PAPERS AND MONOGRAPHS FROM THE
NORWEGIAN INSTITUTE AT ATHENS VOLOUME X

INSTITUTION OF SPONSORSHIP
FROM ANCIENT TO MODERN TIMES

“For it is the duty of the wealthy to render service to the state”
(Demosthenes, Speech: Against Phaenippus, 42.22)

Proceedings of International Scientific Conference
Amphitheatre “Stephanos Dragoumis”
Museum of Byzantine Culture
Thessaloniki, February 7-8 2014

Edited by George Kakavas

NORWEGIAN
INSTITUTE
€7 At Atnens

ATHENS 2018



Munificence in democratic and oligarchic systems of
the ancient world: a comparative approach

Ingvar Maehle

H apyaio oA Bacilovtav oTic €DEAOVIIKES GLVEIGPOPES TNG AVATEPNS TAENS Y1
T1 GCLVINPNON TOV VTOSOUDV TNGE, KAOMOC KOl GT1 YOPMYia Yo TIG TOMTIGTIKES Kol
OpNOKEVTIKES EKONADGELS KOLl, GE LEPIKES TEPUTTMOELS, OLKOLLOL KOL Y10, TV KAALYT)
oTPOTIOTIK®OV damavav. Ot uéBodot epapproyns avTie g yevvatodmpiog opilo-
VIOV LE 0VoTNPOTNTO, £TGL MGTE 01 TAOLGLOTEPOL AVOPEC VO UMV LOVOTTOAGOVY
Vv moMTIKY| €€ovaia. TG oAyapyiec 1 Yevvalodwpio NTAV GTEVH GLUVOESEUET
LE TNV KoToyn a&ldUOTOC, EVA 01 AELITOVPYIES POIVETOL VO, TPOTLLOVVTAY MG LOVTE-
A0 amd o dnpokpaTikd kKofeotdTa. AedOUEVOL OTL 01 AEITOVPYIES OmMOTEAOVGOV
pior Lope1 TIUNTIKOV POPOL Y10l TOVE TAOVGIOVGS, 1 EKTANPMOGT LTOD TOV KOOT|-
KOVTOC 0EV GUVETOYOTOV GUECO KOl TOALITIKY] SUVOUT, TAPOAO TOV YPTGLLOTOL-
oOVTOV amd TOVE TOAITIKOVS Y10 TV TPOCWOMIKY TOVG avddeltn. H oyéomn petald
TOV OIKOVOLUK®OV dOTOVAOV KO TNE TOATIKNG OOVOUNG NTOV 1GYLPOTEPT] EKEL OTTOV
N Yevvouodmpio amoteAohoe VO EMGNUOTOMUEVO LEPOG TOL GLOTHOTOG KOTO-
MG a&lopdtav, 0TmMg cLVERavE Yo TAPAdELY LA GTNV TEPITT®OOT ToL Popoikod
cursus honorum 1| Tov aS1ONOTOG TOV oy®VoBETN otV ABMva LETA TNV TTAOGN TG
onuokpartiag. To wapdv keipevo Ba dlepEVVIGEL TOVS KAVOVES TOV OLPOPOVGAV GTN
YEVVOLOO®PIO GTOV 0PY0i0 KOGUO HEGO OO Hio GUYKPLTIKY] TOPOVGIOoT Kot TN
UEAET) TOV EMUTTOCEWDV TOV OIOPOPETIKAOV LOVIEADV YEVVOLOIMPING OTO TOAITIKA
GUGTILOTOL.
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The Mediterranean area was, in antiquity, a vast political laboratory where
Greek, Etruscan, Latin and Phoenician city-states experimented with
different social and political structures in order to achieve strength abroad
and harmony at home. In all these city-states we find sponsorship, or
munificence, as an integral part of the system. The character of the system
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(monarchic, oligarchic or democratic) decided, however, in which form
this sponsorship manifested itself. Aristotle, the worlds first comparative
political scientist, advised those who wanted to establish and secure an
oligarchy to channel munificence through the office holding system instead
of the democratic (especially Athenian) system where liturgies were
distributed among all the rich (even some of the free resident aliens, the
metoikoi), regardless of their political ambition or lack thereof:

