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lasos. Decree for Distribution of Ekklesiastikon

Description: engraved white marble stele, now lost. At the time of its discovery it was almost intact on the
right side and damaged on the left, upper and lower sides. Dimensions: h: 0.44 m w: 0.545 m d: 0.10 m

Layout: writing from left to right, not stoichedic. Lines are of a very irregular length and the text layout
respects the division of words

Letters: no peculiarities. Hellenistic koine
Origin: lasos
Dating: early 3rd century BC

Findspot: found in 1879 by B. Haussoullier in the Turkish village of Dourvanda (present-day Torba, near
Bodrum). The stele was inserted in the wall of a modern house

Current location: Unknown, lost. Haussoullier's squeeze is currently kept at the Institut Courby in Lyon
Reference Edition: P. Gauthier, BCH 114, 1 (1990), 435 (cf. SEG 40.959), with changes

Other Editions: Haussoullier 1884, 219-220 (editio princeps); Hicks 1887, 104-105 (Hicks 1); Hicks 1887,
117-118 (Hicks 2; from a W. R. Paton's drawing); Michel, Recueil 466, 345-346; Blimel, I. lasos 20; Rhodes-
Osborne, GHI 99

Photographs: Gauthier 1990, 419-422

Translations: Jones 1987, 332-333 (English); Gauthier 1990, 435 (French); Rhodes-Osborne, GHI 99, 511
(English)

Bibliography: Haussoullier 1884, 218-222; Hicks 1887, 83-118; Michel, Recueil 466; Blimell. lasos 20; Jones
1987, 332-333; Gauthier 1990, 417-443; Delrieux 2001, 160-189; Rhodes-Osborne, GHI 99, 508-512; Fabiani
2010, 467-482; Konuk 2010, 59-67; Vacante 2011, 322-336

[---]
[---1va---T1]d ékk[AnociacTikd]v Sid[dTai(?)]

nomen [EU]6udrjuou, Emkpd&[tns EpuolkpéovTos,

nomen [Hpa]kAeitou, EoTialos ATToAAwviBov,

nomen [Mi]vvicovos, Popuicov lepokAéous: (vac. ) Tous pév

5 [Tapias 8i86v]at Tois [v]ewTmola<i>s ékdoTou unvods Tt vouunvial[i]
[Bpaxuas(?) éka]tov dydorikovTa ekkAnoiaoTikdy, Tous 8[¢]
[vecotrolas] ékdoTou unvods éktni icTauévou kai Tals (vac. )
[apxaip(?)]eciats ekTiBévatl &ua T fiUépal KEP&UIOY UETPTTIATOV
[UBaTo]s wArpes, TPUTMUA EXOV Kuapiaiov &Téxov &Td THs Yiis

10 [un EAac]oov TodGV EMTa" dpiecbat Bt TO Udwop &ua T NAicwt
[av]aTéAAovTi kal ToUs vecotTrolas kabijobal kal TTapakeicbal
[ék&]oTwl KIBOTIOV é0ppaytopévoy UTTO TGV TTPOOTATWY, EXOV
[. c. 10-13.] oTté[u]a pijkos Bi8&kTulov TAGTOS (Vac. )
[SdkT]ulov kal emryeypd@b T KifwTict Tiis pUATis Tolvoua:

15 [Téov B¢ eis T[rv ékkAnot]av Topevopéveov 8186 Tw EkaoTos TECoOY
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[Tét vecoTr]of[ni] Tiis autol euAis, émypdyas TO autol dvopa (vac. )
[Tratp]bBev kai . 10.]- 6 8¢ vecotroins éuPaiAiéte [Ta recod(?)]

vel [eis TO kiBcdOTIOV Kal ypa(?)] pécbeo T& dvduaTa TaTpdbev [. c. 5-7.] (vac. )
[---12OWN meoocov Tapax|[piinal?) - - - |

20 [-- - T]as [oppa(?)]yi[d]as Tév kiBwT[icov - - - |
[~ kliBleotiou [---]
[---]

Apparatus criticus: N.B. In the same paper Hicks gives two different editions of this inscription, the first based
on Haussoullier’s drawing alone, the second corrected according to Paton’s one. In order not to overcomplicate
the apparatus, it has been chosen here to present the readings of Hicks (1) only for the sections of the text not
covered by Hicks (2).

