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Summary: This paper discusses the political activity of Stratokles of Diomeia, arguing that 

his frequent characterization as a democrat, or even a radical democrat, results from undue 

reliance on texts that largely derive from the comic stage, where Stratokles was lampooned as 

an unprincipled demagogue. In spite of this characterization, in terms of Athenian inner 

politics Stratokles’ sympathies may have been somewhat conservative. This case study sug-

gests general skepticism towards the use of labels such as ‘democrat’, ‘radical democrat’ and 

such like for individual politicians or political groupings in the period in question. 
 
 
This study questions the way Athenian politics in the decades after the death 
of Alexander the Great is usually presented in modern scholarship. The po-
litical profile of Stratokles of Diomeia is taken as a test case in an attempt to 
show that the use of pre-conceived, and somewhat ill-defined, labels for in-
dividual politicians a well as for political factions – some would say parties – 
has sometimes prevented scholars from devoting real attention to the evi-
dence for the actions of the politicians in question. The case of Stratokles is 
complicated, but also made much more interesting, by the nature of the lit-
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tle literary evidence on him: here, it will be argued that consideration of ge-
neric conventions and ideological idioms could lead to a different and more 
convincing interpretation of the texts concerning this most elusive politi-
cian. Accordingly, the present note will start with a few remarks on the 
party-politics approach to late fourth-century Athens and move from there 
to a brief scrutiny of the evidence on which the political characterization of 
Stratokles is based. Finally, the posthumous honorary decree for Lykourgos 
of Boutadai will be considered in its implications for Stratokles’ political 
alignments, with a side-glance, so to speak, at the decree granting highest 
honours to Philippides of Paiania, Stratokles’ last known political act. A 
concise conclusion will round off the whole. But first, a few words on Stra-
tokles’ biography and political activity are in order. 
 
Hailing from the (probably small) city deme of Diomeia, Stratokles was 
born in all likelihood soon after . His father Euthydemos and his grand-
father Stratokles are both known for having been trierarchs and syntrierarchs 
multiple times: obviously, the family was affluent, but there is no evidence 
of political prominence. Stratokles made his first documented appearance 
on the Athenian political stage on the occasion of the trial of Demosthenes 
in relation to the Harpalos scandal, a trial that took place in March  or 

 
 For a sympathetic reassessment of Stratokles, see Bayliss : -; his focus and con-

clusions differ from, but are not incompatible with, what the reader will find in the pre-
sent contribution, and his overview of scholarly opinion on Stratokles is illuminating. 
Embedded in Paschidis : - is the most detailed reconstruction of Stratokles’ 
career available to date. 

  For the epigraphic evidence on Stratokles’ family, see Davies : -. Note Demos-
thenes’ favorable remark on Euthydemos’ performance as a trierarch, Dem. .. The 
identification of Stratokles with the Athenian Stratokles who won the pentathlon of the 
paides at the Great Amphiaraia of Oropos (Petrakos EOrop , which supersedes IG VII 
 + SEG .) is impossible in light of the date of / or thereafter for this docu-
ment suggested by Knoepfler , accepted by Petrakos (and see Knoepfler a: -
 for a demonstration of Knoepfler’s thesis that the Athenians were granted Oropos by 
Alexander in , not by Philip in , which is the basis for his revision of the chronolo-
gy of our inscription; the new date seems to be on its way to becoming a communis opin-
io, see Habicht : -). 
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soon thereafter. Stratokles was the first to speak among the accusers, which 
is rather remarkable. The roster of the prosecutors included prominent  
anti-Macedonian politicians such as Hypereides and Himeraios, and accord-
ingly, the presence of Stratokles on the panel may be an indication of his 
political sympathies. A rather suspicious anecdote that features Stratokles 
deceiving the Athenians about the outcome of the battle of Amorgos may 
imply that he supported the revolt against Macedon in . In the years 
that followed, Stratokles is conspicuous by his absence. As far as we know, 
he was not among the politicians who were persecuted when Athens capitu-
lated in September , nor do we hear anything about him during the 
democratic interlude that followed the death of Antipatros, or during the 
dekaetia of Demetrios of Phaleron. 

We meet Stratokles again after Demetrios Poliorketes ousted Demetrios 
of Phaleron from Athens and the garrison of Kassandros from Mounychia, 
in the early summer of . According to Plutarch and Diodoros, Stratokles 

 
  Din. . and .- refer to Stratokles’ speech as having been already delivered; from 

Phot. Bibl. Cod. , a (in the course of an extended report of book  of Agathar-
chides’ On the Red Sea, from what looks like a digression on how to convey impressively 
the destruction of a city, taking as examples Olynthos and Thebes, see b), it can be 
inferred that Stratokles, like Deinarchos (.-) and before them Aischines (.), 
blamed Demosthenes for the destruction of Thebes. On the participation of Stratokles 
in the trial, see Bayliss : -. For the likely date of the trial, see Badian : . 

  On this, see below, keeping in mind Ernst Badian’s word of caution on the difficulty of 
connecting together the group of the accusers, or for that matter, that of the accused, in 
this trial (Badian : ). It is difficult to resist the impression that personal competi-
tion among leading politicians played as important a role as agreement or disagreement 
on larger political issues. 

  Plut. Dem. .- (briefly repeated in Prae.ger.reip.  F), which Bayliss : - tries 
to rationalize with helpful comparanda, especially the case of Agesilaos concealing the 
news of the Spartan defeat at Knidos and offering instead sacrifices for the good tidings, 
in order to fire up his soldiers for the upcoming battle of Koroneia (see esp. Xen. Hell. 
..-, an eyewitness account); one wonders, though, if it is really plausible that Stra-
tokles knew about the outcome of the battle of Amorgos two (or even three, in the ver-
sion of the Praecepta) days before everybody else in Athens, as the anecdote requires. 
Since the terminology used in the story implies a decree proposed by Stratokles and 
passed by the assembly, one rather wonders if the Athenians may not have indeed re-
ceived (false) advance notice of a victory and jumped the gun in deciding on the celebra-
tions, only to be disappointed later (but hardly two or three days later) by the true re-
port. 
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proposed a set of extravagant honors for Antigonos and Demetrios, as libera-
tors of Athens. The honours included two golden crowns, the creation of 
two new tribes named after the two of them, which brought the member-
ship of the council from  to , the weaving of their images on the pep-
los presented to Athena at the Panathenaia, the institution of a cult for An-
tigonos and Demetrios as theoi soteres, with a yearly festival including pro-
cession, competitions, and sacrifices; gilded statues of Antigonos and Deme-
trios on a chariot were also erected in the agora close to those of Harmodios 
and Aristogeiton, a location that was usually explicitly forbidden. The way 
that both Plutarch and, even more clearly, Diodoros (..) refer to these 
honours shows that they were comprised in a decree presented by Stratokles 
which may be dated either to the last month of / or, much more likely, 
to the beginning of /.  

This very visible action is the prelude to years of intense presence of Stra-
tokles in the Athenian epigraphic record. By a recent count, he is docu-
mented to have proposed  decrees, all, with one or two exceptions, be-
tween / and /, to which one should of course add possibly four or 
five more, documented in Plutarch’s Life of Demetrios and in Diodoros. 
 
  On the crowns and their value, set by Diodoros at an incredible  talents each, see 

Mikalson : -. 
  The classic treatment of the honors granted to Antigonos and Demetrios is Habicht 

: -. See also Mikalson : -. 
8  Philochoros  F  dates the destruction of Mounychia to the archonship of 

Anaxikrates, /, while the Marmor Parium (IG XII ..-) has the expulsion of 
Demetrios of Phaleron under the archon Kairimos (/) and the destruction of 
Mounychia under Anaxikrates. Plutarch Dem. . narrates the restitution of the patrios 
politeia by Demetrios and the corresponding honors by the Athenians after the destruc-
tion of Mounychia. Overall, it seems much likelier that Stratokles’ decree belongs early 
in /, especially since in that year Stratokles was a member of the boule, as shown by 
IG 

. (and also  + SEG ., which however is heavily integrated). Prescripts of 
decrees show that / was a year of transition: two documents still refer to the council 
as having  members (IG 

., line  and IG 
. frg. b line  with Wilhelm 

: , dating to the sixth prytany of the year), but on the other hand, another docu-
ment is dated to the seventh prytany of the Antigonis tribe (IG 

. as presented in 
Agora .): unsurprisingly, the tribal reform took some months to be implemented. 
Concise discussion of the resulting calendric problems by G. Woodhead, Agora : -
 with references. 

