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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

All languages are firmly embedded in culture. Ludwig Wittgenstein notes that
“to imagine a language means to imagine a form of life.”! Meaning in language is
integrated into the activities and shared spaces of human (embodied) interaction and
getting along together in the world. Wittgenstein uses the term “language-game”
(Sprachspiel) “to emphasize the fact that the speaking of language is part of an activity, or
of a form of life.” The field of Cognitive Linguistics explains that “meaning is
encyclopedic in nature,” that is, “word meaning cannot be understood independently of
the vast repository of encyclopedic knowledge to which it is linked.”® A word is like a
node in a network that gives access to a large cultural storehouse of practices, customs,
institutions, attitudes, emotions, values, concepts, know-how, hierarchies, stories,
domains, schemas, frames, scripts, and more in any given usage.* As Umberto Eco

similarly observes, “every text (even the most simple sentence) describes or presupposes

! “Und eine Sprache vorstellen heiBt, sich eine Lebensform vorstellen.” Wittgenstein, PI, §19.

2 Wittgenstein, PI, §23. He categorizes a fairly comprehensive list of language games: “Giving
orders, and acting on them,” “Describing an object by its appearance, or by its measurements,”
“Constructing an object from a description (a drawing),” “Reporting an event,” “Speculating about the
event,” “Forming and testing a hypothesis,” “Presenting the results of an experiment in tables and
diagrams,” “Making up a story; and reading one,” “Acting in a play,” “Singing rounds,” “Guessing
riddles,” “Cracking a joke; telling one,” “Solving a problem in applied arithmetic,” “Translating from one
language into another,” “Requesting, thanking, cursing, greeting, praying.”

® Vyvyan Evans and Melanie Green, Cognitive Linguistics: An Introduction (Edinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2006), 206. Bolded text removed.

4 For domains, schemas, frames, and scripts, see John R. Taylor, Linguistic Categorization, 3rd
ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 87-95. Taylor states, “Word meanings are cognitive
structures, embedded patterns of knowledge and belief; the context against which meanings are
characterized extends beyond the language system as such.” Thus, the term toothbrush gains its meaning
“from the role of toothbrushes in dental hygiene, and not from paradigmatic contrasts with other terms in
the language system” (87).



a possible world.” So, for example, the English word Monday can only be understood as
a part of a seven-day week, which is itself understood only with the temporal concept of
“the recurring night-day cycle.”® The week constitutes the domain within which Monday
is comprehensible, and the night-day cycle of time the domain for the concept of the
seven-day week.” But Monday also needs to be understood as a part of the regular work
week that is divided into five days of work and two days of rest—Monday being the day
that begins the work week and ends the leisure period.® If a someone asks a coworker,
“How are you?,” and they respond, “It’s Monday,” the response is only comprehensible
in the context of the attitudes associated with the transition from leisure to work in the
seven-day week. So, the answer, “It’s Monday,” would likely communicate an
unenthusiastic or pessimistic attitude.” To take an example in Greek during the Hellenistic
and early Roman periods, the term yaipewv creates a greeting frame from the sender to the
recipient.!? The simple term prompts the recipient to construe their interaction in a certain
way, sets their expectations, and guides their response.!! Words are a door into a
language-game and a wider cultural frame. As a result, understanding Paul’s use of
certain terms in his letter to the Galatians opens the door to his cultural context—the
ancient cultural encyclopedia—to help determine the sense of each word and what

broader cultural scripts, practices, and institutions Paul is invoking for his auditors.

5 Umberto Eco, Mouse or Rat? Translation as Negotiation (London: Phoenix, 2003), 19.

® Taylor, Linguistic Categorization, 87.

" Taylor, Linguistic Categorization, 87.

8 Taylor, Linguistic Categorization, 89.

° Nevertheless, the opposite attitude could be understood, depending on the person, the parties
involved, the speaker’s general attitude toward their job, the tone of voice, shared knowledge of that
particular weekend, or other local circumstances or relationships.

0E.g., OGIS 223.2 (late 4th-mid 3rd c. BC); 2 Macc 1:1; BGU 6.1296.2 (210 BC); BGU
6.1248.2 (137 BC); P.Tebt. 2.519.1 (AD 11); BGU 7.1660.3 (AD 41); BGU 1.37.2 (AD 50). Unless
otherwise noted, for the text of the LXX this dissertation uses Alfred Rahlfs and Robert Hanhart, eds.,
Septuaginta, rev. ed. (Stuttgart, Germany: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2006).

' Evans and Green, Cognitive Linguistics, 11.



New Testament scholarship in the last few decades has shown that Paul uses
language and concepts drawn from the domain of civic benefaction and that
understanding the reciprocity systems of patronage and benefaction helps contextualize
Paul’s portrayal of divine generosity and the proper human response(s).!? Chiefly, the
term xap1g is embedded in the benefactor-recipient relationship in the ancient Greco-
Roman Mediterranean society of which Paul and his Christ-associations were a part. The
term xap1g carries a different sense based on the context in which it occurs: the sense of
(1) generosity or favorable disposition (usually of the benefactor), (2) a concrete
benefaction or favor in the form of deeds or items, or (3) the return favor or response of
gratitude and thanks to the benefactor(s).!3

Of the three senses of ydpig that Paul uses in his letters, sense three (gratitude)
proves easiest to identify. Paul uses this sense regularly with the phrase yapic 1® 0e®.
The same usage of giving xapig to God, who is conceptualized as the divine benefactor,

occurs in Philo of Alexandria (Spec. Laws 2.60) and the Stoic philosopher Epictetus

12 The two most significant studies in this regard are by Frederick Danker and James Harrison.
See Frederick W. Danker, Benefactor: Epigraphic Study of a Graeco-Roman and New Testament Semantic
Field (St. Louis: Clayton, 1982); James R. Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman
Context (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003). For further bibliography, see the history of research section
below. Another significant study, though not as focused on the institution of euergetism, is John M. G.
Barclay, Paul and the Gift (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2015).

13 Several people describe the senses of yépig similarly. BDAG: “a beneficent disposition
toward someone” (sense 1), “practical application of goodwill” (sense 2), and “response to generosity or
beneficence” (sense 3). BDAG, “yépig,” 1079—1081. LSJ: “on the part of the doer, grace, kindness,
goodwill, tvog for or towards one” (sense 1; LSJ, “yapic,” A.IL.1), “in concrete sense, a favor done or
returned, boon” (sense 2; LSJ, “yapig,” A.II), “on the part of the receiver, sense of favor received,
thankfulness, gratitude (sense 3; LSJ, “xapic,” A.IL.2). Zeller: “Die Gunst,” whether “als Gesinnung” (sense
1) or “konkret als Gunsterwies, Gab” (sense 2), “der darauf antwortende Dank™ (sense 3). Dieter Zeller,
Charis bei Philon und Paulus (Stuttgart, Germany: Verlag Katholisches Bibelwerk GmbH, 1990), 13—14.
Crook: “virtue of generosity” (sense 1), “act or item of generosity” (sense 2), “gratitude for generosity”
(sense 3). Zeba A. Crook, “Grace as Benefaction in Galatians 2:9, 1 Corinthians 3:10, and Romans 12:3;
15:15,” in The Social Sciences and Biblical Translation, ed. Dietmar Neufeld (Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2008), 25-38. deSilva: “the disposition to show “favor’™” (sense 1), “the “gift” or “assistance”
given” (sense 2), “the response to the favor received, hence “gratitude” or “thanks™” (sense 3). David A.
deSilva, The Letter to the Galatians, NICNT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2018), 255. The other main sense
of yapig, “of the object of favor, the quality of charm or agreeableness,” occurs outside the benefaction
frame and does not occur in Galatians. Barclay, Paul and the Gift, 576-577; cf. Crook, “Grace as
Benefaction.” BDAG posits another sense, “exceptional effect produced by generosity” (BDAG, “ydptc,”
1080). Others do not follow this additional sense.



(Disc. 4.7.9).1* In this usage, the beneficiary or recipient of divine generosity (Paul)
renders gratitude (ydp1g) to the divine benefactor (God). Paul responds to God with
gratitude as a response to the deeds and gifts of his great benefactor for liberation from
slavery to sin (Rom 6:17-18), deliverance from “this body of death” (Rom 7:24-25), and
victory over death (1 Cor 15:54-57).1° Further, Paul thanks God for making his “scent”
known abroad (2 Cor 2:14), giving the benefactor’s virtue of enthusiasm (cmovdn) to
Titus (2 Cor 8:16), and for giving “his indescribable gift” (tfj dvexdumynto avtod dwped;
2 Cor 9:15).1¢

Determining whether xap1g refers to the generous disposition of the benefactor
(sense 1) or to the concrete manifestation of the benefactor’s generous disposition (sense
2) can be difficult. The most determinative factor is that when ydp1c is the object of
giving (e.g., 6odvar) or receiving (e.g., AaPelv, 0éxecOat), then it more likely refers to a

concrete object (a deed or item).!” Typically, God is the giver and Paul and/or other

14 Speaking about Noah’s nakedness (which was contrary to virtue), Philo states, “But, thanks
be to God (xap1g 6& T® 0e®), (611) the change of condition and the stripping of the mind which ensued upon
the deprivation of virtue, did not spread out abroad and reach those outside, but stayed in the house” (Philo,
Allegorical Interpretation, 2.60 [Colson and Whitaker, LCL]). Epictetus, speaking about the truly free
person, says that “he will be free, serene, happy, unharmed, high-minded, reverent, giving thanks for all
things to God (yépw &yov vmep navimv 1@ Be®d), under no circumstances finding fault with anything that
has happened, nor blaming anything” (Epictetus, Disc., 4.7.9 [Oldfather, LCL]; cf. 4.4.7).

15 Rom 6:17 (xépig 82 1 0@ 1 fte Sodrot Tiig dpoptiog damrovoote 68 éx kapdiag gic Ov
nmapedodnte tHmov S1dayfic); Rom 7:25 (xapig 8¢ 1@ 0ed 610 Incod Xpiotod tob kupiov fudv); 1 Cor 15:57
(T® 8¢ Bed Yap1c T® SBOVTL MKV TO Vikog d1d ToD Kupiov U@V Incod Xpiotod).

162 Cor 2:14 (16 82 0ed yapic T® mavtote OprapPedovtt Nudc &v 16 Xp1otd Kol THV OGNV THg
YVOGEDS AOTOD QOvEPODVTL 81’ UMV &V mavti Ton®); 2 Cor 8:16 (xapic 6 T@ Be®d T@ dOVTL TV avTHV
GTOVTV VIEP DUV €V 1] Kopdig Titov); 2 Cor 9:15 (ybpig @ Oed &nl 1} dvexduynt avtod dwped). The
term omovdn is characteristic of benefactors. In 2 Corinthians 8:16, Paul is thanking God for providing the
Corinthians with the same attribute of oovdn| (enthusiasm). In honorific inscriptions, cmovdn| and its
cognates are the most common ways to describe “the enthusiasm with which benefactors approach their
responsibilities.” Danker, Benefactor, 320. For examples of orovdn in honorific inscriptions, see, e.g., IG
X1.4.687.4 (3rd c. BC, Delos); IG XI1 4.135.20 (280 BC, Kos); IGBulg 1> 13.41 (48 BC, Dionysopolis).
Another identifiable instance of this sense of ydpig occur in 1 Corinthians 10:30 in which Paul speaks about
partaking in a meal “with gratitude” (év yapitr). So, BDAG translates, “in thanksgiving.” BDAG, “yépic,”
1080.

17 Rom 1:5 (81" ob éAéPopey yaptv Kol dmocToMV €i¢ Draxony mioteng &v micty Toic 0vecty
V7EP T0D OVOpaTog 0vTod); Rom 12:3 (Aéyw yap dia Tiig xaptrog tig 600giong pot vl Td Gvrl £v DIV U
VIEPPPOVELY Tap’ O OET PPOVELV GALL PPOVETV €iG TO COPPOVETY, EKAGT® OG 0 080G EUEPLGEY UETPOV
niotewc), Rom 12:6 (&yovteg 8¢ yopiopata katd v xopv v dobgicay Nuiv didpopa, gite mpoenteioy
Koo TV avoloyiav Tiig miotemg); Rom 15:15 (toAunpdtepov 8¢ Eypoya DUV GO HEPOVG MG
EMAVOULVAOKOV DUEG 010 TV Xapv TNV doBgiodv pot vmo Tod 0god); 1 Cor 1:4 (edyapiotd Td Bed pov
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people are the recipients.!® Thus, yapig in these contexts refers to the giving and receiving
of a concrete object rather than the disposition or virtue that characterizes the benefactor.
The yapic-language in Roman political displays of generosity or in local
displays of gratitude for benefits helps contextualize Paul’s uses of xdpic. For instance,
Sulla informs the Guild of Dionysiac Artists that they are granted exemption from
liturgies, military service, and taxes by the Senate’s “generosity/favor” (yapity; RDGE
49B.6; 84 BC), in Ephesus a partial tax-reduction or immunity was enacted “by the
generosity/favor of Imperator Caesar Augustus” (ydpr<tr> Avtokpdropog Kaicapog
YePaoctod; SEG 36.1027.92-93), a road was constructed in Ephesus “by the
generosity/favor of Casaer Augustus” ([t]fj1 Kaicapog tod Zefaocto[D] ybprt]y; 22/21 BC;
SEG 41.971.1-2; see also NewDocs 10 §11), in Egypt Tiberius Ilius Alexander reaftirmed
a tax-immunity that was enacted “by the generosity/favor of the god Claudius” (tfjt ToD
Beod KAawdiov yapity, OGIS 669.28-29; AD 68; see Sherk [1988] §80), the prefect of
Egypt is lauded for “his godlike benefactions™ (ai icd0got avtod ydprreg; OGIS 666.21;
AD 55-59; see Sherk [1988] §63), and the Aphrodisians attributed their longtime
“freedom and autonomy” to “the generosity/favor of the Augustii” (tf] T®v Xe[Pac]tdv
yapry; Reynolds §42.8-9; AD 89-90).!° An inscription from Kyzikos remarks how local

kings thanked Gaius for his benefactions, saying, “the kings, even if they racked their

mavtote TEPL LUAVY €M TR Yépitt Tod Bg0d 1§ 60bsion vUIv &v Xprotd Inood); 1 Cor 3:10 (katd v yopv
70D 00D TNV d00ETIGAV Lot ¢ 60POg apyTékTmV Oepéhov E0nka, GAAoG 8¢ Emotkodopel. EKaoTog 08
BAenéto mhc Emokodopel); 2 Cor 6:1 (cuvepyodvteg 8¢ Kol mapakaAoDUEY un) €i¢ KEVOV TV Yaptv Tod Bgod
dé€aoBar vuag); 2 Cor 8:1 (yvopilopey 8¢ OLiv, aderpol, TV yoptv Tod Beod Trv dedopévny &v Taig
gxkAnoiog tiig Maxedoviag); Gal 2:9 (yvovteg v xapwv v dobeioav por); cf. Eph 3:2, 7, 8; 4.7, 29. DGE
gives ydprrog 0éxeoBan the gloss “aceptar favores.” DGE, “6éyopai.” A particular stock usage of yapig pairs
it with dmododvon (and cognates) and occurs in manifesto clauses of honorific inscriptions to indicate a
reciprocal act with which the beneficiaries give a favor (yépic) to the benefactor in return for his or her
deed(s) or gifts. Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 40—43. Such a
construction, though, does not occur in the Pauline letters. See, e.g., IG II* 1 400.9-10 (ca. 350-339 BC; 6
dMjpog yaprrog anod[i]dwoty Toig €lig Eavtov erhotipo]upévorc).

18 A possible exception to God being the subject is Romans 1:5, where Christ may be the
subject. In this case, it appears that Christ (a benefactor himself) is acting as an intermediary between God
and Paul and whoever he includes in the “we.” The dia may suggest this arrangement.

19 References to OGIS 669 and SEG 24.1108 thanks to Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in
Its Graeco-Roman Context, 48. On the customs law of Asia (SEG 36.1027), see NewDocs 10 §16.



brains, were not able to find appropriate ways of repaying their benefactions to express
their gratitude to such a great god.”?° The inscription remarks how the kings were
“reaping the abundant fruits of his [i.e., Gaius’s] immortal favor” (oi <6&> t1|g aBavdtov
yéprrog v apboviav kaprovpevot; IGR 4 145.7-8) and enjoying their royal station “as a
result of the favor of Gaius Caesar” (§<x> tfi¢ ['aiov Kaicapog yépitog; IGR 4 145.9).%!
It is no surprise then that in an inscription from Sardis (AD 41-54) the demos displays
their “piety and thanksgiving” (e0céBeta kai evyapiotia) to Tiberius Caesar by hailing
him as “benefactor of the world” for his benefits (ebepyéng tod KOcpov; SEG
36.1092.11-13).%2

In Galatians, Paul highlights the generosity/favor and benefaction of God and
Christ. Not only does Paul open and close his letter to the Galatians by wishing upon
them the generosity/favor or benefaction (yapig) of God and Christ (Gal 1:3; 6:18), he
invokes yap1g at key points in his letter to strengthen the persuasive force of his
arguments. He remarks how the Galatian assemblies were “called” (koAficot) “by the
generosity/favor of Christ” (€v yapitt xprotod; Gal 1:6) and how accepting circumcision
will cut them off from Christ’s generosity/favor or benefaction (tfig ydprrog éEenéoare;
Gal 5:4). Paul claims that he himself is the recipient of a divine benefaction from God
(Vv xapwv v d00eicav pot; Gal 2:9) and that he was called by God’s generosity/favor to
herald God’s Messiah to the nations (kaAécag o1 TG xdptrog avtod; Gal 1:15). Further,
Paul asserts that his understanding of dikaiosvvn does not nullify God’s benefaction (ovk
a0eTd TNV Yépv Tod Beod; Gal 2:21). It is beyond the limit of the present study to

exhaustively catalogue the senses of yapic—this study is not a study of the term yépic—

20 kv mhvo Emvodoty, gic edyapiotioy AkobTov Bcod ebpeiv Toag apoBag oig edepyéimvar
un dvvapéov (IGR 4 145.5-6). IGR 4 145 = Syll.*> 798 = PH288719. Translation from Simon Price, Rituals
and Power: The Roman Imperial Cult in Asia Minor (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), 244.
See also, Sherk [1988] §42B.

2! Translation from Price, Rituals and Power, 244.

22 Translation from NewDocs 9 §10.



but others have attempted to categorize the whole range of New Testament or Pauline
xap1c usage.?® Their categorizations indicate that Paul comfortably uses the word yapig
with its several normal uses within the civic benefaction framework. In Galatians, Paul’s
uses of yépig suggests that he is operating in the broad cultural domain of benefaction
(Gal 1:3, 6, 15; 2:9, 21; 5:4; 6:18; cf. xapiCecOou in 3:18). But his use of ydp1g points
beyond the term itself to a broader cultural encyclopedia of the domain of civic
benefaction. In this study, the focus is not limited to the word ydap1s itself; rather, the term
¥&p1c is merely the entry point into the wider cultural scripts and motifs of benefaction.
The institution of civic benefaction, or euergetism, was widespread across the
Greek-speaking cityscape in the centuries surrounding Paul’s letters.?* Civic benefaction
typically consisted of a prominent local or foreign individual benefitting a civic body and
in return the city, in gratitude, memorialized the benefactor’s deeds by giving public
praise, prestige, and rewards. The benefactor(s) might help conclude a treaty (/G II° 227),
assist in the liberation of a city (/G I° 98), supply food during a famine (OGIS 194),
defend a city (OGIS 765), complete a building project (/G 11> 505), provide medical
services (OGIS 220; SEG 27.513), relieve debt (SEG 49.1041), act as an envoy to secure

an advantageous alliance (Sy/l.> 591), ransom captives (/G II? 1 430, 875), or benefit the

B E.g., Zeba A. Crook, Reconceptualising Conversion: Patronage, Loyalty, and Conversion in
the Religions of the Ancient Mediterranean (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2004), 143; Crook, “Grace as
Benefaction,” 36; BDAG, ydpig, 1079—1081.

24 For the origins and early development of euergetism, see Marco Domingo Gygax,
Benefaction and Rewards in the Ancient Greek City: The Origins of Euergetism (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2016). On its development in the Hellenistic period, see Philippe Gauthier, Les cités
grecques et leurs bienfaiteurs (IV—I*" siécle avant J.-C.): contribution a I’histoire des institutions (Paris:
Ecole Frangaise d’Athénes, 1985). On euergetism in the early Roman Empire in Asia Minor, see Arjan
Zuiderhoek, The Politics of Munificence in the Roman Empire: Citizens, Elites and Benefactors in Asia
Minor (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009). On different aspects of Roman civic patronage,
see, e.g., Claude Eilers, Roman Patrons of Greek Cities (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), and John
Nicols, Civic Patronage in the Roman Empire (Leiden: Brill, 2014). For benefactor-kings in the Hellenistic
period, see Klaus Bringmann, “The King as Benefactor: Some Remarks on Ideal Kingship in the Age of
Hellenism,” in Images and Ideologies: Self-Definition in the Hellenistic World, ed. Anthony W. Bulloch,
Erich S. Gruen, A. A. Long, and Andrew Stewart (Berkeley: University of California Pres), 7-24; cf.
Gauthier, Les cités grecques et leurs bienfaiteurs, 39-53. By the early second century BC at the latest,
euergetism had made its way into Judea. On Jewish familiarity with Greek benefaction and how Judeans
implemented a modified version of Greek-style civic benefaction, see Gregg Gardner, “Jewish Leadership
and Hellenistic Civic Benefaction in the Second Century B.C.E.,” JBL 126, no. 2 (2007): 327-343.



community in other ways.?> A public inscription in a prominent place like the acropolis,
agora, or temple publicized the benefactions and rewards and in so doing enshrined the
benefactor’s civic service(s) and virtues into public memory.?® For a civic community the
act of publicly bestowing praise (énowvog) and rewards to benefactors functioned as a
signal to would-be benefactors that the community returns appropriate gratitude to those
who would do it good. With these public rewards the community sought to stimulate
further generosity from the benefactor or from others.

Despite the various studies in New Testament scholarship devoted to
contextualizing the various documents in their benefaction context, the phenomenon of
endangered benefaction and Paul’s letter to the Galatians have featured less in the
scholarship compared to other topics related to benefaction.?” Endangered benefaction
occurs in two distinct but often overlapping forms. The first expression of endangered
benefaction focuses on the benefactor himself. In this form a benefactor voluntarily risks
his or her life to benefit another person or a group, whether it be a king (e.g., OGIS 220),
emperor (e.g., SEG 54.1625), or a city (e.g., I.Priene 17; SEG 28.60; I.ScM 115; IG1I? 1
1147). This pattern of endangered benefaction forms a part of a wider cross-cultural motif
of self-endangerment in the Hellenistic and early Roman periods (e.g., Diodoros of Sicily,
Bib. hist., 18.34.2; Theophrastus, Characters, 25.6; Josephus, Life, 14—16). In the second
expression of endangered benefaction an individual or group is in some sort of dangerous

situation or crisis that a benefactor addresses through acts of service that deliver the

25 See also the succinct list of benefaction types in W. W. Tarn and G. T. Griffith, Hellenistic
Civilisation, 3rd ed. (Cleveland, OH: World, 1952), 108—109.

26 The rewards could include various packages of the following (among others): inviolability
of possessions, public announcement of the crown at a festival like the Dionysia, freedom from certain
taxes, free public meals, priority access to the city Council, citizenship, the right of import/export in war
and peace, front seat privileges at games, statue(s), equestrian statue(s), a golden or leaf crown.

27 The phrase “endangered benefaction” and its first formulation as a distinct motif comes from
Frederick Danker. See Frederick W. Danker, “The Endangered Benefactor in Luke-Acts,” in Society of
Biblical Literature 1981 Seminar Papers, ed. Kent Harold Richards (Atlanta: SBL Press, 1981), 39—48;
Danker, Benefactor, 417-435; Frederick W. Danker, “Imaged Through Beneficence,” in Reimagining the
Death of the Lukan Jesus, ed. Dennis D. Sylva (Frankfurt, Germany: Anton Hain, 1990), 57-67, 184—186.



imperiled person or group from the oppressive circumstances (e.g., I.ScM 1 54). Not
infrequently the benefactor’s service also involves self-endangerment on the recipient’s
behalf (e.g., SEG 28.60; I.ScM 1 15; SEG 54.1625).

Paul’s portrayal of Christ’s self-endangerment unto death for the benefit of his
constituents in Galatians (e.g., Gal 1:4; 2:20; 3:13) opens the possibility for comparing
Christ with the wider phenomenon of endangered benefaction. Moreover, other cultural
norms of gift-giving and reciprocity could use a fresh evaluation based on examples of
gift-events and specific benefaction relationships in the historical records of the
Hellenistic and early Roman periods—roughly the period of “the long Hellenistic Age”
from Alexander to Marcus Aurelius.?® The aim of such an evaluation is not to offer a
comprehensive reconceptualization of ancient reciprocity systems nor is it to simply
restate what other New Testament scholars have already stated; rather, the goal is to
survey the ancient sources for select dynamics and motifs that find prominent expression
in Galatians and to focus on historical examples that can help calibrate likely cultural
scripts and expectations for Paul and his audience. For example—to take some of the
more noted themes from Galatians—the topics of freedom, enslavement, promise,
fidelity, defection, and imitation all feature in the varied examples of benefaction and
gifting. Thus, when these and other related topics are combined with the motifs of danger,
self-endangerment, and benefaction, they come together to produce a more full-orbed
account of the benefaction dynamics in Galatians.

Paul’s description of divine generosity in Galatians is a variation within the
broader cultural expressions of benefaction in the Hellenistic world in a way that shows
similarities and differences. The ensuing chapters detail how examining a rich panoply of

benefaction-events and attendant motifs affords one with conceptual resources to

28 On the phrase “the long Hellenistic Age,” see Angelos Chaniotis, Age of Conquests: The
Greek World from Alexander to Hadrian (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2018), 3-9, 386—
400. The present dissertation also includes some sources from the late Classical period (ca. 400-323 BC).



understand Galatians in its historical-cultural context.

Thesis

Paul’s depiction of divine benefaction in Galatians contains continuities and
discontinuities with the wider corpus of benefaction-events in the Hellenistic and early
Roman periods. The complexity of the comparative process can be seen as analogous to
describing variation within populations in the field of biology. While each individual
member of a (variable, open-ended) population bears certain phenotypic structures and
family resemblances with the rest of the population to varying degrees and at different
levels, so too each individual constitutes its own unique phenotype distinct from every
other individual in the population. For all the resemblances Paul’s portrayal of
benefaction has with the larger population of benefaction-events, his expression of its
details reveals its individuality. To clarify, this study does not assert a “unique Paul” over
against an undifferentiated mass of “pagan,” “Greco-Roman,” or “Jewish” cultural
sameness, nor does it imply superiority or inferiority. Rather, Paul’s expression of
benefaction in Galatians exhibits individuality just like any other textualized expression
of benefaction. The basic thesis of this dissertation is that in Galatians Paul operates in
continuity with the wider corpus of benefaction-events by using language, motifs,
concepts, and social scripts from the socio-lexical domain of benefaction but varies with

his specific configuration and combination of those various elements.

Survey of Post-1980 Research on Benefaction in
Galatians

Several studies have made comparisons between how Paul’s language and
concepts in Galatians compare with other concepts or practices in his environment to
better understand his message. For example, the topics of noble death, the Greek
pharmakos ritual, Jewish Martyrology, and the Roman devotio have all featured in

comparative works devoted to or involving Paul’s portrayal of the death of Christ in
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Galatians.?® Lacking from the corpus of comparative studies is one that thoroughly
investigates how Paul’s language of benefaction and endangered benefaction in Galatians

compares to the wider cultural context.>

Benefaction Studies and New Testament
Studies

Modern English scholarship on Greek and Roman reciprocity systems in
relation to Second Temple Judaism and the New Testament has proliferated since the
1980s. The most seminal works that devote significant attention to Pauline studies are

probably those of Frederick Danker, James Harrison, and John Barclay.?! Numerous other

2 E.g., David Seeley, The Noble Death: Greco-Roman Martyrology and Paul’s Concept of
Salvation (Sheffield, UK: Sheffield Academic Press, 1990); B. Hudson McLean, The Cursed Christ:
Mediterranean Expulsion Rituals and Pauline Soteriology (Sheffield, UK: Sheffield Academic Press,
1996); Basil S. Davis, Christ as Devotio: The Argument of Galatians 3:1—14 (New York: University Press
of America, 2002); Jarvis J. Williams, Maccabean Martyr Traditions in Paul’s Theology of Atonement: Did
Martyr Theology Shape Paul’s Conception of Jesus’s Death? (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2010), 112—
113; Christ Redeemed ‘Us’ from the Curse of the Law: A Jewish Martyrological Reading of Galatians 3:13
(London: T & T Clark, 2019); Joel L. Watts, Jesus as Divine Suicide (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2019).
See also Christina Eschner’s significant study, Gestorben und hingegeben ,,fiir” die Stinder: Die
griechische Konzeption des Unheil abwendenden Sterbens und deren paulinische Aufnahme fiir die
Deutung des Todes Jesu Christi, 2 vols (Neukirchen-VIuyn, Germany: Neukirchen Verlag, 2010), esp.
1:383—413,421-422, 423-445, 476-483.

30 Ferdinand Okorie recently examined Galatians in its benefaction context, but his study
leaves room for a study that more closely attends to ancient sources and has a more detailed analysis of
ancient Greek civic benefaction in relation to Galatians. Ferdinand Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians: An
Analysis of Paul’s Language of God’s Favor in Its Greco-Roman Context” (PhD diss., Loyola University
Chicago, 2018). See now a revised and updated version of his dissertation in Ferdinand Okorie, Favor and
Gratitude: Reading Galatians in Its Greco-Roman Context (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books/Fortress
Academic, 2021). The updated published version was published too late to incorporate into the present
dissertation.

3! Danker, Benefactor; Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context,
Barclay, Paul and the Gift. See also Danker’s additional work on Paul that take benefaction into account,
e.g., Frederick W. Danker, 2 Corinthians (Augsburg Commentary on the New Testament. Minneapolis:
Augsburg, 1989). John Barclay has a companion volume, Paul and the Power of Grace (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2020). James Harrison has continued unabated with a large volume of studies on benefaction
and epigraphy in relation to the Pauline letters. See e.g., James R. Harrison, “Paul, Theologian of Electing
Grace,” in Paul and His Theology, ed. Stanley E. Porter (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 77—108; “Paul and the
Gymnasiarchs: Two Approaches to Pastoral Formation in Antiquity,” in Paul: Jew, Greek, and Roman, ed.
Stanley E. Porter (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 141-178; “Paul and the Athletic Ideal in Antiquity: A Case Study in
Wrestling with Word and Image,” in Paul’s World, ed. Stanley E. Porter (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 81-109;
“The Brothers as the ‘Glory of Christ’” (2 Cor 8.23): Paul’s Doxa Terminology in Its Ancient Benefaction
Context,” NovT 52 (2010): 156—188; “The Imitation of the “Great Man” in Antiquity: Paul’s Inversion of a
Cultural Icon,” in Christian Origins and Greco-Roman Culture, ed. Stanley E. Porter and Andrew W. Pitts
(Leiden: Brill, 2013), 213-254; “Augustan Rome and the Body of Christ: A Comparison of the Social
Vision of the Res Gestae and Paul’s Letter to the Romans,” HTR 106 (2013): 161-184; “Paul the
‘Paradoxical’ Parent: The Politics of Family Beneficence in First-Century Context (2 Cor 12:14-16),” in
Theologizing in the Corinthian Conflict: Studies in the Exegesis and Theology of 2 Corinthians, ed.
Reimund Bieringer, Ma Marilous S. Ibita, Dominika A. Kurek-Chomycz, and Thomas A. Vollmer
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monographs and articles contribute to the topic, including the notable contributions of

David deSilva, Stephan Joubert, Zeba Crook, Orrey McFarland, and others.?? Yet, as

(Leuven, Belgium: Peeters, 2013), 399-425; “Paul and Ancient Civic Ethics: Redefining the Canon of
Honour in the Graecco-Roman World,” in Paul’s Graeco-Roman Context, ed. Cilliers Breytenbach (Leuven,
Belgium: Peeters, 2015), 75-118; “The First Urban Churches: Introduction,” in The First Urban Churches,
vol. 1, Methodological Foundations, ed. James R. Harrison and L. L. Welborn (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2015),
1-40; “Paul and the Agonothetai at Corinth: Engaging the Civic Values of Antiquity,” in The First Urban
Churches, vol. 2, Roman Corinth, ed. James R. Harrison and L. L. Welborn (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2016),
271-326; “Sponsors of Paideia: Ephesian Benefactors, Civic Virtue and the New Testament,” Early
Christianity 7 (2016): 346-367; “Negotiating the Seduction of Imperial ‘Peace’ and ‘Security’ in Galatians,
Thessalonians, and Philippians,” in Introduction to Empire in the New Testament, ed. Adam Winn (Atlanta:
SBL Press, 2016), 165—184; “Ephesian Cultic Officials, Their Benefactors, and the Quest for Civic Virtue:
Paul’s Alternative Quest for Status in the Epistle to the Ephesians,” in The First Urban Churches, vol. 3,
Ephesus, ed. James R. Harrison and L. L. Welborn (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2018), 253-298; “From Rome to
the Colony of Philippi: Roman Boasting in Philippians 3:4—6 in Its Latin West and Philippian Epigraphic
Context,” in The First Urban Churches, vol. 4, Roman Philippi, ed. James R. Harrison and L. L. Welborn
(Atlanta: SBL Press, 2018), 307-370; Paul and the Ancient Celebrity Circuit: The Cross and Moral
Transformation, WUNT 430 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2019). See also his studies on the Gospels, James
R. Harrison, “The Social Context,” in The Content and Setting of the Gospel Tradition, ed. Mark Harding
and Alanna Nobbs (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010), 105-126; “Beneficence to the Poor in Luke’s Gospel
in its Mediterranean Context: A Visual and Documentary Perspective,” ABR 65 (2017): 30-46.

32 E.g., Stephan J. Joubert, Paul as Benefactor: Reciprocity, Strategy, and Theological
Reflection on Paul’s Collection (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000); Stephan J. Joubert, “One Form of Social
Exchange or Two? ‘Euergetism,” Patronage, and Testament Studies,” BTB 31, no. 1 (2001): 17-25;
Stephan J. Joubert, “Patrocinium and Euergetism: Similar or Different Reciprocal Relationships.
Eavesdropping on the Current Debate amongst Biblical Scholars,” in The New Testament in the Graeco-
Roman World: Articles in Honour of Abe Malherbe, ed. Marius Nel, Jan G. van der Watt, and Fika J. van
Rensburg (Ziirich, Switzerland: LIT Verlag, 2015), 171-196; Tessa Rajak, “Benefactors in the Greco-
Jewish Diaspora” in The Jewish Dialogue with Greece and Rome (Leiden: Brill, 2000), 373-391; David A.
deSilva, Honor, Patronage, Kinship and Purity: Unlocking New Testament Culture (Downers Grove, IL:
IVP, 2000); Zeba A. Crook, Reconceptualising Conversion; “The Divine Benefactions of Paul the Client,”
JGRChJ 2 (2001-2005): 9-26; “Grace as Benefaction in Galatians 2:9, 1 Corinthians 3:10, and Romans
12:3; 15:15,” 25-38; Jerome H. Neyrey, Render to God: New Testament Understanding of the Divine
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2004); Bruce J. Malina, “God, Benefactor and Patron: The Major Cultural
Model for Interpreting the Deity in Greco-Roman Antiquity,” JSNT 27, no. 4 (2005): 465-492; David J.
Downs, The Offering of the Gentiles: Paul’s Collection for Jerusalem in its Chronological, Cultural, and
Cultic Contexts, WUNT 2.248 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008); Jonathan Marshall, Jesus, Patrons, and
Benefactors: Roman Palestine and the Gospel of Luke, WUNT 2.259 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009);
Mark A. Jennings, “Patronage and Rebuke in Paul’s Persuasion in 2 Corinthians 8-9,” JGRChJ 6 (2009):
107-127; Erlend D. MacGillivray, “Re-evaluating Patronage and Reciprocity in Antiquity and New
Testament Studies,” JGRChJ 6 (2009): 37-81; Carolyn Osiek, “The Politics of Patronage and the Politics
of Kinship: The Meeting of Ways,” BTB 39, no. 3 (2009): 143—152; David J. Downs, “Is God Paul’s
Patron? The Economy of Patronage in Pauline Theology,” in Engaging Economics: New Testament
Scenarios and Early Christian Reception, ed. Bruce W. Longenecker and Kelly D. Liebengood (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2009), 129—156; Cilliers Breytenbach, ““Charis’ and ‘Eleos’ in Paul’s Letter to the
Romans,” in Grace, Reconciliation, Concord: The Death of Christ in Greco-Roman Metaphors (Leiden:
Brill, 2010): 207-238; Seth Schwartz, Were the Jews a Mediterranean Society? Reciprocity and Solidarity
in Ancient Judaism (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2010); David Briones, “Mutual Brokers of
Grace: A Study in 2 Corinthians 1.3—11,” NTS 56 (2010): 536-556; “Paul’s Intentional ‘Thankless Thanks’
in Philippians 4.10-20,” JSNT 34, no. 1 (2011): 47-69; Joshua Rice, Paul and Patronage: The Dynamics of
Power in 1 Corinthians (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2013); Brian J. Tucker, “The Jerusalem Collection,
Economic Inequality, and Human Flourishing: Is Paul’s Concern the Redistribution of Wealth, or a
Relationship of Mutuality (or Both)?,” Canadian Theological Review 3, no. 2 (2014): 52-70; B. J. Oropeza,
“The Expectation of Grace: Paul on Benefaction and the Corinthians’ Ingratitude (2 Corinthians 6:1),” BBR
24, no. 2 (2014): 207-227; Nathan Eubank, “Justice Endures Forever: Paul’s Grammar of Generosity,”
Journal for the Study of Paul and His Letters 5, no. 2 (2015): 169-187; Orrey McFarland, God and Grace
in Philo and Paul (Leiden: Brill, 2016); Peter Lampe, “Paul, Patrons, and Clients,” in Paul in the Greco-
Roman World: A Handbook, ed. J. Paul Sampley (Rev. ed.; London: Bloomsbury, 2016), 2:204—238;
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much as the scholarship on reciprocity in Paul has multiplied and shown that benefaction
and gift practices provide a critical interpretive cultural context for understanding many
aspects of Paul’s letters and theology, still only a few scholars have engaged the
particular theme of endangered benefaction or attempted an understanding of Paul’s
benefaction language in Galatians. The present study seeks to understand Galatians in its
benefaction context in general but also pays special attention to the sub-theme of the
endangered benefactor because, as will be seen in the following survey, scholars have not

given attention to it in sufficient depth.

Frederick W. Danker

Frederick Danker provides the most direct and original contribution to the
study of benefaction and the New Testament as well as the phenomenon of endangered
benefaction in particular.’® His original description of endangered benefaction employs
the phrase “peristatic narration” to characterize the phenomenon as “laudable
performance in perilous circumstances.”* Continuing, he notes that such narratives “may

describe perilous circumstances that require the generous services of a deity or of an

Thomas Blanton IV, 4 Spiritual Economy: Gift Exchange in the Letters of Paul of Tarsus (New Haven, CT:
Yale University Press, 2017); Thomas R. Blanton IV and Raymond Pickett, eds., Paul and Economics
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2017); Marcin Kowalski, “God the Benefactor and His Human Clients in
Rom. 5-8,” BibAn 8§, no. 1 (2018): 47—69; Ryan S. Schellenberg, “Subsistence, Swapping, and Paul’s
Rhetoric of Generosity,” JBL 137, no. 1 (2018): 215-234; Jennifer Eyl, Signs, Wonders, and Gifis:
Divination in the Letters of Paul (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2019).

33 Danker, Benefactor; Danker, “The Endangered Benefactor in Luke-Acts,” 39-48. Mention
should be made of Stephen C. Mott’s study that preceded Danker’s work. Mott examined the language of
ootp in the Greco-Roman world, the popular moralists, the Greek Old Testament, Philo, and the New
Testament letter Titus. He focuses on the term cotrp (and related terms) by mapping it from the normal
usage with respect to a benefactor, monarch, or deity who delivers a group or individual from distress onto
the moral psyche from which one could be delivered from the attacks of the passions or bodily desires,
ignorance, a defective will, vice, or other maladies of “the moAtteia of the soul.” In this moral realm, “the
benefaction may now be deliverance from the passions rather than the Persians.” Stephen C. Mott, “The
Greek Benefactor and Deliverance from Moral Distress,” (PhD diss., Harvard University, 1971), quotes
from 257, 378.

34 Danker, “The Endangered Benefactor in Luke-Acts,” 39. Danker’s neologism “peristatic
narration” bases itself on the term mepictacig (“crisis”) that sometimes occurs in ancient texts to
characterize the dire situation that a benefactor addresses with his service. Danker further explains that the
term mepiotaoig need not be present for his descriptive category of “peristatic” to apply to an ancient text.
Danker, “The Endangered Benefactor in Luke-Acts,” 39.
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influential citizen” or “explicitly alert the public to the fact that a benefactor has
personally undergone risk or danger in performing his or her service.”*> Furthermore,
Danker saw how widespread this phenomenon of the endangered benefactor was in the
Hellenistic world, calling it a “deeply rooted cultural phenomenon” that is so widespread
that it constitutes “public property in the Hellenistic world.”*® He furnishes a barrage of
relevant and suggestive examples, but his comments tend to be brief summaries with a
single, thematically significant quotation from the ancient source. A typical example from
his brief 1981 article reads, “about the year 42/41, an administrator named Kallimachos
received awards from the city of Thebes for bringing it through a most perilous period.
The inscription in his honor states that he “brought aid and comfort to the city when it
was on the verge of collapse in a variety of adverse circumstances.””” These short
summaries allow Danker to fit numerous examples in a tightly packed manner to
effectively illustrate his contention that endangered benefaction covers the length and
breadth of the Hellenistic world in time and space.

Danker conceptually organizes his examples of peristatic narration into four
categories: (1) danger incurred by beneficiaries, (2) danger incurred by benefactors, (3)
ultimate hazard—death, and (4) benefactors benefited.?® First, peristatic narration can
highlight the jeopardy in which a community finds itself.>* Danker furnishes the cases of

Tomi (Syll.3 731; 1st ¢. BC), Thebes (OGIS 194; 42/41 BC), and Sestos (OGIS 339; 2nd

35 Danker, “The Endangered Benefactor in Luke-Acts,” 39.

36 Danker, “The Endangered Benefactor in Luke-Acts,” 39, 41. Danker elsewhere aptly
remarks that the various “terms, phrases, formulations, and themes” that appear in the textual sources for
benefaction “serve as signals that are well understood across the centuries in the Graecco-Roman world of
religion, business, and politics. They function with unerring force in bringing to noetic surface the
distinctive cultural significance of people and deities who are praised for their contributions to the welfare
of a smaller or a larger segment of humanity.” Danker, Benefactor, 317.

37 Danker, “The Endangered Benefactor in Luke-Acts,” 40.

38 Danker, “The Endangered Benefactor in Luke-Acts,” 40-43.

39 Danker, “The Endangered Benefactor in Luke-Acts,” 40.
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c. BC), which all experience a crisis out of which their benefactors deliver them. Second,
an account of endangered benefaction may recount the dangers that benefactors, whether
an individual or a group, undergo in order to benefit others.** Danker produces nine
instances of this variety from a range of locales and time periods.*! Third, death provides
the hazard par excellence and the willingness to experience death shows the lengths to
which someone might go in order to benefit another.*? The seven examples that Danker
relays, drawn from poets and orators, show how giving up one’s life to serve a
beneficiary merits the designation “the supreme mark of apet.”** Fourth, benefactors
themselves on occasion find themselves in peril and receive aid from deities.** Such an
abundance of examples merits further exploration in terms of both the depth of analysis
in the particulars and the quantity of examples that one can furnish from the ancient
sources of the Hellenistic and early Roman periods.

Danker’s 1982 volume (Benefactor) devotes a section to the motif of the

endangered benefactor in the New Testament.*> In Paul, Danker proposes that Romans

40 Danker, “The Endangered Benefactor in Luke-Acts,” 40-41.

4! Demetrios Poliorketes (SEG 25.149), Antiochos 1 of Kommagene (OGIS 383), Eumenes 11
(OGIS 763), Akornion (Syll.? 762), Menas (OGIS 339), Kallisthenes (IOSPE 1 43), Aglaos (Choix ID 92),
Seleukos of Rhosos (/GLSyria 3.1.718), the people of Smyrna (OGIS 229). Danker, “The Endangered
Benefactor in Luke-Acts,” 40—41. See also, Danker, “Imaged Through Beneficence,” 62. Elsewhere
Danker adds another brief example from Cyrene, that of Phaos (OGIS 767). Danker, 2 Corinthians, 35.

42 Danker, “The Endangered Benefactor in Luke-Acts,” 41-43.

43 Alkestis (Hyginus, Fabulae, §51; Euripides, Alcestis, 644—645); Phintias (lamblichus,
Pythagoras, 33.234-236; Lucian, Toxaris, 20); Eukritos (Polyaenus, Stratagems of War, 5.2.22); Pseudo-
Demades 4[179]; Demosthenes, On the Crown, 100; Lysias 6.40 (Against Andocides). Danker, “The
Endangered Benefactor in Luke-Acts,” 41-43; quote from Danker, “The Endangered Benefactor in Luke-
Acts,” 43.

44 Attalos III extols Zeus Sabazios for his aid (OGIS 331.50-52), Augustus has the Senate
thank the gods (Res Gestae Divi Augusti 1.4.24-26), Nero thanks the gods (Syll.> 814.22-24). Danker, “The
Endangered Benefactor in Luke-Acts,” 43.

45 Danker, Benefactor. For the sections that discuss endangered benefaction, see Danker,
Benefactor, 363-366, 390-391, 417-435; cf. 321-323 (8186var £ovtov). His examples include overlap
substantially with his brief 1981 article (see above) and includes the following: Akornion (Syil.* 762 =
Danker §12), Simon son of Mattathias (1 Macc 14:27—49 = Danker no. 13), Demetrios Poliorketes (Danker
no. 30; cf. OGIS 229), Menas (OGIS 339 = Danker §17), Eumenes II (OGIS 763), Antiochos I of
Kommagene (Danker §41), Aglaos (Choix ID 92), Moschion (/. Priene 108), people of Smyrna (OGIS 229),
OGIS 273, OGIS 328, OGIS 331 (= RC §67), Euphron (Syll.> 317), Phaidros (Syll.* 409).
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5:6-8 and Philippians 2:6—11 especially reflect the endangered benefactor motif with
reference to Christ.*® He also suggests that Paul portrays himself (Phil 1:12-26) and
Epaphroditus (Phil 2:25-30; cf. losPE 1> 39; Syil.*> 762.29-32) as endangered
benefactors.*” Danker makes further comments on Pauline peristatic narrations in 2
Corinthians that illustrate Paul’s self-portrayal as an endangered benefactor.*® For
example, he remarks that “Paul poses himself as an endangered benefactor, who
experiences perils on behalf of his clients” in 2 Corinthians 1:6.*° Additionally, Paul
employs an extended peristatic narrative in 2 Corinthians 11:16-33 that reveals his own
life’s considerable travails whose number and severity credential him for his apostolic
task to a far greater extent than the “super-apostles.”® Danker’s insightful work in 2
Corinthians encourages similar work for Pauline letters like Galatians that remain
underexplored in terms of endangered benefaction.

In Benefactor, Danker also offers studies on the terminology, benefits, and
rewards of the institution of benefaction and their relevance to New Testament
documents.®! With respect to Galatians, he does not examine the letter’s use of the
lexicon of benefaction or the motif of endangered benefaction in a comprehensive way.

The valuable resonances between Galatians and benefaction to which he draws attention

46 Danker, Benefactor, 417-418. 2 Cor 5:11-15 also portrays Christ as an endangered
benefactor who “went to the outer limits of beneficence on behalf of humanity” and whose death “solve[s]
the problem of humanity’s common malady—death in alienation from God.” Danker, 2 Corinthians, 78-81
(quote from 79 and 80, respectively).

47 Danker, Benefactor, 424-426. James Harrison also notes Paul’s portrayal of Epaphroditus as
an endangered benefactor. See Harrison, “Paul and Ancient Civic Ethics,” 105.

“8 Danker, 2 Corinthians, 35 (2 Cor 1:6), 66—68 (2 Cor 4:7-12), 89-91 (2 Cor 6:3-10), 150 (2
Cor 10:1-18), 167-169 (2 Cor 11:5-9), 180-186 (2 Cor 11:22-33), 193 (2 Cor 12:5 -7), 198-199 (2 Cor
12:12).

4 Danker, 2 Corinthians, 35. €ite 8¢ 0MBoOueda, VEP TG VUMY TopaKAYCENS Kai coTnpiog:
gite Topakodovpeda, VTEP TG VUMDV TOPUKANGEWG THG EVEPYOLUEVNG £V DTTOUOV] TOV 00TMV TadnpudTtov
oV kai Nueic méoyopev (2 Cor 1:6).

30 Danker, 2 Corinthians, 180-186.

3! Danker, Benefactor, 317-392, 393-413, 436-486.
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come by way of either terse commentary or lists of references that illustrate Paul’s use of
benefaction language across his corpus.>? For instance, he underscores Paul’s engagement
with the obligation for beneficiaries to respond with appropriate behavior towards one’s
benefactor in Galatians 2:20-21 in which he artfully suggests that the Galatians will turn
God’s benefaction (ydp1g) into a wasted gift if they reinstate vopog as the agent through
which dwcatocvvn flows.> Similarly, Paul omits his usual remark of gratitude (Rom 1:8;
1 Cor 1:4; Phil 1:3; Col 1:3; 1 Thess 1:2; 2 Thess 1:2) in order to chastise the Galatians
for their shocking ingratitude to their benefactor Christ (Gal 1:6).>* In as much as
Danker’s work has illuminated the social and linguistic domain of benefaction in Paul’s
letters, the brevity of his passing references and comments on Galatians warrants a more
concentrated approach to Galatians itself. This is not to take away from Danker’s

perceptive work, merely to suggest that more can be done.

James R. Harrison

James Harrison’s 2003 work, Paul's Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman
Context, studies the term ydpig and attendant terminology and social contexts.’> He
examines inscriptions, papyri, Greco-Roman popular philosophers, and Jewish usage
before moving on to Paul. Harrison argues that Paul’s understanding of God’s y&p1g to its
human recipients displays an array of characteristics.

For Harrison, Paul’s description of God highlights the commitment, scope, and
abundance of his benefaction in Christ. God’s action in giving up his Son for his

constituents shows that he operates on their behalf with an “unswerving commitment to

52 Danker, Benefactor, 74 (Gal 1:8), 199 (Gal 4:3, 9-10), 321 (Gal 2:10), 323 (Gal 1:4), 326
(Gal 5:22), 332 (Gal 3:3, 5), 334 (Gal 2:20, 21), 358 (Gal 1:13—14), 372 (Gal 6:10), 382 (Gal 2:6), 397 (Gal
3:23,24; 5:1), 410 (Gal 6:11), 412 (Gal 5:22-23), 441 (Gal 1:6), 444 (Gal 4:15), 451 (Gal 2:20-21).

53 Danker, Benefactor, 451; cf. 334.

4 Danker, Benefactor, 441.

55 Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context.
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beneficence” (Rom 8:32).5¢ Christ’s participation in God’s benefaction reveals his own
role as a benefactor who deliberately acted to secure righteousness (Rom 5:15a, 16b [cf.
6:23]; 15b; 16a).>” Further, God’s gift of righteousness announces and commences a new
reign of God’s eschatological beneficence (Rom 5:18—-19; Gal 4:4) in a manner that is
“simultaneously theocentric and christocentric” (Rom 5:12-21).%8 This new reign of
God’s generosity initiates God’s full dominion over sin and death (Rom 5:17, 21; 6:14).>°
In addition, the scope of Christ’s benefits is cosmic (Rom 5:12-21; 8:18, 22, 23, 29, 35—
39; Col 1:18; 1 Cor 15:21-22, 45-48).°* Moreover, the significance of “the language of
abundance” in Paul’s descriptions of divine generosity comes to the fore in his letters
(Rom 5:15, 17, 20; cf. 6:20; 2 Cor 4:15; 8:7; 9:8; Eph 1:7b-8; 1 Tim 1:14).°! Yet, God’s
abundant generosity stands out in Paul’s Greco-Roman context because it is “conditioned
by dydmn rather than by reciprocity” and thus “surpasses in scope all contemporary
Greco-Roman beneficence.”$? Such cruciform love provides an unusual counterpart to
contemporary displays of beneficence.

For Harrison, Paul also depicts God as acting prior to human initiative and
despite human ingratitude and unworthiness. God gives the Christ-gift prior to human
solicitation or any formal cultic petition (e.g., Gal 1:6, 15, 16; 2:9).93 That is, Christ

initiated reconciliation instead of waiting for his constituents to supplicate God for his

56 Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 223.
57 Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 226.
8 Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 226.
% Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 278.
60 Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 233-234.
6! Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 227.

82 Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 225; cf. 267-268 on
ayomficor.

83 Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 277-278; cf. 225, 267

268; Harrison, “Negotiating the Seduction of Imperial “Peace and Security” in Galatians, Thessalonians,
and Philippians,” 174.
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benefits.%* Paul’s auditors who heard his message of unconditioned divine yépic would
have, or at least could have, understood it as a contrast and rival to Augustan beneficence
that only showed clemency to those who had the wherewithal to submit to terms with
Octavian.® Moreover, God’s generosity is impartial and generous to the ungrateful and
unworthy (e.g., Rom 1-3; 5:6-8, 10).%

Questions remain about the conditionality and mutual obligations of the
divine-human relationship that the Christ-gift inaugurated. Harrison contends that Paul
eschews, at least in some sense, the dynamic of reciprocity and mutual conditionality that
typically holds together a benefaction relationship.®” For Harrison, Paul’s portrayal of
divine beneficence reveals God’s fidelity to his people is not operative on the condition
that his people are loyal to him; rather, “the acceptance (Eph 2:8-9) and maintenance of
salvation (1 Cor 1:4, 8-9; cf. Phil 1:6) originates solely in the grace of God” and “is
effected by the faith-union of believers with their Lord and by the continuous work of His
Spirit in their lives.”® Still, recipients of the Christ-gift are obligated to return thanks to
their benefactor-God even though they are not able to render commensurate gratitude for
such a bounteous gift.*

Instead of returning gratitude with the typical variety of gift-inducements in the
form of offerings or sacrifices, the Christ-gift “imposes an obligation to live worthily of

the Benefactor” and a certain “moral indebtedness to God as Benefactor” for having

% Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 230.
85 Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 226-234, esp. 230.

% Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 218-219, 224-226, 266—
267.

7 Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 284-285; cf. 215.

%8 Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 241. Emphasis removed.

8 Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 270-271. Besides
incommensurability, Paul’s vision of gratitude differs from his Greco-Roman context in that “the unity of
Christ’s church” rather than “the judgement of posterity” motivates thanksgiving to God. Also, the

gratitude has an intense focus on God are the locus of all honor (2 Cor 4:15; 9:12b—13). Harrison, Paul’s
Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 270-272.
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“expended everything on his dependents” (Rom 1:14; 1 Cor 15:1, 10; 2 Cor 5:15; 6:1;
Gal 1:6-9, 15-16; 2:21; 3:1, 4-5; 4:6; 5:13—15, 16-24; 6:2-4, 6, 14-15).7° For the
Corinthians this “moral indebtedness” to God entails that the recipients of divine
benefaction model their ethics, at least in some important respects, after Christ’s pattern
of self-divestment to enrich others (2 Cor 8:9; cf. 2 Cor 6:10; 8:1-2, 9:11).”! Moreover,
Paul strongly harps on the theme of moral obligation to the divine benefactor in
Galatians.”” In fact, Galatians reveals how the divine gift puts into effect “a radical social
reordering” that upturns the contemporary cultural standards and Roman imperial
ideology that can be seen exemplified in North and South Galatia (especially through the
Res Gestae Divi Augusti and the Augustan triple-arched propylaion).” In contrast to
agonistic culture of self-advertisement in the quest for honor and the ideology of Roman
imperial benefaction and subjugation of barbarians to Roman hegemony, Paul elevates
the values of “self-effacement” (Gal 6:3b) and “mutual commitment” (Gal 6:2a),
evidences an “unqualified extension of benefits “to all,”” and exhorts his audience to live
in accordance with a cruciform new creation that nullifies old societal divisions (Gal
6:15).7* As a result, Harrison’s forays into Galatians reveal the potential benefits that a
more concentrated systematic discussion of the themes of benefaction in Galatians might
yield.

Finally, the motif of endangered benefaction also features in Harrison’s work.

"0 Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 247, 248, 249.
" Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 250-251.

72 Gal 1:6-9, 15-16; 2:21; 3:1, 4-5; 4:6; 5:13—15, 16-24; 6:2—4, 6, 14—15. Harrison, Paul’s
Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 248-249.

73 Harrison, “Negotiating the Seduction of Imperial “Peace and Security” in Galatians,
Thessalonians, and Philippians,” 165-176, quote from 175. On Paul’s ethics as inverting “the canons of
honor” in the Greek East, see also, Harrison, “Paul and Ancient Civic Ethics,” 75-118, and Harrison, Paul
and the Ancient Celebrity Circuit.

74 Harrison, “Negotiating the Seduction of Imperial “Peace and Security” in Galatians,
Thessalonians, and Philippians,” 173—175.
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He appends a few additional examples of endangered benefactors and coins the related
categories of the impoverished benefactor (a benefactor who impoverishes himself to
benefit his constituents; e.g., 2 Cor 8:9), the enslaved leader (e.g., Odysseus and Herakles
as representing to Cynics “the ideal slave king who endured suffering and privation for
the sake of others™), and the cowardly benefactor (a would-be benefactor who abandons
his duties in time of crisis; e.g., Demosthenes according to Aeschines; cf. 2 Cor 11).73
Although Harrison has continued Danker’s research program into endangered

benefaction, a more extensive study remains to be undertaken.

John Barclay

John Barclay examines Galatians with the aid of historical and anthropological
studies of the domain of gift and in conversation with a variety of Second Temple Jewish
texts.”® He employs the concept of “perfections™ (i.e., taking an idea to its logical end-
point) and analyzes Galatians with the six categories he has generated: superabundance
(size, significance, permanence), singularity (sole/exclusive spirit of the giver), priority
(timing prior to the recipient’s initiative), incongruity (not taking the recipient’s worth
into account), efficacy (the degree to which the gift accomplishes its purpose), and non-

circularity (the degree to which the gift escapes reciprocation).”” In this analytical

5 Quote from Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 257. For
Harrison on the endangered benefactor motif, see Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-
Roman Context, 246 (1 Cor 11:16-33), 259 (Odysseus), 332—342 (mainly 2 Cor 11:19-29), esp. 334 (1 Cor
15:30 [cf. Rom 15:31]; 2 Cor 11:26), 338, 338n157 (Aesch., Ctes., 170), and 339-340 (2 Cor 11:23-29).
See also, Harrison, “Paul and Ancient Civic Ethics,” 91, in which he cites AGRW §74, Syll.? 613A (=
Austin® §88; 184-183 BC), Syll.3 528 (= Austin® §144; 221-219 BC), Reynolds, §§28, 31, and Jean
Pouilloux, Choix d’inscriptions grecques (Paris: Société d’édition Les Belles Lettres, 2003), §§4, 34;
Harrison, Paul and the Ancient Celebrity Circuit, 89—90 (Res Gestae Divi Augusti 5). For enslaved leader,
see Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 256-268, 297130, 350. For
impoverished benefactor, see Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 250-256,
350. For cowardly benefactor, 335-340. He also notes the theme of “deliverance in pressing times.” See
Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 338. See also Harrison’s entry entitled
“Times of Necessity” in, NewDocs 9 §4 [= SEG 37.957], and Harrison, Paul and the Ancient Celebrity
Circuit, 89.

76 Barclay also compares Pauline notions of (divine) gift in Galatians and Romans with some
key theologians of the Western Christian tradition.

7 Barclay, Paul and the Gift, 6678, esp. 70-75.
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framework, Barclay’s reading advances the notion that Paul in Galatians focuses on the
incongruity of God’s beneficence.

In Galatians, Barclay’s core argument centers on the notion that Paul
understands that God has given the Christ-gift “without regard to worth.”’® That is, Paul
highlights the incongruity of divine benefaction, places the Christ-event at the top of the
hierarchy of values—"the Archimedean point from which everything is judged” or the
“single point of reference” that “reconfigures every other map” (Gal 6:14—15)—and
thereby relativizes all Jewish and non-Jewish systems of inscribing social or ethnic
honor, status, or rightness (e.g., Gal 2:19; 3:1-5, 26-28; 4:12-20; 5:2-6; 6:11-16).”° The
result of Paul’s reasoning is that whether males are circumcised or not belongs to the
level of values secondary to the Christ-event.®® This incongruous dynamic of the Christ-
gift becomes the argumentative grounds by which Paul contends against the requirement
for non-Jews to receive circumcision.®! At the same time, the Christ-gift nullifies the
zero-sum quest for honor endemic in Greco-Roman cities and instead fuels an alternative
series of community norms organized around non-rivalrous mutual service and love
according to the “law of Christ.”®? Thus, for Paul divine benefaction has immediate and
strong social implications for the Galatian assemblies.

With respect to the other five perfections, Barclay suggests that

superabundance, singularity, and efficacy do not feature in any significant way in

8 Barclay, Paul and the Gift, 350.
" Barclay, Paul and the Gift, 394, 400; broadly 389-400.
80 Barclay, Paul and the Gift, 394.

81 Barclay states with respect to Torah, “The Christ-gift was not a Torah-event: it was not
enacted, distributed, or experienced within the criteria of value established by the Torah” (Barclay, Paul
and the Gift, 390; Gal 3:1-5). As a result, for the Galatians to submit to circumcision would go against the
entire logic of the Christ-gift, which was given not on the basis of pre-constituted norms like circumcision
or Torah in general (Barclay, Paul and the Gift, 391-393; Gal 5:2—6). Neither does male non-circumcision
possess any significance, since Paul “subverts any form of symbolic capital [i.e., circumcision or non-
circumcision] that operates independently of Christ” (Barclay, Paul and the Gift, 393).

82 Barclay, Paul and the Gift, 430-442.
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Galatians.®® Further, Paul presupposes rather than explicates divine priority of the Christ-
gift in terms of how God “calls” believers.** Whereas incongruity stands out in Galatians,
Paul’s language strongly resists notions of non-circularity; rather, “practice arising from
and aligned to the truth of the good news is integral to what Paul means by “faith.””> In
other words, the Christ-gift imposes an obligation for recipients to respond appropriately
to God and Paul insists as much throughout his letter. Barclay’s categories afford
conceptual clarity in some key aspects of a benefaction relationship, but they will not
drive the analysis of this dissertation. In general, although Pau/ and the Gift explores the
domain of gift in Galatians with valuable categories, more attention to the particular
benefaction examples, themes, and language in the epigraphic and literary sources
provides a different, more ground-level angle with which to approach the domain of

benefaction.

David A. deSilva

David deSilva places Galatians in its benefaction context and also mentions the
endangered benefactor motif in his studies on benefaction and patronage in the New
Testament.®® With respect to the endangered benefactor theme he closely follows the

prior work of Danker.?” For deSilva, because Paul portrays Christ in like manner to

8 Barclay, Paul and the Gift, 446.
8 Barclay, Paul and the Gift, 446.
8 Barclay, Paul and the Gift, 446.

% For some of deSilva’s work on benefaction and patronage in the New Testament in general,
see David A. deSilva, “Patronage and Reciprocity: The Context of Grace in the New Testament,” Ashland
Theological Journal 31 (1999): 32—-84; Honor, Patronage, Kinship and Purity, 95-156. On Galatians, see
deSilva, The Letter to the Galatians.

87 deSilva Honor, Patronage, Kinship and Purity, 136-137. Elsewhere deSilva remarks that
“Paul presented Christ’s crucifixion in terms of a benefactor who poured himself out completely in order to
bring benefit to his clients” and that as a result “the shameful death of the cross was thus transformed into a
noble act of supreme generosity and beneficence.” deSilva, The Letter to the Galatians, 5; cf. 248, 250—
252. Other virtuous death traditions receive brief mention in deSilva’s commentary as well, e.g., military
leaders, soldiers, Jewish martyrs (2 Macc 7:1-8:5; 4 Macc 6:28-30; 17:21-22), characters from Greek
tragedies. deSilva, The Letter to the Galatians, 118—119.
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benefactors who jeopardize themselves for their constituents, it enables him to invert
Christ’s shameful death by crucifixion into an honorable death that brought abundant
benefits and that merits gratitude from those who have reaped those benefits.®® Moreover,
deSilva analyzes Galatians with sensitivity to a variety of aspects of benefaction. For
example, he draws attention to the yapig of God and Christ (Gal 1:3—4) from which the
Galatians are, according to Paul, on the verge of severing themselves and thus losing the
relationship of favor (Gal 5:2-4).%° Thus, significant in Galatians is the theme of
returning proper gratitude to one’s benefactor (e.g., Gal 2:19-20; 5:1-6).°° Furthermore,
recipients of God’s benefaction in Christ are obligated to pattern their own behavior in
imitation of the model of Christ’s self-giving love for them (Gal 5:13-6:10).%!

As aresult, along with Danker, Harrison, and Barclay, deSilva also highlights
Paul’s concern for the Galatians to avoid ingratitude and instead return gratitude to God
and Christ in response to their beneficence. Nevertheless, a similar lacuna exists in
deSilva’s work on endangered benefaction as in other scholars in that the study of
Galatians would benefit from a larger evidential basis of the epigraphical and literary
evidence for endangered benefaction and certain other themes of benefaction that find
expression in Galatians (e.g., freedom, promise, defection, fidelity). Likewise, an attempt
to correlate the span of benefaction language and dynamics in Galatians in a concentrated

way could help contribute to the study of Galatians.

88 deSilva Honor, Patronage, Kinship and Purity, 136-137.
8 deSilva, The Letter to the Galatians, 117-119, 124-125, 133, 293, 414-420.
% deSilva, The Letter to the Galatians, 247-248, 254-262, 412, 416.

ol deSilva, The Letter to the Galatians, 443-499, esp. 466 (Gal 5:22), 476-477 (Gal 4:19;
2:19-20; 5:13-26), 484-485 (Gal 6:2); cf. 448 (Gal 5:13). So, deSilva comments on the term dydmrn in
Galatians 5:22 (0 6¢ kapmog 10D TVeEdOTOG €TV AyAm). . ), saying that the word in early Christian usage
takes on the significance “of other-centered self-giving love that Christ demonstrated and disciples are
called to imitate.” Similarly, in Galatians 6:2 (dAAR A0V Tt Bapn Pactalete Kol obT®MG AVATANPOGCETE TOV
vopov tod ypiotod), he says, “Christ’s other-centered, self-giving love is their law, and mutual burden-
bearing is a day-to-day expression of living by the norm of Christ.” deSilva, The Letter to the Galatians,
466, 485.
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Ferdinand Okorie

In a recent doctoral dissertation Ferdinand Okorie has attempted to
comprehensively situate Galatians in its benefaction context.”? The appearance of such a
study suggests that research on benefaction in Galatians has been lacking and that
additional studies could help fill the void. Okorie uses as a foil to his own study the fact
that the term ydpig has largely featured in Galatians commentaries in the context of
modern Christian theological concerns about various understandings of divine “grace.”?
To avoid these modern theological discourses and to focus on the Greco-Roman context
of yép1g and reciprocity he understandably prefers to use the term “favor” when talking
about yapic.**

A prominent aim of Okorie’s study is to contrast his own analysis of
benefaction in Paul and Galatians with that of Harrison. In this vein, he distinguishes
himself from Harrison by insisting that Paul requires recipients of divine favor to
reciprocate the gift.”> Although Harrison affirms that Paul requires recipients of God’s
beneficence to respond appropriately to their benefactor God by living in a morally

appropriate manner, some of Harrison’s statements about how Paul portrays divine

benefaction as non-reciprocal and “unilateral” prompt Okorie to question the adequacy of

92 Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians.”
93 Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians,” 9—-56.

4 Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians,” 73. This is not to say Okorie denigrates modern
theological readings, but that he suggests these readings would be deepened by understanding Paul’s own
cultural context. Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians,” 70-71.

%5 Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians,” 72-156; cf. 6. Okorie also argues that Paul insists on
reciprocating favors among the Galatian assemblies (Gal 4:12-16, 19; 5:13, 14, 15, 26; 6:1, 2, 6, 9-10) and
between the larger family of God as evidenced in the Jerusalem collection (Gal 2:1-10; 2 Cor 8-9; Rom
15:25-27). Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians,” 157-220. For Harrison’s comments on the differences he
sees between the wider reciprocity systems and Paul, see Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its
Graeco-Roman Context, 211-352, esp. 283-288, 348-352. Other scholars criticize Harrison for his account
of the non-reciprocal nature of the Christ-gift. In this regard, see McFarland’s criticism of Harrison on the
grounds that (1) Harrison does not give close enough attention to Paul’s own concerns, (2) Harrison uses
the term “unilateral” and wrongly purges Paul’s understanding of divine and human yép1g of any
reciprocity, and (3) he limits what Paul is allowed to say by a pre-conceived background (though this final
critique is more directed at Crook, Reconceptualising Conversion). McFarland, God and Grace in Philo
and Paul, 16-19. Similarly, Barclay criticizes Harrison for a lack of clarity in some of his concepts and
language, especially around the terminology of “unilateral,” “unconditional,” and reciprocity. Barclay, Paul
and the Gift, 180-182.
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Harrison’s argument at this point.’® So, he argues that “Paul’s appeal to Greco-Roman
benefaction conventions is more complex than suggesting that he overturns the ethos of
reciprocity for his gentile audience” and that “Paul expects his auditors to practice
reciprocity, although perhaps not exactly as the Greco-Roman world understands
reciprocity.”’ At this point Okorie’s reasoning seems like it is struggling with a similar
problem as Harrison. That is, they both recognize that in important respects Paul
maintains continuity with his benefaction context by insisting that recipients of divine
favor respond in gratitude, yet at the same time they want to say that Paul realizes this
return of gratitude in certain ways that are peculiar to himself and out of step with
reciprocity conventions.

Harrison is mainly concerned with contrasting Paul with what he sees as a
prevailing ethos of reciprocity in civic benefaction and in the relationship between
humans and the gods. With respect to civic benefaction, Harrison sees reciprocity play
out in the expectation that the recipients of a benefactor’s generosity are supposed to
remunerate the favor with commensurate, albeit lesser, favor(s).”® Regarding the divine-
human relationship he observes a circular ritual system, which he describes as do ut des
(“I give that you may give”) and “a mere business transaction,” whereby (1) humans
offer sacrifices and various offerings to the gods in order to manipulate and obligate the

gods to show favor, (2) the deity, dutifully obliged, bestows benefactions, (3) the

% Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians,” 68—70.
97 Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians,” 69.

%8 Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 40-43. Harrison makes a
distinction between gratitude and reciprocity, saying, “the dynamic behind the manifesto clause [of
honorific inscriptions] is more than the gratitude of the beneficiary (although that is present): it also
involves the ethos of reciprocity—the return of favors for favors done.” Harrison refers to the rewards that
benefactors received for their services as a counter-gift or return favor. An example of a manifesto clause
can be seen from when Athens honored Kallias of Sphettos (270/269 BC): “Thus, so that all who seek to
act with love of honor for the city would know that the Demos remembers forever those who benefit it and
return favor to each of them” (6mwg v ovv €id®ot avteg [0l Po][vAdpevol erloTipeicOo TPOG TV TOALY
1071 0 dTjpog [de-]|i pépvnTon TAV EDEPYETNOAVI®V E0VTOV KOl XApV €KAoTOLC Amodidwotv; SEG 28.60.83—
86). Translation my own. On this inscription, see T. Leslie Shear, Jr., Hesperia Supplements 17: Kallias of
Sphettos and the Revolt of Athens in 286 B.C. (Princeton, NJ: American School of Classical Studies at
Athens, 1978).
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recipients respond with gratitude through service to the god, and (4) the deity in return
shows gratitude.”

With this understanding of what reciprocity means Harrison then contrasts the
relational dynamic he sees in Paul’s letters regarding the Christ-gift and the response that
Paul expects. As noted earlier, he affirms that Paul expects and requires recipients of the
God’s Christ-benefaction to respond appropriately to their benefactor-God, but at the
same time he argues Paul differs from the Greco-Roman religious system by rejecting
any attempt to manipulate divine favor with gift-inducements and to constrain God to
show generosity; rather, the relationship is “unilateral” in the sense that Paul directs no
attention to reciprocating God for the Christ-gift with favors or services that will in turn
constrain him to show gratitude to his human devotees. Paul so exclusively zeroes in on
the abundance and sufficiency of the Christ-gift that he drops all pretensions of
reciprocity and human effort and instead conceives of a life of total devotion and
commitment to live worthily of his benefactor God as the only appropriate response.'% In
this sense, Paul expects his recipients to show a non-reciprocal gratitude to God and
Christ.

Whereas Harrison acknowledges that Paul expects the Galatians to show

% Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 50-57, 284 (quote from
284). Harrison draws a fine line between reciprocating favors to gods in response to divine benefaction on
the one hand, which he argues Paul strongly rejects in favor of highlighting divine abundance and “divine
love” or “unconditional love” in a “non-cultic” or non-mechanistic relationship between humans and God,
and on the other hand one’s moral obligation to behave worthily of their benefactor God (Harrison, Paul’s
Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 348-351). The seeming contradictions Harrison
vacillates between—a non-reciprocal human-divine relationship out of step with his cultural environment
and the obligation of proper response to one’s benefactor God—might be eliminated in part by
understanding the divine-human relationship in the wider Greek-speaking world as not one of do ut des (1
give so that you might give) in a mechanical favor for favor operation. Instead, both deities and humans
had a choice in the exchange of favors in an ongoing relationship. The relationship was not a financial or
gift contract in which human devotees purchase the favor of the gods; rather, the ritual system is concerned
with “creating goodwill from which humans might hope to benefit in the future.” Simon Price, Religions of
the Ancient Greeks (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 38-39. In this understanding of the
divine-human gift relationship in the Greek world Paul’s portrayal of divine benefaction and human
response is less (or not at all) at odds in the basic dynamic (e.g., Rom 12:1-2; 15:15-16; Phil 2:25-30;
4:18; cf. 1 Tim 4:6-8).

190 Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context, 285.
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gratitude to God but directs them to express their gratitude not with gift-inducements to
put the deity in their debt (i.e., “reciprocity”) but with a life of moral uprightness
according to the deity’s stipulations, Okorie throughout his own work tends to equate
“gratitude” with “reciprocity.” For Okorie, the obligation to show gratitude to God and
Christ, to maintain miotig to them, and to live a life of grateful obedience renders the
divine-human relationship reciprocal.!®! So, both Harrison and Okorie acknowledge that
Paul expects the recipient of divine favor to return gratitude and to live an obedient life,
but they seem to operate with different understandings of the term “reciprocity” and what
makes a relationship reciprocal. As a result, Okorie’s criticism and correction of Harrison
regarding whether Paul construes the divine-human relationship in terms of reciprocity
seem to be more semantic than substantive. That is, Harrison affirms reciprocity
according to Okorie’s definition (gratitude, worthy response), but Okorie fails to
adequately address reciprocity according to Harrison’s definition (mechanistic, ongoing
do ut des ritual exchange of favors).

For Okorie, Galatians has other differences and similarities to Greco-Roman
reciprocity systems. He contends that the kinship language in Galatians 4:1-9 that speaks
of the Galatians as adopted members of God’s family who know and are known by God
“undermines [the] Greco-Roman patron-client relationship that generally characterizes
the experience of benefaction in the ancient world.”!? Such a claim that pits kinship
against benefaction will receive scrutiny later in this dissertation, since benefaction

occurs not infrequently through the medium of kinship diplomacy between Greek cities.

101 Okorie’s equation of reciprocity and gratitude is evident when he states that “just as the
relationships of benefaction in the Greco-Roman world demand reciprocation, so too Paul expects the
gentile Christians of Galatia to practice reciprocity in their relationship with God. In other words, Paul
expects them to show gratitude for the gratuitous gift of God’s favor that has been granted to them.” Later,
speaking about how for Paul freedom entails an obligation to live responsibly toward their benefactor God,
he states that “the language of obligation connotes reciprocity.” Elsewhere he connects nictic with
gratitude and reciprocity, saying, “as a client, the believer’s faith is the proof of gratitude and reciprocity.”
Thus, for Okorie, gratitude and obligation are sufficient to deem a relationship reciprocal. Okorie,
“Benefaction in Galatians,” 74, 97, 153; cf. 110, 130, 137-138, 140, 147, 217.

192 Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians,” 106; cf. 281.
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Further, Okorie suggests that Paul engages a friendship fopos in Galatians 4:12—20 that
“subverts the patronal system of benefaction,” by which he means an asymmetrical social
relation between a superior patron and inferior, obligated client.!® For him Paul speaks
of the Galatians as friends who, in contrast to patronage, advocates “love, fellowship and
equality” with respect to giving and receiving.!®* Okorie draws attention to God’s
impartiality in distinguishing between Jews and non-Jews in the Christ-gift as similar to
Seneca’s understanding of the gods as impartial in certain of their benefits to humanity.!%
But for Paul the gods of the nations are incapable of delivering benefactions; instead,
they are enslaving powers.!% Still, Okorie leaves a variety of benefaction themes
underdeveloped by neglecting to provide a thick evidentiary basis for prominent and
interrelated Galatian motifs like freedom and enslavement, promise, time, fidelity and
defection, and kinship language.

With respect to endangered benefaction, Okorie follows Danker by citing two
of his examples (Akornion and Menas) and also mentions Herakles.!°” Here he discerns
the similarity of Paul’s Christ with these figures who risk their lives to benefit their
constituents.!%® He states, following Danker, that the phrase nopadodvar Eavtov (Gal
2:20) is drawn from the common stock of benefaction terms.!%” On the contrary, although

linguistically close to the normal benefaction terminology of émdodvon avtdv and

103 Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians,” 157; cf. 295-296.
194 Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians,” 157.

105 Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians,” 107-110. Okorie cites Seneca’s On Benefits, 4.28.3 and
7.31.4. For God’s impartiality in Paul, he cites several verses (Gal 2:6; Rom 3:22; Rom 2:11; cf. Gal 6:7).

196 Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians,” 245-255. Okorie understands the references to o
ototyeio Tod koopov (Gal 4:3) and td dobevii kol Ttoyd otoyeia (Gal 4:9) to be unknown “deities of the
Greco-Roman world to whom they, i.e., the Galatian Christians belong[ed] prior to their present life of
fidelity and trust in Christ.” Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians,” 245-246; see 245-255 for his wider
discussion.

197 Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians,” 126—129.

198 Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians,” 129.

199 Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians,” 126.
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dobvar Eavtov, the phrase mapadodvar Eavtdv has a different nuance and is, as far as the
present author is aware, never used in honorific inscriptions for benefactors.!!? Such a
discontinuity from the normal lexical stock of benefaction suggests that Paul’s choice of
expression constitutes a distinctively Pauline variation on the endangered benefactor
theme. His treatment of endangered benefaction reflects the wider need of the post-
Danker, post-Harrison scholarship to build on their significant and pioneering studies

rather than just rely on them.

Conclusions

A few results emerge from this survey of research. First, in many ways
Danker’s initial studies in the early 1980s with respect to endangered benefaction have
yet to receive a more comprehensive treatment in scholarship. The lack of post-Danker
development of endangered benefaction research suggests a need for a study that
analyzes the various instances of endangered benefactors in more depth by paying close
attention to the family of circumstances, themes, vocabulary, and cultural scripts that
accompany endangered benefaction. Such a study can also draw on a much larger corpus
of examples than Danker and Harrison have so far accessed. Second, there is a need for a
comprehensive study devoted to Galatians in its benefaction context. The above scholars
agree that in Galatians Paul exhorts the Galatians to return gratitude and respond
appropriately to their divine benefactors. Still, their accounts can be improved in different
ways, but especially with closer attention to ancient literary and epigraphical sources that
provide the primary data for the practice of benefaction in comparison with Galatians.
The present study seeks to address these gaps in New Testament benefaction research by

(1) providing a deeper study of endangered benefaction by offering closer attention to a

110 A search of epigraphy.packhum.org with the entries Tapado, napedoke avtov, Eantov
nmapedwke, and Topadt yielded no relevant instances of napadodvor with self-reference as the object. The
only example was a fifth to sixth century AD inscription that requires reconstruction (SEG 36.1179). One
reconstruction reads &[avtov dhov]| mapadovc (PH267762) and another reads £[avtov)]| Tapadovg
PH267761). See chapter 7 for further discussion of mapadobvar Eavtov.
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wider corpus of examples, and (2) comparing a wide variety of examples of benefaction

with how Galatians reflects the language and norms of benefaction.