Initio: ["ESo&ev Tt BouAfit kai Tcd1 Srjucor: mpuTavéwy yvddun: | mepi cdv émijAbov oi vecomolal émepcoTadvTes] Hicks
(1). . 1: [ - - - T]0 ékx[AnoiacTiko]v 818 [Svai] Haussoullier; [cds Sel kai wéTe T]O éxk[AnociacTiko]v 818[évai] Hicks
(1); &18[cbow] vel &18[cdTan] Gauthier. |. 2: [T]o¥ Srjuov Haussoullier; [Ev]8udriuov Hicks (1); [Eu6]udriuou Michel;
ETTIIPA KPEONT Haussoullier in apographo; Emi<k>pa[Tns] Kpéovto[s] Hicks (1), sed lac. longior est;
Emkpda[Tns] Kpéovto[s] Michel. |. 3: KAEITOY Haussoullier, in apographo; IEZTIAIOZ Paton in apographo;
loTiaios Hicks (1). I. 4: NNIONOZ®O Haussoullier in apographo; NNIWNOZ®OPMIWN Paton in apographo;
[Mi]vvicovos Hicks (1); Tous uév Hicks (2); Tous ue[v] Gauthier, sed Haussoullier et Paton MEN legerunt. I. 5:
AITOIZ].. ?..JEOIOIAZ Paton in apographo; [mpuTtdveis(?) k]ai To<u>s [v]e<com>oias Hicks (2); [v]ecwmoia<i>s
vel [v]ecoroial[i]s Gauthier; vouunvi[ai] Haussoullier. I. 6: TO3 Haussoullier; [AaBeiv Spaxuas ékajtov Hicks;
[6y(?)]SorikovTa Haussoullier; Tous 8§[¢ &AAous] Hicks (2). . 7: [ - - - JéekdoTou Haussoullier; 2TOY Paton;
[TpicbBoAov(?) éxd]oTou Hicks (2); [TpicdBoAov(?)] Michel; [TpicdBoAov] Blimel apud I. lasos. Il. 7/8: [ouykAriTois
ékkAnjoiais Haussoullier, sed spatium deest ; [ékkAn]/ofais Hicks (2). |. 8: [ékkAn]oiais Blimel apud /. /asos. Il.
8/9: uetpnTiaiov | mwArjpes Haussoullier; [U8[aTols mArjpes Michel. |. 10: [é]p’ [8]oov modcdv ém<T>d Hicks (2);
[é]p’ [E]oov modcdv ém[T]a Blimel; apiéoBar Haussoullier; AOESOA/ Paton in apographo; agéofai Hicks (2). II.
10/11: [av]|aTé<AA>ovTi Hicks (2); [av][aTéAAovTi Michel. Il. 11/12: [ékd]|oTecot Hicks (2). 1. 13: [Uwos.. ? .. ]Ja
Haussoullier; [ékaoTov g]io[BoAnv(?)] Hicks (2); [émi ToG émbriuaTos] vel [rcouaTos] Gauthier. Il. 13/14: [.. ?
..|8dk]TUuAov Haussoullier; [ou peiCova | kud(?)]uou Hicks (2). I. 14: [ - - - JMOY Paton in apographo; [kai
émyey]pdpbco Haussoullier. Il. 14/15: [Tcov | 8¢ eis T[rjv ékkAnoi]av Hicks (2). |. 15: [Tcdov 8¢ moAiTcdv]
Haussoullier; EEIZT Paton in apographo. Il. 15/16: [Tcd1 | veco]<m>oi<ni> Hicks (2); [Tcdt | vecorr]oi[ni] Michel. 1.
16: [ExovTa Tijv oppayida] Haussoullier. II. 16/17: [raT/p]é6e[v: - - - | Hicks (2). |. 17: OOE[ - --JO/.. ?..JP Paton
in apographo; [maTp]éBe[v- - - - | Blimel. |. 18: [kaAei]obc Haussoullier; PEZOW Paton in apographo;
[ypa]@éobeo Hicks (2). I. 19: [ - - - Jeov mecoov mapal - - - | Michel. I. 20: E[.. ?..]JAZT(JN Haussoullier in
apographo; IFTAZTWN Paton in apographo; [oppa]yi[8]as Hicks (2).