  See Tracy :  n. , updating the lists of Dinsmoor : - and Habicht : 
 n. . IG 

. should probably be added, see Wilhelm : . None of the lists 
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Apart from testifying to his activism, and of course to his connection to 
Demetrios, not all of these documents shed any specific light on Stratokles’ 
political sympathies. From this point of view, the most telling of them is 
probably the decree posthumously awarding the highest honors to 
Lykourgos of Boutadai, the famous politician of the previous generation. 
This document, together with another highest honors decree proposed by 
Stratokles in /, will be discussed in more detail later. Of the remaining 
documents, no fewer than eleven are decrees honoring friends of Demetrios 
Poliorketes, in some cases upon request of the latter. Proposing honours 
for foreigners, it should be noted, could be an eminently profitable activity. 
Demosthenes was accused of taking bribes from the honorands, and surely 
this is the meaning of the famous dictum of Stratokles and Dromokleides, 
                         

includes the decrees documented in the literary sources; the list in Paschidis : , 
which does, is marred by various mistakes that make it somewhat less helpful than it 
might have been (IG 

. and  are not included, the date of IG 
. is wrong, 

etc; cf. Paschidis :  and n. , - n.  and n.  for the missing texts and correct 
dates). 

10 The decrees are SEG . (/, for Philippos and Iolaos, former guards of Alexander; 
the date results from the fact that Antigonos and Demetrios appear without the royal ti-
tle, on which see Habicht :  n. , and the decree is probouleumatic and must 
therefore belong to a year in which Stratokles was a member of the boule), IG 

. 
(/, th prytany, for the oikeioi of Lykiskos), IG 

. (/, for an officer of De-
metrios whose name ended in -otimos), IG 

.+ (date uncertain but non ante 
/, if the emmendations in line  are correct, for Philippos, son of Menelaos, Mace-
donian; for the name, see SEG .b), IG 

. (/, last assembly of the th pryt-
any, for Eupolis, motivated by a message from Demetrios), SEG . (same day and 
same text as the previous one, for Sotimos of Kyrene; note that the very fragmentary de-
cree published in Pritchett :  could have an identical text, too – except presuma-
bly for the name of the honorand), SEG . (same day as the preceding, but different 
text; only three letters of the name of the beneficiary are preserved), Bielman : no. 
 (/, for Apollonides of Kyzikos), IG 

. (/, last day of the year, for Alkaios 
of Ainos), IG 

.+ (same day and same text as the previous one, for Solon of Bar-
gylia; Agora XVI., whose text overlaps with lines  ff of the decree for Alkaios, is 
probably a third document of the same nature, passed on the same day), IG 

. (un-
certain date, between / and /). Add to the list Dow :  (/, possibly 
passed on the same day as IG 

.), if Habicht  is right in supposing that Strato-
kles was the proponent. The decree moved by Stratokles conferring citizenship on a 
Troizenian, mentioned retrospectively in IG . (best consulted as Osborne D , 
with a very helpful commentary), probably belongs to the years after ; nothing can be 
said about the motives, but see Muccioli : -. 
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who called the orator’s tribune ‘the golden harvest’. Documents of a more 
clearly political interest include decrees honoring the Kolophonians and 
their ambassadors to Athens (fifth prytany of /) and ambassadors from 
Priene respectively – in at least one of these cases, the diplomatic exchange 
had concrete political consequences in the form of support for Athens in the 
war against Kassandros the following year. Of six decrees we have only the 
very first lines, so we can date them and attribute them to Stratokles, but 
have no idea what their content was.  

The literary sources have preserved the memory of four (or possibly five) 
further decrees of Stratokles. Apart from the first decree, already mentioned, 
which granted a comprehensive package of honours to Antigonos and De-
metrios, Stratokles is said by Plutarch to have moved, probably during the 
fall or winter of /, that any wish of Demetrios be considered religiously 
unobjectionable and lawful. During the spring of , one or two decrees 
renamed the month of Mounychion first as Anthesterion and then as 
Boëdromion so that Demetrios could undergo the Eleusinian initiation 
without having to wait for the normal dates of the religious calendar. Fi-

 
 Demosthenes bribed for proposing honorific decrees: Din. . and Hyper. .xxv. Gold-

en harvest: Plut. Prae.ger.reip.  E. 
  These measures fit into a broader picture of renewed relations between Athens and the 

poleis of Asia Minor and the islanders in conjunction with Demetrios’ arrival in Greece, 
see Reger : - and Habicht : . The two decrees proposed by Stratokles 
are IG 

. (Kolophonians, prelude to support provided by the Kolophonians in the 
war against Kassandros and recorded in IG 

., dating to the th prytany of /; 
on the whole dossier see Wilhelm : -) and SEG . (ambassadors from Priene, 
th prytany of /; see also IG . and Wilhelm : -). The very fragmen-
tary decree IG 

. (/, second prytany, the earliest of Stratokles’ decrees preserved 
on stone; Stratokles’ name however is entirely restored, cf. Rhodes : ) could be of 
a similar nature, to judge by the few words that have survived; see Paschidis :  and 
n. . In IG 

. (/, th or th prytany, cf. SEG .), the motivation clause re-
fers to people (honorands?) in the plural. 

  Dow :  (/), Broneer :  (/, nd prytany), Agora XVI. (date uncer-
tain). Of IG .,  (see above, n. ), and  (/, nd prytany, the latest of 
Stratokles’ decrees before the isolated one of /), all that can be said is that they may 
not be honorary decrees for individuals. 

  Plut. Dem. .- with the comments of Bayliss : -. 
  Plut. Dem. ; Diod. .. does not mention Stratokles as the mover of the decree. 

See Habicht :  and Bayliss : -. For epigraphic evidence of the renaming 
of the month, see Woodhead : -. The chronology is by and large sorted out 
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nally, at an unspecified date, Stratokles moved that ambassadors sent to An-
tigonos and Demetrios be named theoroi, like the members of sacred embas-
sies.  

Some clear patterns emerge from this evidence. In chronological terms, 
Stratokles’ decrees fall into two groups with distinct characteristics, separ-
ated by a phase of silence between the summer of  and the summer or fall 
of . As Paschidis pointed out, honorary decrees proposed by Stratokles 
before  regularly provide specific information on the benefactions being 
rewarded. After , the honours tend to be motivated by general references 
to the engagement for freedom and democracy of the honoree, often based 
on communications to that effect from Demetrios himself. During this 
second period, honorary decrees were often put before the assembly by Stra-
tokles in one of the last meetings of the year, three or more at a time in the 
same meeting, partly with identical formulations except of course for the 
name of the honoree. The assembly – one has the impression – merely  
rubber-stamped them. As far as we can tell, the end-of-the-year decrees of 
/ and / honoured friends of Demetrios with golden crowns and 

                         
by Paschidis : -, whose date is here followed. Note however that Paschidis ap-
pears to believe that Stratokles’ decree changed the name of Mounychion to Anthesteri-
on and that of Thargelion to Boëdromion, whereas Plutarch, followed by Woodhead, 
says quite clearly that the same month, Mounychion, changed name twice (which may, 
but does not have to, suggest two successive decrees). Aspects of this rearrangement of 
the ritual calendar remain obscure: if the Lesser Mysteries really fell on the 

th of the 
month (references in Parker :  n. ), it would not have been possible to ac-
commodate the Great Mysteries, which started in mid-month, within the same month 
as the Lesser Mysteries without changing their date. This may be the (unstated, so far as 
I can see) reason for Paschidis’ theory that Boëdromion was in fact put in place of 
Thargelion. 

  Plut. Dem. ., on which see Bayliss : . 
  See Paschidis : -. 
  Hansen : -, pointing to a case on the  of Elaphebolion of /, suggests that 

such cases of multiple non-probouleumatic honorific decrees point to the council put-
ting to the assembly an open probouleuma to the effect that anybody who wanted to 
propose honors for extraordinarily deserving foreigners should do so. Note also Hansen 
: , suggesting that grants of citizenship (as most of the honorary decrees for 
friends of Demetrios proposed by Stratokles appear to have been) were voted on a single 
meeting, once per prytany. For more specific (and somewhat speculative) thoughts on 
the meaning of this pattern in the chronology of Stratokles’ decrees, see Thonemann 
: -. 
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Athenian citizenship. Stratokles acted almost as an Athenian alter ego of the 
king, making sure that requests the king had addressed to the council were 
duly approved by the assembly. The closeness of his ties to Poliorketes em-
phasized by the literary sources, which interpret it in terms of flattery, is 
proved by his disappearance from the record as soon as Athens deserted 
Demetrios after Ipsos and by his brief reappearance under Demetrios’ new 
regime, in /, Olympiodoros’ second archontal year. Likewise, his 
phase of silence between  and  coincides with the high point of Kas-
sandros’ pressure on Athens, when the city came under siege while Demetri-
os was far away earning his nickname around the walls of Rhodes. In these 
months, his supporters in Athens may well have become somewhat less 
popular, or at any rate less vocal. 