And furthermore the most supreme offices also, which must be
retained by those within the constitution [the oligarchs], must
have expensive duties attached to them, in order that the common
people may be willing to be excluded from them, and may feel no
resentment against the ruling class, because it pays a high price for
office. And it fits in with this that they should offer splendid sacrifices
and build up some public monument on entering upon office, so that
the common people sharing in the festivities and seeing the city
decorated both with votive offerings and with buildings may be glad
to see the constitution enduring; and an additional result will be that
the notables will have memorials of their outlay. '

Unfortunately, anything comparable to the detailed information we
have about sponsorship in democratic Athens, is lacking for the many
Greek oligarchies of the 5th and 4th century, but on the premise that
we are dealing with modes of thought and action common across the
Greco-Roman World, Republican Rome may serve as an example of the
kind of oligarchy Aristotle was talking about. Even if this premise is not
wholeheartedly accepted, the comparison will still throw light on how the
liturgy system served the Athenian democracy better than the available
alternatives in the political laboratory of the ancient Mediterranean

1. Aristotle, Politics 6.4.6: £t 0& Kol T0iG Apy0ic Toig KuprwTdTous, ¢ Ol TOLG &V TH) ToMTEIY
KOTEYEW, O TPOoKeEIGOHL Asttovpyioag, v’ EKMV O STLOG L) LETEYT KOl GUYYVOUNY XN TOIG
Gpyovcty Mg eBov moldv 0100001 TG Apyiic. AprOTTEL 08 Buciag te elo1ovTac TolEichon
LEYOAOTPETEIS KOl KOTOOKEVALEWY TL TMV KOWAV, Tvo TOV TTEPL TAG E0TIACELS PETEYDV O
ONUOG Kol TV TOAY Op@DV KOGLOVUEVIV TO LEV Gvadn oot T 0€ 01KodOUNUAGTY (OUEVOG
opdl pévovsay Ty moArteiav: cupPrceTon 82 Kod TOIC yvmpitotg sivat Lvnueio. Thc Somévng.
See also Politics 5.7.11-12. Aristotle uses the term liturgy also for expenditures as part of
an office-holder’s duties. In the interest of clarity, I have, however, reserved this term for
the well-known Atheninan liturgy-system.
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world.? This paper will therefore compare the Roman Republic, which
was a predominantly oligarchic system, to Classical Athens, which was
democratic, in regards to sponsorship, munificence, big-man generosity or
euergetism, to use a concept coined by Paul Veyne from the ancient Greek
euergesia (“benefaction”).’?

Personally I find the term “community patronage”, borrowed from the
eminent M. I. Finley, to be more precise than Veyne’s terminology, provided
it is clearly demarcated from other forms of generosity.* Consequently, I will
start with some definitions. The key to stability and consensus in ancient
society was gratitude and liberality, what the Greeks called kharis and
euergesia, and the Romans gratia and liberalitas. The giving of gifts took
different forms, which can be divided into three main categories; (balanced)
reciprocity or gift-exchange, personal patronage and community patronage.

Reciprocity i1s the exchange of goods and services between friends
belonging more or less to the same social level. Over time the exchange of
gifts would balance out, making the relationship a symmetrical one, based
on equality. Friends provided credit and security for each other, bound
together in a moral contract. The principle of gift exchange between friends,
or reciprocity is pointedly summed up by the 7th century Greek poet Hesiod:
Give back with the same measure, and better if you can.” A potential problem
with this concept, however, is that some friends were less equal than others
and could not give back with the same measure, and hence accumulated a
debt of gratitude to their richer or more powerful friends.°

If one of the parties fell on hard times, and was permanently unable to
reciprocate, this did not automatically classify him as an inferior friend. But

2. Regarding the usefulness of comparative method for the purpose of clarification, see
Bloch 1992, Sewell 1967, Grew 1980 and Kocha 2003. Basically, all explanations
contain comparative elements, so one might as well do it explicitly.

3. Veyne 1990, 10: “Euergetism means the fact that communities (cities, collegia) ex-
pected the rich to contribute from their wealth to the public expenses, and that this
expectation was not disappointed... Their expenditure on behalf of the communi-
ty was directed above all to entertainments... and more broadly to public pleasures
(banquets) and the construction of public buildings, in short, to pleasures and public
works...”.

4. Finley 1983, 35: “that is, large-scale private expenditure, whether compulsory or
voluntary, for communal purposes —temples and other public works, theatre and
gladiatorial shows, festivals and feasts— in return for popular approval...”.