The Course of the Argument

Broadly, the study proceeds in as follows. First, chapters 2 through 4 introduce
the basics of benefaction and explore select dynamics and motifs that will resurface in
chapter 7 on Galatians. From chapter 2 through 4 emerge culturally appropriate
categories from a wide array of benefaction and gift-events from the epigraphical and
literary sources.!!! Chapter 2 overviews the basic operation and social scripts of
benefaction, including the importance of gratitude, what considerations people took when
deciding to give a benefaction (or not), what motivated people to reject a benefaction,
considerations of how to return proper gratitude, how cultural misunderstanding might
occur in a gift-event, and how taking advantage of others by means of a benefaction
might occur through a “gift as bait” scheme. Next, chapter 3 delves into several themes,
relational dynamics, and practices associated with benefaction that are especially relevant
to Galatians. So, in the first section this chapter examines topics under the heading of

benefits and patterns of benefaction: civic freedom, promises, starting and completing a

! Inscriptions provide a valuable direct source of linguistic, historical, and cultural knowledge
that provides evidence that literary sources such as historians, poets, philosophers do not and cannot
provide. The main source of primary evidence for benefaction in Greek-speaking cities comes in the form
of honorific inscriptions (often in decree form), which record a benefaction event with varying degrees of
detail. In this dissertation, literary sources provide complementary and additional evidence for benefaction
and gift-norms. No doubt one must take care when using inscriptions as evidence, since they are not a
“neutral” source. Nevertheless, their value is especially felt in (1) their public and widespread nature across
the Greek-speaking cityscape, and (2) for New Testament studies they are largely neglected. One might
object that inscriptions are not that valuable of a source because literacy rates were low and people would
not care to read them anyways. In response are at least three points: (1) that objection applies to the literary
record as well, (2) all honorific inscriptions were read aloud in draft form before the city assembly and
subject to the approval of the city council (the boule) and the citizens (the demos); (3) if a passerby wanted
to read the inscription, he or she could ask a literate person to read it or summarize it for them. Presumably
it would not be unusual for an illiterate person (i.e., most people) to know how the citizen body returned
gratitude to the local benefactor who fought off the barbarians threatening their existence, provided
affordable grain for the populace during a shortage, or relieved the city’s massive outstanding debt from his
own pockets. In any case, honorific inscriptions also attest to the contemporary linguistic repertoire for
civic virtue and the ever-changing cultural expressions of gift and gratitude. On the value of using
inscriptions to understand aspects of the New Testament, see, e.g., D. Clint Burnett, Studying the New
Testament through Inscriptions: An Introduction (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Academic, 2020).
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benefaction, word-deed congruence on the part of a benefactor, how benefits were
expected to be dispensed to worthy recipients but also how clemency and pardon were
highly valued, how people represented prototypical and abundant generosity, and certain
temporal themes of benefaction. Next, chapter 3 looks at relational dynamics like
ingratitude, fidelity and disloyalty, and benefaction within kinship diplomacy. The final
section of this chapter discusses the themes of memory, imitation, and community
survival as they relate to benefaction. Chapter 4 then shows how many of these
previously examined motifs of benefaction cohere together and find expression in a
single historical episode, the First Mithridatic War (8§89—85 BC).

Next, chapters 5 and 6 describe and analyze in detail the phenomenon of the
endangered benefactor as attested in epigraphical and literary sources. These chapters
provide lexical and conceptual resources with which to understand and compare how
Paul portrays Christ’s beneficence in Galatians (esp. Gal 1:4; 2:20; 3:13). Chapter 5
focuses on how people represented the gods with respect to dangerous situations, the
martial virtue of self-endangerment for the sake of others, and endangered benefaction.
Chapter 6 examines how 1 Maccabees and Josephus in his Life adapted the endangered
benefactor motif. Together chapters 5 and 6 address the need in New Testament studies
for post-Danker research on endangered benefaction by exploring the varied patterns of
civic virtue through self-endangerment in the Hellenistic and early Roman periods.

Finally, chapter 7 analyzes Paul’s language of benefaction in Galatians. This
final chapter seeks to address the lack of comprehensive treatment of benefaction in
Galatians by using the material in the previous chapters to contextualize Paul’s use of
various themes and social scripts of benefaction. Chapter 7 discusses the role of Christ as
a benefactor who hazards his own life to liberate his constituents. Further, Paul’s
invocation of God’s promise and his use of kinship language is contextualized by a wider
understanding of promise and intercity kinship diplomacy. Moreover, other passages are
informed by their benefaction context: Paul’s representation of the Antioch incident (Gal
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2:11-14), God’s role as ongoing benefactor (Gal 3:1-5), the possibility of the Galatians
displaying ingratitude, the incongruity of God’s generosity, Paul’s recounting of his past
(Gal 1:13-14, 23), and his use of miotic and the theme of imitation. In all these ways,
Paul’s language of benefaction is informed by the wider culture of benefaction within

which he is situated.
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CHAPTER 2
BENEFACTION: GRATITUDE AND DECISIONS

Gratitude

The previous chapter delineated the basic character of civic benefaction. That
is, an individual or group renders a service or provides something beneficial to a civic
body and in return the city confers rewards in gratitude.! As a result of the benefactor’s
deeds and the city’s conferral of honors, the benefactor gains prestige for himself or
herself and one’s descendants. Requitting proper gratitude to one’s benefactor forms a
vital part of any benefaction relationship. Indeed, the benefaction-gratitude dynamic in
the “culture of gratitude” of civic benefaction also operates in relationships between
individuals.? Xenophon’s Socrates asks, “Is it not everywhere a custom to return those
who do good a favor?””* Moreover, neither is the benefaction-gratitude custom limited to

Greeks and Romans. Diodoros of Sicily remarks how even Spartacus, a Thracian, knew

! Malcolm Errington describes this widespread “culture of gratitude” in the Hellenistic period
as “in effect the oil that kept the local political machine running.” R. Malcolm Errington, 4 History of the
Hellenistic World 323-30 BC (Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2008), 312. For some of the major treatments of
euergetism, patronage, and gifting in antiquity, see Philippe Gauthier, Les cites grecques et leur
bienfaiteurs (IVe-ler s. av. J.-C.). Contribution a [’histoire des institutions (Paris: Ecole Frangaise
d’Athénes, 1985); Christopher Gill, Norman Postlethwaite, and Richard Seaford, eds., Reciprocity in
Ancient Greece (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998); Claude Eilers, Roman Patrons of Greek Cities
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002); Arjan Zuiderhoek, The Politics of Munificence in the Roman
Empire (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009); Michael Satlow, ed., The Gift in Antiquity
(Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2013); John Nicols, Civic Patronage in the Roman Empire (Leiden: Brill,
2014); Marc Domingo Gygax, Benefaction and Rewards in the Ancient Greek City (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2016); Mark Beck, Der politische Euergetismus und dessen vor allem nichtbiirgerliche
Rezipienten im hellenistischen und kaiserzeitlichen Kleinasien sowie dem dgdischen Raum
(Rahden/Westfalia: Verlag Marie Leidorf GmbH, 2015); Marc Domingo Gygax and Arjan Zuiderhoek,
eds., Benefactors and the Polis: The Public Gift in the Greek Cities from the Homeric World to Late
Antiquity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2021).

2 Also note the well-known position of Seneca, who considers giving and receiving benefits
“the chief bond of human society” (Ben., 1.4 [Basore, LCL]).

3 1o0¢ &b morodvtag dvtevepyeteiv 0b mavioyod voppdy éott (Xenophon, Memorabilia,
4.4.24).
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to return gratitude to someone who conferred a favor on him.* Cities too can confer
benefits and express gratitude to other cities, not just to individuals. In this vein Polybios,
after describing how the city of Byzantion facilitates mutually advantageous trade
networks between Greek cities and the Black Sea region, conceptualizes the Byzantines
as “common benefactors of all” (evepyéror) whom the Greeks owe gratitude (ydpig) and
support during perilous circumstances (nepiotdoeic) brought on by “barbarians.” A
similar dynamic involves the city of Rhodes when an earthquake levelled the city
(including the Kolossos) around 227 BC. Rhodian envoys persuaded numerous cities and
dynasts of the gravity of the situation, which induced them to give Rhodes gifts and
promises in money, in kind, and in labor for the relief and rebuilding effort.®

The benefaction-gratitude dynamic also characterized the relationship between
the gods and humans.” In this ongoing relationship of reciprocal benefits between the
god(s) and the individual worshipper or civic population, people offered sacrifices, gave

offerings (in the form of dedications), built buildings and statues, sang hymns, and voiced

4 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 38/39.21. He writes, “The barbarian Spartacus, on receiving a certain
favor from someone, showed him his gratitude. Indeed, nature is self-schooled, even among barbarians, to
repay kindness for kindness to those who give assistance” (611 60 Zndptakog O BapPapog evepyetndelg mapd
TVOG EVYAPIOTOC EPAVN TPOGS AHTOV: ADTOSIBAKTOG YOp Kai Topd TOIG BapPapoig 1 UGG TPOG AoV
yaprrog toig evepyétauc; 38/39.21 [Walton, LCL]). The fact that an individual not schooled in the discrete
Greek institution of benefaction is familiar with the cultural custom of returning gratitude/favor in return
for a favor should not be surprising. The ritual of exchange of favors is a custom with deep bio-cultural
evolutionary roots that, coupled with sanction against individuals who exhibit “non-cooperative behavior,”
help a population with such cooperation-favoring norms survive and flourish more than populations who
lack such norms. See Aafke Komter, “The Evolutionary Origins of Human Generosity,” International
Sociology 25, no. 3 (2010): 443—464.

5 Polyb., Hist., 4.38.1-10. Polybios remarks, “...yet, as I said, they are of great service to other
peoples. Therefore, as being the common benefactors of all, they naturally not only should meet with
gratitude from the Greeks, but with general support when they are exposed to peril from the barbarians”
(mOAAG ye LNV Kol Toig GAAOIC ebypnoTa O EKEIVOLC, OG ElpNKOpEY, AmavTd. 010 Kol KOWOL TIVEG MG
€VEPYETAL TAVI®V VITAPYOVTEG EIKOTWS (v 0V POVOV XAPLTOG GAAL KOl ETIKOVPIOG KOG TUYYXAVOLEV VIO
v ‘EAMvov katd tag V7o Tdv BapPapov teprotdoelg; Polyb., Hist., 4.38.10 [Paton, Walbank, and
Habicht, LCLY]).

6 Polyb., Hist., 5.88-90.4.

7 See Robert Parker, “Pleasing Thighs: Reciprocity in Greek Religion,” in Reciprocity in
Ancient Greece, ed. Christopher Gill, Norman Postlethwaite, and Richard Seaford (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1998), 105-126; Jan-Maarten Bremer, “The Reciprocity and Thanksgiving in Greek
Worship,” in Gill, Postlethwaite, and Seaford, Reciprocity in Ancient Greece, 127—137; Simon Price,
Religions of the Ancient Greeks (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 38-39.
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prayers to the deity and the deity provided (if the god so chose) various services that
afforded well-being, health, and success (e.g., healing, prosperous marriage, business
success, deliverance or protection from enemies or harsh weather, military victory).®
The significance of gratitude pervades the variety of social realms in the

Hellenistic and early Roman periods. At the civic and international levels populations
broadcast their awareness of the importance of public gratitude to those who acted to
their advantage.® A typical feature of honorific inscriptions includes some variety of the
“hortatory intention” of the decree. The hortatory intention highlights that one of the
reasons a city publicly rewards benefactors is to motivate other would-be benefactors to

likewise benefit the population.'? In this way, gratitude in the form of awards and prestige

8 Note also that people did not always perceive the relationship between gods and humans as
mutually beneficial or successfully reciprocal. For instance, Diodoros of Sicily narrates the imprisonment
of a certain Carthaginian Hamilcar by the wife of the Roman commander Regulus. Her cruelty towards him
prompts Hamilcar to supplicate Zeus Xenios (Protector of Foreigners) for pity (§Aeog) and he asks why he
is receiving such unendurable torture rather than a fitting return of yapig (Diod., Sic., Bib. hist., 24.12.2).
See also the complaints against the gods for being suspected ingrates and the “thankless thanks” or “an
unreciprocated xapig” (Gxapig xapig) of individuals to the gods for their lack of care towards their human
counterparts. See Parker, “Pleasing Thighs,” 114—118, citing, among others, Homer, Odyssey, 19.363-369
and Herodotus, Histories, 1.90.4 and 3.38; James R. Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-
Roman Context (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003), 249, citing a mid-third century AD inscription in Stephen
Mitchell, Regional Epigraphic Catalogues of Asia Minor. The Ankara District: The Inscriptions of North
Galatia II (Oxford: British Institute of Archaeology at Ankara, 1982), §392. Further, an interesting fable
(Babrius 119) illustrates a situation in which a pious man serves his wooden image of Hermes faithfully but
fares badly in life. Angry at his destitution, he smashes the image, and it pours out gold for him. The man
castigates Hermes for his strange inversion of the reciprocity system, saying, “Hermes, who is mischievous
and ungrateful to friends, who when worshipped you benefit us nothing, yet many blessings you reciprocate
when insulted. This new piety was not known to me” (‘Eppeioa, oxodg tic €601 kai gpiloioty ayvodpwy, 8¢
TPOSKLYODVTOG 0VOEY dPELELS Tiag, dyadolg 8¢ ToAAolg LPpicavTag ueiym. TV €l 6€ Kawvny e0cEPEIOY
oUK 1id€wv; Babrius 119.6-10).

® On the interconnectedness and shared ways of getting along in Hellenistic cities, see John
Ma’s important article, “Peer Polity Interaction in the Hellenistic Age,” Past & Present 180 (2003): 9-39.

10°A variety of examples of hortatory intentions across the Hellenistic period include: /G 1I° 1
313.29-34 (340/339 BC, Athens; En%lish translation in Harding §97); IG® 1 378.17-20 (323/322 BC,
Athens; English translation in Austin® §32); /G 11> 505.41-43 (301 BC, Athens; English translation in
Harding §139); 1.Eph 1455.9-10 (ca. 300 BC, Ephesus; English translation in Austin® §130); L. Eph
5.1453.17-19 (300/299 BC, Ephesus; English translation in Burstein §1); OGIS 213.27-30 (300/299 BC,
Miletos; English translation in Burstein §2); /G 11> 1.844.23-25 (299/298 BC, Athens); SIG® 368.14-17
(289/288 BC, Miletos; English translation in Burstein §8; cf. Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 20.107.4); IG I3 1
877.50-52 (283282 BC, Athens; English translation in Austin? §54, Burstein §11); SEG 33.1183.
(260/259 BC, Xanthos [Lycia]); PH256418.40—44 (ca. 204/203 BC, Teos; English translations in Austin
§191, Burstein §33); IG XII.1 761.46-47 (3" c., Lindos [Rhodes]); /G II* 1 1323.22-27 (shortly after 175
BC, Pergamon; orig., Athens; English translation in Burstein §38); SEG 36.1046.8—13 (167-160 BC,
Miletos; English translation in Burstein §40); /G XII.3 167.3-5 (ca. 2nd c. BC, Astypalaia); /G XIV
952.20-22 (late 2nd/early 1st c. BC, Rome); /G V.1 1146.51-52 (71 BC, Gytheion [Laconia]; English
translation in Sherk [1984] §74).
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serves as a reputational signal that gives important information to prospective
benefactors. Thus, publicly visible gratitude acts as part of an imperfect and rough
information feedback system that facilitates an adaptive learning process which
prospective benefactors can consider when making decisions about whether or whom to
benefit. That is, prospective benefactors can learn about what types of services certain
cities have awarded with thanks (so they might roughly imitate them) and whether cities
award benefactors with appropriately prestigious favors. In this way, public gratitude
tends to be mutually advantageous to a civic body and individual benefactors alike by
affording prestige (in different ways to each) and communicating other valuable
information like the specific strategies that result in success and/or prosperity.'!

Roman philosophers of the late Republic and Julio-Claudian imperial period
also highlight the significance of gratitude in the proper maintenance of relationships.
Cicero remarks that “no duty is more imperative than that of proving one’s gratitude.”!?
Indeed, failing to return a kindness violates the canons of generosity. Cicero states,
“Whether we do the kindness or not is optional; but to fail to requite one is not allowable
to a good man, provided he can make the requital without violating the rights of
others.”!? He likens returning gratitude for an unsolicited benefit to “fruitful fields” that
ought to “return more than they receive.”!'* Cicero’s insistence on the moral obligation of
gratitude is reflected in the multitude of examples that Valerius Maximus includes in his
Memorable Doings and Sayings (ca. AD 14-27). Valerius highlights conspicuous

examples of appropriate gratitude for benefactions in Roman history as models for

! Reputation signals and competition among benefactors function together to help cities and
benefactors communicate and coordinate to adapt to ever-changing circumstances. One can also think of
the system as a cultural evolutionary adaptive institution of Greek-style cities.

12 Cicero, On Duties, 1.47 [Miller, LCL].

13 Cicero, On Duties, 1.48 [Miller, LCL].

14 Cicero, On Duties, 1.48 [Miller, LCL].
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emulation.!” For instance, Valerius draws attention to the exceptional gratitude M.
Minucius displayed towards Q. Fabius Maximus Verrucosus.!® Minucius’s gratitude came
in the form of deference by referring to his rescuer Fabius as “father” and “patron” and
subordinating his own command of Master of Horse to Fabius’s status of Dictator.!’

Memory plays an important role in gratitude, because the relative value of a
benefaction to the recipient(s) correlates on the one hand to the gravity of the gift and on
the other hand to the degree of gratitude a recipient might return to a benefactor. That is, a
weightier benefaction tends to be more memorable and tends to be met with requisite
gratitude (whether more frequent, longer lasting, or proportionally weighty). For instance,
Valerius Maximus says that Numidian king Massinissa (d. 149 BC), who lived an
unusually long ninety years, displayed lifelong gratitude for the immense benefaction of
Scipio and Rome that enlarged his territorial sovereignty in North Africa.!® Valerius
Maximus remarks that for Massinissa the memory of benefaction translated into undying
loyalty even such that he placed “regard for a former benefaction above present
jeopardy.”!® Thus, memory of a benefaction can motivate one’s behavior and influence
one’s choices in the present. Especially large benefactions can form especially strong
memories and elicit a deep sense of gratitude.

Seneca (ca. 4 BC-AD 65) has rightly received much attention in New
Testament studies for his contribution to understanding reciprocity and gifting practices
in the mid-first century Roman world with his treatise On Benefits and his Letter 81. His

primary maxim with respect to reciprocity invokes a responsibility for memory on both

15 Valerius Maximus, Memorable Doings and Sayings 5.2.

16 Valerius Maximus, Memorable Doings and Sayings 5.2.4; cf. Livy, History of Rome, 22.25—
30.

17 Valerius Maximus, Memorable Doings and Sayings, 5.2.4.

18 Valerius Maximus, Memorable Doings and Sayings, 5.2.ext. 4. On Massinissa, see, €.g.,
Polyb., Hist., 15.12.6; 21.21.2; 31.21; 36.16.

19 Valerius Maximus, Memorable Doings and Sayings, 5.2.ext. 4 [Shackleton Bailey, LCL].
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sides of the relationship: the giver of the benefit should immediately forget that he gave
it, and the recipient should never forget it.2> Memory enables the recipient to recall a
benefaction and stoke sentiments of gratitude toward the giver.2! In Seneca’s
understanding of reciprocity, it is more important that the recipient receive a benefit with
gratitude than that the recipient makes a return. Indeed, showing gratitude upon receipt of
a benefit is a sort of first return payment.?? Such a grateful reception, even though Seneca
does insist ultimately that a recipient reciprocate the favor, is in a sense already a return
for the benefit.?? For Seneca gratitude is a good in itself and constitutes its own reward.?*
Greek authors also stress the propriety and benefits of gratitude. Xenophon (ca.
430-354 BC), in his biographical work Agesilaos, praises Agesilaos for his dicatocvvn.?>
For Xenophon Agesilaos displayed his dwatootvn in giving and receiving benefits
because, among other things, he benefitted many people, showed generosity in his
benefactions, avoided ill-repute, and judged it unjust to not repay favors (10 un
anod1dovar yapirag adikov £xpivev).2® Elsewhere, Xenophon recognizes the role that
displaying gratitude plays in acting as a signal to would-be benefactors that helps in the

selection process, that is, a benefactor is more likely to render aid to those who are known

20 Seneca, Ben., 2.10.4; cf. 1.4.3.
21 Seneca, Ben., 2.24.1.

22 Seneca, Ben., 2.22.

23 Seneca, Ben., 2.31.1; 2.35.5.
24 Seneca, Ep. 81.19.

25 Xenophon, Agesilaus, 4.1-6.

26 Xenophon, Agesilaus, 4.1-6. Instructive is Xenophon’s defensive strategy to clear Agesilaos
from blame: “For had he been in the habit of selling his favors or taking payment for his benefactions, no
one would have felt that he owed him anything. It is the recipient of unbought, gratuitous benefits who is
always glad to oblige his benefactor in return for the kindness he has received and in acknowledgment of
the trust reposed in him as a worthy and faithful guardian of a favor” gei YOp EnmdAEL TAG yaprTag 1 pobod
evepyEtel, 00delg v 008EV dpeilev adTd Evopucev: GAL of mpoika e) memovhoTes, 0UTOL diel NdEmG
VINPETODGL T@ gVEPYET Kal S10TL €V Emabov Kol 510TL Tpoemotevdnoay GElot elvor mapakatadnkny
xaprrog euAdrtewv; Xenophon, Agesilaus, 4.4 [Marchant and Bowersock, LCL]; cf. Xenophon, Symposium,
8.36).
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for repaying due gratitude.?’

Beyond civic etiquette, benefaction and gratitude are expected in the
relationship between parents and children. Aelius Aristides opens his Panathenaic Oration
reminding his audience that “it is a time-honored custom among the Greeks—and I think
among most foreign peoples too—to repay as completely as possible the debt of gratitude
owed to those who have raised us.”?® In publicly broadcasting itself as the quintessential
harmonious family, one in which the children show proper gratitude to their parents, the
family of Attalos I (269-197 BC) and Apollonis (ca. 240—-175/4—159 BC) shows how the
Attalids broadcasted themselves in contrast to more longstanding but filicidal and
fratricidal regimes like the Ptolemies and Seleukids.?” Apollonis had a favorable
reputation for her role as queen-mother. Polybios’s laudatory account of Apollonis
describes her as “worthy of memory and honorable mention” (é&ia pviung Koi
napacnuaciog).’’ An Athenian inscription (IG II° 1 1323 = OGIS 248) praises the Attalid

family for helping Antiochos IV maintain the Seleukid throne and commends Attalos I

27 Xenophon, Memorabilia, 4.4.17.

28 Aelius Aristides, Panathenaic Oration, 1 [Trapp, LCL]; Nopog £oti 10l "EAAnGt modoud,
olpon 8¢ kai tdv BoapPapwv Toic TAeicTolg, TPOoPedoL Yapty éxtively dmacay, o dvvartt).

2 E.g., Polyb., Hist., 18.41.8; 22.20.1-8; 23.11. The Attalid family getting along in harmony is
in stark contrast to the interfamilial strife of the Seleukid and Ptolemaic families. Seleukid kinship conflict
can be seen in the bloody struggle between Seleukos II and Antiochos Hierax (see Strabo 16.2.4 = Austin?
§176) and the post-Antiochos IV Seleukid dynasty that was marred by infighting. See especially Justin’s
account (following Pompeius Trogus) in his Epitome (40.1-2). His explanation for the disintegration of the
Seleukid dynasty highlights internecine conflict. He opens his account saying, “the mutual hatred of the
brothers, and then of sons who inherited their parents’ antagonisms, left the kings and the kingdom of Syria
exhausted by implacable conflict (Justin, Epitome, 40.1.1). He closes by saying, “Accordingly, Pompey
reduced Syria to a province and, little by little, the East, through the quarrels of its kings, who were all of
the same blood, became the territory of Rome” (40.2.5). Translations of Justin are from Justin, Epitome of
the Philippic History of Pompeius Trogus, trans. J. C. Yardley (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1994). Conflict
within the Ptolemaic dynasty can be seen in the struggle between Ptolemy VIII and Ptolemy VI (e.g.,
Polyb., Hist., 31.10) after their earlier concord (Diod., Bib. hist., 31.15a). Subsequent dynastic infighting
was common (e.g., Ptolemy VIII, Cleopatra II, Cleopatra III, Ptolemy IX, Ptolemy X; see Justin, Epitome,
38.8.2-9.1; 39.4-5; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 34/35.14). The Antigonids did not end well either, with their final
decades marred by inter-familial strife. Philip V killed his younger son Demetrios on suspicion that he was
colluding with the Romans and seeking to seize the throne, accusations brought to him by his eldest son
Perseus (Justin, Epitome, 32.2.3—10; Polyb., Hist., 23.1-3, 7; cf. Livy, History of Rome, 39.46.6—48.1;
39.53). Likewise, Lysimachos, in the first generation of Alexander’s successors, killed his son Agathokles
and ruined any hope of dynastic succession (Justin, Epitome, 17.1).

30 Polyb., Hist., 22.20.1.
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and Apollonis for the education they provided for their children.?! After Apollonis’s death
the city of Teos established a cult for her as a god (6ed) (OGIS 309). Polybios commends
two of her sons for showing appropriate gratitude to their virtuous and affectionate
mother.3? A decree from Hierapolis expresses similar sentiments (OGIS 308).3* The
decree highlights the Attalid ruling family’s filial virtues, among which is concord
(opovown). The Hieropolitan decree states that Apollonis “interacted with her children
with total concord” (mpocevevnvéyBat 8¢ kal Toig T€kvolg Petd maong opovoiag) and she
“received distinguished tokens of gratitude from her children” (tdg mapd TGV T€KVeV
gmeaveic {8} kopoopévn yaprr[ac]).>* Her piety to the gods and virtuous conduct within
her family earns her “immortal honor” (tiufic d0ovdTov).’> Whether or not such ideal
harmony existed between Apollonis and her children, their filial affection was real
enough to merit the attention and praise from historians and populations alike.

Based on this brief survey of sources, the notion that gratitude is the
appropriate and even obliged response to a benefaction or gift should be considered a
deeply intrenched norm across all levels of society and all types of relationships across
Greek and Roman cultures (individual—city, individual-individual, city—city, gods—
humans, parents—children). Indeed, it is likely that such a norm is a human cultural
universal due to its ability to scale up cooperation between individuals and facilitate the
formation of extended societies. In the Hellenistic and early Roman periods, the hyper-
networked Greek cities inherited and modified certain cultural institutions and ways of
performing the benefaction-gratitude ritual like civic benefaction (euergetism).

Furthermore, memory plays an important role in a benefactor-recipient relationship, since

SLIG 113 1 1323.43-48.

32 Polyb., Hist., 22.20.2-8.

33 For an English translation of OGIS 308, see Austin® §240a.
3 OGIS 308.7-8 (cf. 16-18), 11.

35 OGIS 308.22.
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it has the power to recall the benefit (or forget it) and motivate one to either give more or
to return with gratitude/favor commensurate with the benefaction (on memory, see more
below). Seneca’s injunction that benefactors should forget they gave a benefit and that
recipients should never forget they received one is a Stoic stance that, although it does
seem to reflect good face to face etiquette (see Polyb., Hist., 16.26.2), was not always
followed—whether by ingrates forgetting a benefaction or by benefactors calling
attention to their prior benefactions (e.g., Polyb., Hist., 16.26.5; 18.6.5; 29.24.4, 13-16;
Babrius 50). Moreover, the proper performance of reciprocity—whether in the form of
benefitting many, being generous, always returning gratitude/favor—could constitute a
particular form of dwaioovvn. Finally, and importantly, the performance of gratitude
served as a signal to others, whatever the cultural realm (euergetism, inter-city,
individual, and close kin), that would-be benefactors could rely on that person to return

appropriate thanks to those who give benefits.

The Calculus of Giving, Receiving, and Thanking

The mere presence of the cultural norm of benefaction—gratitude does not
address the complex choices individual agents must make in deciding which relationships
to enter and how to act in a world in which individuals possess different and
contradictory bits of knowledge in an ever-changing social landscape. Knowing who to
benefit, what to give (and how much), whether to receive or not, and how to thank are all
calculations that enter any benefaction or gift event. Reputation plays a crucial role in
distributing relevant knowledge to those who seek it. In civic benefaction publicizing the
benefaction-event, usually on stone and in at least one prominent location, plays a part in
signaling relevant information. This section will look at some instances that highlight
some aspects of the calculations that go on in making decisions about giving, receiving,

and thanking and the crucial role communication (or failure thereof) plays in the process.
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Calculus of Giving

The expectation of gratitude in the form of heightened prestige and
commensurate rewards comes into consideration for a benefactor in his or her decision to
render a benefaction. A benefactor would consider not just a random city or person but a
city or person with which the benefactor has perceived prior connections or a strategic
future. As noted above, a benefaction is more forthcoming when the person anticipates
that the recipient will make a good return.*® In some instances, one might initiate a
reciprocity relationship by giving a benefaction to somebody in the hopes that one might
receive a return. So, one might first invite that person to dinner in the hopes that they will
invite you to dinner in return.?’

One might avoid giving a benefit if giving it would harm another person or
group that is tied to the giver. In 167 BC, shortly after Rome defeated the Antigonid king
Perseus at Pydna (168 BC), the Bithynian king Prusias II travelled to Rome to offer
congratulations to the gods, senators, and people of Rome on their victory.*® During his
address to the senate he also recounted his wartime services in support of Rome and
asked for the senate to renew their alliance with him and that they gift him land that they
had seized from the Seleukids and that was currently under Galatian control.>® The
senate, while happy to renew the alliance and offer Prusias and his son various gifts, did
not grant the land request.* Instead they offered to send a fact-finding mission to inquire
about the ownership of the land so that they would avoid wronging the Galatians by

giving Prusias land that is rightfully theirs.*! For, “a gift, said the senate, could not be

36 Xenophon, Memorabilia, 4.4.17; cf. Sir 12.1-7.
37 Xenophon, Memorabilia, 2.3.11-12.

38 Livy, History of Rome, 45.44.4-5.

39 Livy, History of Rome, 45.44.8-9.

40 Livy, History of Rome, 45.44.10-17.

4! Livy, History of Rome, 45.44.10-11.
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pleasing even to the recipient, if he knew that the giver would take it away again

whenever he pleased.”

Calculus of Receiving or Rejecting

For every offer of a benefaction or gift, the would-be recipient had the option
to reject it. A rejection of a gift almost invariably revolved around the issue of reputation.
That is, the would-be recipient must ask how (relevant) others will view the act of
reception or rejection. One might reject the offer of gifts out of fidelity to the would-be
giver’s rivals, like when Andronikos, the Antigonid garrison commander of Tyre in 312
BC, rejected Ptolemy I’s promise of gifts and honors in exchange for handing over the
city and defecting from Antigonos and Demetrios.** Andronikos rejected Ptolemy’s offer
out of commitment to “the trust [or trusteeship] given by Antigonos and Demetrios” (tnv
dedouévnv v’ Avtyovov kai Anuntpiov miotiv).** Yet Andronikos’s rejection earned
him a good repute with Ptolemy. When Ptolemy captured Andronikos he gave him gifts
and advanced him in honor.*> Diodoros attributes Andronikos’s favorable reception to
Ptolemy’s personal moral character, citing his abundant reasonableness (£miekng),
inclination to pardon (cuyyveopovikdc), and beneficence (evepyetikdg), but Andronikos’s
faithfulness to Antigonos and Demetrios was probably an attractive quality that Ptolemy
might find useful if he brought Andronikos into his own court.*¢

The Roman envoy and later consul Fabricius famously rejected the gifts of
Pyrrhos of Epiros several times. Perhaps the most notable of his rejections is when he

rejected the offer from Pyhrros’s physician to poison Pyhrros in exchange for a yépic (to

42 Livy, History of Rome, 45.44.12 [Schlesinger, LCL].
43 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.86.

4 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.86.2.

4 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.86.2.

46 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.86.3.
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ostensibly end the war with no further bloodshed).*” Instead, Fabricius warned Pyhrros of
the plot so that he would not be seen as ending the war through trickery (66Aoc) rather
than virtue (dpetm).* When Pyhrros sent prisoners of war back to the Romans without
ransom to reciprocate the favor, Fabricius also sent prisoners of war back to Pyhrros so
that he would not get the reputation of having refrained from injustice for a wage
(m606¢).*

Shortly after Scipio Africanus wrested control of New Carthage from the
Carthaginians in 210 BC, he rejected the “gift” of a captured girl whom his soldiers tried
to give to him.>° In Polybios’s version Scipio politely (with gratitude) declined their gift,
explaining that he could not accept the gift because he was acting in his official capacity
as general rather than as a private person (in which case such a gift would be most
welcome to him).>! In Livy’s “elaborated and romanticized” version Scipio rejected the
gift as a favor to the captive female’s betrothed, a young Celtiberian chieftain named
Allucius.> Livy frames Scipio’s return of the captive girl to her fiancée as an act of
goodwill (in the form of a gift) toward forging a friendly relationship between the Roman
state and Allucius.’® Further, when the girl’s parents vehemently insisted on giving Scipio

a large sum of gold as a ransom payment in exchange for their undefiled daughter, he

47 Plutarch, Pyrrhus, 21.1-4. The rejections by Fabricius get recounted frequently as moral
examples. See Plutarch, Moralia, 195B = Sayings of the Romans, Fabricius, 4-5; Cicero, On Duties, 1.13
(40); Valerius Maximus, Memorable Doings and Sayings, 6.5.1d; Aulus Gellius, Attic Nights, 3.8;
Frontinus, Strategems, 4.4.2.

8 Plutarch, Pyrrhus, 21.3.

4 Plutarch, Pyrrhus, 21.4.

0 Polyb., Hist., 10.19.3-7; cf. Livy, History of Rome, 26.50.1-13. Aulus Gellius preserves,
alongside the tradition that Scipio returned the girl to her father (per Polybios), a tradition that Scipio in fact
kept the captive woman for his own pleasure (Aulus Gellius, A#tic Nights, 7.8.3-6).

51 Polyb., Hist., 10.19.4-6.

52 Frank W. Walbank, Historical Commentary Polybius, Volume II, Commentary on Books
VII-XVIII (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1967), 219.

3 Livy, History of Rome, 26.50.7-8.
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accepted the gold but immediately gave it to Allucius as a wedding gift.>* Allucius went
home singing Scipio’s praises and comparing him to the gods for his generosity as much
as his ability to wage war.>

A fascinating episode involving the Achaian League and Hellenistic kings
highlights the deliberative process of whether to accept a benefaction or not (ca. 188—185
BC).>® King Eumenes of Pergamon sent envoys to the Achaian League to promise the
League 120 talents so that the League could lend the money at interest and pay the
members of the League’s council with the money made from the interest.’” A certain
Apollonidas of Sikyon arose and vociferously opposed accepting Eumenes’s gift offer on
the grounds the (1) it is completely illegal for private citizens to accept gifts from kings,
(2) it is a disgrace to accept such a blatant bribe, (3) the gift is an obvious piece of bait to
entrap the Achaian League into acting in the interests of Eumenes and thus opens up the
entire League to act according to the interests of whichever potentate who pays them
rather than in the League’s own interest, and (4) if the Achaians do not act in the interests
of their paymasters then they will be regarded as ingrates.’® After Apollonidas spoke, a
certain Kassander of Aigina gave a speech also advocating that the League reject the
gift.>® His argument appealed to the sentiments of the Achaians toward the people of
Aigina, who were members of the League at the time of their suffering and enslavement
at the hand of the Romans and Aitolians (210 BC), who in turn sold control of Aigina to

the Attalids.®® By accepting the gift from Eumenes, they would be “removing the hopes

54 Livy, History of Rome, 26.50.10-12.
55 Livy, History of Rome, 26.50.13.

56 Polyb., Hist., 22.7-8.

57 Polyb., Hist., 22.7.3.

58 Polyb., Hist., 22.8.1-8.

% Polyb., Hist., 22.8.9-12.

60 Polyb., Hist., 22.8.9-11.
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for the deliverance of the Aigenitans in the future” (tdg €ig 10 pEAAOV EATIdOGC
aparpoduevol Thg Alyvntdv cotpiag).’! Polybios remarks that the members of the
League were so moved by the speeches of Apollinidas and Kassander that, although
Euemenes offered them such a hefty and nearly irresistible sum, they loudly rejected the
gift.%? As a result, a combination of law, shame, precedent, and positive affectation
towards an in-group population swayed the Achaian League to decline an apparently

sizeable gift.

Calculus of Gratitude

For the recipient of a benefaction, the proper calculation of gratitude is a
crucial aspect of one’s response. If a recipient accepts a benefaction but is unable to repay
commensurate gratitude, one could invoke the gods on one’s behalf to repay it. In Livy’s
extended version of the episode between Scipio and the gift of the captive girl (see
above), the fiancée of the girl “called on all the gods to show him gratitude on his behalf,
since he himself had nothing like the means to express his thanks as he might wish or as
Scipio’s kindness to him deserved.”® One can see a similar dynamic in a Jewish author
like Ben Sira who advises that one should give to the pious and humble but that if they
cannot repay, God will do so on their behalf (Sir. 12:1-7, esp. 12:2).%4

A display of shameless deference could successfully gratify the other party, but
outsiders might look in disgust at such behavior. Two of the “characters” of

Theophrastos, “the Toady” (6 k6 a&) and “the Obsequious Man” (6 dpeokog), exhibit

81 Polyb. Hist., 22.8.12.

62 Polyb. Hist., 22.8.13.

8 Livy, History of Rome, 26.50.9 [Yardley, LCL].

% Ben Sira 12:2 reads: “Do good to the pious person, and you will find a return, and if not

from him then from the Most High” (0 moincov eboePsi, kol sbprioelg dvtomddopa, kol i ui mop” ovtod,
GALG TTopd TOD VYioTov).

47



characteristic people-pleasing.5®> One of the most prominent examples of shameless
deference in the Hellenistic period involves King Prusias II of Bithynia (r. 182—-149 BC).
Prusias’s behavior disgusted the historian Polybios (who is echoed by Diodoros) with his
obsequiousness toward the Roman senate.®® On one occasion when Roman envoys visited
him, Prusias donned the garb of a freed slave (/ibertus) in an attempt to ingratiate himself
to them by showing his servility and their superiority.®” Later, when he visited Rome to
congratulate the senate and Roman generals on their victory over the Antigonid king
Perseus (167 BC), Prusias prostrated himself to the ground (npoeskdvnoe) and hailed the
senators as Ogoi cotipec.5® Polybios, repulsed at Prusias’s conduct, comments that
Prusias’s genuflection makes “it impossible for anyone after him to surpass him in
unmanliness, womanlishness, and servility.”%® But Polybios’s harsh judgment was not
shared by the Roman envoys, since they apparently gave Prusias a favorable response
despite (or because) of his self-abnegation.”® Thus, obsequiousness might cause non-
participants to regard the display as disgraceful, but it might also be an effective enough

show of deference to the superior party.

%5 Theophrastos, Characters, 2, 5, respectively. On these two of Theophrastos’s Characters,
see James Diggle, Theophrastus: Characters (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 69—71 and
181-198 (“the Toady”), 79—82 and 222-249 (“the Obsequious Man”). Diggle explains that the “toady”
(xk6Aa&) “panders and toadies for his own advantage, and not only with words.” The “Obsequious Man”
(&peokog) “tries to please all, for no other motive than desire for popularity.” Diggle explains that the two
figures are related but the k6Aag fixes his attentions on try to gain favor from a single patron but the
dpeokog widens his efforts and seeks popularity among many. Diggle, Theophrastus, 181-182, 222.

% Polyb., Hist., 30.18; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 31.15; cf. Livy, History of Rome, 45.44.19-20.

67 Polyb., Hist., 30.18.3—4; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 31.15.2.

68 Polyb., Hist., 30.18.5; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 31.15.3.

% Polyb., Hist., 30.18.5 [Olson, Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL] ( vnepPoAfv o0
Zgo:?;t?c?\g %\./(xvﬁpiag, Gpo 8¢ Kol yovaikicpod kol KoAakeing o0devi Tav éntywvopévav). Cf. Diod. Sic.,Bib.

70 Polyb., Hist., 30.18.7 (paveig 8¢ telémc evkatappoévnTog dmdkpioty Elafe 8t avtd tobto

PUAavOpeTOV).
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Cultural Misunderstanding

Cultural misunderstanding can occur regarding benefaction that results in
relational tension between two parties with clashing benefaction cultural scripts. For
example, after Flamininus defeated Philip V of Macedon in battle at Kynoskephalai in
197 BC, Polybios relays the account of how the Aitolians suspected the Romans of
accepting Macedonian bribes.”! The Aitolians, who had supported Rome against the
Macedonians, became incensed because Flamininus had grown cold to them and had
begun to treat Philip (their recent shared enemy) with courtesy.”> Such unexpected
reversal of conduct on the part of Flamininus provoked suspicions among the Aitolians
that he had been receiving bribes from Philip. Polybios explains how Flamininus
conducted his meeting with Philip’s envoys in a “humane” (¢iAdvOpwmnoc) manner
confirmed in the minds of the Aitolians their suspicions, “For since by this time bribery
and the notion that no one should do anything gratis were very prevalent in Greece, and
so to speak quite current coin among the Aitolians, they could not believe that
Flamininus' complete change of attitude toward Philip could have been brought about
without a bribe.””® Not only did their own cultural script regarding gifts blind them from
understanding Flamininus’s conduct, their own ignorance of Roman customs (i.e., a
commander does not act in personal capacity on behalf of the Senate) further prevented

them from understanding why Flamininus treated Philip favorably.” Thus a sort of bind

"I Polyb., Hist., 18.34.1-8.

72 Flamininus did not approve of the post-war conduct of the Aitolians. Polybios mentions their
conduct regarding the war booty and their boastfulness (dAaoveia). See Polyb., Hist., 18.34.1-2. Some
epigrams evidence Aitolians boasting (4P 7.247; AP 16.5). Epigram references thanks to W. R. Paton,
Frank W. Walbank, Christian Habicht, The Histories, Volume V: Books 16-27, LCL 160 (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 2012), 182-183n93, citing A. S. F Gow and D. L. Page, The Greek Anthology,
Hellenistic Epigrams, 2 vols (Cambridge, 1965), 1.4, nos. 4-5 and 2.11-12.

3 Polyb., Hist., 18.34.7 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL] (80 y&p xota tv ‘EALGSa Tfig
dwpodokiog éxmoralovong Kol Tod undéva undey dwpedy TPATTEY, Kol TOD YopaKTHpOg TOVTOV
VOLUGTEVOUEVOD TTaPa TOIG ATT®AOIG, 0VK £3UVAVTO TIGTEVEY S1OTL YWPIG SOP®V 1) TNAKOOTN HETABOAT
véyove tod Titov mpdg tOv OiMmnov.

74 Polybios, continuing his remark on the Aitolians, says that the Aitolians “were ignorant of

the Roman principles and practice in this matter, but judged from their own, and calculated that it was
probable that Philip would offer a very large sum owing to his actual situation and Flamininus would not be
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and blind phenomenon can occur when trying to understand another culture’s reciprocity
customs that results in one party interpreting the events according to the wrong cultural

script.

Gift as Bait

If the calculus of benefaction relies on the participants or would-be participants
having access to certain bits of relevant knowledge, knowledge which is “given” to no
one single person but dispersed, contingent, imperfect, and contradictory, then
participants can take advantage of the process by hiding their relevant knowledge and
using their own knowledge against (rather than in cooperation with) the other
participant(s). In Polybios’s Histories a recurring motif is the notion of “gift as bait.”
That is, an individual offers another person a gift as a trick to bait the other party into a
gift-arrangement that advantages the giver and disadvantages the recipient. One can see
how the above story of Eumenes and the Achaians (Polyb., Hist., 22.7-8) highlights this
theme, yet other instances also pepper Polybios’s historical narrative and his personal
commentary. For instance, Polybios describes the city of Kios as falling prey to a ydpic-
bait of certain politicians advocating for a particular confiscation-redistribution scheme.”
Furthermore, the gift as bait motif finds expression in the fable tradition in Babrius 130.
In this fable a fox, unsure what to do with the trapped meal he found, yields his find to a
wolf by performing a deceitful display of friendship. After getting caught in the trap, the
wolf realizes the fox’s duplicity, saying, “if you will give such gifts to your friends, how
will anyone embrace you as a friend?””’® This fable puts the tactic in rather concrete terms

of a physical trap with bait and nicely shows the potential dangers of accepting gifts

able to resist the temptation" (Hist., 18.34.8).
5 Polyb., Hist., 15.21-22.

76 Babrius 130.10-11 (4AL" &i towadta...10ig Qiloig Shoeic Td ddpa, Thg 6ot Tic pikog
GUVOVTINOEL).
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without due caution. The following examples— Philopoimen and the Spartans, Kritolaos
and the Achaians, and Perseus and Eumenes—illustrate different aspects of the gift as
bait motif.

Philopoimen (ca. 253—182 BC), the famed strategos of the Achaian League,
invaded Sparta and through a combination of compulsion and persuasion brought the city
into the Achaian League.”” The Spartans decided to offer him a gift (yépic, dwped), since,
according to Polybios, they thought it advantageous to get in Philopoimen’s favor.”® But
Philopoimen, receiving the proposal of a gift in a cordial manner (prhavOpdnmg), went
before the Spartan Council and advised them that one should refrain from giving gifts to
friends lest they lose their ability to speak freely to one another (mrappnocio) and as result
lose the ability to trust (motevew).” Instead, they should offer gifts and honors to
enemies (€x0pot), so that, having swallowed “the bait” (10 6éAeap), their enemies would
be obligated to support their proposals or stay silent.®® This episode illustrates how people
could be aware of the power of a gift or favor (dwped, xapic) to set the terms of a
relationship by imposing obligations that nullify potential disagreement and dissent. In
this way gifts could not only create a positive, mutually beneficial relationship but could
also be leveraged to disadvantage one party to the benefit of the other.

In 146 BC, the Roman general Mummius levelled Corinth and subsequently

Rome seized for itself hegemony over Greece.8! Polybios partly lays blame on Kritolaos,

7 Plutarch, Philopoimen, 15.2; cf. Pausanias, Description of Greece, 8.51.1. On this episode
from 192 or 191 BC between Philopoimen and the Spartans, see Polyb., Hist., 20.12; Plutarch,
Philopoimen, 15; Pausanias, Description of Greece, 8.51.1-2.

8 Polyb., Hist., 20.12.1-2. Plutarch reports that prominent Spartans saw an opportunity to use
a gift to create a stronger attachment between Philopoimen and Sparta, since “they hoped to have him as a
guard of their freedom” (@VAaka 7 ELevBepiag Exeivov Edmicavtag EEewv). Plutarch, Philopoimen, 15.3.

" Polyb., Hist., 20.12.7.

80 Polyb., Hist., 20.12.7.

81 On the origins of the Achaian War, which disagrees with Polybios’s analysis at many points

and argues for a less intentional and more haphazard course of events, see Erich S. Gruen, “The Origins of
the Achaean War,” Journal of Hellenic Studies 96 (1976): 46—69.
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the Achaian strategos of 147/146, saying that he used the “gift as bait” trick to rile up the
populace to go to war with Rome (war with Sparta only being the nominal target).
According to Polybios, Kritolaos deceived the Achaian populace into war with Rome by
lying about his conversations with Roman and Spartan negotiators (accusing them of
wrongdoing) and ordering temporary debt-relief measures.®? Polybios criticizes him
harshly, saying, “As a result of such appeals to the rabble everything he said was
accepted as true, and the people were ready to do anything he ordered, incapable as they
were of taking thought for the future, and enticed by the bait of present favor and ease”
(tfi 8¢ mop” avTd xapiTL Koi paotdvn dehealopevov).® In reality, it is unlikely Kritolaos
actually used the “gift as bait” tactic to lure the Achaians into war with Rome, but
Polybios’s own recourse to the motif to explain events illustrates its apparent usefulness
as an explanatory category for himself and his audience.®*

In another episode, the Antigonid king Perseus and the Attalid king Eumenes I1
negotiated a potential deal during Perseus’s war with Rome (Polyb., Hist., 29.5-9).
Eumenes was trying to position himself in the role of arbiter in the conflict between
Perseus and Rome (Polyb., Hist., 29.7).8> Whether or not Polybios correctly discerns the
motives of Perseus and Eumenes, his account of the interaction illustrates the complexity
of gifting and how two parties of an exchange can recognize and negotiate in full
recognition that gifts can serve as “bait” under certain conditions. At the outset of the
interaction Eumenes attempts to get Perseus to latch onto some promises to bait him into

giving him money, proposing that Perseus either (1) give him 500 talents to stay neutral

82 Polyb., Hist., 38.11.7-10.
8 Polyb., Hist., 38.11.11 [Olson, Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL].

8 For a non-Polybian explanation for Kritolaos’s actions as reasonable but miscalculated
rather than deliberately and maliciously anti-Roman, see Gruen, “The Origins of the Achaecan War,” 62-65.

85 It should be noted that Polybios describes the relationship of Perseus and Eumenes as one of

strong distrust (dmotia), jealousy ({niotumia), and hostility (GAAOTpL0g), so Eumenes’s offer to be a
mediator would be a hard sell (Polyb., Hist., 29.7.2).
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and not support Rome militarily, or (2) give him 1500 talents to put an end to the war
itself.3¢ Perseus, recognizing the baiting tactic, “pretended to rush at these offers and to
be coming to an agreement, but could never persuade himself to swallow any of the baits
to the extent of making a sacrifice of money.”®” He questioned the exchange, saying that
“it was disgraceful for the giver and still more so for the receiver to be thought to be hired
to keep neutral.”®® Although Perseus made partial gestures toward accepting the deal,
Eumenes ultimately backed out of the arrangement.?” Polybios admonishes Eumenes for
thinking that Perseus would trust him and that Rome would not find out about the deal
and thus relieve him of his kingdom.”® Likewise, he faults Perseus for not following
through with the payment that, in Polybios’s eyes, would benefit him by either ending the
war or entrapping his enemy Eumenes in the ire of Rome.”! This episode shows (1) how
participants, being aware of how gifts can be used to entrap, may exercise caution in gift-
exchange negotiations, and (2) that Polybios does not outright condemn the tactic of
using a gift as bait; rather, he judges people’s use of the tactic based on whether the
strategy fits his own moral values (i.e., he critiques Eumenes for attempting it but faults
Perseus for not using it).

From these examples one can conclude that the “gift as bait” tactic would have
been part of the cultural encyclopedia of Greeks and recognizable. The strategy could be
used to create a power asymmetry by dampening mappncia in favor of one party,

participants’ awareness of the tactic could put pressure on parties to exercise caution

8 Polyb., Hist., 29.8.5-6. Eumenes also promised to send hostages as pledge of good faith to
Perseus.

87 Polyb., Hist., 29.8.4 [Olson, Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL].

88 Polyb., Hist., 29.8.7 [Olson, Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL] (aiypov &pnoev ivan ki
@ 5136vTL Kol pdAdov £Tt Td Aapfdvovtt 1o doKelY pcbod Ty novyiov Exev.

% Polyb., Hist., 29.8.5-10.
% Polyb., Hist., 29.9.1-6.
91 Polyb., Hist., 29.9.7-11.
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especially when negotiating with someone whom one distrusts, and its moral

appropriateness could depend on one’s perspective and the specific circumstances.
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CHAPTER 3
BENEFACTION: SELECT MOTIFS

In order to calibrate legitimate cultural expectations and discern cultural scripts
related to benefaction, this section explores discrete dynamics and motifs of benefaction
that are especially relevant to Paul’s letter to the Galatians: civic freedom, promise,
starting and completing, word-deed congruency, benefits to the worthy and unworthy,
generosity and abundance, time, ingratitude, fidelity and defection, kinship language,

memory, imitation, and community survival.

Benefits and Patterns of Benefaction

Across the array of Greek cities in the Mediterranean and beyond, the deeds of
benefactors afforded their recipients with a panoply of benefits. The meaningful deeds of
personal service and the results of their services would feature in the landscape of public
places in the form of inscriptions (e.g., temple, agora), be commemorated at festivals, and
be awarded with praise and tokens of gratitude. This section explores salient benefits and
services that benefactors provided for cities that contextualize Paul’s language at several
points in Galatians surrounding specific motifs: civic freedom, promise, starting and
completing a benefaction, the congruity of one’s words and deeds, expressions of
generosity and abundance, the varied dynamics of giving benefits to worthy or unworthy

people, and the language of time.

Civic Freedom

For Greek poleis in the Hellenistic and early Roman periods civic freedom
(éhevBepin) generally entailed a certain level of political independence of the polis with
an emphasis on internal democratic governance according to its native laws, constitution,
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and ancestral customs as well as a lack of external constraints on that governance and on
the city’s population (e.g., compulsory payments, occupying garrisons, foreign governor,
or a native or foreign-propped tyrant).! That is, civic freedom was generally conceived of
in terms of freedom from external forceful constraint and freedom to operate with
internal self-governance.? Yet each freedom-event or usage of the term hev0epia (or
€levBepdc) could highlight different motifs and specific elements relevant to its own local
context.

The importance of freedom is revealed in how €hevBepia is described in
inscriptions and in the vehemence with which some cities fought to maintain it. Freedom
is called “the first and [greatest] benefaction” (RC 71.11-12) and one of “the greatest
goods” (I.Stratonikeia 512.9-10).> Augustus called it “the greatest privilege of all” and

one of “the most highly prized privileges” that should not be given out in vain or without

! A brief but useful description of a Hellenistic polis is that it was “a corporate body of
citizens, organized in a decision-making community, structured by norms and essentially democratic
institutions whose authority regulated the common life” (i.e., a state), but it was also “a monumental urban
center and a territory; a descent group with its myths; a system of participatory rituals; a sense of place and
of past, and hence an identity; a locus of human interaction, and hence a society.” John Ma, Antiochos 111
and the Cities of Western Asia Minor (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 150-151.

2 It is useful to distinguish between primary and secondary freedom as outlined by Shane
Wallace, who highlights the malleability of the meaning of civic freedom in the relationship between kings
and Greek cities. He argues that éhevBepia “operated either as a point of unity or discord depending on the
politics of its application: kings employed it to bind the city to the empire under royal patronage
(Secondary freedom), while cities outwith the empire asserted it as a point of discord against royal control
(Primary freedom.” Otherwise phrased, the distinction is “freedom as granted by one power and conditional
upon its goodwill (Secondary freedom) and freedom as a self-guaranteed right often asserted against
another’s control (Primary freedom).” Shane Wallace, “The Freedom of the Greek in the Early Hellenistic
Period (337-262 BC). A Study in Ruler-City Relations” (PhD diss., University of Edinburgh, 2011), 14,
44. On complexity and variability of civic freedom in the late Classical and early Hellenistic world in
general, see Wallace, “The Freedom of the Greek in the Early Hellenistic Period (337-262 BC).”

3 “Now, being anxious to reward them fittingly with the first [and greatest] benefaction, [we
have decided that they be] for all time free” (kai vovi 8¢ Tiig Tp®d-|[TNg Kai peyiotng vepyleciag
kataéidoar omovdalovrec| [avtode, éxpivapey gil tov dmavio ypovov édevdépoug|[eivan]; RC 71.11-14;
translation from RC). “Since through everything the demos, making known its piety to the deity as well as
its thankfulness and on account of these things, to its advantage, obtained the notice of the gods, was itself
delivered from the dangers and from the critical moment, and became free and autonomous and was
appointed possessor of the greatest goods” (€me1d1| d10 TovTOG 0 STjpog amodewvipevog|| v ig TO Bgiov
€VoEPLAV TE KOl gDYaploTioy| Kol 10 TODTO ETL TML GLUPEPOVTL TLYYXAVOV| THC Topd TV BedV Emonuaciog
Seombn &k TV KvdOHvav kai k ToD TEPIOTAVTOG aTOV Kapod| Kol EAe00gPOC Kol adTOVOUOC E£YEVETO Kol
TV pellyiotmv dyaddv kbplog Kateotddn; L.Stratonikeia 512.4—10).
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good cause (Reynolds §13.4, 7).* It is no wonder, then, that the cities of Isauria and
Abydos on separate occasions over a hundred years apart, in attempts to preserve their
freedom, collectively fought to the point of committing themselves to death in a mass
murder-suicide rather than submitting to the yoke of foreign dominion.> Each situation
that involves freedom has its own local circumstances, particular shape, and
accompanying motifs. A survey of some of the more significant instances that involve
freedom of populations from the death of Alexander to the reign of Nero illustrates its
enduring importance and highlights its significance(s) in order to accurately contextualize
the notion of freedom in Paul’s letter to the Galatians.

One of the most significant elements frequently attesting to a city’s freedom is
its ability to conduct its affairs without an occupying garrison.® In the wars of
Alexander’s successors, Antigonos I Monophthalmos and his son Demetrios I Poliorketes
took it upon themselves to campaign for the freedom of Greek cities so that they might
gain the favor of the poleis.” In 315 BC Antigonos publicized his campaign by sending

decrees to Greek cities, saying “all the Greeks are free, ungarrisoned, and autonomous.”®

4 “Imperator Caesar Augustus, son of divus Julius, wrote to the Samians underneath their
petition: You yourselves can see that I have given the privilege of freedom to no people except the
Aphrodisians, who took my side in the war and were capture by storm because of their devotion to us. For
it is not right to give the favor of the greatest privilege of all at random and without cause. I am well-
disposed to you and should like to do a favor to my wife who is active in your behalf, but not to the point of
breaking my custom. For I am not concerned for the money which you pay towards the tribute, but I am not
willing to give the most highly prized privileges to anyone without good cause” (§€eotiv el avtoig Opav
61110 PAGvOpwmov TG ElevBepiag 00dEVL dEdwKE MU TATY T® TMV| APPodelciEmV d¢ v Td TOAEU® TO
€0 PPOVNGOG BOPLIAWTOG S0 TV TTPOG NAG EBVOLOY £YEVETO | 0D YapP E0TIV SIKALOV TO TAVIWV HEYIGTOV
eavBpwmov gixi] kol yopig aitiog yopileobat. Eyd 8| pely edvod kai Bovloipny av Tij yovoiki pov
VIEP VUMV omovdalovon yapilecbor arra| ovy dote kataAdoat TV cuviBeldy oV 0VSE Yap TOV
xPNUGToOV pot péleL & €ig TOV POpoV TEXETTE| vac. star GALA TO TeyudToTa EIMAVOpOTO YOPIg aitiog
€VUAOYOV dedKEVA V. 1 00BEVL fovAopan star; Reynolds §13.2—7; translation from Reynolds §13).

5 For Isauria, see Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.22. For Abydos, see Polyb., Hist., 16.30-34; cf.
1. Priene 19.7-20.

6 On the variety of ways garrisons and occupied populations interacted in Hellenistic cities, see
Angelos Chaniotis, War in the Hellenistic World: A Social and Cultural History (Malden, MA: Blackwell,
2005), 88-93.

" Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.61.3-4.

8 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.61.3 (givar 82 xoi Tod¢ "EAAvag Gmavtag éAevdépoug, dppovpntoic,

aOTOVOLOVG).
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In the same year, Alexander son of Polyperchon, in the employ of Antigonos I, set about
campaigning in the Peloponnesos to cast out Kassander’s garrisons and “to reestablish for
the cities their freedom.” In 313/312 BC Ptolemaios, strategos of Antigonos, freed the
strategically significant city of Chalkis and left it ungarrisoned, a deliberate move by
Antigonos to show that he was genuinely seeking the freedom of the Greek cities in
contrast to the rival Kassander.!® Apparently, though, Chalkis was not entirely freed at
this time. Some years later (304 BC), after the death of the Antigonid strategos
Ptolemaios (or Polemaios), the unknown honorand of an Athenian inscription completed
the process of freeing Chalkis by removing the garrison guarding the Euripos (the
channel between Boiotia and Euboia, of which Chalkis was the chief port).!! The
inscription reads: “Since . . . when he was appointed over the guard of the Euripos by
Polemaios, when he (Polemaios) died he returned the Euripos to the Chalkidians and was
responsible for the freedom of their city according to the purpose of the kings Antigonos
and Demetrios.”!?

From 315 to 311 BC Antigonos freed many other cities from their occupying

Macedonian garrisons and in the peace of 311 he was able to get the concession (however

% Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.64.2 (tovtov 62 ywpiodévrog AAEEavSpog émidv TaC &v
IMehomovviom mOAels pet’ Apiotodnpov tag pev vmod Kacdavdpov kabeotapévag ppovpag EkPaieiv
£melpdto, Toig 08 TOAEoY AmokadioTdy TV EAgubepiay).

10 “When Kassander had departed, the strategos of Antigonos, Ptolemaios, terrified those
holding under garrison Chalkis and took the city and left the Chalkidians ungarrisoned, so that it would be
evident that Antigonos genuinely had chosen to free the Greeks (Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.78.2; 6 &’
Avrw(’)vou crpw:nybg [Ttolepoiog xwptceévrog eig Maoxkedoviav Kacdepou Kawnknédusvog TOVG
(ppoupouvwg ’ET|V XoAkida mapérafe TV TOAY Kol tovg Xa)mtﬁstg apikev a(ppoupntovg, dote ysvacs@ou
(powapov WG TPOG a)»nesww Avrwovog s?»eu@spovv nponpntou Ioug “EMAnvag: €mikalpog yap 1 moOAc €oti
7015 Povropévolg Exety OpuMTpLoY TPOG TO Stamorepelv mept TGV SAwv). Cassander had maintained a
garrison at Chalkis with a certain Pleistarchos in command (Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.77.5-6). On Chalkis as
one of the three “fetters of Greece,” important control points for occupying powers, see Polyb, Hist., 18.11;
Livy, History of Rome, 32.37.3.

1 JG 112 469.
2 g[re1dn).. .]|. . .xaractadei[g &ni Thv| T]od Eupmou QLAOKTV VTTO Hoksp(x[lov TeAEV|T|No0VTOG

£Kkeivov ansSmKs X(x[kméisuow ‘E||OV EJbpurov xa[i] afi]tiog € sysvato [ToD TV TOA V] avtdv ElevBépay
vevéoBau ke[t v Tpola]ipecty @V Paciiémv Aviryovo[v koi Anunjtpliov (/G 112 469.1-8).
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poorly abided) that the Greeks would be autonomous.!* The city of Skepsis replied to
Antigonos with gratitude, awarding divine honors and instituting a “glad tidings”
(evayyela) offering for the news that Antigonos secured that “being free and
autonomous, in good order they will continue into the future.”!'* In 307 BC, Athens
famously awarded divine honors to Antigonos and Demetrios for liberating the city from
Kassander’s garrison and from his hand-picked governor Demetrios of Phaleron.!?

After Demetrios had left Athens, Kassander ventured to retake Attika and
besieged Athens, but once again found himself repelled by Demetrios, who had returned
to the Greek mainland after his siege of Rhodes.!® Demetrios expelled several of
Kassander’s garrisons and restored freedom to several Greek polities.!” An inscription set
up by volunteers from Athens who were serving in Demetrios’s army lauds him for his

liberative self-endangerment and awards him with public praise, an equestrian statue in

13 On Antigonos’s campaign freeing Greek cities in 314-313, see Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.66,
73-75, 77-78. In 313/312 Antigonos freed Miletos. An inscription attests that in that year “the city became
free and autonomous by (the agency of) Antigonos and the democracy was returned” (1] ToALg| EAevOépa
Kol a0TOVOHOG £YEvETO VIO| AvTiydvou Kol 1) dnuokpatio arnedoon; L. Milet 1 3.123.2—4). On the peace of
311 between Kassander, Lysimachos, Ptolemy, and Antigonos that agreed about territorial sovereignty, see
Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.105.1; OGIS 5 and 6 (for English translations and comments, see BD? §6; Austin’
§38-39; RC §1). See also an inscription from Kolophon in which the city’s demos decided to construct new
walls and mentions its freedom secured by Alexander and Antigonos. Benjamin D. Meritt, “Inscriptions of
Colophon,” The American Journal of Philology 56, no. 4 (1935): 359-372, no. 1, lines 6—7. The inscription
from Kolophon reads in part: “Since Alexander the king and Antigonos returned its freedom to it” (éngidn
mapédwkey avTdL AAEEAVOPOC O Pactdedg| trv éhevbepiav kai Avtiyovog; Il. 6-7). For a brief discussion
contextualizing this inscription in its historical context, see Getzel M. Cohen, The Hellenistic Settlements of
Europe, the Islands, and Asia Minor (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1996), 183—187.

14 &\ e00-||[p]ot kai amtévopor dvieg v ipivn| [gic] 10 Aowmdv diaEovsty (OGIS 6.15-17). For
a English translation of OGIS 6, see BD? §6. On the relationship between Antigonos and Skepsis in relation
to divine honors, see Christian Habicht, Divine Honors for Mortal Men in Greek Cities: The Early Cases,
trans. John Noél Dillon (Ann Arbor, MI: Michigan Classical Press, 2017), 30-31. On the term gipfjvn) as
referring to “good order”, see Michael Dormandy, “How to Understand What Passes All Understanding:
Using the Documentary Papyri to Understand in Paul,” N7S 67 (2021): 220-240, who argues that “gipfvn
is a public, political concept” that “describes a well-ordered, well-governed, socially and commercially
well-functioning society, in which everything happens as it should, or at least as rulers decree it should”
(235-236).

15 On Demetrios’s first liberation and stay in Athens, see Plutarch, Demetrios, 8.1-15.1. On the
liberation of Athens, see especially Plutarch, Demetrios, 10.1.

16 Plutarch, Demetrios, 23.1-2.

17 Plutarch, Demetrios, 23.1-2.
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the agora next to the statue of Democracy, and sacrifices to Demetrios Soter.!®
Demetrios’s campaign of 303 BC in mainland Greece also afforded liberation to cities in
the Peloponnesos.'” He released from Macedonian control the cities of Argos, Sikyon,
and Corinth by paying their occupying garrisons 100 talents to leave.?? An inscription
from Halikarnassos honors one of its own citizens, Zenodotos Baukideos, for his
participation in the liberation of Troizen in the Peloponnesos from its Macedonian
garrison during Demetrios’s campaign.?! It states, “having arrived at the right time he
helped and struggled together with them for the freedom of the city and the expulsion of
the garrison in a manner worthy of the fatherland and kinship and goodwill that the city
(of Halikarnassos) has towards the Trozenians.”?? Ties of kinship between cities in this
case facilitated cooperation toward the goal of freedom.

Other of Alexander’s successors took note of the Antigonid strategy of Greek
freedom.? Around 309-305 BC, Ptolemy I agreed to a treaty with the city of Tasos with
the agreement that it be “free and autonomous and ungarrisoned and not subject to

tribute.”?* Demetrios himself lost favor in Athens as his power in Macedonia crumbled

18 SEG 25.149. For an English translation and background, see Jon D. Mikalson, Religion in
Hellenistic Athens (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1998), 84-85.

19 Plutarch, Demetrios, 25.
20 Plutarch, Demetrios, 25.1.

21 PH258005. On this inscription and its circumstances, see E. L. Hicks, “On an Inscription at
Cambridge: Boechkh, C. I. G. 106,” Journal of Hellenic Studies 2 (1881): 98—101; Richard A. Billows,
Antigonos the One-Eyed and the Creation of the Hellenistic State (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1990), 440.

22 koi kot kapdv agikopevog| £Bondnoe kai cuvnyovicato adToig ig v &levdepiov Tiig
mohewg kal v E€aywynyv| Thg epovpdg d&img T Te matpidog Kai T oikeldTnTOC KOl £VVOICAG THC
vrapyovong| T ToAel Tpog Tpolnviovg (PH258005.6-11).

23 Diodoros notes that Antigonos’s campaign for the freedom of Greek cities ignited a
benefaction competition between Antigonos and other Diadochi like Ptolemy. He states, “While these
things were going on, Ptolemy, who had heard what had been decreed by the Macedonians with Antigonos
in regard to the freedom of the Greeks, published a similar decree himself, since he wished the Greeks to
know that he was no less interested in their autonomy than was Antigonos. Each of them, indeed,
perceiving that it was a matter of no little moment to gain the goodwill of the Greeks, rivalled the other in
conferring favors upon this people” (Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.62.1-2 [Geer, LCL]).

2 ¢heBepog Kai odTOVOLOG Kai AepovpNTog Kai dpopordyntog (1. lasos 2.6-7, 30-31, 50-51,
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and in 287 BC the Athenians ousted his garrison at the Mouseion hill with the help of one
of his own garrison commanders named Strombichos.?> The honorific decree in his
honor, with which the people and council awarded him praise, citizenship, and a gold

grown, recounts his role in the events:

Since Strombichos, who formerly served on campaign with Demetrios, when he had
been left behind in the town with Spintharos, and the People had taken up arms for
freedom and appealed that he place his soldiers in the service of the city, he put
himself at the service of the People for their freedom and placed his armory on the
side of the city, thinking that he should not stand in the way of what was in the
interests of the city but share responsibility for its preservation, and he joined the
People in the siege of the Mouseion, and after affairs had been concluded in favor of
the city he has continued to provide unstintingly its remaining needs and has
remained steadfast in his good will for the People.?¢

The inscription highlights Strombichos’s role by crafting a narrative of service to the
“interests of the city” (1& cupeépovta), its preservation/deliverance (cmtnpia), and his
continuous committed concern and provision for the Athenian people even after the
liberation event.

A fascinating instance of liberation from a foreign garrison comes from the
city of Eretria (ca. 285 BC) in which the city attributes their freedom to an act of the god
Dionysos due to the garrison’s sudden departure without a fight during the festival of

Dionysos.?’ The text reads:

54-55).

B IG I 1 918-919 (the two surviving inscriptions from 266/265 BC combine to reconstruct
part of the single decree that relays events from 287 BC). Demetrios maintained garrisons in Athens
(including the Peiraios) after peace negotiations but officially conceded Athenian freedom. On the whole
episode between Athens and Demetrios in 287 BC, see Christian Habicht, Athens from Alexander to
Antony, trans. Deborah Lucas Schneider (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1997), 95-97.

26 ¢me1dn TpopPryoc otpatevopevog tpdtepo[v]| mapd Anuntpiot kai KatoleipOeic &v Tdt
dotel peta X[mi-][vodapov, Aafovtog Tod dnpov ta Omha VrEp TG Elevd[ep-|[i]ag kai Tapoakarod[v]tog Kol
ToVG oTpatiwTog Tilechat -]|pOg T O DTEKOVGEY T dNUmL €i¢ TV ErevBepiav [k|a]i £Beto Ta Hmha
peTa Thg TOAE®G 010pEVOG STV UN| Evio[T-]|acBot Tdt Tig TOAE®C CLUPEPOVTL AAAL GLVAITIOC YeEVES|O]a]t Tl
cotplat, cuvemoAdpket 8¢ kal T Movo[eijov petd [to-]|[d dMpov kal cuvt[e]recOé[vt]wv Tel ToEL TV
mp[a]yndrov k-]|oi Tag Aowrdg xpeing ATpopacicT®ms TapaoyOuevo[g diot]jetélekey Kol SloUEUEVIKEY EV
11 10V dfjuov ev[voiot] (/G II* 1 918.7-17). Translation by Sean Byrne, “Citizenship for Strombichos,”
Attic Inscriptions Online, last updated June 16, 2019,
https://www.atticinscriptions.com/inscription/IGI131/918. For Strombichos’s awards, see IG I1* 1 919.17—
26.

27 SEG 64.778. See Anne-Frangoise Jaccottet, “La Lierre de la Liberté,” ZPE 80 (1990): 150~
156; Denis Knoepfler, “EX®@ONAE TAX BOIQTIAX. The Expansion of the Boeotian Koinon towards
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Since during the procession of Dionysos the garrison departed, and the People were
liberated, and the ancestral laws and the democracy were recovered. So that it would
be a memorial on this day, it was decided by the Council and the People: to crown
every Eretrian and the inhabitants [with] an ivy crown at the procession of
Dionysos.?8

Interestingly, the inscription portrays Dionysos liberating each of the inhabitants of
Eretria individually rather than the entire city as a collective political unit.?’

After the first generation of the Diadochi, freedom continued to be realized by
the removal of garrisons even to the time of Augustus. So, a certain Kleonymos “expelled
the garrison and cast out the pirates and returned freedom to the city” of Alipheira in the
Peloponnesos.®® In 243/242 BC the strategos of the Achaian League, Aratos of Sikyon,
expelled the Macedonian garrison from the Akrocorinthos.?! Around 235 BC

Olympichos, a local dynast, wrote to the city of Mylasa:

Olympichos to the boule and demos, greetings. Since we have aimed at every
opportunity to bestow the greatest benefits on your fatherland, we have never
shrunk from anything that might lead to (your) repute and honor and have
undergone great dangers on your behalf. For when we took over your city, we
removed the garrison from the citadel and restored (the city) to you to be free and
democratically governed. Since we have chosen to be in no respect second to the
previous benefactors of your citzy, we wish to favor you by improving (the status) of
the temples in your fatherland.’

Central Euboia in the Early Third Century BC,” in The Epigraphy and History of Boeotia: New Finds, New
Prospects, ed. Nikolaos Papzarkadas (Leiden: Brill, 2014): 68—94. For the longstanding association of
Dionysos with liberation, see Jaccottet, “La Lierre de la Liberté,” 151-153.

2¢medn i mopmiL Tt Atovooov 7 tel| pov(p)a dmiilbev 6 te dijpog NAevBep@ON K[ai]| [Todg
w]ot{pi)ovg (vOpu)oug kai v dnpokpotiov| Ekopicato: dmwmg LLopVN THG NUEPag TadTng| ML, Ed0&eV Tt
BovAfjt kai T MU aTEPOVT|POopEly 'Epetpielg mdvtog Kol Tovg Evolkodvtag)| Kittod 6TEPAVOV Tijt
mounit Tod Atovocov (SEG 64.778.4—10).

29 Jaccottet, “La Lierre de la Liberté,” 156.
30 [8mei] Khedvopog gEdyaye tov mpopay koi 10g mepotag £E4-|[Bar]e koi levdépav Tav
moAMY anédwke (SEG 25.447.3—4). On various proposals of the date and occasion of this inscription, see W.
Kendrick Pritchett, Studies in Ancient Greek Topography: Part VI (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1989), 45-46.

3 Later in the mid-220’s BC Aratos would turn to Antigonos Doson (r. 229-221 BC) to save
the Achaian League from the Spartan Kleomenes. Polybios’s account is apologetic towards Aratos’s
seemingly contradictory actions two decades apart (Hist., 2.46—55) but Plutarch’s account finds fault with
him (Kleomenes, 16).

32° O)dmmyoc T PovAft koi Tén St y[aipev: mpoapoduevol| e]vepyeteiv &v movTi Kopdt
T péyiota v mo[Tpida 000evog eVdEmOTE]| AnéoTnuey TMV €ic dO&aV Kol TNV avnkdv[Ttov peydAovg
VIOGTAVTEG V]|TEP VUV KIvOOVOLS: TtopaAaPovTeg yap TV [Dpetépay oAy TV @pov]|pav &K Tiig dprag
g€ayayovteg ehebBepay [Kai] dnuokpTovpévny dmol|kateotnoopey DUIv: gipod[p]ev[ol & v ovbe]vi
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In Athens around 215 BC, the people honored a certain Eurykleides for his long career of
service and benefaction to the city in previous decades, in which, among many other
deeds, “he restored the freedom of the city with his brother Mikion” by helping pay the
occupying royal Macedonian garrisons to leave.*

With the coming of Roman involvement and eventual hegemony over the
Mediterranean, éhevBepio continued to be expressed in part as being ungarrisoned. When
Rome defeated Philip V, Flamininus announced at the Isthmian games in 196 BC that a
large number of Greek cities would now be “free, ungarrisoned, without tribute, subject
to their ancestral laws.”** Plutarch reasons that Flamininus convinced the ten Roman
envoys to free the whole of Greece by removing all the garrisons rather than keeping
Corinth, Chalkis, and Demetrias under garrisons “so that the benefaction (1] yép1g) would
be whole (rather than partial) from him to the Greeks.”* For this act of deliverance,
Flamininus received voluminous gratitude, being hailed as cwtp and given divine

honors by several cities.>® Later, during the mid-first century BC, the city of Plarasa-

S[e]vtepor givan TdV gdepyety|cavToy To[T€ THY TO]AY, TASE PovAdpevor VUiV Te yopilecon koi To ig][pd
ta &v ] motpidt adéew (1. Labraunda 8.10—-17); translation modified from “Letter of Olympichos to
Mylasa, Concerning Dedicated Land,” Translations of Hellenistic Inscriptions: 33, accessed July 10, 2021,
http://www.attalus.org/docs/other/inscr_33.html). On the sacred land leasing scheme mentioned in

I Labraunda 8b, see Beate Dignas, “The Leases of Sacred Property at Mylasa: An Alimentary Scheme for
the Gods,” Kernos 13 (2000): 117-126.

3 v &evBepiov dmokatéotno[ev Tt moAel pe][td Tod ddekpod Mikimvog (IG I 1 1160.10—
12). When Demetrios II (r. 239-229) died, the Athenians “started to vie for their freedom” (Gppunoav €mi
v éhevbepiav; Plutarch, Aratos, 34.4). A sickly Aratos helped convince Diogenes the garrison
commander “to return the Peiraios, Mounychia, Salamis, and Sounion to the Athenians for a hundred and
fifty talents, of which Aratos himself contributed twenty to the city” (Plutarch, Aratos, 34.4). After the
garrisons left, the Athenians strengthened their fortifications in an effort to ensure their newly free status
(IG 1 1 1160.14-16). On this episode, see Habicht, Athens from Alexander to Antony, 173-174.

3 Ehevbépove, GePovpPNTONS, APOPOLOYHTOVG, VOLOILS Ypmuévovg Toic motpiog (Polyb., Hist.,
18.46.5). On the whole episode, see Polyb., Hist., 18.44—46.

35 80" oig dyBopevoc 6 Titog kol Papéwg pépmv, kai Sedpevog Tod cuvedpiov, Téhog dEéneice
Kol Ta0Tag TAG TOAELS Aveival TG PPovpas, 6mwg OAOKANPOC 1 xapig Vtapén mop” avtod Toic “EAAncy.
Plutarch, Flamininus, 10.2.

36 Polyb., Hist., 18.46.10—12. Polybios remarks that “however excessive their gratitude may
seem to have been, one may confidently say that it was far inferior to the greatness of the event,” which “by
a single proclamation all the Greeks inhabiting Asia and Europe became free, ungarrisoned, subject to no
tribute and governed by their own laws” (Polyb., Hist., 18.46.13, 15 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]).
For various responses of gratitude, see Plutarch, Flamininus, 10—12. For Flamininus’s liberation of
Gytheion from Sparta, the demos of Gytheion erected a statue (195 BC) that hails Flamininus as its cotp
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Aphrodisias (soon to be simply known as Aphrodisias) enjoyed free status, which
included being ungarrisoned and without a Roman commander.?’

In addition to freedom from garrisons, freedom could be realized when a city
was free from control of a foreign governor or from tyrants.>® One can note how Klaros
honored a certain benefactor Menippos, since, among other things, “he freed those
inhabiting the city from the taking of pledges and the governing control.”** Elsewhere,
the city of Priene celebrated its liberation from a certain Hieron, a tyrant who had
controlled the city for some three years, and instituted a festival to commemorate the
occasion.*® Polybios remarks that the Antigonos I Gonatas (r. 283-239 BC) imposed
tyrannical governance upon certain Greek cities.*! During the formation of the Achaian
League in the mid-third century BC, some Achaian cities expelled occupying garrisons or
killed (or forced to abdicate) Macedonian-propped tyrants in order to join the
federation.*> According to Polybios’s idealistic description of the Achaian League’s
goals, they sought to live in a state of mutual aid, liberty (éAevBepia), and common

harmony of the Peloponnesians (1] kowr] oudvoio Ilehomovvnoiov).*® In this way, civic

(Tirov Titov Kofyxtiov otpataydv dratov Popaiov 6 ddpoc 6 Mbeatdv tov odtod cotipa; Syll.3 592;
English translation in BD? §37 and Sherk [1984] §6B; cf. Livy, History of Rome, 34.29.13 in which
Flamininus makes a deal to remove the garrison from Gytheion). Cities and individuals thanked
Flamininus: Corinth (SEG 22.214), Eretria (IG XII 9.233), Delphi (Syll.> 616), Scotussa in Thessaly (SEG
23.412), Gytheion (SEG 11.923), Argos (SEG 22.266.13—-14), and Chalkis (Plutarch, Flamininus, 16.3—4;
1G XI1 9.931). For English translations of some of the documents, see Sherk [1984] §6. On SEG 22.266 and
the novel honor of a Roman having a competition named after him, see Georges Daux, “Concours des
Titeia dans un décret d’Argos,” Bulletin de Correspondance Hellenique 88, no. 2 (1964): 569-576.