The lack of evidence for the years before  makes it impossible to tell 
whether Stratokles owed his influence in Athens to his connection with 
Demetrios or, the other way around, Demetrios chose Stratokles as his go-to 
Athenian politician because he was aware of the latter’s (pre-existing) influ-
ence with the Athenians. The first scenario seems more easily reconcilable 
with the evidence, especially considering the total silence of the sources on 
Stratokles between  and , but it has to be said that, on the one hand, 
we know extremely little on any Athenian politician during the ten years in 
which Demetrios of Phaleron was in charge of Athens, and that on the oth-
er, in the light of the decrees, by / the association of Stratokles and 
Demetrios had become so conspicuous that the second scenario would have 
morphed into the first anyway.  

Overall, the epigraphic record taken alone does not allow a very clear pic-
ture of Stratokles as an Athenian politician to emerge. Freedom and dem-
ocracy, typically in association, appear often in the texts of honorific decrees 
proposed by him, but this does not tell us much about his politics. At least 
in one case, the words actually belong to the message sent by Demetrios ask-

 
  In this year, Stratokles proposed to decree the highest honours for Philippides of Paiania 

discussed below. It is open to question how prominent Stratokles really was under De-
metrios’ second regime; see Bayliss : -. The characterization of Stratokles as a 
flatterer of Demetrios is likely to go back to the work of Demochares, politician, histori-
an, and political enemy of Stratokles, see FGrH  F . 

 This was the time when Athens lost Phyle, Panakton and Salamis, and finally Kassan-
dros’ forces breached the very walls of Athens; see Habicht : - and Paschidis 
: . 
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ing for the honors to be granted; the two cases where Stratokles himself uses 
the terms appear to refer to actual participation in the campaigns that 
brought about the liberation of Athens. In any case, being supporters of 
freedom and democracy was the formulaic presupposition for being granted 
honours by the Athenian assembly. The decrees documented in Plutarch 
and Diodoros provide the most striking evidence for his connection to De-
metrios, and offer a framework in which to interpret the honours for Deme-
trios’ men preserved on stone. The decree for Lykourgos, which might be 
taken to position Stratokles in relation to known entities of Athenian poli-
tics, is not usually discussed in these terms. Stratokles’ only actions in in-
ternal politics that have caught the attention of scholars are the exile of 
Demochares, probably around , allegedly caused by Demochares’ too 
open opposition to Stratokles’ flattery of Demetrios, and a possible accusa-
tion of subversion leveled at the comic poet Philippides of Kephale, who 
had attacked Stratokles in a comedy (or just possibly in more than one). 
By and large, however, Stratokles’ characterization as a radical democrat is 

 
  SEG .: Philippos and Iolaos fight for freedom and democracy; IG 

., , Mene-
laos fights for freedom and democracy (same words, but in both cases largely integrated); 
.: as per Demetrios’ letter, Sotimos of Kyrene is favorably inclined to the freedom 
of the demos and participates in the fight for democracy (IG 

. appears to have the 
same text but breaks off before the possible mention of freedom and democracy). 

  Symptomatically, see the guarded statement of Bayliss : , to the effect that the 
decree for Lykourgos ‘might indicate where his [i.e. Stratokles’] sympathies lay’, all the 
more significant because it comes from a very detailed and sympathetic treatment of 
Stratokles. 

  The exile of Demochares is mentioned in Plut. Dem. .-; Bayliss : - is 
probably right to stress that Plutarch does not make Stratokles responsible for it (the de-
cree request for Demochares in Ps.-Plut. Vitae decem oratorum  E is no counterargu-
ment: attributing actions motivated by foreign dominators to domestic enemies was 
standard practice in Athenian decrees of this period), and Demochares’ joke – an exam-
ple of his famous parrhesia – was directed at Demetrios, not Stratokles: to say that Stra-
tokles would have been mad not to behave madly is tantamount to saying that one had 
to do crazy things in order to please Demetrios. Demochares’ words may allude to the 
famous saying of Themistokles (Plut. Them. . and De exil.  A), which makes one 
wonder if they may not have been thought out a posteriori and inserted in Demochares’ 
own narrative of his exile. On Stratokles and Philippides, see below. 
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based essentially on the literary evidence of Plutarch. Before turning to his 
text, a few observations on the meaning of such a label are in order. 

STRATOKLES AND ATHENIAN POLITICAL PARTIES 
 
The definition ‘radical democrat’ usually applied to Stratokles is a specific 
case of a more general approach to Athenian party politics in the fourth cen-
tury that runs through most of modern scholarship on the topic. The roots 
of such an approach reach back deep into the nineteenth century, and one 
of their cornerstones is the work of Julius Beloch on Attic politics in the age 
of Demosthenes and Philip. In his footsteps, scholars routinely speak of 
‘democrats’, ‘radical democrats’, ‘conservatives’, ‘oligarchs’, and in reference 
to the late fourth century even of ‘nationalists’. Needless to say, even schol-
ars who use this terminology would not describe such parties along the lines 
of the political parties of the twentieth century, but the terminology itself 
implies, at the very least, the existence of political groupings held together 
by shared views of key political issues of foreign and domestic politics and 
shared ideological allegiances. Leading politicians are seen as the leaders of 
such groupings, which are implicitly assumed to have included also citizens 
who were not personally active in politics.  

 
  Muccioli :  points to the dominant influence of Plutarch on modern views of 

Stratokles. 
  See Beloch : -. Influential continuators of Beloch’s approach include Ferguson 

: - and especially Tarn :  and passim. 
  Both Stephen Tracy and the reviewer for the C&M have expressed some skepticism as to 

the accuracy of my characterization of the scholarship on this topic. I would prefer to be 
persuaded that they are right. The terminology whose use I would like to question ap-
pears prominently in the most authoritative recent work on Hellenistic Athens, Habicht 
; see e.g. - (oligarchic party),  and  (radical democrats),  (nationalism) 
and the characterization of Demochares, Phaidros of Sphettos, and Olympiodoros in 
Habicht : -. Athenian nationalists are omnipresent in Shear , as an electron-
ic word-search easily shows; in Shear :  we also meet ‘Stratokles and his party of 
extreme pro-Demetrian democrats.’ For a recent study that explicitly uses the concept of 
political party in reference to early Hellenistic Athens, see Landucci Gattinoni : 
-. As far as I can tell, Sartori :  is one of the few scholars who have expressed 
skepticism towards the use of the word ‘party’ in the framework of Athenian Hellenistic 
(as opposed to Late Classical) politics. 
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The validity of this approach for to the fourth century down to Alexan-
der has long since been challenged, and it seems fair to say that nowadays a 
majority of scholars reject the ‘partyapproach’ to the political world of De-
mosthenes, Aischines, Hypereides and contemporaries. Already in , dis-
cussing Athenian politics and politicians after the Social War, Raphael 
Sealey wrote: 

 
In some modern states one may sometimes see election-posters which 
state the name of the candidate and that of his political party. Such par-
ty-names are often such as to indicate very general differences of opinion 
between the parties. Do those who use very general designations for the 
parties they discover in ancient Athens suppose that elections there were 
similar, and that politicians professed allegiance to parties defined by the 
general principles they allegedly acknowledged, so that (for example) a 
man seeking election as general might describe himself as ‘the extreme 
democratic candidate in the tribe Aeantis’? 
 

This reductio ad absurdum brings to light the almost inevitable risk of ana-
chronism implied in using party terminology in reference to ancient Athens: 
even though presumably no scholar would subscribe to the paradoxical pic-
ture envisioned by Sealey, the simple use of the term carries with itself im-
plications that clearly do not apply to this historical context. Sealey’s article 
announced a revision of the whole idea of political parties in Athens, based 
partly on the lack of evidence for their existence and partly on the fact that 
the practice of the Athenian democracy did not allow for the emergence of 
this kind of political configuration – most crucially, what did not exist in 
ancient Athens was the party-member, the intermediary between the active 
politician and the passive voter. In the words of Moses Finley, Athenian 
politicians 

 

 
  Sealey : . 
  On this point, see especially Hansen : -8 and the comprehensive discussion in 

Hansen : -. Among the earlier bibliography, see also Perlman , a very in-
fluential study that continued Sealey’s approach, and Sealey . Mitchel : - 
extends this kind of approach to the years after Chaironeia, when Athenian politics was 
dominated by Lykourgos. 
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…walked alone. They had their lieutenants, of course, and politicians 
made alliances with each other. But these were fundamentally personal 
links, shifting frequently, useful in helping to carry through a particular 
measure or even a group of measures, but lacking that quality of support, 
that buttressing or cushioning effect, which is provided by a bureaucracy 
and political party… 
 

Alliances between political leaders pivoting around key issues, such as the 
attitude to Sparta, Thebes, or Macedon, did not as a rule prevent the same 
leaders from attacking each other when the occasion presented itself: the 
paths taken by several Athenian politicians in the Harpalos scandal are ex-
tremely instructive. 