Translation:

[ - - - 1 so that the ekklesiastikon may be given: | [ - - - ] son of Euthydemos; Epikrates son of Hermokreon; | [ - -
- 1 son of Herakleitos; Hestiaios son of Apollonides; | [ - - - ] son of Minnion; Phormion son of Hierokles. The ||
treasurers shall give to the neopoiai on the first day of each month | 180 drachmas (?) as ekklesiastikon. The |
neopoiai, on the sixth day of each month and on the | archairesiai (?), shall set out at daybreak a pot of one
metretes | full of water, with a hole the size of a bean at a distance of not less than seven feet from the ground.
| The water shall be released as the sun || rises and the neopoiai shall be seated and an urn sealed by the

prostatai shall be placed | beside each one (of the neopoiai), having | [ - - - ] a slot two fingers long and | one
finger wide, and shall be inscribed on the urn the name of the tribe. || Each of those going to the assembly shall
give a token | to the neopoies of his tribe, having inscribed on it his name, | patronymicand [ - - - ]. The
neopoiai shall insert the tokens (?) | into the urn, and shall be written (?) the names and the patronymics [ - - - ]
| [---1atoken immediately [ ---1]|

[---]1theseals (?) oftheurns[---1]

[---Joftheurn[---]

Commentary:
This decree from lasos regulates the distribution of ekklesiastikon, the public pay awarded to citizens who
attended the meetings of the assembly, and provides one of the only indications of this practice in the Greek
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world outside Athens (for a survey on this subject see de Ste. Croix 1975, 48-52).

The inscription has a rather complex editorial history: it was found by Bernard Haussoullier in 1879 in a village
on the ancient island of Karyanda, southeast of the Gulf of lasos, in Turkey. Together with a very cautious
critical edition, with few suggestions for additions, the French scholar published a drawing of the text. This
drawing - and that of the Scottish William Paton, reproduced in Hicks 1887, 116 - was used by later
commentators, since the stone was dispersed at an unspecified time and is still lost. For many years, therefore,
the standard edition was that of Edward L. Hicks, which was also included in the first of the two volumes
dedicated to lasos of the Inschriften griechischer Stadte aus Kleinasien edited by Wolfgang Blimel. In 1987,
however, a squeeze of the inscription made by Haussoullier was discovered, which allowed Philippe Gauthier to
correct numerous errors in Hicks’ drawing and additions (for a detailed discussion see Gauthier 1990, 425-435).