5. Hesiod, Works and Days 349-351: €) pév petpeicOon mopd yeitovog, €0 & dmododvar,
aOTd T HETP®, Kol Adlov, ol ke dvvnat, oc v xpniov kol &g Dotepov GpKilov edpng.

6. Reciprocity: Van Wees 1998, 13-49; Patronage: Wallace-Hadrill 1989, 3ff.
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when friendships were struck across an already existing social chasm, and
the exchange could not be anything but unbalanced, we are dealing with
a patron-client relationship. This relationship was still based on a moral
contract rather than an economic one, since the client was never expected
to balance the accounts, but it was also clearly a hierarchical relationship.
The client’s debt of gratitude to the patron cost him part of his personal
freedom, and enhanced the social standing of the patron. A politically
ambitious patron could use his clients to persuade other citizens to listen to
and vote for him.

Personal patronage is found in democratic Athens’ as well as in oligarchic
Rome, but its particular function and the rates of exchange between patrons
and clients were different, due to differences in the two states’ respective
political, judicial and social systems.® Likewise, community patronage, the
act of being generous to the whole community instead of just to individuals,
had a different flavour in democratic and oligarchic systems. The ancient
city, no matter its political character, depended on community patronage,
contributions from the elite for the maintenance of its infrastructure,
sponsorship of cultural, religious and sports events and in some cases,
even military expenses. A “big-man” (to borrow another concept, this time
from the anthropologist Marshall Sahlins) gives from his surplus to the
community at large in the expectation of honours in return.’ This generosity
did not, however, establish a personal relationship with the recipients and
by the same logic, the “big-man” or benefactor could not outright demand
honours in return. But he could expect some form of public recognition
in return; the more so if the giving of the gift was voluntary rather than a
formal duty.

Itis community patronage, clearly distinguished from personal patronage,
which will be the main subject of this paper. The venues for community
patronage were strictly regulated in democratic Athens, so that the richest
men could not monopolize political power. The liturgies were a kind of
honorary tax on the rich, where the liturgist was supposed to finance a choir
for the theatre, oil for the gymnasium, a religious sacrifice, a banquet during
a festival, games and processions, or even equip and maintain a battleship.'

7. Zelnick-Abramovitz 2000. Her findings disprove Paul Millet’s (1989, 15-44) thesis
that patronage was “avoided” in classical Athens.

Macehle (forthcoming).

Sahlins 1963.

0. Wilson 2003, 4.

= e ®
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If the liturgist spent just the bare minimum necessary for such tasks, he
was not considered to be exercising community patronage. But if he did a
little bit more, he could claim to be the people’s benefactor and draw from
that prestige later in life. There was no direct translation of this gratitude
into political power, although it was used for personal aggrandizement by
ambitious liturgists. To be a choir-leader entailed privilege and prestige
during the festivals, whereas the trierarchy also gave the liturgist military
command of the battleship itself, if he did not hire a substitute."

Liturgies, being a politically safe way to tap into the aristocratic
generosity, were consequently the preferred model in democratic regimes.'?
It 1s noteworthy that the polis-wide sacrifices, with distribution of meat to
the citizens, seem to have been financed by the state and were never a
liturgy."® Based on a careful analysis of all the available evidence, Rosivach
hypothesises that sacrifices financed by private generosity existed below
the polis level, and points out that from the last third of the 4th century
inscriptions praising individuals for their philotimia in subsidising public
sacrifices are all erected by tribes, demes and even smaller units.!* In the
later Hellenistic quasi-democracies, the liturgical class and the political
class became identical, and the people reduced to being judges between
competing claims from the euergetes.”> This development was caused by
the loss of political independence, and the increased importance of the
private funding of public life. Although the agonethes who replaced the
choregoi continued to spend lavishly, it was as an office-holder and leading
politician, monopolising the honour and gratitude which were formerly
dispersed to a number of rich citizens, some who were active politicians
and others who were not.'¢

The early beginnings of this can be seen in the mid-4th century BC,
when a shortage of revenues from the loss of their empire forced the
Athenian democracy to appoint wealthy curators, like Demosthenes, to fix
the city walls, and to call for voluntary gifts of money to the city treasury.!”