37 Reynolds §9.

38 Polybios constructs a speech for the Aitolian envoy to Sparta named Chlaineas in which the
speaker considers foreign garrisons and foreign-propped tyrants as a form of enslavement (SovAeia; Polyb.,
Hist., 9.29.6).

39 1ov¢ 8¢ katokodvtog TV mOAY NAevOEpmoe Kateyyunoemy| kKol oTpotnyikiic dEovaiog
(SEG 39.1244, Col. 1.37-39; after 120/119 BC).

40 I Priene 11 (297 BC); cf. I. Priene 37.65-83.

41 Polyb., Hist., 2.41.10.

42 Polyb., Hist., 2.41.13-15; 2.43.3, 8-9; 2.43.3-6.
43 Polyb., Hist., 2.42.5-6.
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freedom of independent but cooperatively interconnected democratically governed cities
stands together over against a monarchic, centralized power structure subject to a single
human mind and will.**

Not being subject to tribute or taxes also constituted a form of freedom. So, a
treaty between lasos, Ptolemy I, and certain others stipulates that the city of lasos be
“free and autonomous and ungarrisoned and not subject to tribute (dpopordyntoc).”*> A
decree from the League of Islanders (ca. 280 BC) recognizes Ptolemy I Soter’s
benefactions to it, since he “has been responsible for many great blessings to the
Islanders and the other Greeks, having liberated the cities [310-308 BC], restored their
laws, re-established to all their ancestral constitution and remitted their taxes.”*® The
Seleukid king Antiochos II confirmed that he would maintain the autonomy of Erythrai
by maintaining it as “free from tribute” (dpopordyntog).*” As noted above, when
Flamininus announced freedom in 196 BC to the Greeks, he included the stipulation of
tribute exemption (dpopordyntoc).*® In 189 BC the Roman Spurius Postumius (consul

186 BC) wrote to Delphi twice to confirm the inviolability of the city and the temple of

Apollo as well as the city’s freedom and exemption from tribute. He wrote to the

4 See also Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 16.65-70, 72—73, 77-83, 90.

4 g\ed0epog kol adTdVOpOG Kol dppodpnTog Kol dpopoldyntog (Ilasos 2.7-8, 30-31, 50-51,
54-55; 309-305 BC). Cf. Ilasos 3 (ca. 305-295 BC).

46 ¢re1dn 0| [Blociheds koi cathp Mtodepdiog moAAGY| kai peydimv dyoddv aitiog £yéveto
10ig| [t]e vnowwtoaug Kol toig dAlolg "EAAnow, tag te [O|A]erg ElevbBepmdaoog kol Tovg vOopovg dmodovg|| [k]ai
T ThTprop oAtteiop oty Kotaothoalc| Klal tdv eicpopdy kKoveicag (IG XII 7 506.10-16).

47 “And since Tharsynon and Pythes and Bottas have shown that under Alexander and
Antigonus your city was autonomous and free from tribute, while our ancestors were always zealous on its
behalf; since we see that their judgement was just, and since we ourselves wish not to lag behind in
conferring benefits, we shall help you to maintain your autonomy and we grant you exemption not only
from other tribute but even from [the] contributions [to] the Gallic fund” (ki €161 ol @apciHvovto kai
[Ivofjv kol Bot|tdv dmépavov 51611 £ni te AdeEdvSpov kol Avirydvov odtd|[v]opog Nv koi 4popoidynToc 1y
TOMC VU@V, Kol ol uétepot Tpdyo|[vot] Eomevdov ael Tote Tepl avtiic, Bempod<V>TEG TOVTOVG TE
kpil[[vav]tag dikaimg kai avtoi Bovddpevol un Asinesbon taic evep|[yec]iong, TV Te avTovopioy VLIV
GUVOILTHPHGOHEY Kol Bpopo|[Aoy]iTovg elvar cuyympoduey Tdv Te AV drdvtov kail [tdv eic] td
Talatika cvvoyouévav; LErythr. 31.21-28 [ = RC 15; OGIS 223]; translation from BD? §22; see also
English translations in Austin? §170 and Burstein §23).

8 Polyb., Hist., 18.46.5.
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Delphians that they “shall be autonomous and free and exempt from tribute, dwelling and
conducting governance according to their own (laws) and ruling the sacred land and the
sacred harbor as was their ancestral custom from of old.”* In 55 BC the city of Mytilene,
which had joined Mithradates in 88 BC and participated in the mass slaughter of the
Romans in Asia, and was subsequently subject to Rome as a civitas stipendiaria and
opened to the publicani, received pardon and freedom from Pompey that included
exemption from taxes.’ In 39 BC the Roman senate granted Plarasa-Aphrodisias
freedom that included tax exemption and the ability to be governed by their own ancestral
laws.*! Finally, in AD 67 Nero personally announced “freedom” (8 evbepia)) and “tax
exemption” (dvelcpopia) for Greek cities.>? Thus, tax- and tribute-exemption, which
release a city from the coercive subjection of tax and tribute, were additional occasions
for celebrating freedom.

The freedom of non-inference, that is, freedom from all manner of compelled
subjection like garrisons, foreign governors, tyrants, and tribute or taxes, was

complemented by the positive aspects of freedom, which entailed freedom to conduct

4 [kai]| Thv mOMY TdV AchodV Kai TV xdpav Kai A[eApov]c adTovopovg koi ghevdépoug k[ai
Avelspopovg, oikobv]|tag kai ToAtevovtog avTovg kad  ad[Tovg kai] kupievovtag Tiig Te iepdg xdplag kol
70D 1epod M-]|uévog kabmg matplov avtois €€ apyng [nv] (FD 11 4 353.11-14; cf. 11. 4-7; translation my
own; one can find a full English translation in Sherk [1984] §15; Cf. Syll.3 609 [190 BC)).

50 RDGE §25 and commentary (pp. 144-145).

51 Reynolds §8.58-62. It reads, “...and (it is agreed) that the community, and the citizens of
Plarasa and Aphrodisias are to have, hold, use and enjoy all those lands, places, buildings, villages, estates,
strongpoints, pastures, revenues which they had when they entered the friendship of the Roman People, and
are to be free, and immune from taxation and the presence of tax-contractors. Neither are any of them
obliged on any account to give or contribute (anything) but they are to be free in all respects and immune
from taxation and are to enjoy their own traditional laws and those which they pass among themselves
hereafter” (6mog Te 1) moAetta, oi moAsiton ol ITlapaciwy kol APpodeiciémv ued’ oV dypdv, TOTOV,|
01KOSOLIAY, KOUDY, YOPI®V, OYVPOUETOV, OpdV, TPOcOd®V TPOC TNV @IAiay To[D] dfpov t0d Popaioy
nmpootjABov Tadta|| mavtag Exw[o]w, kpatdov, ypdvtat, Kopmilovtal T8, Tavtev Tdv tpaypdtoy [N]
§[A]ev0epor dTelsic T€ Kol AdNpOcIOVNTOL OGtY| MMjTe pmv ny[ss 16 tva aitiov ékeivov d<r>d6var (?T1)
UNoE <c>vvelopépely OQeilwoty, [a]AAa Ehevbepot Kol dTeleic wotv, vouoig| e idiolg m[atpi]oig kai odg Gv
UETO TADTA €V £0VTOIG KUP<H>G<®>C1V 2;(p(bv[rou]; translation from Reynolds §8). Cf. Reynolds §9, §13.
For a similar grant of freedom see CIL I* 589 (English translation in Sherk [1984] §72).

52 wévteg ol TV Ayaiav kai v Eog| viv Ilehomdvvnoov kototkodvreg "EAANvec| Adfet’

€levbepiov avicpopiav, fiv ovd  &v Toig e0TL-||xeoTdToIC DUV TAVTES Xpdvolc Eoyete (IG VII 2713.13-15;
English translations in Danker §44 and Braund §261; cf. Suetonius, Nero, 24; RPC 1.1203-1206).
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affairs according to the city’s own laws and ancestral (often democratic) constitution.
Hence, when Demetrios Poliorketes liberated Athens in 307 BC his program involved
both expelling the Macedonian garrison and restoring the laws and ancestral (democratic)
constitution.>® Examples previously mentioned feature similar expressions of freedom:
Miletos (democratic governance; 313/312 BC), Eretria (ancestral laws, democratic
governance; ca. 285 BC), League of Islanders (restored laws, ancestral constitution; ca.
280 BC), Mylasa (democratic governance; ca. 235 BC), various Greek cities (ancestral
laws; 196 BC), Delphi (govern selves with own laws, control of ancestral land and harbor
possessions; 189 BC), Plarasa-Aphrodisias (ancestral laws; 39 BC).>* Examples could be
multiplied across time and space.> A brief mention of a few additional instances can be
illustrative.

Around 255/254 BC, Athens honored as their benefactor Phaidros of Sphettos.
Phaidros served as strategos (296/295 BC), served successfully as envoy to Ptolemy,
strategos for hoplites (288/287 BC), protected the countryside, provided corn and other
produce to Athens from the countryside, served as agonothetes twice (282/281 BC and

another time), and overall acted in word and deed to benefit the city throughout his life.>¢

33 yevopévov 8¢ To0Tov KIPUKa TOPAGTNCAUEVOS GVETTEY Tl TEPWELEY oDTOV O TTaThp Gryadf
Oy T0VGg ABnvaiovg Ehevbepdoovta Kai TV Epovpav EKPaiobvTa Koi TOVG VOUOVS ADTOIC KOl TV
natprov anodwoovto molteiav. Plutarch, Demetrios, 8.5. See also Plutarch, Demetrios, 10.1.

4 References: Miletos (I.Milet 1 3.123.2-4), Eretria (SEG 64.778.4-10), League of Islanders
(IG XII 7 506.10-16), Mylasa (I.Labraunda 8.10—17), various Greek cities freed by Flamininus (Polyb.,
Hist., 18.46.5), Delphi (FD 111 4 353.11-14; cf. 1. 4-7), Plarasa-Aphrodisias (Reynolds §8.58-62).

55 Freedom expressed as the ability to conduct affairs according to their own/ancestral laws
and/or ancestral constitution, and/or democratic governance being facilitated, maintained, or restored
includes the following additional instances: /G XII 4 132.37-39 (306-301 BC); IOSPE 1% 401 (2nd half of
4th—early 3rd c. BC); I.Priene 11.7-15 (297 BC), cf. I. Priene 37.65-83; probably SEG 59.1406A (281 BC);
IG 13 1 912.7-18 (265/264 BC); 1.Erythr. 504.14-20 (268-262 BC); SEG 58.1220 (150-100 BC copy of
inscription from 240-200 BC); I.lasos 4.1-32 = Ma §26A (ca. 196/195 BC); Syll.3 591.32-35, 70-75
(196/195 BC); IC 4 176 (195-168 BC), cf. IC 1 8.9; Syll.* 618.10-17 (190 BC); SEG 39.1244 (after
120/119 BC); OGIS 449 (46—44 BC); I. Knidos 51.3-8 (ca. 45 BC); I.Knidos 52.7-11 (ca. 45 BC and later);
L. Knidos 54.9-11 (ca. 45 BC and later); I.Knidos 55.6—-11 (ca. 45 BC and later), cf. 1. Knidos 53 (ca. 45 BC
and later).

56 JG 11 1 985. On the career of Phaidros, see T. Leslie Shear, Jr., Hesperia Supplements 17:
Kallias of Sphettos and the Revolt of Athens in 286 B.C. (Princeton, NJ: American School of Classical
Studies at Athens, 1978), 9—11; Phillip E. Harding, Athens Transformed, 404-262 BC: From Popular
Sovereignty to Dominion of Wealth (New York: Routledge, 2014), 96-97.
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The honorific decree for Phaidros also notes that “he handed over the city free,
democratic and autonomous, and under the rule of law to those after him.”” Similarly,
some two hundred years later in 36 BC the demos of Stratonikeia set up an honorific
decree for Marcus Cocceius Nerva for his role in the city’s freedom.>® The demos of
Stratonikeia awarded Cocceius Nerva various honors because “he restored to us both our
ancestral freedom and constitution.”® Each expression of freedom over the long time
period the spans the Hellenistic and early Roman periods showed its own complex of
concepts in light of their particular situations, but the two most prevalent and significant
elements were (1) freedom from external compulsion and (2) freedom to internal
governance according to the city’s own ancestral laws and constitution.

A few discrete motifs present in freedom events deserve mention as a part of
the repertoire of cultural scripts that could be invoked during a textual expression of a
freedom event. One important adjunctive script alongside freedom was to explicitly
contrast freedom with enslavement. When Chremonides proposed a decree to the
Athenian people to ally Athens with Sparta and with the aid of Ptolemy II to fight
Antigonas II Gonatas (who had gained the Macedonian throne in 277/276 BC), he
invoked the script of freedom in contrast to enslavement.®® Chremonides invokes the past

analogically to persuade the Athenians in the present. He mentions the past alliances of

57 ko TV TOAY EdevBepiov Kai SUOKPOTOLUEVITY aD|TOVOLOV TOPESMKEY Kol TOVG VOLOLG
Kvpiovg toig ped’|| avtov (IG 112 1 985.38-40). Translation from Sean Byrne, “Honours for Phaidros of
Sphettos,” Attic Inscriptions Online, last updated March 6, 2018,
https://www.atticinscriptions.com/inscription/IGII31/985.

38 [ Stratonikeia 509 (found at Lagina). The inscription in full reads: 6 8fjpog éteipnocey Taig
devtéparg| Tipaic Mapkov Kokkriov Népovav| tov avtokpdtopa Hatdv e dmodedelyuévoy, e0epyETny Koi
mhtpwva Kol oo-||tiipa yeyovota thig ToAeme, drokabeotalkdto d& Ul Kol TV TaTplov EAevbepi|av te Kol
molerteiay, Enaival, Ypuo®dY oTEPAVML APLETEIML, EIKOKVL YOAKTL EQUT|TmL, TpoEdpion &V TOIC AydOLV,
apetiic|| Evexa kai evvoiag kai evepyeciag tig| €ig £avtdv; The demos honored for a second time with
honors Marcus Cocceius Nerva, imperator, appointed consul, who became benefactor and patron and
preserver of the city, he restored to us both our ancestral freedom and constitution, with praise, a gold
crown of valor, a bronze equestrian statue, front seat at the games, on account of the excellence and
goodwill and beneficence that is in himself.

3 I Stratonikeia 509.5-7.

80 JG I3 1 912 (265/264 BC). For English translation see BD? §19 and Austin® §61.
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Athens and Sparta and how “in former times” they “together fought many noble struggles
alongside one another against those who were trying to enslave (katadovAodcOar) the
cities, from which deeds they both won for themselves fair reputation and brought about
freedom for the rest of the Greeks.”®! The decree continues, “and (whereas) now, when
similar circumstances have overtaken all Greece on account of those who are trying to
overthrow the laws and the ancestral institutions of each (of the cities), King Ptolemy, in
accordance with the policy of his ancestors and his sister, shows clearly his concern for
the common freedom of the Greeks.”%? By comparing the past alliances and threat of
enslavement of the shared (constructed) past Chremonides brings that shared cultural
memory to conceptualize the present and persuade his community to action.

According to Polybios, when Philopoimen led the Achaians into battle against
the Spartan tyrant Machanidas (208/207 BC) he motivated his soldiers with a speech to
the effect of, “the present battle has been engaged by those [who fight] on behalf of
dishonorable and shameful slavery and by those [who fight] on behalf of eternally
memorable and radiant freedom.”% At the prospects of Roman garrisons replacing the
Macedonian ones in Greece after Flamininus defeated Philip V (196 BC), the Aitolians
objected that such a state of affairs would be simply a “change of masters” (nebdppooig

deomot@v) rather than freedom.®* A few decades later (171-170 BC) the Roman senate

1 Xpepnwvidng Eteoxhéovg ADOaidng sinev- émeidn| mpdtepop pév Adnvaiot kai
Aaxedoipoviol kai ol cOppay|ot ol EKatépmv ANV Kol GUUOXIOY KOWTV TTOUGAUEVO-|[L TTPOG EAVTOVG
TOAAOVG KOl Kakobg ay®vog nyovicovto pelt AANA®V TTpog ToVg KatadovAodcebot Tag ToOAeg
Emyeiplodvtag, 8&3 @V £0VTOIG TE 00EAV EkTRoavTO Kol Toig dAA[o]ig] "EAAN GV mapackebacay v
£hevlepiav (/G II° 1 912.7-13). Translation from BD? §19.

62 koi vdv 8¢ Kk[a]pdv| kaOeneoTavy dpoiny Ty EALGSa ndicav St To[Vg K]atalde||tv
EMmyelpohvTag TOLG TE VOROLG Kol TAC ToTpiovg £kdoTt|olg mohtteiag 6 te facieledg [Ttolepoiog dxolovBmg
161 T|@V TpoYyOvmV Kol Tel TG AdeApT|c Tpo[a]ipéoetl pavepdg 0TV omovdalmy VIEP ThG KOG T[GV]
‘EAMvov hevBeplag (/G 11° 1 912.13-18). Translation from BD? §19.

6 Polyb., Hist., 11.12.3. 811 1oig puv vmep aioypdg kai moverdictov Sovleiog, Toig & vmep
GEWVoTOL Kol Aapmpdc Ehevbepiag cuvéotnkey O Tapav Kivovvog. Translation mine, consulting Paton,
Walbank, and Habicht, LCL.

6 Polyb., Hist., 18.45.6. On the whole episode, see Polyb., Hist., 18.44-46. See also Plutarch’s

description of the Aitolian complaint, which elaborates on the “change of masters” metaphor. Plutarch
describes how the Aitolians called upon the Greek cities to push back and demanded Titus remove “the
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wrote to the Delphic Amphyktyony and accused Perseus of attempting to destroy the
freedom its commanders afforded the Greek cities and of trying to enslave them.

The early imperial period also exhibits the freedom-enslavement contrast.
Thus, the beginning of the Res Gestae Divi Augusti (AD 14) opens with the dramatic
deliverance that Augustus enacted for Rome and frames his defeat of his opponents in
terms of liberation from enslavement, saying, “When I was nineteen years old, I got
ready on my own initiative and at my own expense the army by means of which I set the
state free from the slavery (ék t|g...00vAN0g [MAev]0¢[pwoa]) imposed by the
conspirators.”%® Decades later Nero embedded his own proclamation of Greece’s tax-
exemption and liberation in the context of Greece’s history of subjection to others and to
one another, saying that their present reception of freedom by his hand is “something that
none of you experienced even in your finest days, for you were either slaves to others or
to one another.”®” Nero’s comparison of past and present highlights his own comparative
generosity (ydpic) by heightening the long-enduring subjection and precarity of the

Greeks.®® The rhetorical positioning of civic freedom in contrast to civic enslavement

fetters of Greece” (Chalkis, Corinth, and Demetrias), and asked “the Greeks whether they were glad to have
a fetter now which was smoother than the one they had worn before, but heavier; and whether they admired
Titus as a benefactor because he had unshackled the foot of Greece and put a collar round her neck”
(Plutarch, Flamininus, 10.1-2 [Perrin, LCL]).

% RDGE 40B. Part of the inscription reads, “And, desiring [a great] war, so that, [finding you]
unaided, he (Perseus) might quickly enslave [all the Greek cities” ([téya T0g EAAN|Vidag TO]Ae1C
katadovAmorntat t[dong] (RDGE 40B.27-28). Cf. RDGE 40B.11, which reads “but instead for the
enslavement [of Greece]” (émi katadovrimoet 8¢ [thlg ‘EALGS0G]), speaking of how Perseus brought Gallic
soldiers to Delphi, like the ones who previously attempted to enslave Greece but whom the gods rebuked at
Delphi. Translation from BD? §44. For other English translations, see Sherk [1984] §19 and Austin® §93.
Cf. Livy, History of Rome, 42.13 (Eumenes’s accusations against Perseus).

% Res Gestae Divi Augusti 1.1. Translation from Alison E. Cooley, Res Gestae Divi Augusti:
Text, Translation, and Commentary (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 59.

7 wévteg ol TV Ayaiav kai v Eog| viv Ilehomdvvnoov kototkodvreg "EAANvec| Adfet’
€\evbepiov avicpopiav, fiv ovd’ &v Toig e0TL-|[xe0TATOIC VUMY TAVTES XpOVOIC Eoyete:| 1} Yap dAlotpiolg i
aAAnAoig Edovievcate (IG VII 2713.12-16; AD 67). Translation from Danker §44. Cf. Plutarch,
Flamininus, 12.8; Suetonius, Nero, 24.2.

%8 “If only I had been able to grant this gift while Hellas was in its prime. How many more
could then have benefited from my generosity (ydpiwc)! As it is, I can only blame the passage of time that
has exhausted before me such magnitude of generosity (yépic). ... Other commanders have liberated cities,
[but Nero] an entire province” (mOAg1G puev yap kai dArot NAgvdiépwoay fyepoveg [Népwv 8¢ dAnv
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strengthens the emotional weight of the freedom, could bolster the liberator’s reputation,
or could help provide a persuasive emotional buttress for or against a certain course of
actions.

On certain occasions the discourse of freedom is embedded in a peristatic
narration. That is, the freedom was achieved amid dangerous circumstances with
existential implications for a city or at the cost of great personal risk on the part of a
benefactor. Here the motifs of endangered benefaction and freedom coalesce. So, in an
honorific inscription Athens highlights the self-endangerment of the benefactor-king
Demetrios I Poliorketes who “himself enduring [every] danger and labor” liberated the
city.® When the city of Priene expelled its tyrant Hieron they honored their citizens who
“hazarded danger” (xtvdvvedoon) to restore its ancestral constitution and freedom.”® After
Olympichos restored Mylasa’s freedom and democratic governance he wrote to them
describing his service to them by highlighting that he had undertaken dangers (kivdvvot)
in a manner that never neglected their “repute and honor” (86&a kai tipr).”! Polybios
explains that the excessive praise and gratitude of the freed Greek cities in 196 BC was

because of the amazing (Bavpactdv) undertaking of Rome and Flamininus “to endure

gmapyeiov; IG VII 2713.17-26). Translation from Danker §44, slightly modified.

8 kivduvov kai mov[ov antdg pudv mava dropévav] (SEG 25.149.7; ca. 303/302 BC).
Translation from Jon D. Mikalson, Religion in Hellenistic Athens (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1998), 84.

0 [ Priene 11.7-15 (297 BC); cf. I.Priene 37.65-83.

" I Labraunda 8.10-15 (ca. 235 BC): Olympichos to the Council and the People, greetings.
We, having purposed to benefit your fatherland with great things at every moment, [never] avoided
[anything] that leads toward repute and honor, [having endured] on your behalf great dangers. We, having
taken your city and ejected the garrison from the citadel, restored freedom and democratic governance to
you. (OMdmryog it PovAijt kai @t dMumt y[aipev: Tpoapoduevoy eJDEPYETETV v TAVTL KOPDL TA UEYIOTA
v o tpida 000evOC 000EN0TE]| AmESTNUEY TAOV €ig SOEAV KOl TYUTV AVNKOV[T®V PEYAAOVG DTOGTAVTEG V-
JImep Dudv Kivdvvoug: maparafovie yap v [DpepTEPAY TOAWY TV @pov-]|pav £k Tig GKkpag EEayaydvTeg
€\evBépay [Kai] dnpoxpatovpévny ano-||kateomoapey vuiv). Cf. SEG 50.1116; SEG 58.1220. For
commentary on the various documents related to Olympichos found in the temple at Labraunda, see Signe
Isager and Lars Karlsson, “A New Inscription from Labraunda. Honorary Decree for Olympichos:
I Labraunda No. 134 (and No. 49),” Epigraphica Anatolica 41 (2008): 39-52; Damien Aubriet,
“Olympichos et le Sanctuaire de Zeus a Labraunda (Caire): Autour de Quelques Documents
Epigraphiques,” in Communautés Locales et Pouvoir Central dans I’Orient Hellénistique et Romain, ed.
Christophe Feyel, Julien Fournier, Laétitia Graslin-Thomé, Frangois Kirbilher (Paris: Nancy, 2012), 185—
209.
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every expense and every danger for the freedom of the Greeks.”’? At some point in the
late second or early first century BC the people of Stratonikeia attributed their newfound
“free and autonomous” status to the agency of the gods, for they “were delivered from the
dangers and from the critical moment.””® Finally, Plutarch lauds Brutus for his principled
self-endangerment for the sake of Roman freedom for his personally risky opposition to
his benefactor Caesar.” These liberation narratives that include risk and danger heighten
the emotional weight of a liberative event and focus attention on the depths to which a
benefactor went to secure freedom. By mentioning risk and danger peristatic narrations
increase the prestige of a benefactor and the significance of a benefaction.

As in the aforementioned inscription from Stratonikeia (/. Stratonikeia 512),
some achievements of freedom were attributed to divine agency. When the people of
Priene ousted Hieron the tyrant, they praised their brave citizens who accomplished the
freedom “with the foresight of the gods” ([uetd| T @V Oedu mpovoiag).” Since the
occupying garrison left the city of Eretria without a fight during the festival of Dionysos,
the city attributed their freedom to the agency of Dionysos himself.”® Some cities

awarded divine honors to a benefactor who was instrumental in enacting a city’s freedom.

2 Qo posTov Yap My kai 10 Popciovg émi tantng yevéchon Thc TpoatpEcem Kol TOV HYOUUEVOV
avtdv Titov, Bote macoy dropeivor damdvny kol Tavta Kivouvov xaptv tiig Tdv EAMvav élevbepiog
(Polyb., Hist., 18.46.14).

73 “Since through everything the demos, making known its piety to the deity as well as its
thankfulness and on account of these things, to its advantage, obtained the notice of the gods, was itself
delivered from the dangers and from the critical moment, and became free and autonomous and was
appointed possessor of the greatest goods” (€me1d1| d10 TovTOG 0 STjpog amodewkvipevog|| TV €ig TO Bgiov
gvoePeiav T€ Kol edyoprotioy] Kol d1d TadTa £l TOL GLUEEPOVTL TVYXAVV®| THG Tapd TV Bedv Emonpaciog
Seombn €[k TV KvoLveV Kkal K ToD TEPIOTAVTOG aDTOV Kapod| Kol EAeH0EPOC Kol adTOVOUOC EYEVETO Kol
TV pe-|[yiotov dyabdv koprog kateotddn; L. Stratonikeia 512.4-10; 133-129 BC or 88—-85 BC). For text
and commentary, see Riet van Bremen, “The Inscribed Documents on the Temple of Hekate at Lagina and
the Date and Meaning of the Temple Frieze,” in Hellenistic Karia: Proceedings of the International
Conference on Hellenistic Karia, Oxford, 29 June—2 July 2006, ed. Riet van Bremen and Jan-Mathieu
Carbon (Pessac, France: Ausonius Editions, 2010), 483-503.

74 Plutarch, Comp. Dion. Brut., 3.6-9 (in contrast to Dion, who according to Plutarch, was
motivated by personal grievance rather than the principle of freedom); cf. Plutarch, Brutus, 10.

75 [ Priene 11.10-11.

76 SEG 64.778 (see above).
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An inscription from Aigai attests to how the city granted Seleukos I and Antiochos I
divine honors for their role in liberating the city, calling them “gods who have manifested
themselves” (0coi ol §[mt]ea[v|év]teg).”” The Athenians greeted their liberator Demetrios
I Poliorketes in 291 or 290 with a hymn highlighting the realness and proximity of
Demetrios’s deliverance and power compared to the unliving and distant power of the
gods: “For other gods are either far away, or they do not have ears, or they do not exist,
or do not take any notice of us, but you we can see present here, not made of wood or
stone, but real.”’® Finally, The Knidians honored Iulius Theopompos’s son Artimedorus
with significant honors, which, among many other things, included divine honors (Tl
icoB¢on) like a temple-sharing (cOvvaog) gold statue alongside Artemis Hiakynthtrophos
and Epiphanes.”

On other occasions freedom is paired with the notion of community concord.
For instance, the demos of Telos honored arbitrators from Kos that it requested to settle
an internal dispute “in order that they might conduct their political life in a democracy,
being of one mind, free, and autonomous.”®® Once the Koans decided the dispute, the

Telians (18 years or older), in order to ensure civic concord, were required to swear an

"7 SEG 59.1406A.4-5 (281 BC). Text and translation from Hasan Malay and Marijana Ricl,
“Two New Hellenistic Decrees from Aigai in Aiolis,” Epigraphica Anatolica 42 (2009): 39—60. See also
CGRN §137.

8 g0t pgv | poucpay yap dméyovoty Beot, § odk Exovoty dta, §) 0Ok giciy, §j 00 TPosEyovctY
MUV 0008 &v, 6€ 6€ mapdvl™ opduey, o0 EbAVOV 00O AiBvov, aAL’ dAnOwov; lines 15-19. For text,
translation, and commentary, see Angelos Chaniotis, “The Ithyphallic Hymn for Demetrios Poliorketes and
Hellenistic Religious Mentality,” in More than Men, Less than Gods: Studies on Royal Cult and Imperial
Worship, ed. Panagiotis P. lossif, Andrzej S. Chankowski, and Catharine C. Lorber (Leuven, Belgium:
Peeters, 2011), 157-195. The translation is from Chaniotis, “The Ithyphallic Hymn for Demetrios
Poliorketes and Hellenistic Religious Mentality,” 160.

" I.Knidos 59 (ca. 45 BC or later). On temple sharing (“the erection of a cultic statue of a god
or human into another deity’s temple near their cultic statue”), see D. Clint Burnett, Christ’s Enthronement
at God’s Right Hand and Its Greco-Roman Cultural Context (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2021), 45.

80 JG X11 4 132. 38-39; cf. 11. 4-5 (306-301 BC). On this document, see Matthew Simonton,
“The Telos Reconciliation Dossier (/G XI1.4.132): Democracy, Demagogues and Stasis in an Early
Hellenistic Polis,” Journal of Hellenic Studies 139 (2019): 187-209. Text and translations from Simonton,
“The Telos Reconciliation Dossier.”
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oath to “abide by the established constitution” (rolitevpa) and “guard the democracy.”8!

In another instance, the citizens of Chersonesos took a similar oath that exhibits a
collective commitment to “preservation and freedom” (cotnpio kKai Erevbepia), against
betrayal within the community, to preserve democracy and to act against those who seek
to dissolve it, and to act and judge justly and according to the laws when serving as
magistrate.?? Elsewhere, the city of Melanippion (Lycia) honored Apollonios of Phaselis
for his exemplary conduct that ensured their acceptance into “the friendship and alliance
of the demos of the Rhodians.”®* As a result, the city praised him for securing “that we
are free, in peace and with concord conducting civic affairs, controlling our own
property.”®* In these instances, community concord was seen to be conditional upon
maintaining freedom and the practices and rules that supported such freedom.

A not uncommon practice in Hellenistic cities was to embed liberative events
into the cultural memory and practices of the city. When Demetrios Poliorketes expelled
the Macedonian garrisons and returned to Athens its ancestral democratic constitution,
the city responded in gratitude by hailing Antigonos and Demetrios as kings and

preserver-gods, changed their system for accounting years from annual archons to annual

81 dmag 8¢ THMoL kai £ig TOV midot-|[m]ov ¥povov Opovoedvieg SIHTEABVTL, OHOGHVT®M TOL
yeyevnué-|[v]ot and te dxtwKaideka téwv mhvteg Be0g TOG 0pKiog [K]ata iepdv ve[o|k]avTwy TOV dprov
TOVOE" EUPEVE® &V T TOMTELHATL T KabgoTakO Tt Kol Stapuratéwm tav dapoxpatiav...( /G XII 4
132.125-129).

82 JOSPE 1% 401. On this document, see Vladimir F. Stolba, “The Oath of Chersonesos and the
Chersonesean Economy in the Early Hellenistic Period,” in Making, Moving, and Managing the New World
of Ancient Economies, 323-31 BC, ed. Zofia H. Archibald, John K. Davies, and Vincent Gabrielsen
(Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2005): 298-321; Igor A. Makarov, “Towards an Interpretation of the Civic Oath
of the Chersonesites (IOSPE 1 401),” Ancient Civilization from Scythia to Siberia 20 (2014): 1-38;
Christina G. Williamson, “As God is my witness. Civic oaths in ritual space as a means towards rational
cooperation in the Hellenistic polis,” in Cults, Creeds and Identities in the Greek City after the Classical
Age, ed. Richard Alston, Onno M. van Nijf, and Christina G. Williamson (Leuven, Belgium: Peeters,
2013), 119-174.

8 SEG 57.1663 (shortly after 188 BC). For Greek text, German translation, and commentary,
see Mustafa Adak, “Die rhodische Herrschaft in Lykien und die rechtliche Stellung der Stédte Xanthos,
Phaselis un Melanippion,” Historia 56, no. 3 (2007): 251-279.

8 31" & kai ouvBé-]|Bnkev éhevbépovg fudig Svtag &v e[ipfvni]| ped” dpovoiag molitedecOat

Kkuplev[ovrac]| T@v dimv (SEG 57.1663.5-8). Translation my own, consulting Adak, “Die rhodische
Herrschaft.”
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priests of the preserver-gods, embroidered the names of Demetrios and Antigonos into
the sacred robe with the names of the gods, constructed an altar of Demetrios, added two
eponymous tribes Demetrias and Antigonis and thus increased council membership, and
changed the name of the month of Mounychion to Demetrion and the final day of the
month to Demetria.®> Shortly after the Seleukid victory at Koroupedion (281 BC) the city
of Aigai re-organized its civic structure, calendar, transformed the space of the city, and
instituted a cultic ritual around their newfound freedom and the agents of deliverance.®¢
They integrated the memory of the gift of freedom by adding two eponymous tribes
(Seleukis and Antiochis), instituting a cult for Seleukos and Antiochos with two monthly
sacrifices on the day they became freedom, adding a new eponymous month (Seleukeon),
constructing a temple and statues, renaming buildings after the benefactors, and sang a
hymn. With these changes Aigai invested significant resources to establish an enduring
cultural memory in gratitude for benefactions.®” As a final example, a city (probably
Mylasa) honored Olympichos with similarly extensive honors: bronze statue in the sacred
agora, a bronze statue of the People crowning his statue, an altar, an annual procession
and a sacrifice for him (2 bulls) on the anniversary of the city recovering its “freedom and
democracy” (éLlevBepia kai onpokpartia), a banquet, praise with a hymn, Taureia
(quadrennial) like the city founders, proclamation of his deeds in the “gymnic games,” a
gold crown and equestrian statue, and stone stele inscription placed in temple of Zeus

Labraundos.®® As a result, one can see how a city could respond in public gratitude to

85 Plutarch, Demetrios, 10.3-11.1.

8 SEG 59.1406A. For commentary, see Malay and Ricl, “Two New Hellenistic Decrees from
Aigai in Aiolis,” and CGRN §137.

87 The people of Aigai themselves state their desire that Seleukos know “that we will pass on
to posterity his never-forgotten beneficence and we will proclaim his beautiful crown of glory to all
humankind” (671 dipvnotov v €keivov gdepye-|[o]iav Tolg Emtytvouévolc Topaddoopey kol T-||doty
avOpdmIoLg avayyekotuey, Kodov otépav]olv] Tiig evkdeiog mepttiBéveg avtoic; SEG 59.1406A.58-61);
translation from Stefano Caneva and Jan-Mathieu Carbon, “CGRN §137,” accessed April 21, 2021,
http://cgrn.ulg.ac.be/file/137/).

88 SEG 58.1220 (150-100 BC copy of inscription from 240-200 BC). Regarding the annual
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events of liberation in a way that transforms its civic life and embeds the event and the
agents of liberation into its civic cultural practices and memory.

This survey of civic freedom in the Hellenistic and early Roman periods
highlights the core concept of freedom as well as several occasional motifs that
accompanied realizations of freedom. Generally, civic freedom for Greek cities involved
independent governance according to democratic ancestral customs and laws as well as a
lack of constraints upon that governance structure and process, whether that be from
foreign garrisons or governors, or from foreign or homegrown tyrants whose presence
and rule restricted autarkic governance. Local circumstances and the specific occasions
allowed different textual expressions of freedom to draw from an open-ended repertoire
of motifs to highlight certain features of a benefaction or benefactor, create emotional
resonance, and shape the city’s cultural memory through texts, rituals, images, and

edifices.

Promise

The notion of promise has several cultural scripts associated with it. The
normal expectation was that a person should, of course, fulfill their promise by doing
what the individual promiser vowed to do.®® Persons were duly praised for following
through on a promise. But one could also use a promise to gain or maintain power.
Alternatively, one might make a promise to rouse the bravery of soldiers. A promiser

might purposely manipulate somebody to act a certain way. Moreover, a promise could

celebration of liberation and democracy the inscription reads: “In his honor a procession and an offering
shall be arranged every year at the 14th of the month of Apellaios, the day on which the people regained its
freedom and democracy” (1. 11-14; [unv]og &v M nuépan 0 dfjpog Exopicato V| [te Ehevbepialy kai TV
dnuokpatiov; 11. 13—14; text and translation from Isager and Karlsson, “A New Inscription from
Labraunda,” 39-52).

8 Cicero make fidelity to promises a default for just conduct (On Duties, 1.23) but admits
exceptions in the case that fulfilling one’s promise brought more harm than benefit (On Duties, 1.32).
Diodoros of Sicily praises M. Livius Drusus (tribune 91 BC) for, among other things, being “highly
trustworthy, and most faithful to his promises” (peyéiny 8¢ éd&omotiov Exmv Kol Kotd ToG VTOGYECELS MV
BePardtarog; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 37.10.1 [Walton, LCL]).
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go awry if an individual over-promised or broke a promise.

Monarchs and elites were accustomed to making promises to benefit cities,
other groups, or individuals, but whether they would fulfill their promise was not a
guarantee.”® Those who made good on their promise(s) were accorded grateful honors
from the recipients in acknowledgement of the good repute of the benefactor. For
example, Athens awarded their benefactor Eudamos with praise, a leaf crown, and other
honors because he made good on his promise to help fund certain construction projects.’!
When Eumenes of Kardia paid his soldiers as promised, it earned him their affection.®?
The city of Teos, in an honorific decree for Antiochos III (probably 203 BC), notes how
during his stay in the city he “promised that we would be freed through his agency” from
the compulsory payments the Teians had been paying to King Attalos.”® Antiochos
followed through on his promise and in response the Teians generously returned gratitude
for his benefactions.”*

A benefactor might even surpass what he or she promised. Thus, a certain
Menippos, a benefactor honored by Kolophon, exceeded his own promise to build a
doorway to a pronaos for one silver talent and received due recognition that drew

attention to his above-and-beyond provision.”> Trust was an important element to a

%0 An extensive catalog and analysis of royal gifts to cities can be found in Klaus Bringmann,
Walter Ameling, and Barbara Schmidt-Dounas, Schenkungen hellenistischer Herrscher an griechische
Stddte und Heiligtiimer, 2 vols (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1995).

91 G 11 1 352 (330/329 BC).
92 6 Ebuévnc fiyomdito (Plutarch, Eumenes, 8.5-7).

% k[oi] T@V EADV OV Epépopey GLVTAEE®Y Pacthel ATtd/Amt vmedéEato dmoivdfcecon Hudc
SV avtod; Ma §17.19-20. Translation from Ma §17.

% Ma §17.40-55.

%5 “Then when he was also appointed Agonothetes, he promised a silver talent to construct the
doorway of the pronaos to the leader of the city, Apollo; then he surpassed himself, he built more than the
promise with more, not less, money” (ygipotovn0eig 8¢ kol dywvobémg|| Emnyyeihoto pEV Gmod dpyvpiov
TaAGvTov T BV|peTpa 10D Tpovaov TdL KabnyeRoVL Tiig TOAE®C| ATOAA®VL KOTOGELAGEWY: DITEPHEUEVOC OE
€|lavtov peifova tig Emayyeiiog KoTeoKeDOKEY| Ao TAEIOVOG 0V O xprinatoc; SEG 39.1244.Col. 11.24—
29).
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relationship built on a promise, since each party lacks knowledge and familiarity with the
other to varying degrees. When two parties were not especially familiar with one another,
a show of good faith might be necessary for successful cooperation. For instance, when
herders promised to aid Titus Flamininus against Philip V by showing him an unguarded
passage, they brought an Epirot nobleman “in whom Titus put his trust” (® motedoag O
Titog).”® Plutarch explains their offer of the Epirot “as surety and voucher for their good
faith” (niotig).”” A royal promise could engender goodwill in the recipient, like when
Eumenes II gained the goodwill (ebvowa) of his mercenary soldiers by paying them,
honoring some with gifts, and making promises (érayyelion) to all.”® An appropriate
promise could also help maintain the fidelity of another party and hedge against
defection. Thus, when Syracusan mercenaries had secured promises from Rome in
exchange for defecting from the Carthaginian general Himilco, Himilco himself
proclaimed his own counter-promises so that Syracusans would keep faith with him.*” In
other cases, promises of reward by a commander could serve to rouse the bravery of the
soldiery in hazardous situations like when Himilco “roused [his soldiers] to great
enthusiasm by his lavish promises of reward to those who distinguished themselves
personally” and assured them that all the soldiers would receive favors (yéprrec) and gifts
(dwped) from the Carthaginian government.!%

Sometimes a purported benefactor would use a gift or promise to manipulate
another or to convince someone to act a certain way. In 285 BC Lysimachos promised to

give Seleukos I 2,000 talents in an attempt to convince him to kill Demetrios I, who was

% Plutarch, Flamininus, 4.2-3.

97 yvotv thig miotemg kol BePonwtrv (Plutarch, Flamininus, 4.3 [Perrin, LCL]).

% Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 30.14.

% Polyb., Hist., 1.43.1-8.

100 rapacthcog Oputy vrepPdilovoay S te T néyedog Tdv EnaryyeAdv Toic kat idiav

avopayafnoact Kol Tog KoTd Kowov E6ouévag yaptrag avtoig kol dwpedg mapa Kapyndoviov (Polyb.,
Hist., 1.45.3—4 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]).
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in Seleukid captivity.!! The first Attalid monarch Philetairos deftly used promises to
powerful people in order to secure for himself greater power.!?? Eumenes II, during his
siege of the city of Abdera (170 BC), used promises to successfully persuade a certain
native Abderite named Python to defect and give Eumenes’s soldiers access to the city.!%
Cicero recognizes the power of promise when he lists “the hope of gifts of money and by
liberal promises” as a reason for why some people submit to another’s authority.!%

On the opposite end of the spectrum from benefactors who surpass their own
promise is when individuals fail to live up to their lofty promises, whether it is because
they promised more than they could give, or they simply broke the promise outright. A
person who did not follow through on their promise was typical enough that
Theosphrastos portrayed the mepiepyoc (“busybody™) in his Characters as a person who
“stands up to promise things he is not able [to do].”!%> The Macedonian king Perseus
failed to fulfill his promises by refusing a promised reward (for helping him), which

).19 If a king failed to live up to his

Diodoros says points to Perseus’s avarice (pihapyvpio
promise, a wealthy local might step up to make up for the royal failure as in the case of
Moschion who, when the promise of certain kings to contribute to the construction of a

gymnasion failed to materialize, helped his city (Priene) with the expenditure.!®” Failure

191 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 21.20; cf. Plutarch, Demetrios, 51.3. Seleukos refused the offer, since
his son Antiochos had just married the daughter of Demetrios, Stratonike.

102 Strabo, Geography, 13.4.1. Strabo writes that Philetairos “continued to be in charge of the
fortress and to manage things through promises and courtesies in general, always catering to any man who
was powerful or near at hand” (Sieyéveto pévov émi 10D £pOp0Tog 0 £DVODYOG Kol TOATEVOUEVOC U
VIooyEcEmV Kol Thg GAANG Oepoameiag del Tpog TOV ioybovta Kol £yyvg mapdvta; Strabo, Geography,
13.4.1).

193 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 30.6 (yoyoyoyfioavieg obv odTodv mayyehiong Sié tovTon
mapelorOnoav £viog tod Teiyovg kai tiig ToAews kvpicvoav). Python lived out his days in shame.

194 Cicero, On Duties, 2.22 [Miller, LCL].

105 Theophrastos, Characters, 13.2.

196 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 30.21.1-2. Cf. Plutarch, Aemilius Paulus, 23.7-11, who says that
Perseus was “playing the Cretan against the Cretans” because the objects of his deception were Cretans

(xpnrilwv mpog Kpijtag; 23.10 [Perrin, LCLY]).
107 | Priene 108.111-116 (plus lacuna). Reference thanks to Klaus Bringmann, “The King as
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to adhere to a promise could provoke violent conflict. In 241 BC, Libyan and other
mercenaries expected their promised pay, but the Carthaginian commander refused to
fulfill his promises.!?® The Carthaginian refusal to uphold its promise angered the

mercenaries and provoked the subsequent Libyan-Carthaginian War.

Starting and Completing

In Greek cities it was important that once somebody started a benefaction, they
completed it. Honorific inscriptions could call attention to the theme of starting and
completing, which highlighted how the populace valued how the individual benefactor
continued their service until completion. An inscription from Miletos (ca. AD 50)
posthumously honors Caius Iulius Epikrates, who was a high priest for life, agonothetes
for life, and gymnasiarch.!” According to the inscription, Epikrates “completed
(dmredécavta) all the liturgies and through word and deed and dedications and gifts he
arranged (for) the fatherland and supplied.”!!° In another instance, the Delphians honored
a certain Nikostratos in part because as an envoy to Rome on behalf of the
Amphiktyonians “he completed all things advantageous in common to the
Amphiktyonians and the other Greeks who chose freedom and democratic

governance.”!!! If a would-be benefactor failed to complete a task they had already

Benefactor: Some Remarks on Ideal Kingship in the Age of Hellenism,” in Images and Ideologies: Self-
Definition in the Hellenistic World, ed. Anthony W. Bulloch, Erich S. Gruen, A. A. Long, and Andrew
Stewart (Berkeley: University of California Pres), 12.

108 polyb., Hist., 1.66-68. Polybios remarks, "The whole force remembered the promises (tdv
émayyeM®v) the general had made to them in critical situations, and had great hopes and indeed great
expectations concerning the gain that was due to come to them" (mévteg 6° dvappuvnokOUEVOL TV
gnayyeMdv, OV ol oTpaTNYol KaTd TOVG TOPUAEIS TOV KUp@V TopaKkarodvies oQis EMemoinvto, peydig
glyov EATidag kai peydAnv mpocdoxiav Tiig Ecouévng mepl adtovg Enavopbdcewg; Polyb., Hist., 1.66.12
[Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]).

109 SEG 44.938. Cf. e.g., OGIS 339.10-12; SEG 4.425.6-8 (yopnyfoavta mécog| koi Tog GAAaG
Anrovpyilag émreréoavta Beoig maot); PH315261.2-3 (tag dpydg ndoag Entteleécavta KOADGC,| kol dp&avta
iowg kol dwaing); /G IV 714.8-9 (Mrovpyiag Emte[Aécavta EmPavig).

10 résag tég Aertovpyiag émitedéoav|ta koi 316 1 Ay kai Epyov kol dvadn|udtov Ko
dwpedv koounoavta TV Totpida kol Emoy[opnyn]ooavta; SEG 44.938.11-14 (mid-1st c. AD).

1 gretédecey mavta T Kowvi] cvpeépov[ta]| Toig Te Apgiktiooty kai toig 8Alog "EAAncty
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begun, he or she would lose prestige. For Plutarch one of the faults displayed by the
Spartan king Agis IV was that he broke his promise to the citizens of Sparta for land

redistribution and failed to complete his publicly proclaimed reform program.!!?

Word-Deed Congruence

Significant to the proper conduct of a benefactor is that one’s words would be
congruent with one’s deeds. In other words, a good person is expected to match their
words with actions that conform to them. Cities made sure to note a benefactor’s word-
deed congruency in honorific inscriptions by including phrases like “saying and doing”
(Aéyew kai mpaoocetv) and “in word and deed” (Adyo kai €pyw) in the common laudatory
lexicon of Greek cities. For example, Epikrates (above) “completed all the liturgies and
through word and deed” (814 te Moyov kai Epyav).'!3 Ktesiphon proposed honors for
Demosthenes for acting always in word and deed for the good of the city.!!* An Athenian
honorific decree brings attention to how the poet Phillipides “continued saying and doing
(Aéyov xai Tpartov) what is advantageous to the preservation of the city” and he “never
did anything contrary to democratic governance either in word or deed” ([o]Vt[e AOymL
obt’] Epymr).'> Polybios explains the significance (to him) of word-deed congruence in
his praise of Philopoimen, “and when the speaker can reinforce his advice by the example

of a life which follows it, it is impossible not to give the fullest credit to his words.”!!6

10i¢ aipov|pévorg v &revdepiav kai dSnpoxpatiov (Sy/l.> 613.17-19 = PH303291.17-19).

112 Plutarch, Comparison of Agis and Cleomenes with Tiberius and Gaius Grachus, 4.1.
Plutarch attributes Agis’s failure to youthful cowardice (droipic).

113 SEG 44.938.12 (mid-1st c. AD).

114 Demosthenes, On the Crown, 57 (npéttovta kai Aéyovto o BEATIOTE te T¢) dNum
SLoTELETY).

15 G 112 657.31-33, 48-50 (283/282 BC): diat|etéreke Aéymv Kai TPETTOV TO COUPEPOVTOL TET
g mOremg cwmpiat...ka[i 00]0&v vrevavtiov Tpo[¢ 8-]nuokpatiov ovdendmote [Emoinc]e[v o]it[e Adywt
o07’] Epyot. On Phillipides’s career, see the full inscription (/G 112 657) and Hardin, Athens Transformed,
93-94. For a similar praise of a benefactor (Phaidros of Sphettos), see, e.g., IG II* 1 985.41-42; SEG
57.1082.15.

16 gray 8¢ Kai OV 1810V Plov dxdAovdov eicpépntot Toig Eipnuévolg 6 TapaKoA®dy, Gvaykn
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That is, if a person’s deeds show that they follow their own words, it lends credibility to
the speaker as a trustworthy person for having skin in the game with their own advice.

One can see an example of a word-deed mismatch with the example of the
Roman politician Marius, at least according to Plutarch’s evaluation. Plutarch contrasts
Marius with virtuous Metellus by casting Marius as a man who regards deception as a
part of virtue and Metellus who considers truth as virtue’s foundation.!'” According to
Plutarch, Marius publicly and vociferously opposed a requirement in an agrarian law
proposed by Saturninus that required senators to vow with an oath not to violate the
stipulations that the people vote for, but when it came time to take the oath he
complied.!'® Marius merely baited Metellus, a principled man of his word (as opposed to
Marius), into having to reject the oath and suffer exile as a punishment.!!” Plutarch judges
that Marius’s actions resulted in his shame (aioyOvvn/aicypdc), but the exiled Metellus
earned for himself goodwill (ebvoia) and honor (tun).!?° Thus, for Plutarch a life whose
deeds do not supplement one’s words is shameful.

The Greek fable tradition preserves a story relating to word-deed mismatch. In
Babrius 50, when a hunter asks a woodcutter for the whereabouts of a certain fox, the
woodcutter tries to betray the fox by pointing at its hiding place but at the same time
saying, “I did not see.”!?! Fortunately for the hiding fox, the hunter does not recognize

the woodcutter’s hint and as a result the fox escapes. In an attempt to reap some return of

Aappave v Tpdy oty TV mapaivesty (Polyb., Hist., 11.10.2 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]).
For Polybios, the words of Philopoimen garnered so much trust from his fellows because he spoke truth
(AnBevew) and lived his own life as a paradigm (mapdderypa) that reflected his words. Polyb., Hist.,
11.10.1-6.

17 Plutarch, Marius, 29.

118 Plutarch, Marius, 29.1-4.

119 Plutarch, Marius, 29.4.

120 Plutarch, Marius, 29.4, 7-8.

121 Babrius, 50.1-10.
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gratitude from the fox (thinking the fox did not witness his failed deception), the
woodcutter demands a requital for his ostensive favor.!?? The fox, who witnessed the
deception, refuses to return with favors, saying, “you delivered me in voice but killed me
with a finger.”!?* As a result, one can see a general admiration for the harmony between
an individual’s words and actions and a general disdain for people who speak in one way

but act out of step with their words.

Benefits to the Worthy and Unworthy

In normal operation, benefactors give to worthy people and those from whom
they expect commensurate reward or gratitude. So, Theophrastos castigates those who
befriend and patronize scoundrels, Cicero advises his audience to give to the upright
rather than the fortunate, and Seneca advises that benefactors should have a policy of
refusing to give to known ingrates.!?* Moreover, friends should have precedence over
enemies as recipients of benefits. In a speech crafted by the historian Polybios, Eumenes
II beseeches Rome to give the Greek cities of Asia Minor to himself rather than giving
them to Rhodes or setting them free to govern themselves.!?*> The reasoning that
buttresses his request includes two related themes (among others): (1) if Rome gives the
cities to Rhodes, they would risk benefiting (e0epyeteiv) enemies (the cities) and
neglecting “true friends” (Eumenes), and (2) “it is far finer to give your true friends a

fitting token of you gratitude than to confer favors on those who were your enemies.”2¢

9999

B 122 “He said, “You owe me favors of gratitude for saving (your) life”” ((waypiovg pot yépirog,
glmev 0poelg; Babrius, 50.15).

123 povi] pe choag, daktoro & dmokteivag (Babrius, 50.18).

124 Theophrastos, Characters, 29; Cicero, On Duties, 2.69-71; Seneca, Ben., 4.34. Elsewhere
Seneca advises that giving to ingrates might win their gratitude (Ben., 1.2.4; 1.2.4-1.3.1; 1.10.4-5).

125 Polyb., Hist., 21.19-21.

126 “Therefore, I beg you, sirs, to be suspicious on this point, in case unawares you strengthen
some of your friends more than is meet and unwisely weaken others, at the same time conferring favors on
your enemies and neglecting and making light of those who are truly your friends” (...Gpa 8¢ TovTo1g TOVG
UEV TOAEUIOVE YEYOVOTOG EDEPYETODVTES, TOVG O AANBIVOLC (iIloVG TAPOPDVTES KOl KATOAY®PODVTEG
tovtwv; Polyb., Hist., 21.19.11 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]); moAA® kdAA0V TO TOIG GANOvOiC
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Thus, two criteria that a benefactor might take into account for dispensing favors and
benefits are the good reputation of the recipient and the historic relationship of the
benefactor and recipient (friends favored over foes).

Furthermore, benefactors were apt to give for discernable reasons rather than
on a whim or for self-indulgent generosity. Writing to the people of Samos, Augustus
explains that he granted freedom to Aphrodisias because they supported him in the war
and suffered for it. He is at pains to make clear to the Samians that he benefits cities not
arbitrarily but for explicable and proper reasons. He explains that he granted them
freedom because “it is not right to give the favor of the greatest privilege of all [i.e.,
freedom] at random and without cause.”'?” He elaborates that he is doing a favor for his
wife who has advocated on their behalf, reiterating that “I am not concerned for the
money which you pay towards the tribute, but I am not willing to give the most highly
prized privileges to anyone without good cause.”?8 Moreover, a benefactor could regard
recipients as worthy of favor (ydp1g) on the basis of unjust or tragic suffering and plight
undergone by the recipients. Mylasa had suffered grievously when Quintus Labienus,
partisan of Brutus and Cassius, invaded Karia and devastated several cities, including
Mylasa.'? Upon his reception of Mylasan envoys who sought support, Octavian
recognized their grave misfortune and as a result deemed them “[men worthy] of every

honor and favor.”!3? Benefits, in the normal operation of benefaction and gratitude, were

eiloig tag apuolodoag yapirag amrodidovar pdrlov | oL Tolepiong yeyovotag evepyetelv (Polyb., Hist.,
21.21.11 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]).

127 o yép dotiv dikanov 10 mavimv péyiotov eAavOpamov eixdj kol ywpig aitiog yapilecOar;
Reynolds §13.4; translation from Reynolds §13.

128 Reynolds §13.4-7; translation from Reynolds §13.

129 Dio Cassius, Hist., 26.3-5. Dio writes that Mylasa revolted from Labienus’s occupying
garrison to which he responded by razing the city, imposing levies, and looting the temples. A letter from
Octavian recounts further details of Mylasa’s war plight, which details how Mylasans were taken captive as
war prisoners, others were killed, some burned to death with the city itself, shrines and temples were
looted, the countryside pillaged, and buildings burned (. Myl. 602.11-19).

130 8" oig miiowv cvve|[-]A [t]adta mdong Teyfic kol xépi-|[toc dEiovg &vSpag yevouév]ovg
vudc (I.Myl. 602.20-22; 31 BC). See also RDGE §60 for commentary. Translation from Sherk [1984] §91.
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given to people or cities of known good repute, for friends and allies more so than
adversaries, and for explicable reasons.

A group of similar stories from the Greek fable tradition also illustrate the
impropriety and lack of forethought in benefitting scoundrels (kakot) or those who are
apt to do you harm. In Babrius 94 (cf. Phaedrus 1.8) a heron helps a wolf get a bone out
of its throat for an appropriate fee (Lco0ov G&ov) as promised by the wolf. When the
heron completes the procedure it asks for the fee, but the wolf responds with bared teeth,
saying that it should suffice as a fee if he refrains from eating the heron.!3! The lesson in
this fable is that “you'll get no good in return for giving aid to scoundrels, and you'll do
well not to suffer some injury yourself in the process."!*?

In Babrius 115 a turtle yearns to be able to fly like the birds. An eagle asks the
turtle how much he would give as a fee (c006¢) to make the turtle fly.!3 Excited at the
prospects of having his wish fulfilled, the turtle enthusiastically proclaims that “T will
give you all the gifts of the Red Sea.”'** So, the eagle picks him up, flies him into the
sky, and drops the turtle to the ground, breaking its shell. Reeling and having realized his
folly, the dying turtle laments, "I am dying with a justifiable cause."!*> Similarly, Babrius
143 (cf. Phaedrus 4.20) cautions against helping the wicked person (6 movnpog). It is

short enough to quote in full:

A farmer picked up a viper that was almost dead from the cold, and warmed it. But
the viper, after stretching himself out, clung to the man's hand and bit him incurably,
thus killing (the very one who wanted to save him). Dying, the man uttered these
words, worthy to be remembered: "I suffer what I deserve, for showing pity to the

For another English translation, see Braund §535.
131 Babrius 94.6-8.

132 xakoig Ponddv wcOov dyadov od ANym, AL dpkEcel Got pr| TL <KOi> KoKOV TAGYEWY
(Babrius 94.9-10 [Perry, LCL]).

133 Babrius 115.1-6.
134 10 tiig "EpuBpfic mévta 8dpé cot ddow (Babrius 115.7).

135 sov dikn Oviiokw (Babrius 115.11).
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wicked" (dikaia Thoym TOV TOVNPOV OikTElpOC). 3

Finally, in Babrius 122 a donkey is afflicted by a thorn and, seeing a wolf approaching,
knows the end of its life is near. The donkey remarks that he is glad the wolf is the one to
eat him (as opposed to a carrion bird), but requests that the wolf do him a favor (ydp1g) by
removing the thorn from his foot so that he can die without pain.!*” The wolf obliges but
the donkey, free of the thorn in his flesh, kicks the wolf in the face and flees.!*® As a
result, the wolf acknowledges that he deserves to suffer for acting like a doctor rather
than a butcher as he normally does.!* Therefore, as with the elite gift-giving protocols
reflected in Theophrastos, Cicero, Seneca, Polybios’s Eumenes, and Octavian, the more
popular-level morality of the fables reflects a concern for careful and discriminating
benefaction to appropriate recipients.

Cities or individuals that received benefits normally gave appropriate returns to
their benefactors, which in turn built a good reputation that signaled to prospective
benefactors that their benefactions would not be lost on them. If a benefactor strayed
from benefitting reputable cities or people, they could come into censure from others. So,
Polybios criticizes the Egyptian regent Tlepolemos’s maladministration (202-201 BC) by
focusing on his excessive and inappropriate giving.!*® According to Polybios,
Tlepolemos’s gifting ran afoul for indiscriminately “scattering” (Swappintewv) royal funds,
not being able to refuse a request, and being easily swayed by expressions of gratitude
like eulogies, toasts, inscriptions, and music in his honor.'*! Polybios also comments on

the allegedly eccentric generosity of Antiochos IV Epiphanes, saying, “to some people he

136 Babrius 143.1-6 [Perry, LCL].
137 Babrius 122.5-8.
138 Babrius 122.9-13.

139 Babrius 122.14-16. Note the identical phraseology to Babrius 115.11 (cOv 8ikn Ovijokm)
with which the wolf uses to acknowledge how he deserves his pain (cOv dikn Tdoyw; Babrius 122.14).

140 Polyb., Hist., 16.21-22.

141 Polyb., Hist., 16.21.8-12.
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used to give gazelles' knucklebones, to others dates, and to others money” and
“occasionally he used to address people he had never seen before when he met them, and
make them the most unexpected kind of presents.”!*?> Whether or not Antiochos actually
acted as transgressively with his benefactions to individuals as Polybios reports is less
important than the existence of these stories of unusual gifting that could harm
Antiochos’s reputation.'#?

If the general benefaction protocol involved doing good to those who are
worthy and refraining from giving to unfit or undeserving recipients, people nevertheless
recognized and utilized the power of a benefaction to produce a positive relationship
where one was lacking. Thus, Diodoros of Sicily reasons that because fortune (toyn) is
unpredictable and ever-changing, benefaction (e0epyeoia), clemency (€mieiken), and
mercy (£heog) to a defeated foe are more appropriate than cruelty or destruction.!** For,
mercy (£Aeog) can transform an enemy into a friend and considerateness towards the
weaker party affords goodwill (ebvoia).'*> For Diodoros the examples of Philip,
Alexander, and Rome illustrate how successful clemency and moderation is as a strategy
for conquerors to extend their hegemony (1yepovia), with the Romans most of all acting
“like benefactors and friends” toward the conquered.!'#® Furthermore, Diodoros endorses

the principle of “being judged by the standard with which one judges others.” He states

142 g3i50v yap Toig pév dotpaydrovg Sopkadeiovg, Toig 3¢ @ovikoPoidvoue, GAlolg 88

ypvoiov. Kai €€ anavinoewmg 0& TIo EVTuyxavav, odg Un £mpaxetl Toté, 6160V SmPENG ATPOGIOKNTOVS
(Polyb., Hist. 26.1.8-9 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]; at this point the text of Polybios is derived
from Athenaeus, The Learned Banqueters, 5.193d).

143 1t should be noted that Polybios also calls attention to Antiochos ['V’s notable generosity to
cities and temples that surpassed other Seleukid kings (Polyb., Hist., 26.1.10—11).

144 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 27.15.

195 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 27.15.3; 27.16.2. Diodoros here is talking particularly about clemency
and mercy toward “those who give themselves over voluntarily” (ol €avtovg £kovoimg TapadidovTeg;
27.16.2).

146 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 32.4. Diodoros’s three-step theory of hegemony is that “those whose
object is to gain dominion (fyyepovia) over others use courage and intelligence to get it, moderation and
consideration (éretiketlo kai graavOpomia) for others to extend it widely, and paralyzing terror to secure it
against attack” (Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 32.2 [Walton, LCL]).
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the principle in this way: “to apply to each the law that he has set for others is no more
than just.”!47 So, if one sows brutality, one should not expect any pity or mercy when
fortune turns the other way, since that person has put themself beyond the pale of human
sentiment by treating others as such.!#

An offense against a superior could potentially be overlooked if it was small
enough. For example, after Pydna and the defeat of Perseus, Rome was considering war
with Rhodes for its conduct in the war.!*® The Rhodian envoys, Philophron and
Astymedes, begged for clemency and were narrowly able to avoid harsh treatment.!'>°
According to Polybios, Astymedes’s rhetorical strategy involved comparing the helpful
aspects of the conduct of the Rhodians over against other states in order to paint Rhodes
in a good light and the other states in a negative light. He tried to portray Rhodes’s
“offenses” (td aupoptipata) in a way that when the two groups were compared “the
offenses of Rhodes might seem to be small and deserving of pardon” (t& urv oikeia
ukpd kol cuyyvoung GEwa).*! To whatever degree Rhodes actually violated Roman or
international standards of proper conduct, the point to note in this passage is that
Astymedes (or Polybios’s recounting of him) pursued a strategy of gaining clemency on
the basis of the modesty of the offense.

Similar sentiments to Diodoros on the propriety of clemency toward enemies
are expressed by others. According to Plutarch, the tyrant Dion of Syracuse believed that

mercy toward those who wrong you to be the true mark of virtue, saying that “it was no

147 Sikaov yép éotiv, Ov kO’ £témv Tig vopov €0nke, To0To kexpficOa (Diod. Sic., Bib. hist.,
27.18.1 [Walton, LCL)).

148 “It is impossible that one who has proved cruel towards others should meet with
compassion when he in turn blunders and falls, or that one who has done all in his power to abolish pity
among men should find refuge in the moderation of others” (Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 27.18.1 [Walton, LCL]).

199 Polyb., Hist., 30.4.1-5. For Rhodian conduct Rome found suspicious, see, e.g., Polyb.,
Hist., 29.19 (cf. Livy., History of Rome, 45.3.3).

150 polyb., Hist., 30.4.5-9.
151 Polyb., Hist., 30.4.13; Polyb., Hist., 30.4.14.
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manifestation of such self-mastery . . . when one was kind to friends and benefactors, but
when one who had been wronged was merciful and mild towards the erring.”!>?
Flamininus, in response to Aitolian calls to depose Philip V after his defeat at
Kynoskephalai, refused their proposal and countered that good men should be harsh in

battle but humane in victory.!?

On another occasion, to ensure future loyalty the Roman
senate showed their “mildness and magnanimity” (rpadtng kol peyoioyoyio) to the
Thracian King Kotys, who fought alongside Perseus against Rome in the Third
Macedonian War.!>* Moreover, the Macedonian king Perseus began his reign with series
of pardons to people who were out of favor with the royal house: he enacted large-scale
pardon for fugitive Macedonian debtors, a general relief of debt for Macedonians who
owed money to the crown, and a release of people imprisoned for “offenses against the
crown.”!>% His actions fostered hopeful sentiments among Greeks for his reign, according
to Polybios.!*¢ Finally, Ptolemy VI Philometer (d. 145 BC), instead of enacting

vengeance upon his brother Ptolemy VIII who was responsible for his brief dethronement

and his loss of Cyprus, showered him with gifts and offered (though ultimately failed) to

32 Qv énider&ic oty ody 1) TPOG Pikovg Kai YpNoToVS neTptdg GAN €1 Tic ddtcodpevoc
gvmopaitntog €in kol Tpdog toig apaptavovot (Plutarch, Dion, 47.5 [Perrin, LCL]). Dion released
Heracleides and Theodotes, his personal enemies (Plutarch, Dion, 48.1). Diodoros also mentions Dion’s
acts of mercy to his personal enemies, saying that after the Syracusan assembly expressed their gratitude to
Dion by electing him as general, ceding to him control, and awarding him heroic honors, “Dion in harmony
with his former conduct generously absolved all his personal enemies of the charges outstanding against
them and having reassured the populace brought them to a state of general harmony. The Syracusans with
universal praises and with elaborate testimonials of approval honored their benefactor as the one and only
savior of their native land” (Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 16.20.6 [Sherman, LCL]).

153 Polybios has Flamininus say, "Brave men should be hard on their foes and wroth with them
in battle, when conquered they should be courageous and high-minded, but when they conquer, moderate,
gentle and humane (ToAepodvrog yap o€l tong ow(xﬂoug (xv8pag Bapag givan koi Qoptkone, NrTmpévoug 52
YEVVOIOUG KOl HEYAAOPPOVAC, VIKDVTHG Y& Ui LeTpiong kol mpaelg kai erhavOpomovg; Polyb., Hist.,

18.37.7 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]). For the Aitolian envoy’s speech as represented by Polyblos,
see Polyb., Hist., 18.36.5—9.

154 polyb., Hist., 30.17; cf. Livy, History of Rome, 45.42.6; Syll.3 656 = SEG 32.1206 =
PH256424 (English translation in Sherk [1984] §26).

155 Polyb., Hist., 25.3.1-3 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL].
156 Polyb., Hist., 25.3.4-5.
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give his daughter to him in marriage.'>” These examples above show how leniency,
humaneness, and pardon could all be pursued as a virtuous (and no doubt tactical)
alternative strategy to a strict policy of benefit according to worth and harshness toward
enemies.

Nevertheless, offers of leniency may not always be trusted without question.
After a victory in battle (240-239 BC) during the Mercenary War the victorious
Carthaginian general Hamilcar gave pardon (cuyyvéun) to the prisoners of war who were
unwilling to accept his call to join his army.!>® The leaders of the mercenaries—Mathos,
Spendius, and Autaritus the Gaul—grew worried that such humane treatment
(pthavBpomio) might sway their forces to trust Carthaginian leniency and give up, so they
devised a plot to foster distrust toward Carthage’s offers of pardon.!>® Spendius and
Autaritus used the pretext of falsified letters to accuse Hamilcar of using their release as
bait to gain power over the entirety of their forces.!®® Their plan worked and the
mercenary army tortured and executed a number of Carthaginian prisoners, destroying
any goodwill they might have had by inciting the fury of the Carthaginians.!®! In this
case, the offer of pardon for wrongdoing initiated a strategic struggle between the warring
generals for control of the soldiers.

Although people of small means would have been less able to repay favors,
they were not entirely neglected as recipients of benefits. Diodoros relates how
Kratesipolis, the wife of Alexander the son of Polyperchon, was beloved (dyoarmpévn) by

the Macedonian soldiers because she would help the less fortunate and those who lacked

57 Polyb., Hist., 39.7.

158 Polyb., Hist., 1.78.13-14.

159 Polyb., Hist., 1.79.8-9.

160 Polyb., Hist., 1.79.10~1.80.3.

161 Polyb., Hist., 1.80.4-1.81.2.
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resources.'%? One fable of the Babrius tradition highlights how benefiting the poor can
sometimes result in unexpected returns. In this story a lion catches a mouse, but the
mouse begs to be let free, promising that he will surely repay the favor (yépic).!%* The
Lion acquiesces to the request.!®* Then one day the lion gets caught in the net of some
hunters and, as a return of life for life, the mouse gnawed the ropes and set the lion
free.!%®> These examples show that the principle of giving to “worthy” recipient did not

necessarily exclude people of small means.

Generosity and Abundance

Prototypical generosity for a benefactor entailed giving from one’s own
resources for the good of the recipient(s) and doing so despite the hardship, risk, toil, or
cost. A text that highlights a package of the types of deeds and virtues for which cities
praised a generous benefactor can be seen in an honorary decree for a certain Kleandros,
“a man accomplished in virtue” (&vip tetelnopévog gig apetnv).!% It is unclear what
were the apparently numerous specific benefits Kleandros rendered to his city, but he was
responsible for at least one benefaction (yépic) having to do with a joint sacrifice in
Athens.'®” The council and people displayed their gratitude to Kleandros for surpassing
his own laudatory ancestors in benefactions, for the frequency (ka6 nuépav) and
constancy (dei) of his earnestness (omovdn), for outdoing officials in his personal
capacity and then outdoing his private contributions in his official capacity, and doing it

all in spite of the toil (m6vog) accompanying his services:

162 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.67.1. Kratesipolis’s penchant for helping the less fortunate did not
prevent her from also committing acts of brutality. See Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.67.2.

163 Babrius 107.1-8.

164 Babrius 107.9.

165 Babrius 107.10-15.

166 SEG 57.1198.11 (17/16 BC).
167 SEG 57.1198.33-34.
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Kleandros, son of Mogetes, a man having attained perfection in virtue, has
surpassed, by his high-minded soul, his ancestors’ first-rate position in conferring
all kind of benefits. Even though nobody can be compared to their especial virtue,
nevertheless even their achievements seem incapable of being compared with this.
Outdoing himself each day in his enthusiasm for his native city, he is eager to over-
fulfil all requirements of welfare, being a private person in a more ambitious way
than an official, being an official in a more zealous way than himself. And he
always puts forward the most excellent proposals in the interest of his native city, in
such a way that it does not appear that his proposition could (be thwarted, reduced?)
by the trouble involved. But, in fact, he joins in carrying out his proposals so that his
trouble achieves more than intended by him.!6®

The text then highlights how Kleandros embodies the civic virtues of trustworthiness
(mioTig), uprightness (dikatosvvn), humaneness (pilavOpwmic), and gentleness (mpaiitng)

that render benefits to all:

His brilliant achievements for the community are complemented by the virtues of
his soul directed with respect to individuals. For he is endowed with honesty and
righteousness and benevolence and decency of gentleness and -to sum it all up- with
all qualities by which the soul in its ambition contributes to welfare (?). And if we
wished to testify by him more than this, words would soon fail us in view of the
very highest quality of his achievements.'®

The honorific inscription for Kleandros points to some of the aspects of generosity that
got the attention of the populations of Greek cities, such as frequency, enthusiasm,
commitment, and a suite of civic virtues.

Other aspects of generosity could merit attention in the ancient sources.
Various texts bring attention to (1) the power of generosity, whether to attract others into
a positive relationship, to draw friends, to turn an enemy into a friend, or to garner good
repute, (2) the scale of generosity, whether it is beyond one’s means, godlike, or even
beyond the gifts of the gods, (3) how competitive generosity emerges from the system of
euergetism, (4) skepticism of generosity, and (5) when someone displays a conspicuous
lack of generosity.

A story related by Diodoros illustrates the power of generosity to bind the

168 SEG 57.1198.10-25. Translation from Peter Herrmann and Hasan Malay, New Documents
from Lydia (Vienna: Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007), no. 58.

169 SEG 57.1198.25-32. Translation from Herrmann and Malay, New Documents from Lydia,
no. 58.
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recipients with affection beyond the grave.!”® The young male Pisidians of the city of
Termessos showed incredible loyalty to their benefactor Alketas. Alketas, looking for
trustworthy allies in Asia for the battle against Antigonos I, chose to give generous
benefactions to the Pisidians. When war eventually came, the younger Pisidian men
strongly supported Alketas, but the older Pisidians favored surrender to the stronger
Antingonos so that they could avoid war. Secretly, the elder Pisidians betrayed their
forces during the battle and attacked Alketas (who committed suicide to avoid capture)
and thus won the battle for Antigonos. But the younger Pisidians, after devoting
themselves to plunder and brigandage, maintained their goodwill to their deceased
benefactor by honoring the body of Alketas. Diodoros explains their devotion to their
benefaction in this manner: “Thus kindness in its very nature possesses the peculiar
power of a love charm in behalf of benefactors, preserving unchanged men's goodwill
toward them.”!7!

Other examples show the power of a benefaction to attract others to ally

themselves with a benefactor or to gain a good international reputation and bind others to

oneself. Ptolemy I’s generosity even to those enemies who insulted him helped him draw

“friends” from around the world.!”> Rome did a favor (yapic) for Kotys, the Thracian ally

of Perseus, by allowing him to take back his hostage son after the Third Macedonian War

(171-168 BC), so that they could gain prestige (a reputation for generosity/kindness) and
attach Kotys to themselves.!”
Certain people were honored because they were reputed to have given beyond

their resources. So, Plutarch describes Dion of Syracuse as someone whose magnanimity

170 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.46-47.

171 ottawg 1) Tiig evepyeaiog pvoic, 1810V TL PidTpov Exovca TPOC TOVC €D TELOMKATOC,
apetdBetov drapurartel v gig avtovg gbvoray (Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.47.3 [Geer, LCL].

172 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.86.

173 Polyb., Hist., 30.17; cf. Livy, History of Rome, 45.42.6.
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surpassed his ability.!”* An honorific inscription from Cyrenaica attests to how the
Cyrenians praised Phaos of Cyrene because “he carried out his duties towards the gods
with energy and piety and his duties towards men with generosity and lavishness beyond
his means.”!”>
Certain individuals were especially renowned for their generosity in the
historical tradition. For example, Eumenes II, according to Polybios, “was most eager to
win reputations, and not only conferred more benefits than any king of his time on Greek
cities, but established the fortunes of more individual men.”!”® Another figure with a
reputation for liberality was Scipio Aemillianus (185-129 BC).!”” Polybios refers to his
reputation for “magnanimity and cleanhandedness in money matters” and produces five
examples of his noteworthy generosity: (1) he helped his mother so she would not fall
below his own social station, (2) gave his adoptive sisters their twenty-five talents due to
them years earlier than required, (3) when his father Aemilius died he gave his entire
inheritance to his comparatively less-off brother Fabius, (4) helped pay for gladiatorial
games in honor of his late father that Fabius could not afford, and (5) after his mother’s
death he gave her property to his sisters despite their lack of legal claim to it.!”®

The quest for good repute through generosity sometimes led to competitive
euergetism in which one or more benefactors found themselves in competition with
another. After Rhodes withstood the siege of Demetrios Poliorketes in 304 BC with the

help of several foreign powers, they desired to return favor to their most supportive ally

174 17 peyohoyuyia v dOvapy drepfarropevog (Plutarch, Dion, 52.1).

175 ai & mpoOg Bedg Exte|vidg Koi edoePd<>¢ étél[g]oev k(ai)| Td moTi TOg AvOpdTOC
peyaA[o]yi(x)wg kai TAovsing VEP o(V)|vapy (OGIS 767.15—-17; translation from Braund §51).

176 §evtepov prhiodoototog £yeviOn kol mheiotac puév tdv kad adtov Baciémy TOAEIg
‘EAANvidag evepyétnoe, mieiotoug 8¢ kot idiav avBpdmovg écwuatonoinoe (Polyb., Hist., 32.8.5 [Olson,
Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]).

177 Polyb., Hist., 31.25-29.

178 Examples from Polyb., Hist., 31.26-28; quote from Polyb., Hist., 31.25.9 [Olson, Paton,
Walbank, and Habicht, LCL].
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Ptolemy but in a manner that surpassed what he did for them.!” Antiochos IV tried to
outdo Aemilius Paullus in magnificence by hosting games that rivaled those put on by the
Roman general (167/166 BC).'¥Y Much to the chagrin of Seleukos III, Rome, not he,
became reputed for setting the cities of Greece free from Macedonian rule. Incensed,
Seleukos III told the Roman embassy that “regarding the autonomous cities of Asia it was
not proper for them to receive their liberty by order of the Romans, but by his own act of
beneficence."!®! Furthermore, Flamininus—who declared liberty to the Greeks at the
Isthmian Games—displayed jealousy that the Achaian strategos Philopoimen received a
similar repute and gratitude as himself for what he considered a lesser benefaction.!®?
Later, Nero boasted to the Greeks that his benefaction of freedom exceeded all those
before him, since his gift was whole rather than partial.!83

Rulers and citizens could be described as having rendered godlike
benefactions. After an earthquake devastated certain cities in western Asia Minor in 26
BC, the city of Chios honored Augustus for his aid to help the city recovery in an

honorific decree (SEG 65.300).'%* The decree begins with a declaration that “Imperator

17 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 20.100.3—4.
130 polyb., Hist., 30.25-26 (from Athenacus, The Learned Banqueters, 5.194; 10.439).

181 18¢ 8 oTovopovg TAY Katd T Acioy modemg ov St tiic Popaiov émrayfic Séov ivon
Toyyavew ti|g Elevbepiog, GAAA d1a Thg avToD Yapttog (Polyb., Hist., 18.51.9 [Paton, Walbank, and
Habicht, LCL, slightly modified]).

182 “In consequence of this exploit Philopoimen was beloved by the Greeks and conspicuously
honoured by them in their theatres, thus giving secret umbrage to Titus Flamininus, who was an ambitious
man. For as Roman consul he thought himself more worthy of the Achaians’ admiration than a man of
Arcadia, and he considered that his benefactions far exceeded those of Philopoimen, since by a single
proclamation he had set free all those parts of Greece which had been subject to Philip and the
Macedonians” (Eml 1001015 dyom®UEVOS KOl TILDUEVOS EKTPENMS VIO TV EAM VeV &v Tolg Bedtpolg
ouotipov 6vta tov Titov Novyh mapeddmet. kol yap ¢ Popaiov Yratog dvopog Aprddog n&iov Bovpdalesdon
UAAAOV VIO TV Ayoudv, Kol Toig evepyecion dnepPdiiety o mapd LKPOV 1)YETTO, OU £VOG KNPUYUOTOG
ghevBepmaoag v ‘EALGSa, 6on Okine kol Makedootv €dovievaev; Plutarch, Philopoimen, 15.1 [Perrin,
LCL

183 JG VII 2713.17-26.
134 On this inscription, see Christopher P. Jones, “The Earthquake of 26 BC in Decrees of

Mytilene and Chios,” Chiron 45 (2015): 101-122. Note also that the decree likely honors another, non-
imperial, benefactor. Jones, “The Earthquake of 26 BC in Decrees of Mytilene and Chios,” 120.
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Caesar, son of the God, the God Augustus, by his benefactions to all mankind having
surpassed even the Olympian gods.”'®> Augustus, according to the decree, was
responsible for “a new beginning (naAtyyevesia) to those who were destroyed” after the
“the crisis of the earthquakes [ended?].”!%¢ One finds other expressions of praise to
Augustus likening his services to those of the gods in the Calendar Decree of 9 BC and in
an inscription from Halikarnassos.'®” At Bousiris (Egypt), the people praised Nero “the
good deity of the inhabited world” (6 dyaf0g daipwv Tiig oikovpévnc) and the governor
Tiberius Claudius Babillus for “his godlike benefactions” (ai ico8ot avtod ydpireg) that
resulted in the sacred Nile river giving copious gifts for the populace.!®® Citizens could be
recipients of “godlike honors” too, like when Pergamon honored Diodoros Pasparos with
“godlike honors” (ic60cot Tiuai) for his extensive services to the city.!®? Finally, the
Hellenistic poet Kallimachos lauded Berenike, wife of Ptolemy III, as among the three
Graces, saying, “four are the Graces; for beside those three another has been fashioned

lately and is yet wet with perfume. Happy Berenike and resplendent among all—without

185 gn<e>1 Avtokpdrwp Koicap, Ogod vide, 0g0c [ZePaoctdg, Taic]| eic andvrag d[vOp]dmong
gvepyeoioug vreptebekmg kai Tovg OAvpmiovg| Beovg (SEG 65.300.a.2—4). Translation from Jones, “The
Earthquake of 26 BC in Decrees of Mytilene and Chios,” 111. The praise of Augustus as surpassing the
gods in his benefactions resembles in some ways the hymn to Demetrios I Polioketes that highlights the
tangible presence, power, and benefits of the human benefactor as opposed to the distant gods (see n110).