Despite the absence of any geographical indication in the decree, its lasian origin is almost certain, due to the
mention of the assembly on the sixth day of the month, that of neopoiai and prostatai - magistrates well known
in the Carian city (see below) - and some onomastic and prosopographic parallels (Haussoullier 1884, 222;
Hicks 1887, 105; Blimel I. lasos, 38; Rhodes-Osborne GHI, 510). As for chronology, the complete lack of dating
elements and the loss of the inscription make even the allocation of a century difficult: Hicks had initially
proposed the 2nd century BCE (Hicks 1887, 101), later changing his mind to the 4th-3rd century BCE (Hicks
1887, 117, a hypothesis supported in Blimel I. lasos, 38). Gauthier, as part of his reinterpretation of the decree,
suggested a date in the last third of the 4th century, showing a certain preference for the age of Alexander
(330-325; Gauthier 1990, 423-425). This proposal found wide support and was later linked to the restitution by
the Macedonian king to lasos of the so-called Little Sea (cf. I. lasos 24+30), which would have ensured for the
Carian city the necessary financial resources for this measure ( Delrieux 2001, 160-189; Vacante 2011,
322-336). Recently, however, Roberta Fabiani has convincingly lowered the date to the first years of the 3rd
century BCE: she has linked the palaeography of the squeeze to that of a group of lasian engravers (the
‘palaeographic group 3’), whose chronology is based on the presence in four inscriptions of the name of
Eukrates son of Menon, appointed proxenus and euergetes in Miletus in 265/4 (Milet | 3, 96). As we will see,
moreover, this decree mentions a certain Epikrates son of Hermokreon, a name that appears in three other
inscriptions also attributed by Fabiani to the same palaeographic group (see below). Conversely, I. lasos 24+30,
certainly dating to the age of Alexander, seems to present an older palaeography (Fabiani 2015, 168-169;
256-259). The decree, therefore, would have been promulgated at a time when lasos was an ally of Ptolemy |,
who had granted it freedom, autonomy and exemption from tribute (as proven by /. lasos 2 of 309-305, on
which cf. Bagnall 1976, 89-92; Mastrocinque 1979, 28-32; Giovannini 2004, 69-87; Migeotte 2005, 195-208).
This historical context fits well with a democratic regime such as the one revealed by this inscription. On the
contrary, the traditional assumption that the city during Alexander’s reign was a democracy has recently been
questioned (Faraguna 2020, 258-259; contra Nawotka 2003, 15-41).

The first part of the prescript is completely missing. All that remains is the indication of the subject of the
decree (the distribution of the ekklesiastikon, |. 1) and a list of six names in two columns. Hicks had claimed that
those were the members of the board of neopoiai, mentioned several times in the text, from which the report
that would later produce the current motion would have originated (Hicks 1887, 104-105). Gauthier, while
rejecting the details of the procedure assumed by Hicks, seems less inclined to refuse the identification of the
six people with the neopoiai (Gauthier 1990, 425-426; 436). As clearly appears in the following lines of this
inscription, however, these magistrates had a close numerical connection with the tribes. Recently it has been
pointed out that the tribes of lasos were not six as traditionally believed (Hicks 1887, 105-106; Swoboda 1890,
72; Bilabel 1920, 120; Jost 1935, 36; Cassola 1957, 249 n. 76; Ehrhardt 1983, 99; Gauthier 1990, 436-437, n.
56; Rhodes-Osborne GHI, 512), but four in the Hecatomnid period and five subsequently (five were, in the
Hellenistic period, the prostatai, the strategoi and probably the archontes, cf. Fabiani 2010, 477-480; Fabiani
2017, 170-171; cf. also Vacante 2011, 328). The six names that occur in Il. 2-4 of the decree, therefore, are
most likely those of the prytaneis (so en passant Jones 1987, 332; Fabiani 2010, 469 n. 22) who had the task of
convening and chairing the assembly and, from the 4th century onwards, proposing motions to the demos. The
number of prytaneis found in lasian inscriptions is variable - probably being related not to the tribes, but to the
number of assemblies during the semester (Fabiani 2015, 281-282; 297-299) - but often the lists of prytaneis
found in the decrees are composed of six members (e.qg. I. lasos 1; 37; 53; 56; SEG 41.932 and 933; Maddoli,
lasos 22). As for the identity of the named individuals, the only one attested elsewhere is the above-mentioned
Epikrates son of Hermokreon (the correct restoration of the patronymic is in Gauthier 1990, 424), who also
appears - but with different colleagues - in /. lasos 37; 53 and Maddoli, lasos 12B. Whether the Minnion father of
the unknown magistrate in . 4 is the famous Minnion brother of Gorgos of I. lasos 24430 is not demonstrable,
since that was a common name in the Carian city, although, as we have seen, it would be chronologically
acceptable.