11. Wilson 2003, 2; Gabrielsen 1994, 39.

12. Gabrielsen 1994, 49.

13. Rosivach 1994, 107-115.

14. Rosivach 1994, 130-131.

15. Veyne 1990, 42-43, 103-105.

16. Wilson 2003, 271; Makres 88-89.

17. Demosthenes, On the Crown 110-119; Aescines, Against Ctesiphon 17-31. Cf. Veyne
1990, 91-92.
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The use of such curators to maintain infrastructure is found in abundance
in oligarchic Rome, together with a hierarchy of expensive offices to be
climbed. Rome’s roads, aqueducts, temples, festivals and public banquets
were partly and sometimes even fully financed by elected magistrates,
curators or through occasional gifts in connection with triumphs or funerals.
The link between economic spending and political power was much
stronger where munificence was a formalized part of the office holding
system, as was the case, for example, with the Roman cursus honorum and
the Hellenistic regimes of notables.

The main difference is between obligatory and voluntary giving. The
more the giving is voluntary, the more prestige and gratitude will result
from it. By forcing all the rich to contribute whether or not they had political
ambitions, the Athenian democracy reduced the oligarchical threat that
community patronage could entail. A tax would have achieved this goal
even better, but that would have required a larger administrative apparatus
and would have removed the incentive to give.'® Taxes, like the eisphora in
Athens and tributum in Rome, were for wars. The liturgies weighed heavily
enough, and the total obligations of a rich gentleman were considerable, if
we are to believe Xenophon’s version of Socrates:

“... in the first place,” explained Socrates, “I notice that you are
bound to offer many large sacrifices; else, I fancy, you would get
into trouble with gods and men alike. Secondly, it is your duty to
entertain many strangers, on a way befitting a great man. Thirdly,
you have to give dinners to the citizens, or you lose your following.
Moreover, 1 observe that already the state is exacting heavy
contributions from you: you must keep horses, pay for choruses
and gymnastic competitions, and accept presidencies; and if war
breaks out, I know they will require you to maintain a ship and pay
taxes that will nearly crush you. Whenever you seem to fall short of
what is expected of you, the Athenians will certainly punish you as
though they had caught you robbing them”."

18. Gabrielsen 1994, 50.

19. Xenophon, Economics 2.5-7: 611 mpétov pdv opd cot dvéykny odcav 00y Torrd
1€ Kl peydha, i obte Oeodg obte dvOpdmovg oipai e dv dvacyéchar: Emerta EEvoug
TPOCNKEL GOl TOAAOVG O€yechal, KOl TOVTOVG UEYOAOTPENMC: Emelto, 08 MOAlTAG
SewviCewv kai e) molEly, fj Epnuov cvppdymv eivat. £t 8¢ kai TV mOAMv aicOdvopon
TA P&V NOM OO0l TPOGTATTOVGOV HEYOAN TEAELY, ImmoTpoiag Te Kol yopnyiog kol
yopvastapyiog Kol Tpostateiag, v 8& 81 morepog yévnta, oid” &t koi Tpmpapyiog
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Indeed, the burden of the trierarchy, equipping a war ship, was so heavy
that the responsibility for each ship was increasingly, from the 4th century,
divided between two or more syntriarchs.?’ But fulfilling, or better, over-
fulfilling one’s obligations could also be a source of pride. We hear that
Socrates’s interlocutor was concerned that he should retain his following,
and in the corpus of Attic forensic oratory, the performance of both personal
and community patronage looms large. For symmetry, let me first give
an example from Demosthenes’s self-justification of personal patronage,
something too long considered a foreign element in democratic Athens:

In private life, if any of you are not aware that [ have been generous
and courteous, and helpful to the distressed, I do not mention it. I will
never say a word, or tender any evidence about such matters as the
captives I have ransomed, or the dowries I have helped to provide,
or any such acts of charity. It is a matter of principle with me. My
view is that the recipient of a benefit ought to remember it all his
life, but that the benefactor ought to put it out of his mind at once,
if the one is to behave decently, and the other with magnanimity. To
remind a man of the good turns you have done him is very much like
a reproach. Nothing shall induce me to do anything of the sort; but
whatever be my reputation in that respect, I am content.?!