136 SEG 65.300.a.7-8. tiic 62 TV GEIGUDY TEPIGTUGE[MC TEMAVUEVNG - - - - - ]...molvyeveoiav
701G amor {A} <w>Adot ka[téTate].

187 SEG 56.1233.41-42 (Providence brought Augustus to humanity “as if a god in place of
herself” [domep...av0” £a(v)tiic [6]edv]; translation from Jones, “The Earthquake of 26 BC in Decrees of
Mytilene and Chios,” 113); PH257992.6—7 (calling Augustus “Zeus patron and preserver of the common
race of humanity” [Aia Totp@dov kai cotijpa Tob kowvod oD avpmdrwv yévoug]). References from Jones,
“The Earthquake of 26 BC in Decrees of Mytilene and Chios,” 112-113.

188 OGIS 666.3—4, 21 (AD 55-59). One can find an English translation in Sherk [1988] §63.
On this inscription, see Christina Kokkinia, “The God-emperor. Fragments of a Discourse between Greek
Cities and Provincial Governors,” in Communautés locales et pouvoir central dans 1’ Orient hellénistique et
romain, ed. Christophe Feyel, Julien Fournier, Laétitia Graslin-Thomé¢, and Frangois Kirbihler (Nancy:
Association pour la diffusion de la recherche sur I’ Antiquité, 2012), 499-516.

139 “And now, having been found worthy of godlike honors, he might be more eager in his
willingness, having acquired worthy recompenses of his benefactions” (kai viv icobéwv HEdHEVOS TIUDV
€KTEVESTEPOC YivN-|[Tan Tij TpoBupia koulopevog 1@V evepyectdv a&iog tog apopac; IGRR 4.293.Col.
11.39-40).
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whom even the Graces themselves are not Graces.”!® Thus, the significance of a
benefaction could result in a person or population praising a benefactor by declaring him
or her to be among the gods and even being a condition upon which the reality of the
gods themselves depends, by speaking of them as having rendered benefits like or
surpassing the gods, or saying that they are worthy of honors like the gods.

Generosity was usually valued and received warmly but could also raise
suspicions about the giver in certain circumstances. Or generosity could be noticeably
absent. Excessive kindness might signal weakness like when the kindness (@iAavOponio)
of the Romans leads the Rhodians to think that Rome was weak and in danger.'*!
Conspicuous lack of generosity would garner negative attention. Theophrastos describes
the person who lacks liberality.!? The ungenerous or “illiberal” person (6 dvelevbepog)
is the type of person to dedicate a tiny plaque to Dionysos upon winning the tragedy
competition, to stay silent or leave during a city’s call for funds in an emergency, to
pretend his children are sick so he can keep them home from school on a day they are
required to bring gifts, to awkwardly carry his meat and produce home himself rather
than cheaply hiring a carrier, to change his route home to avoid a friend who wants a
loan, and to rent an enslaved-girl as-needed for his wife rather than buy one.!®?
Furthermore, paltry gifts did not go unnoticed when comparisons from the past were
readily available. Around 227 BC Rhodes experienced an earthquake that devastated the
city.!* In response to the event many cities and dynasts offered abundant aid to Rhodes

to help rebuild it, whether it was 75 or 300 talents of silver, provision of oil for the

190 Téooapeg ol Xaprreg: moti yap pio Toig tpiol tvaug dptt motenhdodn kijtt phpotot votel.
gvaimv év maow apifarog Bepevika, ag dtep ovd™ avtai ol Xdapireg Xdapireg (Callimachus, Epigram 52
[Mair and Mair, LCL].

91 polyb., Hist., 28.16-17.

192 Theophrastos, Characters, 22.

193 Theophrastos, Characters, 22.2,3, 6,7, 9, 10.

194 Polyb., Hist., 5.88.1.
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gymnasion, corn, timber, other goods, quinqueremes, or exemption from customs
duties.! Polybios points out the comparative lack of abundance in the gifts of the
dynasts of his own time (mid-second century BC). He suggests that kings should not
consider their four or five-talent gifts as significant and that cities should remember those
ample gifts of the past and refrain from giving the same distinctions and honors to the
meager present-day gifts as they did for the more generous benefactions of prior

generations.!?

Time

The notion of time is an important part of the process of rendering a
benefaction. Themes that feature regularly in the epigraphic record include a well-timed
benefaction and continuous and prolonged service. Halikarnassos honored its citizen
Zenodotos Baukideos, “a good man” (&vnp dyaB0c) concerning the city of Troizen, for
his participation in the struggle for the freedom of Troizen for which he arrived “at the
right moment” (katd kopov).!” In the early first century AD Cyrene honored a certain
Phaos son of Klearchos for “having acted as envoy during the Marmaric War, in winter,
putting himself in danger and bringing military aid which was most timely and sufficient
for the safety of the city.”!”® Dangerous situations that threatened the well-being,
autonomy and liberty, or even existence of a city provided the dire circumstances into

which a benefactor could render timely services for the city. Yet proper timing was not

195 Polyb., Hist., 5.88.1-90.8.

196 Polyb., Hist., 5.90.5-8. Bringmann, based on his catalog of royal donations in the
Hellenistic period, contends that Polybios was correct in his assessment that dynasts were more generous in
the past than during his own time of the mid-second century BC. Bringmann, “The King as Benefactor,”
11.

197 PH258005.5-11 (Gvrp dya00¢ yéyove mepi toV Sfjpov]| Tov Tpolnvimv koi kotd kaipdv
aopucopevog| ponnoe kol cuvnymvicato avtoig sic Tv| ElevBepiav tijg TOAe®S Kai TNV EEayyn V| TG
ppovpdc a&img Tiig T€ TorTpidog Kol Tiig|| lkeldTNTOg KOl £0vVOiag Tig dmapyovong| Tijt TOAEL TPOG
Tpolnviovg).

198 o] mpeoPedoag &v 1 Mappa|ptcd ToAEUD &V ¥EUMO £0n|TOV 8¢ TOG Kivdhvog Emdog|
Kod Ty EmcatpotdTay cuppa-|[y]liov kai Tpog cotnpiav t[a]g md-|[A]eog avnroicav dyoaywmv (I.RCyr2020
C.416.a.7-12; other editions include OGIS 767; IGRR 1.1041; SEG 9.6. Translation from Braund §51.
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the only temporal aspect of a benefaction that cities appreciated. Duration of service
received due attention in honorific decrees.

Various expressions like v mavti kop®, dtaterelv, del, and kad’ nuépav
communicated a benefactor’s continuous service. Athen’s honorific decree for Phaidros
of Sphettos repeatedly invokes the theme of constancy of service with the verb dwateleiv:
“Phaidros himself has continued (S1atetelékev) to have the same preference as his
ancestors, presenting himself as worthy of the good will of the People,” as strategos “he
continued (dietéhecev) to strive for the common preservation,” “he continued (detélece)
to speak and do what good he could for the People,” and “he continued (Sietédece) to do
everything in accordance with the laws and the decrees of the Council and People.”*
The Athenenians resolved to praise Phaidros and award him a gold crown “for the
excellence and good will he continues (Siatelel) to have for the Athenian People.”?%

The phrase év mavti koapdt frequents the honorific inscriptions to highlight
how a benefactor “at every opportunity” maintained a disposition of service and took
each opportunity to render benefits to the city and to individuals. So, Athens honored
Philippides because “he has continued at every opportunity to display his goodwill for the
people.”?®! In Kallatis (Scythia), a Dionysian Thiasos honored a certain benefactor

Ariston who, conforming to (ototyeiv) his father’s love of good repute (ptrodo&ia),

engaged in “preserving the city at every opportunity (€v movti kaip®) from the events that

199 xai ad|tdg 8¢ Poidpog v adThv aipecty Exwv Toig Tpoyo|[yo]voig dtoteterékey EaVTOV
a&ov Topackevalo|v Thig TPOg TOV S0V 0volac. .. xepoTovnBeig 6€ VIO ToD dMUoL £rl Td OTAa
GTPUTN YOG TOV EVianToV TOV €ml Kipwmvog dpyovt|og dietélecey dymvilOpevog vrep Tiig Kowiig cmtnpiog,
Kol TEPIOTAVI®V TEL YDPaL ATOQUVOUEVOS (el TO KpaT-|[loTa. . .d1eTélene Kol Aéywv kol TPaTTv dyad|ov
611 dVVATO VITEP TOV SNUOV. . .OIETELEGE TAVTA TTPATTMOV AKOAODOWE TO1G TE VOIS Ka[l TOTG TG POLATIG Kol
10D dMpov yneiopacwy... (/G I13 1 985.18-21, 30-35, 41-42, 46-47). Translation from Sean Byre,
“Honours for Phaidros of Sphettos,” (Last updated 6 March 2018).

200 grauvésar Paidpolv Ovpoyxdpov ZEATTIOV Koi 6TEPOVAGHL 0)TOV| (PUEML GTEPEVML KOTO
TOV vopov dpetiic Evek-|[a] kai edvoiag fiv Exmv dtotelel mepi ToV Sfipov 1-/|ov Adnvaiov (/G 113 1 985. 71—
75).

201 Setetédexev &v mavti konp®[1]| dmodeucvopevog Ty mpog TV dfjpov ebvorav (IG 11° 1
877.8-9; 283/282 BC).
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happened to it.”?°? The people of Lykosoura (Arkadia) made known their desire for
Nikosippos’s continued benefits, and having honored him for his services they
encouraged him and his wife to keep “the same stance in future, always (dei) to be
responsible for some benefit to the gods and to the city of the Lykosourans, in the
knowledge that the city is grateful and has never lapsed in the bestowal of gratitude.”?%
The Antigoneans (later “Mantineans’) and a group of Roman businessmen honored
Euphrosynus son of Titus because, among other things, he was “every day (ka0 nuépav)
contriving to furnish something more for the city.””?** These phrases sometimes come
together in a single honorific inscription to draw close attention to a benefactor’s
constancy of service. For instance, the city of Abdera honored a certain Philon for
“eagerly seeking always (del) to be a cause of some good and in public to the city and to
those of the citizens who meet (him) in private, he continues (SiateAel) to display at every
opportunity (&v mavti kap@t) his own goodwill he has for our people.”?% The effect of
this terminology is to draw attention to the prolonged service with the implication that the
benefactor did not offer a one-off or momentary benefit to the group of recipients but
consistent care.

A past-present discourse construction like tpotepov-vdv could also

communicate continuity of a benefactor’s past performance and current care for the city.

202 gre1dn Apio|[tov Apictaovog, Tatpoc v edepyétal Koi S&utepov yevouévou pév Ktijoto Tac
mOMog, LroTeIpoL 8¢ ToV| Birdoov audv, kol adTog Qaivietat Ty adTay Exmv aipeowy,| oToy@®v Td T0D
TaTpOg PA0d0|Elg, Tév T TOAY oMV &V TOVTi| KOp@ K TV cuvParvoviov avltd tpaypdtev (SEG
27.384.3—12 = PH173613.4-13; shortly after AD 15).

203 mopakodeiv 8¢ odToG Koi gig To petd Toda pév<ov>Tag &ml TG odTag VOGTAGLOC Gel Tvog
dyabod maparriovg yeiveson| Toig te Oeoic Kol T TOAEL TV Avkovpasiny, Yevdckov|tag 6Tt kai & TOMG
€0YAP1OTOG 0VGA 0VOEMOTE PN AEWPOT €V ydpi-||tog dmodooel (IG V.2 576.26-30). Translation from Braund
§677.

204 1eoi ka0 Huépav Emvodv Tf TOAEL TAEIOV T apéyecon (IG V.2 268.10; 10 BC-AD 10).
On this inscription, which dileneates the various benefactions of Euphrosynus and his wife Epigone, see A.
J. S. Spawforth, Greece and the Augustan Cultural Revolution (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2011), 224-228.

205 [gnedn) Oidwv [TvOwvog AkdvOiog| o]neddwv det tvog dry[aod mapaitiog yivetar]| kol
KOwT| Tht TOAet Kol Toig Kot idiav Eviuyya[vov-]|ol TV ToMT@V, ATodIKVOIEVOS £V TTavTl Kaup®d| TV kad’
anTov gbvolav fiv Exv dratedel Tpog| Tov dfjpov fudv (PH295274.1-6; 2nd c. BC).
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Kos honored the doctor Xenotimos with a gold crown for his past and present medical

services:

Since Xenotimos, son of Timoxenos, in previous times (£v € T0ig TpOTEPOV
xpOvo1G) took care of the citizens according to his medical skill, showing himself
eager to save the sick and now ([Kk]ai [vD]v), in the face of the onset of many
virulent diseases and the illness of the public doctors in the city resulting from the ill
effects of their attendance upon their patients, he of his own volition has been
unfailing in his provision of help for those in need, taking it upon himself to provide
a remedy for every illness, and allowing to no one undue favor but saving men’s
lives by his ready service of all equally.%

The reason the city of Myous honored Apollodoros son of Metrophanos has similar
phraseology: “in previous times (&v 1€ 101¢ TpOTEPOV YpOVOLS) he inclined [himself]
favorably, he continues to furnish in public and in private to those of the Myesians who
meet with him and now having the same inclination dedicates to Apollo Terminthos four
bowls each carrying a weight of a hundred Milesian drachmas.”?"” In this instance the
benefactor Apollodoros receives praise for his past care for the people of Myous and for
his current piety to the god Apollo Terminthos. The mpdtepov-vdv construction in
honorific decrees backgrounds the past event(s) (npdtepov) and foregrounds the current
event for which the benefactor is receiving praise. In normal practice the past and present
are presented as consistent and coherent such that the benefactor shows continuity in his

or her disposition and performance to aid the recipient(s).

Relational Dynamics of Benefactors and Recipients

In a benefaction relationship, the recipient(s) are normally expected to display
their gratitude (ydpic, evyapiotia) to their benefactor(s). Nevertheless, in various times
and ways recipients did not necessarily abide by proper conventions of gratitude.

Moreover, a benefactor and his or her recipients tended to expect each other to maintain a

206 PH349601.1-15 (3rd c. BC). Translation from Hands §63.
207 [8medn)]| Amolrddmpoc MnTpo@dvov mpoatp[oduevog - - ca. 15 - - tédt 31-]|uot v Te Toic
TPOTEPOV YPOVOLG EBVOV[V E0VTOV die]Té[A]et Tapey o[ ]e[vog Kowvijt te kol idiat Tolg dmavidoty avT@dt
Moneciwv kai viv v ad|tiv aipecv Exov dvotidnot tdt Amdiiovi T TepuvOel pralog téc|oepag OAKTV
dryovoav ekdotnv dpoypog Miknoiog ekatov (SEG 36.1047.1-6; end of 3rd c. BC).
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certain level of fidelity (niotic) and goodwill (ebvoia) to one another. A city did not
always need to choose one benefactor over another, since they would happily receive
benefits from many different local and foreign people and repay gratitude to them all as
they saw fit. But sometimes a zero-sum rivalry between benefactors could arise and test
the fidelity of a city. For various reasons the recipients might find themselves in a
situation in which their fidelity to a benefactor requires reconsideration or a decisive
choice between rival alternatives. Additionally, benefactors and recipients might find
themselves bound to each other through real or imagined ancestral ties. Cities related to
one another through the mythical past, through colonization, or other historical ties.
Strong historical and cultural ties could draw on that shared identity for decision-making
and cooperation in the present, including rendering aid to one another in times of trouble.
The following section explores the three relational dynamics of ingratitude,

fidelity/defection, and kinship within the framework of benefaction.

Ingratitude

Ingratitude—failure to show proper thanks to one’s benefactor—manifests
itself in several ways in the Hellenistic and early Roman periods. As a rule, ingratitude
was supposed to be avoided. Failing to show adequate thanks for a benefit in a civic or
individual benefaction relationship was a basic social transgression. Gratitude is such a
significant aspect of benefaction relationships that Seneca famously calls ingrates worse
than murderers.?%® To engage in behavior that demonstrated ingratitude (as commonly
understood) would result in a degradation of one’s reputation and thus limit one’s
chances of being a recipient of benefits in the future from the pool of potential
benefactors. Social disdain for ingrates makes sense, since such a signal was able to

sanction people who did not play by the evolved rules of just conduct in the game of

208 Seneca, Ben., 1.10.3—4.
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giving and receiving benefits. In the selection process for dispensing a benefit a
benefactor would tend to avoid giving to ingrates as a general principle.?*® A partial
survey of Greek and Roman literature shows the deeply enculturated sanction and
contempt for ingratitude.?!® Since the topic of ingratitude has been so widely discussed in
the scholarly literature, the present section focuses on some discrete themes that occur
within the wider category of ingratitude, namely, the topics of avoiding ingratitude,
responding to ingratitude, and killing one’s benefactor.

The prospects of shame for acting with ingratitude could affect how people
conducted themselves. In 229 BC, the Aitolian League avoided initiating outright warfare
against the Achaian League. Polybios explains that the Aitolians were ashamed to aggress
against the Achaians because the Achaians had recently benefited them in the war against
the Antigonid king Demetrios II1.2!! To take a Roman example, a certain man who was
about to kill Caius Marius refrained from the deed because he did not want to show
ingratitude to Marius for all he had done for Italy.?!? Thus, the anticipation of shame
could prevent transgression of the normal gift-gratitude social script.

One could press the scripts of ingratitude and gratitude into service to persuade

209 Xenophon, Memorabilia, 2.6.4-5; Seneca, Ben., 4.34. The practice of avoiding giving to a
person with a reputation for ingratitude also makes sense in terms of the emergence of the cultural
institutions of benefaction with its repute mechanisms that signal to others that a recipient is thankful.

210 g g . Xenophon, Memorabilia, 2.2; 2.6.4-5; 2.6.19; 4.4.24; Theophrastos, Characters, 17;
Sir. 29:15-17; Polyb., Hist., 2.6; 3.16.2—4; 4.49.1; 22.11.1-12.10; 23.17.5-18.5; 27.9-10; Cicero, On
Duties, 2.63; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 33.7.1; 32.2.3-10; 33.17; Valerius Maximus, Memorable Sayings and
Doings, 5.2-3; Seneca, Ben., 1.1.1-2; 2.26.1-2; 2.29.1-6; 2.30.1; 3.1.1; 3.14.3; 4.18, 24, 34; 5.17; 7.26, 31;
Letter 81; Justin, Epitome, 21.6; 32.2.3—10; 35.1.2-3; Plutarch, Gaius Gracchus, 16.5; Phocion, 30.4-6;
Dion, 42.1; Brutus, 11.2; Comparison of Dion and Brutus, 3.4; Marius, 10.1; 28.4; 39; Alexander, 41.1;
71.4.

21 Polyb., Hist. 2.46.1-2; cf. 2.6.1.

212 Plutarch, Marius, 39. Plutarch writes, “At once, then, the Barbarian fled from the room,
threw his sword down on the ground, and dashed out of doors, with this one cry: “I cannot kill Caius
Marius™” (o0 dvvopon I'diov Mapiov dmokteivar). Plutarch continues, “Consternation reigned, of course,
and then came pity, a change of heart, and self-reproach for having come to so unlawful and ungrateful a
decision against a man who had been the savior [or preserver] of Italy, and who ought in all decency to be
helped” ([Perrin, LCL]; mévtag odv Ekninéig £oyev, eita olkToc Kol petévota Thig YVOING Kol KATApepmy1g
gotdVv Mg BodAeupa BePovrevkdtv Evopov kai dxdpiotov én” avdpi cwtipt thg Traliag, @ pm Bonbica
Seov V).
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others to act a certain way. For instance, a certain Roman general Aemilius during the
Second Punic War, in a speech to his soldiers who were about to fight Hannibal’s army,
used the rhetoric of gratitude to induce them to fight with more enthusiasm and courage
than any ordinary battle.?!* The implication of Aemilius’s rhetoric was that, if his soldiers
do not fight as if Rome’s existence were at stake, then they would be ingrates to their
benefactor (Rome). A benefactor knew that when the thankfulness of the recipients might
be in question, and he or she could call attention to past benefactions or to the lack of
honors the recipients have bestowed to prick the sense of shame that accompanies
ungrateful behavior. Such was the case with Philip V at the conference at Lokris when he
called attention to the numerous benefits that he and his ancestors rendered toward the
Achaians and how their defection to Rome was out of step with proper gratitude.?!*

In addition to calling attention to one’s past benefactions, outright ingratitude
could be met with several other responses. According to Polybios, the Spartans showed
ingratitude to the Antigonid dynasty and the Achaians by trying to make a secret alliance
with the Aitolians, since “though they had been so recently set free (GAevBepmpévor)
through Antigonos and through the spirited action of the Achaians, and should not have in
any way acted against the Macedonians and Philip, they sent privately to the Aitolians

and made a secret alliance with them.”?!> Thus, even spurning those whose ancestors

liberated and faithfully aided them is still considered, at least to some observers,

213 Polyb., Hist., 3.109.10-12. Polybios’s Aemilius says to his soldiers, "...and enter on this
battle as if not your country's legions but her existence were at stake. For if the issue of the day be adverse,
she has no further resources to overcome her foes; but she [Rome] has centered all her power and spirit in
you, and in you lies her sole hope of safety.” He continues, “Do not cheat her, then, of this hope, but now
pay the debt of gratitude you owe to her (GAL’ anddote pev T ToTpidt TaG Appovoag yapirag), and make it
clear to all men that our former defeats were not due to the Romans being less brave than the
Carthaginians, but to the inexperience of those who fought for us then and to the force of circumstances"
(Polyb., Hist., 2.109.10—12 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]).

214 Polyb., Hist., 18.6.5-8. On other instances of calling attention to past benefactions, see
Bringmann, “King as Benefactor, 17—18, who also cites Polyb., Hist., 29.24.11-16 and Polyb., Hist.,
16.26.1-6 (Livy, History of Rome, 31.15.1-4).

215 Polyb., Hist., 4.16.5 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL].

104



ingratitude. When Sparta debated whether to maintain their alliance to the Macedonians
or join the Aitolians, a crucial factor in their decision to maintain allegiance to the
Antigonids was that the Macedonian dynasty had benefited Sparta in the past and that the
Aitolians had recently (roughly two decades prior in 240 BC) used force to attack
Laconia in an attempt to control Sparta.?!® The argument persuaded enough Spartans for
them to decide to side with Macedon, but the pro-Aitolian faction violently and forcibly
took control to impose their own viewpoint.?!” Polybios described the pro-Aitolian
faction’s move as motivated by, among other things, ingratitude (dyopiotia) to the
Macedonians.?!®

Ingratitude of a superior to the services an inferior might inspire a change of
loyalties. The Aitolian governor of Coele-Syria, Theodotos, rendered important services
to Ptolemy IV when Antiochos III attempted to take possession of the region, but
Polybios states that “he not only received no thanks (yép1ig) for this but on the contrary
had been recalled to Alexandria and had barely escaped with his life.”?!° In response to
such flagrant ingratitude, Theodotos decided to make overtures to defect to the Seleukid
king.??® Eventually, Theodotos did switch loyalties to Antiochos and he seized and
handed over the cities of Tyre and Ptolemais to him.??!

Il-will could be fomented on account of ingratitude. Thus, when Opimius and
the opponents of Gaius Gracchus had killed Marcus Fulvius Flaccus and his son and were
hunting down Gaius, he prayed to the gods that the Roman people would be in perpetual

servitude (undérote mavocacHatl Sovievovta) on account of their ingratitude (dyopiotio)

216 polyb., Hist., 4.34.9-10.

27 Polyb., Hist., 4.34.10-35.5.

218 polyb., Hist., 4.35.6.

219 Polyb., Hist., 5.40.1-2 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]; cf. 5.61.4.
220 polyb., Hist., 5.40.3.

221 Polyb., Hist., 5.61.5-62.6.
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and treachery (mpodocia).??? An incensed benefactor could respond to ingrates in a drastic
manner by killing someone for their ingratitude. When Antipater was regent of Macedon
after the death of Alexander III, the people of Athens requested the prominent man
Phokion to serve as envoy to Antipater so that they might convince him to remove the
occupying Macedonian garrison. He refused the request, but a certain Demades accepted
the call in his stead. Demades was received by Antipater’s son Kassander, since Antipater
had fallen ill, but Kassander had come across a letter from Demades who had written it to
Antigonos asking him to invade Greece and Macedonia. When Demades arrived,
Kassander arrested him and his son, killed his son in front of him, and then killed him for
his ingratitude (&yopiotia).??

Killing one’s benefactor was considered the height of ingratitude. Both
Plutarch and Dio Cassius cast the assassination of Julius Caesar as a case of benefactor-
killing. Plutarch remarks that the worst charge one could make against Brutus is that
despite the fact that Caesar’s generosity (xdpig) had preserved his life, still Brutus with
his own hand participated in the killing of his preserver (cwtp).?** Dio Cassius invokes
the script of ingratitude in his comments on the death of Brutus and Cassius, saying, “For
justice and the Divine Will seem to have led to suffer death themselves men who had
killed their benefactor, one who had attained such eminence in both virtue and good
fortune.”??

The historian Memnon describes Ptolemy Keraunos’s killing of Seleukos I in

terms of killing one’s benefactor:

But while he [Ptolemy Keraunos] was treated with such care [i.e., “enjoying the

222 Plutarch, Gaius Gracchus, 16.5.

223 Plutarch, Phokion, 30.4—6.

224 Plutarch, Comp. Dion. Brut., 3.4.

225 (3¢ mov 16 T Sikanov Epepe Kol TO SaUoVIov Tyev Evopa anTovg EDEPYETNY GOMV, &C

T000DTOV Kai THG APETTiG Kal TTig TOYNG Tpoxmpnoavta, arokteivavtag madeiv (Dio Cassius, Roman
History, 48.1.1 [Cary and Foster, LCL]).
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honor and esteem of a king’s son”], the benefactions he enjoyed did not make his
wickedness any better: he plotted against Seleukos, attacked his benefactor and
killed him. He mounted a horse and fled to Lysimachea, where he put on a diadem
and presented himself before the army with a splendid guard: they were forced to
accept him and proclaimed him king, after previously obeying Seleukos.??¢

Memnon notes that the benefits Ptolemy Keraunos received from Seleukos did not
improve his character or instill a sense of gratitude; rather, those benefits heighten the
treachery of his regicide. Perhaps the most striking and detailed example benefactor-
killing happened to a certain Carthaginian named Gesco.

The example of Gesco offers a stark contrast to the normal and consistent
pattern of rewarding benefactors with praise and gratitude and committing their person
and deeds to public memory. In this instance former beneficiaries arrested, mutilated, and
executed their benefactor. During the Mercenary War between Carthage and their
mercenaries (ca. 240-237 BC), the Carthaginian commander at Lilybaeum, Gesco, acted
as a mediator in the attempt to broker a deal between the two opposing parties.??” Before
the war broke out, Gesco had tried to ensure that Carthage would pay the mercenaries by
sending them in detachments to provide Carthage enough time to hand over their
arrears.??® His plan did not work, and after the agitation had begun and the mercenaries

had camped out at Tunis near the capital to demand their arrears, the mercenaries, who

226 TTtokepoiog 8¢ 6 Kepavvog, tdv Avoipdyov mpoypdtav vmd Zekedke yeyevnuévay, kol
avTOG VI’ AOTOV ETEAEL, 00Y, OC AYUAAMTOC TOPOPAOUEVOC, GAA™ ola 1) waic PacAéms TYfG T& Kol Tpovoiog
a&ovpevog, oL UMV GAAL Kol DTOCYECEGT AAUTPLVOUEVOG, OG 0OT® XEAEVKOG TPOVTEVEY, €L TELEVTNOEIEY O
yewbuevoc, [odTove i) Ty Adyvrtov, ToTpday ovcay Apyy, Katayoysiv. (3) AL’ 6 pév TolodTng
Kkndepovidg N&iwTo- kaxov 8¢ dpa al evepyeoion ovk ERgdtiovy. EmfBovAny yap cueTHGOC, TPOGTECOVY TOV
g0gpYETV Avaupel, kod Tmov EmPag mpdg Avoipoyioy eevyel, &v 1) S1adnuo TepOEUEVOC HETR AApTPEC
dopueopiag KatéBatvey €ig TO oTPATELU, SEXOUEVOY ODTOV VIO THG AvAyKNC, Kol Pactién kKaAovVImy, ol
npOTEPOV TeAevkm Vkovov (Memnon of Heraclea, DFHG XI11.2-3; translation from Austin? §159 [FGrH
434 F 11 §8.2-3]; cf. Burstein §16).

227 Gesco as strategos of Lilybaeum, see Polyb., Hist., 1.66.1. The war had started over a
dispute about withheld payment of arrears. On the war generally, see Polyb., Hist., 1.65-88; Diod. Sic, Bib.
hist., 25; Frank W. Walbank, 4 Historical Commentary on Polybius, Volume I, Commentary on Books I-VI
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1957), 130-150. Gesco is mentioned by Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 24.13. Reference
thanks to Walbank, 4 Historical Commentary on Polybius, Volume I, 132.

228 polyb., Hist., 1.66.2-3. Unfortunately, Polybios states that Carthage was neither monetarily
well-off (having just come off the two-decades long war with Rome) nor inclined to pay the mercenaries

the amount that they had promised (presuming the mercenaries would not demand the full portion). Polyb.,
Hist., 1.66.5-6.
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were “very favorably (piAavOpodnmg) inclined to Gesco” because of his past attention
towards them, referred their disputed points to him.??° He brought the money to dole out
to each nation accordingly.?*° During Gesco’s stay in Tunis, the Libyan contingent, led by
Spendius and Mathos, grew frightened of Carthage’s potential anger at them and so they
“began to traduce and accuse Gesco and the Carthaginians.”?*! Even after Gesco had
realized the gravity of the growing threat to himself and the Carthaginians with him,
"valuing more than anything the interest of his country” and observing that Carthage
might “be in the gravest danger, he persisted, at great personal risk, in his conciliatory
efforts."?*? Nevertheless, because Gesco told off the Libyan representatives who came to
ask for their overdue pay, the mercenaries arrested him, plundered the Carthaginians
present with him, and initiated the military conflict.?3?

Later in the war, Hamilcar Barcas successfully prosecuted battles, gained the
friendship of the Numidian Navaras, and strategically rewarded mercenaries who
defected to Carthage and pardoned those who wished to go free.?** The mercenaries were
now in dire straits and the leaders of the mercenaries worried about Hamilcar’s leniency

toward mercenary prisoners.?> As a result, they convinced their soldiers that they could

22 Polyb., Hist., 1.68.13.

230 Polyb., Hist., 1.69.1-3.

21 Polyb., Hist., 1.69.4-14.

232 Polyb., Hist., 1.70.1. 6 8¢ T'éokov...mepi mheiotov 88 moroduevog T Tf] moTpidt cupEépov,
kol Oewpdv 611 TovTOV Arodnplrwdévioy Kivduvedovot Tpopavidc ol Kapynddvior toic HA01g mpdypact,
ToPERAAAETO KO TPOGEKAPTEPL. ...

23 Polyb., Hist., 1.70.3-9.

234 Polyb., Hist., 1.75-78. After a victory, “Hamilcar gave permission to those of the prisoners
who chose to join his own army, arming them with the spoils of the fallen enemies; those who were
unwilling to do so he collected and addressed saying that up to now he pardoned their offenses (cuyyvodunv
avTolg Eyev TV uapmuévov), and therefore they were free to go their several ways, wherever each man
chose” but that they should not expect any leniency if they took up arms against Carthage again. Polyb.,
Hist., 1.78.13-15.

235 Polyb., Hist., 1.79.8.
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not trust Carthage to be clement to them.?3® Autaritus the Gaul further added that those
who hoped for their clemency were traitors.??” He suggested that they should torture and
kill Gesco and all Carthaginian prisoners.?*® Yet other speakers countered that they should
spare the prisoners or at least spare them torture, because Gesco had previously benefited
them.?*° Their voices were drowned out and the mercenaries stoned the pro-Gesco
speakers to death and cut off the hands of Gesco and the Carthaginian prisoners,
"beginning with Gesco, that very Gesco whom a short time previously they had selected
from all the Carthaginians, proclaiming him their benefactor (evepyétmv avtdv) and
referring the points in dispute to him."?4* After that, they cut off other bodily extremities,
broke their legs, and “threw them still alive into a trench.”?*! To a Greek like Polybios,
how the mercenaries treated Gesco amounts to mutilating and executing one’s
benefactor—an act contrary to all justice that demonstrates two of his four core aims in
recounting the Mercenary War: the folly of relying on mercenary soldiers and the
savagery of barbarians in contrast to civilized peoples.?*> What the events surrounding
Gesco’s death also show is the contingency and constantly changing nature of

relationships, even those formerly characterized by goodwill and mutual benefit.

Fidelity and Disloyalty

Certain situations arose that put a strain on a benefactor-recipient relationship.

In a benefactor-recipient relationship the normal expectation between parties was that

236 Polyb., Hist., 1.79.9-14.

237 Polyb., Hist., 1.80.1-3.

238 Polyb., Hist., 1.80.4.

239 Polyb., Hist., 1.80.8 (81 Tag yeyevnuévog £k 1o I'éokmvog eic adtovg evepyesiog).

240 Polyb., Hist., 1.80.12.

241 Polyb., Hist., 1.80.13.

242 polyb., Hist., 1.65.7-8. His other aims involve describing “the nature and character” of a

“truceless war” and how the war is instructive regarding the causes of the Second Punic War. Polyb., Hist.,
1.65.6-8. See also, Walbank, 4 Historical Commentary on Polybius, Volume I, 131-132.
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each would hold goodwill and fidelity toward one another. Trustworthy and reliable
people were sought for advice, entrusted with important missions or positions of power,
and expected to keep their promises and reject bribes.?** Fear of garnering a reputation
for being untrustworthy could motivate a person to keep their word, even if being
faithless would be arguably more advantageous in the short term.?** In times of trouble
and public crisis fidelity would be put to the test and individuals would be provided with
the opportunity to prove themselves true or false. A striking example that shows this
connection of fidelity and dangerous and critical situations occurs in a letter from the
Kappadocian king Orophernes to the city of Priene.?*> The King praised and commended
his envoys to Priene, mentioning “[the] valor of those who have with us incurred danger,
for they have given clear proofs of their reliability (niotic) and good-will (¢bvoin) on the
most urgent occasions.”?*¢ The envoys demonstrated their wictig and gbvola by sharing in
danger alongside the king and providing services in difficult times.

Trust was a strongly valued attribute, especially when a person was so reliable
that they would endure pain and risk themselves even to the point of death to maintain
their fidelity.>*” The historian Polybios remarks that people who endure suffering for the
sake of maintaining fidelity to those who trust them are more well-regarded and

praiseworthy than those who betray that trust out of fear or suffering.?*® Among

243 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.29.2 (position of power); Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.46.7 (important
mission); Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.54.2 (consulted); Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.58.2 (only reliable person left);
Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.36.6 (reject bribes); Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.65.1-2 (expected to keep promise but
failed); Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 20.19.2 (position of power; but see betrayal in 20.107.5), Diod. Sic., Bib. hist.,
37.10.1 (kept promises).

24 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.66.2.
245 RC §63 = SEG 1.438 = I.Priene 25.

248 [1Rc av]dporyabiag TdV cvykektvduvevkdToy f[UiV Kai év Toig dvory|kono]TdTolg Kaipoig

miotewe Kol gvvoiog amodg[iEelg pav]epd[g drn]odei&lalvtac (RC §64.7-9).

247 With respect to wioTic in general, Arrian reports that Epictetus said that “man is born to
fidelity” (0 &vBpwmnoc mpdg mioTv yéyovev) and “the man who overthrows this is overthrowing the
characteristic quality of man” (Epictetus, Disc., 2.4.1 [Oldfather, LCL]).

248 “We do not praise those who either from fear or suffering turn informers and betray
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Alexander III’s successors, Eumenes was the most loyal to the Argead dynasty and “he
believed that it was incumbent upon himself to run every risk for the safety of the kings”
(Alexander IV and Philip Arrhidaios).?*’ Betraying or keeping one’s trust was potentially
a life and death decision for either party, so those who risked their own lives and endured
suffering in order to maintain their trust were highly valued.

Another reason trust was valued is because it was not uncommon for
somebody give up their loyalty and switch sides. A variety of reasons might induce
somebody to change loyalties. Some individuals defected to a rival due to promises, an
offer of money, gifts, a position of authority and power, or immunity.?*° Others changed
sides to fight for the cause of liberty and still others simply to survive.?>! A reversal of
fortune or a realization about which side had the upper hand might prompt people to
switch loyalties, too.2>> Moreover, defection of one person or city could have a cascade
effect in which others followed.?>3 Sometimes the prospects of gifts and promises failed
to prevent defection, like when Macedonian soldiers left the employ of Eurydike despite

her gifts and promises to them.?>* On other occasions one’s loyalty to someone was so

confidences, but we applaud and regard as brave men those who endure the extremity of torture and
punishment without being the cause of suffering to their accomplices” (Polyb., Hist., 30.4.16; [Olson,
Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]).

249 SighaPev Bpuoley Eovtd mhvto kivéuvov dvadéyxesot Thc TV Paciiémv cotnplag Eveka
(Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.58.4). See the connection ancient authors made between willingness to endure
suffering or danger as indicative of somebody’s trustworthiness elsewhere in, e.g., Justin, Epitome, 1.1.20;
Plutarch, Brutus, 50; Plutarch, Antony, 68.3; Plutarch, Comparison of Demetrios and Antony, 6.1.

250 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.40.5 (“great promises™); 19.64.3—4 (position as strategos, honors);
20.113 (gifts and matching pay); 36.2, 2a (immunity); Plutarch, Antony, 74.3 (prestige goods). Relatedly,
the Silver Shields betrayed Eumenes and joined Antiochos to get their stolen baggage returned (Plutarch,
Eumenes, 17-18).

251 Xenophon, Agesilaus, 1.35 (liberty); Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.12.3 (liberty); Plutarch, Dion,
57.3 (survival).

252 Justin, Epitome, 22.6.11-12; 39.2.4.

253 Justin, Epitome, 41.4.5.

254 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.11.1-9. The soldiers left Eurydike for Alexander the III’s mother
Olympias in part to honor the memory of Alexander’s benefactions to them. See also how many Greek

cities kept faith with Rome when Antiochos III arrived on Greek shores in 192 BC (Plutarch, Flamininus,
15).
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strong that any overtures to defect proved unpersuasive.?>> Each situation in which
fidelity and defection were in question had its own local factors that swayed an individual

or city to maintain its faith or to abandon it for a new allegiance.

Kinship Language

In 205 BC, the city of Kytenion was in a state of disrepair and vulnerability.?>¢

Their walls and fortifications had been destroyed through war and an earthquake. As a
result, the citizens sought donations to rebuild its dilapidated defensive structures by
sending out envoys who would appeal to the mythological kinship (cuyyéveia) the
Kytenians shared with other Dorian-related polities (SEG 38.1476).2>7 The people of
Xanthos recognized their mythological kinship with the Kytenians through the gods and
distant heroic past and they recognized that they owed a debt of gratitude to Kytenion

because a legendary ancestor of theirs received help from a Xanthian ancestor:

The ambassadors (of Kytenion) most zealously and eagerly exhort us to remember
our kinship-relations (cvyyévela) with them, that originate from the gods and
heroes, and hence to refuse to tolerate that the walls of their homeland lie
destroyed—since, they said, Leto, our city’s founding deity, gave birth to Artemis
and Apollo in our land and Asklepios was born in Doris to Apollo and Koronis
daughter of Phlegyos son of Doros, and therefore, having established through this
genealogy that they possess such d1V1ne1y orlglnated kinship-relations with us, they
enjoy an interwoven kinship and relationship with us that derived from the heroes
as they showed by establishing the genealogy from Ailos and Doros; and since, they
also demonstrated, when colonists led by Chrysaor son of Glaukos son of
Hippolochos left our land, Aletes, one of the Herakleidai, took care of them,
because, they said, Aletes set out from Doris to help the settlers when they were
being reduced by war, drove away the danger, and married the daughter of Aor son

235 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 38/39.14.

256 On this incident, see John Ma, “Peer Polity Interaction in the Hellenistic Age,” Past and
Present 180 (2003), 9-12; Jean Bousquet, “La Stéle des Kyténiens au Létoon de Xanthos, ” Revue des
Etudes Grecques 101 (1988): 12-53; Lee E. Patterson, Kinship Myth in Ancient Greece (Austin: University
of Texas Press, 2010), 118—123, 207-208. Patterson contends that the Kytenians were “shamelessly putting
a spin on Xanthus’ local myth” to persuade them to contribute funds to their city’s rebuilding project.
Patterson, Kinship Myth in Ancient Greece, 123.

257 For text and commentary, see Bousquet, “La Stéle des Kyténiens au Létdon de Xanthos, ”

Revue des Etudes Grecques 101 (1988): 12—53. Though, see different interpretations in Patterson, Kinship
Myth in Ancient Greece, 118-123,207-208.
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of Chrysaor.?*®
Due to financial constraints upon the city funds, Xanthos only donated a modest sum of
500 silver drachmas.?>° The Xanthians not unjustifiably framed the donation in terms of

being generous out of their own poverty and paltry resources:

Since the public monies have been spent, since a great mass of debts has arisen,
since a levy cannot be imposed on the citizens because of voting of the nine-year
budget, and since the richest of the citizens have recently made great
contributions—in these current circumstances...the city, for all these reasons, has no
resources; but nevertheless thinks it terrible to tolerate that kinsmen should have
fallen into such misfortune.?¢°

In a different situation about a decade later, the Xanthians hosted and generously honored
a certain Ilian rhetor named Themistokles “for his performance and his behavior which

29

proved ‘worthy of the kinship between us and the Ilians’” (Muiv tpog TAelc cuyyeveiag
G&og; SEG 33.1184.15).2°! These incidents illustrate the strong ties between the
networked poleis throughout the Greek world. Across the wide stretch of the Hellenistic
world, the array of autonomous cities, “densely interconnected by a civic culture which
sustained and depended on connections,” would regularly invoke, request, help, and

operate based on their kinship ties.?%?

The relationship between Teos and Abdera illustrates how kinship bonds can

258 SEG 38.1476.13-30. Translation from Ma, “Peer Polity Interaction in the Hellenistic Age,”
10.

239 SEG 38.1476.62-64.

260 871ei §° 00 POVOV TO KOG KaTavAAOTO<t> Koi dovelmv| 8¢ mAfi0oc Vmoyéyovey, EmBalelv e
701G ToA{Taug| 0Vdepiay EEgoTiv ErPOANV S10 TV YeYEVNLEVIV Oi-|[Kovopiay petd yneiopotog gig £
€vvéa, ot T OL|VOTMOTOTOL TMV TTOMTAV HEYOANS EIGTV EIGPOPAS TE[TOMUEVOL TPOGPATMOG S10L TOVG
neproTévtog kap[ovc],| Vep oV dmedoyioduedo kai Toig mpecPevtaic: S8 Tawtag Tog aitiog T TOAEwWS
nopop pev ov0Eval| Exodong, Setvov 8 fyovpévng etvon TodC GLYYE[VEIQ ntatkdTog TEPUSETY &v TNAKOVTOIC
axanpn|poow (SEG 38.1476.52—62). Translation from Ma, “Peer Polity Interaction in the Hellenistic Age,”
12.

261 Ma, “Peer Polity Interaction in the Hellenistic Age,” 18. As his reward for his services
Themistokles received from the Xanthians 400 drachmai, an inscribed decree, and a copy of the decree (on
stone) to take to Ilion. Note how Xanthos’s monetary gift to this individual for his performance and
conduct nearly equals that given to the entire city of Kytenion to relieve their distress.

262 Quote from Ma, “Peer Polity Interaction in the Hellenistic Age,” 13—14. For further reading
on kinship language in Hellenistic diplomacy and inter-city relations, see Olivier Curty, Les Parentés
Légendaires entre Cites Grecques: Catalogue Raisonne des Inscriptions Contenant le Terme ovyyévela et
Analyse Critique (Geneva: Droz, 1995); Christopher P. Jones, Kinship Diplomacy in the Ancient World
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999); Patterson, Kinship Myth in Ancient Greece.
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affect intercity relations in an even more successful manner than the Kytenians’ appeal to
Xanthos. The two cities exhibited strong ties, since they were not only linked by the
distant mythological past but had historic and regular interaction.?%* In 170 BC the
Roman praeter Hortensius destroyed the (free) city of Abdera, murdered their leading
male citizens, and enslaved its population after they refused to immediately comply with
his demand for money and food supplies.?* The Roman Senate did not approve of
Hortensius’s actions and they restored Abdera to its freedom, but much work was left to
be done to locate and return enslaved inhabitants and rebuild the city from complete ruin.
It is here that Teos came to the aid of Adbera time and again in unparalleled fashion.

A newly discovered inscription details the Teian generosity toward its kin city
Abdera.?% The Teians, described by the Abderite inscription as “fathers of our city”
(matépeg thg mOAemg HudV), dedicated themselves to aid Abdera: they sought out the
enslaved Abderites and returned them to their freedom, homes, and citizenship, donated a
large amount of money (without the need to repay) for the reconstruction of the city walls
and the temples of the gods, funded without interest the Abderites purchase of oxen to

help remedy their lack of agricultural productivity after their destruction, and provided a

263 On the history of Teos and Abdera, see A. J. Graham, “Abdera and Teos,” Journal of
Hellenic Studies 112 (1992): 44-73. Teos was the mother city of Abdera, but sometime shortly after Teos
was evacuated (at the onset of Persian invaders) Teian residents of Abdera repopulated and refounded the
city of Teos. So, in a sense both cities acted as mother cities to each other at different points in their
histories. A mid-third century Teian inscription (SEG 26.1306 [+ SEG 30.1376]; Burstein §28) attests to the
close relationship of Teos and Abdera. The texts contain a provision that should a person illegitimately
commandeer the fortress of Kyrbissos and fail to hand it over to the garrison commander, that person
would be accursed and exiled not only from Teos but also from Abdera (SEG 26.1306.21-26). Graham
writes, “We have seen that in the case of Abdera and Teos this relationship was so close as to bring the
separate political existence of the two cities into question” and “the relationship between the colony and
mother city is not only very close, it persisted over centuries” (at minimum from the 6" ¢. to 2™ ¢. BC).
Graham, “Abdera and Teos,” 68—69.

264 Livy, History of Rome, 43.4.8-13.

265 Peter Thonemann, ““An eternal memorial of goodwill towards their kinsmen”: Abdera and
Teos after the Third Macedonian War” (unpublished lecture handout), 1-5. Permission to use secured via
email correspondence with author. For the full text, see Mustafa Adak and Peter Thonemann, Teos and
Abdera: Two Greek Cities in Peace and War (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2022). One can find the
corresponding lecture about the inscription on the YouTube page of the British School at Athens at
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=id36ilUtPqU. For a previous edition of the first fragment of the
inscription, discovered in 1966 at Teos, see SEG 49.1536.
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judge (i.e., lawyer) of their own and funded a judge from Miletos to help in a (ultimately
successful) lawsuit against the city of Maroneia because the nearby city had seized
Abderite territory after its destruction.?® The remarkable generosity of the Teians at
some points finds resemblance with the apostle Paul’s description of the Macedonian

assemblies in 2 Corinthians 8:1-5 who gave to the collection out of their poverty:

When time had passed, and our city was now returning to a better condition because
of the fact that a moderately large body of citizens had now been gathered together,
but great expense was being incurred for the cultivation of the territory, and for this
reason the people were being oppressed in their livelihoods and had no revenues, the
démos sent once again to the Teians and called on them to advance us a sum of
money for the purchase of oxen, the Teians, although lacking in wealth (Trjiot tdt
pev mhovteiv Aemdpevor), but outstripping all other men in goodwill, advanced us
five talents without interest over five years, wishing that in no respect our démos
should be lacking in what is beneficial.2¢’
In response, the awards of gratitude from Abdera to Teos were extraordinary: praise, a
colossal bronze statue of the demos of the Teians in the agora (with Nike crowning the
Teian demos with an ivy wreath), an altar in front of the statue and newly instituted
annual sacrifice to the demos of the Teians, a newly instituted contest (torch-race), front
seat privileges to the contest, a gold crown and a public announcement of the awards, and
1000 medimnoi of wheat.?® Where the people of Xanthos donated a modest sum to help
rebuild the marginally kin city of Kytenion, Teos went above and beyond repeatedly to
help their closely related kin-city Abdera during its greatest point of misery and in its

profound suffering.

266 Thonemann, “““An eternal memorial of goodwill towards their kinsmen”: Abdera and Teos
after the Third Macedonian War,” A. 1. 1 (SEG 49.1536.B.1); B. 11.1-52. The inscription also describes the
two peoples of Abdera and Teos as “kinsmen” (cvyyeveig; SEG 49.1536.B.10—11).

267 100 ypodvov dempokdyavtog kai tri[¢]| oAewg Hudv §on Tpog Pertiova KoTdoTUGLY
£pyopévng o1 o kafi]| mAf00og 116M pétprov NOpoicHan ToAT@dV, TOAARG Te damdvng yvopé-|[vng €ig TV Tiig
xopog EEepyaciav kol 516 todto OMPopévav Toig frolg 16V avipdnmy Kol Arpocoddmy YIVopEvey,
TEPYaVTOG Th|Ay Tpog Tniovg Tod 3oV Kol TapaKaAODVTOG i BODY KOTOYOPUO|ILOY E0VTML
mpoyopnyfoot dapopa, THioL TdL Pev TAOLTETV AEOUEVOL, T 08 EVVOETV TAVTOC AVOPDITOVG
VIEPAYOVTES, TPOEYPNGOV (T0-||Ka TaAavTa TEVTE €iC £T1 TEVTE, BOVAOUEVOL KOO UNBEV EAALTT TMV]
GULLPEPOVT®V TOV dTjov NUAY yevésBat. Text and translation from Thonemann, ““An eternal memorial of
goodwill towards their kinsmen”: Abdera and Teos after the Third Macedonian War,” B. 11.22-31.

268 Thonemann, ““An eternal memorial of goodwill towards their kinsmen”: Abdera and Teos
after the Third Macedonian War,” B. 11.54-79.
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Despite the disparity in their services, both Xanthos and Teos are praised for
giving out of their poverty. These two examples, Kytenion-Xanthos and Abdera-Teos,
shows the spectrum of goodwill and assistance that kinship between groups could
produce, different motivations for asserting kinship (appeal to the heroic past, or rely on
longstanding historical relations), and an aspect of the rhetoric of benefaction that

highlights a benefactor city’s generosity despite its own lack of resources.

Memory, Imitation, and Survival

Memory

A benefactor’s deeds and accomplishments not only merited prestige goods
and awards like free meals and front seats at the games, but one of the most prominent
themes in civic benefaction is the concern for a benefactor’s memory to be honored and
perpetuated.?®® Indeed, the thousands and thousands of stone stele that survive from
Greek and Roman antiquity attests to the durability of the medium and the suitability of
inscribing the generous deeds of a well-reputed person.

An inscription from Teos illustrates the close connection between benefaction,
gratitude, and memory. In response to benefactions rendered and promised from
Antiochos III and his wife Laodike, the Teians instituted a new festival (the Antiocheia
and Laodikeia) and erected a cult site consisting of “the bouleuterion adorned with a
sacred statue (dyaipa) of Antiochos, as a memorial of his benefactions.”?’? On the first
day of the month of Leukatheon, “the principal magistrates (strategoi, timouchoi, tamiai)
sacrificed on the common hearth of the city, to the king, the Charites, and Mneme, the

euergetical values of reciprocal gratitude and memory.”?’! Likewise, the graduating

269 On how certain cities integrated the memory of events of liberation into their civic culture
see the Freedom section above.

270 Ma, Antiochos III and the Cities of Western Asia Minor, 220-221.

271 Ma, Antiochos III and the Cities of Western Asia Minor, 221.
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ephebes offered a sacrifice, which functioned to reinforce to the young men the city’s
commitment to the practice of giving an appropriate return of gratitude to its
benefactors.?’?

No less in smaller scale institutions like associations than in the broader civic
scale of the polis did groups construct identity through public acts of remembrance. The
Artists of Dionysos praised their former leader Dionysios with posthumous honors for his

services.?’®> At two points in the inscription the Dionysiasts invoke the notion of memory:

On account of these things, the Dionysiasts, recognizing them [i.e., Dionysios’s
services], have honored him as being worthy and have crowned him in accordance
with the law, so that the members who bring the synod together for the god might be
seen to remember him, both while he was alive and after he died, remembering his
beneficence and his goodwill toward them. Because of these things, they have
publicly honored his children, since it happened that he has left behind successors to
the things he possessed with glory and honor.?”*

Furthermore, the sacrificing associates resolved to recognize that Dionysios has
been canonized as a hero and to set up a statue of him in the temple beside the statue
of the gods, where there is also a statue of his father, so that he may have the most
beautiful memory for all time.?”
Not only do the Dionysiasts praise the man Dionysios for his life of service to them, but
by erecting this honorific inscription and statue and canonizing Dionyios as a hero they

also publicly position themselves as a group that pays due respect to the memory of

272 Ma, Antiochos III and the Cities of Western Asia Minor, 221. The inscription Ma §18.38-44
reads, “so that they [the ephebes] do not start to undertake anything concerning the community before
returning gratitude to the benefactors and so that we should accustom our progeny to value everything less
than the returning of gratitude” (iva un0&v mpdtepov dpEmvral Tpdooey TdV Kowvdv mpiv §| yap[italg
amod[o]dvar Toic evepyétang kai 0ilmpey tovg £€ owtdv Ta[vta] Dotepa kai £v EAAdccovTt TiBecBot Tpog
GTOKATACTAGY XAPLTOG).

273 |G 11?2 1326; English translation in AGRW §21. For some other examples of posthumous
honors for benefactors, see MAMA 8.407-410, 412, 414, 417; SEG 45.1502; SEG 54.1020. References
thanks to Angelos Chaniotis, “New Inscriptions from Aphrodisias (1995-2001),” American Journal of
Archaeology 108, no. 3 (2004): 379.

2% qv0” v Emyvovieg ol Aovootactod étiunoav| adtdv GEov Sva kol E6TEQAVOGAY KoTdL
ToV| vopov- tva o[v]v paivavia oi tv cbvodov eépoviteg pepvn[p]épot avtod kol {@vrtog kai petnila-
|lx6tog oV B[io]v Thg TpOg adTovE peyaroyvyiog Kol gv[voiag Klai avtl ToOT®V avEPOL WOV TYAV|TEG
Tovg €€ [ék]eivov yeyovotag, Emeldn ovupPaijver d1adoyovg antov K[a]toleroumévorl Tdvtmv Tdv &v 80E[€]t
ol Tel avtin vnfa]pydvtov (IG 112 1326.21-29; translation from AGRW §21, underline added).

275 @povricot 8¢ Todg dpyedvoag Omwg aenpwicOsl Aifo-][victog kol &[v]atedel v Tt iepin

mapd Tov Bgdv, 6mov ka[i]] 0 mathp avTod, tva VIAPYEL KAAAGTOV DIOUVILO, 0OTOD| €i¢ TOV Gmavta xpovov
(IG 1I? 1326.45-48; translation from AGRW §21).
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worthy people. The importance of being seen by others to be the type of people who
remember benefactors is a manifestation of the culture of gratitude that especially puts a
premium on visible forms of gratitude. Furthermore, this practice of visible
memorialization reinforces the selection mechanism of the polis or other group that
praises conduct advantageous to the group, which over time creates a repository of
exemplars whom other individuals might pattern themselves after.

Exceptional performances were worth remembering. So, Polybios regards the
valiant effort of the Abydians against Philip V’s siege as “worthy of remembrance and
handing down” (uviung é&io koi Tapaddoemc).?’¢ Cities were sometimes motivated to
award benefactors with praise and gratitude so that their reputation or memory would be
“immortal” (aBdvartog) or “eternal” (aiwviog). After Antigonos Doson briefly occupied
Sparta, the Achaian League and other cities praised him at the Nemean games, which
Polybios says was “for immortal fame and honor” (mpdg dfdvatov 86Eav kol Tiunv).2”’
On another occasion the Achaian League posthumously honored their long-time strategos
Aratos with fitting honors because of the frequency (10 mAfi6oc) and magnitude (10
uéyeboc) of his benefactions to the Achaians.?’® The Achaians voted him heroic honors

and “what is fitting for an eternal memory.”?”® Populations did not exclusively engage the

276 Polyb., Hist., 16.29.3—4. In a letter, king Eumenes 11 wrote to the lonians League (167/166
BC) that the Myletians “performed many famous and memorable actions (§vdo&a 6& moAAd Kol GEL
pviung) on behalf of the Tonians,” which helps qualify them as a suitable location for a statue of him (OGIS
7632.66—67; translation from Austin? §239; for other English translations, see also RC §52; Burstein §88;
BD~ §47)

277 Polyb., Hist., 2.70.1, 4-5. &v ) Toy®V TaVTOV TV TpdC A0dvaTOoY S6EQY KoL TIUTY
AVNKOVTOV VIO T€ TOD KOWOoD TOV Axoudv kol Kot idiav EkGotg TdV TOAEU®VY, DPUNCE KOTO GTOVOTV Eig
Maoaxkedoviav (Polyb., Hist., 2.70.5). Polybios states that the Spartans proclaimed Antigonos Doson as
cotp and gvepyétng (Polyb., Hist., 9.36.5). Geronthrai honored him as cotp: /G V.1 1122 (Bactiéog|
Avtiyovov| Zotijpog). On Antigonos Doson’s defeat of Sparta, see also Justin, Epitome, 29.4; Polyb., Hist.,
9.29, 36. For further on the honors awared to Antigonos Doson by Greeks, see Sylvie Le Bohec, Antigone
Déson roi de Macédoine (Nancy, France: Nancy University Press, 1993): 454-465.

278 Polyb., Hist., 8.12.7. On Aratos’s death and the honors paid to him, see also Plutarch,
Aratos, 53, which details how the Sikyonians gave him the titles of cwtp (deliverer/preserver) and
oikiotc (founder), instituted a festival on his birth month in his honor with songs and a procession, and
made annual sacrifices to Aratos.

219 Polyb., Hist., 8.12.8.
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constructive aspects of memory formation by building monuments and instituting
festivals to the worthy, but also concerned themselves with censuring the unworthy.
Present circumstances could cause a population to erase the public memory of
past benefactions. A notable example is when the Athenians decided to erase from
memory the Antigonid dynasty. Previously, Athens had heaped unprecedented honors
upon the Antigonid kings, especially Antigonos I and Demetrios I, for their role in
expelling the garrison of Kassander and his puppet Demetrios of Phaleron from the city.
Divine honors were awarded, and the Athenians integrated the names of Antigonos and
Demetrios into the civic calendar, sacred robes, tribal structure, and worship life of the
city.?80 But at the outset of the Second Macedonian War in 200 BC the Athenians, allied
with the Romans against the Antigonid dynasty, had a change of heart strong enough to
override the previous exalted honors they bestowed. As a part of a comprehensive
program to erase the Antigonid name from their civic culture, they scratched out the
names of Antigonos and Demetrios from inscriptions that honored them and removed
their names from the calendar and tribes.?®! One can see the erasure of favorable
references to the Antigonids, for instance, in the honorific inscription to Phaidros of
Sphettos.28? Romans too used the practice of memory erasure to blot out any good
reputation that a now censured individual might have had.?®* The power to blot out the
memory of somebody by removing statues from public display, defacing paintings,
scratching out the offender’s name from honorific inscriptions or coins, or revoking other
honors was an important mechanism that could be wielded to signal to other would-be

power-brokers that they should be careful not to transgress certain rules or to reverse their

280 Plutarch, Demetrios, 10.3-11.1.

81 Livy, History of Rome, 31.44.2-9.

282 JG 117 985.1-2, 37, 38, 4043, 47-52.

283 See Eric R. Varner, “Portraits, Plots, and Politics: Damnatio Memoriae and the Images of

Women,” MAAR 46 (2001): 41-93.
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liberal disposition.

Imitation

Imitation is a deeply embedded tendency in human cognition that facilitates
social learning.?%* People tend to do what they see other people doing, which powers
human learning and rule-following. Thus, the practice of imitation facilitates the
functioning of the suite of ways of getting along together such as shared language and
rules of morality like negative rules of just conduct (e.g., “do not kill,” “do not steal,” “do
not harm,” “do not defraud”). In human social hierarchies, lower status people tend to
pay attention to the words and actions of high-prestige individuals and display
“preferential, automatic, and unconscious imitation” of them.?®> One can consider
imitation an embodied form of memory in which one person translates, however
imperfectly, into their own bodily movements the conduct or procedures he or she sees
another model for them. In the Hellenistic and early Roman periods, in both the Latin
West and Greek East, social institutions like civic benefaction and the cursus honorum
that had emerged over the prior centuries were the cultural vehicles for populations to
signal prestige and provide publicly accessible repositories of beneficial deeds so that
others could attend to the example of prestigious individuals and emulate them.?8¢ In
short, the institution of civic benefaction in Greek cities was geared toward producing

emulators of advantageous deeds.

284 Joseph Henrich, The Secret of Our Success: How Culture is Driving Human Evolution,
Domesticating Our Species, and Making Us Smarter (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2016) 20.

285 Henrich, The Secret of Our Success, 123—126 (quote from 123). Henrich notes, in contrast,
that people do not show a bias to imitate people who display dominance except to the degree that imitation
satiates the dominant person’s will. Similarly, they only pay attention to dominant individuals in order to
avoid their gaze or outbursts of violence.

286 On the “imitation of the great man” motif in the Greco-Roman period exhibited by a wide
variety of sources from the Latin West and Greek East, which shows how the use of high-status elites as
exemplars for civic virtue was widespread and deeply embedded in Greek and Roman cultures, see James
R. Harrison, “The Imitation of the ‘Great Man’ in Antiquity: Paul’s Inversion of a Cultural Icon,” in
Christian Origins and Greco-Roman Culture, ed. Stanley E. Porter and Andrew W. Pitts (Leiden: Brill,
2013), 213-254.
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The historian Polybios himself recognizes the practice of imitation as a sort of
selection mechanism for preserving honorable conduct and eliminating dishonorable
conduct within a population, saying, “From this again some idea of what is base
(aioypod) and what is noble (kaAod) and of what constitutes the difference is likely to
arise among the people; and noble conduct will be admired and imitated because it is
advantageous, while base conduct will be avoided.”?®” Polybios’s comment expresses a
common truth in the domain of Greek civic virtues: those who do good for the city and its
people are worthy of imitation because they prove advantageous for the survival and
flourishing of the population. For instance, Attalos II praises a teacher in a letter to the
city of Ephesus for his quality instruction, saying that “it is clear to all that young men
endowed with a natural excellence of character imitate ({(nAodot) the manners of those in
charge of them.”?®8 In this case, quality teachers are models for their students to imitate.

Elsewhere, the city of Sestos praised its benefactor Menas for his service as
envoy (many times), gymnasiarch (twice), and his consistent integrity and generosity
towards the people of Sestos throughout his services.?® In the motivation clause, Sestos
spells out that they are honoring Menas “so that others seeing the honors which are paid
by the people to excellent men, should emulate the finest deeds and be encouraged
towards excellence, and public interests should be furthered when all are striving to

achieve glory and are always securing some benefit to their native city.”?*° The city lays

287 &€ o0 miAy ebLoyov Droyiveotdai Tiva Oswpioy mapd Toig TOAAOIC aicypod Kol kodod Koi

Ti|g Kol TG TOVTOV TPOG GAANAN Sapopdc, Kol TO HEV A0V Kol PUUAGEMS TUYYXAVELY O10 TO GUUPEPOV, TO
6¢ uyig (Polyb., Hist., 6.6.9 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]).

288 811 yap (MAodot Tag Gywydc [tdv é]motdtov oi ék puceng kolokdyudkol TV vémv, TovTi
TpodMAOV oty (SEG 26.1239.6-7; 1. Eph. 202; see also comments in SEG 47.1625; ca. 150-140 BC;
translation from Austin® §246).

29 OGIS 339 (ca. 133-120 BC; translation in Austin? §252).

290 Bepodveg TE Kod 01 AOUTOL TOG TEPLYIVOEVAC TILOG K ToD SMpov|| Toig kool kai
ayaBoic, (nAmtal pev 1@V kaAAiotov yivovtol, Tpotpénmvtal 8¢ TPOg ApeTy,| Emadéntol 8¢ Ta Kowva
TOPAPUOUEVOV TAVTOV TPOG TO PIA0J0EETV Kol Teputolovvtoy del Tt it [optpidt tdv koddv (OGIS
339.89-92; translation from Austin? §252). Cf. Syll.3 675.25-29 (translation in Austin? §157); I.Cret. I xix
1.44-49 (0[poimg]|| 8¢ ki <a> €€ apiwv yvopéva PAG[vOpw-]|tog drmodoyd £G TOC Gpog gve[pyé-]|Tag, Kai
ool ToOT®V ppntal K[al £g]| Tov Botepov ypovov TG kadokdaya[Biag]| dndpywow).
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out the mechanism of the repute system which fosters imitation to those who gain good
repute for their deeds, which in turn serves as a mechanism to produce quality people
who perform benefits for the fatherland.

The epitaphs of prominent Roman families illustrate the practice of imitating
virtuous ancestors in Republican Rome. One of the Scipionic epitaphs spells out the
theme of ancestral imitation especially well. In the epitaph honoring Gnaeus Cornelius
Scipio Hispanus, who achieved several ranks in the cursus honorum, the inscription
remarks that he contributed to the family’s prestige, followed the pattern of his father,
and lived up to his ancestor’s repute: “By my good conduct I heaped virtues on the
virtues of my clan; I begat a family and sought to equal the exploits of my father. I
upheld the praise of my ancestors, so that they are glad that I was created of their line.

My honors have ennobled my stock.”?*!

If local benefactors who served as priests,
gymnasiarchs, or other civic capacities, and the Roman elites of the Republic and early
Empire were held in honor and served as models of virtue for imitation, in the Res Gestae
Divi Augusti Augustus presents himself as paragon of civic virtue and unsurpassable
worldwide beneficence.?*> His own monumental and epigraphic celebration of his

accomplishments relativized any previous benefactors in terms of the number and scale

of the benefits.?”® As such, Augustus created for himself the role of the ultimate human

1 B, H. Warmington, trans., Remains of Old Latin, Volume IV: Archaic Inscriptions. (LCL
359; Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1940), 9 (§10).

292 The Res Gestae Divi Augusti (RGDA) records his benefactions: freed the world from
enslavement (RGDA 1), defeated his father’s (Caesar’s) murderers (RGDA 2), conducted wars of expansion
and acted magnanimously toward submissive foreign groups (RGDA 3), (humbly) refused perpetual
consulship (RGDA 5), became high priest (RGDA 7), increased patrician numbers and conducted censuses
(RGDA 8), gave money to plebs and soldiers who settled in colonies, as well as other relief ventures at his
own expense (RGDA 15, 16, 17, 18, 21, 24), built temples, buildings, and aqueducts for the good of Rome
(RGDA 19, 20, 21), put on public games of gladiators and naval battles (RGDA 22, 23), defeated pirates
and received allegiance from across the Mediterranean (RGDA 24), extended Roman borders and increased
its territorial control (RGDA 25, 26, 29, 30), founded colonies (RGDA 27), and received emissaries from
foreign peoples for “friendship” (RGDA 31, 32, 33). The senate duly rewarded him with the title Augustus
and other honors (e.g., crowns), including the title pater patriae (“father of the fatherland”) (RGDA 34-35).

293 On Augustus’s monumental and epigraphic propaganda, see Harrison, “Imitation of the
“Great Man” in Antiquity,” 228-233.
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moral exemplar after which everyone else (particularly high-prestige individuals) should

pattern their conduct.

Community Survival

The institution of benefaction facilitated the very survival of the polis. When a
crisis rocked the city—whether earthquake, invasion, plague, or famine—civic
benefaction acted as one of the institutions that afforded the city a fighting chance. Its
development was not the result of the deliberation or plan of any single conscious mind
with the end goal of survival; rather, the spontaneous interaction of individual persons in
local contingent circumstances and incremental changes to existing informal social
institutions moved toward a more formalized institution. The reputation system selected
for people who garnered good repute by serving the people and benefiting the population.
By publicizing their beneficial deeds, the benefactors became publicly accessible models
for imitation as long as the stone on which they were inscribed remained open to view.
Moreover, honorific inscriptions enabled corporate memory of adaptive patterns of
behavior for the survival and flourishing of the polis by inscribing the deeds of
benefactors in public places to serve as a repository of advantageous deeds.

In the following chapter, the events of the First Mithridatic War between the
Pontic king Mithradates and Rome will give an opportunity to see how many of the
benefaction dynamics and motifs covered in this chapter converge in a single historical
episode. Moreover, the events of the war will also provide an opportunity to introduce the

importance of self-endangerment as a theme in benefaction.
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CHAPTER 4
BENEFACTION: CONVERGENCE OF MOTIFS

The First Mithridatic War
The events of the First Mithridatic War (89—85 BC) can help illustrate the

confluence of benefaction, freedom, time, promise, fidelity and defection, endangered
benefaction, word-deed congruency, memory, and community risk and preservation—
issues which also converge in Paul’s letter to the Galatians. Sometime between 87 and 85
BC during Rome’s first war with Mithradates VI Eupator of Pontus the people of the city
of Daulis (in Phokis) issued an honorific decree to express their gratitude toward a certain
Hermias from Stratonikeia for his services to their city during the crisis that the war
brought upon the city.! Greek cities in Greece and Asia Minor had to navigate allegiances
in the hazardous war between the two powerful military forces of Rome and Pontus. Each
city had to adjust its loyalties based on the constantly changing information available to it
and they had to weigh the potential costs and benefits of maintaining existing loyalties or
if they should forsake their prior allegiances to forge new, possibly more advantageous
bonds of trust with another party. Any individual city might face severe reprieve if they
maintained fidelity to or defected to the wrong side at the wrong moment during the
shifting tides of war. At the same time, fidelity to the ultimate victor could result in
significant benefits for the city. A few examples will illustrate the precarious situation

these cities faced, after which we will return to the crisis at Daulis.?

! FD 111 4.69. For a narrative of the events of the First Mithridatic War, see, e.g., Appian,
Mithridatic Wars, 30-240; Plutarch, Sulla, 11-26; Memnon (FGrHist 434 F 22.1-10).

2 Individuals could also be targeted on account of their fidelity to one of the warring parties.

For example, Mithradates specifically targeted Chaeremon of Nysa for supporting the Romans. Mithradates
put a price on his head and the heads of his sons (forty talents if alive, twenty if dead). See RC §73/74.
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Just prior to the outbreak of war the city of Ephesus had shown a decidedly
more congenial relationship with Rome and its magistrates, even registering as an official
friend of Rome, but they changed course and sided with Mithradates.® In the early phases
of the conflict, Ephesus welcomed Mithradates into their city with enthusiasm and
toppled the statues of Romans.* Upon Mithradates’s order to massacre Italian-born
residents throughout Asia Minor, the Ephesians participated in the slaughter and even
killed the Ttalians who fled for sacred asylum at the temple of Artemis.’ But subsequent
developments in the course of the war prompted Ephesus to adjust its loyalties once
again. After Sulla’s victory against the Pontic forces at the Battle of Chaironeia (86 BC),
Mithradates and his general Zenobius, incensed at the presence of Roman sympathizers
in the city of Chios, seized and disarmed the city, took hostages from its prominent
families, imposed a massive fine of two thousand talents, and forcibly deported the
population.® The fate of Chios cooled Ephesus’s support for Mithradates. Accordingly,
when Zenobius came to Ephesus, the now wary Ephesians required that he enter the city
unarmed and only with a small contingent of soldiers.” They then kill him and prepared
the city for defense against the Pontic forces.®

Having thus broken from its short-lived allegiance to Mithradates, Ephesus

returned to support Rome in 86 or early 85 BC with a public decree.” The decree

% On Ephesus as having gidia with Rome, see OGIS 437 (98/97 or 94/95 BC) = PH301915. For
an English translation, see Sherk [1984] §57.

* Appian, Mithridatic Wars, 81.
5 Appian, Mithridatic Wars, 85-88.

® Appian, Mithridatic Wars, 181-186; cf. Athenaeus, The Learned Banqueters, 6.266e—f
(citing Nikolaos and Posidonius).

" Appian, Mithridatic Wars, 187.
8 Appian, Mithridatic Wars, 188.
° LEph. 8. An English translation of lines 1-19 of 1. Eph. 8 can be found in Sherk [1984] §61.

For a translation of the entire inscription, see Ilias Arnaoutoglou, Ancient Greek Laws: A Sourcebook
(London: Routledge, 1998), §90.
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conspicuously omits any mention of its recent participation in the mass slaughter of
Romans. In it the Ephesians issued a declaration of war against Mithradates in which the
Ephesian demos states how they are keeping their longstanding goodwill and obedience
to the Romans and have decided to join Rome and declare war with Mithradates “on
behalf of Roman hegemony and the common freedom.”!® Moreover, Ephesus states that
they acceded to Mithradates only because of his deceit, unexpected arrival, and superior
numbers.!! Furthermore, the decree attempts to surreptitiously cover over their grave
transgressions against Rome by saying that the demos had in fact “guarded their goodwill
toward the Romans from the beginning” and they had simply waited for the right moment
to help Rome.!? Despite their best efforts, though, their decision to join Rome late in the
war did not help Ephesus avoid Sulla’s twenty thousand talent indemnity upon Asia for
their ingratitude toward Rome’s historical benefits to them.!3

Elsewhere, Roman military leaders exacted retribution against cities whose
fidelity lacked constancy, like when Sulla let his army pillage the region of Boiotia and
destroy its cities of Anthedon, Larymna, and Halae.'* More extensively documented are
the events in Athens, which exemplify the reasons why some cities opted to defect to
Mithradates but also the serious consequences for doing so. Athens initially joined

Mithradates and revolted against Rome, thinking that Roman hegemony had lost its force

101 Eph. 8.1-19 (86-85 BC). Lines 9-12: [6] 8¢ Sfjpog Nuév 4o tiig dpxfic cuveUALGSCHV TV
1pog Popaijovg gbvotay, Eoynkag kalpov mpog to Pfonbeilv T0ig Kovoig mpdypra|oty, KEKPIKEY Avadei&ot Tov
mpog Mibpaddaty moérepov vrép| te i Popaiov nyspoviag kai tig kowig eErevdepiog.

11 ] Eph.8.7-8.
12 ] Eph. 8.9-11.

13 Appian, Mithridatic Wars, 251-261; Plutarch, Sulla, 25.2; Plutarch, Lucullus, 4.1; cf.
Cicero, Pro Flacco, 32. The surviving fragments of the Roman historian Granius Licinianus attests that
Sulla also executed the leaders of the anti-Roman revolt in Ephesus. Granius Licinianus, Annales 35.28. In
his reconstruction of Sulla’s speech at Ephesus to the Asian envoys, Appian has Sulla invoke the script of
ingratitude against the Asian defectors on the basis of the aid Rome rendered them against Antiochos III,
how Rome freed Lycia from Rhodian control, and the peace brought by Rome that enabled Asia to achieve
flourishing and wealthy societies. Appian, Mithridatic Wars, 253-255.

4 Appian, Mithridatic Wars, 203; Plutarch, Sulla, 26.4.
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and that attaching to Mithradates held good prospects for the city’s political recovery and
financial prosperity.!> The city sent an envoy to Mithradates, Athenion, who persuaded
the Athenians by letter that he himself had exceptional influence with Mithradates and
the people of Athens would be able to escape their onerous debts (1dv émpepovévav
OpAnudTeV aroAvdévtag), “live in harmony” (v dpovoiq (fjv), and receive large private
and public gifts (dwpedv peydrwv toyelv 1dig kai onpociq) if they sided with
Mithradates.!¢ The Athenians, in turn, already convinced that Rome’s power had waned
into oblivion, concurred when Athenion returned and reported the conquests of
Mithradates, his support from Armenia and Persia, the subjugation and humiliation of
Roman commanders like Quintus Oppius and Munius Aquilius, peoples hailing king
Mithradates as 0edc, the oracles predicting his success, and the Italians and Carthaginians
positioning themselves to defect to Mithradates.!” Aside from a number of Athenians
who still supported Rome, Athens officially broke faith with Rome and joined
Mithradates and received Pontic forces led by the general Archelaus.

Athens’s choice to display infidelity to Rome, with whom they had had a more
or less mutually beneficial relationship ever since Athens joined Rome against Philip V
of Macedon in 200 BC, proved ill-advised. Sulla defeated the Athenian and Pontic forces
in the city and in the Peiraios and as a result Athens suffered significant structural,
financial, cultural, and human losses.'® Enticed by the prospects of the benefits of

defection from Rome in favor Mithradates and the potential costs of remaining loyal,

15 Athenaeus, The Learned Banqueters, 5.212a-515¢; cf. Appian, Mithridatic Wars, 108-111.
For Athens during the First Mithridatic War, see Christian Habicht, Athens from Alexander to Antony,
trans. Deborah Lucas Schneider (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1997), 297-314.

16 Athenaeus, The Learned Banqueters, 5.212a-b.

17 Athenaeus, The Learned Banqueters, 5.213a—c. Plutarch downplays the willingness of the
Athenians in their defection to Mithradates by highlighting the role of Aristion the tyrant. Plutarch, Sulla,
12.1.

18 Habicht, Athens from Alexander to Antony, 304-314. For Sulla and Athens, see, €.g.,
Appian, Mithridatic Wars, 116-155.
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Athens’s choice, which indeed could have ended in rich reward from the Pontic king had
he been victorious, led them to receive the ruinous lot of an unfaithful ally.

These cities—Ephesus, those of Boiotia, and Athens—each adjusting their
loyalties based on their varied local knowledge during situations of crisis, defected from
Rome to Mithradates but ultimately found their calculations ill-timed and ill-informed.
As aresult, Sulla remunerated their disloyalty with the punishment he thought
appropriate. On the other hand, Rome could also reward cities for fidelity in the face of
dangers.

Early in the war (88 BC), the city of Plarasa-Aphrodisias decided to aid Rome
in the struggle against Mithradates. An inscription attests to their official vote to support
the Roman proconsul Quintus Oppius in his siege of Laodicea on the Lycus river by
sending him troops.!® The Aphrodisians selected honorable and trusted (Gvdpag TV
ey opévov kol tioty goviov; L.Aph2007 8.3.b.1.5-6) envoys who were “well-disposed
to the Romans” (evvoikdg mpodg Popaiovg; 1.Aph2007 8.3.b.1.6) to send to Oppius so that
“they will explain to him that our entire People, with our wives and children and our
entire means of livelihood, are ready to take our chances on behalf of Quintus and the
Roman cause, and that without the Roman leadership we do not even choose to live.”?°
Oppius successfully gained control of Laodicea, but when Mithradates came to the city
the Laodiceans handed him over into the custody of the king in exchange for immunity.?!
After the war, Oppius wrote to Plarasa-Aphrodisias to commend their envoys and the city

for its enthusiastic support of him during a critical time.?? As a return for the service the

19 1.4ph2007 8.3 (88 BC) = Reynolds §2. An English translation can be found in Sherk [1984]
§59a.

20 1 Aph2007 8.3.b.ii.11-14. évepaviodoty 6 adtd dt1 whig O Sfjpog NUAY OV yovauéil Koi
tékvolg kai T mavti fio ETYMOX nopafdiiecOo vep| Kotvtov kol tdv Popaiov paypdtov koi dtt
¥opig e Popaiov nyspoviag 00de (Av mpoarpovpeda. Translation from Sherk [1984] §59a.

2! Appian, Mithridatic Wars, 78-79.