The revision that has affected the Athens of Demosthenes, however, 
scarcely extends to the years after his death. For early Hellenistic Athens, the 
work of Beloch’s pupil Gaetano De Sanctis and of his own pupils, especially 
Piero Treves and to a lesser extent Arnaldo Momigliano, consolidated the 
party-based approach. De Sanctis’ early work conceptualized Athenian poli-
tics with references to ‘democratic’, ‘republican’, and ‘oligarchic’ parties, 
while Treves in Demostene e la libertà greca, an intensely political book, 
made use, probably consciously and intentionally, of terms such as ‘right’, 
‘left’ and ‘extreme left’. The epigraphic turn in the history of early Hellen-
istic Athens, associated especially with the work of Christian Habicht, has 
had the effect of focusing scholarly attention towards issues of a different 
nature, allowing this view of politics in Athens after Alexander to stand un-
challenged and continue by inertia, as it were. The results are even more 
paradoxical, if possible, than those generated by a party-approach to the 
Athens of Demosthenes. A clear product of the embarrassment generated by 
this approach is the creation of an Athenian ‘nationalist’ party, used espe-
cially to explain the trajectory of politicians such as Olympiodoros and 
Phaidros, who went from being supporters of Demetrios Poliorketes to lead-
ing the revolt against him. The problems generated by a consistent applica-
tion of this way of viewing Athenian politics come to the surface when 

 
 Finley : . 
  See Badian : -. 
  For examples of this terminology, see De Sanctis : , , -,  (from De 

Sanctis’ dissertation, originally published in ) and Treves : , , -. 
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scholars have to explain alliances between politicians who used to belong to 
different parties. Treves’ reconstruction of the trajectory of Philippides of 
Paiania, which ends with the reconciliation between the moderate oligarchic 
party and the radical democratic party after , is a particularly striking ex-
ample: scholarship has to create complex scenarios to solve problems gener-
ated by its own categories. The alternative would be to recognize that now, 
just as in the age of Demosthenes, politicians acted in an essentially oppor-
tunistic and context-driven way, ideological allegiances being a rather poor 
predictor of their actions and consistency functioning as a standard only in a 
very broad sense. Such an approach clearly fits the evidence with much less 
effort, and is accordingly preferable. 

The definition of Stratokles as a ‘radical democrat’ or an ‘extreme demo-
crat’ is a case in point. Apart from reflecting the rhetoric of Plutarch, such 
definitions address the problem of differentiating Stratokles from Demo-
chares, whose democratic credentials are attested beyond doubt by the text 
of the proposal of decree in his honor submitted by his son Laches.33 Since 
Stratokles had caused Demochares to be exiled, they could not belong to the 
same party and/or share the same political views, and since Athens’ entering 
the sphere of Antigonos and Demetrios involved the return of the democra- 
tic constitution, Stratokles, Demetrios’ most prominent partisan, could only 
be located further to the left than Demochares, as it were – the demagogic 
portrait provided by Plutarch of course confirmed the conclusion. This 
classification, in turn, made it necessary to envision a political crossover in 
order to explain why Stratokles had moved the decree in honor of Philippi-
des of Paiania.  

In other words, Stratokles the leader of the radical democrats is a combi-
nation of the a priori assumption that such a party existed and of Plutarch’s 
characterization of Stratokles as a Kleon-like demagogue. It is to this charac-
terization that we now need to turn.  

 
 
  Treves : ; for a concise presentation of the evidence on Philippides, see below. 
  The text of the proposal is preserved in Ps.-Plut., Vitae decem oratorum  D-F. 
  Stratokles’ clash with Philippides of Kephale, whose democratic credentials are estab-

lished based on the highest honors decree for him passed in / (IG 
.), is usually 

interpreted along the same lines. Note that occasionally the problem of explaining the 
opposition of Stratokles and Demochares has been solved by placing Demochares to the 
left of Stratokles, as in Paschidis : . 
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PHILIPPIDES, STRATOKLES AND KLEON:  
POLITICS AND THE COMIC STAGE   

 
After mentioning the honours for Demetrios and Antigonos proposed by 
Stratokles, Plutarch dwells on him for a few more paragraphs in order to 
introduce him to his readers. A thoroughly despicable fellow, Stratokles, 
according to Plutarch, appeared to be imitating old Kleon in his dealings 
with the Athenian people. A couple of anecdotes are then offered in order to 
substantiate this characterization, one of which includes an iambic trimeter, 
while the second is the strange story of Stratokles announcing a victory in 
the battle of Amorgos. Poorly substantiated as it is, Plutarch’s statement is 
the cornerstone of the modern view of Stratokles as a demagogue and/or a 
radical democrat. And yet, a closer look at the passage shows that there is 
quite a bit more to it than meets the eye at first, and a straightforward polit-
ical interpretation fails to catch much of its meaning.  

We should notice first of all that comparing a politician of the late fourth 
century to Kleon was hardly a way of commenting on the former’s political 
agenda. Kleon had the misfortune of being utterly disliked by two very in-
fluential contemporaries, a hugely talented historian and a hugely talented 
comic poet – Thucydides and Aristophanes. Even though a case could be 
made for Thucydides’ portrait of Kleon already playing on the characteriza-
tion of the latter on the comic stage, it was only later that the comic image 
of Kleon merged with, and essentially transmogrified, his characterization as 
an Athenian politician. A decisive role in this process was probably played 
by the famous excursus on Athenian demagogues in Book  of Theopom-
pos’ Philippika. The result of the process is the caricature of Kleon as an 
orator found in the Aristotelian Constitution of the Athenians, a work that 
was the product of an intellectual milieu with clear political sympathies, one 

 
  Plut. Dem. . 
  Whether the reasons for their attitudes were personal or political or a mixture of the two, 

is immaterial for our purposes. On Thucydides and Kleon, Woodhead  still seems 
overall convincing to me, in spite of the objections of Spence . On Aristophanes and 
Kleon, Edmunds  provides an excellent introduction. 

  On the excursus on Athenian demagogues, Connor  is a classic. On Theopompos 
and Kleon, see now Saldutti . 
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that was highly influential in Athens right at the time of Stratokles. The 
impression, conveyed by the passage of the Constitution of the Athenians, 
that the debate on Athenian demagogues, and on Kleon in particular, was 
still very much alive in Stratokles’ times is confirmed by another work that 
appears to have been highly polemical in tone, and strongly inspired by 
Theopompos, namely The demagogues of Athens by the Epicurean Idome-
neus of Lampsakos, a work that is all the more noteworthy from our point 
of view for being one of the sources Plutarch drew upon when he had occa-
sion to discuss Kleon in his biographies of fifth-century Athenians. 

As we try to press Plutarch’s analogy between Stratokles and Kleon, we 
are faced with a spectrum of options ranging between two poles: the analogy 
could be taken to reflect either the views of the historical audience, as it 
were, that is, of (some of) Stratokles’ fellow-citizens, or those of more spe-
cialized observers, i.e. writers of some sort, contemporary or not, including 
of course Plutarch himself. To be sure, that Plutarch is responsible for the 
artistry of our passage, which is inseparable from its politics, is beyond 
doubt, as we shall see in more detail in a moment. The opposite end of the 
spectrum, that Plutarch is really saying that the Athenians were reminded of 
Kleon, may seem the less promising one, for it may be taken to imply the 
existence of a surprisingly detailed memory of the late fifth century among 
Athenians living a century later. In fact, however, we do not necessarily need 
any such assumption in order for Stratokles’ contemporaries to have an im-
age of Kleon – a rather lively image at that. In the late fourth century, old 
comedies were regularly re-performed at the Great Dionysia, and it is entire-
 
  See Ath.pol. . with the remarks of Favreau-Linder : . More serious, and poten-

tially more damaging for Stratokles, was the notion that Kleon had promoted the moral 
decadence of the Athenian demos. Situating the Constitution of the Athenians in the polit-
ical context of Athens after the Hellenic War is an urgent desideratum; see for a promis-
ing start van Wees . 

  Plutarch mentions Idomeneus as a source for Kleon’s accusation to Perikles in  (Per. 
. = FGrH  F ). On Idomeneus and Kleon, see Saldutti . A pupil of Epikouros 
during the latter’s stay in Lampsakos between  and /, and the author of two 
works of erudition, on the Socratics and on the Athenian demagogues respectively (both 
very likely with a political agenda), Idomeneus may have had an important political role 
in his city, possibly as a representative of Lysimachos (see the careful discussion of Fran-
co : -). His profile reminds in many ways of Douris of Samos, on whom see be-
low, n. . Angeli  tried to dissociate Idomeneus the Epicurean from Idomeneus the 
erudite, but without conclusive arguments, see Cooper : - with n. . 
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ly conceivable that an Athenian audience would be reminded of Kleon by 
this practice. It has to be said, to be sure, that there is no specific evidence 
for the re-performance of Aristophanes’ Kleon-related comedies. Moreo-
ver, for Plutarch to say what he says it seems almost inevitable to admit that 
some previous author had already put the two characters together, either 
focalizing the resemblance from the point of view of the Athenians or, less 
likely in view of Plutarch’s words, from his own personal one.  