He claims he will never say a word, but only mentions that he could very
well name the beneficiaries. Earlier in the same speech, Demosthenes
compares his own circumstances with those of his enemy Aeschines, which
gave them unequal opportunities to be community patrons and render useful
political services to the state:

[LioBoh¢] kal elcopig TOGOVTAG GOl TPOSTAEOLGY HGOG GV 0V PAdimg VTOICELC.
dmov & dv £vdedg S6ENC TL TovT®V TOLETY, 016 dTL 68 TipmpPRcovTal AOnvaiot 00SEV
frrov § &l 1o adTdv AdPotev KAEmTOVTOL

20. Gabrielsen 1994, 178.

21. Demosthenes, On the Crown 268-269: &v pév 1oivov 10ig Tpog TNV TOAY TO10DTOG: €V
0€ T0ig 10101¢ €l pn| mhvteg 108” 11 KOvOg Kol PIAAVOP®TOG Kol TOIG SE0UEVOLG ETOPKDV,
OlLOT® Kol 0VOEV AV EITOUL OVOE TAPUTYOIUNV TTEPL TOVTMOV OVIEUIOY papTupioy, 0VT
el Tvag &k TV moAepiov Avsauny, oVt €l Tiow Buyatépag cvveEEdwka, ovTE TOV
TO100TMV 0034V, Kod Yop obtm Tog dVrenea. £yd vopilom OV p&v &b muddva deiv
pepvijoBol mavto Tov xpovov, tov 6& momoavt’ 000G EmAeAficOon, €l Ol TOV pev
XPNOTOD, TOV OE U1 LKPOWYHYOL TOLEV Epyov avOpmdmov. TO O TaG 1diag evepyesiog
VTOUUVIOKELY Kol AEYEWV LkpoD OeTv otV 6Tl T® OVESilev. ov 1) TOo® TOOVTOV
0V0&V, 00OE TpoayOnoopal, GAL" Ommc o0 VIEIAN UL TEPL TOVT®V, APKET LOL.
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In my boyhood, Aeschines, I had the advantage of attending
respectable schools: and my means were sufficient for one who
was not to be driven by poverty into disreputable occupations.
When I had come of age, my circumstances were in accordance
with my upbringing. I was in a position to provide a chorus, to pay
for a war-galley, and to be assessed to property-tax. I renounced
no honourable ambition either in public or in private life: and
rendered good service both to the state and to my own friends.
When I decided to take part in public affairs, the political services
I chose were such that I was repeatedly decorated both by my own
country and by many other Grecian cities and even my enemies,
such as you, never ventured to say that my choice was other than
honourable.??

Whereas Demosthenes’s community patronage was never rewarded with
any office, the situation was quite the opposite for Cicero, climbing the
cursus honorum in Rome. Success without heavy spending was exceptional:

To be sure, Lucius Philippus, the son of Quintus, a man of great
ability and unusual renown, used to make it his boast that without
giving any entertainments he had risen to all the positions looked
upon as the highest within the gift of the state. Cotta could say the
same, and Curio. I, too, may make this boast my own —to a certain
extent; for in comparison with the eminence of the offices to which
I was unanimously elected at the earliest legal age —and this was
not the good fortune of any one of those just mentioned— the outlay
in my aedileship was very inconsiderable. Again, the expenditure
of money is better justified when it is made for walls, docks,
harbours, aqueducts, and all those works which are of service to the
community. There is, to be sure, more of present satisfaction in what
i1s handed out, like cash down; nevertheless public improvements
win us greater gratitude with posterity. Out of respect for Pompey’s

22. Demosthenes, On the Crown 257: guol p&v toivov vmipéev, Aioyivn, moudl pev

OVTL oty €ig T0 TPOOKOVTU O10ACKAAEIN, Kol Eyely OGa YPT TOV UNOLEV aicypOV
momoovta 01’ &vdstay, EEeABOVTL O’ €K TaidmVv akdAovBa TOVTOIS TPATTELY, YOPNYELV,
TPMPAPYELV, elGEEPELY, UNdEAS @LLOTIHIOG UT 1d1ag pufte dnpociog dmoAeimesOat,
GALNL Ko TR TOAEL Kad TOTG QIAOLC YpGIIOV Etvat, ETedT) 88 TPOG TO KOV TPOGEADETY
£€00&€ pot, tolodto moMtevpod EAécbot Gote Kol VO TG ToTPidog Kol V' GAA®DV
EAMMvov ToAGY ToAAdKIg EoTepav®dabal, kol undE Tovg Ex0povg VUAS, OC OV KOAA
Y’ v & Tpogthduny, Emyelpeiv Adyety.
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Agriculture
Manufacture/Trade/ Mining
War booty, extortion, bribery