From I. 4 begins the description of the distribution of ekklesiastikon: on the first day of each month the
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treasurers had to hand over 180 units of an unreadable coin standard to the neopoiai. Before Gauthier’'s paper
this sum was generally considered the monthly pay for the neopoiai, different from that given to the
participants in the assembly (Hicks 1887, 117; Swoboda 1888, 307; Brandis 1905, 2170-2171), but the French
scholar has correctly pointed out that the use of the term ékkAnoiacTikdv clearly indicates that this was the
same money the neopoiai had to distribute to the citizens (Gauthier 1990, 427-429). On assembly day, which in
lasos was usually the 6th of the month (for a list of lasian decrees promulgated on the 6th day see Rhodes-
Lewis 1997, 333-338), and for the archairesiai (see below) the neopoiai before sunrise displayed a clepsydra
filled with one metretes of water at a height of seven feet above the ground, probably so that it would be more
visible and allow the water to flow unimpeded. When the sun rose, the clepsydra was opened and the neopoiai
placed themselves next to the urns bearing the name of their tribe sealed by the prostatai. At this point, the
citizens heading for the assembly lined up in front of the urn of their phyle, handed the neopoiai a token with
their name on it, which was inserted into the urn, as proof of their participation in the meeting. This procedure
would evidently continue until the water in the clepsydra ran out. We do not know exactly what capacity had the
metretes used in lasos, but taking the Attic one as an example- about 40 litres - Gauthier has calculated that
the duration of the whole process must have been slightly more than half an hour (Gauthier 1990, 436). The
text here becomes very fragmentary, but it is probable that at the end of the assembly the neopoiai handed
over the ekklesiastikon to those who had given them the token and whose names were recorded. Also, there
were most likely instructions for the prostatai to verify the regularity of the operations.

As the text shows, the two archai most involved in the distribution were the neopoiai and the prostatai. The
former were magistrates widespread in many Greek poleis, with duties related to the material and financial care
of the sanctuaries (see Schulthel8 1935, 2433-2439). At lasos, as is also apparent from this decree, in addition to
their traditional religious domains (on which cf. I. lasos 219, Il. 9-12, commented by Robert-Robert 1973, no.
425, 163-164) they also had tasks related to the financial and institutional spheres of the community’s life: from
the Classical age onwards, for example, it was the responsibility of the neopoiai to take care of the material
tasks of publishing the decrees in stone in city sanctuaries and the agora (e. g. Maddoli, lasos 4, Il. 13-17; 1.
lasos 2, 1. 59-61; 38, . 6-7; 42, II. 8-9; 43, Il. 12-13; 44, Il. 3-4; 46, |l. 7-8. Cf. Hicks 1887, 105-106; Oikonomos
1920-1921, 301-304 [non vidil; Gauthier 1990, 436-437; Fabiani 2010, 470-472; Fabiani 2015, 284). It also
seems likely that they had a close connection with the treasurers who, according to the restoration of Il. 4-5 of
this inscription proposed by Gauthier, had to provide them with the money (see Fabiani 2010, 471 n. 34). These
aspects, combined with their responsibilities in the distribution of the ekklesiastikon, show that in lasos the role
of the neopoiai went further than the mere religious sphere and was central to the financial life of the city. This
actually has parallels in other Greek cities, where the neopoiai performed administrative and financial functions
regarding the activities of the sanctuaries (as is the case of the sanctuary of Zeus Temenites in Amorgos, cf.
Pernin, Baux ruraux 131). As for the prostatai, their economic role is less marked: in the Carian polis they
«appear to have been magistrates to whom was assigned the specific task of watching over, guaranteeing and
protecting, the interests of the entire citizen body, thus closely following the name’s original meaning» (Fabiani
2010, 473). That, in this case, consisted in sealing the urns in which the mecods was inserted with the demosia
sphragis and, more generally, in overseeing that every aspect of the procedure was carried out correctly.