22 [ Aph2007 8.2 = Reynolds §3. An English translation can also be found in Sherk [1984]
§59b.
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city rendered to him, Oppius says that he will keep his “fidelity” (niotic) with them as he
aids them in their public affairs in his official and private capacity and that he has
accepted their request for him to be their patron (zdtpov).?* So, because Plarasa-
Aphrodisias maintained their trust with Rome by providing services in a time of
necessity, they strengthened their relational bond with Rome and forged a new sort of
(patronal) relationship with Oppius that emerged during the trust-keeping process. The
sort of positive reciprocity exhibited in this incident—service for service, gratitude for
benefit, fidelity for goodwill—illustrates the value of maintaining trust with constancy in
word and deed when an opportunity arises.

As noted above, the population of Chios suffered grievously at the hands of
Mithradates during the war for their fidelity towards Rome.?* To explain their strong pro-
Roman stance, one must understand the recent history of the relationship between Chios
and Rome. Before the war with Mithradates, the Chians had a mutually beneficial
relationship with Rome. During Rome’s conflict with Antiochos III in the early second
century BC (192—-188 BC), Chios rendered aid to Rome by acting as a granary and naval
base for them.? In consequence, in the Treaty of Apamea (189/188 BC) Rome included
benefits for Chios. Polybios reveals that Rome “advanced in many ways Chios, Smyrna,
and Erythrae, and assigned to them the districts which they desired to acquire at the time
and considered to belong to them by rights, out of regard for the goodwill and activity

they had displayed during the war.”?® A Chian inscription from shortly after the Treaty of

2 [ Aph2007 8.2.b.1.28—i.24.

24 Appian, Mithridatic Wars, 181-186; cf. Athenaeus, The Learned Banqueters, 6.266e—f
(citing Nicolaus and Posidonius).

25 Livy, History of Rome, 37.27.1.

*® Polyb., Hist., 21.46.6 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]. Xiovg 8¢ kai Zpvpvaiovg, &1t 8’
"EpvBpaiovg, &v 1€ T0ig BAAOIG TpOTIYOV KOl Yhpav TPOGEVELLAY, TG EKOGTOL KATA TO TapOV Enedduovy Kol
opiotl kabnke vLEAAUPAVOV, EVIPETOUEVOL TIV EDVOLAV KA1 GTOVOTV, IV TAPEGYIVTO KATA TOV TOAELOV
avtois. Cf. Livy, History of Rome, 38.39.11. For the events of the Treaty of Apamea, see Polyb., Hist.,
21.41-46; Livy, History of Rome, 38.37-39; Appian, The Syrian Book, 193-205. On the passage (Polyb.,
Hist., 21.46.6), see Frank W. Walbank, A Historical Commentary on Polybius, Volume III, Commentary on
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Apamea reveals that Chios honored Rome in a variety of ways in gratitude for the
benefits they received.?’” Among the honors given to Rome were a festival to the goddess
Roma, hospitality and a banquet for Romans who attended the festival, and an offering to
the goddess Roma herself along with a narration of Rome’s founding myth of Romulus
and Remus.?® Establishing the cult of Roma at Chios created a durable cultural space
within which Chios and Rome could engage in mutually advantageous reciprocity to one
another.?’ This mutual relationship becomes evident during the First Mithridatic War.

The prior hundred years of cooperation and mutual support helps explain the
ardent fidelity the Chians displayed to Rome even when their city was under
Mithradates’s control. This fidelity in turn prompted Mithradates to cause Chios
significant suffering by means of confiscations, seizure of the city walls and
fortifications, armed occupation, a stay-at-home order for xenoi, disarmament of the
populace, seizure of hostages from notable families, an indemnity, and forced

deportation.’® But their faithful suffering paid off with respect to their relationship with

Books XIX-XL (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1979), 170.

27 SEG 30.1073 = PH24694; see also the edition and further bibliography in Irene Salvo,
“Romulus and Remus at Chios Revisited: A Re-examination of SEG XXX 1073,” in Epigraphical
Approaches to the Post-Classical Polis: Fourth Century BC to Second Century AD, ed. Paraskevi
Martzavou and Nikolaos Papazarkadas (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 125-137. English
translations can be found in BD? §42; Salvo, “Romulus and Remus at Chios Revisited,” 127. The Chians
spell out their motivation for the honors they gave to Rome as one of gratitude (SEG 30.1073.7-8). The
Chians note also that the motivation of the honorand of the inscription, an unnamed Agonothetes who was
chiefly responsible for the sacred festival and the hospitality, as making the Chians’ gratitude and goodwill
visible (SEG 30.1073.22-24). On the worship of Dea Roma see Salvo, “Romulus and Remus at Chios
Revisited,” 136; Erich S. Gruen, The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1984), 177-179, 187; Simon Price, Rituals and Power: The Roman Imperial Cult in Asia
Minor (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), 40-43; Mary Beard, John North, and Simon Price,
Religions of Rome: Volume 1: A History (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 156—-160.

28 SEG 30.1073. For a recent discussion on what exactly Chios offered as a votive offering to
goddess Roma, see Salvo, “Romulus and Remus at Chios Revisited,” in which she reasonably conjectures
that it was “a votive relief representing Romulus and Remus as newborn babies (with Rea Silvia or with the
she-wolf) on an upper register, and on a lower register a text summing up the relief above and what
happened after the represented scene, narrating the foundation of Rome” (Salvo, “Romulus and Remus at
Chios Revisited,” 132).

29 Salvo, “Romulus and Remus at Chios Revisited,” 136.
30 Appian, Mithridatic Wars, 180-186; cf. Athenacus, The Learned Banqueters, 6.266e—f

(citing Nicolaus and Posidonius).
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Rome. After the defeated Mithradates agreed to terms with Rome, Sulla set Chios free
(8hevBépoug Moiet) and registered them as a friend (¢ilog) of Rome as recompense for
their eager support (tpobvpic) amid suffering.>! The Roman senate issued a senatus
consultum, approved by Sulla, that gave Chios freedom (é\evBepia) that entailed living
by their own laws, customs, and rights (vopoig te kai €0eotv kai dikaioig), that they
would not be under the jurisdiction of a Roman magistrate, and that even Roman
residents were subject to Chian laws.

A final example will suffice before returning to the inscription at Daulis. When
Mithradates swept across Asia Minor, the city of Stratonikeia (in Karia) resisted him.
Their defiance could not hold out, though, and he overcame them and subjected them to a
garrison and a fine.*® During its occupation some Stratonikeians apparently continued to
aid the Roman cause, which provoked Mithradates to put on trial those in Stratonikeia
accused of plotting to kill him, promoting revolt, or aiding Romans.** Some years after
the war in 81 BC, Sulla wrote to Stratonikeia to confirm to them that the Senate had
granted numerous benefits to the city for its support in the crisis. The inscription that
bears Sulla’s communications with the city was written on a section of the wall of the
temple of Hekate in the nearby town of Lagina.?® In it, Sulla recognizes how the
Stratonikeians “at every moment with sincerity kept fidelity (wiotig) toward us [i.e., the

Romans]” and that they were the first to oppose Mithradates, which precipitated the

31 Appian, Mithridatic Wars, 250. Avtiv 82 v Aciov xadiotduevog, TAéog pev kai Xiovg koi
Avxkiovg kol Podiovg kai Mayvnoioy kon Tivag GAlovg, 1 svppoyiag dueipopevoc, § Gv it mpobopiov
gnendvOecay ol Eveka, EAev0Epoug Neict kol Popoioy dvéypoape pilovg, ¢ 8& Td Aowtd TdvTa GTPOTIAY
TEPIEMEUTEV.

32 SEG 22.507, esp. 10-18, 20; see also RDGE §70. For English translation, see Sherk [1984]
§108. This document is from the beginning of the first century AD during the time of Augustus, but it
refers to the prior (80 BC) senatus consultum that outlined Chios’s freedom.

33 Appian, Mithridatic Wars, 82.

3% Appian, Mithridatic Wars, 107.

35 PH260252 = OGIS 441. An English translation can be found in Sherk [1984] §63.
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“many dangers” that accompanied the war.*¢ For their loyalty to Rome in times of
danger, the Roman Senate issued a series of decrees that delineated a package of benefits
in gratitude to the city, which included the restoration of property and captives of war
(OGIS 441.63—-64, 114-119), re-affirmation of “favor, friendship, and alliance” (yéprta
eWiav ovppayiov) between Rome and Stratonikeia (1. 69), recognition of their envoys as
“honorable and good men, our friends and allies from an honorable and good people, our
friend and ally” (1. 70-72), the ability to live according to their own laws (1l. 91-92),
additional territory and its attendant revenue (11.97—112), and inviolability of the temple
of Hecate (Il. 59, 113). Like Plarasa-Aphrodisias, the course of the war proved that
Stratonikeia had made an advantageous choice to maintain fidelity to Rome despite the
severe pressure put upon it from Mithradates.

It is in this situation of warfare and divided loyalties that the relatively small
community of Daulis in Phokis found itself. The role of Daulis in the conflict is not fully
known, but the information on one of their public inscriptions regarding the events of the
First Mithridatic War is instructive.’” At some point between 87-85 BC, Daulis felt its
territory threatened and feared for its safety.’® Sulla had arrived in Greece in 87 BC,
requisitioned funds, allied soldiers, and supplies from cities in Aitolia and Thessaly,
besieged Athens and the Peiraios in 87-86 BC, fought the battles of Chaeronea (86 BC)
and Orchomenus (85 BC), and then ravaged some Boiotian cities. Any of these events
could have occasioned the legitimate fears of the Daulians for their survival. During one

of these critical moments in which “great dangers” (kivoOvev peydiwv) surrounded

36 OGIS 441.5, 7. Lines 3—14 read: [ovk dyvooDuev dudc] Sid mpo[y]ovav mévta o dikoiol
[mpoc v Nuetépalv fyep[ov]iov memomkdtog kai £v|| [Tavti kapdi v Tpog N]udg wi[o]tv elhkpvadg
tempnkotag| [Ev 1€ Td1 Tpoc MiBpadd ]ty m[o]Aépmt TpdTovg Téd gv T [Acion avtitetayuévoug kali S
TadTe KvdOVoLg TOAAOC| [T€ Kol TTavTodamong] vep TV NUETEPOVY dNpocimV| [Tpaypdtev tpobuud]tata
a[v]adedeypévoug|| [—] xai T[ovg kovodc] kai Tovg idtmTikovg| [ehiag E]ve[kev T]pOg NdG eDVOTAC T
[xéprroc, kol v Td1 10D moAE] oV kapdL Tpog TE| [Tag dAAaC TTig Aciag moAelg menp JeofevkoTag kai Tp[O]g
[tac tiig EAAGSOG —].

37 FD 111 4.69 (8785 BC).

B geprot[avtov t]av| [xdpav Gudv e6]pov ko<i> kvduvov peydiov (FD 111 4.69.1-2).
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Daulis, the city appealed to Hermias, a citizen of Stratonikeia, a city much in the favor of
Sulla for its fidelity.** Hermias, in response to their appeal, “devoted himself and with
alacrity did all things advantageous to the city.”** That is, he successfully advocated to
Sulla to ensure the safety of the Daulians from the Roman military.*! For Hermias’s
benefaction, Daulis as a display of gratitude decided to praise (érawvécat) him, make him
a proxenos (public friend), award him ateleia (immunity from duties) and asylia
(inviolability), to publicly crown him with a gold crown at the agora during the Pythian
games, and to set up portraits on gold shields at the temple of Apollo in Delphi and the
temple of Hecate in Stratonikeia bearing an inscription commemorating Hermias as a
“noble and good man” (&vopa Kahdv kai dyaBov) and “its preserver and benefactor” (tov
avtdg cothpa kai ev[epyétav]).*? Hermias received this package of rewards for his
service that ensured the safety and preservation of Daulis. Moreover, the corporate
memory of his service occurred in a public crowning ceremony and became enshrined in
stone to broadcast his good repute for future generations. Such gratitude for personal
service that benefits a city during a time of crisis, as exemplified by Hermias, appeared in
various forms throughout the Greek-speaking cities of the eastern Mediterranean.

The situation in Daulis simultaneously illustrates the “culture of gratitude”
broadly characteristic of the Hellenistic period—benefits and rewards, gifts and gratitude,
services and public praise—and the regard cities had for a benefactor whose personal

exemplary conduct ensured the safety of their city in emergencies. At the same time, the

39 FD 111 4.69.1-6. The nature of pre-existing relationship between Daulis and Hermias the
Stratonikeian is unknown.

40 ¢rédmke avTOGOVTOV Kai TAvTa TO GLL|PEpovTa Td TOAEL Enpacce mpobvumg (£D 111
4.69.6-7).

4 FD 111 4.69.4-6, 18-19.

42 FD 111 4.69.7-21. The privilege of asylia refers to “immunity from reprisal and seizure” to a
foreigner, so that “when a foreign city had some claim against his own [i.e., the foreigner who is granted
asylia], or when the two states were at war, he was nonetheless immune from seizure by the foreign city.”
Kent J. Rigsby, Asylia: Territorial Inviolability in the Hellenistic World (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1996), 31-32.
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events of the First Mithridatic War in Greek-speaking cities more broadly show how
ever-changing information about power, risks and benefits, the proximity of danger, and
community survival motivated fidelity or defection. Almost a century and a half after the
crisis at Daulis, Paul and those with him sent a letter to several assemblies of Galatians in
Asia Minor. In his letter Paul invokes the scripts of benefaction and gratitude, defection
and fidelity, compulsion/danger, and service through self-endangerment. By
understanding these and related cultural scripts in the Greco-Roman world, Paul’s own
engagement with them can illuminate his letter to the Galatians. But before seeing how
the categories explored in this chapter relate to Paul’s benefaction language (chap. 7), the
chapter will see how benefaction events that involve self-endangerment took shape in
Greek cities (chap. 5) and how certain Jewish writings adapted the endangered

benefaction motif (chap. 6).
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CHAPTER 5
ENDANGERED BENEFACTION

“Everythling that is good and admired among men is gained through toil and
danger.”

When individuals or cities faced the prospects of death, destruction, or harm,
the occasion provided the opportunity for certain people to show their virtue by rising to
the moment so that they could render aid. In some instances, an individual helped their
fellows even to the point of risking their own life and resources. Broadly considered, the
motif of self-endangerment for the sake of others features strongly in military contexts in
the literature of the Hellenistic and Greco-Roman worlds. Interestingly, the divine realm
also shows up in the textual documentation of critical times. Moreover, a rather
underexplored source of documentation of crises in New Testament scholarship, Greek
inscriptions provide a rich body of sources for understanding how civic benefactors
would risk their lives and resources to serve a city in desperate need. Whether they
conducted embassies, ousted foreign garrisons, rendered military aid to fend off threats,
or helped during times of plague, famine, or financial straits, these benefactors received
praise and gratitude for their services in times of danger. This chapter explores various
aspects of endangered benefaction based on a large pool of examples from approximately
350 BC to AD 150 to further situate Paul’s language of benefaction in Galatians within

its historical and cultural contexts.

Danger and the Gods

When circumstances and survival seem out of human control, people

!'Seleukos I, according to Diodoros of Sicily. Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.90.5 (wévta yiveton T
KoAd kot Top” avBporotlg Bavpoalopeva dia Tovev Kol kivdvvev; Geer, LCL).
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understood that the gods had a role in ensuring protection during times of acute
vulnerability. Xenophon emphasizes the need for cavalry commanders to serve the gods
and consult them for advice, since through sacrifices, omens, voices, and dreams, they
can warn someone of dangerous plots.? The people of Kos erected an inscription on the
occasion of the repulsion of the Gallic invaders of 280-278 BC at Delphi, saying that
“the aggressors of the sanctuary have been punished by the god (Apollo)” and that the
demos “is repaying thank-offerings to the god for manifesting himself during the perils
(toic ktvdvvoig) which confronted the sanctuary and for the safety of the Greeks.”
Elsewhere, the people of Lete inscribed that Marcus Annius achieved victory over the
Gallic armies “with the providence of the gods” (peta g T@v 0edv mpovoiag).* The
people of Kyme attributed the deliverance (cwtnpia) of their benefactress Archippe from
illness to divine agency and they offered “the proper thanksgivings” (1& mpénovta
yopiothipia) to the gods for seeing her through to restored health.> Around 39 BC, the

people of Stratonikeia praised Zeus Panamaros for protecting his temple and warding off

Parthian invaders with lightning bolts and confusion-inducing fog.® Finally, some

2 Xenophon, Cavalry Commander, 9.8-9.

3 gnedn) tdv Pap|Bapov otpateiav tomocouévav il Tovg “EAlavac kol £mi 10 iepov 10 &V
Aghpoig, dvayyéMswl TOG UEV ék-|\66vwg €Ml 1O ispbv TIpopiog tsrei)|xev V1o T0d Be0D Kol VO TOV
avop@v| Tdv smﬁoaencawcov TOLlEPDdL €V rou\ TV Bapﬁapmv £POdWL, TO 8 1EPOV 61(x7t|(pv7u(xx6m 1€ Kol
gmkekoopfobot r01g|| VIO TOV smcsrpatsvcavro)v 0nk01g || T@dv o komcov TRV tharsucowrwv Tovg
n?»swroug OTTOAMAEY €V rmg ye[vouévorg 6 aymcl moTtl Tovg EMavaq adTolc Vv e obv O Sauog Qov-
Hpog n vaaﬁousvog &mi T yeyevnaswm viko tomg “EAAact Kol Tt Bedt xapto\mpla ATOd1000g wg e
gmeaveiog T yeyevnuévag Evekev &v 1oig mep| TO iepdv Kivdvvolg kol tac TV EAMG-|[vov complag (Syil.>
398.1-20; 278 BC; translation from Austin? §60; see also BD? §17). On the attack and repulsion of the
Gauls at Delphl see also, Diod. Sic., Bib. hist, 22.9.5; Justin, Epitome, 24.8. See also, Craige Champion,
“The Soteria at Delphi: Aetolian Propaganda in the Epigraphical Record,” The American Journal of
Philology 116, no. 2 (1995): 213-220.

4 Syll3 700.29 (119 BC, Lete).

5 gmedn Apyinmng tiig Ajkoioyévov gic émogofi koi énicivduvov &vaiglcovong dcdéveioy
Nyoviaoegv 0 dfjHog did TO &-|[kTevdg drokeichon Tpog av Ty, Idpyovoay| ebTakToV Koi cO@pova Kol a&iov
tﬁg e i&'ag| Kol Tﬁg TRV npoyo'vwv KkohokdyaBiac, kol noMk(xg Kol peyolog dnoSeié&g memouoo Ti|g|
TPOG TNV maTpida ebvoliog Te Kol q)lkowocelag, viv|| 8¢ ovv ’ET| @V Bedv npovow &v Bs?mow vnap\xovcn<g>
Swbéoet n80psv0g usyak(og 0 dfjpog sm| M Gcotnpwt ou)tng KOO\.O)C_, &yov Myeitar Kol oikeijov Thig odong avtd
TpOg Apyimany gvvoiog émte|Aéoan Toig Og0ic £ml TovTOIG TA TPEMOVTA Yapio-||mpra (L. Kyme 13.82-95; cf.
100-109; 170-150 BC, Kyme).

¢ I Stratonikeia 10. For the wider phenomenon of divine epiphanies during a crisis, see Georgia
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individuals showed their gratitude to “the most high God” (8e6¢ Vyiotog) for seeing them
through various kinds of dangers. For instance, Gaius Julius Proclus thanked the high
God for protection from the dangers of war and Gaius Julius Orius thanked the high God
for protection from dangers at sea.’

In their textual traditions Jewish scribes incorporated the role of Israel’s God in
events of deliverance from danger. To cite a few of the most obvious examples, the
Joseph cycle in Genesis (Gen 37-50), the exodus from enslavement in Egypt through
Moses (Exod 1-15), God’s deliverer-judges in pre-monarchic Israel (Judges), and the
stories in Daniel (Dan 3, 6) all highlight the role of divine agency in acts of deliverance
from perilous situations. Furthermore, in 2 Maccabees the God of Israel is the benefactor
of Israel and ally of Judas and his army. The book narrates a series of crises that befall
Israel using common Hellenistic vocabulary for critical times that befall cities. The crises
of Judea are described as “affliction” (OATy1g), “great dangers” (peydiot kivdvvou), a
“grave crisis” (yoienn nepiotacic) (2 Macc 1:7-8, 11-12; 4:16). God delivers them from
these dangers and they show their gratitude in response.® The preface to the main
narrative summarizes the plot, noting that divine epiphanies (émaveiot) aided those

fighting for iovdaicnodg, which resulted in the liberation of the city and re-establishment

Petridou, Divine Epiphanies in Greek Literature and Culture (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015),
107—170. On the episode at Panamara, see Petridou, Divine Epiphanies in Greek Literature and Culture,
99-100, 138-141.

7 Bedn ayiot dyiotol| vrgp tig Poun|tdriov kai ITvBo|Swpidoc ék Tod Ka-||td TOV
Kota[A]ntikov| morepov kivdbvovu| cwtnpiag v&apevog| kol Emttuymv diogl Tovtog Tpox<i>og yopt-
llot[Mpijov (PH166341; AD 21). @sin dyictoy peyiote cwtijpy I'(diog) Tovilog "Qpiog| kot dveptov xpn-
||paticbelg kai om|Beic £k peydlov kiv|dvvov Tob katd Bajlacoay evyapiotiplov.| £m iepéwg|| M(dpkov)
Ovnriov Ipoxiov| Erovg Proe (IG X.2 1 67; AD 74/75).

8 gk peydhmv kivdivev vmd 10D 0e0d cecmUévol peydAmg e0XapPIGTODUEY AT (g BV TPOG
Baoidéa mapataccopevor adtog yop eEEBpacev Tovg mapata&apévoug v T ayig moiel (2 Macc 1:11-12);
0 0¢ Be0¢ 6 cwoag TOV TavTa AadOV oTOD Kol Grodovg Thv kKAnpovopuiay tdotv kol 1o Bacilelov kol to
tepdrtevpo kol TOV aylacpov kebag Emnyyeilato 310 10D VOpOV. .. eEIhato Yap NUAS €K HEYOA®Y KOKDY Koi
Tov tomov éxafapioey (2 Macc 2:17-18). Also note Jonathan’s prayer, which lauds the God of Israel as the
supreme benefactor of Israel who delivers his people and which petitions God to set free enslaved Israelites
abroad (2 Macc 1:24-29). When Judas and his army defeated Nikanor’s army, they were “praising and
making grateful acknowledgements beyond measure to the Lord who delivered for that day” (nepioodg
£OAoYoDVTEG Kol EE0HOAOYOVUEVOL TQ) KLPI® TM dlac®oavTt €ig TNV Nuépav tavtnyv; 2 Macc 8:27). Cf. 2
Macc 10:7.
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of their ancestral laws (2 Macc 2:21-22).° In one instance, like Zeus Panamaros at
Stratonikeia, the God of Israel showered lightning bolts on the enemy army and threw
them into disorder to afford his people victory in battle (2 Macc 10:29-31). In response to
God’s deliverance and a successful mop-up operation Judas and his army “with hymns
and thanksgivings were praising the Lord who abundantly benefits Israel and gives them
victory” (2 Macc 10:38).10

Additionally, the book of 3 Maccabees features divine deliverance from peril.
When Ptolemy IV decides to enter the holy of holies in the Jerusalem temple, Simon the
high priest petitions God to intervene to prevent the sacrilege, recalling God’s past
deliverances of his people during times of distress (3 Macc 2:1-20). Simon recalls the
past to urge similar action in the present, saying, “and whereas many times when our
ancestors were being afflicted (OAPévtwv), you [God] helped them in their lowliness and
rescued them from great evils (§ppOo® avtodg &k peydimv kakdv).”!! God responds to
the people of Israel by striking Ptolemy with paralysis to prevent him from entering the
sacred grounds (3 Macc 2:21-22). As the king’s hubris and wickedness continues,
Israel’s God with his évapyeiot flummoxes and thwarts his designs time and again:
causing paper and writing instruments to run out during the census (3 Macc 4:17-21),

causing the king to oversleep so that he missed the scheduled time of the mass-slaughter

° Note how freedom in 2 Maccabees is construed similar to other Hellenistic accounts of
freedom as freedom from external compulsion/control as well as freedom to live under one’s ancestral laws
and customs (kai Tag €€ o0pavod yevopévag empoveiog Toig vrep 10D lovdaiopod PAoTip®g
avépayabroacty, dote TV OANV ydpav 0Alyoug dvtag Aeniateiv kai o BapPopo TANON didkew, kol 10
nmep1BomTov ke’ GAnv TV oikovuévny iepov avakopicacot kol Ty moAy EAev0ep@doat Kol Tovg
pérhovtag katalvesat vopoug Eravopbdoat, Tod Kupiov petd Taong Emteikeiog Ilew yevopévou antoic; 2
Macc 2:21-22). For the various epiphanies in the book, see 2 Macc 3:24-28, 33-34; 8:20, 23-24; 10:29—
31; 12:22; 15:20-36. For other attributions of divine agency and relationality, see, e.g., 2 Macc 4:38; 7:6, 9,
14, 16-17, 18-19, 20, 22-23, 28-29, 31-38; 8:2-4, 5, 11, 13, 14, 18, 29, 35, 36; 9:5, 8-12, 13, 17, 18; 10:1,
4,7,16,28;11:4,6,9-10, 13; 12:6, 11, 15-16, 28, 36-37, 41-45; 13:4, 10-17; 14:34-36, 46; 15:2-5, 7-8,
14, 16, 20-36.

10 11£0” dYpvov koi Eopoloyncemy OAGYOLY T@ Kupim Td peydAng evepyetobvt TOV IopomA
Kai TO Vikog adToig 6180VTL.

1 ¢nei 8¢ mieovikic OMPEVTOVY TdV TaTépmV MUdY £Bondncag avtoig &v Tij Tamevdoet Kol

£ppOo® avTovg €K peydAmv kak®dv (3 Macc 2:12). See also how the prayer of Eleazar likewise recounts
God’s past deliverances to prompt God to act in the affliction of the present (3 Macc 6:1-15).
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(via elephants) of the Jewish population (3 Macc 5:11-13), changing the king’s
disposition and mind about the slaughter (3 Macc 5:28-35), and sending heavenly
messengers to fight the enemy army in the culminating battle (3 Macc 6:17-21).'% In
these variety of documents, Jewish and non-Jewish sources alike express through the
medium of text the agency of the gods or God in effecting deliverance from a momentous
crisis (historical or fictional) or from dangers outside individual human control like the

sea, bad weather, sickness, war, and death.

Self-Endangerment in the Greco-Roman World

In battle, sometimes the courage of commanders to imperil themselves spurred
on the courage of others in the army.!® During Perdikkas’s Egyptian campaign (321 BC),
Ptolemy (I) led by example by personally initiating the attack when the Perdikkan forces
were scaling the walls and the mounted elephants were attacking the palisades of his
fortifications.!'* He “put out the eyes of the leading elephant...and wounded its Indian
mahout.”!> After that, “with utter contempt of the danger” (xatomeppovnkdTwg), he
repelled the ascending enemies.!® On another occasion, Ptolemy and Seleukos jointly
invaded Antigonid-controlled Syria (312 BC) and they squared off with Demetrios

Poliorketes (The Besieger) at Gaza.!” In the initial melee the combatting sides fought

12 Cf. the divine évopyeior in L. Stratonikeia 517.27 and I.Stratonikeia 1101.4,

13 See also the contrasting and humorous take on cowards by Theophrastos (writing ca. 325—
315 BC). Theophrastos, Characters, 25. One example describes someone who pretends to have saved a
friend in a perilous situation to gain the prestige of noble self-endangerment without the attendant risks of
actually doing so. Theophrastos writes, “drenched in blood from another man’s wound, he [the coward]
meets the men returning from battle and tells the story as if he’d been in danger (®g kvdvvevoag): “I saved
one of our friends.” Then he leads the members of his tribe inside to view him lying there, while he tells
each one that he personally brought him into the tent with his own hands” (Theophrastos, Characters, 25.6
[Rustein and Cunningham, LCL]). Yet sometimes it may be deemed appropriate to avoid danger (e.g.,
IOSPE I? 352.35-36, escaping assassination).

4 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.34.2.

15 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.34.2 [Geer, LCL].
16 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.34.2 [Geer, LCL].
17 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.80.3-84.8.
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relatively evenly and had similar casualty rates.!® The commanders (fyeuoveg)
themselves risked their own lives, “endangering themselves (kivdvvevovteg) in front of
all.”!® The act of risking their own lives “encouraged those under their command to
withstand the danger stoutly” (bmopévetv 10 devov).?’ The opposing cavalries, who had
all been selected for their excellence (dpetr)), were motivated to act with valor (&vopeico)
by the presence of their “commanders who were sharing the struggle” (tovg
cvvayOviLopévoug oTpatnyong).?!

On another occasion, Seleukos left Egypt with a small contingent of infantry
and cavalry. He departed with the eager expectation that he would easily regain control of
Babylon because of his former good relations with the Babylonians. His soldiers did not
share his confidence.?? To persuade them to enter their campaign with a more enthusiastic
attitude, he recounted his own skill during his campaigns with Alexander, his favorable
oracle from the gods, and a dream he had in which Alexander confirmed his future
leadership.?? Next, he motivated them with the prospects of moral approval of humanity,
because their dangerous undertaking constituted honorable and admirable conduct.?*
Finally, he conducted himself in a way that “put himself on an equality” with his soldiers

with the result that “each man respected him and willingly accepted the risk of the daring

18 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.83.5.

19 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.83.5 [Geer, LCL].

20 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.83.5 [Geer, LCL].

2! Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.83.5 [Geer, LCL].

22 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.90.1-2. Diodoros gives the number of soldiers as 800 or less
infantry and around 200 in the cavalry, but Appian records 1000 infantry and 300 cavalry troops. Either
way, the size of the army is significantly smaller than average during the Diadochi wars. Diod. Sic., Bib.
hist. 19.90.1; Appian, Syrian Wars, 9.54. Appian reference thanks to Diodorus Siculus, Library of History,
Volume X: Books 19.66—20, trans. Russel M. Geer (LCL 390; Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
1954), 77n4.

23 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.90.3-4.

2 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.90.5. As quoted above, Seleukos states that “everything that is good

and admired among men is gained through toil and danger” (mévta yiverat To koA Kol wap’ avOpOTOIC
Bovpalopeva d1a ToOvov kal kivovvev; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.90.5 [Geer, LCL]).
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venture.”?® Similar to the in-battle example of the commanders who “were sharing the
struggle” with the other soldiers during the battle of Gaza, Seleukos puts himself on equal
footing with his soldiers in a pre-battle context. In both cases, the sight of or expectation
that one’s commander will share the perilous situation spurs on the rest of the soldiers to
participate in the danger. In the examples of the Perdikkan invasion and the battle of Gaza
especially, the mechanism of imitation operates to stimulate the subordinate persons into
participating in the self-endangering deed that the commander initiates.

Polybios recounts with moral approval two choice examples of Carthaginians
who endanger themselves and die nobly. After Carthage dealt with the Mercenary crisis
that followed the First Punic War, the Carthaginians dispatched Hamilcar Barca (father of
Hannibal) to regain lost territory in Spain.?¢ Polybios characterizes his death in laudatory
terms. After successfully campaigning by force or by diplomacy for nine years (238-229
BC), Hamilcar “finally met with an end worthy of his high achievements, dying bravely
in a battle against one of the most warlike and powerful tribes, after freely exposing his
person to danger on the field."?” Hamilcar’s enemy does not even merit specification.
What matters is their description as dangerous and formidable opponents, so that the
readers would see Hamilcar’s self-endangerment in its rightful nobility and appropriate
timing. What constitutes fitting moment to endanger oneself, according to Polybios, is
reflected in the next example.

On another occasion, Polybios reflects on the death of a different Carthaginian

general, Hasdrubal (d. 207 BC), to comment upon the appropriate occasion to fully

3 ¢moMteneTo 8¢ Kol TpOg TOVC GLGTPUTEVOVTOG Kol KoTeskeDaley avToV icov Gmacty, Bo’
£xaotov 0ideloban kai TO Tapdforov thc TOAUNG Exoveing bropévewy (Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.90.5 [Geer,
LCL)).

26 Polyb., Hist., 2.1.
27 katéotpeye OV Plov dEimg TdV mpoyeyevnuévay TpdEemv. TPOg Yap ToOG AvEpmdEsTETONG
Kol peyioyv dOvapy £X0VToG TOPATATTOUEVOS, Kol XPDOUEVOS TOAUNPAS Kol TopafOimg E0VTd KATH TOV

Kvdvvov Koupdv, Eppopévag tov Plov petniroée (Polyb., Hist., 2.1.7-8 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht,
LCL)).
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endanger oneself during battle.?® His moral tone is one of both exhortation and warning.
Polybios praises Hasdrubal as an avnp dya8dg from first to last, for facing defeat well
(xaA®c) and courageously (yevvaimg) and acting worthily with respect to his father
Barcas (4&iwg tod matpog Bapka).?” Other generals tend to neglect thinking about how
they can attain a noble death when all hope is lost; rather, they solely focus on prospects
of victory. In this way they ruin an otherwise upstanding life with a disgraceful death.*°
On the contrary, Hasdrubal, although careful to look out for his own safety (cotpia),
had considered the contingency of failure and how to act nobly in accord with his whole
life even when hope of safety was lost.! To Polybios, such deeds merit him as “worthy of
our respect and emulation.”? Polybios explains his purpose in commenting upon
Hasdrubal’s manner of death, saying, “What I have said here may serve to warn all who
direct public affairs neither by rashly exposing themselves to cheat the hopes of those
who trust in them nor by clinging to life when duty forbids it to add to their own disasters
disgrace and reproach."3? In other words, a general should not jump into unnecessary
danger too quickly for the sake of those who rely on you, but also one should not, when

clearly defeated, vainly and shamefully cling to one’s life. These two Carthaginian

28 Polyb., Hist., 11.2.1-11.
2 Polyb., Hist., 11.1-3.

30 Polyb., Hist., 11.5-8.

31 Polyb., Hist., 11.9-10.

32 uiv 8&og émotdosmg eivar koi (RAov (Polyb., Hist., 11.5 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht,
LCL)).

33 tvo, pfTe mPomeTAHCS KIVOLVEDOVTEC GOAAAMGL TAC TMV TIOTEVGAVTIOV EATISaG PfTE
Uol®oDVTEC TOPA TO dEOV BioYPAG KOl ETOVELDIGTOVE TOIDGL TaG o TdV Tepureteiog (Polyb., Hist.,
11.2.11 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]). An example of not rashly exposing oneself and keeping
proper protection in battle can be seen in Scipio (Africanus) during his assault of New Carthage (Polyb.,
Hist., 10.13.1). It reads, “Scipio took part in the battle, but consulted for his safety as far as possible; for he
had with him three men carrying large shields, who holding these close covered the surface exposed to the
wall and thus afforded him protection” (O 8¢ [16mA10G £5id0v PV aDTOV €ig TOV Kivduvov, €noiel 8¢ TodTO
KT SOVOLLY ACQOADG. Elxe Yop ned’ avTod Tpeic dvopag Bupeopopodvtag, ol mopoTdévies TOVS Bupeoie
Kod TV GO ToD TElY0VG Empavelay okendlovieg AopdAeiay avTtd® Tapeckevalov [Paton, Walbank, and
Habicht, LCL]). One might alternatively translate the initial clause to bring out the Greek phraseology more
clearly, “Publius (Scipio) thrust/gave himself into the danger.” Cf. 1 Macc 2:50; 6:44; 11:23; 14:29.
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examples exhibit the concern of an elite, mid-second century BC Greek statesman for the
congruence between one’s (noble) life and one’s manner of death.

Diodoros of Sicily and Polybios also recount instances of Roman self-
endangerment and noble death. For example, Quintus Aulius, elected master of horse for
the dictator Quintus Fabius, demonstrated his bravery at a time of crisis during the
prolonged struggle against the Samnites (314 BC).** Instead of participating in the
shameful flight, he “stood alone (ndévov véotn) against the mass of the enemy” in an
effort, not to win, but to maintain “his fatherland undefeated.”> Diodoros concludes that
“thus he, by not sharing with his fellow citizens in the disgrace of flight, gained a
glorious death for himself alone” (idiq mepiemomcato Oavatov Evdo&ov).*¢ Thus, in
contrast to the shame of the other soldiers, Aulius’s solitary stand against the Samnites for
the reputation of his matpig accrued good repute, or honor, for himself.

Polybios offers a number of comments about his perception of certain Roman
military ranks and practices.>’ For example, he states that the Romans did not want
centurions to be “venturesome and daredevil” (Bpaceig kai @rloktvdivouc) or to “initiate
attacks and open the battle;” rather, they should be “natural leaders” and “men who will
hold their ground when worsted and hard-pressed and be ready to die at their posts"
(Vmopévery xai arobviokey Ve Thg xdpag).>® Polybios also comments on how,
admirably (kaA®g) in his view, the Roman army encourages “young soldiers to face

danger” (mpog 10 kvduvevew).? For a variety of acts of voluntary self-endangerment

3 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.72.6-8.

35 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.72.7-8 [Geer, LCL]. The flight (¢uyn) is characterized in Diodoros
with the terms of shame katouoydvew and aicyovn.

36 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 19.72.8.

37 Polybios had been a hostage in Rome for seventeen years.
38 Polyb., Hist., 6.24.9 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL].
3 Polyb., Hist., 6.39.1 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL].
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above and beyond the call of duty, as it were, Rome offers a series of ranked rewards and
distinguished honors commensurate with the deeds.*® One of the more prestigious
rewards, for example, consists of a gold crown (the corona muralis) for being the first to
mount the wall during a siege assault.*! Likewise, “those who have shielded and saved
any of the citizens or allies receive honorary gifts (dwpoic) from the consul, and the men
they saved crown their preservers” (To0g coBévtac...T0V cdoavta ote@avodv) and even
“reverences his preserver as a father all through his life, and must treat him in every way
like a parent.”*? These inducements for valor “excite to emulation and rivalry” for
soldiers on the field and at home, since the prestige of self-endangering individuals is on
display in both domains.** As a result, the Roman military structure stimulated self-
endangerment in at least three realms: (1) standing one’s ground and enduring severe
peril (esp. centurions), (2) initiatory military operations during a siege, (3) for the sake of
a fellow citizen-soldier (and possibly for allied troops).

Polybios further praises Roman military institutions for the way in which they
stimulate bravery to protect the homeland. For Polybios, it is disadvantageous for

Carthage to rely largely upon a mercenary army. Rome on the contrary and to Polybios’s

40 Polyb., Hist., 6.39.1-11. Polybios specifically mentions that the higher reward-gifts “are not
made to men who have wounded or stripped an enemy in regular battle or at the storming of a city, but to
those who during skirmishes or in similar circumstances, where there is no necessit;/ for engaging in single
combat, have voluntarily and deliberately thrown themselves into the danger” (év oig undepudg avaykng
otong kot Gvopa KivduveDELY aTOL TIVEG EKOVGIME KOl KATA TPOaipesty abtovg &ic T00T0 S180001).

41 Polyb., Hist., 6.39.5. Cf. e.g., Gellius, Attic Nights, 5.6.16-17. See Frank W. Walbank, 4
Historical Commentary on Polybius, Volume I, Commentary on Books I-VI (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1957), 721. For an example in battle of using the prospect of rewards to motivate self-endangering valor,
Polybios relates the events of the Roman siege of Epipolae in Sicily (212 BC). Roman commander
Marcellus takes Epipolae (Sicily) puts “fittest” in position to take on “the brunt of the danger, with
promises of great rewards” (Polyb., Hist., 8.37.1-13). He “reminded the scaling party of the rewards that
awaited them if they behaved with gallantry..." (kai Tpocavapvncoc TV EGOUEVOV dOPEDV TOIG
avépayabnoaoct; Polyb., Hist., 8.37.5).

42 Polyb., Hist., 6.39.6-7 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL] (c£Betoau 8¢ tobtov xai map’
6hov tov Biov 0 cwbeig Mg matépa Kol TAVTO OET TOVT® TTOLETV AVTOV MG T® Yovel). On the “civic crown,”
see also, e.g., Gellius, Attic Nights, 5.6.12—15. See Walbank, A Historical Commentary on Polybius,
Volume I, 721-722. Walbank notes that Polybios is the only author to include allies in addition to citizens
as those whom a soldier could rescue and qualify for “the corona ciuica [civic crown] of oak-leaves.”
Walbank, A4 Historical Commentary on Polybius, Volume I, 721.

43 Polyb., Hist., 6.39.8-10 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL].
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approval uses primarily Italian soldiers. As a result, the Romans fight with an
indominable wholeheartedness concerned for the survival of “fatherland” (matpic) and
children (tékva) that is lacking in the Carthaginian mercenary forces.**

Polybios points to the institutions of Rome that generate and foster the spirit of
endurance in times of peril.* He details the process by which individuals accrue prestige
and receive praise through their ritual enshrinement in the public memory.* The lexicon
of benefaction provides Polybios with the terminology to describe this discretely Roman
mechanism of benefit (heroic deed for the general good) and reward (public
memorialization). He writes that, “by this constant renewal of the good report of brave
men, the celebrity of those who performed noble deeds is rendered immortal, while at the
same time the fame of those who did good service to their country becomes known to the
people and a heritage for future generations.”*’” The practices that publicly valorize the
heroic person, most importantly for Polybios, inspire the young men “to endure every
suffering for the public welfare in the hope of winning the glory that attends on brave
men.”*® A long chain of historical examples of Romans braving single combat and facing
death and loss for the general benefit of Romans buttress Polybios’s argument that
Rome’s institutional practices successfully promote such beneficial self-hazarding

behavior.*” One example in particular impresses Polybios the most.

4 Polyb., Hist., 6.52.1-7.

4 Polyb., Hist., 6.52.10-11.

46 Polyb., Hist., 6.53.1-54.1 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL].

47 Polyb., Hist., 6.54.2 (4€ &v kouvomolovpévng Gel Tdv ayad@dy avdpdv THG €n” pethi NG
aBavatiCeton pev 1 1@V KaAdV TL SrompoEapévav eBKAELN, YVOPLLOG 08 TOIG TOALOIG Kol TapAOOCILOG TOTG
EMYIVOLEVOLG 1 TAV EVEPYETNOAVTOV THV Tapida yivetar dOEa).

48 Polyb., Hist., 6.54.3 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL] (10 82 puéyiotov, oi véot
TOPOPUAVTOL TPOG TO AV VITOUEVEWY VTEP TAOV KOWADV Tpayudtov xapty Tod Tuyelv Ti|g cuvakoiovbodong
T0ig ayafoig Tdv avdpdv evkleing). See also Scipio’s speech before Zama (Polyb., Hist., 15.10).

4 Polyb., Hist., 6.54.4-5. At least some of the instances to which Polybios alludes are

legendary examples, e.g., Livy, History of Rome, 2.5 (L. Iunius Brutus), 4.29 (A. Postumius), and 8.7 (T.
Manlius Torquatus). Walbank, 4 Historical Commentary on Polybius, Volume I, 740.
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Polybios marshals “a single instance” that encapsulates the Roman effort to
produce “men who will be ready to endure everything in order to gain a reputation in
their country for valor:” the noble death of Horatius Cocles (“One-Eyed”).>® In full, it

reads:

It is narrated that when Horatius Cocles was engaged in combat with two of the
enemy at the far end of the bridge over the Tiber that lies in the front of the town, he
saw large reinforcements coming up to help the enemy, and fearing lest they should
force the passage and get into the town, he turned round and called to those behind
him to retire and cut the bridge with all speed. His order was obeyed, and while they
were cutting the bridge, he stood to his ground receiving many wounds, and arrested
the attack of the enemy who were less astonished at his physical strength than at his
endurance and courage (¢ v vtdcTacY avTod Kol TOApav). The bridge once cut,
the enemy were prevented from attacking; and Cocles, plunging into the river in full
amour as he was, deliberately sacrificed his life, regarding the safety of his country
and the glory which in future would attach to his name as of more importance than
his present existence and the years of life which remained to him (6 8¢ Koxing
plyog £0vtov €lg TOV TOTAUOV €V TOTC OTAOLS KT TPpoaipesty petHAlase TOV Plov,
nepl TAEIOVOG TTONGAUEVOG TV THS TATPId0g AGPAAEY KOl TNV E60UEVNV LETO
TaDTO TEPL AVTOV eVKAELQV TG Tapovong (ofi¢ Kol Tov kataAsumopévov Piov). Such,
if I am not wrong, is the eager emulation of achieving noble deeds (opur) kol
euhotipio Tpog T kKaAd TV Epymv) engendered in the Roman youth by their
institutions.>!

Horatius’s heroic deed exemplifies the success of the Roman deed-reward mechanism
Polybios touts so fervently. Horatius engages in combat against a voracious and
formidable enemy military force, exhibits the utmost endurance at severe personal risk
out of concern for the communal safety of his molic/matpic (Rome), and is motivated by
the prospects of post-mortem prestige rather than his own remaining life. Ultimately, he
gives his life so that by his death his city might live. His final act of casting himself

(plyag €avtov) into the river demonstrates his full-fledged enthusiasm and commitment

0 Polyb., Hist., 6.52.11 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL] (&v 8¢ pn0&v ikavov oton
onueiov T 10D TOMTELHATOC GTTOVITIC, TV TOLET<Tar> TTEPL TO TO10VTOVG ~ATOTELETY Gvdpag HoTe TV
VIOUEVEY Yap1v TOD TUYETV &V T TorTpiot Thig én” apetii riung). Polybios’s versions of the story of Horatius
Cocles occurs in Polyb, History of Rome, 6.55.1-4; cf. Livy, History of Rome, 2:10. In Livy’s version,
Horatius swims to safety and receives ample gratitude from the state and from private citizens for his
valorous deed. Livy, History of Rome, 10.11-13. For details on the legendary story of Horatius Cocles, see
Walbank, 4 Historical Commentary on Polybius, Volume I, 740-741.

5! Polyb., Hist., 6.55.1-4 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL].
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for the deed.>

Scipio (Africanus), when a young man, also exhibited virtue when he risked
his own life to rescue his father from assured death in the battle of Ticinus against
Hannibal (218 BC).>3 Polybios devotes a lengthy section to the exemplary character and
skill of Scipio in part as a counterpoint to the widespread notion that divine intervention
or Fortune rather than Scipio’s own ingenuity and skill had caused his success (especially
at New Carthage).>* The first example Polybios provides as initial attestation of Scipio’s
upright character is the story of Scipio saving his father, Publius Scipio.>> The account
goes that during battle Scipio was with a contingent of troops his father had ordered for
his protection, “but when he caught sight of his father in the battle (év 1@ xvdive),
surrounded by the enemy and escorted only by two or three horsemen and dangerously
wounded,” he urged his protective contingent to go help.’® They hesitated because of the
size of the opposing force, so Scipio decided to enter the fray himself.’” Polybios reports,
“he is said with reckless daring to have charged the encircling force alone. Upon the rest
being now forced to attack, the enemy were terror-struck and broke up.”*® As a result, his
father, “thus unexpectedly delivered, was the first to salute his son in the hearing of all as

his preserver.”® Scipio’s deed was so enshrined in the public memory that Seneca, some

52 Polyb., Hist., 6.55.3.

53 Polyb., Hist., 10.3.3-7; cf. 3.65.1-11.

4 Polyb., Hist., 10.2.1-13; more broadly 10.2-20. On Polybios’s purpose, sources, and
accuracy about Scipio’s assault on New Carthage, see Frank W. Walbank, Volume II, Commentary on
Books VII-XVIII (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1967), 191-220.

55 Polyb., Hist., 10.3.3-7; cf. 3.65.1-11. Polybios’s source is Scipio’s close friend, Gaius
Laelius (Polyb., Hist., 10.3.2). For an argument that Scipio’s rescue of his father is a genuine historical
event rather than a legend or fabrication on the part of Polybios’s source, see Walbank, 4 Historical
Commentary on Polybius, Volume II, 198—199.

56 Polyb., Hist., 10.3.4 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL].

57 Polyb., Hist., 10.3.5-6.

38 Polyb., Hist., 10.3.6 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL].

5 Polyb., Hist., 10.3.5-6 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]. Recall 6.39.6-7 (on the “civic

crown”). Walbank notes that “Pliny [the Elder] records that Africanus refused the corona ciuica from his
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two hundred and fifty years or so later, uses it (in combination with other of Scipio’s
deeds) as the example par excellence to argue that a son can indeed benefit a father in a
way that outweighs the father’s benefit to his son.®® Thus, the mechanism of stimulation
and memorialization to encourage and reward acts of self-endangerment for the good of
Rome seems to have been reasonably functional. Having now proffered examples from
Carthaginians and Romans, the final example of military self-endangerment comes from
a Greek.

Finally, the Rhodian commander Theophiliskos suffered a noteworthy death at
the naval battle of Chios (201 BC).°! The enemy combatants consisted of Philip V on the
one side and Attalos I Soter and Rhodes on the other. Theophiliskos was wounded but
fought with bravery worthy of memory. A contingent of Philip’s ships had overtaken a
Rhodian ship and killed the pilot Autolykos after a valiant fight.®> Suddenly
Theophiliskos came to aid the sinking Rhodian vessel and gained control of the battle,
but enemy ships quickly surrounded him.®* In the ensuing struggle Theophiliskos
“receiving himself three wounds and displaying extraordinary courage, just managed to
save his own ship (avtog 6¢ tpia TpadpoTa Aafdv Kol Tapaformg T TOAUN Kivuvehsog
noAG €€éocwae v 1diav vavv), Philostratos coming up to his succor and taking a gallant

part in the struggle” (tov éveotdto kivduvov edyvyme).* Having thus been rescued, he

father apud Trebiam” (Pliny, Nat. hist. 16.14). Pliny reads, “Scipio Africanus refused to accept a wreath for
rescuing his father at the Trebbia.” Walbank, 4 Historical Commentary on Polybius, Volume II, 199.

60 Seneca, Ben., 3.33. Seneca states, “Is there any doubt that the commonplace benefit of his
birth was surpassed by his rare filial devotion and his valor, which brought to the city itself, I might almost
say, greater glory than protection?” (Ben., 3.33.3 [Basore, LCL]). Reference to Seneca, Ben., 3.33 thanks to
Walbank, A Historical Commentary on Polybius, Volume II, 198. For other references to Scipio’s saving
act in Roman literature, see Walbank, A Historical Commentary on Polybius, Volume II, 198.

ol Polyb., Hist., 16.5.4-7; 16.9.1-5. For comment on the battle of Chios, see Walbank, 4
Historical Commentary on Polybius, Volume II, 503-511.

62 Polyb., Hist., 16.5.1-2.
6 Polyb., Hist., 16.5.3-5.
% Polyb., Hist., 16.5.6 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL].

148



rejoined his main body of ships. Polybios, with an eye toward the commander’s virtue of
endurance despite his wounds, writes, “Theophiliskos now joined his other ships and
again fell upon the enemy, weak in body from his wounds, but more magnificent and
desperate than ever in bravery of spirit" (tf] 6& THg Yvyig YEVWOOTNTL AAUTPITEPOG DV
Kol TapacTaTIK®TEPOG i TPpOchev).® After he completes his narrative of the battle,
Polybios summarizes the character and significance of Theophiliskos’s performance: "He
had proved himself a man of great bravery in the fight and a man worthy of remembrance
for his resolution.”*® Polybios approves the posthumous honors that the Rhodians gave to
Theophiliskos because, as much the same with his praise of the Romans, Rhodes
promotes the behavior of (prudent) self-endangerment for the benefit of the natpic. He
comments, “Therefore very justly the Rhodians paid such honors (tipaic) to him after his
death as served to arouse not only in those then alive but in their posterity a spirit of
devotion to their country's interests" (rpog Tov¢ Vrgp Thig matpidoc karpovg).t” Like
Rome, Rhodes (and Greek cities generally) praised, committed to public memory, and
encouraged emulation of those who endanger themselves for the community.
Nevertheless, Rhodes’s honors for the heroic behavior of Theophiliskos is but one
instance of the wider phenomenon of Greek cities repaying praise, prestige, and
privileges to elite citizens or foreigners who risked their own lives to benefit their

community.®®

Benefactors Facing Dangers and Serving in Crises

Benefactors took on several different roles to address the varied critical

% Polyb., Hist., Hist. 16.5.7 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL].

%6 Gvip Kkai koo TOV Kivouvoy dyafog yevouevog kol katd TV Tpoadpesty uviung G&og
(Polyb., Hist., Hist. 16.9.2 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]).

67 Polyb., Hist., 16.9.5 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]; see all of Polyb., Hist., 16.9.1-5.
%8 QOther relevant examples that deal with issues of danger, risk, and memory in Polybios’s

Histories include Epaminondas (Polyb., Hist., 9.9.9—10), Hannibal (9.9.9-10), and in the speech Polybios
creates for Lykiskos (9.38.4).
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situations that cities faced. An inscription could express a crisis or “détresse publique”
with several terms.® The lexicon of crisis in the Hellenistic period included the following
words and phrases: (1) tepictacic (crisis), 1 1OV Kopdv nepictaot (the crisis of the
times), (2) kaipoi avaykaiot (needful times), (3) koaipoi dvaykotrdtatotl (most needful
times), (4) dvoyepeis kapot (hard times), dneyvoopuévor karpoi (desperate times),
gmrytvopévorl koot (critical times that have arisen), (5) xoipoti (critical situations), (6)
kivovvol (dangers), (7) OAiBecOo (being afflicted, under pressure, overwhelmed), (8)
anoyvwotg (despair).”® Each contingent, local circumstance called for an adaptive

response to meet the crisis to ensure the safety and well-being of the populace.

Diplomacy

Envoys who embarked on diplomatic missions faced dangers from various
sources and received praise for their laudable service in times of crisis.”! For instance,
sometime in the third century BC the city of Istros honored Dioskourides son of
Strouthion, “a good man concerning the city and the citizens,” because “he showed
himself eager for the demos and during the dangers of the city he conducted many

Hellenic and barbarian embassies for peace, taking account of no danger.”’? In return for

 On “public distress” in Hellenistic Asia Minor, see Thibaut Boulay, Arés dans la Cité: Les
Poleis et la Guerre dans L’Asie Mineure Hellénistique (Pisa, Italy: Fabrizio Serra Editore, 2014), 335-384.

0 Boulay, 4reés dans la Cité, 337-350.

M [.SeM 18 (3rd or 2nd c. BC, Istros); L.ScM 112 (3% ¢. BC, Istros); IG 11?2 654 (285/284 BC);
AIO 823 (ca. 267 BC, Rhamnous); /G 12.7.386 (ca. 250200 BC, Amorgos); 410 837 = SEG 51.110 =
1.Rhamnous 17 (235/234 BC, Rhamnous); /G 11° 1 1147 (225/224 BC, Athens); IGII* 1 1137 = IG 11> 844
(228/227, 221/210, 193/192 BC, Athens); SEG 43.41 (after 216/215 BC); IOSPE 1> 32 = Syll.> 495 (3" c.
BC; ca. 200 BC, Olbia); Z.ScM 115 = SEG 24.1095 (ca. 200 BC, Istros); SEG 52.724 (ca. 200 BC, Istros);
IG 1 1 1292 (200/199 or 184/183 BC, Athens); CID 4.106 (184/183 BC, Delphi); 1 Macc 11:22-24; SEG
18.750 (180-120 BC, Araxa); /G 1I* 1 1323 (shortly after 175 BC, Pergamon); OGIS 339 (133-120 BC,
Sestos); PH289481 (shortly after 131 BC, Kyzikos); SEG 39.1243 (ca. 130-110 BC, Kolophon); FD III
4.43 (119 BC, Delphi); LAph2007 2.503 (1st c. BC, Aphrodisias); 1.Aph2007 12.103 (1** c. BC,
Aphrodisias); 1. Priene 121 (ca. 90 BC, Priene); PH256676 (probably ca. 85-80 BC, Alabanda);
PH316597, PH316953, PH301900 (= IvP II 256), PH316574 ( = OGIS 764), and PH316601 (ca. 69 BC,
Pergamon); 1.ScM 1 54 (ca. 50 BC, Istros); IGBulg 12 13 = Syll.> 762 (49/48 BC, Dionysopolis); OGIS 767
= LRCyr2020 C.416 (ca. 2 AD, Cyrene).

2 ¢ne1dn Arookov|pidng Ztpovbinvog avip dyadog|| dv mepi TV TOAY Kai Todg ToAi|tog

mpoOvpov £aVToV TapeicyT|Tat T Ot £V TE TOIC Kvduvolg| Thg moremg npecPeiag EAANvViKag| kol
BapPapikag modrag VEEP TG €i-||pVNG TEmpEcPevkey 00dEVa Kivov|vov vroloyioduevog (I.SeM 1 12.3—
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his self-imperiling embassies to benefit the city in times of trouble, Istros awarded him
praise, a gold crown to be presented regularly at the games, and a bronze statue.”?

In 225/224 BC, Prytanis, a notable Peripatetic philosopher, undertook a
dangerous and costly mission as an envoy on behalf of the city of Athens and used his
rhetorical skills for its benefit.”* The demos of Athens commended him for “giving
himself without hesitation to the common need of the city” and for performing his
embassy while “taking into account no pain or danger of what might happen, taking
thought of no expense.””” In the motivation clause the decree reiterates that the boule and
demos of the Athenians appreciate benefactors who display full commitment to their
services, “so, therefore, that the People may be seen at every opportunity to have been
mindful of those who exert themselves to meet its needs.”’®

Among the numerous benefactions of Polemaios of Kolophon was his stint as
envoy.”” Not only did he provide funds from his personal finances, but he was able to

procure friendship with Rome and patronage for the city from Roman notables.”® The

decree brings out the protective nature of his conduct by highlighting the relative safety

11).
3 1.SeM112.14-22.

" IG 113 1 1147 (225/224 BC, Athens). On the mission of Prytanis, see Polyb., Hist., 5.93.8—
10; Christian Habicht, Athens from Alexander to Antony, trans. Deborah Lucas Schneider (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1997), 177-178; Matthias Haake, Der Philosoph in der Stadt: Untersuchungen
zur offentlichen Rede iiber Philosophen und Philosophie in den hellenistichen Poleis (Munich, Germany:
Verlag C. H. Beck, 2007), 89-99.

75 3ovg £ontov dmpog[a-]||cicTmg gig Tnv Kownv xpsuxv Tic TOAemg Am[e-]|dNunoceyv...olte
no|vov obTe Kivduvov DToAoyiodpevog ovdéva v | ThV dcopévav obte damdvng oddeudg epovtiloac (IG 113
1 1147.14-19).

76 8o Gv 0OV O dfjog p may|Ti Kap@dt pepvnuévolg eoivntar Tdv éktevidg| Tag ypeiog adTot
napacxnusvwv (IG 11?1 1147.25-27). Translation from Stephen Lambert, “Honours for Prytanis of
Karystos,” Attic Inscriptions Online, last updated February 8, 2017,
https://www.atticinscriptions. conﬂinscription/MorettiISE/i 28. Prytanis was awarded praise, a gold crown
announced at City Dionysia (tragedies) and Panathenaia (games), other benefits as seen fit, a free dinner,
and stone stele in the agora (/G I3 1 1147.27-50).

T SEG 39.1243 (ca. 130110 BC, Kolophon).
8 SEG 39.1243.
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of the population of Kolophon who remained at home because of Polemaios’s self-
endangering ambassadorial services across land and sea: “he permitted the other citizens
to remain untroubled in their own (homes), while he himself undertook the danger on
behalf of all (the others), and by land and by sea hazarding (the danger) in his body and
his soul and in his entire life concerning the demos.””® Polemaios was able to successfully
curb the armed brigandage and raiding in territory owned by Kolophon by securing an
edict from Rome.?’ Likewise, he was able to get the charges dropped against a citizen
who had been convicted in the Roman court system.?! The decree also draws attention to
Polemaios’s self-endangerment in his priestly services, saying that, “considering it noble
to endure dangers on behalf of the land that reared him, in the duties that were assigned to
him by his fatherland he nobly continued saying and doing what is most excellent.”8?
Furthermore, he was generous to certain people who had experienced pressing times and

t.83 For these and other benefactions Polemaios

forgave numerous debtors of their deb
received various rewards, including a gold crown and a gold statue on a pillar in the
temple of Apollo of Klarios near the altar of the Graces.®*

Another benefactor from western Asia Minor during the late second century

7 1odg pv Aormodg| Tdv ToMT®V dmopevoyMTovg| £V pévery Emi TdV idlwv,| 0dTdg 8¢ ToV
VIEP AnAVIOV|| Kivduvov avadeyopevog| kal Kotd yijv kai katd Odhac|ocav chpott k<ol T>f1 yuyfL Kol
@1 ol Piot Tepi 1od dpov| mapaforropevog (SEG 39.1243.1i.16-24). Translation modified from
“Kolophon Honours Polemaios,” http://www.attalus.org/docs/seg/s39 1243.html, accessed August 21,
2021.

80 SEG 39.1243.ii.33-51.
81 SEG 39.1243.ii.51-62.

82 kadov 8¢ Kkpivov koi av|dapétag vmopéverv| Tovg Vmep Tod Opéyavtog| £54povg Kivdvvoug,
&v|| taic Emrpemopévorg Eontdt ypeiong Tig mapidog yvnoimg kai Aélymv kol tpdocwv Ta Kpd|tioTto
Swatetédexev (SEG 39.1243.1ii.16-24). Translation modified from “Kolophon Honours Polemaios,”
http://www.attalus.org/docs/seg/s39 1243 .html, accessed August 22, 2021.

8 SEG 39.1243.iii.25-58. Note the mention of “crises” to describe the circumstances of those
whom Polemaios helped (tac toyiag teprotdoeig; SEG 39.1243.1ii.27-28; 00déva katd| nepictacty
EMN<T>01KOTA TIE|pLopdV; 111.50-52).

8 SEG 39.1243.v.25-57. On the gold statue, the text specifies the location: otfjcon 8¢ gikdval

¥PLOTV €M 6TVUAISOG &V TdL igpdt ToD AmOAAmvog|| Tob Khapiov mapd tov fopov tov Xapitwv (SEG
39.1243.v.43-45).
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BC, Menippos, adopted son of Apollonides, received commendation from the city of
Klaros for his considerable services as envoy to Rome some five times, to the Attalids,
and to various other cities.®> Menippos, among other things, persuaded Rome to maintain
the city’s ancestral laws and judicial autonomy and secure Romans as patrons of Klaros.%¢
Two different honorific inscriptions contain the same exact wording explaining in brief
the reason Klaros honored Menippos: because he was “a benefactor and concerning the
city, earnest and loving the good and leading the fatherland in times of necessity.”®” The
larger of the inscriptions, a formal honorific decree, adds that Menippos offered to
finance the cost of erecting the statue that the city awarded him because the Klaros was
hard-pressed (OAiBecBar) at the time.5®

One of the most lauded benefactor-envoys in Hellenistic history was Diodoros
Pasparos of Pergamon, who operated in post-Mithridatic War circumstances.?” Of the
many services of Diodoros Pasparos to Pergamon, his successful embassy to the Romans

stands out in terms of endangered benefaction. After the First Mithridatic War, Pergamon

8 SEG 39.1244 (ca. 120-110 BC, Klaros); SEG 37.957 (ca. 133100 BC, Klaros).
8 SEG 39.1244.1.10-ii.7, iii.5-13.

87 gdepyétnv Bvta koi mepi Ty molteiay éxtevii kol @iddyadov kol Tpostdvta ThC TaTpidog &v
Kkoupoig avaykoiog (SEG 39.1244.32-34; SEG 37.957.5-11 [see NewDocs 9 §4]).

88 gnavéoon 8¢ antov 51611 OMPopévng Tiig|| TOrewg THY TNV odThv drodeyduevoy| mapd Tod
dMpov kol Toig Tpoyeypapévolg dkdAov|0ov yivouevov enayyéliecton tedéosy map’ E[av-]jtod v
€oopévny damdvny &ig Ty gikov[og]| avabectv kaitot ye ToD MoV Koi TV damdvny 1-|[déwe dvadexouévou
S v mpog Mévimmov g|ktévelay (SEG 39.1244.1ii.34-41).

% The documents related to Diodoros Pasparos include PH316597, PH316953, PH301900 ( =
IvP II 256), PH316574 (= OGIS 764), and PH316601 (ca. 69 BC, Pergamon). On various aspects of his
date, historical situation, and his exploits and rewards, see Christopher P. Jones, “Diodoros Pasparos and
the Nikephoria of Pergamon,” Chiron 4 (1974): 183-205; Regan L. Barr, “Honors for Late Hellenistic
Civic Benefactors in Western Asia Minor,” (MA thesis, University of Cincinnati, 1995), 7-31; T. Corey
Brennan, “Embassies Gone Wrong: Roman Diplomacy in the Constatinian Excerpta de Legationibus,” in
Diplomats and Diplomacy in the Roman World, ed. Claude Eilers (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 171-174; Andrzej
S. Chankowski, “La procedure legislative a Pergame au ler siécle au J.-C : a propos de la chronologie
relative des décrets en I’honneur de Diodoros Pasparos,” Bulletin de Correspondance Hellénique 122, no. 1
(1998): 159-199; Christopher P. Jones, “Diodoros Pasparos Revisited,” Chiron 30 (2000): 1-14; Cristina
Genovese, ““Per Eterna Memoria e Immortalita di un Benefattore”. L’ “‘Heroon’ di Diodoro Pasparo a
Pergamo,” Mediterraneo Antico 14, nos. 1-2 (2011): 57-74; Biagio Virgilio, “La Citta Ellenistica e I suoi
‘Benefattori’: Pergamo e Diodoro Pasparos,” in Studi sull’Asia Minore (Pisa, Italy: Fabrizio Serra Editore,
2014), 117-130.
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was in dire economic straits.”® The war itself had taken its toll on the city. Mithradates
had executed eighty conspirators from Pergamon.”! Likewise, no doubt otherwise
productive human and monetary capital was diverted to finance and prosecute war.
Because Pergamon had supported Mithradates against Rome, they were on the losing side
of the conflict and subject to a massive indemnity as well as the Roman moneylenders
and publicani.®* Thus, the diversion of productive economic resources to destructive ends
(war), the heavy burden of tribute from Mithradates and then Rome, and the presence of
Roman tax farmers all contributed to the dismal economic situation. Pergamenes incurred
heavy debts at high interest rates in their attempt to recover. Diodoros Pasparos’s
embassy to Rome was able to obtain relief from several of these burdensome impositions
and as a result facilitate economic recovery.

In the mid-first century BC the benefactor Akornion served as priest and
envoy. As envoy, Akornion got into the good graces of King Burebista and subsequently
served successfully as an envoy on behalf of both Burebista and Dionysopolis to the
Romans.”? In the honorific decree for Akornion, the city recognized his exemplary
conduct despite the dangers and highlights his wholehearted devotion to his services in
times of crisis during which he poured out expenses from his own private funds to

complete them:

And the goodwill of the king with respect to the safety of his city he urged, and in
all other ways of himself unsparingly did he give (&v 1€ 10ic Aounoig Amacty APEOMDS
gotov|| [€v]dovg); the city’s embassies with their dangers he undertook without
hesitation to win in all respects the advantage for his native city.”*

%0 This paragraph draws on Barr, “Honors for Late Hellenistic Civic Benefactors in Western
Asia Minor,” 12—13. See also Biagio Virgilio, “La Citta Ellenistica e I suoi ‘Benefattori’: Pergamo e
Diodoro Pasparos,” 120-123.

! Appian, Mithridatic War, 192.

92 On the Roman moneylenders and publicani, see Plutarch, Lucullus, 7.6.

9 IGBulg 17 13.22-42.

% [xa]i cuvPoviedmv T KpdTioTa Kai TV edvotav tod BlaciAé]oc Tpog Tiig TOAEmg GHOTNP

[f]av Tpocmapay[v|Bov]uevog £v te T0ig Aowmoig dnacty Apelddg Eavtoy|| [£v]o1dovg kal TaG Thg TOAE®S
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And in general throughout every situation of crisis he applied himself body and
soul, expenses being paid from his own means of livelihood; and, some of the
material things of the city subsidizing by himself, he has exhibited the greatest zeal
for the safety of his native city.”

The honorific decree highlights that Akornion endured dangers and aided his city during
critical times for the advantage (10 cOppepov) and safety (cotpia) of his home city. His
enthusiasm to act on their behalf in difficult times was so ardent that he risked his own
life. For his self-hazarding behavior Dionysopolis returned gratitude by awarding him
praise, a gold crown presented at the Dionysiac games (annually), and a bronze statue at
the most conspicuous place in the agora.”®

As priest and envoy Phaos son of Klearchos served the people of Cyrene to
combat the raids (ca. 5/4 BC-AD 3) of the Marmaridae, a Libyan tribe.’’ The honorific
decree (OGIS 767 = LRCyr2020 C.416; AD 2) for Phaos recounts his wartime services,
saying that he had “acted as envoy during the Marmaric War, in winter, putting himself
in danger (£0vT0V £¢ T0G Ktvdvvog €mdog) and bringing military aid which was most
timely and sufficient for the safety of the city.”® With Cyrenaica in trouble from the

Libyan incursions, Phaos hazarded harsh winter conditions in a crucial diplomatic

nmpeaPriog kol Kivduvoug Enf1-]|doxopevog [a]okvag Tpog TO TavTag Tt KotepydlesOa[i]| Tf Toptid
ovupépov (IGBulg 12 13.27-32; ca. 48 BC; translation from Sherk [1984] §78).

95 kaBOAoV 8¢ Katd Thc<o>v mepicTacty K[olp]dV yuyf koi chduott TapafoAlopevog Kai
damavoug xpdp[e-]|[vog Taig £k Tob Biov, Tva 8€ Kol TV TOMTIK®Y Yopnyimv copat[o-][moidv map’ ovtod
™V peyiomy gvdeikvutalt] omovdny &ig v V|nep tfig matpidog cwmpiov (/GBulg 1> 13.38-42; translation
from Sherk [1984] §78). One can also note the occurrence of émdobvar Eovtdv for his priestly services:
“[he was called upon] by the citizens and he devoted himself (to the priesthood)” ([rapaxinOeic 0]10 TdV
ToAMTGV énédmkev Eavtov; IGBulg 12 13.15; translation from Sherk [1984] §78).

% JGBulg 12 13.43-49.

7 On the Marmaric War, see Joyce Reynolds and J. A. Lloyd, “Cyrene,” in The Cambridge
Ancient History, Volume X: The Augustan Empire, 43 B.C.—A.D. 69, ed. Alan K. Bowman, Edward
Champlin, and Andrew Lintott, 2nd ed (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996) 635-636; Eireann
Marshall, “Cyrenaican Civilisation and Health: Constructing an Identity in a Frontier,” Pegasus 39 (1996)
10-11. The ancient sources that attest to the Marmaric War are sparse (mainly SEG 9.63; OGIS 676; Dio
Cassius, Roman History, 55.10a.1). Also concerning the Marmaric War is Z. RCyr2020 C.737, an honorific
decree for a certain Alexis, who also faced dangers and risked his life. But the decree for Alexis a little
more fragmentary than the Phaos decree.

% [kai] mpeoPevoag &v Td Mopua|pik@d ToAEHm &v eldot a|Tov £¢ TOG Kvdvog £mdog|| Koi

TaV Emkonpotdtay cuppa-|[y]iav kol Tpog cotmpiav t[d]g mo-|[Aleog dvnkoicav dyaymv (I.RCyr2020
C.416.a.7-12). Translation from Braund §51.
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mission to Rome to bring military aid to ensure the safety of Cyrene.

One of the critical services an envoy could provide was to negotiate the return
of hostages and captives and to rescue the imprisoned. The city of Istros honored the
envoys Diodoros, Prokritos, and Klearchos for bringing back over sixty hostages and
persuading the perpetrator Zalmodegikos, king of the Getae, to return the money he had
extracted.” Their mission entailed considerable risk, since they “travelled through hostile
territory, endured every danger, and displayed every enthusiasm” in their efforts.!?° After
pirates captured over thirty people at Amorgos, the brothers Hegesippos and Antippapos,
themselves captives, offered themselves as hostages and persuaded the pirate captain to
release all the captive citizens and some of the freedmen and enslaved and to spare the
citizens from being sold, tortured, and from enduring hardship.!®! In 235/234, the city of
Rhamnous praised Dikaiarchos of Thria because (among other things) “when the general
Philokedes was present at Eretria he supported this man in advocating and securing the
release and saving from prison (¢£<e>{(A)eto €k 10D [dg]opwpi[ov]) of one of the
citizens who had been condemned to death.”'%? In 228/227 BC, a certain Eumaridas was
voted honors for his role in securing the release of Athenian captives from the pirate

Boukris, who had raided the countryside of Attica.!%® He generously contributed to the

9 [.§cM 18 (3rd-2nd c. BC).

100 grednunody te S1d tfig moke|piog mhvTa kivduvov vropeivav|teg kol micov mpodupioy
mapoocyo[ue-]|[votr (I.ScM 1 8.8-10).

101 1G 12.7.386 (ca. 250-200 BC). See Angelos Chaniotis, “Mobility of Persons During the
Hellenistic Wars: State Control and Personal Relations,” in La mobilité des personnes en Méditerranée de
["Antiquité a I’époque modern: procedures de contréle et documents d’indentifications, ed. Claudia Moatti
(Rome: Ecole francaise de Rome, 2004), 296; Austin® §105.

102 yeqi mopayevopévov tod otpatnyod Ohokn-|[8]ov gig Epétpiav cuvydpnoéy te TovTot Kol
TV TolTd®Vv| [E]va drnypévov €mi Bavatmt £<e>i(A)eto £k ToD [dg]opwnpi[ov]| kol dvécmicey
amodeucvopevog v gbvolay fiv £xel mpog|| Tovg moditag (410 837.14-25; quote from 1l. 21-25; translation
from Sean Byrne and Chris de Lisle, “Rhamnous honours Dikaiarchos of Thria,” Attic Inscriptions Online,
last updated June 4, 2021, https://www.atticinscriptions.com/inscription/[Rhamn/17).

103 JG 113 1 1137 = IG 11% 844. See also the second decree (211/210 BC) on the inscription (/G
I13 1 1137) for Eumaridas that specifies that the bronze statue for him be placed “in the precinct of the
People and the Graces,” which refers to the cult to the Graces that began in 229 when Athens was liberated
from Antigonid control. Cf. IG II* 4 8. Stephen Lambert, “Decrees honouring Eumaridas of Kydonia and
His Son Charmion,” Attic Inscriptions Online, https://www.atticinscriptions.com/inscription/IGI12/844, last
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ransom fund and also loaned the captives travelling expenses. Later, he negotiated on
behalf of the Athenians with certain Cretan cities to ensure Athenian negative rights from
pillaging.!** Around 85-80 BC, the Karian city of Alabanda praised Pyrrha[kos] because
not only did he rescue enslaved citizens abroad (“some of the citizens who were enslaved
in foreign lands he delivered”), but during his diplomatic trip as envoy to renew kinship
and friendship with Rome he “took into consideration no danger to his own self” and
completed the mission successfully.!?® Finally, sometime in the mid-1st century BC when
citizens of Istros had been taken captive by barbarians and held as ransom, the benefactor
Aristagoras paid their ransom and rescued them with his diplomacy with the
barbarians.!*® Whether their city faced tribulations by pirates from the seas, barbarians
from the hinterland, or another polity during war, benefactor envoys performed rescue
operations by risking their own bodies and resources by braving dangerous weather,
crossing through hostile territory, offering themselves as hostages, paying from their own
funds, and otherwise persuading the captors to release the imprisoned and enslaved.
Envoys had to be prepared to risk their lives and their financial resources

without knowing what setbacks might arise. As a result, cities honored them as

updated May 26, 2018.

104 Philip de Souza comments that “these negotiations seem to have been aimed at reducing
attacks on the Attic coast by pirates emanating from Crete. It would appear that certain cities had been
allowing their citizens to take booty from Attica, and the people of Athens were making a concerted effort
to prevent further occurrences.” Philip de Souza, Piracy in the Graeco-Roman World (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1999), 67.

105 Tiviig 8¢ kol @V moATdv &[mi E&-]|vng SovAevovtag dnécmicey (PH256676.10-11);
mapakAnOeic Ko ToU o[ pov]|| TPoHHUWG VIT[f]Koveey 0VOEVA Kivduvov DEBOpEV[og]| kad avTdy,
amodnunoag te katdpbmwoev Ta katd [V Tpeo-]|Peiav cvppepoviog tit Totpidt (PH256676.19-22). On
Pyrrha[kos], see Federico Santangelo, Sulla, the Elites and the Empire: A Study of Roman Policies in Italy
and the Greek East (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 54-55.

106 1f¢ te motpidog dyvpmOeiong Ko kaTd uéPog TV ToAertdv &|mod tiig PapPdpov
KOTOTTOPEVOUEV@V EIG TNV TOAY TIGIV PEV de€1dC am[av-][tdv 1@V KpoTodvTeV ThHC Ydpag PapPipwy, Ticiv
8¢ tdV morertdv £[1¢]|| AMotpa TpoTiBeig £de1Eev EavTov TPOC TACAV ATAVTINoY TV 6mlo[ pé-[vav
gvopeiAnTOV, TAEIOTA T€ GLUVOALGYHaTO ToAEiTOoNg Bpa K[ai]| EEvolg ToMOapueEVOg TPOG TAVTOG APIANPYVPG
vreotoato (IScM 1.54.12—-17). On Aristagoras, see Alexandru Avram, “Wohltiter des Volkes (edepyétan
Tod dMpov) in den pontischen Stidten der spathellenistischen Zeit,” in Biirgesinn und Staatliche Macht in
Antike und Gegenwart, ed. Martin Dreher (Konstanz, Germany: University of Konstanz Press GmbH,
2000), 154—156. For the mid-1st century date of 7.ScM 1 54, see Petre Alexandrescu, “La fin de la Zone
Sacrée d’époque grecque d’Istros,” Dacia 51 (2007): 211-219.
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benefactors and highlighted the peril the city faced and the dangers these benefactor-
envoys voluntarily hazarded. All these envoys were recognized for their willingness to
avoid no danger—whether dangers from travel, climate, or hostile foreign actors—and to
serve their cities in perilous circumstances like oppressive indemnity, war, debt,
economic hardship, or when pirates or barbarians had kidnapped some of the population.
Failure was a real option for these envoys, but they were able to successfully overcome

the obstacles and secure tangible benefits for their cities in times of trouble.

Ousting Garrisons

If a foreign garrison held a city under the rule of a king, a benefactor might aid
the local effort to oust the occupying forces.!?” After Kallias of Sphettos had helped
Athens drive out an Antigonid garrison from Athens, the countryside was still in a state
of war and the Macedonian king Demetrios I still had control of a garrison at the Peiraios
and was making his way to Athens from the Peloponnesos.!?® But “when Kallias learned
of the danger facing the city” (tov kivovvov 10V mepi v mOAv) he paid and supplied a
thousand soldiers that he was commanding in Andros and took them to the countryside to
protect the grain harvest.!% Kallias’s commitment to helping Athens in its struggle for
freedom from Antigonid control result in him being wounded. The decree for him
recounts his heroic self-hazarding despite the dangers, saying, “when Demetrios arrived,
and surrounded the town with his army and laid siege to it, Kallias, fighting on behalf of
the People and going on the attack with the soldiers with him, despite being wounded

shirked no danger whatsoever at any time for the sake of the preservation of the

197 Aside from Kallias of Sphettos, see also Zenodotos Baukideos (PH258005; probably
303/302 BC).

108 JG 11 1 911.11-18 (270/269 BC, Athens) = SEG 28.60. On Kallias, see T. Leslie Sheer Jr.,
“Kallias of Sphettos and the Revolt of Athens in 286 BC,” Hesperia Supplement 17 (Princeton, NJ:
American School of Classical Studies at Athens, 1978); Habicht, Athens from Alexander to Antony, 96-97,
127-129.

109 JG11° 1 911.18-27. Translation from Sean Byrne, “Honours for Kallias of Sphettos,” Attic
Inscriptions Online, https://www.atticinscriptions.com/inscription/IGII31/911, last updated July 25, 2019.
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People.”''? Along with his other services to Athens, Kallias’s self-hazarding conduct in
the struggle against Demetrios Poliorketes garnered praise and honors from the demos of
Athens, including a gold crown, a bronze statue in the agora, choice seating at the games,

and an inscription inscribed in stone and placed next to his statue.!!!