The vocabulary employed by Plutarch in characterizing the resemblance 
between Stratokles and Kleon, whose force is easily attenuated by anodyne 
translations, is highly relevant to this issue. Stratokles supposedly imitated 
Kleon’s εὐχέρεια, or ‘amoral recklessness’ in dealing with the Athenian de-
mos, with his own βωµολοχία and βδελυρία, something like ‘disgusting rib-
aldry’. In a passage in the Life of Nikias, Plutarch described Kleon’s oratory 
with exactly the same words used in the Life of Demetrios. There can be no 
doubt that the Kleon who is being evoked in this passage as a model for 
Stratokles is the Kleon of comedy, all the less surprisingly in light of what 
has been observed above regarding the development of the image of Kleon. 
As we zoom out from the vocabulary to the context, it is easy to see that 
comedy is present all over Plutarch’s Stratokles. The anecdote of the courte-
san Phylakion, Stratokles’ beloved, who brings brains and necks home from 
the market and is told by Stratokles that those are what politicians play ball 
with in the assembly would make for a rather weak stand-alone joke, but it 
would work perfectly well as a scene in a comedy, and in fact, Stratokles’ 
bon mot has been long since recognized as a line from comedy because of its 
metrical structure. And finally, for absent-minded readers who have not 
understood which literary codes need to be activated in reading these pas-
sages, Plutarch inserts a quote from Aristophanes, a choral line from Knights 
that, in its original context, comments on an exchange between the Paphla-

 
  On the reperformance of old comedies at the Great Dionysia, which started in /, 

see Nervegna :  and IG 
., frr. g-h in Millis and Olson . 

  General familiarity with Aristophanic themes among the audience of the New Comedy 
seems however a fairly safe assumption; see e.g., the comments of Marasco :  n.  
on Alexis PCG fr.  and its imitation of Aristophanes’ Clouds. 

 Plut. Nic. .; on Plutarch’s characterization of Kleon, see Favreau-Linder : -. 
  See Frantz . Stratokles’ dealings with whores seem to have been a popular topic; see 

Matron fr. .- Olson-Sens, Machon fr. .- Gow, and Athen. . F (a quote 
from Gorgias’ work on courtesans). 
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gonian, that is, Kleon, and the sausage-seller. Later, after a description of 
the manifestations of divine displeasure at the excessive honours granted 
Demetrios, Plutarch introduces the comic poet Philippides of Kephale, who 
attacked Stratokles in his comedies and whose upright personality is con-
trasted with Stratokles’, not without a touch of paradox.  

The appearance of Philippides has been a cue for many scholars to at-
tribute the whole Kleonization of Stratokles to Philippides’ comedies. To 
be sure, Plutarch may not have read Philippides’ comedies himself, and the 
anecdotes on the poet’s role at the court of Lysimachos, which Plutarch uses 
in order to characterize Philippides’ personality, confirm the impression. 
Among the historians who wrote on early Hellenistic Athens and whose 
works Plutarch had access to and made use of, at least one, Douris of Samos, 
can be shown to have included quotes from contemporary poetry and is, for 
this reason and more in general, a good candidate for Plutarch’s direct 
source as regards Philippides. From our point of view, however, it is not 
crucial to figure out who was Plutarch’s direct source, nor whether Philippi-
des himself explicitly played Aristophanes to Stratokles’ Kleon, or simply 
styled Stratokles as a new Kleon, leaving it up to, e.g., Douris to draw the 
final connection between the two poets, or whether he attacked Stratokles 
and made fun of him in a way that evoked, in the mind of a cultivated ob-
server like Douris (or whomever else, including Plutarch himself), the 
memory of Kleon. What matters for the purpose of the present investigation 

 
  Aristoph. Eq. . 
  I take the words at the end of Plut. Dem. . to mean that, although the contrary would 

be expected, Philippides, the man from the comic stage, was more earnest and upright 
than Stratokles the politician; the latter was the true buffoon. On Philippides see espe-
cially Philipp  and more recently Major : - and Luraghi : -. On 
the satire of Stratokles and the comparison with Kleon, see also Mastrocinque :  
and Marasco :  (but the analogy drawn by Marasco between the anecdote on Stra-
tokles in Plut. Dem. .- and that on Kleon in Plut. Nic. . and Theop. FGrH  F 
 seems rather loose). 

 See most recently O’Sullivan : -. 
  Marasco : -, and see  n.  for a list of numerous references to poetry in Dou-

ris’ fragments. On Douris, see especially Landucci Gattinoni  and Knoepfler b. 
It would be all the less surprising that Douris sympathized with Philippides if Knoefpler 
(b: -) is right to think that Douris was Lysimachos’ man. On Lysimachos, Sa-
mos and Douris see also Franco : -. On Philippides and Lysimachos, see Franco 
: -. 
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is that Plutarch’s characterization of Stratokles and the equation with Kleon 
is not based on the nature of Stratokles’ political activity, but rather 
amounts to a poet’s attempt at undermining a politician’s public standing 
by showing him up as an unprincipled demagogue and a man without dig-
nity. To what extent the parallel with Kleon was integral to this operation 
and whether the lambasting of Stratokles on the comic stage involved acti-
vating the Kleon subtext, while interesting in itself, is a question of second-
ary importance for the present purpose. The key point is that this satirical 
rendering of Stratokles’ character cannot be taken as evidence for the latter’s 
political alignment, even less than Aristophanes’ attacks on Kleon.  
 

STRATOKLES AND LYKOURGOS: POLITICAL  
HERITAGE AND/OR POLITICAL SELF-FASHIONING 

 
Two of Stratokles’ thirty-something decrees involve prominent Athenian 
politicians, Lykourgos and Philippides. It is fair to say that neither one of 
these documents plays any real role in the characterization of Stratokles’ po-
litical alignments in modern scholarship. This can perhaps seem justified in 
the case of the decree for Philippides. Dating to , almost a decade apart 
from the last decree proposed by Stratokles before Ipsos, it can easily be 
bracketed as an outlier. Whether this is really inevitable, it remains to be 
discussed. In any case, the decree for Lykourgos, one of the earliest among 
those proposed by Stratokles, cannot be marginalized on any grounds. On 
the contrary, precisely its peculiar aspects – first and foremost, the fact that 
it was posthumous – point to its importance as a characterizing political act.  

 Before looking at the two decrees separately, there is one obvious 
common aspect that should be considered. The language used to describe 
the excellence of the two politicians who were granted the honours is simi-
lar, including key concepts of the highest honors decrees, such as the honor-
ands generosity and his benevolence towards the demos – this may not be 
 
 Which is not to say that it is uninteresting or not important in itself. As a matter of fact, 

a comprehensive study of political satire in Early Hellenistic Athens, on the lines of 
Kurke : -, is an urgent desideratum; such a study should include at the least 
Lynkeus (Douris’ brother!), Machon, Matron, Philippides and, last but not least, Theo-
phrastos’ highly enigmatic Characters. 



stratokles of diomeia and party politics    

c l a s s i c a  e t  m e d i a e va l i a     ·      

particularly noteworthy, although considering the political trajectory of 
Philippides this language may not seem entirely obvious. More interestingly, 
though, a significant amount of space is devoted at the beginning of both 
decrees to the progonoi of the two politicians, a feature that recurs elsewhere 
only in the decree for Phaidros of Sphettos, of uncertain date but in any case 
later than the end of the Chremonidean War. The choice of emphasizing 
the recent ancestors of the man receiving the honours, let it be noted, is not 
a simple reflection of the prominence of such ancestors: in the highest hon-
ours decree passed in / honoring Kallias, Phaidros’ brother, there is no 
reference to them. Insisting on the fact that the honorands loyalty, benev-
olence and generosity towards the demos continued a tradition set by his fa-
ther and grandfather may be taken as a sign of a somewhat aristocratic un-
derstanding of democracy. We shall come back to this point later. 

The decree for Lykourgos is famously preserved both in a very lacunose 
and fragmentary inscription and in the documentary appendix to the pseu-
do-Plutarchean Lives of the ten orators. In the latter text, Stratokles’ decree 
is actually embedded in an application submitted by Lykourgos’ son 
Lykophron asking for the honours granted to his father’s descendants, 
namely the sitesis in the Prytaneion, to be extended to him. Honouring a 
politician who had been dead for over fifteen years must have been a very 
pointed political statement. Almost certainly, Stratokles was not the first to 
introduce this practice, and actually his proposal can be seen as a response to 

 
  The decree for Phaidros, IG 

. lines -, is much more detailed in outlining the 
deeds of Phaidros’ father. Given the frequent changes of regime that affected Athens in 
the period covered by their activity, this choice is particularly striking: this time, evasive-
ness may have seen counterproductive, but one still wonders why the opposite was the 
case in . For the text of the decree for Phaidros, and especially for a reconstruction of 
the career of his father Thymochares, see now Bayliss . 