Economic
Capital

Educa.tlon Cultural Social Network
Experience Capital . Status
Statesmanship P Capital Sociability

Political

Capital

Magistracies

Honours . ) .y
Gratitude, popularity, respect Symbolic Capital
(P. Bordieu)

Table 1: Forms of capital used in the political competition in the ancient city-states.

memory [ am rather diffident about expressing any criticism of
theatres, colonnades, and new temples...*

Despite elaborate measures to separate economic and political power
during its democratic heyday, Athens was still very much a typical city-
state of the ancient world. There was no attempt to equalize economic

23. Cicero, On Duties 2. 59-60: L. quidem Philippus Q. f., magno vir ingenio in primis-
que clarus, gloriari solebat se sine ullo munere adeptum esse omnia, quae haberentur
amplissima. Dicebat idem Cotta, Curio. Nobis quoque licet in hoc quodam modo glori-
ari; nam pro amplitudine honorum, quos cunctis suffragiis adepti sumus nostro quidem
anno, quod contigit eorum nemini, quos modo nominavi, sane exiguus sumptus aedi-
litatis fuit. Atque etiam illae impensae meliores, muri, navalia, portus, aquarum ductus
omniaque, quae ad usum rei publicae pertinent. Quamquam, quod praesens tamquam
in manum datur, iucundius est; tamen haec in posterum gratiora. Theatra, porticus,
nova templa verecundius reprehendo propter Pompeium...
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capital, and consequently the rich formed the cultural and social elites,
which dominated proceedings in the people’s assembly and were elected
to high office (see Table 1). What we can call political capital, (avoiding
Bordieu’s confusing symbolic capital) could also be accumulated by
spending one’s economic capital, as we have already seen. But how, more
exactly, did democratic Athens differ from oligarchic Rome in this respect?

Community patronage was played out through the role of “community
patron”, but with rules and rates of exchange particular to each system. The
Athenian system maximized the output from the elite and minimized their
input, while the Roman republican system, pursuing the opposite course,
finally collapsed under the accumulated political capital of a few magnates.
Whereas none of the political offices in democratic Athens entailed expenses
for the office-holder, this was the rule in Rome; from aedile upwards to
praetor and consul, the incumbent was supposed to use more money than the
state set aside for the maintenance of the infrastructure and the organization
of festivals. Expenses incurred on one step of the ladder were supposed to
bring electoral success at the next stage. In democratic Athens community
patronage of this kind was instead channelled through liturgies and born by
all citizens who were rich enough. The expenditures exceeding the minimum
for completing a liturgy would fall under the heading of a voluntary gift
(community patronage), and would therefore entitle the liturgist to respect
and gratitude. The numerous ways the Athenian elite could hide their wealth
from this form of taxation, however, meant that just paying one’s dues in
itself brought goodwill, having, as it did, an element of voluntarism in it.**

By contrast, with magistracies it would be what one spent in addition to
what was provided through the state budget that would be the measure of
generosity, but since holding magistracies was completely voluntary, the
munificent magistrate got more out of his spending than the munificent
liturgist. The curatorship, however, is a kind of magistracy, admittedly
limited, but clearly halfway towards the oligarchic model, and providing a
bridge to the later Hellenistic system.

In addition to this regular munificence, the cities occasionally received
gifts from the so-called public men, either solicited when the city treasury
was low on funds or given unexpectedly, like a windfall. As far as we know
this mostly happened in oligarchic Rome when a commander returned with

24. Gabrielsen 1994, 53-59, contra Veyne (1990, 76) who sees liturgists as ordinary
tax-payers.
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booty from a military campaign and consecrated it to the gods and the city,
but it could also happen without such external resources, as in the case
of Claudius The Blind, who as censor paid for both the Appian Way and
the Appian Aquaduct, to his name’s eternal glory. In Athens, however, the
commanders did not have so much discretion over the division of spoils,
and their gifts were primarily financed from private wealth.