The central issue of the decree, which still has many dark points, is how the remuneration was distributed,
starting with the amount of money. As already mentioned, the stone only preserves the figure (180) but not the
coin standard of the monthly fund available to the neopoiai to be handed over to the assembly participants.
Gauthier argued that the field could be narrowed down to silver drachmas and chrysoi, i.e. Alexander’s gold
staters, showing a certain preference for the former due to the small size and wealth of lasos (Gauthier 1990,
430-431; cf. also Delrieux 2001, 178-183; Rhodes-Osborne GHI, 510; Konuk 2010, 60-61). Salvatore Vacante, on
the contrary, assumed that the figure could be expressed in chrysoi - and in particular in gold hemistaters,
equivalent to 1800 silver drachmas - attempting to refute the widespread opinion about the poverty of lasos
based on a passage from Strabo (Strab. 14.2.21) that mentions the low productivity of its soil (Vacante 2011,
322-336). Apart from considerations about the prosperity of the Carian polis, this position seems unlikely:
Vacante calculates that about 1800 people received one drachma each as pay, but this implies both a very high
salary and number of participants. One drachma, in fact, is what Athenian citizens received at the end of the 4th
century in an ordinary assembly (Arist. Ath. Pol. 62.2), during a period, moreover, of considerable economic
prosperity for the Attic city (Bosworth 1994, 850-851). That the remuneration was as high in lasos as in Athens
seems unlikely (such figures, moreover, would have engaged the significant sum of more than three and a half
talents per year). Some Hellenistic documents give us an idea of the size of the lasian ekklesia. On four
occasions, in fact, the number of votes in favour of the motion is reported: [7]158 or [8]58, 841, 1011 and 1022
or 1122 (SEG 41.929, I. 35; SEG 41.932, Il. 13-14; Maddoli, lasos 20B, Il. 21-22; SEG 57.1046 II, Il. 40-41; cf.
Blimel 2007, 45-46; Fabiani 2012, 114; Fabiani 2015, 118; 280). Taking into account the votes against, the
assembly could have counted between approximately 1000 and 2000 participants on average (since those
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decrees were approved, votes against were necessarily fewer). In the light of this, also the number of at least
1800 participants receiving the ekklesiastikon seems excessive. Such a figure, furthermore, would have
necessitated a very rapid procedure, since it would mean that each of the five neopoiai in about half an hour
had to receive, check and insert into the urn the token of 360 people, one every five seconds.

It is impossible to know precisely both the number of people who received the ekklesiastikon at each meeting of
the assembly - which in any case must have varied according to the attendance - and the amount of the
payment. The latter may have been indicated by the decree when it described how the money was to be
handed over at the end of the meeting, but the almost total loss of the last part of the text makes it impossible
to formulate concrete hypotheses. This uncertainty leads to two other problems which remain open so far:
firstly, how could a constant sum of money be distributed to a variable number of citizens? Gauthier estimated
that the neopoiai could receive and check the token of around 360 people, who would therefore have received
three obols each (Gauthier 1990, 441-443). Following this hypothesis, however, if the number of registered
citizens had been higher than this figure, not all of them would have been guaranteed the three obols of
ekklesiastikon. Another possibility advanced by the French scholar is that the payment was made in bronze
divisional coins, and that this made it possible to give remuneration to all those who were entitled to it (Gauthier
1990, 443; cf. also Delrieux 2001, 160-189, who claimed to have identified the bronze coins minted on this
occasion, a statement later refuted by Konuk 2010, 59-67, who suggested that ekklesiastikon could be paid in
silver triobols of Rhodian standard).