  For the text of the decree see SEG .. 
  Ps.-Plut. Vitae decem oratorum   and IG .. Faraguna  provides a compre-

hensive discussion of the documents preserved in the Lives of the ten orators. 
  For the two texts and their editions, see Prauscello  and the references in Culasso 

Gastaldi :  n. . On the differences between the manuscript and the epigraphic 
version, see also Faraguna : - and Culasso Gastaldi : -. Prauscello 
, - provides abundant arguments against Michael Osborne’s proposal to con-
sider IG 

. as belonging to a second copy of the decree. Wilhelm : - recognized 
IG . as forming the lower part of IG .; I could find no further discussion of 
his proposal in later studies. 
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the only known precedent: Plutarch’s words strongly suggest that Phokion, 
too, had been granted the highest honours posthumously, evidently during 
the dekaetia, the ten years when Demetrios of Phaleron controlled Athens 
on behalf of Kassandros. In other words, the decree for Lykourgos was also 
an episode in a battle for memory waged against the oligarchs who had ruled 
the city on behalf of Antipatros and his son. Famously incorruptible, aus-
tere, and respectable, and at the same time an intransigent defender of 
Athenian freedom and democracy, Lykourgos was an ideal democratic anti- 
thesis to Phokion ‘the good’. The resemblances in the idealized portraits of 
the two politicians may have escaped attention because of the divergence in 
their political orientation, but they are nevertheless striking. Beyond the 
solid reputation for honesty and seriousness, both were said to dress very 
thriftily, not wearing warm clothes or shoes unless absolutely necessary. 
Somewhat more intriguingly, both show signs of Laconizing sympathies. 
In the light of this, however, it is hard not to think that Stratokles the dem-
agogue is hardly the first Athenian politician one would put in a list of sym-
pathizers of Lykourgos: if the labels used for Athenian politicians had any 
value, we would have expected Stratokles to propose honors for Hypereides 
instead. 

As mentioned above, the decree begins by stating that for Lykourgos 
eunoia towards the demos was a family tradition, as witnessed by his grandfa-

 
  Plut. Phoc. .. See Kralli :  n.  with references. On the timing of Phokion’s 

rehabilitation, see Orsi : - with further references. Plutarch is clear that the 
statue was erected after Phokion’s death, which, short of jettisoning his testimony, 
makes it idle to look for an earlier date for Phokion’s highest honours. Note that the de-
cree of Meidias the Younger and the speech of Hypereides against such a decree men-
tioned in the short biography of Hypereides in Ps.-Plut. Vitae decem oratorum  B 
should be separated from the question of the posthumous honors for Phokion, as 
showed by Orsi . 

  The legend of Phokion, enshrined in Plutarch’s biography, has been investigated thor-
oughly, see Gehrke : -, Bearzot : - and the recent discussion of Bay-
liss : -. On Lykourgos, whose memory was also becoming increasingly idealized 
after his death, see Culasso Gastaldi :  with full references to the evidence. 

  Compare Plut. Phoc. . with Ps.-Plut. Vitae decem oratorum  C (as a matter of fact, 
neither of them was especially wealthy, see Davies :  on Lykourgos and  on 
Phokion).  

  Plut. Phoc. and Lycurg. Leocr. - with Fisher : -. 
  This has been rightly pointed out by Orsi : . 
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ther Lykourgos and his father Lykomedes, who both had received a public 
burial in the Kerameikos cemetery. Lykourgos himself is praised in general 
terms for the good laws he proposed, after which the decree becomes more 
specific as it starts listing his financial activity as an administrator of the po-
lis, for which he was repeatedly crowned by the Athenians. He provided pre-
cious ornaments for the cult of Athena and saw to the preparation for the 
impending war, i.e. the Hellenic or Lamian War, in terms of weapons and 
ships. Then military and civilian buildings he built or completed are men-
tioned. Finally, the decree mentions that the Athenians, in spite of their fear 
of Alexander, stood their ground when the king of Macedon requested the 
extradition of Lykourgos. The politician is praised for his incorruptibility 
and honors are decreed, and previous honorific decrees for him are pro-
claimed still (or again?) valid.  

In this idealized profile of the late statesman, some scholars have thought 
that Lykourgos’ opposition to Alexander and to the Macedonians in general 
may be overstated, although it is not clear that this suspicion is well found-
ed. It is true that the decree almost imports the dead orator into the Hel-
lenic War that broke out in , but we have reason to think that Lykourgos 
was indeed contemplating a renewed war against Macedon. More to the 
 
  Here the manuscript text of the decree has a famous anachronism, speaking as though, 

at the time when he requested the handover of the politicians, Alexander had already 
conquered the Persian Empire; the anachronism is probably generated by a somewhat 
careless rendering of the inscription (fr. b lines -), which does present Lykourgos’ op-
position to Alexander as an enduring feature continuing even after Alexander had con-
quered the Persian Empire, and then, after a summation of Lykourgos’ engagement on 
behalf of freedom, refers, without a specific chronological link to the proceeding, to the 
fact that his political attitude had provoked Alexander’s request for his delivery (see the 
explanation of Culasso Gastaldi : ). Whether or not this characterization of 
Lykourgos was correct is a separate question, see below. 

  As Lambert :  n.  points out, the manuscript reading ‘his decrees’ makes no 
sense, and his proposal: Emending αὐτοῦ to περὶ αὐτοῦ or to αὐτῷ, solves the problem 
brilliantly. This may refer to the relevant inscriptions having been destroyed by one of 
the previous anti-democratic regimes, compare the case of the honors for Euphron of 
Sikyon in IG ..  

  On the decree evoking and connecting to the political climate of the Hellenic War, see 
Culasso Gastaldi , -. Whether Lykourgos really meant to prepare Athens for 
war against Macedon we may not be able to tell with certainty, but cf. the reference to 
support for a possible war in the honorary decree for Eudemos of Plataiai, IG 

., also 
in RO , proposed by Lykourgos in / (discussion in Faraguna : -, and 
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point, the text of the decree points to the importance of the memory of the 
Hellenic War at this point in time. In a somewhat paradoxical way, the 
Athenians appear to have seen Antigonos and Demetrios as taking the war 
against Macedon for the freedom of the Greeks up again, while at the same 
time conveniently forgetting the democratic interlude made possible by  
Polyperchon. 

In an attempt at explaining why it was Stratokles, of all people, who pro-
posed a decree for Lykourgos, it has been pointed out that Lykourgos’ son 
Habron was prominent in Athenian politics from /, and the possibility 
has been suggested that Stratokles proposed the decree in honour of Ha-
bron’s father in order to curry favor with him. If this were the case, 
though, it would be somewhat odd that, as Gauthier noticed, there is no 
sign that Habron or one of his brothers had presented the aitesis to the 
council, as was normal for these decrees. As we will see more in detail in a 
moment, it is entirely possible that personal affiliations played a part in Stra-
tokles’ measure, but even if they did, the fact remains that honouring 
Lykourgos was indeed Stratokles’ own political act, and it should be evalu-
ated as such. One purpose of such an act could be easily surmised: various 
other documents show that, between  and , a war of memory was 
waged between anti-Macedonian democrats and their Athenian adversaries, 
a war that involved, among other things, the destruction and reconstruction 
of public documents. In choosing Lykourgos, the scion of one of the most 

                         
see also -; Faraguna seems to me not to give sufficient consideration to the fact that 
war was mentioned at all in the decree proposed by Lykourgos, all the more striking giv-
en the fact that the funds offered by Eudemos were then used for a different purpose). In 
any case, pace Wirth : -, in the light of the speeches against Lysikles and 
Leokrates it seems impossible to deny that Lykourgos was, as Stephen Lambert puts it, 
‘implicitly if not overtly hostile to Macedonia’; see Lambert : .  

  See esp. Muccioli : , and note that both Plut. Dem. . and Diod. .. speak 
as though the Athenians had recovered their democracy now for the first time after its 
abolition in , fifteen years before. 

 Bayliss : . 
  See Gauthier : -; on the aitesis, the request submitted by the would-be honor-

and himself, or by his descendant in the case of posthumous honours, see -. On Ha-
bron’s political career, see IG . line  and  lines - with Merker . 

  See Luraghi . 
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blue-blooded families of Athens, as the pillar on which to throw the bridge 
of democratic memory, Stratokles was sending a moderately conservative 
message, one that at the same time placed the allegiance to democratic val-
ues beyond question, but did not amount to a slap in the face of the parti-
sans of Demetrios of Phaleron who had remained in the city after the latter 
fled. Stratokles’ choice of Lykourgos as the symbol of the restored demo- 
cracy would correspond, as it were, to the relative mildness of the democrat-
ic restoration, which, beyond unequivocal proclamations in favour of free-
dom and democracy, in fact was implemented largely without bloodshed – 
an attitude that appears to have corresponded to the Poliorketes’ own ap-
proach.  