Defending City and Country

War, invasion, attack, and the threat of force or tyranny were crises that
provided the conditions for a benefactor to address with service and self-
endangerment.!!? At various points in the Hellenistic period the Gauls/Galatians posed a
threat to populations of certain Greek cities. Those who rose to the occasion and
performed laudably in the crisis received due recognition. In the initial incursions of the
Gauls/Galatians into Greece and Asia Minor in 279/278 BC, a certain Sotas resisted the
Galatians who were “lawlessly wishing to attack” (mapovopmg tpoonecéc[0]at
Bovropevor).!1? As a part of the Prienian resistance effort, Sotas recruited quality citizens
and people who lived in the countryside and they together risked their lives (ktvdvvevev)
“for the common safety of the demos” ([0nep t]fig Ko cotnpiag tod [dHuov]).!'* He
and his soldiers were able to successfully defend the countryside and ensure the survival
of many people and their property by bringing them into the city.!!> In Erythrai the demos

honored Simos son of Apollonios and eight other strategoi for protecting the city,

10 i me1dn maporyevopevog Anuntiog kol me|piotpotonededoog Emoldpkel T dotv,
ayoviLopevolc vmep 10D dMpov Karriog kol exelimv petd tdv otpati-||otdv Tdv pued’ adtod kol
TPOVUOTIOG YEVOUEVOS KivOL|[vou 00OEV DTTOGTEAAOUEVOG 0VOE £V £Vi Kalpdl Evekal TRG TOD SOV
cotpiac (/G II* 1 911.27-32). Translation from Sean Byrne, “Honours for Kallias of Sphettos,” Attic
Inscriptions Online, https://www.atticinscriptions.com/inscription/IGII31/911, last updated July 25, 2019.

MG 1911.86-109.

112 On various aspects of the role of benefactors in Hellenistic warfare, see Angelos Chaniotis,
War in the Hellenistic World: A Social and Cultural History (Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2005), 18—43.

'3 OGIS 765 = I.Priene 17. Quote from OGIS 765.7.
1% OGIS 765.30-31.
5 OGIS 765.19-38.
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providing weapons, and giving financial aid out of their own pockets during “many fears
and dangerous crises” (To[AA®V @O-]|fav Kol KivduveVv Tepiotdvimv) prompted by the
Galatian invasions.!'!¢

Sporadic Galatian invasions still occurred in the second century BC. From
168—166 BC the Attalid king Eumenes II fought against a Galatian invasion. He
commended the city of Tabai for the courageous conduct and self-endangerment of its
citizen Koteies.!!” Koteies, a local Karian magnate, distinguished himself in the eyes of
Eumenes II by successfully and in a timely fashion rendering military aid to the important
Attalid city of Apameia-Kelainai against fast-approaching Galatian invaders. Column II
of the inscription mentions how, in contrast to others who were terrified (nton0évteg) and
fled the city, Koteies risked personal hazard, saying, “he gave himself more readily to the
danger.”''® In 119 BC, the city of Lete in Macedonia honored Roman quaester Marcus
Annius for replacing the command of the slain Sextus Pompeius and leading the
Macedonian soldiers to victory against the Gauls/Galatians.!!” The inscription in
Annius’s honor stresses the formidability of the Gallic armies, noting the “huge army” in
the first battle and the “even more Gallic horsemen” and “a horde even larger” in the
subsequent battle.!?° Such a grave threat sets the conditions for Annius’s own bravery:
“he went on the attack with the soldiers he had in the encampment, and avoiding no

danger or suffering (ov0éva kivouvov 006¢ Kak[o-]|tabiav vVrocteldpevog; 11. 27-28),

16 | Erythr. 24.10-11.
"7 SEG 57.1109.

118 grepot mronBévreg [¢€]-exdpouv &k Tfig TOAEMG. . .ETOOTEPOV £0VTOV gig TO<V> Kivduvov
£dwxev (SEG 57.1109.Col. 11.15-20). Note other terminology of danger and crisis: kivdvvog (SEG
57.1109.Col. I11.21) and wepictacig (SEG 57.1109.Col. 11.22). Eumenes II also describes Koteies as
displaying upright conduct with respect to the people of Apameia by showing goodwill (ebvowa; SEG
57.1109.Col. L.5; Col. 11.14), readiness (mpoBupio; SEG 57.1109.Col. 1.5), enthusiasm (ocmovdn|; SEG
57.1109.Col. 1.9-10), word-deed congruency (SEG 57.1109.Col. I1.10-13), and being diligent/lacking
hesitation (Gokvog; SEG 57.1109.Col. 1.6), dedicated (éktevig; SEG 57.1109.Col. 1.7), and constant (def;
SEG 57.1109.Col. 1.8).

19 §11.3 700,
120 §yi1.3 700.12, 20-23. Translation from Sherk (1984) §48.
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deployed his troops and defeated the enemy in combat.”'?! When others might flee out of
terror or shrink back from a substantial foe, Koteies and Annius risked their lives to
protect cities in crisis.

Other barbarian groups posed a threat to Greek cities near the Black Sea. When
the barbarian king Saitaphernes came to the city of Olbia to demand gifts, the city lacked
the funds but Protogenes, at the bequest of the demos, gave him 400 gold pieces to satiate
him.!?? Saitaphernes came again and once again demanded favors from Olbia when the
city was, like before, depleted in funds and forced to rely on Protogenes to offer a
substantial gift (900 gold pieces).!?* On this occasion the king “took the presents but flew
into a rage (gig Opynv 8¢ katactdvtog) . . . [and so] the people met together and [were]
terrified (nepip[opog]).”!?* Olbia’s woes did not stop there. The city was largely unwalled
and several barbarian tribes (Galatians, Skiroi, Thisarnatai, Scythians, and Saudaratai)
“were eager to seize the fort,” which caused many people fighting for the Olbian cause to
desert or prepare to desert the city out of fear.!?> At this point “the people met in an

assembly in deep despair” because they saw “before them the danger that lay ahead and

121 §yil.3 700.26-29. Translation from Sherk (1984) §48. For his conduct, Annius received
praise, leaf crown, annual equestrian games in his honor (month of Daisios), congratulations via envoys,
stele in most conspicuous place in the agora (Sy/l.* 700.36-50).

122 JOSPE 12 32.5-13 (Syll.? 495; late 3rd c. BC, Olbia). On the Protogenes inscription, see
Cristel Miiller, “Autopsy of a Crisis: Wealth, Protogenes, and the City of Olbia in c. 200 BC,” in The
Economies of Hellenistic Societies, Third to First Centuries BC, ed. Zosia H. Archibald, John K. Davies,
and Vincent Gabrielsen (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 324-344; Peter Thonemann, 7The
Hellenistic World: Using Coins as Sources (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 33-34;
Angelos Chaniotis, “Paradoxon, Enargeia, Empathy: Hellenistic Decrees and Hellenistic Oratory,” in
Hellenistic Oratory: Continuity and Change, ed. Christos Kremmydas and Kathryn Tempest (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2013), 209-212; Angelos Chaniotis, “Emotional Language in Hellenistic Decrees
and Hellenistic Histories,” in Parole in Movimento Linguaggio Politico e Lessico Storiografico nel Mondo
Ellenistico: Atti del Convegno Internazionale, Roma, 21-23 Frebbraio 2011, ed. Manuela Mari and John
Thornton (Pisa, Italy: Fabrizio Serra Editore, 2013), 340-342.

123 JOSPE 12 32.87-90.

124 JOSPE 12 32.A.95. Translation from Chaniotis, “Paradoxon, Enargeia, Empathy,” 209-210.
Note how the narrative is replete with emotions—anger, fear, hope, back to fear—and the emotional
narration moves back and forth between negative and positive emotions. Chaniotis, “Paradoxon, Enargeia,
Empathy,” 210.

125 JOSPE 12 32.B.1-21. Translation from Chaniotis, “Paradoxon, Enargeia, Empathy,” 210.

161



the terrors in store.”!?¢ Into this bleak picture of a city desperate for deliverance, the
situation was reversed once again by the noble conduct of Protogenes: “when no one
would volunteer (00dev0g &” €midd6vTog £avtov) for all or part of the demands of the
people, he [Protogenes] promised he would himself build both the walls and would
advance the whole cost of the construction.”?” In addition to his diplomatic and military
services, at other moments in his career as benefactor, Protogenes alleviated debts
(outright or remitted interest), bought grain and corn multiple times for the community
stock during shortages and offered favorable lending terms, helped finance tribute to
Saitaphernes (again), fixed numerous public buildings and structures (e.g., towers,
granary, walls), financed transportation costs for stones, and managed city finances with
honesty.!?® One gets the impression that the only thing Protogenes did not do was heal the
sick with his touch.

During times of war benefactors sometimes rendered help to individuals in
precarious conditions. In the 140s BC, Sotas son of Patrokles, who was at the time of his
services simply a land magnate with no official governing position and a neighbor to the
small town of Olbasa, offered hospitality by way of refuge and provisions for Olbasan
citizens displaced by war.!?® The people of Olbasa honored him because he “was of great
help to the citizens in the difficult circumstances (€v 101l mepiotdot Kapoig) during the
Pisidian war, always taking in refugees from those citizens who had been saved from the

enemy and providing distributions for those who had been driven from their homes.”!3°

126 JOSPE 17 32.B.22-27. Translation from Chaniotis, “Paradoxon, Enargeia, Empathy,” 211.

127 008evog &’ EmS18ovTog Eomtov obT’ €ig Bmavta ot ig pépn dv NEiov 6 dfjpog,
gnoryyeihato anTdg KOTAGKELAY AuEOTEPO TO TELYM Kal Tpodfoe micay T &ig antd damdvny (IOSPE 12
32.B.27-31). Text and translation from Chaniotis, “Paradoxon, Enargeia, Empathy,” 212.

128 JOSPE 12 32.

129 SEG 44.1108 (138/137 BC, Olbasa, Pisidia). For translation and commentary see Peter
Thonemann, “The Attalid State, 188—133 BC,” in Attalid Asia Minor: Money, International Relations, and
the State, ed. Peter Thonemann (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 13—14.

130 Translation from Thonemann, “The Attalid State, 188—133 BC,” 113.

162



The struggle for the freedom of a city or the fight against tyranny gave
benefactors their repute in some cases. The city of Erythrai praised nine strategoi for
their conduct that preserved their democratic governance (dnpokpartio) and freedom
(§hevBepi) when it was threatened by war.!*! The inscription in their honor recounts
how “shrinking from no fear or danger, they gave themselves eagerly to saying and doing
what is beneficial to the city.”!3? In the second century BC, the city of Araxa honored
Orthagoras son of Demetrios first for his role as fjyepov in the war against Moagetes
because he “endured every danger and every distress” (mdvta kivovvov Koi Tacov
kaxomabiov vropivag).!*3 During his embassy to the city of Kibyra, “looking the tyrants
in the face, he lost no opportunity to oppose them and in consequence often found
himself in many dangers and exposed to plots on account of his struggles on behalf of his
fatherland.”!3* Later he helped quell tyrannies in the Lycian cities of Xanthos and Tlos
and sought Orloanda’s freedom and to admit it into the Lycian League.!3?

Not uncommonly benefactors guarded fortresses and/or the countryside of a

city.!*¢ For example, Diokles son of Leodamas, conforming to his ancestral virtues,

B[ Erythr. 29 (270-260 or 261-248 BC, Erythrai). Cf. Syll.3 410.
132 [o0déva 0b-]||te PoPov odte kivéuvov dmooteAlduEVOL, TPoBO®G 8¢ £a[v-]/Todg
EMBBOVT<e>G €lg TO Kol Aéyewv kai Tpdrtewy T Tit mOA[el]]| cvppépovra (1. Erythr. 29.9-12).

133 SEG 18.570.8-11 (180-120 BC, Araxa). Note also the almost identical phraseology to
describe his role as envoy to Kibyra to report the crimes of Moagetes and the city of Boubon: “he endured
every danger and distress and acted as envoy worthily of our demos and the nation who dispatched (him)”
(mhvta kivovvov kal kakoradiov vropévav Enpécfevoey a&img Tod T€ NUETEPOV dNUOL Kol TOD
amooteidavtog E0vovg; SEG 18.570.23-25).

134 xaBoLov| T T0ig TVPGVVOIC AvTIBEmMY 0VdEVE Kanpdv| Tapodédoutoy, kai S TodTa &u
ToAAO1G KvdOvo[ig]| kol EmBoviais yéyovey d1d Tovg VmEp g ToTpi-]|60g dydvac (SEG 18.570.25-29).
Translation from Kweku A. Garbrah, “On the Enumerative Use of 1¢,” ZPE (1993): 195.

135 SEG 18.570.36-46, 55-56. On Orthagoras’s activity, see Christina Kokkinia, ed., Boubon:
The Inscriptions and Archaeological Remains, A Survey 2004—2006 (Athens: National Hellenic Research
Foundation, 2008) 20-23.

136 B g., Dikaiarchos (410 837 = SEG 51.110 = L. Rhamnous 17; 235/234 BC, Rhamnous);
Demainetos (/. Eleusis 211; 209 BC, Eleusis [Attica]); Agathokles son of Antiphilos (I.ScM 1 15 = SEG
24.1095; ca. 200 BC, Istros); an unknown benefactor of Aphrodisias (I.Ap42007 12.701). On the guarding
of the countryside, reasons the countryside needed protection, and solutions to the threats, see Angelos
Chaniotis, “Policing the Hellenistic Countryside: Realities and Ideologies,” in Sécurité Collective et Ordre
Public dans les Sociétés Anciennes, ed. Cédric Brélaz and Pierre Ducrey (Geneva: Foundation Hardt,
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displayed “every zeal and care for the district of the Halasarnitai” because “during the
wars, he aimed at safeguarding the fort and those who inhabit the territory, showing the
greatest consideration and engaging himself in every danger for its sake.”!3” Moreover, a
benefactor also could endure dangers to protect unwalled cities from brigands, pirates,
and/or barbarians like in the cases of Apollodoros son of Pankrates and Aristagoras of
Istros.!3® Finally, to address a city’s lack of defensive capacities in times of imminent
threat and the perils of war, a benefactor could fund the construction or maintenance of
defensive structures (e.g., walls) and provide critical and urgent military leadership.!°
Several benefactors were lauded for their conspicuously commendable
personal self-hazarding conduct during times of crisis. Apollonia (Pontos) honored the
admiral and autokrator Hegesagoras of Istros for his military services on their behalf
when Mesembrians invaded the countryside of Apollonia and desecrated the temple of
Apollo.!*® The language of the inscription elucidates the grave situation, saying that the
Mesembrians “opened against us undeclared hostilities” and “perpetrated serious acts of
sacrilege on Apollo’s shrine and exposed our city to extreme risk” (eig ToOg €oydTovg
KvdOvoug dyaryovimv thv o). Hegesagoras stepped into this critical moment and

risked his life to serve Apollonia:

During landing operations, he put his life at risk with more boldness than ever, and
in all other actions he threw himself (€avtov 61000¢) into the fight with no thought

2008), 103-145.

137 SEG 48.1104. (ca. 201/200, Halasarna). Translation from Chaniotis, “Policing the
Hellenistic Countryside,” 128.

138 Apollodoros son of Pankrates (I.RCyr2020 B.1 = SEG 38.1869; either erected in 62/61 BC
or 3/4 AD; events occurred around 90-60 BC [?]); Aristagoras (I.ScM 1 54; ca. 50 BC, Istros); Claudius
(SEG 51.1832 +57.1670).

139 B.g., Theukles of Halasarna (Syll.> 569 ca. 201/200 BC, Halasarna; Cf. IG X11.4.1.75; SEG
54.746); Aleximachos of Taucheira (. GCyr 66900 = TM 738351 = SEG 26.1817; 2nd—1st c. BC, Libya,
Cyrenaica); Apollous son of Nikeratos and Poseidonios son of Geron (1.ScM 11 2; ca. 100-50 BC, Tomis).

140 1 SeM 1 64.3—6 (200-150 BC, Istros).

141 Translation from Frangois Chamoux, Hellenistic Civilization, trans. Michel Roussel and
Margaret Roussel (Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2002), 169.
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given to personal risk. He always met with success, and in these operations never
failed to instill in his soldiers a high-spirited conduct that secured the desired
result.!4?

For Hegesagoras’s successful and virtuous self-hazarding services that “saved the city, its
territories and harbors, with our assistance and that of our allies” and regained the
territory of Anchialos for the Apollonians, the city awarded Hegesagoras praise, a gold
crown awarded at Dionysia, a bronze statue of him “fully armed on a ship’s ram” in the
temple of Apollo the Healer, a decree inscribed on stele, and a proclamation of the honors
for him (and the Istrians) at the city’s games.'*3

In the Black Sea region, the Istrians honored Agathokles for his series of
exploits to protect it from pillage and invasion from neighboring Thracian people
groups.'** To solve the crises he used various means. He led military forces to protect the
crops in the countryside from attackers (twice) and he undertook dangerous diplomatic
missions through enemy territory. Where others fled due to fear (610 top @6pov),
Agathokles faced the danger and risked his life to protect the city.!+

An honorific decree from Keramos is rich in crisis and danger terminology and

perhaps for that reason equally rich in honorific accolades.!*® This honorific decree

142 ¢v 1aic dmoPdceoty mapaPoid|tepov £0nTodv 818006 £ig TodG dydvoag Koi &v Toig|| Aotmoig
Gmacty @IAOKIVOUVOC dymviopevog Erl| mpotepnudtov S1d TavTog £YEIVETO Kol TOVG GTPA|TIOTOG EAVTOD
mpoBvpove Kol ypnoipovg &v Td[1]| ToAepmt d1t wavtog mapeiyeto (I.SeM 1 64.23-28). Translation from
Chamoux, Hellenistic Civilization, 169.

143 1 ScM 1 64. Translation from Chamoux, Hellenistic Civilization, 169.

144 [ ScM 115 = SEG 24.1095 (ca. 200 BC, Istros). For English translations, see Burstein §68
and Austin? §116. On Agathokles and the crisis at Istros, see Smaranda Andrews, “Greek Cities on the
Western Coast of the Black Sea: Orgame, Histria, Tomis, and Kallatis (7th to 1st century BCE),” (PhD
diss., Iowa State University, 2010), 80-81.

145 For another instance of a benefactor providing military services against barbarians in the
Black Sea region, see Diophantos of Sinope (IOSPE 1? 352; ca. 110 BC). For a benefactor-general during
the Chremonidean War, see Epichares of Ikarion (470 823; ca. 267 BC, Rhamnous).

146 | Keramos 6 = SEG 36.992 (probably 167133 BC, Keramos). On this inscription see
Boulay, Ares dans la Cité, 337-338; Gary Reger, “Sympoliteiai in Hellenistic Asia Minor,” in The Greco-
Roman East: Politics, Culture, Society, ed. Stephen Colvin (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2004), 169—170; Gary Reger, “The Relations between Rhodes and Caria from 246 to 167 BC,” in,
Hellenistic Rhodes: Politics, Culture, and Society, ed. Vincent Gabrielsen, Per Bilde, Troels Engberg-
Pedersen, Lise Hannestad, and Jan Zahle (Aarhus, Denmark: Aarhus University Press, 1999), 84-85; D. M.
Lewis, “Inscriptions from Asia Minor,” The Classical Review (1988): 124—125; Jonas Crampa, Review of
Die Inschriften von Keramos, by Ender Varinlioglu, Gnomon 60, no. 7 (1988): 603—609; E. L. Hicks,
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recounts the long career of an unknown (to us) benefactor for his services to the people of
Keramos in Karia. He provided useful services during several crises for the city despite

personal risk and even threats on his life:

In much earnest and ready for the guarding he showed himself in the needful times,
looking askance at neither danger nor distress, beyond measure considering the
good repute for the most noble things.'4’

In the time of the sympoliteia he continued to say and do everything on behalf of
what was advantageous, making the most powerful displays of his own good
disposition to the whole people, and he behaved lovingly (pthoctdpymc) to the
citizens who met him individually about matters about which they cared; and after
these things, when the state fell into a difficult situation (év dvoyepel KataoTACEL),
he, undeterred by the quite-certain threatening of some, tried to increase his good
disposition toward the peogle by saying and doing everything nobly and truthfully
(yvmoiwg kai aAn0wvag).'*

A critical situation ([m]epiotdoewc) happened to befall the demos, and he was called
by the citizens to withstand nobly what occurred, he put all his own matters second
to the common advantage (1 dmoavtn0évra, mavia devtepa 0 Kab Eavtdv BENEVOC
10D KOwf] cuveépovtoc), he avoided nothing related to honor and good repute (tdv
TpOG TRV Kod 60&av drotetvoviwv) to the citizens, and when the demos judged the
alliance with the Rhodians to be critical (dvayxaiotdtnyv givar), having been chosen
as envoy he gave himself eagerly (énédmrev Eavtov mpobipwcg), and having applied
himself with care for a long time he, with his fellow envoys, disposed the Rhodians
to make the alliance, through which occurred not only to exist inviolability
(asphaleia) for the citizens forever, but also to those who inhabit the city and the
countryside.!#

In three different crises that faced Keramos (€v toig dvaykaiotdrolg Koipoic, £V dvoyePET
KATOOTACEL, TePioTaots), this individual rose to the occasion and preferred to endure
“danger” and “distress” and credible threats to his life (kivdvvog, kakomabia, dviTacic)
so that he could render the Keramians critical services. Fittingly in such frequent dire
circumstances, the honorific decree draws attention to his honorable conduct in sundry

ways, characterizing the benefactor as acting “beyond measure considering the good

“Ceramus (Képaypog) and Its Inscriptions,” Journal of Hellenic Studies 11 (1890): 113-119.

147 163 mMA<n>0g1 éxtevii kai mpdOvpov [gig puiak]ny Eavtdv Tapeiye[v &v Toic
av|oykaioJtdrotg kapoig obte kivduvov odte kakomadioy DPOPMUEVOS, TEPL TAEIGTOVL JE TO0V[EV]OC TNV
£l t0ig kKoAdiotoig d6&av (1. Keramos 6.2—4).

148 | Keramos 6.4-9. Translation from Reger, “Sympoliteiai in Hellenistic Asia Minor,” 169.

199 I Keramos 6.9—18.
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9% ¢

repute for the most noble things,” “lovingly,” “nobly and truthfully,” putting “all his own

29 ¢¢

matters second to the common advantage,” “avoiding nothing related to honor and good

29 ¢¢

repute to the citizens,” “giving himself eagerly,” and “caringly.” In short, this
benefactor’s dedication to his urgently needed services were second to none.

Sometime after 42 BC Seleukos of Rhosos and his relatives received Roman
citizenship (molteio) with its attendant privileges and tax exemption (dvelispopia) on his
property because of his self-endangering conduct as naval captain on the side of the
Triumvirate during the wars following Julius Caesar’s assassination.!>® The epigraphic

account draws attention to the hardship, risk, and danger Seleukos underwent as well as

to his endurance and commitment to risk his life for the Roman republic and its people:

[Since Sele]ukos of Rhosos, son of Theodotos, has fought alongside us in [Italy (or
?Sicily] under our supreme command, has suffered] a great deal of hardship and
[run] many great risks on our behalf, without shrinking from any danger in his
steadfastness, [and] has displayed [complete] devotion and loyalty (wiotwv) to the
Republic, has linked [his own fortu]nes to our sa[fety], and has endured every
suffering on behalf of [the Re]public of the Roman ]people and in our presence as
well as in our absence has been of ser[vice to us].

In a letter from 31 BC, Octavian promised to ensure the city of Rhosos its status of
“sacred, inviolable, and autonomous,” acknowledging his own willingness to guard their
privileges because of Seleukos’s striving in war alongside him and proven goodwill

(ebvouwa) and fidelity (miotic).!>? In 30 BC, Octavian commended Seleukos once again to

130 IGLSyria 3.1.718 (36-30 BC).
B! érel Zél]ukog ®e0d6tov Pocedg cuvestpatedoato fuelv &v toig kot | [Trakiov (vel
Ywkehiav?) TO]molc, GvIwv adToKpaTO®Y UMV, TOAAL KOl Heydla Tepl UMV EKakomd-|[Oncey
£KV]60VEVGEY TE, 0VOEVOG PELGAUEVOC TRV TPOG DITOLOVTY SEWV®V,|| [Kal Tthicav] Tpoaipesty mioTv 1€
TOPECYETO Toig dnpociolg Tpdypacty, toi)g te| [1diovg Koup]oi)g T uerép(xl Gwm[pim] vaégsuéev TAGAV
Te Baan mepl TV [Snpocmov TT]paypdtmv 100 dMuolv] to[d] Popaiov Drépsive, mapodov kol anodciv|
[te ueiv xpn]otog eyévero (IGLSyria 3.1.718.12—18). Text and translation from Andrea Raggi, “The
Epigraphic Dossier of Seleucus of Rhosus: A Revised Edition,” ZPE 147 (2004): 123-138, slightly
modified. For the enumeration of the benefits of citizenship, see Doc. II. §3—12 in Raggi, “The Epigraphic
Dossier of Seleucus of Rhosus,” 123-138.

52 kol Tadta fidetov S1d TéLevkov TOV voopy oV LoV ToWom {1} cuvestp ot evpé-|[vov pot
7] avTa TOV ToD TOAEHOV YPOVOV KOl 510 TavTOG NPLOTEVKOTO Kai Tioav anddeléy gbvoiag| [te kal Tic]temg
TaPESYNUEVOV, OG 0VOEVA KOPOV TOPOAELOITEY EVTVYYAVOV DIEP VUGV Kol TTd-|[cav elo(]epOpevog
6ToLdNV Kol Tpobvpioy Ve TV VEV cvupepoviwv (IGLSyria 3.1.718.81-84). Text and translation from
Raggi, “The Epigraphic Dossier of Seleucus of Rhosus,” 123—138. For evidence of Rhosos as “sacred,
inviolable, and autonomous” into the second century AD, see RPC IV.3.6300.
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Rhosos for his services in which he displayed “goodwill, loyalty (nictic), and bravery”

during times of war.!?

This inscription illustrates how times of crisis provide the
opportunities for a person to demonstrate one’s fidelity by means of self-endangering
conduct on behalf of others. Risking one’s life for others was a sure sign of credible

reliability and loyalty.

Disease

When a natural disaster struck, war came, or a pandemic swept through the
city, doctors became even more crucial for the health of the population. Cities frequently
chose to publicly praise physicians who rendered exceptional services to their people. For
instance, the doctor Diodoros son of Dioskourides, public doctor of Samos, received
praise because he cared for and cured many sick, provided care equally to all when an
unexpected earthquake shocked the city and harmed many people, and when the city was
under siege and “many were wounded,” “he considered no hardship or expense to be of
greater importance than the safety of all.”!>* In the early second century BC plague swept
through the city of Olous (Crete) and was severely affecting the population.!>® Because of
the crisis, the people of Olous persuaded a doctor from Kasos to remain in the city even
though he had been called back to Kasos. The doctor “gave himself (¢én1d06vtog avToV)
even more to his craft and saved those who were sick as many as he was able with his

care.”!%% On display in the honorific inscriptions for these doctors is commitment to

153 ko] antog 8¢ petd tod otpatedpatog Vyiavov. Télevkog O kai Vpétepog moAel-[Tng kol

£]Oc vavapyog Eu TG TOIG TOAEUOIS GUVEGTPOTEVUEVOG ot kai [oAL]ag dmo-[dei&elg K]ai Thig gvvoiog
Kol Thg wioTewe Kol Thig avdpeiog oedwKmg, Mg kabfjko[v N]v Tovg|| [cuoTpatev]capEvog NUETY Kol KOTO
TOAEPOV GPEGTEVGOVTAC, KEKOGUNTOL PTAavOpdmolg| [Koi dveloeopiot koi moletrt<ei>ar. Tobtov obv Vusiv
cvviemui oi yap torodtol dvpec kol THY TPog TG [roTpidag] ebvolay mpobupoTépay ToodGtV: (g oDV
guod mavra Suvord Tomcovioc DUElV §dg1-[ov did Zé]Aevkov, Bappodvteg epi v Gv PovAncOe mpog pe
anootélkete (IGLSyria 3.1.718.87-93). Text and translation from Raggi, “The Epigraphic Dossier of
Seleucus of Rhosus,” 123—138, slightly modified.

154 Austin? §145 (201-197 BC, Samos). Translation from Austin? §145.
55 1C 122 4C.
156 gume|mtokoTog Auiv] Kopod okAnpod koi| ypeldv moAAGY Koi|| dvarykondy S1d Tag eOopac

Tag| TV AvOpdOT®V| Kol TOV EUmEnT®|KOTA MooV, &-|[Teicopec avToV| AEUDCAVTES TTo|pOopEIVaL KoL [T
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benefit a population with their medical practice when their services were urgently

needed.

Famine and Food Supply

Famine and lack of food caused stress for the populations of cities. When a
crisis in the food supply struck a city, benefactor often addressed the issue by one of
several means. On some occasions a benefactor provided for the population out of their
own resources. So, Polykritos during his stint as agoranomos provided financial aid to
Erythrai for the purchase of corn.!”” The longest honorific decree from the Hellenistic
period to date (383 lines) catalogs the extensive decades-long career of the benefactor
Moschion of Priene.!'*® In one instance, Moschion and his brother’s financial
contributions ensured a sufficient supply of grain for the city, and thus saved it from
complete disaster.!>® In Cyrenaica, Aleximachos of Tacheira helped fund the defense of
the city during war and bought grain in bulk to sell at a lower price to the populace during
a shortage occasioned by the wartime conditions.!®® During his time as agoranomos for
Epidauria, Euanthes relieved the city of famine by buying grain in bulk and selling it at a
lower price at a cost to himself.'¢!

In perhaps the most effusive description of a benefactor who helped a city by

Ko|toMmEY aue &v| TdL avaykatotdto[l]|| kapdt, teicbivro[g]| 8¢ avTod Kol ToA[V &-]jtt pdAAov £mdoV|Tog
adTOV KoTdl| ThV TEYVaAY Kol 6d-||{ovtog T évolyAovpévoug 8¢ fic) Suvatdv katd ey adtod Smpéretoy (IC 1
22 4C.6-28).

157 [ Erythr. 28.19-29 (ca. 270 BC, Erythrai).
158 | Priene 108 (after 129 BC, Priene).

159 I Priene 108.68-75. Cf. Sopatros son of Eubolos (/G IX 2 1104; Demetrias, Magnesia, 1st
c. BC or later?).

160 1 GCyr 66900 = SEG 26.1817; cf. Syll.? 354 (ca. 300 BC, Ephesos).

161 IGTV? 1 66.20-37 (74 BC, Epidauria). Cf. Diodoros son of Herkleidas (/G IV 2; 84/83 BC,
Aigina, but originally from Megara). See Kent J. Rigsby, “Aegina and Megara (/G IV.2* 750),” Classical
Philology 105, no. 3 (2010): 308-313, who explains that “the grain-purchase fund was exhausted by war
requisitions, pirates had entered and overrun the territory, there was famine, but he saw to it that grain was
sufficient” (308).
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maintaining a sufficient food supply, the city of Thebes (Egypt) praised Kallimachos the
strategos for his services in times of crisis. The most relevant portion is long but useful to

see how the city characterizes his services in terms of danger and deliverance:

And further, now . . . [the] severe famine caused by a crop-failure like none hitherto
recorded, and when the city had been almost crushed by [need], he, having devoted
himself wholeheartedly, voluntarily contributed to the salvation of each of the local
inhabitants ([ém1]000¢ peyaroyOyws av[t]ov avTdKANTO[G] €7l T £KdoTOL TV
gvtomiov cotpiot Ecépepe; 1. 11). Having labored [as a father on behalf] of his
own fatherland and his legitimate children, with the good will of the gods, in
continuous abundance of [food] he maintained nearly everyone; and [he kept them]
unaware of the circumstance (nepiotdoewc) from which he furnished the

abundance. The famine, however, continued in the present year and became even
worse and . . . a failure of the flood and misery far worse than ever before reigning
throughout the whole [land] and the condition of the city being wholly critical
and...and all having become weak from want and virtually everyone seeking
everything, but [no one] obtaining it, he, having called upon the greatest god, who
then stood at his side, [Amonrasonth]er, and having nobly shouldered by himself the
burden again (ki e0yevdg HOVOS VTTOoTAS TO Pépog TaALy; 1. 19), just as a bright star
and a good daimon, he shone upon [everyone]. For he dedicated his life wholly...for
the inhabitants of the district of Thebes, and, having nourished and saved everyone
together with the wives and children, just as from [a gale and] contending winds, he
brought them into a safe harbor.!%?

This inscription to honor Kallimachos employs a stark contrast. The palpable destitution
and existential danger imposed by the famine is met by a matching abundance of
generosity from Kallimachos. The use of metaphors—unnecessary in the strict sense of
an account of deeds and comparatively unusual in honorific decrees—likening the
benefactor Kallimachos to a father providing for his children or likening his deliverance
from famine to saving people from a storm on the sea enhances the prestige of the
honorand.

At other times a benefactor went on a diplomatic mission to acquire shipments
of food. Phaidros of Sphettos secured grain and money for Athens from Ptolemy 1.6

Furthermore, a benefactor sometimes secured the produce of the countryside by leading

military forces to protect the land. Phaidros of Sphettos protected the Athenian

162 OGIS 194.9-22 (ca. 39 BC; Thebes, Egypt). English translation from Burstein §111
(slightly modified).

163 G 1% 654.28-30.
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countryside during crisis and saw to it that the crops made it to the city.!®* Likewise,
when the city of Sestos was experiencing a crisis (nepiotacic) because of the repeated
attacks of Thracians and surrounding wars that resulted in the crops of the countryside
being depleted, Menas son of Menes served his second term as gymnasiarch in exemplary

manner above and beyond what was required of him in his provisions for the ephebes.!%

Financial Trouble or Debt

Debt could be an especially crushing burden on the finances of a city. Earlier it
was shown how Orthagoras helped unburden the debt of the people of Olbasa.!®
Elsewhere, the people of Istros praised Hephaistion of Kallatis because he recognized
“the difficulties facing the city and remitted [the] interest” (of 400 gold pieces) that the
city owed him and agreed to accept return payment for the original loan (300 gold pieces)
“without interest [over] a period of two [years].”!¢” Benefactors who offered favorable
conditions of repayment, alleviated collective debt with their own resources, or
restructured the terms of debt in a way favorable to the debtors or outright forgave the

debt were found worthy of praise and honors from their cities.

Summary

When trials and tribulations came to Greek-speaking populations in the
Hellenistic and early Roman eras, they provided the opportunity for local benefactors to
show their quality. To respond to times of distress and crisis these benefactors offered
their services and committed themselves to alleviating the troubles. As envoys they

braved hazardous travel and hostile foreign powers, negotiated to bring back hostages

164 JG 11% 654.35-36.
165 OGIS 339.53-86 (133-120 BC, Sestos).
166 SEG 18.570.

167 Translation from Austin? §120.
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(even offering themselves as hostages instead), freed prisoners, secured grain shipments
from abroad during famine, acquired the friendship of Rome and patronage from its
elites, obtained relief from war indemnity, and more. As military leaders they
campaigned by land or by sea, protected the countryside, fought off the incursions of
brigands, pirates, and barbarians, built walls, funded other defensive structures, paid for
armaments, quelled tyrannies, ousted garrisons, and defeated formidable foes. As doctors
they healed the sick during plagues, war, and natural disasters. As financiers they bought
grain during shortages and offered it at lower prices, provided debt relief, and forgave
debts. In all these times of distress, the benefactors endured threats and plots against their
lives, wounds, pain, and dangers from humans and nature alike. Yet when others fled out
of fear and terror, they “gave themselves” to face the danger and to serve their people in

their time of need.
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CHAPTER 6
ENDANGERED BENEFACTION IN 1 MACCABEES
AND JOSEPHUS’S LIFE

1 Maccabees and the Family of Endangered Benefactors

The sons of Mattathias in 1 Maccabees exhibit characteristics of endangered
benefactors. In fact, the endangered benefactor emerges as a distinct motif or thematic
thread throughout the narrative of 1 Maccabees. First Maccabees portrays the sons of
Mattathias as endangered benefactors who resolutely expose themselves to hazard to set
Israel free from foreign dominion. The crisis that grips Israel in 1 Maccabees provides the
circumstances for the services of the sons of Mattathias.

The author portrays Israel’s crisis in terms of a covenant breach (dnéomoav
amo owdnkng; 1 Macc 1:15). A twofold threat confronts Israel. Trouble from without
emerges from the “sinful root” (pia apaptorog) Antiochos IV Epiphanes (1 Macc 1:10).
Trouble from within proceeds from “lawless sons” (vioil mapdvopor), Israelites who
exhort Israel to “make a covenant with the nations surrounding us” (dtafmpeda dtabqKnv
petd TV E0vaV 1OV KOKAD Nudv; 1 Macc 1:11). Antiochos’s temple plundering results
in “shame” (aioyvvnv; 1 Macc 1:28) and his military agent’s attack on Jerusalem leads to
“disgrace” (ovewdiopdv; 1 Macc 1:39), “contempt” (é€ovdévmaoty; 1 Mace 1:39), and
“dishonor” (adtwia; 1 Macc 1:40) for Israel. By the end of the first major movement of
the narrative (1 Macc 1:1-64), the forces of lawlessness have overtaken Israel. The
enemy from the margin has ruptured Israel’s borders and disrupted the very center of
Israel, the temple. Aggressive, compelled covenantal abandonment (according to the
author) provides the calamitous situation within which Judean benefactors can emerge to

show their quality.
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Mattathias and his sons recognize the utter shame that the situation has brought
to Israel according to covenantal standards (1 Macc 2:6—14). Antiochos’s officials offer
Mattathias and his sons royal friendship and honor according to common Hellenistic
standards (1 Macc 2:18). Such a compact would create a hierarchical reciprocal
relationship in which the higher status party (Antiochos) bestows gifts and which the
lower status party (Mattathias and his sons) would in turn return honor, allegiance, and
obedience.! Mattathias understands subordination to Antiochos to entail covenant
dereliction, so he situates himself and his family in opposition to the king in the name of
fidelity to God’s covenant, “the covenant of our ancestors” (5106Mkn Tatépov NuUdV; 1
Macc 2:19-22). When another Judean offers to sacrifice and subordinate himself to
Antiochos, Mattathias manifests the spirit of the warrior-priest Levitical order and
becomes “Phinehas redivivus” (Num 25:1-15).2 He slays the apostate and the royal
official because of his zeal for the Torah.? In the subsequent narrative, the Maccabean
brothers emulate the pattern of their father and their ancestors by recapitulating their
“ancestors’ faith and zeal for the covenant.” Soon after the outbreak of hostilities,

Mattathias makes his death-bed speech (1 Macc 2:49-51):

Now, disdain and rebuke have become firm, and it is a time of destruction and fierce
anger. (50) Now, children zealously strive after the law and give your lives for the
covenant of our ancestors (60te TOG YOYXAG VUV VIEP S1ONKNG TATEP®OV UDV).

! The officials propose that the king will bestow “silver and gold and many parting gifts”
(&pyvpia kol ypuoio kol droctolaic modroic) and that Mattathias and his sons shall be “friends of the
King” (£om oV kai ol vioi 6ov 1@V eiAwv 10D Paciiéng; 1 Macc 2:18).

2 David A. deSilva, Introducing the Apocrypha: Message, Context, and Significance, 2nd ed.
(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2018), 279.

3 Note the use of the term {nA@oar in 1 Macc 2:24 (¢é{ilmoev) and 26 (ENAmoey Td VOUD).
The {nA- word-group finds expression fairly frequently in Hellenistic honorific inscriptions, with
benefactors being praised for exhibiting the conduct of “an emulator”/“zealot” ({nAmtmc) or for
“emulating”/“showing zeal” ({nA@oar). E.g., OGIS 339.90 (“they became zealots/emulators of the best
things”; {nAotal Tdv KoAliotov yivovtay, 133—-120 BC; cf. I.Perge 14.A.20-21), ID 1508.9-11 (“through
this way many became zealots/emulators, seeing the thanksgiving of the demos”; 614 Tod tpdmoL TOVTOL
molhol yévmvtor {nAotai Bempodvteg v edyapiotioy Tod dfpov; ca. 150 BC), IG XI1.9 236.5-6 (“having
been zealous for/emulous of the life of virtue and good repute from his prime”; tov én’ dpetij kai d6EN Piov
EnAokac amo Tig Tpmg NAkiag; ca. 100 BC).

4 deSilva, Introducing the Apocrypha, 279.
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(51) And remember the deeds (1 €pya) of the ancestors, what they did in their

generations, and you will receive great repute and an eternal name (6£Eac8e 66Eav

HeyaANV Koi Svopo aidviov).
His opening statement first describes the perilous situation, the second offers the
programmatic moral exhortation for his sons that drives the rest the of narrative, and the
third offers exemplars and motivation in the forms of rewards (for benefits rendered) to
enable Mattathias’s sons to fulfill his exhortation. Because the current circumstances
have descended into such dire straits, the required pattern of conduct entails imitation of
virtuous ancestors who faced analogous situations (especially Phinehas), and voluntarily
exposing oneself to peril, even to the point of death. Mattathias’s exhortation to “give
your lives for the covenant of our ancestors” resembles the language of honorific
inscription for endangered benefactors. Conceptually, the parallel is straightforward: a
crisis arises and constitutes the current situation, and despite the hazards, the individual
benefactor willingly risks his life to mitigate or relieve the crisis for the sake of others.
Lexically, the portrayal of such a pattern of behavior in 1 Maccabees 2:50 matches how
honorific decrees often portray endangered benefactors and their voluntary commitment
with the phraseology of (ém)dobvan plus self-reference (¢avtog, yoyn, ocdua), plus an
additional explanatory clause to clarify the purpose or beneficiaries of the self-
endangerment.’

Another relevant aspect of Mattathias’s death-bed speech is his contrast

between present shame and future honor (1 Macc 2:62—64). If his sons follow his
instructions the future will vindicate them, and they will receive honor (d0&acOMcabe; 1

Macc 2:64). It appears then, the author of 1 Maccabees found the model of the

SE.g., IG 11 1 1147.14-16 (giving himself unhesitatingly to the common need of the city, he
departed”; dovg £0vTOV Ampop[a]oioTws ig TNV KOWNV ¥peiav Thig ToAews an[e]dnunoev; 225/224 BC);
SEG 43.41.4-6 (“giving himself unhesitatingly to the embassies and the rest of the liturgies to whatever the
demos assigned him”; 51800¢g £0VTOV ArpoPaciotag gic TG TpeoPei[a]g kol Tag Aoutdg Asttovpyiog &ig
do0g antov 0 dfjpog Tpoyepi[Leltan; after 216/215 BC); SEG 57.1109.Col. 11.18-20 (“most daringly he
gave himself to the danger”; etoydtepov £avtov gig TO<v> kivduvov Edwkev; ca. 166 BC); OGIS 339.19—
20 (“giving himself unhesitatingly to all things advantageous to the city”; 1500¢ drpoPUcicTOg EAVTOV €ig
mhvto Ta cuveépovto T TOAeL). See chapter 7 for further discussion of (ém)dodvon + self-reference.
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endangered benefactor a useful paradigm and compatible with Jewish patriarchal heroes.
In this reading, the author portrays Mattathias exhorting his sons to act as Israel’s
endangered benefactors. If the author uses similar endangered benefactor terminology for
Mattathias’s sons, then the plausibility of this reading increases and opens the possibility

that he develops the concept as a distinct theme in the narrative.

Judas

After the death of Mattathias, Judas is the first of his sons to take initiative in
leading the military operations of the Judeans to gain freedom from the Seleukids (1
Macc 3:1). The goal of freedom is underscored in the diplomatic mission Judas sends to
the Romans to secure an alliance with them “to lift the yoke from them, because they saw
the kingdom of the Greeks enslaving Israel with enslavement” (1 Macc 8:18). His
conduct is much like other Hellenistic benefactors who devoted themselves to aiding their
cities with military means.® He conducts his campaign against both sources of threat to
the covenant, covenant members who violate the law and foreign kings (1 Macc 3:5-7).
In a series of battles, Judas defeats several Seleukid generals all the way up the ranks to
Lysias (1 Macc 3:10-12 [Apollonios], 13-24 [Seron]; 4:1-25 [Gorgias], 28-35 [Lysias]).
After besting Lysias, Judas and his brothers restore the temple and sacrifices, initiate the
festival of lights, build walls for Jerusalem, station a garrison, and fortify Beth-zur (1
Macc 4:36-61). Then, once Judas attacks some surrounding peoples (1 Macc 5:3 [sons of
Esau/Idumeans], 4-5 [sons of Baean], 6—8 [Ammonites]), a new threat from ta £€6vn in
Gilead and Galilee causes the Jewish populations to be in distress (év OAlyet; 1 Macc
5:16) from war (1 Macc 5:9-16). Judas and Simon lead the Judean armies to victory in
battle after battle and return to Jerusalem in triumph (1 Macc 5:17-54). Further, having

already restored the temple, Judas and his brothers destroy altars and idols of other deities

¢ The book of 2 Maccabees also portrays Judas as an endangered benefactor. See especially 2
Macc 11:7.

176



(1 Macc 5:68). In a stark reversal of fortune, Antiochos IV Epiphanes is now suffering
affliction (OATy1g; 6:11) at the hands of Judas (1 Macc 6:8—16). Judas then drives out the
Seleukid garrison in the Jerusalem citadel (1 Macc 6:18-27), defeats Alkimos the leader
of “all the lawless and impious men from Israel” (wévteg Gvdpeg dvopot kai doePeic €&
Iopani; 1 Macc 7:5) and “all those who trouble their people” (ndvteg ol Tapdocovieg TOV
Aaov avt®dv; 1 Macc 7:22, 23-24), avoids the kidnapping plot of Nikanor (1 Macc 7:26—
30), and routs and decapitates Nikanor (1 Macc 6:31-32, 39-50). In his military
operations for Israel’s freedom, Judas must contend with enemy within and without the
covenant.

Like an honorable military general, Judas’s death conforms to and exemplifies
his pattern of distinguished self-endangerment to aid his distressed people conducted
during his life.” When Demetrios I Soter sends Bacchides and Alkimos to Judah with
twenty thousand infantry and two thousand cavalry (1 Macc 9:1-4), at the sight of the
much larger forces, most of Judas’s three-thousand-man army deserts out of fear
(2poPnOnoav ceddpa; 1 Macc 9:6). Nevertheless, Judas and the eight hundred remaining
soldiers faced the danger and rather than preserving their own lives in the present
(cdlopev tag EavtdV Yuydag 10 vOV) to live to fight another day, they heed Judas’s call to
die honorably: “if our time has come near, then let us die with bravery on behalf our
brothers and let us not leave, for our good repute” (1 Macc 9:10).8 Outnumbered and
outmatched, Judas and his army lose the battle and Judas is killed (1 Macc 9:11-17).
Israel’s eulogy for Judas illustrates the narrator’s perspective on his death, “how a mighty

one fell, who delivers Israel” (1 Macc 9:21; cf. 2 Sam 1:19).°

7 Compare (see above), e.g., Polybios’s description of the deaths of Hamilcar Barca (Polyb.,
Hist., 2.1.7-8) and Hasdrubal (Polyb., Hist., 11.2.1-11) as being in conformity with their virtuous lives.

8 &l Hyywcev O koupdg UMV, Kol dmobdvopey &v avdpei xaptv TV a8V UMY Kai pr
KataAiTopey aitiov Tf) 60&n MUdV.

? idg Emeoev duvatodg oy Tov Iopomh, evoking Saul and Jonathan, perhaps presaging
Simon as a Davidic figure.
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Eleazar

Eleazar, the fourth son of Mattathias, receives one main narrative block
dedicated to his heroic conduct (1 Macc 6:43—46). After the author introduces Eleazar in
1 Macc 2:5, he does not re-introduce him by name until 6:43. Nevertheless, prior to 1
Macc 6:43—46 the author signals that all of Mattathias’s sons have been fighting in the

resistance efforts.!? Eleazar’s narrative reads:

Now Eleazar, called Avaran, saw that one of the animals [elephants] was equipped
with royal armor. It was taller than all the others, and he supposed that the king was
on it. (44) So he gave his life to save his people and to win for himself and
everlasting name (koi £dwkev £00TOV TOD GAGAL TOV AAOV AOTOD Kol TEPUTOLT|GO
Eaut® dvapa aimviov). (45) He courageously ran into the midst of the phalanx to
reach it; he killed men right and left, and they parted before him on both sides. (46)
He got under the elephant, stabbed it from beneath, and killed it; but it fell to the
ground upon him and he died. (1 Macc 6:43—46 NRSV)

Eleazar faces the most formidable enemy army yet (1 Macc 6:30; cf. 3:39; 4:28), which
includes fear-inducing, battle-aroused war elephants (1 Macc 6:30, 34-37).!! The author
thus heightens the threat to Israel and gives special attention to the formidability of the
elephants.!? So, when Eleazar perceives that the enemy king is riding upon the most
formidable elephant in the enemy army, he is hazarding his own life against a hitherto
unrivaled threat. He exposes himself to death to defeat the king with the purpose that he
delivers his people and secures himself perpetual good repute (“perpetual name™).!3
Despite his efforts, his deed to benefit his people does not end the battle or set Israel free

from foreign dominion. Instead, the Judeans flee and the two armies continue the fight at

10 Judas receives individual mention, but in the early narrative the other four brothers typically
appear as “his brothers” (e.g., 1 Macc 3:2, 42; 4:36; 5:10, 60, 63, 65). Simon and Jonathan received a brief
individual mention (Simon in 1 Macc 5:17, 20, 21; Jonathan in 5:17).

! For the ability of war elephants to induce fear, see, €.g., Plutarch, Pyrrhus, 17; Polyb., Hist.,
5.84 (in which Indian elephants of Antiochos also terrify the African elephants of Ptolemy). For general
cavalry employment, including elephants, in the Hellenistic period, see Robert E. Gaebel, Cavalry
Operations in the Ancient Greek World (Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 2002), 230-262.

12 According to the author’s count, the Seleukid army size increases from forty thousand
infantry and seven thousand cavalry units (1 Macc 3:38), to sixty thousand infantry and five thousand
cavalry units (1 Macc 4:28), to now the astonishing number of one hundred thousand infantry, twenty
thousand cavalry units, and thirty-two war elephants.

13 Had Eleazar succeeded in killing the king, the battle likely would have ended in Judean
favor. When Nikanor dies his army falls into disarray and loses the battle (1 Macc 7:43—44).
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Jerusalem (1 Macc 6:47-54). Although Eleazar’s bravery and strenuous commitment for
Israel’s freedom was limited in its immediate efficaciousness, the author portrays his
conduct in terms of an endangered benefactor as a part of the overall effort of the
benefactor-sons of Mattathias.

The language in 1 Maccabees 6:44 directly draws from Mattathias’s
exhortation in 1 Maccabees 2:50-51. Mattathias instructs his sons to give their lives (86te
106 Yyuyog; 1 Macc 2:50), which Eleazar embraces by wholeheartedly giving himself to
face the threat (80wkev éovtov; 1 Mace 6:44). If his sons obey, Mattathias promises that
they will receive honor and an “eternal name” (6vapa aidviov; 1 Macc 2:51). The author
notes part of Eleazar’s express purpose is “to secure for himself an eternal name”
(mepurotiicat Eavt® dvapa aimviov; 1 Macc 6:44). The conceptual and lexical connection
between Eleazar’s deed and Mattathias’s exhortation indicate that the author is

consciously developing the endangered benefactor motif at this point in the narrative.

Jonathan

After Judas—the main protagonist from 1 Maccabees 3:1-9:22—dies, the
youngest son of Mattathias, Jonathan, replaces him as “ruler and leader” (Gpymv kol
nyovuevog; 1 Macc 9:30). Jonathan has been fighting alongside his brothers since the
revolt began. He remains close to Judas during hostilities while Judas leads the revolt (1
Macc 5:17, 24, 55). According to the author, the situation when Jonathan succeeds his
brother is at the lowest point in Israelite history since the end of the prophetic period (1
Macc 9:27). A litany of crises plague Israel just like those that beleaguered Hellenistic
cities. The author portrays the “dire affliction” (BATy1c peydin) in Israel despairingly (1
Macc 9:23-27): the traitorous Israelites (oi dvopot, ot Epyalopevor v ddikiav) scour
Israel and gain support, severe famine strikes (Apog péyoc), the “ungodly” (oi doefeic)
rule the country, and shame befalls “the friends of Judas” (to0¢ pikovg Tovdov). Yet, in

the ensuing narrative, Jonathan faces the perilous situation and carries out a series of
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military and diplomatic ventures to secure Israel from hostile incursions (1 Macc 9:28—
12:53). His actions achieve some intermittent periods of peace (e.g., 1 Macc 9:57, 73).
As seen with several of the benefactor-envoys in the honorific decrees,
diplomatic missions were often depicted as posing a potential threat to the individual
envoy. Indeed, treacherous treatment by foreign actors occurs several times in Judean
relations with the Seleukids before Jonathan’s mission in 1 Maccabees 11:23-29 (1 Macc
1:29-50; 7:10, 27, 30; cf. 13:17, 31; 16:11-17). Thus, Jonathan knows the dangers
associated with his diplomatic foray, but nonetheless risks his life to secure peace with
Demetrios II by meeting with the king at Ptolemais (1 Macc 11:24). The text says that in
so doing, “he gave himself to danger” (85mkev Eavtov @ kivovve; 1 Macc 11:23). Like
the description of Eleazar in 1 Maccabees 6:44, the author draws explicitly on
endangered benefaction language. Jonathan fulfills his father’s dying exhortation (d6te
TG Yuyag; 1 Macc 2:50) and acts like his brother Eleazar. The benefits of his self-
endangerment are evident in his meeting with Demetrios II, who treats Jonathan with
honor and agrees to terms (1 Macc 11:24-29). He will remove the tribute obligation for
Judea and Samaria (1 Macc 11:28, 34-35). But Demetrios and Jonathan do not maintain
their reciprocal relationship for long, because Demetrios proves ungrateful for Jonathan’s
military assistance and reneges on their treaty by resuming hostilities (1 Macc 11:53;
12:24). Thus, the results of Jonathan’s self-endangering diplomatic mission at Ptolemais

only ends in momentary peace.

Simon and All the Sons of Mattathias

The author presents Simon as the culminating benefactor of the Maccabean
brothers, the one that completes their collective benefacting activity. The main text that
summarizes Simon and his brothers’ deeds in endangered benefactor terminology comes

from the honorific decree in 1 Maccabees 14:27-29, which, as scholars have recognized,
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characterizes Simon in general terms drawn from Greek euergetism.!* Gardner

summarizes how the honorific decree for Simon is a Jewish adaptation of the Hellenistic
civic decree form in which Simon provided services (benefactions) and receives various
positions of status and power as his rewards.!®> At the beginning of the decree, it refers to

all of the sons of Mattathias in endangered benefactor terminology (1 Macc 14:29):

gmel moAAAKIC EyeviOnoav TOAENOL €V TH XDPQ, 1oV 08 vidg Mattabiov iepedg
1AV VIOV loapP Kai ol adeApol avTod EdwKAY AVTOVG TG KIVOLVE® Kol dvtéoTnoay
101G VTTEVOVTIOS ToD £Bvoug avTdV, OTmg oTadf] Td dyo avTdV Kol O VOUOC, Kol
d0&N pHeydAn €66&acay TO £Bvog avTdV.

Since wars often occurred in the countryside, Simon son of Mattathias, priest of the
sons of Joarib, and his brothers gave themselves to danger and they opposed the

enemies of their nation, so that their holies [i.e., the sanctuary] and the law would
stand, and with great glory glorified their nation.

Simon is the prominent figure, but the decree credits “Simon...and his brothers” for their
voluntary self-hazarding services. The instigation for the decree acknowledges that both
Simon and his brothers (i.e., “the house of his [Simon’s] father””) fought Israel’s enemies
and “established freedom for [Israel]” (§otnoav avtd élevbepiav; 1 Macc 14:26). This
conception of freedom should be considered a part of the wider array of expressions of
freedom in Greek cities in the Hellenistic and early Roman periods in which freedom
entails the population’s ability to abide by its ancestral laws and customs and be free
from foreign control and arbitrary power (“lawlessness”). In the narrative of 1
Maccabees, the sons of Mattathias fight the internal and external threats to the civic rule
of ancestral laws and imposition of foreign dominion and customs to replace the native
customs and rituals (as construed by the Hasmonean perspective).

In addition to freedom, the benefits conferred by the sons of Mattathias include

14 Frederick W. Danker, Benefactor: Epigraphic Study of a Graeco-Roman and New Testament
Semantic Field (St. Louis: Clayton, 1982), 80-83; deSilva, Introducing the Apocrypha, 283-284; Gregg
Gardner, “Jewish Leadership and Hellenistic Civic Benefaction in the Second Century B.C.E.,” JBL 126,
no. 2 (2007), 332-337; Erich S. Gruen, Heritage and Hellenism.: The Reinvention of Jewish Tradition
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1998), 22-23. Josephus even calls Simon “benefactor”
(edepyéng; Josephus, 4J 13.214). Josephus reference thanks to Gardner, “Jewish Leadership,” 335.

15 Gardner, “Jewish Leadership,” 337.

181



the temple and law (t& dylo a0T@V Kai 6 vopog) being maintained as well as honor to
Israel (06&n peydn; cf. 1 Macc 2:51). The brothers faithfully obey their father’s
exhortation and reap the reward. Mattathias says, “have zeal for the law!” ((nAdocate @
voud; 1 Macc 2:50), and the author states that they conducted themselves “so that their
sanctuary and the law would stand” (6mw¢ otad1) Ta dylo adTdY Kai 6 vopog; 1 Macc
14:29). Further, Mattathias instructs his sons, “give your lives” (86t 10 yoydg dudv; 1
Macc 2:50) for the ancestral covenant, and the author writes that “they gave their lives to
danger” (8dmkav adtovg T® Kivdvve; 1 Macc 14:29). Additionally, he tells them, “you
will receive great repute and a perpetual name” (0¢€ac0e d0Eav peydAnv Koi Svopo
aioviov; 1 Macc 2:51), and the author confirms that “they glorified their people with
great repute” (36&n peydin £d6&acav 1o 0o avtdv; 1 Macc 14:29). But because Simon
is the final living brother, he receives special attention for his benefactions. He receives
the honor because of the benefits he and his family bestowed upon Israel. Therefore, it
will be illuminating to briefly recount his deeds and the benefits he conferred.

In 1 Maccabees 13:1-6, Simon takes the leadership mantle from Jonathan and
vows to emulate his brothers, who risked their lives for the sake of Israel, against the
growing threat of Trypho. Trypho holds Jonathan captive, and he demands from Simon
one hundred thousand silver talents and two of his sons (to be hostages) in exchange for
Jonathan (1 Macc 13:12-16). Despite knowing that Trypho’s diplomatic outreach is
deceitful, Simon forwards the money and his sons (1 Macc 13:17). Thus, he forgoes his
own interests and incurs personal loss for the sake of the people (1 Macc 13:17-18).
Trypho, as Simon expected, acts treacherously. He reneges on the exchange and instead
of sending Jonathan, he keeps him and soon after kills him (1 Macc 13:19, 23). As a
result of this encounter with Trypho, Simon loses his brother, a hundred thousand silver
talents, and two of his sons are now enemy hostages so that “the people” (6 Aadg) would
not think that he puts his own interests before those of the people of Judea (1 Macc
13:17).
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In response to Trypho’s renewed threat against Israel (1 Macc 13:31), Simon
completes several benefactions, including liberating Israel from foreign control. He
fortifies Judea with numerous building projects (1 Macc 13:33) and initiates diplomatic
relations to provide food to the pillaged country (1 Macc 13:34). As a result of his
embassy to secure friendship with Demetrios, “the yoke of the nations was lifted from
Israel” (f1pOn 6 Quyog @V €0vdv and oD Topani; 1 Macc 13:41) many benefits accrued
for the population: the land of Judea at rest (1 Macc 14:4), fertile agricultural endeavors
(1 Macc 14:8), abundant food (1 Macc 14:10), military defense (1 Macc 14:10), peace
(elpnvn émi tiig yiig; 1 Macc 14:11; cf. 14:8), security from external and internal enemies
(1 Macc 14:12-14), care for the lowly (toV¢ tamevoic) and respect for the law (1 Macc
14:14), and a properly restored temple (1 Macc 14:15). Simon, much like Protogenes of
Olbia, was a comprehensive benefactor, providing services across the board in several

significant ways.

Josephus and His Life

In his Life, Josephus is at pains to portray himself as a much falsely maligned
and frequently endangered benefactor.!® His self-portrait consists of numerous incidents
of heroic conduct in dangerous situations. The fact that he depicts himself in such terms
is instructive because it shows how a first century Judean seems perfectly at home in
speaking about himself with the language and motifs of benefaction.!” A few examples
will suffice. At the beginning of his public life when several of his “close associates” had

been sent bound to Rome on overblown charges, Josephus says that he hazarded a sea

16 The Greek text follows, Josephus, The Life. Against Apion, trans. H. St. J. Thackeray (LCL
186; Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1926). The translation of Josephus’s Life, unless otherwise
noted, comes from Steve Mason, ed. and trans., Life of Josephus: Translation and Commentary, Flavius
Josephus: Translation and Commentary 9 (Leiden: Brill, 2001).

17 For the argument that Josephus’s audience consists of “non-Judeans living in Rome who are

fascinated by Judean culture, and interested enough in Josephus™ to read his autobiographical account, see
Steve Mason, Life of Josephus, Xix—xxi, quote from xxi.
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journey to affect their preservation/deliverance (cotpia).'® Only after he “faced many
dangers at sea” (moALd kKivdvvevooag kotd OdAlacav) did he reach Rome. ! After he faced
the mortal peril of shipwreck, he was able to meet the requisite people to set his priestly
associates free from their bondage.?° Later, on the eve of war, Josephus depicts himself
offering salient precautionary advice to those who wished to revolt and risk the lives of
their families and homelands (ratpeic) against the much more formidable military might
of Rome, showing that he knows the difference between recklessness and admirable self-
endangerment.?! Elsewhere Josephus shows his virtue in military contexts.

On one occasion, Josephus, rather than taking care of his own safety, decided
to endure peril for the sake of the Galileans to whom he had been entrusted as general.?
At the instigation of John of Gischala, certain Jerusalem authorities ventured to deprive
Josephus of his command in Galilee.?* Their orders were that the delegation should send
Josephus to Jerusalem alive if he submitted to their orders, but to kill him if he resisted.?*
When Josephus got wind of the plot, he first decided to abandon his command and
journey to Jerusalem.?> Despite the Galilean pleas for him to stay for fear of their
vulnerability to bandits if he left, he “was concerned for [his] own safety” (cotnpia) and

determined to depart for his home city Jerusalem.?® It was then that direct divine

18 Josephus, Life, 14.

19 Josephus, Life, 14.

20 Josephus, Life, 15-16.

2L Josephus, Life, 17-19.

22 Josephus, Life, 202-212.
23 Josephus, Life, 189-203.
24 Josephus, Life, 202.

25 Josephus, Life, 204-205.
26 Josephus, Life, 205-207.
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prompting by means of a dream convinced him to remain in Galilee.?” So, when the
Galileans again fervently supplicated him to stay, he recounts, “Listening to these things
from them and seeing the despondency of the mob, I was inclined towards pity,
considering it to be worthwhile to endure even the obvious danger for the sake of such a
mob as this.”?® By recounting the fervent pleas of the Galileans for his aid, Josephus
shows his moral character as one who is willing to disregard his own safety (cotnpia) in
order to endure a situation that will put his life at risk for the sake of others.

In Josephus’s retelling, the Galileans attitude toward him is one of
beneficiaries to a benefactor. He records that during his fight to remain in command, a
crowd of Galileans called him “benefactor and preserver (ebepyétng xoi cotp) of their
country.”® Likewise, when his opponents attempted to persuade the Galileans to abandon
Josephus and defect to them, the Galileans expressed their goodwill (ebvoiwa) toward their
guardian (mpootdrng).’® When Josephus arrived during this event, the crowd exhibited
praise and gratitude to him as is appropriate for a well-regarded benefactor.! Having
confined those who had tried to convince the Galileans to defection, the Galileans once
again proclaimed him their “benefactor and preserver” (e0epyétng kai cotp) and bore
witness in defense of the virtue (dpetm) of their unjustly maligned benefactor.*? This brief
foray into Josephus’s Life shows that the motif of the endangered benefactor was known

to Josephus and that he found it morally praiseworthy enough to portray himself in such

27 Josephus, Life, 208-209.

2 Todto 61 kai énokodov adTdv Kol BAEToV Tod TABovg TV KoThelay EKAGsONY Tpog
Ekeov, dEov etvan vopimv vrEp t0600ToL TAROOLS Kai TpodHAovg kvdvvoug Dropévety (Josephus, Life,
212).

2 Josephus, Life, 244. Translation my own.

30 Josephus, Life, 250.

31 Josephus, Life, 251-252 (mpogh6vtog 8 pLov kpdTog mapdt mavidg Tod mAnBoug evovg v
Kol pet’ evenudv EmPonoelg xapwv Exetv oporoyodvtov i U otpotnyiq; Josephus, Life, 251).

32 Josephus, Life, 259.

185



terms.

Conclusion

Individual self-endangerment during a crisis for the benefit of others
constitutes a cross-cultural, cross-temporal, widely geographically distributed,
phenomenon in the Mediterranean world. Greek historians laud Carthaginians, Romans,
and Greeks alike for their noteworthy acts of self-hazard. Greek cities across the eastern
Mediterranean praised their benefactors for similar deeds of self-imperiling for the
benefit of the community. Populations, individual worshippers, and scribes portrayed
their gods as the agents of acts of deliverance. The book of 1 Maccabees adapts the
endangered benefactor motif and uses it to give a good reputation to the Hasmonean
family by highlighting the sons of Mattathias as benefactors who risked their lives for
imperiled Israel and afforded it freedom. A Judean like Josephus makes use of the motif
of the endangered benefactor for his own self-portrayal in his Life. Each event of self-
endangerment has its own motivations, contingent causes, and social and historical
contexts. Nevertheless, the phenomenon is commonly connected to issues of virtuous
conduct, repute and prestige, community survival and maintenance, emulation, and public
memory in each of the cultures in which it occurs. Gaining greater clarity of the
individual events and circumstances, as well as the various cultural practices and attitudes
regarding self-endangerment in the Greco-Roman world provides a context for
understanding how Paul uses similar terminology, cultural scripts, and themes in his

letters.
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CHAPTER 7
BENEFACTION IN GALATIANS

Some previous scholarship has sought to contextualize Galatians in the context
of civic benefaction, but despite some fruitful studies there is room for further
exploration. Frederick Danker’s work remains the most groundbreaking for the
vocabulary of benefaction in the New Testament and for the motif of endangered
benefaction.! Still, his study leaves room for a more concentrated examination of
Galatians and a further exploration of different motifs of benefaction in the Hellenistic
and early Roman periods. Not surprisingly, scholars like James Harrison and Ferdinand
Okorie find that Paul requires his auditors to show gratitude to God for God’s yép1ig to
them, whether they call it “reciprocity” or not.? Yet their work also leaves room for
further exploration of benefaction themes in Galatians beyond debates about reciprocity.
John Barclay concludes that “priority,” “incongruity,” and “circularity” characterize
God’s Christ-gift in Galatians.? In other words, God initiated the gift relationship (rather

than the human counterparts), God gave the Christ-gift to recipients irrespective of

culturally significant standards of worth, and Paul expects the recipients of the Christ-gift

! Frederick W. Danker, “The Endangered Benefactor in Luke-Acts,” in Society of Biblical
Literature 1981 Seminar Papers, ed. Kent Harold Richards (Atlanta: SBL Press, 1981), 39—48; Frederick
W. Danker, Benefactor: Epigraphic Study of a Graeco-Roman and New Testament Semantic Field (St.
Louis: Clayton, 1982); Frederick W. Danker, 2 Corinthians, ACNT (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1989);
Frederick W. Danker, “Imaged Through Beneficence,” in Reimagining the Death of the Lukan Jesus, ed.
Dennis D. Sylva (Frankfurt, Germany: Anton Hain, 1990), 57-67, 184-186.

2 James R. Harrison, Paul’s Language of Grace in Its Graeco-Roman Context (Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2003); Ferdinand Okorie, “Benefaction in Galatians: An Analysis of Paul’s Language of
God’s Favor in Its Greco-Roman Context” (PhD diss., Loyola University Chicago, 2018). See now a
revised and updated version of Okorie’s dissertation in Ferdinand Okorie, Favor and Gratitude: Reading
Galatians in Its Greco-Roman Context (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books/Fortress Academic, 2021).

3 John M. G. Barclay, Paul and the Gift (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2015).
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to conduct themselves with an appropriate response to their benefactor God. As helpful as
Barclay’s categories are, especially in comparative perspective within the history of a
certain strain of Western Christian theological tradition, they are pre-determined high-
level abstractions that leave benefaction motifs of Galatians underexamined and without
proper thick evidentiary contextualization in the ancient sources.* Additionally, in his
commentary on Galatians David deSilva interprets the text with certain benefaction
scripts in mind, such as returning gratitude to a benefactor (and avoiding ingratitude),
self-endangerment, and imitation of a benefactor.” What is lacking in these benefaction
studies is a coupling of both (1) a thorough examination of ancient benefaction categories
relevant to Galatians tied strongly to the ancient literary and documentary sources and (2)
a focused study of Galatians itself. The previous chapters of this dissertation have sought
to take a more ancient source-driven approach to benefaction cultural practices, scripts,
motifs, and language. This study seeks to go beyond the simple issue of reciprocity to
incorporate the larger cultural encyclopedia that accompanies the institution of civic
benefaction in Greek cities. Paul makes use of several of these aspects of the cultural
encyclopedia of benefaction in Galatians.

The present chapter is divided into eight sections. The first section examines
Galatians in light of the previous discussions of generosity, civic freedom, and
endangered benefaction. Following that, the second section draws on the notions of
promise and kinship diplomacy to look at how Galatians exhibits them. Next, a brief look
at Paul’s rhetoric about the Antioch incident is illuminated by the themes of endangered

benefaction, word-deed congruency, and imitation. After that, the term éniyopnyfjcot and

4 Though it should be added that Barclay includes a discussion of civic benefaction, Seneca,
and a thorough examination of divine gift-giving in several Second Temple Jewish sources to help
contextualize and compare with Romans and Galatians. See Barclay, Paul and the Gift, 1-61, 189-328. A
thick evidentiary description of Hellenistic benefaction and its motifs needs to include an even wider array
of sources, especially epigraphical sources. This is not to fault Barclay but merely to point out the different
approach to this dissertation from his own contribution.

5 David A. deSilva, The Letter to the Galatians, NICNT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2018).
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the cultural script of starting and completing help shed light on the impact Paul’s
language in Galatians 3:1-5 would have had on his audience. After that, Galatians is
examined for how Paul uses the scripts of gratitude, ingratitude, and how the Galatians
might plausibly see themselves as victims of a “gift as bait” ploy. Then, there is a brief
section on benefits to the worthy and unworthy. Penultimately, aspects related to time in
relation to benefaction receive attention. Finally, the chapter closes with a discussion of

fidelity and imitation in Galatians.

The Generosity of God’s Messiah: Civic Freedom and
Endangered Benefaction

In the opening and closing of the Galatians, Paul and his associates draw
attention to the yapig—generosity or benefaction—of “(our) Lord Jesus Christ.”® As a
result, the notion of the benefaction and generosity of God’s Messiah frames the entire
letter. In several places in the body of the letter Paul uses ydp1g or yapilesOou to describe
God or Christ’s beneficence or beneficial deeds. Paul expresses shock that the Galatian
assemblies are turning from “the one who called” them “by the generosity (or the
benefaction) of Christ” (€v ydpitt ypiotod; Gal 1:6), he describes how God appointed him
and called him “through his generosity (or benefaction)” (31 tiig yépttog avtod; Gal
1:15), he speaks of “the benefaction that was given to me” (v yépw v d00eicdv pot;
Gal 2:9), he connects the generosity (or benefaction) of God to Christ’s self-surrendering
conduct and the event of Christ’s death saying that he does not negate or invalidate “the
generosity (or benefaction) of God” (t1v xdptv 1od Oeo?d; Gal 2:21), he describes God’s
promises to Abraham as an act of benefaction (1@ o0& ABpadp ot érayyeiiog KexdproTon
0 0g6¢; Gal 3:18), and he cautions the Galatian assemblies that if they accept compelled

male circumcision then Christ would cease dispensing benefits to them (yp1ot6g VG

® vép1c Vv kad eipfvn 6o 00D maTpdg HudY kai kupiov Incod Xpiotod (Gal 1:3); 1 xapig
70D Kvpiov UMV Tnood Xpiotod petd tod mvedoTog VUMY, adedpoi- aunv (Gal 6:18).
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ovdev peinoet; Gal 5:2) and they would fall out of favor with him (tfi¢ yéprrog
é€enéoate; Gal 5:4). These various occurrences of direct benefaction terminology
throughout Galatians and at key points in the letter invite one to examine Galatians in
relation to other aspects within the varied network of motifs and practices of civic

benefaction.

Freedom and Enslavement

In Galatians, Paul uses the language of liberation from enslavement to describe
the conduct and services of the Messiah. Key statements come in Galatians 1:4, 2:4, and
5:1. Paul speaks of “the freedom which we have in Christ Jesus” (trv €éAevBepiav fudv
fiv &xopev év Xpiot® Inood; Gal 2:4) and how the Lord Jesus Christ “gave himself for
our sins so that he would deliver us from the present age of evil” (tod d6vtog Eavtov
VIEP TAV AUAPTIDY NUDV dc EEEANTOL HUAG €K TOD aidvog TOD £vESTMTOG TOVNPOD)
and that “for freedom Christ liberated us” (tf} éAevBepiq Muag Xprotdg NAevbépmaoev). In
Galatians, then, Christ’s liberative conduct is a significant motif and the language merits
detailed explanation.

Chapter 3 of this dissertation examined civic freedom in Greek cities during
the Hellenistic and early Roman periods. In general, civic freedom (éAevBepia) exhibited
two correlated elements. First, the negative element of freedom entailed a population’s
lack of external subjection, whether in the form of compulsory payments, occupying
garrisons, a foreign governor, or a native or foreign-propped tyrant. Second, the positive
element of civic freedom entailed to ability of the population to abide by its own
ancestral customs, laws, and (often democratic) governance. Thus, a population’s lack of
external constraint and the positive ability to operate in a state of self-governance
constituted civic freedom.

Understanding freedom in Galatians makes the most sense as analogous to

civic freedom for a population in a Greek-speaking city in the Hellenistic and early

190



Roman periods.” In this reading, freedom in Galatians refers to freedom at a population
level in which the population is free from subjection to external powers of force,
compulsion, control and is free to conduct its affairs by its own customs and laws. This
understanding of freedom makes sense of several aspects of the letter. First, the presence
of plural pronouns in Galatians that qualify freedom suggests that the freedom in question
is a shared freedom with which Paul and his audience operate as a group. Paul speaks of
“our freedom which we have in Christ Jesus” (Gal 2:4) and how “Christ liberated us”
(Gal 5:1) and “gave himself...so that he would deliver us” (Gal 1:4). Paul can include
himself as participating in the same freedom as Galatians (non-Jews) because he is
speaking of a shared civic sort of freedom of non-interference (negative freedom) on the
one hand as well as practices and protocols of group cooperation on the other (positive
freedom). Second, Paul contrasts freedom with group-level enslavement to the “false
brothers” (Gal 2:4), enslavement to td otoyeia Tod kocuov (Gal 4:8-9), and to
compelled circumcision (Gal 5:1-4). Third, Paul explicates the positive aspects of
freedom in terms of group standards of conduct and shared ways of getting along together
(Gal 5:13-6:10). It is within this aspect of freedom, understood as analogous to civic
freedom, that helps make sense of the phrase “the law of Christ” (6 vopog tod ypioto;

Gal 6:2). As other cities celebrated their freedom to conduct their lives according to their

7 English language commentaries generally do not understand freedom in Galatians as
analogous to civic freedom, but Michael Wolter has made such a suggestion. Wolter asks, “Why do they
[the Galatians] forfeit their freedom by submission to the law (the Torah), whereas obedience with respect
to the other law (the “law of Christ”) does not have this consequence?” In answering, he argues that “Paul
does not locate himself in a discourse about the freedom of the individual, as such a discourse was
frequently conducted in Greek philosophy, but rather that he presupposes a political understanding of
freedom.” Wolter cites Demosthenes, Oration 10.4 [ = 4 Philippic 4]; 2 Macc 2:22; Plutarch, Timoleon,
23.2; Plutarch, Demetrios, 8.7. Michael Wolter, Paul: An Outline of His Theology, trans. Robert L.
Brawley (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2015), 363-365. See also Barclay, Paul and the Gift,
429n19. The following commentaries were consulted to see if they understood freedom in Galatians as
civic freedom: Richard N. Longenecker, Galatians, WBC 41 (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1990); J. Louis
Martyn, Galatians: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB 33A (New York:
Doubleday, 1997); Ben Witherington I1I, Grace in Galatia: A Commentary on St. Paul’s Letter to the
Galatians. Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1998; Thomas R. Schreiner, Galatians, ZECNT (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 2010); Martinus C. de Boer, Galatians: A Commentary, NTL (Louisville: Westminster John
Knox Press, 2011); Douglas J. Moo, Galatians (BECNT; Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2013); Peter
Oakes, Galatians, PCNT (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2015); deSilva, The Letter to the Galatians;
Craig S. Keener, Galatians: A Commentary (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2019).
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ancestral constitution, customs, and laws—and they brought attention to this fact in their
public inscriptions—Paul instructs the Galatian assemblies to conduct themselves
according the “the law of Christ” (Gal 6:2). As a result, the notion of freedom in
Galatians is best explained as a freedom analogous to civic freedom: Christ liberates the
population of Christ-followers (as a group) from enslavement to various forms of forceful
subjection (negative freedom) and liberates them to be able to live as a group according
to shared customs and law, “the law of Christ” (positive freedom).

If freedom in Galatians is understood as analogous to civic freedom, it is no
surprise that a substantial portion of the letter is dedicated to instructing the Galatians in
proper conduct (esp. Gal 5:13—6:10). Paul spends time talking about negative freedom
(i.e., freedom from subjection/enslavement) and positive freedom (i.e., freedom to act
according to shared standards of conduct and law). These two elements of civic-style
freedom are complements to each other. It would be much more surprising if Paul
mentioned how Christ has liberated the Galatians from various forms of enslavement and
then failed to instruct them on what exactly were their standards of conduct under their
new-found freedom. Indeed, if Paul failed to provide some sort of standard of conduct or
shared ways of getting along together for his Galatian audience, he would have failed to
adequately address possible arguments of his rivals who promoted the Torah as the
standard of conduct.® Thus, the civic freedom understanding of freedom in Galatians
brings additional coherence to the letter as a whole communication.

Like several other expressions of élevBepia in the Hellenistic and early Roman
periods (see chap. 3), Paul contrasts freedom with enslavement. A brief review of the
freedom-enslavement discourses will be helpful. For example, Chremonides invoked the

shared memory of the Athenian-Spartan alliance against enslavement (katadoviodcsOar)

8 To understand Torah as being the collection of Judean “laws” (vopor) and the Judean
“constitution” (moAteia) for getting along together as a group that God established when he liberated Israel
from Egypt, see e.g., Josephus, 4.J., 4.194, 195, 196, 198, 292.
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from the Persian-led offensive to motivate and persuade the two cities in his present to
unite against a contemporary threat of enslavement to Macedonian hegemony.’ The
Achaians fought against enslavement (dovAeia) to the Spartans, the Aitolians (as
constructed by Polybios) worried that when Rome defeated Philip V it would merely be a
“change of masters” (uebdppooig deomot@v) rather than freedom, and the Roman Senate
charged king Perseus with attempting to enslave Greek cities that it had freed from
Macedonian control.!® Further, to draw attention to their own generosity Augustus and
Nero both framed some of their own actions in terms of freeing a population from
enslavement. Augustus proclaimed that “I set the state free from the slavery
(§x Tiig...00vARac [Aev]0é[powaoa) imposed by the conspirators.”!! Nero announced that
in contrast to longstanding history of foreign or mutual enslavement of Greeks to Greeks
and the comparably meager generosity of other Roman commanders who gave freedom
to cities, he liberated the entire province of Greece.!? It is within this discourse of civic
freedom and enslavement to foreign powers that one can situate Paul’s rhetoric of
freedom and enslavement in Galatians.!3

In the opening of Galatians, Paul remarks that the Lord Jesus Christ “gave

himself for our sins so that he might deliver us from the present age of evil” (tod d6vtog

® IG 1 1 912 (265/264 BC). For English translation see BD? §19, Austin? §61, or Attic
Inscriptions Online.

10 polyb., Hist., 11.12.3; 18.45.6; Plutarch, Flamininus, 10.1-2; RDGE 40B.27-28.

1 Res Gestae Divi Augusti 1.1 (AD 14). Translation from Alison E. Cooley, Res Gestae Divi
Augusti: Text, Translation, and Commentary (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 59.

