiot mpopavtninv kai dtekeinv kai mpoedpinv
Kal €€eivat 7@ Povlopévw adTdv yiveoBar AeApov &g TOV aiel xpovov. Loeb translation by A.D. Godley: “The Delphians,
in return, gave Croesus and all Lydians the right of first consulting the oracle, freedom from all charges, the chief seats at
festivals, and perpetual right of Delphian citizenship to whosoever should wish”.

(63) Cf. GAUTHIER 1989, p. 143-150 (226-225 BC); KNOEPFLER 1993, p. 39-43 (213/2 BC).

(64) PourLLoux 1974, 1l. 9-13 (see also JACQUEMIN et alii 2012, no. 83). English translation by RUTHERFORD 2013,
p- 417. It may be worth observing that, in this case, the phrase poBvetv adt@®t Tav O is better interpreted as displaying
both of the traditional meanings of the preposition p6, namely “before” and “on behalf of”.
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4. In examining the formal features of some of the inscriptions recalled above, including the
Xanthian dossier, Laurent Pernot raised an important point:

Les documents cités présentent une remarquable homogénéité de style. Ils utilisent le méme

vocabulaire, les mémes structures syntaxiques, et ont quelque chose de vaguement isocratique. C’est

un style qui rend un son encomiastique autant que délibératif, d’ailleurs®®.
It should therefore come as no surprise that, as stated above, the npeofevtikog was classified in the
imperial period among the epideictic forms, which points to a shift that had already taken place
in oratorical practice and that is clearly visible, for instance, in the mythological argumentations
deployed in a number of epigraphically attested ambassadorial addresses®. Nor is it surprising
that, by combining exhortation and advice to epideictic elements, the npeoBevticdg ended up being
associated with the mavnyvpikdg, at least by rhetoricians (and from a theoretical standpoint)®’.
After all, by juxtaposing arguments based on historical proofs and previous benefactions, as well
as discussions of recent and contemporary history, Hellenistic envoys were adopting a rhetorical
pattern which had been established in epideictic oratory at least since Lysias’ OAvpmukog, with
its initial tribute to Heracles’ edepyetuata®®. On the other hand, it cannot be denied that the
arguments deployed within the context of interstate mediations and arbitrations, despite also at
times being based on historical proofs emanated from the remote past®®, were most likely driven
from the repertoire of forensic oratory, which, in turn, had undergone a theoretical revolution due
to Hermagoras’ systematisation.

Regardless of whether the compresence of two different temporal dimensions within such
oratorical performances actually corresponds, as Chaniotis puts it, to “a distinction between
collective and cultural memory,””® which would imply that Hellenistic envoys’ speeches could be
better understood as a further manifestation of Gehrke’s concept of intentionale Geschichte (in
other words, as means of self-assertion through multifaceted processes of memory making)”*, what
is at stake here is the problem of determining if, as argued by Rubinstein, Polybius’ classification
of A\dyot mpeaPevtikol as a separate genre actually “makes excellent sense in a historiographical
universe, but less sense when applied to oratory as it may have been performed in real life”. The
answer should, in my view, take into account the fact that, in order for it to be suitable for all of
the contexts delineated above, the ambassadorial address was forced to overthrow its original

(65) EDWARDSs 2016, p. 181 (within the discussion following the paper by CHANIOTIS 2016).

(66) There is another reason that makes the Coan dossier so interesting a case for the present argument. If Nelson’s
assumption be accepted (see above, n. 40), the rhetorical strategy of combining moral obligations and alleged historical
demonstrations in Hellenistic diplomatic approaches would find a further comparandum in the pseudo-Hippocratic
Ambassadorial Speech (27.9 Smith) in which Hippocrates” son Thessalos exhorts the Athenians to spare his homeland on
account not only of the other benefactions towards the Greeks referred to in the oration, but also of those performed by the
Coans and their tutelary deities, who “were of great benefit to men” (¢ d@elein avBpwnwv ¢yévovto), in the remote past
and, more specifically, during the Trojan War, which caused Machaon’s death: o0 yap pobog ta Tpwikd AN €pya, év olotv 1y
Kog odv Tfjowy £wvutiig vijuoty od moAlooTr, peyiotn & £€¢ ovppayiny éotiv- obtwg 8¢ kal AokAnmiod maideg od Téxvr Hovov,
AAG kai dmhotory emrpkecav “EXAnot. English translation by SmrTH 1990, p. 123: “The Trojan War is not a myth, but a fact,
and in it Cos with her own ships was not quantitatively great but was very great for the alliance. And thus Asclepius’ sons
helped the Greeks not by science alone, but by arms”.

(67) On this point, see PEPE 2013, esp. p. 330-331.

(68) Lys. 33.1-2 Carey (apud D.H. Lys. 30).

(69) As the already mentioned case of the Rhodian arbitration between Samos and Priene clearly reveals (see above,
n. 55). On the “tendency towards the mixture of forensic and ambassadors’ speeches” in the Hellenistic period, see
THORNTON 2013, p. 26-27. See further RUBINSTEIN 2016, p. 80.

(70) CHANIOTIS 2009, esp. p. 255-259.

(71) Ma 2003, p. 19: “the speeches given by ambassadors, foreign judges and theoroi must be considered as part of local
civic literature”. On the Horographie as a means to (re)construct civic identity in the Hellenistic period, see lastly SIMONTON
2018, esp. p. 507-508, notes 53-55 (with exhaustive references).
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symbouleutic nature so as to incorporate, combine and develop arguments of any kind, however
still mostly historical and genealogical, epideictic and ceremonial, ritual and religious, legal and
moral. In addressing its emergence as an issue, Demetrius, Polybius and Diodorus were thus not so
much adopting a descriptive coinage from a merely historiographical perspective, they were rather
dismissing the applicability of a scheme whose practical validity had inevitably been questioned by
the radical changes determined by the new political realities of the Hellenistic age.

Davide AMENDOLA

Scuola Normale Superiore di Pisa,

Center for Hellenic Studies, Harvard University
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