A number of decrees survive from Greek cities, and also from Athens, in
periods where imperial revenue could not feed the city, honouring private
individuals for providing corn at a below market price (though not necessarily
with much of a loss) during food-shortages.® In Rome we know of only one
instance, when a rich plebeian knight was put to death for handing out corn
free of charge to keep the people from starving during the famine of 440-439
BC, the pretext being that he aspired to kingship.?® Even providing corn from
the treasury was seen by the most conservative members of the senate as an
attempt to set up a tyranny, but the oligarchy gradually excepted that the state
should provide subsidized corn for its citizens, to keep the growing population
of Rome from revolting. Likewise it was only senators or senators’ sons who
provided city-wide banquets and entertainment in Rome, whereas this was
considered a normal and civil thing in Athens, with no penalties involved.

Munificence was strictly regulated and monopolized by the Roman
senators in order for them to control access to political power,>” whereas it
was in the interest of stability and social peace in Athens to encourage all
the rich, regardless of political ambitions, to indulge in such liberality. The
reason for this was simply that political office and community patronage
in an oligarchy were usually institutionally intertwined, just as Aristotle
advised (although he complained that the oligarchs of his day cheated the
people out of this munificence).

For a democracy to work, however, political office and community
patronage must, as far as possible, be institutionally separated. Although
Alcibiades used the splendour of his generosity as an argument for electing
him general (strategos),*® he was not without military accomplishment, and
Athens was as a rule fortunate in its selection of capable generals. Apart
from the increasingly important financial office as chief of the Theoric

25. Gallant 1991, 182-196; Garnsey 1988, 154-156, 163.

26. Livy, The History of Rome, 4.13-14.

27. For an analysis of how generosity and political power went hand in hand in the Roman
republic, see Yakobson 1992.

28. Thucydides, The Peloponnesean War 6.163.
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Fund, general was the only office one could be elected to. Most generals and
speakers were also liturgists, since the cultural and social capital necessary
to perform their functions required economic capital, but so were many
others, and neither influence nor electoral support could be bought in quite
the same way as in Rome. Politicians were sometimes generals, but in the
4th century more often just speakers, rhefores, relying on no other power
than the force of their knowledge and arguments. Expenses in Rome were
part of the electoral climbing competition through the hierarchy of offices,
whereas being a community patron in Athens gained one a standing among
peers, but not necessarily any tangible political power.

Lastly, political capital in democracies could not normally translate into
economic capital. The community patron in Athens therefore had to finance
his munificence from his own resources, and unless he let himself be bribed
by foreign powers, which some politicians obviously were, a political career
was not lucrative. In Rome, on the contrary, the winners in the electoral
competitions could recuperate their spent fortune from the use and abuse of
political office and at the expense of the subject, non-Roman peoples living
in the Roman Empire. As provincial governor, it was said, one had to extort

Community patronage

Roman Republic Democratic Athens

* Magistracies with expensive duties * Liturgies (exceeding minimum)

* Curatorships * Curatorships

* Gifts to the city from booty * Gifts to the city from private wealth

* Subsidised corn from the treasury * Subsidised corn from private sources

* Only senators provide banquetsand ¢ The rich and ambitious provide
entertainment banquets and entertainment

* Munificence strictly regulated and * Munificence encouraged from all the
monopolised by the senators rich, regardless of ambitions

* Political office and community * Political office and community
patronage institutionally intertwined patronage institutionally divorced

* Electoral expenses to climb a * Expenses to gain a standing in the
hierarchy of offices community

* Expenses can be recuperated from * Expenses must be financed from the
the empire givers own resources.

Table 2: Community patronage in the Roman Republic and Democratic Athens.
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three fortunes. One to pay back the debt incurred during the campaigns
for office, one to bribe the jurors when hauled before the extortion court
upon return from the provinces, and one fortune to live happily ever after
and finance one’s son elevation to the same status. No wonder that the
system broke down, considering all those desperate competitors who spent
a fortune and lost. For people like Catilina and Caesar, the choice was
between winning and revolution. Bankruptcy and exile were unthinkable
solutions.

The differences between democratic Athens and oligarchic Rome in
regard to community patronage are summarised in Table 2.

This short investigation has shown that it makes a substantial difference
whether community patronage is played out within the liturgy system or the
office-holding system. Just as Aristotle claimed, the elite input in the form
of respect, gratitude and support (political capital), was more substantial
if the output was not forced upon the giver, but voluntarily taken up along
with the other burdens of office. We have also seen the dangers inherent
in the office-holding system when political office can be used to increase
the incumbents’ wealth, transforming the political competition to a race
towards monopolisation of power.
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