12 JG VII 2713.12-26 (AD 67).

13 See also how Josephus calls God’s deliverance of Israel from Egypt “freedom” (8\evBepior)
and contrasts it with enslavement and destruction (SovAevetv, dmorécBar; Josephus, A4.J., 2.327, 329-330).
Elsewhere, Josephus remarks that Judean “enslavement” (dovAeia) to the Romans when Pompey conquered
in 63 BC was deserved because of the otdoig in Israel, which prompted God to subject the Judeans, “not
worthy of freedom,” to the Romans (koi ‘Popaiorg vnétaev 0 0e0¢g tovg ovk d&iovg Elevbepiog; Josephus,
B.J., 5.396). On the dominant significance of freedom and enslavement in Paul’s undisputed letters with
respect to “justification” rhetoric, see Chris Tilling, “Paul, Evil, and Justification Debates,” in Evil in
Second Temple Judaism and Early Christianity, ed. Chris Keith and Loren T. Stuckenbruck (Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2016): 190-223.
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E0VTOV VITEP TOV AUOPTIAV NUAV, OTwg EEEANTOL NUAG €K TOD aidVog TOD £vEGTMTOG
novnpod; Gal 1:4). The é€ehécBou €k construction occurs in numerous places in Greek
documentary and literary sources.!* For example, in Polybios’s narration of treaty talks
between parties of the Aitolian War, Amynandros, the king of Athamania, arrived at the
negotiations “to attempt to deliver the Ambraciots from their dangerous situation.”!>
Further, the Roman consul Gaius Valerius Laevinus felt compelled “to act as protector of
the Aetolians,” so “he exerted himself in every way, laboring to rescue that nation from
the dangers that beset them."!® Additionally, the city of Rhamnous praised Dikaiarchos of
Thria because (among other things) “when the general Philokedes was present at Eretria
he supported this man in advocating and securing the release and saving from prison
(8&<e>1(M)eto €k 10D [oe]opmtnpi[ov]) of one of the citizens who had been condemned to
death.”!” In another instance, a certain Poseidonios, apparently suffering from want in
prison and the prospects of death, petitions the epimeletes Ptolemaios, saying, “thus, I ask
you, remove me from [my] needful situation” (4&1® oVv og, £Eghod pe &k thig dvéykmg).'®
Moreover, the Greek translations of Jewish scriptures are replete with
examples of the é£glécBan €x construction. For example, after the affliction brought upon

Israel to the Midianites the people cried out to the Lord, who in turn sends them a

prophet, saying, “the Lord the God of Israel says this, “I am the one who brought you out

!4 For some examples of the é€ghécOou &k construction, see DGE, “éEapém,” A.IL1.1L

15 8 1¢ Baciiedg tdv ABapdvav Apdvavdpog mapeyéveto omovdalmy dEerécbat Tovg
Apppoxidtac ék 1@V neplectd@Tev kak®dv (Polyb., Hist., 21.29.2 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]).

16 8¢ moporAnOeic VIO TdV TEPL TOV AapotéA Kol vopicag Itov tvol TO Tpdypo Koi KadfKay
avT@® 1O TPOoTATHGOL TOV AlTOADV, TACAV EIGEPEPETO GOV Kal UhoTiuiay, EEgAécbal 6Tovdalwv o
£0vog ék TV Tepreotd@TOV Kak®dv (Polyb., Hist., 21.29.12 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]).

17 xoi maparyevopévov tod otpatnyod ihokn-|[5]ov gig Epétplov cuvnydpnoév 1 TodTmt Kol
TV TolTd®Vv| [E]va drnypévov €mi Bavatmt £<e>i(A)eto £k T0D [dg]opwtnpi[ov]| kai avécmicey
amodeucvopevog v gbvolay fiv el mpog|| Tovg moditog (410 837.14-25; quote from 1l. 21-25; translation
from Sean Byrne and Chris de Lisle, “Rhamnous honours Dikaiarchos of Thria,” Attic Inscriptions Online,
https://www.atticinscriptions.com/inscription/IRhamn/17, last updated June 4, 2021).

18 4&1® ovv o, £E8Mo e K THC dvirying. Suvatdg Yap el kod Eoet pe cecokag (P.Petr. 3.36a
R.20-23=TM 7701; 218-217 BC).
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from Egypt and led you out from the house of enslavement and delivered (égiAdunv)
you from the hand of Egypt and from the hand of all those who were afflicting you and
cast them out from your face and I gave to you their land”” (LXX Judg 6:8-9).!° Other
instances from Jewish and non-Jewish sources speak of deliverance from various threats
or dangerous situations: war, siege, violence, subjection, affliction, transgression,
predatory animals, enemies, foreign armies, pursuers, disasters, torrents of water,
dangers, sinners, wicked people, evildoers, needful times, evil times, internal
disturbances of a city, poverty, fire, fear, brigands, enslavers and enslavement, and

death.?? As a result, the §&ghécOan £k construction overwhelmingly occurs with the sense

9 Tade Aéyet Kl')plog 0 Gsbg Icpomk ’Ey(b gl 0 (xvaBtB(xGag i)p&g éé Aiyl’mton Kol ééﬁyowov
Uuag €€ oikov 801)%81(1@ Kol sésmaunv DIJOLC_, €K XSlpOg Awumon Kol €K ¥E1pOG TAVTOV TMdV Ohﬁovrmv vuag
ko £EEBoAOV aTONG £K TPOSMOTOL VUGV Kot Edwka DUV TV iV avtdv. The phrase é&ehécban £k xe1pog +
an individual, group, or state is a common phrase in the Greek translation of Jewish texts to refer to
deliverance from a threat of violence, subjection, or death (e.g., LXX Gen 32:12; 37:21, 32; LXX Exod 3:8;
18:4, 8,9, 10; LXX Deut 32:39; LXX Judges 9:17; LXX 1 Kgdms 4:8; LXX 1 Kgdms 7:3; 10:18; 12:10—
11; 14:48; 17:37; 4 Kgdms 18:29-30, 34-35; LXX 2 Chron 25:15; 32:17; LXX Jer 38:11; 1 Macc 5.12).

2 E.g., war (Ep. Jer. 13, £antov 62 &k moAépov koi Anotdv ovk éEeheitar), siege (Polyb., Hist.,
21.35.5; tovg Towdeig eEelopevog €k Tijg moAopkiag; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 14.116.2, ék tijc moMopkiag
£€eléabon), violence (LXX Gen 32:12), subjection (Baruch 4:21), affliction (1 Kgdms 26:24, é€e)keitai pe
€k maomng Ohiyewg; cf. LXX Nahum 2:2; Acts 7:10), transgression (Wisd. Sol. 10:1, é&gilato adtov
TOPATTOUTOG 1010V), predatory animals (1 Kgdms 17:37), enemies (LXX Psalms 58:2, £é£gAob pe €k tdV
Ex0pdV pov, 6 Bedg; 4 Kgdms 17:39, avtog e€gheiton Dpdg Ek mavimv 1@V ExBpdv vudv; cf. LXX 1 Chron
16:35; LXX Psalms 142:9), foreign armies or kings (LXX Jer 49:11; LXX Dan 3:17), pursuers (Judith
16:2, £€cilatd pe €k xe1pog Katadwkoviwv pe), disasters (2 Macc 2:18; €€gilato yap Nuég €k peybiwmy
Kak®v; Sir 29:12, abtn é€gAeitol o€ £k ToNg Kok®oemg), torrents of water (LXX Psalms 143:7, é€glod pe
kol pdoai pe €€ VOGTOV TOAADY, €K YEPOG VIBY dAlotpinv), dangers (Demosthenes, On the Crown, 90,
omiitoug £Egileto apg €k TV peybAmv kivdvvav; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.47.1, dd 8¢ tiig idlag Emvoiag €x
TV Kvouvev g€gldpevol Ty totpida), sinners (LXX Psalms 36:40, Bonnoet antoic kdplog Koi phostat
avTong, Kai EEgAelTan adTovg €€ auapTOA®Y Kol ohogl avtovg), wicked people (LXX Psalms 139:2; é€elob
e, KOpte, € avOpdITOL TOVIPOD, AT AVEPOg adikov pioai pe), evildoers (LXX Jer 15:20-21; 610t peta
60D gl 100 odlew og Kol Eapeichai ag €k ye1pog movnpdv; cf. LXX Jer 20:13; LXX Jer 22:3), needful
times (LXX Job 5:18, e&dxig €€ avayk®dv o é&gheltan), evil times (Sir 51:11; Eécmoag yap pe €€ anmieciag
Kol €€eidov pe €k kapod Tovnpod), internal disturbances of a city (Dion. Hal., Ant. rom., 5.69.3; 5.69.3;
6.35.2; 6.83.4; 8.12.3; 8.90.3), poverty (LXX Isa 48:10, é€ethauny 8¢ og £k kapivov Ttoyeiag), fire (LXX
Isa 47:14; kol o0 un éEEAmvtan TV Wyoynv avtd@v €k eroyog, LXX Dan 3:17), fear (Dion. Hal., Ant. rom.,
6.6.1, é&skéceou 70 060G 0TV €K TG dlovoiog fovAopevog), brigands (Ep. Jer. 14, Eovtov 6¢ £k ToAEOV
Kol Anot®dv ovk £€eleitar), God/gods (LXX Job 10:7; Odes 2:39; LXX Hosea 2:12; LXX Isa 43:13),
enslavers and enslavement (Dlod Sic., Bib., hist., 34/35. 23, &k ti|g SovAeiog 8&87»866&1 LXX Jer 41:13, &v
‘CT| n usp(x n sﬁsmaunv aDTOVG €K Vg Awmrtou aé oikov 801)%81&@, LXX Ezek 34:27, kai sis)»onuou owrovg
€K XEPOG TOV KOTASOVAMGOUEVOY 0dTovg), and death (LXX Joshua 2:13, 8&8%81068 TIV YUYV Hov €K
Bavatov; LXX Psalms 114:8, é€gidato v yoynv pov €k Bavdatov; LXX Dan 3:88; é&eidleto pdg £ Gdov
Kol Eécmoev NUdG €k xewpoc Bavatov). More rarely, the phrase occurs in non-dangerous situations, e.g.,
removing supplies from cargo boats (Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 11.20.4; tiv p&v dyopav Grocav €k Tdv
popTidwv vedv £Eeileto), removing a spear from one’s chest (Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 15.87. 5; ék 100
Ompoakog E€apedn 0 60pv), unloading suits of armor from merchants (Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 16.9.5; 6 8¢
Alov gEglopevog €k TV @opTNYAV TavorAiag Tevtakioyhiag), expenditures removed from the public
treasury (Dion. Hal., Ant. rom., 7.24.2; 10g é€opebeioag €k tob dnpociov damdvag). Cf. unloading
merchandise from an import (GEI035.3; [€]&éAnTon T Epmopia).
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of deliverance from a situation of threat, jeopardy, or force. One implication from this
survey of the é£gAécBon €k construction is that “the present age of evil” should be
considered a threat and danger from which Paul, his associates, and the Galatians find
deliverance and liberation through the agency of Christ (Gal 1:4).

For Paul, ta otoygio 100 kdécpov play a role in enslaving people past and
present. Paul likens his own and the Galatians’ existence as akin to being enslaved prior
to the Christ-event, saying, “when we were children, we were enslaved under the
elements of the cosmos” (8te uev Viiztiot, VIO T cTorYER TOD KOGHOL Hueda
dedovrmpévor; Gal 4:3). Furthermore, Paul recalls the Galatians’ former enslavement to
10 ototyele, which entails relational ignorance between them and God, to persuade them
not to “return to the weak and impoverished elements to which you want to be enslaved
again” (Gal 4:8-9).2! Most plausibly, the phrase t& ctotyeia Tod kOopov in Galatians 4:3
refers generally to component parts of the created cosmos and then in Galatians 4:9 Paul
specifies the ototyeia as the heavenly bodies, which the Galatians are serving through
calendrical observances (Gal 4:10).22 Paul’s enslavement rhetoric overlaps with his
arguments about intermediaries as temporary confiners or controllers. So, the Torah,
“because of transgressions,” was added to God’s promise-based relationship with
Abraham through the mediation of angels (Gal 3:19), scripture/Torah “confined” people
“under sin” until 1 wiotig (Gal 3:22, 23), acting as a madaywyog until Christ (Gal 3:24),
and Paul and his audience (“we”) alike were like an heir waiting to become lord of all but
temporarily subject to the control of intermediary agents (émitpdmot kai oikovopot) of a
father (Gal 4:1-2). For Paul, to be enslaved to Tt ototygia is to return to the wrong

sequence of the timeline of God’s plan. That is, the temporary time of subjection is over

21 g0 TOTE pév odk £id6TeC BedV £d0vAedoate Toig QUoEL pUTy ovoty Bgoic: Vv 88 YvovTeg
r ~ \ 4 e by ~ ~ ) r 7 LYY L) ~ by \ ~ 4 ’
Bedv, LAAAOV 08 YvaoBEvteg DO B0D, TAC EMGTPEPETE TAAY Eml TAL AGOEVT] KOl TTT) O GTOLYXETM OlG TOAY
GvmBev dovAigdety BéleTs;

22 Emma Wasserman, Apocalypse as Holy War: Divine Politics and Polemics in the Letters of
Paul (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2018), 152-154.
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and returning to the previous states of confinement and enslavement result in an
epistemological dead end under subordinate intermediaries to the God of Israel. The way
of life for the Galatians does not lie under full Torah observance (Gal 3:21) or returning
to service to heavenly bodies (Gal 4:8—-10).

Paul regards imposing certain Jewish customs by force on non-Jews as an
affront to the shared group freedom that Jews and non-Jews enjoy together. Thus, in
Galatians 5:1 he urges the Galatians, “do not submit again to a yoke of enslavement” by
accepting compelled circumcision. Dionysios of Halikarnassos, commenting on the
swapping back and forth of a “yoke” (Cuydv) of subjection between the Romans and the
Samnites, remarks that the “yoke” “is a sign of those coming under hands” (of control).?*
Moreover, male circumcision itself had a strongly negative stigma attached to it among
Greek and Roman cultures as seen not only in literature but in iconography.?* Earlier in
the letter he contrasts how Titus, a Greek, “was not compelled to be circumcised”
(MvaykdoOn meprtunOfvar) in Jerusalem (Gal 2:3) with the enslavement-intentioned
actions of infiltration and espionage of the “false brothers” (Gal 2:4; 610 ¢ Tovg
TOPEIGAKTOVG YEVOUGELPOVG, OiTiveg TapelchiAbov Kataokomicat TV Elevbepiay MudV
fiv &xopev év Xpiot® Incod, tva uis katadovAdcovotv). Several phrases in Galatians
reveal the aggressive strategies of compulsion by the group trying to forcibly impose
circumcision on Galatians: “they are forcing you to be circumcised” (Gal 6:12; obtot
avaykalovoy vuag tepitépvestar), “they seek you not nobly but they want to exclude
you so that you would seek them” (Gal 4:17; {nlodowv vpudg oV KaAdS, GAL’ ékKAgicot

vuag Bélovoty, tva avtovg (nrodte), “just like back then the one born according to flesh

2 10ht0 68 onpueiov TV V1d yeipag EM06vTwy éoti (Dion. Hal., Ant. rom., 16.1.4).

24 Isaac T. Soon, “The Bestial Glans: Gentile Christ Followers and the Monstruous Nudity of
Ancient Circumcision,” JJMJS 8 (2021): 116—130. Soon summarizes, that “from a non-Jewish perspective,
the visual correspondence with circumcised centaurs infused circumcision with hypersexual and bestial
qualities.” Further, “circumcision connoted the subhuman, the hybrid, the uncivilized, and the deformed. It
is from this Graeco-Roman default that scholars should understand the relationship between Paul’s non-
Jewish audience and circumcision.” Soon, “The Bestial Glans,” 130.
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persecuted the one (born) according to spirit so also now” (Gal 4:29; dAL’ domep to1E O
Katd oapka yevvnoeig dimkev 1OV Katd mvedpa, obtwg kol viv). Thus, Paul uses a series
of terms to describe the deceptive and coercive conduct of the influencers and the duress
they are causing for the Galatian assemblies: they spy (katackonficor; Gal 2:4), attempt
to enslave (katadovAdoal, {uyov dovAieiog; contra EdevBepia, EAvebepdoat; Gal 2:4;
5:1), coerce (avayxdoar; Gal 6:12; cf. 2:3), exclude (ékkAeiocor; Gal 4:17), and
persecute/pursue (didkewv; Gal 4:29).

Paul’s language about the group compelling circumecision relates to other parts
of his letter. The charge that the circumcision-enforcers “exclude” (Gal 4:17; éxkAieicar)
resonates with Paul’s characterization of Kephas and others’ sudden reversal of conduct
to exclude non-Jews from table fellowship in the incident at Antioch (Gal 2:11-14).
Likewise, the charge that they “persecute”/“pursue” (Gal 4:29; didkewv) recalls Paul’s
description of his own violent conduct as a participant in loudaismos (Gal 1:13; Siokew).
The term iovdaicpog here does not refer to “Judaism” broadly speaking but a specific
Hasmonean-like social vision and its implementation as exemplified in the pattern of
conduct of Judas, son of Mattathias, and his brothers that uses coercion and force to fight

for a particular vision of Judean/Jewish social order.?> Thus, Paul is associating the

25 On iovdoiopdg as the legitimate social order as conceived and implemented by Judas and the
Hasmonean dynasty as opposed to their Jewish rivals’ vision for social order (EAAnviopdg), see Sylvie
Honigman, Tales of High Priests and Taxes: The Books of the Maccabees and the Judean Rebellion against
Antiochos IV (Oakland: University of California Press, 2014), 119-146. Honigman highlights how
tovdaiopdg refers to a comprehensive social-political order with respect to law(s), the temple, the territory,
political structure, and practices of piety (e.g., diet, idolatry and iconoclasm, war, and punishment of
violators). See Honigman, Tales of High Priests and Taxes, 141-142. The term iovdaioudg originates with
the pro-Hasmonean 2 Maccabees where it occurs in 2 Macc 2:21; 8:1; 14:38. In 2 Macc 2:19-23, the author
summarizes the narrative as the story of Judas and his brothers re-dedicating the temple, waging war
against Antiochos IV Epiphanes for iovdaicudc, pursuing/persecuting (didkewv) “the barbarians,” and
liberating the city to abide by its own laws. The beginning of the main section about Judas and his
campaigns (2 Macc 8:1-7) describes how Judas and those with him “summoned their kinsmen and those
who were remaining in the iovdaiocpdg” (TpooekaloivTo TOVG GUYYEVEIG Kol TOVG LEUEVIKOTOG £V TG
Tovdaiopd; 2 Macce 8:1) and then proceeded to wage war, with Israel’s God, against the nations (t& £€6vn; 2
Macc 8:5). In the final instance of iovdaicudg in 2 Maccabees, Razis is described as a supporter of
iovdaiopdg in the manner of an endangered benefactor, because he “hazarded his life and soul on behalf of
iovdaiondg with all eagerness” (koi odpa Kol yoyny vep tod lovdaicpod mapafeBinuévoc petd Tiong
éxrteviag; 2 Macc 4:38). Paul’s rhetoric of violence and coercion in Galatians 1:13—14 (ubkewy, mopbetv,
{mhotig) that characterizes his commitment to an dvactpoer in iovdaiopog supports the idea that
tovdaiondg in Galatians 1:13—14 is not “Judaism” in general but a specific view (among many) of
legitimate social order for Judeans/Jews, especially as it relates to the nations and Torah observance. Like
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circumcision-enforcers with Kephas’s lapse and with his own former violent pattern of
conduct as an enforcer of a specific social vision for Judeans that Paul now regards as
false.

When linked together these forces of confinement, compulsion, violence, and
enslavement—the present age of evil (Gal 1:4), sin (Gal 3:21), t& otoeia (Gal 4:2, 8—
10; cf. 3:21; 4:21), human attempts to exclude non-Jews from fellowship (Gal 2:11-14;
4:17) and to compel circumcision for non-Jews (Gal 2:3; 5:1-3)—form network of power
that subjugates humanity and that disrupts social cooperation and flourishing. This
network forms a complex of coercion from which the Galatian assemblies need
deliverance and liberation. It is from this network of interrelated coercive and enslaving
forces that situates the Galatians in a dire situation that a benefactor can address through

services of liberation.

Endangered Benefaction

In chapter 5 and chapter 6 this study examined the motif of endangered
benefaction by looking at epigraphical documents and a selection of literary sources. The
domains of endangered benefaction, following Danker’s interrelated twofold division, are
divided into two basic categories: (1) a population (or person) under duress receiving
relief from a benefactor and (2) a benefactor endangering himself or herself to
accomplish a service for a group or individual. Both (1) and (2) can occur simultaneously
in the same event, that is, a benefactor risks their life to provide a service that rescues the

population or individual who is facing a hazard or mortal peril. As envoys, individual

Judas and the Hasmonean iovdaiopdg, Paul’s iovdaicpog entailed coercion and force against non-compliant
people (whether against Jews/Judeans or Gentiles). Similarly, Novenson understands Tovdaicog as “what
Paul calls own exceptional activist program for the defense and promotion” of his “ancestral traditions”
(Gal 1:14). See Matthew A. Novenson, “Did Paul Abandon either Judaism or Monotheism?,” in The New
Cambridge Companion to St. Paul, ed. Bruce W. Longenecker (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2020), 242. For another view on how iovdaicnog does not refer to “Judaism” in general, see Carlos Gil
Arbiol, “loudaismos and ioudaizoé in Paul and the Galatian Controversy: An Examination of Supposed
Positions,” JSNT 44, no. 2 (2021): 218-239.
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benefactors risked the dangers of travel (elements/weather, transportation, brigandage,
hostile territory, cost, uncertainties), secured favorable political relationships, halted raids
and thieves, rescued citizens imprisoned or enslaved abroad, and secured freedom or
release from burdensome indemnities. In times of war, benefactors risked their lived and
endured wounds in their effects to oust foreign garrisons, protect the countryside, arm the
soldiery, help nearby cities fend off common foes, satiate local dynasts with gifts and
tribute, save individuals from harm with hospitality, quell tyrannies, guard fortresses,
fund defensive structures, protect unwalled cities from attacks, and conduct themselves
with conspicuous bravery in the face of danger. As doctors, they hazarded the danger and
served populations during natural disasters, war, or pandemics to care for the wounded
and infirm. During famines and shortages, benefactors secured adequate grain for the
city, often selling it at a lower than market rate. As financiers, benefactors relieved or
forgave debt and took public costs upon themselves. For their services, benefactors
received due public recognition and gratitude. Furthermore, chapter 6 found that
Jews/Judeans had no problem incorporating the endangered benefactor motif into their
literary sources. So, the author of 1 Maccabees portrays the sons of Mattathias as
benefactors who, in various times and ways, risked their own lives to enact freedom for
the Judean population from Seleukid control. Likewise, Josephus depicts himself as an
endangered benefactor who risks his life to benefit his friends and the Judean population.
The present section focuses on how Paul’s portrayal of Christ fits within the broader
corpus of instances of endangered benefaction.

Immediately, based on the previous section on freedom, one can classify
Christ’s conduct in terms of a polity’s liberation from the oppressive, enslaving external
forces upon a population. Thus, Christ frees his followers from the network of coercive,
enslaving powers that subjugate humanity: “for freedom Christ liberated us” (tf
€levBepia Nuag Xpiotog nrevbépmwoev; Gal 5:1; cf. 1:4; 2:4). In addition, Paul remarks
on the liberating conduct of Christ, saying he “gave himself for our sins, so that he might
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deliver us from the present age of evil” (10D 66vTOg £0VTOV VTEP TAOV AUAPTIOV MUDV,
dmwg SEEMTON NG €k ToD aidvog Tod vestdtog Tovnpod; Gal 1:4).26 Normal usage of
the phrase dodvon éovtdv has a sense that conveys voluntary commitment to something or
someone.?’” Someone may commit themselves to a course of action or a task, for example,
what is advantageous, reading, a matter, a peaceful life, the tenets of philosophy,
cooperation, personal enmity, war, to deliver someone from distress, strong drink or
drunkenness, demagoguery, the administration of justice, embassies, pleasures, or any

number of other activities.?® The phrase can be used to describe commitment to a person,

26 A difficult textual decision between vrép and mepi occurs in Galatians 1:4. The difficulty in
choosing a preferred original (or earliest attainable) reading is reflected in the different choices of NA28,
which favors vnép, and the THGNT, which favors mepi. Manuscript support for both readings is strong,
with wepi supported by P46, X*, A, D, F, G, K, L, P, ¥, 104, 1739, 1881, and the Byzantine text and vrép
supported by P51, 01!, B, H, 0278, 6, 33, 81, 326, 365, 630, 1175, 1241, 1505, 2464. The divergence of
readings in all probability occurred due to the shared mep sequence in vrep and mept as well as the
overlapping semantic domains of both prepositions with respect to the phrase dodvor éavtov + preposition
+ 1@V apaptidv nudv. As such, either reading could explain the rise of the other due to a simple error in
the copying process, whether visual, auditory, or memory related. Nevertheless, with both readings the
sense of the preposition is similar, conveying that “our sins” are the reason for Christ “giving himself.”

27 The similar construction émidodvat £ovtév may bring out the voluntary aspect of the action
even more than the bare dodvar €avtdv, but the phrases could possibly be considered interchangeable. E.g.,
Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 30.7.2-3; 34/35.38.1 (£10ipwc &° £avTOV €ig TAG TOLNTAG AELTOVPYIAG EMIOOVC);
34/35.38; Plutarch, Cicero, 5.2 (énédwkeyv €ig 10 cuvnyopelv Eavtov); Plutarch, Compison of Demosthenes
and Cicero, 4.2 (€00T0V EnédmKeV €i¢ TNV aOTNV TtV ToAtteiav); Athenaeus, The Learned Banqueters,
6.263¢ (2mSodvar £avTolg gig TV TV cuveTwTEpY VInpesiov); /G 112 483.17-18 (¢mdédm[ke]v Eovtov
dnvootevel [read: dnuooievew]; 304-303 BC); SEG 36.992.15 ([aipe]Oeig mpecPevtric EmEdmrey E0vTOV
mpofipwmg; probably 167-133 BC); UPZ 1 62.8-9 (gig mdv 16 60t xpnoov uantov emddovar; ca. 160
BC); SEG 18.343.3-4 (gic pev tag vemropeiag Ekodoa ovtnv ndoag énédwkev; 1 ¢. BC-1 ¢. AD); I.SeM
54.28-29 (énédwkev £avtov; ca. 50 BC).

28 Voluntarily commit oneself to a course of action or a task: matters (tig 8" 6 Tfj TOret Aéyov
Kol Ypaomv kol Tpattev Kol ATAdg £00ToVv i To TpaypHat aped®ds dovc; Demosthenes, On the Crown, 89),
what everyone regards to be advantageous (gig T a6t S0KODVTO GUUPEPELY EOVTOV HOVG), an
arrangement/duty (tig otv 6oTig €l TANTNV TV TAEWY £aVTOV YVNGimg VUV £0gAcel dodval,
Demosthenes, Letters, 3.32), to work together with certain people (€rolitevovto yap ovyl Tolg TOVNPOTATOLG
Kol GLKOPAVTOUG GLUVEPYETV d1d0VTES £avTtovs; Demosthenes, 1 Against Aristogeiton, 97), to deliver one’s
people (£dmkev 0vtov T0D adoat Tov Aadv avtod; 1 Macc 6:44), merriment and celebration (36vtoag
£00DTOVG TO TAPOV TG GLUTOGIOG ETTL TOAD YEPOLPOEVOLG €1g EDEpocHVIY KatabécBar), reading (6 mdmmog
pov ‘Inootg émt TAETov £avTOV d0VG €iG T€ TNV TOD VOO Kol TOV TpoenTdV Kol TV GAA®V Tatpiny
Bipriov avayvoot; Sir, Intro 7), a meeting with envoys (500¢ avtov i évtevéy; Polyb., Hist., 3.15.4);
(mapaPorme d1800g aOTOV €ig TOVG KIvoOVoLG), negotiations and treaty (£dmrev anvtov 0 Nikayopag ig Tag
100G TOANG KOl TAG VIEP TAV TioTeEWV cuvinkag; Polyb., Hist., 5.37.3), extraordinary danger in battle
(kwvdvvedey adTol TIVEG £KOVGIME Kol KOTA TPOAiPESTY A TOVE £1G TOUTO 0180001, Polyb., Hist., 6.39.4), a
matter (oUtmg £pn ddoew 0 BdMg antov i v ypeiav kai coppigey 1@ Kaufoiw; Polyb., Hist., 8.16.11),
dangers (Aowmdv 1jom omavimg avTov £6160V KaTd TOVG VGTEPOV Kapovg ig Tovg Kot~ idlay Kivddvoug; Polyb.,
Hist., 10.3.7), matters (€ni mpa&elg antov Edwke; Polyb., Hist., 10.6.10), things open to view (800G aOTOV TQ
HeV Kowva Kol mpopawvopeve maot; Polyb., Hist., 10.6.11), mistrust/disbelief and contempt (5107ep 00l v
£kQv €ig mpodnhov dmiotiav kai katappodvnoy Edwxev avTov; Polyb., Hist., 31.22.10), paideia (lapBodrog
NV €k Taidmv modeioy ENAMKMS, PETd 6€ TNV ToD TUTPOG TELELTIV OVTOG EUTOPOL KOl DTOG ESMKEV EAVTOV
émi v éumopiav; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 2.55.2), strong drink or drunkenness (puiotipdtepov ti) nédn dovg
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group, or thing.?” Additionally, one can use the phrase to show how someone commits to
enter a specific place or location, for example, the midst of enemies, solitary areas,

rugged places, a town, or a theater.’® Sometimes the phrase is used with an accusative

€avtov; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 15.74.2), peaceful life (5ovg eavtov gig Piov gipnvikov; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist.,
16.5.4), “comfortable living” (o0¢ &° €avtov gig Tpuynv; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 17.108.4; translation from
[Welles, LCLY]), brigandage and raiding (66vteg 6™ £00TOVC €1 ANOTEIOG KO KOTOSPOLAG TOAANV TG
nolepiog xopav katéedepav; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.47.2), being sacrificed (§Alot 8’ &v dwaPolaic Svteg
£€KoVoimg £0Tovg 6000V, 00K EAdTTovg Ovteg Tprakooinv; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 20.14.5), demagoguery
and obsequiousness to the masses (&1t 8¢ a0TOV OpdV Taig TPaEestv av&avirevov kai dovg gig dnpokomiov Kol
m0ovg dpéoketav; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 25.8), philosophy (£dmkev £00tov TPOG TOVG £V Prhocoeig Adyouc;
Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 31.26.5), the administration of justice (0 ITounog 600¢ EavTOV £Mi TV S1KOL0d0GiaV;
Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 38/39.20.1), sleep (£dwkev avtov Vrve; Dion. Hal., Ant. rom., 1.39.2), joining a
crowd (61t KatoAwodoa Ty HeTd nTpdg olkovpiav mapBévog Entyapog gig dxhov avtv Edmkev dyvadTa;
Dion. Hal., Ant. rom., 3.21.2), knit picks and nonsense (gig TocavTnV ockevwpioy Koi pAvapioy O
Akodtog avip govtov didovg; Dion. Hal., Comp., 25 [line 193]), everything to do with cooperation
(€avtovg &ig dravta mpobvpovg Edmkate; Josephus, 4.J., 5.94), waging war (3idmctv E0vtov otpatedet €
avtovg; Josephus, 4.J., 6.271), an alliance (§6mwxev avtov gig ovppayiov; Plutarch, Timoleon, 13.3), the
political candidacy (600¢ 0vtov 4o Tiig otpateiog e0OVG Ent TV TOD dNpov Tpdéy, mi otpatnyiov
moltwknyv; Plutarch, Sulla, 5.1), rest (Gptt AovkoOAAOV TPOG AVATOVGLY €K LAKPAG Gy PLTVIOG KOA TOV®V
T0600TOV dedwKOTOG E0vTdV; Plutarch, Lucullus, 16.4), personal enmity (8e6mKOTOG EAVTOV €IC TNV TPOG
gxeivov ExBpav apeddg; Plutarch, Tiberius Gracchus, 13.3); pleasure and exertion (€kgivog 8¢ Ta pev
NooVi] 6100V¢ ATA®DG E0VTOV, Ta 8¢ 6movdT; Plutarch, Demetrios, 19.6), drinking and drunkenness (toyd pev
€lg 10 mivev kai pebvokecsBar S1600g £avtov; Plutarch, Antony, 51.1), an experiment (koi Tod Toudapiov
S106vTog £0VTOV TPOC TV TETpav; Plutarch, Alexander, 35.4); affairs (€avtov oidpevog 6186voi Toig
npaypacwv; Plutarch, Galba, 29.3), pleasures (1@ yap 6vit TAnciotiog ey £mil tag dovag O AKOAAGTOG VIO
TOV Embudv pépetar kot didmaotv Eavtdv kol cuykatevbvvey, Plutarch, Moralia [On Moral Virtue] 446B),
the common need of the city (3og £0vtoV dmpog[a]oioTtag £ig TV Koy ypeiav Th¢ moreng; IG 11 1
1147.14-15), embassies and other liturgies (81800¢g £avtOVv dnpopacictag €l Tag tpeaPei[a]g kal Tog
Aomdg Agrtovpyiag i 6c0g avtov 0 dfjpog mpoyepi[leltar, SEG 43.41.4-6), everything that is
advantageous to the city (81600¢ ArpoPAGIGTOG EAVTOV €1G TAVTO TO GLVQEPOVTO, THL TOAEL, OGIS 339.19—
20).

2 Voluntarily commit oneself to another person or group of people or a thing: to Akarnanians
(01 8" Apgpiloyot yevopévo tovTov 8180acty Eavtovg Axopviict, Thucydides, History of the Peloponnesian
War, 2.68.7), to a certain Tyrranos (€ykOpmv ovoa, didwotv Eavtrv Tvppnvd tivy, Dion. Hal., Ant. rom.,
1.70.2); “to the Lord and to us” (GAL" €avtovg £dmkay TpdTOV TG KLplw Kol Nl 61t Oedqpotog Ogov; 2
Cor 8:5); to a husband (3idmwowv £avthv kol macav £avtig TV ovsiav; recipient is implied; Achilles Tatius,
The Adventures of Leucippe and Clitophon, 5.11.6); to a storm (800g 8¢ £0vtov SAmg T@ T SpoLLov
mvevpartt, The toyng Nv; Achilles Tatius, The Adventures of Leucippe and Clitophon, 1.12.5), to Cicero and
the others who hated Antony (€rel pévtol Kiképwvi 600¢ 0vtov 0 veaviag Kol toig dAloig doot Tov
Avtoviov éuicovv; Plutarch, Antony, 16.3).

30 Voluntarily commit oneself to a location: the midst of the enemies (&ic pécovg 8¢ Todg
ToAeUiong E0vToV dedwkmg; Polyb., Hist., 1.56.9), an implied location (AiwAoi toApficon tov Oikuwmov
ot TPoYEip®S ATOV dodvar d1d Tag OxVPOTTOG TAV TOTT®V; Polyb., Hist., 5.7.2), such a dangerous place
(glg TOmOVG avTOV dedmréval mapaPorovg kai ToovTovg; Polyb., Hist., 5.14.9), solitary places (81500¢ 6
£00TOV €ig Tag Epnuiog NAdto povog; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 5.59.4; kai téA0g i T0G Epnpiog avTOV 31000,
Josephus, A.J., 15.244), rugged places (1@v d& OnPainv dg S10KOG101 TPOYEPOTEPOV €I TOTOVE TPOLYEIC
£a0ToNg dovteg avnpédnoav; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 14.81.2), a theater (mopexdAovv punj dodvar EaVTOV €ig TO
Béatpov; Acts 19:31), a certain town (gig kOuNY Tva TOV TepocoAdUmV 00K dnmbev avTovg EdmKAV;
Josephus, 4.J., 7.225), the middle of the Greek soldiers-at-arms (dovg £avtov gig péoa 0 T@v EAMvov
Omha; Plutarch, Agesilaus, 39.4). Note also Polybios’s unique translational phrase dodvat £0vtov €ig v
TV °P0)115Laimv wiotw or the like for the Latin phrase deditio in fidem, which denotes total submission to
Rome: Polyb., Hist., 2.11.5 (avtoi & o@ag opobopadov Edwkay mapakAndévieg eig v 1@V Popaiov
miotwv); Polyb., Hist., 2.12.3 (kai t0ig GALOIC T01g 6£d0KOGY £0VTOLG €ig TNV TioTwv); Polyb., Hist., 2.12.3
(xai Toig GAL01G TOlg dedwKOGLY £0VTOIG €ig TV TioTw); Polyb., Hist., 10.34.6 (a0toc 8¢ mapayeyovévol
S1800g 00 HOVOV aOTOV, GALA Kol TOVG PIAOLE Kol cuyyevelg ig v Popaiov tiotwv); Polyb., Hist., 20.9.11
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complement to convey that someone is committing themselves to being something, for
example, responsible, an example, ransom, or friends.*! Occasionally, a reason is given
for why someone “gives themselves,” for example, for good repute and honor, for what is
advantageous to the population, for another person or group.*? Further, the phrase odvai
€antoVv occurs often to describe how someone commits themselves to a dangerous

situation or to personal risk.?* Thus, Hannibal “gave himself recklessly to the dangers,”

(86vteg avtovg gic TV Popaiov niotwv); Polyb., Hist., 20.10.7 (dedwrdteg £0vtovg gic Vv miotwv); Polyb.,
Hist., 21.36.2 (8106vteg abtovg gic Vv miotwv); Polyb., Hist., 27.2.6 (3180vtag adTovg €1G TV TOTY KT
idiav éxdotoug). Cf. “into the guardianship of Rome” (kai dovtwv £avtovg &ig v Emitpony; Polyb., Hist.,
2.11.5;36.4.2).

31 “Giving oneself” as something: as responsible (8idmotv £oavtdv drevBuvov toig nelcdeiot, i
oM, TA Kap®, @ Poviouéve; Demosthenes, On the Crown, 189; §1d0vg £0vTov ViedBVVOV TG ThVTA
BacaviCovtt pBove kai ypdvw; Dion. Hal., Comp., 25 [line 200]), as an example (GAL™ tva Exvtovg THTOV
d@dpev LUV €1g o pupeicbon uag; 2 Thess 3:9), as ransom (GvOpwmog ¥p1ot0g Incodc, 0 30V EaVTOV
avtidvtpov vmep mavtwv; Titus 2:14), as trustworthy friends (€owtovg didopév oot pilovg motovg; Chariton,
Callirhoe, 7.2.4), as “underhand”/subject (£5mkev avtov vroyeiptov @ I'vaiw; Plutarch, Aemilius Paullus,
26.7; dmoygipilov €ig v oikioy 600¢ avtov aceaidc; Plutarch, Sulla, 10.1); as an appendage (tpocOfixnv
gavtov OktaPio 6édwxe; Plutarch, Brutus, 29.10).

32 For good repute and honor (6AL” vrep £080&iag kai Tufig f0ehov toig devoig avtovg 8186var,
0pOds kol koddg fovievdpevor, Demosthenes, On the Crown, 97), good repute (ebyep®dg £avTovg £5id0cay
M¢ peYGANG TIVOG KOWV®OVINOOVTEG EDKAEING GO TG Ec0opévng T® Pactdel cuvavaotpoeiic; 3 Macc 2:31), for
what is advantageous to the public (Awkiog TOAEUIKAV AYDOVOVY ATOAVOUEVOG €1G KiIVOUVOV £KOVGLOV
£dmxev anTov viep 10D Kowf cuueépovtog; Dion. Hal., Ant. rom., 11.27.2), “for you” instead of “’you for
him” (6o711c 00y VUG VTEP £AVTOD AL’ £avTOV VIEP VUGV 6€dwke; Cassius Dio, Rom. Hist., 64.13.3), for
the city (BéAovtag avtovg vrep Thg ToAews d1d6var; Achilles Tatius, The Adventures of Leucippe and
Clitophon, 4.13.4).

33 Voluntarily commit oneself to a dangerous or risky circumstance: to danger (£8wkev avTtov
@ Kvovve; 1 Macc 11:23), the midst of the enemies (gig pécovg 8¢ TOLC TOAENIOVG EAVTOV dESWKMG;
Polyb., Hist., 1.56.9), dangers (mapaformng 51800g avtov €ig ToVg Kivovvovg; Polyb., Hist., 3.17.9), into the
hands of a foreign potentate (toAunpdg 600 aOTOV €l TOG XEIpag; Polyb., Hist., 4.29.2; 6vtav £avtovg €ig
¥€ipag; Polyb., Hist., 23.13.2), such a dangerous place (&ig tomovg 00TOV dedwkévar TapafOiovg Kol
towovtovg; Polyb., Hist., 5.14.9), extraordinary danger in battle (kivduvevey ool TIveg £K0VGimg Kol KOTdL
TPOaipESTY aDTOVG €ig TodTO 8180001, Polyb., Hist., 6.39.4), dangers (Aoutov 10n omaving odtov £5i00V Katd
ToVG Dotepov kapolg €ig Tovg kot idiav kivdvvoug; Polyb., Hist., 10.3.7), danger (6 8¢ T1omhog €6id0v pev
adTOV €lg TOV Kivovvov; Polyb., Hist., 10.13.1), “a long marching order” (popav o0tov €V mopeig S1ddvon
pérkey; Polyb., Hist., 11.16.6; poxpav éovtovg dovteg €v mopeiq Polyb., Hist., 11.16.8 [Paton, Walbank, and
Habicht, LCLY]), all the dangers (gic Tavtag 8¢ ToVG KIvdOVOLE SESMKAUEY QVTOVG ATPOPOCIOTMOG HETA YE
TV VUETEPOV NyEUOVOV; Polyb., Hist., 21.20.9), peril (00 kakov & tv tHynv e0pooboay EYOVIag aTONG
€lg 10 mapdaporov d166var; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 27.17.4), danger (fiAkiog TOAEpIK®DY AyOVOV ATOAVOUEVOG
€lg kivovvov €kovotov £dmkev anToOv VIEP ToD Kowf| cuueépovtog; Dion. Hal., Ant. rom., 11.27.2); death
(&y®d 8" antog EpanTov ElevbBepmom, dmme Kol @ Epyw Gmavteg dvOpmnot pabmaotv 6Tt totobTov
avtokparopa £ilecde doTig ovy VUGS VREP £00TOD GAL’ EovTov DIEP VUMV dEdwke; Cassius Dio, Rom. Hist.,
64.13.3), toil, danger, expense (800g £avTOV dnpop[a]oictmg gig TV KONV ypeiav TG TOAE®G
an[g]onunoev...ovte TOVOV 01TE KivEuvov DTOAOYIGAUEVOG OVOEVH v TGV ECOUEVOV OVTE SUTAVIG
ovdedc gpovricag; IG 11 1 1147.14-19), danger (étopdtepov Eantov €ic TO<v> kivduvov &dwkev; SEG
57.1109.Col. 11.18-20), the struggles of battle (€v toig dnofdoceoty TapafordTepov E0VTOV S180VG €ig TOVG
aydvag; 1.ScM 1.64.23-24), danger/crisis (tfig O ew[c| £]v Emkivdivot kaupdt yevopuévng d1d T TOV amd
TAV YELTVIOVI®OV Opakdv eofov| Kol tdv GAA®V TV €K TAG 0ipVIdiov TEPIETACENMS ETOGTAVIMV YOAETRMV,
Mnva[c]| xoi Aéymv kol Tpdocwv deTédel 10, Gprota Kol KOAMGTA, d1800¢ AmpoPacioT®s &-||avToV €ig
mavta Td GuVEEPOVTO Tt TOAEL, OGIS 339.16-20).
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Polybios’s Eumenes II says “we gave ourselves to all the dangers without hesitation with
your generals,” Siccius “voluntarily gave himself to the danger for what is advantageous
to the public,” and Jonathan son of Mattathias “gave himself to the danger” of a risky
embassy.** Benefactors received praise for their commitment to benefitting cities. So,
Prytanis of Karystos “gave himself without hesitation to the common need of the city . . .
not taking account for toil or danger of what will occur or considering any expense,”
Antisthenes “gave himself without hesitation to the embassies and the other liturgies for
which the demos chose him,” Koteies “daringly gave himself to the danger,” Hegesagoras
of Istros “during the landing operations he gave himself to the struggles,” and Menas son
of Menes “gave himself without hesitation to everything advantageous to the city” when
Sestos faced critical danger from Thracian invaders.*®> To conclude, the phrase odvat
gautov carries the sense of voluntary commitment to something or someone, whether it is
a circumstance (especially a hazardous one), a course of action, a location, a person, or a
thing.

Paul’s formulation of dodvat €éavtdv in Galatians 1:4 should be understood
with the normal sense of the phrase: commitment to something. Further, Paul activates a
civic benefaction context with the opening ydpig in Galatians 1:3, which makes sense
given that honorific decrees for benefactors sometimes lauded them by highlighting the

benefactor’s voluntary commitment of themselves to benefit the city with the phrase

34 Polyb., Hist., 3.17.9 (mapoafdrmng $1800g avtov ic Todg kivdvvoug); Polyb., Hist., 21.20.9
(glg mhvtag 8¢ TOLC KIvdUVOVG BESMKAUEY ADTOVG ATPOPAGIGTMC UETA YE TAV DUETEPOV 1YEUOV@V); Dion.
Hal., Ant. rom., 11.27.2 (gig kivéuvov £kovc1ov E6mKeV aTOV VTIEP TOD KO} ovpeépovtog); 1 Mace 11:23
(Edwkev £00TOV T KIVOHV®).

35 Prytanis of Karystos (8ob¢ £éavtov dmpog[a]cictog eig Thv kowny ypeiav tfig mOAewg
an[g]onunoev...olte TOVOV 01TE KivEuvov DTOAOYIGAUEVOG 0VOEVL v TRV ECOUEV@V OVTE OUTAVIG
ovdedc gpovricac; IG 11 1 1147.14-19; 225/224 BC, Athens), Antisthenes (51500¢ £antov
anpopaciotog gig Tog mpeoPei[a]g kal tag Aourdag Asttovpyiog i Hoag avtov o dfjpog Tpoyepi[le]tor;, SEG
43.41.4-6; after 216/215 BC, Rhamnous); Koteies (£€toindtepov 000V €ig TO<v> kivouvov £dwkev; SEG
57.1109.Col. 11.18-20; ca. 166 BC, Tabai, Karia), Hegesagoras of Istros (§v toig dnofdoceoty
TapafordTEPOV E0VTOV 618006 €ig TOVG dydvag; I.ScM 1.64.23-24; 200-150 BC, Istros; translation
modified from Chamoux, Hellenistic Civilization, 169), Menas son of Menes (tfic T ew[g €]v Emkvdival
Koup®dt YEVOUEVNG 014 T TOV A0 TMV YETVIOVTOV Opakdv eoPov kai Tdv ALV TdV €K ThHE aipvidiov
TMEPLOTACEMG EMOGTAVIOV YoAendV, Mnva[¢] kai Aéywv kai Tpaocwv SlETéAeL TA dplota Kol KGAAMGTA,
S1000¢ ATPoPacioT®mg £aVTOV €ig TAvTa TO cuVEEPovTa Tijt Tolel, OGIS 339.16-20; 133-120 BC, Sestos).
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dodvar £avtov (or the near synonym €mdodvar £avtdv). Yet Paul does not specify what
exactly “the Lord Jesus Christ” committed himself to. He does not use a normal modifier
after dodvan £avtov like gig, éni, mpdg, or a dative noun, but he uses a purpose clause
(6mwc) to specify that Christ committed himself to delivering his constituents from a dire
situation—*"the present age of evil” (dmwg £EEANTOL HUAG €k TOD aidVOG TOD £vESTMTOG
novnpod). Moreover, Paul, like other instances of dodvar Eavtdv, offers a reason for his
self-commitment using vmép. While others “gave themselves” “for good repute and
honor” (Omep vd0&iag kai Tfc), “for what is advantageous to the public” (brép 10D
KOWT| cuppépovtog), “for you” (bmép vudv), or “for the city” (vmeép ti|g TOAewS), Paul
says Jesus committed himself “for our sins” (Vnép t@V dppaptidv UAV).>® That is, in
Galatians 1:4 the reason he was committed to his liberative activity was the sins of people
(namely, Paul, his associates, and his audience).

Unlike dodvar €avtdv, the phrase mapadodvar Eavtov is entirely absent from
the benefaction epigraphical corpus. In fact, mapadodvar Eavtdv has a different sense than
dodvar éavtov so that the two cannot be interchanged for one another.?” Specifically,
nopadodvar Eavtdv carries the sense of self-surrender, or handing oneself over into the
control of another person or thing—whether it be an individual, a group, an institution, or
an event or circumstance. The focus of the phrase is on the transfer of control. Most

frequently the phrase crops up during battle, where people surrender (“hand themselves

36 Demosthenes, On the Crown, 97; Dion. Hal., Ant. rom., 11.27.2; Cassius Dio, Rom. Hist.,
64.13.3); Achilles Tatius, The Adventures of Leucippe and Clitophon, 4.13.4.

37 Contra Harmon, who says that the difference between nopadobvar éovtdv and Sodvar
€autdv “is not inherently significant, since the two [terms Topadodvar and dodvar] can be used somewhat
interchangeably,” citing Deuteronomy 1:8; 1 Samuel 28:19 and possibly Luke 4:6. See Matthew S.
Harmon, She Must and She Shall Go Free: Paul’s Isaianic Gospel in Galatians (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2010),
59. The three examples he gives to support the interchangeability of mapadodvor and dodvar are in the
context of the transfer of land (different than the current Gal 2:20 context) and none contain the specific
phrases Topadodvor avtdv or dodvar Eavtov. One would need to argue the whole phrases are
interchangeable rather than the individual isolated words mopadodvar and dodvar in a marginally related
(land transfer) context. Further, the texts he does cite do not support the contention that tapadotvar and
dodvan “can be used somewhat interchangeably,” since the terms in the examples arguably convey different
nuances, with dodvat conveying the simple act of giving and the mapadodvar more focused on the transfer
of ownership and control of the territory.
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over”) to enemies.*® It can also indicate self-surrender into the control of another in other
domains of life, like surrendering oneself as a student to a teacher, soldiers putting
themselves under the command of a general, submitting to religious rites, handing oneself
over to a public office, submitting to a course of action or situation out of one’s control
(e.g., death, dangers, an uncertain future).’* Moreover, sometimes the phrase is used in
the context of vicariously handing oneself over to someone on behalf of another person or
in an exchange. So, Alkestis “handed herself over” (¢avtnv mapédmke) to die instead of

her husband Admetos.*® Cimon, son of Miltiades, “handed himself over to prison” and

38 Thucydides, History of the Peloponnesian War, 4.38; 7.68.1; 7.85.1; 7.86.4; Demosthenes,
False Embassy, 56, Manetho, The History of Egypt, Fragment 11.1; Athenaeus, The Learned Banqueters,
6.264b; Polyb., Hist., 1.21.7; 1.23.6; 1.87.10; 2.25.11; 2.54.7; 3.84.14; 4.75.6; 5.22.7; 5.50.9; 5.71.11; 7.1.3
[= Athenaeus, The Learned Banqueters, 12.538a]; 8.21.9; 9.5.2; 9.9.10; 9.42.4; 16.22a.5; 18.26.10; 36.3.1;
Fragment 153; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 5.79.1; 9.35.3; 11.22.4; 12.56.4; 13.19.3; 13.21.6; 13.23.5; 13.26.2;
14.105.2; 16.59.4; 17.76.1; 17.76.2; 17.78.4; 17.83.6; 17.86.6; 17.91.7; 17.103.8; 27.16.2; 36.10.2; Dion.
Hal., Ant. rom., 3.50.2; 3.53.4; 3.59.3; 4.51.4; 4.52.2; 5.60.3; 11.17.4; 12.13.2; 16.1.4; Josephus, 4.J.,
2.326; 6.72; 7.129; 8.261; 9.75; 9.285; 10.viii; 10.ix; 10.9; 12.376; 12.390; 13.142; 13.330; 17.284; 17.297,
18.52; Josephus, Against Apion, 2.231; Josephus, B.J., 4.553; 5.397; 6.366; 6.433; Plutarch, Timoleon,
13.3; 24.2; 34.5; Plutarch, Pyrrhus, 26.3; Plutarch, Comparison of Nicias and Crassus, 5.2; Plutarch,
Sertorius, 3.5; 17.7; 27.1; Plutarch, Pompey, 28.1; 33.3; Plutarch, Caesar, 16.2; 27.5; 45.9; Plutarch,
Kleomenes, 31.2; Plutarch, Demetrios, 39.2; Plutarch, Dion, 47.1; Plutarch, Brutus 26.5.

39 Hand oneself over as a student (Isocrates, Ep. 4.10; mapadovd’ vpiv adtov domep podntiy),
hand selves over to command of the general Eumenes (Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.58.1; iva mapaddov
abtodg Edpevel kol tdAAo coumpartoct tpodvpmg), submit to religious rites (Diod. Sic., Bib. hist.,
20.110.1; mapadovg ovv avtov GvomAov toig iepedoat), hand selves over to destruction (Philo, Embassy to
Gaius, 233; mopadioopev £avtolg gic andielov), hand self over to the office of agoranomos (Strabo,
Geography, 14.2.24; 1@ dyopovouio mtapédwkey adtov), surrender to a proposed course of action
(Josephus, 4.J., 4.139; mapaddvteg adTovg €ig & mpogkarodvto), hand selves over to fleeing (Josephus,
A.J., 6.191; 0N aioypd kol AKOGU® ELYT] TopadovTeg £0Tovg EEapmdlev TOV KIvOOVmV EREPDVTO),
surrender to dangers (Josephus, A.J., 6.345; Tapadovg aOTOV TavVoIKl PETA TV TEKVOV TO1g KIvovvolg; 1
Clem 55.5; mapadodoa ovv avtiy @ Kivdvve), surrender to an uncertain future (48MAm @ péAlovtt
TopadovTag avTovg), surrender to the command of king David (kai mapédocav avtovg; Josephus, 4.J.,
7.53), surrender to leadership or control of another (Josephus, 4.J., 13.185; ntapaddoev pev adTovg;
Plutarch, Flaminius, 5.4; éxetve denictevcay Eavtovg kol mapédmkav; Plutarch, Pyrrius, 4.1; Neontoléum
nmapédwkav avtovg; Plutarch, Pompey, 47.5; navtanacwy éovtov @ Kaioapt ypricacton mapadedmrdg;
Plutarch, Pompey, 55.3; o1 8¢ Kopyo6TEPOL TO THE TOAEMS 1YOUVTO TTope@pakévol Tov [Topmmiov v thyoug
obong, v Ekgivov laTpov Apnrat kol pove mopadédmiey avthv; Plutarch, Alexander, 71.4; petd Pofic koi
KAoWOLOD Tapadiddvtes EavTong Kot xpricachot kekedovieg ag Kokoig Kot dyapiotoig; Plutarch, Caesar,
64.6; tapedwkey Eavtov tf] Kaimovpvig; Plutarch, Demosthenes, 25.2; kol peta t@v ypnudtov Kol Tdv
vedv avToV Tapadddvtog; Plutarch, Moralia [Lives of the Ten Orators] 845B; mapadodvol avtov T@
Avdpovikm; Josephus, 4.J., 1.326; petd @V TUOTATOV E0VTOV EKEVE Topadidons), hand self over to
household slaves (Plutarch, Cicero, 47.4; napédwke T0ig oikéTong £avtov gic Kantiv kotd mhodv
kopilew), hand self over to hot springs (Josephus, 4.J., 17.171; motapov te mepacac Topddvny Beppoic toig
kota Kodppomy avtov mapedidov), hand selves over to war (Josephus, B.J., 7.145; adto0g 1@ TOAEU®
nmapédooav), hand self over to death (1 Clem 55.1; mapédwkev £avtovng gig Odvatov), hand self over to the
envy of citizens (Plutarch, Timoleon, 36.8; £éavtov 000€ T® TOMTIK® EOOVE® Topédmrey), surrender self to
trial (Plutarch, Gaius Gracchus, 16.2; dg vnevfivovg molitag £mi Kpiowy kol TopaddvTog aTovg).

40 “Then Alkestis, because Admetos was going to be killed on her account, came out and
handed herself over” (ovv AAknotig &1 péAkel avaupeiclon Aduntog o1’ avtny, éEeAbodoa Eavtry
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assumed his late father’s debts so that he could receive his father’s body for burial.*!
Themistokles “surrendered himself and those on embassy with him as a guarantee of
these things [that he said]” to the Spartans until the truth of what he said was verified.*?
People who Marcius Coriolanus had rescued offered to exchange themselves for him

1.43 Josephus, on retelling the story of Joseph and his brothers, says

when he was on tria
that the brothers “were handing themselves over to punishment to preserve Benjamin”
and “they were surrendering themselves to die for Benjamin’s life” (bnép tfic Beviapiv
yoyfic).** Consequently, “handing oneself over” (mapadodvar éavtov) in exchange for or
on behalf of another was represented as laudable conduct in mythical, legendary, and
historical writings.

In Galatians 2:20, then, Paul is probably referring to Jesus handing himself
over to the Roman authorities and crucifixion, which is supported by the two references
to Jesus’s crucifixion that sandwich Galatians 2:20, saying “I was crucified with Christ”
(ovveotavpopay; Gal 2:19) and “Jesus Christ who was publicly portrayed as crucified”

(éotavpopévoc; Gal 3:1). That is, in Galatians 2:20 Paul is referring to how Jesus

voluntarily “surrendered himself” to the Roman political apparatus that ended in his

nmapédwke). Palaiphatos, On Unbelievable Tales, 40; cf. Hyginus, Fabulae, §51; Euripides, Alcestis.

41 “Cimon, the son of Miltiades, when his father had died in the state prison because he was
unable to pay in full the fine, in order that he might receive his father’s body for burial, delivered himself up to
prison and assumed the debt” (iva Aafin t0 odpa ToL TOTPOG EIG TAPTV, EAVTOV €IC TNV PLAAKTV TOPESMKE
kai dtedégato o dAnpa; Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 10.30.1 [Oldfather, LCL]).

2 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 11.40.2 (koi Tovtov &yyontiv £antodv mopedidov koi Tovg ped’ soavtod
ouumpecPedovtag).

43 “These came forward with lamentations and entreated their fellow-citizens not to destroy as an
enemy the man to whom they owed their preservation, begging one life in return for many and offering
themselves in his stead to be treated by them as they thought fit” (piav T dvti ToAA®V Yoy aitoduevor Kol
TapadoOvVTEC E0VTOVG vt €keivov ypiicBat, 6 Tt Bodrovtar; Dion. Hal., Ant. rom., 7.62.2 [Cary, LCL]).

4 Josephus, 4.J., 2.137 (1®v 3¢ mopadidoviov avtodg gig KOAaoy émi cmlesdol Beviapiv);
2.159 (o1 adehpol mavTEG daKPLOVTES KOl TapadIdOVTEG E0VTOVS VIEP ThiG Beviapiv yoyfig drolovpuévouc).
Some scholars have argued that Paul in Galatians 2:20 is alluding to either a specific phrase within Isaiah
53 (e.g., Isa 53:6, which can be read as k0proc mapédwkey avTOV TOiG Auaptiog NudV [instead of with
avtov]) or to Isaiah 53 as a whole. See, e.g., Roy E. Ciampa, The Presence and Function of Scripture in
Galatians 1 and 2 (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1998): 51-65, 212, and Harmon, She Must and She Shall Go
Free, 101-102, 115-117; cf. 55-66. It is possible that Paul is alluding to Isaiah 53:6 or to the whole
passage of Isaiah 53 but the case in not decisive.
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crucifixion. Furthermore, Paul portrays Jesus’s self-surrender as something done “for”
(Omép) Paul, which, based on the other instances of self-surrender for another, could
indicate an exchange or at the very least something Christ did on Paul’s behalf. Galatians
2:20 (mapadodvor avtdv) should thus not be seen as an equivalent phrase to Galatians
1:4 (dodvar eavtdv) but an elaboration on it. That is, Christ’s wholehearted commitment
to delivering his constituents (Gal 1:4) entailed him handing himself over to the Roman
authorities (Gal 2:20), which resulted in his execution by crucifixion (Gal 2:19; 3:1).
Like mapadodvar Eavtdv, the term dyaniicon (Gal 2:20) is largely absent from
the epigraphical benefaction corpus.* Generally, the term dyanficot conveys the sense
“to have/treat with affection” or “to love.” It can be used to describe a royal or high-
status person’s favorable disposition toward people of lower power and status and the
affection/love a deity has for his or her devotees or favored individuals.*® On the other
hand, dyanficot can also be used for people’s affection for high-status or powerful people
in response to their generosity and benefaction.*” Polybios contrasts dyanfjcor with “to

consider enemies” (vouiewv éx0povc) and “to hate” (oeiv).*® Jesus’s own teaching had a

45 For an exception, see OGIS 90.4, 8, 9, 37, 49.

4 DGE, “dyandm.” On royal or high-status affection/favor, see Demosthenes, 2 Olynthiac,
2.19 (tovtoug dyand kai mepi avtov Exet; “he loves these [various low-status types of people] and has [them]
around himself”) and Polyb., Hist., 5.56.1 (Amolopdvng 0 1atpdc, Ayomduevog 1o T0d Bactiémg
Spepdvtag; “Apollophanes the doctor, especially beloved by the king [Antiochos II1]”). On dyanfjcon to
describe a deity acting with affection/love to humans, see, for example, P.Miinch. 3.45.12 ([TItokepai]og
aimvopiog nyan[nusvog vmo tig Towog]; 221-205 BC) 0GIS90.4 (ny(mnpsvou V7o 10D DOa), 8
(ny(mnusvou V1o Tod DOA), 9 (Nyommpuévog Vo 100 DOE), 37 (nyarmuevmi V7o tod ©Od), 49 (nyannuevcoi
V10 100 ©O; 196 BC), LXX Deuteronomy 23:6 (uetéotpeyey k0plog 6 0£d¢ cov T0g Katdpag €ig
gvloyiav, st Nyannoév o kbp1og 0 Bedg 6ov). On dyorficor from humans to a deity, see LXX
Deuteronomy 6:5 (kai dyannoglg kOplov Tov Bedv cov €€ GAng Tiig kapdiag cov kai €€ dANG TG Yyuyfg cov
Kol €€ 6Ang tiig duvapeds cov) and Mark 12:29-30.

47 “It is indeed the part of a tyrant to do evil that he may make himself the master of men by fear
against their will, hated himself and hating his subjects, but it is that of a king to do good to all and thus rule
and preside over a willing people earning their love by his beneficence and humanity (wpowvou uev y(xp
£pyov €0Ti 10 KOK®G TOL0DVTOL T @oPw SSGﬂOCSlV OKOVGIMV, LIGOVUEVOV KOl JuGobvTaL toug VTOTOTTOUEVOVG
Bacn?\zcog 8¢ 10 ThvTag €V molodvra, S TV EVEPYECTOY Kol (pikowﬂpmmow Aryamdpevov, EkOvIwv Nyeicbon
kol mpootatelv; Polyb., Hist., 5.11. 6 [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]).

48 «“So instead of feeling affection for the Macedonians because they did not plunder your city
when masters of it, you should consider them your enemies and hate them for preventing you more than once
when you had the power of attaining supremacy in Greece” (810mep 0vk &mi T060DTOV Ayomay Opeilete
Moakeddvoag, <G> KupledoavTeg Thg TOAEWG 00 dupracay, €9  doov ExBpovg vouilew kol poeiv, 6t
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focus on love, upending this love-enemy contrast by teaching a counter-script that his
followers should “love your enemies and pray for those who persecute/pursue you” in
imitation of their father God so that they would be “whole” (té\etog; Matt 5:43-48).4
Further, Jesus taught that the whole law could be summarized with the instructions to
love God wholeheartedly (Deut 6:4-5) and to love one’s neighbor (Lev 19:18), which
summarizes the so-called First Table (e0céBeta; Exod 20:1-12; Deut 5:6—-16) and Second
Table (dtkatoovvn; Exod 20:13—17; Deut 5:17-21) of the Ten Commandments,
respectively (Mark 12:29-30).° Paul inherits the ethical counter-script of enemy-love
and the double love-command as law-in-summary from Jesus and his earliest followers.
Paul, following the teachings of Jesus, considers love/affection (&yanficor,
ayamn) a vital part of the reciprocal relation between God and his people. God loves his
pagans-turned-Christ-followers, who Paul calls “beloved by God” (1 Thess 1:4,
ayamnuévol vrod Beod; cf. Rom 1:7, dyommroig Oeod), “my [i.e., God’s] people” (Aadv
pov) and “beloved” (dyommuévnv; Rom 9:25). And it is proper for God’s people to love
God in response to his own love for them (Rom 8:28; 1 Cor 2:9; 8:3). Moreover, Paul
views love for one another as the superordinate principle for interpersonal ethics (Rom

13:8-9; Gal 5:13-14; 1 Thess 4:9; 1 Cor 13).>! In Galatians 2:20, then, Paul—probably

Sduvapévoug vpdg nysioBar tiic EALGSog mheovakic 11dn kexwlvkoot, Polyb., Hist., 9.29.12 [Paton, Walbank,
and Habicht, LCL]).

49 On love in Jesus’s teaching, see, e.g., David Flusser and R. Steven Notley, The Sage from
Galilee: Rediscovering Jesus’ Genius (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2007): 55-65. If Paul was familiar was
the teaching of Jesus on love, which seems likely, it seems not too much a stretch here to make the
connection in Galatians between Paul who “was persecuting/pursuing the assembly of God and destroying
it” (Gal 1:13) and Christ who loved his enemy, the persecutor Paul (Gal 2:20) as indicating that Paul is
seeing Christ as a paradigmatic example of someone who loves an enemy and persecutor (Matt 5:44). On
téAetog as wholeness and integrity in Jesus’s teaching in Matthew 5-7, see Jonathan T. Pennington, The
Sermon on the Mount and Human Flourishing: A Theological Commentary (Grand Rapids: Baker
Academic, 2017), 69-85.

50 On the Ten Commandments being understood by some Jewish people to be split into piety
(evoéPern, commandments 1-5) and justice/righteousness (dikoioovvr, commandments 6-10), see Paula
Fredriksen, “Paul’s Letter to the Romans, the Ten Commandments, and Pagan ‘Justification by Faith,’”’
JBL 133, no. 4 (2014): 802-804.

5! Note also how Paul calls several of his coworkers “so-and-so my beloved” (Rom 16:5, 8, 9,

12; 8€lvog 0 ayanntog pov;) or “my beloved son” (pov tékvov dyanntov; 1 Cor 4:17; cf. 1 Cor 4:14), and
calls his recipients “beloved” (Rom 12:19; 2 Cor 7:1; 12:19; 1 Thess 2:8; dyonntoi; cf. Philem 1), “my
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influenced by Jesus’s own teachings on love and LXX Leviticus 19:18 (see esp. Rom
13:8-9 and Gal 5:13—14)—uses the term dyanficot to describe Jesus’s paradigmatic
loving act of self-surrender and self-endangerment on behalf of another—Paul himself. In
this reading, Christ’s “handing himself over for” (mapadovrog Eavtov vmép) Paul is the
concrete expression of his affection and, combined with Galatians 1:4, functions as a
pattern of behavior that serves as a model of proper virtuous conduct throughout the
letter.

Galatians 3:13—14 is another significant text regarding Christ’s actions to
benefit his constituents: “Christ redeemed us from the curse of the law by becoming a
curse for us, because it is written, “cursed is everyone hanging upon wood,” so that to the
nations the blessing of Abraham would occur in/by Christ Jesus, so that we would receive
through fidelity/trust/good faith the promise of the Spirit.”>?
The term é€ayopdoat is not especially common in the ancient sources and the

phrase é€ayopdoar + ék is entirely absent until its usage in Galatians 3:13.5 Normally

g€ayopaoan carries the sense of buying something, for example, boats, a city, a house, or

beloved” (1 Cor 10:14; Phil 2:12; dyanmroi pov), and “my beloved brothers/siblings™ (Phil 4:1; ddeApoi
pov ayomnroi; cf. Philem 16).

52 yp1oTOg NUAG dENYdpacey &k Tfig KaTdpag ToD VOOV YeVOLEVOC DTep U@V katdpa, STt
YéypamTal EMKATAPOTOG TG O Kpepdpevog émt EOAOV, iva glg ta £0vn 1 edAoyio ToD APpady yévntan &v
Xpiotd Tnood, iva v érnayyeriov Tob Tvebpatog Mfouey d1a Tig ToTE®C.

53 According to a TLG proximity lemma search for €ayopalm + &k, the first occurrence of the
phrase é€ayopdoot + £k in Greek literature occurs in Galatians 3:13. A search of é€ayop and €€nyop in the
PHI epigraphical database and in the Papyrological Navigator (papyri.info) yields no instances of
£€ayopaoar + €x either.
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time.>* The term is also used to describe redeeming (“buying out™) a slave.> An honorific
decree of Istros honoring the benefactor Agathokles son of Antiphilos notes how he was
called upon to serve as an envoy while the countryside was under siege “to redeem the
countryside and the harvest by whatever means” (i[a]td tpdmov €Eayopdlewv v ydpov
kai ta 0€pn) and how he paid 600 pieces of gold to the attacking party (Zoltes and the
Thracians) to convince them not to attack (resulting in a safe gathering of the harvest).>
What holds these usages together is the notion of securing something for oneself, whether
for one’s own use (houses, boats, enslaved person) or for the protection of something
(enslaved person, countryside/harvest) from some danger or threat. The usage of
g€ayopaooart in Galatians 3:13 conforms to the notion of securing something—in this case a
population of people, i.e., Paul, his companions, and their Galatian audiences—from
danger, in this case “from the curse of the law” (éx Tfig xatdpag Tod vopov).

Several facts must be considered when explaining the notion of “curse” in

Galatians 3:13. First, in the context Paul quotes with modification two passages with

54 E.g., Polyb., Hist., 3.42.2 (¢&nydpace moap’ odTdv T6 1€ HovOELAL TAOTOL TAVTOL KOd TOVG
AépPoug; “he bought up all their canoes and boats” [Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL]); Polyb., Hist.,
30.31.6 (6AAd Kadvov dnmov dwakociov tohdviav EEnyopdcapey mapd tdv [Itolepoiov otpatnyd®yv koi
Yrpartovikelayv Erdfouey &v peydan yaprt mop” Avtidyov kol Zehevkov; “But as for Kaunos, you will confess
that we bought it from Ptolemy’s generals for two hundred talents, and that Stratonikeia was given us as a
great favor by Antiochos and Seleukos” [Olson, Paton, Walbank, and Habicht, LCL, slightly modified]);
Plutarch, Crassus, 2.4 (¢€nyopale ta koudpeve kol yertvidvta toig katopévolg; “he would buy houses that
were afire, and houses which adjoined those that were afire” [Perrin, LCL]); SB 14.11645.17-19 (2nd c. AD;
mapnKovsa ept [Thg oikiog] dmov oikd dtet EEnyopace[v avtv] 6 Xafivog; “T heard about the house where [
live, that Sabinos has bought [it]”; translation modified from George M. Parassoglou, “Four Papyri from the
Yale Collection,” The American Journal of Philology 92, no. 4 [1971]: 657); OG Dan 2:8 (ka1pov Duelg
£€ayopalete; “you are buying time”); cf. Eph 5:16 (¢€ayopaldpevor Tov kaipov); Col 4:5 (Tov Kopov
£€ayopalopevor).

55 Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 15.7.1 (tobtov pév oi pildsopot cuvedddvteg dEnydpacav; “Those who
were philosophers, however, joined together, purchased his freedom” [Oldfather, LCL]); Diod. Sic., Bib.
hist., 36.2.2 (€&nyopaocev odTyV [i.€., TV Bepomarvida]. .. toddviwv Attikdv €ntd; “he purchased her freedom
for seven Attic talents” [Walton, LCL]); Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 36.2a.1 (510 yap 0V QrAocTOpYicy
EmPodopevog E€ayopaoal TV Taudickny 10 HEV TPMTOV E0YE TOV d£0TOTNV AVTHC AVTITPATTOVTA, LETA O
TabTo T® peyédet Thg TG TpoTpeyduevog Enyopacey ATy TOAGVTOV ATTIKGOY £TO Kod TRV Amddooty Thg
TG €ic TaxToV Y¥povov cuvébeto; “Wishing because of his affection for her to purchase the girl’s freedom, he
at first encountered her enslaver’s opposition, but later, having won his consent by the magnitude of the offer,
he purchased her for seven Attic talents, and agreed to pay the purchase price at a stipulated time” [Walton,
LCL, slightly modified]).

56 1.ScM 115.29-30. For the full context, see 1.ScM I 15.25-33. For English translations, see
Burstein §68 and Austin? §116.
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curse terminology: Deuteronomy 27:26 (Gal 3:10) and Deuteronomy 21:23 (Gal 3:13).
The term émwcatdpartog in Deuteronomy 27:26 serves as a capstone to a barrage of
occurrences of the term in Deuteronomy 27 (LXX Deut 27:15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22,
23 [x2], 24, 25; cf. LXX Deuteronomy 28:15-68, esp. 15-19) that designate an individual
as “cursed” (émuatdparog) if that person violates various norms and negative rules
enshrined in the covenant.’’ That is, the violator is liable to the sanctions of the covenant,
the curses, which include death, suffering, defeat, and shame in the domains of personal
health and bodily functioning, agricultural productivity, progeny, social relations, disease,
and war and international relations (LXX Deut 28:15-68). Second, with respect to
Deuteronomy 21:23 (Gal 3:13), Jewish sources generally do not regard crucified people
as automatically cursed by God.>® It was not crucifixion that incurred a divine curse in

Deuteronomy 21:23 but the actual deed of blasphemy or apostasy.>® So, it is not clear that

57 In wider usage beyond Greek Jewish texts of the Second Temple Period the term
€mkotapartoc occurs in a few epitaphs warding off those who would violate a tomb or in legal contexts to
describe a consequence (i.e., being considered émikotdparoc) for those who would violate legally binding
stipulations. E.g., SEG 57.1107.1-9 (évOdde keitar iepgvg Afuntpog: d¢ Gv AdIKNOEL, EMKATAPOTOS EGTM GO
T AMuntpog kai Oedv; ca. 425-400, Stratonikeia); PH262400.13—15 ([€av 8]¢ tig tadta mopafaivn 1 drxvpa
nfom €mka]tdpatog E6Tm VTG TE Kai T ToV[ToL Thv]Ta 4o Bg0d TovTov; mid-4th ¢. BC, Sinuri);
1L Labraunda 8.2-8 ([¢av 6¢ §j] Tapoaddfnt Tic v €60vvav 1 gicaydynt §j dwkg[otrg Sikdomnt | S Tapd] T
ded0YIEVA TOPAUEVPEST MITV<T>0DV, EEDOANG [E0Tm a0TOG Kai o €€ av]ToD Kal Emkatdpatog Kol GTiog Kol
TPOGUTO[TEIGAT® SPUYUAG. .. ]ag kol E6Tm TO VILapyovTo avTod iepd Adg Oc[oym Kol £EE0Tm T@ML
Bov]Aouévar bBOVEWY TOV | Eppeivavta dvev [ pobeopiog Topevpéost pndeudn ExkkAgiopévar, after 240
BC [?]; “[But if] anybody undertakes the examination or brings a suit into court or [as a judge makes or
proposes a judgement contrary to] what has been voted, under whatsoever pretext, he [himself and his
descendants shall be] ruined, accursed and deprived of civic rights and he [shall pay] besides [...drachmae]
and his resources shall be consecrated to Zeus [Osogoa]”; translation from Jonas Crampa, Swedish
Excavations and Researches, vol. 11, part 1, The Greek Inscriptions, Part I:1—12 (Period of Olympichus)
[Lund: CWK Gleerup 1969], 54). See also, CIG 2664.5-8; IG X11 9.1179.14-19; IG XII 9.955.

38 deSilva, The Letter to the Galatians, 293-294; Paula Fredriksen, “Judaism, the Circumcision
of the Gentiles, and Apocalyptic Hope: Another Look at Galatians 1 and 2,” JT5 42 (1991): 552; Kelli S.
O’Brien, “The Curse of the Law (Galatians 3:13): Crucifixion, Persecution, and Deuteronomy 21.22-23,”
JSNT 29, no. 1 (2006): 55-76; Daniel R. Streett, “Cursed by God? Galatians 3:13, Social Status, and
Atonement Theory in the Context of Early Jewish Readings of Deuteronomy 21:23,” Journal for the Study
of Paul and His Letters 5, no. 2 (2015): 195. After surveying the occurrences of crucifixion in Philo and
Josephus and noting the lack of mention of a curse upon the crucified, O’Brien summarizes that “in Philo
and Josephus, crucifixion is frequently portrayed as barbaric. Those who suffer it are not automatically
condemned, but often innocent and almost always to be pitied.” See O’Brien, “The Curse of the Law
(Galatians 3:13),” 69. See also Streett’s study that confirms the notion that crucified Jews in the Second
Temple period were not considered cursed by God on account of their manner of death (citing Philo, Flacc.
72, 83-88; Josephus, A.J., 12.256; 13.380; 17.295; cf. B.J., 2.75. Streett, “Cursed by God?,” 195. The only
Second Temple Jewish text to connect crucifixion and curse is 11QTemple 64.6—13.

%9 Streett, “Cursed by God?,” 195.
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Paul is indeed talking about God cursing Christ in Galatians 3:13.%° Third, the meaning of
the phrase “to become a curse” (yevnOijvat kotdpa) is not necessarily an equivalent to
“being cursed” (by God or the law).%! In fact, this rare phrase (yevn0fjvar katdpa) more
likely means “to become the object of society’s ridicule (YéAwc) or reproach” and “to
have one’s reputation so destroyed that one’s name becomes a stock element in jokes or
curse formulas.”®? When Galatians 3:13 is read in this light, Paul can be understood to be
saying that Christ secured for protection those who are liable to covenantal sanctions by
committing himself so fully to benefit them that he became an object of ridicule and
dishonor (cf. Mark 15:15-32) in his death by crucifixion so that the “curse of the law”
would not fall on them. Christ’s disreputable, tortuous death, worthy of mockery, is the
ordeal by which the benefits, “the blessing of Abraham” and “the promise of the Spirit,”
come to his constituents (Gal 3:14).

Paul’s language about the conduct and accomplishments of Christ can be
compared to the prototypical generosity of civic benefactors. In chapter 3 this study
explained how in civic benefaction prototypical generosity consisted of committing
oneself and one’s resources to benefit others despite any difficulty, risk, or cost that may
accompany the service(s). In this respect, Paul’s language about Christ’s conduct to
benefit his constituency conforms to the cultural norm. Christ’s services demonstrate total
commitment to liberate his constituents from their situations of subjection and
enslavement: he exhibited full commitment to his liberatory mission (Gal 1:4), exhibited

wholehearted love by handing himself over to the Roman authorities to be crucified (Gal

60 Streett puts it thusly: “the logical linkage is tight, allowing for only two options: either (a)
Jesus was rightly executed for blasphemy and is thus under the curse of the law or (b) Jesus was an
innocent victim and is thus under no curse at all” (Streett, “Cursed by God?,” 199-200).

ol Contra, e.g., deSilva, The Letter to the Galatians, 295.

62 Streett, “Cursed by God?,” 202. Streett cites two highly suggestive sources: Protevangelium
of James 3:1 (“I have become a curse [&yd katdpa &yeviOnv] before the sons of Israel and I have been
shamed and mocked by being expelled from the temple”) and Acts of Thomas 104:8 (“You know, O king,
what pain and suffering I had regarding my daughter....For I became a joke and a curse (€ysvopunv yap
vélwg kai katdpa) to our whole country”). Streett, “Cursed by God?,” 202.
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2:20), and experienced suffering, a loss of reputation, and death by being crucified so that
he could benefit others (Gal 3:13). Christ shows a full-fledged commitment of his own
life to provide benefits that mirrors the dedication of civic benefactors and no doubt in
the estimation of early Christ followers exceeded them. Such generosity, like that of
Alketas for the Pisidians (Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.46—47), produces a bond of affection
between Christ and his constituents that lasts beyond the grave. Further, in Galatians and
the wider Pauline corpus, Jesus’s conduct garners good repute (86&a) for God (e.g., Gal
1:5; Phil 2:11) even if non-adherents do not recognize it (e.g., I Cor 1:23; 2:8). Paul even
calls Jesus himself “the Lord of good repute” (6 xvprog thig 66&ng; 1 Cor 2:8), reflecting
Jesus’s prestige among his followers even post-mortem. Finally, there is some indication
in Galatians that Paul considers Jesus’s benefactions to be godlike because Jesus’s
cruciform pattern of conduct and resultant “new creation” (kaivr| ktic1g) configure
standards for boasting and obtaining good repute (Gal 6:13—16).* This godlike
deliverance mirrors that of Augustus in Chios after an earthquake destroyed the city.
Augustus is said to have given benefactions to all humanity that “surpassed even the
Olympian gods” and to have ushered in “a new beginning” (raAryyevesia) for those
affected by the crisis.®* But for Paul, Jesus does not surpass the God of Israel; rather, he

works together with him (e.g., Gal 1:1-5, 15-16; 2:19-21; 4:4-7).

Freedom and the Law of Christ

Two of the key concepts in Galatians—vopog and éhevbepio—are not two
randomly selected categories unrelated to one another until Paul brings them together;

rather, vopog and élevBepia are intimately intertwined in discourses about civic freedom

63 On Christ’s divine mode of being as expressed in Phil 2:6-8, see Crispin Fletcher-Louis,
“‘The Being That Is in a Manner Equal with God’ (Phil. 2:6C): A Self-Transforming, Incarnational, Divine
Ontology,” Journal of Theological Studies 71, no. 2 (2020): 581-627.