This would inevitably tell us something about Stratokles himself and his 
political allegiances. Implications for his political biography cannot be more 
than speculative, tempting as the speculations might be. For all we know, it 
is entirely conceivable that Stratokles entered the panel of accusers of De-
mosthenes thanks to a preexisting connection to Lykourgos or to his close 
associates. In  at least two men who were closely connected to Lykourgos 
and had all but disappeared during the dekaetia of Demetrios of Phaleron 
came back prominently on the political stage. The first was Habron, 
Lykourgos’ own son, who was appointed to an important financial post, the 
same one his father once had. The second was Xenokles of Sphettos, possi-
bly the closest of Lykourgos’ associates, the man who stepped in for 
Lykourgos as chief financial officer of the polis so that Lykourgos could con-
tinue running the public finances. In , Xenokles was agonothetes, and 
the following year he was one of three Athenian ambassadors to Antigonos 
who brought back to the city a gift of grain, timber and money. That Ha-
bron, Xenokles and Stratokles all returned to prominence in  may mean 

 
  Famously, the hereditary priesthood of Poseidon Erechtheios was transmitted within the 

family; see Blok & Lambert : -. For a socio-political profile of Lykourgos, see 
Humphreys . 

 See Plut. Dem. . on his protective treatment of Demetrios of Phaedron once the latter 
surrendered. On the fate of the other partisans of Demetrios of Phaleron, see Philoch. 
FGrH  F  with Habicht : -: those who fled were condemned to death in 
absentia, those who remained in the city were acquitted. 

  Ampolo  provides an exemplary study of this interesting politician; see also Habicht 
 for fascinating speculation about his possible appearance in a decree honouring his 
grandson in the second half of the third century. 
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that they were already connected before, all the more so, since Stratokles 
appears associated with Xenokles in Matron of Pitane’s Dinner, a satirical 
poem describing a gourmet dinner in the home of Xenokles – consistent 
with the image outlined by Philippides of Kephale, Stratokles pops in in the 
company of two whores. 

The upshot of all this is clear: if scholars had not been persuaded by Plu-
tarch, that is, ultimately by Philippides, that Stratokles was a demagogue, 
the consensus would probably be that in all likelihood he was a former asso-
ciate of Lykourgos. 

 

STRATOKLES, PHILIPPIDES, AND DEMETRIOS:  
POLITICAL REALIGNMENT IN CONTEXT 

 
Philippides, the son of Philomelos, of the deme Paiania, was an old man 
when Stratokles proposed to grant him the highest honours in . The 
political landscape of Athens had changed radically since the time of the de-
cree for Lykourgos. After the defeat of Antigonos and Demetrios at the bat-
tle of Ipsos in the summer of , the Athenians somewhat less than elegant-
ly, had turned their back on the Saviour-god. Demetrios Poliorketes, the 
liberator of , had re-conquered the city at the end of a siege in the spring 
of . After being starved into surrender, the Athenians were prepared for 
the worst, but Demetrios had refrained from retaliating, confining himself 
to mild reproach – and to placing garrisons in the Peiraieus and in the city 
itself, on the Mouseion Hill. The Athenians celebrated his clemency, but 
this time around there was no talk of democratic restoration; with good rea-
son, as far as we can tell. The sheer fact that Olympiodoros, generally identi-
fied with the strategos who had distinguished himself at the time of the Four 
Years War, was now archon for two years in a row indicates the limits of this 
new incarnation of the Athenian democracy, and so does the ominous reap-

 
 Matron of Pitane, known only through Athenaeus, wrote a poem in hexameters called 

Attic Dinner-Party. Olson & Sens  provide a convenient introduction to this author 
with a commented edition of the fragments. Stratokles appears in fr. ., at the end of 
an epic-parodic description of the meal. 

 The complete text of the decree for Philippides is found in Dinsmoor : -. 
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pearance of the anagrapheus at the beginning of decrees. In spite of this, it 
should be pointed out that in Plutarch’s description, the Athenian assembly 
was at this point dominated by demagogues bent on flattering Demetrios 
just as it had been in . 

A near-contemporary of Demosthenes, from a wealthy and prominent 
family, Philippides was not an obvious candidate for the limelight at this 
point. His last known political act was the proposal, in the second prytany 
of /, of a decree honouring an Athenian who had spontaneously joined 
an embassy to ‘king Kassandrοs’ (sic). It is not unlikely that Philippides 
had himself participated in the embassy. At that point, Philippides was 
already an elderly man. Born probably in the s, he makes his first appear-
ance in the sources in Demosthenes’ speech against Meidias in , in a list 
of wealthy trierarchs who are expected to step forward and speak on behalf 
of Meidias, men who are collectively characterized as overbearing and gener-
ally anti-popular in their attitudes. In spite of Demosthenes’ characteriza-
tion, the group is a rather mixed bag, wealth being the only documented 
common denominator between its members: we know nothing beyond what 
Demosthenes says about the political sympathies of Mnesarchides, but 
Diotimos of Euonymos, who had a distinguished political and military 
career during the forties and thirties, was on the list of politicians whose ex-
tradition was demanded by Alexander in ; as for Neoptolemos, he was 
an associate of Lykourgos, and later Demosthenes himself acknowledged his 
civil merits. In other words, strictly speaking, from Demosthenes we can-
not infer anything except for Philippides’ wealth and social standing. 

 
  On this whole set of events, see Habicht : -. Thonemann  provides a vivid 

picture of the conquest of Athens by Demetrios and the following reconciliation (to be 
read alongside the remarks of Osborne : -). 

 Plut. Dem. .-.  
 IG 

.. 
73 As suggested by Paschidis : . 
  Dem. .- and  with MacDowell : -. 
  APF , -. 
  APF , Diotimos II, -). 
   APF  , -. 
  Dem. .. On Neoptolemos, see Faraguna : -. Tellingly, Davies calls Philip-

pides an oligarchikos (the designation does not occur in Demosthenes, so far as I can see) 
in the lemma devoted to his family, APF , but then, talking about Neoptolemos at 
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His political views would acquire a clearer profile if we were certain that 
he was indeed the man attacked by Hypereides in a speech delivered be-
tween the Peace of Demades and Philip’s death, accusing of illegal proposal 
a Philippides who had proposed honours to the proedroi who had put one or 
more decrees honouring Macedonians or supporters of the Macedonians to 
the vote. Philippides is characterized as an enemy of the people and a 
lackey of Philip, and we learn that he had been indicted for illegal proposals 
twice before. Finally, a reference to his slender build transmitted by Athe-
naeus makes it possible to identify him with a Philippides targeted for the 
same reason by the comic poets Alexis, Aristophon and Menander, the latter 
in his first victorious comedy, Anger, staged in / or in /. The iden-
tification of Philippides of Paiania with the accused had been doubted main-
ly because Hypereides was taken to say that Philippides had been a political 
Laconizer before the rise of Philip, and Philippides of Paiania was thought 
to be too young for that, since Spartan power had been fatally undermined 
by the Theban victories starting with Leuktra in . As David Whitehead 
rightly observed, however, what Hypereides is really saying is that people 
like Philippides, not Philippides himself, had passed from being Laconizers 
to being in favour of Philip because they really hated Athens, and it should 
not be forgotten that Hypereides is not providing a historical overview, but 
rather trying to blacken the character of his opponent, linking him to the 

                         
APF , by implication describes Philippides as a man ‘of the conservative, but non-
oligarchic, Right Wing.’ 

  See Whitehead :  on the date of the speech and - on the substance of the 
issue. 

  Hyp. .b.- with Whitehead : . 
 On the chronology of Menander’s Anger, see PCG Testimonia  and  and de Marcel-

lus : . Alexis mentioned Philippides in (at least) three different comedies: Agonis 
or Hippiskos (PCG fr. ), The Thesprotians (PCG fr. ) and The Mandrakorizomene 
(PCG fr. ); none of them can be dated with any precision, although for the Agonis a 
date around  seems the most likely, see Arnott , . Aristophon mentions Philip-
pides in his Platon (PCG fr. ) and in the Pythagoristai (PCG fr. ), on which see the 
comments of Papachrysostomou : - and - respectively; all we know of 
Aristophon’s chronology is that he won his first Lenaian victory after Alexis (late s? 
Arnott : ) based on the list of Lenaian victors IG 

., to be consulted in Millis 
and Olson : -. If the thin Philippides is really the son of Philomelos of Paiania, 
there is more than a touch of irony in the fact that comic poets used as a byword for a 
walking corpse a man who lived to be over ninety years of age. 
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oligarchs of the late fifth century. Overall, in the text of the speech there 
seems no real obstacle to the identification of the pro-Macedonian Philippi-
des with Philippides of Paiania. 