Another problem arises from the restoration of [dpxaip/eoiais at the beginning of I. 8: Gauthier’s interpretation,
accepted by all later commentators, is that the ekklesiastikon was given both in the ordinary assemblies which,
as mentioned, took place on the 6th of each month, and in the archairesiai - the electoral assemblies where
lasians chose the magistrates for the following year - which are also attested in the Carian polis also by other
decrees (SEG 36.982B; SEG 36.983; /. lasos 99). This means that there was one month per year in which two
assemblies were held, for which the lasian state had to pay the ekkesiastikon: the ordinary one on the 6th and
the archairesiai. The text of the decree, however, does not mention an increase in the money provided by the
treasurers to the neopoiai for those particular months. The problem, therefore, arises as to how the
remuneration for both assemblies in the election months could be guaranteed. Fabiani’'s in-depth research on
the number of prytaneis - which, as mentioned, probably depended on the number of assemblies - confirmed
that in lasos there were normally 13 meetings of the ekklesia per year and 14 in the years with intercalary
month (Fabiani 2015, 297-299). The proposal of Rhodes and Osborne that during the months with archairesiai
the ordinary assembly on day 6 was not held must therefore be rejected (Rhodes-Osborne GHI, 510-511). A
possible resolution to both discussed issues could be to consider the 180 drachmas available to the neopoiai
rather as an upper limit that was not necessarily fully distributed within the single meeting. Assume, for
example, that those who received the ekklesiastikon were on average 900 - about one person every ten
seconds received by the neopoiai - a number more aligned with the total participants mentioned above than the
360 proposed by Gauthier (as Susanne Carlsson rightly notes, such a small figure would have excluded a large
part of the citizens from pay and this would have limited rather than expanded popular participation; Carlsson
2010, 180). If the ekklesiastikon had amounted to one obol per person, as the original Agyrrhios’ proposal at
Athens (Arist. Ath. Pol. 41.3), there would have been about 180 obols left per meeting. The surplus from all
ordinary assemblies would have been more than enough to finance the compensation of the electoral assembly
once a year. However, this is only a hypothesis and the absence of more solid data makes further confirmation
impossible.

While several aspects of the decree remain rather obscure so far, its general framework is clear. This measure
aims to encourage popular attendance at ekklesia meetings through a double incentive: the first is apparently
the remuneration itself, the modest size of which, indeed, was likely to attract mainly members of the lower
classes. This aim is also achieved by the strict time limitation given by the clepsydra, which might seem to put a
curb on participation. Actually, as Gauthier has recognised, hurrying the procedure as much as possible ensured
that the meeting started very early, shortly after dawn, and that the discussion did not take up too much of the
day. In this way, work activities would not be excessively compromised and this would allow for a extensive
participation of the less wealthy citizens (Gauthier 1990, 439). It is clear that such measures should be ascribed
to a democratic context and, indeed, according to Aristotle a typical instrument of democracies to stimulate
political participation was precisely payment for citizens who attended the assembly (Arist. Pol. 4.1296a; on the
ideological and institutional role of public participation to ekklesia in the Athenian system see Ober 1989,
132-138; Canevaro 2019, 339-381). In this respect, it is fitting a comparison with Athens, where the handing
over of the misthos ekklesiatikos followed a similar pattern, encouraging the rapidity of operations. This is
confirmed by several passages in Aristophanes’ Ecclesiazusae, where the characters rush to the Pnyx, crowding
in to receive their pay and not be left empty-handed (Aristoph. Eccl. 282-284; 289-298; 378-381; cf. Tuci 2007,
111; for Athenian misthos in general see Gallo 1984, 395-440; Markle 1985, 265-297; Hansen 1991, 150).

In conclusion, the decree for the distribution of ekklesiastikon offers a picture of remuneration for political
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participation in a Hellenistic polis, in a context different from the much better known Athenian case. From this
point of view this document is absolutely peculiar, since lasos is one of the only known examples of this practice
in the Greek world and it can give concrete support to Aristotle’s statements on the close connection between
democracy and payment for political activity, which would otherwise remain without parallels and restricted
only to literary testimony.
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