% SEG 65.300.a.2-4, 7-8. Translations from Christopher P. Jones, “The Earthquake of 26 BC
in Decrees of Mytilene and Chios,” Chiron 45 (2015): 111.
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and governance in Greek cities (see chap. 3). The two concepts go hand in hand such that
freedom can be clarified to mean a city’s ability (1) to live according to its own laws and
(2) to be free from external compulsion and/or subjection to another power. Paul’s
schema for imagining law and freedom in the Galatian assemblies resembles the standard
civic relationship between law and freedom (see above), which is why he can explain
their shared élevBepia (Gal 5:13) with a reference to “the vopog of Christ” (Gal 6:2). Paul
transfers this civic freedom-law relationship into the theological plane and applies it to
the particular situation of time and place of the Galatian assemblies.

According to Paul, in the polity of God Christ reigns as the now-enthroned
Messianic (Davidic) king over Israel and the nations (e.g., Rom 1:2-5).9 The Jewish and
non-Jewish populations of God’s polity, now related to each other differently than prior
to Christ liberating them from their states of bondage, must figure out shared ways of
getting along together, general negative rules of just conduct, procedures for resolving
disputes, guidance on ritual practices and protocols, and models/exemplars for virtuous
ethical conduct. In Galatians 5:13—6:10, Paul addresses some of these topics in his
explanation of what rights and responsibilities are entailed in their new-found group
freedom.

The vopog of Christ serves as the general principle of just conduct among
Christ followers.® In short, the “law of Christ” consists of the rights and responsibilities
of the members of the assemblies of God as guided by Leviticus 19:18 and the
embodiment of “love of neighbor” by Christ in his pattern of behavior (Gal 1:4; 2:20;

3:13). More specifically, fulfilling the “law of Christ” includes abiding by the negative

%5 On the kingship of Jesus in Paul, see, e.g., Joshua Jipp, Christ Is King: Paul’s Royal
Ideology (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2015). On a philological argument for understanding the title kvptog
as royal, see D. Clint Burnett, Studying the New Testament through Inscriptions: An Introduction (Peabody,
MA: Hendrickson Academic, 2020), 58-76.

% This is not to say the law of Christ is unrelated to the Torah. Barclay seems right to take the
approach of understanding the “law of Christ” as Torah as “the law as redefined and fulfilled by Christ in
love.” See John Barclay, Obeying the Truth: A Study of Paul’s Ethics in Galatians (Edinburgh: T & T
Clark, 1988), 134; cf. 141.
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rules of just conduct (the “you shall not” commands) of the so-called Second Table of the
Law and positive responsibilities of one to another, that is, the principle of mutual service
even to the point of self-endangerment as reflected in the Christ-pattern (Gal 1:4; 2:20;
3:13). Paul uses foils to exemplify what violates his vision of mutual service and self-
endangerment, which include his past violent conduct (Gal 1:13), Peter’s exclusionary
conduct at Antioch (Gal 2:12), and the coercive conduct of those compelling
circumcision on the Galatians (Gal 6:12).

In Galatians 6:2, Paul instructs the Galatian assemblies: “bear one another’s
burdens and in this way you will fulfill the law of Christ” (dAAAwv Ta Bapn Bactalete
Kol oUtg avoamAnpmaoete TOV vopov Tod Xpiotod). One can see how freedom and law are
two sides of the same coin when one puts the law of Christ maxim of mutual burden-
bearing of Galatians 6:2 next to the opening ethical exhortation of the whole section of

Galatians 5:13-6:10. Paul exhorts his audience in Galatians 5:13—14:

For you were called to freedom (én” élevBepiq), brothers, only not freedom for an
opportumty in the flesh; rather, through love, act as slaves to one another” (3w TG
aydmng dovAevete (anXmg, 5:13). For the entire law is fulfilled in one maxim, in
the “love your nelghbor as yourself " (6 yap Tag v JJ.OQ &v €vi Aoym nanknpwrm &v
@ dyomnoelc TOV TAnciov cov m¢ ceavtov; 5:14).7

In Galatians 5:13-14, freedom entails demonstrating love to fellow followers of Christ
through mutual self-enslavement/service. Already Paul has described love (dyanficat) in
terms of Jesus’s self-surrender to the Roman authorities to be crucified on his behalf (Gal
2:20; 3:1; cf. Rom 5:8). In Galatians 5:13—14, then, Paul invokes the love-command of
Leviticus 19:18 to support his exhortation of mutual service through love, which recalls

Christ’s own commitment to self-hazarding conduct to benefit others (Gal 1:4; 2:20;

87 The linguistic construction of fronting an article before a well-known ethical maxim is
common. Citing the Delphic maxim “know yourself” (I'vd6t cavt6v), which Plutarch calls a “divine
command” (mpdotaypa Oglov; Plutarch, Demosthenes 3.2), is frequently cited in this manner. See, e.g.,
Xenophon, Memorabilia, 4.2.24 (Kateuaesg oV PO TA v TOL yayp(xuuevov 10 ['v®dOL covtdv;);
Diogenes Laertius, Lives of the Eminent Philosophers, 1 40 (Tomov €otiv 10 I'v@dbt cavtov); 6:83 (T@d
I'vdbt covtdv); Diod. Sic., Bib., hist., 9.10.2 (10 yap I'v@bt covtov mapayyéArel Toudevdijvar Kol @povipov
vevéoOan); Philo, Embassy to Gaius, 69 (16 ['vd0t cavtov); Plutarch, Demosthenes, 3.2 (16 ['vdOL cavtov).
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3:13). Further, the resemblance between the ethical instructions in Galatians 6:2 and
Galatians 5:13—14 suggests that “the law of Christ” is the pattern of Christ’s behavior and
that Christ followers should imitate his model to fulfill the law. Moreover, because Paul
has already insisted that the Galatians not undergo circumcision and be indebted to do the
whole law (Gal 5:2-3), the law of Christ enables them to fulfill the Torah without being
subjected to it in its full detail. In effect, Paul’s contention of mutual service through love
results in the “fulfillment” of Torah, which enables Paul to navigate for the Galatians a
path of obedience to God without compromising their negative freedom (i.e., not being
enslaved/subjected to Torah; Gal 5:1-3).%® Furthermore, the freedom that the Galatians’
benefactor-king Jesus affords them is the positive freedom to live under the law of Christ,
which serves as a general principle of conduct that sets behavioral expectations,

facilitates cooperation, and aids decision-making during critical situations.®

Benefaction and Belonging: God’s Promise and Paul’s
Kinship Diplomacy

The common practice of inter-city kinship diplomacy can help contextualize
Paul’s own practice of kinship diplomacy in Galatians.”® The appeal to the patriarch
Abraham, a figure from the legendary past, to persuade a population of Galatians of

shared kinship between Jews and Galatians is an exercise in kinship diplomacy (Gal 3:6—

68 See Barclay’s argument that using mAnpodv (instead of e.g., moifjcar or npdcoev) affords
Paul some strategic ambiguity in his instructions with respect to Torah observance. Barclay, Obeying the
Truth, 140-142.

% This view of “the law of Christ” coheres with Jipp’s view of Christ as “living law” who
embodies the law of loving neighbor in his life and serves as a model for his subjects to imitate so that they
too could live by the law. See Jipp, Christ is King, 43-76, esp. 64—67, 70, 74-76.

70 Paula Fredriksen has found kinship diplomacy to be useful in contextualizing Paul. See, e.g.,
Paula Fredriksen, “Why Should a ‘Law-Free’ Mission Mean a ‘Law-Free’ Apostle?” Journal of Biblical
Literature 134, no. 3 (2015): 639-640; Paula Fredriksen, “How Do the Nations Relate to Israel? Family,
Ethnicity, and Eschatological Inclusion in the Apostle Paul,” in In the Crucible of Empire: The Impact of
Roman Citizenship upon Greeks, Jews and Christians, ed. Katell Berthelot and Jonathan Price (Leuven,
Belgium: Peeters, 2019), 134-135; Paula Fredriksen, “God is Jewish, but Gentiles Don’t Have to Be:
Ethnicity and Eschatology in Paul’s Gospel,” in The Message of the Apostle within Second Temple
Judaism, ed. FrantiSek Abel (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books/Fortress Academic, 2020), 5-6. The present
section is limited in scope, focusing on kinship diplomacy and the language of benefaction. A more
detailed study on kinship diplomacy would be needed to fully contextualize Paul’s kinship arguments.
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4:31). Paul draws on his archive of ancestral genealogical information in Genesis to, like
other kinship diplomats, creatively use his sources to persuade his audience to take a
certain specific course of action. Recall how the kinship diplomacy between Kytenion
and Xanthos and between Abdera and Teos could result in solidarity and service in the
present, whether it was based on envoy-constructed ancestral ties or a longstanding
interaction between the populations (see chap. 3).”! Paul’s appeals to kinship bonds of a
legendary ancestor (Abraham) to motivate his audience to act a certain way shares
similarities and differences with attempts at kinship diplomacy between Greek cities.
Paul speaks of God’s promise to Abraham as a divine benefaction (keyapiotat;
Gal 3:18; cf. Rom 4:4, 16; yapic).”? Paul argues that Jews and non-Jews (thus, Galatians)
share a kin relationship to one another by both being recipients of sonship adoption
(vioBeoia; Gal 4:5) from God by being related to Abraham through Christ (Abraham’s
“seed”; Gal 3:16, 19), by being recipients of the Spirit of God’s son Jesus (Gal 4:6-7),
and exhibiting fidelity/trust in God like Abraham (Gal 3:6-9; Rom 4:11-12, 16-25).7

"L SEG 38.1476 (Kytenion and Xanthos). On Teos and Abdera, see Mustafa Adak and Peter
Thonemann, Teos and Abdera: Two Greek Cities in Peace and War (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2022).

2 Cf. Nero’s use of yapilebar (/G VII 2713.11) to describe how he gave the Greeks an
“unexpected gift” (dnpecdokntov dwpedv), the benefactions of freedom and tax-exemption (/G VII
2713.11; dmpocdoknTov VUELY, Gvdpeg "EAAnvec, dwpeav, €l kai undev Topd g EUfig LEYOAOPPOGVVIG,
avélmoTov, yopilopat, tocavtny, donv ovk Exmproate aiteioat. mavteg ol TV Ayaiay Koi Ty Emg vOv
[Mehomovvnoov katowkodvteg "EAAnveg AdPet’ éhevbepiav dviopopiov, v 008" &v T0ig €0TLYEGTATOLG VUMDY
mavteg xpovolg Eoyete; IG VII 2713.9-15).

3 On the Spirit’s role in adoption, see Caroline Johnson Hodge, If Sons, Then Heirs: A Study
of Kinship in the Letters of Paul (New York: Oxford University Press, 2007), 68—77. For the viofecia
metaphor in Galatians, see Erin M. Heim, Adoption in Galatians and Romans: Contemporary Metaphor
Theories and the Huiothesia Metaphors (Leiden: Brill, 2017), 148—199. On the significance of the term
mpomdrtwp to describe Abraham in Rom 4:1 as the founding ancestor of a kin network not based on physical
descent per se but through nictig, see Lukas Bormann, “Abraham as ‘Forefather’ and His Family in Paul,”
in Abraham’s Family: A Network of Meaning in Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, ed. Lukas Bormann
(Ttubingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 2018), 207-233. Abraham was also a useful figure to Paul because in Genesis
he was associated with liberation and in the Psalms and Prophets he is mentioned in connection with the
hope of deliverance from foreign oppression. See Roy E. Ciampa, “Abraham and Empire in Galatians,” in
Perspectives on Our Father Abraham: Essays in Honor of Marvin R. Wilson, ed. Steven Hunt (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010), 153—168. Philo of Alexandria considers Abraham an exemplar to posterity of
trust in God’s promises (Philo, On Abraham, 275), “the first man and founder of the nation” (6 npdTOg KO
apymyéng tod EBvoug), and “a law, an unwritten rule” (vopog adtov @v kai Becpog dypagog; Philo, On
Abraham, 276).
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Moreover, Paul uses allegory to explain how the Galatians have proper maternal lineage
through the free woman Sarah (per God’s promise) as opposed to enslaved Hagar (Gal
4:21-31).”* Importantly, these women correspond to cities: the free polity of God—the
“Jerusalem above” (1] dveo Tepovooinp)—which Paul imbues with the inviting quality of
freedom, and “the present Jerusalem” (1] vOv Tepovcainp), which Paul dismisses as
enslaved (dovAevewv) with its children (Gen 4:25-26). Further, Paul also fosters a sense of
belonging for his Galatian recipients by reiterating how Judeans/Jews and Galatians share
God as their common divine father (mdtp qudv; Gal 1:1, 3, 4; apPa 6 matp; Gal 4:6;
cf. Gal 4:2). Paul strengthens this kinship by repeatedly calling his Galatian recipients
“brothers” and casting others as “false brothers” (ddchopot; Gal 1:11; 3:15; 4:12, 28, 31;
5:11, 13; 6:1, 18; cf. 1:2; yevdadérpot, 2:4). In short, Paul draws on his inherited
genealogical resources not to creatively construct a shared ancestral past to motivate a
discrete benefaction in the present (like Kytenion) but to construct a schema of group-
level kin-relatedness that motivates shared belonging (through sonship adoption to God)
in the present. If the assemblies of Christ-followers already felt a sense of disaffection
from their civic community and now were being alienated from their new Christ-
networks at the instigation of those compelling circumcision, Paul’s kinship arguments
and rhetoric could serve as a balm to their relational wounds.

In turn, this shared belonging directs the Galatians to certain courses of action,
such as refusing forced circumcision (Gal 5:1-6) and builds the foundation for abiding by
shared groups norms as summarized in several ethical maxims throughout the letter (esp.
in Gal 5:13-6:10). Paul’s group-level ethical instruction finds its grounding in the shared
kinship and bond of being kin recipients of the Spirit of God’s promise to their ancestor

Abraham (Gal 4:6—7). So, Paul states, “if we live by the Spirit, let us act in alignment

74 On the paternal and maternal imagery in Galatians, see Jane Heath, “God the Father and
Other Parents in the New Testament,” in The Divine Father: Religious and Philosophical Concepts of
Divine Parenthood in Antiquity, ed. Felix Albrecht and Reinhard Feldmeier, TBN 18 (Leiden: Brill, 2014),
331-333.
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with the Spirit. Let us not become people of empty pomp, challenging one another,
displaying ill-will toward each other” (i {®pev Tvevpatl, TVEOLOTL KO GTOYYMUEV. UN|
ywopeda kevodotot, AAAAOVG TpokaAoVEVOL, AAAA0LG PBovoDVTEeG; Gal 5:25-26).
Further, Paul says, “the one who sows into the Spirit from the Spirit will reap aionial life”
(6 8¢ oneipov gig 10 Tvedua &k Tod Tvevpatog Oepicet Lony aidviov; Gal 6:8).7°
Elsewhere, speaking in terms of a household, he urges the Galatians to do “what is noble”
(t0 kKahov molodvteg) and “let us work good to all, especially to the household of the
trust” (épyaldpeda 10 dyadov mpdg mhvtag, pLaAlota 88 TPOG TOVG Oikelovg THG ToTEWC;
Gal 6:9-10). As a result, like the Kytenians, the conduct of one’s ancestors, even from
the distant past, imposes moral obligations in the present. For Paul, God’s now-realized
promise-benefaction of the Spirit of the Son of God to the common ancestor of Judeans
and Galatians obliges the Galatians to conduct themselves as a group according to certain
ethical or ritual standards that are in accord with that Spirit.

Appeal to promise can conjure one or several cultural scripts (see chap. 3). For
Paul, the use of promise could accomplish several things. First, because God has fulfilled
his promise-benefaction to Abraham, God’s good reputation is maintained, and as a result
God is owed a proper response of praise and gratitude. If the Galatians had any fears or
doubts about the trustworthiness of the God of Israel induced by the people compelling
circumcision on them, Paul’s invocation of God’s promise may alleviate those fears and
doubt by assuring them that Israel’s God does not require non-Jewish/Judean males to
undergo circumcision. Moreover, God’s display of faithfulness to his promise could
provoke the trust of the Galatians and hedge off what Paul perceives as a possible move
toward defection (e.g., Gal 5:1-4). In sum, by appealing to the notion of promise, Paul’s

kinship argument in Galatians 3:6—4:31 could provide additional persuasive power in

75 The phrase “aionial life” comes from Jamie Davies, “Why Paul Doesn’t Mention ‘The Age
to Come,”” Scottish Journal of Theology 74 (2021): 205. The phrase casts {on aidviog as qualitatively
different from human time instead of simply an infinite extension of human time, referring to “God’s kind
of time in fellowship with ours.” Davies, “Why Paul Doesn’t Mention ‘The Age to Come,’” 205.
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convincing the Galatians to refuse forced circumcision and to do so as an expression of

fidelity or good faith to the God who has kept his promise.

Kephas and the Fearful

In his biography of the Hellenistic dynast Demetrios Poliorketes, Plutarch
remarks that viewing negative exemplars assists in moral instruction when paired with
seeing positive exemplars. He explains that seeing harmful, shameful, and unjust
(BraBepdc, aoypdc, aokog) conduct allows one to better perceive and appreciate the
virtues of the good and praiseworthy lives so that one can better understand virtue and
become imitators (uuntai) of the positive moral exemplars.’® Paul too in Galatians sets
up foils and counter examples that draws more focused attention to the noble and good
exemplars. In Galatians 2:11-14, Paul exhibits Kephas and certain other Judean Christ-
followers as a foil to the conduct displayed by Christ.

When dangers and threats faced Greek-speaking cities, fear and terror gripped
many would-be benefactors. Instead of confronting the danger, they hesitated out of fear.
But the mark of a praiseworthy benefactor was to offer oneself for service when others
drew back on account of fear. Thus, Koteies “gave himself more readily to the danger”
when others fled the city terrified (nton6évtec); with nobody willing to volunteer
(00devog O EmddOVTOG £avtodV) in a desperate situation, Protogenes stepped up to
shoulder the burdens of the Olbians time and again; Agathokles of Istros hazarded danger
when others ran away out of fear (dwi top @o6Bov); and when a crisis gripped the city of
Sestos “because of fear of the neighboring Thracians” (31é t€ TOV 4O TOV YELTVIOVI®OV
Opaxdv eoPov), Menas “gave himself unhesitatingly to all things advantageous to the

city” (see chap. 5).”” When others hesitated or fled, these civic benefactors “gave

76 Plutarch, Demetrios, 1.1-6.
77 Koteies: £repot mrondévreg [8E]-exdpovv £k Tiig MOAEWC. . . £TOUOTEPOV EAVTOV Ei¢ TO<V>

kivduvov Edwkev (SEG 57.1109.Col. 11.15-20); Protogenes (IOSPE 1* 32); Agathokles (1.ScM 115 = SEG
24.1095); Menas: kol tfic torem[c] [€]V EmKivdOvmL KOp@dl YEVOUEVNC S1 TE TOV GO TAV YELTVIDVT®V
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themselves” and displayed their true quality in service to their grateful cities.

Paul portrays the conduct of Kephas in terms that suggest cowardice and that
show him acting as the opposite of benefactors who in the face of fear laudably devote
themselves to benefit their communities to the point of risking their own lives.”® The
pressure from a group from James in Jerusalem was too much for Kephas, who “shrank
back and separated himself” out of fear (Vnéstedlev kol dpdpilev EavTOV PofodEVOG;
Gal 2:12). Further, Paul’s language strongly contrasts the full commitment (Gal 1:4) and
self-surrender (Gal 2:20) of Jesus for others with the lack of commitment and the
withdrawal of Kephas for the Christ-followers from among the nations at Antioch (Gal
2:12). Linguistically the divergence is striking: Kephas separated himself (dpopilev
¢avtov; Gal 2:12) to the detriment of others but Christ “gave himself” (5odvat Eavtdv:
Gal 1:4) and “handed himself over” (mapadodvar Eavtov: Gal 2:20) for the benefit of
others. Paul’s words make use of the endangered benefactor motif, seen through the lens
of Christ’s own self-endangerment for the sake of others, to cast Kephas in a role of
would-be benefactor who shirked the opportunity to imitate Christ and stand firm in the
face of fear.

The problem with Kephas’s conduct is amplified by his apparent word-deed
incongruency and performative contradictions. Paul’s charge against Kephas that he is
engaging in “playing a part” (bnokpivecBar; vmokpioig; Gal 2:13—14) when he withdrew
from eating together with Gentiles in Antioch is no less than a charge that Peter lacks
integrity. His deed of withdrawal is out of step with his previous affirmations and

conduct. If Peter had already approved that Titus should not be compelled to be

Opaxdv POPov Kol TdV GAL®V TAV €K TAG aipVIdiov TEPIOTACENMS EMOTAVTIOV YoAendv, Mnvd[g] kai Aéywv
Kol TPAcCmV SETELEL TO APLOTO KAl KAAAMGTO, S180VG ATPOPACIOT®MS EQVTOV EIC TAVTA TO GLVOEPOVTA T
noret (OGIS 339.15-20).

78 deSilva characterizes Peter in contrast to Eleazar from 2 Macc 6:18-31, calling him “a sort
of anti-Eleazar here [in Gal 2:13], acting out a role to avoid painful but necessary confrontation.” deSilva,
The Letter to the Galatians, 204. This dissertation sets Peter in contrast with the broader canvas of civic
benefactors, as an “anti-benefactor” rather than simply an “anti-Eleazar.”
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circumcised in Jerusalem (Gal 2:3), if he had already consented to the arrangement of
eating together with non-Jews in Antioch (Gal 2:11-12), and if he had affirmed Paul’s
manner of working among Gentiles (Gal 2:7-10), his inconsistency is evident to all when
he ceased to eat with Gentiles. Moreover, if his audience is tracking with his moral
reasoning, Paul’s charge of word-deed incongruence would bring shame on Peter for his

conduct and discourage imitation of his behavior in the present moment.

Galatians 3:1-5: God’s Provisions

This section will explore the terminology Paul uses to describe God’s
furnishing of the Spirit in its benefaction context. In Galatians 3:5, Paul describes God as
0 émyopn®v VUV TO Tvedpo Kol Evepy@dv duvdpelg €v LUV (“the one who is supplying to
you the Spirit and working powerful deeds among you™).”” The verb ényopnyficat (to
supply) occurs in a few Greek inscriptions that honor benefactors.?® First, a late third
century BC inscription from Morrylos in Macedonia honors a certain Alketas.®! This

individual, Alketas, benefitted the people of Morrylos in several ways:

In times of heavy expenditure contributing (émyopny®v) to the maintenance of the
visitors, on the occasion of the visits of the authorities and the other obligations of
providing shelter, entertaining and spending from his own (€x [toD {]91ov); in the
seventeenth year, having accepted to build the city wall, alone, in order to provide
for the safety of all (yépwv 100 mp[ov]onBijvar i Tdvtwv cwtnpioc), he had corn
brought to the market, and over and above that, spending freel;/ ([6]a[m]aydv
ueybAmc), gave pasturing cows to the citizens and to the god.®

79 deSilva brings out the imperfective aspect with his translation of “the one, then, who keeps
on supplying to you and working miraculous signs among you.” deSilva, The Letter to the Galatians, 264,
276, 276n32.

80 The closely related term yopnyficor occurs with more frequency in honorific inscriptions.
Originally the term referred to funding “choral productions at public festivals,” but eventually it gained the
broader sense of “to furnish, supply.” Danker, Benefactor, 331. For a choral example, see I./asos 160.6, 9,
15, 18. General “furnish” examples include /. Priene 108.151-152 (after 129 BC, Priene); OGIS 339.77
(133-120 BC, Sestos); OGIS 90.25, 33 (196 BC). References to OGIS 339 and OGIS 90 thanks to Danker,
Benefactor, 331.

81 SEG 39.605 (shortly after 206/205 or 205/204).
82 SEG 39.605.1-12. Translation from M.B. Hatzopoulos, Macedonian Institutions under the
Kings, vol. 1, A Historical and Epigraphic Study. MEAETHMATA 22 (Athens, 1996), 149; text from M.B.

Hatzopoulos, Macedonian Institutions under the Kings, vol. 2, Epigraphic Appendix (Athens, 1996), 70-71
(see Plate LII).
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The result of Alketas’s beneficence was a city that properly engaged in hospitality to
outsiders, became more adequately fortified and safe from potential attacks, was
provisioned with food, and in right relation to its deity. The community of Morrylos
praised (émovécar) him “for his care and devotion to the citizens” ([€ni te T} Tpo|voig
Kod T Tpog Tovg m[o]Agitag [e0]voiq) by reciprocating his provisions with awards.®3 In
this light, God’s supply of the Spirit and dvvéypelc can be seen as a benefaction intended
for provisioning a well-ordered and sufficiently supplied community (Gal 3:5).
Nevertheless, Paul worries that the Galatians may be ceasing to receive God’s provision
properly (Gal 3:2—4).

A second example of émyopnyficatl comes from an inscription from western
Asia Minor in Miletos from around AD 50.%* The people posthumously honored Caius
Tulius Epikrates, who was a high priest for life, agonothetes for life, and gymnasiarch.®
Epikrates “completed (émitelécavta) all the liturgies and through word and deed and
dedications and gifts (dwpe®dv) he arranged (for) the fatherland and supplied
(Emyopnynoovta).”® The two terms éniyopnyfoat (to supply) and Emitedfican (to
complete) that occur in this brief inscription with regard to Epikrates’s beneficial deeds
also appear in Galatians 3:3—5, where God is the one who supplies the Spirit (6
gmryopny@®v 10 mvedpa; Gal 3:5) and the Galatians are the ones (currently) attempting to
complete (émteAfjoar) God’s provision of the Spirit and working of powerful deeds “by

the flesh” (copki; 3:3).8” Whereas in the Milesian inscription the same individual

83 SEG 39.605.12-22.

8 SEG 44.938. For another (earlier) honorary decree for Gaius Iulius Epikrates (6/5 BC), see
SEG 44.940.

85 apyiepede did Piov, dywvodétng St Biov, and yopvasiapyog (SEG 44.938.8-10). He is also
called “benefactor of the city” (evepyéng tiig morewg; SEG 44.938.14-15).

8 SEG 44.938.11-14 (néoag tag Aettovpyiag émrelécovta kKai S16 Swpedv Koounoavta Thv
matpida kol Emyopnyn]oava).

87 On starting and completing, see chapter 3.
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completes his liturgies and supplies gifts, in Galatians God supplies the gift (the Spirit
and powerful deeds) and the Galatians are obligated to complete in the proper manner
(mvevport; Gal 3:3).88 The analogous conceptual “liturgy” that the Galatians must
complete is a life in conformity to the Spirit (Gal 5:25). Of significance is that the Spirit
is the Spirit of God’s Son that has entered the Galatians’ hearts (Gal 4:6). That is,
conformity to the pattern of Christ the endangered-son-benefactor constitutes a sort of
“liturgy” that the Galatians must complete, lest they become like disreputable benefactors

who fail to complete the service that they have begun.®

Gratitude, Ingratitude, and Decisions

Paul’s letters are replete with him and his co-writers giving gratitude to God
for various reasons or instructing others to do s0.”® Further, the practice of animal
sacrifice to deities—gratitude in the form of gifts to gods—provides Paul with a model
which he uses metaphorically to instruct Christ-followers to orient their entire lives as
quality sacrifices to God (Rom 12:1-2). Moreover, Paul is concerned with the good

repute (80&a) of his benefactor God.”! For instance, he states that the purpose of Christ’s

88 Although, one must note that Epikrates may have mediated the gifts (Swpeat) from an
imperial superior. See the commentary for SEG 44.938.

% The Galatians are recipients of benefaction who are obligated to imitate their benefactor
Christ. So, calling them “disreputable benefactors” is referring to their failed conformity to the proper
behavioral pattern. That is, rather than acting as Christ-like benefactors they are not fulfilling their
obligation to do so.

% Rom 1:8 (e0yopiotd 16 0ed pov); Rom 6:17 (yépig 1@ Oed); Rom 7:25 (xapic 16 0ed);
Rom 14:6 (gvyopiotel 1 Bed [x2]); 1 Cor 1:4 (edyapiotd @ 0ed pov ndvrtote); 1 Cor 1:14 (edyapiotd @
0e®); 1 Cor 14:18 (evyopiotd t@ 0e®d); 1 Cor 15:57 (td 0ed ydpic); 2 Cor 2:14 (1@ 0ed yaprc); 2 Cor 4:15
(tva 1 xGp1g MAeovacaco O10 TV TAEOVAOVY TV DYOPLOTIOV TEPLGGEVOT)] €15 TNV 36EaV ToU Be0D); 2
Cor 8:16 (yapig t® 0ed); 2 Cor 9:11-12 (év mavti TAovtildpevor gig ndoav anidtra, g katepyaletor 6’
NUAV dyapiotiov @ 0@ 6t 1 dokovia Tiig Asrtovpyiog TadTNG OV HOVOV EOTIV TPOGAVUTANPODCA TO
votepiuaTa TV Ayinv, ALY Kol TeEpIoceDoVca. 510 TOAADY 0Y0PLoTIAV T@ 0ed); 2 Cor 9:15 (Yapig td
0e®); Phil 1:3 (edyapiotd t® 0ed); Phil 4:6 (¢v mavti Tf] Tpocevyi] Kol Tij deNCEL LETA EVYOPLOTIOG TA
attpata VPAV yvopliéodon mpog tov 0e6v); 1 Thess 1:2 (svyapiotoduey Td 0ed); 1 Thess 2:13 (Mueig
gvyopiotoduey 1@ 0ed adraieintmg); 1 Thess 3:9 (tiva yap svyapiotiov Suvaueda 1 Oed dvtomodobvar
mePL VUV €l o TH xopd N yeipopev U’ vuag Eumpocbey tod Beod udv); 1 Thess 5:18 (év mavti
gvyaptteite); Philem 4 (edyapiotd @ 0ed pov).

L E.g., in typical language used for praising a benefactor for his or her deeds (36&0, &matvoc),

Paul prays for the Philippian assembly to be “filled with the fruit of uprightness that is through Jesus Christ
to the good reputation and praise of God” (remAnpopévol kapmov dikatocivng tov St Incod Xpiotod eig
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becoming “a servant of circumcision” was so that the nations would come to praise God
and increase his good reputation (Rom 15:7-13).°2 On the contrary, refusing to
acknowledge God’s good repute and to thank him properly (ovy g 0edv €d6&acav fy
nuyapiocmoav) is the mark of a disordered, idolatrous mind (Rom 1:21). Therefore, any
notion that Paul portrays the God-human relationship as non-reciprocal—in the sense that
humans are not expected to (voluntarily) express praise or thanks to God for his deeds
and care—is, to put it mildly, highly implausible. Such contentions for a non-reciprocal
God would not only be a complete novelty in Greek, Roman, and Jewish/Judean cultural
expressions of divine-human relationships but it also does not account for Paul’s frequent
expressions of praise, thanks, fidelity, and gratitude to God for his benefactions and
deeds.”?

In Galatians, the issue of ingratitude looms large. Paul famously lacks a note of
gratitude to God for his audience in the beginning of the letter (cf. Rom 1:8; 1 Cor 1:4-7;
Phil 1:3-6; 1 Thess 1:2-5; Phlm 4-6), presaging the tone of the letter and the attention he
gives to the Galatians’ own potential ingratitude.”* Indeed, scholars that have engaged the
issue of benefaction in Galatians tend to focus on the themes of ingratitude and defection
at play in Galatians (see chap. 1). In Galatians, Paul most pointedly invokes the script of
ingratitude in Galatians 5:1-5. After recounting Christ’s benefaction of liberation and

warning the Galatians not to live again with “a yoke of enslavement” (Gal 5:1), Paul

d0&av kai Ematvov Beod; Phil 1:11).

92 Paul uses several expressions to describe the Gentile praise of God in Rom 15:7-13
(d0&aoar Tov Bedv, e0ppavinTe, aiveite TOV KOpLov Kol Enavesdtooay ovtov; cf. Rom 15:6). On the
argument that d1dkovog meprroptig refers to Christ as a “servant of circumcision” in the sense of an “agent
of circumcision” for Gentiles (as opposed to “a servant of the circumcised”), see Joshua D. Garroway, “The
Circumcision of Christ: Romans 15:7-13,” JSNT 34, no. 4 (2012): 303-322.

%3 On understanding Paul’s God as a deity who engages with humans on reciprocal terms, see
Eyl, Signs, Wonders, and Gifis, 170-212. Further, Eyl criticizes New Testament scholars who
mischaracterize ancient Greek and Roman religiosity to showcase alleged uniqueness (i.e., superiority) of
early Christianity as non-reciprocal. Eyl, Signs, Wonders, and Gifts, 198-206.

94 Although Paul does not use dyopiotiicar in the opening of 2 Corinthians, he praises God
with a different expression (gbhoyntog; 2 Cor 1:3-4).
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bluntly tells them that “if you get circumcised, Christ will benefit you nothing” (gav
nePTEPVNo0E, YP1oTOG LA 0VOEV dPeAnoet;, Gal 5:2). He further explains “to the person
who is circumcised” that they become “a debtor to do the whole Torah” (Gal 5:3). In
consequence of this possible double trouble of no longer being on the receiving end of
the benefactive activity of Christ and instead being indebted to Torah, the Galatians
would sever their connection to their benefactor’s generosity/favor. Paul warns the one
who gets circumcised of how their decision will affect them: “you were cut off from
Christ, anyone who is considered right by Torah, you fell out of his favor” (xatnmpynonte
and Xpiotod, oitveg &v voum dikaodode, tiig yopirog éEenéoare; Gal 5:4).% As a result,
Paul frames the situation so that the decisions the Galatian assemblies must make are set
within a benefactor-recipient framework subject to the gratitude-ingratitude social script
(see also Gal 1:6-9). If the Galatians accept compelled circumcision for their male
members, they will exercise definitive ingratitude to God and Christ their liberator-
benefactors and as a result cut off their ongoing relationship of favor and thanksgiving.
The “gift as bait” motif in Polybios offers a possible avenue for understanding
one way the Galatians could have perceived the xdpig of God and Christ when faced with
threats of forced circumcision. When some people began compelling circumcision for the
Galatians, one can imagine the social script of “gift as bait” running for them.”s A
Galatian who turned to the God of Israel and his Messiah because of their benefactions
would likely already be facing social dislocation to some extent. Forsaking one’s
ancestral deities and customs for exclusive devotion to Israel’s God could cause a crisis

of belonging. If the Galatians were no longer participating fully in public festivals or

%5 Note how Paul has flipped the script on who is showing ingratitude to God’s benefaction. In
Galatians 2:21 he was defending his own viewpoint, saying that “I am not annulling the
benefaction/generosity of God” (ovk abetd tv xapwv Tod B0d). Now in Galatians 5:2—4 he charges others
with acting out of step with Christ’s ydpic. On ékmintew + genitive, see DGE, “éxninto,” B.1.3 (verse
privado de, ser desposeido, perder; esp. caer, ser derribado de una posicion de poder, perder).

% The idea that the Galatians may have considered that they had fallen victim to a “gift as bait”
scheme is merely presented a possibility rather than a probability.
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other social gatherings, or if some had decided to leave their local trade guild or other
association due to its association with devotion to another god, then the social alienation
would have been palpable. If the (male) Galatians originally received Paul’s message
with the understanding that they would not need to circumcise themselves, the
humiliation of forced circumcision added to the cutting of ties to ancestral deities and
customs and the loss of belonging in their native towns or cities could very easily have
felt like the hook of a bait. In this scenario, being told Israel’s God welcomes them into
his family without circumcision because of his Messiah is the gift-bait to get them to
submit to circumcision. If read in this light, Paul’s letter to them would then be setting the
record straight on the benefactions of the Judean God and his Messiah. In this scenario,
the letter is (in part) reiterating that they must not submit to circumcision, the Galatians
can find a sense of belonging and community among the children of Abraham and Sarah
through Christ’s Spirit, and that getting circumcised would actually constitute a violation

of the protocols of benefaction and gratitude.

Benefits to the Worthy and Unworthy

In chapter 3 it was noted that typically one would normally give gifts or
benefactions to “worthy” (8&tog) people or cities who had a good reputation. It was
important for individuals or groups to be discerning in who they chose to benefit, lest
they help an enemy or slight a valued friend. Further, people did not give benefactions
without any explicable reason; instead, there was a strategy or rationale for giving to
somebody rather than another. People who gave gifts indiscriminately came under
criticism from others. Nevertheless, clemency, or showing favor to someone unworthy or
someone who would normally receive punishment, was highly valued and a mark of
virtue for kings and political figures.

In his reading of Galatians, John Barclay draws attention to how Paul presents

God as one who gives the Christ-gift incongruously or unconditioned, that is, not
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considering whether the recipients are worthy of the gift.”” To determine whether God is
described as giving incongruously, Barclay asks if “there is a hidden pre-constituted
rationale for God’s benevolence toward these trapped and sinful beneficiaries.”® He
identifies several incongruous dynamics in Galatians. Paul’s use of the term “to call”
(xoAfioon) in Galatians 1:6 reflects how God’s own initiative in reaching out with
generosity/benefaction (ydpig) is done “without regard to conditions of capacity, status,
or moral worth” to Gentile “sinners” who are ignorant of Israel’s God and who are slaves
to non-gods (Gal 2:15; 4:8-9).” Further, Paul’s own autobiographical narrative expresses
how God “called” Paul “through his generosity/benefaction” (61 tig xdpirog avToD)
despite Paul’s prior striving against God’s assembly and “without regard to his ethnicity,
tradition, and excellence” (Gal 1:13-16).'% Indeed, “ethnicity, status, and gender are no
longer criteria of superior worth” (Gal 3:28).1%! Finally, at the end of the letter, Paul
invokes the mercy (¢Aeoc) of God upon Israel (Gal 6:16; giprjvn €n’ adtovg Koi EAeog Kol

émi Tov Topan tod 0god).!%2 Nevertheless, God is not arbitrarily dispensing benefits;

°7 Barclay defines incongruity as a gift “given without condition, that is, without regard to the
worth of the recipient.” Barclay, Paul and the Gift, 73.

8 Barclay, Paul and the Gift, 353.
% Barclay, Paul and the Gift, 354.
100 Barclay, Paul and the Gift, 356-360.
191 Barclay, Paul and the Gift, 435.

102 God is repeatedly lauded in the LXX as one who shows #Aeoc. Especially emphasized is the
longevity and durability of his mercy. See, e.g., LXX Exod 20:6 (koi moidv £Leog €ig y1Aadag Toig
ayom®doiv pe Kol Toig pLAACGOoVOLY TO TpooTayuatd pov; cf. Deut 5:10; 7:9); LXX Exod 34:6-7 (k0prog 0
0e0¢ oiktippmv Kol Elenuov, nokpdBupog kol ToAVEAEOC Kol AANBIVOG Kol SikoosHvnY SlaTnpdv Kol
oLV EXE0G €I Y1IMAdAG, APalpdV avouiog Kol adikiag kol apaptiog, kai ob Kabapiel Tov Evoyov Endywv
avopiog matépov £l TéKv Kal £l TEKVO TEKVOV £l TpitnV Kol tetdptny yevedv); LXX Ps 17:51
(ueyolovov tag cwtmpiog T0d Paciiéme adTod Kol oDV EAE0G TM YPLOTA aTOD, TG Aavid Kol T@
onépuatt avtod Emg aidvog); LXX Ps 99:5 (611 gpnotog kOplog, €ig TOV aidva T0 EAe0c avToD, Kol Emg
yevedg kal yevedg 1 dAn0gia anvtod); LXX Ps 105:1 (é€opoloyeiobe td kupiw, 6Tt xpnotoc, 6t €ig Tov
ai®dva 1o Eheoc avtod); LXX Ps 108:21, 26 (kai 6V, kbpie kOpie, ToiNcov HET £UOD EAE0C EVEKEY TOD
OVOOTOG GOV, OTL YPNGTOV TO EAEOC G0V; PorONGdV pot, KVpie O B0g LoV, CAGOV pE KoTo TO EAEOS GOV);
LXX Ps 135:1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26 (611 €ig TOV
ai®dvo 1o Eheoc avTod); 1 Macc 4:24 (ki EmMoTpapEvTeg DUVOLY Kol EDAGYOLV €ig 00pavOV STt KooV, dTt
€lg Tov aidva 10 £leog avtod). On Eheoc kol £mt Tov Topan 1od Ogod (Gal 6:16) as Paul offering a prayer
for God to show mercy on his kinspeople Israel, see Susan Grove Eastman, “Israel and the Mercy of God:
A Re-Reading of Galatians 6.16 and Romans 9—11,” New Testament Studies 56 (2010): 367-395. See also,
Barclay, Paul and the Gift, 420-421.
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rather, his benefaction of Christ and the Spirit accords with his prior promise-based plans
for the family of Abraham (Gal 3:6-28; 4:21-31). Thus, Paul’s kinship discourse affords

him the ability to give a rationale for God’s otherwise unconditioned benefaction.

Time

Time could be referenced in relation to benefaction in several ways. A
benefactor could be praised for a well-timed service, rewarded for constancy, and
honorific decrees sometimes invoked past-present narrative to highlight the continuity of
the benefactor’s services from the past into the present (see chap. 3). Aspects of each of
these benefaction themes occur in Galatians. In Galatians 4:4—7, Paul describes God’s
well-timed benefaction: “When the fullness of the time period came, God sent out his
son” (6te 88 HAOeV 1O MANPOO TOD YpoVOVL, EEaméotetley O Hedg TOV VIOV avtod; Gal
4:4). God’s sending of his son reflects the end of the Torah’s tenure as intermediary.
Now, history is divided with reference to the coming of the mictig (Gal 1:23) and
Abraham’s promised “seed” (Gal 3:19).!% God’s proper timing of his benefaction is also
seen in Christ’s act of deliverance “according to the will of our God and Father” (xatd o
0o Tod Beod kai matpog Nudv; Gal 1:4) and in scriptural foresight and the pre-
proclaiming of the good news to Abraham (npoideiv, tpocvayyeAilecBar; Gal 3:8).
Finally, God’s benefaction in the Christ-event was not a one-time gift-event without
ongoing effects. God supplies the Spirit as a continual resource and works powerful
deeds for his assemblies (Gal 3:5).

The importance of time also relates to Paul’s own autobiographical comments.
In Galatians 1, Paul makes use of past-present narratives. He contrasts his mode of
conduct (&vactpor)) when he was in loudaismos and “pursuing/persecuting the

assembly of God and destroying it” with when God revealed his Son to him (Gal 1:13—

103 Gupta is probably right to see 1 wiotig in Galatians 3:23 as referring to “a social bond with
God in and through Jesus Christ.” Nijay Gupta, Paul and the Language of Faith (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
2020), 143-147.
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16). He again uses a past-present narrative recounting how the Judean Christ-followers
“only were hearing that the one pursuing/persecuting us back then is now proclaiming the
good news of the trust that he was destroying” (Gal 1:23). His usage contrasts with the
normal usage of past-present constructions in honorific inscriptions that mark the
continuity of a benefactor’s good conduct with a Tpdtepov-vdv construction (see chap. 3).
Paul describes his past conduct as characteristic of an anti-benefactor, describing his
previous avootpon as detrimental to “God’s assembly” (1] ékkAnoia tod Oeod; Gal
1:13). Paul’s negative characterization of his past dvactpoor contrasts with how
honorific inscriptions laud those who exhibit a useful or beneficial dvactpopn
(residence/dwelling or mode of conduct) toward the towns and cities in the Greek-
speaking world. So, in a proxeny decree an assembly (éxkAncia) of the city of Malis
(Lamia) honored the horse-doctor Metrodoros because he “made his dwelling (tav [t]e
avaot[plopav) and residence (here) for a long time, as it was appropriate for a noble and
good man” (av3pi kakdn kai dyaddr).!* Athens praised Protagoras the priest of
Asklepios because he “has displayed seemly conduct (tr)v avactpopnyv), fitting for the
priesthood.”!%> The Amphiktyonians praised a certain Pythian priest Demetrios because
“he made his residence and conduct (dvactpoenv) worthy of the honor of the
Amphiktyonians and the good repute of the fatherland.”!% In Galatians 1, Paul uses past-
present discourse to mark discontinuity, contrasting his past destructive pattern of
conduct within Tovdaicpdg with his present turn to God’s Messiah and the pattern of

behavior commensurate with fidelity to him.

104 G 1X.2.69.6-7 (146—ca. 130 BC). The decree explains that Metrodoros gave his services
“without a fee” (&vev picBod; /G 1X.2.69.8). Text and translations of /G 1X.2 69 are from Matthew J. C.
Scarborough, “A New Edition of /G IX,2 69,” ZPE 193 (2015): 166—171.

105 SEG 18.22.12-13 (memointon 8¢ xai v Gvactpoemv evcyfuo[v]a koi dpuotrovcay el
iepo[c]ive[t]; 165/164 BC or 140/149 BC; Athens). Translation from Stephen Lambert and Feyo
Schuddeboom, “Honours for the Priest of Asklepios,” Attic Inscriptions Online, last updated April 14,
2021, https://www.atticinscriptions.com/inscription/IGI12/950.

106 FD 111 2.161.10-13 (koi thv 8<m>1dnuiav Kol dvaotpoerv [é]romcarto dEiov oD te mepi
Tovg Apfe]uctvovag a&uwpatog kol thg wlep]i TV matpida d6EnG; Delphi; 1st c. AD)
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Fidelity and Imitation

The term miotic has seen significant scholarly interest in the last ten years. The
recent studies of Teresa Morgan, Jennifer Eyl, Nijay Gupta, Peter Oakes, Suzan
Sierksma-Agteres, Matthew Bates, and John Goodrich have sought to situate the use of
niotig in the New Testament within a broader cultural context.!”” These studies have
shown the complexity of the term and the variety of senses with which one could use
niotig (trust, fidelity, good faith, trusteeship/position of trust, confidence, proof). The
present section does not attempt to comprehensively discuss miotig in Galatians. Instead,
it will draw attention to usage that reflects the letter’s benefaction context. In this
dissertation, the term miotic was considered when used in the context of endangered
benefaction.!® What was found is that situations of distress and danger acted as
occasions for someone to show their fidelity or good faith (wictig). The term mictig was
employed when a crisis induced a dangerous situation within which a benefactor could
show micTig to another by reliably conducting commendable services despite the risk.!%

Interestingly, miotig and fides language grew remarkably in the first century BC and even

197 John K. Goodrich, “‘Standard of Faith> of ‘Measure of a Trusteeship’? A Study in Romans
12:3,” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 74 (2012): 753-772; Suzan J.M. Sierksma-Agteres, “IIIXTIX and Fides
as Civic and Divine Virtues: A Pauline Concept through Greco-Roman Eyes,” in Paul’s Graeco-Roman
Context, ed. Cilliers Breytenbach (Leuven, Belgium: Peeters, 2015), 525-543; Teresa Morgan, Roman
Faith and Christian Faith (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015); Matthew W. Bates, Salvation by
Allegiance Alone: Rethinking Faith, Works, and the Gospel of Jesus the King (Grand Rapids: Baker
Academic, 2017); Peter Oakes, “Pistis as Relational Way of Life in Galatians,” JSNT 40, no. 3 (2018):
255-275; Gupta, Paul and the Language of Faith; Jennifer Eyl, “Philo and Josephus on the Fidelity of the
Judeans,” Journal of Ancient Judaism 12, no. 1 (2021): 94-121.

108 See the section on Fidelity and Disloyalty in chapter 3, chapter 4, and the discussion of
Seleukos of Rhosos in chapter 5.

109 See also, Sir 22:23 (NRSV): “Gain the trust of your neighbor in his poverty, so that you
may rejoice with him in his prosperity. Stand by him in time of distress, so that you may share with him in
his inheritance” (miotwv ktfjoot &v TTyeig petd 100 TAnciov, va v toig dyaboig avtod opod TAncdig v
Koup®d OAyewg Srbpeve avtd, iva &v Tf) KAnpovopig atod cuykAnpovounong). A series of honorific
inscriptions from Aphrodisias also draws attention to the remarkable services of a man during dangerous
crises (Reynolds §28-31). This man, hailed as “deliverer and benefactor” (cotp Kai edepy£ng), is lauded
for (among other things) “having saved his country from many and great dangers, having fought bravely in
all the wars which beset his country, having guarded the forts entrusted to him by the city and preserved
faith to the common interest (?) in the most difficult circumstances (ék TOAAGY Kol peYGA®Y KIVOOV@OV
6e0®KOTO, TNV Tatp[i]da ndot Toig EvoTaot Tf] maTpidt TOAENOLG AYOVIGAUEVOV avdpeimg kai dtapuidéavta
T EUMOTEVOEVTA OYLPDOWOTO VIO TTG TOAEWC KO TGTEIS £V TOIG AVAYKOLOTATOLS KOPOIg S10TnpHoavTa TMdL
kow®t;, Reynolds §30.1-10). Text and translation from Reynolds §30 (5 sublinear dots omitted).
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more so in the first century AD, with Judean texts showing a high concentration of mictig
language.!!? The high frequency of Paul’s use of miotig reflects this broader uptick of
niotig language.

In Paul’s letter to the Galatians, it is evident that the Galatians are in a situation
of distress and danger from individuals who are exercising force to compel Galatian
males to undergo circumcision against their will (Gal 2:3—4; 4:29; 6:12; cf. 2:14). This
hazardous situation can partially explain why Paul relies heavily on mictig language in
the letter. A dangerous situation can force decisions about fidelity and defection, keeping
good faith or shirking the risk. Paul construes the decision in front of the Galatians in
such terms: choose fidelity to their benefactors (God and Christ) by not submitting to
forced circumcision; or choose defection from their benefactors by accepting
circumcision, which would alleviate the threat but constitute a decisive act of ingratitude.
Paul, of course, tries to persuade them toward what he sees as fidelity.

Paul connects his niotic language with love and by extension Christ’s self-
endangerment on behalf of his constituents. In Galatians 3:11, Paul quotes (and modifies)
the Old Greek of Habakkuk 2:4: ¢ dikatog ék miotewe {noetat (“the righteous one will
live by fidelity/trust/good faith” or “the one who is righteous by fidelity/trust/good faith

will live”).!!! For Paul, Gentile fidelity to God does not include “works of Torah” (£pya

119 Jennifer Eyl, “Philo and Josephus on the Fidelity of the Judeans,” 116-117. As word of
caution, it should be noted that Eyl’s numbers are based on 7LG and thus omit epigraphical and
papyrological sources.

1 The Old Greek reads 6 82 dikonog &k mictedc pov (foetot. 8Hev XII reads [kai i]katog v
niotel avtod {Moet[an]. Although relatively rare, the phrase €k miotewg does occur in the Hellenistic and
early Roman periods and refers to somebody acting “in accordance with/out of one’s own good faith” (ék
Tii¢ 1diog miotewg). The historian Polybios uses the phrase “out of his own good faith” (éx tfjg idiag
niotewc; Polyb., Hist., 28.1.9). In a related construction, the phrase €k mictewg occurs in the standardized
phrase “out of the public interests and his/their own good faith” (éx T@®v dnuwciov TpaypdTov Kol Tg idiag
niotewc, with slight variations like £k @V dnpwociov apaypdtov tictens € idiag). See RDGE §7.50-51
(190/140 BC, Magnesia); /G VII 2225.12-13, 39-40, 44-45 (170 BC, Thisbe [Boiotia]); OGIS 351b9-10
(ca. 156 BC, Priene); IG IX.2 89b.36-37 (ca. 140 BC, Narthakion [Thessaly]); SEG 58.1349.14 (135 BC,
Priene); 1. Priene 41.15 (135 BC, Priene); SEG 33.986.16, 19-20 (129/101 BC, Smyrna); FD III 2.70.63—
64, 65-66 (112/111 BC, Delphi); /C 11 iv 10.73-74 (112/111 BC, Itanos [Crete]); /G XI1.3 173.8-9 (105
BC, Astypalaia); F'D 111 4.37.15 (101 BC; cf. FD 111 4.276.16); SEG 29.1076.121-122 (prob. 81 BC,
Lagina); SEG 51.1427.31 (78 BC, Rome); /G XI1.2 35.Col. B.25-26, Col. C.7-8, 19-20 (48/47-21 BC,
Mytilene); Reynolds §8.93-94 (39/38 BC, Aphrodisias). Among the papyri associated with Babatha, the
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vopov; e.g., Gal 3:6-14), especially not circumcision (Gal 5:2—4). Instead, he connects
fidelity to God to love, saying, “for in Christ Jesus neither circumcision not foreskin
accomplishes anything; rather, fidelity exercised through love” (év yap Xpiot®d Tnocod
oVTe TEPLTOUN TL ioyVEL 0UTE AKpoPuotio ALY TioTIg 01’ dydmng Evepyovpévn; Gal
5:6).112 The “in Christ” phrase in Galatians 5:6 recalls Christ’s example of committed
self-endangering love for others (Gal 1:4; 2:20; 3:13). Paul then further exhorts the
Galatians that they should serve one another in mutual self-enslavement as a fulfilment of
the Levitical love command (Lev 19:18) as an expression of love (Gal 5:13—14; cf.
mutual burden-bearing in Gal 6:2). Negative examples pepper Galatians as foils to this
fidelity-as-love ethic: Paul within loudaismos who was violently pursuing and destroying
God’s ekklesia (Gal 1:13—14), Kephas at Antioch who shrinks back out of fear rather than
endangering himself for Christ-following Gentiles when pressure to disassociate with
them comes from Jerusalem (Gal 2:11-14), and those who are forcing Gentile
circumcision upon the Galatians (Gal 6:12). In contrast to these negative examples of
compulsion and cowardice, Paul promotes a different principle. When members of the
family of God are in danger, it is this principle of fidelity-as-love-of-neighbor that
exhibits dikatoovvn, exemplified most fully in Jesus’s act of love through self-surrender

unto death on behalf of his constituents (Gal 2:20; cf. Gal 1:4; 3:13).!!* The family of

phrase €k kaAfig niotemg occurs in P.Yadin 28-30 (ca. AD 125): P.Yadin 28.10-11; P.Yadin 29.9; P.Yadin
30.15-16. Still, the phrase is rare enough that Paul’s usages of €k mictemg should be probably considered a
shorthand reference to Hab 2:4 each time. For Paul’s ék miotewg usages in Romans as shorthand for Hab
2:4, see Roy E. Ciampa, “Habakkuk 2:4 in Romans: Echoes, Allusions, and Rewriting” in Scripture, Texts,
and Tracings in Romans, ed. Andrew Das and Linda Belleville (Lanham, MD: Lexington/Fortress
Academic, 2021), 11-29. Ciampa also contends that £k mictewg does not occur before the Greek translation
of Hab 2:4 in Greek literature, papyri, or inscriptions. He says that the earliest papyrological occurrence is
in PS710.1162 (3rd c. AD) and the earliest epigraphical occurrence is in SEG 6.442 (4" ¢. AD). Ciampa,
“Habakkuk 2:4 in Romans,” 12, 25n5. Ciampa is correct if he means the exact simple phrase ék nicTe®g
and no other £k wictewg construction. But more broadly, the general construction £k miotemg does occur
before Ciampa’s examples (see above examples).

112 On Paul’s view that circumcision or foreskin is not able to bring about dikoiocOvn, see
Ryan D. Collman, “Just a Flesh Wound? Reassessing Paul’s Supposed Indifference Toward Circumcision
and Foreskin in 1 Cor 7:19, Gal 5:6, and 6:15,” JJMJS 8 (2021): 30-52.

113 Paul commends various people in his circle who he considers exhibiting laudable imitation
of Christ’s pattern of self-endangerment. For example, he instructs the Philippians regarding Epaphroditus,
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Abraham and Sarah, both Jews and Gentiles, are supposed to imitate the example of their
Messiah Jesus among themselves, each becoming endangered benefactors who risk their

lives in affectionate service to one another.

Conclusion

Paying attention to the wide array of expressions of civic benefaction helps
take New Testament benefaction research beyond the simple reciprocal versus non-
reciprocal debates. The explanatory framework of benefaction connects a complex
network of interrelated concepts, social scripts, practices, cultural institutions, motifs, and
words/phrases in Galatians. In this chapter, Galatians bears both similarities and
differences with the wider cultural context of Mediterranean populations during the
Hellenistic and early Roman periods.

At a higher level of abstraction Paul by and large conforms to his cultural
context and adheres to the cultural scripts, terminology, and motifs of civic benefaction.
Christ exhibits prototypical civic generosity and the virtue of self-endangerment for the
benefit of others in his full commitment to liberate his constituents from a network of

enslaving and coercive powers. Paul uses the staple benefaction term yapig (benefaction,

saying, “Receive him hospitably in the Lord with every joy and have esteem for such people, because on
account of the work of Christ he neared death, hazarding his life so that he would fulfill the shortcoming of
your service to me” (1pocdéyeade ovv avToV £V Kupim UETO Thong xopds Kol ToLG TO100TOVG EVIIHOVG
€xete, 6T 1 10 Epyov Xpiotod péypt Bavdatov fyyioev mapaforevoduevog T yoyd], iva avaminpdon 10
VUMV VoTéPp ThS TPdC pe Aettovpyiag; Phil 2:29-30). Compare Paul’s description of Epaphroditos with
the strikingly similar language of the 2nd c¢. AD honorific decree for the civic benefactor Karzoazos of
Olbia, who “was acknowledged as far as the ends of the world, exposing himself to dangers as far as the
Emperors, for an alliance” (aAAd kol <péypr> mepitv yijg EpaptupriOn ToLg VP PLAiag KvdHVOLG HéEYPL
2eBactdv cvppoyia mapaporevsapevog; IOSPE 12 39.26-28). Moreover, the decree draws attention to
how others should imitate Karzoazos’s example, “And the decree shall be dedicated in a conspicuous place,
in order that those who read it take encouragement to imitate a life that receives praise” (dvotedfjval 6 t0
ynoelopa v EMeNu® Ton®, tva ol avaysvmokovte[g] mpotpomny Exwoty gic 0 peyeichaot Piov
énonvodpevov; IOSPE 1% 39.36-39). Text and translation of JOSPE 12 39 from Emyr Dakin, “Political
Culture in the Cities of the Northern Black Sea Region in the ‘Long Hellenistic Age,”” (PhD diss., City
University of New York, 2020), 177-178. Further, Paul lauds and expresses gratitude to Priska and Aquila
for their self-endangering benefaction on his behalf, saying, “Greet Priska and Aquila my coworkers in
Christ Jesus, who risked their own neck for my life, to whom not I alone thank but all the assemblies of the
nations, and the assembly at their home” (dondoacOe [Tpickav kol AKOAAV TOVG GUVEPYOVS OV €V XPLoTQ
"Inood, oftveg VIEP THG WUYTG HOVL TOV E0VTAY TPayNAOY DIEONKAV, 01G 0VK £y HOVOG EDXOPIOTA GALY Kod
ool ol EkKAncion Tdv €0vAV, Kai TV Kot 0lkov aDT@V EKKANGIAY).
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generosity) to express the generosity of God and Christ (Gal 1:3, 6, 15; 2:9, 21; 3:18; 5:4;
6:18). Likewise, he uses the phrase dodvat €avtdév, common in benefaction contexts, to
describe the commitment of Christ to his liberatory service (Gal 1:4). Moreover, Paul’s
own language about freedom coheres well with the numerous examples of civic freedom
in the Hellenistic and early Roman periods. That is, in Galatians Paul talks about the
double-sided group freedom that entails (1) freedom from external compulsion and
enslavement (Gal 2:3, 4; 4:8-9, 17, 29; 5:1; 6:12) and (2) freedom of shared rules and
protocols of social cooperation and getting along together (Gal 5:13-6:10). Further, the
theme of promise and the practice of kinship diplomacy provides a relevant cultural
context for Paul’s own kinship reasoning based on the promise of the God of Israel to
Abraham (Gal 3:6—4:31). In the Antioch incident, Kephas and those who withdraw from
table fellowship with Gentiles out of fear show themselves to be cowardly and failed
would-be benefactors who shirk their opportunity to display generosity like other civic
benefactors who faced fear and hazard in service of their endangered communities (Gal
2:11-14). Peter’s lack of word and deed congruence amplifies the shame and lack of
integrity of his actions. In Galatians 3:1-5, Paul uses the starting-and-completing script to
persuade the Galatians to continue how they started—with the Spirit that God provisions
for them. Further, Paul frames the decision in front of the Galatians—to submit to
circumcision or to resist it—in terms of ingratitude and defection. Accepting
circumcision would constitute a decisive act of ingratitude that would sever the
benefaction relationship with God and Christ, ceasing the bestowal of ongoing benefits
(Gal 5:14). Additionally, the “gift as bait” motif found in Polybios can provide a
possible avenue for understanding how the Galatians may have felt when pressured to
submit to circumcision by others. Next, following John Barclay, it is probably best to
understand Paul as describing God and Christ as benefitting people who are not “worthy”
per se to be recipients of a divine benefaction, but to whom he has nevertheless shown
favor (Gal 1:6, 13—-16; 2:15; 4:8-9; 6:16). Still, in continuity with wider cultural norms,
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God’s unconditioned benefaction is given in a non-arbitrary manner based on a
benefaction-promise to a shared ancestor of distantly related kin-groups (Judeans and
Galatians) for whom Paul constructs a shared lineage through Abraham, Sarah, and
Christ (Gal 3:6—4:31). Additionally, Paul, like other textualizations of critical
benefactions, portrays God’s benefaction as well-timed (Gal 4:4-7; cf. 1:4, 23; 3:8, 19)
and ongoing (Gal 3:5). As in other instances of benefaction in which a benefactor
demonstrates fidelity to another during a crisis by rendering services, Paul urges the
Galatians who are under coercive pressure to get circumcised to recognize that
uprightness is reckoned not by strict adherence to “works of Torah” but by fidelity to
God and Christ, which one exercises through mutual affection and service after the self-
endangering pattern of Christ (e.g., Gal 3:11; 5:6, 13—14; 6:2; compulsion: Gal 2:3—4;
4:29; 6:12; cf. 2:14; Christ-pattern: Gal 1:4; 2:20; 3:13). Finally, at several points it was
argued that Paul presents Christ, like civic benefactors, as a model of imitation for the
Galatians and as an exemplar of virtuous conduct.

At the level of Paul’s own contingent circumstances of time and place the
specifics of Paul’s use of benefaction scripts and motifs display their differences with the
wider population of expressions. For example, no civic decree honors a benefactor for
“handing oneself over” (mapadodvat Eavtdv) to receive a sentence of death by crucifixion
(Gal 2:20; cf. 2:19; 3:1), but a few literary texts do use the phrase to describe someone
surrendering themselves in exchange or on behalf of another person. Many benefactors
risked their lives to benefit their cities or other individuals. Some were even wounded in
their efforts (e.g., Kallias of Sphettos, Theophiliskos) or died as they performed their
beneficial services (e.g., Quintus Aulius, Horatius Cocles). Envoys jeopardized their own
lives and ransomed people from their captivity, imprisonment, and enslavement (e.g.,
Diodoros, Prokritos, and Klearchos, the brothers Hegesippos and Antippapos,
Dikaiarchos of Thria, Eumaridas, Pyrrha[kos], and Aristagoras). Paul’s portrayal of
Christ in Galatians shares similarities with aspects of each of these benefactors, but (as
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would be expected) no single instance maps onto Christ’s conduct perfectly.

One relatively distinct feature of Galatians with respect to benefaction is Paul’s
language of affection/love (dydmn, dyonficar). With a few exceptions, the dyan- terms are
absent in the benefaction corpus. Yet Paul focuses on it with respect to Christ’s self-
surrendering conduct (Gal 2:20) and in his ethical instructions for the Galatian recipients
(Gal 5:6, 13—14, 22). Paul also distances himself from the pattern of conduct exhibited by
the sons of Mattathias in the Hasmonean propaganda of 1 and 2 Maccabees. Even though
1 Maccabees portrays the sons of Mattathias as endangered benefactor-generals and
envoys who liberate Israel from foreign dominion and who restore their native ancestral
laws, Paul rejects the Hasmonean type of aggressive, coercive social and political vision
and considers it a part of his former way of conduct that opposed God (Gal 1:13-14).
Instead, Christ’s liberation comes through self-surrender to Roman crucifixion (Gal 2:19—
20; 3:1, 13; 6:14; cf. 1:4; 5:1). Moreover, like other narratives of benefactors, Paul uses a
past-present narrative (Gal 1:13—14, 23). But he differs from them in that they use past-
present narratives to draw attention to the continuity of a benefactor’s continuous service
throughout his or her life, whereas Paul uses it to contrast his past conduct with his
present. Overall, Paul’s letter to the Galatians exhibits many points of similarity to his
wider benefaction context, but also displays several points of variance because of his own

specific situation.
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CHAPTER 8
CONCLUSION

Understanding the social context of benefaction provides access to the ancient
cultural encyclopedia with which Paul, his associates, and his audiences operated. Such
an undertaking affords the researcher necessary information for understanding the
benefaction language in Galatians. To restate the thesis: Paul’s use of benefaction social
scripts, words and phrases, concepts, and motifs in Galatians largely operates in
continuity with the wider corpus of benefaction-events but varies with his specific
configuration and combination of those various elements. The course of the dissertation
details relevant aspects of the cultural encyclopedia of benefaction from roughly 350 BC
to AD 150 (chaps. 1-6) and interprets Galatians within the context of that cultural
encyclopedia (chap. 7).

This dissertation contributes to New Testament benefaction studies and
Galatians scholarship by advancing several streams of scholarship. First, rather than
focusing primarily on the issue of reciprocity, it provides a large catalog of culturally
appropriate benefaction motifs, concepts, and social scripts for understanding Galatians
in its historical and cultural context (chaps. 1-4). Second, whereas other studies are
largely reliant on the work of Frederick Danker on endangered benefaction, this
dissertation extends his work by expanding the suite of examples of endangered
benefaction and by providing a more detailed look at the phenomenon (chaps. 5-6).
Third, the dissertation addresses the lack of comprehensive treatment of benefaction in
Galatians by contextualizing Paul’s use of benefaction language, themes, concepts, and

social scripts (chap. 7).
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Summary of Chapters

Chapter 1 noted how Paul’s use of yépic in Galatians provides the entry point
into the wider cultural encyclopedia of benefaction (Gal 1:3, 6, 15; 2:9, 21; 5:4; 6:18; cf.
yopiCecBar in 3:18). Further, the chapter examined the most significant post-1980
research on benefaction and Galatians. The chapter argued that despite the contributions
of scholars like Frederick Danker, James Harrison, John Barclay, David deSilva, and
Ferdinand Okorie, a more extensive exploration of benefaction and endangered
benefaction in the ancient documentary and literary sources, coupled with a focus on
Galatians, could extend the scholarship on Galatians and benefaction in a way that goes
beyond the valuable contributions of past scholarship.

Chapter 2 highlighted the role and importance of proper gratitude to one’s
benefactor (human or divine) across all social domains. Indeed, the custom of gratitude
for benefits occurs in numerous mammalian species and is probably a cross-cultural
human universal with deep evolutionary roots that provides populations with a
mechanism to scale-up an extended cooperative society. In the civic benefaction
institution that developed in Greek cities, the repute mechanism and information
feedback system form an adaptive selection mechanism for cities’ populations and a
repository of strategies for group survival and flourishing. In a benefaction relationship, a
recipient’s memory (or forgetfulness) correlates to the importance of a benefaction at the
time of reception. Additionally, uprightness (dtkatocvvr) could be a virtue of one who is
reputed for generosity and assiduously repaying favors with gratitude. Furthermore,
benefaction involves a series of complex decisions. On the one hand, the benefactor or
giver had to decide who to benefit, what to give, and how much to give. On the other
hand, a would-be recipient had to decide whether to receive a favor or gift or reject it, and
how to return gratitude if one decided to accept a benefit. Reputation played a key role in
how a would-be giver or recipient decides, but law, custom, and affection also factored

into decisions. People who because of poverty were unable to thank a benefactor
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appropriately could rely on the gods to repay on their behalf. Moreover, obsequiousness
could please a would-be giver yet simultaneously disgust others. Being locked in one’s
own culturally specific gifting scripts and being ignorant of another’s protocols could
cause intercultural misunderstanding. Finally, the gift as bait tactic took advantage of the
societal division of knowledge not to cooperate (the normal, win-win situation) but to
manipulate others into a disadvantageous position or outcome. As a known tactic in gift-
giving, would-be recipients of gifts or benefactions knew they should exercise caution
when deciding whether to accept them or not.

Chapter 3 explored specific motifs and relational and systemic dynamics
within the domain of benefaction that are relevant to Galatians. These included civic
freedom, promise, starting and completing, word-deed congruency, benefits to the worthy
and unworthy, generosity and abundance, time, ingratitude, fidelity and defection, kinship
language, memory, imitation, and community survival. Subsequently, chapter 4 used the
events of the First Mithridatic War (8985 BC) to illustrate how many of these topics are
brought together and cohere in the ancient sources.

Chapter 5 elaborated on the motif of endangered benefaction in the Hellenistic
and early Roman periods. People from different cultures appealed to and expressed
thanks to the gods for preserving them or others from dangers and textualized the
delivering power of their gods in inscriptions and literature. On the human level,
individual self-endangerment for the sake of others was lauded in battle, rewarded with
personal honors (e.g., crown, titles, gifts), and seen as an example worthy of memory for
present and future generations. If leaders risked their lives, it could motivate their soldiers
to imitate their valor and the shared struggle could produce a sense of unity between
soldiers and commanders. Notable singular deeds of risk on behalf of others from
Hasdrubal, Quintus Aulius, Horatius Cocles, Scipio Africanus, and Theophiliskos
highlighted different aspects of self-endangerment. Next, the chapter examined in detail
how a host of civic benefactors aided the populations of Greek-speaking cities during
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times of acute distress. These benefactors recognized the dangers of enslavement,
captivity, an oppressive foreign garrison, invasion, tyranny, pandemic, famine, and
crushing debt and often undertook personally hazardous missions to provide relief and
deliverance to people and populations who were in dire need of help.

Chapter 6 examined how 1 Maccabees and Josephus in his Life incorporate the
theme of endangered benefaction in their work. The Greek 1 Maccabees portrays the sons
of Mattathias as civic benefactors who risk their lives to ensure freedom for the people of
Judea. In his Life, Josephus portrays himself as a benefactor who undergoes substantial
risk to aid his friends and fellow Judeans.

Chapter 7 offers a contextualized and comparative reading of Galatians in its
benefaction context. In general, Paul conforms to his cultural context by abiding by its
social scripts, terminology, and motifs. Thus, Paul’s understanding of freedom
(éhevBepia) is analogous to civic freedom in Greek cities, which refers to a population’s
negative freedom from external powers of compulsion and control (whether to a foreign
power or a native tyrant) and positive freedom to abide by its own laws, customs, and
ways of getting along together as a group. For Paul, Christ has liberated his constituents
from a complex of coercive and enslaving powers (negative freedom; Gal 1:4; 2:3, 4;
3:13,21; 4:2, 8-10, 17, 21, 29; 5:1-3) and provided a freedom to get along together
according to certain standards of conduct, decision-making, and virtue exemplified in the
phrase “the law of Christ” (positive freedom; Gal 5:13—6:10).

Paul’s portrayal of Christ’s act of endangered benefaction broadly resembles
the wider cultural pattern of self-endangerment to benefit others who are in jeopardy.
Likewise, Christ exhibits prototypical generosity in line with other highly praised
benefactors—total commitment to perform a benefit for others (in this case, liberation)
even at great cost to oneself and despite hazardous circumstances. He “gave himself,”
that is, showed wholehearted commitment, to his liberatory activity and showed affection

to his constituents by handing himself over to the Roman authorities to be crucified on
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behalf of others in such a way that he secured them from danger, but the deed resulted in
his own loss of reputation and honor (Gal 1:4; 2:21; 3:13). But, like the relationship of
Alketas and the Pisidians (Diod. Sic., Bib. hist., 18.46—47), such generosity has the power
to secure a bond of affection and a good reputation beyond the grave. Further, Paul’s
contention that Jesus’s death results in a “new creation” (Gal 6:14—15) mirrors, for
example, how Augustus provided benefits that caused a “new beginning” (moAtyyevesio)
in his effort to aid a city after an earthquake (SEG 65.300.a.7-8).

Like the common inter-city practice of kinship diplomacy, Paul himself
engages in kinship diplomacy in Galatians by drawing on his archive of ancestral
genealogical information in Genesis to persuade his audience to take a course of action
based on shared kinship (i.e., to refuse circumcision) and to motivate a sense of shared
belonging among kin members (Gal 3:6—4:31). Moreover, Paul taps into the common
social scripts surrounding the notion of promise by characterizing God as faithful to his
promise to Abraham, thereby adding persuasive power to his directive to refuse
circumcision by giving the Galatians a framework for understanding circumcision-refusal
as an expression of fidelity to the Judean God who keeps his promises (Gal 3:6-5:6).

Additionally, Paul makes use of the word-deed congruence script, the motif of
endangered benefaction, and the practice of imitation of a benefactor to present Peter’s
conduct at Antioch as the inversion of all three (Gal 2:11-14). That is, Peter words and
deeds in the Antioch incident showed lack of integrity, he shirked his opportunity to face
danger on behalf of the Gentiles at Antioch, and in so doing he failed to imitate his
benefactor Christ. In Galatians 3:1-5, Paul suggests that the Galatians are on the verge of
becoming disreputable because they fail to continue their lives to completion in the
manner that they started it, that is, “by Spirit” rather than “flesh”. In so doing, they would
spurn their benefactor God who provides the Spirit and powerful deeds to support well-
ordered and sufficiently supplied assemblies. Paul’s practice and insistence on gratitude

to God and Christ and his consistent concern for his benefactors’ good repute throughout
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his letters, coupled with his invocation of the social script of ingratitude in Galatians (esp.
Gal 1:6-9; 5:1-5), shows him in continuity with his benefaction context. Also, this
dissertation suggested that the Polybian motif of “gift as bait” could provide a social
script for understanding how the Galatian assemblies may have felt when faced with the
prospects of forced circumcision.

The incongruous benefaction of God is out of step with the normal protocols of
gift-giving to worthy or well-reputed recipients, but such unconditioned benefactions did
occur, and people knew that a gift to the undeserving could produce a relationship where
it was once lacking. As such, incongruity fits well within the ancient social scripts of
virtuous clemency, humaneness, and favor to people who would otherwise not deserve
them. Further, in Galatians God does not give his benefits arbitrarily; instead, Paul’s
kinship discourse allows him to provide a reason for God’s benefaction to the Galatians
(Gal 3:64:31).

Paul employs benefaction scripts related to time. God’s benefaction is well-
timed (Gal 4:4 —7; cf. Gal 1:4, 23; 3:19) and he is a continuous resource for his
constituencies (Gal 3:5). With respect to himself, Paul depicts his past self as an anti-
benefactor whose past “conduct” (dvaotpoen) inverted the model of typical praiseworthy
conduct that benefactors exhibited (Gal 1:13, 23). He uses a past-present discourse to
mark discontinuity with his past rather than how honorific inscriptions use past-present
discourses to show continuity and consistency of past behavior with the present.

Exercising fidelity or good faith toward a person or a city became a critical
necessity when a violent crisis occurred. Defection to another person or power could have
strategic and practical benefits for the defecting party. Paul’s use of “fidelity” or “good
faith” (niotig) in Galatians can be at least partially explained with reference to the
frequent usage of the term in context of crisis. For Paul, the crisis the Galatians face—
coerced circumcision—provides the situation within which they can demonstrate their
fidelity to God by refusing to submit to the violent act (e.g., Gal 5:1-5). Paul directs the
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Galatians to pattern their conduct after their benefactor Messiah, who models the
principle of fidelity-as-love-of-neighbor (e.g., Gal 1:4; 2:20; 3:13; 5:6, 13-14; 6:2).

The differences and distinctiveness of Paul’s use of benefaction themes,
scripts, and words comes not in a simple inversion of the categories in the available
cultural encyclopedia but, like any other textualization of a benefaction, it comes in his
specific combination of themes, scripts, and words that he activates within his own local
situation. Paul uses words to describe Christ’s benefaction that are not normally used to
describe civic benefactors on honorific inscriptions, like “to surrender oneself”
(mapadodvar Eavtov; Gal 2:20) and “to love/have affection” (dyanficat, dydmn; esp. Gal
2:20; 5:6, 13—14)." Christ’s conduct of liberation (Gal 1:4; 2:20; 3:13; 5:1) is in line with
the pattern of other benefactors who risked their own lives, offered themselves as ransom,
were injured in their service, were killed, or even tortured to death, but the specific
known historical circumstances of Jesus’s death by Roman crucifixion inform and
constrain Paul’s own description of Christ’s benefaction.? Probably the strongest contrast
between Paul’s description of Christ reflects Paul’s own personal discontinuity in his past
and present (Gal 1:13—14, 23. That is, 1 Maccabees and Paul both portray the sons of
Mattathias and Jesus respectively liberating their constituents from dominion to external
powers and to live according to certain shared norms, but the aggressive and violent
military mode of conduct of the sons of Mattathias differs from the self-surrender and

crucifixion of Jesus.

! Although it should be noted that mapadodvoi £avtdv does occur in literary sources and
dyomiioon is rare but not totally absent from the epigraphical corpus (see chap. 7).

2 The legendary stories about the Roman general Regulus sacrificing his own life by being
crucified by the Carthaginians for the benefit of Rome somewhat temper the “uniqueness” of a crucified
benefactor. Although, it is important to note that Jesus was crucified during Paul’s lifetime whereas the
sources that laud Regulus for his legendary crucifixion occur several generations, some two to three
hundred years, after Regulus’s life. On Regulus and the legendary tradition surrounding him in relation to
Colossians 2:15, see Joseph R. Dodson, “The Convict’s Gibbet and the Victor’s Car: The Triumphal Death
of Marcus Atilius Regulus and the Background of Col 2:15,” Harvard Theological Review 114, no. 2
(2021): 182-202.
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Suggestions for Further Research

In part, this dissertation has sought to demonstrate the benefit of using
epigraphical and (to a lesser extent) papyrological evidence to understand the historical,
social, and linguistic contexts of Galatians. New inscriptions and papyri are published
every year and are added to an ever-growing corpus of documents of a diverse nature.
Scholars would greatly benefit from incorporating inscriptions and papyri in situating the
New Testament documents in their original cultural contexts. Likewise, this dissertation
has sought to underline how important it is to understand the institutions and practices of
Greek cities in the Hellenistic and early Roman periods for situating and comparing early
Christian documents. One potential study that would be welcome is a detailed
comparison of kinship diplomacy with Paul’s own project of imagining the relationship
between Judeans and Gentiles as rooted in a shared kinship. Another potential study that
would extend this dissertation would be a more comprehensive treatment of the
benefaction themes in Josephus, including endangered benefaction, beyond his Life.
Additionally, this dissertation has gathered cultural categories for others to use and

expand upon to understand other New Testament and early Christian documents.
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ABSTRACT
PAUL’S ENDANGERED BENEFACTOR: GALATIANS IN ITS
BENEFACTION CONTEXT

David Michael Wyman, PhD
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 2022
Chair: Dr. Jarvis J. Williams

9% ¢

Paul’s use of the word yapig (“generosity,” “benefaction,” “gratitude”) in
Galatians (Gal 1:3, 6, 15; 2:9, 21; 5:4; 6:18; cf. yapiCesOot in 3:18) opens the possibility
for understanding his interaction with the wider cultural encyclopedia of benefaction.
This dissertation argues that in Galatians Paul operates in continuity with the wider
corpus of benefaction-events by using language, motifs, concepts, and social scripts from
the cultural domain of benefaction, but he exhibits differences in his specific
configuration and combination of those various elements. To contextualize and
understand Paul’s benefaction language this dissertation examines documentary
(epigraphical and papyrological) and literary sources from ca. 350 BC to AD 150.
Chapter 1 introduces the word yépig as well as civic benefaction, and surveys
important scholarship on benefaction in relation to Galatians since 1980. Chapter 2
overviews the basic operations of benefaction and several social scripts associated with it.
Chapter 3 examines a variety of topics related to benefaction: civic freedom, promises,
starting and completing a benefaction, word-deed congruence on the part of a benefactor,
how benefits were expected to be dispensed to worthy recipients but also how clemency
and pardon were highly valued, how people represented prototypical and abundant
generosity, certain temporal themes of benefaction, ingratitude, fidelity and disloyalty,

benefaction within kinship diplomacy, memory, imitation, and community survival.

Chapter 4 shows how many of the previously examined benefaction social scripts and



motifs cohere and belong together by briefly examining parts of the First Mithridatic War
(89-85 BC). Chapters 5 and 6 describe and analyze in detail the phenomenon of
endangered benefaction as attested in epigraphical and literary sources, including 1
Maccabees and the Life of Josephus. Chapter 7 then situates Paul’s use of benefaction
language in Galatians within the wider cultural encyclopedia of benefaction. Chapter 8

summarizes, draws conclusions, and offers suggestions for further research.
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