Stratokles’ decree is remarkably vague in praising Philippides. His fa-
ther and grandfather are said to have disbursed lavishly for all sorts of litur-
gies, including trierarchies and choregies, to have been elected as strategoi 
and to have performed successfully in such a role. Philippides continued the 
tradition of generosity, and the same checklist of liturgies is repeated; then 
his more special deeds are listed, including one naval strategia, one agon-
othesia and the basileia – if by lottery or not, one hesitates to say. Finally, 
there is a reference to Philippides having served as an ambassador more than 
once. Peculiarly, no date is provided for any of the magistracies or the em-
bassies, which strongly suggests the suspicion that the most prestigious part 
of Philippides’ political career may have taken place during times of which 
the Athenians, at this point, did not have a very positive memory. The 

 
  Whitehead : - and -; a similar point already in Bartolini : . See also 

the important comments of Fisher : -. In Hypereides’ line of argument the 
late-fifth-century oligarchs associated with the Thirty Tyrants are equated with the 
Philippizers of his own times (Hyp. .b.); the point is not their political ideology, the 
point is that they are traitors to the fatherland. Note that the evocation of the Thirty Ty-
rants in relation to the present situation of Athens, with the same implicitly optimistic 
message implied by Hypereides, recurs in  in Lykourgos’ speech against Leokrates 
(Leoc. ). 

 The considerations in the motivation clause are ‘aussi verbeux que vagues’ (Gauthier 
: ).  

 The strategos epi to nautikon is attested for the first time immediately after the Lamian 
War, see IG 

. line  with Bayliss : -, and then again in /; in both 
cases, the incumbent was Thymochares of Sphettos, the father of Phaidros and Kallias. 
The designation of one strategos for the fleet may point to the reduced size of the Atheni-
an fleet after the Lamian War. Given his age, Philippides is more likely to have served 
between  and  than after Ipsos. 

 Ever since Dinsmoor : , who provided the first edition of the two halves of the 
inscription, the reference to the office of (archon) basileus in lines - has been taken to 
mean that Philippides held it in /, but this is not what the text says: the use of the 
participle present in line - has only a relative, not an absolute meaning, and his ac-
tivities as basileus are consistently referred to with the perfect tense (lines  and ), just 
like his activities as agonothetes (line ). 

 Not so much under the democracy d’antan, as Gauthier :  suggests, but rather 
during the dekaetia of Demetrios of Phaleron and/or after Ipsos. 
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fact that such a level of vagueness was somewhat out of the ordinary seems 
to be confirmed by the unique clause, at the end of the decree, granting 
Philippides the right to add to the text of the inscription a detailed list of his 
and his ancestors’ deeds, an option of which Philippides appears not to have 
taken advantage – at least not on the one stele that is preserved, although 
space had been provided on the stone. 

If we accept that the thin Philippides of Hypereides was one and the 
same with Philippides of Paiania, his political profile can be outlined in a 
reasonably consistent fashion. For somebody who had been a Philippizer 
after Chaironeia it would not be strange to become a partisan of Kassandros 
after Ipsos, and it would be easy enough to connect the dots by assuming 
proximity to Antipatros and participation in the regime of Demetrios of 
Phaleron. How a man with such a personal record could be a plausible can-
didate for highest honours in , however, is rather less obvious. The hon-
ours proposed by Stratokles for Philippides are usually seen as the seal of a 
political alliance between the conservative right, or a part thereof, and dem-
ocratic left, or a part thereof, in the framework of the new regime imposed 
by Demetrios Poliorketes on Athens. One wonders however if we should 
not look at the scenario from a different angle, asking rather what would 
have happened to Kassandros’ supporters in Athens after his death and the 
ousting of Lachares. The question needs to be addressed in a broader con-
text. 

In , Demetrios had become king of Macedon, after getting rid of Kas-
sandros’ two surviving sons. This new situation had a visible impact on his 
policies vis-à-vis the Greeks. In the light of this, the possibility that Strato-
kles’ move was meant to show the new king of Macedon taking under his 
protection the political clients of his predecessor on the throne, or the ones 
among them who had not fled Athens, should at least be considered. After 
all, if there was something that Stratokles was, he was the most easily recog-

 
 For the shape of the stele, see Dinsmoor : -; the bottom half of the front surface is 

empty. Note that the decree, lines -, mandated that two stelai be inscribed, so in 
theory the catalogue of deeds could have been transcribed on only one of them (one 
would wonder why, though: did Philippides not survive the passing of the decree long 
enough?).  

 This view is criticized by Bayliss : , who speculates that Stratokles and Philippides 
may have been personally on friendly terms, given also that they were not too far apart 
in age. 
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nizable of Demetrios’ partisans in Athens: it stands to reason that, especially 
now, anything he did would be perceived as emanating from the king. Con-
spicuously honoring the octogenarian Philippides, while glossing over his 
political record, was a clear gesture of magnanimity and reconciliation to-
wards a politically defeated adversary, a gesture that was going to be paral-
leled a year later, in /, by the return, sanctioned by king Demetrios him-
self, of the partisans of Demetrios of Phaleron who had been in exile since 
. The very fact that, on this occasion, Deinarchos could hope for The-
ophrastos interceding in his favor points to Demetrios inheriting the con-
nections of the Antipatrids, especially if we remind ourselves by contrast 
that in earlier times the popular view, as expressed by Alexis in one of his 
comedies, had associated Demetrios with the bill of Sophokles of Sounion 
of /, that had tried to curb the autonomy of the philosophical schools 
and provoked the temporary exile of Theophrastos. Now, instead, Deme-
trios’ right-hand-man for Greek affairs, Adeimantos of Lampsakos, appears 
to be the recipient of one of three copies of Theophrastos’ last will when the 
latter died, in the early eighties. The other side of the coin, as it were, is 
Demetrios, king of Macedon, abandoning his previous attitude towards the 
freedom of the Greeks and behaving increasingly as a traditional Macedoni-
an king in this respect. 

Seen in this light, the decree in honor of Philippides of Paiania is rather 
unlikely to signal any convergence of political parties in Athens. As such, it 
tells us very little about Stratokles’ views of Athenian politics or his ideologi-
cal commitments. It rather shows an Athenian politician navigating the 
troubled waters of the new world of Hellenistic kingdoms.  

 
 Dion.Hal. De Dinarcho - (which includes Philochoros FGrH  F ). 
 Theophrastos and Deinarchos: Dion.Hal. De Dinarcho . The fragment of Alexis is 

PCG fr. , from the Hippeus; see Arnott : -. On the bill of Sophokles, see 
Haake : - and Canevaro : -. Of course, the bill can scarcely have been a 
simple implementation of Demetrios’ wishes, or it would hardly have been withdrawn 
the following year. Demetrios’ role was more likely along the lines envisioned by Ca-
nevaro : -. In any case, the fact remains that back then Theophrastos had had to 
flee from Athens, while now he could be counted upon to intercede with Demetrios in 
favor of former political enemies.  

  On the recipients of Theophrastos’ last will, see Diog.Laert. .. On Adeimantos, see 
Landucci Gattinoni . 

  On this, see the acute observations of Buraselis : . 
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CONCLUSION 
 

There is no doubt that, in the years from  to , the Athenians were 
putting a lot of energy into reactivating their democratic institutions. The 
disproportionately high number of decrees from these years, the renewal of 
the practice of honoring the best bouleutic contingent of the year, the in-
sistent references to freedom and democracy in the texts of the resolutions of 
the assembly, all document this climate. There was nothing particularly 
radical about all this, though – unless we think that there was anything radi-
cal about the Athenian democracy before the Lamian War, the democracy of 
Demosthenes and Lykourgos. Unless the decrees are misleading, for their 
high number is after all inflated by an overwhelming proportion of honorific 
decrees for Demetrios and his associates, Stratokles was the most prominent 
politician in Athens at this time. In any case, he was certainly Demetrios’ 
man among the Athenians. The meager evidence makes it at least possible 
that he still preserved that position, perhaps alongside Dromokleides, after 
Demetrios reconquered Athens in /. All this, however, tells us nothing 
about his political views as an Athenian citizen. Much more significant in 
this respect is his decision of promoting the memory of Lykourgos, a socially 
conservative democrat from the time before the Lamian War. How much 
preexisting personal affiliations may have weighed in this decision we cannot 
tell. On the other hand, it seems hard to deny that the decree for Lykourgos 
should be seen as by far the most important piece of evidence as to Strato-
kles’ sympathies as an Athenian politician. Nobody would characterize Stra-
tokles’ political connections in Athens as radical. The fact that the comic 
poet Philippides depicted Stratokles as a Kleon-like demagogue does not tell 
us more about his political views than the fact that Demochares’ son Laches 
retrospectively accused him of oligarchic subversion. In both cases, we have 
to do with political opponents attacking him with words, just as the orators 
of the age of Demosthenes used to do. Nobody would seriously think of 
reconstructing Demosthenes’ political profile based only on Aischines’ 
speeches. Stratokles should be granted the same benefit. 

 
  See Habicht : -. It should be noted, however, that for practical reasons the new 

democracy cannot have brought about a mere reconstitution of the status quo ante of 
fifteen years before, as pointed out by Canevaro : . 
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